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Water governance becomes essential to meet societal needs despite water scarcity. 

However, in Indonesia, disparities in water governance, especially in the area of water 

quality perception, continue to exist. Therefore, this study investigates how water quality 

perception is influenced by examining key factors such as satisfaction, trust, and socio-

economic status. This study was conducted in Jakarta by surveying through a 

questionnaire. This study employed satisfaction, trust, and socio-economic status as 

independent variables and the perception of water quality as a dependent variable. Also, 

the chi-square test and ordinal logistic regression were employed to test the hypothesis and 

the significance between independent and dependent variables. Chi-square tests reveal 

correlations between trust, socioeconomic status, and perception of water quality. 

However, regression analysis highlights socio-economic status and trust as the primary 

influential factors. The study provides evidence of unequal access to water across different 

socio-economic statuses and demonstrates how the need for government transparency and 

trust in water institutions affects urban communities' perceptions of water quality. 
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1. INTRODUCTION

The preservation of water resources is paramount, serving 

as a fundamental necessity for sustaining human life and 

ensuring the well-being of future generations. This imperative 

gains significance amid escalating populations and rapid 

urbanization, intensifying water conservation issues [1]. 

Indonesia is a perfect example highlighting the criticality of 

water conservation, with escalating concerns over water 

sustainability. Data underscores these concerns, revealing a 

significant decline in water quality—a plunge from 72.77 to 

52.62 in the Water Quality Index 2019 [2]. The drop in the 

water quality index in Indonesia has become a concern 

because it has become one of the driving factors of water 

scarcity, since deteriorating water quality could impede access 

to clean water [3]. Several studies show that water scarcity has 

negative impacts, such as public health risks due to potential 

bacterial contamination. Studies, such as one undertaken by 

Cronin et al. [4] in Jogjakarta, have revealed the relationship 

between contaminated water—infected with E. coli and 

Nitrate—and health risks, thereby impacting Sustainable 

Development Goals (SDGs). Additionally, another study 

indicates that water scarcity and pollution pose a high risk to 

sectors heavily dependent on water, such as agriculture, 

potentially causing substantial economic losses [5]. In 

addition, while there is a need for responsible water 

consumption to minimize water scarcity, polluted water 

sources caused by improper waste management have 

worsened the water scarcity in Indonesia [6]. Moreover, 

mismanagement in various sectors-such as agriculture, 

tourism, and manufacturing-exacerbates water scarcity 

concerns, necessitating robust water management policies to 

regulate sustainable water practices [6]. 

This study's significance is underscored by the wide-

ranging ramifications of water dynamics, extending their 

influence across local and global contexts and addressing 

multifaceted issues that demand urgent resolution. Health-

wise, contaminated water contributes to health problems and 

even impacts stunting rates among children due to inadequate 

access to safe drinking water and sanitation [7]. In addition to 

health considerations, water scarcity exerts extensive 

disruptive effects on economic-related issues [8], accounting 

for a staggering global economic loss of approximately 2.7 

trillion US dollars [9]. Industries reliant on water face 

significant economic drawbacks due to water scarcity, as 

highlighted by Roson and Damania's findings [10], 

showcasing its adverse effects on economic activities and 

global economic inequalities. 

Efforts to address water-related concerns, encompassing 

water security, equitable water allocation, and scarcity, 

demand urgent solutions. Neto [11] asserts that water 

governance efforts have been far below expectations, 

emphasizing the need for an integrated framework involving 

territorial and policy integration—an issue prevalent in 
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Indonesia, where water access remains unequal, beset by 

fragmented water supply systems. The implementation of 

water governance necessitates inclusive planning to avoid 

reproducing vulnerabilities among urban and rural poor, as 

witnessed in flood risk management and water supply 

initiatives, exacerbating inequalities in water distribution [12]. 

Previous studies about the disparity of water governance with 

the inequality of clean water access and the vulnerability 

among urban and rural poor create a gap regarding the 

perception of clean water. Therefore, this study aims to fill this 

void by investigating factors influencing the perception of 

water quality, incorporating the roles of satisfaction with water 

institutions, trust in public water services, and socioeconomic 

status as independent variables in Indonesia. Incorporating 

variables contributes to evaluating the water governance in 

Indonesia’s urban areas regarding safe and clean water access. 

 

1.1 Public satisfaction with water institution 

 

Given the intricate interplay between formal and informal 

systems, institutions exert substantial influence over water 

resource management, with prior research advocating an 

analysis of informal institutions before policy reform [13]. 

Nevertheless, fragmented institutions pose coordination and 

funding challenges, prompting suggestions to centralize and 

unify these bodies, particularly in the face of climate change-

induced uncertainties. Encouraging Integrated Water 

Resource Management and defining new legal instruments 

emerge as proposed solutions [14]. Conversely, Hurlbert and 

Mussetta [15] highlight that institutional rigidity in water 

governance can impede adaptive responses to water scarcity 

uncertainties. Participatory water governance, although 

innovative, encounters implementation barriers due to the 

weaker influence of community institutions compared to 

government bodies addressing local needs [16]. 

Satisfaction with water institutions emerges as a pivotal 

factor in effective water governance. Its influence lies in 

shaping participation, where satisfaction or dissatisfaction 

significantly impacts achieving good governance [17]. 

Satisfaction levels also crucially affect the effectiveness of 

water governance implementation by identifying stakeholder 

dissatisfaction, thereby shaping policies that influence 

livelihoods [18]. In addition, Nabiafjadi et al. [19] emphasize 

the role of water governance in safeguarding water rights and 

satisfaction while balancing environmental standards and 

economic growth, underscoring satisfaction as a significant 

factor in policy implementation, necessitating a balanced top-

down and bottom-up approach. 

Several studies have described the relationship between 

public satisfaction and water quality perception. A study by 

Delpla et al. [20] shows that general satisfaction water 

institutions become vital in shaping the perception of water 

quality of the public satisfaction components, namely odor, 

color, and taste. Also, another study shows the relation 

between satisfaction and perception of water quality caused by 

the role of satisfaction as a variable in measuring the quality 

of water provided to communities [21]. In addition, another 

reason for how satisfaction affects the perception of water 

quality has been emphasized by the study from Romano and 

Masserini [22], which shows that consumer satisfaction 

combined with organoleptic properties has influenced the 

estimation of water quality. However, another study in Italy 

regarding customer satisfaction and tap water quality shows 

that a lack of satisfaction by the customers with the water 

governing bodies needs an improvement not only on 

improving the water quality but also improving the general 

service provided [23]. 

 

1.2 Trust in water institution 

 

Trust is a cornerstone of social capital, wielding 

considerable influence on the success or failure of 

implementing participatory systems within water governance 

[24]. Previous studies underscore trust's pivotal role in water 

governance, facilitating coordination and interaction among 

diverse stakeholders and critical in fostering better governance 

[25]. Consequently, trust should be a fundamental 

consideration in water governance as it significantly impacts 

the successful implementation of policies, fostering greater 

coordination through mutual trust among stakeholders. 

However, trust necessitates transparency and accountability 

to flourish. Without these components, mistrust and barriers 

may hinder the implementation of water governance initiatives 

[26]. Therefore, enhancing trust becomes imperative, 

requiring governmental transparency and openness, including 

data disclosure, and fostering interactions among stakeholders 

through ICT to build trust and ensure participatory governance 

[27]. Transparency, particularly in data disclosure, is 

significant in cultivating trust, as lack can breed distrust 

among citizens. Trust also plays a pivotal role in achieving the 

goals of water governance by stimulating participation in 

water policies, thereby bolstering overall governance efforts 

[28]. Instances of water governance challenges stemming from 

trust issues are evident in studies like Fragkou and McEvoy's 

[29], highlighting distrust in water providers due to poor water 

quality, posing hurdles in resolving water scarcity and the 

distrust by public relates to water quality perception since 

distrust could be causing perceptual scarcity that change the 

water consumption behavior. In addition, several studies have 

strengthened the argument of the relationship between trust 

and water quality perception. A study by Guo et al. [30] shows 

that trust in the government positively correlated to the 

perception of water quality. When the trust level is high, the 

perception of water quality will be increased. Also, another 

study in the Lake Erie Basin by Shaffer-Morrison and Wilson 

[31] shows that trust becomes one of the significant predictors 

that could shape better local water quality perception by the 

communities with higher trust levels.  

Aside from the relationship with water quality perception, 

trust also could assume significance in adapting to governance 

failures, especially in decentralized systems such as 

community-based water governance [32]. Therefore, prior 

research strongly emphasizes the pivotal role of trust in water 

governance, highlighting its potential to enhance governance 

while cautioning against its potential to hinder progress when 

communities lack trust in government initiatives.  

 

1.3 Socio-economic factors 

 

Previous studies on socio-economic factors in water 

governance highlight the need to consider micropolitics to 

account for the diverse socio-economic statuses influencing 

governance [33]. However, challenges persist in ensuring 

inclusivity within water governance policies, as some policies 

disproportionately affect lower-income households, as 

evidenced by Yates and Harris [34]. Achieving inclusive water 

governance requires a coordinated approach considering 

socio-economic conditions and environmental resources [35], 
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demonstrating socio-economic factors as crucial 

considerations for policy inclusiveness. 

Furthermore, socio-economic factors influence women's 

participation in community-based water management in 

decentralized water governance, as observed in studies such as 

Das [36]. Socioeconomic status significantly impacts 

household water security, with lower-status households 

experiencing higher levels of water insecurity than higher-

status households [37]. Additionally, socio-economic factors 

intersect with water management in sectors like agriculture, 

influencing water management practices within this domain 

[38]. 

Regarding Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) No. 6, 

focusing on safe water and sanitation, the socio-economic 

development of countries plays a crucial role in achieving 

SDG 6's emphasis on equal access to water. Cai et al. [39] 

establish a correlation between a country's socio-economic 

condition and its ability to meet SDG 6, impacting water risk 

reduction and enhancing equality in human development. 

Moreover, socio-economic indicators help identify water 

supply and consumption inequalities, revealing disparities 

across different socio-economic strata [40]. 

The significance of socioeconomic status in water 

governance is highlighted by tendencies where higher socio-

economic groups consume more water due to greater access, 

highlighting the need for inclusive water access [41]. However, 

socio-economic status also challenges water management, 

particularly for lower-income groups facing limited access to 

safe drinking water. This increases reliance on bottled water 

and poses coping strategy issues [42]. Also, those of lower 

socio-economic status tend to be exposed to lower-quality tap 

water, which could shape the perception of tap water [43]. The 

relationship between the perception of water quality and 

socioeconomic status has been described in several studies. A 

study by Pierce and Gonzalez [44] shows that household 

socioeconomic characteristics such as income and home 

ownership shaped the perception of water quality through 

increasing trust in their tap water being safe for consumption. 

In addition, another study by Turgeon et al. [45] in Canada 

shows that socio-economic factors become significant 

predictors that influence communities' perception of water 

quality through the perceived risk of their tap water, resulting 

in diverse perceptions of water quality. 

These findings collectively emphasize the strong 

relationship between socio-economic factors and the 

implementation of water governance, impacting social, 

environmental, and economic aspects of water management. 

Meanwhile, previous studies also emphasize how socio-

economic factors could influence the perception of water 

quality. Therefore, this study will employ socio-economic 

factors as one of the dependent variables. This study will use 

the range of income by the respondents, housing status, 

occupation, and education level as the indicators of socio-

economic variables. 

 

1.4 Perception of water quality 

 

Access to clean water has become crucial to the 

implementation of water governance. A study by Haldar et al. 

[46] shows that the implementation of water reuse by the 

government to reduce water scarcity caused by climate change 

was affected by the perception of water quality. Perception 

becomes critical to implementing water governance because 

the OECD’s Water Governance Indicator was shaped through 

perception-based and fact-based [47]. Therefore, from a 

theoretical perspective, perception plays a vital role in the 

implementation of water governance, and the previous study 

shows the empirical aspects of how perception affects the 

implementation of water governance. 

However, water consumption is related to the perception of 

water quality since the usability of water for human 

consumption could shape the perception of water quality [48]. 

Another study by Ko and Sakai [49] explains that the 

perception of water quality becomes the main factor of water 

consumption behavior because the perception of water quality 

shapes the decision to consume water. In addition, the 

perception of water quality has influenced tap water 

consumption by decreasing and increasing bottled water 

consumption [50].  

Assessing the impact of water governance implementation 

crucially involves examining water consumption patterns to 

identify existing problems. A study by Debnath et al. [51] 

shows that the perception of safe water by Chattogram citizens 

has demonstrated the need for the government to improve the 

water quality. Also, a study by Okumah and Yeboah [52] 

shows that the perception of the public regarding water quality 

issues becomes vital in shaping water governance from the 

top-down perspective since the perception from the public 

could be used as feedback to the government on improving the 

water quality. The perception of water quality by the public 

becomes essential because the perception of water quality by 

the public leads to participation and collaboration in 

implementing water governance, especially in the 

decentralized water governance system that relies on the 

community’s involvement [53]. These findings collectively 

demonstrate that water consumption is a critical indicator in 

water governance, influencing decision-making processes and 

serving as a key metric for assessing the effectiveness of 

implemented water governance systems. 

 

 

2. METHODS 

 

This study adopts a quantitative methodology employing a 

survey-based approach to investigate related factors. It aims to 

explore relationships among three independent variables and 

one dependent variable. The independent variables encompass 

satisfaction levels with water institutions, trust in Indonesian 

water institutions, and socio-economic status. The focal point 

of analysis rests upon the dependent variable: perception of 

water quality. The hypotheses formulated for this study are as 

follows: 

H1: There is a relationship between satisfaction with water 

institutions and perception of water quality. 

H0: No relationship exists between satisfaction with water 

institutions and perception of water quality. 

H1: There is a relationship between trust and perception of 

water quality. 

H0: There is no relationship between trust and perception of 

water quality. 

H1: There is a relationship between socio-economic status 

and perception of water quality. 

H0 There is no relationship between socio-economic status 

and perception of water quality. 

The data collection involved a survey employing simple 

random sampling of households in Jakarta, totaling 434 

samples (Figure 1). Jakarta, being Indonesia's capital, boasts 

diverse socio-economic aspects. This study aims to investigate 
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urban water issues in Jakarta, one of the most populated 

regions in Indonesia, with around 10 million people residing 

in Jakarta and prompted by the city's water quality index, 

which stood at 42.73 in 2020—one of the lowest indices in 

Indonesia [54]. With the 95% confidence (0.05 standard error) 

combined with the population of Jakarta, which was around 10 

million people [54], 434 samples were enough to represent the 

population of Jakarta. The survey utilized a questionnaire with 

ordinal responses. Some variables in the questionnaire consist 

of 3 point ordinal scale and 5 point ordinal scale. However, the 

socio-economic status was measured from income, housing 

status, and education level. These variables will be computed 

in SPSS from the question of each variable. Also, from the 

calculated data in each variable, the result of the data will be 

categorized into low, middle, and high groups across all 

variables.  The grouping into three categories (low, middle, 

and high) will be based on the interquartile range of the data 

from each variable (low = 1st quartile, Middle = 3rd quartile - 

1st quartile, and High = 3rd quartile). Since the parametric 

analysis was based on linearity and the ordinal response was 

not according to linearity, this study using nonparametric 

analysis using chi-square tests within 3x3 crosstabs and 

Somers'D correlations was employed to explore associations 

between independent and dependent variables. Subsequently, 

ordinal logistic regression was used to predict interactions 

between these variables. Although the dependent variable has 

limitations in estimating household water consumption, Fuks 

and Salazar [55] propose solutions using ordinal logistic 

regression to overcome these limitations. Additionally, studies 

suggest that employing ordinal logistic regression is 

appropriate for dependent variables measured on an ordinal 

scale, cautioning against treating ordinal scales as continuous 

or normally distributed [56, 57]. These studies support the 

rationale behind employing ordinal regression in this 

investigation. 

 

 
 

Figure 1. Geographical area of Jakarta 

 

 

3. RESULTS 

 

3.1 Descriptive statistics 

 

Based on the data presented in Table 1, it is apparent that a 

sizeable portion of respondents, constituting 45.9%, reported 

having a low satisfaction level with water institutions. 

Conversely, 30% of respondents expressed middle satisfaction 

levels, while 24.2% indicated high satisfaction with water 

institutions. Also, based on the data presented in Table 1, it is 

evident that a substantial majority of respondents, comprising 

53.9%, reported having a middle level of trust in water 

institutions. Additionally, 24% of respondents expressed a 

high level of trust, while 22.1% indicated a moderate level of 

trust in water institutions. Furthermore, on the data provided 

in Table 1, most respondents, accounting for 44%, reported 

having a low-level perception of water quality. Additionally, 

41.5% of the respondents indicated a middle perception of 

water quality, while 14,5% reported having a high perception 

of water quality. In addition, the socio-economic status group 

from the table above (Table 1) shows the respondents were 

coming from middle socio-economic status at 55.5%, low 

socioeconomic status at 27.2%, and the lowest was the high 

socio-economic status group at 17.3%. 

 

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of variables 

 
Variables Low Middle High 

Satisfaction with Water Institution 45.9% 30% 24.2% 

Trust in Water Institution 22.1% 53.9% 24% 

Perception of Water Quality 44% 41.5% 14.5% 

Socio-economic Status 27.2% 55.5% 17.3% 
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3.2 Chi-square test 

 

Table 2 shows that among respondents with a low 

perception of water quality, the majority, constituting 52.3%, 

reported having a middle satisfaction level with water 

institutions. Meanwhile, respondents in the middle perception 

of water quality have low satisfaction with water institutions 

by 45.2%. In addition, those with a high perception of water 

quality have middle satisfaction with water institutions by 

15.4%.  

 

Table 2. Crosstabulation between satisfaction with water 

institutions and the perception of water quality 

 

 

Satisfaction with Water 

Institution Total 

Low Middle High 

Perception of 

Water 

Quality 

Low 39.7% 52.3% 41.9% 44% 

Middle 45.2% 32.3% 45.7% 41.5% 

High 15.1% 15.4% 12.4% 14.5% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

 

Table 3. Crosstabulation between trust in water institutions 

and perception of water quality 

 

 

Trust in Water 

Institution 
Total 

Low Middle High  

Perception of 

Water 

Quality 

Low 55.2% 44.4% 32.7% 44% 

Middle 29.2% 41.9% 51.9% 41.5% 

High 15.6% 13.7% 15.4% 14.5% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

 

Table 3 shows that most respondents with a low perception 

of water quality have low trust in water institutions, 

accounting for 55.2%. In the middle perception of water 

quality, most respondents reported having high trust in water 

institutions by 51.9%. In addition, respondents with an 

increased perception of water quality have low trust in water 

institutions by 15.6%. 

 

Table 4. Crosstabulation between socio-economic status and 

perception of water quality 

 

 
Socio-economic Status 

Total 
Low Middle High 

Perception of 

Water Quality 

Low 6.8% 63.5% 40% 44% 

Middle 62.7% 28.2% 50.7% 41.5% 

High 30.5% 8.3% 9.3% 14.5% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

 

Table 4 shows that among respondents with a low 

perception of water quality, the majority, comprising 63.5%, 

belonged to the middle socio-economic group. For 

respondents with a moderate perception of water quality, the 

majority, accounting for 62.7%, came from the lower socio-

economic status group. Furthermore, among respondents with 

a high perception of water consumption, the majority, at 

30.5%, were from the low socio-economic status group. 

Table 5 summarizes the chi-square test results and the 

Somers’ D association test. The satisfaction variable with the 

perception of water quality shows a chi-square test of 7.185. 

However, since the Asymp. Sig (p-value) was more than .050 

(.126>.050), and it is concluded that there is no relationship 

between satisfaction with water institutions and perception of 

water quality. This lack of relationship can be attributed to the 

p-value for the variable of satisfaction in water institutions 

with perception of water quality being more than .050, 

indicating statistical insignificance. 

 

Table 5. The summary of chi-square and Somers’D value 

 

Independent 

Variables 

Perception of Water Quality (Dependent 

Variable) 

Chi-

Square 

Value 

Asymp. 

Sig. 

Somers’D 

Value 

Approx. 

Sig. 

Satisfaction 7.185 .126 -.041 .326 

Trust 12.275 .015 .113 .010 

Socio-

economic 

Status 

111.380 .000 -306 .000 

 

As for the relationship between trust in water institutions 

and water consumption (Table 5), the chi-square test (12.275) 

indicates a significant association between trust in water 

institutions and water consumption (Asymp. Sig. = .015 

< .050), implying a notable relationship. Yet, the Somers'D 

value (.113) demonstrates a very weak association, but it was 

statistically significant (.010 < .050), allowing for these results 

to be generalized to the population. Further, statistical analysis 

shown in Table 5 by the chi-square test of 115.902 confirmed 

a significant association between socio-economic status and 

water consumption (Asymp. Sig. = .000 < .050), rejecting the 

null hypothesis. The Somers'D test (-.306) revealed a weak 

negative association, suggesting that an increased socio-

economic status could lead to decreased water consumption. 

Notably, the Somers'D test was statistically significant (.000 

< .050), allowing these results to be generalized to the 

population. These analyses demonstrate varying degrees of 

association between different variables and perceptions of 

water quality, emphasizing significant associations between 

perceptions of water quality, trust in water institutions, and 

socio-economic status. However, caution is advised in when 

interpreting the Somers'D test results due to their weak and 

statistically insignificant associations. 

 

3.3 Regression analysis 

 

Following the chi-square test analysis detailed in Table 5, 

which aimed to predict the relationship between the dependent 

and independent variables and determine their significance, 

this study intends to explore this relationship further using 

ordinal regression analysis. The ordinal regression will 

provide a more nuanced estimation of the importance and 

association between the independent and dependent variables. 

 

Table 6. Omnibus test 

 
Likelihood Ratio Chi-square Df Sig. 

116.866 4 .000 

 

As indicated in the preceding table (Table 6), the omnibus 

test reveals a likelihood ratio chi-square value of 116.866, 

demonstrating statistical significance (p < .050), thereby 

rejecting the null hypothesis. This test, serving as a likelihood-

ratio chi-square evaluation of the current model against the 

null model, further validates the results' significance. 

Following the findings in Table 7, trust and socioeconomic 

status were the significant variables according to the 
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regression result. Table 7 shows that the low socio-economic 

status group is 1.563 (Sig value = .000 < .050), meaning that 

people with low socio-economic status tend to exhibit a higher 

perception of water quality than those with higher socio-

economic status. Also, Table 7 indicates that the odds ratio 

(OR) for socio-economic status is 4.773, suggesting that for 

each unit increase in socio-economic status, the odds of a 

higher perception of water quality multiply by approximately 

4.773 times. However, in the middle categories of 

socioeconomic status (Table 7), it is -.850 (Sig. value = .001 

< .050), which means people with middle socio-economic 

status tend to exhibit a lower perception of water quality 

compared to those with higher socio-economic status. In 

addition, the odds ratio (OR) is .428, which means that for 

every unit increase in socioeconomic status, the odds of 

increasing perception of water quality will decrease if the 

socio-economic status is low. 

 

Table 7. Ordinal regression result 
 

Parameter Estimates Std. Error 
Hypothesis Test 

Odd Ratio 
Wald Chi-Square Df Sig. 

Threshold 
[Perception=1.00] -.667 .2784 5.738 1 .017 .513 

[Perception=2.00] 1.883 .3056 37.976 1 .000 6.573 

[Socio-economic Status=1.00] 1.563 .2959 27.910 1 .000 4.773 

[Socio-economic Status=2.00] -.850 .2596 10.709 1 .001 .428 

[Socio-economic Status=3.00] 0  . . . 1 

[Trust=1.00] .718 .2851 6.345 1 .012 .488 

[Trust=2.00] .284 .2283 1.549 1 .213 .753 

[Trust=3.00] 0  . . . 1 

(Scale) 1      

Also, trust was a significant predictor variable in the 

regression analysis. Table 7 shows that the low category of 

trust is .718 (Sig. value = .012 < .050), which means people 

with a low level of trust tend to exhibit a higher perception of 

water quality than those with a higher trust level. However, the 

odds ratio was .488, which means that for every unit increase 

in trust level, the odds of increasing perception of water quality 

will decrease. An OR value exceeding one would indicate a 

greater likelihood of increased perception of water quality 

among individuals with lower and middle socio-economic 

status and those with lower trust in water institutions. This 

underscores the pivotal role of socioeconomic status and trust 

levels in shaping the perception of water quality, implying that 

lower and middle socioeconomic and low trust correlates with 

a higher propensity for increased perception of water quality. 

 

 

4. DISCUSSION 

 

The chi-square test demonstrated relationships between all 

independent and dependent variables (Table 5). However, 

Somers’D test, a measure of the relationship between 

independent and dependent variables, identified only socio-

economic status and Trust as significantly related. Moreover, 

the subsequent ordinal regression analysis (Table 7) 

highlighted socio-economic status and trust as the significant 

predictors. These findings reveal that disparities in socio-

economic status and trust play a pivotal role in shaping the 

perception of water quality, aside from existing inequalities 

linked to socio-economic status. 

The argument to support the finding can be found in 

research by Yates and Harris [34], emphasizing the challenges 

in policy implementation concerning water management for 

different socio-economic status groups. Furthermore, 

evidence from China indicates that lower socio-economic 

development contributes to a higher per capita blue water 

footprint, exacerbating water scarcity [58]. Additionally, 

studies suggest that higher socio-economic growth strains 

water resources due to increased population growth, leading to 

imbalances in water supply and demand [59]. Also, the 

regression analysis in Table 7 implies that lower and middle 

socio-economic status correlates with higher water 

consumption. Therefore, socio-economic status becomes one 

factor in shaping the perception of water quality. Previous 

studies show that socio-economic status affects the perception 

of water quality.  

Trust becomes a leading factor in shaping the perception of 

water quality. Consequently, this study underscores the 

necessity for inclusive water governance policies considering 

socio-economic status groups and trust factors to water 

governance implementation, especially on equal access to safe 

water. However, concerning trust as a variable in the 

regression analysis (Table 7), as the significant variable shows, 

the perception of water quality has relied on trust. Although 

trust correlates closely with social norms, influencing 

compliance with instructions and convenience factors in water 

conservation [60], trust in water governance institutions can 

significantly impact perceptions and acceptance of provided 

water services [61]. Also, previous studies have emphasized 

government transparency when making a policy or 

implementing a program since transparency is essential to 

reduce mistrust [26, 27]. This study's result agreed with 

previous studies [30, 31], showing that trust as a significant 

predictor of perception of water quality, a higher trust in the 

government or water institution will result in higher perception 

of water quality. In addition, this study also shows that trust 

plays a pivotal role in shaping the perception of water quality 

by the communities.  Therefore, it becomes the task of a public 

institution that manages water conservation in each country to 

build trust with the community/neighborhood to ensure the 

perception of water quality is optimistic by improving 

transparency. 

Similarly, satisfaction with water services exhibited 

statistical insignificance in the regression analysis (Table 7, 

p > .050), suggesting a lack of association with water 

consumption. Satisfaction often serves as an indicator to 

evaluate policy performance in water management, shape 

policies, and assess institutional performance [17, 18]. 
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The focus on socio-economic aspects of inclusive water 

governance policies in Indonesia aligns with this study's 

findings. Nonetheless, while socio-economic status emerges 

as a significant factor, this study agrees with the previous 

studies by Weisner et al. [43], Pierce and Gonzalez [44], and 

Turgeon et al. [45]. The study by Weisner et al. [43] 

emphasizes that the lower socio-economic status group shaped 

the perception of water quality by being dissatisfied with their 

tap water quality. Also, the study by Pierce and Gonzalez [44] 

that emphasized the worse condition of tap water that happens 

to the low socio-economic status group could shape the 

perception of water quality since the worse condition of tap 

water affects the safety of consuming the water. Also, 

socioeconomic status has been shaping the perceived risk of 

water consumption safety; people with higher socioeconomic 

status tend to be satisfied with their tap water condition [45]. 

Therefore, the government making the policy should consider 

the socio-economic aspect. In addition to addressing access 

inequalities and water scarcity, promoting public participation 

in water-saving practices remains crucial [62]. These 

strategies align with achieving Sustainable Development Goal 

6 (Clean Water and Sanitation) by ensuring universal access 

to water [34]. However, policies like free essential water in 

South Africa have faced challenges, as wealthy households 

could exploit them, highlighting the need for nuanced policy 

design [2]. Also, promoting public participation in water-

saving practices needs trust since trust could stimulate 

participation [28]. 

Furthermore, trust becomes a vital factor in the perception 

of water quality, leading to better implementation of water 

governance. Trust is essential in the perception of water 

quality because of better coordination and interaction when 

people have trust [25]. Trust also could lead people to use the 

water service provided by the government, which leads to a 

successful implementation of water governance [61]. This 

study also agrees with previous studies that show the 

perception of water quality was affected by trust from the 

community, and their relationship was curvilinear [63, 64].  

The Indonesian government's PAMSIMAS program, 

involving community participation in urban water 

management, demonstrates an effort to address water access 

disparities. However, concerns arise from population growth 

in urban areas, increasing water demands, and potentially 

exacerbating scarcity [1]. These challenges call for 

comprehensive policies facilitating access and educating 

communities on prudent water usage. Educating communities 

also could shape the perception of water quality that reduces 

the perception of water quality that has been provided by 

PDAM (Indonesia’s Water Service). 

Studies in Bandung suggest that vulnerable households 

access unimproved water, necessitating infrastructure 

improvements and educational programs [65]. Inclusive 

policies catering to all socio-economic groups must address 

inequalities and scarcity. Leveraging socio-economic survey 

data can aid in identifying and supporting vulnerable 

households through cross-subsidies in water access. Also, 

transparency from the government was essential to build trust 

in the communities since trust became one of the main factors 

in successfully implementing water governance. 

 

 

5. CONCLUSION 
 

This study emphasizes the associations between satisfaction 

with water institutions, trust in water institutions, and 

socioeconomic status in the perception of water quality, 

offering insights for identifying governance challenges in 

Indonesia. The regression analysis highlights trust and socio-

economic status as significant variables influencing the 

perception of water quality. This finding implies that higher 

trust and socio-economic status will influence the perception 

of water quality, particularly in urban areas with diverse socio-

economic statuses. The observed influence of socio-economic 

status and trust on the perception of water quality underscores 

potential governance issues related to water access inequalities, 

transparency, and adopting water-saving practices among 

different socio-economic strata and building trust since it 

could be shaping the perception of water quality by the citizens. 

Given the critical role of socio-economic status in ensuring 

universal access to safe water and promoting prudent usage, 

Indonesian water institutions should adopt more inclusive 

policies. In addition, trust is essential to shaping the public 

perception of water quality. Therefore, it is crucial to 

implement transparent water governance to build this trust. 

To address water scarcity, Indonesian water institutions 

must devise policies inclusive of all socio-economic groups. 

Strategies like cross-subsidies and variable tariffs aligned with 

socio-economic status can encourage prudent water use and 

illuminate disparities in safe water access. Additionally, 

conducting socio-economic surveys to prioritize water 

infrastructure development for groups with lower socio-

economic status could be beneficial. These policies were vital 

since they could bridge the inequalities and improve citizens’ 

perception of water quality. 

Meanwhile, policymaking to enhance water services 

positively impacts citizen behavior towards more responsible 

water consumption practices by shaping their perception of 

water quality. Therefore, since trust was one of the significant 

predictors of the perception of water quality, transparency by 

the government through data sharing and involvement of 

public participation in water governance was vital to building 

trust from the citizens to the government, resulting in a 

positive perception of water quality. Furthermore, the 

government should aim to minimize citizens' distrust by 

involving them in decision-making and actively 

communicating every policy and program, as trust plays a vital 

role in shaping water quality perceptions. With a positive 

perception of water quality, citizens could become aware of 

the condition of water quality and the driving factor to a 

sustainable water management practice. 
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