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Abstract: This article investigates household preferences for municipal 

and community-managed water services using survey data from Guate-

mala. Household preferences are elicited using a set of questions where re-

spondents could choose between the municipality and a community-based 

water organization based on some institutional and service characteristics. 

Responses to one of those questions allow for identifying the households 

that would change water supplier if given the opportunity to do so. Re-

sults indicate that almost half of respondents with community-managed 

services would opt for changing to municipal services. In contrast, few re-

spondents with municipal services (11.6 percent) would change to a com-

munity-managed system. This can be partially explained by perceived dif-

ferentials in institutional characteristics such as responsiveness, capacity, 

the willingness of respondents with municipal services to change their wa-

ter supplier. On the other hand, respondents with community-managed 

services would change water supplier due to the unreliability of their cur-

rent services. Policy implications are discussed. JEL Codes: O2, R5, I3; 

Keywords: Water service management; household preferences; institu-

tional characteristics; water service performance; Guatemala

1 Introduction

A 
variety of management approaches have been implemented to 

provide water services in developing countries. In Guatemala, 

municipal, private and community-managed water systems co-
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exist to serve approximately 90 percent of urban households and 61 per-

cent of households in rural areas. Municipalities are the primary water 

supplier in urban centers, community-based water organizations (CB-

-

ities provide water services to a relatively small number of households 

(Vásquez, 2013b). The design and implementation of service manage-

ment approaches do not always take household preferences into account 

(Hall et al., 2005; Goetz & Gaventa, 2001), which may generate some 

procedural disutility.1 among households and may put the reliability and 

sustainability of water systems at risk.

Despite its policy relevance, household preferences for service man-

agement approaches have received little attention in the existing liter-

ature until now. Vásquez (2013a, 2013b) and Vásquez and Franceschi 

(2013) represent recent exceptions that have investigated household 

preferences for service management approaches in Guatemala and 

Nicaragua, respectively. Using hedonic models of housing rental prices, 

Vásquez (2013a, 2013b) found that urban households assign higher val-

ues to municipal water systems than to private and community-managed 

services. Vásquez argues that value differentials in favor of municipal 

services can be partially explained by higher prices of private services 

and institutional costs of community-managed services (e.g. voluntary 

contributions to system operation). Vásquez and Franceschi (2013) ap-

plied a contingent valuation survey in León, Nicaragua and found that 

households would be willing to pay more for improved water services 

managed under the current centralized approach than under the local 

government’s responsibility. Vásquez and Franceschi complemented 

their contingent valuation study with a number of questions where re-

spondents had to choose between the current centralized water utility 

and a hypothetical decentralization of water services to the municipal 

government based on six service and institutional characteristics: quality 

of water services, awareness of water issues, and interest in solving water 

problems, capacity, accountability, and potential investments. Responses 

to those questions also revealed stronger preferences for a centralized 

management approach than for localized municipal management.

This study investigates household preferences for two water service 

management approaches, municipal and community-managed services,2 

in the small municipality of San Lorenzo, Guatemala. Households in San 

Lorenzo are familiar with both approaches as the municipality provides 



water services in the urban center and CBWOs serve rural areas. Follow-

ing Vásquez and Franceschi (2013), household preferences are elicited 

using a set of choice questions where urban and rural respondents could 

choose between the municipality and a CBWO based on some institu-

tional and service characteristics. This research approach complements 

-

vice characteristics that could have explained differentials in monetary 

values assigned to water services under the municipal and communi-

ty-based approaches (Vásquez, 2013a, 2013b). Institutional characteris-

tics analyzed here include responsiveness, corruption, support from the 

safety, service reliability and water prices are also investigated as they 

may be relevant service characteristics to form household preferences 

for management approaches. In addition, respondents were given the hy-

pothetical opportunity to choose between the municipality and a CBWO 

as their supplier of water services. This question, along with an indicator 

of their current water supplier, allows for identifying those households 

that would change supplier if given the opportunity. Probit models were 

water supplier.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. The next section pro-

vides an overview of municipal and community-managed water services 

from a theoretical perspective in the context of the water sector in Gua-

temala. Then, Section 3 provides a brief description of the study site. 

Section 4 discusses how the data was collected and how the decision of 

changing water supplier was analyzed through probit models. Section 5 

shows survey and estimation results. Section 6 concludes the paper with 

a discussion of results and some policy implications.

2 Municipal and Community-Managed Services in Guatemala: A 

Theoretical Perspective

In Guatemala, water services are provided by three forms of service 

management: municipal, private and community-managed systems. Ac-

cording to the current legislation, municipalities are responsible for pro-

viding drinking water to their constituents, although municipalities have 

the right to transfer the management of water systems to private entities. 

This legitimizes the existence of private and community-managed sys-
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tems that have emerged as an organic response to the inability of munic-

ipalities to extend their services rather than as a planned process. Munic-

ipalities are the primary supplier of tap water in urban centers serving 

70 percent of urban households. Conversely, in rural areas, CBWOs have 

a coverage rate of 40 percent, more than double of the households that 

private and municipal systems serve together (Vásquez, 2015). Private 

in residential development projects (Lentini, 2010).

Compared to other water suppliers with centralized management, 

municipal governments are expected to have more information about 

local needs and lower transaction costs to be more responsive to those 

needs given their proximity to a relatively low number of constituents. 

Also, municipal governments have political incentives to provide reliable 

water services given that electoral results partially depend on citizen sat-

isfaction with municipal services (Bardhan, 2002; Garcia-Valiñas, 2007). 

in providing water services (Ahmad et al., 2005). In practice, however, 

Guatemalan municipalities have failed to extend water infrastructure, 

particularly in rural areas. Only 15 percent of rural households receive 

municipal water services (Vásquez, 2015). In addition, municipal services 

are often unreliable with frequent service interruptions and poor water 

treatment (IARNA, 2005; Galindo & Molina, 2007; Vásquez, 2013b).

Municipal governments may provide low quality services because 

-

cal level, particularly in developing nations. Vásquez (2011) argues that 

-

ed to operate and maintain their water systems. IARNA (2005) reports 

tariffs are not enough to cover operative and maintenance costs. Mu-

nicipalities seem reluctant to increase water tariffs and rather opt for 

subsidizing water services using transfers from the central government. 

Few municipalities that have increased water tariffs have faced strong 

of municipal water services and may put the sustainability of water sys-

tems at risk.

As stated above, CBWOs play an important role as water providers 

in rural areas of Guatemala. The ultimate goal of CBWOs is to provide 

community members with access to water. Given than committee mem-



bers are usually elected by their community, CBWOs may have some po-

litical incentives to provide reliable services. Yet, in Guatemala, commu-

nity-managed services are characterized by frequent interruptions and 

poor water quality (Vásquez, 2013b, 2013c). Similar to municipalities, 

-

vide reliable services. The sustainability of community-managed systems 

may also be jeopardized due to low water tariffs, low user compliance, 

2013c).

In a community-managed system, water consumers may also under-

take some responsibilities that water suppliers perform under other ser-

vice management approaches. In addition to providing voluntary inputs 

for system operation and infrastructure maintenance, water consumers 

of community-managed water services may also be required to partici-

pate as committee members, perform tasks such as collecting water fees, 

and undertake organizational endeavors. This dual role may lead to com-

munity fatigue (Harvey & Reed, 2007). Under these circumstances, water 

infrastructure may fall into disrepair and community-managed systems 

may provide poorer services than other providers.

Municipalities, government agencies and non-governmental organi-

zations have worked with rural communities to extend water infrastruc-

ture in rural Guatemala. However, as Vásquez (2013c) has noted, those 

communities are often left alone after the implementation of water sys-

tems. Whittington et al. (2009) suggest that government support, espe-

cially technical support, is necessary for community-managed systems to 

be operational. It seems that many Guatemalan communities have un-

dertaken the operation and maintenance of water systems because it was 

a condition of governmental and non-governmental agencies to invest in 

water infrastructure (Vásquez, 2013c). The implementation of communi-

ty-managed systems is not always responsive to community preferences 

(Goetz & Gaventa, 2001). Little is known about the preferences of water 

consumers regarding the management approach under which their water 

-

ature by investigating household preferences for municipal and commu-

nity-managed systems in the municipality of San Lorenzo, Guatemala.
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3 Study Site

The municipality of San Lorenzo is located in the western department 

(state) of San Marcos, Guatemala. The municipality is relatively small, 

the third least populated in the state of San Marcos with 9,714 inhabi-

tants according to the last census implemented in 2002 (INE 2002). Ap-

proximately 90 percent of the population lives in rural areas. Labor mar-

kets are underdeveloped and the local economy is primarily based on 

agriculture. According to SEGEPLAN and INE (2006), poverty levels in 

the area are considerably high with more than 83 percent of San Loren-

zo’s inhabitants living below the national poverty line. Extreme poverty 

is estimated at 32.6 percent, almost three times higher than the national 

average of 13 percent.

The last census found that 76 percent of San Lorenzo’s inhabitants 

had access to tap water in 2002. Currently, that percentage is expected 

to be higher due to multiple investments in water infrastructure under-

taken in the last years. As of 2014, the municipality provided tap water 

to 300 households in the urban center of San Lorenzo. Households 

connected to the municipal system have water meters so their water 

bills are determined according to their consumption. In rural areas, 

where the municipality has been unable to extend their services, 10 

CBWOs have undertaken the responsibility to provide water to more 

-

vices, regardless of the level consumption, because water meters have 

not been installed in rural areas. The smallest CBWO does not charge 

water fees, depending exclusively on voluntary provision of inputs to 

perform system repairs when needed. Both municipal and commu-

nity-managed water services are frequently interrupted. Three water 

utilities (the municipality and two of the largest CBWOs) report to 

test their water for chlorine residual once per month, and one CBWO 

report to do so once per year. The rest do not test their water supplies 

for chlorine residual, presumably because they do not treat the water 

supplied. Consequently, there is no guarantee that tap water is safe to 

drink in the area.

4 Data Collection and Modeling Approach

Given the multiple water issues in the study site, a household survey was 



carefully designed in order to investigate household opinions, behaviors 

and preferences regarding water services. A total of 500 households were 

interviewed in the urban center and the rural village of Santa Rosa in 

June to August 2012. Both the smallest and largest CBWOs coexist in 

this village to provide water services. Out of the 500 sampled households, 

52 are served by the smallest CBWO, 264 by the largest CBWO, and 184 

are connected to the municipal system. For this study, the subsample of 

respondents served by the smallest CBWO was excluded because this 

CBWO does not charge water fees, a system characteristic that can play 

an important role in the formation of household preferences for differ-

ent service management approaches. As a result, the study is conducted 

using a sample of 448 households.

The description of the survey design is kept to a minimum because 

companion articles have already provided that information.3 However, 

it is worth discussing the set of questions used here to elicit household 

preferences for municipal and community-based service management. 

Table 1 shows those (translated) questions. Respondents were asked to 

choose between the municipality and a CBWO in terms of some rele-

vant institutional and service characteristics: responsiveness, corruption, 

service reliability and water safety. Respondents were also given the op-

portunity to choose both or neither of those water suppliers, although 

the interviewers were instructed not to read those options to respon-

dents. In the last choice question, respondents were confronted with a 

hypothetical scenario where they could choose between the municipality 

and a CBWO to be their water supplier (see Table 1). Responses to this 

question allow for identifying respondents who would change water sup-

plier if given the opportunity to do so.

Factors related to the (hypothetical) decision of changing water sup-

probit models assume that households derive utility from having access 

to water provided under different service management approaches (Vi*, 

where i = municipal and community-managed systems). Under this as-

sumption, households have a latent propensity to change water suppli-

er (Y*) that would materialize only if the utility expected from the new 

water service surpasses the utility derived from current water services 

(V*new service > V*current service). Assuming that the propensity to change water 

supplier follows a linear form (i.e. Y* = Xβ + e), the household decision 
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Survey Questions

Institutional Characteristics

Responsiveness Who would more likely listen to water users’ com-

plaints and demands?

Corruption Who would be more corrupt in managing funds?

Government Support Who would have more support from the central 

government to operate and repair the water sys-

tem?

Financial Capacity

repair the system if needed?

Technical Capacity Who would hire more capable workers to operate 

and maintain the water system?

Service Characteristics

Higher Prices Who would charge a more expensive price for tap 

water?

Reliable Services Who could accomplish to provide water 24 hours 

per day?

Safe Water Who could accomplish to provide water that is 

totally safe to drink?

Utility Choice Who would you choose to undertake the provision 

of tap water?

For each question, the municipality and a community-based water organization 

were presented to respondents as potential answers. Interviewees were also al-

options were not read to them.

Table 1. Questions on Household Preferences for Service Management 

Approaches

of changing water supplier can be represented using a binary indicator 

(change) as follows:

(1)

where X is a vector of covariates, β -

timated, and e is the stochastic error that follows a normal distribution. 

change =
1, if Xβ + e > 0

0, if Xβ + e ≤ 0{



Variables Expected 

Effects

UNRELIABLE Days per week with service interrup-

tions

+

REGULAR Regular water pressure (1=Yes; 

0=Otherwise)

-

HIGH High water pressure (1=Yes; 0=Other-

wise)

-

WATERBILL Monthly water bill (in quetzals) +

COLORED If the tap water is colored (1=Yes; 

0=Otherwise)

+

SATISFINDEX Standardized index of satisfaction -

HHINCOME
a Monthly household income (in 1000’s 

quetzals)

+/-

REMITTANCES
a Monthly remittances (in 1000’s quet-

zals)

+/-

LIVING Number of years living in current 

housing unit

+/-

COMMUNAL If the water service is provided by a 

community-based organization (1=Yes; 

0=Otherwise)

+

Change Supplier

The probability that a household would change water supplier can be 

estimated through the cumulative distribution function of the standard 

normal distribution [Pr(change = 1) = Φ(Xβ)]. This equivalence allows 

for estimating the β -

variates included in vector X on the probability of changing water sup-

plier (i.e. ∂ Pr(change = 1)∕∂X).

Table 2 shows the variables included in the probit models of the de-
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cision to change water supplier. The variable UNRELIABLE is included to 

depict the service unreliability. It can be expected that the likelihood 

of changing water supplier increases with service interruptions as those 

interruptions decrease the utility derived from current water services. 

In contrast, the binary indicators that represent water pressure levels, 

REGULAR and HIGH, would have a negative effect on the probability of 

changing water supplier because it is preferred to have those pressure 

levels than low water pressure (used here as base of comparison). The 

monthly water bill is expected to increase the likelihood of changing wa-

ter supplier because it reduces disposable income for other goods and 

services, thus reducing the utility associated with current water services. 

A similar effect is expected from the binary indicator COLORED given that 

households may perceive colored water as low water quality. Households 

likely to change water supplier. Conversely, households with communi-

ty-managed services, represented by the binary indicator COMMUNAL, are 

expected to be more likely to change supplier if given the opportunity to 

access municipal services because of the inherent institutional costs asso-

ciated with community-based management approaches (Vásquez, 2013a, 

2013c). The variables HHINCOME, REMITTANCES and LIVING are included 

to control for household heterogeneity. No prior expectations are held 

about the effect of those household characteristics on the probability of 

changing water supplier.

5 Results

Survey results shown in Figure 1 depict household opinions about which 

water supplier, between the municipality and a CBWO, is more likely to 

-

-

sources, 3) likelihood of receiving support from the central government, 

-

pacity to operate and maintain the water system. The top panel of Figure 

1 shows the responses of households currently connected to the munici-

pal system, and the bottom panel presents the perspective of households 

with community-managed water services.

The opinion of a vast majority of respondents (almost 99 percent of 

households with municipal services and 90 percent of households with 
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a) Municipal Sample

b) Communal Sample

Figure 1. Household Perspectives on Institutional Characteristics of 

Water Suppliers

community-managed services) is that the central government would 

more likely support municipal water systems than community-managed 

services. This perception is consistent with the institutional isolation 

in which CBWOs currently function in the country (D’Andrea, 2012; 

Vásquez, 2015). In addition, a majority of respondents believe that the 

-

pacities. Previous studies argue that both municipalities and CBWOs 

(Gamboa et al., 2007; IARNA, 2005; Vásquez, 2011). Yet, results shown 

in Figure 1 suggest that respondents perceive that the lack of technical 

-

nicipality.

The municipality is also perceived to be more responsive to consum-

er complaints than CBWOs, although the percentage of respondents 

with community-managed services who believe so remains below 49 
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percent. Interestingly, corruption is the only institutional characteristic 

on which respondents with municipal and community-managed services 

do not concur. Approximately 45 percent of respondents with municipal 

services believe that both the municipality and CBWOs are corrupt, fol-

lowed by those respondents who believe that the municipality is more 

corrupt than CBWOs (37.1 percent). In contrast, many respondents with 

community-managed services (44.3 percent) believe that CBWOs are 

more corrupt than the municipality, followed by a considerable percent-

age of respondents (almost 39 percent) who believe that both water sup-

institutions may result in low household willingness to comply with wa-

ter systems.

Respondents were also asked to choose between the municipality 

and a CBWO in terms of the possibility of providing improved services. 

Results reported in Figure 2 show that a majority of respondents believe 

that the municipality is more likely to provide reliable services (i.e. with-

out service interruptions) than CBWOs. In terms of water quality, there 

are higher expectations of receiving safe drinking water from the munic-

ipality than from CBWOs, although the percentage of respondents who 

believe so do not reach 50 percent. Moreover, 30 percent of respondents 

with municipal services and 25 percent of respondents with communi-

ty-managed services believe that no one can provide safe drinking water. 

that persist in the study site. Similarly to what occurs with perceptions of 

corruption, respondents with different water suppliers do not agree on 

which supplier would charge higher prices for their services. Many re-

spondents believe that their current water supplier would be more likely 

to charge higher prices than their counterpart.

Given the household perspectives regarding CBWOs and the munic-

ipality in its role of water supplier, it is not surprising that a majority of 

respondents would prefer to receive municipal water services over com-

munity-managed services, if given the option to choose. It is worth noting 

that almost 50 percent of respondents currently served by CBWOs would 

change to municipal services if given the opportunity. On the other hand, 

a small number of respondents with municipal services (11.6 percent) 

would switch to community-managed systems. This suggests that there 

are stronger preferences for municipal services over community-based 
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Figure 2. Household Perspective on Potential Improvements of Water 

Services and Hypothetical Choice of Water Supplier

-

ing that municipalities and the central government would be expected 

to provide better services relative to CBWOs. In the same line, Vásquez 

(2013a, 2013b) found that, in urban areas of Guatemala, households as-

sign higher monetary values to water services provided by municipalities 

than by CBWOs.

A number of probit models were estimated to identify some factors 

associated to the respondents’ willingness to change water supplier. Ta-

ble 3 shows the estimation results of three probit models. Model 1 is esti-

mated using the pooled sample of respondents. This model was estimat-

ed using clustered errors by COMMUNAL because respondents with the 

same type of water service (i.e. municipal or community-managed ser-

vice) may share some unobserved characteristics (e.g. operation of water 

systems), which may generate some correlation among respondents with 

the same service (while uncorrelated with respondents who have a dif-

ferent type of service). Under these circumstances, clustering errors im-

proves the precision of estimates. In addition, given that there could be 

some differentials in system management and supplier-user interactions, 
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Model 1: 

Pooled Sample

Model 2: 

Municipal 

Sample

Model 3: 

Communal 

Sample

Marg. 

Effects

Var. 

Mean

Marg. 

Effects

Var. 

Mean

Marg. 

Effects

Var. 

Mean

UNRELIABLE 0.032 

(0.019)*

2.563 -0.017 

(0.019)

0.843 0.048 

(0.022)**

3.755

REGULAR -0.084 

(0.006)***

0.451 -0.075 

(0.071)

0.331 -0.095 

(0.070)

0.533

HIGH -0.136 

(0.025)***

0.315 -0.036 

(0.086)

0.556 -0.150 

(0.098)

0.148

WATERBILL -0.001 

(0.002)

21.539 0.007 

(0.003)**

17.308 -0.003 

(0.002)

24.469

COLORED 0.001 

(0.068)

0.191 -0.025 

(0.045)

0.264 0.088 

(0.083)

0.140

SATISFINDEX 0.001 

(0.001)

-0.028 -0.040 

(0.039)

0.558 -0.007 

(0.035)

-0.434

HHINCOME
a 0.004 

(0.061)

0.414 -0.056 

(0.027)*

0.758 0.103 

(0.064)

0.175

REMITTANCES
a -0.039 

(0.051)

1.506 -0.065 

(0.013)***

2.848 0.018 

(0.029)

0.576

LIVING -0.004 

(0.0001)***

20.285 -0.003 

(0.001)**

19.770 -0.005 

(0.002)**

20.642

COMMUNAL 0.186 

(0.091)**

0.591 — — — —

Observations 435 178 257

Pseudo R2 0.184 0.268 0.072

Notes: -

bers in parentheses are corresponding standard errors.

Table 3. Probit Models of Willingness to Change Water Supplier 

(Marginal Effects)



Model 2 and Model 3 were estimated using subsamples of respondents 

with municipal and community-managed services respectively. Results 

indeed show that the structure of respondents’ preferences for changing 

water supplier is different between respondents with municipal and com-

munity-managed services.

The pooled model (Model 1 in Table 3) shows that the average re-

spondent would change their water supplier in response to service inter-

ruptions and low water pressure. Estimated marginal effects of UNRE-

LIABLE

indicating that the likelihood of preferring a change in water supplier 

increases with the frequency of service interruptions. As expected, es-

timated marginal effects of REGULAR indicate that the probability of 

preferring to change water supplier decreases by 8.4 percentage points 

among respondents reporting regular water pressure in their homes rela-

tively to those respondents who report receiving water with low pressure. 

The probability of changing supplier if given the opportunity decreases 

even further among respondents with high water pressure, 13 percent-

age points below respondents with low pressure. It is worth noting that, 

contrary to prior expectations, the aesthetic indicator COLORED does not 

seem to affect the willingness to change supplier. Quality aspects of wa-

-

erences based on system characteristics that are easier to observe and 

quantify such as service interruptions and water pressure.

Findings also indicate that the probability of being willing to change 

water supplier decreases with the number of years living in their cur-

rent dwelling. Respondents may have adjusted their expectations about 

the quality of water services over time, thus becoming trapped in a vi-

cious equilibrium of low expectations and poor service quality. Estima-

tion results for Model 1 also indicate that the likelihood of preferring a 

change in water supplier is greater among respondents with communi-

ty-managed services than among respondents with municipal services by 

almost 19 percentage points. This implies that there are characteristics 

of community-managed services, other than system reliability and water 

aesthetics, that can generate some discontent with community-based ap-

proaches of water provision among the population.

Estimation results provide a different view of the structure of pref-

erences for a particular water supplier among respondents with munic-

ipal services (see Model 2 in Table 3). The few respondents who would 
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switch to a community-managed service seem to base their choice pri-

-

teristics. Estimated marginal effects of WATERBILL are positive and sta-

to switch to a community-managed system would increase if water bills 

increase. The marginal effects of HHINCOME and REMITTANCES indicate 

that richer households would be less likely to move from a municipal 

service to a community-managed system than poorer households. Given 

that the consumer-supplier relationship in municipal systems is reduced 

to a monetary exchange for water services, richer households may pre-

fer to continue paying for municipal services rather than making labor 

contributions in a community-managed system. Results also suggest that 

households who have lived in their housing units for a longer period of 

time are less likely to be willing to change water supplier than house-

holds with a lower number of years living in their current dwelling.

On the other hand, Model 3 shows that respondents with communi-

ty-managed services base their preference for changing to a municipal 

system on system unreliability, as the marginal effects of UNRELIABLE 

the likelihood of being willing to change water supplier decreases with 

the number of years living in current housing units, similar to the case 

of respondents with municipal services. Other factors are statistically 

6 Discussion and Conclusions

Findings indicate that, in the study site, the municipality is perceived to 

be more capable, responsive, and supported by the central government 

than CBWOs. Respondents also perceive that, compared to CBWOs, the 

municipality would be more likely to provide reliable services. While re-

spondents with municipal and community-managed services favor the 

municipality in terms of the institutional and service characteristics afore-

mentioned, they disagree about which supplier would be more corrupt, 

and about who would charge higher prices. Respondents believe that 

their current supplier would be more corrupt and would charge higher 

prices than its counterpart. There are a considerable number of respon-

dents who believe that both the municipality and CBWOs are equally 

corrupt and that no one would be able to provide safe drinking water.



Almost half of respondents with community-managed services 

would choose to switch to municipal services if given the opportunity. 

In contrast, few respondents with municipal services would change to a 

community-managed system. This differential in the likelihood of chang-

ing to another type of water service persists even after controlling for 

service and household characteristics. This could be partially explained 

by perceived differentials in institutional characteristics such as respon-

siveness, capacity, and support from the central government. Monetary 

-

ness of respondents with municipal services to change their water sup-

plier. On the other hand, respondents with community-managed services 

would change to the municipal system due to the unreliability of their 

current services.

Strong preferences of households served by CBWOs for municipal 

services demonstrate that there is a latent necessity for more reliable, 

responsive, and capable water providers. Water suppliers, especially CB-

WOs, could be more responsive to local needs. In addition, investments 

in water infrastructure may be needed in order to provide reliable ser-

vices. Water suppliers also require improving their operative, technical, 

and managerial capacities. Particular emphasis should be on CBWOs as 

they function with minimal support from government agencies, munici-

palities, and non-governmental organizations (D’Andrea, 2012; Vásquez, 

2015). Transparency and accountability of water systems is also a prereq-

uisite for improving water services as both municipalities and CBWOs 

are perceived as corrupt by their constituents.

All those requirements call for further integration and coordination 

of governmental and non-governmental agencies involved in the water 

sector. CBWOs will need technical and managerial assistance in order to 

provide water services that are consistent with household preferences. 

Due to their proximity to CBWOs, the municipalities may assist them 

with technical support and managerial training when needed. Improved 

coordination of water institutions is expected to help extending water 

services to unserved areas and improving the reliability of water systems 

(Vásquez, 2013c). It is hoped that this study stimulates further research 

on preferences for different service management approaches as those 

studies may provide useful insights for water policies particularly in the 

developing world.  
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Endnotes

1 Frey and Stutzer (2005) argue that, in addition to deriving utility 

from actual outcomes (e.g. having access to piped water), individuals 

obtain utility from the procedure that lead to those outcomes. Con-

sequently, failing to account for household preferences for different 

approaches of water service management may generate some dissat-

isfaction among households, even if they receive piped water under 

one of those service management approaches.

2 Household preferences for private services could also have been in-

vestigated in this study. However, as Lentini (2010) has noted, private 

utilities are relatively small and do not seem interested in extending 

their services to poor areas such as the study site. Including private 

systems as an alternative supplier would not have been credible, thus 

affecting the elicitation of preferences for municipal and communi-

ty-managed services.

3 See Vásquez (2014) for a detailed description of the survey instru-

ment, its design and implementation.
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