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Introduction

Mais les autorites devraient comprendre qu’il est temps d’exercer des responsabilites qu’elles n’auraient jamais du abandonner, laissant des elus demunis face a des groupes au pouvoir politique, économique et financier immense.

(The public authorities must now face their responsibilities, instead of leaving elected councillors on their own, without support, to deal with conglomerates wielding immense political, economic, and financial power.)

—Le Monde, January 28, 1997, on the problems of privatized water in France

Privatization is a highly political process in which the powers of the state, international agencies, and national political institutions are deployed to achieve the transfer of public services to the domain of private companies. In the process, and under privatization itself, institutions of local democracy are severely weakened. This relationship is not a one-way street, however: a major feature of successful resistance to privatization is the use of local democratic institutions by the opposition.


This article draws on evidence from around the world of privatization in the basic services of water, sanitation, and electricity. It presents the key elements in the privatization process which affect local democracy:

· The multinationals and their political connections;

· The range of pressures brought to bear against local authorities; and

· The loss of public accountability that follows privatization.

1.  Multinationals and Political Connections

Private corporations have traditionally maintained close political involvement in their own countries. This involvement can take many forms, including legal donations to political parties, funding of lobbyists and business coalitions, illegal donations to parties or individual politicians, the appointment of politicians as corporate directors or company executives as treasurers of political parties. With privatization, these connections are exploited to the full, the case of France providing a good example (see below).

A.  Aid for trade. 

One function of these connections is to encourage the party of government to assist a company in seeking concessions and contracts abroad, often in the form of an “aid-for-trade” link. Here, a donor government gives aid on condition that a developing country buys certain products—which may include privatized services. A graphic example of this process occurred in a 1985 aid transaction between the U.K. and Malaysia, in which a British water contractor, Biwater, landed business in Malaysia as a result of aid offered by Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher. The negotiations, as described in a newspaper account, reveal how generous Mrs. Thatcher could be under the right circumstances:

The proposed Biwater project immediately became a bargaining counter in the game of international diplomacy, according to participants in the talks. When she emerged from the meeting, Thatcher told waiting delegations that aid would be offered for Biwater’s scheme. “It was so impressive,” said one former Malaysian minister. “Mrs. Thatcher did all the talking. She stood up and offered aid to build the rural water supply project. It was to be built by Biwater, a British firm. We could have done it ourselves, but the money was offered—and we accepted.”

B.  
International institutions. 

The role of international institutions in shaping the political and economic operating conditions of companies has become as critical as that of national governments. Multinationals have recognized this by forging political relationships through a variety of mechanisms, for example, pressure groups such as the European Round Table of industrialists, which lobbies the European Commission for policies favoring business. The major utility multinationals—Vivendi, Suez-Lyonnaise, and Bouygues—are all active in this grouping.

C.  
Regulators. 

The profitability of privatized utilities depends to a considerable extent on regulatory conditions. Regulators themselves, whom companies seek to “capture,” therefore become important actors in the political process. The energy multinational Enron, for example, now employs former industry regulators in the U.S., U.K., and Nordic countries. In the U.S., Wendy Gramm was appointed to Enron’s board in 1993, five weeks after resigning as chairwoman of the Commodity Futures Trading Commission, where she had supported Enron proposals to relax regulations on the trading of energy futures. Today, a tenth of Enron’s profits are derived from playing this financial field.
 In the U.K., Clare Spottiswoode, former gas regulator, joined Enron as a senior executive in 1998.
 And in Norway, Preben Richter, trading manager of Nord Pool, resigned in September 1998 to begin work at Enron in November of the same year.

2.  Pressures on Democratic Institutions

The pressures in favor of privatization which cascade down onto democratically elected bodies include systematic political bias by global institutions such as the World Bank, central governments seeking to usurp the powers of local councils, collaboration with local elites, the undermining of local judiciaries, and the abuse of human rights and trade union freedoms.

A.  
Multilateral bias. 

Multilateral agencies, most notably the World Bank and similar regional institutions, consistently favor privatization as a policy instrument. These institutions are in a powerful position to persuade governments and others to comply with privatization agendas because they are the single most important source of loan finance for infrastructure investment. The World Bank’s equity investment division, the International Finance Corporation (IFC), acts as an equity partner to multinational ventures (it owns 5 percent of the shares in Aguas Argentinas, for example). The European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD) issued its first loan, of £90 million, for municipal services in Central and Eastern Europe in 1995. The money went, not to a country, but the Lyonnaise des Eaux.
 A few months later, in June 1995, Thierry Baudon left his post as deputy vice-president of the EBRD to join Lyonnaise des Eaux as managing director of international project finance.

B.  Central state vs. local councils. 

In some cases, privatization initiatives have been launched at the level of central government, and then imposed on local governments. The effect is to narrow and restrict the options of the local entity. In the U.K., Thatcher’s government imposed compulsory tendering of cleaning, catering, refuse collection, and ground maintenance on local health and municipal authorities. If the local authorities refused, they were forbidden to employ municipal workers to provide these services.

In 1997, a consortium of multinationals obtained a package concession contract to deliver water and electricity in Casablanca. The award ignited a major controversy, not least because the Lyonnaise contract was drafted after the direct intervention of King Hassan.
 The local council, which was informed of the deal only after it was finalized, protested long and loud, along with the local community, but ultimately felt unable to refuse the concession. Similarly, in Lithuania, Lyonnaise des Eaux (now Suez-Lyonnaise) worked hard from 1992 to persuade the municipality of Vilnius, the capital, to privatize its water operations, without tender, to the French company. The town council mobilized strong political opposition, which prompted a public rebuke from President Brazauskas, who suggested the council might be abolished.

Under the presidency of Fujimori, Peru has privatized a large proportion of its state sector. Fujimori’s plans included the privatization of SEDEPAL, the water and sewerage authority covering Lima, the capital. However, Lima’s city council successfully resisted the plan, arguing that the council was the competent authority and that the government could not and should not order the privatization of SEDEPAL against its wishes. A similar situation exists in Brazil. Since Cardoso’s reelection in 1998, and the currency crisis later that year, the president has capitulated to IMF demands that water in the major cities be privatized. However, these water companies are controlled not by the central government but by the state governors, who are opposed to privatization because it is electorally unpopular. It is expected that Cardoso will use fiscal incentives to pressure the states into accepting, by increasing the level of central government subsidy available to the states on condition that they privatize water and other undertakings.

C.  
Cronies and corruption. 

Beyond directives issuing from central governments, local councils may be swamped by privatization measures when local elites become fiscal partners with multinationals. Two outstanding examples of this strategy are the water privatizations in Manila and Jakarta, both of which the World Bank regards as model competitive tendering processes. In each case, the winners were consortia formed from one of the few water multinationals, plus a local company which was already dominant. In the Philippines, water went to “private concessionaires partly owned by two of the country’s most illustrious oligarch families—the Ayalas and the Lopezes.” One of these companies also controls the main television channel in Manila.
 In Jakarta, the local partners were firms run by cronies of Suharto.


Corruption is a standard feature of privatization and contracting-out. Naturally so—the profits to be extracted from a privatized service make it worth investing in a bribe to increase the chance of winning a contract. Corruption in government contracting is prevalent throughout Western Europe, home to some of the key multinationals in the water and utilities sectors, and has been spread by them elsewhere.

The industry most affected is construction, where nearly all work is now carried out by the private sector under contracts or concessions. One recent example of the European system of corruption was unearthed as a result of the diligence of French examining magistrates. The three largest construction companies in the country—Vivendi, Suez-Lyonnaise, and Bouygues—had for years operated a simple cartel, sharing out all the building contracts for schools in the Paris region, avoiding any competition, and distributing a standard 2 percent bribe to all the political parties of the region. Le Monde described this scheme, accurately enough, as “an agreed system for misappropriation of public funds.”
 These same three companies also dominate the privatized utility services in France and the rest of the world (see below for examples of corruption in the water sector in France).

D.  Perversions of justice. 

Local judiciaries are also undermined by multinationals and their governments when it comes to ruling on disputes over the legitimacy of privatizations. Multinationals have devised various tactics for subverting or bypassing local law. Apparently, the “rule of law” is less sancrosanct when it risks finding against the companies’ interests, as the following cases illustrate.


Early in 1997, trade unions and environmentalists in the Philippines brought suit against the proposed water privatization. The courts had already displeased the Philippine government with several rulings against its privatization policies, which prompted near-hysterical reactions from multinationals and the Western governments representing their interests. “Loud complaints about ‘terrorists in robes’ have resonated in government and business circles in the past month as the courts delivered a series of blows to investor confidence with controversial rulings against the state’s privatization programme.”
 Formal protests by the entire community of Western governments contained the standard threats of investor withdrawal:

The foreign business community in the Philippines yesterday criticized what it termed “excessive challenges to public biddings,” a reference to two privatization contract awards which have been challenged in the courts in the past fortnight. A strongly worded “statement of concern” issued by six chambers of commerce, including the US, Japanese, European Union and Australian–New Zealand bodies, warned of a loss of confidence in the bidding process among the international community. “Do not change the rules after the game is played and expect to attract players for future biddings,” the statement says. “They will go elsewhere unless the rules are clear, consistent and do not change to suit the losing bidders or other ‘aggrieved parties.’”


Another device favored by multinationals is to insist on the use of an arbitration process outside the country concerned—a practice which undermines the sovereignty of that country’s judicial system. This approach was used by Enron in 1996, when the newly elected government in Maharashtra, India, announced that it would rescind the Dabhol power station concession because of alleged corruption, and by Vivendi in Tucumán, Argentina, when confronted with a similar situation over a water concession. The water and sanitation concession in Buenos Aires, awarded to the Aguas Argentinas consortium led by the French multinationals Suez-Lyonnaise and Vivendi, goes even further. It provides that any dispute over the contract will be adjudicated in French rather than Argentinian courts.


Protecting the legality of concession contracts is also accomplished through diplomatic channels. After the Indonesian people overthrew the dictatorship of President Suharto, there were widespread demands that the contracts awarded by his corrupt regime be annulled. The British and French embassies have used public and diplomatic pressure to protect the sanctity of these contracts, which include the water concessions for Jakarta to both Thames Water and Suez-Lyonnaise.

E.  Human rights and trade union rights.

Privatisation processes have also led to infringement of democratic rights to protest, infringements of trade union rights, and denial of workers legal rights. 

In Senegal, trade union leaders were imprisoned for 6 months in 1998 for campaigning against the privatisation of the state electricity company, SENELEC. Requests for bail were repeatedly turned down, members of local human rights group RADDHO  were denied access to the court, and when the leaders were finally released in January 1999, police used teargas to disperse dozens of supporters. 

When US multinational Enron was developing its giant power plant at Dabhol, in western India, local demonstrations and opposition was met with severe repression by police and security forces. Amnesty International later issued a report criticising the process, and a further report from Human Rights Watch said that Enron had been complicit in "serious human rights abuse"

In Lahore, Pakistan, where the government is privatising the water authority, it is reported that the European company favoured to buy it, Berliner Wasserbetriebe, had "demanded a free-hand to run the Wasa affairs, without any political interference, and a complete ban on worker unions" 
. Trade union activity has been banned at Pakistan's national energy authority WAPDA as a result of the privatisation process too - see below)

In the UK, the government of Margaret Thatcher encouraged private contractors to take over cleaning, catering and waste management functions of hospitals and local authorities, and allowed tens of thousands of hospital and local authority workers to be dismissed and forced to re-apply for their old jobs on worse terms. This was in breach of European laws, and the Thatcher government was advised that it was in breach of European laws. In 1998 the UK government conceded that these workers rights had been breached, and agreed to pay millions of pounds in compensation.

3.  Accountability

Privatization of a public service, once accomplished, poses additional problems for democratic politics. These can be classified under three broad headings:

· Loss of direct control over strategic politics in the sector;

· The limits of regulation; and

· The imposition of commercial secrecy codes on the operation of public services.

A.  
Loss of strategic control. 

The public authority, whether a state or municipality, always loses direct strategic control through a privatization. The effects of this are wide-ranging and not necessarily predictable. A number of examples illustrate the point.


In 1997, in pursuit of a longstanding policy agreement, the Swedish government decided to reduce the country’s nuclear power and ordered the closure of a power station, close to Denmark, which had always been controversial. The plant was owned by a largely private company, Sydkraft, whose multinational shareholders “argued that the closure of Barseback 1, which accounts for 15 percent of its production capacity, would harm its competitive power.” In July 1998 the company won a court case declaring that the Swedish government did not have the power to order the company to close the station.

In 1904, the city council of Valencia granted a 99-year lease to a private water company. After 85 years, the council suggested that it might put the concession out to competitive tender at the end of the period. The company, part of the multinational Bouygues-SAUR group, said that if anyone else won the bid they would sue the council for loss of profits, and “calculated at Pta29.9bn ($237m) the compensation it would demand. The company’s evaluation of likely compensation was arrived at after consultation with accountants Price Waterhouse and Arthur Andersen.”
 The council has had to negotiate over the pricing formula and over the terms on which the company will continue to hold the concession.

In the Czech Republic and Hungary, a number of municipalities partly privatized their water services to a company jointly owned by the town council and a multinational. Whatever the division of shares in a given locality, the multinational partner invariably receives a controlling majority on the management board of these companies.

A critical issue for developing companies is the extension of basic services to the entire population. In the case of Aguas Argentinas, the concession contract required the company to extend water connections to shantytown dwellers regardless of their ability to pay. But the company insisted that someone had to pay, or it would stop operating the service altogether. The government tried to foist responsibility onto local councils, which refused, arguing they had not received the financing. The company then decided to exact a surcharge from wealthier customers in the form of a “solidarity tax”—a rare instance of a private company adopting a progressive taxation policy. The affected consumers, however, obtained a court ruling that the surcharge was illegal. And so a key issue of public policy was reduced to a civil dispute between consumer groups and a multinational.


One final point on the loss of direct control over public policy making. Privatization creates marketable commodities which can later change the nature of the ownership structure in unanticipated ways. An ironic twist on this scenario occurred in the case of London Electricity. Privatized by the sale of shares to the public in 1990 by Margaret Thatcher, London Electricity was later taken over by the U.S. company Entergy, which in turn sold it to Electricité de France (EdF) in 1998. EdF is not only French, it is wholly owned by the French state, in other words, it is a nationalized industry monopoly of exactly the type Thatcher had sought to abolish.

B.  
The limits of regulation. 

Weak regulations also constitute infringements on democratic politics. In many cases of privatized provision of services, governments seek to introduce some measure of public control through the appointment of regulators. Some forms of regulation—for example, the traditional U.S. system, which limits rates of return and mandates full public disclosure of all documents of private utility companies—offer the possibility of genuine democratic influence. But the most common contemporary regulatory strategy, advocated by multinationals and the World Bank, regulates only prices increases, leaving the companies free to decide on profits, staffing levels, and investment.


The inadequacy of this kind of “regulation” was sadly exposed in the U.K. when a privatized water company, Yorkshire Water, failed to pipe enough water to major towns for an entire year, necessitating the use of a huge fleet of water tankers. The cause of the failure was simple: the company had chosen to pay out much higher dividends to shareholders rather than invest money in the construction of new reservoirs. The regulator’s only recourse was to cut the price Yorkshire charged for water. The decision whether to respond by reducing dividends or cutting investment even further remained in company hands.

C.  
Secrecy. 

A valuable asset for commercial companies, secrecy is the enemy of public accountability. At the behest of multinationals, contracts under which public utilities are privatized are frequently withheld from the public, so that it is impossible to determine what is actually required of a company. The consequences of such a strategy were demonstrated in Hungary in 1998. Budapest town council had sold 25 percent of its water company to a private consortium, but the new contract was declared a secret document to which even senior council officials were barred access. In the first year, the company informed the council that it would have to pay a subsidy to cover an operating loss. The validity of the company’s claim could not be verified since the contract was legally protected from public scrutiny.

4.  Case Study: France and Water

At the end of January 1997, the Cour des Comptes, France’s equivalent of the National Audit Office in Britain, published a highly critical report on the French water industry.
 First, the report notes the existence of “organized” competition, and highlights the extent to which authorities avoid evaluation of bids according to public criteria by “repeated use of the negotiated procedure, nearly always with the same companies.” In addition, apparently once a company has received a privatization concession, it is permanently on the dole. The report criticizes a “tendency to extend existing contracts” without subjecting them to tender, creating “substantial profit margins.” Concessions often run thirty years or more. In Dinard (Ile-et-Vilaine), “CISE got the water contract in 1929, and its concession has been renewed up to 2005. The same company will have run the water system for 65 years without ever being subjected to competition.”

Lack of “transparency” is identified as a major problem in the report. The move to privatize is rarely properly evaluated, contracts are ambiguous, subcontracts are awarded to sister companies in the same group without competitive bidding, and procedures are exempted from procurement rules. As a result, the report states, “The lack of supervision and control of delegated public services, aggravated by the lack of transparency of this form of management, has led to abuses.” For example, in the city of Metz, the water company did not submit any accounts for a period of twenty years. When the water authority for the valley of Auzon (Puy-de-Dome) renewed its water concession, a substantial mistake was made in the calculations for invoiced amounts, unknown to anyone but the company holding the water concession at the time. This same company finally won a renewal of its contract for twelve years. In Bandol-Savery (near Toulon), where OTV—a Générale des Eaux subsidiary—was contracted to build and operate a new water treatment plant, the plant cost at least 15.3 million francs more than estimated. The final insult: OTV arranged to charge the council twice for the same service, every year. To the amazement of the regional auditor, the company defended this bit of larceny on the grounds that the procedure had been agreed upon with the council.


Not surprisingly, corruption large and small is pervasive. The report cites a number of cases under investigation. Two convictions have resulted to date. In Grenoble, the former mayor, Alain Carignon, and an executive of Lyonnaise des Eaux, Jean-Jacques Prompsey, received prison sentences for taking and giving bribes to award the water contract to a subsidiary of Lyonnaise des Eaux. Two executives of Générale des Eaux have pleaded guilty to bribing the mayor of St.-Denis (Ile de Réunion) to obtain the water concession.


 Water prices have risen at an average rate of 10 percent annually in France since 1992, but most of all where water delivery has been privatized, and the Cour des Comptes report states uncategorically that these increases must be “seen in relation to the privatization of services.” The companies claim that price hikes are principally due to the heavy investments required, but the report found many cases in which no reasonable link existed between price rises and investment. For example, in the town of Egletons (Correze), the price of water more than doubled in the three years following privatization, while capital investment remained the responsibility of the local council. The situation has been aggravated by councils using the concessions as a roundabout way of augmenting their finances, so that privatization “became an elaborate way of boosting the council’s budget at the expense of the consumer and the taxpayer.”

One tactic—now illegal—was to take “entry payments” from the country getting the contract. In St. Etienne, the council was paid 388 million francs by Stephanoise des Eaux (jointly owned by Générale des Eaux and Lyonnaise des Eaux) to win the water concession in 1990. The company simply increased the water bills to get their money back, and so prices rose from 3.52 francs per cubic meter in 1990 to 8.50 francs in 1996, with further rises to 12 francs planned, until consumers won a court injunction against the practice.


Finally, the report emphasizes the disparity between local authorities and the three giant companies which now control 75 percent of France’s water and 40 percent of the sewerage: “the municipalities have to deal with private partners equipped with great technical resources.”

5.  Case Study: Pakistan and the Corruption of Power

On December 22, 1998, Pakistan’s prime minister, Nawaz Sharif, suspended trade union activities in the Water and Power Development Authority (WAPDA). The union in question is the Pakistan WAPDA Hydro Electric Central Labour Union. The union has been suspended by presidential decree, which abrogates the right of the union to operate, even as a bargaining agent; allows WAPDA workers to be forcibly retired without explanation; hands over control of energy transmission to the army; and stipulates that anyone charged with stealing energy resources will be tried in the military courts.


Meanwhile, the government has installed 35,000 junior commissioned officers and some 250 officers of the Pakistan army in the eight transmission companies and one distribution company that now constitute WAPDA. Eight brigadiers have already taken charge of energy transmission. The army will “assist” the power company in a variety of capacities, from reading meters and delivering bills to detecting cases of electricity theft and staffing public complaint centers. Over 150,000 workers are employed by WAPDA.


According to the government, the present measures are justified by the heavy losses experienced by WAPDA, which it attributes to a 26 percent theft rate in electricity output. However, the main reason for WAPDA’s losses is the cost of buying the power supplied by private “independent power plants” (IPPs), which were set up with World Bank financing under Benazir Bhutto’s government. Hubco, the biggest IPP and the largest company quoted on the Pakistan stock exchange, is controlled by National Power of the U.K. Hubco is alleged to have paid bribes, as a result of which it obtained a contract which requires WAPDA to pay far too much of the station’s output. Hubco is consequently hauling in excessive profits.


Three months before WAPDA’s union was suspended, the government had, in fact, begun prosecuting Hubco on a corruption indictment, after the company’s chief executive had fled to England to escape charges. The World Bank, however, strenuously objected to the government’s demand that Hubco cut its prices, and refused to consent to an IMF package for Pakistan until the government relented. The most senior U.K. diplomat also visited Pakistan in December to seek leniency for Hubco.


As a result of all this pressure, the Pakistan government in December dropped the prosecution of Hubco. The attack on trade unionists began almost immediately afterward. One week after this violation of workers rights, the World Bank approved the IMF package.

6.  The Democratic Backlash

Despite intense pressure by multinationals and their political allies, privatization plans have been scuttled in many locales (see the accompanying table). In most cases, the actual or projected results of municipal or state elections have been crucial. The privatization plan itself has often been made an election issue, to the detriment of the party favoring privatization. Electoral campaigns are invariably accompanied by organized opposition in the form of trade union action and legal maneuvers.

Trade unions have played a central role in nearly all the campaigns to maintain public-sector provision of services. Public Services International (PSI), which monitors privatizations globally through its research unit, provides support and information to unions conducting these campaigns, and there are several key elements involved in pursuing democratic alternatives.

First, opponents of privatization initiatives can muster some powerful economic, strategic, and political arguments in favor of public provision. For instance, despite claims by privateers that they can deliver services more cheaply, thereby saving taxpayer money, in fact public-sector provision is always less expensive in the long run. Making this argument requires looking beyond immediate savings to the broader socioeconomic dislocations caused by the inevitable job losses that accompany privatization and price hikes that invariably affect low-income populations. 

Second, privatizations often seem attractive to public officials because of a perceived lack of investment capital. However, there are sources of investment finance available to public-sector entities - from banks and investment bodies like pension funds, which are as prepared to lend to the public sector as the private sector in principle.

Third, a frequent strategy of privatizers is to criticize public-sector operations as inherently corrupt and inefficient. One need only review the record of privatizations, including many mentioned above, to discredit this claim. Antiprivatization campaigns should be armed with information on companies’ corrupt practices as well as their actual rather than purported record of service delivery in different locales. 

Finally, a crucial difference between private and public projects is the level of accountability. Pointing up this difference, and the implications for open debate on questions of social policy as well as avenues of public redress, is an essential component of an antiprivatization campaign.


Unions have also taken the lead in developing public-sector options which satisfy the need to reorganise public services to meet new financial and social demands. In water, these include plans developed with trade unions in Cape Town, South Africa, Debrecen, Hungary, and Tegucigalpa, Honduras.  The public sector is not a poor option Activists can and should insist that private proposals be evaluated against public-sector options such as these.


In the event that a privatization does occur, opponents can maximize democratic accountability through framework agreements which lay down  procedures that have to be followed before privatisations can take place; and through a strong, public regulatory system. 

Privatization is not inevitable. It does, indeed, undermine the strength of democratic political processes, but local democratic entities are not automatically disempowered in the face of privatization initiatives. On the contrary, events on a number of continents demonstrate that democratic politics can reverse privatization plans, or force them to take account of the interests of local communities and workers.

	Place
	Country
	Proposed Privatization
	Year
	Event
	

	Lodz
	Poland
	water
	1994
	Joint trade union campaign helps opposition win election and reject privatization plans
	

	Debrecen
	Hungary
	water
	1995
	Trade union campaign and public-sector alternative convinces majority to reject privatization plans
	

	Vilnius
	Lithuania
	water
	1998
	Trade union campaign results in city council rejecting privatization plan and developing municipal alternative
	

	Poznan 
	Poland
	water
	1998
	Election defeat for privatization party suspends plans
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Lima
	Peru
	water
	1997
	Resistance by city council convinces government to abandon privatization plans
	

	Rio etc.

	Brazil
	water, electricity
	1998
	Election results in states in 1998 lead to rejection of privatization plans and attempts to annul completed privatizations
	

	Panama
	Panama
	water
	1998
	Government abandons privatization plans because of fear of electoral backlash
	

	Mexico
	Mexico
	electricity
	1999
	Trade union and other campaigns succeed in persuading parliament to abandon privatization bill
	

	Long Island, New York
	U.S.
	electricity
	1999
	City council remunicipalizes electricity distributor 
	

	New South Wales 
	Australia
	electricity
	1999
	Election results favor party which rejects privatization plans
	

	(Pakistan)
	Pakistan
	electricity
	
	Government seeks to revoke oppressive electricity price contracts obtained as a result of earlier corruption
	

	(Jakarta)
	Indonesia
	water
	
	Overthrow of Suharto leads to loss of privatized water concession for “crony” companies; multinationals try to continue with new contracts, campaigns oppose them
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