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Abstract:  

Given the increase in concerns over the global water scarcity phenomenon and the 
possible conflict between states, the topic of water resource management has become highly 
contentious, particularly the debate surrounding the role of the private sector as a viable solution. 
The global trend for water privatization began in the late 1980s as the Western economies and 
international financial institutions aggressively promoted neoliberalism in developing nations. 
This paper does not favor either side of the privatization debate, but instead provides a 
quantitative analysis of the socio-political conditions that are conducive to a successful 
implementation of the neoliberal water and sanitation policies and the implications associated 
with them. The study uses data ranging from 1980 to 2010 to properly assess the impact of water 
privatization on social instability, particularly using varied regime types, water scarcity, and the 
level of inequality.  

Utilizing fixed effects Poisson and OLS regression models, I find that regardless of the 
political system, the private sector participation (PSP) in the water sector increases the likelihood 
of anti-government protest and conflict in the short-run. However, the long-term consequence 
varies drastically over regime types; in democracies, water privatization in the current and recent 
years can drastically lower the number of expected anti-government protests, while it has the 
opposite effect in autocracies. Water privatization in areas of drought lowers the chance of social 
instability in the long run, while inequality does not impact the possibility of protest. This paper 
serves as an overarching assessment of neoliberal policy and its socio-political effects in the 
realm of international development.  
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I. Introduction:  

With the water scarcity phenomenon visible in every continent, competition for water 

exists at all levels. The situation is likely to worsen with rapid population growth, massive 

urbanization, pollution, and climate change, placing greater demands on limited freshwater 

supply. Symptoms are visible everywhere, with the collapse of water-based ecological systems, 

declining river flows, and large-scale groundwater depletion. The United Nations reported that 

water usage has been growing at more than twice the rate of population increase in the last 

century. It is estimated that by 2025, about 1.8 billion people will live in regions with absolute 

water scarcity, almost half of the world living in conditions of water stress. Many experts such as 

the former Vice President of the World Bank, Ismail Serageldin, predict that highly 

commoditized water will replace oil as the next source of conflict in this century, particularly 

emerging in water-scarce regions (Elhance 1997.) Numerous countries in Africa and the Middle 

East are already experiencing shortages, leading to a growing number of political and social 

clashes between states on sharing transboundary water sources and ownership issues. To mediate 

growing tension and environmental concern, international organizations called for 

commodification and privatization of water resource as viable solutions to achieve economic 

development, conflict avoidance, and social stability. Many projects have been initiated 

particularly in the developing nations, where privatization has been advocated aggressively to 

pursue both economic growth and efficient resource management. To properly assess the socio-

political implications of water privatization, this paper examines how private sector participation 

(PSP) can affect social instability in different political, environmental, and social systems.  
 

What is Water Privatization?  

In this paper, water privatization refers to private sector participation (PSP) in the 

provision of water and sanitation services, which companies assume substantial financial, 

technical, and operational responsibilities (World Bank). The fundamental goals include 

improving the efficiency of water and sanitation services, expanding coverage area, and meeting 

or exceeding the water quality standard set forth by the World Health Organization. There are 

two types of privatization, full privatization and public-private partnership (PPP). Under full 

privatization (divestiture), assets are sold to private investors and ownership is permanently 

transferred with the concomitant roles of operation and control. Only places such as England, 
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Chile, and some cities in the U.S. practice full privatization, entitling companies with exclusive 

water rights for a limited time in a well-defined geographical space. Under PPP, governments 

retain ownership but depend on expertise and capital of private operators to improve and provide 

services for a designated span of time. Duration of contracts vary, some lasting from four years 

to, in extreme cases, several decades. Concession is the most common form by which asset 

ownership is both private and public, while the rest of operations and investment are entirely 

private.  

According to World Bank’s Private Participation Investment Database Team, private 

activity in water infrastructure has more than doubled over the last decade (523 new projects 

since 2001 vs. 232 in 1991-2000.) Despite the surge in activity by number of projects, private 

investment remains low (US $29 billion since 2001 vs. US$58 billion in 1991-2000.) Since 

2001, the average annual investment commitment ranges between US $2-3 billion, with top 

regions include China, LAC (Latin America & Caribbean), and MENA (Middle East & North 

Africa) (Figure 1, 2) 1. Traditionally, European companies have dominated the water market, but 

current trend indicates that companies from developing countries, primarily the BRICS (Brazil, 

Russia, India, China, and South Africa) are expanding projects at local level. Table 1 indicates 

earlier trend in 1990s.  

  

Figure 1 and 2:  
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1 Perard, Edouard, and PPI Database Team. Private Sector Participation in Water Infrastructure: Review 
of the Last 20 Years and the Way Forward. Rep.: World Bank, 2012. Print. 
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Table 1: Private water and sewerage projects in low- and middle-income regions, 1990-2001* 2 
Region # Countries 

with WP 
# Number 
of Projects 

Investment  
(2001 US$ billions) 

Investment 
(%) 

East Asia/ Pacific 7 51 15.3 38 
Europe 12 37 3.3 8 

Latin America & 
Caribbean 

15 100 20.7 52 

Middle East &  
North Africa 

3 4 0.1 0 

South Asia 1 1 0.2 1 
Sub-Saharan Africa 5 10 0.2 1 

*These figures come from the World Bank Private Participation in Infrastructure (PPI) database. 
Investment refers to total investment, not private investment alone. Also, many small projects are omitted.  
 
 

For the purpose of this paper, PSP in water infrastructure is indicated as total investment 

commitments made per year in low and middle countries, identified by the World Bank. WB 

divides economies according to 2012 GNI (Gross National Income) per capita, calculated using 

the WB Atlas method. The groups are: low income, $1,035 or less; lower middle income, 

$1,036-$4,085; upper middle income, $4,086-$12,614; and high income, $12,616 or more. Using 

this classification, this paper examines low and middle-income developing nations. A complete 

list of countries used for this paper is shown on Appendix 1. 

 

Historical Context: 

Historically, the driving forces behind PSP in water and sanitation services have been 

international political changes and policy shifts in the international development arena. The 

global trend began in the late 1980s with the ideological paradigm shift towards neo-liberalism, 

when many countries underwent democratic transitions and developing nations sought after 

economic development. Endorsed and fully practiced by British PM Margaret Thatcher and 

President Ronald Reagan, the neoliberalism ideology spread with increasing speed of 

globalization, dominating international relations and trade. In align of the movement, the U.S. 

government, international financial organizations such as the International Monetary Fund (IMF) 

and the World Bank (WB), and the World Water Council (WWC) aimed to promote economic 

growth and poverty reduction worldwide through a set of neoliberal policies, which became 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
2!PPIAF (2003), Private Participation in Infrastructure: Trends in Developing Countries 1990-2001, 
Private Participation in Infrastructure Advisory Facility, World Bank, Washington D.C!
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collectively known as the Washington Consensus. The policies involved trade and financial 

liberalization, macroeconomic stabilization, deregulation, tax reform, and privatization of state 

enterprises. To effectively enforce implementation of these economic policies in developing 

countries, the WB and IMF required privatization as part of loan conditionality, leaving nations 

in dire need of money no choice but to comply. Since they aggressively used their leverage as 

creditors to promote liberal reforms, many indebted low and middle-income countries were 

forced to reduce trade barriers, ease regulations, and privatize their water and sanitation sectors. 

The results of these reforms are much debated; to some, loan conditionality is viewed as serving 

only the primary interests of donor countries’ private sectors, rather than those of the recipients 

(Schulpen, Lau, and Gibbon, 2002). While some blame the Washington Consensus for causing 

economic instability and exacerbating economic inequality, others credit its efforts for 

stimulating globalization and economic growth. The topic of privation of water is highly 

controversial, as different ownership structures can have profound social, economic, and political 

implications. 

 

II. Debate on Privatization of Water:  

The main proponents of privatization are the WB, the IMF, the U.S. government, the 

OECD (Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development) countries, donor agencies, 

academics, think tanks, and large multinational corporations. While the former groups prioritize 

international development efforts in the context of the Washington Consensus, the latter is 

primarily motivated by profit and expansion into emerging markets. The largest corporations are 

mostly European; Suez-Lyonnaises des Eaux, a French company currently operating in over 130 

countries, Veolia Environment, a French company operating in over 100 countries, RWE, a 

German corporation, Agbar, the Spanish corporation, and the Thames Water, a British 

multinational corporation. Table 2 lists main multinational companies active in the water and 

sewerage sector from 1990 to 2001. Although recent trend shows involvement of companies 

from developing nations such as the Brazil (Cab Ambiental, Odebrecht) and China (Beijing 

Sound Environment Industry Group), European companies still maintain extensive projects 

worldwide. Against these privatization efforts, the opponents are primarily activists, 

environmentalists, local governments, and generally the poor sector of population where 

privatization is practiced.  
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 Proponents argue that PSP can improve efficiency and quality of supply and distribution, 

prevent environmentally harmful uses of water, expand coverage, achieve the objectives of the 

UN Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), and contribute to economic growth. They insisted 

that because many developing countries generally lack the necessary infrastructure, expertise and 

funds, more resourceful firms should and can successfully extend the service network to reach 

the poorest sectors of the population, thereby reducing unequal access to water (Olleta, 2007). 

Particularly because private firms are conscious of their stakeholders, they will continuously 

improve quality of water and thereby reduce chances of environmental harm and water-related 

diseases. In addition to these claims, Wallsten and Kosec (2005) support that private firms can 

deliver services more efficiently than can governments because politicians can have 

contradictory objectives that lead to a misallocation of resources, feeling pressured to provide 

jobs in the utility to the constituents rather than investing in the water network. Some proponents 

recognize the increase in water price, but claim that it will prevent reckless usage of water, 

thereby conserving water. Also, some experts note the evident economic advantages of 

privatization; Martin and Parker (1997) discusses how privatization is overall a very attractive 

plan for economic development in macroeconomic level because it promotes national capital 

market, increases stock market capitalization, reduces debt, and attracts investment. Proponents 

argue for water privatization based on social, economic, and environmental advantages.  

Table 2: Dominant private operators in the water and sewerage sector 

Private Operators  # of Projects 
(1990-2001)* 

Investment 
(2001 US$ billions, 

1990-2001)* 

Water Sales 
(Euro billions, 

2002)** 

Worldwide 
customers 

(millions, 2002)** 
Suez (France) 44 18.1 10.0 115 

Veolia (France) 25 3.1 13.6 110 
Thames Water 

(Germany) 
13 3.3 2.7 37 

Aguas de Barcelona 
(Spain) 

14 10.6 n/a n/a 

Saur International 
(France) 

5 38 2.5 36 

 
                                                                                       *These figures are from the World Bank PPI database 
                                                                                      **These figures are from company annual reports  
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On the other hand, opponents criticize that privatization actually does not achieve the 

intended goals, but instead cause more socio-political harm. First, they claim that it is unethical 

to commodify water because it is a natural and universal right that should be granted to all, 

regardless of wealth and income. Budds and McGranhan argue that privately operated utilities 

are unsuitable in serving the majority of low-income households with adequate water and 

sanitation because some companies cherry pick service areas to avoid serving poor communities, 

where water usage is low and bill collection problems could hurt corporate profits. 3 This 

undermines any attempts at extending access to clean water especially for the poor, leading to a 

contradiction in achieving the UNMDGs. Second, opponents argue that privatization may 

improve the water source, but because it could just benefit the middle and upper groups of the 

population, those who cannot afford increased water costs are more likely to be exposed to 

water-borne diseases, potentially undermining the public health of the poor. Third, some argue 

PSP can weaken the relationship between local and international entities as well as the capacity 

of local polities to resolve their own water and sanitation issues. In particular, loan conditionality 

creates a serious imbalance of power structure when indebted governments have to negotiate 

with and yield to international financial institutions and multinational water companies. The 

level of democracy is also affected because private operators are legally able to restrict public 

access to information by exercising the ‘confidentiality clause,’ thereby decreasing transparency 

of operations. (Budds, McGranahan 2003) In addition, scholars such as José Esteban Castro 

insist the main claims put forward to justify neoliberal water policies, such as PSP helps reduce 

social inequality in developing countries, are not empirically true. 4       

The results and effectiveness of water privatization remain highly contentious. However, 

it is undeniable that changes in the water ownership structure, which in turn can immediately and 

directly affect the lives of many, can result in profound socio-political consequences. Hence it is 

critical to examine individual countries’ state of stability before and after privatization to 

properly capture the true impact of privatization. To measure this implication, social instability 

can be defined as following.   

 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
3 Jessica Budds and Gordon McGranahan (2003), "Are the debates on water privatization missing the 
point? Experiences from Africa, Asia and Latin America," Environment and Urbanization 15, 2: 87-113 
4 Castro, José Esteban. “Neoliberal water and sanitation policies as a failed development strategy: Lessons 
from developing countries.” Progress in Development Studies 8:63-83 (2008): Print.  
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Social Instability  

The concept of social instability is very vague and hence subject to definition. For the 

purpose of this paper, social instability refers to a mass mobilization of people, whose goal is to 

express socio-political discontent in forms of riots, anti-government protests, general strikes, 

revolutions, coups, and government crises. Such disruptive activities are often times fast moving, 

unpredictable, and exogenous. To properly capture the impact of water privatization, this paper 

will primarily use anti-government demonstrations and the Conflict Index compiled by Arthur 

Banks in the Cross National Time-Series archive. The data defines anti-government 

demonstrations as “any peaceful public gathering of at least 100 people for the primary purpose 

of displaying or voicing their opposition to government policies or authority, excluding 

demonstration of a distinctly anti-foreign nature,” while defining riots as “any violent 

demonstration of clash of more than 100 citizens involving the use of physical force.” Given 

their definitions, it is more appropriate to use demonstrations over riots because the former 

captures public response to water and sanitation policies at domestic level better. The Conflict 

Index accords weighted conflict measures of numerous variables, providing a broader context on 

the analysis. Specific values attributed are indicated on the descriptive statistics part, Table 3.  

 

III. Literature Review:  

The past two decades witnessed numerous instances of privatization precipitating social 

unrest in many parts of developing regions. Given the exogenous nature of social instability, it is 

critical to review what happens when countries undergo privatization and the socio-political 

factors that are involved in the process, which are regime type, economic level, level of water 

scarcity, and inequality gap. 

When private sector participates in managing water and sanitation services, water prices 

generally increase; the jump is more apparent in developing nations than developed. This is 

because privatization takes place in areas where proper infrastructure may not have existed or 

was in poor condition under public governance, leading private operators to charge higher prices 

for the greater input costs needed to build and repair facilities. There are considerable costs 

involved in upgrading water harnessing, purification and distribution systems. Since companies 

are driven by their ultimate goal of profit maximization, they can easily cut services if the 

serviced community does not generate enough revenue. When tariff increases to an extent that 
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water becomes unaffordable to the poor, the originally intended groups in need, the very goal of 

eliminating inequality of access to water is not reached. The UN Development Program’s 

following assessment of privatization initiatives in Côte d’Ivoire, Guinea and Senegal confirms 

the pattern:  

Privatization made water supplies unaffordable for many of the poorest sections of 

society, which led to people getting disconnected from water supply due to inability to 

pay…Experiences have confirmed that very poor sections normally tend to be excluded 

from being a part of privatized service extension. (UNDP/IFAD 2006:70)  5 

 

Likewise, there are cases that show how privatization failed to achieve development goals by 

placing enormous financial burden on poor people and causing socio-political consequences that 

affect social stability. 

 

A. Case of Privatization: the Bolivian Water War 

One of the most famous cases took place in 1999, when the World Bank refused to renew 

US$ 600 million of debt relief to Bolivia unless the country agreed to privatize its water and 

sanitation sectors. The fourth largest Bolivian city, Cochabamba, sold its municipal water 

company SEMAPA to the transnational consortium Aguas de Tunari, controlled by the U.S. 

company Bechtel. Shortly after, the water rates increased by 35 to 50 percent, exorbitant to many 

Cochabambans. 6 Bechtel conducted oppressive policies such as preventing residents from 

collecting rainwater, a practice that has been carried out for centuries by indigenous people in the 

semi-rural areas, unless they obtained a legal permit. Many Bolivian locals, primarily the 

working-class urban groups and farmers, mobilized and launched massive protests for nine 

months. At the height of civil unrest, a citywide strike disrupted transportation, news media, and 

other industries for four days. In the end, Bechtel abandoned the operation but sued the 

government for US$50 million for terminating the contract, leading to a prolonged international 

court case. The lawsuit was dropped in the face of enormous international pressure (Laurie and 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
5 United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO), UN Water, and World 
Water Assessment Programme. The UN World Water Development Report 2: Water a Shared 
Responsibility. Publication. New York: Berghahn, 2006. Print. 
6 "Bolivian Activist Oscar Olivera on Bechtel’s Privatization of Rainwater and Why Evo Morales Should 
Remember the Ongoing Struggle Over Water." Democracy Now! Web. 10 Mar. 2014. 
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Marvin, 1999). The story of Cochabamba became known as the ‘Bolivian Water War,’ 

symbolizing the denial of a basic human right that provoked mass mobilization and series of 

social reforms throughout the country. A similar pattern has repeated and resulted in public 

outcry in places such as Manila (Philippines), Jakarta (Indonesia), Buenos Aires (Argentina), and 

Cape Town (South Africa) to name a few.  

Water Privatization has taken place in places beyond stated countries, yet there have not 

been many reported incidents of social instability. Why do some countries experience social 

unrest more than others after water privatization, and what are the true effects? Are there certain 

determinants of successful implementation? To properly assess these questions, I look at social 

and political factors such as water scarcity, political regime type, and the inequality gap.  

 

B. Water Scarcity & Conflict  

First, several literature highlights the relationship between resource scarcity and violent 

conflicts particularly in the developing world. Hendrix and Salehyan demonstrate a robust 

relationship of environmental shocks and unrest; they found that extreme deviations in rainfall – 

particularly dry and wet years –are more positively associated with different types of political 

conflict in Africa.7 On the other hand, studies of international conflict find little interstate 

violence over water and indicate that cooperative arrangements such as water-related 

bilateral/multilateral treaties are more likely (Toset, Gleditsch & Hegre, 2000.) 8  

Thomas Homer Dixon shows that environmental scarcities interact with other political, 

economic, and social factors to precipitate social crises and conflict (Figure 3.) He cites water, 

arable land, forests, and fish as examples of environmental scarcities and discusses its effects 

within extremely complex ecological political systems. He also notes that river water is most 

likely to stimulate interstate resource water, because it is such a critical source for personal and 

national survival. According to him, water scarcity cannot be easily solved through sensible use 

and ‘decoupling,’ which is producing goods and services that do not rely heavily on the scarce 

resource. In particular, decoupling water is not likely because of its importance across all sectors 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
7 Hendrix, C.S., and I. Salehyan. Climate change, rainfall, and social conflict in Africa. Journal of Peace 
Research 49(1) (2012):35-50.  
8 Toset, Hans Petter Wollemaek, Nils Petter Gleitsch & Harvard Hegre (2000) Shared rivers and interstate 
conflict. Political Geography 19(5): 971-996 
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and livelihood, as well as need to require international trade and further exploitation of 

environment. This suggests that commodification and marketization of water will increase with 

severity of water shortage, flowing from resource-abundant countries to scarce regions. As 

indicated in Figure 3, Homer cites numerous factors such as population growth that contribute to 

environmental scarcity, which then relates to social effects such as ethnic conflicts, coup d’états, 

and deprivation conflicts. 9 In particular, his deprivation conflicts could easily manifest into 

instances of social instability, such as riots and anti-government protests.  

 

 

 

Building on Homer-Dixon’s theory on resource scarcity and conflict, Hauge and Ellingsen 

find that countries suffering from environmental degradation are more prone to civil conflict, but 

other economic and political factors such as the level of economic development, political regime, 

and income inequality are far more important in predicting domestic conflicts.10  

 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
9 Homer-Dixon, Thomas Environment, Scarcity, and Violence. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 
(2001) 
10 Hauge, Wenche & Tanja Ellingsen (1998) Beyond environmental scarcity: Causal pathways to conflict. 
Journal of Peace Research 35(3): 299-317.  

Figure 3: Sources and Consequences of Environmental Scarcity  
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C. Water Privatization & Regime Type  

Given that much of the privatization efforts took place in developing nations during 

1980s and 1990s, it is worth noting that neoliberal policies have been enacted in countries that 

are comparatively less stable in nature; those in Latin America, Asia, and parts of Europe that 

were undergoing series of regime changes. There are some literatures that note the relationship 

between privatization and regime type. Hall and Goudriaan explore how privatization efforts can 

lead to considerable democratic backlash due to enormous pressure placed on local, state, and 

international political actors. In particular, they note key elements that affect local democracy: 

the corporate-political relationship, central governments seeking to usurp the powers of local 

councils, and the loss of public accountability that follows privatization. They find that 

privatization has been often made an election issue, particularly when private corporations 

maintain close political involvement in forms of legal donations, funding of lobbyists and 

business coalitions, and appointment of politicians within the company. 11 This means that in 

general, political actors in democracies are more conscious about PSP as it correlates with their 

electoral outcome. In fact, some scholars suggested that because authoritarian leaders do not seek 

reelection or popularity, they are able to ignore societal interests opposed to economic measures 

that impose austerity (Lal, 1983; Skidmore, 1977.) Kelly Janet insists that authoritarian 

governments are not exposed to competitive elections and appear insulated from politics, 

allowing them to ignore complaints against privatization. In addition, the authoritarian rulers’ 

capacity to use repression against protesters also benefits autocracies to privatize.  12 

 There is an on-going debate on the role of regime type on privatization, whether 

democracies or autocracies dictate efficiency, likelihood, and success of privatization. 

Interestingly, Biglaiser and Danis discover that contrary to supposed advantages of authoritarian 

regime, democracies privatize more and privatization is most likely in wealthier developing 

democracies whose budget operates within current account surpluses. They claim that 

authoritarianism does not necessarily provide correct model for countries wishing to pursue 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
11 Hall and Goudriaan, Privatization and Democracy, PSIRU, June, 1999, Published as: ‘Privatization and 
Democracy’ by David Hall and Jan-Willem Goudriaan, in ‘Working Papers in Local Governance and 
Democracy’ 1999/1 
12 Kelly, Janet. (1996). One piece of a larger puzzle: The privatization of VIASA. In Ravi Ramamurti 
(Ed.), Privatizing monopolies: Lessons from the telecommunications and transport sectors in Latin 
America (pp. 241-277). Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press. 
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unpopular economic policies. Instead, democracy provides greater governmental accountability, 

transparency, and trust-worthy legal institutions that result in successful policy reform.13 

However, current literature lacks examination of the consequences of water privatization in 

different regime types, particularly its impact on social instability. To further investigate the 

effects of social and political factors, literature on the relationship between privatization and 

inequality is examined.  

 

D. Privatization & Inequality & Social Instability  

In general, the inequality gap tends to be greater in developing countries, where conflicts 

and corruption are more prevalent and a high level of bureaucracy dominates weak institutional 

frameworks. Existing literature such as Alesina and Perotti (1996) illustrates that income 

inequality increases socio-political instability, which in turn decreases investment and growth. 

As discussed earlier, Homer-Dixon also attributed factors such as inequality and social inclusion 

to determine the ferocity of strife, more than water scarcity. Because inequality raises important 

questions rooted in normative ideas about social justice and fairness of society, social inequality 

stems from the way people perceive themselves in relation to their surroundings, eventually 

forming identity in relative terms. This implies that if privatization occurs in places where there 

already is a large gap between the rich and poor, then it is likely that such feeling of relative 

deprivation and frustration can trigger people to take actions, leading to episodes of social unrest. 

In this context, the relative deprivation theory is critical to understanding the link between 

inequality and instability. 

The theory of relative deprivation is based on a concept that “people may feel deprived of 

some desirable thing relative to their own past, other persons or groups, or some other social 

category,” and can be explained as an “experience of being deprived of something to which you 

think you are entitled” (Walker and Pettigrew, 1984.) Under this concept, it makes logical sense 

that people may feel deprived both morally and economically. With price increase, poor people 

have less or limited access because it is simply not affordable anymore. Morally, it will be seen 

as a violation of a basic human right. Economically, high water tariff can affect economic 

productivity in poor countries, particularly those that engage in agriculture or industries that 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
13  Biglaiser, Glen and Michelle A. Danis. 2002. “Privatization and Democracy: The Effects of Regime 
Type in the Developing World.” Comparative Political Studies 35(1): 83-101.  
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demand water in high volume. Homer-Dixon discusses how environmental scarcity could 

produce economic deprivation and cause civil strife, but noted that more research is needed to 

understand the effects on social institutions. This makes privatization a regressive policy that 

prevents the redistribution of a common good. Going back to the example of Cochabamba, the 

absurd policy preventing rainwater collection exemplifies how the issue of privatization infringes 

upon distributive justice and universal access to natural resource.  

According to sociologist Bronwen Morgan, “the notion of profiting from the distribution 

of something so vital raises political hackles and upbraids moral sensitivities more easily than 

any of the other basic goods and services that make up the package of infrastructure 

underpinning so much of daily activity.” Particularly because water is necessary for biological 

survival, realization of all human rights, and economic development, turning water resource into 

a commodity controlled by private corporations to be sold to the highest bidder will make people 

more deprived, thus aggravating social movements.  

It is undeniable that privatization of commodity such as water has profound economic, 

social, and political implications, particularly in developing regions. To contribute to an on-

going debate and research, this paper examines interaction between variables regime type, water 

scarcity and inequality to assess the impact of water privatization on instability. 

 

 

IV. Hypotheses  

I hypothesize that: 

 

H1: Water Privatization (WP) increases the likelihood of social instability in the short-run.  

H2: A recent history of water privatization in democratic countries decreases the likelihood of 

social instability. 

H3: A recent history of water privatization in autocratic countries increases the likelihood of 

social instability. 

H4: A recent history of water privatization in areas of high inequality increases the likelihood of 

social instability. 

H5: A recent history of water privatization in areas of extreme temperature increases the 

likelihood of social instability.  
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V. Data Description   

Independent Variable (X): Water Privatization  

The independent X variable is the Private Participation Investment in Water and 

Sanitation data from the World Bank, which I will be using the years from 1980, the beginning 

era of neoliberal policies, to 2010 in order to assess its effects. The data outlines investment 

amount made per year for each country, but excludes moveable assets and small projects. 

Although most of the projects are likely to be regional and local, my study is nationally based 

because I aim to see whether there has been water privatization in the country or not, testing 

against the level of protests and conflict at national level. Given the controversial nature of 

privatization, the issue can easily spark nation-wide debates, protests, and other conflicts.  

To properly assess the effect of water privatization over time, I use distinguish two 

variables—water privatization (WP) and recent WP. The former indicates that the water 

privatization took place the year of, while the recentWP indicates whether WP took place within 

the past five years. Lagging the variables helps observe both the immediate and long-term effects 

of water privatization.  

 

Dependent Variable (Y): Social Instability 

The dependent Y variable is social instability based on Arthur Banks’ data from the Cross 

National Time-Series archive. The data ranges from 1815 to 2011 and includes variables strikes, 

government crises, riots, revolutions, anti-government, conflict, regime type, coups, and 

government revenue and expenditure. Because there are so many different types of instability, I 

will only test using Anti-government protests and the weighted measures of ‘Conflict.’ I chose to 

observe anti-government protest because it will represent the most likely response from the 

people whose water is being privatized, as supposed to extreme cases of Revolution. Comparing 

the impact of water privatization to the level of conflict will provide interesting insight to this 

study. The specific weights attributed to each variable are the following:    

 

Anti-Government Demonstrations (10), Government Crises (20), Purges (20), Strikes (20), 

Assassinations (25), Riots (25), Guerrilla Warfare (100), and Revolutions (150). 
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Table 3: Descriptive Statistics   
 

Variable Definition Obs. Mean Min. Max. Std. Dev. Source 

Water 
Privatization  
[WP]  

Investment in water and sanitation with private 
participation (current US$.) ** 
 

3729 0.042 0 1 0.200 World Bank. Private 
Participation Investment 
(PPI) Database  

recentWP Indicates recent history of WP in the past 5 
years. 

6010 0.053 0 1 0.225 WB—PPI Database  

Anti-
Government 
Demonstrations 
[AntiGov] 

Any peaceful public gathering of at least 100 
people for the primary purpose of displaying or 
voicing their opposition to government policies 
or authority, excluding on demonstrations of a 
distinctly anti-foreign nature. 

5347 0.50 0 26 1.509 Cross National Time 
Series. Domestic Conflict 
Data (Arthur Banks)  

Conflict Index 
[Conflict]  

Weighted conflict measures, the specific weights 
being variable. The values entered were: 
Assassinations (25), Strikes (20), Guerrilla 
Warfare (100), Government Crises (20), Purges 
(20), Riots (25), Revolutions (150), and Anti-
Government Demonstrations (10). 

5343 770.05 0 21,250 1577.18 Cross National Time 
Series. Domestic Conflict 
Data (Arthur Banks) 

Polity Recoded Polity2 Score from 0 to 1  4610 0.582 0 1 0.3634 Polity IV Project 
Drought  Indicates whether droughts and extreme 

temperatures have affected the population. 1990-
2009.  
 

6010 
 

0.026 0 1 0.1619 EM-DAT: The 
OFDA/CRED 
International Disaster 
Database, World Bank 

GINI  Gross Gini  3116 37.68 17.34 72.18 10.14 Standardized World 
Income Inequality 
Database (SWIID) 

GNI per capita 
[GNI] 

GNI per capita 
 

4817 8318.9 160 77640 10481.8 WB-World Development 
Indicator (WDI) 

LogGDPpc Log of GDP per capita  5271 7.69 4.17 12.17 1.58 World Bank-WDI 
GDPgrowth Indicates economic growth  5179 3.40 -51.03 106 6.32 World Bank-WDI 
LogPop Log of Total Population  5886 15.30 21.01 2.15 8.99 World Bank-WDI 
**eliminate all countries with GNI per capita> $12,615 (WB-classified high-income countries) 
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VI. Research Design/ Methodology  

To assess the effects of water privatization on social instability, I utilize Fixed Effects 

Poisson regression on Anti-Government protest and Fixed Effects basic OLS regression on the 

Conflict Index. Fixed effects are used to eliminate the effect of time-invariant characteristics 

from the predictor variables to properly assess the predictor’s net effect. It is also used to remove 

potentially large source of bias by controlling for individual characteristics.   
 

Model 1: Fixed Effects Poisson Regression  <Anti-Government Protest> 

Pr (Y|X) = f (β0 + β1(Water Privatization) + β2(Recent WP) + β3(L.Polity) + β4(Polity x WP) + 

β5 (Polity x RecentWP) + β6 (L.logPop) + β7 (L.logGDP) + β8 (GDPgrowth)) 
 

Using Fixed Effects Poisson regression model allows expression of the dependent 

variable, as the natural logarithm of the event, producing estimate of outcome using some or all 

of the explanatory variables. Poisson model accounts for the intrinsically integer-valued count 

data, which the anti-government protest is. In addition, fixed effects Poisson model improves the 

consistency and robustness of arbitrary patterns of serial correlations.  

Probability of Anti-Gov Protest:  

Pr (Y|X) =  !!
!!!!
!!  

The model is parameterized with lambda !, which is the exponential value of !!  

(! =!!!).!Using this model, I show predicted number of anti-government protests with current or 

recent water privatization activity depending upon regime type in Table 6 and Appendix 2. The 

same model will be used to analyze the relationship between anti-government protest and 

interactions between water privatization and level of inequality and drought occurrences.  

 

Model 2: Fixed Effects Linear Regression  <Conflict> 

Y (Conflict) i,t = β0 + β1(Water Privatization) + β2(Recent WP) + β3(L.Polity) + 

β4(Polity x WP) + β5 (Polity x RecentWP) + β6 (L.logPop) + β7 (L.logGDP) + β8 (GDPgrowth) 

+ε 

  The second model examines the relationship between conflict level and interactions 

between water privatization, level of inequality, and drought occurrences. 

Lee!17!
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VII. Results/Analysis  

 The outcomes of the fixed-effects regressions are shown in Table 4, outlining the role of 

regime type in determining the effect of water privatization in the short and long terms.  

       

 

                                                                Table 4:  

Water Privatization on Social Instability: Regime Types, 1980-2010    

     

 

Anti-Gov Protest     Std. Err. P-Value Conflict Index Std. Err. P-Value 

WaterPriv (WP)    0.981** 0.340 0.004           687.940  448.846    0.125 

RecentWP 0.795* 0.326 0.015       1270.941**  395.048    0.001 

Polity*WP        -1.058* 0.422 0.012   -363.238  574.085    0.527 

Polity*RecentWP        -0.940* 0.391 0.017       -1773.733***  489.730    0.000 

GDPgrowth    -0.044*** 0.004 0.000          -30.746***      4.301    0.000 

L.Total Population          0.247 0.191 0.198  -198.303  184.561    0.283 

L.GDP per capita         -0.241*** 0.070 0.001        -363.235***    71.022    0.000 

Constant 

   

   6799.658* 2779.634    0.014 

       
       R-squared 

   

0.043 

  Observations  2707 

  

3021 

  *P<0.005, **P<0.01, ***P<0.001              

  

      The result indicates that there are more anti-government protests and conflict in larger 

countries, which is logical given higher chance of interactions and disagreements among people. 

It shows that richer countries have less likelihood of social instability, which can be explained 

since there is less need to protest if people are economically satisfied and live with high living 

qualities. Water privatization has strong and positive relationship with anti-government protests, 

meaning that occurrence in the current year can drastically increase the likelihood of social 

instability in the short run at significant level. This tests my first hypothesis, that water 

privatization can affect the level of stability.  

 Interestingly, an interaction between a recent history of water privatization (recentWP) 

and Polity indicates that in the long run, the effect of water privatization varies drastically over 
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regime types. In democracies, recent occurrence of privatization has stabilizing effect and 

significantly decreases the level of protests, while the effect is the opposite in autocracies. 

Similar conclusion can be drawn from using the fixed effects OLS regression model on Conflict 

Index, with increased robustness of significance. This shows that immediate effect of water 

privatization may be highly controversial, and hence subject to protests in the short-term, which 

is the usual pattern when new market reform policies are introduced. On the contrary, the long-

term effect varies significantly over the socio-political systems.    

 To confirm this pattern, I use program “Clarify” to generate predicted numbers of Anti-

government protests and Conflict Index from a random sample of 1000. 14The numbers are 

simulated to show the impact of water privatization in varied political systems given same 

economic and demographic settings. 15 Based on World Bank classification of countries based on 

income, I chose GDP per capita of $2,000 to depict a low/low-middle income countries and 

$8000 to depict middle/upper middle income countries. Population range has been chosen to 

depict countries that are generally deemed ‘large’ and ‘small.’ 
 

 

Based on the country specifications outlined in Table 5, I chose low/low-middle income 

country with large population to predict the number of protests and conflict level to assess the 

effect of water privatization in developing nations with varied regime types, income, and 

population size. I chose this specification because water privatization has taken place in 

developing countries such as the BRICS, which are commonly associated having such 

characteristics. Table 6 indicates numbers generated using “Clarify”.  
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
14 King, Gary; Michael Tomz & Jason Wittenberg (2000) Making the most of statistical analyses: 
Improving interpretation and presentation. American Journal of Political Science 44(2): 347-361 
 

Table 5: Four Specifications 

Income Group Country Size GDP per capita Total Population 

Low/Low-Middle Small US $2,000 20,000,000 

Low/Low-Middle Large US $2,000 200,000,000 

Middle Large US $8,000 200,000,000 

Middle Small US $8,000 20,000,000 
*see Appendix 2 to see results on all four specifications  
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From this model, it is evident that in democracies, water privatization in the current and 

recent years can drastically lower the number of expected anti-government protests, while having 

the opposite effect in autocracies. The estimated number trends from 2.75, 2.05, to 1.52. While 

the values have been randomly generated, the intervals do not overlap with each other, indicating 

their significance. Similarly for autocracy, the difference is evident as the predicted number 

increases from 2.42 to 3.45 with both current and recent history of water privatization. The 

intervals become larger because there have not been many observations of water privatization 

activities in the past, thus creating larger range of estimates, but no overlaps show statistical 

significance in change of coefficients. Considering these changes, it is interesting to note the 

different impact of privatization in short and long runs, depending on regime types. However, the 

result shows that democracies have higher Conflict score than do autocracies in the long run, 

while decreasing in autocracies. This may be because of the way Conflict index has been 

measured, attributing higher values to variables such as Guerilla Warfare and Revolutions, which 

may not be as correlated with water privatization initiatives as other variables such as Strikes and 

Table 6: 

Predicted numbers of Social Instability indicators for a large lower-income nation, based on regime types. 

W
P/

 R
ec

en
t W

at
er

 P
ri

va
tiz

at
io

n 

 

 Democracy (1) Autocracy (0) 

No WP (0), 

No RecentWP (0) 

Anti-Govt Protests 

2.75 [2.48 to 3.05]  

Conflict 

2022 [1847 to 2188] 

Anti-Govt Protests 

2.42 [2.08 to 2.76]  

Conflict 

1619 [1418 to 1821] 

 

No WP(0), 

Yes RecentWP 

(1) 

Anti-Govt Protests 

2.05 [1.65 to 2.55] 

Conflict 

2073 [1759 to 2394] 

Anti-Govt Protests 

1.77 [1.06 to 2.86] 

Conflict 

1081 [272 to 1858]  

Yes WP (1) 

Yes RecentWP 

(1) 

Anti-Govt Protests 

1.52 [1.23 to 1.87]  

Conflict 

2660 [2290 to 3022] 

Anti-Govt Protests 

3.45 [2.67 to 4.47]  

Conflict 

1005 [300 to 1711]  
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anti-government protests. However, the Conflict results are relatively insignificant because of 

overlapping intervals. This pattern has been repeated in three other country specifications in 

Appendix 2, suggesting that regime type can significantly impact the outcome of water 

privatization in low and middle-income developing nations.  

 

Possible Explanations on the role of Regime Type  

To understand why water privatization could lead to initial increase of social instability 

regardless of regime type while in the long run the outcome changes depending on the political 

system, I have numerous explanations to support the result.  

First, it makes sense that water privatization projects face resistance initially. The topic of 

privatization usually sparks public vs. private and local vs. foreign debates, stemming from 

conflict of interest between numerous of actors at local, national, and international levels. It 

raises questions of distribution, transparency, equality, development, sovereignty, accountability, 

oversight, and more. Oftentimes privatization is depicted negatively in media, associated with 

exploitative capitalism and over-consumerism. The story of mega-corporations profiting at the 

expense of the poor is sensational, attracting journalists to publicize stories that stir social and 

political mobilizations. Particularly in developing regions of Latin America and East Asia, where 

large-scale corruption has accompanied privatization during the sale of state owned companies, 

the role of media could stir further frustration. Active media reports could anger protesters to 

demonstrate against established regimes, which could face different levels of violence depending 

on political spheres. In addition, since many nations underwent democratization, anti-

government protest could have been a way to exercise newly acquired political rights and 

freedom in transitioning to newer economy.  

Second, political leaders in democratic countries care more about political survival than 

those in autocratic countries, because the former directly face elections and media pressure. With 

this logic, democratic leaders choose policies carefully, selecting those they deem to be popular 

if not safe, while autocratic leaders choose policies based on their own interests without much 

care for popularity. Naturally, the relatively popular and stable policies will lead to decreased 

chance of anti-government protests and conflict under democratic regime. Or even if the leaders 

do not pursue safe choices, some literatures argue that democracies are better at initiating 

unpopular economic policies, and that greater legitimacy enjoyed by democratic leaders enables 
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them to obtain the cooperation of citizens in order to impose economic austerity policies 

(Maravall 1995, Biglaiser and Danis.)  

Third, in the long run, privatization itself is more suitable for liberal market economy that 

democracy usually fosters than autocracy-supported command economy. Democracies advocate 

and nurture legal transparency, accountability, reliability, and low corruption and bureaucracy 

levels, which in all create a safer and stable business climate for companies to invest. Since such 

system guarantees secure property rights, it makes sense that Biglaiser and Danis found that 

privatization is more apparent in democracies, particularly in wealthier developing nations. 

Because PSP inevitably contributes to growth rate through foreign and local investment 

attraction, policy makers choose the path of privatization for economic development.16 Given the 

advantages, likelihood of success, and higher frequency in democratic societies, it is reasonable 

that people in democracies protest less in the longer-run, while those in autocracies do not 

benefit as much and are not too familiar with the programs.  

In sum, democracy provides a better economic and social platform in which water 

privatization can take place without a risk of instability in the long run. The features of 

democracy, which include greater transparency and accountability, as well as economic growth, 

altogether encourage political leaders and citizens to adopt and adapt privatization policies in 

the long run without need for protests. Particularly since democracies have witnessed higher 

occurrence of privatization record and have exhibited stability in the long run despite initial 

resistance, there is less likelihood of Anti-government protests or Conflict in democratic 

regimes.  

In addition to examining the importance of political system in the effect of water 

privatization, I also look at how recent history of WP in areas of extreme temperatures can 

impact social instability, shown in Table 7.  

 

 

 

 

 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
16 Przeworski Adam, Meseguer Yebra Covadonga, “Globalization and Democracy”, 2002.   
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Table 7:  

                      Water Privatization on Social Instability: Drought, 1980-2012  

 
I initially hypothesized that recent history of water privatization in areas of extreme 

temperature would increase the likelihood of social instability, given discussed relationship 

between environmental shocks, resource scarcity, and socio-political unrest in literature. The 

 
Anti Gov Protest Std. Err. Conflict Std. Err.  

Drought*RecentWP        0.209 0.326 -705.4 450.9 

     

     
Drought        0.467** 0.175 128.7 179 

     

     
RecentWP        0.779* 0.325 1326.4*** 397.9 

     

     
WaterPriv        1.078** 0.34 683.7 453.4 

     

     
Drought*WaterPriv       -1.149* 0.454 -247.8 647.5 

     

     
Polity*RecentWP      -0.921* 0.389 -1792.6*** 490.6 

     
Polity*WP      -1.092** 0.42 -351.2 575.5 

     
GDP growth     -0.0432*** 0.00442 -30.87*** 4.309 

     
L. Polity           -0.772*** 0.122 -108.2 144.4 

     
L. Total Population       0.167 0.194 -218.3 186.2 

     
L.log GDP per capita     -0.285 *** 0.0736 -361.6 *** 73.64 

     
Constant   7105.7* 2826.2 

     
Observations       2707  3021  
Adjusted R-Square   -0.006  

     
*p<0.05, ** p<0.01, ***p<0.001 
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result confirms that occurrence of drought and extreme temperature, an indicator for water 

scarcity, can lead to increased likelihood of anti-government protest. However, the model yields 

different outcome when it interacts with water privatization; if drought occurs in a country where 

privatization took place within the past five years, there is no significant likelihood of social 

instability, but if drought takes place the year water privatization has been implemented, then 

there is less likelihood of anti-government protest. The drastic decrease could be an indicator of 

the positive role private companies plays in lessening the effect of ferocious drought, hence 

minimizing the need for anti-government protests. Although this study lacks proper assessment 

of company performance, this result serves as a testament of the benefits of privatization in 

lessening anti-government protest. Further study needs to be conducted to measure how private 

sector involvement in areas of drought could lessen likelihood of protests.  

There seems to be no apparent correlation between water privatization in areas of drought 

and the Conflict level. This may be due to lacking correlation between drought and variables 

such as revolutions and purges, which have been weighted greater than more likely outcomes of 

riots and demonstrations.   

Lastly, I hypothesized that if water privatization occurs in places with high level of 

inequality, there is greater likelihood of social instability given theory of relative deprivation. 

Table 8 shows the result of fixed effects Poisson regression, highlighting the interactive 

relationship between level of inequality and water privatization and anti-government protests.  

 The quantitative result confirms my first hypothesis that current and recent history of 

water privatization could lead to increased likelihood of social instability in the short-run, 

looking at 50% and 143% chances of increase. The lagged Polity variable indicates that in 

democracies, the likelihood of protests decreases significantly at robust level, while increasing 

the chance drastically. Contrary to hypothesis 4, the level of inequality has no direct impact on 

social instability, even less so when it interacts with water privatization that had taken place 

currently.   
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Table 8  

          Water Privatization on Anti-Government Protests: Inequality, 1980-2010  

  
 

 

 

 

 

 
Anti Gov Protest Std. Err. Conflict Std. Err.  

Gini*RecentWP        -0.0132 0.010 -7.981 18.09 
         GINI        0.00165 0.009 -12.85 11.64 

     
     RecentWP        1.437* 0.515 1668.6 864.0 
     
     
WaterPriv        0.503* 0.597 683.7 1102.9 
     
     
Gini*WaterPriv       0.00768 0.013 -247.8 26.92 
     
     
Polity*RecentWP      -0.886 0.477 -1792.6*** 731.8 

     
Polity*WP      -0.697 0.523 -351.2 858.8 

     
GDP growth     -0.0422*** 0.0053 -30.87*** 6.907 

     
L. Polity           -0.997*** 0.144 -108.2 210.5 

     
L. Total Population       0.00244 0.253 -218.3 335.7 

     
L.log GDP per capita     -0.283 ** 0.097 -361.6 *** 129.3 

     
Constant   12776.5* 5330.1 

     
Observations       1742  1963  
Adjusted R-Square   -0.028  

     
 *p<0.05, ** p<0.01, ***p<0.001 
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IX. Implications/Conclusion  

Currently, public water services provide more than 90 percent of the water supply in the 

world, meaning that water privatization is not as commonly observed. However, it is notable that 

most of the privatization had taken place, and increasingly continues to, in developing nations 

where antiquated, often colonial-era, water systems are no match for rapidly increasing 

populations. As ownership and control fall under the private hands, there are many social and 

political factors that can determine the outcome in these transitioning and transforming countries. 

This paper assessed the conditions in which private sector participation could affect developing 

countries, using variables such as regime types and levels of inequality and scarcity.  

Empirically, I discovered that water privatization is likely to increase the chance of anti-

government protest and conflict in the short-run, while its long-term effect varies drastically over 

regime types. My result indicates that in democracies, recent occurrence of privatization has 

stabilizing effect and significantly decreases the level of social instability; in autocracies, 

privatization leads to further social unrest. The number of expected protests and conflict level 

has been generated using software Clarify to further support this pattern. The outcome has 

significant implication for low and middle-income developing countries and institutions 

implementing neoliberal water and sanitation policies; to fully take advantage of water 

privatization and witness less social instability, being democratic is highly critical to the success 

of water privatization. This serves as an insightful addition to the current debate surrounding the 

role of regime type and privatization, while also exhibiting incentives for further 

democratization.  

In arguing that democracy can lead to less likelihood of social instability, I am mindful of 

the selection bias/effect of my data in this study. The argument that democratic leaders select 

policies that are favorable to their popularity and electoral outcome influences the data that I use. 

However, the effect may not be as significant given the historical trend that most of the water 

privatization efforts have been mostly pushed for by the international organizations, the World 

Bank and the IMF. As discussed in introduction, many developing nations have been forced to 

privatize as part of the Washington Consensus policy agenda and neoliberal movement. This 

could certainly undermine any selection effect on my data.  

 In addition to my finding on importance of regime type, I found that the level of 

inequality have no significant relationship with indicators of social instability, contrary to the 
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established literature and the relative deprivation theory. This could mean that despite the 

existing inequality gap, people in the lower income do not feel as relatively deprived as I had 

expected them to be with increased water prices, or that the private operation has not 

significantly affected the lives of many people. Water privatization in highly unequal society 

could perhaps provoke protest in places where huge increase in water tariff rates are imposed, 

companies have managed poorly, or corruption has been prevalent. These factors may be 

important indicators to explain numerous privatization stories where the underprivileged groups 

of population expressed frustration in forms of riots and strikes, but further analysis is needed to 

confirm the relationship.     

My quantitative result also shows that drought occurrences could increase the likelihood 

of anti-government protest, just as some underlying literature insists on the importance of 

resource scarcity and climate change. Yet, if water privatization takes place the current year of 

displayed drought, there is less chance of anti-government protest. This signifies the positive role 

that private companies have on mediating the social effect in areas of drought. However, since 

my study lacks any substantial assessment on company performance and severity of scarcity, it is 

hard to solely credit private operators in reducing the likelihood of social unrest.  

Historically, neoliberal policies have stirred controversy, often manifesting into strikes 

and demonstrations due to conflict of interest between actors. Many opponents depict stories of 

multinational companies benefiting at the expense of the poor, those who cannot afford the 

increased water tariffs. Proponents insist on the economic advantages of privatization, appealing 

to the developing nations that pursue economic growth or loans from institutions such as the 

World Bank. There may be overlooked benefits of privatization that the public cannot recognize 

due to media bias and sensationalism, and there may be instances of unfair practices by private 

companies. However, the current debate focuses too much on the idea of privatization itself, 

while my study shows that there are certain economic, political, and social conditions that are 

conducive to implementing successful water privatization as well as its relation to likelihood of 

social stability. There certainly is need for further assessment of the effect of water privatization 

and the role of private sector in broader international developmental context, streaming past 

debates of neoliberalism and privatization.  
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  Appendix 1: List of countries included in the analysis 

Albania Egypt Malaysia Tunisia 

Algeria Georgia Niger Turkey 

Argentina Guatemala Panama Tanzania 

Bulgaria Honduras Peru Ukraine 

Belize Haiti Philippines Uruguay 

Bolivia Indonesia Papua New Guinea Venezuela 

Chile India Russian Federation Vietnam 

China Jordan Sudan South Africa 

Colombia Mexico Senegal  

Ecuador Mozambique Thailand  
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Appendix 2: Predicted number of Anti-Govt Protests and Conflict based on Regime Types 

W
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Democracy (1)                                             Autocracy (0) 

 

 

 

 

No WP (0), 

No RecentWP 

(0) 

 

Anti-Govt Protests 

Low + Large: 2.75 [2.48 to 3.05] 

Low + Small: 0.93 [0.86 to 1.01] 

Middle +Large: 4.05 [3.53 to 3.63] 

Middle +Small: 1.37 [1.23 to 1.52] 

Anti-Govt Protests 

Low + Large:  2.42 [2.08 to 2.76] 

Low + Small:  0.81 [0.72  to 0.92] 

Middle + Large:  3.55 [2.91 to 4.26] 

Middle + Small:  1.2 [1.02 to 1.41] 

Conflict 

Low + Large: 2022 [1847 to 2188] 

Low + Small: 1332 [1216 to 1449] 

Middle +Large: 1788 [1579 to 1992] 

Middle +Small: 1096 [947 to 1255] 

Conflict 

Low + Large: 1619 [1418 to 1821] 

Low + Small: 931 [777 to 1085] 

Middle +Large: 1383 [1125 to 1637] 

Middle +Small: 695 [480 to 899 

 

 

 

 

No WP, (0) 

RecentWP (1) 

 

Anti-Govt Protests 

Low + Large:  2.05 [1.65 to 2.55] 

        Low + Small:  0.69 [0.56 to 0.86] 

Middle + Large:  3.01 [2.4 to 3.7] 

Middle + Small: 1.02 [0.8 to 1.27] 

Anti-Govt Protests 

Low + Large: 1.77 [1.06 to 2.86] 

Low + Small:  0.59 [0.35 to 0.93] 

Middle + Large:  2.59 [1.5 to 4.2] 

Middle + Small: 0.87 [0.49 to 1.3] 

Conflict 

Low + Large: 2073 [1759 to 2394] 

Low + Small: 1384   [1068 to 1695] 

Middle +Large: 1842 [1521 to 2156] 

Middle +Small: 1155 [829 to 1488] 

Conflict 

Low + Large: 1081 [272 to 1858] 

Low + Small: 414 [-326 to 1181] 

Middle +Large: 876 [110 to 1647] 

Middle +Small: 152 [-690 to 947] 

 

 

 

Yes WP (1) 

Yes RecentWP 

(1) 

Anti-Govt Protests 

Low + Large: 1.52 [1.23 to 1.87] 

Low + Small:  0.51 [0.41 to 0.62] 

Middle + Large:  2.23 [1.8 to 2.8] 

Middle + Small: 1.72 [1.27 to 2.27] 

Anti-Govt Protests 

Low + Large: 3.45 [2.67 to 4.47] 

Low + Small:  1.16 [0.89 to 1.49] 

Middle + Large: 5.09 [3.88 to 6.67] 

Middle + Small: 0.76 [0.62 to 0.93] 

Conflict 

Low + Large: 2660 [2290 to 3022] 

Low + Small: 1953 [1570 to 2321] 

Middle +Large: 2418 [2068 to 2786] 

Middle +Small: 1732 [1340 to 2118] 

Conflict 

Low + Large: 1005 [300 to 1711] 

Low + Small: 330 [-457 to 1102] 

Middle +Large: 784 [66 to 1544] 

Middle +Small: 81 [-668 to 795] 

  


