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Abstract:

According to a conservative estimation by the World Health Organization, 1.2 billion
people lack access to sufficient quantities of safe water, and 2,6 billion people are without
adequate sanitation. Consequently, 80 percent of all illnesses in the developing world are
estimated to be the result of waterborne diseases claiming the lives of 1,8 million children
every year. This paper investigates to what extent this problem is related to the quality of
government (QoG) institutions. Two different water quality measures are used — one
measuring ecosystem water quality and another measuring access to safe drinking water.
The central question is if there is an independent effect of quality of government besides
the effects of democratic rule and good economic resources. The results are that for
ecosystem water quality, we could not fine that QoG had an independently positive effect.
However, this result may have to do with the low quality of available data from many
poor countries. Taking into consideration the interaction effect between QoG and
economic prosperity, however, we find that there is an independent effect of government
effectiveness on the access to safe drinking water, especially in poor countries.
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Lack of Safe Water, Quality of Government and Cholera

On June 16, 2006, the world leading daily newspaper The New York Times had a front-page
article about Angola. The article is introduced by a large picture showing two young boys and
one young girl - a fair guess is that they are about ten years old- fetching water at a stream
that runs through what looks like an incredibly large garbage dump. The article starts with the
following words: “In a nation whose multibillion dollar oil boom should arguably make its
people rich enough to drink Evian, the water that many in this capital depend on goes by a
less fancy name: Bengo. The Bengo River passes north of here, its waters dark with grits, its
banks strewn with garbage”. The article goes on describing how poor Angolans living in the
slums of the capital Luanda have no other option than to use the polluted water from the
Bengo river and that this is the reason for why one of the worst cholera epidemics to strike
Africa has occurred that has sickened over 43.000 people and killed more than 1.600 since its
outbreak in February that year. Cholera typically spreads through contact with contaminated
water and according to the article, this problem is everywhere in Luanda’s slums. As the
picture shows, “children stripped to their underwear dance through sewage-clogged creeks
and slide down garbage dumps on sleds made of sheet metal into excrement-fouled puddles”.
The article continuous by stating that economists say that the oil-boom has resulted in a
situation where the Angolan government have a huge budget-surplus and more money than
they can spend and yet they seem unable to provide the population with such a basic thing as
safe water and sanitation that would make the Cholera epidemic preventable. The article
concludes by citing experts from various international organizations who argue that the
situation is caused by two factors — the lack of infrastructure and huge influx of people to the

capital due to the civil war that ended in 2002 and the high level of corruption.

Water and the Quality of Government: A Changing Agenda

When the leading international anti-corruption organization Transparency International
published its annual Global Corruption report for 2008, the specific focus in the report as well
as the title was “Corruption in the Water Sector”. The report contains no less than twenty-
three chapters covering more than one hundred pages analyzing this specific connection
between corruption and the provision of safe water. In addition, a semi-public international



organization about this specific problem was established in 2006 called the Water Integrity
Network funded by grants from the international development authorities in Germany, the
Netherlands, Sweden and Switzerland.! In addition to policy initiatives, this network brings
together anti-corruption civil society movements and water professionals. Thus, both in media
and in leading policy and advocate organizations, there is an increasing apprehension that lack
of safe water is a major obstacle to human well-being and population health in the world and
that this problem is to a large extent caused by factors that can be defined as the quality of
government (QoG) issues (Rothstein and Teorell 2008). A number of studies have shown a
correlation between environmental protection in general and factors related to the structure or
quality of political institutions (Jahn 1998; Morse 2006; Welsch 2004). And asked to review
the lessons of the World Bank policies for alleviating poverty in developing countries,
Lawrence Summers — former Chief Economist of the World Bank, President of Harvard
University and currently the Director of the White Houses National Economic Council under
President Barak Obama — have argued that “an overwhelming lesson that | think we have
learned in the 1990s is... the transcendent importance of the quality of institutions and the
closely-related questions of the efficacy of political administration” (ctied in Besley and
Ghatak 2007).

The magnitude of the quality of government (henceforth QoG) problem regarding the specific
issue of people’s access to safe water can be illustrated by the following example. According
to a conservative estimation by the World Health Organization, 1.2 billion people lack access
to sufficient quantities of safe water, and 2,6 billion people are without adequate sanitation.
Consequently, 80 percent of all illnesses in the developing world are estimated to be the result
of waterborne diseases claiming the lives of 1,8 million children every year (UNDP 2006). A
conservative estimate is that 12.000 people die every day from water and sanitation related
illnesses (Cunningham and Cunningham 2008; Krause 2009; Postel and Mastny 2005;
Stalgren 2006a). This enormous problem is by an increasing number of experts in the area no
longer seen as an engineering problem, that is, it is not lack of technical solutions (pumps,
reservoirs, dams, etc.) that is the main obstacle for why such large numbers of mainly poor
people in developing countries lack access to safe water. Neither is it seen as a problem
caused by lack of natural supply of clean water. Instead, the problem seems to be related to

the existence of dysfunctions in the structure of the legal and administrative institutions. More

! See http://www.waterintegritynetwork.net/



precisely, the problem is seen as caused by lack of adequate institutions for maintenance,
pricing and distribution of rights to land and water (Anbarci, Escaleras and Register 2009;
Bruns and Meinzen-Dick 2000; Burns and Meinzen-Dick 2000; Krause 2009; Meinzen-Dick
2007; Sjostedt 2008).

According to the report by Transparency International mentioned above, there are an almost
infinite number of reasons why corruption and other forms of low QoG can be detrimental to
the provision of safe water. Among these are private companies that illegally pollute natural
water resources and thereby destroying the ecological system which by paying bribes may
avoid being prosecuted and punished by the justice system. Water resources management, not
least in delicate ecosystems is often a complicated matter both technically and conceptually
and therefore prone to be an area were different interests may collude (cf. Krause 2009; cf.
Stalgren 2006b). In the struggle over the use of natural water resources, kick-backs as well as
forms of patronage and clientelistic politics may play a large role. Similarly, ordinary people’s
lack of legally documented and guaranteed property rights to the land they use may prevent
them from investing in necessary technical equipment (Sjostedt 2008). Provision of safe water
often requires huge investments in dams, water cleaning equipment and sewage systems that
are carried out by private contractors. Public procurement for big contracts is a well-known
source for large-scale corruption resulting in too high costs and too low quality of the
constructions that, eventually, are put in place. For example, in India, it is estimated that more
then 25 percent of the costs for irrigation systems are lost in bribery. Many of these
installations are technically very complicated which is likely to increase difficulties for
transparency in the procurement process. Petty corruption at the point of service delivery may
deter people from using safe water and may also lead them to be reluctant to pay for water at
all since they may suspect that the money will be stolen instead of being used for maintenance
of the safe water equipment. This in turn may lead to water managers having far too little
money for keeping the installations running. In some countries, this is a huge problem. For
example, one study from India show that 40 percent of water customers had, during the
previous six months, been making small payments to falsify meter readings so as to lower
their water bills (Davis 2004). Similarly, a national survey in Guatemala showed that more
than 15 percent of the population reported to have paid a bribe for getting a water connection.
In Bangladesh and Ecuador, “private vendors, cartels and even water mafias have been known
to collude with public water officials to prevent network extension” (Sohail and CAvill 2008,
44). In subsidies for irrigation systems, there are also many known cases when policy



influence by large and strongly organized interest groups with large economic resources have
resulted in policy outcomes that are heavily geared towards benefitting their own interests at
the expense of “the common good” and of agents that are not so easily organized or
economically strong. For example, a study of Mexico shows that the largest 20 percent of
farmers get more than 70 percent of government subsidies for irrigation (Rijsberman 2008).

A Lack of Systematic Empirical Comparative Analyses

The above mentioned analyses are theoretically as well as empirically convincing in their
claim that there is a causal link between Quality of Government (QoG) and Quality of Water
(QoW). In political science and environmental studies there is a debate going on about the
effect democracy has on the environment. Some scholars claim that democracy reduces
environmental degradation whereas others argue that this is not true and that democracy in
fact can have a negative impact on the environment. Using different methods and data, the
results are inconclusive since there is empirical evidence in support of both arguments
(Karlsson et al. 2010; Midlarsky 1998; Neumayer 2002). One paper that is of direct interest
for our argument is a study by Pellegrini and Gerlagh (2010). Their dependent variable is an
index called Environmental Policy Stringency and as dependent variables they use two
standard measures of democracy and corruption.? Their question is to compare democracy
and corruption as determinants of the stringency of a country’s environmental policy. The
result of their analysis is that corruption is more important than democracy as an explanatory
variable. Thus, in this analysis, democracy has a limited impact on environmental policies,
and they argue that several other studies tend to overemphasize the importance of each
variable. The authors conclude that it seems likely that previous empirical work have been
overemphasizing the role of democracy for environmental policies and for environmental
quality because of the omission of a corruption index as a control variable. Their conclusion is
thus that reducing corruption would result in stricter environmental policies and that

democracy on its own would not be sufficient.

One problem in the existing literature is that many studies are either country specific or even

regional/local case studies. The few comparative studies that exists have either only compared

Z Democracy is taken from from Polity IV, produced by ICSR of the University of Maryland and their measure
of corruption is Transparency International Corruption Perception index from 1995



a relatively small set of countries or not been using various measures of Quality of Water as
their specific dependent variable. In this study, we intend to remedy this lack of knowledge by
analyzing data from a larger set of countries to see if, and if so how much, different QoG

variables can explain different QoW variables.

Cross-Country Water Quality: Basic Patterns

We will begin the empirical analysis by looking at some basic cross-country bivariate
relationships between different measures of water quality on the one hand and measures of
quality of government, levels of democracy, and GDP per capita on the other. The data come
from the Quality of Government open source dataset (Teorell et al. 2009). Arguably, water
quality is one of the most important factors relevant to ecosystem health as well as to human
health. We will use two different water quality measures — one more relevant to ecosystem
health and another more relevant to human health. Both are taken from the underlying
indicators behind the 2010 Environmental Performance Index (EPI) created by the Yale
Center for Environmental Law & Policy. The measures were first applied full-scale in 2006

and have since been updated in 2008 and in 2010.

The ecosystem water quality index (WQI) concerns fresh water and is based on five
parameters — dissolved oxygen, pH value, electrical conductivity, total nitrogen, and total
phosphorus. Parameter measures are obtained at water monitoring stations and collected by
UNEP/GEMS Water and European Environmental Agency (EEA) Waterbase. The human
oriented water quality measure is based on two indicators provided by UNICEF-WHO
combining the percentage of a country’s population with “reasonable access” to an improved
source of sanitation and an improved source of drinking water (see also Sjostedt 2008, p. 11-
12). The latter is defined as having as least 20 liters/person/day from a source within one
kilometre from the dwelling (ibid. p 7). The two measures of water quality are empirically

related to each other but the correlation is rather modest, only +.36.

The quality of government measures that we employ as independent explanatory variables are
two — the World Bank’s government effectiveness scale control of corruption index. In theory
the two QoG-variables stand for different things. In practice, however, they are very closely



related with a correlation of about +.90 between them. Levels of democracy as measured by
Freedom House/Polity and GDP per capita (Gleditsch 2002; Marshall and Jaggers 2002) are
two obvious control variables. We know from previous research that both of them have a
relationship with water quality (Emerson 2010). Rich democracies tend to have better water
quality than poor non-democracies. In testing the eventual effect of quality of government on
water quality we want to control for the known and more general effects of democracy and
economic development. Our question is: Can we find an independent effect of quality of

government on top of or besides the effects of democratic rule and good financial resources.

The Water quality measures are updated every other year. The most recent measure is from
2010 and covering some 195 countries. Before that there are data from 2008 and 2006. A
rather astonishing problem we quickly came across when using the ecosystem water quality
variable (WQI) — but not when studying the human health related water quality variable - is
that the cross-years correlations for the WQI results were very low.® For example, the
correlation between the measures for 2006 and 2008 is only +.32. The comparable correlation
for the years 2006 and 2010 is marginally higher, +.39. This means that a sizeable number of
countries with relatively high ecosystem quality water one year have relatively bad water the

next.

However, for the two most recent measures in 2008 and 2010 the correlation is improved to
+.67; a more decent result, but still not quite acceptable. Many countries with good ecosystem
water 2008 have bad water 2010 and vice versa. It is difficult to believe that these rather
dramatic changes have occurred in reality. There must be some measurement problems. And
true enough that is what there is. As it turns out the ambitious measurements of ecosystem
water quality based on parameter readings at monitoring stations were only possible to
complete in 74 countries in 2010 and in 94 countries in 2008. For countries with no data
different imputation methods were used. In plain language, educated guesses were made for
countries with no, or no recent information on their ecosystem water quality. Furthermore,
different imputation methods were used over the years. In 2008, for example, average
regional imputed values were employed while in 2010 a multiple regression imputation model
was applied. The methodology used in 2010 meant that imputed data for GDP per capita,

BOD effluents, stringency of regulatory environment, fertilizer use, population density,

® The correlation between the human related water quality variables 2008 and 2010 is +.97. For all practical
purposes the two measurements are identical in the way they sort countries.



corruption of public sector, ecological footprint, and many more variables very included in
creating the WQI-values in countries without empirical measurements. In 2010 imputed
values were employed for 121 countries, i.e. for a sizeable majority of the cases. Real
measures of water quality are only available for 74 countries in the 2010 version of the
ecosystem Water Quality Index.

In our analysis of ecosystem water quality we focus on the WQI data for 2010. At the end of
the article in a special appendix eight bivariate scatter plots are published with the ecosystem
water quality index run against the two QoG-variables (government effectiveness and control
of corruption), the level of democracy variable and the variable measuring GDP per capita
(log). The scatter plots come in two versions — one for all countries with some kind of WQI-
value (=195 cases), and one for the limited number of countries with real measured WQI-
values (=74 cases).

Similar scatter plots are created for the relationships between the human related water quality
variable and the two QoG measures, GDP/capita (log), and levels of democracy. These four
scatter plots are also found in the special appendix at the end of the article. The results for the
analysis of ecosystem water quality are summarized in Table 1. As expected, level of
democracy as well as GDP per capita are both positively related to ecosystem water quality
among all countries and among countries with real measured water quality. The bivariate
correlations are medium-sized between +.28 and +.44. Importantly, the correlations for our
QoG-variables (government effectiveness and control of corruption) are also significant and
positive among all countries as well as among the smaller number of countries with non-

imputed WQI-values. The correlations for the QoG measures varies between +.28 and +.51.



Table 1: The Relationship Between Ecosystem Water Quality and Government
Effectiveness, Control of Corruption, Level of Democracy, and GDP per Capita Among
All Countries and Among Countries with Real Measured Values For Water Quality
(Correlations (r))

All Countries Only Countries
With or Without Imputed Values With Real Measured Values
For Water Quality For Water Quality
Government Effectiveness +.51 +.28
Control of Corruption +.44 +.28
GDP per Capita (Log) +.44 +.28
Level of Democracy +.37 +.39
Number of Countries About 180 About 85

Comments: The Water Quality Index (WQI) is from 2010 and is constructed by Yale Center for Environmental Law &
Policy. It is intended to measure water quality effects on ecosystems. The index is based on systematic measurements of five
parameters — dissolved oxygen, electrical conductivity, pH, total phosphorus, and total nitrogen — at monitoring stations. Real
hard measurements are obtained from about 85 countries; for another 95 countries WQI-values were imputed based on
regression models employing around ten predictor variables (for example GDP per capita, institutions for environmental
sustainability, control of corruption, urban population, fertilizer use, access to safe water and sanitation). The positive
correlations mean that high water quality is related to high government effectiveness, to low levels of corruption, to high

GDP/capita and to high levels of democracy.

One is tempted to say, so far so good. The QoG variables are in play. They have positive
relations with ecosystem water quality across all countries as well as among countries with
hard measures of water quality. Now comes a tougher test. Is quality of government related to
WQI among democratic as well as among less democratic nations and among rich as well as
among poor countries? The question is if the QoG variables survive multi variable controls

for level of democracy and GDP per capita (log).

The answer is yes they survive and no they do not survive. The results in Table 2 reveal why
we get two different answers. When we regress the ecosystem water quality index on the
variables for government effectiveness, level of democracy and GDP per capita for all
countries only the QoG measure receives a significant and positive coefficient on the .01-
level. The coefficients for level of democracy and economic development turn out to be
positive as well but insignificant. However, in a similar regression among the smaller sample
of countries with real measures of ecosystem water quality, the QoG variable has no
significant effect and the coefficient even has a negative sign. The coefficient for GDP per
capita is also non-significant while this time the effect of level of democracy is significant on
the .05-level.



Table 2: Regressing Ecosystem Water Quality on Government Effectiveness, Level of
Democracy, and GDP/Capita Among All Countries and Among Countries With Real
Measured Values For Water Quality (Regr. Coeff.)

Only Countries With Real Measured

All Countries Values for Water Quality
regr. coeff. std. err. regr. coeff. std. err.
Government Effectiveness 8.8%* 2.5 -3 3.2
GDP per Capita (Log) 2 15 9 2.1
Level of Democracy 4 5 1.7+ T
Constant 56. 1% 11.8 57,7+ 16.1
Adj. R-squared 25 12

Comments: p>/t/=.01***; =.05**; =.10*. The total number of cases is 178 in the analysis with all countries and 83 in the
analysis with countries having real measured values for water quality. See also Table 1.

It is not self-evident why this difference in outcome occurs. The suspicion that it has to do
with a lack of variance and an overrepresentation of developed and democratic countries in
the sample of nations with real measures of ecosystem water quality is only partially born out.
Among the countries with real measured water quality about half are European and/or OECD
countries (37), but the other half are countries from Africa (Kenya, Tanzania, and Egypt for
example), from Asia (for example Sri Lanka, Indonesia, and Philippines) and from Latin-
America (Bolivia, Cuba, and Peru as examples). But it is true that among countries with
imputed values for ecosystem water quality, most are from the less developed and less
democratic parts of the world. For example, only 8 of them are European — Andorra, Belarus,
Liechtenstein, Malta, Monaco, Moldova, San Marino, and Ukraine. Among the other eighty
five some thirty five are from Africa while the other fifty are from Asia, Latin-America or

Oceania.

Our main conclusion from this somewhat disappointing research endeavour into ecosystem
water quality is threefold. First, it is a problem that the across-time data of the Environmental
Performance Index’s biannual Water Quality Index is so shaky. The imputation methods have
varied across years creating unreliable data across time. Second, effect analyses involving
known explanatory variables behind good water yield very different results for the full data
set encompassing all countries in comparison with the more limited dataset containing only
countries with real measured ecosystem water quality. Third, quality of government variables
can not be proven to be independently related to high ecosystem water quality. Although the

QoG variables were independently and positively connected to ecosystem water quality in the



full sample of countries, they were not significantly related in the more limited sample of

countries with real measured ecosystem water quality.

Being critical empiricists we tend to give real measurements the benefit of doubt. Imputations
we trust less. Consequently and so far our hypothesis that good government is independently

good for good water has not been proven correct. At least not for ecosystem water quality.

But what about human health related water quality? Does quality of government have an
independent effect on people’s “reasonable access” to safe water as defined above.

Table 3: The Relationship Between Water Quality (Effects on Humans) and
Government Effectiveness, Control of Corruption, Level of Democracy, and GDP per
Capita (Correlations (r))

Correlation
Government Effectiveness +.64
Control of Corruption +.60
GDP per Capita (Log) +.76
Level of Democracy +.39
Number of Countries About 190

Comments: The variable Water Quality (Effects on Humans) is part of the 2010 Environmental Performance Index
constructed by the Yale Center for Environmental Law & Policy. The variable is based on two indicators provided by
UNICEF-WHO: The percentage of a country’s population with access to 1) an improved source of sanitation and 2) an
improved source of drinking water. The positive correlations indicate that good water quality is related to high government
effectiveness, to low levels of corruption, to high GDP/capita and to high levels of democracy.

The results in Table 3 show a promising beginning. The relevant correlations are positive and
stronger than the similar correlations for ecosystem water quality. Human related water
quality is clearly related to government effectiveness as well as to control of corruption. High
government effectiveness and low corruption is connected to good water quality for humans.
However, good human water is also strongly related to economic development and level of
democracy. Rich and democratic countries tend to have better water for humans than poor and

autocratic countries.

In Table 4 we control the linear effects of level of democracy and GDP/capita (log) on human
related water quality by jointly regressing them on the water variable together with the
government effectiveness variable. The question is if the QoG variable survives such a

control? To play it extra safe, we have run the regression among all countries as well as



among non-OECD countries only. The later analysis is done to really make sure that eventual

separate effects among poorer countries have a good chance to be detected.

Table 4: Regressing Water Quality (Effects on Humans) on Government Effectiveness,
Level of Democracy, and GDP/Capita Among All Countries and Among Non-OECD
Countries Only (Regr. Coeff.)

All Countries Only Non-OECD Countries
regr. coeff. std. err. regr. coeff. std. err
Government Effectiveness -8 29 2.3 34
GDP per Capita (Log) 14.4%% 1.7 15.0%** 1.8
Level of Democracy 3 6 2 6
Constant -40.7%%* 13.6 -42.5*** 14.7
Adj. R-squared 57 52

Comments: p>/t/=.01***; =.05**; =.10* The number of cases is 187 for all countries and 157 for the Non-
OECD countries. See also Table 3.

At a first glance, the results may seem a bit disappointing. There is no significant effect of
government effectiveness on human related water quality. Not among all countries and not
among poorer Non-OECD countries only. The only significant effect is found for economic
development. Rich countries have the effect of providing better water than poor countries.
And this economic variable overshadows completely the eventual linear effect of the quality
of government variable. However, since economic development is very strongly related to the
quality of government variables we have a serious case of multicolinearity. It is difficult to
distinguish between the effects of the two variables. One interesting example of that is that the
effect of the QoG variable in Table 4 becomes highly significant if we substitute the
GDP/capita (log) variable for an unlogged GDP/capita variable. One of the reasons for this is
that the logged GDP/capita variable among all countries is stronger correlated with the
government effectiveness variable (r=.83) than the unlogged version of the GDP/capita
variable (=.73). The conclusion is that the two variables are so closely connected that it is

very problematic to talk of separate effects.

One way of not solving the problem but at least highlight the interconnectedness between
economic development and quality of government in providing people with healthy drinking
water is to introduce the notion of an interplay between the two and a possible interaction
effect on human related water quality. In Table 5 we have done that by introducing an
interaction term between GDP/capita (log) and the government effectiveness variable in our



model from Table 4. The idea is that it takes an interplay between money and quality rule to

achieve access to safe water.

Table 5: Regressing Human Related Water Quality on Government Effectiveness,
GDP/Capita (Log), Level of Democracy, and an Interaction Term (Regr. Coeff.)

All countries Non-OECD Countries
regr. coeff. std. err. regr. coeff. Std. err.
Government Effectiveness 30.8*** 8.3 26.4** 11.5
GDP/Capita (Log) 13.5%** 16 14.0%** 19
Interaction Gov. Eff. * GDP/Capita (Log) -3.6%* 9 -3.0%* 14
Level of Democracy -0 5 -0 .6
Constant -26.8* 13.6 -30.8** 15.0

Adj. R-squared .60

Comments: p>/t/=.01***; =.05**; = .10* The number of cases is 187 countries. See Table 3.

Now things become clearer. To the extent that we can talk about significant effect in
regression models with interaction terms, there is an effect of government effectiveness and
there is a significant interaction effect. And as the coefficients indicate the effect of the QoG
variable is especially strong among less developed countries. The effect is smaller among
richer countries. This is an important result. It can functionally be interpreted as indicating
that human related water quality can not only be improved with the help of money. It can also
be improved by better quality of government. Thus, we arrive at the conclusion that as with so
many other things that are important for human well-being, quality of government matters and
it matters for quality of water.

References

Anbarci, Nejat, Monica Escaleras, and Charles A. Register. 2009. "The Ill Effects of Public Sector
Corruption in the Water and Sanitation Sector." Land Economics 85:363-377.

Besley, Timothy, and Maitreesh Ghatak. 2007. "Reforming public service delivery.” Journal of
African Economies 16:127-156.

Bruns, Bryan Randolph, and Ruth S. Meinzen-Dick. 2000. Negotiating water rights. London:
Intermediate Technology.

Burns, Bryan Randolph, and Ruth S. Meinzen-Dick. 2000. Negotiating water rights. London:
Intermediate Technology.

Cunningham, William P., and Mary Ann Cunningham. 2008. Environmental science : a global
concern. Boston: McGraw-Hill Higher Education.



Davis, J. 2004. "Corruption in Public Service Delivery: Experience from South Asia's Water and
Sanitation Sector." World Development 32:53-71.

Emerson, Jay. 2010. "2010 Environmental Performance Index (EPI)." New Haven: Yale Center for
Environmental Law & Policy, Yale University.

Gleditsch, Kristian S. 2002. "Expanded Trade and GDP Data." Journal of Conflict Resolution 46:712-
724.

Jahn, Detlef. 1998. "Environmental performance and policy regimes: Explaining variations in 18
OECD-countries." Policy Sciences 31:107-131.

Karlsson, Martin, Therese Nilsson, Carl Hampys Lyttkens, and George Leeson. 2010. "Income
inequality and health: Importance of a cross-country perspective.” Social Science & Medicine
70:875-885.

Krause, Matthias. 2009. The Political Economy of Water and Sanitation. New York: Routledge.
Marshall, Monty G, and Keith Jaggers. 2002. "Polity IV Project: Political Regime Characteristics and
Transitions, 1800-2002: Dataset Users’ Manual. www.freedomhouse.org.” Maryland:

University of Maryland.

Meinzen-Dick, Ruth S. 2007. "Beyond panaceas in water institutions.”" Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences of the United States of America 104:15200-15205.

Midlarsky, Manus 1. 1998. "Democracy and the environment: An empirical assessment.” Journal of
Peace Research 35:341-361.

Morse, Stephen. 2006. "Is corruption bad for environmental sustainability? A cross-national analysis.
Ecology and Society 11.

Neumayer, Eric. 2002. "Do democracies exhibit stronger international environmental commitment? A
cross-country analysis." Journal of Peace Research 39:139-164.

Postel, Sandra, and Lisa Mastny. 2005. Liquid assets : the critical need to safeguard freshwater
ecosystems. Washington: Worldwatch Institute.

Rijsberman, Frank R. 2008. "Water for food: Corruption in irrigation systems." Pp. 67-77 in Global
Corruption Report 2008: Corruption in the Water Sector, edited by Transparency
International. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Rothstein, Bo, and Jan Teorell. 2008. "What is Quality of Government: A Theory of Impartial Political
Institutions." Governance-an International Journal of Policy and Administration 21:165-190.

Sjostedt, Martin. 2008. Thirsting for credible commitments : how secure land tenure affects access to
drinking water in sub-Saharan Africa. Gothenburg: Department of Political Science,
University of Gothenburg.

Sohail, Muhammed, and Sue CAVvill. 2008. "Water for the poor: Corruption in water supply and
sanitation.” Pp. 44-52 in Global Corruption Report 2008: Corruption in the Water Sector,
edited by Transparency International: Global Corruption Report 2008. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Stalgren. 2006a. "Corruption in the Water Sector: Causes, Consequences and Potential Reform."
Stockholm: SIWI: Swedish Water House Policy, Brief Nr 4.

Stalgren, Patrik. 2006b. Worlds of water: worlds apart : how targeted domestig actors transform
international regimes. Géteborg: Dept. of Political Science, Goteborg University (Diss.).

Teorell, Jan, Nicholas Charron, Marcus Samanni, S6ren Holmberg, and Bo Rothstein. 2009. "The
Quality of Government Dataset, version 17June09." The Quality of Government Institute:
University of Gothenburg.

UNDP. 2006. Human development report: Beyond scarcity: Power, poverty and the global water
crisis. New York: United Nations Development Program.

Welsch, Heinz. 2004. "Corruption, growth, and the environment: a cross-country analysis."
Environment and Development Economics 9:663-693.



Appendix: Figures



Figure 1

Good
Quality
o
—
o
AN
>
=
©
S
@
o)
'}
=
Bad
Quality

R-squared=0.19

40 60 80 100

20

All Countries:

Water Quality 2010
vs. Control of Corruption

. » Seden

: o Estonia .
o Dt o *Croatia o elreland
. E:amk:od|ao Phlllppi.nes : . ) “Japan « France . «Finland
**Russia ,." . e Poland eltaly .’ K
; i .« ® SA , eDenmark
* Zimbabwe® Vietnam Hungary .
«China

‘In.donésia . e Moroceo——""« Uruguay « Australia
* Kenya - _ o Israel
* Colombia & o
° o, * Burkina F,zﬁo . e °Chile
L) 8.0 00 @ ° . PY Y aUUtILQS °
o ¢® o283 02° ¢ (% % $ °
o Haiti el . LB . .'.Do?ninka «Bahamas
* e cTimor-Leste ¢ .
e * Jordan
* Comoros * Malta
T T T T T
-1 0 1 2 3
High Corruption Control of Corruption Low Corruption

Source: Esty et al 2010; World Bank 2002 ; see Table 1



Figure 2

Good
Quality

Water Quality 2010

Bad
Quality

All Countries;

Water Quality 2010
vs. Government Effectiveness

o
O _ New Zegland
H « Bosnia & Herzegovina , Croaia  *Estonia . oo weden
., .. oBrazil ° * , “Japan eFrance  SFinland
o | *Ecuador ' #Russia © e *Poland °® * o UnitedKingdom
(e} . o . «Portugal SA 5 ‘
e o °
oZimbabwe  eVietnam ° '. C
« Sudan *China .
o s «Uruguay « Australia
O 7| e Turkey elsrael
o
« Armenia . o o
o o «Brunei Darussalam
o b ..#' 0o Q% o ) .$. )
o _ A ° l: [ o: ° ° . ° ° -
< g ¢ Uzbekistan *Benin’ eLiechtenstein
8 | « Comoros o Malta
T T T T T
-2 -1 0 1 2
Low High

R-squared=0.26
Source: Esty et al 2010; World Bank 2002; see Table 1

Government Effectiveness



Figure 3 All Countries:

Water Quality 2010
vs. GDP per Capita

Good

o
: New Zeeland
O — .
Quality S L Estoria o . Sweden
S -Cambodia  *eppjjppines o «° ¢ ’ ,:F o
o . * 4 ina @ Kore ranc
S 8 | LTt v s Argentina a -
< Vi 'Ghan%_ bab e e Denmark
B‘ ietnam e/Zim ?Cvr\mﬁa ~ *Luxembourg
S o | -Pakisgaﬁ ° L :Belg|um
@ L] [
8, eColombia e, K Israel « Monaco
L] L) L] Ie L] ¢
— e ® &e e ..o ° .”.' ..c ¢ : °
@ o | omalia L TR e o *Dominica ° * Bahamas . .
E < R o eUzbekistar? * Liechtenstein
oLiberia . o
; Ukraine
Bad o «Comoros *Malta
. i
Quality : | I T I
4 6 8 10 12
Low High

GDP per Capita (logarithmic scale)

R-squared=0.19
Source: Esty et al 2010; United Nations Statistics Divisions 2002; see Table 1



Figure 4 All Countries:
Water Quality 2010
vs. Democracy
Good o
< = « Singapore '
Quality . . +Estonia 8 Sweden
SIJ «Cuba . .. *Sri Lanka ° . :Slgvak|.
o o * * Russia I
(q\ 0 | s *India e OUSA
> *Vietham e Zimbabwe ¢ ¢
= o ° i ° Belgium
@© 8 _ *Egypt © °° o /ndonesia « Mexico :
3 o - oo °
o * Malaysia eColombia o
? .:' e olan * . 3 S e N. e C?Ie .
ongg  *°e * e kar o Ethionia ® *NRjeria ° *Namftfia® * | o ¢ Dominica
% Sr) | e -Uzbgﬁstan Kazalgﬁstalﬂ . , *Ethiopia ty s . : .. « Bapua New Ghinea
; «%Jordan . eUkraine
Bad . o *Comoros *
Quality T T T T T T
0 2 4 6 8 10
Low High

R-squared=0.14

Democracy (Freedom House / Polity)

Source: Esty et al 2010; Freedom House/Polity 2000-2005; see Table 1



Figure 5

Only Countries with Real Measurements of
Water Quality 2010
vs. Control of Corruption

Good
i o
Quality S . ..
o . Croatia LEstonia reland * " o Swkden
i .. @ e * | ° . °
8 ...fambcidla *Philippines e , *Japan efrance . e Finland
N A ° 2 o *Bulgaria *Poland °!taly — 'USA.
-B‘ e Vietham_ . *Hungary .. *Denmark
= ' * China * Belarus .
o o .Indoneaa: . e o *Morocco . * Uruguay o Australia
-0 2 © *Kenya . “Turkey . *|srael .
@ olran « Chile
S
F_,-’ %—D 7] *Uganda
g e Jordan
Bad g _
Quality T T T T T
-1 0 1 2 3
High Corruption Control of Corruption Low Corruption

R-squared=0.08
Source: Esty et al 2010; World Bank 2002; see table 1



Figure 6

Only Countries with Real Measurements of

Water Quality 2010
vs. Government Effectiveness
Good
Quality 8 | _New Zeeland
(@) — « Bosni . ' «Egstonia o o “Sweden
— osnig,and Herzegovina + o *Panama -Crgatla, . o
o L -Cuba.‘ I_Dtl|llpp|£1es . . . “Japan « France
N 8 — . ', J'Ru.ssda *Bulgaria *Poland___*ltaly — » _ United Kingdom
"? d Abate—  Vietar  China * eHungary® USA . .
— S °
g 8 e LT T ey’ Mexico ~ “*Turkey S *Australia
O . Ira:]Colombia ° e Chile
S
8 g — +Uganda
g ®Jordan
Bad| 8 | T T T T
Quality
-1 0 1 2
Low Government Effectiveness High

R-squared=0.08

Source: Esty et al 2010;

World Bank 2002; see table 1

eDenmark



Figure 7

Only Countries with Real Measurements of
Water Quality 2010
vs. GDP per Capita

Good
Quality 8 N . . .Icelan%
o . . B3Ma Siovenia o 3eden
8 «BangladeshPhilippines -,'&ub}:l Argenti o e
& 9 *Tanzénia = *Ecuadom, oRyssia® Ar9entina
> ® Vietnam " “Ghana :. *Denmark
= p Zimbglwe «Luxembourg
© o _| ° o e ® ° eMexico * Australia
= © " Kenya -CoIomBia. *. Chile :
O elran
S
Q g = «Uganda
g e Jordan
Bad 8 -
Quality T T T T T
4 6 8 10 12
Low GDP per Capita (logarithmic scale) High

R-squared=0.08

Source: Esty et al 2010; United Nations Statistics Divisions 2002; see Table 1



Figure 8

Only Countries with Real Measurements of
Water Quality 2010
vs. Democracy

Good o
Quality = * Singapore s
o - gap « Bosnia and Herzegovina «[stonia , Efweden
= «Cuba g oo Sfbanka - «philippinds «SIgvak
~ 8 N *Russia * et s r:1dia : 'Unged Kingdom
i < USA
> oVietnam °7i o
= - China Zimbabwe :
g 8 . *Egypt © *° elndonesia & Mexico $ Australia
@ elran : *Colombia «Chile
S
Q %—D - «Uganda
g e Jordan
Bad . g |
Quality : | : | | |
0 2 4 6 8 10
Low High

R-squared=0.15

Democracy (Freedom House / Polity)

Source: Esty et al 2010; Freedom House/Polity 2000-2005; see table 1



Figure 9

Water (Effects on Humans)
vs. Government Effectiveness

Good
Water —~

0

C = .

T =- Mopaco « e, oOloyakia, o I;Iuggz;.\ry” = o YRASUEden

- — e %y o, 8 ,° JArmenia sThailard® ° -E:hile

. i ® ., ° °RisSla ®ee o
:E Uz?eklstan.. * :.Ru «Jamaica Mexico *South Korea
«North Korea . Ve L° ot °

c . . <Vigname «South Africa

o *lrag * oParaguay ¢ <Belize .

_'g 8 i © -'Bon,\ﬂ?dig *Bhutan

HG_J ,'Yémen . .° « Sepegal

m e Congg ° .. S o

~ oe ¢ cBUKNARASO |y itania

— . *Haiti, o« °

(D) . .

+— ° .

I = | Somalia “-Chad eMadagascar
Bad ; | | | | |
Water '2 '1 O 1 2

Low High

R-squared=0.41

Government Effectiveness

Source: Esty et al 2010; World Bank 2002; see Table 3



Figure 10

Good

=
=1
@

Water (Effects on Humans)

Bad
Water

Water (Effects on Humans)
vs. Control of Corruption

8 — e Japan — .. Sweden
— o, % «®, °*Bulgdia o o - Ly — &R
Rusdla, oTurkey ce , ° o .
oVendzvela so % . fitigua and Barbuda
. ° o .o ° :. .. ° : °
Jrag ¢ «HonduraS ™" Botswapa
o ° ) ® Namibia e
8 N : e 'Como'r'os'-” . .
« Solomdrmslands . _ Senegal
oP g o °
. e * .+ Mauritania
*Haliti , ° . .
) »Sorpalia « Madagascar
O© o *Ethiopia
-2 -1 0 1 2 3
High Corruption Control of Corruption Low Corruption

R-squared=0.36
Source: Esty et al 2010; World Bank 2002; see Table 3



Figure 11
Water (Effects on Humans)
vs. GDP per Capita

Good
Water

Lebangne eqe Sweden Luxembourg

100
|

. * % Lo o %.'.'Ba'rbado USA
*Kyrgyzstan 'Uztzékistam'. 2 .SRugsia”_-% *South Korea
JVietnam * ¢ " Roman .
) ° [ ]
° ° , *Botswana

aguay >
. Namibia «Gabon

N *Sa0 Tome & Principe

Water (Effects on Humans)
50
|

oBurun . | .
. * %%, . *
R . Mauriafiia «Equatorial Guinea
« Haiti, *Papua New Guinea d
Bad ° Soain . °
°Somaliae
el O *Ethfopia
T T T T T
4 6 8 10 12
Low High

GDP per Capita (Logarithmic Scale)

R-squared=0.58
Source: Esty et al 2010; United Nations Statistics Divisions 2002; see Table 3



Figure 12
Water (Effects on Humans)

Good vs. Democracy
Water
’u? 8 | . .. e . ‘Sweden
S - *®  eKazakhstan Singaporg < S . oAlbgnia eefhijang® SUSA
@© *Cuba . eRIjoSi ' * Argentinae o8
, , Russia . R .
E o *Saudi Afabia ° e °lran . oVenezuela o, *8
) 0 | . o~Ecuador e o ° ® * o Marshall Islands
I ° ° .DJ|bOUt| <Romania
‘ *China *  « *Morocco, . e
g 8 _ faq eMaldi . *Belize
. ° - . eIndonesid *Bolivia
%) Zimbabwe e *Comoros ° . . .
° . ° . *Sao Tome & Principe
8 g - ,S;uda,p o *Burundi e e . « Senegal P
E tee , . . .’ $ * Kiribati
— O _| ° . . *fanzania :
o~ . o Haiti o * Papua New Guinea
— e Eritrea * *Nigeria
g ° Somalia .
[ o o »Madagascar
O * Ethiopia J
Bad ; | | | | | |
e 0 2 4 6 8 10
Low High

Democracy (Freedom House / Polity)

R-squared=0.15
Source: Esty et al 2010; Freedom House/Polity 2000-2005; see Table 3



	QoG Working Paper Series 2010-16_holmberg_rothstein _framsida_
	QoG Working Paper Series 2010-16_holmberg_rothstein
	QoG and QoW Holmberg  Rothstein v 3 NC
	Alla i en fil
	1 Water Quality 2010 vs Control of Corruption
	Bildnummer 1

	2 Water Quality 2010 vs Government Effectiveness
	Bildnummer 1

	3 Water Quality 2010 vs GDP per Capita
	Bildnummer 1

	4 Water Quality 2010 vs Democracy
	Bildnummer 1

	5 Countries with real measurements of WQ 2010 vs corruption
	Bildnummer 1

	6 Countries with real measurements of WQ 2010 vs Gov Effectiveness
	Bildnummer 1

	7 Countries with real measurements of WQ 2010 vs GDP per capita
	Bildnummer 1

	8 Countries with Real Measurements of WQ 2010 vs Democracy
	Bildnummer 1

	9 Water (Effects on Humans) vs Government Effectiveness
	Bildnummer 1

	10 Water (Effects on Humans) vs Control of Corruption
	Bildnummer 1

	11 Water (Effects on Humans) vs GDP per Capita
	Bildnummer 1

	12 Water (Effects on Humans) vs Democracy
	Bildnummer 1






