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Summary 

In low- and middle-income countries, sanitation and hygiene promotion programmes aim 
to promote sanitation and improved hygiene as a means of preventing infectious 
diseases such as diarrhoea and cholera and to achieve community empowerment and 
human rights. Achieving sustained and equitable sanitation behaviour change is a major 
policy objective, and many scientific studies claim to measure improvements in these 
outcomes and identify how to make programmes more effective. This summary report is 
based on the first systematic review of that evidence.  

The aim of the systematic review was to find which promotional approaches might 
change handwashing and sanitation behaviour and which implementation factors affect 
the success or failure of such promotional approaches. We defined four categories of 
promotional approaches:  

1. Community-based approaches, a promotional approach where there is typically 
community involvement and engagement and shared decision-making, e.g. 
community-led total sanitation. 

2. Social marketing approaches, a promotional approach combining enterprise 
approaches with demand stimulation, and assuming that people both want and 
are able to change their behaviour. 

3. Sanitation and hygiene messaging, a predominantly directive educational 
approach, consisting mainly of one-way communication, designed to help 
individuals and communities improve their health by increasing their knowledge 
and/or skills. 

4. Other promotional approaches using psychosocial theory, in which 
behavioural factors (e.g. knowledge, feelings and social pressure) are specifically 
addressed, e.g. Evo-Eco or risk attitude norm ability self-regulation. 

We conducted a thorough search for published and unpublished studies on promotional 
approaches for handwashing, latrine use, safe faeces disposal, and the discouragement 
of open defecation among children and adults in low- and middle-income countries. We 
included impact evaluations that used a counterfactual to answer the question ‘Does it 
work?’ (effectiveness). We also incorporated high-quality qualitative studies answering 
the question ‘Under which circumstances does it work (or not)?’ (implementation). Two 
reviewers independently screened and selected relevant studies, assessed the quality of 
included studies, and synthesised findings.  

Results 

We included 42 studies examining the effectiveness of various promotional approaches. 
Most studies were conducted in Asia (51%) and Sub-Saharan Africa (40%), while others 
were done in Latin America (9%). We cannot identify a promotional approach that is 
better than all others in achieving all outcomes, yet several promotional elements seem 
promising:  

• The community-based promotional approach probably improves sanitation 
behaviours around latrine use and open defecation and may increase the uptake 
of handwashing with soap. Improvements are less clear in the longer term (more 
than 12 months following implementation);  
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• Social marketing probably improves latrine use and reduces open defecation for 
up to 12 months after implementation, but only when handwashing and sanitation 
programmes are combined. The effects of this approach on handwashing alone 
are unclear;  

• Other promotional approaches using psychosocial theory may increase the 
uptake of handwashing with soap at key times for up to 12 months following 
implementation, but their impact on sanitation is unknown; and 

• Sanitation and hygiene messaging merely seems to have a short-term effect 
on the uptake of handwashing with soap, while no effects on sanitation are 
evident from this approach.  

An additional 28 studies investigated which implementation factors were associated 
with the success or failure of these promotional approaches. We found that a number of 
enablers are relevant across all promotional approaches: 

• Longer intervention periods with adequate follow-up; 
• Frequent visits by the implementer; 
• Using short communication messages; 
• The availability of training materials; 
• Financial assistance and partnerships; 
• The kindness and respect of the implementer; 
• The accessibility of the implementer; and  
• The implementer’s status and authority. 

For sanitation and hygiene programme participants, enablers included awareness about 
a project’s costs and benefits, their own social capital, access to infrastructure and 
availability of space, and other people demonstrating the intended behaviour (e.g. safe 
disposal of faeces).  

Implementation enablers of community-based approaches are: 
• The enthusiasm of community leaders about a project;  
• The community having a sense of ownership of a project;  
• The implementer being part of the community; 
• The sex of the implementer being suited to the community member;  
• Trust between the community and the implementer 
• Income-generating activities for community members; 
• Clear communication between the implementer and the community; and 
• Developing a culture of cooperation. 

Implementation enablers of social marketing approaches included working with local 
contractors and considering consumer preferences. We also identified a number of 
barriers to the effective implementation of social marketing approaches: 

• A lack of communication with latrine business owners about which area to cover;  
• Sanitation loans not reaching poor people;  
• Sanitation loan officers’ attitudes and high interest rates on loans;  
• Long sanitation loan processing times;  
• Lack of financial knowledge among programme beneficiaries; and 
• Poverty in the target community.   
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We identified barriers to effective sanitation and hygiene messaging: 
• Messages, including short message service, that were too long or were culturally 

inappropriate; 
• Passive teaching methods in schools; 
• The need for longer intervention periods and frequent reminders when working 

with children;  
• Overlaps between school- and community-based interventions;  
• Families’ lack of interest and involvement in school-based interventions; and 
• Illiteracy among project beneficiaries. 

Implications for policy, programming and research 

Policy 
Promotional approaches designed to prompt handwashing and sanitation behaviour 
change can be effective in improving the uptake of handwashing with soap, latrine use 
and safe faeces disposal, and in reducing open defecation. The following are effective 
elements of behaviour promotion:  

• Community-based approaches in sanitation programmes that involve the 
community in the design and implementation stages, resulting in tangible actions 
taken by community members;  

• Social marketing elements in combined handwashing and sanitation 
programmes, e.g. determining people-centred needs, stimulating demand for 
handwashing and sanitation, delivering desired satisfaction more effectively and 
efficiently than competitors, working with local builders and other entrepreneurs, 
and considering consumer preferences and desires; 

• Adding elements derived from psychosocial theory to promotional approaches in 
handwashing interventions, i.e. using psychosocial theory, social cognitive 
elements or theoretical elements of behaviour change to design the intervention; 
and  

• Using interpersonal communication as part of a communication strategy.  

In contrast, we found that sanitation and hygiene messaging, commonly used in schools, 
is not effective in improving behaviours beyond a project’s implementation phase. 

Programming 
Evidence showed that the effects of water, sanitation and hygiene promotion 
programmes vary due to differences in context and approach, and a lack of standardised 
behaviour outcome assessments. However, we identified several effective elements of 
behaviour promotion. These include recognising the different barriers and enablers that 
influence the implementation of promotional approaches in a particular context.  

More in-depth formative research during the assessment phase, leading to selecting and 
identifying the right promotional elements and influencing factors, is critical for 
programmes aiming for sustained behaviour change in sanitation and handwashing. 
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Research 
To improve the quality of the evidence and its use, we need to have a more uniform 
method for measuring water, sanitation and hygiene behaviour outcomes, which will also 
improve the quality and findings of synthesis studies based on such evidence.  

It is important to further test the barriers and enablers identified in this review in mixed-
method studies that also incorporate quantitative analyses of promotional approaches. At 
present, there is not enough evidence to answer major policy questions around the 
incorporation of financing into sanitation demand approaches. Specific studies are 
needed to assess combined approaches, such as community approaches combined with 
sanitation marketing and financial support.   
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1. Introduction 

1.1 The problem 

An estimated 2.4 billion people still lack improved sanitation facilities. In addition, 663 
million people still have no access to safe water, with rural populations being most 
vulnerable.1 The Sustainable Development Goal for sanitation is to ‘achieve access to 
adequate and equitable sanitation and hygiene for all and end open defecation, paying 
special attention to the needs of women and girls and those in vulnerable situations’ by 
2030.2  

Reaching this ambitious target will be most challenging in Sub-Saharan Africa and South 
Asia, where only 30% and 41% of people, respectively, have access to improved 
sanitation. Decision makers urgently need high-quality evidence about what works in 
promoting behaviour change.  

The objectives of many sanitation and hygiene programmes are to bring sustainable and 
equitable behaviour change and to promote the use of sanitation and hygiene as a 
means of achieving community empowerment and human rights.  

When adopted by communities, sanitation and hygiene approaches can combat life-
threatening diseases, such as diarrhoeal disease.3 According to the World Health 
Organization (WHO), diarrhoea is the second-leading cause of death in children under 
five years old in low-income countries, with around 760,000 deaths each year.4 Other 
important benefits of improved water supply, sanitation and hygiene include reduced 
drudgery for those collecting water and improved safety and psychosocial well-being, 
particularly for women and girls.5  

1.2 The intervention 

Water, sanitation and hygiene (WASH) interventions aim to reduce diarrhoeal disease by 
(1) improving water supply and water quality; (2) reducing open defecation practices and 
supporting latrine construction, latrine use and latrine hygiene; and (3) encouraging 
handwashing, showering or bathing, and domestic hygiene.6  

Most early WASH interventions focused on the ‘hardware’ component, i.e. constructing a 
water source or latrine. However, the impact of water quality interventions on protection 
against disease lessens over time because improved behaviours are not maintained.7 To 
improve the effectiveness of WASH interventions, ‘software’ interventions (promotional 
approaches) were developed. These interventions are important in ensuring the long-
term sustainability of behaviours and the technical durability of facilities. 

In the 1980s and 1990s, health promotion was primarily based on cognitive psychology.8 
These interventions assumed that people make rational decisions about protecting their 
health, based on knowledge, skills and facilities. As such, this era was marked by 
extensive health and/or hygiene campaigns to educate the public by raising awareness 
about risky behaviour.  

In the early 2000s, promotion shifted toward social marketing strategies, which led to 
widespread production of information, education and communication materials to 
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facilitate behaviour change. More recently, community-based approaches and 
psychosocial theory have emphasised the importance of attitudes and beliefs in 
promoting behaviour change.  

1.3 Rationale and objectives 

Despite the efforts to develop a diversity of WASH approaches, there is no consensus 
about the effectiveness of promotional approaches in changing WASH behaviour. In 
addition, there is a major policy debate on the added value of financial incentives (e.g. 
subsidies) or non-financial incentives for influencing behaviour change in programming. 

Six previous systematic reviews have synthesised evidence on a mix of promotional 
approaches, including social marketing,9 community-based,10 sanitation and hygiene 
messaging and/or the use of different communication channels,11 or multiple promotional 
approaches.12 None of these systematic reviews focuses on behaviour change 
outcomes or incorporates mixed methods using quantitative and qualitative evidence.  

The systematic review on which this summary report is based13 is the first to bring 
together evidence on behaviour change outcomes in sanitation and hygiene 
programmes. It had two objectives: (1) to synthesise evidence on the effectiveness of 
approaches to promote handwashing and sanitation behaviour in low- and middle-
income countries (L&MICs) (research question 1); and (2) to collect evidence on 
implementation factors associated with intervention effectiveness (research question 2).  

1.4 Methods 

We carried out a mixed-method systematic review, incorporating findings from impact 
evaluations to quantify the difference to outcomes made by behaviour change 
programmes (research question 1) and qualitative evidence to understand the underlying 
reasons, opinions and motivations that may explain why change occurs or does not 
occur (research question 2).  

We conducted an extensive search for studies in any language. We identified relevant 
articles through electronic searches of databases and websites. Figure 1 shows the 
search and screening process. From 25,567 potentially relevant citations, we reviewed 
the full text of over 500 papers and identified 70 studies (74 references) that were eligible 
for inclusion in the review, covering 42 impact evaluation studies and 28 qualitative 
research studies addressing influencing factors about the implementation of these 
programmes.  

We critically appraised each included study for validity and synthesised findings 
narratively, since there was too much variation in study population, programmes and 
methods to pool data statistically. A more comprehensive description of the methodology 
is provided in the full systematic review technical report.14  
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Figure 1: PRISMA diagram of search and screening process for systematic review 

 

Following 3ie guidance, we formed a stakeholder engagement advisory group 
(comprising 13 development practitioners, 3 policymakers and 4 donors) and invited the 
advisory group members to two consultation meetings, in Cape Town and Geneva. 
Group members were involved throughout the process of conducting this systematic 
review, actively contributing to the development and refinement of the theory of change 
(ToC), the research questions and selection criteria, and categorising the included 
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studies into the four main categories of promotional approaches. Additionally, these 
experts gave input on the implications of the findings for policy, programming and 
practice. 

1.5 Report structure 

We first describe the interventions in more detail (Section 2). In Section 3, we describe 
how the interventions are supposed to work. In Sections 4 and 5, we describe the 
findings of our review. For each type of promotional approach, we describe the evidence 
on what works (effectiveness evidence), under which circumstances and why 
(implementation evidence). Finally, in Section 6 we describe the implications of our 
findings for policy, programming and future research. 
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2. The interventions 

Several promotional approaches have been developed over the past few decades and 
are currently being applied to promote uptake of WASH interventions and to achieve 
WASH behaviour change.15 This systematic review classified promotional approaches 
into four groups: community-based approaches, social marketing approaches, sanitation 
and hygiene messaging, and other approaches based on elements of psychosocial 
theory. This classification was based on the main focus or major element of the 
promotional approach, and was validated by different stakeholders (content experts, 
practitioners and policymakers). 

The first category encompasses a community-based approach, which requires 
involvement of the entire community and is characterised by shared decision-making. 
Typically, such interventions make use of community meetings to trigger a behaviour 
change.  

Prominent examples of community-based interventions are community-led total 
sanitation (CLTS), which aims to declare communities open defecation free, and 
participatory hygiene and sanitation transformation (PHAST) interventions. Other 
community-based approaches include participatory rural appraisal (PRA); self-esteem, 
associative strengths, resourcefulness, action-planning and responsibility (SARAR); 
community reunion; community hygiene club or mother club; community health clubs; 
child-to-child approach; urban-led total sanitation (ULTS); community approaches to total 
sanitation (CATS); methodology for participatory assessments (MPA); community action 
planning; child hygiene and sanitation training (CHAST) and transformation; and the 
model home approach. 

The second category involves social marketing approaches, which use commercial 
marketing techniques to promote the adoption of behaviour that will improve the health 
or well-being of the target audience or society as a whole.16 Such commercial marketing 
strategies combine enterprise approaches with demand stimulation, while focusing on 
‘the four Ps’: product (e.g. handwashing facility), price (e.g. of soap), place (products 
need to be easily available) and promotion. It is the implementer’s responsibility to 
determine the needs, wants and interests of target populations and to deliver the desired 
intervention more effectively and efficiently than competitors.17  

Importantly, such commercial marketing techniques assume that people both want, and 
are able, to change their behaviour. Examples of social marketing approaches include 
Saniya, Global Public-Private Partnership for Handwashing (PPPHW), support to small-
scale independent providers (SSIPs), SaniMart, SanMark, and total sanitation and 
sanitation marketing (TSSM). 

Third, sanitation and hygiene messaging is an educational approach predominantly 
consisting of one-way communication. These interventions are designed to improve 
health by increasing community members’ knowledge and/or skills. 

A fourth category includes other approaches using psychosocial theory, which are 
behavioural factors (e.g. knowledge, feelings or social pressure) derived from social 
psychology theories. These factors, such as a feeling of disgust, are then specifically 
addressed in the promotional programme, with the aim of triggering behaviour change.  
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Examples of programmes based on elements of psychosocial theory include focus 
opportunity ability motivation (FOAM); risk attitude norm ability self-regulation (RANAS); 
integrated behavioural model for water, sanitation and hygiene (IBM-WASH); access 
build create deliver evaluate (ABCDE); and the Evo-Eco or behaviour-centred design 
(BCD) model. 

In addition to these categories of promotional approaches, promotional elements such 
as incentives can be incorporated. Incentives can be either financial or non-financial. 
Financial incentives include national government subsidy programmes, vouchers or cash 
transfers. Non-financial incentives encompass providing food or soap, or giving awards 
to community leaders who meet open-defecation-free targets. 

Any of the promotional approaches above can be delivered using one or more 
communication strategies: 

• Interpersonal communication, such as peer-to-peer communication, home 
visits or focus groups. These approaches could be implemented by change 
transformation agents, such as hygiene promoters, WASH committees, 
champions or natural leaders who are not part of a community leadership system, 
community leaders (chiefs, elected or appointed village leaders or councillors), 
religious leaders, teachers, village health workers, local government staff (dealing 
with WASH, social services or health), or volunteers (e.g. Red Cross volunteers). 
Methods can include lectures, workshops, games, providing materials and 
demonstrations, quizzes and so on; 

• Mass media communication, such as posters, TV or radio spots, radio 
programmes, billboards, newspapers, outdoor or transit advertising, 
megaphones, hygiene days, and stickers or paintings; and 

• Traditional communication, such as songs, folk drama and theatre 
performances, concerts, rallies, parades, or cinema shows. 
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3. How interventions are supposed to work 

We built a theory of change (ToC) framework to illustrate the hypothesised causal links 
between handwashing and sanitation promotional approaches and their intended short-, 
intermediate- and long-term outcomes (Figure 2). The ToC was developed iteratively 
based on existing frameworks,18 as well as from input from the stakeholder engagement 
group members. 

The ToC framework contains the four types of promotional approaches intended to 
induce handwashing and sanitation behaviour change (indicated in yellow): community-
based approach, social marketing approach, sanitation and hygiene messaging, and 
other approaches using elements of psychosocial theory. 

The promotional approaches are identified as promotional elements to indicate that a 
promotional approach can consist of several elements of different approaches. 
Approaches using elements of psychosocial theory were placed in an assessment box, 
indicating that these should be identified via formative evaluations (on a small scale) and 
then later incorporated in a broader promotional approach in larger-scale formative 
evaluations. 

Implementation factors affecting the success or failure of such promotional approaches 
are also included in the ToC.
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Figure 2: Theory of change framework  
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The promotional interventions’ short-term, intermediate and long-term outcomes are 
shown in green boxes. Short-term outcomes consist of five ‘behavioural factors’ that 
underlie behaviour change: knowledge, skills, attitude, norms and self-regulation.  

The intermediate outcomes are behaviours themselves: handwashing with or without 
soap, handwashing at key times (before eating, before food preparation, after visiting the 
toilet, after children’s faeces disposal or cleaning a baby’s bottom), latrine or toilet use, 
safe faeces disposal, and open defecation practice.  

Behaviour change comprises ‘intention’, ‘use’ and ‘habit’, as defined in the RANAS 
model.19 Intention represents a person’s readiness to practise a behaviour, i.e. how 
willing they are to implement a behaviour. Use refers to the execution of actions, and 
both the desired behaviour and competing behaviours must be considered. Use is further 
categorised as ‘uptake’ (during implementation), ‘adherence’ (12 months later) or ‘longer 
term use’ (12 months later). Habits are routinised behaviours that are executed in 
specific, repeating situations nearly automatically and without any cognitive effort.20  

Finally, longer term outcomes include health measures such as mortality and morbidity 
due to illness caused by faecal-oral transmission (e.g. diarrhoea, acute respiratory illness 
or gastrointestinal disease) and psychosocial well-being. Health outcomes are the 
endpoint outcomes in this causal chain, for which behaviour change is a prerequisite to 
achieve them. 

Implementation factors affecting the success rate of a promotional approach are in blue 
boxes. These consist of six main categories:  

1. Programme environment factors (e.g. training and qualifications of the 
implementer and coordination between providers of the same intervention). 

2. Process evaluation factors (e.g. content, frequency, duration, coverage and reach 
of a programme). 

3. Implementer-related factors (e.g. motivation and planning skills of the 
implementer).  

4. Recipient-related factors (e.g. public commitment and self-efficacy of 
participants). 

5. Implementer-related contextual factors (e.g. sex of the implementer). 
6. Recipient-related contextual factors (e.g. culture and education level of 

participants). 
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4. Evidence 

The programmes on which this report is based were conducted in 24 L&MICs. The 
programmes were implemented across various regions and countries (Figure 3), 
reaching varied target areas or settings (Figure 4) and using a variety of interventions 
(Figure 5). They also measured a range of different outcomes (Figure 6). 
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Figure 3: Geographic distribution of included studies 
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Figure 4: Distribution of areas targeted by included studies  
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Figure 5: Distribution of included studies across intervention  
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Figure 6: Distribution of included studies across outcomes 
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The majority of programmes and projects covered by studies included in this report were 
in Sub-Saharan Africa.  

These include community-based interventions in Nigeria (EDEE intervention package 
and CLTS), Mali (CLTS), Zimbabwe (community health clubs, CLTS, and participatory 
hygiene and sanitation transformation [PHAST]), Ethiopia (Millennium Water 
Programme), Tanzania (National Sanitation Campaign and MTUMBA approach), 
Uganda (Rural Water and Sanitation project), Zambia (Hygiene and Sanitation Scaling-
Up Project), Kenya (Water and Sanitation Programme) and South-Africa (Health 
Promotion and Disease Prevention Programme).  

Sanitation and handwashing were promoted via sanitation and hygiene messaging in 
eight school-based interventions (e.g. the Nyando Integrated Child Health Education 
[NICHE] programme in Kenya, The Lushoto Enhanced Health Education Project in 
Tanzania and the Tippy Tap Handwashing programme in Uganda).  

A few programmes used social marketing techniques (e.g. sanitation in peri-urban areas 
in Malawi or handwashing with soap in Tanzania) or elements of psychosocial theory 
(use of public commitment in addition to education, infrastructure promotion, and/or 
group discussions in Ethiopia and Uganda) to promote sanitation and/or handwashing. 

Twenty-four sanitation and handwashing programmes were implemented in four South 
Asian countries: India, Nepal, Pakistan and Bangladesh. In India and Bangladesh, 11 
community-based interventions implemented in rural areas included Sanitation, Hygiene 
Education and Water Supply in Bangladesh (SHEWA-B); BRAC; the Water and 
Sanitation Partnership Project; and India’s Total Sanitation Campaign.  

Six programmes used sanitation and hygiene messaging as the promotional approach: 
two handwashing promotion interventions in households in Pakistan, three educational 
interventions in urban compounds and communities and rural villages in Bangladesh, 
and one big campaign in Indian rural villages (The Great WASH Yatra handwashing 
awareness-raising campaign). The SuperAmma programme (promoted based on 
elements of psychosocial theory) was implemented in rural villages and schools in India.  

In South East Asia, eight sanitation and handwashing programmes were implemented. 
They included community-based interventions in rural households of Papua New Guinea 
(community-based WASH intervention) and in rural communities of Viet Nam (the Water 
Supply, Sanitation, Hygiene Promotion and Health in Viet Nam (SANIVAT) project).  

Three social marketing programmes took place in this region (a sanitation marketing 
campaign in rural Indonesian villages, a hygiene school intervention in Thailand, and the 
Cambodia Rural Sanitation and Hygiene Improvement Program (CR-SHIP). The two 
sanitation and hygiene messaging programmes in this region were the Household 
Influenza Transmission Study (HITS) in urban Thailand and a school-based 
handwashing with soap Intervention (HWWS) in rural Viet Nam. 

The evidence base is more limited for Latin America and the Caribbean and East Asia. 
The five programmes implemented in the first one comprised a community-based school 
intervention in El Salvador, community health clubs in Haiti, a water treatment and 
handwashing campaign in Guatemala, and marketing and sanitation and hygiene 
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messaging interventions in Peru (Global Scaling Up Handwashing Project and growth 
and development programme, respectively). Interventions in East Asia consisted of a 
sanitation marketing programme and a health education intervention, both in rural China. 
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5. Effectiveness and implementation of sanitation and hygiene 
behaviour change programmes 

5.1 Community-based approaches 

Community-based approaches involve and engage community members with the aim of 
optimising handwashing and sanitation behaviour changes. Typically, shared decision-
making is an important part of this approach.  

Community-based approaches were evaluated in 13 effectiveness studies (review 
question 1) and 18 implementation studies (review question 2). The majority of studies 
investigated the effects of community-based approaches using the following approaches:  

• CLTS in Bangladesh, India and Mali;21 
• Community-based interventions in El Salvador and Nigeria;22 and  
• Community health clubs or women’s groups in Zimbabwe and Bangladesh.23  

Four studies conducted in Bangladesh, India and Papua New Guinea did not formally 
describe their approach as community-based, but clear elements of community 
involvement and engagement were described.24  

The effectiveness evidence on community-based approaches in improving handwashing 
and sanitation behaviour (Figure 7) can be summarised as follows: 

• Community-based approaches probably improve overall latrine use, safe faeces 
disposal and open defecation practices during implementation and at 12-month 
follow-up. However, programme effects were not seen for some specific 
outcomes (ending of open defecation by boys, latrine use by children aged 2–5 
years);  

• Community-based approaches may improve the uptake of handwashing with 
soap, both during implementation and at 12-month follow-up. 

• No studies evaluated the effects of community-based approaches on skills, 
attitudes, norms and self-regulation; 

• Several studies were not able to find long-term effects on handwashing or 
sanitation outcomes; 

• Community-based school programmes in rural El Salvador and India significantly 
improved knowledge of key handwashing times,25 while the effects on 
knowledge of the causes and consequences of diarrhoea were mixed; and26  

• Community-based interventions showed no consistent effect on diarrhoea 
prevalence, although a decrease in acute respiratory tract illness was found for 
India’s Total Sanitation Campaign27 and participatory women’s groups in 
Bangladesh.28 
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Figure 7: Effectiveness of promotional activities in included studies 
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5.1.1 Effectiveness of adding incentives to the community-based approach 
Only one study, in rural Bangladesh, compared the effectiveness of a community-based 
intervention with and without subsidies (latrine vouchers). Researchers found that the 
additional subsidies incentives were linked with significantly bigger impacts on reducing 
open defecation.29 

5.1.2 Comparison of different community-based approaches 
One study in Zimbabwe compared two community-based approaches: community health 
clubs versus CLTS. The approaches were equally effective in improving latrine use and 
open faeces disposal,30 but no information was available to quantify the effects of either 
approach. We conclude that it is important to involve the community when designing 
behaviour change programmes, but currently there is no comparative effectiveness 
evidence about which method is better. 

5.1.3 Barriers to and enablers of implementation 
Studies also described the implementation of community health clubs, CLTS or other 
approaches with community involvement in Sub-Saharan Africa (Nigeria, Ethiopia, 
Kenya, South Africa, Tanzania, Uganda, Zambia and Zimbabwe), South Asia 
(Bangladesh and India), Latin America and the Caribbean (El Salvador and Haiti) and 
South East Asia (Viet Nam).  

We identified barriers to and enablers of implementing community-based programmes 
for primary implementers and participants. Since implementing community-based 
approaches typically involves community members, we also see these participants as 
secondary implementers. 

We identified the following enablers and barriers for primary implementers: 
• Enablers: where the implementer is part of the community and a representative for 

the community; the reliability and accountability of the implementer; the implementer 
developing a culture of cooperation; the use of people showing the behaviour in real 
life as a teachable moment; and the enthusiasm of community leaders 

• Barriers: a lack of communication or information from implementers to 
participants, and a lack of implementer training in participatory development 
methods 

• Sex and gendered norms could function either as a barrier or as an enabler 
because villagers sometimes want to discuss private issues with an implementer 
of the same sex 

We identified the following enablers and barriers for secondary implementers 
(participants): 

• Enablers: introduction of competition between participants or villagers; forming 
identity within a health club (e.g. using a club name and slogan); participants 
having responsibility and a sense of ownership; and conducting income-
generating activities at health clubs 

• Barriers: participants feeling undervalued by being asked to perform voluntary 
work as part of an initiative 

• Sex and gendered norms could function as a barrier or enabler (e.g. men not 
having time to participate in community-based WASH activities or women not 
having the same decision-making power as men) 
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5.2 Social marketing approaches 

Social marketing approaches make use of commercial enterprise techniques to create 
demand. Such approaches were described in seven effectiveness studies (review 
question 1) and two implementation studies (review question 2) included in this review: 

• Six studies conducted in India, Tanzania, Indonesia, Peru and Thailand 
evaluated the effects of using a marketing campaign or social marketing 
techniques or interventions; and31  

• One study from Guatemala did not describe its approach as a formal social 
marketing approach but used several elements that are generally part of a social 
marketing approach (infrastructure promotion and incentives).32 

The evidence on the effectiveness of social marketing approaches on handwashing and 
sanitation behaviour (Figure 7) can be summarised as follows: 

• Social marketing approaches probably improve latrine use and decrease open 
defecation until 12 months after implementation. But social marketing was only 
effective when sanitation and handwashing interventions were combined, as 
shown in an intervention in rural households in Tanzania.33 This was not the case 
for handwashing or sanitation interventions alone;34  

• The effect of social marketing approaches on handwashing behaviour and safe 
faeces disposal is uncertain;  

• Effects on knowledge about the causes of diarrhoea could not be demonstrated 
in two studies conducted in Indonesia35 and Peru.36 General handwashing 
knowledge improved, albeit only in specific contexts, i.e. only in combination with 
a sanitation intervention in rural households in Tanzania or only when targeting 
the community as well as schools in Peru;37  

• Consistently positive effects on skills, attitude and norms were not found;  
• No studies evaluated the effects of social marketing approaches on self-

regulation; and 
• Evidence does not suggest that social marketing approaches reduce illness.  

5.2.1 Comparison of different social marketing approaches 
When comparing two social marketing approaches in rural Chinese villages, using a 
local builder social marketing approach resulted in fewer households refusing to use the 
new toilet when compared to an approach using an outside building team.38 

5.2.2 Effectiveness of different communication strategies 
In rural Tanzanian households, a mass media campaign alone had no effect on 
handwashing behaviour and behavioural factors (knowledge), whereas a combination of 
mass media and community involvement had some effects on handwashing behaviour 
and knowledge.39 

5.2.3 Barriers to and enablers of implementation 
Only two studies, of households in rural Cambodia and in urban Malawi, reported on 
enablers of, and barriers to, the implementation of social marketing approaches.40  

For implementers, we identified partnerships with government and NGOs and 
implementers’ actual involvement and accessibility as factors enabling implementation. 
We identified an implementer’s inappropriate attitude as a barrier to it.  
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For participants, additional income generation and the durability of programme 
infrastructure were enablers to implementation. Barriers to implementation included a 
lack of financial knowledge and factors relating to the use of sanitation loans (e.g. high 
interest rates, extensive processing times and application processes, and loans being 
too expensive and not reaching the poor).  

5.3 Sanitation and hygiene messaging 

Sanitation and hygiene messaging is a predominantly directive educational approach, 
mainly comprising one-way communication designed to help individuals and 
communities improve their health by increasing their knowledge and/or skills.  

Sanitation and hygiene messaging was described in 15 effectiveness studies (review 
question 1) and 5 implementation studies (review question 2): 

• Fourteen studies across South Asia (Bangladesh, India and Pakistan), South 
East Asia (Thailand), East Asia (China), Latin America (Peru) and Sub-Saharan 
Africa (Uganda) evaluated the effects of sanitation and hygiene messaging;41 and 

• Of these, four studies described school-based interventions in Sub-Saharan 
Africa (Nigeria, Kenya and Tanzania).42 

The effectiveness evidence for sanitation and hygiene messaging on handwashing and 
sanitation behaviour (Figure 7) can be summarised: 

• Sanitation and hygiene messaging may improve handwashing with soap during 
programme implementation. Studies could not find post-implementation or longer 
term effects;  

• Sanitation and hygiene messaging may make little or no difference on sanitation 
outcomes. Studies found no effects on latrine use and open defecation. In the 
one study examining the effect on safe faeces disposal (the Growth and 
Development Programme in urban communities in Peru), results were 
inconsistent;43  

• Sanitation and hygiene messaging did not consistently improve knowledge of 
health, personal hygiene and the causes of diarrhoea;  

• No consistent effect on skills and attitude was shown; and 
• In one handwashing awareness-raising campaign in India (the Great WASH 

Yatra), there were no effects on norms and self-regulation.44  

5.3.1 Comparison of different sanitation and hygiene messaging approaches 
When comparing two types of sanitation and hygiene messaging, using a poster contest 
showed no added benefit on handwashing behaviour compared to a standard school-
based education intervention in rural Kenya.45 

5.3.2 Barriers to, and enablers of, implementation 
Five studies reported on enablers of, and barriers to, sanitation and hygiene messaging: 
three at the school level in rural Kenya,46 Tanzania47 and Viet Nam,48 one at community 
level with short message service messages in Somalia,49 and one in urban Peru with 
video and pamphlet messages.50 

We identified the following enablers and barriers for implementers: 
• Enablers: using some (inter)active teaching methods with children; innovative 

messaging; longer interventions; and being able to influence parents via their children 
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• Barriers: messages (including short message service) that were too long or not 
culturally sensitive; passive teaching methods in schools; lack of longer 
intervention periods and lack of frequent reminders when working with children; 
overlaps between school-level and community interventions; and difficulty in 
disseminating behaviour from children to parents because it was felt improper for 
children to teach parents 

For participants, poverty, illiteracy, and, in case of a school intervention, lack of family 
interest and involvement are potential barriers. 
 

5.4 Approaches using psychosocial theory 

Theory-based promotional approaches focus on behavioural factors derived from a 
psychosocial theory. Approaches based on elements of psychosocial theory were 
described in six effectiveness studies (review question 1) and three implementation 
studies (review question 2). Four studies examined the effects of psychosocial theory 
approaches on behaviours. These studies used different psychosocial theories:  

• The theory of planned behaviour to develop a handwashing promotion 
intervention in Nepal;51 

• The RANAS model intervention, including group discussions with(out) public 
commitment in Uganda;52 

• The SuperAmma approach in rural households in India;53 and 
• An approach based on the stages of change theory to develop a soap and hand 

sanitiser intervention in rural compounds in Bangladesh.54 
 

The effectiveness of approaches using elements of psychosocial theory on handwashing 
and sanitation behaviour (Figure 7) can be summarised: 

• Using elements of psychosocial theory may improve handwashing with soap at 
various key times, as in a handwashing promotion programme in Nepal and a 
soap and hand sanitiser intervention in Bangladesh,55 as well as up to 12 months 
after the SuperAmma Programme was implemented in India.56 However, this 
effect could not be demonstrated for all key times;  

• Evidence from a study in Uganda (group discussions with or without public 
commitment) showed mixed effects on behavioural factors, such as knowledge, 
attitude and skills;57  

• No studies were available on norms and self-regulation; and 
• Limited evidence showed a reduction of diarrhoea following approaches using 

elements of psychosocial theory. 
 

5.4.1 Effectiveness of adding elements of psychosocial theory to existing hygiene 
messaging 
Several specific aspects of psychosocial theory were studied separately, including 
infrastructure promotion, public commitment and using elements of disgust. Focusing on 
infrastructure promotion and using reminders (in rural households in Ethiopia and a 
school in Uganda) resulted in significant improvements in handwashing and several 
behavioural factors.58 Focusing on public commitment59 and using feelings of disgust60 
did not alter handwashing behaviour but had some effect on behavioural factors and 
knowledge of key handwashing times, respectively. 
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5.4.2 Comparison of different approaches based on psychosocial theory 
A study conducted in rural India found no difference in handwashing when comparing a 
motivational intervention followed by a self-regulatory intervention versus a self-
regulatory intervention followed by a motivational intervention.61 

5.4.3 Effectiveness of different communication strategies 
Interpersonal communication in addition to a mass-media campaign showed greater 
improvements in handwashing behaviour and morbidity, compared to a mass-media 
campaign only, in a programme based on psychosocial theory conducted in rural 
communities in Viet Nam.62 

5.4.4 Enablers of and barriers to implementation 
We did not identify any enablers or barriers specifically related to using elements of 
psychosocial theory. However, two studies using a community-based approach reported 
the use of emotive factors, such as shame and disgust, as an enabler for 
implementation. 

5.5 Summary of effectiveness and implementation evidence 

Community-based approaches are probably effective in improving sanitation behaviours 
and may be effective in improving hygiene. Context plays a major role in the 
implementation, and therefore the effectiveness, of community-based programming. 
Prior assessment of the context before implementation will provide more information on 
which influencing factors to take into account and which elements should be included in 
the promotional strategy. 

Social marketing approaches combining sanitation and handwashing interventions are 
probably effective in improving sanitation behaviours up to 12 months after 
implementation. Context again plays an important mediating role, so a pre-assessment 
phase that defines contextual elements is important for effective implementation.  

Sanitation and hygiene messaging is probably not effective in improving sanitation and 
hygiene behaviours.  

Approaches using psychosocial theory may be effective in improving hygienic 
behaviours, but because there are very few studies based on these new approaches it is 
not possible to be conclusive. Using elements of psychosocial theory is a research-
driven approach, currently only used in small-scale research rather than large-scale 
programmes. It will be crucial to include formative research before designing a 
programme to identify relevant elements of psychosocial theory and contextual factors 
influencing implementation.  
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6. Implications 

6.1 Implications for policy 

Promotional approaches targeting handwashing and sanitation behaviour are complex 
programmes based on several promotional elements and should be adapted to the 
context of the environment where they are implemented. We conclude that no single 
promotional approach is more effective than all others in improving all outcomes. In other 
words, one size does not fit all. 

However, we find evidence of community-based approaches and social marketing 
improving sanitation behaviours (increasing latrine use and reducing open defecation) up 
to 12 months after implementation. The evidence does not support use of messaging 
approaches, such as health communication, to affect any behaviour change beyond the 
implementation period. 

We identified several elements of effective behaviour promotion:  
1. Involving the community (i.e. a community-based approach) in the different 

stages of designing and implementing sanitation programmes, therefore resulting 
in tangible actions taken by community members 

2. Using social marketing elements in sanitation programmes (i.e. determining 
people-centred needs, stimulating demand for handwashing and sanitation 
options, delivering satisfaction more effectively and efficiently than competitors, 
working with local builders and other entrepreneurs, considering consumer 
preferences and desires) 

3. Incorporating elements from psychosocial theory in the promotional approach to 
handwashing interventions (e.g. a design using social cognitive elements or 
theoretical elements of behaviour change, such as disgust as a motivator to avoid 
infectious disease)  

4. Using interpersonal communication as part of a communication strategy. 
Sanitation and hygiene messaging that emphasise one-way communication 
seems insufficient to achieve a long-term effect on handwashing and sanitation 
(latrine use, safe faeces disposal and reducing open defecation) 

It is difficult to generalise findings on using incentives as part of a promotional approach 
since we found a limited number of studies that used a wide range of incentives (from 
soap bars to food over financial subsidies). One study reported promising results when 
using subsidies as part of a community-based approach in Bangladesh. 

Evidence on using elements derived from psychosocial theory was only found in small-
scale studies of implementing a handwashing programme. Nevertheless, such 
promotional elements could be added to a broader programme (e.g. in determining 
appropriate methods of sustaining hygiene and sanitation behaviours). Determining 
which elements of psychosocial theory are relevant in a certain context would need to be 
part of a pre-intervention assessment or pilot phase.  

6.2 Implications for programming 

Evidence showed that the effects of handwashing and sanitation promotional 
approaches varied due to differences in contexts and programmes. More in-depth, 
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formative research during the assessment phase, leading to the selection of the most 
appropriate promotional elements and adapting a programme to the local context, seems 
to be a critical step for achieving sanitation and handwashing behaviour change. 

There is a lack of standardised behaviour outcome assessment in terms of outcome 
measures (indicators) and methods of outcome measurement. However, we identified 
several effective elements of behaviour promotion. Current best practice in the WASH 
sector is to use a combination of approaches, as we learned from key stakeholders in 
our stakeholder engagement advisory group (section 6.4).  

In addition to the characteristics of a certain promotional approach, a wide variety of 
influencing factors should be taken into account during implementation. Key enablers 
and barriers need to be well understood when planning an intervention and selecting the 
most appropriate combination of promotional approaches: 

• The programme environment (funding, partnership and coordination); 
• The implementation process or process evaluation factors (acceptability, dose, 

reach and fidelity); 
• Implementer-related contextual factors (leadership, attitude or sex); and 
• Participant-related contextual factors (motivation, others showing behaviour, 

culture and level of education). 

We identified key enablers and barriers for each of these approaches, revealing them to 
be equally critical in selecting successful promotional approaches for influencing 
hygiene-related behavioural change. These influencing factors are likely to explain the 
success or failure of a promotional programme.  

For community-based approaches, having a facilitator, such as a health promoter or 
community leader who is part of and representative of the community is very important. 
The implementer’s attitude (e.g. being enthusiastic, responsible and providing enough 
information) seems important, and creating a culture of cooperation facilitates project 
implementation. Where the implementer is part of the community and thus has a bond 
with participants, the implementer’s sex seems to be important (e.g. women would rather 
trust a female implementer when they want to discuss female hygiene and private 
issues, such as birth control).  

For social marketing approaches, using sanitation loans could result in barriers to 
implementation in some cases, since this has been seen as a slow process that can be 
expensive, thus not reaching the poor or people lacking financial knowledge. Additional 
income generation would be an important enabler for this type of approach.  

In sanitation and hygiene messaging, commonly called ‘hygiene education’, it seems 
key that messages are delivered using active teaching methods and that messaging is 
innovative and culturally sensitive. In school-based interventions with children, the 
duration of the intervention and involving parents are positive influencing factors.  

Incorporating elements of psychosocial theory is a promising approach to promoting 
behaviour change. Since existing evidence is from studies of pilot interventions, 
elements should be identified and tested on a smaller scale before incorporating them in 
a broader promotional approach at scale. 
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In summary, since contextual elements play a major role in implementation, formative 
research to assess the context and situation will help to determine which influencing 
factors to take into account and which elements to include in a promotional strategy. This 
key implication for programming is reflected in the ToC as a separate ‘assessment step’ 
(Figure 2).  

6.3 Implications for future research 

There is an urgent need to use more uniform methods to measure outcomes (type of 
outcomes, method and timing of assessment). This will facilitate drawing conclusions on 
the effects of promotional approaches in the future.  

In addition, it is important to further assess the enablers and barriers identified in this 
review, alongside quantitative analyses of promotional approaches. Well-conducted 
experimental studies (randomised controlled trials) on the effectiveness of handwashing 
and sanitation promotional approaches are still lacking. Given the national and global 
scaling up of approaches such as CLTS, there is an urgent need for more rigorous 
impact evaluations of the effectiveness of these programmes in different contexts.  

A small number of existing studies show that mixed method evaluations of community-
based approaches using strong randomised designs, which collect credible data on 
attitudes and behaviour change over time, can be useful in informing programme design. 
Impact evaluations can be particularly useful when they test alternate combinations of 
interventions, or different approaches to implementation, in order to ensure that 
programmes are implemented in the most effective way possible. 

More studies also need to answer controversial policy debates, such as the contexts in 
which subsidies should be incorporated into sanitation programmes and when they 
should not.  

6.4 Promoting uptake and use of this systematic evidence 

We actively engaged with a diverse stakeholder engagement advisory group to inform 
this review and help create demand for its findings. As champions, they helped promote 
access to key actors and understanding and using the review findings. As part of that 
effort, we worked with them to create a specific dissemination and uptake plan for 
different audiences (researchers, practitioners and policymakers) via different types of 
documents (e.g peer-reviewed publications, policy briefs and infographics) and 
communication channels (e.g. conferences, electronic newsletters and social media).  

The practitioners in this group valued the systematic identification of enablers and 
barriers, which enables them to take these into account when designing and 
implementing programmes in the future. 

  



27 

References 

3ie, 2014. Water, sanitation and hygiene evidence gap map. London: International 
Initiative for Impact Evaluation (3ie). Available at: 
<http://gapmaps.3ieimpact.org/evidence-maps/water-sanitation-and-hygiene-evidence-
gap-map>  

Abiola, AO, Nwogu, EE, Ibrahim, MT and Hassan, R, 2012. Effect of health education on 
knowledge, attitude and practices of personal hygiene among secondary school students 
in rural Sokoto, North West, Nigeria. Nigerian Quarterly Journal of Hospital Medicine, 
22(3), pp.181–90. 

Andrade, EL, 2012. Thinking outside the soapbox: Evaluating the effectiveness of a 
community-based hygiene promotion intervention in Santa Clara, El Salvador. The 
George Washington University, Proquest Dissertations Publishing, 3503057. 

Arnold, B, Arana, B, Mausezahl, D, Hubbard, A and Colford, JM, 2009. Evaluation of a 
pre-existing, 3-year household water treatment and handwashing intervention in rural 
Guatemala. International Journal of Epidemiology, 38(6), pp.1651–1661.  

Aunger, R and Curtis, V, 2015. A Guide to Behaviour Centred Design. London: Hygiene 
Centre, London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine. Available at: 
<https://blogs.lshtm.ac.uk/envhealthgroup/files/2015/04/Guide-to-Behaviour-Centred-
Design.compressed-2.pdf>  

Biran, A, Schmidt, WP, Wright, R, Jones, T, Seshadri, M, Isaac, P and Curtis, V, 2009. 
The effect of a soap promotion and hygiene education campaign on handwashing 
behaviour in rural India: a cluster randomised trial. Tropical Medicine and International 
Health, 14(10), pp.1303–1314. 

Biran, A, Schmidt, WP, Varadharajan, KS, Rajaraman, D, Kumar, R, Greenland, K and 
Curtis, V, 2014. Effect of a behaviour-change intervention on handwashing with soap in 
India (SuperAmma): a cluster-randomised trial. Lancet Global Health, 2(3), e145–54.   

Bowen, A, Agboatwalla, M, Ayers, T, Tobery, T, Tariq, M and Luby, SP, 2013. Sustained 
improvements in handwashing indicators more than 5 years after a cluster-randomised, 
community-based trial of handwashing promotion in Karachi, Pakistan. Tropical Medicine 
& International Health, 18(3), pp.259–67.  

Briceno, B, Coville, A and Martinez, S, 2015. Promoting Handwashing and Sanitation: 
Evidence from a Large-Scale Randomized Trial in Rural Tanzania, Policy Research 
Working Paper 7164, Washington: World Bank Group Water Global Practice Group & 
Development Research Group Impact Evaluation Team  

Cairncross, S, Hunt, C, Boisson, S, Bostoen, K, Curtis, V, Fung, IC and Schmidt, WP, 
2010. Water, sanitation and hygiene for the prevention of diarrhoea. International Journal 
of Epidemiology, 39 Supplement 1, i193–205. 

Cameron, L, Shah, M and Olivia, S, 2013. Impact Evaluation of a Large-Scale Rural 
Sanitation Project in Indonesia. Policy Research Working Paper 6360. Washington: 
World Bank. 

https://blogs.lshtm.ac.uk/envhealthgroup/files/2015/04/Guide-to-Behaviour-Centred-Design.compressed-2.pdf
https://blogs.lshtm.ac.uk/envhealthgroup/files/2015/04/Guide-to-Behaviour-Centred-Design.compressed-2.pdf


28 

Cargo, M, Stankov, I, Thomas, J, Saini, M, Rogers, P, Mayo-Wilson, E and Hannes, K, 
2015. Development, inter-rater reliability and feasibility of a checklist to assess 
implementation (Ch-IMP) in systematic reviews: the case of provider-based prevention 
and treatment programs targeting children and youth. BMC Medical Research 
Methodology, 15:73.  

Caruso, BA, Freeman, MC, Garn, JV, Dreibelbis, R, Saboori, S, Muga, R and 
Rheingans, R, 2014. Assessing the impact of a school-based latrine cleaning and 
handwashing program on pupil absence in Nyanza Province, Kenya: a cluster- 
randomized trial. Tropical Medicine & International Health, 19(10), pp.1185–1197. 

Chase, C and Do, Q, 2012. Handwashing behavior change at scale: evidence from a 
randomized evaluation in Vietnam. Policy Research Working Paper 6207, Washington: 
World Bank Sustainable Development Network Water and Sanitation Program & 
Development Research Group Poverty and Inequality Team. 

Cole, B, DeGabriele, J, Ho, G and Anda, M, 2015. Exploring the utility of diffusion theory 
to evaluate social marketing approaches to improve urban sanitation in Malawi. Journal 
of Water Sanitation and Hygiene for Development, 5(2), pp.289–300. 

Contzen, N, Meili, IH and Mosler, HJ, 2015. Changing handwashing behaviour in 
southern Ethiopia: a longitudinal study on infrastructural and commitment interventions. 
Social Science & Medicine, 124, pp. 103–14. 

Contzen, N and Inauen, J, 2015. Social-cognitive factors mediating intervention effects 
on handwashing: a longitudinal study. Journal of Behavioral Medicine, 38(6), pp.956–69.  

De Buck, E, Van Remoortel, H, Hannes, K, Govender, T, Naidoo, S, Avau, B, Vande 
Veegaete, A, Musekiwa, A, Lutje, V, Cargo, M, Mosler, H, Vandekerckhove, P and 
Young, T, 2017. Approaches to promote handwashing and sanitation behaviour change 
in low- and middle-income countries: a mixed method systematic review, Systematic 
Review 36, New Delhi: International Initiative for Impact Evaluation (3ie). 

DFID, 2013. Water, Sanitation and Hygiene. Available at: 
<http://r4d.dfid.gov.uk/pdf/outputs/sanitation/WASH‐evidence‐paper‐april2013.pdf>  

Dickey, MK, John, R, Carabin, H and Zhou, X, 2015. Program evaluation of a sanitation 
marketing campaign among the Bai in China: a strategy for cysticercosis reduction. 
Social Marketing Quarterly, 21(1), pp.37–50. 

Dreibelbis, R, Winch, PJ, Leontsini, E, Hulland, KR, Ram, PK, Unicomb, L and Luby, SP, 
2013. The Integrated Behavioural Model for Water, Sanitation, and Hygiene: a 
systematic review of behavioural models and a framework for designing and evaluating 
behaviour change interventions in infrastructure-restricted settings. BMC Public Health, 
13(1), p. 1015.  

Ejemot-Nwadiaro, RI, Ehiri, JE, Arikpo, D, Meremikwu, MM and Critchley, JA, 2015. 
Hand washing promotion for preventing diarrhoea. Cochrane Database Systematic 
Review, CD004265. 

http://r4d.dfid.gov.uk/pdf/outputs/sanitation/WASH%E2%80%90evidence%E2%80%90paper%E2%80%90april2013.pdf


29 

Emerging Markets Consulting, 2014. A Study on the Experiences of Existing MFI Models 
Financing Sanitation in Rural Cambodia.  

Evans, WD, Pattanayak, SK, Young, S, Buszin, J, Rai, S and Bihm, JW, 2014. Social 
marketing of water and sanitation products: a systematic review of peer-reviewed 
literature. Social Science & Medicine, 110, pp.18–25. 

Fiebelkorn, AP, Person, B, Quick, RE, Vindigni, SM, Jhung, M, Bowen, A and Riley, PL, 
2012. Systematic review of behavior change research on point-of-use water treatment 
interventions in countries categorized as low- to medium-development on the human 
development index. Social Science & Medicine, 75, pp.622–33. 

Galiani, S, Gertler, P and Orsola-Vidal, A, 2012. Promoting Handwashing Behavior in 
Peru. The Effect of Large-Scale Mass-Media and Community Level Interventions. Policy 
Research Working Paper 6257, Washington: World Bank. 

Galiani, S, Gertler, P, Ajzenman, N and Orsola-Vidal, A, 2016. Promoting Handwashing 
Behavior: The Effects of Large-scale Community and School-level Interventions. Health 
Economics. 25(12), pp.1545–1559. 

Graves, JM, Daniell, WE, Harris, JR, Obure, AF and Quick, R, 2011. Enhancing a safe 
water intervention with student-created visual aids to promote handwashing behavior in 
Kenyan primary schools. International Quarterly of Community Health Education, 32(4), 
pp.307–23.  

Guiteras, R, Jannat, K, Levine, DI and Polley, T, 2015a. Testing disgust- and shame- 
based safe water and handwashing promotion in urban Dhaka, Bangladesh, 3ie Grantee 
Final Report. New Delhi: International Initiative for Impact Evaluation (3ie.  

Guiteras, R, Levinsohn, J and Mobarak, AM, 2015b. Sanitation subsidies. Encouraging 
sanitation investment in the developing world: a cluster-randomized trial. Science, 
348(6237), pp.903–06.  

Hoque, BA, Aziz, KM, Hasan, KZ and Sack, RB, 1994a. Women's involvement in a rural 
Bangladesh water and sanitation project. Southeast Asian Journal of Tropical Medicine 
and Public Health, 25(1), pp.67–73. 

Hoque, BA, Hoque, MM, Ali, N and Coghlan, SE, 1994b. Sanitation in a poor settlement 
in Bangladesh: a challenge for the 1990s. Environment and Urbanization, 6(2), pp.79–
85. 

Hoque, BA, Juncker, T, Sack, RB, Ali, M and Aziz, KM, 1996. Sustainability of a water, 
sanitation and hygiene education project in rural Bangladesh: a 5-year follow-up. Bulletin 
of the World Health Organization, 74(4), pp.431–37. 

Hulland, KR, Martin, N, Dreibelbis, R, Debruicker Vaillant, J and Winch, PJ, 2015. What 
factors affect sustained adoption of safe water, hygiene and sanitation technologies? A 
systematic review of literature. London: EPPI-Centre, Social Science Research Unit, 
UCL Institute of Education. 



30 

Jinadu, MK, Adegbenro, CA, Esmai, AO, Ojo, AA and Oyeleye, BA, 2007. Health 
promotion intervention for hygienic disposal of children's faeces in a rural area of Nigeria. 
Health Education Journal, 66(3), pp.222–28. 

Joshi, A and Amadi, C, 2013. Impact of water, sanitation, and hygiene interventions on 
improving health outcomes among school children. Journal of Environmental and Public 
Health, 13, [online] Available at <https://www.hindawi.com/journals/jeph/2013/984626/>  

Kaewchana, S, Simmerman, M, Somrongthong, R, Suntarattiwong, P, Lertmaharit, S 
and Chotipitayasunondh, T, 2012. Effect of intensive hand washing education on hand 
washing behaviors in Thai households with an influenza-positive child in urban Thailand. 
Asia-Pacific Journal of Public Health, 24(4), pp.577–85. 

Kochurani, M, Suma, Z, Shordt, K, Cairncross, S, Biran, A and Schmidt, WP, 2009. The 
sustainability and impact of school sanitation, water and hygiene education in southern 
India. Waterlines, 28, pp.275–292. 

Kotler, P, Wong, V, Saunders, J and Armstrong, G, 2005. Principles of marketing. 4th ed. 
Harlow: Prentice Hall. 

Langford, R and Panter-Brick, C, 2013. A health equity critique of social marketing: 
where interventions have impact but insufficient reach. Social Science & Medicine, 83, 
pp.133–41.  

Lansdown, R, Ledward, A, Hall, A, Issae, W, Yona, E, Matulu, J and Bundy, D, 2002. 
Schistosomiasis, helminth infection and health education in Tanzania: achieving 
behaviour change in primary schools. Health Education Research, 17(4), pp.425–33. 

Lhakhang, P, Lippke, S, Knoll, N and Schwarzer, R, 2015. Evaluating brief motivational 
and self-regulatory hand hygiene interventions: a cross-over longitudinal design. BMC 
Public Health, 15(79). 

Luby, SP, Agboatwalla, M, Bowen, A, Kenah, E, Sharker, Y and Hoekstra, RM, 2009. 
Difficulties in maintaining improved handwashing behavior, Karachi, Pakistan. American 
Journal of Tropical Medicine and Hygiene, 81(1), pp.140–45 

Luby, SP, Kadir, MA, Yushuf, SMA, Yeasmin, F, Unicomb, L and Sirajul, I, 2010. A 
community-randomised controlled trial promoting waterless hand sanitizer and 
handwashing with soap, Dhaka, Bangladesh. Tropical Medicine & International Health, 
15(12), pp.1508–1516.  

Mah, MW, Tam, YC and Deshpande, S, 2008. Social marketing analysis of 20 
[corrected] years of hand hygiene promotion. Infection Control & Hospital Epidemiology, 
29, pp.262–70. 

Mascie-Taylor, CG, Karim, R, Karim, E, Akhtar, S, Ahmed, T and Montanari, RM, 2003. 
The cost-effectiveness of health education in improving knowledge and awareness about 
intestinal parasites in rural Bangladesh. Economics & Human Biology, 1(3), pp.321–30. 



31 

Mosler, HJ, 2012. A systematic approach to behavior change interventions for the water 
and sanitation sector in developing countries: a conceptual model, a review, and a 
guideline. International Journal of Environmental Health Research, 22, pp.431–49. 

Neal, D, Vujcic, J, Hernandez, O and Wood, W, 2015. The science of habit: Creating 
disruptive and sticky behavior change in handwashing behaviour. Washington, DC: 
USAID/WASHplus Project. 

O'Donnell, A, 2015. Using mobile phones for polio prevention in Somalia: An evaluation 
of the 2013–14 interactive messaging and mobile voucher system deployed in hard to 
reach areas in Somalia, Oxford: Oxfam GB. 

O'Neill, J, Tabish, H, Welch, V, Petticrew, M, Pottie, K, Clarke, M, Evans, T, Pardo 
Pardo, J, Waters, E, White, H and Tugwell, P, 2014. Applying an equity lens to 
interventions: using PROGRESS ensures consideration of socially stratifying factors to 
illuminate inequities in health. Journal of Clinical Epidemiology, 67(1), pp.56–64. 

Patil, SR, Arnold, BF, Salvatore, A, Briceno, B, Colford, JM and Gertler, PJ, 2013. A 
Randomized, Controlled Study of a Rural Sanitation Behavior Change Program in 
Madhya Pradesh, India. Policy Research Working Paper 6702. Washington: World Bank.  

Patil, SR, Arnold, BF, Salvatore, AL, Briceno, B, Ganguly, S, Colford, JM, Jr and Gertler, 
PJ, 2014. The effect of India's total sanitation campaign on defecation behaviors and 
child health in rural Madhya Pradesh: a cluster randomized controlled trial. PLoS 
Medicine, 11, e1001709. 

Pattanayak, SK, Yang, JC, Dickinson, KL, Poulos, C, Patil, SR, Mallick, RK and 
Praharaj, P, 2009. Shame or subsidy revisited: social mobilization for sanitation in 
Orissa, India. Bulletin of the World Health Organization, 87(8), pp.580–87. 

Peal, A, Evans, B and Van Der Voorden, C, 2010. Hygiene and sanitation software – An 
overview of approaches. Geneva: WSSCC. Available at: 
<http://www.sswm.info/sites/default/files/reference_attachments/PEAL%202010%20Hygi
ene%20and%20Sanitation%20Software.%20An%20overview%20of%20approaches.pdf  

Phuanukoonnon, S, Namosha, E, Kua, L, Siba, PM and Greenhill, AR, 2013. Evaluation 
of a WASH intervention demonstrates the potential for improved hygiene practices in Hiri 
District, Central Province. Papua and New Guinea Medical Journal, 56(3-4), pp.126–35. 

Pickering, AJ, Djebbari, H, Lopez, C, Coulibaly, M and Alzua, ML, 2015. Effect of a 
community-led sanitation intervention on child diarrhoea and child growth in rural Mali: a 
cluster-randomised controlled trial. Lancet Global Health, 3(11), pp.e701–11.  

Pickering, AJ, Davis, J, Blum, AG, Scalmanini, J, Oyier, B, Okoth, G and Ram, PK, 2013. 
Access to waterless hand sanitizer improves student hand hygiene behavior in primary 
schools in Nairobi, Kenya. American Journal of Tropical Medicine and Hygiene, 89(3), 
pp.411–18. 

Pinfold, JV, 1999. Analysis of different communication channels for promoting hygiene 
behaviour. Health Education Research, 14(5), pp.629–39. 

http://www.sswm.info/sites/default/files/reference_attachments/PEAL%202010%20Hygiene%20and%20Sanitation%20Software.%20An%20overview%20of%20approaches.pdf
http://www.sswm.info/sites/default/files/reference_attachments/PEAL%202010%20Hygiene%20and%20Sanitation%20Software.%20An%20overview%20of%20approaches.pdf


32 

Seimetz, E, Kumar, S and Mosler, HJ, 2016. Effects of an awareness raising campaign 
on intention and behavioural determinants for handwashing. Health Education Research, 
31(2), pp.109–20.  

Stanton, BF and Clemens, JD, 1987. An educational intervention for altering water-
sanitation behaviors to reduce childhood diarrhea in urban Bangladesh. II. A randomized 
trial to assess the impact of the intervention on hygienic behaviors and rates of diarrhea. 
American Journal of Epidemiology, 125(2), pp.292–301. 

SURE Collaboration, 2011. SURE Guides for Preparing and Using Evidence-Based 
Policy Briefs. Checklist for identifying factors affecting the implementation of a policy 
option.  Available at: 
<http://www.paho.org/chi/images/PDFs/07%20sure%20guide%20identifying%20and%20
addressing%20barriers%20to%20implementing%20policy%20options%202011%2011.p
df?ua=1>. 

Tumwebaze, IK and Mosler, HJ, 2015. Effectiveness of group discussions and 
commitment in improving cleaning behaviour of shared sanitation users in Kampala, 
Uganda slums. Social Science & Medicine, 147, pp.72–79. 

United Nations, 2016.  Sustainable Development Goals: 17 goals to transform our world. 
Available at: <http://www.un.org/sustainabledevelopment/sustainable-development-
goals/>. 

Waddington, H, Snilstveit, B, White, H and Fewtrell, L, 2009. Water, sanitation and 
hygiene interventions to combat childhood diarrhoea in developing countries. New Delhi: 
International Initiative for Impact Evaluation (3ie). 

Wang, S, Carlton, EJ, Chen, L, Liu, Y and Spear, RC, 2013. Evaluation of an educational 
intervention on villagers' knowledge, attitude and behaviour regarding transmission of 
Schistosoma japonicum in Sichuan province, China. Acta Tropica, 127(3), pp.226–35. 

Waterkeyn, J and Cairncross, S, 2005. Creating demand for sanitation and hygiene 
through Community Health Clubs: a cost-effective intervention in two districts in 
Zimbabwe. Social Science & Medicine, 61(9), pp.1958–1970. 

Weiss, C, 1995. Nothing as practical as good theory: Exploring theory-based evaluation 
for comprehensive community initiatives for children and families. In: J Connell, A 
Kubisch, L Schorr, C Weiss, 1995. New approaches to evaluating comprehensive 
community initiatives. New York: The Aspen Roundtable Institute, pp.65–92. 

Whaley, L and Webster, J, 2011. The effectiveness and sustainability of two demand-
driven sanitation and hygiene approaches in Zimbabwe. Journal of Water, Sanitation and 
Hygiene for Development, 1(1), pp.20–36. 

WHO, 2013. Fact sheet (N°330) on diarrhoeal disease. Available at: 
<http://www.who.int/mediacentre/factsheets/fs330/en/>. 

WHO and UNICEF, 2015. Progress on sanitation and drinking water: 2015 update and 
MDG assessment. Geneva and New York: WHO and UNICEF. 

http://www.paho.org/chi/images/PDFs/07%20sure%20guide%20identifying%20and%20addressing%20barriers%20to%20implementing%20policy%20options%202011%2011.pdf?ua=1
http://www.paho.org/chi/images/PDFs/07%20sure%20guide%20identifying%20and%20addressing%20barriers%20to%20implementing%20policy%20options%202011%2011.pdf?ua=1
http://www.paho.org/chi/images/PDFs/07%20sure%20guide%20identifying%20and%20addressing%20barriers%20to%20implementing%20policy%20options%202011%2011.pdf?ua=1
http://www.un.org/sustainabledevelopment/sustainable-development-goals/
http://www.un.org/sustainabledevelopment/sustainable-development-goals/
http://www.who.int/mediacentre/factsheets/fs330/en/


33 

Xuan, lTT, Rheinlander, T, Hoat, LN, Dalsgaard, A and Konradsen, F, 2013. Teaching 
handwashing with soap for schoolchildren in a multi-ethnic population in northern rural 
Vietnam. Global Health Action, 6, pp.1–12. 

Yeager, BA, Huttly, SR, Diaz, J, Bartolini, R, Marin, M and Lanata, CF, 2002. An 
intervention for the promotion of hygienic feces disposal behaviors in a shanty town of 
Lima, Peru. Health Education Research, 17(6), pp.761–73. 

Younes, L, Houweling, TA, Azad, K, Kuddus, A, Shaha, S, Haq, B and Fottrell, E, 2015. 
The effect of participatory women's groups on infant feeding and child health knowledge, 
behaviour and outcomes in rural Bangladesh: a controlled before-and-after study. 
Journal of Epidemiology and Community Health, 69(4), pp.374–81. 

Zhang, C, Mosa, AJ, Hayward, AS and Matthews, SA, 2013. Promoting clean hands 
among children in Uganda: a school-based intervention using 'tippy-taps'. Public Health, 
127(6), pp.586–89. 

 

 

 



34 

Endnotes  
1 WHO and UNICEF 2015. 

2 United Nations 2016. 

3 Cairncross et al. 2010. 

4 WHO 2013. 

5 DFID 2013; 3ie 2014. 

6 DFID 2013. 

7 Cairncross et al. 2010; Waddington et al. 2009. 

8 Aunger and Curtis 2015. 

9 Evans et al. 2014; Mah et al. 2008. 

10 Hulland et al. 2015. 

11 Ejemot-Nwadiaro et al. 2015; Hulland et al. 2015; Joshi and Amadi 2013. 

12 Fiebelkorn et al. 2012. 

13 De Buck et al. 2017. 

14 De Buck et al. 2017. 

15 Peal at al. 2010. 

16 Peal et al. 2010. 

17 Kotler et al. 2005. 

18 Dreibelbis et al. 2013; O'Neill et al. 2014; Cargo et al. 2015; SURE Collaboration 2011; 
Mosler 2012. 

19 Mosler 2012. 

20 Mosler 2012; Neal et al. 2015. 

21 Guiteras et al. 2015b; Patil et al. 2013; Patil et al. 2014; Pattanayak et al. 2009; 
Pickering et al. 2015. 

22 Andrade 2012; Jinadu et al. 2007. 

23 Waterkeyn and Cairncross 2005; Younes et al. 2015. 

24 Hoque et al. 1994a, b; Hoque et al. 1996; Huda et al. 2012; Kochurani et al. 2009; 
Phuanukoonnon et al. 2013. 

25 Andrade 2012; Kochurani et al. 2009. 

 

 



35 

 

26 Andrade 2012; Phuanukoonnon et al. 2013. 

27 Patil et al. 2014. 

28 Younes et al. 2015. 

29 Guiteras et al. 2015b. 

30 Whaley and Webster 2011. 

31 Biran et al. 2009; Briceno et al. 2015; Cameron et al. 2013; Galiani et al. 2015; Galiani 
et al. 2012; Pinfold 1999. 

32 Arnold et al. 2009. 

33 Briceno et al. 2015. 

34 Briceno et al. 2015; Cameron et al. 2013. 

35 Cameron et al. 2013. 

36 Galiani et al. 2015. 

37 Briceno et al. 2015; Galiani et al. 2015. 

38 Dickey et al. 2015. 

39 Galiani et al. 2015; Galiani et al. 2012. 

40 Cole et al. 2015; Emerging Markets Consulting 2014. 

41 Bowen et al. 2013; Guiteras et al. 2015a; Kaewchana et al. 2012; Luby et al. 2009; 
Mascie-Taylor et al. 2003; Seimetz et al. 2016; Stanton et al. 1987; Wang et al. 2013; 
Yeager et al. 2002; Zhang et al. 2013. 

42 Abiola et al. 2012; Caruso et al. 2014; Lansdown et al. 2002; Pickering et al. 2013. 

43 Yeager et al. 2002. 

44 Seimetz et al. 2016. 

45 Graves et al. 2011. 

46 Graves et al. 2011. 

47 Lansdown et al. 2002. 

48 Xuan et al. 2013. 

49 O’Donnell 2015. 

50 Yeager et al. 2002. 

51 Langford and Panter-Brick 2013. 

52 Tumwebaze and Mosler 2015. 

 



36 

 

53 Biran et al. 2014. 

54 Luby et al. 2010. 

55 Langford and Panter-Brick 2013; Luby et al. 2010. 

56 Biran et al. 2014. 

57 Tumwebaze and Mosler 2015. 

58 Contzen and Inauen 2015; Contzen et al. 2015; Zhang et al. 2013. 

59 Contzen and Inauen 2015; Contzen et al. 2015. 

60 Guiteras et al. 2015a. 

61 Lhakhang et al. 2015. 

62 Chase and Do 2012. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



37 

 

Other publications in the 3ie Systematic Review Summary Series 

The following reviews are available at http://www.3ieimpact.org/evidence-hub/
systematic-review-repository

Effectiveness of agricultural certification schemes for improving socio-economic 
outcomes in low and middle-income countries, 3ie Systematic Review Summary 9. Oya, 
C, Schaefer, F, Skalidou, D, McCosker, C and Langer, L (2017)  

Short-term WASH interventions in emergency responses in low- and middle-income 
countries, 3ie Systematic Review Summary 8. Yates, T, Allen, J, Leandre Joseph, M and 
Lantagne, D (2017)  

The impact of education programmes on learning and school participation in low- and 
middle-income countries: a systematic review summary report, 3ie Systematic Review 
Summary 7. Snilstveit, B, Stevenson, J, Menon, R, Phillips, D, Gallagher, E, Geleen, M, 
Jobse, H, Schmidt, T and Jimenez, E (2016)  

Effects of training, innovation and new technology on African smallholder farmers’ 
economic outcomes and food security, 3ie Systematic Review Summary 6. Stewart, R, 
Langer, L, Da Silva, RN, and Muchiri, E (2016)  

Supplementary feeding for improving the health of disadvantaged infants and children: 
what works and why? 3ie Systematic Review Summary 5. Kristjansson, E, Francis, D, 
Liberato, S, Greenhalgh, T, Welch, V, Jandu, MB, Batal, M, Rader, T, Noonan, E, 
Janzen, L, Shea, B, Wells, GA and Petticrew, M (2016)  

Community-based rehabilitation for people with disabilities, 3ie Systematic Review 
Summary 4. Kuper H, Iemmi, V, Gibson, L, Kumar, KS, Rath, S, Hartley, S, Murthy, 
GVS, Patel, V, Weber, J and Blanchet, K (2016)  

Identification and measurement of health related spillovers in impact evaluations, 3ie 
Systematic Review Summary 3. Benjamin-Chung, J, Abedin, J, Berger, D, Clark, A, 
Falcao, L, Jimenez, V, Konagaya, E, Tran, D, Arnold, B, Hubbard, A, Luby, S, Miguel, E 
and Colford, J (2016)  

What factors affect sustained adoption of safe water, hygiene and sanitation 
technologies?, 3ie Systematic Review Summary 2. Hulland, K, Martin, N, Dreibelbis, R, 
Valliant, DeBruicker J, MacDonald, L, Sultana, F, Schwab, K and Winch, P (2015)  

Farmer field schools: from agricultural extension to adult education, 3ie Systematic 
Review Summary 1. Waddington, H and White, H (2014) 

http://www.3ieimpact.org/evidence-hub/systematic-review-repository
http://www.3ieimpact.org/evidence-hub/systematic-review-repository


 Systematic Review Summary Series

 International Initiative for Impact Evaluation  
London International Development Centre 
36 Gordon Square 
London WC1H 0PD 
United Kingdom

 3ieuk@3ieimpact.org 
Tel: +44 207 958 8351/8350

 This report summarises a systematic review 
by De Buck and colleagues that examines 
which promotional approaches are effective 
in changing handwashing and sanitation 
behaviour and which implementation factors 
affect the success or failure of such 
interventions. The authors find that 
promotional approaches can be effective in 
terms of handwashing with soap, latrine use, 
safe faeces disposal and open defecation. No 
one specific approach is most effective.

 

 

 www.3ieimpact.org


	Acknowledgements
	Summary
	List of figures
	Abbreviations and acronyms
	1. Introduction
	1.1 The problem
	1.2 The intervention
	1.3 Rationale and objectives
	1.4 Methods
	1.5 Report structure

	2. The interventions
	3. How interventions are supposed to work
	4. Evidence
	5. Effectiveness and implementation of sanitation and hygiene behaviour change programmes
	5.1 Community-based approaches
	5.2 Social marketing approaches
	5.3 Sanitation and hygiene messaging
	5.4 Approaches using psychosocial theory
	5.5 Summary of effectiveness and implementation evidence

	6. Implications
	6.1 Implications for policy
	6.2 Implications for programming
	6.3 Implications for future research
	6.4 Promoting uptake and use of this systematic evidence

	References



