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I.

INTRODUCT ION

- Background

The issue aof rural sanitation has received considerable
attention from several institutions in Kerala, baoth Governmental
and Non-Governmental agencies.

These include:

o Centrally-aided Public Sector Programmes such as IRDP, NREF,
RLGP etc.

o State Government programmes such as those by State Rural
Development Departments, Municipalitiesa, Departments of
Panchayats, etc.

o Voluntary non-profit agencies and ather private groups, some
of whom obtain financial assistance from abroad.

Despite the involvement of these agencies, it is felt that the
supply of sanitation facilities hardly matches the demand which
has been increasing continually as a result of improved
education and health ewareness. However, there has been no
gpecific evaluation done or date available, either on the need
for sanitation facilities or on the capacity to supply them.
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Proper use and maintenance of the ganitation facilities are as
important as its provision in the final contribution to impraved
health standards. Some of these agencies have extended their
involvement beyond construction of facilities to orgsnising
beneficiary education and other follow-up programmes but there
has been no structured feedback on the effectiveness of these
measures. Also, a few agencies have sought to achieve a greater
committment from beneficieriea by requiring them te contribute
finances (25%) towerds the cost of construction} again, it is
not known whether this strategy has resulted in the better use
and meintenance of facilities or if it had, on the other hand,
hampered the growth in demand.

At this stage, the State Sanitation Cell - including the
different implementor agencies end ca-ordinated by the Rural
Development department - wished to assess and review the
sanitation situation in the State, in order to organise future
efforts on this issue in a planned, systematic manner. The
client approached Indien Market Research Bureau to survey the
market situation and indicate guidelines for future action.

A report on the initial phase of this study amongat
implementor agencies has already been submitted to the client in

April 1993.

This is our final report on the secand phase of this study
conducted amongst beneficiaries and influencers.

Indian Market Research Bureau
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- Research Objectives

The overall objective was to determine awareness and attitudes
towards low-cost sanitation and current practices, about with
regard ta sanitation.

Specifically, we aimed to:

- check awareness abou@ LCS schemes

- determine beneficiaries’ attitudes to participation in
' such schemes through financial contribution

-~ 8tudy the costs involved to build LCS latrines
- ascertain non~beneficiaries”’ attitudes to LCS schemes

- investigate perceptions about need for proper sanitation
facilities

- and study current practices on use and maintenance of
sanitation facilities

«~ Method

In this phase, we conducted structured interviews amongst
beneficiaries (with an MHI below Rs.1000). Further, we
contacted an equal number of Housewives and Chief Wage tarners,
in this sample. T

The sample also comprised Influencers (PHC staff, Doctors,

Panchayat Officials, Social Workers etc.).

IR
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- Survey Locations

A total of 18 Panchayats were covered, spread over 6 districts.

-~ Alleppey
» Kottayam
- Jrichur
« Ealicut
-~ Palghat

- and Cannanore
In each panchayst, we targetted to achieve:

«  86-4B interviews with beneficiaries/non-beneficiaries.
« and 8~9 interviews with influencers.

- sample

The sample eizes achieved are detalled belows

Segment Iarggt Achieved
Beneficiaries/
Non-beneficiaries 850 897
Influencers 150 160

\ 1000 1057

- - A . -
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District

Alleppey

Kottayam

Teichur

Calicut

Palghat

Cannanore

h ]

Panchazat

Trikunnapuzha
Cheriyanad

Punnapra

Vi jayapuram
Nattakam

Vazhapally

Puthenchira
Kaipamangalam
Nattika * *
R;manattukara
Feroke
Kunnamangalam

Malempuzha
Vellineshi
Cheruplassery

Kolacherry
Mayyil

Pangor -

TOTAL

Beneficiary/

Non-beneficiary Influencers

No.

48
53
49

48
48
49

48
59

50

49
50
33

& & X

'838

897

- e o

Na.

10
?
9
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SANITATION : CURRENT SITUATION

Kerala is characterised by high literacy rates (91%) and
therefore a heightened awareness of health standards in general.

The Census 1991 indicates that the state’s total populstion is
29 million, with about 5.1 million households. The distribution
of population in the 14 districts are:

District Population ( “000s)
Thiruvananthapuram 2939
Kollam ) : 2398
Pathanamthitta 1187
Alsppuzha 199
Kottayam 1825
Tdukki ' 1077
Ernakulan 2812
Thrissur 2735
Malappuramn 2093
Palakkad 2377
Wyanad 671
Kozhikode 2614
Kannur 2245
Kasargode 1071
Total 29035

[IMIIRIBS
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In most low-cost sanitastion programmes, ‘“providing adequate
basic sanitation" to the improverished sections of the society
has been the primary objective. Consequently, the emphasis in
these programmes has been to cover population belaw the poverty
line (defined currently as people with an annual income less
than Rs.11,000). .
Whilst Census 1991 shows the proportion of households belaw the
poverty line, a survey conducted by the IRDP shows an overall
incidence of 32% of sanitary latrines amongst these households
as followa : -

: HHas below Rural HHs with
District poverty line sanitary latrines
(‘000s) ( "000s)
Thiruvaenathapuram 203 57
Kollam 186 74
Allappuzha 135 56
Pathanamthitta 69 26
Idukki ‘ 76 12
Kot tayam 109 47
Ernakulam 121 54
Thepissur 176 65
Palakkad 153 22
Malappurem m 54
Kozhikode 167 66
Wyanad 52 4
Kannur 106 25
Kasargode 64 10
Total 1788 572

TTVIRIE:
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Aa we have seen (refer tr report on stage-I), several Government
departments and NGOs are currently involved in conducting
sanitation programmes. All programmes construct water-seal
latrines. The UNDP design of twin pit pour flush latrine (TPPF)
is the model most commonly constructed,

" Ag we have also seen, several government agencies and NGOs are

actively involved in the sanitatiaon programmes. The main
agencies involved in rural sanitation are;

a Commissioﬁerata for Rural Development with‘the member
programmes:

- - National Rural Employment Programme® (NREP)

- Rural Landless Employment Guarantee Program (RLEGP)
(including Indira Awaz Yojana)®

- Central Rural Senitation Programme (CRSP)
- Jawahar Rozgar Yogana (JRY)
- Development of Women And Children In Rural Areess (DWCRA)

. g; NGOs assisted by CAPART

- People’s Action For Development (PAD) through NGOs
a Socio-Economic Units (Dutcg - Danish sgsistance)
o Directorate of Panchayats
o0 Directorate of Municipalities

0 Directorate of schedule castes/Tribal welfare

o

Department of fisherries.

*

From 1989-90, the sanitation programmes under NREP snd RLEGP
have heen merged with the sanitetion progremme under JRY.

VARG

Indian Market Research Bureau






~*

PR S

51

v, e - - o Bt LR el o1z AR -
ORI T AU S [N S 31 L AVAPA S SR Y. 2 SRR, .5 W ENOR T S 22 E a =] 2 PRRPLS

.9

A number of voluntry agencies including Mahilasamajams are also
working in the field of low-cost panitation. Some of the
impaortant organisatians are 1

« Indian Red Cross Society, Kottayam
- ‘Rastha’, Wayanad

-~ Vinoba Nikethan, Nedumangad

« Mithra Nikethan, Vellenad

- Harijan Sevak Sangh, Delhi

<
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III. CONCLUSIONS

This quantitative stage revealed high levels of awareness about
LCS schemes, emongst beneficiaries of such sgchemes, non-
beneficiaries and influencers (e.g. Pancha}at Officers, School
Teachers etc.), throughout the study.

Besides, the desire for well maintained privéte sanitation
facilities wes also quite evident across the diverse groupas we
contacted. In fact, a significant proportion of the non-
beneficiariea were willing to take part in a scheme, involving
financial participation of Ra.1000.

The influencers we contacted corroborated the high levels of
interest shown by people in general. Further, these respondents
were of the opinion that people should contribute to such
schemes, as it would make them more responsible for both
building and maintenance of latrines.

However only.a small minority of the influencer sample felt that
it would result in reduced contribution from the government - in
other words, making such programmea more popular. This attitude
amongat influencers would have to be gfadually changed, over a
periad of time.

IR
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The study also pointed to a need to step up the communication
effarts - about the function and benefits of a double - pit pour
flush latrine. The majority of our respondents were not aware \\
-of the junction-box, which means that they cannot use it
'carrectly, i.e, change the pits, nor could they sssociate any
significant advantages, to the design.

Interestingly, the atudy Indicated that coﬁvenience and privacy
were the main motivations to own latrines in the housshold - and
less importantly, health end protection from disease, as
currently percelved by many educators.

N
s

Consequently, emphesising ownership of a latrine as a route to
social dignity, could well prove an effective route, to make the
scheme populist. '

Furthermore, the youth and women - through Mahila Samajams -
could catalyse this change, and help surmounting the challenge
of providing basic sanitation facilities to thase who are in
every way deprived.

[IMIRIE
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IV.  FINDINGS
In this gectlon, we are setting out the findings to e
from the second stage quantitative etudy.
COMPONENT 1 3 STUDY AMONGST BENEFICIARIES/NON-BENEFICIARIES
1. ANALYSIS OF SAMPLE .
In this section, we are detailing the demographic pnbfile of
sample contacted.
As shown in the tables below, there ware no ai'ignifie‘
differences in the profile between the beneficlaries and r
beneficiaries,
However, the non-beneficiariea were slightly moare affluent ¢
literate than the beneficiaries.
ANALYSIS OF SAMPLE . o
~ -’f\.
Tatal Beneficiary  Non-beneficiary -
(897) (453) (444)
% % %
Age :
15 - 25 13 12 14
26 - 30 T 17 15 19
31 - 35 15 15 16
36 - 40 19 19 19
41 - 45 19 20 17
46+ 17 19 16
1 Average 36 37 36
M1
Below Rs. 500 66 72 60
Rs. 301 ~ 750 22 19 0
Rs. 751 - 1000 12 9 [\/] Y| R
Average 441 414 ’
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- Qccupation

Labourer

Skilled warker
Farmer ‘
Unskilled worker
Petty trader

Educatjon
No formal edu.

School ¢ 1-4 yrs

School & 5~9 yrs

9 yra+, not
Matriculate

Matriculate

Attended college,
not graduate

Literacy -
Read fluently

Read glowly
Cannot read

e L sal SRS

NP -
L UL S

ANALYSIS OF SAMPLE (CONTD..)

Total Beneficiary

(897)
%

76

LV BV I ]

12
23

14

(453)

%

-l

N R O

14
28
41

10

57
20
23

Non-beneficiary
(444)

R

\ﬂb\l%ﬂg

18
46

18

15
17

IR
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ANALYSIS OF SAMPLE (CONTD..).

 Istal
(897)
4
HH Size
Upto Z2 members 4
3~4 34
> =6 38
-8 16
9«10 4
11+ 5
Average 5.5
Earning Membera
] 17
2 21
3 2

Type of dwelling

Mud walls/thatched
roof 13

Mud walls/Roof 3
tiled tin/asbestos 16

Brick wall 3

Thatched/tiled

roof 69
Brick wall/

Caoncrete or

cement ceiling é

Beneficiary
(453)

o/
”

33
58
18

5.4

76
22

15

19

Non-beneficiary

(444)

-4
n

35
’8
14

5.6

18
20

1

14

72

[ URB
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SANITARY LATRINES

Year Of Building Latrines

In the study, we also determined the year in which respondents
built their latrines.

Nearly three fourths (70%) of the households centacted had
latrines that were built after 1989. In fact, among the
beneficlaries, nine out of every ten latrines were built after
1989.

On the other hand, emongst the non- beneficiaries, years when
lartines were built were spread more uniforamly.

YEAR OF BUILDING LATRINES

Year Jotal Beneficiary Non-beneficliary
(897) (453) (444)
% % - %
1981 - 82 7 1 13
19683 - 84 4 -1 7
1985 - 86 6 1 12
1987 - 88 9 5 12
1989 - 90 17 17 16
1991 - 92 36 50 22
1993 17 24 10

| IR
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Latrine Types

for clasaifying the latrines in the haouses contacted, we asked
respondents’ permission to inspect the latrines. If they
refused, we then showed drawings of the different latrine typea,
and classified the latrines.

The single pit type was found to be the maost common latrine
type, specially amongst non-beneficliaries. While quite a few
(37%) households had double pit latrines, this was expectedly,
restricted mainly to the beneficlary households.

Further, some non-beneficisries contacted had service (hole/ pit
in the ground) or septic tank type of latrines.

LATRINE TYPE

Type Total Beneficiary Nan-beneficiary

(897) (453) (444)

% % %

Service (hole/
pit in ground .
with shelter 8 - \ 16 ',
Single pit 50 31 6.
Dauble pit 37 68 -5

Septic tank 4 .-

IIMITR B
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2.3 Maintenance Of Latrines

We checked the latrines for their cleanliness. The checks were i

~ faeces/sediments sticking on pan
- unclean flaoor .
- urine marks visible on walls of latrine

The interviewer then categorised the latrine as very clean,
moderately clean or not at all clean.
O
More than one third (36%) of the households had latrines that
were "not at all clean® and only a fifth (21%) were categorised
4 as having very clean latrines. \

Besides, a higher proportion (46%) of latrines in the naon-
beneficiary households were categorised as not being clean.

MAINTENANCE OF LATRINES

Total Beneficiary Non-beneficiary

’ (897) (453) (444)
& _ % % %
Yery clean 21 28 15
Moderately clean 41 as> 39
Not at all clean 38 30 46

MRS
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2.4

Assletaence To Build Latrines

.18

WB*&BkEd respondents whether or not the government or any ather

agency had alded in building the latrines.

As expected, all non-beneficiaries had built the latrines

themselves.

Among the beneficiaries, many (65%) of the latrines were built

pntirely by the government/agency.

And glightly under one third

(29%) were bulilt by the respondent himself with help from the

government/agency.

ASSISTANCE FOR BUILDING LATRINES

Total
(897)

%
Entire latrine
built by self 50

Builtby self
with aid from

Gavt, agency 15
Part built by self/
part by agency 3

Built entirely
by agency/Govt. 33

Beneficlary

Non-beneficlary
(453) (444)
% %
1 100
2 -
5 -
65 -

IIMIRIE
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Communication Efforts By Agencies

In addition to assitance, we asked the beneficiaries whether
they were given any advertising/communication material or
classes about low-cost sanitation schemes.

44% sald that classes and/or reading material was given about
proper care and maintenance of latrines.

On the other hand, 56% of the beneficiaries said that they did
not receive any guidance from the implementing agéncy, regarding

proper maintenance of latrines.

COMMUNICATION EFFORTS BY AGENCIES

Beneficiary
(450)
%
Classes/special edutcation B 27
Advertising/other materijal 7
Both 10
Nane 56

TRMIRR
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Cost For Building Latrines

The average cost for building latrines was said to be Rs.2,382.
There whs only a marginal difference between the ones built
through sanitation schemes (beneficiaries) and those built by
respondents themselves (non-beneficjaries).

Intereatingl&, among the beneficiaries, one-third of the sample
did not know the ectual cost incurred in building the latrine.
This could perhaps have been becasué these respondents were
covered by the World Bank programme, which provides 100% aid to
the beneficiary (part of which is a loan).

" COST FOR BUILDING LATRINES

Jotal Beneficiary Non-beneficliary
(897) (453) (444)
% % %

Rs.1001 - 1500 23 12 35
Rs.1501 - 2000 10 12 ' 9
Re.2001 - 2500 13 20 6
Rs.2501 - 3000 9 10 8
Re.3001+ 19 13 2y .
Don't know 24 33 ' 15
Average (Rs.) 2382 . 2396 2349

Indian Market Research Bureau
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Amongst beneficiaries of low-cost sanitation schemes, most (B7%)
had made & financial contribution towards construction of the

latrine.

Whilst the extent of contribution varied from below Rs.500 to
Re.2000, the majority (73%) of beneficiaries claimed to have

contributed upto Rs.500.

BENEFICIARY PARTICIPATION
-~ FINANCIAL

Contributed financially

Yes
No

Extent of contribution

Upto Re.500
Rs.501 - 1000
fs.1001 - 2000
Re.2001+

Total

(451)
87
13

(39ai

12

IIMIRIE
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Amongat the beneficiaries contacted, most (85%) had also
contributed towards construction of the latrine, in ways
other than finance, .

These contributions were ugsually in the form of digging
pita and transporting materials.
helped in the actual construction of latrines and by

providing building materials.

A few others had also

While households with lower monthly incomes (below
R8.750) wasually contributed by digging pits and
transporting material, those with higher monthly incomes
(Rs.751-1000) contributed not only by digging pits and
transporting materials, but also helping in the
canstruction of latrines and providing materials.

BENEfICIARY PARTICIPATION -~ OTHER CONTRIBUTION

~
O

Other contribution
. .
\) Yes

Na

Other contribution

Digging pita
Transporting materials
Construction of latrines
Praoviding materials

Total

(382)

78
7
20
17

85
15

Less than Rs.501 Re.731~

Rs. 500
(255)

5

80
73
17
13

MHI
- 75 - 1000
(66) (31)
% %
77 65
77 58
24 42

Indian Marhet Research Bureau
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3. DOUBLE PIT POUR FLUSH LATRINES

3.1 Awareness About Pits

In househelds that had double pit latrines, almogt all (98%)
respondents were aware that the excreta went into a pit in the
ground,

However, there were a few (19%) non-beneficiaries who either
felt that the excreta went into a drain or were not &ware st

all,
v

AWARENESS ABOUT PITS

Total CHE  HW Beneficiary Non-beneficiary

(332) (168) (164) (310) (22)
-1 *® & % %
Into e pit in
the ground 98 99 97 99 82
Into a drain - - 1 - >
Don‘t know 2 1 2 1 14

Sample base ¢ Respondents owning double pit létrines

IIMIRIE
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3.2 Frequency Of Emptying Pits

We asked respondents who owned double pit latrines,about how
frequently the pits had to be emptied, if used daily, by a
family of 4«5 members.

More than one third (38%) of the respondents felt that the pit
needed to be emptied once in two to five years.

Further, whilst almost a quarter of the non-beneficiarles

S mentioned that the pit needed to be emptied once in two years,
. only 10% of the beneficlaries shared this view.
As wany as a quartér (22%) of the beneficiaries did not know the
= . frequency with which the pits needed to be emptied.
R\
a\ . /
SRS FREQUENCY OF EMPTYING PITS
~ »‘—1\ V‘\ ; _\.\
Q‘-lj-w. :”; v 7 U
o n: ¢ ) A Non-
S . Total CWE HW  Beneficiary  beneficiary
(332) (168) (164) (310) (22)
% -4 % % . %
B Once a year 9 10 8 9 14
Once in two years 1 10 12 10 23
Once in 2+5 yrs 38 44 32 >8 41
Not necessary
to empty 9 8 10 9 13
Transfer to/use
another pit after
2 yrs 8 10 8 -
Don‘t know 21 16 27 22 ?

Base : Respondents owning double pit latrines

MR
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Awareness Of Junction Box

The majority (60%) of the double pit latrine owners were not >
aware of the junction box. .

Among the respondents who were aware of the junction béx, we
asked where they thought it was located snd its percejved
function,

Almost two-thirds (63%) of the respondents felt that’ the
Junction box was located below the trap.

Most tesponaenta (78%) felt that the function of the junction
box was to enable changing of the pits.

5

AWARENESS OF JUNCTION BOX
O ¢

- - Non-
Total CWE HW~  Beneficlary beneficiary
(332) (168) (164) (310) (22)
% % % % %
Yos 40 54 26 43 -
No 60 46 74 57 100
Location of
Junction box (1348) (91)  (43) (134) -
% % % %
Gelow the trap - 63 60 i0 63 -
Belaw the pit 28 33 19 28 -
Don’t know 8 7 9 8 -
Function of
Junction box 4 “ % %
Enables changing
of pits 78 76 81 78 -

Connecta the twa

e 5 VR
Remove the block 2 3 - 2

Indian Market Research Bureau
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3.4 Interest In Double Pit Latrines
Amongst non-beneficiaries, we assessed interest in double-pit

latrines.  While half the respondents said that they were very

much Interested in a double pit latrine being constructed near
their “homes’, a few (14%) were not sure,

INTEREST IN DOUBLE PIT LATRINES

Jotal cHE i
(444) (218) (22¢) -

% % %

Very much 50 ' 49 50

Maybe 14 12 15

Not interested 35 38 33

IR

Indian Market Research Bureau
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P ?y Most (87%) of those not interested in a double pit latrine
% already had a latrine in their homes.
-

REASONS FOR NEGATIVE DISPOSITION

Total CHE HH
(157) (83) (74)
% 1 %
Already have & ‘
Jatrine 87 86 85
Do not have space , ‘
in house 3 4 3
Do not wish to spend
on latrine 2 2 1
q:

Incian Market Research Bureau
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We also ascertained the price they were willing to pay for a
double-pit latrine.

74% of the respondents with a positive interest were willing to
pay upto Rs.500. A few others (13%) sald they were willing to
pay a higher Pl‘ice ie. Rs.75|—1000-

PRICE WILLING TO PAY FOR TPPF LATRINE

lotal CHE HH
(281) (134) (147)

% % %
Upto Re.500 74 75 7%
Ra.501 - 750 4 7 1
Rs.751 -~ 1000 13 16 10

When we checked awareness about Subaidy Schemes, an overwhelming
majority (87%) were eware of such schemes, by the government/
agency to build household latrines.

?

AWARENESS OF SUBSIDY SCHEMES

Jotal EEE Hy
(444) (218) (226)

4 3 4

Yea 87 90 84
No 13 10 16

Indian Market Research Bureau
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3.5 Intention To Participate

To assess the interest levels in a participatory programme, we
asked the respondents for their willir;gness to contribute
Rs.1000 (with the government contributing an equal amount).
Less than half (43%) the respondents were interested in such &
scheme. |

Amongst respondents who were not interested, 53% felt they could
not afford it and another 35% were pot interested because they
N already had a latrine. \:zss Wi

WILLINGNESS T@ PARTICIPATE
IN BUILDING A LATRINE (RS.1000)

TN
Woon
\

No dnnhlepdd l{Lr"L: Total CWE | Hi
Vot NS (444) (218)  (226)
2% % % %
v\ﬂ'u,-lm. v \ Yes - 7 49 36
(.._ i,‘ ‘\_v‘d \Q‘:@f ‘Gi N «
| - e No 51 50 92
MR oo -
31 REASONS FOR NEGATIVE INTENTION TO PARTICIPATE
Total CWE HW
(226) (108) (148)
% % %
Do not have money/
cennot afford 53 51 55
Already have a latrine 35 38 33

Do not have Rs,1000 for
latrine 7 [ 8

Do not wish to spend

Indian Marhet Research Bureau

-






OTHER INFORMATION







"’

o/

4.

4.1

«30
OTHER INFORMATION
Ld;iine U§ars '
In more than three-querters of the households contacted, all
members used the latrine. In sddition, other members who used

the latrine in the households were;

PERSONS USING A LATRINE

Total Beneficiary Non-beneficiary

(897) (453) (444)
% % %

All 76 76 76
" Male adults 23 22 23

Female adults 3 23 24

01d/sick 9 10

Bays 9 9

Girls 8 8 7

TVIRIR
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.31
There were no significant differences among the latrine users in
terms of either sex or age, This was the case, boath

for beneficlaries as well as non-beneficjaries.,

PROFILE OF LATRINE USERS

Jotal Beneficlary Non-beneficiary
5 % %
Male 48 47 - 49
Female 92 53 51
Age .
Upto 15 yrs 25 27 23
16 - 25 24 23 25
26 - 35 18 17 19
36 - 45 15 15 15
45+ 19 19 19

Indian Market Research Bureau
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We also investigated the reasons attributed by respondents not
using latrines., The predominant reason was that the househald

member was too young to use the latrine, Other reasons
mentioned ~ albeit by a few - were that apen-air defecation was
better, and that water was not easily available.

REASONS FOR NOT USING LATRINE

Beneficiary Non-beneficiary

fotal
(219)
b1

Too young to use
latrine 79
Nat accessible ? 10
Upen air is better 7
Not convenient 6
Water not available
easily 5

(110) (109)
% %
73 85
12 8
1 3

5 - 6
7 2

IV
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Source Of Water For Ige gggggne,

In almost all (97%) households, water for the latrine was taken
in a bucket from outside. Very few (3%) had either & tap or pot
in the latrine.

SOURCE OF WATER FOR THE LATRINE

Tatal Beneficlary Non-beneficiary

(219) {110) (109)

% % %
Taken in a .
bucket from
outside 97 .97 96
Tep in latrine . 2 1 2
Pot 1 I 3
Method OF Cleaning Latrines

Most (84%) of the households were found to be using water and
brush to clean their latrines. A minority (20%) mentioned
cleaning products, and a emall minority used phenol, sojl/ash or
dettol to clean the latrine.

METHODS OF CLEANING LATRINES

Jotal Beneficiary Nan-beneficiary

(897) (453) (444)
% - % %

Water and brush B4 B9 - 79
Use cleaning
-products 20 19 22
Use phenol 10 9 11
Soil/ash 3 5 2
Dettol 3 3 2
Do not clean 2 - 2

Indian Market Research Bureau
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Slightly more than half (53%) the respondents felt that a
latrine in the household was convenient snd provided privacy.

Other reasons stated for the need of a latrine was that it
helped keep the surroundings clean, was healthier than open-air

REASONS FOR NEED OF A LATRINE

Reasaons

Convenient/provides
privacy

. Keep surroundings

clean

Healthier than
open-air defecation

Protection from
diseases

Prevents contamination/
pollution

defecation and prevented diseases.

Total Beneficiary Non-beneficiary
(897) (453) (444)

-] % %

95 59 52

28._. 28 29
'27 29 26

23 23 24

10 L. 10 10

[IMIRIE
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4.4 Ailments Suffered

We gauged hygiene standards by asking respondents:

- the major/minor ailments they had suffered in the last
14 days

=~ their occasions of washing hands and the materisl used

For beth adults and children, only a minority (1%) reported
having suffered from major ailments,

The major ailments mentioned by adults were jaundice,
tubercul$sis, dysentery and disbetes, Children below 15 years
were said to have suffered from dysentery and diabetes.

Indigestion was by far the most frequent minor ailment mentioned
by both adults (31%) as well as children (29%).

Cold, cough, sickness and headches were the other minor illnesses
reported, though by only small proportions of respondents.

MINOR ILLNESSES SUFFERED

Illnesses Adult Child

%
) Indigestion 21 29

Frequent loose motion

Cold

Cough

Sickness

Headeche

Asthma

Abdominal pain

- e £ N -
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4.5 Hygiene Levels
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Nearly the entire semple of the relevant" population for each
occassion washed their hands, before the activity.

HYGIENE LEVELS 3 OCCASIONS OF WASHING HANDS

cHe
%

Before eating 99
Before cooking , (7)
Before feeding child (8)
After defecation 99
After cleaning
child‘s stools -
After disposing
child’s steols -

HW

o/
]

100
94
96
99

94

92

* Note : For example, the occasion ‘before feeding the child’ was

relevant mainly to housewlives.

o
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Mast people usually washed their hands with only water, except
sfter defecation and cleaning/disposing child’s stools when
significant proportions used both soap and water.

MATERIAL USED FOR WASHING HANDS

Total CWE HW
% % 4
Before eating :
Water only 82 84 80
Water & soap . 8 16 20
te
Befofe cookiné
Water only 81 85 81
Water & soap 18 12 19
Before feeding child
Water only 72 VA 73
~ Water & soap 27 27 27
After defecation
Water only 41 49 34
Water & soap 58 1 66

[IMIRB
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MATERIAL USED FOR WASHING HANDS

Total CWE HW
% % %

After cleaning child’s stocols

Water only 27 39 26
Water & soap //gﬁ 61 4

f} After disposing
) child’a stools -. -

Water only - 28 42 26

Water & soap (?é) 58 74

\
e’
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5. COMPONENT 2 ¢ INFLUENCERS

A total of 160 influencers were contacted.

These were people who are likely to influence attitudes and
practices of the general population, with regard to use and
maintenance of sanitation facilities.

' Our sample consisted of:

N Segment , ’ No.

- PHC staff 22
Doctor 11
School teacher 'Y
Panchayat worker - 57
Sacial worker 16
Others 10
Total 160

MER
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5.1 SamgleiProfile

Not surprisingly, the majority of these respondents were sbove
35 years and educated atleast up to the matriculation level.

0

SAMPLE PROFILE
PHC School Panch.  Soc.worker/
Total staff Doctor - teacher officer Dev. officer
(160)  (22) (1) (44) (57) (16)
% % % R % %

Age ¥
21 - 30 gy 23 - 14 - 25
31 - 35 - 12 23 .18 9 9 19
36 ~ 45 34 18 64 52 25 6
46 - 50 17 9 - 11 - 23 19
51+ 28 27 18 14 44 1
Egggaggon H
Schoal 3
1-9 yrs 16 - . - 2 37 13
9 yrs+, not
Matriculate 7 - - - 16 6
Matriculate 36 46 - 50 26 _ N
Attended
college, not
grad. 18 50 46 16 9 31
Graduate/PG 21 5 27 32 12

MBS
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5,2 Activities Conducted In Area

The community sctivities being conducted in most areas were
water relsted education, sanitation and hygiene-related.

Almost all respondents said that sanitation related/LCS
activities were being conducted in their area.

ACTIVITIES CONDUCTED IN AREA

, Total
(160)
%
Water related/water ,
souyrce management 84
Schonl education 88
_ Sanitation related/LCS 9
. Hygiene/health educatian a7
J
Literacy programme 19

IV
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Activities Respondent Involved In

About two-thirds of the respondents said they were involved in
school education, sanitatlon related and/or hygiene/health

aducation activities in thelr area. A few others were involved

in water-related, health education and social work activities.

Amongst the panchayat officers contacted, almost the entire
sample sald that they were ilnvolved in sanitation related/LCS
activities in their area.

Similarly, almost all (96%) of the PHC staff also said they were
involved in health/hygiene sctivities in their area.

Amongst the other target éroups. ie. Doctors, School Teachers
ete. proportions claiming involvement in activities were in line
with the average for the entire sample.

ACTIVITIES RESPONDENT INVOLVED IN

PHC Panchayat
Total staff officer

(160) (22) (57)
% 5 5

Water related/water :
source management 41 83

%6
School education 64 18 63
Sanitation related/LCS 66 46 97
69
44

Hygiene/health education 96 72

Health education S0 60
Social work 40 5 63
Literacy programme 19 9 26

Il
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Nature Of Involvement

43

We further checked about the kind of involvement the influencer

had in the different activities.

For all activities, the respondents were involved in mainly

advisory and supervisory roles.

About half of them also sald that the nature of their
involvement was ta provide physical/manual help.

Another fact that came to light was that, most PHC officers were
involved in advisory sctivities, the involvement of panchayat
officers was in both advisory snd supervisory activities.

NATURE OF INVOLVEMENT

Sanitation

Financial
Advisory
Supervisory
Physical help

Hygiene/health education

Financial

Advisory
Supervisory
Physical/manual help

PHC Panchayat

Total staff officer
(106) (10) (55)
% % %
18 - 22
86 90 84
77 40 86
47 50 46
(110) (21) (41)
% % %
14 - 27
81 YA 85
72 62 78
52 57 56

IIMIURIB
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Defecation Practices

We obtained the influencers’ opinion about outdoor defecation
and household latrines and also obtained reactions to the
concept of pay-and-use latrines.

Nearly the entire sample was of the opinion that outdoor
defecation was not a good practice.

DEFECATION PRACTICES

Self Men Women Children Elders

% % % - %
HH latrine 97 97 98 96 97
) ?
Outdoars 3 93 / 90 97 92
Qutdoors, near
water source i 21 51 51 49

Indian Market Research Bureau
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Negatives Asgsociated With Outdoor Defecation

More than half (54%) the respondents felt that outdoor
defecation was an unhygienic practice. Slightly more than one-
third felt that it causes ill-health, diseases and/ar pollution,

Bad amell, inconvenience, problems during rains and lack of
privacy were other reasons mentioned.

NEGATIVES ASSOCIATED WITH OUTDOOR DEFECATION

Total
(160)
%
Causes {ll-health 43
Not clean/unhygienic 24
Causes disease/infectious disease 38
Causes pollution - 37
Bad smell 24
Problem during rains 8
Inconvenient 16
Lack of privacy 13

5.3.1 Household Latrines

The majority (56%) of respondents felt that use of
household latrines would ensure that their health
remained good. Slightly more than half (54%) felt that
it was clean/ hyglenic. ‘

[IMIRIBS
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Convenience, prevention of polution/diseases and privacy
were the other advantages assoclated with household

latrines.

Very few of the respondents associated any perticular

negatives with HH latrines,

ADVANTAGES OF HH LATRINES

Maintain good health
Clean/hygienic

Convenient

Prevents diseases

More private

Prevents contamination/pollution

Total
(160)

%

56
54
33
19
19
20

NEGATIVES ASSOCIATED MWITH HH LATRINES

Bad smell

More flies/mosquitoes
Lack of apace
Difficult to clean

Total

~(160)

[-74
]

NN W O
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Opinion About Pay-and-use Latrines

'Almost half (49%) of the respondents cantacted were of the view
that pay-end-use latrines would be very unsuccessful In their
area.

In fact, only a guarter of all respondents (26%) held the view
that such a facility would do well in their area.

This view was consistent across the various types of
influencers, namely PHC staff, school teachers and panchayat

officers of, the area.

OPINION ABQUT PAY-AND-USE LATRINES

PHC School Panchayat

Total staff teacher officer

Te0)  T(z7y  ~t&a)y Gy
% % % %
Very succeasful 14 5 18 16
Quite successful 1" 14 S 9
Quite unsuccessful 26 14 30 32
Very unsuccessful 49 59 48 44

IS
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Negative Reactions To Pay-and-use Latrines

On the contrary, almost a third of the respondents (29%) felt
that this facility would not be successful because people would

not be interested in paying for a latrine.

Wnile a few (27%) thought that the maintenance of such a
facility would be poer, others (19%) were of the view that
people of their area would not co-operate with such a programme.

A few others (14%) felt that such a facility was not necessary
in their area, as most people already had a latrine.

NEGATIVE REACTIONS TO PAY-AND-USE LATRINES

PHC School Panchyat
Total staff teacher of ficer
(119) (16) (34) (43)
% % % %
Not interested in
paying for latrine
facility 29 3 29 26
Maintenance will
be poor 27 3 29 30
People may not
co-operate 19 25 9 16
Not necessary/most
people have a latrine 14 6 18 ‘ 12

JIMIRISS

Indian Market Research Bureau







i\.a}

Y

I gl L 3T e
RO N e S S TP T U - SR ST STV T il

L sl T
MRS

R

AN b
B e
IRy V. -

Reasons For Positive Reactions To "Pay-and-use’

49

Respondents who felt that ‘pay-and-use’ type of latrines would

do well, were asked to state reasons,

Slightly less than one third (31%) of the people were of the
opinion that these facilities would provide them clean and well~

maintained latrines.

Anothe quarter (28%) of the respondents said that more people
would benefit from it whilst a few (23%) felt that it would be

convenient for the poor.

REASONS FOR POSITIVE REACTIONS TO °PAY-AND-USE’

Cleanliness/peaople
to maintain latrines

More people will benefit
Convenient for the poor

Convenient for people
who live in a community

Total
(39)

N
28
23

School Panchyat
teacher of ficer
(10)* (14)#
40 36
10 36
20 29
10 7

MR
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REACTIONS TO LCS SCHEMES

Awareness About LCS Programmes

Almost all (95%) the respondents were aware of a low-cast

sanitation programme being implemented in their area.

AWARENESS ABOUT LCS PROGRAMMES

Schoal Panchyat Social
Total PHC Doctor teacher officer worker

(160) (22) (11) (48) . (57) (16)

5 % % % % %

Yes 95 -3 91 93 .98 100
No 4 5 9 7 2 -

Perceived Reactions Uf People 1o LCS Schemes

Nearly all (95%) the respondents contacted felt that people in
their area had responded positively to the provision of low~cost
sanitation facilities, by the government.

This feeling was particularly high amongst school teachers and
Panchayat officers.

PERCEIVED REACTIONS OF PEUPLE TO LCS SCHEMES

School Panchyat

Jotal - PHC | teacher officer
(152)  (19) (41) (56)

% % % %

Very positive a3 68 83 86
Fairly positive 12 21 12 1
Neither +ve nor -ve 3 1 2 -
Fairly negative 2 - 2 4
Very negative ] - - -

IMIRIE
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Opinion About Financial Contribution

A large majority (78%) felt people beneficiasries of LCS schemes
should be asked to contribute financially. This was
particularly so amongst doctors, school teachers and social
workers.,

Except for the PHC ataff, most influencers also felt that the

beneficiary should be asked to contribute less than half the
- cost. T

A few (17%) of the respondents, however, felt that a beneficiary
should be asked to contribute to the extent he could sfford.

OPINION ABOUT FINANCIAL CONTRIBUTION

School Panchyat Social
Total PHC Doctor teacher officer worker

(160) (22) (11) (44) (57) (16)
5 % % % % %
Should contributes
Yes 78 73 100 86 74 e1
No 22 27 - 14 26 19
Extent of
contribution 3 (125) (16) (11) (38) (42) (13)
% % % % % %
Less than half 65 38 64 74 64 17
Half 13 25 9 13 10- -
More than half 6 13 - - 12 -
Extent they can
afford 17 25 27 13 14 23

|IMIIRBS
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Reaéons For Beneficlaries Financlal Contribution

These respondents felt that financial contribution by the
beneficiary, would ensure his participation and is then create &
feeling of responsibility.

The main reason against benefieiary;s éontributlon to the
scheme, was the feeling that poor people may nat be able to

afford.

REASONS FOR BENEF ICIARIES® FINANCIAL CONTRIBUTION

Iotal
(160)
%
Ensures part‘n of beneficiary/
creates responsibility 56
Good maintenance
Reduces the Govt’s burden 5
Locals must also contribute 8
Poor people cannot contribute 20

MBS

Indian Market Research Bureau







. - e i T T N
A, AR VLRl U R P D 0
- Y ~ 7. - R T - - -7 - RIS Gl
Ll A R RN RN A N S v TS A MR e

33

6.3 Opinion About Non-Financial Contribution

Nearly nine out af 10 respondents contacted felt that

beneficiaries could be asked to make contributions, other than
finance for sanitation facilities.

However, a significant proportion (one third) of the PHC staff
felt otherwise.

OPINION ABOUT NON-F INANCIAL CONTRIBUTION

School Panchyat Social
Total PHC Doctor teacher officer worker

(160) (22) (11) (44) (57) (18)

% % % % % %

Yes 90 68 100 96 90 100
No 10 32 - 4 10 -

/ VIR D
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Ways Of Non-Financial Contribution

Digging pits and providing labour was the most commonly (92%)

suggested ways of non-financial contfﬁbution to the sanitation
facilities.

Helping by providing and transportiﬁg materials were the other
ways in which respondents felt the people could contribute
towards the facility.

WAYS OF NON-FINANCIAL CONTRIBUTION

School  Panchyat Social
Total PHC teacher officer worker

(148) (15)  (a2) (51) (16)
% % % %
Provide materials 53 67 45 45 44
Dig pits/pravide
labour 92 93 923 90 94
Help transport
materisls ) 74 67 60 78 88

VRIS
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Perceived Impact Of LCS Schemes

Most (81%) of the respondents felt that beﬁeficiary contribution
(financial or non-financial) would result in more people wanting

latrines. A little less than a quarter (23%) felt that this
would lead to better maintained latrines.

PERCEIVED IMPACT OF LLCS SCHEMES

Total
(160)
%
More people will want latrines 81
Latrines will be maintained better 23
Latrines will be uséd by more
HH mgmbera 9

VRS
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Association Of Sanitation With Health Problems

In line with the high literacy rate in Kerala, almost all the
respondents were of the view that lack of sanitation facilities
could lead to health problems, In fact, three fourths (74%) of
the respondents were certain about this.

ASSOCIATION OF SANITATION WITH HEALTH PROBLEMS

PHC School Panchyat Social
Total staff teacher officer warker

(160) (22)  (44) (57) - (16)
% % % % %
Yes, certainly 74 91 71 68 69
Yes, sometimes 25 9 . 27 26 31
No, not usually 1 - - 2 -
No, never 2 - 2 4 -

JIMIRBS
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Health Problems Caused Bx Poor Sannitation

97

The most common health problems, associated with paor sanitation

facilities, were loose motion/diarrhoea.

About half the people

felt that worms and fever were also a result of poor sanitation

facilities.

A few (19%) others sald that poor sanitation could also lead to

cholera.

HEALTH PROBLEMS CAUSED BY POOR SANITATION

s

Totgl
(156)
%
Loose mation/
Diarrhoea 8%
Worms 58_
Fever 43
Cholera 19
Malaria 3
Jaundice 6

PHC Schoal Panchyat
staff teacher officer
(22) (43) - (54)

% % %

91 86 83

73 56 59

36 30 57

32 9 20

5 S 7

14 7 -

MBS
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Perceived Need For HH Latrines

A majofity (59%) of respondents felt that there was a need for
household latrines in their ares.

A significant proportion (39%) were also of the opinicn that the
current senitation programmes were not gatisfactory. '

PERCEIVED NEED FOR HH LATRINES

PHC Schaal Psnchyat
Total . staff Doctor teacher officer
(160) (22) (11) (43) (57)
1 1 % ] %

Strong need 43 41 46 50 40
Some need 16 14 - 1 19
Latrines needed, but
other needs more
urgent 1 - - 2 2 -
Current system
gatisfactory 1 - - 2 -
Current sanitation
programmes not
satisfactory 39 46 54 34 39

IIVIRIBS
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Suggested Impravements Of LCS Facilitijes

+59

When asked to suggest ways to improve theae facilities, slightly
over a third (36%) felt the need to improve health education
schemes and awareness amongst people of their area. Almost
another guarter (23%) felt that the gavernment should offer

monetary help.

SUGGESTED IMPROVEMENTS OF LCS FACILITIES

Improve health education
schemes/awareness

Govt. should offer monetary help
Improve water facilities

Increase number of latrines
Improve structure/strength of pit
Improve quality of junctlon box

One latrine per home

Total

(62)
36
23
13
13
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