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‘Premium Network Spaces’: A Comment

OLIVIER COUTARD

Premium network spaces: Stephen Graham’s argument

In a recent issue of this journal, Stephen Graham (2000) offers an exciting analysis of the
emergence of what he calls ‘premium networked spaces: new or retrofitted transport,
telecommunications, power or water infrastructures that are customized precisely to the
needs of powerful users and spaces, whilst bypassing less powerful users and spaces’
(ibid.: 185). He contrasts premium network spaces with the traditional ‘normalized and
standardized infrastructure’ networkbi@.: 190) or, more cautiously, with ‘assumptions

of immanent, ubiquitous and standardized infrastructure netwoitks!.:(184).

Summarizing Graham’s argument is not easy. For one thing, his analysis extends to a
wide range of urban and social contexts: ‘the ‘developed’, ‘developing’, ‘newly-
industrialized’ and ‘post-communist’ worldshid.: 185); wealthy, less well-off, and very
poor spaces and social groups; economic spaces (e.g. foreign direct investment enclaves
or business improvement districts), residential spaces (e.g. gated communities) and social
life spaces (such as commercial malls and theme parks etc.). In addition, Graham insists
that the significance and novelty of premium network spaces should not be
overemphasized.

Nevertheless, the central argument developed in the paper can, | believe, be
summarized as follows:

« First, the emergence of premium network spaces is a widespread trend supported by
‘four processes of sociotechnical and political economic change ... the ‘unbundling’
of urban infrastructure provision; the erosion of comprehensive urban planning and
the construction of new consumption spaces; the emergence of infrastructural con-
sumerism; and the widespread shift towards extended and automobilized cityscapes’
(ibid.: 186).

» Second, although there are many historical precedents to it, the current trend contrib-
utes more than these precedents did to the increase of social and economic disparities
between, especially, intra-urban spaces. Processes of construction of premium network
spaces, Graham claims, ‘represent a renewal of old and established practices ... They
simply do this with renewed degrees of intensity and global reach and, often, without
the pretence of eventually moving toward universal acceisgl.( 197). Liberalization
(i.e. the introduction of regulated competition in the provision of infrastructure
networks), for example, can ‘mean a loss of the redistributive, social role implied by
public infrastructure monopolies’, Graham arguiégd(: 187), quoting Little (1995: 9).

e Third, this trend is contrary to the public good and social justice; this is why these
‘secessionary tendencies’ may give rise to ‘democratic resistance and social
mobilization [that can] serve to balance [them] with more redistributive design,
development, regulation and governance strategibsl.( 186).
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Overall, the picture he draws identifies the ‘uneven emergence’of premium network
spacesvorldwide asa clearly negativeprocessaswell asa major issueof socialjustice
— or, more accurately,of spatialjustice.

In thiscomment) would like to presenta differentview. | will in particularchallenge
threeof Graham’sassumption®r arguments:

« Thatinfrastructurenetworksin the post-monopolisti eraare,in general worsethan
networksin the monopolisticerain termsof disparitiesin social/spatiabccessibility;

e That the contemporary development of networks generally leads to sodally
undedrable econamic polarization, egecialy through the fisal secesion of
‘businessenclaves’;

e That premium social/economicspacescan generally be describedas deliberately
designedoremiumnetwork spaces.

Note that my intentionis not to provide a comprehensivanalysisof this question,but
ratherto discusscasedn a variety of urbanandnationalcontextsthat appearto standin
contrastwith Graham’snarrative.

Accessto basic network infrastructures

As Grahamrightly points out, when discussingissuesof ‘universal service’ or ‘public
utilities’, we needto be cautiousaboutthe possiblegapbetweerrhetoricandfact: during
the public-utility-mon@olies’ goldenage(say,from the 1930sto the 1970s) whenequal
or universalaccesdo basicnetworkinfrastructuresvasthe official doxg ‘variationsin
the quality and degreeof social and geographicalaccessto networkedinfrastructures
remainedstark’ (ibid.: 185).

At the sametime, though,the progressivegeneralizatiorof infrastructurenetworks
in countriesof the developedworld, andthe massivestatesupport(financial, political,
legal) it restedupon, cannotbe contestedsee,e.g.,Coutard,1997,for a discussionof
electrification in Franceand the USA). In lessthan a century, sometimesmuch less
dependingon the country and the sector, such networkedsystemsas the telephone,
electric light or water supply have becomeuniversal® Certainly, a discussionof how
universalthesebasicservicesare shouldincludethe issueof socialaccessthe fact that
there remain disparitiesamong social groupsin accessto and use of theseservices
(Grahamand Marvin, 1994). But, overall, residential connectionto basic network
infrastructureprogressivelybecamea ‘social norm’ in thosecountries,andwith it the
notionthatpeopleshouldnot be disconnectedgainstheir will (seeCoutard,2000,for a
study of the emerging ‘right’ to networked water supply in France,the UK and
Germany).

The contrastbetweenindustrializedcountriesand the rest of the world is sharp.In
countriesof the developingworld, domesticaccesgo basic utility servicesis a reality
only for a minority of the population;evenin urbanareasaccesss far from universal.
This wasthe casebeforethe recentunbundlingperiod Grahamrefersto; this is still the
casetoday.But | would argueagainstGraham’sview that the unbundlingetc. of public
utility monopolieshasin generalled to increasedsocial/spatialdisparitiesin accesso
network services Basedon studiesof the developmentf watersupply systemsn three
cities in the developingworld (Windhoek, Namibia; BuenosAires, Argentina; Delhi,
India), I will arguethat there are many different reasonghat lead to unevenaccesso

1 Cf., for examplethe eloquentchart'U.S. householdsvith selectecconsumeigoods1900-1980’jn Fischer
(21992:22), which showsthatall networkgoodsandservicegelectricity, the telephonethe car etc.)tendto
becomeuniversalduring the nineteenthcentury. A similar chart could be drawn for all countriesin the
developedworld.
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basicutility servicesandthatthe outsourcingor unbundlingof suchutility servicesmay
help ratherthan hamperthe generalizatiorof accesgo theseservices.

The reasonfor accessinequalitiesmay be political, as in the ‘hydric apartheid’
regimeof watersupplyin Windhoekuntil the early 1990s,whenthe richest20% of the
populationconsumed0% of the waterdeliveredto retail customersandthe pooresthalf
only 15% of thatwater(Jaglin,1997).Theissueof accesgo waterfor low-incomeurban
groupswas not properly handledin the 1993 reform of the water supply regime. But,
Jaglinnotes,reformersdid not intendto ignore or negativelyaffect low-incomegroups.
Rather,threemain reasonsseemto explainwhy the reform wasfocusedon urban/rural
solidarities (and not rich/poor ones):the ‘social debt’ of the stateto rural areas;the
political power of the predominantlyrural Ovambo ethnic group; and the lack of
appropriatestatisticalinstrumentgJaglin, 1997: 25; seealso Jaglin, 1998).

Although certainly less dramatic, the situationin Europeancountriespresentsan
interestingparallelwith that describedcby Jaglin. Consider for example rate averagings
for electricity supply and the telephonein France. Historically, the main form of
averagingimplementedwas betweenurban and rural areas.It was very redistributive
socially, subsidizing the massively poor farm households.But it is currently more
guestionablewhenthe poorin Franceincreasinglylive in urbanareaswhile urban,ex-
urban and rural areasare increasingly becoming populatedwith upper-middle-class
householdgsee Coutard,1998). Hence,given pricing rules may producedifferent, or
even opposite,effects when the socio-economiacontext changes.The UK Parliament
failed to acknowledgehis changewhenit requiredthatthe just-createdegulatorsof the
watersupplyandotherutility industrieshaveconcerrfor customersesidingin rural areas
or for customersof pensionableage’, but not for customerson low income.

The reasonfor accessinequalitiesmay also be insufficient funding of the water
supplysystemForexamplejn BuenosAires, during severaldecadeswaterwassupplied
by a state-ownegbublic enterprisawith low prices(flat rates,i.e. independenbf volumes
consumed)and high public subsidiesreflecting a hygienist-inspiredpolicy of canilla
libre, or ‘free-access-to-tagiolicy — the oppositeof a liberal (post-monopolisticpolicy
within which onewould expectwaterto be suppliedasa commercialgood,andin striking
contrastwith the situationin Windhoek as well. What was the outcomeof this free-
access-to-tajpolicy (seeFaudry,1999)?0n the one hand,free accesgo tap, indeed,in
the central, richer part of the urbanarea(six million people),with very high levels of
waterconsumptiorper capita,andhencevery largesubsidiedo thoseconsumersOn the
other hand, half a million peopleillegally connectedto the water network and no
connectiorat all for therestof thearea(four to five million people).And, ontop of this,a
very poor quality of servicealtogetherand a very high proportionof uncollectedbills.
This situationmay be analysedas deliberate(post) colonial policy. But thereis another
way to look atit: the watersupplysystemdid not spreadbecausef insufficientfunding;
andthericher BuenosAires residentssettledwherewatersupplyandotherserviceswere
readily available. Then, in 1993, the service was franchisedto Aguas Argentinas,a
commercialconsortium.The contractstipulatedthatthe new utility should,within the 30
yearsof the contractduration,connectthe entire populationof the franchisearea(nine
million people)to the water supply network, and at least95% of the populationto the
waste-watedrainagesystem.Thirty yearscertainlyis a long time whenyou arewaiting
for tapwater! But it is not superiorto the typical time neededo universalizevaterutility
networksin westernEuropearurbanareagnotto mentionrural ones).Theinitial contract
providedthatthe costof new connectionshouldbe born by newly-connectedustomers
only (Faudry, 1999; SchneierMadanes,2000). But this proved socially unsustainable
becausehe connectioncost was extremelyhigh, especiallyfor the poorerhouseholds
supposedio bearit. The connectionchargethus raised fierce opposition among the
populationto be connectedinterestingly though,the stronges{or mostefficient) groups
opposing the connection charge were not the poorest groups, but middle-class
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suburbanitesclaiming they could pay but would not pay for a servicethey were not
consultedabout and for which they had an alternative (their wells) (see Schneier
Madanes2000)! Oppositionand widespreachon-payments$ed to a renegotiationof the
franchisecontractin 1997.The new contractprovidedthat the expansiorof the network
should be financed through a uniform universal service charge paid by all utility
customersThe newschemewasclearly redistributiveandsocially morejust. However,it
involved higher water bills for already connectedcustomers.Customerassociations
thereforetook courtactionto try andavoid havingto pay for the charge— a somewhat
discouragingorm of ‘democraticresistance’They eventuallylost to AguasArgentinas,
andthe firm was subsequentlable to raisethe charge.

Disparitiesin water supply may also have technical origins. Take the exampleof
Delhi. In 199%, 60% of the nine million peopleliving in the Delhi regionwereconrected
to the publicly-owned water supply utility. For 95% of the 600 conrected households
interviewedby Zérah (1997), either water was availableonly part of the day, or at an
inadequateljlow pressire, or both. Zérah interestngly showsthat quality of servicewas
primarily a function of the distancebetweenthe point of supply andthe watertreatment
plant(thelongerthe distancethe poarer the quality). It secondarilydepeneédon thefloor
onwhichthedwelling waslocated But it wasnotsignificantly correldedto the revenueof
the household supplied: at similar locations,richer and poorer (connected)households
enjoyeda similar quality of service.Zérah further showsthat all househtds affectedby
irregular (intermittent)watersupplyengagedn compensatorgtrategiesstoringnetwork-
supplied water (two-thirds of interviewed households),pumping undergound water
(nearly 30% of householdg reomganizingdomesic and other activities (agan, 30% of
households)ecyclingwater,collectingwateroutsidethe home,protestingmovinghouse
(1.5%o0f interviewedhouseholdsledaredthey hadmovedbeauseof poa watersupply).
Sheconcludeghat‘low incomehousehtds pay [propotionately] morefor their waterdue
to compenatory strategies’(1997: 6). In a follow up of Zérah's PhD work and 1997
article, LlorenteandZérah (1998)arguefor a reform of the watersupplyservicein Delhi.
In particular,theymaketheimportant,if debatake, pointthatindividual domesic network
suppliesmay not be the mostappropiate shot- and mid-term solutionin many cities in
developingcountries.Rather, local or national authorities,they say, could improve the
public good more efficiently by regulatng and coordinatingthe increasingnumber of
competingwater suppligs (tank trucks, water jars and bottled water suppliers).

As these examples suggest,the uneven developmentof, or accessto, basic
infrastructuresin cities in the developingworld was in some instancesthe result of
explicit socio-politicalstrategiesln suchcities,onecanagreethat ‘the partialcompletion
of modern networked infrastructurewas a very deliberateattemptto symbolize the
superiorityof colonial power-holdersover colonizedcivilisations’ (Graham,2000:185).
This was strikingly the casein apartheidand post-apartheidgouthernAfrican countries
and cities. However,in many instancesaccesdisparitieswere the largely unintended
consequencef formally redistributiverules (cf. BuenosAires and Delhi).

In thethreecities discusse@bove the poorerpartof the population,evenwhenthey
are not deliberatelyexcluded,are always hit the hardestby the heterogeneouaccess
conditionsto network-basedvater supply:

* Generally,the poor householdsre not connectecat home;they mustresortto more
time-consumingor more costly (generally both) alternativesto cover their basic
needs;

* Whentheyare connectedthe quality of serviceis oftenlow andthey mustengagen
compensatongtrategieshat raisethe costsof water supplymuchabovethe official
subsidizedand spatially-averagedates.

How are thesepoor householdsaffectedby the commaodification/commerclaation of
watersupply?It is importantin this discussiorto note that regulatoryreformsaffecting
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basicinfrastructurendustries suchasthe wateror the electricity supplyindustriesjn the
‘developingworld’ do notin generalconsistin privatizing infrastructureor in allowing

free competition(or evenregulatedcompetition)betweenserviceprovidersfor end-of-
pipe users Alternativesto this radical schemeare generallypreferred.Public authorities
may reform an industry deeply and at the sametime keepthe historical utility asthe
monopolistic supplier (e.g. Windhoek). More often, though, the reform consistsin

franchising (outsourcing)the provision of one service over a given serviceareato a
provider selectedhrougha competitivebidding procedurg(e.g. BuenosAires).

The examinationof reformsin three different urban contexts prompts us to be
cautiousaboutthe rhetoric of network universalization.Cheapservicefor all’ policies
often endup asbadservicefor manyandno serviceat all for manymore. Standardized
monopolisticnetworksin manyinstancesapperto beor to evolveinto thevery premium
networksthey are supposedo standin contrastwith. In addition,in many places,asin
BuenosAires, ‘democraticresistanceand socialmobilization’ may rise to opposerather
thansupportsocially equalizingschemes&nduniversalsystemsConverselytechnicalor
economicservicedifferentiation may in specific contextsproveto be much fairer than
standardizedschemesof domesticnetwork supplies,which at leastin the short and
mediumtermimply no supplyfor many.Finally, asthe history of industrializedcountries
shows,the rise andhomogenizatiorof living conditionsand purchaseoweris probably
in the longerterm the mostefficient equalizerof conditionsof accesgo wateror other
basicutility servicesThedurationof the processhowever shouldnotbeunderestimated.

In this sectionl focusedon residentialaccesgo basicnetworkinfrastructuresand|
focusedon waterin orderto keepthe discussiorasaccurateandshortas! could. Stories
are likely to be different for other network services, according to their stage of
development.For example, case studies on the early diffusion of Internet access,
including accessby low-income groups,stressthe crucial role in this diffusion of non-
governmentaldecentralizedcommercialinitiatives muchsimilar to the privateinitiatives
that supportedthe initial diffusion of traditional utility systems(see,e.g., Fernandez-
Maldonado,2001,on the diffusion of Internetaccessn Lima, Peru).At the sametime, it
shouldcomeasno surprisethat,in mostcountriesin the world, universaldomesticaccess
to the Internetis currently not a priority for policy-makers.

Unevengeographicaldevelopmentand premium network business
spaces:the issueof fiscal secession

Graham'’sarticle containsstriking examplesof businessenclaves’.He drawsa parallel
betweenthe Singaporian-Indonean ‘Sijori growth triangle’ and London’s Docklands
and City areasas examplesof ‘glocal spaces’,globally connectedto other similar
businessenclavesthroughoutthe world, while at the sametime as little connectedas
possibleto their local environmentsthis is well-illustratedin the Docklandsareawhere
‘local accessvia roadwaysor footwaysare carefully filtered’ througha so-called'mini
Ring of Steel’ comprising ‘fortress’ urban design practices,cordons, accesscontrol
systems CCTV and a private police force to restrictunwantedtraffic’ (Graham,2000:
189). Thefiscal logic of busines®nclavess clearesin Graham’sdiscussiorof business
improvementdistricts (BIDs), ‘secessionarystreetscapessupportedby ‘a tailor-made
form of local governmentwhich allows BID boardsto raisepropertytaxes,enforcedby
law, andusethemin anexcellentexampleof fiscal equivalence— all revenuesare spent
within the district. Free riders, and social or geographicalcross subsidies,are thus
avoided’ (ibid.: 191). Someexamplesmentionedby Grahamseemeven more striking,
suchasforeign direct investmentenclavesin Brazil, where‘new auto plantsare being
equipped,at direct municipal and Federalexpensewith their own private universeof
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glocal connections... [while] at the sametime, it has beendemonstratedhat social
provision of basic servicesis being underminedacrosscities and municipalitiesas a
whole becausef the spiralling public costsof suchstrategies'(ibid.: 189-90).

| agreewith Grahamthat the quasi-privatizatn of public spacesandlocal attempts
at fiscal secessiorassociatedvith businesdistricts are importantissues.But, focusing
hereonthefiscal secessioproblem,l wishto challengeGraham’ssuggestiorthatmoney
flows generatedby internationalcapital hot spotsare basically confinedto the socio-
spatialsubsystenformedby these'enclaves’,with no ‘leaks’ towardtheir local, regional
or nationalenvironmentsl arguethat a comprehensivenappingof moneyflows is a
crucial elementin the discussionwhetherbusinesslevelopmentreasare subsidizedoy
or bringing revenueto the broaderdocal community.l'll maketwo brief points.First, tax
revenuesrepresentonly a limited share of the total revenuegeneratedby business
districts. A usually larger part of this revenuegoesinto the remuneratiorof the people
working there,andat leasta partof this moneybenefitsthe environmenbf the hot spots.
The sameholdsfor investmentanadeby firms in the district, etc. Second focusingon
fiscal revenuesjt mustbe keptin mind that not all taxesare local. Part of them are
collected andtheir revenuds redistributedat a broaderespeciallynational)level. These
flows shouldalsobeintegratedn theanalysisln somecasesalthoughby no meansall, it
probablychangeghe answerto the (admittedlycrude)questionof who subsidizesvhom.

The lle-de-Francethe Frenchcapital region, takenas a whole, is a good example.
Partly dueto the FrenchJacobinic(centralizing)tradition, the regionconcentratea very
high proportion (as comparedto its area) of the national population, jobs, research
centres administrationsetc. Advancedtelecommunicationinfrastructuresare consider-
ably more developed(in quantity, quality and diversity) therethanin any other part of
France Half of the total nationaltelecommunicatinstraffic is confinedwithin the Saint-
Lazare— Etoile — La Défensefive-miles-long‘hot spot’ district. Now, doesthis makethe
lle-de-Franceas a whole a socially undesirableenclave,a premium network space
misappropriatingoublic money?The issuecannotbe settledwithout taking into account
the othersideof the coin: everyyear,dueto its high productivity, the lle-de-Frances the
sourceof a fiscal transferto the restof Franceof approximately150 billion francs(23
billion Euros),which representsl0% of the Frenchnational state’sbudget(Davezies,
1999).Hence therestof Franceto a significantextentbenefitsfrom the productivity and
the competitivenes®f the Frenchcapital region and its over-concentratiorof people,
qualifiedjobs, privateandpublic money,andinfrastructuresNote thatthis transferis not
a transferof part of the revenueof the local taxes;it is achievedthroughsocial security
andincometaxes(which are raisedandredistributedby the nationalgovernment).

Networks and the social and functional specializationof space

In his discussionof businessareas,Grahamalso raisesthe issueof the privatizationor
semi-privatizatio of portionsof public space.Grahamdenounceghe deliberatedesign
andprivatizationof premiumnetworkpublic spacesl wish to maketwo objectionsto his
argument.

First, exclusionaryurban designis not always deliberate.For example, Graham
attributesto ‘carefully designedocal disconnectionsthe poor accessibilityto ‘inward-
looking’ shoppingmalls by foot or by public transit (2000: 195). | would arguethat,
often, pedestriansand peopletravelling by public transportare neglectedor evenjust
forgotten rather than deliberatelyexcluded.In Paris, there are many instanceswhere
accesdy foot to public transitstationsis ‘virtually impossibleor extremelyhazardous’,
eventhoughnearly all users(clients) of the transit systemare pedestriansmmediately
before and after they use public transport! Symmetrically, consider,for example,the
Portede Bagnoletshoppingmall and car-rail hub on the easterrside of the city of Paris.
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There, the most disadvantagedisersare (or at leastwere, before improvementworks
werecarriedout) the peoplecomingby car— by far thelargestgroupof customerof the
shoppingmall. Reachingandreturningto the mall’s car parksfrom the surroundingoad
network was incredibly complicatedand the paths betweenthose car parks and the
shopping centre and undergroundstation were desperatelyugly and dirty. But this
situation was not createdpurposefully: rather than deliberatemisconceptionsijt was,
simply, poor architecturaldesignandbuilding managementMargail et al., 1996).More
important, though, improving accessto shoppingmalls by alternative travel modes,
desirableas it undoubtedlyis, will not solve the generalissue of ‘car dependence’
(Dupuy, 1999),i.e. the high costborneby non-carownersin an automobilizedsociety,
when, for example,the groceryround the corner closesbecausenf the new shopping
centreten miles away. But on the otherhand,shoppingmalls are accessiblgo the vast
majority of the population in industrialized countries and they cannot be labelled
‘premium’ spacedn the samesenseas, for example,a gatedcommunityin which only
householddelongingto the richest1% of the populationcould afford to live.

Second,the focus in Graham’spaperon micro-local spacesis partly misleading,
becausdt seemgo imply that local connectionsare alwaysimportanteconomicallyor
socially. | would arguethat somelocal relations are not that significant in a spatial
organizationincreasinglycharacterizedy the social specializationof spacega process
hamperingof eventhe co-presencef andintercoursebetweendiversesocial, ethnic or
religiousgroups)andthe functionalspecializatiorof spacegi.e. the splinteringof space,
especiallyat theinfra-urbanlevel, into separatavork, residentialcommercialandleisure
spaces)Naturally one may regretthis trend of socialandfunctional specializationOne
may even relate it broadly to the expansionof network infrastructuresand the
generalizationof automobilization.But | would arguethat the ‘privatization’ of space
basicallyresultsprimarily from the socialandfunctionalspecializatiorof spaceandthat
CCTVs or ‘fortress’ urbandesignare a consequencef, or at mosta supportto, these
processesatherthanthe novel developmentf premiumnetworkspacesin ‘traditional’
densecityscapessuchasthat of the City of London,physicalenclavesare morestriking
becausef the spatialproximity of otherspacesHowever the useof spaceby individuals
or socialgroups,including ‘less powerful’ ones,is decreasinglydeterminedby physical
distanceln this perspectivel wonderwhetherthe physical,electronicandprivatepolice-
enforcedlocking-up of the City which occurredover the pastdecadereally changedhe
life of theresidentsf the neighbouringHackneyborough.Would they havegoneto the
City anyway?

Conclusion

A thoroughdiscussionof the argumentsievelopedoy StephenGrahamherewould call
for a muchlongerarticle thanthis alreadylong one. In this comment,l havediscussed
exampleghatin my view standin contrastwith his (2000) narrativeof the development
of ‘premiumnetworkspaces’ln closing,l would like to emphasizehe threemain points
of my argument.

1 Theseculatrendin accesdo basicutility servicesn old industrializedcountrieswas
atrendof generalizationln thosecountrieswater,electricity andtelephonenetworks
havereachedhe point of universalizatiorin the courseof the twentiethcentury(see
the currentdebate®n ‘universalservices’).In developingcountries the diffusion of
networkswaslimited to partsof urbanareas put not alwaysfor deliberatepurposes
of socialexclusion And availableevidencesuggestshatregulatoryreformsthathave
affectedutility industriesworldwide for the pasttwo decade$iavenot systematically
aggravatedhe social disparitiesin accesso basic network services.On the other
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hand,it is true that universaldomesticaccesgo basicutility servicesin developing
countrieswill not be attainedin the short or medium term. Utility servicesare

increasingly differentiated technically and economically but not always at the

expenseof aggravatedlisparitiesof accessamongsocial groups(including lowest

income groups, although the situation of the poorestindividuals and households
remainsin someareasa major policy issue).Of course oneshouldbe awarethatat a

given point in time, patternsof accesso network water supply are very different

from patternsof accesdgo the Internet.

2 Not all disparitiesamongspacesresocially undesirableAt least,residentialspaces
shouldbe distinguishedfrom businessspacesContraryto what Grahamseemsto
imply, it is nota priori shockingthat businesdistricts (or ‘enclaves’,ashe putsit)
should benefit from enhanced transportation, telecommunications and other
infrastructure services,comparedto residential districts: the needsof firms are
simply different from the needsof householdsThe key issueis the extentto which
the economicachievementof thesedistricts benefit the surroundingpopulation.
Socialfragmentationamongresidentialareasis more questionablebecausdhereis
an intrinsic value to the possibility of relationsamongdiversesocial groups(note,
though, that co-presencedoes not mean intercourse).But | would argue that
infrastructurefragmentatioris secondaryn this processdifferential supplyof utility
servicesdoesnot make secessionargpacesrather,secessionargpacessometimes
allow for differential supply of utility services.

3 Thenotion of ‘premium networkspaces’which implies that, in generalthe quality
of a given spaceis determinedby the quality of network servicessuppliedto it, is
misleading. The notion of ‘premium networked spaces would seem more
appropriate pecauset refersmore explicitly to social or economic/fiscalpremium
spacessupplied with tailored network services.But the social and functional
specializatiorof spacesat theinfra-urbanlevel generallyresultsfrom dynamicsthat,
I think, havelittle to do with premium network supplies.Thus, premium network
suppliesmay not evenbe a good indicator of premiumspacesbecauseseemingly
homogeneouand standardizednfrastructurescan coexistwith strongsocio-spatial
fragmenation in city areas (based on schooing or safey consideationrs, in
particular).

Finally, | would like to point out that we should be cautiousnot to make final
statementson processeghat are clearly not stabilized. | thereforefully agreewith
Graham'’s final recommendationthat we keep investigating the complex relations
betweennetworksandterritories.| would emphasizdour directions:(1) integratingthe
role of historicaltime (thetime of cities andthetime of networks)in orderto distinguish
betweendifferencesin stagesand differencesin logics of networksdevelopment;(2)
differentiating betweendeveloped newly-industrializd and other developingcountries,
eventhough somedynamicsmay be commonto different contexts;(3) differentiating
betweenargecities, smalltownsandrural areasandbetweerdenseandnon-denseareas;
and (4) possibly the most important, analysing the influence on network services
provision of socio-political regimes.On this last point, I'm at one with Grahamand
Marvin (2001:417), who stressthe needto ‘explore in detail the complexand diverse
processesf governanceahat support,and resist processesf splinteringurbanism’(my
emphasis).

Olivier Coutard (coutard@enpc.fr)LATTS, Ecole NationaledesPontset Chausses,

Universite Paris XIl Val-de-Marne,6 avenueBlaise Pascal,F-77455Marne-la-Valle
cedex2, France.
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