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Abstract

This paper explores the degree to which exposure to reoccurring natural disasters of 
various kinds explains seven dimensions of severe child poverty in 67 middle- and 
low-income countries. It also analyzes how certain institutional conditions, namely the 
quality of government (QoG), have moderating effects on the relationship between 
disasters and child poverty. Two main hypotheses are tested. The first is that disasters 
do have an adverse average effect on severe poverty. The second is that disasters re-
veal a positive coefficient (i.e., more disasters, more deprivation) but that higher levels 
of QoG negatively moderate this effect, i.e., the adverse effect of disasters is dimin-
ished by increasingly high QoG levels. From 70 possible combinations of relationships 
(7 types of deprivation combined with 10 types of natural disaster measures), 11 have 
the expected correlation between disasters and child deprivation and only one has the 
expected interactive correlation between quality of government, disasters, and child 
poverty. Several unexpected results could also be observed which are discussed in the 
paper along with recommendations for future research.

Zusammenfassung 

Das Papier untersucht den Zusammenhang zwischen hoher Kinderarmut und Ausmaß 
und Häufigkeit von Naturkatastrophen. Hierzu werden sieben Dimensionen der Kin-
derarmut in 67 Ländern mit mittlerem und niedrigem Pro-Kopf-Einkommen analysiert, 
die wiederholt von Naturkatastrophen betroffen sind. Am Beispiel der Regierungsqua-
lität (Quality of Government, QoG) wird weiterhin untersucht, ob und inwieweit insti-
tutionelle Rahmenbedingungen den Zusammenhang zwischen Katastrophen und Kin-
derarmut beeinflussen. Zwei Haupthypothesen werden getestet: (1) Katastrophen ha-
ben generell einen negativen Effekt auf schwere Armut; (2) Katastrophen haben einen 
positiven Koeffizienten (mehr Katastrophen, mehr Deprivation), aber höhere QoG-
Werte mildern diesen Effekt, das heißt, die negativen Auswirkungen von Katastrophen 
werden von höheren QoG-Werten abgeschwächt. Von siebzig möglichen Beziehungs-
kombinationen (sieben Deprivationstypen kombiniert mit zehn Schweregraden von 
Naturkatastrophen) weisen elf die erwartete Korrelation zwischen Katastrophen und 
Deprivation bei Kindern auf, aber nur eine besitzt die erwartete interaktive Korrelation 
zwischen QoG, Katastrophen und Kinderarmut. In dem Discussion Paper werden dar-
über hinaus verschiedene unerwartete Ergebnisse sowie Empfehlungen für die weitere 
Forschung diskutiert. 
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Quality of Government and the Relationship between 
Natural Disasters and Child Poverty: A Comparative Analysis

1	 Introduction

In this paper we explore the degree to which exposure to reoccurring natural disasters 
of various kinds is associated with different dimensions of severe child poverty across 
sixty-seven low- and middle-income countries (LMICs). Of special interest here is the 
relationship between governance, often referred to as the quality of government, and 
natural disasters. A natural disaster is always a threat to people, not least to children, 
and once the disaster hits there are direct effects on peoples’ lives; in fact, it is the inter-
action between people’s ability to deal with disasters and the magnitude of the disaster 
that might turn a natural event into a disaster. If and how people are affected varies 
between countries. People in rich countries are generally less affected, even though 
the economic damage can be considerable (Neumayer/Plümper/Barthel 2014; Klomp/
Valckx 2014). The adverse effects of disasters also hinges on the governmental capacity 
and institutional settings to act pro-actively by providing good infrastructure, health-
care systems, etc., and to react promptly and properly once the disaster has occured 
(Strömberg 2007; Kim/Guha Sapir 2012; Keefer/Neumayer/Plümper 2011; Kenny 2009; 
Paul 2011). In this study, we translate preparedness into the well-known concept of 
quality of government (QoG), that is, the administrative effectiveness of a state’s capac-
ity to act effectively (Holmberg/Rothstein/Nasiritousi 2009), and we test how QoG fares 
in protecting people against the adverse effects of disasters.

Our basic assumption, therefore, is that a natural disaster of a given type and magni-
tude does affect children, increasing their risk of being deprived of basic necessities such 
as food, sanitation, and healthcare, but also that the impact differs, depending on the 
countries’ economic development and their QoG. The assumed mechanisms in play are, 
first, that economic development and QoG have an impact on the direct effects of the 
disaster and, second, that the recovery phase is shorter and progresses more smoothly 
in relatively rich and well-governed countries, as compared with poor and ill-governed 
ones. The second mechanism also implies that in poor and not very well-governed 
countries, recurring disasters might exhaust or create a scarcity of resources that are 
needed to protect children from poverty in other areas (Daoud 2007, 2010). Hence, 
depending on the economic development and QoG, a disaster might have detrimental 
effects also on children in general, not only those directly affected by the disaster. 

We want to thank Thomas Plümper and Filippo Reale for providing us with insightful and construc-
tive comments in their role as non-anonymous reviewers. We also want to thank the editor for the 
MPIfG Discussion Papers Series, Martin Höpner, and the production team at the Editorial and PR 
Unit at the MPIfG, Astrid Dünkelmann and Ian Edwards, for helping us improve the general quality 
of the paper. All remaining obscurities are entirely our responsibility.
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A second assumption, or possibility, is that recurrent exposure to disaster has detrimen-
tal effects on both the economic development and the ability to develop an efficient gov-
ernance structure − similar to the effects armed conflict has (e.g., Besley/Reynal‑Querol 
2014). In this paper we cannot test if such a causal relationship exists; what we can see 
is whether there are correlations between exposure to disaster and economic develop-
ment and QoG, however this reasoning does offer yet another possible explanation why 
children living in countries that are frequently affected by disasters, apart from being 
directly affected, possibly suffer from more deprivation because of the lack of resources 
and the lack of good governance.

The analysis is an important contribution to the general discussion about why peoples’ 
living conditions vary between countries and, more specifically, to the increasing inter-
est in understanding the detrimental effects of bad governance. Today there is ample 
evidence that the lack of QoG has a negative impact on a range of aspects, including 
health, access to healthcare, education, and mortality (Holmberg/Rothstein 2010, 2012; 
Rothstein 2011; Grindle 2007; Weiss 2000).1 A central question for this paper is whether 
QoG is truly the cause for the detrimental living conditions we witness in some coun-
tries; it might, after all, not be governance but nature that makes the difference. Hence, 
this paper is mainly a contribution to the research on the political economy of natural 
disasters but bears relevance for spatial sociology, development studies, and human 
geography (Neumayer/Plümper/Barthel 2014; Anbarci/Escaleras/Register 2005).

The analysis is unique because it combines country-level data about disasters with 
micro data about children’s exposure to deprivation across a large number of LMICs. 
In this paper, we will mainly focus on between-country variations because the data on 
disasters is collected at country levels. So, This approach therefore means we will not 
be able to test for within-country variations of disasters, nor are we able to test for the 
longitudinal effect of disasters upon child poverty since we only have cross-sectional 
data on poverty. 

In the following section, we discuss some of the key findings on the relationship be-
tween natural disasters, institutional conditions, and child poverty. We outline the un-
derlying theoretical model of this paper, the two main hypotheses we test, and how 
they are tested. We also point to some of the main limitations of this study. In section 
three, we discuss both macro data (natural disasters, institutions, etc.) and micro data 
(child poverty data) used in this study. An account of how the natural-disaster variables 
have been constructed is also discussed here. In section four, we outline the analyses 
that have been made. In conjunction with this section, we conclude by discussing our 
interpretation of the results and offering further recommendations for future research. 

1	 See Agnafors (2013) for a critical appraisal of the concept of quality of government. 
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2	 Background: Natural disasters, institutions, and child poverty

The idea that natural disasters lead to poverty and possibly to mass death is − or at 
least has been − central to some areas of development studies; its roots can be found in 
basic Malthusian conceps (Malthus 1826; cf. Sen 1981; Dobkowski/Wallimann 1998). 
In contemporary research, it is clear that a natural disaster has a social, economic, and 
natural component (Cannon 1994; Stallings 2006; Paul 2011; Neumayer/Plümper/
Barthel 2014). It is not purely natural, and thus its adverse effects can be counteracted 
by technological and institutional mechanisms (cf. Kim/Guha Sapir 2012). A natural 
hazard becomes a disaster when it interacts with human beings in a negative way: for 
example, earthquakes occur in many places, but an earthquake only becomes a disaster 
when people with no means to protect themselves are affected by it (resilience), which 
then leads to casualties. Lal et al. make the causal and conceptual distinction between 

“natural disasters leading to poverty,” on the one hand, and “poverty [that] may lead 
to increased vulnerability to natural hazards,” on the other (López‑Calva/Ortiz‑Juárez 
2009; Lal/Singh/Holland 2009). Both causal directions are viable.

Most research seems to focus on the role that governments play in preparing for 
forthcoming disasters and in organizing help when disasters occur (e.g., Anbarci/
Escaleras/Register 2005; Kahn 2005; Keefer/Neumayer/Plümper 2011; Kenny 2009). 
Strömberg (2007), for example, shows that both developed countries and LMICs are af-
fected by natural disasters almost to the same degree, but still people are injured or killed 
to a far less extent in developed countries. Moreover, he shows that a country’s quality of 
government and its economic development play a significant role; democracy (cf. Sen 
1991) and inequality, however, have little or no significant effect (Strömberg 2007). The 
dependent variable in this study was the number of people killed in natural disasters. 
An absent or insignificant effect of democracy on the proportion of children living in 
poverty is also observed in our latest study on child poverty, quality of government, and 
democracy (Halleröd et al. 2013). 

Other studies show that there is a strong relationship between economic factors and 
natural disasters (cf. Guha Sapir/Santos 2012; Kahn 2005; Klomp/Valckx 2014; Schum-
acher/Strobl 2011). One interesting contribution is that disasters do not always have only 
adverse effects on economic development; GDP output may initially decrease but later 
increase if reconstruction of the old mode of production is replaced by new technology 
(cf. Hallegatte/Przyluski 2010). Yet other studies have focused on identifying the incen-
tives donor countries have to give aid in the event of a natural disaster; for example, they 
study whether it makes a difference if the receiving country is a former colony or not 
(e.g., Eisensee/Strömberg 2007). There are a number of country-specific studies that 
link different kinds of natural disasters to the social, economic, and epidemiological im-
pacts, such as those on Indonesian earthquakes (Sudaryo et al. 2012), Vietnamese floods, 
(Bich et al. 2011), crop production in Tanzania (Rowhani et al. 2011), Fiji disasters (Lal/
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Singh/Holland 2009), poverty traps in Ethiopia and Honduras (Carter et al. 2007), eco-
nomic impacts of disasters in Dominica, Bangladesh, and Malawi (Benson/Clay 2004), 
and the gendered nature of disasters (Neumayer/Plümper 2007). 

In one of the relatively few studies that focus on children’s living conditions, Kudamatsu 
et al. investigate the link between weather fluctuations in Africa, malaria, malnutrition, 
and infant mortality over the last fifty years (Kudamatsu/Persson/Strömberg 2010). 
They find a clear statistical correlation; infants born in areas with epidemic malaria 
during the rainy season face a higher risk of death. Similar studies have been conducted 
in India on the relationship between children living in flooded areas, the prevalence 
of diarrhea, and the risk of malnutrition. One result is that children in these areas are 
at a greater risk of suffering from stunted growth than children in non-flooded ones 
(Rodriguez-Llanes et al. 2011). However, diarrhea was found to have no significant ef-
fect (Joshi et al. 2011). 

Previous research tends to focus on certain isolated regions found in Africa, Latin Amer-
ica, or Asia (López-Calva/Ortiz-Juárez 2009; Rodriguez-Oreggia/de la Fuente/de la Torre 
2010; Skoufias 2003). Smaller numbers of studies can be found that make a global com-
parison with reference to children (cf. Benson 2003; Toya/Skidmore 2007; Kahn 2005). 
Our aim is to contribute to this kind of comparison from a political economic point of 
view. We will now proceed to discuss the data we use in this paper, our theoretical as-
sumptions, and the research design we used to analyze to our questions. 

3	 Data

Micro data on severe child deprivation

Our individual-level data on child deprivation come from the Demographic and Health 
Survey (DHS) organized by US-AID and UNICEF’s Multiple Indicator Cluster Survey 
(MICS), two well-established household survey programs. UNICEF works closely with 
the DHS program to harmonize survey questions and modules and to ensure a coordi-
nated approach to survey implementation. These surveys are nationally representative 
with large sample sizes, high quality, and high response rates (Boerma 1996). We focus 
on seven outcomes listed in Table 1 (all tables are available in Appendix: Tables). This 
table also describes how the indicators are operationalized. Operationalization follows 
the so-called Bristol Approach (Gordon et al. 2003, 2010). Data on child deprivation is 
compiled from the 67 countries included in Table 2. The table also shows the average 
rate of child deprivation across these countries. Our combined sample contains infor-
mation on 1,941,734 children under the age of 18.2 

2	 A reviewer pointed out a potential bias in the paper with regard to reporting of child depriva-
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Measuring natural disasters

Data on natural disasters have been collected from EM-DAT, which is maintained by 
the Centre for Research on the Epidemiology of Disasters (CRED) at the University 
of Louvain.3 EM-DAT contains core data on the occurrence and effects of more than 
17,000 disasters in the world from 1900 to the present (our analysis stretches to the 
year 2012). It contains, for example, data on the type of disaster, the number of people 
killed and injured, and the number affected. For a disaster to be entered into the da-
tabase at least one of the following criteria must be fulfilled: ten or more people were 
reported killed; a hundred or more people were reported affected; a state of emergency 
was declared; or a call for international assistance was issued. Figure 1 shows the total 
number of registered disasters between 1900 and 2012. An improved reporting system 
and increasing population are the main factors driving the dramatic increase in the 
prevalence of disasters. The gray bars show the frequency of disasters for all countries, 
while the black bars shows the figures for our sample. We chose 1988 as the starting 
date for our sample, since this is the year CRED created the EM-DAT and thus started 
to collect disaster data in a more systematic manner. One would therefore expect that 
the monitoring of disasters, data collection, and validation to be of higher quality than 
disaster data before this date (Guha Sapir/Hargitt/Hoyois 2004). 

Since we are mainly interested in the reoccurring tendency of natural disasters, we have 
calculated two kinds of yearly average for the defined twenty-five year interval from 
1988 to 2012. A country with a frequency of ten earthquakes during these twenty-five 
years will have an earthquake rate of ten divided by twenty-five, which is 0.4. The same 
logic applies to the number of people affected. If earthquakes affected 25,000 individuals 
within a country during the time period of our study, the country will have an aver-
age of a thousand individuals affected per year. As a result, two types of variables were 
constructed: one capturing the average occurrence or disaster frequency (DisFre) that a 
country has had during our observation period, and another one capturing the average 
number of disaster victims (DisVic), i.e., those killed and otherwise affected during the 
same period. Since we are comparing countries that differ substantially when it comes 
to both geographical and population size, we also need to adjust for country size. So, for 
the DisFre we have adjusted for the countries’ geographical size, and for the DisVic, for 
the countries’ population size. Figure 2 and Figure 3 give a graphical representation of 
the distribution of values in the sample across the globe: see Table 3 and Table 4 for a 
detailed breakdown of disasters per country. 

tion: a deceased child cannot be reported to the surveys. This would lead to some sort of a Dar-
winian mechanism where countries with higher rates of disasters can therefore have lower rates 
of child poverty because the weak are killed. We agree that this could be the case, but this line of 
argument assumes that those who are not poor, stay not poor. We assume that disasters could 
lead to the death of those (weak) people who have been exposed, but it also leads to poverty 
among sectors of the population who are not otherwise deprived. 

3	 For a discussion of data problems and a comparison of available data sources, see Kron et al. 
(2012).

http://www.emdat.be/tags/disaster
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There are many kinds of natural disasters and there are no a priori reasons to believe 
that all types have the same effect. Therefore, apart from the aggregated measures that 
summarize all natural disasters, we also created the following submeasures: 

–– climatological disasters (DisFre_climo and DisVic_climo)
–– geophysical disasters (DisFre_geo and DisVic_geo)
–– hydrological disasters (DisFre_hydro and DisVic_hydro)
–– meteorological disasters (DisFre_meteo and DisVic_meteo)

Figure 1 EM-DAT registered natural disaster frequency (excluding 
biological disasters) over the period 1900–2012

1900 1920 1940 1960 1980
0

300

600

900

1,200

2000

in sample
not in sample

Number of registered disasters
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For the sake of brevity we will henceforth refer to the aggregate measures as DisFre_all 
and DisVic_all.4 The substantial EM-DAT definitions of these measures are outlined in 
Table 5.

4	 The category “biological disaster” was omitted since its classification as a natural disaster is not 
entirely solid. 

Figure 3 Disaster victims in sample countries across the globe

0.125 0.912

Note: Figures are yearly disaster victims (all disasters), log 10-base adjusted, and country population 
adjusted (divided by population size).

Figure 2 Disaster frequency in sample countries across the globe

2e-04 0.0435

Note: Figures are yearly disaster frequency (all disasters), log 10-base adjusted, and country area adjusted 
(divided by the geographical area of a country).
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As mentioned above, the increase of registered disasters shown in Figure 3 is mainly 
driven by a more efficient reporting system, not an exponential increase of natural di-
sasters. Thus, neither DisFre nor DisVic is exogenous in relation to social conditions. 
However, when we compare the two measures, DisFre is more exogenous than DisVic 
since DisFre hinges only on the probability that a disaster is reported, whereas the re-
porting of DisVic is known to have a stronger relationship to economic and political 
factors. 

All disaster variables were transformed using the 10-base logarithm in order to force 
the data to have a smaller spread and to avoid extreme cases. First the raw unadjusted 
disaster figures were calculated (for frequency and victims), then these measures were 
either divided by population (for victims) or by country size (for frequency). Only then 
was the 10-base logarithm used to make yet another transformation. The following 
graphs highlight the distribution of the ten disaster variables. We can see that that the 
DisFre measures in particular still have a somewhat skewed distribution towards zero, 
with a number of outliers. This is not an ideal distribution, but there is very little one 
can do about it since the variables have both been adjusted for country size and log 
transformed (10-base).5 Figure 4 outlines the distribution of the ten types of disasters. 

Measuring quality of government

Other country-level data have been collected from the quality of government database, 
QoG institute, University of Gothenburg. The QoG database covers 194 countries and 
is probably the most complete existing database on social policy and the quality of gov-
ernment, which is essentially a result of data harvesting from many sources such as the 
World Bank, the UN, and its suborganizations (Holmberg/Rothstein/Nasiritousi 2009). 
To measure the quality of government we use the government effectiveness estimate 
(wbgi_gee) of Kaufmann, Kraay, and Mastruzzi (2009, 2010). The measure is based on 
a compilation of information from survey data and expert assessments supplied by a 
range of organizations. In total, 36 components have been gathered from 15 different 
organizations, which 

combines into a single grouping responses on the quality of public service provision, the quality 
of the bureaucracy, the competence of civil servants, the independence of the civil service from 
political pressures, and the credibility of the government’s commitment to policies. The main 
focus of this index is on “inputs” required for the government to be able to produce and imple-
ment good policies and deliver public goods.  (Teorell et al. 2013: 123)

5	 Other transformations were tested too, but we settled for the 10-base logarithm since its inter-
pretation is more intuitive and has also been used in such classical work as Richardson (1960). 
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This measure comes as a standardized measure in which the mean is zero and stan-
dard deviation is set to one. (See Arndt 2008, or Agnafor 2013, for a critical review of 
available governance measures.) In this study we have taken the historical average for 
each and every country as a new proxy for the quality of government, since we have a 
corresponding historical average for the natural disaster variables. Note that Kaufman 
and his colleagues standardize the measure with a mean of zero, which means that the 
historical average we are using is based on the relative ranking of the country, not some 
kind of absolute quality-of-government indicators. The distribution of our QoG mea-
sure is shown in  5. Again, the gray bars indicate the distribution for all countries, and 
the black bars show the values for the 67 countries included in the study. As can be seen, 
the countries under study are mainly found in the lower end of the distribution. 

Figure 5 The distribution of quality of government

−2 −1 0 1 2

0

10

30

3

in sample
not in sample

Frequency of countries

QoG

20

−3

Note: Quality of government stands for “government effectiveness” combines into a single 
grouping responses on the quality of public service provision, the quality of the bureaucracy, 
the competence of civil servants, the independence of the civil service from political pressures, 
and the credibility of the government’s commitment to policies. The main focus of this index is 
on “inputs” required for the government to be able to produce and implement good policies 
and deliver public goods. The governance estimates are normally distributed with a mean of 
zero and a standard deviation of one each year of measurement. This implies that virtually all 
scores lie between −2.5 and 2.5, with higher scores corresponding to better outcomes.
Source: Teorell et al. (2013: 123); Kaufmann/Kraay/Mastruzzi (2009). 
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Additional control variables

In the two final models, namely m3 and m4, we add a set of additional control vari-
ables. At the country level we add a measure of democratization controlling for the 
assumption that, in democracies, politicians tend to implement policies improving the 
living conditions even for the poor because they are held accountable in free and open 
elections (Sen 1991). In an assessment of alternative indices of democracy, Hadenius 
and Teorell (2005) conclude that the measures provided by Freedom House and Polity 
IV Project (2013) provide the most valid and consistent albeit not perfect measures of 
the procedural aspects of democratization. They further suggest that a combination of 
these two measures generates the most preferable measure. It is this combination we 
use as our indicator of democratization (for more detailed information, see Hadenius/
Teorell 2005, and Teorell et al. 2013). The scale ranges from 0 to 10, in which 0 is least 
democratic and 10 most democratic. Also, since occurrence of natural disasters varies 
between years, we also include a survey year as a control variable. At the individual 
level, we use survey data to control for household composition, using two variables; 
one measuring the number of children (age < 18) in the household and the other being 
the ratio between number of children and number of adults in the household. We also 
control for the children’s age and sex. Finally, since child poverty still is a predominantly 
rural phenomenon (Halleröd et al. 2013), we include a variable that measures whether 
children live in urban or rural areas.6 

4	 Theoretical assumptions and research design

Our basic theoretical analytical model is outlined in Figure 6. We assume that more di-
sasters should lead to higher proportions of poverty (cf. Dobkowski/Wallimann 1998). 
We assume the following causal mechanisms in which natural disasters affect children: 
the first line of defense against the adverse effect of a disaster is the household (the 
capabilities of the adults); the second line of defense is the protective measures that 
governments take to empower households and to set up the necessary infrastructure. 

Natural disasters affect children either by harming them directly, by killing or severely 
harming their parents, by significantly reducing the income of their parents, by de-
stroying property that needs to be replaced, or by affecting sources of income for the 
children themselves. Effective (good) governments can influence the effect of disasters 
on family livelihood expenses in at least two ways: they can reduce the potential damage 

6	 In an earlier version of these models, we included several other variables that we had to exclude 
in the end because of non-convergence problems. For example, we controlled for regional geo-
graphical differences, including a dummy for continent; most importantly, we experimented 
with the inclusion of a random slope with regard to GDP as well as the interaction between 
GDP and disasters. 
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of future disasters by enforcing certain policies (e.g., anti-earthquake building policies), 
and they can moderate the effects of disasters, for example, by providing financial sup-
port to households and by other economic policies that re-establish the functioning of 
the economy (e.g., repair of the infrastructure). 

In terms of statistical effects, if we find that disasters are associated with severe child 
deprivation in a bivariate model, we will expand the model to include measures of 
QoG and an interaction between QoG and disasters. From previous research we know 
that QoG plays an important role in explaining country differences in child depriva-
tion (Halleröd et al. 2013). If the QoG effects disappear once disasters are part of the 
equation, we can conclude that earlier research results on QoG were based on spurious 
observations. If QoG wipes out the impact of disasters, we firstly can conclude that 
it is QoG that matters for child deprivation but, because of the initial bivariate effect, 
also that countries with a high degree of child deprivation are more exposed to natural 
disasters (i.e., we get some tentative support for our second assumption). To further ex-
plore and test the robustness of this relationship between disasters and QoG, we include 
a set of other micro- and macro-level variables as controls in the relevant model. 

Hypotheses specification

Given our analytical model, we need to specify two main models. In addition, we esti-
mate a third and fourth model which include additional controls. The formal specifi-
cations of the models are shown below. The first model (m1) tests the hypothesis that 

Figure 6 The basic theoretical model
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there is an adverse effect of disasters on child deprivation in a bivariate relationship. 
Higher disaster rates should correlate positively with higher deprivation rates, i.e., we 
expect β1 to be positive.7

y(d) = β0 + β1 XDis	 (m1)

y(d) = β0 + β1XDis + β2 XQoG + β3 XQoG*XDis	 (m2)

y(d) = β0 + β1 XDis + β2 XQoG + β4 Xcontrols	 (m3)

y(d) = β0 + β1 XDis + β2 XQoG + β3 XQoG*XDis + β4 Xcontrols	 (m4)

All models are random intercept models with two random terms: one term for the child 
level εij (child i in country j) and one for the country level µj, for the jth country. 

Indices
–– d = deprivation measure, where d~(food, water, education, shelter, information, sani-

tation, health) 
–– Dis = disaster measure, where Dis~(DisFre, DisVic, DisFre_hydro, DisVic_hydro, Dis-
Fre_climo, DisVic_climo, DisFre_meteo, DisVic_meteo, DisFre_geo, and DisVic_geo).

–– QoG = quality of government measure
–– controls = a set of control variables (see Table 6).

The second model (m2) tests the hypothesis that the association between disasters and 
child deprivation is conditioned by QoG. We still assume there will be a positive coef-
ficient (β1) for the disasters parameter but that the interaction parameter (β3) should 
damper this effect. In other words, higher levels of QoG (better governance) are as-
sumed to decrease the adverse effect of disasters. In the two final models, m3 and m4, 
we add a larger set of control variables in order to test the robustness of previous results.

When one merely estimates β1 one is, strictly speaking, not fully testing the conditional 
effect of disasters on poverty moderated by QoG (Berry/Golder/Milton 2012; Bram-
bor/Clark/Golder 2006; Kam/Franzese 2007).8 What can be determined from a t-test 
of β3 is whether a conditional relationship is present9 (Kam/Franzese 2007), but one 

7	 However, we will still rely on a two-tailed interpretation of the relevant coefficients. 
8	 To reiterate, if we have the following regression model, where β4 Xcontrols designates a set of con-

trol variables: y(d) = β0 + β1XQoG + β2 XDis + β3 XQoG XDis + β4 Xcontrols, then the marginal effect of di-
sasters on deprivation is then acquired by a differentiation with regard to disasters, which yields
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X

∂

∂
  

 
  = β2 + β3 XQoG . Likewise, the marginal effect of QoG on poverty moderated by disasters is 
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9	 A second differentiation of the regression model, with respect to QoG this time, will give 
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∂XQoG  =  β3 . Therefore, a simple t-test will suffice when testing for moderation effect.
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will not know from this test for which subset of QoG values this moderation is statisti-
cally significant. Nevertheless, it is only meaningful to analyze the marginal effect plots 
fully if the β3 parameter is significant. We will thus limit ourselves (a) to checking if a 
conditional interaction exists by conducting a simple t-test of the coefficient of interac-
tion term (β3), and (b) to checking the direction (sign) of the interaction term and the 
disaster parameter, and (c), only when these two previous conditions are substantively 
interesting, to checking with marginal effect plots. 

Hence, since each disaster measure was correlated with each and every of the seven de-
privations, we produced seventy different models for each modelling step (m1, m2, m3, 
and m4), alternating the focal independent variables (disaster) with the focal depen-
dent (deprivation) one; which then means that we produced two-hundred and eighty 
different models for all ten disaster measures. Accordingly, other than these focal vari-
ables, the same model specification was used over the entire list of models.

We want to emphasize again that the main focus of this paper is to investigate if there is 
a unique effect of each disaster type on each kind of poverty potentially conditioned by 
QoG and not to explain as much variation as possible in the different poverty measures. 
In other words, we are not maximizing the coefficient of determination (R square) but 
rather analyzing the unique effect of the disaster parameters (Aneshensel 2013). 

Estimation strategy 

This study utilizes multilevel statistical modeling (Luke 2004; Goldstein 2011). Such 
techniques capture the partitioning of variance for the different nested levels and thus 
more clearly highlight where the strongest associations exist between variables. All the 
models are multilevel with two levels since there is a significant amount of variation 
partitioned on each level (children and countries).10 Moreover, our dependent vari-
able is defined on the micro-level, and our focal independent variable is defined on the 
macro-level. In such a design, we are testing between-country variation rather than 
within-country: we cannot test how disasters within a country affect the population in 
various ways. What we are testing is how child poverty in a country, on average, is as-
sociated with that country’s level of disasters, on average. Our causal claims (between 
disasters and poverty) do not commit an ecological fallacy: that is, generalizing group 
(country)-level characteristics to the individual (child) level. Statistically, the reason for 

10	 We experimented with four-level models (children in households, in sample clusters in coun-
tries) and indeed significant variation could be found between the various levels in a simple 
variance component model. But many of the models we ran found it difficult to converge in a 
more complex specification. Thus, we chose to reduce the complexity of the models. 
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this is simple; our country-level variables can only explain variations that exists on the 
country level (aggregated from the child-level dependent variable). We cannot use QoG 
or disasters to explain variations between individuals (Blakely/Woodward 2000). 

All the models are defined as linear probability models. We chose to work with this kind 
of specification over a logit model since linear probability models allow for a more a 
straightforward interpretation of the coefficients across models compared with a logit 
model. The interaction term will also have a direct interpretation which is not admis-
sible in a logit version (Ai/Norton 2003). Simulation studies have also shown that linear 
probability models tend to be robust (Mood 2010; Hellevik 2009). Also, in this study, 
we are only interested in the sign of the coefficients and not the size; for this reason, a 
linear probability model suffices. All models were estimated using the MLwiN (Ras-
bash et al. 2009) engine, relying on the Iterative Generalised Least Squares (IGLS) al-
gorithm.11 The R2MLwinN12 package (Zhang et al. 2013) was used in the R software 
(R Core Team 2014) to call MLwiN and thus to manage as well as to analyze the results. 
The samples used were adjusted according to the relevant age span for the correspond-
ing deprivation; see Table 1. 

5	 Results

The main results from the analysis are summarized and presented in Table 7 and Ta-
ble 8: all of the 280 regression models on which these tables build are available online.13 
Only the disaster estimates are shown in these tables; the β1 always refers to the disaster 
parameter in the corresponding focal relationship, whereas the β3 estimate always refers 
to the interaction terms between disasters and QoG. The β3 parameter is thus only rel-
evant for m2 and m4. The p-values show the corresponding significance but only to a 
maximum of p ≤ 0.10 level, and the sign in the parenthesis symbolizes the direction of 
the correlation. We focus on the p-values here since we are mainly interested in analyz-
ing the statistical likelihood that a relationship exists between deprivations, QoG, and 
disasters as well the direction of this relationship. 

Starting with Table 7 and the bivariate DisFre estimates in models m1, we can conclude 
that only two out of thirty-five m1 estimates were significant at the p ≤ 0.10 level. Since 
we had anticipated a much stronger association between the occurrence of disasters and 

11	 In order to check for robustness, we used a Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) estimation 
algorithm (Zhang et al. 2013) to check a random pick of the models we ran. They all did indeed 
show the same result. 

12	 R2MLwiN is an R command interface to the MLwiN multilevel modelling software package, 
allowing users to fit multilevel models using MLwiN from within the R environment 

	 <www.bris.ac.uk/cmm/software/r2mlwin/>.
13	 See <www.mpifg.de/pu/mpifg_dp/dp15-4_appendix.pdf>.
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child deprivation, the result is clearly not in line with our theoretical expectations. The 
fact that one of these significant estimates goes in the opposite direction (the model 
estimate suggests that geological disasters improve children’s access to sanitation) un-
derlines that we have not obtained any conclusive results from the DisFre m1 analysis. 
Modeling stage m3 tests whether the m1 results are robust by including a set of micro 
and macro control variables. Interestingly, now eight out of thirty-five focal relation-
ships demonstrate a correlation, which indicates some kind of suppression effect. Nev-
ertheless, only two relationships have a sign that correlates with what was expected by 
the hypothesis (viz. between DisFre_climo and malnutrition as well as DisFre_geo and 
sanitation). As we will discuss below, there are a number of possible reasons why the 
other six relationships have that correlation sign. 

Looking at the m2 estimates, i.e., testing for an interaction between QoG and disasters, 
we can see that only malnutrition demonstrates an interactive effect between QoG and 
disasters for four out of five disaster types (the exception being DisFre_meteo). But 
again, the outcome is unexpected. All interactive estimates are positive, which supports 
the counterintuitive idea that increased levels of good governance increase child depri-
vation. A marginal effect plot would demonstrate in which QoG-interval this effect is 
present and if it is at all substantially relevant. Before doing that, we added a number of 
controls again; the same ones as in the m3 model. Accordingly, what we find at model-
ing stage m4 is that the results at m4 hold, albeit with somewhat decreased likelihood, 
since some of the focal relationships lost their constitutive term, such as between Dis-
Fre_hydro and malnutrition, where the β1 parameter is no longer significant. What this 
indicates is that the average level of the effect of disasters (the intercept) is the same 
between a non-interactive and an interactive model, whereas the conditional effect of 
disasters on deprivation (the slope) is indeed changing as QoG changes. Nonetheless, 
all these effects are still going in an unexpected direction. We will discuss this counter-
intuitive result further below. 

Moving on to Table 8 and the DisVic estimates, we can first conclude that DisVic is 
more systematically associated with child deprivation than was the case for DisFre. At 
m1, fourteen out of thirty-five focal relationships demonstrate a bivariate correlation 
between disaster and deprivation. Twelve of these show a correlation which has a theo-
retically expected sign. Of these twelve, eight still remain significant and with expected 
signs when tested with a larger set of controls at modeling stage m3; the relationship be-
tween DisVic_hydro and information deprivation also turns out to be significant now, 
indicating that it was suppressed. The most systematic association between disasters 
and child deprivation is found for climatological disasters. Children living in countries 
that score high on DisVic_climo suffer from a higher risk of being deprived of safe wa-
ter, adequate nutrition, education, shelter, sanitation, and information. Thus, six out of 
the seven deprivation indicators are related to climatological disasters.
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Looking at shelter deprivation, we can see that there is an adverse relationship between 
this deprivation dimension and three of the disaster measures, namely, DisVic_all, Dis-
Vic_hydro, and DisVic_climo. Shelter deprivation is associated with the latter two. Thus, 
the most systematic relationship seems to be between disasters and children’s access to 
shelter and sanitation. DisVic_geo is only associated with malnutrition when controls 
are introduced. However, this estimate has a negative sign; in other words, it indicates a 
lower degree of deprivation in countries where many people are affected by these types 
of disasters. 

In analyzing the interaction hypothesis between disasters and QoG on deprivation, 
starting at m2, we can see that only six of thirty-five have a significant interaction term 
(β3 ). Five of these have the sign we expected. All these five belong either to DisVic_all 
or DisVic_hydro. Most of the constitutive β1 estimates are insignificant − nevertheless, 
it is really the β3 term which is the most central. When running these models in a larger 
set of controls, it is only the relationship between DisVic_hydro and shelter that re-
mains intact and in the expected direction. What is noteworthy is that four of the seven 
deprivations now show that there is a significant interaction between DisVic_geo and 
QoG. This would lead us to the fairly unexpected conclusion that a larger fraction of 
the population would be affected by increased rates of disaster victims as that country 
is gaining better levels of QoG. 

Marginal effect plots

Some unexpected results were produced in model m4 that need further analysis. We 
need to know the range of QoG values for which this result holds true statistically and 
if this is substantively interesting. To know this we need to produce marginal effect plots 
with corresponding standard errors for all the relevant models and check the range 
where the effect is different from zero (Kam/Franzese 2007; Berry/Golder/Milton 2012; 
Brambor/Clark/Golder 2006). In Figure 7 we have plotted the five significant m4 mal-
nutrition models from Table 7 and Table 8. 

Out of the seventy focal relationships, DisVic_hydro-shelter is the only relationship 
where we can confirm a relationship. Figure 8 illustrates the marginal effect of disasters 
upon poverty over the substantive range of QoG values. The effect is both statistically 
and substantively relevant for the range (−1.8 to 0.8). Better QoG levels will produce a 
dampening effect of the hydrological disasters measured. 

The plot in the upper left-hand corner of Figure 7 is the marginal effect plot for DisFre_
all-malnutrition over a range of QoG values (sample max 0.8 and min −1.8). From this 
plot we can see that the effect is not different from zero at a 90%-confidence interval 
around the QoG values of −1.5 to about −0.25. To the left of this interval (−1.8 to −1.5), 
lies only a small portion of the QoG distribution, as shown by the histogram, which 
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Figure 7 Marginal-effect plots for focal relationships with positive correlations

Note: The figure captures the marginal effect of disasters (see type in the rubric) on malnutrition 
depending  on the values of QoG. The histograms show the distribution of QoG values in the sample 
and thus where the effect is substantively relevant. 
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Figure 8 Marginal-effect plot for the only focal relationship 
with a negative correlation
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makes the effect substantively uninteresting. The same is true for the right side of this 
interval (−0.25 to 0.8), where the effect is statistically significant but not of any great 
substantive interest since only a small part of the distribution lies there. Moreover, the 
error margin seems to be relatively large around the whole distribution, a fact that calls 
for caution. Similar problems apply for DisFre_meteo and DisFre_hydro. Therefore, for 
these, we will not regard the results as being surprising findings. 

Where the results seem to be of both substantive and statistical interest are for Dis-
Fre_geo and DisFre_climo in relation to malnutrition. This is clearest in the latter case, 
where in the lower interval the effect of climatological disaster frequency on malnutri-
tion is negatively moderated by the lower QoG interval (−1.8 to −1); this means that, in 
this QoG interval, the effect of disasters is actually having a remedial or relieving effect 
on malnutrition. Conversely, in the other significant interval (−0.6 to 0.8), the same di-
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saster effect is positive and increases across higher QoG values. In other words, disasters 
are now having an expected adverse effect on malnutrition, albeit one that diminishes 
over better QoG values. 

When it comes to disaster victims (from Table 8), this kind of effect can be substantively 
confirmed only for DisVic_geo-malnutrition. The substantively interesting interval 
goes from (−1.8 to 0.5) and the effect is all negative; meaning the more disasters there 
are, the more they will have a relieving effect on malnutrition. However, no substantive 
effect can be found for DisVic_meteo-malnutrition, DisVic_geo-health, DisVic_geo-
sanitation, DisVic_geo-information (the marginal effect plots are not shown here). 

To sum up the analysis of the interaction effect, firstly, DisVic_hydro-shelter is the only 
relationship where we can confirm a hypothesized relationship; secondly, we can con-
firm substantively as well as statistically interesting results for DisFre_geo, DisFre_climo, 
and DisVic_geo all in relation to malnutrition. However, none of the relationships have 
the sign expected. 

Explaining unexpected results

We will here briefly outline an explanation about why we observe some unexpected re-
sults, disregarding methodological explanations for the moment.14 Three of the central 
points we address are, firstly, why it is only the relationship of disasters to malnutrition 
that shows both a statistically and substantively interesting but unexpected result when 
interacted with QoG (m4); secondly, why we observe a considerable number of main 
effects having an unexpected sign (m3); and thirdly, why QoG did not turn out to have 
more of an effect than it did. 

For the first two points, especially models related to malnutrition, we suggest that the 
line of argumentation will largely rely on previous research which argues that it can be 
rational for some countries to remain inactive when facing disasters (Plümper/Neu-
mayer 2009; Clay/Stokke 2000; Cohen/Werker 2008; Mesquita/Smith 2007; Plümper/
Martin 2003; Healy/Malhotra 2009). This propensity for inactivity is partly determined 
by whether a country is a democracy or autocracy, of public and popular pressure, of 
public finance, as well as of international food aid. 

Natural disasters have a political dimension. Such events are used and misused to pro-
mote some political or ideological interest. Democratic governments are more prone 
to act against a disaster than autocratic ones, since democratically elected parties are 

14	 A reviewer pointed out, for example, that the QoG variable might have too small of a variance 
(since we only have countries from the lower end of the QoG distribution), which might explain 
why we are not picking up a significant effect in the interaction variables. 
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more sensitive to both elite and popular pressure. This is generally true if we assume 
that they want to stay in power (Mesquita/Smith 2007). But both governance types have 
an incentive to call for or await international aid in a situation where fiscal capacity is 
limited (Plümper/Neumayer 2009). If so, this means that disasters do not only correlate 
with aid (which they do) but also that the positive effect of aid seems to outstrip the 
negative effect of disasters. This will then lead to a correlation between disasters and 
deprivations which is unexpected − that is, where the former will have a relieving effect 
on the latter. This will, we suggest, explain the positive correlations in the m3 models. 
Most of the interactive effects turned out to be insignificant or of nonsubstantive value, 
but where the effect turned out differently, a similar story to the one outlined above 
can be applied. The QoG distribution for our sample is at the lower end of the global 
distribution, see Figure 6. Most of these countries are also at the lower end of the de-
mocracy distribution and thus the same incentives apply to inactivity. Nevertheless, we 
do control for the level of democratization in our models but have no specific control 
for budget balance, corruption, international food aid, and voter support, since the 
purpose of our study is different. Hence, further research is needed to understand these 
kinds of relationships and how the effect of disasters can yield increasing poverty rates 
when QoG increases. 

All in all, where disasters have an effect, it seems to be more about governments and 
politics rather than administrative institutions and their quality (viz. QoG). The evi-
dence collected in this paper seems to support a line of research that suggests that the 
choices and behavior of governments are more important than the overall quality of 
government. The form and the quality of the institutions seem to play a role only in one 
of the hypothesized focal relationships. For the rest we cannot find such a relationship. 
This suggests that the content of politics is probably more important than its form. We 
have not tested this proposition in this paper but intend to do so in future research. 

6	 Concluding discussion

Our aim was to analyze the degree to which the occurrence of natural disasters is as-
sociated with severe child deprivation, i.e., we asked whether children living in disas-
ter-stricken countries are more likely to be deprived of safe water, adequate nutrition, 
education, shelter, sanitation, healthcare, and access to information. We also wanted to 
test whether such a connection was mainly conditioned by the quality of government 
or also by economic development. The idea was that richer countries and countries 
with well-functioning governance are more able to protect their populations from the 
adverse effect of disasters. However, at this stage we are not making any assumptions 
about the causality between the exposure to natural disasters, on the one hand, and 
GDP and QoG, on the other. Thus, it could be that economic resources and good gov-
ernance alleviate the effects of disasters, but it could also be that recurrent exposure 
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to disasters hampers both economic development and the prerequisites for good QoG 
(Schumacher/Strobl 2011; Klomp/Valckx 2014; Haber/Menaldo 2011). There is today 
a growing body of literature that points to the importance of QoG. In order to test the 
idea that it is vital to good governance to protect the population, in this case children, 
from the adverse effect of disasters, we have analyzed the interactions between the expo-
sure to disasters and QoG, assuming that good QoG would offset the impact of disasters 
on child deprivation (Halleröd et al. 2013). We used two different sets of measures for 
disasters, one measuring the frequency with which disasters occur and the other mea-
suring the percentage of the population within a country who were affected. For both 
sets of measures we produced indicators for different types of disasters − hydrological, 
climatological, meteorological, and geological − plus an aggregate measure for all disas-
ters. 

Starting with disaster frequency (DisFre) we conclude that only two of the thirty-five 
focal relationships between disasters and deprivation (m3) have the expected correla-
tion, DisFre_Climio-malnutrition and DisFre_geo-sanitation. No expected interactive 
relationship between QoG, child deprivation, and malnutrition could be found (m4). 
However, we found two relationships that are both statistically and substantively inter-
esting, namely, DisFre_geo and DisFre_climo both in relation to malnutrition. Yet the 
problem was that these relationships did not appear as we expected because they had 
an unexpected correlation direction. Adding the interaction did indeed lead to positive 
estimates for the disaster measures; i.e., the more disasters there were, the more mal-
nutrition. The interaction effect indicates that children in disaster-stricken countries 
actually did worse if QoG was good. Since housing production, water provisioning, and 
healthcare are more often influenced by governments than, say, food production, we 
expected to observe several more examples of a statistical moderation effect here, but 
no evidence of such could be found, for example, for shelter. 

When it comes to disaster victims (DisVic), we found only one focal relationship which 
behaved in the same way as the DisFre intereactions, namely DisVic_geo-malnutrition. 
Otherwise, no interactive relationship could be confirmed. We can confirm that nine 
out of the thirty-five direct relationships between disasters and severe child deprivation 
exist. These are: DisVic_all-shelter; DisVic_hydro in relation to shelter, sanitation and 
health; DisVic_climo in relation to water, malnutrition, shelter, sanitation, and informa-
tion. Climatological disasters obviously dominate these relationships, which is in line 
with previous research showing that “climatic disasters in developing countries have the 
most significant adverse impact on economic growth” (Klomp/Valckx 2014: 183) and 
thus also obviously on severe child poverty. 

Previous research has shown (e.g., Callaghan et al. 2007) that there is a direct link be-
tween natural disasters and the health condition of the effected population, but no such 
link can be verified in this study. Specifically, one would expect a direct link between 
geological disasters and shelter deprivation, but no such link can be established. Maybe 
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this statistical effect is not detected because this study is not designed to measure the 
effect of a disaster immediately after a disaster, but rather focuses on the annually re-
peated impact of disasters. More research is needed here as well. 

It is somewhat unexpected that the kind of institutional characteristics this paper set 
out to test, namely administrative effectiveness (QoG),15 had such a limited effect on 
the relationships between reoccurring natural disasters and severe child deprivation: in 
only one case did it produce an interaction with the expected effect. Given the design of 
the study, we cannot fully investigate why this is the case, but this is a point that future 
research needs to answer. 

This paper has taken an exploratory approach to analyzing the relationship between 
reoccurring natural disasters, institutional conditions, and severe child deprivation. We 
therefore combined several different measures of child poverty and natural disasters. 
The specification of the statistical models has also been the same across all focal rela-
tionships − in a more sophisticated design, one would choose to vary the specification 
according to the theoretical understanding of a specific deprivation relationship to an-
other specific disaster. For example, one would want to include measures of aid received, 
the social welfare system, migration, and displacement, and other socioeconomic and 
institutional conditions. Moreover, in this study we used a cross-sectional approach to 
analyze the data; with a longitudinal one we would be able to say much more about 
changes over time. Instead of aggregating all disasters up to the country level, we recom-
mend a more sophisticated methodology given data availability on both child poverty 
and disasters. One could also test different thresholds for the child deprivation, such as 
a less strict one; we chose the severe one. 

The methodology of this paper is also relatively crude. An aggregation of data to the 
country level takes away an important portion of the within-country variation. Another 
more sophisticated approach would then be to use geographical information system 
techniques (e.g., geographically weighted regression) to locate disasters and child pov-
erty data in order to get a more precise geographical approximation. Statistical tests of 
this sort would be much more reliable. Nevertheless, since only some instances of the 
data on child poverty and natural disasters have this kind of information, we chose to 
work with the design at hand. 

Nevertheless, to sum up, does this study show that there is no relationship between 
natural disasters and child poverty and that quality of government has little to do with 
this effect? No, we do not hold that this conclusion is warranted. One of the main things 

15	 As pointed out by a reviewer, QoG as defined by the World Bank might be culturally biased: we 
have a measure which is defined by a Western international organization (The World Bank) and 
the standards it is setting are simply not found in all corners of the world. This could mean that 
good governance still matters but what and how this type of governance manifests itself empiri-
cally varies widely. 
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this study shows is that there seems to be little effect between natural disasters measured 
as a reoccurring phenomenon, measured on a yearly basis, and severe child poverty. 
This research design reveals very little about the effect from a specific or sudden natural 
disaster on poverty and where poverty rates are measured longitudinally. 

Appendix: Tables

Table 1	 Individual level indicator: Dependent variables – seven types of child deprivation

Child deprivation n
Proportion 

severely deprived

Water: Children who had access only to surface water (for example, 
rivers) for drinking or who lived in households where the nearest source 
of water was more than 15 minutes away. Children < 18 years old.

1,941,734 0.24 

Food: Children whose heights and weights for their age were more than 
–3 standard deviations below the median of the international reference, 
that is, severe anthropometric failure. Children < 5 years old. 

815,264 0.07     

Education: Children who had never been to school and were not 
currently attending school, i.e., no professional education of any kind. 
Children 7 to 12 years old.

1,476,235 0.11 

Shelter: Children in dwellings with more than five people per room and/
or with no flooring material. Children < 18 years old.

1,926,435 0.51 

Sanitation: Children who had no access to a toilet of any kind in the 
vicinity of their dwelling, that is, no private or communal toilets or 
latrines. Children < 18 years old.

1,940,599 0.28 

Health: Children who had not been immunized against diseases or young 
children who had a recent illness involving diarrhea and had not received 
any medical advice or treatment. Children < 5 years old

944,895 0.13 

Information: Children who had no access to radio, television, telephone 
or newspapers at home. Children 3 to 12 years old.

1,837,578 0.18 
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Table 3	 Disaster frequency per country (mean and standard deviation for period 1988–2012) 

Country 
DisFre_
mean 

DisFre_
sd 

DisFre_
climo_
mean 

DisFre_
climo_sd 

DisFre_
geo_
mean 

DisFre_
geo_sd 

DisFre_
hydro_
mean 

DisFre_
hydro_

sd 

DisFre_
meteo_
mean 

DisFre_
meteo_

sd 
Albania 1.46 0.52 0.38 0.65 0.23 0.44 0.69 0.63 0.15 0.38 
Angola 2.27 1.33 0.33 0.49 0.00 0.00 1.93 1.44 0.00 0.00 
Armenia 1.25 0.50 0.25 0.50 0.25 0.50 0.75 0.50 0.00 0.00 
Azerbaijan 1.56 0.88 0.22 0.44 0.44 0.53 0.89 0.93 0.00 0.00 
Bangladesh 7.52 2.24 0.96 0.84 0.28 0.46 2.44 1.00 3.84 1.82 
Benin 1.14 0.53 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.07 0.27 0.07 0.27 
Bolivia 2.14 1.06 0.71 0.78 0.10 0.30 1.24 1.04 0.10 0.30 
Bosnia and Herzegovina 1.80 0.79 0.70 0.67 0.00 0.00 0.90 0.88 0.20 0.42 
Brazil 4.83 2.04 0.71 0.91 0.04 0.20 3.71 2.05 0.38 0.58 
Burkina Faso 1.27 0.46 0.40 0.51 0.00 0.00 0.87 0.74 0.00 0.00 
Burundi 2.54 1.66 0.46 0.52 0.08 0.28 1.54 1.51 0.46 0.66 
Cambodia 1.44 0.51 0.25 0.45 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.52 0.19 0.54 
Cameroon 1.31 0.48 0.23 0.44 0.08 0.28 1.00 0.41 0.00 0.00 
Chad 1.64 0.84 0.36 0.50 0.00 0.00 1.14 0.66 0.14 0.36 
Colombia 4.20 1.94 0.16 0.37 0.96 1.27 2.92 1.47 0.16 0.37 
Congo, Republic 1.25 0.46 0.00 0.00 0.12 0.35 1.12 0.35 0.00 0.00 
Congo, DR 2.06 1.29 0.12 0.34 0.25 0.45 1.38 0.96 0.31 0.60 
Dominican Republic 2.39 1.29 0.06 0.24 0.06 0.24 1.06 0.80 1.22 1.06 
Egypt 1.67 0.89 0.25 0.45 0.42 0.51 0.75 0.75 0.25 0.45 
Ethiopia 2.57 1.90 0.48 0.51 0.13 0.34 1.96 1.82 0.00 0.00 
Gabon 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.50 0.58 0.50 0.58 
Gambia The 1.27 0.47 0.18 0.40 0.00 0.00 0.73 0.65 0.36 0.50 
Ghana 1.36 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.36 0.50 0.00 0.00 
Guatemala 2.90 1.58 0.38 0.59 0.76 0.70 1.24 1.14 0.52 0.75 
Guinea 1.09 0.30 0.18 0.40 0.00 0.00 0.82 0.60 0.09 0.30 
Guyana 1.00 0.00 0.33 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.67 0.50 0.00 0.00 
Haiti 3.32 2.03 0.14 0.35 0.05 0.21 1.77 1.34 1.36 1.33 
India 12.84 4.84 1.60 0.91 0.56 0.65 7.92 4.23 2.76 1.83 
Indonesia 10.24 4.68 0.44 0.58 3.88 2.05 5.80 3.49 0.12 0.44 
Iraq 1.12 0.35 0.12 0.35 0.12 0.35 0.88 0.64 0.00 0.00 
Jamaica 1.53 0.74 0.07 0.26 0.00 0.00 0.33 0.49 1.13 0.92 
Jordan 1.50 0.84 0.67 0.82 0.00 0.00 0.33 0.52 0.50 0.55 
Kenya 2.65 1.84 0.45 0.51 0.10 0.31 2.05 1.88 0.05 0.22 
Kyrgyzstan 1.38 0.62 0.12 0.34 0.44 0.73 0.75 0.86 0.06 0.25 
Lao People’s DR 1.50 0.76 0.21 0.43 0.00 0.00 0.93 0.62 0.36 0.50 
Lesotho 1.62 0.74 0.50 0.53 0.00 0.00 0.38 0.74 0.75 0.89 
Madagascar 2.37 1.26 0.26 0.45 0.00 0.00 0.26 0.56 1.84 1.07 
Malawi 1.90 1.07 0.30 0.47 0.15 0.49 1.35 0.99 0.10 0.31 
Mali 1.56 0.73 0.38 0.50 0.00 0.00 1.19 0.54 0.00 0.00 
Mongolia 1.64 0.67 0.36 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.45 0.52 0.82 0.75 
Morocco 1.62 0.81 0.19 0.40 0.12 0.34 1.19 1.05 0.12 0.34 
Mozambique 2.50 1.57 0.50 0.69 0.05 0.22 1.10 1.07 0.85 1.04 
Namibia 1.13 0.35 0.33 0.49 0.00 0.00 0.80 0.68 0.00 0.00 
Nepal 2.29 1.49 0.38 0.65 0.12 0.34 1.67 0.92 0.12 0.34 
Nicaragua 2.14 1.13 0.32 0.48 0.36 0.66 0.64 0.73 0.82 0.73 
Niger 1.39 0.61 0.39 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.94 0.64 0.06 0.24 
Nigeria 2.82 2.04 0.12 0.33 0.00 0.00 2.47 1.91 0.24 0.44 
Pakistan 4.76 2.44 0.52 0.65 0.64 0.81 3.00 2.27 0.60 0.71 
Peru 3.24 1.81 0.56 0.58 0.72 0.94 1.84 1.28 0.12 0.33 
Philippines 13.52 6.76 0.20 0.50 1.16 1.11 5.24 3.83 6.92 3.13 
Rwanda 1.46 0.52 0.31 0.48 0.15 0.38 1.00 0.71 0.00 0.00 
Senegal 1.25 0.45 0.12 0.34 0.00 0.00 0.94 0.44 0.19 0.54 
Sierra Leone 1.12 0.35 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.53 0.12 0.35 
South Africa 2.87 1.49 0.65 0.65 0.17 0.39 1.13 0.87 0.91 1.00 
Sudan 1.95 1.10 0.35 0.49 0.10 0.31 1.40 1.10 0.10 0.31 
Suriname 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Swaziland 1.14 0.38 0.57 0.79 0.00 0.00 0.29 0.49 0.29 0.49 
Tajikistan 2.38 1.24 0.19 0.51 0.48 0.60 1.62 1.07 0.10 0.30 
Tanzania, UR 2.30 0.86 0.40 0.50 0.25 0.44 1.45 0.76 0.20 0.52 
Thailand 4.04 2.20 0.38 0.58 0.12 0.34 2.38 1.79 1.17 1.05 
Uganda 1.94 0.73 0.33 0.49 0.22 0.55 1.17 0.99 0.22 0.55 
Ukraine 1.62 0.81 0.38 0.62 0.00 0.00 0.81 0.66 0.44 0.89 
Uzbekistan 1.20 0.45 0.20 0.45 0.60 0.89 0.40 0.55 0.00 0.00 
Vietnam 5.68 2.58 0.20 0.50 0.00 0.00 2.64 1.66 2.84 1.57 
Yemen 2.07 1.07 0.00 0.00 0.14 0.36 1.79 0.97 0.14 0.53 
Zambia 1.36 0.63 0.21 0.43 0.00 0.00 1.14 0.77 0.00 0.00 
Zimbabwe 1.78 0.97 0.67 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.89 0.60 0.22 0.44 
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Table 4	 Disaster victims per country (mean and standard deviation for period 1988–2012) 

Country
DisVic_
mean 

DisVic_
sd 

DisVic_
climo_
mean 

DisVic_
climo_sd 

DisVic_
geo_
mean 

DisVic_
geo_sd 

DisVic_
hydro_
mean 

DisVic_
hydro_

sd 

DisVic_
meteo_
mean 

DisVic_
meteo_

sd 
Albania 3.85 1.30 1.12 2.22 0.64 1.24 2.35 2.01 0.82 2.01 
Angola 3.77 1.40 1.58 2.52 0.00 0.00 2.98 1.61 0.00 0.00 
Armenia 2.99 2.25 1.37 2.74 1.04 2.09 1.58 1.79 0.00 0.00 
Azerbaijan 4.02 1.31 0.09 0.26 1.95 2.39 2.61 2.27 0.00 0.00 
Bangladesh 3.90 0.67 1.97 1.74 0.70 1.29 5.20 1.04 3.52 0.94 
Benin 4.52 1.27 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.56 1.27 0.21 0.78 
Bolivia 3.50 1.19 1.66 2.12 0.24 0.94 2.97 2.03 0.38 1.19 
Bosnia and Herzegovina 2.77 1.37 1.09 1.71 0.00 0.00 2.20 1.96 0.37 0.96 
Brazil 3.41 1.01 0.86 1.86 0.10 0.50 3.60 1.17 1.18 1.78 
Burkina Faso 4.32 1.52 1.82 2.72 0.00 0.00 2.83 2.14 0.00 0.00 
Burundi 3.33 1.35 1.72 2.70 0.16 0.58 2.89 1.35 1.24 1.72 
Cambodia 4.35 2.06 1.49 2.67 0.00 0.00 3.91 2.54 0.27 0.78 
Cameroon 2.90 1.48 0.41 1.46 0.27 0.96 2.62 1.44 0.00 0.00 
Chad 4.27 1.35 2.11 2.94 0.00 0.00 3.48 1.89 0.38 0.98 
Colombia 3.46 0.87 0.29 1.08 1.67 1.90 3.50 1.33 0.51 1.38 
Congo, Republic 4.10 0.53 0.00 0.00 0.40 1.12 4.11 0.52 0.00 0.00 
Congo, DR 3.33 0.95 0.35 0.98 0.74 1.65 2.95 1.42 0.81 1.60 
Dominican Republic 3.23 1.61 0.00 0.00 0.18 0.78 2.60 1.91 2.40 2.05 
Egypt 2.65 1.21 0.41 0.76 1.22 1.68 1.58 1.72 0.46 0.83 
Ethiopia 4.26 1.61 2.61 3.27 0.37 1.06 3.20 1.85 0.00 0.00 
Gabon 3.76 0.88 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.22 2.59 1.54 1.78 
Gambia The 3.35 1.47 0.51 1.70 0.00 0.00 2.18 1.87 1.23 1.74 
Ghana 4.77 1.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.77 1.06 0.00 0.00 
Guatemala 2.87 1.14 0.96 2.01 1.77 1.66 2.19 1.62 1.25 1.91 
Guinea 3.45 1.44 0.36 0.90 0.00 0.00 3.03 2.03 0.06 0.21 
Guyana 2.93 2.58 0.64 1.93 0.00 0.00 2.29 2.50 0.00 0.00 
Haiti 3.33 1.45 0.48 1.57 0.30 1.41 2.50 1.65 2.50 2.18 
India 3.76 0.63 2.08 1.39 2.09 2.53 4.09 1.00 3.22 1.56 
Indonesia 3.48 0.56 1.03 1.89 3.56 0.67 3.34 1.04 0.29 1.01 
Iraq 2.67 1.55 0.00 0.00 0.34 0.96 2.33 1.81 0.00 0.00 
Jamaica 2.97 1.49 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.17 2.05 2.23 1.91 
Jordan 2.28 1.69 1.60 2.17 0.00 0.00 0.79 1.71 0.72 0.98 
Kenya 4.10 1.80 2.94 3.34 0.02 0.07 2.88 1.89 0.09 0.38 
Kyrgyzstan 3.17 1.50 0.46 1.58 0.96 1.74 1.75 1.72 0.25 0.99 
Lao People’s DR 4.71 1.18 0.73 1.87 0.00 0.00 3.72 2.44 1.66 2.46 
Lesotho 3.33 1.86 2.84 3.04 0.00 0.00 0.40 0.75 1.08 1.56 
Madagascar 4.42 0.93 1.43 2.48 0.00 0.00 0.90 1.79 3.79 1.63 
Malawi 4.59 0.99 1.92 3.02 0.43 1.34 3.70 1.73 0.25 0.88 
Mali 3.86 1.12 1.76 2.73 0.00 0.00 3.41 1.24 0.00 0.00 
Mongolia 3.01 1.84 1.39 2.43 0.00 0.00 1.22 1.66 2.09 2.27 
Morocco 3.03 1.30 0.58 1.62 0.35 1.08 2.24 1.74 0.09 0.30 
Mozambique 4.08 1.47 1.96 2.76 0.16 0.71 2.91 2.31 2.27 2.37 
Namibia 4.22 1.49 1.37 2.36 0.00 0.00 2.85 2.24 0.00 0.00 
Nepal 3.42 1.24 1.00 1.72 0.55 1.56 3.31 1.59 0.24 0.65 
Nicaragua 3.81 1.34 0.90 1.97 0.84 1.62 2.12 2.22 2.42 2.24 
Niger 4.84 0.90 2.36 3.11 0.00 0.00 3.55 2.00 0.17 0.73 
Nigeria 3.79 1.34 0.18 0.52 0.00 0.00 3.86 1.62 0.62 1.27 
Pakistan 3.09 0.96 0.84 1.16 1.87 2.29 3.28 1.80 1.26 1.69 
Peru 3.49 1.15 2.17 2.52 1.59 1.95 3.11 1.61 0.48 1.49 
Philippines 4.28 0.54 0.39 1.37 2.45 2.02 3.59 1.17 4.72 0.73 
Rwanda 3.91 1.07 1.67 2.62 0.47 1.14 2.71 1.68 0.00 0.00 
Senegal 4.11 1.30 0.71 1.95 0.00 0.00 3.62 1.89 0.41 1.13 
Sierra Leone 2.72 1.58 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.57 1.80 0.15 0.44 
South Africa 2.89 1.17 1.63 2.18 0.28 0.63 2.74 1.72 1.55 1.53 
Sudan 4.62 1.30 1.95 2.91 0.26 0.90 4.08 1.92 0.16 0.50 
Suriname 4.11 0.41 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.11 0.41 0.00 0.00 
Swaziland 4.50 1.13 2.25 2.85 0.00 0.00 1.26 2.23 0.98 1.69 
Tajikistan 3.48 1.15 0.61 1.89 1.21 1.69 3.19 1.41 0.29 0.92 
Tanzania, UR 3.71 1.20 2.08 2.93 0.69 1.31 3.12 1.35 0.44 1.07 
Thailand 4.30 1.25 1.40 2.80 0.26 1.02 4.22 2.10 2.67 2.17 
Uganda 3.81 1.40 1.91 2.79 0.44 1.32 2.52 1.93 0.35 0.80 
Ukraine 3.46 1.55 0.68 1.49 0.00 0.00 2.72 2.40 0.62 1.25 
Uzbekistan 3.20 1.70 1.16 2.58 1.13 1.65 0.91 1.40 0.00 0.00 
Vietnam 4.26 0.75 0.85 2.07 0.00 0.00 3.83 1.64 3.92 1.22 
Yemen 2.83 1.35 0.00 0.00 0.42 1.25 2.87 1.32 0.09 0.32 
Zambia 4.92 1.21 1.32 2.61 0.00 0.00 3.95 2.01 0.00 0.00 
Zimbabwe 4.19 2.12 4.11 3.14 0.00 0.00 2.49 2.15 0.11 0.32 
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Table 5	 EM-DAT definitions of natural disaster types 

Disaster Definition Main Type

Geophysical Events originating from solid earth Earthquake, volcano, 
mass movement (dry)

Meteorological Events caused by short-lived/small to meso-scale atmospheric 
processes (in the spectrum from minutes to days)

Storm

Hydrological Events caused by deviations in the normal water cycle and/or 
overflow of bodies of water caused by wind set-up

Flood, mass movement 
(wet)

Climatological Events caused by long-lived/meso- to macro-scale processes 
(in the spectrum from intraseasonal to multidecadal climate 
variability)

Extreme temperature, 
drought, wildfire

Source: www.emdat.be

Table 6	 Model specification: The same model will be run for each kind of deprivation  
(seven times)

Motivation

Focal (basic) relationship

Disaster frequency/country size  
(used one at a time)

Greater natural-disaster frequency (adjusted for geographical 
country size) has adverse effect on poverty. There are five differ-
ent measures, and each are used one at a time. The disaster fre-
quency and victim measures are never applied simultaneously. 

Disaster victims/population size  
(used one at a time)

(1)	 More natural-disaster victims (adjusted for country population 
size) will be associated with more poverty.

(2)	 More poverty will be associated with more natural-disaster 
victims. There are five different measures, and each are used 
one at a time. The frequency and victim measures are never 
applied simultaneously.

QoG (wbgi_gree) Stronger QoG institutions reduce poverty.

QoG*Disaster (interaction) The adverse effect of disasters depends on different levels of QoG. 
(Included only in the models if they passed modelling stage m3).

Control variables

Country level

GDP More economically developed countries will have less poverty. 

Democracy (fh_ipolity2) More democracy gives the poor more say, which leads to less  
poverty. 

Year (DHS/MICS) To account for differences in DHS/MICS measurements. 

Household level

Urban Rural population is more exposed than urban population  
to poverty.

Adults per child More adults per children should give the household more 
resources (caring, potential income, etc.) to meet children´s 
needs. 

Number of children More children in a household lead to increased pressure on  
the household’s resource pool. 

Child level

Sex Sex differences 

Age Younger children are more dependent on their parents. 
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Table 7	 Regression estimates – disaster frequencies

m1 m2 m3 m4

β1 β1 β3 β1 β1 β3

DisFre_all

Water – – –
Malnutrition – p ≤ 0.06 (+) p ≤ 0.03 (+) p ≤ 0.06 (+) p ≤ 0.02 (+)
Education – p ≤ 0.02 (−)
Shelter – – –
Sanitation – p ≤ 0.09 (−) p ≤ 0.04 (−) p ≤ 0.08 (−)
Health – – –
Information – – –

DisFre_hydro

Water – – –
Malnutrition – p ≤ 0.07 (+) p ≤ 0.04 (+) – p ≤ 0.05 (+)
Education – p ≤ 0.03 (−)
Shelter – – –
Sanitation – p ≤ 0.07 (−) p ≤ 0.04 (−) p ≤ 0.03 (−) –
Health – – –
Information – – –

DisFre_climo

Water – – –
Malnutrition – p ≤ 0.00 (+) p ≤ 0.00 (+) p  ≤  0.09 (+) p  ≤  0.00 (+) p ≤ 0.00 (+)
Education – – –
Shelter – – –
Sanitation – –
Health – – –
Information p ≤ 0.02 (+) –

DisFre_meteo

Water – – –
Malnutrition – – – p ≤ 0.08 (+)
Education – – –
Shelter – – –
Sanitation – – –
Health – – –
Information – – –

DisFre_geo

Water – p ≤ 0.07 (−) p ≤ 0.05 (−)
Malnutrition – p ≤ 0.09 (+) p ≤ 0.04 (+) – p ≤ 0.02 (+) p ≤ 0.01 (+)
Education – p ≤ 0.03 (−)
Shelter – – –
Sanitation p ≤ 0.02 (−) p ≤ 0.03 (+)
Health – – –
Information – – –

1.	 (+) means that the disaster parameter in question has a positive correlation with the relevant depriva-
tion, and (−) means that this correlation is negative.

2.	 β1 refers always to the main effect (or the constitutive term in an interaction model) of the disaster vari-
able; β3 refers always to the parameter of the interaction term between QoG and the disaster in question. 

3.	 The p-values show the actual rounded two-tailed significance of the parameter in question. The p-value 
is only shown if it is below p ≤ 0.1 otherwise. 

4.	 “–“ means that the disaster variable or the interaction term (depending on modelling step) is not sig-
nificant at a α = 10%. 

5.	 m1 represents the basic bivariate model; m2 is a basic interaction model; m3 is the m1 but with a set 
of controls included; and, m4 is m2 with a set of controls. See the section on research design for a full 
explanation.

The complete statistical results are presented in the online appendix: <www.mpifg.de/pu/mpifg_dp/dp15-
4_appendix.pdf>.
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Table 8	 Regression estimates – disaster victims

m1 m2 m3 m4

β1 β1 β3 β1 β1 β3

DisVic_all

Water – – – – – –
Malnutrition – – – – –
Education p ≤ 0.05 (+) – – – –
Shelter p ≤ 0.00 (+) p ≤ 0.06 (−) p ≤ 0.00 (+) – –
Sanitation p ≤ 0.00 (+) p ≤ 0.07 (+) – – – –
Health – – p ≤ 0.06 (−) p ≤ 0.01 (−) – –
Information – – – – – –

DisVic_hydro

Water – – – – –
Malnutrition – – p ≤ 0.06 (−) – – –
Education p ≤ 0.09 (+) – – – –
Shelter p ≤ 0.00 (+) p ≤ 0.01 (−) p ≤ 0.00 (+) – p ≤ 0.06 (−)
Sanitation p ≤ 0.00 (+) p ≤ 0.01 (+) – –
Health – – p ≤ 0.06 (−) – – –
Information – – p ≤ 0.05 (+) – –

DisVic_climo

Water p ≤ 0.01 (+) p ≤ 0.01 (+) – p ≤ 0.02 (+) p ≤ 0.01 (+) –
Malnutrition p ≤ 0.04 (+) – p ≤ 0.04 (+) – –
Education p ≤ 0.09 (+) – – – – –
Shelter p ≤ 0.00 (+) p ≤ 0.00 (+) – p ≤ 0.00 (+) p ≤ 0.01 (+) –
Sanitation p ≤ 0.00 (+) – p ≤ 0.00 (+) – –
Health – – – – – –
Information p ≤ 0.01(+) – – p ≤ 0.02 (+) – –

DisVic_meteo

Water – – – – – –
Malnutrition – – – – – p ≤ 0.09 (+)
Education – – – – – –
Shelter – – – – – –
Sanitation – – – – – –
Health – – – – – –
Information – – – – – –

DisVic_geo

Water p ≤ 0.10 (−) – – – –
Malnutrition p ≤ 0.05 (−) – p ≤ 0.05 (+) p ≤ 0.05 (−) – p ≤ 0.01 (+)
Education – – – – –
Shelter – – – – –
Sanitation – – – p ≤ 0.04 (+)
Health – – – – p ≤ 0.06 (+)
Information – – – – p ≤ 0.09 (+)

1.	 (+) means that the disaster parameter in question has a positive correlation with the relevant depriva-
tion, and (−) means that this correlation is negative.

2.	 β1 refers always to the main effect (or the constitutive term in an interaction model) of the disaster vari-
able; β3 refers always to the parameter of the interaction term between QoG and the disaster in question. 

3.	 The p-values show the actual rounded two-tailed significance of the parameter in question. The p-value 
is only shown if it is below p ≤ 0.1 otherwise. 

4.	 “−“ means that the disaster variable or the interaction term (depending on modelling step) is not sig-
nificant at a α = 10%. 

5.	 m1 represents the basic bivariate model; m2 is a basic interaction model; m3 is the m1 but with a set 
of controls included; and, m4 is m2 with a set of controls. See the section on research design for a full 
explanation.

The complete statistical results are presented in the online appendix: <www.mpifg.de/pu/mpifg_dp/dp15-
4_appendix.pdf>.



References

Agnafors, Marcus, 2013: Quality of Government: Towad a More Complex Definition. In: American 
Political Science Review 7, 433−445.

Ai, Chunrong/Edward C. Norton, 2003: Interaction Terms in Logit and Probit Models. In: Economics 
Letters 80, 123−129.

Anbarci, Nejat/Monica Escaleras/Charles A. Register, 2005: Earthquake Fatalities: The Interaction of 
Nature and Political Economy. In: Journal of Public Economics 89, 1907−1933.

Aneshensel, Carol S., 2013: Theory-based Data Analysis for the Social Sciences. Thousand Oaks, CA: 
Sage.

Arndt, Christiane, 2008: The Politics of Governance Ratings. In: International Public Management 
Journal 11, 275−297.

Benson, Charlotte 2003: The Economy-wide Impact of Natural Disasters in Developing Countries. Dis-
sertation. London: University of London.

Benson, Charlotte/Edward J. Clay, 2004: Understanding the Economic and Financial Impacts of Natu-
ral Disasters. Washington, DC: The World Bank.

Berry, William D./Matt Golder/Daniel Milton, 2012: Improving Tests of Theories Positing Interac-
tion. In: The Journal of Politics 74, 653−671.

Besley, Timothy/Marta Reynal-Querol, 2014: The Legacy of Historical Conflict: Evidence from Africa. 
In: American Political Science Review 108, 319−336.

Bich, Tran Huu, et al., 2011: Impacts of Flood on Health: Epidemiologic Evidence from Hanoi, Viet-
nam. In: Global Health Action 4: 6356.  <http://cred.be/download/download.php?file=sites/
default/files/PubID287FloodVietnam.pdf>

Blakely, Tony A./Alistair J. Woodward, 2000: Ecological Effects in Multi-level Studies. In: Journal of 
Epidemiology and Community Health 54, 367−374.

Boerma, J. Ties, 1996: Child Survival in Developing Countries: Can Demographic and Health Surveys 
Help to Understand the Determinants? Amsterdam: Royal Tropical Institute.

Brambor, Thomas/William Roberts Clark/Matt Golder, 2006: Understanding Interaction Models: 
Improving Empirical Analyses. In: Political Analysis 14, 63−82.

Callaghan, William M., et al., 2007: Health Concerns of Women and Infants in Times of Natural 
Disasters: Lessons Learned from Hurricane Katrina. In: Maternal and Child Health Journal 11, 
307−311.

Cannon, Terry, 1994: Vulnerability Analysis and the Explanation of “Natural” Disasters. In: Ann Var-
ley (ed.), Disasters, Development and Environment. Chichester: Wiley.

Carter, Michael R., et al., 2007: Poverty Traps and Natural Disasters in Ethiopia and Honduras. In: 
World Development 35, 835−856.

Clay, Edward J./Olav Stokke, 2000: Food Aid and Human Security. EADI Book Series 24. London: 
Frank Cass.

Cohen, Charles/Eric D. Werker, 2008: The Political Economy of “Natural” Disasters. In: Journal of 
Conflict Resolution 52, 795−819.

Daoud, Adel, 2007: (Quasi)Scarcity and Global Hunger: A Sociological Critique of the Scarcity Pos-
tulate with an Effort to Synthesis. In: Journal of Critical Realism 6, 199−225.

	 , 2010: Robbins and Malthus on Scarcity, Abundance, and Sufficiency: The Missing Sociocul-
tural Element. In: American Journal of Economics and Sociology 69, 1206−1229.

Dobkowski, Michael N./Isidor Wallimann (eds.), 1998: The Coming Age of Scarcity: Preventing Mass 
Death and Genocide in the Twenty-first Century. New York: Syracuse University Press.

Eisensee, Thomas/David Strömberg, 2007: News Droughts, News Floods, and U.S. Disaster Relief. In: 
The Quarterly Journal of Economics 122, 693−728.

Goldstein, Harvey, 2011: Multilevel Statistical Models. Chichester: Wiley.
Gordon, David, et al., 2003: Child Poverty in the Developing World. Bristol: Policy Press.
Gordon, David/Shailen Nandy, 2012: Measurement and Methodologies: Measuring Child Poverty 

and Deprivation. In: Alberto Minujin/Shailen Nandy (eds.), Global Child Poverty and Well-Be-
ing: Measurement, Concepts, Policy and Action. Bristol: Policy Press, 57−101.



Grindle, Merilee S., 2007: Good Enough Governance Revisited. In: Development Policy Review 25, 
533−574.

Guha Sapir, Debarati/Indhira Santos, 2012: The Economic Impacts of Natural Disasters. Oxford: 
Oxford University Press.

Guha Sapir, Debarati/David Hargitt/Philippe Hoyois, 2004: Thirty Years of Natural Disasters 1974–
2003: The Numbers. Louvain: Presses universitaires de Louvain.

Haber, Stephen/Victor Menaldo, 2011: Do Natural Resources Fuel Authoritarianism? A Reappraisal 
of the Resource Curse. In: American Political Science Review 105, 1−26.

Hallegatte, Stéphane/Valentin Przyluski, 2010: The Economics of Natural Disasters: Concepts and 
Methods. Policy Research Working Paper 5507. Washington, DC: The World Bank. 

	 <https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/bitstream/handle/10986/3991/WPS5507.pdf>
Halleröd, Björn, et al., 2013: Bad Governance and Poor Children: A Comparative Analysis of Govern-

ment Efficiency and Severe Child Deprivation in 68 Low- and Middle-Income Countries. In: 
World Development 48, 19−31.

Healy, Andrew/Neil Malhotra, 2009: Myopic Voters and Natural Disaster Policy. In: American Politi-
cal Science Review 103, 387−406.

Hellevik, Ottar, 2009: Linear Versus Logistic Regression: When the Dependent Variable Is a Dichoto-
my. In: Quality and Quantity 43, 59−74.

Holmberg, Sören/Bo Rothstein (eds.), 2012: Good Government: The Relevance of Political Science. 
Cheltenham: Edward Elgar.

Holmberg, Sören/Bo Rothstein/Naghmeh Nasiritousi, 2009: Quality of Government: What You Get. 
In: Annual Review of Political Science 12, 135−161.

	 , 2010: Dying of Corruption. In: Health Economics, Policy and Law 6, 529−547.
Joshi, Pooran C., et al., 2011: Recurrent Floods and Prevalence of Diarrhea Among Under Five Chil-

dren: Observations from Bahraich District, Uttar Pradesh, India. In: Global Health Action 4: 
6355.  <www.globalhealthaction.net/index.php/gha/article/view/6355>

Kahn, Matthew E., 2005: The Death Toll from Natural Disasters: The Role of Income, Geography, 
and Institutions. In: Review of Economics and Statistics 87, 271−284.

Kam, Cindy D./Robert J. Franzese, 2007: Modeling and Interpreting Interactive Hypotheses in Regres-
sion Analysis. Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press.

Kaufmann, Daniel/Aart Kraay/Massimo Mastruzzi, 2009: Governance Matters VIII: Aggregate and In-
dividual Governance Indicators, 1996–2008. Policy Research Working Paper No. 4978. Washing-
ton, DC: The World Bank.  <http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1424591##>

	 , 2010: The Worldwide Governance Indicators: Methodology and Analytical Issues. Policy Research 
Working Paper No. 5430. Washington, DC: The World Bank. 

	 <http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1682130>
Keefer, Philip/Eric Neumayer/Thomas Plümper, 2011: Earthquake Propensity and the Politics of 

Mortality Prevention. In: World Development 39, 1530−1541.
Kenny, Charles 2009: Why Do People Die in Earthquakes? The Costs, Benefits and Institutions of Di-

saster Risk Reduction in Developing Countries. Policy Research Working Paper. Washington, DC: 
The World Bank.  <http://elibrary.worldbank.org/doi/pdf/10.1596/1813-9450-4823>

Kim, Jeeyon Janet/Debarati Guha Sapir, 2012: Famines in Africa: Is Early Warning Early Enough? In: 
Global Health Action 5: 18481.  <http://cred.be/download/download.php?file=sites/default/
files/2012.06.21.HOA.Famine.GHA.pdf>

Klomp, Jeroen/Kay Valckx, 2014: Natural Disasters and Economic Growth: A Meta-Analysis. In: 
Global Environmental Change 26, 183−195.

Kron, Wolfgang, et al., 2012: How to Deal Properly with a Natural Catastrophe Database: Analysis of 
Flood Losses. In: Natural Hazards and Earth System Sciences 12, 535−550.

Kudamatsu, Masayuki/Torsten Persson/David Strömberg, 2010: Weather and Infant Mortality in 
Africa. CEPR Discussion Paper No. 9222. London: Centre for Economic Policy Research.

Lal, Padma Narsey/Reshika Singh/Paula Holland, 2009: Relationship between Natural Disasters and 
Poverty: A Fiji Case Study. SOPAC Miscellaneous Report 678. Suva, Fidji: SPC−SOPAC/UNISDR 
Pacific.  <www.unisdr.org/we/inform/publications/11851>



López-Calva, Luis Felipe/Eduardo Ortiz-Juárez, 2009: Evidence and Policy Lessons on the Links be-
tween Disaster Risk and Poverty in Latin America. MPRA Paper No. 18342. Munich: University 
Library of Munich.  <http://mpra.ub.uni-muenchen.de/18342/1/MPRA_paper_18342.pdf>

Luke, Douglas A., 2004: Multilevel Modeling. Quantitative Applications in the Social Sciences 143. 
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Malthus, Thomas Robert, 1826: An Essay on the Principle of Population. 6th edition. London: John 
Murray. 

Mesquita, Bruce Bueno de/Alastair Smith, 2007: Foreign Aid and Policy Concessions. In: Journal of 
Conflict Resolution 51, 251−284.

Mood, Carina, 2010: Logistic Regression: Why We Cannot Do What We Think We Can Do, and What 
We Can Do About It. In: European Sociological Review 26, 67−82.

Neumayer, Eric/Thomas Plümper, 2007: The Gendered Nature of Natural Disasters: The Impact of 
Catastrophic Events on the Gender Gap in Life Expectancy, 1981−2002. In: Annals of the Asso-
ciation of American Geographers 97, 551−566.

Neumayer, Eric/Thomas Plümper/Fabian Barthel, 2014: The Political Economy of Natural Disaster 
Damage. In: Global Environmental Change 24, 8−19.

Paul, Bimal Kanti, 2011: Environmental Hazards and Disasters: Contexts, Perspectives and Manage-
ment. Chichester: Wiley-Blackwell.

Plümper, Thomas/Christian W. Martin, 2003: Democracy, Government Spending, and Economic 
Growth: A Political-Economic Explanation of the Barro-Effect. In: Public Choice 17, 27−50.

Plümper, Thomas/Eric Neumayer, 2009: Famine Mortality, Rational Political Inactivity, and Interna-
tional Food Aid. In: World Development 37, 50−61.

R Core Team, 2014: R: A Language and Environment for Statistical Computing. Vienna: R Foundation 
for Statistical Computing.  <www.R-project.org/>

Rasbash, Jon, et al., 2009: MLwiN Version 2.1. Centre for Multilevel Modelling, University of Bristol. 
<www.bris.ac.uk/cmm/software/mlwin>

Richardson, Lewis Fry, 1960: Statistics of Deadly Quarrels. Pittsburgh: Boxwood.
Rodriguez-Llanes, José Manuel, et al., 2011: Child Malnutrition and Recurrent Flooding in Rural 

Eastern India: A Community-Based Survey. In: BMJ Open 2011/1, e000109. 
	 <http://bmjopen.bmj.com/content/1/2/e000109.full >
Rodriguez-Oreggia, Eduardo/Alejandro de la Fuente/Rodolfo de la Torre, 2010: The Impact of Natu-

ral Disasters on Human Development and Poverty at the Municipal Level in Mexico. CID Working 
Paper No. 43. Cambridge, MA: Center for International Development at Harvard University. 
<www.hks.harvard.edu/content/download/69424/1250506/version/1/file/043.pdf>

Rothstein, Bo, 2011: The Quality of Government: Corruption, Social Trust, and Inequality in Interna-
tional Perspective. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Rowhani, Pedram, et al., 2011: Climate Variability and Crop Production in Tanzania. In: Agricultural 
and Forest Meteorology 151, 449−460.

Schumacher, Ingmar/Eric Strobl, 2011: Economic Development and Losses Due to Natural Disasters: 
The Role of Hazard Exposure. In: Ecological Economics 72, 97−105.

Sen, Amartya, 1981: Ingredients of Famine Analysis: Availability and Entitlements. In: Quarterly 
Journal of Economics 96, 433−464.

	 , 1991: Public Action to Remedy Hunger. In: Interdisciplinary Science Reviews 16, 324−336.
Skoufias, Emmanuel, 2003: Economic Crises and Natural Disasters: Coping Strategies and Policy 

Implications. In: World Development 31, 1087−1102.
Stallings, Robert A., 2006: Disaster Research. In: Victor Jupp (ed.), The Sage Dictionary of Social Re-

search Methods. London: Sage, 71–73.
Strömberg, David, 2007: Natural Disasters, Economic Development, and Humanitarian Aid. In: 

Journal of Economic Perspectives 21, 199−222.
Sudaryo, Mondastri K., et al., 2012: Injury, Disability and Quality of Life after the 2009 Earthquake 

in Padang, Indonesia: A Prospective Cohort Study of Adult Survivors. In: Global Health Action 
5: 11816.  <www.globalhealthaction.net/index.php/gha/article/view/11816>



Teorell, Jan, et al., 2013: The Quality of Government Standard Data. Version 20 December 2013. 
Gothenburg: The Quality of Government Institute, University of Gothenburg.

	 <www.qog.pol.gu.se>
Toya, Hideki/Mark Skidmore, 2007: Economic Development and the Impacts of Natural Disasters. 

In: Economics Letters 94, 20−25. 
Weiss, Thomas G., 2000: Governance, Good Governance and Global Governance: Conceptual and 

Actual Challenges. In: Third World Quarterly 21, 795−814.
Zhang, Zhengzheng, et al., 2013: R2MLwiN v0.1–7. Bristol: Centre for Multilevel Modelling, Univer-

sity of Bristol.  <www.bris.ac.uk/cmm/software/r2mlwin/>



Recent Titles in the Publication Series of the MPIfG

MPIfG Discussion Papers

DP 15/4
B. Fulda
Culture’s Influence: Regionally 
Differing Social Milieus and 
Variations in Fertility Rates 

DP 15/3
T. Paster
Bringing Power Back In: A 
Review of the Literature on 
the Role of Business in Welfare 
State Politics

DP 15/2
S. Svallfors
Politics as Organized Combat: 
New Players and New Rules of 
the Game in Sweden

DP 15/1
W. Streeck
The Rise of the European 
Consolidation State

DP 14 / 21
F. W. Scharpf
After the Crash: A Perspective 
on Multilevel European 
Democracy

DP 14 / 20
F. Wehinger 
Falsche Werte: Nachfrage nach 
Modeplagiaten

DP 14 / 19
M. Lutter, M. Schröder
Who Becomes a Tenured 
Professor, and Why?
Panel Data Evidence from 
German Sociology, 1980–2013

DP 14 / 18
M. Dewey
Taxing the Shadow: The 
Political Economy of 
Sweatshops in La Salada, 
Argentina

DP 14 / 17
W. Streeck, L. Elsässer
Monetary Disunion: The 
Domestic Politics of Euroland

DP 14 / 16
D. Kinderman
Challenging Varieties of 
Capitalism’s Account  
of Business Interests: The New 
Social Market Initiative and 
German Employers’ Quest for 
Liberalization, 2000–2014

DP 14 / 15
A. Johnston, A. Regan
European Integration and the 
Incompatibility of National 
Varieties of Capitalism: 
Problems with Institutional 
Divergence in a Monetary 
Union

DP 14 / 14
M. Höpner, M. Lutter
One Currency and Many 
Modes of Wage Formation: 
Why the Eurozone Is Too 
Heterogeneous for the Euro

MPIfG Books

P. Aspers
Märkte
Springer VS, 2015

M. R. Busemeyer
Skills and Inequality: Partisan 
Politics and the Political 
Economy of Education Reforms 
in Western Welfare States
Cambridge University Press, 
2015

P. Mader
The Political Economy of 
Microfinance: Financializing 
Poverty
Palgrave Macmillan, 2015

D. Mertens
Erst sparen, dann kaufen?
Privatverschuldung in 
Deutschland
Campus, 2015

A. Schäfer
Der Verlust politischer 
Gleichheit: Warum die 
sinkende Wahlbeteiligung  
der Demokratie schadet
Campus, 2015

W. Streeck
Buying Time: The Delayed Crisis 
of Democratic Capitalism 
Verso Books, 2014

Ordering Information

MPIfG Discussion Papers
Order printed copies from the MPIfG (you will be 
billed) or download PDF files from the MPIfG web-
site (free).

MPIfG Books
At bookstores; abstracts on the MPIfG website.

www.mpifg.de
Go to Publications.

New Titles
Consult our website for the most complete and up-
to-date information about MPIfG publications and 
publications by MPIfG researchers. To sign up for 
newsletters and mailings, please go to Service on 
the MPIfG website. Upon request to info@mpifg.de, 
we will be happy to send you our Recent Publica-
tions brochure.

ERPA
MPIfG Discussion Papers in the field of European in-
tegration research are included in the European Re-
search Papers Archive (ERPA), which offers full-text 
search options:	 http://eiop.or.at/erpa.



Das Max-Planck-Institut für Gesellschaftsforschung 

ist eine Einrichtung der Spitzenforschung in den 

Sozialwissenschaften. Es betreibt anwendungsoffene 

Grundlagenforschung mit dem Ziel einer empirisch 

fundierten Theorie der sozialen und politischen Grund‑ 

lagen moderner Wirtschaftsordnungen. Im Mittelpunkt  

steht die Untersuchung der Zusammenhänge zwischen  

ökonomischem, sozialem und politischem Handeln. Mit  

einem vornehmlich institutionellen Ansatz wird erforscht,  

wie Märkte und Wirtschaftsorganisationen in historische,  

politische und kulturelle Zusammenhänge eingebettet  

sind, wie sie entstehen und wie sich ihre gesellschaftlichen  

Kontexte verändern. Das Institut schlägt eine Brücke  

zwischen Theorie und Politik und leistet einen Beitrag  

zur politischen Diskussion über zentrale Fragen  

moderner Gesellschaften.

The Max Planck Institute for the Study of Societies
conducts basic research on the governance of modern
societies. It aims to develop an empirically based theory
of the social and political foundations of modern
economies by investigating the interrelation between
economic, social and political action. Using primarily
an institutional approach, it examines how markets
and business organizations are embedded in historical,
political and cultural frameworks, how they develop,
and how their social contexts change over time.
The institute seeks to build a bridge between theory
and policy and to contribute to political debate on
major challenges facing modern societies.


	dp15-5_web.pdf
	1	Introduction
	2	Background: Natural disasters, institutions, and child poverty
	3	Data
	Micro data on severe child deprivation
	Measuring natural disasters
	Measuring quality of government
	Additional control variables

	4	Theoretical assumptions and research design
	Hypotheses specification
	Estimation strategy 

	5	Results
	Marginal effect plots
	Explaining unexpected results

	6	Concluding discussion
	Appendix: Tables
	References


