
Rural Consumer 
Sanitation 
Adoption Study
An analysis of rural consumers in the 
emerging sanitation market in Cambodia

October 2014

Prepared by Danielle Pedi, Mel Sophanna, 
Pouv Sophea and Marion Jenkins 





iii

Table of Contents

Acknowledgements vii

Executive Summary 1

1 Background 9

2 Rural Consumer Sanitation Adoption Study 13

3 Methodology 15

4 Summary of village and household sample 18

5 Village-level Coverage 21

6 Defecation practice and latrine usage 25

7 Latrine Installation Rates 29

8 Equity and Access 34

9 Latrine product knowledge and preferences 42

10 Awareness and perceptions of new latrine products 46

11 Adopters: Decisions and drivers of latrine purchase 51

12 Adopters: Latrine purchase experience and process 55

13 Installed adopters: Latrine types, satisfaction, usage 61

14 Non-adopters: Satisfaction, intention, and barriers to purchase 69

15 Sources of information for households 79

16 Awareness and recall of behavior change messages 81

17. Conclusions and Recommendations 84

References 87

Annex 1 Constraints and Limitations of the Study 89

Annex 2 Household Questionnaire Survey (English) 90

Annex 3 Images used in Household Surveys 110

Annex 4 Field Team Composition 113

Table of Contents



iv

List of Tables

Table 1 Market Barriers and Hands-Off Marketing Strategy Responses 11

Table 2 WaterSHED Hands-Off Program Overview 11

Table 3 Demographic characteristics of study provinces (2008) 14

Table 4 Sample village data by province 19

Table 5 Household respondents by latrine adoption and province 19

Table 6 Household respondent details 19

Table 7 Percent change in latrine coverage in Kampong Speu pilot area, 2009 to 2012* 22

Table 8 Accelerated rate of improved latrine coverage, Kampong Speu pilot area 23

Table 9 Village-level variations in latrine coverage increase, Kampong Speu pilot area, 2009-2012 23

Table 10 Latrine coverage and sales data comparisons in Kampong Speu pilot area, 2009-2012 24

Table 11 Changes to adult usual defecation place, Kampong Speu, Baseline and RCSAS 26

Table 12 Changes to children defecation place, Kampong Speu, Baseline and RCSAS 26

Table 13 Defecation place for adults, Kampong Cham 27

Table 14 Defecation place for children, Kampong Cham 27

Table 15 Changes to practice for disposal of baby feces, Kampong Speu, Baseline and RCSAS 27

Table 16 Current practice for disposal of baby feces, Kampong Cham 27

Table 17 Latrine construction process and duration, installed adopters 32

Table 18 Latrine component ownership, non-installers 33

Table 19 Household expenditure on latrine materials, non-installers 33

Table 20 Underground construction progress and plans, non-installers 33

Table 21 Primary source of household income, Kampong Speu 37

Table 22 Comparison of housing materials, Kampong Speu, Baseline and RCSAS 37

Table 23 Primary source of household income, Kg Cham 37

Table 24 Housing materials, Kampong Cham 37

Table 25 Comparison of household head profile, Kampong Speu, Baseline and RCSAS 39

Table 26 Household member characteristics, Kampong Speu 39

Table 27 Household Head Profile, Kampong Cham 40

Table 28 Household member characteristics, Kampong Cham 40

Table 29 Comparison of household saving habits, Kampong Speu, Baseline and RCSAS 40

Table 30 Comparison of access to microfinance, Kampong Speu, Baseline and RCSAS 40

Table 31 Usage of microfinance loan, Kampong Speu 40

Table 32 Household saving habits, Kampong Cham 40

Table 33 Access to microfinance, Kampong Cham 40

Table 34 Usage of microfinance loan, Kampong Cham 40

List of Tables



v

List of Tables

Table 35 Most preferred latrine technology type 43

Table 36 New Latrine Core product awareness and cost perceptions 47

Table 37 Consumer perceptions of enterprises selling Latrine Core 50

Table 38 Household decision-making among adopters 54

Table 39 Awareness of sales agent roles among adopters purchasing through an agent 57

Table 40 Consumer satisfaction with sales agent experience 58

Table 41 Latrine Core ordering method by installed and uninstalled adopters 59

Table 42 Usage and satisfaction with installation instructions, installed adopters recalling receiving 
instructions 60

Table 43 Previous latrine ownership and evidence of upgrading, installed adopters 62

Table 44 Technology description 63

Table 45 Assistance with latrine construction 63

Table 46 Household investment in latrine materials 64

Table 47 Household investment in construction labor 64

Table 48 Type of payment for latrine materials 65

Table 49 Installment payment periods among those with payment plans 65

Table 50 Consumer satisfaction with Latrine Core product and services 65

Table 51 Reported sharing among installed adopters 67

Table 52 Bathing and water usage among installed adopters 67

Table 53 Plans for changes and improvements to installed latrines 67

Table 54 Past pit emptying practices 68

Table 55 Planned pit emptying practice 68

Table 56 Distance to current defecation place, non-adopters 70

Table 57 Non-adopters consideration of latrine construction 71

Table 58 Type of latrine non-adopters would buy 72

Table 59 Latrine ordering method non-adopters would use 72

Table 60 Awareness and intention to purchase through a sales agent, non-adopters 73

Table 61 Awareness and intention to purchase from enterprise, non-adopters 73

Table 62 Mason and site identification 74

Table 63 Savings towards latrine purchase 75



vi

List of Figures

Figure 1 The Latrine Core package 10

Figure 2 Hands-Off Program Timeline, January 2009 to Present 11

Figure 3 Hands-Off Program Monthly Sales, June 2010 to November 2012 12

Figure 4 Map of Cambodia and study area provinces 14

Figure 5 Latrine Coverage in Kampong Speu pilot area, 2009 to 2012* 22

Figure 6 Reported usage amongst adopters with installed latrines, Kampong Speu 28

Figure 7 Reported usage amongst adopters with installed latrines, Kampong Cham 28

Figure 8 Time of purchase among installed and uninstalled adopters 30

Figure 9 Time from purchase to installation, Latrine Core adopters 31

Figure 10 Reasons for delayed installation, uninstalled adopters 32

Figure 11 Percentage of IDPoor households by latrine ownership, Kampong Speu 35

Figure 12 Percentage of IDPoor households, installed and uninstalled adopters, Kampong Speu 35

Figure 13 Percentage of IDPoor households by latrine ownership, Kampong Cham 36

Figure 14 Percentage of IDPoor households, installed and uninstalled adopters, Kampong Cham 36

Figure 15 Known latrine technology types, unprompted 43

Figure 16 Favored attributes of most preferred latrine technology type 44

Figure 17 Perceived disadvantages of latrine ownership 44

Figure 18 Perceived advantages of latrine ownership 45

Figure 19 Channel where consumers saw or heard of new Latrine Core product 48

Figure 20 Perceived differences between Latrine Core and other known latrines 48

Figure 21 Unprompted Awareness of other services offered by enterprises selling Latrine Core 49

Figure 22 Reasons for purchasing the latrine at the time they did 52

Figure 23 Reasons for choosing selected enterprise for Latrine Core purchase 53

Figure 24 Percentage of adopters purchasing Latrine Core through a sales agent 56

Figure 25 Latrine ordering method among adopters 58

Figure 26 Latrine Core Instruction Sheet 59

Figure 27 Receipt of paper installation instructions with Latrine Core among adopters 60

Figure 28 Source of funds for latrine material purchase 64

Figure 29 Recommendations to improve enterprise services, installed adopters 66

Figure 36 Types of planned changes and improvements 67

Figure 31 Non-adopter satisfaction with current defecation place 70

Figure 32 Reasons for dissatisfaction with current defecation place, non-adopters 71

Figure 33 Changes in non-adopter consideration of latrine construction, Kg Speu 72

Figure 34 Reasons for choosing selected enterprise for latrine purchase 74

List of Figures



vii

List of Figures

Figure 35 Changes in non-adopter identification of a mason, Kg Speu 75

Figure 46 Changes in non-adopter savings towards latrine purchase, Kg Speu 75

Figure 37 Likelihood of latrine construction within next 12 months, non-adopters 76

Figure 38 Changes in likelihood of latrine construction within next 12 months, Kg Speu 76

Figure 39 Reasons for not purchasing a latrine yet among non-adopters 77

Figure 40 Non-adopter recommendations to enterprise to make it easier to purchase latrine 77

Figure 41 Opinion of information sources for building or purchasing sanitation products, N=695 80

Figure 42 Exposure to channels for sanitation product sale and behavior change 82

Figure 43 Percentage of respondents recalling behavior change communications tools 83



viii

Acknowledgements

Acknowledgements
T

his report was prepared by Danielle Pedi (Con-
sultant, WASH Catalyst), with Mel Sophanna 
(Royal University of Phnom Penh), Pouv 

Sophea (WaterSHED) and Dr Marion Jenkins (Uni-
versity of California at Davis). Researchers from the Roy-
al University of Phnom Penh carried out field survey 
data collection and data entry. WaterSHED program 
staff and volunteers undertook preliminary work and 
village-level data collection. The Ministry of Rural De-
velopment Department of Rural Health Care and Kam-
pong Speu and Kampong Cham Provincial Departments 
of Rural Development provided resources and support 
during household and village survey implementation. 
District, commune and village-level government staff 
helped to facilitate and support field research efforts.

The authors wish to thank Lyn McLennan (Water-
SHED), and Kaida Liang (The Water Institute, Univer-
sity of North Carolina at Chapel Hill) for their significant 
input into the study design, data analysis, research man-
agement and reviews of the draft report. Geoff Revell 
(WaterSHED), Aun Hengly (WaterSHED), Michelle 
Cangelosi (WaterSHED), and Susanna Smets (World 
Bank Water and Sanitation Program) provided valuable 
comment and feedback on early drafts of the report.

The Water, Sanitation and Hygiene Enterprise De-
velopment (WaterSHED) program began as a regional 
program led by the University of North Carolina at 
Chapel Hill, supported by the United States Agency 
for International Development (USAID) with the 
goal of incubating Mekong-region businesses for com-
mercial distribution of WASH products and services. 
During the life of the project, WaterSHED spun off into 
an independent Cambodian NGO. Early work in design 
and implementation of the Hands-Off pilot was done in 
close partnership with Lien Aid and with technical sup-
port from the World Toilet Organization. WaterSHED 
is continuing to build on this early work with generous 
support from the Stone Family Foundation, The Wa-
terloo Foundation and the Diageo Foundation.

This report would not have been possible without gen-
erous funding support from the United States Agency 
for International Development (USAID).

The views expressed in this report are those of the au-
thors and do not represent the views of WaterSHED, the 
The Water Institute or USAID.



1
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T
he Rural Consumer Sanitation Adoption Study 
was conducted to review the Water, Sanitation 
and Hygiene Enterprise Development (Water-

SHED) Hands-Off Sanitation Marketing program. The 
program was designed to catalyze the market for im-
proved sanitation in rural Cambodia by stimulating 
household demand and improving the supply of afford-
able sanitation options for rural households. A key un-
derlying principle was to consider households as con-
sumers rather than as beneficiaries of charity. The theory 
of change was that affordable, desirable latrines prof-
itably sold by local enterprises, alongside effective pro-
motions and behavior change efforts, led and sup-
ported by civic champions within local government, 
could effectively stimulate rural household consumers 
to invest their own resources in durable, improved 
household latrines. 

In two and a half years (30 months) from June 2010 to 
November 2012, enterprises working with the program 
sold over 42,000 on-site Latrine Core packages to ru-
ral household consumers. During this time, the program 
expanded from a pilot project targeting 537 villages in 
four districts of one province, to a full-scale program op-
erating across six of Cambodia’s twenty-three provinces. 
As of November 2012, there were approximately 160 
enterprises trained and supported by WaterSHED 
to deliver the new Latrine Core package to households 
in over 5,000 villages within the Hands-Off program 
area. This area comprises over 36% of all rural villages 
in Cambodia. About 620 local sanitation promoters 
(sales agents) have been trained and equipped to deliver 
key sanitation messages and sell the low-cost latrines. 
The ‘Stop the Diarrhea’ behavior change campaign 
(BCC) developed and piloted by WaterSHED in partner-
ship with the Ministry of Rural Development has been 
adopted by other NGOs and development partners both 
in Cambodia and internationally and has laid the foun-
dations for a Cambodian national BCC campaign. 

The Rural Consumer Sanitation Adoption Study 
(RCSAS) was designed to assess the results of the Wa-
terSHED Hands-Off Sanitation Marketing program in 
terms of its influence on rural consumer demand for and 
uptake of improved household latrines. The specific ob-
jectives of the study were:

1. To compare current household sanitation preferences 
and practices, levels of improved sanitation coverage, 
and barriers to adoption with the 2009 baseline house-
hold survey in the original project pilot area in Kam-
pong Speu Province after 2 years of program activity;

2. To evaluate current household sanitation preferences 
and practices, levels of coverage and barriers to adop-
tion in one program expansion area (Kampong Cham 
Province) after 18 months of activity, including track-
ing uptake of the new latrine technology introduced 
by the program; and

To analyze customer satisfaction and explore the im-
pact of program strategies and activities on households’ 
sanitation attitudes and investment behavior, as well as 
the effects of non-project external factors (e.g., hardware 
subsidies, CLTS triggering, village typology) on uptake 
and purchase behavior.

The RCSAS involved a village-level investigation of 
sanitation conditions and coverage, and a household-level 
investigation of sanitation demand behavior, preferences, 
practices, uptake and exposure to the Hands-off SanMark 
intervention. In order to achieve the different study ob-
jectives, two distinct sampling strategies were used to se-
lect villages in Kampong Speu and Kampong Cham. In 
Kampong Speu, the study returned to 36 randomly se-
lected villages from the 2009 baseline survey to measure 
changes at village and household level (Objectives 1 and 
3). In Kampong Cham, 33 sample villages were randomly 
selected from a stratified pool of ‘high, medium, and low’ 
performing villages that had recorded ten or more latrine 
sales by WaterSHED-supported enterprises (Objectives 2 
and 3). 

In each of the 64 study villages, a household-level anal-
ysis was conducted on a choice-stratified random sample 
of latrine ‘adopter’ and ‘non-adopter’ households. The 
RCSAS defined latrine ‘adopter’ as a household that had 
purchased the new Latrine Core ‘chamber box’ product 
technology introduced and promoted in the study ar-
eas through the WaterSHED Hands-Off program. ‘Non-
adopters’ were defined as those with no household latrine. 
A total of 695 household surveys were conducted, includ-
ing 342 (49.2%) adopters and 353 (50.8%) non-adopters.

Village-level Results
Improved sanitation coverage nearly doubled in 

original pilot area, growing by 18 percentage points 
in three years. From a baseline of 21%, improved sani-
tation increased to 38.9% across the original Kampong 
Speu pilot area. Growth in improved sanitation coverage 
is fully attributable to an increase of pour-flush latrines 
in the target area: Dry pit latrines saw a net decrease of 2 
percentage points, while coverage of pour-flush latrines 
doubled, growing by 18.5 percentage points.

WaterSHED activities accelerated improved sani-
tation coverage by 4.7 to 7.0 percentage points per 
year - 4 to 5 times the expected annual background 
rate. Using the average annual background rate of 1.3 
percentage points, the RCSAS calculated the rate of in-
crease over and above this natural rate; that is, the in-
crease that could be attributed to WaterSHED sanitation 
marketing interventions. Since there was a delay between 
the baseline survey in June 2009 and actual marketing 
efforts, which began in June 2010, it was not possible to 
calculate the exact rate of accelerated increase over the 2 
years of actual marketing efforts. From baseline to RCSAS, 
the actual increase in improved latrine coverage above 
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the expected background rate was 14 percentage points. 
This is equivalent to an average annual rate of increase 
of between 4.7 and 7 percentage points, or roughly 4 to 5 
times the expected annual rate. 

In the pilot area, sales from WaterSHED-support-
ed enterprises accounted for 41.7% of all new pour-
flush latrines, suggesting positive ‘ripple effects’ for 
other enterprises in the emerging market. Among vil-
lages in the original pilot area, sales recorded by Water-
SHED-supported enterprises accounted for 41.7% of all 
new pour-flush latrines. On average, 19 new pour-flush 
latrines per village were purchased during the interven-
tion period, including an average of 8 latrines per village 
sold by WaterSHED-supported enterprises. The data 
would indicate that marketing activities are able to stim-
ulate consumer demand, creating positive ‘ripple effects’ 
for all enterprises (not just those working directly with 
the program). At the same time, the entry of the new low-
er-cost Latrine Core package may help to increase compe-
tition among existing enterprises, with other enterprises 
lowering prices of conventional latrine components to 
compete with the new technology.

Defecation practice and latrine 
usage

Households with installed Latrine Core use it. For 
those without an installed latrine, open defecation 
remains the norm. Installed adopters report that nearly 
all adults and children usually use their household la-
trine for defecation, although children are slightly more 
likely to continue the practice of open defecation. Among 
adult adopters with installed latrines, reported latrine us-
age is consistently high in both the wet and dry seasons 
in both Kampong Speu and Kampong Cham. Children 
in installed adopter households are reported to have less 
consistent latrine usage behavior in the wet and dry sea-
sons, and are more likely than adults to defecate in the 
open despite having access to a latrine. 

There is some progress on changing practices 
around disposal of baby feces, but more attention 
is needed. Findings related to disposal of baby feces for 
Kampong Speu are mixed, indicating a slight improve-
ment in good practice for baby feces disposal among in-
stalled Latrine Core adopters compared to the general 
population of latrine owners at baseline, but an increase 
in unsafe disposal among those without an installed la-
trine. Similarly, in Kampong Cham the picture is mixed, 
with a variety of unsafe disposal methods currently being 
practiced. 

Latrine installation rates
Over half of those purchasing a Latrine Core in 

the last 6 months had installed it. Nearly all adopters 
installed the latrine after 18 months or more. Con-
version from purchase to installation was faster in 
Kampong Cham. Among adopters who have purchased 
a Latrine Core within the last six months, 55% had an in-
stalled latrine at the time of the RCSAS study. These rates 

continue to increase over time, with 57% of adopters hav-
ing installed within 7-12 months of purchase, 66% having 
installed at 13-18 months, and 90% having installed after 
more than 18 months. The study thus indicates that near-
ly all the adopters will have an installed latrine within 18 
months of purchase. A sizable proportion of adopters are 
installing in a relatively short timeframe, and others may 
delay. Kampong Cham adopters demonstrate a faster con-
version from Latrine Core purchase to installation, pos-
sibly due to improved SanMark strategies: by the time the 
program expanded into Kampong Cham, it had refined 
training, sales models and marketing messages.

Desire for a high-end ‘ideal’ shelter results in in-
stallation delays. The additional cost and effort associ-
ated with higher-end shelter construction is the main 
cause of delayed installation. Among those who have 
purchased but not yet installed their latrine, the most 
common reasons for delaying were that they were saving 
money for the shelter, saving money to hire labor, did not 
have enough money, and were waiting for free time to 
build (in that order). Uninstalled adopters have invested 
in an improved latrine, plan to construct it, and are in 
the advanced stages of the process. However, while they 
delay installation, most of these households will continue 
to defecate in the open. It is clear that more emphasis is 
needed on faster conversion from Latrine Core purchased 
to installed, functioning latrines in use. 

Equity and access
Latrine adopters are generally ‘better-off’ than 

non-adopters. However, there is evidence of regis-
tered ‘poor’ households investing in the new Latrine 
Core. In both provinces, latrine adopters have more 
diversified income sources and more permanent hous-
ing materials. Demographic characteristics confirm that 
non-adopters are generally not as ‘well-off’ in terms of 
household head education and employment. Non-adop-
ters are also younger, have more under-five dependents, 
and are more likely to engage in day labor. In Kampong 
Speu, about 5% of adopters were registered IDPoor house-
holds, compared to over 26% of non-adopter households. 
In Kampong Cham, about 17% of Latrine Core adopters 
were registered IDPoor households, compared to almost 
29% of non-adopter households. While non-adopters are 
more likely to be classified as IDPoor, the findings indicate 
that some registered IDPoor households were part of the 
‘early adopters’ investing in the new Latrine Core within 
the first two years of marketing efforts. Despite their pov-
erty classification, these IDPoor households were willing 
to prioritize latrine purchase as early adopters. 

SanMark activities are shifting the demographic 
profile of the latrine owner, encouraging latrine 
uptake among more female-headed, less educated, 
and more vulnerable households. Compared to latrine 
owners at baseline in Kampong Speu, new Latrine Core 
adopters tend to have less education (14% of adopters 
have had no formal education, compared to 7.4% of base-
line latrine owners), are more likely to be female-headed 
households (24% of adopters, compared to 18.8% of base-
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line latrine owners), and are more likely to depend on 
agricultural incomes (91.4% of all adopters, compared to 
67.8% of baseline latrine owners). The differences in the 
demographic profile of new Latrine Core adopters com-
pared to baseline latrine owners indicate that SanMark 
program activities have resulted in latrine uptake among 
less ‘better off’ rural households.

Latrine product knowledge 
and preferences

When prompted with an image of the Latrine 
Core, over three-quarters of all households con-
firmed they had seen or heard of it before, nearly 
one-third knew an enterprise that sold it, and most 
knew how much it cost. Even without prompting, when 
asked what technologies they had heard of or seen before, 
about one-quarter of all non-adopters specifically men-
tioned the pour-flush latrine with the new Latrine Core, 
and more than 20% stated the Latrine Core was their 
most preferred technology type.

Awareness and perceptions 
of new latrine products

Non-adopters are hearing about the new products 
from neighbors and family members. Among those 
who were aware of the new Latrine Core, the majority of 
non-adopters (nearly 67% in Kampong Speu and 76% in 
Kampong Cham) reported hearing about or seeing the 
new product from a friend or family member. In both 
provinces latrine adopters are also hearing about the new 
product through other direct communication channels 
such as village events and sales agents.

Enterprises selling the Latrine Core are generally 
considered reliable, trustworthy, and offering good 
quality products. Among households who were aware of 
an enterprise selling the Latrine Core, respondents were 
asked to give their opinions about the enterprise. Nearly 
92% of all respondents stated that the enterprise was reli-
able or very reliable; 73% stated it had good or very good 
product quality, and 69% said it ranked good or very good 
in terms of providing credit.

Decisions and drivers of latrine 
purchase

Product exposure and peer pressure have the 
greatest influence on purchase decisions. When la-
trine adopters were asked why they purchased their la-
trine when they did, the most common responses were: 
attended a village meeting about sanitation (20%), my 
neighbor got one (20%), children became physically ma-
ture (18%), sick/old relative (17%), sales agent visited 
my home/village (13%), price was acceptable (7%), and 
social pressure (7%). The findings suggest that although 
motivations for latrine construction might include ben-
efits such as convenience, comfort or health, the triggers 
for actual purchase relate to more immediate concerns, 
in particular exposure to the new product (seeing and 

learning about it at a village meeting) and peer pressure 
or influence (wanting the latrine that your neighbor has).

Home delivery, affordable prices, and new pro-
motional models are what motivate households to 
buy from WaterSHED-supported enterprises. When 
asked what made them decide on the particular enter-
prise, the most common responses from adopters were: 
the enterprise was offering home delivery (21%), the 
price was reasonable (21%), I met his/her sales agent at 
a village sales event (16%), my neighbor/family member 
recommended it (16%), the enterprise had a good repu-
tation (13%), and I met him/her at a village sales event 
(12%). The findings confirm that the distribution, promo-
tion, and sales strategies introduced by the WaterSHED 
Hands-Off program are increasing consumer preference 
for and selection of enterprises selling the Latrine Core. 
Home delivery and reasonable prices are the top reasons 
why consumers are choosing these enterprises; and expo-
sure to sales agents, enterprises and village sales events 
are providing them with the information and assurance 
they need to place an order.

Latrine purchase experience 
and process

Nearly three-quarters of all adopters purchased 
the Latrine Core through a sales agent. Over 71% of 
all adopters report purchasing their Latrine Core through 
a sales agent. Kampong Cham adopters were much more 
likely to report a sales agent purchase, with 85.4% report-
ing sales agent purchase compared to just 53.3% in Kam-
pong Speu.

Government officials play key roles in connecting 
consumers with sales agents. The majority of adopters 
who purchased through a sales agent learned about the 
agent through the village chief or a commune official. 
Nearly 60% of all adopters who purchased through a 
sales agent reported knowing the agent prior to buying 
a latrine through them. Across both provinces, over 29% 
of those purchasing through a sales agent identified the 
agent as their village chief, and 18% identified the agent 
as a commune official. Kampong Cham adopters were 
more likely to know and identify these other roles of the 
sales agent. The findings seem to confirm the role that 
trust, relationships, and familiarity can play in helping 
consumers to make purchase decisions. 

Sales agents promoting the Latrine Core are gen-
erally considered reliable, helpful, and good sources 
of information and advice. Among adopters who had 
purchased through a sales agent, 93% stated that the sales 
agent was reliable or very reliable; over 82% stated they 
were helpful or very helpful; and 84.5% said they were a 
good or very good source of information/advice.

Only 36% of adopters recalled receiving instal-
lation and correct usage instructions. Those who 
received instructions used them. Among installed 
adopters who recalled receiving the instructions, 65.5% 
reported using them during installation. Almost 95% of 
these adopters reported satisfaction with the instruction 
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sheet, stating they were good or very good in terms of 
helpfulness during installation.

Latrine types, satisfaction 
and usage

Households do not need to climb a ‘sanitation lad-
der’ to reach improved coverage: Over 90% of new 
adopters have never owned a latrine before. For 
nearly 91% of all installed adopters, the Latrine Core is 
their first household latrine (Table 43). In the Kampong 
Speu pilot area, where CLTS activities have been more in-
tensive, 8.1% of installed adopters ‘upgraded’ from a dry 
pit latrine. This compares to about 5% dry pit upgrades in 
Kampong Cham. The finding confirms that many house-
holds can and will ‘jump’ from open defecation directly 
to an improved latrine when conditions are right. When 
they are motivated to change their sanitation situation, 
households do not necessarily need to climb a ‘sanitation 
ladder’ to reach improved coverage.

Latrine adopters are installing more than the ba-
sic Latrine Core and are building high-end shelters. 
Preferences for the ‘ideal’ latrine persist. Installed 
adopters have made substantial investments in addi-
tional underground materials and ‘higher-end’ shelter 
constructions. Although the basic Latrine Core includes 
three concrete rings for the pit lining, 42.6% of installers 
purchased five or more concrete rings. Thus far, market-
ing activities do not seem to have changed consumer de-
sires for a ‘high-end’ latrine shelter. Most installed adop-
ters have invested in latrine shelters with concrete/brick 
walls (79%) and a galvanized iron roof (over 86%). Medi-
an investment is 150 to 200 USD. There is some evidence 
of ‘lower-end’ shelter constructions in Kampong Cham, 
with 20% of all installed adopters building shelter walls 
and roof of lower-cost materials (compared to 5-10% in 
Kampong Speu). 

Nearly half of all installed adopters saved or bor-
rowed cash for their latrine. Over 6% took an MFI 
loan and 7% paid the enterprise in installments. 
Among adopters with installed latrines, 55% indicated 
they paid for their latrine with money they had on hand. 
Other households needed to explicitly save or borrow 
the cash to make their latrine investment. About 27% 
of all installed adopters saved their own money, nearly 
10% borrowed from family or friends, and just over 6% 
borrowed from an MFI or bank in order to get the cash 
needed for their latrine purchase. 

The vast majority of installed adopters report high 
levels of satisfaction with their new latrine. Three-
quarters have recommended the product to their 
family and friends. Nearly all (97%) of installed adop-
ters were satisfied or very satisfied with their new latrine 
and the services they received from the enterprise. About 
three-quarters of all installed adopters recommended the 
latrine product to friends, neighbors, or family members. 
About half of all installed adopters have bought or would 
consider buying other materials or services from the en-
terprise.

Knowledge and practice around safe pit emptying 
must be addressed. When asked what their household 
planned to do when the latrine pit becomes full, about 
40% of installed adopters indicated they would have 
someone in their family manually empty the pit, 29% in-
dicated they planned to hire someone to empty the pit 
with a mechanical pump, and 22% stated they would hire 
someone to empty it manually. Most installed adopters 
plan to spread the pit contents directly on their field as 
fertilizer. 

Non-adopter satisfaction, 
intention and barriers 

Non-adopters are not satisfied with their current 
defecation practice. Nearly 70% of non-adopters stated 
they were unsatisfied or very unsatisfied with their cur-
rent defecation practice. When asked why they were un-
satisfied, the most common reasons were that the place 
is too far, not safe, dirty, not convenient, and smelly (in 
that order).

Compared to the baseline, more non-adopters have 
discussed a latrine purchase, and have done so more 
recently. The percentage of non-adopters who have 
talked about latrine building increased from a baseline of 
85.5% to 89.9%. Non-adopters have also discussed latrine 
building more recently, indicating that latrine ownership 
is growing as an immediate concern for the family.

Non-adopters indicate an awareness of and inten-
tion to use WaterSHED-introduced latrine purchase 
mechanisms. About 69% of non-adopters said they 
would purchase their latrine through a sales agent. About 
40% of all non-adopters could state the name of the local 
sales agent selling latrines. 

Compared to the baseline, more non-adopters have 
identified a site and the construction labor for a la-
trine. The percentage of non-adopters who have chosen 
a site for their latrine increased from 67.9% of non-adop-
ters at baseline to 80.4% of non-adopters in the RCSAS. 
Those who have selected a mason increased from 33.6% 
to 41.3% of non-adopters. At the same time, a greater pro-
portion of non-adopters indicate they will construct their 
latrine by themselves. 

Fewer non-adopters are saving towards a latrine, 
but more would now consider taking a loan for con-
struction. Compared to the baseline, RCSAS findings in-
dicate a decrease in non-adopters saving towards a latrine 
purchase, from a baseline of 8% in 2009 to 5% of non-
adopters in 2012. While there are fewer non-adopters 
saving for a latrine, there is a greater willingness among 
non-adopters to consider taking on debt for their latrine 
purchase: The percentage of non-adopters stating they 
would consider taking a microfinance loan for a latrine 
increased from 4.8% to 8.9%. 

Over 70% of non-adopters indicated some likeli-
hood of construction in the next year. Compared 
to the baseline, likelihood of construction has de-
creased. Likelihood of construction has generally de-
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creased among non-adopters, from a baseline of 84% to 
72.6% of non-adopters expressing some likelihood, and 
from 16% to over 27% stating there was no chance of 
latrine construction in the next year. The findings may 
reflect a problem of early adopter ‘saturation’: as current 
marketing efforts encourage those ‘better off’ early adop-
ters in the community to purchase and install their la-
trines, the rates of new households who are willing and 
able purchase may decrease. Given the relatively short 
timeframe of marketing activities thus far, it is also pos-
sible that early and late majority households may move 
towards investment as social norms shift and more house-
holds invest.

Affordability remains a critical purchase barrier 
for many. Over 90% of non-adopters stated the reason 
they had not yet purchased a latrine was that they did not 
have enough money/could not afford. This points to real 
or perceived financial constraints as the most significant 
barrier to purchase. When asked how an enterprise could 
make it easier for them to be able to purchase a latrine, 
the two most common responses were to offer home de-
livery and to offer installment payment plans.

Sources of information 
& awareness of behaviour 
change messages

Exposure to product sales opportunities and prod-
uct information is essential. Compared to non-adop-
ters, new latrine adopters are more likely to have attend-
ed a village sales event and to have received a home visit 
from a sales agent or government official specifically to 
discuss buying a latrine Adopters were also more likely 
than non-adopters to recall specific WaterSHED-intro-
duced behavior change communication messages from 
the Stop the Diarrhea campaign. 

Conclusion and 
Recommendations

The RCSAS confirms that the WaterSHED program 
has resulted in a substantial acceleration in improved la-
trine coverage and usage in the study areas. Household 
consumers are now able to access an improved latrine 
more easily and more cheaply than before. New distri-
bution and sales mechanisms are increasing household 
awareness of and exposure to more affordable latrine 
products and increasing motivation to invest in an im-
proved latrine. Enterprises are demonstrating that they 
serve at least some segments of the previously un-served 
rural market. Nonetheless, significant challenges still re-
main. The RCSAS reveals a number of opportunities to 
break down remaining barriers to uptake of improved la-
trines and to further evolve WaterSHED’s market-based 
approach:

1   This and the following management responses are provided by the 
WaterSHED management team, not the study authors. They were written in 
response to the first draft of the study and in many cases reflect new activi-
ties or changes that have been informed by - or implemented as a result of 
- the findings of the study.

Barrier 1: Overcoming 
affordability and other barriers 
for the poor and poorest

Explore and expand consumer financing 
for those with some ability to pay: 

The RCSAS confirms a growing demand for microfinance 
and installment payment plans among non-adopters. Wa-
terSHED should continue to work with microfinance 
partners and enterprises to refine these types of flexible 
consumer financing options. This may including offering 
supply-side finance to enable more enterprises to offer con-
sumer installment payment options.

Management response1

WaterSHED management agrees and has made sig-
nificant progress in this area following the recom-
mendation. Recognizing that microfinance institutions 
(MFIs) serve clients with wide-ranging needs (not only 
for toilets), WaterSHED tries to follow the Hands-Off 
principles by aligning its engagement of MFIs with 
their existing lending operations. If substantial modifi-
cation of existing processes is required for MFIs to of-
fer specialized loan products for toilets, we have found 
less appetite among MFIs to engage. Instead of creat-
ing NGO-MFI partnerships that place new burdens on 
the MFI, WaterSHED’s emphasis is on facilitating rela-
tionships directly between MFIs and local enterprises. 
Not only does this put the right entities into direct con-
tact, it also enables the MFIs to charge origination fees 
(or interchange fees) from enterprises - rather than 
collecting subsidies from NGOs. Such fees are similar 
to the interchange fees paid by merchants around 
the world who accept payment cards such as VISA or 
Mastercard, and is typically around 2 percent of the 
purchase price. These relationships have resulted in 
over 6,000 new consumer loans (at time of writing) in 
less than 2 years and WaterSHED now facilitates with 
MFIs in all target provinces. Supply-side financing for 
consumer on-lending appears to be a more complex 
issue. Anecdotally, suppliers are reluctant to offer fi-
nancing or installment payment options. Tracking and 
collecting payments are not their core competencies, 
and many suppliers consider customer default to be 
an unacceptable risk.

Consider alternative financing options 
for the poorest: 

A number of opportunities, including conditional cash 
transfer (CCT), voucher, or output-based aid (OBA) op-
tions may enable the poorest to access improved sanita-
tion if effectively targeted. The national IDPoor scheme 
in Cambodia offers a simple means of poverty targeting. 
The RCSAS finds that households with two or more chil-
dren under 5 years old are much more represented among 
non-adopters, offering another potential inclusion crite-
ria for such schemes. IDPoor households are more highly 
represented among uninstalled adopters, pointing to the 
potential that cash rebates may play in incentivizing these 
households to move from purchase to full installation.
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Management response

Several organizations are testing alternative sub-
sidy mechanisms in Cambodia, including OBA and 
CCT options. The WaterSHED team is eager to 
learn the results of these efforts and to understand 
if they can be efficient for reaching the poorest. 
While we believe that subsidies may be appropri-
ate to incentivize poorer households, strict discipline 
is necessary to ensure that recent advances in the 
development of the sanitation supply chain are not 
i) compromised with an erosion of the perceived 
value of toilets due to artificially lower prices; nor 
ii) exploited by subsidy programs simply to expand 
conventional (poorly targeted) hardware subsidies. 
In cooperating with other organizations, donors, and 
the government, WaterSHED is advocating that pov-
erty-targeted subsidies have transparent and clear 
eligibility criteria for poor households, and are pref-
erably implemented in areas where remaining non-
adopters are predominantly the poorest. If eligibility 
criteria are unclear and the overwhelming majority 
of households are eligible for subsidies - as is pres-
ently the case for several programs in Cambodia - 
we fear a return to the conventional hardware-sub-
sidy approaches of the past, which failed to lead to 
widespread adoption of toilets.

Develop more explicit mechanisms 
for measuring equity: 

WaterSHED should develop specific indicators and 
targets to measure progress in reaching the poor and 
poorest. Indicators might include the percentage of ID-
Poor households installing an improved latrine.

Management response

Achieving total rural sanitation is a major objective 
of WaterSHED, but we recognize that it cannot be 
achieved with sanitation marketing alone. Water-
SHED sees the sanitation marketing approach as an 
exciting new tool to significantly accelerate access 
to sanitation in rural areas, where non-adoption is 
not confined to the poorest segment and the major-
ity of households do not have a latrine (in Cambo-
dia). However, it is important to note that open def-
ecators in rural Cambodia are still more represented 
among the poorest 40 percent than latrine adop-
ters, which is partly why sanitation marketing must 
be implemented within a context that promotes 
equity across several dimensions. Complementary 
policies and programs are necessary to support lo-
cal government engagement, changes in behaviour 
norms around sanitation, community ownership, 
gender equity, access for children, the elderly, and 
people with disabilities, access to consumer financ-
ing, strictly targeted subsidies for the poorest, etc. 
WaterSHED is investing significant resources to 
improve the broader programmatic context along 
these lines - both directly (e.g. the Civic Champions 
project) and indirectly through effective collabora-
tion with government and development partners.

With respect to measuring equity, WaterSHED car-
ries out periodic surveys (e.g. as done for this Ru-
ral Consumer Sanitation Adoption Study) as well 
as qualitative studies to better understand the 
changes in the profile of adopters across a range 
of equity dimensions. The RCSAS study did meas-
ure the percentage of IDPoor households installing 
an improved latrine.  To develop a richer picture of 
the changes in equity, we promote open data ini-
tiatives and data-sharing between sector actors in 
the belief that new mechanisms for measuring eq-
uity should be harmonized.

Barrier 2: Expanding 
and improving the reach 
of the program 

Continue to strengthen IPC channels 
and mechanisms: 

The RCSAS confirms that interpersonal commu-
nications (IPC) are highly effective in encouraging 
and enabling latrine purchase, since most households 
learn about and decide to install a latrine by interact-
ing with trusted sources of information such as friends 
and respected leaders. The study recommends further 
strengthening these models and tactics, including the 
door-to-door sales and one-on-one sales opportunities 
already in use, as well as improved tactics and techniques 
during sales events.

Management response

WaterSHED is committed to supporting the private 
sector to further professionalize sales and market-
ing mechanisms. In line with the recommendation 
from this study, we have placed greater emphasis 
on tracking and developing IPC channels. Enter-
prises record sales events and door-to-door sales 
activities daily, and there have been improvements 
in both the content and format of promotional ma-
terials. WaterSHED staff now place greater empha-
sis on working with the most active sales agents 
and suppliers in a consulting role. We also continue 
to develop our staff capacity to respond to the 
needs of the private sector, and conduct intensive 
supplier workshops to bolster the quality of their 
consumer engagement tactics.

Specifically target those who purchase 
latrines to help convert purchase into 
installation: 

Local government officials should be supported to 
follow-up with new purchasers to discuss when and how 
they plan to install their latrine, and talk through what 
to do if they are having problems or delays. WaterSHED 
can use its recently announced WASH Civic Champions 
program as an opportunity to explore how best to engage 
local officials in this type of activity, as well as other ways 
to encourage faster installation after purchase uptake.
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The issues associated with open defecation will not 
be resolved until everyone in every family is consist-
ently using an improved latrine. Purchase of a latrine 
core is an important step on the change pathway. 
Following the recommendation above, WaterSHED 
has enhanced its strategy in the following areas to 
improve installation rates:

1. Installment services: WaterSHED is encouraging 
more enterprises to offer installment services. 
Over 40 percent of supported businesses now 
provide this service and, where available, roughly 
30% of adopters are purchasing the service.

2. Civic Leadership: In June 2013, WaterSHED began 
a program to support the development of civic 
leadership amongst commune councilors in rural 
Cambodia. While aiming to develop leadership 
more broadly, this program also engages and chal-
lenges civic leaders to work with their communi-
ties to tackle open defecation. Rejection of open 
defecation and a ‘one-house one-toilet’ policy are 
examples of key reforms to be promoted together 
with creating a greater sense of urgency, using mo-
tivational triggers highlighted in the RCSAS. This 
approach incorporates a mechanism for follow-up 
by village chiefs to encourage all adopters to install 
and use their latrines. Critical to widespread adop-
tion is the change in the social norm from accept-
ance of open defecation to rejection of it.

3. Alternative low cost latrine shelters: WaterSHED 
has implemented a research and development 
initiative to design lower-cost shelter options for 
latrines and to identify ways to bring new shelter 
product options to market (see below).

Use communications and sales tools 
to promote an ‘upgrade pathway’ 
for the latrine shelter: 

The RCSAS indicates that much more emphasis is 
needed on the latrine shelter. Communication messages 
and images should discuss and show cheaper (natural) 
shelter options and how to build them. Sales and promo-
tional tactics should include persuasive arguments about 
why it is better to install the new Latrine Core with a 
natural shelter straight away than to delay purchase or 
installation while waiting for the ‘ideal’ shelter.

Management response

We agree that the promotion of rapid installation 
of latrine shelters is critical. WaterSHED has signifi-
cantly ramped up its support of local authorities 
to develop their role in inspiring and influencing 
community-wide behavior change, with a focus on 
early installation and use of both Latrine Core and 
shelter (including promotion of the upgrade path-
way from low-cost shelters). In parallel, recogniz-
ing that low-cost alternatives to natural shelters 
are needed to meet consumer aspirations, Water-
SHED is undertaking user-centered design research 
to develop and market such options (see below).

Design and promote low-cost shelter 
options: 

WaterSHED should continue to pursue the develop-
ment of affordable, desirable latrine shelters that can be 
bundled with the Latrine Core.

Management response

WaterSHED recently received the Reed Elsevier 
Environmental Challenge 2013 award. This award 
has enabled WaterSHED to take up the challenge 
of designing lower-cost shelter options for latrines. 
A design team is engaged full time to develop vi-
able, low-cost shelter options that can be locally 
produced / assembled, promoted and distributed, 
providing aspirational, affordable, and permanent 
latrine shelter solutions.

Ensure a good understanding of baseline 
coverage prior to the launch of marketing 
activities: 

Although it may slow down expansion into new sales 
areas, taking the time to understand baseline coverage 
(e.g. through baseline surveys or using reliable secondary 
data) before marketing efforts begin is a critical step that 
helps the program to meaningfully track and measure 
progress in terms of growth in community coverage, not 
just in terms of new sales.

Management response

We agree with the importance of measuring pro-
gress and are helping to improve the reliability of 
secondary (government) data. In lieu of adding to 
the litany of NGO-led, ad hoc data collection ef-
forts, WaterSHED is working to build the capacity 
of the Commune Councils and the Provincial De-
partments of Planning to strengthen the national 
Commune Database (CDB). In line with the Royal 
Government of Cambodia, WaterSHED now uses 
the CDB data in each target area to provide a cov-
erage baseline and to track annual changes in cov-
erage, which enables better measurement of pro-
gress towards total sanitation for all. At the same 
time, WaterSHED continues to collect data on the 
change of other sanitation access characteristics 
across target provinces. Such ad hoc surveys pro-
vide a cross check to the CDB.
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Barrier 3: Ending open defecation 
and ensuring that latrine purchase 
results in sustained, safe improved 
sanitation behavior.

Expand behavior change communications 
campaign messages to include disposal of 
baby feces: 

The Stop the Diarrhea campaign can be expanded to 
include key messages about simple ways to safely dispose 
of infant feces and latrine use among children. RCSAS 
findings indicate that this practice needs greater atten-
tion, including consumer research to understand moti-
vations and barriers to safe disposal.

Management response

WaterSHED appreciates that the improper disposal 
of infant’s feces is a major health concern in rural 
Cambodia. Recognizing that proper disposal is more 
challenging if the family does not have adequate san-
itation and hygiene facilities, WaterSHED has begun 
tackling this issue through research to understand the 
enabling factors for desired practices. In partnership 
with the London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medi-
cine (LSHTM) WaterSHED is undertaking formative 
research in rural Cambodia to identify current prac-
tices in managing infant and young children’s feces, to 
determine barriers and motivators for hygienic feces 
management, and to investigate the acceptability and 
appeal of relevant enabling products.

Strengthen focus on proper packaging 
for correct usage: 

Enterprises should be encouraged to include installa-
tion instructions as an integral part of the product pack-
age. More research may be needed to understand wheth-
er enterprises are including instructions and, if not, the 
reasons why. Changes may be needed to make it easier 
for enterprises to offer correct usage instructions.

Management response

WaterSHED continues to support local businesses 
to provide a brochure with installation instructions 
with each Latrine Core sold. Brochures are also 
distributed by sales agents and suppliers at sales 
events and through door-to-door sales activities. 
WaterSHED’s consultative support to businesses 
has resulted in more than 40 percent of businesses 
offering latrine installation service. Approximately 
30 percent of consumers are choosing to opt for 
the installation service, where available.

WaterSHED is undertaking the shelter design pro-
ject (see above) and proposes to link both Latrine 
Core and shelter purchase more closely, including 
installation and financing options.

Develop specific messages and user 
education on safe handling and re-use of 
human excreta. 

The Stop the Diarrhea campaign and/or product mar-
keting materials can be expanded to include key messag-
es about what to do (and what not to do) when latrine 
pits fills up.

Management response

We agree that simple messages about what to do 
when the latrine pit has filled should be included in 
promotional materials and are working with gov-
ernment and enterprises to better inform consum-
ers. At the same time, WaterSHED recognizes that 
the options currently available in rural Cambodia 
for safe pit waste management are very limited 
(see below).

Design and test business models to 
address other areas of the sanitation 
value chain. 

Service models for collection, treatment, and reuse 
should be piloted in the short to medium term, so that 
workable models are in place as the first wave of new 
adopter pits begin to fill.

Management response

Consistent, safe practice for collection, treatment, 
and reuse of pit waste requires the availability of 
convenient and affordable options. Previous re-
search into business models for emptying and 
centrally treating rural pit latrine waste revealed 
tenuous viability -- transport costs due to low pop-
ulation/toilet density and high water levels in waste 
represented one major constraint. Related to this 
issue, WaterSHED is investigating options to ex-
tend the life of the pit latrine system. These include 
the promotion of a second pit during the initial 
purchase, and encouraging enterprises to target 
existing consumers with the offer of a second pit 
approximately two years after the sale of a latrine. 
We are also considering onsite disposal options 
that could be appropriate for the rural setting, such 
as a modified Arborloo pit waste management sys-
tem. In cooperation with local authorities, these op-
tions could be promoted with critical safe-handling 
instructions. WaterSHED has also partnered with 
researchers investigating innovative waste diges-
tion options, including the use of Black Soldier Fly 
larvae. Business models for innovative digestion 
options will be tested when technical feasibility can 
be established.
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1.1 Cambodia Context

R
ural Consumer Sanitation Adoption Study was 
conducted to review the results of the Water, 
Sanitation and Hygiene Enterprise Develop-

ment (WaterSHED) Hands-Off Sanitation Marketing 
program. The program was designed to catalyze the mar-
ket for improved sanitation in rural Cambodia by stimu-
lating household demand and improving the supply of 
affordable sanitation options for rural households. 

When the WaterSHED Hands-Off program began in 
2009, Cambodia was posting the lowest sanitation cov-
erage rates in the region, with over 75% of the rural 
population practicing open defecation. Rural improved 
sanitation coverage had increased at a rate of just one 
percent per annum over the previous decade (WHO/
UNICEF 2012). In this context of very low sanitation 
coverage and years of only marginal improvements, 
Cambodia’s Ministry of Rural Development and sanita-
tion sector partners were ready to explore alternatives to 
conventional sanitation programming. 

In 2006 and 2007, market assessments commissioned 
by the World Bank Water and Sanitation Program (WSP) 
indicated that demand and supply side conditions in 
Cambodia might be favorable to a market-based sanita-
tion approach (Salter 2008). These early national assess-
ments confirmed that there was a strong latent demand 
for improved latrines in rural Cambodia, and sufficient 
numbers of existing local enterprises already providing 
latrine products and services to the rural market. 

1.2 Hands-Off Sanitation Marketing
The WaterSHED pilot project1 was one of the early 

initiatives exploring the potential of the Sanitation Mar-
keting (SanMark) approach in Cambodia. With expertise 
from the design firm IDEO, a multi-stakeholder team of 
Cambodians, that included WaterSHED staff, successful-
ly designed an affordable Latrine Core package (Fig 1).2 
The project then designed a set of market facilitation 
strategies to address demand - and supply-side barriers 
to latrine uptake (Table 1). A key underlying principle 
was to consider households as consumers rather than as 
beneficiaries of charity. The theory of change was that 
affordable, desirable latrines profitably sold by lo-
cal enterprises, alongside effective promotions and 
behavior change efforts, led and supported by civic 
champions within local government, could effectively 
stimulate rural household consumers to invest their own 
resources in durable, improved household latrines. 

1 The initial pilot project (entitled the ‘WASH Marketing Project’) included 
WaterSHED consortium partners Lien Aid and World Toilet Organization in 
implementing and technical support roles. As the program went to scale, Wa-
terSHED evolved into a social enterprise and registered as a local Cambodian 
NGO, taking on full management of the program.

2 The product design process was facilitated and led by the Sanitation Mar-
keting Pilot Project implemented by iDE with support from WSP and USAID.

The early stages of the program moved through key 
steps of the SanMark program cycle including: 1) market 
research and product design, 2) design and testing supply- 
and demand-side strategies, 3) launch of a full package of 
SanMark activities to achieve ‘proof of concept’ in a pilot 
area, and 4) program scale up and expansion (Fig. 2). 

In two and a half years (30 months) from June 2010 
to November 2012, enterprises working with the pro-
gram sold over 42,000 on-site toilet packages to ru-
ral household consumers (Table 2, Fig. 3). During this 
time, the program expanded from a pilot project tar-
geting 537 villages in four districts of one province, to 
a full-scale program operating across six of Cambodia’s 
twenty-three provinces. As of November 2012, there 
were approximately 160 enterprises trained and sup-
ported by WaterSHED to deliver the new Latrine Core 
package to households in over 5,000 villages within the 
Hands-Off program area. This area comprises over 36% 
of all rural villages in Cambodia3.  About 620 local 
sanitation promoters (sales agents) have been trained 
and equipped to deliver key sanitation messages and 
sell the low-cost latrines. The ‘Stop the Diarrhea’ behav-
ior change campaign (BCC) developed and piloted by 
WaterSHED in partnership with the Ministry of Rural 
Development has been adopted by other NGOs and de-
velopment partners and has laid the foundations for a 
Cambodian national BCC campaign. 

Figure 1: The Latrine Core package 

Latrine Core package includes:
•	 Ceramic	pan	cast	into	

100cm concrete slab (typi-
cally tiled)

•	 Re-designed	concrete	
Chamber Box waste col-
lection unit with PVC pipe 
connection*

•	 3	pre-cast	concrete	rings	
of 100cm diameter and 
5cm thickness

•	 Pre-cast	concrete	lid	with	
access hole and cover

•	 Home	delivery

* The chamber box is the unique latrine component that differenti-
ates the Latrine Core package from other available latrines on the 
market. See Pedi et al. 2012 for further discussion of key features 
of the new design.

Pour Flush Latrine 
with Chamber Box

3 The 2008 General Population Census records 14,073 villages in 159 
districts. However, it notes that the total number of villages according to the 
Ministry of Interior is 13,852.
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Table 1: Market Barriers and Hands-Off Marketing Strategy Responses 
Market Barrier WaterSHED strategy response

D
e

m
a

n
d
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id

e
 -

 C
o

n
su

m
e
rs

Desire for high-end (but unaffordable) pour-
flush toilet and unwillingness to invest in a 
‘lower level’ product

Health not a key motivator for toilet purchase; 
‘It can wait’ attitude of low priority given to 
investing in a toilet

Difficult and complex purchasing process

Inherent lack of trust in price and quality of 
products offered

Development of very low cost base ‘Latrine Core’ model with the 
same core attributes as the high-end latrine while allowing for 
incremental shelter upgrades

Promotion of status, pride, convenience and cost-saving benefits 
of toilet ownership; use of peer pressure; toilet as a status symbol

Direct marketing by sales agents; product available as a complete 
set in a DIY kit form with home delivery included in purchase price

‘Touch and feel’ village product displays; local government pro-
vides persuasive and trusted sales advice 

S
u

p
p

ly
-s

id
e

 -
 E

n
te

rp
ri

se
s Reluctance to get actively involved in sale of 

slow-moving product with low demand

Toilet products are a small component of con-
crete producer’s overall enterprise

“Wait for them to come to us” passive sales 
approach; reluctance to invest in marketing 
and advertising

Poor understanding among enterprises on 
pricing, stock management and other issues

‘Seeing is believing’ enterprise engagement approach to demon-
strate the market opportunity to ‘first mover’ enterprises

Enterprises made aware of opportunity to expand their offerings 
and thus reach a much larger rural market with all products

Design of very low cost generic marketing materials; Enterprises 
slowly convinced of power of marketing as latrine sales grow

Business mentoring helped enterprises improve production ef-
ficiencies, stocking; lower gross margins were offset by higher 
volume resulting in greater net profit

Source: Adapted from Pedi et al., 2011

Figure 2: Hands-Off Program Timeline, January 2009 to Present 

Product Design

Market Assessment

Program strategy design & testing

Hands-Off marketing –  
Kg Speu pilot area

Stop Diarrhea campaign design

April July October January April July October

2009 2010

Hands-Off SanMark & Stop the Diarrhea Campaign scale-up & expansion – Kg Speu, Kg Cham, Takeo (ongoing)

Hands-Off SanMark national scale-up (6 prov-
inces - ongoing)

January April July October January April July

2011 2012

Stop the Diarrhea campaign – 
national scale-up

Table 2: WaterSHED Hands-Off Program Overview
Program Parameter Key Metric

Launch of marketing activities June 2010

Original pilot target area
Provinces: 1 (Kg Speu) 
Districts: 4, Villages: 537 
Population (est.): 295,000 

Scale-up program area (as of Nov 2012)

Provinces: 6 (Kg Speu, Kg Cham, Battambang, Takeo, Pur-
sat, Pailin) 
Districts: 53, Villages: 5000
Population (est.): 4,467,949

Cumulative toilet sales (Jun 2010 – Nov 2012) 41,908

WaterSHED-supported enterprises 160

WaterSHED-trained promoters (sales agents) 620
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In addition to on-ground SanMark strategies (Table 
1), the WaterSHED program has evolved a set of guid-
ing principles and a sanitation market facilitation model, 
which it refers to as the ‘Hands-Off’ Sanitation Mar-
keting approach. The Hands-Off approach focuses on 
three core programmatic goals: 

1. Program effectiveness and cost efficiency: Aiming 
to minimize interventions and programmatic costs of 
external market facilitators (in this case, the Water-
SHED program team); 

2. Business sustainability: Focusing on skills develop-
ment and independence of existing local enterprises, 
and requiring adequate commercial risk and invest-
ment; and 

3. Scalability: Aiming to keep barriers to market entry 
low for new enterprises, and supporting local govern-
ment to be actively involved in sanitation promotion, 
monitoring and replication. 

While WaterSHED Hands-Off program monitoring 
mechanisms have captured some of the progress and 
key challenges thus far, a systematic review of program 
results was necessary to better understand how house-
holds and communities are accessing the new market 
and responding to program interventions. 

* Latrines sold by WaterSHED-supported enterprises to NGO or agency programs offering partial subsidy.
Note: Cumulative toilet sales, Jun 2010 - Nov 2012 = 41,908. See www.watershedasia.org/sanitationmarketing for up-to-date sales data.
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Figure 3: Hands-Off Program Monthly Sales, June 2010 to November 2012
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http://www.watershedasia.org/sanitation-marketing/
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2. Rural Consumer Sanitation Adoption Study

2.1 RCSAS Objectives

R
ural Consumer Sanitation Adoption Study (RC-
SAS) was designed to assess the results of the Wa-
terSHED Hands-Off Sanitation Marketing pro-

gram in terms of its influence on rural consumer demand 
for and uptake of improved household latrines in the pro-
gram target areas. The specific objectives of the study were:

1. To compare current household sanitation preferences 
and practices, levels of improved sanitation coverage, 
and barriers to adoption with the 2009 baseline house-
hold survey in the original project pilot area in Kam-
pong Speu Province after 25 months of program activity;

2. To evaluate current household sanitation preferences 
and practices, levels of coverage and barriers to adop-
tion in one program expansion area (Kampong Cham 
Province) after about 18 months of activity, including 
tracking uptake of the new latrine technology intro-
duced by the program; and

3. To analyze customer satisfaction and explore the im-
pact of program strategies and activities on house-
holds’ sanitation attitudes and investment behavior, 
as well as the effects of non-project external factors 
(e.g., hardware subsidies, CLTS triggering, village ty-
pology) on uptake and purchase behavior.

The results from Kampong Speu were used to evaluate 
overall performance of the program against key baseline 
indicators within the program’s Results Framework. The 
results from both provinces are expected to inform im-
provements to WaterSHED program strategies as well as 
to provide evidence for wider policy and programmatic 
dialogue within the Cambodian sanitation sector. 

2.2 Study Area
The RCSAS was conducted in two provinces (Fig. 4) 

where the WaterSHED Hands-Off program is active:

  Kampong Speu: The RCSAS focused on the original 
WaterSHED pilot area, which comprised 537 villag-
es in four districts within 20 kilometers of National 
Road #4. The original target area was selected due to 
its proximity to natural supply chain routes and pro-
vincial markets. A baseline household survey (Pedi 
and Touch 2009) was undertaken in the original pilot 
area in July 2009, and full-scale marketing activities 
were launched in June 2010. In Kampong Speu, the 
RCSAS focused analysis on Objective 1 and 3 above.

  Kampong Cham: The RCSAS focused on program 
expansion in 984 villages in 9 districts within Kam-
pong Cham Province. Marketing activities in the ex-
pansion districts began in January 2011. No baseline 
survey was conducted prior to the launch of market-
ing activities. However, a WaterSHED-supported 
latrine coverage survey was undertaken in October 
2011, enabling some measurement of changes in la-
trine coverage over a smaller window of time. In Kam-
pong Cham, the RCSAS focused analysis on Objective 
2 and 3 above.

In terms of key demographic characteristics (Table 5), 
Kampong Cham has a much higher population and pop-
ulation density compared to Kampong Speu, although 
the population in Kampong Speu is growing much more 
rapidly than Kampong Cham. Both provinces are rural 
provinces, and marketing activities targeted rural house-
holds and villages.

Table 3: Demographic characteristics of study 
provinces (2008)

Kampong Speu Kampong Cham

Population 716,944 1,679,992

Number  
of Households

149,270 368,114

Average  
Household Size 

4.8 persons/HH 4.6 persons/HH

Population Density 102 persons/sq. km 171 persons/sq. km

Annual population 
growth rate 

1.79% 0.43%

Percentage urban 7.1% 6.9%

Percentage  
sanitation coverage

17.5% 25.6%

Source: 2008 General Population Census of Cambodia

Figure 4: Map of Cambodia and study area 
provinces

2. Rural Consumer Sanitation 
Adoption Study
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3. Methodology

3.1 Field Data Collection

T
he RCSAS involved a village-level investigation of 
sanitation conditions and coverage, and a house-
hold-level investigation of sanitation demand be-

havior, preferences, practices, uptake and exposure to the 
Hands-off SanMark intervention. Two tools were developed 
for field data collection:

1. Village-level sanitation inventory 

The village-level analysis used a village sanitation in-
ventory sheet designed to capture sanitation coverage 
data across the 537 villages in the original 4 pilot dis-
tricts of Kampong Speu and the 984 villages in 9 expan-
sion districts of Kampong Cham. Random samples of 36 
villages in Kampong Speu and 33 villages in Kampong 
Cham (for a total of 69 villages) were selected using 
two different sampling methods to achieve the different 
study objectives. Village-level data was collected on: 

  Latrine coverage rates; 

  Latrine types (dry pit and pour-flush);

  Functioning, uninstalled and broken latrines; 

  Exposure to CLTS;

  Exposure to village sales events;

  Whether villages had a resident sales agents and sales 
commissioned village chiefs;

  Stable or increasing latrine prices;

  Level of poverty in the village (proportion of IDPoor 
households); and

  ODF status. 

2. Household survey 

The household-level analysis used a household survey 
questionnaire designed to gather information about house-
hold demand behavior for a stratified random sample of ‘la-
trine adopters’ and ‘non-adopters’ within 64 of the 69 study 
villages. Household-level data was collected on:

  Household demographic and socio-economic situation; 

  Current defecation practice and latrine usage, includ-
ing disposal of infant feces;

  Awareness, perceptions and preference for sanitation 
products; 

  Current latrine types in use, including technology 
types and costs; 

  Purchase drivers and customer experience with Wa-
terSHED-introduced sanitation products;

  Customer satisfaction with WaterSHED-introduced 
sanitation products and services; 

  Upgrading and maintenance of new latrines, includ-
ing fecal sludge management; 

  Latrine purchase intention and barriers to adoption 
among non-adopters;

  Perceptions, plans and barriers to installation; and

  Household awareness and recall of program promo-
tional messages.

The household survey questionnaire is included in 
Annex 2 of this report. 

3.2 Village Sample Selection
In order to achieve the different study objectives, two 

distinct sampling strategies were used to select villages 
in Kampong Speu and Kampong Cham. It is important to 
note that the use of different sampling strategies means 
that results (particularly related to socio-economic and 
demographic variables) are not always directly compa-
rable across provinces. In this report, data are presented 
together primarily for questions related to household ex-
posure to the intervention. In most other cases, data are 
analyzed and presented separately.

The following steps were undertaken in each province 
to select the study villages:

Kampong Speu

  All 36 villages in the 2009 baseline survey were in-
cluded in the RCSAS village sanitation inventory and 
village-level analysis. At baseline, these villages had 
been selected from the target population of 537 vil-
lages in the original Kampong Speu pilot area using 
a probability proportional to size (PPS) random sam-
pling technique. 1

  WaterSHED staff undertook the village sanitation 
inventory in each of the 36 study villages using the 
village sanitation inventory sheet. 

  Sales records from WaterSHED-supported enter-
prises in the program sales monitoring database were 
consulted to determine which villages had any sales 
activities between June 2010 and June 2012. Of the 
original 36 study villages, a total of 31 villages had 
recorded a sale of one or more latrines from a Water-
SHED-supported enterprise. These 31 villages were 
included in the household survey and household-
level analysis.2

Kampong Cham

  A list was compiled of all 984 villages in the 9 districts 
of Kampong Cham where the WaterSHED program 

1  Communes and villages were selected using the formula [n = NZ2 x p 
(1-p) / Nd2 + Z2 x p (1-p)]. Level of confidence is 80% (standard error between 
- 0.10 of a two-tailed normal distribution curve. See Pedi and Touch 2009.

2 Only 31 villages with sales activity were selected primarily for conveni-
ence, to enable enumerators to interview both latrine adopter and non-
adopters within a single village. 

3. Methodology
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has been undertaking marketing activities since Janu-
ary 2011.

  Sales records from WaterSHED-supported enter-
prises in the program sales monitoring database were 
consulted to determine which villages had any sales 
activities during the study period. From the full list of 
984 villages, a total of 331 villages that had recorded 
10 or more sales from January 2011 to May 2012 were 
included in the sample universe. In Kampong Cham, 
villages with 10 or more sales were used as the sam-
pling universe. The study objectives in this province 
were to understand household consumer preferences 
and barriers after exposure to the intervention, and 
in particular, the Latrine Core customer experience. 3

  The 331 villages were ranked according to latrine 
coverage using coverage data from the October 2011 
WaterSHED Kampong Cham coverage survey, and 
then stratified into three equal groups: 

  High coverage: Villages with 34.4% - 83.5% latrine 
ownership

  Medium coverage: Villages with 16.3%- 33.9% la-
trine ownership

  Low coverage: Villages with 7.0% - 13.5% latrine 
ownership 

  From each group, a total of 11 villages were randomly 
selected on an equal probability basis to reach a total 
of 33 sample villages.

  The village sanitation inventory was undertaken by 
WaterSHED staff in each of the 33 study villages us-
ing the village sanitation inventory sheet.

3.3 Household Sample Selection
In each of the 64 study villages, a uniform sampling strat-

egy was used to select households for the household survey. 
The following steps were undertaken in both provinces:

  For the purpose of this study, the RCSAS team defined a 
latrine ‘adopter’ as a household that had purchased 
a latrine with the new WaterSHED-introduced La-
trine Core product package, which included the pre-
cast Chamber Box technology (see Fig. 1). The Chamber 
Box is a unique latrine component introduced by the 
program, and was not available in program areas before 
the intervention. The Chamber Box is the only com-
ponent that differentiates the Latrine Core package of-
fered by WaterSHED-supported enterprises (or those 
‘copying’ from these enterprises) from other latrines 
on the market.  Adopter households with other types 
of (non-Chamber Box pour-flush or dry pit) latrines 
were not included in the household survey. However, 
all latrine-owning households (with any latrine type) 
were included in the village-level sanitation inventory. 
A ‘non-adopter’ is defined as a household that does not 
own a latrine of any type. 

3 Before-after analysis was not possible in Kampong Cham. The analysis 
focuses on characteristics of households in villages with exposure to the inter-
vention.

  The village-level sanitation inventory was used to 
compile comprehensive lists of ‘adopters’ and ‘non-
adopters’ in each of the study villages.

  From these lists, six adopters and five non-adopters 
were randomly selected. 

  Due to some difficulties with household recall (see 
Annex 1), in 9 villages in Kampong Speu the village 
chief was also consulted to identify and/or verify 
Chamber Box owners. 

  An additional 52 households were randomly selected 
for surveying in some study villages to compensate for 
lack of latrine adopters in order to reach the desired 
sample size of 700 households. 

3.4 Data Collection, Cleaning 
and Analysis

To collect village-level data and compile adopter and 
non-adopter household lists, WaterSHED field staff con-
ducted the village-level inventory from July to August 
2012. A survey team comprised of eleven enumerators, 
four data entry personnel and four field supervisors 
from the Royal University of Phnom Penh conducted 
the household survey. A list of survey team members is 
included in Annex 4. 

The survey questionnaires were pre-tested in the field 
and revised by the survey team during a three-day enu-
merator training in mid-July. Field data collection was 
conducted over 14 days from 20 July 2012 to   3 August 
2012. In this first period of fieldwork, 648 household 
surveys were completed. The team returned to the field 
from 11-13 September 2012 to conduct additional sur-
veys to reach the desired target of 700 households. 

Data from completed surveys were double-entered 
into a Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) da-
tabase template by four RUPP data entry personnel. 
Raw data were cleaned, verified and corrected by the 
RUPP Data Entry Supervisor. After data cleaning, 695 
household surveys were submitted for further analysis. 
The following analysis of the data is presented mainly 
as percentages and simple averages. This report presents 
a preliminary descriptive analysis; statistical significance 
was not calculated. As discussed below, more in-depth 
analysis of the data is currently underway.
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4.1 Village sample

T
he village sample included 61,073 people in 
11,975 households in 69 villages across the two 
target provinces (Table 4). As described in Sec-

tion 3, the original random sample of 36 villages from 
the 2009 baseline survey was included for Kampong 
Speu. In Kampong Cham, the 33 study villages were se-
lected from a sub-set of villages in the program area with 
ten or more latrine sales. 

In village selection, no distinction was made between 
villages that had a previous CLTS intervention (CLTS 
villages) and those that had not (non-CLTS villages). A 
total of 26 of the 69 of the sample villages (38%) had 
exposure to a CLTS intervention. In Kampong Speu, 12 
villages were exposed to CLTS at baseline in 2009, and 
an additional 9 villages were exposed to CLTS between 
the baseline and RCSAS surveys. Thus, there were a to-
tal of 21 CLTS villages (58% of the sample) in Kampong 
Speu. In Kampong Cham, only 5 sample villages (15%) 
had exposure to a CLTS intervention.1

1 Pouv et al. presents a preliminary investigation of village-level RCSAS 
data by CLTS exposure. An in-depth analysis of household-level RCSAS data 
and CLTS-SanMark linkages is presented in a separate report.

Table 4: Sample village data by province

Kg Speu Kg Cham Total

Villages 36 33 69

Households 3,476 8,499 11,975

People* 16,695 38,789 55,483

*Based on 2008 Census data (Table 3): 4.8 persons/HH in Kam-
pong Speu, 4.6 persons/HH Kampong Cham

4.2 Household sample
The household survey was conducted in 31 of the 36 

randomly selected baseline sample villages in Kampong 
Speu, and in the 33 sample villages in Kampong Cham. 
Within the sample villages, a household-level analy-
sis was conducted among a stratified random sample of 
latrine ‘adopter’ and ‘non-adopter’ households. As de-
scribed in Section 3, the RCSAS defined latrine ‘adopter’ 
as a household that had purchased the new Latrine Core 
product package with Chamber Box that was introduced 

4. Summary of village and household sample

4. Summary of village 
and household sample

Kg Speu 
(31 villages)

Kg Cham 
(33 villages)

Total  
(64 villages)

Latrine Core Adopters

Total - Adopters 
N 150 192 342

% Sample 45.6% 52.5% 49.2%

Installed/functioning latrine 
(installed)

N 111 131 242

% Adopters 74.0% 68.2% 70.8%

Latrine purchased but not 
yet installed (uninstalled)

N 39 61 100

% Adopters 26.0% 31.8% 29.2%

Non-Adopters Total - No Latrine
N 179 174 353

% Sample 54.4% 47.5% 50.8%

Total Sample
N 329 366 695

% 100% 100% 100%

Table 5: Household respondents by latrine adoption and province

Table 6: Household respondent details

Kg Speu Kg Cham

Adopter  
N=150

Non-Adopter 
N=179

Adopter  
N=192

Non-Adopter 
N=174

Respondent Gender
Male 47.3% 34.1% 42.7% 26.4%

Female 52.7% 65.9% 57.3% 73.6%

Respondent 
relationship 
to household head

Self 57.3% 54.2% 60.4% 46.6%

Spouse 26.0% 36.9% 32.8% 44.3%

Son/ Daughter 10.7% 5.0% 5.7% 8.0%

Parents/ In-law 2.7% 2.8% 0.5% 0.0%

Brother/ Sister/ relative 3.3% 1.1% 0.5% 1.1%

Respondent Age Average age, years 45 43 48 43
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and promoted by the WaterSHED Hands-Off program.  
A total of 695 household surveys were analyzed in the 
RCSAS, including 342 (49.2%) adopters and 353 (50.8%) 
non-adopters (Table 5). 

Among latrine adopters, the RCSAS included house-
holds that had an installed and functioning latrine with 
the new Latrine Core, as well as those who had pur-
chased the Latrine Core but had not yet fully installed. 
Across the sample, a total of 29% of all latrine adopters 
(14.4% of all households) were ‘uninstalled’ adopters, i.e. 
they had purchased but not yet installed their latrine.2 
Nearly 32% of Kampong Cham adopters and 26% of 
Kampong Speu adopters were ‘uninstalled’ adopters. Sec-
tion 7 analyses installation rates based on the number of 
months between purchase and installation. Households 
purchased their latrines at different times over the inter-
vention period. In general, about half of those who pur-
chased their latrine in six months or less had an installed 
latrine at the time of the survey, and nearly all adopters 
had had an installed latrine after 18 months.

 A greater proportion of respondents were female in 
both Kampong Speu and Kampong Cham. The majority 
of respondents in both provinces were the head of their 
household or the household head’s spouse (Table 6).

2 It should be noted that the term ‘uninstalled adopters’ refers to the state 
of installation at the time of the RCSAS survey visit, and does not imply that 
these adopters will never install. RCSAS data indicates that adopters will 
install and use the latrine within at least 18 months of purchase.
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5.1 Accelerated uptake 
of improved latrines

I
mproved sanitation coverage nearly doubled in 
original pilot area, growing by 18 percentage 
points in three years. 

From a baseline of 21%, improved sanitation access in-
creased to 38.9% across the original Kampong Speu pilot 
area (Fig. 5, Table 5)1.  This 18-percentage point increase 
in improved latrine coverage from July 2009 to July 2012 
would yield an annual average growth rate of 6% per year. 
However, this is likely a conservative estimate, since the 
program’s on-ground marketing efforts did not begin un-
til June 2010. Given that 41.7% of all new installed pour-
flush latrines are directly attributable to latrine sales by 
WaterSHED-supported enterprises (Table 9), and the 
probable knock-on effects of the program on both con-
sumers and suppliers, it is likely that most of the acceler-
ated growth in coverage occurred in the two years of pro-

gram implementation between June 2010 and July 2012. 

Growth in improved sanitation coverage is fully attribut-
able to an increase of pour-flush latrines in the target area: 

1 Following JMP analysis of the Cambodia Socio-Economic Survey 2007, 
29% of dry pit latrines are counted as ‘improved’ sanitation facilities. All dry 
pit latrines are included in the ‘dry pit’ calculations, but only 29% of these 
have been used to calculate ‘total improved’ coverage. Coverage data is 
based on village-level surveys in 2009 and 2012 in a sample of 36 randomly 
selected study villages within the original pilot area.

Dry pit latrines saw a net decrease of 2 percentage points, 
while coverage of pour-flush latrines doubled, growing by 
18.5 percentage points over the program period.

It is not possible to generalize from the sample of 33 
Kampong Cham villages to the broader population, 
since these villages were selected from a sub-set of 331 
villages (comprising 34% of the 984 villages in the in-
tervention districts) that had posted sales of ten or more 
latrines. However, it is possible to calculate coverage 
changes in these villages using data from WaterSHED’s 
Kampong Cham October 2011 coverage survey. In the 
Kampong Cham sample villages, improved sanitation 
coverage increased from 27.2% in October 2011 to 31.9% 
in July 2012. This increase of 4.7 percentage points in 
nine months would yield an annualized rate of growth 
of about 6.3% per year. 

The WaterSHED program collects coverage data for 
all villages within the program target area on a periodic 
basis. Alongside monthly sales data from enterprises, this 

data should enable a more robust analysis of improved 
coverage changes across a wider sub-set of villages in all 
six provinces as the program expands further.

At baseline, a rough estimate of average annual in-
crease in sanitation coverage in Kampong Speu from 
1998 to 2008 was calculated using available census data. 
This ‘background rate’ is the estimated rate of increase 
that was already occurring prior to the intervention. 

5. Village-level Coverage 
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Figure 5: Percentage of IDPoor households by latrine ownership, Kampong Speu

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45%

Total Improved

Pour-flush

Dry Pit

Baseline (July 2009) RCSAS (July 2021)

* Based on village-level survey in random sample of 36 villages from a total 537 pilot villages. Level of confidence is 80% (standard error 
between ± 0.10 of a two-tailed normal distribution curve). All dry pit latrines included in ‘dry pit’ calculations, but only 29% of dry pit latrines 
are counted as ‘improved’ sanitation facilities (following JMP analysis of CSES).

38.9%21.0%

19.5% 37.9%

3.3% 5.3%

Table 7: Percent change in latrine coverage in Kampong Speu pilot area, 2009 to 2012* 

Baseline (Jul 09) RCSAS (Jul 2012)
Percentage  
Point Increase

% Change  
in Coverage

Total Improved Coverage 21.0% 38.9% 17.9% 85.2%

Pour-flush 19.5% 37.9% 18.5% 94.9%

Dry Pit 5.3% 3.3% -2.0% -37.2%

* Based on village-level survey in random sample of 36 villages from a total 537 pilot villages. Level of confidence is 80% (standard error 
between ± 0.10 of a two-tailed normal distribution curve). All dry pit latrines included in ‘dry pit’ calculations, but only 29% of dry pit la-
trines are counted as ‘improved’ sanitation facilities (following JMP analysis of CSES).
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Based on the 2008 Census, provincial sanitation cover-
age in Kampong Speu had increased from 3.9% in 1998 
to 17.5% in 2008 (NIS 2009). This would yield an aver-
age annual increase of 1.36 percentage points. Available 
provincial data from the 2004 Cambodia Intersensal 
Population Survey showed some acceleration of coverage 
in recent years, however further review of this provin-
cial-level data revealed some data quality issues. 2

A more reliable calculation of annual background 
rates of improved sanitation was undertaken by another 
sanitation marketing pilot project, which used village-
level survey data to calculate background sanitation 
coverage rates over a period of three years in a sub-set 
of non-intervention villages in two provinces. This pro-
ject found a background rate of 1.9 percentage points in 
Kandal Province, a densely populated wealthier prov-

2  Initial calculations were based on available data from Kampong Speu 
from three data sets: 1998 National Population Census, 2004 Cambodia Inter-
censal Population Survey, and 2008 Population Census. These figures indicate 
an increase in sanitation coverage of 4.4% from 1998 to 2004 (average an-
nual increase of 0.7%), and an increase of 9.2% from 2004 to 2008 (average 
annual increase of 2.3%). The background rate of 2.3 percentage points is 
over two times the national average of 1 percentage point per annum. The 
data also does not distinguish between improved and unimproved coverage. 
While it is possible that rates of increase were already accelerating in Kam-
pong Speu prior to marketing interventions (especially given CLTS activities), 
a review of commune and provincial level data sets indicated significant dis-
crepancies, missing data and other data quality issues related to inter-censal 
data reporting. See Pedi and Touch 2009 for further discussion.

ince with rapid population growth and large peri-urban 
populations, and a background rate of 0.6 percentage 
points in Svay Rieng, a predominantly rural, sparsely 
populated poorer province with low population growth, 
far from the capital city. The average rate of increase 
across the two provinces was calculated at 1.3 percentage 
points (Pedi et al. 2012). Given the demographic charac-
teristics of Kampong Speu Province, it is likely that the 
background sanitation growth rate would be somewhere 
between the rates for Kandal and Svay Rieng, e.g. close to 
the average of 1.3 percentage points per year. 

Using the average annual background rate of 1.3 per-
centage points, the RCSAS calculated the rate of increase 
over and above this natural rate; that is, the increase that 
could be attributed to WaterSHED sanitation marketing 
interventions (Table 8). Since there was a delay between 

the baseline survey in June 2009 and actual marketing 
efforts, which began in June 2010, it was not possible 
to calculate the exact rate of accelerated increase over 
the 2 years of actual marketing efforts. From baseline to 
RCSAS, the actual increase in improved latrine coverage 
above the expected background rate was 14 percentage 
points. This would yield an average annual rate of in-
crease of between 4.7 and 7 percentage points, or roughly 

!
WaterSHED activities accelerated improved sanitation 
coverage by 4.7 to 7.0 percentage points per year - 4 to 5 times 
the expected annual background rate. 

Percentage Point Increase

Estimated annual background rate of increase in latrine coverage for 2009-2012* 1.3%

Estimated background rate of increase in latrine coverage over three years 3.9%

Actual increase in improved latrine coverage in three years from July 2009 baseline 
to July 2012 RCSAS 

17.9%

Increase in improved latrine coverage above expected background rate in three years 
from 2009 to 2012 

14.0%

Conservative estimate of annual increase in improved latrine coverage due to Hands-Off 
SanMark intervention (above expected background rate)#

4.7%

Liberal estimate of annual increase in improved latrine coverage due to Hands-Off 
SanMark Intervention (above expected background rates)##

7.0%

Note: Estimates do not account for other factors that may have also contributed to accelerated increase.
* Average rate calculated form actual household surveys in the iDE Sanitation Marketing Pilot Project, supported by WSP and USAID. See 
Pedi et al. 2012 for further discussion.
# Assumes steady rate of increase over three years, irrespective of marketing efforts.
## Assumes background rate of 1.3% from June 2009 to May 2010 (period between baseline survey and launch of marketing intervention), 
with accelerated growth occurring from June 2010 to June 2012, during the period of marketing intervention

Table 8: Accelerated rate of improved latrine coverage, Kampong Speu pilot area

Percentage point 
increase in improved 
coverage

Number (Percentage) 
of sample villages

Average baseline 
coverage

Average  RCSAS 
coverage

Average percentage 
point increase 

31% or more 7 (19%) 14.2% 52.4% 38.2%

21% to 30% 10 (28%) 30.6% 57.0% 26.4%

11% to 20% 10 (28%) 22.5% 38.2% 15.6%

10% or less 9 (25%) 10.4% 13.7% 3.3%

Table 9: Village-level variations in latrine coverage increase, Kampong Speu pilot area, 2009-2012
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4 to 5 times the expected annual rate. It should be noted 
that these estimates do not account for other factors that 
may have contributed to this accelerated increase.

While the average increase in improved sanitation cov-
erage across the sample was 18 percentage points, there 
were differences between villages in terms of growth in 
improved latrine coverage (Table 9). A total of 47% of 
sample villages (17 of 36 villages) were able to achieve 
coverage increases of 21% or more, including one-fifth 
of the sample (7 villages) with increases of over 31%. In-
creases in coverage do not appear to be linked to higher 
rates of baseline coverage: the best-performing group of 
7 villages started from an average of just 14% improved 
latrine coverage at baseline.

5.2 Sanitation coverage 
and sales data comparisons

Coverage data from the village-level survey was com-
pared with monthly sales data from enterprises collated 
in the WaterSHED sales monitoring database (Table 

10). Among the sample villages in the original pilot area, 
sales recorded by WaterSHED-supported enterprises ac-
counted for 41.7% of all new pour-flush latrines (292 of 
701 new pour-flush latrines). On average, 19 new pour-
flush latrines per village were purchased during the in-
tervention period, including an average of 8 latrines per 
village sold by WaterSHED-supported enterprises. 

These results are comparable to findings from another 
sanitation marketing pilot project implemented by iDE 
during the same period in Kandal and Svay Rieng, which 
found an average of 47% of all new pour-flush latrines 
were purchased from project-supported enterprises 
(Pedi et al. 2012). As noted in the findings from that 
study, the data would indicate that marketing activities 
are able to stimulate consumer demand, creating positive 
‘ripple effects’ for all enterprises (not just those working 
directly with the program). At the same time, the entry 
of the new lower-cost Latrine Core package may help to 
increase competition among existing enterprises, with 
other enterprises lowering prices of conventional latrine 
components to compete with the new technology.

!
In the pilot area, sales from WaterSHED-supported enterprises 
accounted for 41.7% of all new pour-flush latrines, suggesting positive 
‘ripple effects’ for other enterprises in the emerging market. 

Kg Speu 
(36 villages, 3476 HH)

Number of new pour-flush latrines, June 2009 to June 2012, baseline and RCSAS village-level 
surveys

701

Latrine sales recorded from WaterSHED-supported enterprises, June 2010 to June 2012 292

Average number of new pour-flush latrines per village 19

Average number of WaterSHED-supported enterprise sales per village 8

WaterSHED-supported latrine sales as % of all new pour-flush latrines 41.7%

Table 10: Latrine coverage and sales data comparisons in Kampong Speu pilot area, 2009-2012
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6.1 Current defecation place

I
nstalled adopters report that nearly all adults 
and children usually use their household latrine 
for defecation, although children are slightly 

more likely to continue the practice of open defecation.1

In Kampong Speu (Tables 11 and 12), among non-
adopter/uninstalled households, the majority of adults 
(72.9%) and children (75%) usually practice open defec-
tion. Compared to the baseline, a much greater propor-
tion of adults and children without latrines report usu-
ally using their neighbor’s latrine for defecation: only 
5.6% of adults and 2.5% of children report using a shared 
latrine at baseline, compared to about one-quarter of 
both adults and children in the RCSAS. The reasons for 
this shift are not entirely clear, but could be related to 
increased exposure to behavior change messages of both 
CLTS and the Stop the Diarrhea campaign.

1  It should be noted that there is potential for bias in self-reporting, so 
these findings should be treated with caution.

In Kampong Cham (Tables 13 and 14), among non-
adopter/uninstalled households, the majority of adults 
(82.1%) and children (87.6%) usually practice open 
defection, while 15.3% of adults and 11.4% of children 
report that they usually use a neighbor’s latrine for def-
ecation. 

In Kampong Speu, installed adopters with infants in the 
household (Table 15) indicated that baby feces are usu-
ally put into the latrine (56.2%) or buried (43.8%). This 
compares to a baseline of 48.6% for disposal in the latrine 
and 40.0% for burying feces. Among Kampong Speu non-
adopters/uninstalled with infants in the household, 41.5% 
report burying the feces (compared to 76.8% at baseline) 
and 29.3% report leaving feces in the open (compared to 
15.9% at baseline). Thus, findings for Kampong Speu are 
mixed, indicating a slight improvement in good practice 
for baby feces disposal among installed Latrine Core adop-
ters compared to the general population of latrine own-
ers at baseline, but an increase in unsafe disposal among 
those without an installed latrine. 

6. Defecation practice and latrine usage

6. Defecation practice 
and latrine usage

Baseline* RCSAS

Latrine Owner 
N=149

Non-Owner  
N=245

Installed Adopter 
N=111

Non-Adopter/  
Uninstalled N=218

Where do adults 
in your household 
usually go to 
defecate?

Own household 
latrine

98.7% 0.0% 100.0% 1.8%

Neighbor’s/other 
latrine

0.0% 5.6% 0.0% 24.8%

Public latrine -- -- 0.0% 0.5%

Open defecation 1.3% 92.4% 0.0% 72.9%

Note: In the baseline survey, an additional 2% of non-owner households indicated that adults usually practiced ‘buried defecation’ near the 
house. These are not shown here.

Table 11: Changes to adult usual defecation place, Kampong Speu, Baseline and RCSAS

Baseline* RCSAS

Latrine Owner 
N=120

Non-Owner  
N=202

Installed Adopter 
N=84

Non-Adopter/  
Uninstalled N=188

Where do children 
in your household 
usually go to 
defecate?

Own household 
latrine

94.2% 0.0% 97.6% 1.6%

Neighbor’s/other 
latrine

0.0% 2.5% 0.0% 23.4%

Public latrine -- -- 0.0% 0.0%

Open defecation 0.0% 92.6% 2.4% 75.0%

Note: In the baseline survey, an additional 5% of non-owner households indicated that children usually practiced ‘buried defecation’ near 
the house. These are not shown here. 

Table 12: Changes to children defecation place, Kampong Speu, Baseline and RCSAS

!
Households with installed Latrine Core use it. For those without an 
installed latrine, open defecation remains the norm. 
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In Kampong Cham, 81.8% of installed adopters with 
infants (Table 16) report putting baby feces in the la-
trine, while 9.1% practice the unsafe behavior of leav-
ing baby feces out in the open (Table 14). Among non-
adopters/uninstalled adopters in Kampong Cham, 55% 
report burying baby feces, 20% report throwing feces in 
the garbage, and 17.5% report leaving baby feces in the 
open. Again, the picture is mixed, with a variety of unsafe 
disposal methods currently being practiced across the 
board.

The findings indicate that this particular practice 
needs greater attention. Further consumer research may 
be needed to understand motivations and barriers to safe 
disposal as well as underlying assumptions, including 
whether baby feces are considered harmful. Social mar-
keting messages specifically targeting disposal of baby 
feces (with a focus on new mothers) could be included 
in the Stop the Diarrhea campaign behavior change 
communications package, once these practices are un-
derstood better. 

!
There is some progress on changing practices around disposal 
of baby feces, but more attention is needed.

Kg Cham

Installed Adopter  
N=131

Non-Adopter/ Uninstalled 
N=235

Where do adults in your household 
usually go to defecate?

Own household latrine 99.2% 1.7%

Neighbor’s latrine 0.0% 15.3%

Public latrine 0.0% 0.4%

Open defecation 0.8% 82.1%

Table 13: Defecation place for adults, Kampong Cham

Kg Cham

Installed Adopter  
N=103

Non-Adopter/ Uninstalled 
N=193

Where do children in your 
household usually go to defecate?

Own household latrine 95.1% 1.0%

Neighbor’s latrine 0.0% 11.4%

Public latrine 0.0% 0.0%

Open defecation 4.9% 87.6%

Table 14: Defecation place for children, Kampong Cham

Baseline RCSAS

Latrine Owner 
N=35

Non-Owner  
N=69

Installed Adopter 
N=16

Non-Adopter/  
Uninstalled N=41

In your household, 
how are babies’ 
feces usually 
disposed of?

Put into latrine 48.6% 4.3% 56.2% 7.3%

Put into drain/
ditch

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.9%

Thrown in garbage 5.7% 1.4% 0.0% 17.1%

Buried 40.0% 76.8% 43.8% 41.5%

Left in open 2.9% 15.9% 0.0% 29.3%

Burned 2.9% 1.4% 0.0% 0.0%

Table 15: Changes to practice for disposal of baby feces, Kampong Speu, Baseline and RCSAS

Kg Cham

Installed Adopter  
N=11

Non-Adopter/ Uninstalled 
N=30

In your household, how 
are babies’ feces usually 
disposed of?

Put into latrine 81.8% 7.5%

Put into drain/ditch 0.0% 0.0%

Thrown in garbage 0.0% 20.0%

Buried 9.1% 55.0%

Left in open 9.1% 17.5%

Table 16: Current practice for disposal of baby feces, Kampong Cham
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6.2 Reported latrine usage
Among adult adopters with installed latrines, reported 

latrine usage is consistently high in both the wet and 
dry seasons in both Kampong Speu and Kampong Cham 
(Figs. 6 and 7). Children in installed adopter households 
are reported to have less consistent latrine usage behav-
ior in the wet and dry seasons, and are more likely than 
adults to defecate in the open despite having access to a 
household latrine. 

In Kampong Speu, Latrine Core adopters indicate 
slightly higher rates of consistent usage compared to 
pour-flush owners at baseline. Among adults in the RC-

SAS, rates were 99.1% in wet season, and 100% in dry 
season, compared to baseline rates of 94.2% and 92.5% 
respectively.  Among children In the RCSAS, rates were 
88.2% in wet season and 91.4% in dry season, compared 
to 82.5% and 79.4% at baseline. Some of this increase 
could be due to the age distribution in the respondent 
households. The studies also confirm much higher rates 
of consistent usage among pour-flush owners compared 
to dry pit owners. The Kampong Speu baseline rates of 
consistent usage for dry pit owners were just 79% in wet 
season and 55% in dry season for adults, and 61% in wet 
season and 52% in dry season for children.

Figure 7: Reported usage amongst adopters with installed latrines, Kampong Cham

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

* Expressed as percentage of installed adopters, N = 131
# Expressed as percentage of installed adopters with children in household, N = 103

Wet Season Dry Season

Children in household 
reportedly  ALWAYS 
using HH latrine#

Adults in household 
reportedly  ALWAYS 
using HH latrine*

93.9%

80.9%

93.9%

80.9%

Figure 6: Reported usage amongst adopters with installed latrines, Kampong Speu 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

* Expressed as percentage of installed adopters, N = 111
# Expressed as percentage of installed adopters with children in household, N = 84

Wet Season Dry Season

Adults in household 
reportedly  ALWAYS 
using HH latrine*

Children in household 
reportedly  ALWAYS 
using HH latrine#

99.1%

88.2%

100.0%

91.4%
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7. Latrine Installation Rates

7.1 Lag-time from purchase 
to installation

L
atrine Core adopters purchased their Latrine 
Core packages at different times. Across the sam-
ple, over 70% of latrine adopters had purchased 

their latrine over a year ago (Fig. 8). Installed adopters 
were more likely to have purchased over a year ago 
(77.7%) compared to uninstalled adopters (53%). In gen-
eral, Kampong Cham adopters have purchased their la-

trines more recently than Kampong Speu adopters, re-
flecting the fact that the WaterSHED intervention has 
been underway for less time in Kampong Cham.

Among adopters who have purchased a Latrine Core 
within the last six months, 55% had an installed latrine 
at the time of the RCSAS study. These rates continue 
to increase over time, with 57% of adopters having in-
stalled within 7-12 months of purchase, 66% having in-
stalled at 13-18 months, and 90% having installed after 
18 months. The study thus indicates that the majority of 

7. Latrine Installation Rates
Over half of those purchasing a Latrine Core in the last 
6 months had installed it. Nearly all adopters installed the 
latrine after 18 months. Conversion from purchase to installation 
was faster in Kampong Cham.

!

Figure 8: Time of purchase among installed and uninstalled adopters
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adopters will have an installed latrine within 18 months 
of purchase. A sizable proportion of adopters are install-
ing in a relatively short timeframe, and others may delay. 

Kampong Cham adopters seem to demonstrate a faster 
conversion from Latrine Core purchase to installation: 
Sixty percent of those purchasing six months ago had 
an installed latrine, compared to just 36% in Kampong 
Speu. At 7-12 months, 59% had installed in Kampong 
Cham, and 50% had installed in Kampong Speu, at 13-
18 months, 70% had installed in Kampong Cham com-
pared to 56% in Kampong Speu. After 18 months, 84% 
had installed in Kampong Cham, compared to 93% in 
Kampong Speu. The faster conversion rate in Kampong 
Cham could be due to improved SanMark strategies: by 
the time the program expanded into Kampong Cham, it 
had refined training, sales models and marketing mes-
sages compared to the Kampong Speu pilot area.

7.2 Construction rate among 
installed adopters 

Although households may delay construction, once 
construction begins it generally occurs all at once and 
within one month (Table 17). Among installed adopters, 
the majority (85%) indicated that they constructed their 
latrine all at once within about a one-month period. 
Nearly 57% of all installed adopters completed latrine 
construction in less than two weeks. Installed adopters 
in Kampong Speu were more likely to take additional 
time to construct, with 15.3% indicating it took one to 
six months to complete their latrine (compared to 7% in 
Kampong Cham). 

Figure 9: Time from purchase to installation, Latrine Core adopters 
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7.3 Barriers to construction 
among uninstalled adopters

The additional cost and effort associated with higher-end 
shelter construction is the main cause of delayed installa-
tion (Fig. 10). Among those who have purchased but not yet 
installed their latrine, the most common reasons for delay-
ing were that they were saving money for the shelter, saving 
money to hire labor, did not have enough money, and were 
waiting for free time to build (in that order). 

About 36% of uninstalled adopters in Kampong Speu, 
and 16% in Kampong Cham, indicate that they have all 
the materials they need to build their latrine (Table 18). 
About 26% of all non-installers, including 36% (22 of 61 
uninstalled adopters) in Kampong Cham, did not know 
how much they have spent on shelter materials so far. 
For those who were able to estimate these costs, the me-

dian cost estimate was USD 61 in Kampong Speu and 28 
USD in Kampong Cham (Table 19). 

Not only are they better prepared with needed materi-
als, Kampong Speu uninstalled adopters are also further 
advanced in the construction process, with about 10% 
having already installed the underground components 
(compared to just 1.6% in Kampong Cham) (Table 20). 
The majority of these households plan to construct a 
latrine shelter with concrete/brick walls (80%) and a 
galvanized steel roof (91%). Kampong Cham uninstalled 

adopters are more likely to be planning to construct a 
latrine shelter of natural materials such as thatch. This is 
consistent with the higher proportion of natural mate-
rial shelters actually installed in Kampong Cham com-
pared to Kampong Speu (see Table 44).

Uninstalled adopters have invested in an improved 
latrine, plan to construct it, and are in the advanced 

Desire for a high-end ‘ideal’ shelter results in installation delays.!

Kg Speu  
N=111

Kg Cham  
N=131

Total  
N=242

How long did it take to 
complete building the 
latrine?

Less than 2 weeks 57.7% 55.7% 56.6%

2 - 4 weeks 22.5% 33.6% 28.5%

1-6 months 15.3% 6.9% 10.7%

7-12 months 0.9% 1.5% 1.2%

More than 13 months 3.6% 0.0% 1.7%

Did you construct your 
latrine all at once or in 
stages?

All at once 92.8% 91.6% 92.1%

In stages 7.2% 7.6% 7.4%

Table 17: Time from purchase to installation, Latrine Core adopters 

 Figure 10: Reasons for delayed installation, uninstalled adopters
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stages of the process. It is likely that these households 
will be using their improved latrine within the next 18 
months. However, while they delay installation, most of 
these households will continue to defecate in the open 
(see Section 6). It is clear that more emphasis is needed 
on faster conversion of purchased Latrine Cores into in-
stalled, functioning latrines. Program strategies should 

focus on cutting down the installation time lag by help-
ing households to remove the last remaining barriers to 
installation. Strategies explicitly targeting and following 
up with Latrine Core purchasers might encourage shel-
ter upgrading or lower-cost shelter options as intermedi-
ate steps on the pathway to their ‘ideal’ concrete latrine 
shelter. 

Kg Speu 
N=39

Kg Cham 
N=61

Total 
N=100

Does your household have all the  
materials needed for building the latrine?

Yes 35.9% 16.4% 24.0%

No 64.1% 83.6% 76.0%

Table 18: Latrine component ownership, non-installers

Kg Speu 
N=39

Kg Cham 
N=61

Total 
N=100

Median expenditure  
for latrine materials, USD*

Underground 
Components

38 41 41 

Shelter 61 28 50 

* Estimates based on limited number of responses. For underground components, N=88. For shelter estimates, N=66.

Table 19: Household expenditure on latrine materials, non-installers

Kg Speu  
N=39

Kg Cham  
N=61

Total  
N=100

Would your household pay to have 
someone install the part for you?

Underground parts 
are already installed 

10.3% 1.6% 5.0%

Yes 76.9% 62.3% 68.0%

No 12.8% 27.9% 22.0%

Don’t know 0.0% 8.2% 5.0%

What kind of shelter walls will 
the latrine have?

Concrete/brick 84.6% 77.0% 80.0%

Thatch 5.1% 11.5% 9.0%

Galvanized steel 10.3% 6.6% 8.0%

Fibrous cement 0.0% 1.6% 1.0%

Plastic sheet 0.0% 1.6% 1.0%

Don’t know 0.0% 1.6% 1.0%

What kind of shelter roof will 
the latrine have?

Galvanized steel 84.6% 95.1% 91.0%

Thatch 5.1% 4.9% 5.0%

Fibrous cement 7.7% 0.0% 3.0%

Tiles 2.6% 0.0% 1.0%

Table 20: Underground construction progress and plans, non-installers
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8.1 Latrine uptake among poor 
households

I
n 2007, Cambodia began implementing the Iden-
tification of Poor Households (IDPoor) Program 
in order to develop a streamlined system for na-

tional identification and targeting of poor households for 
social services. The program develops Lists of Poor House-
holds (LOPH) using a range of criteria including depend-
ency ratio, productive land area, housing materials, dura-
ble assets and others. Those households on the list are 
classified as Poor Level 1 (very poor) and Poor Level 2 
(poor), and are given an ‘Equity Card’ as an identification 
of their status (Ministry of Planning, n.d). 

During the scale-up of the WaterSHED Hands-Off San-
itation Marketing program, the IDPoor system was rolled 
out across both of the study provinces (unfortunately, it 
was not yet underway during the baseline survey). While 
there are inevitably issues with inclusion and exclusion 
error in such schemes, the IDPoor system enables an as-
sessment of latrine uptake by the official national poverty 
classification.

Consistent with other RCSAS findings and evidence 
from other sanitation marketing programs in Cambodia 
(see, for example, iDE 2011), it is clear that the poor are 
more highly represented among non-adopters compared 
to adopters. Nevertheless, the RCSAS findings from both 
provinces indicate that some IDPoor households were 
part of the first wave of ‘early adopters’ investing in the 
new Latrine Core within the first two years of on-ground 
marketing efforts. This indicates that at least some regis-
tered poor were willing to prioritize latrine purchase.

According to the Ministry of Planning, in Kampong 
Speu 21% of all households in the province are registered 
as IDPoor. Within the RCSAS, about 16.4% of all sample 
households in Kampong Speu were classified as IDPoor 
(Level 1 or 2), which would indicate that the villages in 
the original target area are slightly less poor compared to 
the provincial average. This is unsurprising, as the origi-
nal target area was selected due to its proximity to natural 
supply chain routes and major markets within 20 kilom-
eters of National Road #4 (see Section 2).

In Kampong Speu, a small proportion – about 5% - of 
Latrine Core adopters were classified as IDPoor, compared 

!
There is evidence of registered ‘poor’ households investing in the new 
Latrine Core. 

8. Equity and Access

Figure 12: Percentage of IDPoor households, installed and uninstalled adopters, Kampong Speu
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Figure 11: Percentage of IDPoor households by latrine ownership, Kampong Speu
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to over 26% of non-adopter households (Fig. 11).1 This 
corresponds to other RCSAS findings that adopter house-
holds are generally ‘better off’ compared to their non-
adopter counterparts. IDPoor households were slightly 
more represented among non-adopter households, com-
pared to the provincial average of 21% IDPoor.

Amongst adopters in Kampong Speu, uninstalled adop-
ters are about two times as likely to be poor compared to 
those with an installed latrine (7.7% IDPoor among un-
installed, 3.6% IDPoor among installed) (Fig 12). This is 
consistent with stated reasons for installation delays relat-
ed to saving more money for construction (see Section 7).

In Kampong Cham, 25.2% of all households in the prov-
ince are registered as IDPoor (Ministry of Planning). In 
the RCSAS, 22.4% of all sample households in Kampong 
Cham were classified as IDPoor (Level 1 or 2), indicating 
that adopter households are slightly less poor than the 
provincial average.2

In Kampong Cham, 16.7% of Latrine Core adopters 
were registered IDPoor households, compared to 28.7% 
of non-adopter households (Fig. 13), indicating that non-
adopter households are more likely to be poor. Amongst 
adopters in Kampong Cham, there was no difference be-

1 It is possible that difficulties related to accurate identification of Latrine Core 
owners in Kampong Speu resulted in the inclusion of latrine owners with other 
types of (higher-end, more expensive) latrines (see Section 16: Limitations).

2 It should be noted that Kampong Cham villages were not chosen as a rep-
resentative sample, but rather as a sub-set of villages exposed to the interven-
tion with 10 or more sales. If a representative sample of households had been 
included in the study, the share of IDPoor adopters may have been higher.

tween installed and installed adopters in terms of poverty 
classification (Fig. 14). 

Further analysis of RCSAS results by IDPoor classifi-
cation is presented in the sections that follow. This can 
be used as a ‘baseline’ to track changes in IDPoor latrine 
uptake over time, in order to monitoring the program’s 
progress in further penetrating this market segment.

8.2 Latrine uptake by income, 
expenditure and assets 

The majority of both latrine adopters and non-adopters 
in Kampong Speu sell rice as their main source of cash 
income (Table 21). Reported cash incomes were very dif-
ficult for households to estimate, and are not presented 
here due to data reliability issues.

In Kampong Speu, latrine adopters tend to have more 
permanent/durable roofing and wall material for their 
houses, suggesting slightly ‘better off’ economic status rela-
tive to non-adopters (Table 22). The findings for Kampong 
Speu households are largely consistent with the baseline, 
with some important exceptions. The proportion of house-
holds with ‘permanent’ concrete/brick house wall mate-
rials was 10.1% of all latrine owners at baseline, but only 
7.3% of Latrine Core adopters. The proportion of those with 
palm, wood, or thatch walls was 4.7% of all latrine owners at 
baseline, compared to 9.3% of Latrine Core adopters. 

The findings seem to point to two concurrent trends: 
firstly, SanMark activities and the new Latrine Core may 

Figure 14: Percentage of IDPoor households, installed and uninstalled adopters, Kampong Cham
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Figure 13: Percentage of IDPoor households by latrine ownership, Kampong Cham
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! Latrine adopters are generally ‘better-off’ than non-adopters.

Kg Speu

Adopter N=150 Non-Adopter N=179

Agricultural sources

Selling rice 75.2% 60.3%

Selling non-rice crop 4.7% 3.9%

Selling animals 0.7% 3.4%

Fishing 1.3% 0.0%

Non-agricultural 

Salary/wage 12.8% 19.0%

Business/trading 4.7% 12.8%

Remittances 0.7% 0.6%

Table 21: Primary source of household income, Kampong Speu

Table 22: Comparison of housing materials, Kampong Speu, Baseline and RCSAS

Baseline RCSAS

Latrine Owner 
N=149

Non-Owner  
N=249

Adopter  
N=150

Non-Adopter 
N=179

Wall material on 
main living floor 
of house

Wood 82.6% 76.3% 82.0% 70.9%

Palm/Bamboo/Thatch 4.7% 20.5% 9.3% 17.9%

Concrete/brick 10.1% 0.8% 7.3% 6.1%

Galvanized steel 2.7% 1.2% 1.3% 3.4%

Roof material

Galvanized steel 33.6% 45.8% 49.3% 57.5%

Tiles 46.3% 21.7% 28.7% 15.6%

Fibrous cement 16.8% 19.3% 19.3% 15.1%

Palm/Bamboo/Thatch 1.3% 11.6% 2.7% 11.2%

Table 23: Primary source of household income, Kg Cham

Kg Cham

Adopter  
N=192

Non-Adopter  
N=174

Agricultural sources

Selling rice 60.9% 46.6%

Selling non-rice crop 13.5% 14.4%

Selling animals 2.6% 3.4%

Fishing 1.0% 1.1%

Non-agricultural 

Salary/wage 12.5% 23.6%

Business/trading 7.8% 9.8%

Remittances 1.6% 1.1%

Table 24: Housing materials, Kampong Cham

Kg Cham

Adopter  
N=192

Non-Adopter  
N=174

Wall material on main living 
floor of house

Wood 65.1% 43.1%

Palm/Bamboo/Thatch 27.6% 42.0%

Concrete/brick 2.6% 0.6%

Galvanized steel 4.7% 14.4%

Roof material

Galvanized steel 36.5% 46.0%

Tiles 53.6% 35.6%

Fibrous cement 5.2% 5.7%

Palm/Bamboo/Thatch 4.7% 12.6%
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enable a greater proportion of the less economically well-
off in the community to access a latrine. At the same time, 
Kampong Speu may be seeing a general rise in living 
conditions resulting in improved housing materials even 
among non-adopters.  

Most latrine adopters and non-adopters in Kampong 
Cham sell rice as their main source of cash income. How-
ever, compared to latrine adopters, non-adopters rely more 
heavily on salary or wages for cash income and less on 
selling rice (Table 23). This is consistent with the reliance 
among Kampong Cham household heads on day labor (Ta-
ble 27), and most likely indicates generally lower incomes 
among non-adopters compared to adopter households. 

In Kampong Cham, few households have permanent 
concrete/brick walls. Latrine adopters tend to have more 
permanent/durable roofing and wall material for their 
houses, suggesting slightly ‘better off’ economic status 
relative to non-adopters (Table 24). 

For both latrine adopters and non-adopters in both prov-
inces, peak months of income availability are during and af-
ter the harvest time in the dry season months of November 
to April, with less income available during the wet season 
months of May to October. More latrine adopters than non-
adopters reported having a steady income throughout the 
year. This was the general trend across both provinces. 

A significant proportion of all respondents (e.g. 50% or 
more of all adopters and non-adopters in both provinces) 
own mobile phones, cows or buffalo, televisions, bicycles 
and batteries. Consistent with the baseline survey and 
with other findings from the RCSAS, latrine adopters 
tend to be better off, as indicated by their ownership of 
more expensive ‘luxury’ items such as mobile phones, tel-
evisions, motorbikes and radios. Latrine adopters are also 
more likely to own more expensive agricultural assets in-
cluding irrigation pumps, rice mills and semi-tractors. It 
is important to note that significant proportions of non-
adopters have prioritized ownership of other assets (of 
equal or greater cost) over a latrine. 

8.3 Latrine uptake by household 
demographics 

There are several notable differences in demographic 
characteristics of latrine adopters when one compares 
baseline and RCSAS data for Kampong Speu (Table 25). 
Comparing new Latrine Core adopters to all latrine own-
ers surveyed at baseline (including dry pit owners), we 
find that new Latrine Core adopters tend to have less edu-
cation (14% of adopters have had no formal education, 
compared to 7.4% of baseline latrine owners), are more 
likely to be female-headed households (24% of adopters, 
compared to 18.8% of baseline latrine owners), and are 
more likely to depend on agricultural incomes (91.4% of 
all adopters, compared to 67.8% of baseline latrine own-
ers). The differences in the demographic profile of new 
Latrine Core adopters compared to previous latrine own-
ers seem to indicate that SanMark program activities have 
resulted in latrine uptake among less ‘better off’ rural 
households.

Demographic characteristics for Kampong Speu non-
adopters in the RCSAS are largely consistent with those 
of the non-owner population surveyed at baseline, with 
the notable exception that non-adopters are much more 
likely to be engaged in day labor (22.4%) compared to 
baseline non-owners (1.6%). 

Comparing RCSAS adopters and non-adopters in Kam-
pong Speu, demographic characteristics confirm that non-
adopters are generally not as ‘well-off’ in terms of house-
hold head education and employment. Non-adopters are 
also younger, have more under-five dependents, and are 
more likely to engage in day labor. In terms of household 
composition (Table 26), Kampong Speu, non-adopter 
households are about twice as likely to have 2 or more 
children under five years old. Households with more un-
der-five dependents often bear a greater financial burden, 
and these households are also more likely to be vulner-
able to under-five morbidity and mortality related to diar-
rheal disease. Non-adopters are much more likely to be 
engaged in day labor (22.4% of non-adopters are engaged 
in day labor, compared to just 4.7% of adopters). Day la-
bor may be a sign of more vulnerability, since day laborers 
often lack the land and assets to grow their own rice. The 
percentage of households with a household head aged 60 
years or more was higher for adopters (17%) than for non-
adopters (13%). 

Comparing adopters and non-adopters in Kampong 
Cham, demographic characteristics also confirm that adop-
ters are ‘better off’. Non-adopters are more likely to be fe-
male-headed, have less education (29.9% of non-adopters 
have had no formal education, compared to 18.8% of adop-
ters), and are more likely to be engaged in day labor (22.4% 
non-adopters, 6.8% of adopters) (Table 27). In Kampong 
Cham, non-adopters have more under-5 dependents than 
adopters: 81% of non-adopters have 2 or more children un-
der 5, compared to 46.4% of adopters. Non-adopter house-
holds are more likely to have a family member with a dis-
ability. The percentage of households with a head aged 60 
years or more was higher for adopters (27%) than for non-
adopters (20%). Households with more elderly heads may 
be more likely to prioritize a latrine as it becomes physically 
more difficult for them to defecate in the open. 

As noted above, the findings indicate that more can be 
done to encourage uptake among vulnerable households, 
particularly those with young children. It will be necessary 
to look at non-income based vulnerability indicators (for 
example, those with very young female heads, those with 
disabilities) to target these households for additional sup-
port, as the market alone may not be able to reach them. 

8.4 Latrine uptake by household 
saving and borrowing habits

In Kampong Speu, the majority of adopters and non-
adopters indicate that they rarely or never save money (Ta-
ble 29). Compared to latrine owners at baseline, Latrine 
Core adopters were more likely to report rarely or never 
saving cash income (58.3% of baseline latrine owners, 
compared to 68.7% of Latrine Core adopters). Conversely, 
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reported savings among non-adopters in Kampong Speu 
has increased slightly. At baseline, 81.1% of non-adopters 
indicated they rarely or never saved, compared to 72.1% 
in the RCSAS. These findings may support the two trends 
described above; namely, a greater proportion of the less 
‘well-off’ investing in the new Latrine Core, and a simul-
taneous rise in the living standards in the target area, per-
haps resulting in more savings even for non-adopters (see 
Section 8.2). 

In Kampong Speu, nearly half of all households have 
taken a microfinance loan at some time in the past (Table 
30). From the baseline, households with a microfinance 

loan in Kampong Speu increased from 37.6% to 43.3% of 
adopters and from 41.4% to 46.9% of non-adopters. 

Many households in Kampong Speu indicate their loans 
are being used for materials and house building. Loans for 
house building comprise over 20% of all loans (Table 31). 
Loans for latrines most readily fall into the home build-
ing/housing loan category. As noted in the baseline, re-
spondents also take loans for a variety of non-productive 
uses including health treatment, marriage, school fees and 
daily expenses. 

In Kampong Cham, patterns of savings and micro-fi-
nance borrowing are generally similar to Kampong Speu 

!
SanMark activities have encouraged more latrine uptake 
among female-headed, less educated, and more vulnerable 
households.

Baseline RCSAS

Latrine Owner 
N=149

Non-Owner  
N=249

Adopter  
N=150

Non-Adopter 
N=174

HH head – gender
Male 81.2% 72.3% 76.0% 70.7%

Female 18.8% 27.7% 24.0% 29.3%

HH head –  
educational  
attainment

None 7.4% 21.3% 14.0% 29.9%

Pre-school/ Kindergarten 2.7% 1.6% 4.0% 0.6%

Some Primary 28.9% 39.8% 32.0% 40.2%

Finished Primary 10.7% 10.0% 16.0% 8.0%

Some Secondary 23.5% 18.9% 19.3% 14.9%

Finished Secondary 14.8% 5.6% 10.0% 4.6%

Higher 12.1% 2.8% 4.7% 1.7%

HH head –  
occupation*

Rice/crop farming/other 
agricultural

67.8% 83.9% 91.4% 80.4%

Day laborer 2.0% 1.6% 4.7% 22.4%

Service/Sales/ 
Commercial

7.4% 6.8% 11.3% 11.5%

Factory worker 0.7% 0.4% 8.7% 5.7%

Civil service 16.8% 2.8% 9.3% 1.7%

Professional/Technical 2.0% 2.0% 6.0% 6.3%

Retired/too old to work 2.0% 1.7%

Unemployed 3.4% 2.4% 2.7% 2.9%

Housewife 0.0% 0.6%

HH head - age Average age, years 49 47

Respondents could choose more than one option. Results expressed as percentage of respondents.

Table 25: Comparison of household head profile, Kampong Speu, Baseline and RCSAS 

Kg Speu

Adopter  
N=150

Non-Adopter  
N=179

Percentage of household with HH head age 60 
or above

17% 13%

Percentage of household with 2 or more children 
under 5 years old

38.7% 84.4%

Percentage of households with member with 
physical or mental disability

22.7% 21.2%

Average number of household members living in 
the home

5.5 4.9

Table 26: Household member characteristics, Kampong Speu
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Kg Cham

Adopter  
N=192

Non-Adopter  
N=174

HH head – gender
Male 77.1% 70.7%

Female 22.9% 29.3%

HH head – educational at-
tainment

None 18.8% 29.9%

Pre-school/ Kindergarten 5.2% 0.6%

Some Primary 54.7% 40.2%

Finished Primary 5.2% 8.0%

Some Secondary 8.9% 14.9%

Finished Secondary 4.7% 4.6%

Higher 2.6% 1.7%

HH head – occupation*

Rice/crop farming/other 
agricultural

84.4% 80.4%

Day laborer 6.8% 22.4%

Service/Sales/ Commercial 9.4% 11.5%

Factory worker 0.0% 5.7%

Civil service 5.2% 1.7%

Professional/Technical 1.6% 6.3%

Retired/too old to work 6.2% 1.7%

Unemployed 0.5% 2.9%

Housewife 0.5% 0.6%

HH head - age Average age, years 51 47

Respondents could choose more than one option. Results expressed as percentage of respondents.

Table 27: Household Head Profile, Kampong Cham

Table 28: Household member characteristics, Kampong Cham

Kg Cham

Adopter  
N=192

Non-Adopter  
N=174

Percentage of household with HH head age 60 or above 27% 21%

Percentage of household with 2 or more children under 5 years old 46.4% 81.0%

Percentage of households with member with physical or mental disability 9.9% 14.9%

Average number of household members living in the home 5.1 5.0

Baseline RCSAS

Latrine Owner 
N=149

Non-Owner  
N=249

Adopter  
N=150

Non-Adopter 
N=179

How often does 
your household 
save money?

Never 26.8% 47.8% 64.0% 68.7%

Rarely 31.5% 33.3% 4.7% 3.4%

Daily -- -- 6.0% 6.1%

Weekly 5.4% 2.4% 1.3% 1.1%

Monthly 19.5% 9.2% 17.3% 16.8%

2-3 times per year 7.4% 2.8% 0.7% 1.7%

Yearly -- -- 6.0% 2.2%

Table 29: Comparison of household saving habits, Kampong Speu, Baseline and RCSAS

Table 30: Comparison of access to microfinance, Kampong Speu, Baseline and RCSAS

Baseline RCSAS

Latrine Owner  
N=149

Non-Owner  
N=249

Adopter  
N=150

Non-Adopter  
N=179

Percentage of households that have ever 
taken a microfinance loan

37.6% 41.4% 43.3% 46.9%

Average loan size of most recent loan, USD 458 336 331 232
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(Tables 32-34). Most households, regardless of latrine 
ownership, indicate that they rarely or never save money, 
although adopters are somewhat less likely to save com-
pared to non-adopters. About half of all households have 
taken a microfinance loan, with loan sizes slightly higher 
for adopters. The majority of households are using their 
microfinance loans for business, although as noted above, 

about one-quarter indicate that they are using their loans 
for materials or house building. 

Section 13.2 of this report presents results on the use of 
microfinance loans for latrine purchase among adopters, 
and Section 14.2 presents results on intention to use a mi-
crofinance loan for latrine purchase among non-adopters.

Kampong Speu 

Adopter  
N=65

Non-Adopter  
N=84

What is/was the loan used for?

Business 21.2% 16.5%

Fertilizer 1.5% 7.1%

Materials 28.8% 24.7%

House Building 19.7% 23.5%

Health treatment 12.1% 18.8%

Daily expenses 1.5% 2.4%

Marriage 7.6% 3.5%

School fees 3.0% 0.0%

Table 31: Usage of microfinance loan, Kampong Speu

Kg Cham

Adopter  
N=192

Non-Adopter  
N=174

How often does your household 
save money?

Never 68.8% 66.1%

Rarely 11.5% 4.0%

Daily 2.1% 12.6%

Weekly 0.5% 0.6%

Monthly 10.9% 9.8%

2-3 times per year 4.2% 2.3%

Yearly 1.6% 3.4%

Don’t know 0.5% 1.1%

Table 32: Household saving habits, Kampong Cham

Kg Cham

Adopter  
N=192

Non-Adopter  
N=174

Percentage of households that have ever 
taken a microfinance loan

52.6% 50.0%

Average loan size of most recent loan, USD 405 372

Table 33: Access to microfinance, Kampong Cham

Kg Cham

Adopter  
N=101

Non-Adopter  
N=87

What is/was the loan used for?

Business 36.6% 51.7%

Fertilizer 13.9% 6.9%

Materials 12.9% 12.6%

House Building 11.9% 11.5%

Health treatment 9.9% 9.2%

Daily expenses 5.9% 5.7%

Marriage 4.0% 0.0%

School fees 1.0% 1.1%

Table 34: Usage of microfinance loan, Kampong Cham
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9. Latrine product knowledge and preferences

T
he flush/pour-flush latrine is the most com-
monly known latrine technology in both Kam-
pong Cham and Kampong Speu (Fig 15), and 

this has not changed since baseline. When asked what 
technologies they had heard of or seen before, about 
one-quarter of all non-adopters (24.7% in Kampong 
Speu, and 26.8% in Kampong Cham) specifically men-
tioned the pour-flush latrine with the new Latrine Core. 

At this stage of the interview, respondents were not yet 
introduced to the Latrine Core image, options were not 
read to respondents and they could state any latrines 
they knew. This frequency of mention without any 
prompting among non-adopters is a promising sign of 
awareness of the new product among potential new cus-
tomers. 

!
Without prompting, one-quarter of non-adopters mentioned the 
Latrine Core when asked what products they knew about.

!
Without prompting, more than 20% of non-adopters stated that the 
Latrine Core was the latrine type that they most preferred. 

9. Latrine product knowledge  
and preferences

Figure 15: Known latrine technology types, unprompted

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 60%50% 80%70% 90%

Options not read to respondents. Respondents could choose more than one option. Results expressed as percentage of respondents, N=695

Kampong Cham Adopter Kampong Cham Non-Adopter

Kampong Speu Adopter Kampong Speu Non-Adopter

Flush/pour-flush

67.2%

83.2%

84.5%
79.3%

Flush/pour-flush 
(specific mention 
of  Latrine Core)

60.9%

26.8%

24.7%
54.7%

Pit latrine

28.6%

36.9%

37.4%
52.0%

Composting toilet

1.6%

2.8%

2.9%
2.0%

Kg Speu Kg Cham Total

Adopter  
N=150

Non-Adopter 
N=179

Adopter  
N=192

Non-Adopter 
N=174

N=695

What type of 
latrine do you most 
prefer for your 
household?

Flush/pour-flush 54.7% 78.1% 44.0% 75.9% 63.1%

Flush/pour-flush (spe-
cific mention of Latrine 
Core)

44.7% 21.3% 56.0% 23.0% 36.4%

Pit latrine 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.1% 0.3%

Don’t Know 0.7% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3%

Table 35: Most preferred latrine technology type
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Figure 16: Favored attributes of most preferred latrine technology type

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 60%50% 80% 90%70% 100%

Options not read to respondents. Respondents could choose more than one option. Results expressed as percentage of respondents, N=695

Kampong Cham Adopter Kampong Cham Non-Adopter

Kampong Speu Adopter Kampong Speu Non-Adopter

Looks good/
Comfortable

Easy to clean

No smell

Don’t see feces

Less expensive

No flies

Delivered to my house

Don’t need water 
to flush

Figure 17: Perceived disadvantages of latrine ownership

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 60%50% 80% 90%70% 100%

Options not read to respondents. Respondents could choose more than one option. Results expressed as percentage of respondents, N=695

Kampong Cham Adopter Kampong Cham Non-Adopter

Kampong Speu Adopter Kampong Speu Non-Adopter

No disadvantages

Overflows

Not enough water

Don’t know

Cost to maintain it

Bad smell

Other people  
come to use it

Attracts flies

Work to maintain it
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Unsurprisingly, a significant proportion of latrine 
adopters specifically mentioned the new Latrine Core 
technology that they had purchased. Adopters and 
non-adopters also mentioned pit latrine and compost-
ing toilet technologies, although with less frequency. In 
Kampong Speu, over 50% of latrine adopters mentioned 
pit latrines, perhaps reflecting greater exposure to this 
technology through CLTS.

Consistent with findings from the baseline and other 
market research (e.g. Salter 2008) the flush/pour-flush 
latrine is clearly the most preferred latrine technology, 
with near universal preference by all households (Table 
35). When asked to state their most preferred technol-
ogy type, 21.3% of non-adopters in Kampong Speu and 
23% in Kampong Cham specifically mentioned the La-
trine Core without any prompting. Interestingly, among 
Latrine Core adopters, only about 45% in Kampong Speu 
and 56% in Kampong Cham made specific mention of 
the Latrine Core, perhaps reflecting the fact that once 
the latrine is installed, the technical details of under-
ground components become less important.

In terms of the most desirable attributes of their pre-
ferred latrine, both latrine adopters and non-adopters 
mentioned that their preferred latrine looks good/is 
comfortable, is easy to clean and does not smell (in that 
order) (Fig. 16). The order and frequency of these re-
sponses have not changed from baseline, and are fairly 
consistent across both provinces (and with other stud-
ies, e.g. Salter 2008). Consistent with baseline findings, 
the attribute ‘no smell’ was mentioned much more fre-
quently by latrine adopters. These findings confirm that 
attributes related to comfort, aesthetics, ease and cleanli-
ness are more important to households than cost. It is 
also interesting to note that a small percentage of latrine 

adopters mentioned ‘delivered to my house’ as an impor-
tant attribute. The ease of Latrine Core purchase enabled 
through home delivery will be discussed in Section 10. 

The majority of households in both provinces do not 
believe that latrine ownership poses any disadvantages 
(Fig. 17). Latrine owners are generally more likely to 
identify disadvantages, with a very few mentioning is-
sues such as overflow, lack of water, and maintenance 
costs. In Kampong Speu, there were no differences from 
the baseline in terms of reported disadvantages.

 Among all survey households, improved hygiene/
health/cleanliness, improved safety, greater comfort, 
more privacy, the use of latrine by guests, and greater 
convenience were cited (in that order) as the main ad-
vantages of latrine ownership (Fig. 18). There was lit-
tle difference across the provinces in this respect. The 
responses are broadly similar to baseline responses, 
although ‘improved safety’ seemed to have slightly in-
creased in importance among latrine adopters and non-
adopters in Kampong Speu. 

The advantages of having guests use the latrine and 
having greater privacy were more frequently reported by 
latrine adopters compared to non-adopters, perhaps re-
flecting greater adopter experience with the social ben-
efits of latrine ownership. Conversely, convenience and 
time saving were more frequently mentioned by non-
adopters as key benefits, reflecting their dissatisfaction 
with the time and effort it currently takes to defecate in 
the open (see Section 14.1).

Figure 18: Perceived advantages of latrine ownership

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 60%50% 80% 90%70% 100%

Options not read to respondents. Respondents could choose more than one option. Results expressed as percentage of respondents, N=695.

Kampong Cham Adopter Kampong Cham Non-Adopter

Kampong Speu Adopter Kampong Speu Non-Adopter

Improved hygiene/ 
health/ cleanliness

Improved safety

More comfortable

More privacy

Guests can use it

Convenience/ 
saves time

Improved status/
prestige
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10. Awareness and 
perceptions of new 

latrine products 
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10. Awareness and perceptions of new latrine products 

R
espondents were shown a standard marketing 
image of the Latrine Core package (Annex 3), 
and asked about their knowledge of the product. 

When prompted with the image, 78.5% of all households 
stated they had seen or heard of it before (Table 36). Un-
surprisingly, there was near-universal recognition of the 
product among adopters in both provinces. Well over 
half of all non-adopters were also aware of the product, 

although Latrine Core product awareness was much 
higher in Kampong Cham. Nearly 67% of Kampong 
Cham non-adopters recognized the product, compared 
to 52% of non-adopters in Kampong Speu. Considering 
the relatively small amount of time that the product has 
been available (2 years in Kampong Speu and 18 months 
in Kampong Cham), this level of non-adopter awareness 
is promising. 1

When probed for more details about the product, fewer 
respondents could provide specific product information. 
About 28% of non-adopters in both provinces knew an 
enterprise selling the product in their area. Knowledge 
of a specific enterprise selling the Latrine Core was just 
38% among Kampong Speu adopters and 28.6% among 
Kampong Cham adopters. It is unclear why so few adop-
ters reported knowing the enterprise that sold the La-
trine Core product. One possible explanation, discussed 
in Section 12, relates to the new latrine ordering process 
in which households often purchase through an agent 

1 However, it should be noted that in Kampong Speu the sampling method 
involved purposively selecting villages where there has been product expo-
sure and sales activity.

who comes to their village or house, and may not directly 
interface with the enterprise itself. 2

The median cost estimate for the Latrine Core prod-
uct was close to actual retail prices in both provinces. In 
the baseline survey, latrine owners and non-owners in 
Kampong Speu estimated a median cost of 100 USD for 
the Latrine Core product when shown the product im-
age. Thus, the WaterSHED program has shown marked 

success in building accurate price awareness for the new 
lower-cost product, an important factor in reducing bar-
riers to investment.

Among those who were aware of the new Latrine 
Core, the vast majority of non-adopters (nearly 67% in 
Kampong Speu and 76% in Kampong Cham) reported 
hearing about or seeing the new product from a friend 
or family member (Fig. 19). In Kampong Speu, non-
adopters also reported seeing or hearing about the new 
product in a village meeting (16%), from a village chief 
or other government official (13%), or at a public place 
(11%). In Kampong Cham, non-adopters also reported 
seeing or hearing about the new product in a public 
place with some frequency (22%). In both provinces, all 
other communications channels about the new product 
were mentioned by less than 5% of non-adopters.

Although friends and family are also the most com-
mon communication channels for latrine adopters, in 
both provinces latrine adopters are also hearing about 
the new product through other direct communication 
2 The program does not pay for enterprise advertising nor is the product 
centrally branded by the program, and some enterprises rely more heavily on 
commissioned agents than others. See Section 12 for further discussion.

!
When shown the Latrine Core, over three-quarters of all households 
confirmed they had seen or heard of it before, nearly one-third knew 
an enterprise that sold it, and most knew how much it cost.

! Non-adopters are hearing about the new products from neighbors 
and family members. 

10. Awareness and perceptions 
of new latrine products

Kg Speu Kg Cham Total

Adopter  
N=150

Non-Adop-
ter N=179

Adopter  
N=192

Non-Adop-
ter N=174

N=695

Percentage of households who have ever seen or 
heard of the new Latrine Core*

98.0% 52.0% 99.0% 66.7% 78.5%

Percentage of households who know an enterprise 
who sells the new Latrine Core in their area

38.0% 27.9% 28.6% 27.6% 30.2%

Estimated median cost of new Latrine Core, USD 38

40 41

45 41

* Respondents were shown standard marketing image of the ‘Latrine Core’. 

Table 36: New Latrine Core product awareness and cost perceptions
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10. Awareness and perceptions of new latrine products

Figure 19: Channel where consumers saw or heard of new Latrine Core product

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 60%50% 70% 80%

Options were not read to respondents. Respondents could choose more than one option. Results expressed as percentage of respondents who 
have seen or heard about new product, N=546.

Kampong Cham Adopter Kampong Cham Non-Adopter

Kampong Speu Adopter Kampong Speu Non-Adopter

Neighbor  
or family member

Village meeting

Sales person

Village chief/commune 
councilor/government 

officer

NGO staff

Product display/banner 
at retail location

Concrete/latrine 
producer

At public place/
pagoda/factory

Leaflet

Figure 20: Perceived differences between Latrine Core and other known latrines

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 60%50% 70%

Options not read to respondents. Respondents could choose more than one option. Results expressed as percentage of respondents, N=695

Kampong Cham Adopter Kampong Cham Non-Adopter

Kampong Speu Adopter Kampong Speu Non-Adopter

Chamber box

No differences

Cheaper price

Better quality

Don’t know

Can be delivered  
to my house

Poorer quality

! Non-adopters are aware that enterprises selling the Latrine Core can 
offer home delivery.
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10. Awareness and perceptions of new latrine products

channels. In Kampong Speu, the most common channels 
were neighbor or family member (35%), village meet-
ing (30%), sales person (26%), village chief or govern-
ment official (17%) and NGO staff (8%). Similarly, in 
Kampong Cham, the most common channels were sales 
person (33%), neighbor or family member (28%), vil-
lage meeting (24%), village chief or government official 
(18%) and NGO staff (10%). Typically, Latrine Core sales 
people present at village meetings (sales events). When 
‘village meeting’ and ‘sales person’ channels are com-
bined, these mechanisms stand out as the most common 
channel. Compared to Kampong Speu a much greater 
proportion of adopters in Kampong Cham purchased 
their latrine through a sales agent. Greater exposure to 
these new channels seems to have a direct impact latrine 
purchase behavior, as will be discussed in Section 12. 

When asked about the differences between the new 
Latrine Core and other latrines they know about, most 
respondents mentioned the chamber box as the distin-
guishing feature (Fig. 20). Respondents in Kampong 
Speu mentioned the chamber box more frequently than 
those in Kampong Cham. A substantial proportion of 
latrine adopters (32% in Kampong Cham and 28% in 
Kampong Speu) said there were no differences between 
the new Latrine Core and other latrines. Among adop-
ters, cheaper price was the third most common response. 

Among non-adopters, responses were similar, with the 
important exception of ‘better quality’ featuring highly 
among the perceived differences. Among Kampong Speu 
non-adopters, chamber box (65%), don’t know (18%), no 
differences (10%) and better quality (7%) were the most 
common differences mentioned. In Kampong Cham, 

chamber box (44%) also ranked first among mentioned 
differences, followed by better quality (26%), don’t know 
(16%), and no differences (14%). 

Without prompting, respondents were asked about 
their knowledge and awareness of other services offered 
by the enterprises selling the Latrine Core. Home deliv-
ery, don’t know, advice and installment payments were 
the four most common services mentioned (Fig. 21). 
Over half of all non-adopters (74% in Kampong Speu 
and 58% in Kampong Cham) were aware of the new 
home delivery service. Interestingly, in both provinces 
home delivery was mentioned more frequently by non-
adopters than by adopters. The difference is particularly 
pronounced in Kampong Speu, where only 46% of adop-
ters mentioned home delivery. 

Among Kampong Speu non-adopters, the second most 
common response was ‘installment payments’ (men-
tioned by 26% of non-adopters). This service was men-
tioned by only 7% of Kampong Speu adopters, perhaps 
indicating that the service is fairly new to the province 
or that non-adopters are over-estimating its availability. 
Installation service (e.g. pit digging, physical assembly 
of the latrine), was mentioned by 11% of adopters and 
6% of non-adopters in Kampong Cham, but by very few 
respondents in Kampong Speu. This could indicate that 
such services are more common to Kampong Cham.

Among the 30% of all households who were aware of 
an enterprise selling the Latrine Core (see Table 36), re-
spondents were asked to give their opinions about the 
enterprise (Table 37). Nearly 92% of all respondents 
stated that the enterprise was reliable or very reliable; 
73% stated it had good or very good product quality, and 

! Enterprises selling the Latrine Core are generally considered reliable, 
trustworthy, and offering good quality products.

Figure 21: Unprompted Awareness of other services offered by enterprises selling Latrine Core

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 60%50% 70% 80%

Options not read to respondents. Respondents could choose more than one option. Results expressed as percentage of respondents who know 
an enterprise selling the Latrine Core, N=210.

Kampong Cham Adopter Kampong Cham Non-Adopter

Kampong Speu Adopter Kampong Speu Non-Adopter

Delivery

Don’t know

Advice

Installment payment

Installation service

Other construction 
products
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69% said it ranked good or very good in terms of access 
to credit. There was little difference between provinces 
in terms of opinion of the enterprises. In general, la-
trine adopters had a higher opinion of enterprises than 
non-adopters. Adopters have had actual experience with 
the enterprise and may be more likely to offer a strong 
opinion about their services. This positive feedback on 
enterprises supports the conclusion that enterprises sell-
ing the Latrine Core have a generally positive reputation 
within the target market. 

Kg Speu Kg Cham Total

Adopter  
N=57

Non-Adopter 
N=50

Adopter  
N=55

Non-Adopter 
N=49

N=211

In terms of reliability /trust-
worthiness, what is your 
opinion of enterprise?

Very Reliable/ 
Reliable

100.0% 80.0% 96.4% 89.8% 91.9%

In terms of product quality, 
what is your opinion of enter-
prise?

Very Good 
or Good

79.0% 70.0% 74.5% 69.4% 73.4%

In terms of access to credit, 
what is your opinion of enter-
prise?

Very Good 
or Good

80.7% 58.0% 74.50% 61.20% 69.2%

Expressed as percentage of respondents who know an enterprise selling the Latrine Core.

Table 37: Consumer perceptions of enterprises selling Latrine Core
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L
atrine adopters were asked why they purchased 
their latrine when they did, e.g. what was the 
event or situation that finally moved them from 

considering a latrine to actual latrine purchase (Fig. 22). 
The most common responses were: attended a village 
meeting about sanitation (20%), my neighbor got one 
(20%), children became physically mature (18%), sick/old 
relative (17%), sales agent visited my home/village (13%), 
price was acceptable (7%), and social pressure (7%). Al-
though there were some slight differences to the order 
and frequency of these responses, findings were broadly 
similar across the two provinces. The findings suggest that 
although motivations for latrine construction might in-

clude benefits such as convenience, comfort or health, the 
triggers for actual purchase relate to more immediate con-
cerns, in particular exposure to the new product (seeing 
and learning about it at a village meeting) and peer pres-
sure or influence (wanting the latrine that your neighbor 
has).

When disaggregated by installed and uninstalled 
adopters, the drivers of purchase were generally the 
same, but it is worth mentioning some differences to 
the order. The reasons for deciding to purchase among 
installed adopters were: my neighbor got one, children 
became physically mature, sick/old relative, attended 
village meeting about sanitation, and sales agent visited 

11. Adopters: Decisions and drivers of latrine purchase 

!
Product exposure and peer pressure has the greatest influence on 
purchase decisions. 

11. Adopters: Decisions and 
drivers of latrine purchase

Figure 22: Reasons for purchasing the latrine at the time they did

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30%

Options not read to respondents. Respondents could choose more than one option. Results expressed as percentage of adopters, N=342

Total Kampong Cham Kampong Speu

Attended village meeting 
about sanitation

Neighbor got one

Children become 
physically mature

Sick/old relative

Sales agent visited  
my home/village

Price was acceptable

Social pressure

Don’t know

Neighbour/ family member 
recommended

Safe/ comfortable

Had enough money to buy

NGO staff visited my home/
village to promote sanitation
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my home/village (in that order). Among uninstalled 
adopters, the top five reasons were: attended a village 
meeting about sanitation, sales agent visited my home/
village, neighbor got one, sick/old relative, and children 
became physically mature. It may be that households 
who have purchased but not yet installed their latrines 
were more heavily influenced by the immediacy of the 
sales opportunity, making a kind of ‘impulse buy’ during 
the time of a village event or sales visit, but perhaps with 
less thought or preparation given to how they would in-
stall and use the Latrine Core once purchased. The posi-
tive implication is that these households have made a 
decision to own their own latrine and are much further 
along the adoption path towards use than non-adopters. 

We can also compare the drivers of latrine purchase 
among Latrine Core adopters to drivers of purchase 
among latrine owners surveyed at baseline in Kampong 
Speu. Prior to the WaterSHED Hands-Off program, the 
stated reasons latrine owners purchased when they did 
included: visitor was coming from outside the village; 
children became physically mature; social pressure; 
neighbor got one; and program was offering a latrine 
subsidy (in that order). Many of these top drivers have 
not changed; in fact, marketing strategies purposefully 

aimed to exploit these drivers, e.g. by increasing social 
and peer pressure. However, among Latrine Core adop-
ters, there are now new reasons for purchase, which re-
late to specific sales and promotional tactics introduced 
by the program (e.g. village sales meetings, sales agent 
home visits, and more transparent pricing information).

To probe more deeply into the latrine adoption deci-
sion-making process, latrine adopters were asked what 
made them decide to buy from the particular enterprise 
they chose (Fig. 23). The most common responses were: 
the enterprise was offering home delivery (21%), the 
price was reasonable (21%), I met his/her sales agent at 
a village sales event (16%), my neighbor/family member 
recommended (16%), the enterprise had a good reputa-
tion (13%), and I met him/her at a village sales event 
(12%). Although frequency and order of top responses 
was broadly similar across the two provinces, reasons re-
lated to the reputation/trustworthiness of the enterprise 
and family recommendations were much more common 
in Kampong Speu, while advice and information from 
sales agents was more common in Kampong Cham. 
There were no major differences between installed and 
uninstalled adopters.

11. Adopters: Decisions and drivers of latrine purchase 

!
Home delivery, affordable prices, and new promotional models are 
what motivate households to buy from WaterSHED-supported 
enterprises.

Figure 23: Reasons for choosing selected enterprise for Latrine Core purchase

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30%

Options not read to respondents. Respondents could choose more than one option. Results expressed as percentage of adopters, N=342

Total Kampong Cham Kampong Speu

The enterprise offered  
home delivery

The price was reasonable

I met his/her sales agent  
at a village sales event

My neighbor/family  
member recommended

The enterprise has  
a good reputation/  

I could trust the enterprise

I met him/her  
at a village sales event

I heard about the enterprise 
from the sales agent

The products looked like 
good quality

Don’t know
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11. Adopters: Decisions and drivers of latrine purchase 

The findings confirm that the distribution, promo-
tion, and sales strategies introduced by the WaterSHED 
Hands-Off program are increasing consumer preference 
for and selection of enterprises selling the Latrine Core. 
Home delivery and reasonable prices are the top reasons 
why consumers are choosing these enterprises; and expo-
sure to sales agents, enterprises and village sales events 
are providing them with the information and assurance 
they need to place an order. When responses for sales 
agent exposure and village sales events are aggregated, it 
is clear that sales outreach is a main driver influencing 
household purchase decisions.

It is worth mentioning that none of the new adopters 
mentioned specific technical features (e.g. the ‘chamber 
box’) as the reason for choosing the enterprise: in the 
eyes of consumers, a pour-flush latrine delivered to the 
home at the right price may be more important than the 
specific technical features of the latrine design itself.

Among new adopter households, the final decision 
to purchase the latrine was taken by the head of house-
hold (28%) jointly by the household head and spouse 
(29%) or by the family as a whole (29%). These find-
ings are consistent with baseline findings and confirm a 
fairly ‘decentralized’ decision making process within the 
home. In rural Cambodia, other members of the house-
hold, in particularly the (usually female) spouse of the 
(usually male) head of household have some influence 
over purchase decisions.

 
Kg Speu  
N=150

Kg Cham  
N=192

Total  
N=342

Who made the final 
decision to purchase 
your latrine?

Head of household 31.3% 25.7% 28.2%

Head of household 
and spouse jointly

27.3% 29.8% 28.7%

Spouse 16.7% 14.1% 15.2%

Family together 24.7% 30.4% 27.9%

Table 38: Household decision-making among adopters
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O
ver 71% of all adopters report purchasing their 
Latrine Core through a sales agent (Fig. 24). Kam-
pong Cham adopters were much more likely to 

report a sales agent purchase, with 85.4% reporting sales 
agent purchase compared to just 53.3% in Kampong Speu. 
Difficulties related to identification of Latrine Core own-
ers in Kampong Speu (see Annex 1) may have resulted in 
inclusion of some latrine owners who owned other types 
of latrines. Another possible reason could be that by the 
time of the Kampong Cham scale-up the sales agent mod-
el was functioning more smoothly than at the early stages 
of pilot sales in the original Kampong Speu target area. A 
third possibility is that Kampong Speu adopters, for vari-
ous reasons, may prefer to purchase directly from enter-
prise.

In general, uninstalled adopters were more likely than 
installed adopters to purchase through a sales agent. This 
difference was most pronounced in Kampong Speu, where 
nearly 75% (29 of 39 respondents) of uninstalled adop-
ters reported sales agent purchase, compared to 46% (51 
of 111 respondents) of installed. In Kampong Cham, the 
differences were less pronounced, with 93% (57 of 61 re-
spondents) of uninstalled reporting sales agent purchase, 
compared to 82% (107 of 131 respondents) of installed. 
This finding, together with data on purchase drivers (Sec-
tion 11) and barriers to installation (Section 7) could in-
dicate that delayed installation is associated with a kind of 
‘impulse buying’ during a sales visit or event. Household 

consumers may purchase the Latrine Core to take advan-
tage of the immediate sales opportunity (particularly if 
they think it will not come again) but then store away the 
product until they have all the other materials they need.

The 71% of latrine adopters who purchased through 
a sales agent were asked a series of questions to under-
stand their awareness of the sales agent and his/her roles 
(Table 39). The majority of these adopters (nearly 61%) 
learned about the sales agent through the village chief 
or a commune official, while 37% learned the person was 
a sales agent when s/he held a sales event in the village. 
Compared to Kampong Speu, Kampong Cham adopters 
were more likely to hear about the agent from an official. 
Nearly 60% of all adopters who purchased through a sales 
agent reported knowing the agent prior to buying a la-
trine through them. Uninstalled adopters in Kampong 
Speu were the least likely to be familiar with the sales 
agent, with only 48% reporting to know the agent before 
the purchase. 

Close to half (48%) of all those purchasing through a 
sales agent stated they did not know or could not identify 
any other roles or jobs the sales agent held in the commu-
nity. Again, the Kampong Speu uninstalled had the least 
knowledge of the sales agent, with 72% reporting that 
they did not know any other jobs this person held. Across 
both provinces, over 29% of those purchasing through a 
sales agent identified the agent as their village chief, and 
18% identified the agent as a commune official. Kampong 

12. Adopters: Latrine purchase experience and process

!
Nearly three-quarters of all adopters purchased the Latrine Core 
through a sales agent. Purchase through an agent was much more 
common in Kampong Cham.

12. Adopters: Latrine purchase 
experience and process

Figure 24: Percentage of adopters purchasing Latrine Core through a sales agent

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Results expressed as percentage of adopters, N=342

Installed Uninstalled All Adopters

Kampong Speu

Kampong Cham

Total

45.9%

74.4%

53.3%

81.7%

93.4%

85.4%

65.3%

86.0%

71.3%
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Cham adopters were more likely to know and identify 
these other roles of the sales agent. 

The findings confirm the role that trust, relationships, 
and familiarity can play in helping consumers to make 
purchase decisions. Recognition of the sales agent as a 
trustworthy member of the community, or as someone 
who is introduced by the village or commune leadership, 
does seem to influence purchase decisions. However, it 
is unclear how important the identity of the sales agent 
is (e.g. their precise role in the community), compared to 
other characteristics such as being locally known (not 
a ‘stranger’), confidence, sales technique, and a friendly, 
energetic manner (e.g. what they do/ their ‘sales skills’). 
More research is also needed to understand dynamics of 
local leaders and their influence on latrine uptake.

Among the adopters who had purchased through a 
sales agent, respondents were asked to give their opinions 
about the sales agent (Table 40). Ninety-three percent 
stated that the sales agent was reliable or very reliable; 
over 82% stated they were helpful or very helpful; and 
84.5% said they were a good or very good source of infor-
mation/advice. There was little difference between prov-
inces in terms of opinion of the sales agent. In general, in-
stalled adopters had a slightly higher opinion of the sales 
agent compared to uninstalled adopters. This could reflect 
a greater satisfaction with their current sanitation situa-

tion or a generally better sales experience that resulted in 
faster installation, compared to uninstalled adopters.

It should be noted that there might be some bias in re-
porting, as households may be unwilling to provide nega-
tive feedback on village chiefs, commune officials, or other 
community members that they know who are involved in 
arranging the latrine purchase. Nevertheless, the gener-
ally positive feedback on sales agents seems to confirm the 
findings above related to the importance of trust and fa-
miliarity not only in facilitating the latrine sale, but also 
in ensuring a good degree of customer satisfaction.

Most adopters report that they ordered their latrine at 
a village sales event and waited for home delivery (35%), 
or immediately purchased available stock at a village sales 
event (18%) (Fig. 25). Over one-quarter of all Kampong 
Cham adopters reported immediate purchase (compared 
to 9% in Kampong Speu), and 15% called a sales agent 
to order (compared to 5% in Kampong Speu). Kampong 
Speu adopters were much more likely to call an enterprise 
directly to order or purchase from a retail location. 

The vast majority (92.4%) of latrine adopters reported 
that they did not pay extra for transportation of the mate-
rials to their house as it was included in the price. Among 
the 13 adopters who paid for materials to be transported 
to their houses, the median transport cost was USD 2.50.

12. Adopters: Latrine purchase experience and process

!
Government officials play key roles in connecting consumers 
with sales agents. Latrine adopters are often familiar with their 
agent as a community member.

!
Sales agents promoting the Latrine Core are generally 
considered reliable, helpful, and good sources of information 
and advice.

Kg Speu  
N=80

Kg Cham  
N=164

All Adop-
ters N=244

Installed  
N=51

Uninstalled 
N=29

Installed  
N=107

Uninstalled 
N=57

--

How do you know 
he/she was a 
sales agent?

Village or commune official told me 52.9% 48.3% 63.6% 68.4% 60.70%

He/she held a village event 43.1% 48.3% 33.6% 29.8% 36.55%

He/she had a banner showing the 
product

2.0% 0.0% 0.9% 1.8% 1.20%

He/she gave out fliers with latrine 
information 

2.0% 3.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.80%

Familiarity with 
agent

Knew sales agent before buying 
latrine

62.7% 48.3% 59.8% 63.2% 59.8%

Knowledge of 
other job(s) of 
the sales agent

Don’t know 47.1% 72.4% 44.9% 42.1% 48.0%

Village chief 29.4% 17.2% 34.6% 24.6% 29.1%

Commune official 15.7% 6.9% 15.9% 29.8% 18.0%

Neighbor/community member 2.0% 3.4% 3.7% 3.5% 3.3%

NGO staff 5.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.2%

District official 0.0% 0.0% 0.9% 0.0% 0.4%

Expressed as percentage of those adopters who purchased a latrine through a sales agent, N=244

Table 39: Awareness of sales agent roles among adopters purchasing through an agent
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There were some differences between installed and un-
installed adopters in terms of latrine ordering (Table 41). 
In Kampong Speu, uninstalled adopters were much more 
likely to have ordered from a village sales event, while 
installed adopters were more likely to call an enterprise 
to order. In Kampong Cham, uninstalled adopters were 
more likely to call a sales agent to order, while installed 
adopters were more likely to order through a village chief.

A key element of the WaterSHED-introduced Latrine 
Core package was the inclusion of installation and proper 
usage instructions. The simple A-4 instruction sheet (Fig. 
26) includes a step-by-step pictorial guide to installing 
the Latrine Core, as well as information about where to 
site the latrine (away from drinking water sources) and 

other key messages. The instruction sheet was designed to 
be easily photocopied by enterprises, who were coached to 
include it as a key element of the product package. 

Only 36% of all latrine adopters recalled receiving 
paper instructions with their Latrine Core product (Fig. 
27). Kampong Cham adopters were much more likely to 
receive the instructions: Nearly 41% of Kampong Cham 
adopters recalled received them, compared to just over 
29% of Kampong Speu adopters. While receipt of paper 
instructions was fairly consistent among the installed and 
uninstalled in Kampong Cham, in Kampong Speu 27% 
of installed adopters recalled receipt of the instructions, 
compared to 36% of uninstalled adopters. As noted above, 
this could be due to difficulties with recall in Kampong 

!
Latrine adopters are taking advantage of new order and 
delivery mechanisms.

Kg Speu  
N=80

Kg Cham  
N=164

All Adop-
ters N=244

Installed  
N=51

Uninstalled 
N=29

Installed  
N=107

Uninstalled 
N=57

--

In terms of reliability/ trustworthi-
ness, what is your opinion of sales 
agents(s) promoting this type of 
latrine?

Very Reliable 
or Reliable

96.1% 89.7% 94.4% 89.5% 93.0%

In terms of helpfulness, what is your 
opinion of sales agents(s) promoting 
this type of latrine?

Very Good or 
Good

90.2% 79.3% 79.5% 82.4% 82.4%

As a source of information/advice 
about the latrine, what is your opinion 
of sales agents(s) promoting this type 
of latrine?

Very Good or 
Good

92.2% 82.8% 83.1% 80.7% 84.5%

Expressed as percentage of those adopters who purchased a latrine through a sales agent, N=244

Table 40: Consumer satisfaction with sales agent experience

Figure 25: Latrine ordering method among adopters

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45%

Results expressed as percentage of adopters, N=342

Total Kampong Cham Kampong Speu

Ordered at village sales event 
- waited for home delivery

Ordered at village sales 
event - immediate purchase

Ordered through  
village chief

Called sales agent to order

Called enterprise to order

Ordered from retail location

Ordered when sales agent 
came to my house
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12. Adopters: Latrine purchase experience and process

Speu (Annex 1), but could also relate to start-up issues in 
Kampong Speu during early stages of the pilot. 

Among the installed adopters who did receive the in-
structions, 65.5% reported using them during installation. 
Almost 95% of these adopters reported satisfaction with 
the instruction sheet, stating they were good or very good 
in terms of their helpfulness during the installation pro-
cess (Table 42).

 The generally low reported receipt of paper instructions 
should be viewed with caution, as respondents may have 
had difficulty remembering whether they had received 
them, particularly if it was some time ago or if they were 
not involved in the construction and installation (likely 
the case among female respondents). Nonetheless, the 
findings point to the need for improvements in this area.  

!
Only 36% of adopters recalled receiving installation 
instructions. Those who received instructions used them.

Kg Speu  
N=150

Kg Cham  
N=192

Installed  
N=111

Uninstalled  
N=39

Installed  
N=131

Uninstalled  
N=61

How did your 
household order 
the latrine?

Ordered at village sales event – 
waited for home delivery

31.5% 66.7% 32.8% 24.6%

Ordered at village sales event –  
immediate purchase

9.0% 10.3% 21.4% 34.4%

Ordered through village chief 13.5% 7.7% 16.8% 4.9%

Called sales agent to order 4.5% 5.1% 11.5% 23.0%

Called enterprise to order 22.5% 0.0% 5.3% 1.6%

Ordered from retail location 15.3% 2.6% 3.1% 0.0%

Ordered when sales agent came  
to my house

1.8% 0.0% 7.6% 9.8%

Table 41: Latrine Core ordering method by installed and uninstalled adopters

Figure 26: Latrine Core Instruction Sheet
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Figure 27: Receipt of paper installation instructions with Latrine Core among adopters

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%

Results expressed as percentage of adopters, N=342

Installed Uninstalled All Adopters

Kampong Speu

Kampong Cham

Total

27.0%

35.9%

29.3%

41.2%

39.3%

40.6%

34.7%

38.0%

35.7%

Kg Speu  
N=30

Kg Cham  
N=54

Total  
N=84

Did your household USE the installation instructions on 
paper with the latrine?

USED instructions 
during installation

66.7% 64.8% 65.5%

If the latrine was installed using instruction sheet, how 
helpful was the instruction sheet to guide the installation 
process?*

Very good or good 100% 91.4% 94.6%

*Expressed as percentage of installed adopters using the instruction sheet, Kampong Speu N=20, Kampong Cham N=35, Total N=55

Table 42: Usage and satisfaction with installation instructions, installed adopters recalling 
receiving instructions
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13. Installed adopters: Latrine types, satisfaction, usage

13.1 Latrine types in use

F
or nearly 91% of all installed adopters, the La-
trine Core is their first household latrine (Table 
43). There were some differences between prov-

inces, with 85.6% of Kg Speu installed adopters owning 
their latrine for the first time, compared to 95.4% in Kg 
Cham. A slightly greater proportion (92.9%) of house-
holds in non-CLTS villages were using their first latrine, 
compared to 88.1% in CLTS villages. In the Kampong 
Speu pilot area, where CLTS activities have been more 
intensive, 8.1% of installed adopters ‘upgraded’ from a 
dry pit latrine. This compares to about 5% dry pit up-
grades in Kampong Cham. The finding confirms that 
many households can and will ‘jump’ from open defeca-
tion directly to an improved latrine, if the right products 
are available for the right price. When they are motivat-
ed to change their sanitation situation, households do 
not necessarily need to climb a ‘sanitation ladder’ to 
reach improved coverage. 

The Latrine Core was designed as an affordable entry-
level product that would allow low-income households 
to obtain the underground component of a pour-flush 
latrine at a substantially lower cost than conventional 
pour-flush latrines. The new product and promotions 
introduced by the program aimed to change perceptions 
around the unaffordable ‘ideal’ latrine by allowing house-
holds to invest in the basic package and start with a simple 
low-cost shelter that could be upgraded over time. 

Findings from the RCSAS indicate that installed adop-
ters have made substantial investments in additional 
underground materials and ‘higher-end’ shelter con-
structions (Table 44). Although the basic Latrine Core 
comes with three or four concrete rings for the pit lin-
ing, 42.6% of installers purchased five or more concrete 
rings. Kampong Speu installed adopters were more likely 
to purchase extra rings. Over 60% of the Kampong Speu 

installed and 42% of Kampong Cham installed opted for 
latrine facilities with two or more pits in series.  Most 
installed adopters have invested in latrine shelters with 
concrete/brick walls (79%) and a galvanized iron roof 
(over 86%). There is evidence of ‘lower-end’ shelter con-
structions in Kampong Cham, with 20% of all installed 
adopters building shelter walls and roof of lower-cost 
materials such as iron, thatch and wood (compared to 
5-10% in Kampong Speu). 

Compared to pour-flush latrine owners at baseline, 
Kampong Speu installed adopters are more likely to have 
concrete/brick shelter walls (90% of installers compared 
to 81% at baseline) and galvanized iron/metal roof 
(95.5% of installers, compared to 83.3% at baseline).

While WaterSHED SanMark activities are encouraging 
greater uptake of improved latrines, thus far marketing ac-
tivities do not seem to have changed consumer perceptions 
or desires for a ‘high-end’ latrine shelter. Most households 
are still opting to construct this type of shelter, which re-

quires greater cash investment (see Section 13.2). Lack of 
materials for a high-end latrine shelter is also causing de-
lays in construction among uninstalled adopters (Section 
7). These findings are consistent with those from the iDE 
sanitation marketing pilot project (Pedi et al. 2012), and 
point to the need to improve low-cost shelter options that 
can deliver desired durability and privacy for lower-in-
come households. On the demand side, this could be done 
through marketing and promotional strategies that en-
courage households to start with a well-constructed shelter 
made with ‘natural’ (low-cost) materials and then upgrade 
over time. On the supply side, WaterSHED could expand 
on earlier efforts to design and encourage enterprises to 
produce and sell affordable, desirable latrine shelter pack-
ages as an alternative to traditional bricks and mortar.1

1 In the early stages of product design, the WaterSHED pilot project used 
the Human Centered Design approach to develop a lower cost latrine shelter 
package of galvanized steel that could be self-assembled. This design was 
not taken up by enterprises.

!
Households do not need to climb a ‘sanitation ladder’ to reach 
improved coverage: Over 90% of new adopters have never owned a 
latrine before. 

!
Latrine adopters are installing more than the basic Latrine Core and 
building high-end shelters. Preferences for the ‘ideal’ latrine persist.

13. Installed adopters: Latrine 
types, satisfaction, usage

Kg Speu  
N=111

Kg Cham  
N=131

Total  
N=242

Previous latrine 
ownership and type

No previous latrine 85.6% 95.4% 90.9%

Flush/pour-flush 7.2% 0.0% 3.3%

Dry pit 8.1% 4.6% 6.2%

Table 43: Previous latrine ownership and evidence of upgrading, installed adopters
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The Latrine Core was designed and packaged to fa-
cilitate self-installation by households and thus reduce 
construction labor costs. RCSAS data indicate that about 
59% of all installed adopters hired someone to help in-
stall the underground Latrine Core, and about 60% hired 
someone to construct their shelter (Table 45). Kampong 
Speu installed adopters were much more likely to hire 
someone for shelter construction, corresponding to the 
higher proportion of ‘higher end’ concrete shelters in 
Kampong Speu compared to Kampong Cham. 

In Kampong Speu, although the majority of house-
holds are still opting to hire construction labor, this has 
decreased slightly from the baseline: 72.5% of pour-flush 
latrine owners in Kampong Speu stated they hired some-
one to build their latrine, compared to around 60% of 
Latrine Core installed adopters.

13.2 Household investment and 
payment 

Across the sample, more than 95% of installed adop-
ters (231 of 242 installed adopters) paid for their la-

trines themselves. Eighteen percent of respondents (41 
respondents) did not know the cost of materials for con-
structing the underground parts of the latrine, and 25% 
(58 respondents) did not know the cost of the shelter 
materials. Among those who were able to estimate ma-
terial costs, these estimates varied widely, with median 
costs of around USD 200 in Kampong Speu and USD 
150 in Kampong Cham. Only 6% stated that they used 
locally available materials to construct their latrine shel-
ter, and did not pay for shelter materials. The significant 
investment in the latrine shelter has not changed much 
from the baseline, and is a substantial amount of money 
for the average rural Cambodian family. Bearing in mind 
the difficulties in estimating costs, these data seem to in-
dicate that early marketing efforts are capturing latent 
demand among better-off ‘early adopter’ households. 

Installed adopters also had difficulty estimating costs 
for construction labor. A total of 90 stated that they in-
stalled the latrine core by themselves and did not pay 
for additional labor, and 37 respondents did not know if 
they paid for labor. Similarly, 86 respondents stated that 
they installed the latrine shelter by themselves and did 

! Household investment in the latrine shelter is high. 

Kg Speu  
N=111

Kg Cham  
N=131

Total  
N=242

Pit lining

1-2 concrete rings 1.8% 3.1% 2.5%

3-4 concrete rings 39.6% 67.9% 54.9%

5-6 concrete rings 49.5% 26.7% 37.2%

7 or more concrete rings 9.0% 2.3% 5.4%

Number of pits

1 pit 48.6% 58.0% 53.7%

2 pits 50.5% 40.5% 45.0%

3 or more pits 0.9% 1.6% 1.2%

Shelter Walls

Concrete/brick 90.1% 69.5% 78.9%

Galvanized steel 3.6% 11.5% 7.9%

Thatch 3.6% 9.2% 6.6%

Wood 0.9% 4.6% 2.9%

Fibrous cement 1.8% 0.8% 1.2%

Shelter Roof

Galvanized steel 95.5% 78.6% 86.4%

Thatch 0.0% 9.9% 5.4%

No roof 1.8% 6.1% 4.1%

Fibrous cement 0.9% 2.3% 1.7%

Tiles 1.8% 0.8% 1.2%

Plastic sheet 0.0% 2.3% 1.2%

Average distance from 
house

4 meters 4 meters 4 meters

Table 44: Technology description

Kg Speu  
N=111

Kg Cham  
N=131

Total  
N=242

Did your household hire anybody to 
build or help to build your latrine?

Hired someone to install/help install 
UNDERGROUND

55.9% 61.1% 58.7%

Hired someone to build/help build 
latrine SHELTER

67.6% 54.2% 60.3%

Table 45: Assistance with latrine construction
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not pay for additional labor, while 51 respondents did 
not know if they paid for labor. Among those who hired 
labor and could estimate costs, Kampong Speu adopters 
spent significantly more than Kampong Cham adopters. 
Median shelter construction labor cost was 50 USD in 
Kampong Speu, compared to 38 USD in Kampong Cham 
(Table 35). 

Among installed adopters, 55% indicated they paid for 
their latrine with money they had on hand (Fig. 28). This 
corresponds with findings above indicating that most 
rural households do not usually set aside cash savings 
(Section 5). Households tend to purchase larger items 
when they have cash on hand, particularly after the har-
vest. The findings could also indicate that many installed 
adopters are among the better off with some existing cash 
on hand. Over 60% of Kampong Speu installed adopters 
were able to pay with existing cash, compared to 50% in 
Kampong Cham. 

Other households needed to explicitly save or borrow 
the cash to make their latrine investment. About 27% of 
all installed adopters saved their own money, nearly 10% 
borrowed from family or friends, and just over 6% (15 re-

spondents) borrowed from an MFI or bank in order to get 
the cash for latrine purchase. Kampong Cham households 
were more likely to borrow from family or friends (14% 
compared to 4.5% in Kampong Speu) or from an MFI (7% 
compared to 5.4% in Kampong Speu). At the time of the 
study WaterSHED was working with MFI partners to pi-
lot consumer loans for latrines. Cross-checking was not 
undertaken to determine whether the respondents cap-
tured in the RCSAS were part of this study, or had inde-
pendently taken an MFI loan for their latrine. 2

The majority (nearly 92%) of all installed adopters 
paid for their latrine all at once in one up-front payment 
(Table 48). A total of 7.1% of all installed adopters (17 
respondents) paid for their latrine in installment pay-
ments, with the majority paying the enterprise in two 
installments. There was little difference across provinces 
in terms of access to payment plans. Among the 17 in-
stallers who paid in installments, over 64% had paid for 

2 The study, Evaluating the effect of microcredit on latrine uptake in rural 
Cambodia, undertaken between 1 Oct 2011 and 31 Dec 2012, found that end-
user are interested in loans for latrines. Of those who participated in sales 
events during the study, approximately 27% applied for or intended to apply 
for a latrine loan. However, a good portion were unable to get a loan because 
they did not qualify or meet the MFI loan credit requirements.  See www.
watershedasia.org/sanitation-marketing/wash-finance for study details.

Kg Speu Kg Cham Total 

Median expenditure for latrine MATE-
RIALS, USD*

Latrine Core (Underground) 41 43 42

Shelter 200 150 175

*Respondents had great difficulty recalling costs. Median costs shown here based on respondents who could estimate costs, Latrine Core, 
N=196, Shelter, N=177.

Table 46: Household investment in latrine materials

Kg Speu Kg Cham Total 

Median expenditure for LABOR, USD* Latrine Core (Underground) 25 18 19

Shelter 50 38 44

*Respondents had great difficulty recalling costs. Median costs shown here based on respondents who had hired labor and who could esti-
mate costs, Latrine Core, N=115, Shelter, N=105

Table 47: Household investment in construction labor

!
Nearly half of all installed adopters saved or borrowed for their 
latrine. About 6% took an MFI loan and 7% paid the enterprise in 
installments.

Borrowed from family/friend/neighborHad money on hand Saved money through a savings group

Figure 28: Source of funds for latrine material purchase

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Kampong Cham

Kampong Speu

Total

Saved money for it Received help from NGODon’t knowBorrowed from an MFI or bank

26.4%50.4%

60.4%

55.0% 9.6%

14.0%

27.9%

27.1%
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their latrine within 2 months, and all had paid for their 
latrine within 4 months (Table 49). Installed adopters in 
Kampong Cham were much more likely to repay with-
in a two month period (87.5% of those on installment 
plans, compared to 44% in Kampong Speu). 

From this data on payments from consumers, it is not 
possible to determine the types and extent of installment 
payment plans or other consumer credit options offered 
by WaterSHED-supported enterprises. However, RCSAS 
data indicate that these options are still fairly uncom-
mon. The decision to extend product on credit can be 
risky for a small enterprise, and can often create or ex-
acerbate cash flow problems. Installment payment plans 
can also be difficult to manage without good record-
keeping systems in place. Nevertheless, the RCSAS also 
indicates demand among non-adopters for installment 
payment plans and/or MFI loans for latrines (see Sec-
tion 14).

13.4 Satisfaction with new 
product and services 

Installed adopters were asked to give their opinions of 
the new Latrine Core product and services (Table 50).  
Nearly all (97%) of installers were satisfied or very satis-
fied with their new latrine and the services they received 
from the enterprise. About three-quarters of all installed 
adopters (72% in Kampong Speu and 76% in Kampong 
Cham) have recommended the latrine product to friends, 
neighbors, or family members. About half of all installed 
adopters have bought or would consider buying other 
materials or services from the enterprise, although Kam-
pong Speu installers were much more likely to be repeat 
customers (66% have bought or would consider buying 
from the enterprise again, compared to 35% in Kampong 
Cham). 

!
Nearly all installed adopters report high levels of satisfaction with 
their new latrine. Three-quarters have recommended the product to 
their family and friends.

Kg Speu  
N=111

Kg Cham  
N=131

Total  
N=242

How was the latrine paid for?

All at once/up-front payment 91.0% 92.2% 91.7%

In TWO installments 4.5% 4.7% 4.6%

In THREE installments 2.7% 1.6% 2.1%

In FOUR installments 0.9% 0.0% 0.4%

Did not pay anything 0.9% 0.8% 0.8%

Don’t know 0.0% 0.8% 0.4%

Table 48: Type of payment for latrine materials

Kg Speu  
N=9

Kg Cham  
N=8

Total  
N=17

If the latrine was paid for in installments, how 
many months from the time the latrine was 
received to the time that you finished paying 
for it?

1 month 0.0% 25.0% 11.8%

2 months 44.4% 62.5% 52.9%

3 months 33.3% 0.0% 17.6%

4 months 22.2% 12.5% 17.6%

Table 49: Installment payment periods among those with payment plans

Kg Speu  
N=111

Kg Cham  
N=131

Total  
N=242

How satisfied are you with the 
latrine?

Very satisfied or satisfied 98.2% 95.4% 96.7%

Have you recommended this 
latrine product to your friends, 
neighbors or family members?

Have recommended 72.1% 75.6% 74.0%

If your household purchased 
the latrine from an enterprise, 
how satisfied are you with the 
services you received from the 
enterprise?

Very satisfied or satisfied 96.4% 97.7% 97.1%

Have you bought or would con-
sider buying any other services 
or materials besides the latrine 
from the enterprise?

Have bought 48.6% 15.3% 30.6%

Would consider buying 17.1% 19.9% 18.6%

Total 65.8% 35.1% 49.2%

Table 50: Consumer satisfaction with Latrine Core product and services
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Of the 9 installed adopters who were unsatisfied with 
the Latrine Core product, 6 respondents stated the rea-
son they were dissatisfied was because the latrine re-
quired too much water, 2 respondents said they received 
broken parts, and one stated it was difficult to take care 
of the latrine. Of the 7 installed adopters stating they 
were unsatisfied with the enterprise that sold the Latrine 
Core, 4 respondents stated the latrine was too expensive, 
2 complained of late delivery, and one stated there was 
no installation service. 

Installed adopters were also asked how the enterprise 
could improve its services (Fig. 29). The most common 
recommendations were to provide faster delivery, provide 
better product quality, discount the price, offer installation 
services, and offer installment payment plans (in that or-
der). Many installed adopters stated that they did not know 
how the enterprise could improve. Kampong Speu installed 
adopters were more likely to recommend faster delivery, 
while Kampong Cham installed adopters were more likely 
to mention installation services and better product quality. 
In Kampong Cham, offering subsidized materials and ad-
vice on installation was also recommended.

13.5 Latrine usage, upgrading, 
operation and maintenance

Over half (52%) of all Kampong Speu installed adop-
ters report sharing their latrine with people from neigh-
boring households, compared to just 32% of installers in 
Kampong Cham (Table 51). This is consistent with the 
findings on defecation practice (Section 6), which indi-
cate that one-quarter of those without a functioning in-
stalled latrine usually use their neighbor’s latrine. 

The majority of households bathe in the same building 
as their latrine, although this is much more common in 
Kampong Speu reflecting the generally ‘higher-end’ la-
trine facilities there (Table 52). Over 90% of adopters in 
both provinces report having enough water for flushing 
their latrine in the dry season.

Most latrine owners have not made any changes or im-
provements to their latrine since installing it. Of the four 
installers that have made changes, two replaced a broken 
slab, one replaced a broken ring, and one replaced a con-
nection pipe. In terms of planned improvements, about 
40% of all installers would like to make some changes to 
their latrine in the future (Table 53).  

Differences in the types of planned changes between 
Kampong Cham and Kampong Speu reflect differences 
in the current latrine types in use in the two provinces, 
with Kampong Cham adopters much more likely to have 
shelters of lower-end materials (Fig 36).

Of the 242 adopters with installed latrines, only 26 
(10.7%) have experienced emptying their latrine pit 
when it became full (Table 54). Of these, the major-
ity had a family member empty the pit manually with 
a bucket/shovel/hand pump (61.5%, N=16) or hired 
someone to empty the pit manually (19.2%, N=5). A few 
hired someone to empty the pit with a mechanical pump. 
Eighteen of the 26 respondents spread the pit contents 
directly on the field as fertilizer.

When asked what their household planned to do when 
the latrine pit becomes full in the future, about 40% of 
installed adopters indicated they would have someone in 
their family manually empty the pit, 29% indicated they 
planned to hire someone to empty the pit with a mechani-

Figure 29: Recommendations to improve enterprise services, installed adopters

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 30%25% 35% 40%

Options not read to respondents. Respondents could choose more than one option. Results expressed as percentage of installed adopters, N=242

Kampong Cham Kampong Speu

Provide faster delivery

Don’t know

Provide better product quality

Discount the price

Offer installation service

Offer installment  
payment plan

Offer subsidized materials

Offer more advice  
on installation

No improvement needed
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cal pump, and 22% stated they would hire someone to emp-
ty it manually (Table 55). Most installed adopters plan to 
spread the pit contents directly on their field as fertilizer. 
This intended practice was more common among Kam-
pong Speu installed adopters, with 82% of them planning 
to use contents immediately as fertilizer compared to 59% 

in Kampong Cham. About 3% of Kampong Cham installed 
adopters planned to dispose of pit contents by dumping it 
in a river, pond or canal. On average, respondents thought 
it would take about 6 years for their pit to fill up. When 
asked how much they would be willing to pay for a pit emp-
tying service, the median cost estimate was USD 12.50.

Figure 30: Types of planned changes and improvements

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 30%25% 35% 40% 45% 50%

Options not read to respondents. Respondents could choose more than one option. Results expressed as percentage of installed adopters plan-
ning to make changes, Kampong Cham, N=51, Kampong Speu, N=46, Total, N=97

Kampong Cham Kampong Speu

Build new shelter/ 
upgrade existing shelter

Build bathing area

Install a second pit

Improve the slab

Build water storage tank(s)

Get pour-flush pan

Add tiles

Move to inside the house

Kg Speu  
N=111

Kg Cham  
N=131

Total  
N=242

Does anybody from neighboring households 
use your latrine?

Yes 51.8% 32.1% 41.1%

No 48.2% 67.9% 58.9%

Table 51: Reported sharing among installed adopters

Kg Speu  
N=111

Kg Cham  
N=131

Total  
N=242

Percentage of installed adopter households that bathe in same 
building as latrine

82.0% 68.7% 74.8%

Percentage of installed adopters that have enough water to 
flush the latrine in the dry season

93.7% 93.1% 93.4%

Table 52: Bathing and water usage among installed adopters

Kg Speu  
N=111

Kg Cham  
N=131

Total  
N=242

In the future, do you plan to make changes or 
improvements to your latrine?

Yes 41.4% 38.9% 40.1%

No 58.6% 61.1% 59.9%

Table 53: Plans for changes and improvements to installed latrines

!
Knowledge and practice around safe pit emptying must be 
addressed.
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These findings, which are consistent with baseline 
findings, confirm the need for serious attention to ex-
creta management and safe pit emptying practices. 
Sanitation marketing efforts are resulting in substantial 
behavior change and accelerated uptake of pour-flush 
latrines. RCSAS results indicate that pour-flush cover-
age has almost doubled in the WaterSHED Kampong 
Speu pilot area in less than three years. The simple offset 
pit technologies being promoted do not include primary 
or secondary treatment and will eventually result in pits 
filled with excreta. To address this public health issue 
through the program, more attention should be given 
to social marketing messages and user education on safe 
handling and re-use of human excreta. At the same time, 
market-based solutions and business models to address 
other areas of the sanitation value chain - including 
collection, treatment, and reuse - should be trialed and 
piloted. The findings confirm at least some preference 
and willingness to pay for pit emptying services. These 
services should be in higher demand as the first wave of 
new adopter pits begin to fill. 

Kg Speu  
N=14

Kg Cham  
N=12

Total  
N=26

How was your household latrine pit 
emptied?

A family member emptied it with a 
bucket/shovel/hand pump

71.4% 50.0% 61.5%

Hired someone to empty it with a 
bucket/shovel/hand pump

14.3% 25.0% 19.2%

Hired someone to empty it with a 
mechanical pump

14.3% 16.7% 15.4%

Don’t know 0.0% 8.3% 3.8%

What did you do with the pit con-
tents?

Spread on field as fertilizer 78.6% 58.3% 69.2%

Empty pit contents into new hole, 
never unearth to use as fertilizer

7.1% 8.3% 7.7%

Don’t know 14.3% 33.3% 23.1%

Table 54: Past pit emptying practices 

Kg Speu  
N=111

Kg Cham  
N=131

Total  
N=242

How will you empty your pit when it 
is full?

A family member will empty it with a 
bucket/shovel/hand pump

38.7% 41.2% 40.1%

Hire someone to empty it with a me-
chanical pump

32.4% 26.0% 28.9%

Hire someone to empty it with a 
bucket/shovel/hand pump

24.3% 20.6% 22.3%

Don’t know 4.5% 9.2% 7.0%

Bury the pit 0.0% 3.1% 1.7%

When you empty your pit where will 
you put the contents?

Spread on field as fertilizer 82.0% 58.8% 69.4%

The contents will be taken away 8.1% 19.8% 14.5%

Don’t know 4.5% 10.7% 7.9%

Empty pit contents into new hole, 
never unearth to use as fertilizer

3.6% 6.9% 5.4%

Dump in the river/pond/canal 0.0% 3.1% 1.7%

How long do you think it will take to 
fill your pit?

Median, years 6 6 6

How much would you be willing to 
pay for someone to empty your la-
trine when it is full?

Median, USD 12.50 12.50 12.50

Table 55: Planned pit emptying practice
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14.1 Non-adopter satisfaction with 
current practice

N
early 70% of non-adopters stated they were unsat-
isfied or very unsatisfied with their current defeca-
tion practice (Fig. 31). 

Kampong Speu non-adopters show slightly higher rates 
of dissatisfaction, with 71.3% dissatisfaction compared to 
67.6% in Kampong Speu. Interestingly, the percentage of 
non-adopters who were unsatisfied or very unsatisfied has 
decreased slightly in Kampong Speu from a baseline of 
75.5%. This could be explained by the increase in latrine 
coverage (very dissatisfied non-adopters may have already 

converted to latrine ownership) and the growth in latrine 
sharing in Kampong Speu (non-adopters are now less likely 
to practice open defecation). 

When asked why they were unsatisfied or very unsatisfied 
with their current defecation place, the most common rea-
sons were that the place is too far, not safe, dirty, not conveni-
ent, and smelly (in that order) (Fig. 32). Kampong Speu non-
adopters were much more likely to state that the defecation 
place is too far away, corresponding to the greater distance 
they need to travel from their home. Kampong Speu non-
adopters defecated an average of 60 meters from their house, 
compared to just 30 meters in Kampong Cham (Table 56).

14.2 Non-adopter purchase 
intention

To measure baseline demand and segment the market of 
potential adopters, WaterSHED used the ‘latrine adoption 
decision’ framework (Jenkins and Scott, 2007). Within this 
framework, non-adopters are grouped based on what stage 
they are at – preference, intention, choice - in the latrine 
adoption process; that is, how close they are to adopting and 
using an improved latrine. The RCSAS used a series of ques-
tions to determine current non-adopter purchase intention 
in the two study provinces, and to compare changes in pur-
chase intention from the Kampong Speu baseline.

Latrine Adoption Stage 1: Preference – 
‘I want a latrine for my family’

People with ‘preference’ have considered the idea of 
building an improved latrine and view it positively for 
themselves. They have some motivation for acquiring a la-
trine. They are dissatisfied with their current practice and 
are attracted to the benefits of an improved latrine. 

Among all non-adopter households, over 92% have 
thought about or discussed building a latrine for their fam-
ily, indicating a potentially high preference for building a 
latrine (Table 57). However, nearly half (47.2%) have not 
discussed building a latrine within the last year. Kampong 

! Non-adopters are not satisfied with their current defecation practice.

14. Non-adopters: Satisfaction, 
intention, and barriers to purchase 

SatisfiedVery satisfied Unsatisfied Very unsatisfied

Figure 31: Non-adopter satisfaction with current defecation place

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Results expressed as percentage of non-adopters, N=353

Kampong Cham 26.4%2.3% 18.4%52.9%

Kampong Speu 3.9% 16.2%52.4%28.5%

All 3.1% 17.3%52.1%27.5%

Kg Speu 
N=179

Kg Cham  
N=174

Total  
N=353

How many meters is your current def-
ecation place from your house?

Distance (meters) 60m 30m 50m

Table 56: Distance to current defecation place, non-adopters
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Cham non-adopters were slightly more likely to have dis-
cussed building a latrine compared to Kampong Speu, but 
were less likely to have done so within the last year.

 RCSAS findings indicate a growing preference for latrine 
adoption in Kampong Speu compared to the baseline. The 
percentage of non-adopters who have talked about or dis-
cussed latrine building increased from a baseline of 85.5% 

to 89.9%. Non-adopters have also discussed latrine building 
more recently, indicating that latrine ownership is grow-
ing as an immediate concern for the family (Fig. 33). The 
percentage of non-adopters discussing latrine construction 
within the last six months increased from just over one-
quarter (25.8%) at baseline to nearly half (45.9%) in the 
RCSAS. Those discussing latrine building in the last month 
grew from 7% to 16.1%.

Stage 2: Intention – ‘I am actively planning 
to acquire a latrine’

A household moves from the ‘preference’ to the ‘inten-
tion’ stage when they begin planning for a latrine. This can 
be demonstrated by identifying the latrine they want, plan-
ning how they will acquire the materials for it, choosing an 
enterprise or mason, or saving towards a latrine purchase. 

WaterSHED Hands-Off program activities aim to increase 
non-adopter motivation for latrine ownership and remove 
barriers in the planning process by making it easier and 
cheaper for them to attain the latrine they want. 

When asked what type of latrine they would buy, nearly 
100% of non-adopters said they would buy a flush/pour-
flush latrine. As we have seen above, this is by far the most 

! Compared to the baseline, more non-adopters have discussed a 
latrine purchase, and have done so more recently.

Figure 32: Reasons for dissatisfaction with current defecation place, non-adopters

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 60%50% 70% 80%

Options not read to respondents. Respondents could choose more than one option. Results expressed as percentage of those who are unsatis-
fied or very unsatisfied non-adopters, Kampong Cham, N=123 Kampong Speu, N=122, Total, N=245

Kampong Cham Kampong Speu

Too far

Not safe

Dirty

Not convenient

Smells

No ownership 

Flies

Not proud to be seen there

Kg Speu  
N=179

Kg Cham  
N=174

Total  
N=353

Has your household ever thought about or 
discussed building a latrine for your family?

Have discussed 89.9% 93.7% 91.8%

If yes when was the last time your household 
discussed this?*

Less than 1 month ago 16.1% 11.0% 13.6%

1-6 months ago 29.8% 27.0% 28.4%

7-12 months ago 11.2% 10.4% 10.8%

More than 1 year ago 42.9% 51.5% 47.2%

*Expressed as percentage of non-adopters who have thought about or discussed building, Kg Speu N=161, Kg Cham N=163, Total N=324

Table 57: Non-adopters consideration of latrine construction
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preferred latrine technology type. Over 28% of non-adop-
ters in Kampong Speu and nearly 17% in Kampong Cham 
specifically mentioned that they would purchase a Latrine 
Core (Table 58). However, earlier in the interview they 
were shown an image of the Latrine Core, so this could have 
biased the response.

The majority (89%) of non-adopter households could 
state how they would order the materials they needed for 
their latrine (Table 59). In Kampong Cham, most non-
adopters would call an enterprise to order their latrine. 
Kampong Cham non-adopters were much more likely to 
mention latrine ordering methods introduced by the Wa-
terSHED Hands-Off program: over one-third (34.5%) stated 

they would use one of the new ordering mechanisms (e.g. 
a village sales event, sales agent phone call, or sales agent 
home visit), compared to just 15% of Kampong Speu non-
adopters mentioning these options.

Across the sample, only 6.8% of non-adopters said they 
would order their latrine from a retail location. This indi-
cates a shift in the way households are thinking about ac-
quiring the latrine they want, as previous studies note that 
households had to physically go to at least one shop to buy 
their latrine materials in the past (see Salter 2008).

About 69% of non-adopters said they would purchase 
their latrine through a sales agent, although this was more 
common in Kampong Cham (79.3%) than in Kampong Speu 

Figure 33: Changes in non-adopter consideration of latrine construction, Kg Speu

Expressed as percentage of non-adopters considering purchase in Kg Speu province, Baseline, N=213; RCSAS, N=161

Baseline (Jul 2009) RCSAS (Sep 2012)

Less than 1 month ago

1-6 months ago

7-12 months ago

More than 1 year ago

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 30%25% 35% 40% 45% 50% 55% 60%
Percentage of Non-Adopters discussing latrine construction

Kg Speu  
N=179

Kg Cham  
N=174

Total 
N=353

If you buy a latrine, what type of 
latrine will you buy?

Flush/pour-flush 69.8% 82.2% 75.9%

Flush/pour-flush (specific mention of 
Latrine Core)

28.5% 16.7% 22.7%

Don’t Know 1.7% 0.6% 1.1%

Would not buy 0.0% 0.6% 0.3%

Table 58: Type of latrine non-adopters would buy

Kg Speu  
N=179

Kg Cham  
N=174

Total 
N=353

How would your household order a 
latrine?

Call enterprise to order 67.0% 47.7% 57.5%

Order at village sales event - wait for 
home delivery

8.9% 20.7% 14.7%

Don’t know 11.2% 10.9% 11.0%

Order from retail location 6.7% 6.9% 6.8%

Call sales agent to order 3.4% 6.9% 5.1%

Order at village sales event - imme-
diate purchase

2.2% 5.2% 3.7%

Order when sales agent comes to my 
house

0.6% 1.7% 1.1%

Table 59: Latrine ordering method non-adopters would use

! Non-adopters indicate an awareness of and intention to use 
WaterSHED-introduced latrine purchase mechanisms.
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(59.8%) (Table 60). 1 Differences between the provinces are 
consistent with actual latrine ordering methods used by 
adopters, with Kampong Cham generally having higher use 
and intended use of sales agents than Kampong Speu.

About 40% of all non-adopters could state the name of the 
local sales agent selling latrines. Compared to adopters, non-
adopters are much less likely to know other roles of sales 
agents in their community. While roughly half of all adopters 
were able to mention another role of their sales agent, the 
vast majority of non-adopters – over 90% – were unable to 
do so. Although awareness of sales agent mechanisms is lower 
among non-adopters than adopters, non-adopters are demon-
strating new knowledge about latrine purchase options that 
did not exist prior to the WaterSHED Hands-Off program.

Close to one-third of all non-adopters could state the 
name of the enterprise they would purchase their latrine 
from, with Kampong Speu non-adopters being more likely 
to know the enterprise’s name (Table 50). When asked to 
mention services the enterprise provides, just over half of 
non-adopters mentioned home delivery (Fig. 34). However, 
when asked specifically how they would get latrine materi-
als to their house, nearly 90% of non-adopters stated they 
would arrange home delivery through the enterprise. These 
findings offer further evidence of non-adopter awareness 

1 This finding conflicts somewhat with the stated latrine ordering methods 
in Table 59. There may have been some confusion in terms of what was 
meant by ‘purchasing through a sales agent’: Some households may have 
stated that they would ‘purchase though an agent’ if they planned to call the 
enterprise they heard about or saw in Latrine Core promotional materials 
(sales agents circulate the contact phone number of the enterprise in all of 
their promotions).

and intention to use new latrine home delivery mecha-
nisms introduced through the program. 

Among non-adopters, reasons for selecting an enterprise 
are similar to reasons given by those who have actually pur-
chased (see Fig. 22), but with some important distinctions 
between provinces. The most common reasons given by non-
adopters were: my neighbor/family member recommended 
(30%), the enterprise offers home delivery (24%), the enter-
prise has a good reputation (23%), the price is reasonable 
(11%) and don’t know (10%) (Fig. 34). Kampong Speu non-
adopters were much more likely to mention home delivery 
as an important reason. Over 11% of Kampong Speu non-
adopters also mentioned installment payment options as the 
reason for selecting the enterprise (this was mentioned by 
only 3% of non-adopters in Kampong Cham).

About 43% of non-adopters (41% in Kampong Speu 
and 45% in Kampong Cham) stated that they have identi-
fied a mason to help them with construction of the latrine 
(Table 63). When asked why they selected this mason, the 
most common response was that this person was a relative 
or friend, that he/she has a good reputation, and that the 
respondent saw and liked a latrine that he/she had built. 
Compared to Kampong Cham, non-adopters in Kampong 
Speu were much more likely to state that they would install 
their latrine by themselves (18.4% in Kampong Speu, com-
pared to 7.5% in Kampong Cham). 

RCSAS findings show a growth and change in intention 
related to latrine construction in Kampong Speu. The per-
centage of non-adopters who have chosen a site for their 

Kg Speu 
N=179

Kg Cham 
N=174

Total  
N=353

Intention to purchase through sales 
agent

Percentage of non-adopter household 
who would purchase latrine through 
a sales agent

59.8% 79.3% 69.4%

Awareness of sales agent
Percentage of non-adopters who 
could state the name of local sales 
agent

49.2% 30.5% 39.9%

Knowledge of other job(s) of sales 
agent

Don’t know 91.1% 90.8% 90.9%

Village chief 6.7% 8.1% 7.4%

Commune official 1.1% 0.6% 0.9%

Neighbor/community member 0.6% 0.6% 0.6%

Representative of enterprise 0.6% 0.0% 0.3%

Table 60: Awareness and intention to purchase through a sales agent, non-adopters

Kg Speu 
N=179

Kg Cham 
N=174

Total   
N=353

Awareness of enterprise
Percentage of non-adopters who 
could state the name of enterprise 
they would purchase latrine from

35.2% 28.2% 31.7%

How would you get the materials for 
your household latrine to your house?

Enterprise offers home delivery 95.0% 84.5% 89.8%

Pick them up at retail location 1.1% 6.9% 4.0%

Sales agent will arrange it 1.1% 6.9% 4.0%

Don’t know 2.8% 1.7% 2.3%

Does this enterprise allow latrine 
payment in installments?

Yes 36.3% 16.7% 26.6%

No 51.4% 56.9% 54.1%

Don’t know 12.3% 26.4% 19.3%

Table 61: Awareness and intention to purchase from enterprise, non-adopters
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latrine increased from 67.9% of non-adopters at baseline to 
80.4% of non-adopters in the RCSAS. Those who have se-
lected a mason increased from 33.6% to 41.3% of non-adop-
ters (Fig. 35). At the same time, a greater proportion of non-
adopters are indicating they will construct their latrine by 
themselves. From a baseline of 6.9%, those who plan to self-
install increased to 18.4%, demonstrating a change in how 
people are planning to construct. Together with findings 
above, which demonstrate new awareness and intention to 

use program-introduced purchase mechanisms, these find-
ings indicate that the WaterSHED Hands-Off program is 
having a positive impact on non-adopter intention.

Saving towards a latrine is often a good indicator of pur-
chase intention, although it should be noted that most 
households in the survey indicated they do not regularly 
save cash (for any purpose). Only 5.7% of non-adopters (5% 
in Kampong Speu and 6.3% in Kampong Cham) stated they 
were currently saving money towards buying a latrine (Ta-

Figure 34: Reasons for choosing selected enterprise for latrine purchase

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40%

Options not read to respondents. Respondents could choose more than one option. Results expressed as percentage of non-adopters, N=353

Total Kampong Cham Kampong Speu

My neighbor/family  
member recommend

The enterprise offers  
home delivery

The enterprise has  
a good reputation/  

I can trust the enterprise

The price is reasonable

Don’t know

The products looked like 
good quality

The enterprise offers 
installment payment plan

I met him/her  
at a village sales event

Kg Speu  
N=179

Kg Cham  
N=174

Total  
N=353

If your household is interested in hir-
ing a mason, have you identified a 
mason for the job?

Yes, have identified mason for the job 41.3% 44.8% 43.1%

No/ Not yet identified 38.5% 44.3% 41.4%

Will install by myself 18.4% 7.5% 13.0%

Don’t Know 1.7% 3.4% 2.5%

Why did you pick this person?*

Relative/friend 56.9% 62.0% 59.6%

Has good reputation 26.4% 19.0% 22.5%

Saw and liked a latrine they had built 15.3% 20.3% 17.9%

Had hired before 9.7% 5.1% 7.3%

Least expensive 8.3% 2.5% 5.3%

Recommended by sale agent 0.0% 1.3% 0.7%

Have you chosen a site for the la-
trine?

Yes, have chosen site 80.4% 73.0% 76.8%

*Options not read to respondents. Respondents could choose more than one option. Results expressed as percentage of non-adopters who 
have chosen a mason, N=152

Table 62: Mason and site identification

! Compared to the baseline, more non-adopters have identified a 
site and the construction labor for a latrine.
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ble 63). On average, the minimum perceived amount need-
ed to purchase an acceptable latrine was 114 USD. The 
average estimated cost of an acceptable latrine was much 
lower in Kampong Cham (91 USD) than in Kampong Speu 
(137 USD). Nonetheless, when compared to the mean 
monthly household consumption for households in the 
lower income quintiles, this will likely be unaffordable for 
many poorer rural households (see Pedi et al. 2012). About 
9% of Kampong Speu non-adopters and 7% of Kampong 

Cham non-adopters would consider taking a microfinance 
loan for a latrine.

Compared to the baseline, RCSAS findings indicate a de-
crease in non-adopters saving towards a latrine purchase in 
Kampong Speu, from a baseline of 8% in 2009 to 5% of non-
adopters in 2012. While there are fewer non-adopters saving 
for a latrine, there is a greater willingness among non-adop-
ters to consider taking on debt for their latrine purchase. The 

!
Compared to the baseline, fewer non-adopters are saving 
towards a latrine, but more would now consider taking a loan 
for construction.

Figure 35: Changes in non-adopter identification of a mason, Kg Speu

Expressed as percentage of non-adopters in Kg Speu province, Baseline, N=249; RCSAS, N=179

Baseline (Jul 2009) RCSAS (Sep 2012)

Yes

No/ Not yet identify

Install by myself

Don’t Know

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 30%25% 35% 40% 45% 50% 55% 60%
Percentage of Non-Adopters identifying a mason 

Figure 46: Changes in non-adopter savings towards latrine purchase, Kg Speu

Expressed as percentage of non-adopters in Kg Speu province, Baseline, N=249; RCSAS, N=179

Baseline (Jul 2009) RCSAS (Sep 2012)

Have money saved 
towards latrine purchase

Would consider taking MFI 
loan for latrine

0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 12%10% 14% 16% 18% 20%
Percentage of Non-Adopters

Kg Speu 
N=179

Kg Cham  
N=174

Total    
N=353

Do you currently have any money 
saved towards buying a latrine?

Yes, have money saved 5.0% 6.3% 5.7%

Would you consider taking a microfi-
nance loan to purchase a latrine?

Yes, would consider MFI loan 8.9% 6.9% 7.9%

What is the lowest amount that you 
would need to spend to build an ac-
ceptable latrine for your household?

Average amount needed for accept-
able latrine, USD

137 91 114

Table 63: Savings towards latrine purchase
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percentage of non-adopters stating they would consider tak-
ing a microfinance loan for a latrine increased from 4.8% to 
8.9%. The minimum perceived amount needed to purchase 
an acceptable latrine has also reduced, from an average of 
178 USD at baseline to 137 USD in the RCSAS. However, 
this cost would still be higher than many households are 
willing or able to pay.  These data confirm the need and la-
tent demand for financing mechanisms that can ease barriers 
to purchase. As discussed above, lack of money is frequently 
cited as a major barrier by non-adopters.

Stage 3: Choice – ‘I will have a latrine in the 
next 12 months’

In the final ‘choice’ stage of latrine adoption, people with 
preference and intention are able to successfully overcome 
the remaining barriers to planning, purchase, and installa-
tion. One way to capture this is by measuring the likelihood 
of completing construction within the next 12 months. 

About 62% of non-adopters indicated there was some 
likelihood of latrine construction in the next year, however 
only 5.9% reported a high likelihood of building in the next 
12 months (Fig. 37). The majority of non-adopters indi-
cated that there was a low likelihood (47%) or no chance 

(38.5%) of latrine construction in the next year. There were 
some notable differences between the two provinces, with 
Kampong Speu non-adopters expressing much higher like-
lihood of construction. Nearly 73% of all non-adopters in 
Kampong Speu reported some likelihood of construction 
compared to just half of Kampong Cham non-adopters. 
Non-adopters in Kampong Speu were also more likely to 
express high and medium likelihood of construction in the 
next year. These findings may suggest low rates of new de-
mand among non-adopters in future.

 RCSAS data indicate that likelihood of construction has 
generally decreased among non-adopters, from a baseline of 
84% to 72.6% of non-adopters expressing some likelihood, 
and from 16% to over 27% stating there was no chance of 
latrine construction in the next year (Fig. 38). At the same 
time, the proportion of non-adopters with a high likelihood 
of construction has increased slightly from 5.3% to 6.7%. 

The findings suggest that although sanitation market-
ing activities may capitalize on latent demand and increase 
intention to own an improved latrine, barriers to actual 
investment still exist. The findings may reflect a problem 
of early adopter ‘saturation’: as current marketing efforts 
encourage those ‘better off’ early adopters in the commu-

Medium likelihoodHigh likelihood Low likelihood No chance

Figure 37: Likelihood of latrine construction within next 12 months, non-adopters

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Kampong Cham 40.2% 50.0%4.6%

Kampong Speu 27.4%12.3% 53.6%

All 38.5%8.5% 47.0%

Figure 38: Changes in likelihood of latrine construction within next 12 months, Kg Speu

Expressed as percentage of non-adopters in Kg Speu province, Baseline, N=249; RCSAS, N=179

Baseline (Jul 2009) RCSAS (Sep 2012)

No chance

Low likelihood

Medium likelihood

High likelihood

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%
Percentage of Non-Adopters likely to construct within 12 months

! Compared to the baseline, likelihood of construction has 
generally decreased.
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nity to purchase and install their latrines, the rates of new 
households who are willing and able purchase may de-
crease (see Pedi et al. 2012). The findings suggest that new 
and more targeted strategies will need to be developed to 
remove barriers for the early and late majority of non-adop-
ters in order to reach further down into the non-adopter 
market. Given the relatively short timeframe of marketing 

activities thus far, it is also possible that early and late ma-
jority households may move towards investment as social 
norms shift and more households invest.

14.3 Non-adopter purchase barriers
Over 90% of non-adopters stated the reason they had not 

yet purchased a latrine was that they did not have enough 

! Affordability remains a critical purchase barrier for many. 

Figure 39: Reasons for not purchasing a latrine yet among non-adopters

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 60%50% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Options not read to respondents. Respondents could choose more than one option. Results expressed as percentage of non-adopters, N=353

Kampong Cham Kampong Speu

Not enough money/cannot 
afford

Waiting until harvest/sell 
something

Don’t believe latrine is 
necessary

Cannot afford wet latrine & 
don’t want to build dry 

No one to help build

Waiting for subsidy

Figure 40: Non-adopter recommendations to enterprise to make it easier to purchase latrine

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 60%50% 70%

Options not read to respondents. Respondents could choose more than one option. Results expressed as percentage of Non-adopters , Kam-
pong Cham, N=,174 Kampong Speu, N=179, Total, N=353
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Offer subsidized materials
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money/could not afford (Fig. 39). This finding is consistent 
with other surveys in Cambodia, and points to real or per-
ceived financial constraints as the most significant barrier 
to purchase. 

When asked how an enterprise could make it easier for 
them to be able to purchase a latrine (Fig. 40), the two most 
common responses were to offer home delivery and to offer 
installment payment plans. Offering installation services 
and an acceptable price were also mentioned with less fre-
quency. About 15% of all non-adopters in Kampong Speu 
mentioned that offering subsidized materials would help 
them to be able to purchase, while subsidy was mentioned 
by just 5% of non-adopters in Kampong Cham.
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Very good information source

Not a good information source

Acceptable/Average information source

Don’t know

Figure 41: Opinion of information sources for building or purchasing sanitation products
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Concrete 
Ring 
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Results expressed as percentage of all households, N=695

M
ost households – both adopters and non-adop-
ters – indicate village chiefs, government offic-
ers and NGO workers are very good sources of 

information about building or purchasing sanitation 
products (Fig. 41), confirming that households tend to 

find these ‘official’ sources trustworthy and reliable. 
Sales agents, concrete ring producers and masons are 
perceived as fairly good or acceptable sources of informa-
tion. Adopters are more likely to think that these people 
are very good sources of information.

15. Sources of information for 
households
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Adopters were also more likely than non-adopters to 
recall specific WaterSHED-introduced behavior change 
communication messages from the ‘Stop the Diarrhea’ 
campaign. Households were shown different images 
used in the behavior change campaign and during sales 
events. As indicated in Figure 43, the image with the 

highest recall (31% of all respondents) was the ‘dog and 
man’ image from the ‘Stop the Diarrhea’ campaign, fol-
lowed by the ‘Stop the Diarrhea’ campaign logo (24%), 
feces calculation image (22%) and the F-diagram (19%). 
In general, Kampong Speu household had higher recall 
of these images than Kampong Cham households.

C
ompared to non-adopters, latrine adopters are 
more likely to have attended a village sales event 
and to have received a home visit from a sales 

agent or government official specifically to discuss buy-
ing a latrine (Fig. 42). In general, households in Kam-
pong Speu have had greater exposure to these channels 
than Kampong Cham, reflecting the fact that marketing 
activities have been underway for longer there. There 
was little difference between IDPoor and non-IDPoor 
households in terms of exposure to these channels: ID-
Poor households were as likely as non-IDPoor house-
holds to have attended a village sales meeting or received 
a home visit from a sales agent. 

Non-adopters and adopters report hearing messages 
from the government that everyone needs to have a la-
trine in equal proportions in both provinces, although 
Kampong Speu households were more likely to report 
hearing these messages. Although 50% of all households 
stated they had heard messages about the need for la-
trines from the government, 61% of households could 
not recall any specific messages they had heard. This 
finding may indicate that general messages about the 
need for latrines are less likely to be remembered and 
recalled, compared to other more specific messages that 
address a ‘call to action’, such as those related to specific 
product purchase opportunity.

! Exposure to product sales opportunities and product information is 
essential.

16. Awareness and recall of 
behavior change messages

Figure 42: Exposure to channels for sanitation product sale and behavior change
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Figure 42: Exposure to channels for sanitation product sale and behavior change

50%40%30%20%10%0% 60%

Adopter Non-Adopter

Dog and Man image

Kampong Speu

Kampong Cham

All

50%40%30%20%10%0% 60%

Adopter Non-Adopter

Stop the Diarrhea campaign logo

Kampong Speu

Kampong Cham

All

50%40%30%20%10%0% 60%

Adopter Non-Adopter

Feces Calculation

Kampong Speu

Kampong Cham

All

50%40%30%20%10%0% 60%

Adopter Non-Adopter

F-Diagram

Kampong Speu

Kampong Cham

All

50%40%30%20%10%0% 60%

Adopter Non-Adopter

Latrine Coverage Graph

Kampong Speu

Kampong Cham

All

54.7%

42.7%

52.0%

26.7%

38.7%

31.8%

24.0%

29.6%

14.0%

25.7%

25.5%

18.2%

20.8%

12.5%

15.6%

14.9%

8.0%

17.8%

6.3%

16.7%

38.3%

28.9%

34.5%

18.7%

25.7%

23.5%

16.1%

23.8%

10.2%

21.2%

Results expressed as percentage of all households, N=695



8. Equity and Access 

84

17. Conclusions and 
Recommendations



85

17. Conclusions and Recommendations

The RCSAS confirms that the WaterSHED program 
has resulted in a substantial acceleration in improved la-
trine coverage and usage. Household consumers are now 
able to access an improved latrine more easily and more 
cheaply than before. New distribution and sales mecha-
nisms are increasing household awareness of and expo-
sure to more affordable latrine products and increasing 
motivation to invest in an improved latrine. Enterprises 
are demonstrating that they serve at least some segments 
of the previously un-served rural market. Nonetheless, 
significant challenges still remain. These include:

1. Further overcoming the affordability barrier and oth-
er barriers to access for poor;

2. Supporting enterprises to expand and improve their 
reach,

3. Assisting government to inspire and motivate sus-
tained change in social norms to end open defecation 
and to ensure latrine purchase and ownership results 
in sustained and safe sanitation and hygiene behav-
iors and practices. 

The RCSAS points a number of opportunities to break 
down the remaining barriers to improved sanitation up-
take, and further evolve WaterSHED’s market-based ap-
proach:

Barrier 1: Overcoming 
affordability and other barriers 
for the poor and poorest
  Explore and expand consumer lending for those 
with some ability to pay: The RCSAS confirms a 
growing demand for microfinance and installment 
payment plans among non-adopters. WaterSHED 
should continue to work with microfinance partners 
and enterprises to refine these types of flexible con-
sumer financing options. This may including offering 
supply-side finance to enable more enterprises to of-
fer consumer installment payment options. 

  Consider alternative financing options for the 
poorest: A number of opportunities, including condi-
tional cash transfer (CCT), voucher, or output-based 
aid (OBA) options may enable the poorest to access 
improved sanitation if effectively targeted. The na-
tional IDPoor scheme in Cambodia offers a simple 
means of poverty targeting. The RCSAS finds that 
households with 2 or more children under 5 years 
old are much more represented among non-adopters, 
offering another potential inclusion criteria for such 
schemes. IDPoor households are more highly repre-
sented among uninstalled adopters, pointing to the 
potential that cash rebates may play in incentiviz-
ing these households to move from purchase to full 

installation. Such OBA trials are currently being ex-
plored in Cambodia, and may be replicable within the 
WaterSHED program. 

  Develop more explicit mechanisms for measur-
ing equity: WaterSHED should develop specific 
indicators and targets for the Hands-Off program to 
measure its progress in reaching the poor and poorest. 
Indicators might include the percentage of IDPoor 
households installing an improved latrine.

Barrier 2: Expanding and 
improving the reach of the 
program 
  Continue to strengthen IPC channels and mech-
anisms: The RCSAS confirms that interpersonal com-
munications are highly effective in encouraging and 
enabling latrine purchase, since most households 
learn about and decide to install a latrine by inter-
acting with trusted sources of information such as 
friends and respected leaders. The study recommends 
further strengthening these models and tactics, in-
cluding the door-to-door sales and one-on-one sales 
opportunities already in use, as well as improved tac-
tics and techniques during sales events.

  Specifically target those who purchase latrines 
to help convert purchase into installation: Local 
government officials should be supported to follow-
up with new purchasers to discuss when and how they 
plan to install their latrine, and talk through what to 
do if they are having problems or delays. WaterSHED 
can use its recently announced WASH Civic Champi-
ons program as an opportunity to explore how best to 
engage local officials in this type of activity, as well as 
other ways to encourage faster installation after pur-
chase uptake. 

  Use communications and sales tools to promote 
an ‘upgrade pathway’ for the latrine shelter: The 
RCSAS indicates that much more emphasis is needed 
on the latrine shelter. Communication messages and 
images should discuss and show cheaper (natural) 
shelter options and how to build them. Sales and pro-
motional tactics should include persuasive arguments 
about why it is better to install the new Latrine Core 
with a natural shelter straight away than to delay 
purchase or installation while waiting for the ‘ideal’ 
shelter.

  Design and promote low-cost shelter options: 
WaterSHED should continue to pursue the develop-
ment of affordable, desirable latrine shelters that can 
be bundled with the Latrine Core. 

17. Conclusions and 
Recommendations
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  Ensure a good understanding of baseline cover-
age prior to the launch of marketing activities: 
Although it may slow down expansion into new sales 
areas, taking the time to understand baseline coverage 
(e.g. through baseline surveys or using reliable sec-
ondary data) before marketing efforts begin is a criti-
cal step that helps the program to meaningfully track 
and measure progress in terms of growth in commu-
nity coverage, not just in terms of new sales.

Barrier 3: Ending open 
defecation and ensuring 
that latrine purchase results 
in sustained, safe improved 
sanitation behavior
  Expand behavior change communications campaign 
messages to include disposal of baby feces: The Stop 
the Diarrhea campaign can be expanded to include 
key messages about simple ways to safely dispose of 
infant feces and latrine use among children. RCSAS 
findings indicate that this particular practice needs 
greater attention, including consumer research to un-
derstand motivations and barriers to safe disposal. 

  Strengthen focus on proper packaging for correct 
usage: Enterprises should be encouraged to include 
installation instructions as an integral part of the 
product package.  More research may be needed to 
understand whether enterprises are including in-
structions and, if not, the reasons why. Changes may 
be needed to make it easier for enterprises to offer cor-
rect usage instructions.

  Develop specific messages and user education on safe 
handling and re-use of human excreta. The Stop the 
Diarrhea campaign and/or product marketing mate-
rials can be expanded to include key messages about 
what to do (and what not to do) when latrine pits fills 
up. 

  Design and test business models to address other ar-
eas of the sanitation value chain: Service models for 
collection, treatment, and reuse should be piloted in 
the short to medium term, so that workable models 
are in place as the first wave of new adopter pits begin 
to fill.

The RCSAS was commissioned to provide key insights 
that can help inform WaterSHED Hands-Off Sanita-
tion Marketing program improvements. In terms of next 
steps, the following short- and medium-term activities 
can be undertaken to share and build on the RCSAS re-
search:

  Communicate RCSAS results to enterprises, sales 
agents and local government: RCSAS data should 
be shared widely with key private and public sector 
stakeholders. Specific recommendations from con-
sumers, levels of consumer satisfaction, and other key 
data on consumer preferences and experiences are vi-
tal to enterprises and can build their confidence and 
encourage them to further improve their business 
models. 

  Undertake further analysis of village-level fac-
tors impacting on latrine uptake: The RCSAS data 
will be further analyzed to develop a more nuanced 
understanding of adoption behavior in CLTS vs. non-
CLTS villages. Additional qualitative research can be 
also be used to identify key characteristics of govern-
ment leaders that may affect adoption patterns. 

  Undertake further analysis of supply-side factors: 
The RCSAS focused on understanding household 
consumers only. Other WaterSHED program data can 
be analyzed alongside RCSAS finding to understand 
enterprises and their business models, including key 
success factors and opportunities to further incentiv-
ize them to expand their reach.

  Support comparative analysis of sanitation mar-
keting models in Cambodia: A comparative review 
of the WaterSHED program with other large-scale 
sanitation marketing programs in Cambodia can help 
improve practice and guide national decision-making 
around scale-up and expansion of market-based ap-
proaches. A comparative analysis should focus par-
ticularly on program cost effectiveness, evidence of 
reaching the poorest, scalability and sustainability of 
different program strategies and activities.
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Annex 1: Constraints and Limitations of the Study

Annex 1: Constraints and 
Limitations of the Study

The following constraints and challenges were en-
countered during household survey data collection:

  Lists of latrine adopters collected through the village 
latrine inventory relied on household recall of Latrine 
Core chamber box ownership. It was difficult to verify 
with complete accuracy whether or not a latrine own-
er was a chamber box adopter, as the underground 
components of installed latrines were difficult to ob-
serve. In 9 of the 31 villages in Kampong Speu, latrine 
adopter lists were found to be inaccurate. In these 
villages, the field survey team asked village chiefs to 
help identify adopters of the Latrine Core chamber 
box. The use of the village chief as a key informant 
may have introduced some bias. In a total of 47 cases, 
further investigation of households listed as chamber 
box owners using household head recall revealed that 
they were owners of latrines without chamber boxes. 
These cases were removed from the final data set and 
additional surveys were undertaken. 

  There was some confusion and difficulty in find-
ing randomly selected respondents due to the use of 
nicknames and both spouses retaining family names, 
which are often not captured in village household 
name lists. 

  Households had great difficulty responding to Ques-
tion 3.8 ‘What was the combined household monthly in-
come for the last 12 months?’ and Question 3.10 ‘Can 
you give an estimate of how much you and your family 
spent on the following last month?’ Enumerators raised 
concerns that households were not confident about 
their estimations and/or were not willing to respond 
accurately (possibly due to fears about taxation or ex-
pectations about potential services). For these reasons, 
household income and expenditure data were not in-
cluded in the analysis report.

  The survey was conducted at a busy time of the year, 
during rice planting in the early part of the rainy 
season. Enumerators had some difficulty arranging 
a meeting with the head of the household or spouse 
during village visits. In some cases, enumerators could 
not arrange a meeting at the house, but rather met the 
respondent and conducted the interview in the rice 
field. Rainy conditions also created logistical difficul-
ties such as poor road conditions, which made travel 
between and within sample villages a challenge.

  Households had difficulty stating whether or not 
their villages had had a CLTS intervention. House-
hold recall was determined not to be the most accu-
rate means of verifying whether CLTS activities had 
taken place in a village. Household recall responses 
to these questions were not used in the final analy-
sis. Instead, WaterSHED field staff cross-checked data 
from provincial records, village chief recall, and gov-

ernment and NGO data to verify the CLTS history of 
each sample village. Each of these sources was also 
found to have reliability issues. The final list of ‘CLTS 
villages’ are those that were verified by at least two 
of the four data sources. Results on CLTS/non-CLTS 
comparisons will be presented in a separate report. 
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Annex 2: Household 
Questionnaire Survey (English)

Rural Consumer Sanitation Adoption Study

Household Questionnaire

July 2012

[Respondent must be an adult member of the household, ideally the head of the household or their spouse. Interview-
ers should spend a few minutes building rapport with the respondent.]

Introduction:

My name is __________________ and I am working with a local NGO called WaterSHED. We are gathering 
information about people’s knowledge and experience with household sanitation.  We do not plan to build any toilets 
but we want people that build and sell latrines to provide better and less expensive products in your area.  

You can ask me to explain anything you don’t understand at any time during our conversation, and you are free to 
end the conversation at any time.  All information you provide will be kept confidential, that is, your name or other 
identification will not be reported along with your answers to the questions.

 I want to thank you and say I hope this interview will only take 45 minutes. I want to remind you that all your 
answers are very important. There are no wrong answers. Therefore, I want to ask you to answer truthfully. This will 
allow my team to give true information to the WaterSHED and MRD/PDRD to plan for sanitation services for people 
around the country.

Do you have any questions for me? Can I start asking the questions now?

Please follow the instruction by CHECK () to the relevant block or writing down the answer in the space 
provided.

EXAMPLE of how to complete this questionnaire:

Your gender?

If you are female:

1. Male 

2. Female 
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I. Location and Identification of Household 
- All households

1.1 Province: ________________Code_____ 

1.2 District: _________________Code_____  

1.3 Commune: _______________Code_____ 

1.4 Village: __________________Code_____ 

1.5 CLTS Village 
1. Yes

2. No

3. Don’t know

1.6 How would you describe the area in which you 
are residing?

1. Rural

2. Prochumchun/Tiphsa*

3. Other ___________

*It means a place residing with high density of households  
(e.g., market area, has electricity.

1.7 Date: _______/______/______

1.8 Interviewer: ________________Code_____

1.9 Supervisor: _________________Code_____

1.10 Checked by: ________________Code_____

1.11 Does your household own any type of latrine? 
1. Yes

2. No     if No Skip to Q 2.1

1.12 Do you own a latrine with a chamber box? [show 
picture/observe if possible]

1. Yes

2. No

3. Don’t know

II. Background information of Household 
-All households

2.1 (9) What is your name? 

2.2 (11) Respondent’s sex? [answer this question by 
observation only]

1. Male 

2. Female 

2.3 What is your age?

2.4 (10) What is your relationship to the head of the 
household?

1. Self

2. Spouse

3. Son/daughter 

4. Parents/in-law

5. Brother/sister/relative

6. Other …………………

2.5 (12) What is the sex of the Head of household?

1. Male 

2. Female 

2.6 What is the Head of household’s age?

2.7 Does anyone living in this house have a physical 
or mental disability? 

1. Yes

2. No

2.8 What is the Head of household’s ethnic affilia-
tion?

1. Khmer

2. Cham

3. Vietnamese

4. Laotian

5. Others: ………………

2.9 (16) What level of schooling did the head of 
household achieve?

1. None 

2. Pre-school/ Kindergarten 

3. Some Primary 

4. Finished Primary 

5. Some Secondary 

6. Finished Secondary 

7. Higher 

2.10 What is the size of this household, i.e. the number of 
people, including yourself, who live in your house/
dwelling for at least three months of the year?

Q#: - - -
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Age Range

Working

TotalMale (n) Female (n)

Yes No Yes No

< 5 years old

 6 - 15 years old

 16 – 59 years old

 > 60 years old

Total

III. Economic background of Household 
-All households

3.1 (20) What kind of shelter walls does your house 
have on the main living floor?[Determine by direct 
observation if possible] [Check one.  If more than 
one wall material is used, choose the material that 
covers the largest area]

1. Concrete/brick

2. Fibrous cement

3. Galvanized steel

4. Wood

5. Palm/Bamboo/Thatch

6. Bamboo/straw with mud

7. Stone with mud/cement

8. Salvaged material

9. No walls

10. Other  (specify) _______________

3.2 (21) What kind of roof does your house have? 
[Determine by direct observation if possible] 
[Check one.  If more than one roof material is 
used, choose material that covers the largest area]

1. Concrete

2. Fibrous cement

3. Galvanized steel

4. Wood

5. Tiles

6. Palm/Bamboo/Thatch

7. Plastic sheet

8. Salvaged material

9. No roof

10. Other  (specify) _______________

3.3 (22) Which of the following does your house-
hold own? [Prompt by reading the list (multiple 
answers possible)]

1. Motorbike 

2. Bicycle 

3. Television 

4. Radio 

5. Mobile phone 

6. Cow(s)buffalo 

7. Pig(s) 

8. Ox cart 

9. Semi-tractor 

10. Rice mill /thresher

11. Generator 

12. Battery 

13. Electric pump for irrigation 

14. Automobile (truck or car) 

15. Other (specify) _______________
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3.4 Has your household been classified by the ID 
Poor Program?

1. Yes

2. No     if No Skip to Q 3.6

3.5 What is the household ID poor classification? 
[Ask to see ID Poor card]

1. Level 1 (very poor) with card

2. Level 2 (poor) with card

3. Level 1 (very poor) without card

4. Level 2 (poor) without card

5. Don’t know

3.6 (13) What is the occupation of the head of the 
household? [Check all that apply]

1. Rice/crop farming 

2. Other agricultural activities 

3. Professional/Technical 

4. Factory worker 

5. Day labourer 

6. Civil service 

7. Service/Sales/Commercial 

8. Student 

9. Retired/too old to work

10. Housewife

11. Unemployed 

12. Other  (specify)

3.7 What were the two primary sources of your 
household’s cash income of all your family 
members in the last 12 months? [Read all options 
Check only TWO options]

1. Selling rice

2. Selling non-rice crop (eg. Fruit, 
vegetable, cassava…etc.,)

3. Selling animal/poultry 

4. Fishing

5. Business/trading

6. Salary/wage

7. Remittances from relatives who not 
living in the household

8. Gift from others

9. Other Specify)________

3.8 What was the combined household monthly 
income for the last 12 months? [including gifts/
remittances from relatives not living in the house-
hold]

1. Amount .…………….…………

2. Don’t know

3.9 (25) In what months do you have the highest 
income?

1. January

2. February

3. March

4. April

5. May

6. June

7. July

8. August 

9. September

10. October

11. November

12. December

13. All months have same income

14. Don’t know

3.10 Can you give an estimate of how much you and 
your family spent on the following last month?

Expense Items Amount

1. Food 

2. Health 

3. Clothes 

4. Education 

5. Entertainment/Leisure 
activities 

6. Social expenses e (eg. 
weddings, funerals, etc. 

3.11 How often does your household save money?

1. Never 

2. Rarely 

3. Daily 

4. Weekly 

5. Monthly 

6. 2-3 times per year 

7. Yearly 

8. Don’t know  

3.12 (27) Has your household ever taken a microfi-
nance loan? [including a group loan]

1. Yes

2. No      if No Skip to Q 4.1

3.13 (28) If Yes, when was the most recent loan?

1. Last three months 

2. Last six months 

3. A year ago 

4. More than 1 year ago 

3.14 (30) How much is/was the amount of loan?
1. Amount ________________ 

2. Don’t know 

3.15 (29) What is/was the loan used for?
1. (Specify) ________________

2. Don’t know
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IV. Current defecation practice 
– All households

4.1 (31) Where do adults in your household usually 
go to defecate?

1. Own household latrine 

2. Neighbor’s latrine 

3. Public latrine 

4. Open defecation 

5. Other (specify)________

4.2 (34) Where do children in your household usu-
ally go to defecate?

1. Own household latrine 

2. Neighbor’s latrine 

3. Public latrine 

4. Open defecation 

5. No children 

6. Other (specify)____________ 

4.3 (35) In your household, how are babies’ feces usu-
ally disposed of?

1. No baby 

2. Put into latrine 

3. Put into drain/ditch 

4. Thrown in garbage 

5. Buried 

6. Left in open 

7. Other (specify)____________ 

V. Product awareness and preferences 
– All households

5.1 (36) What types of latrines do you know about? 
[DO NOT read options, check all that apply]

1. Flush/pour-flush 

2. Flush/pour-flush (Specific mention 
of ‘latrine core’) 

3. Pit latrine 

4. Composting toilet 

5. Other (specify) ________________ 

5.2 (39) What type of latrine do you most prefer for your 
household? [DO NOT read options, check only one]

1. Flush/pour-flush 

2. Flush/pour-flush (Specific mention 
of ‘latrine core’) 

3. Pit latrine 

4. Composting toilet 

5. Other (specify) ________________ 

5.3 (40) What particular features do you like the 
most about your preferred latrine? [DO NOT read 
options, check all that apply]

1. Looks good/Comfortable 

2. No smell 

3. No flies 

4. Don’t see feces 

5. Easy to clean 

6. Don’t need water to flush 

7. Less expensive 

8. Delivered to my house 

9. Not so expensive 

10. Other (specify) _______________ 

5.4 (42) What are the disadvantages of owning a la-
trine? [DO NOT read options, check all that apply]

1. Bad smell 

2. Attracts flies 

3. Cost to maintain it 

4. Work to maintain it 

5. Other people come to use it 

6. Affects groundwater quality 

7. Overflows 

8. No disadvantages 

9. Don’t know 

10. Other (specify) _______________ 

5.5 (43) What are the advantages of owning a latrine? 
[DO NOT read options, check all that apply]

1. Improved hygiene/ health/ cleanliness 

2. More privacy 

3. More comfortable 

4. Convenience/saves time 

5. Improved safety 
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6. Improved status/prestige 

7. Guests can use it 

8. No advantages 

9. Don’t know 

10. Other (specify) _______________ 

5.6 Have you ever seen or heard about this type of 
latrine? [Show standard marketing images: hand 
out of latrine core - underground parts only]

1. Yes

2. No

3. Don’t know    if no Skip to Q 5.8

5.7 Where have you seen or heard about this latrine 
type? [Prompt twice for any other places/sources] 
[DO NOT read options; check all that apply]

1. Sales person 

2. Village meeting 

3. Village chief 

4. Commune councilor 

5. Leaflet 

6. Banner at retail location 

7. Product display at retail location 

8. NGO staff 

9. Concrete/latrine producer 

10. Government officer 

11. Neighbor or family member 

12. Other (specify)  _______________ 

5.8 How much does this type of latrine cost? 

1. Amount _______________  

2. Don’t know 

5.9 What is different about this latrine type, com-
pared to other latrines you know about? [DO 
NOT read options; check all that apply]

1. Chamber box  

2. Available in the village  

3. Cheaper price  

4. Can be delivered to my house  

5. Can be self-installed   

6. Sold by sales agents in the village  

7. Can pay by installments 

8. Promoted by NGO staff  

9. Better quality  

10. Poorer quality  

11. No differences  

12. Don’t know  

13. Other (specify)  _______________ 

5.10 Do you know an enterprise that sells this latrine 
in your area?

1. Yes

2. No     if No Skip to Q 15.16

5.11 If yes, what is the name of the enterprise(s) that 
sells this type of latrine?

1. Name(s):____________________

2. Don’t know 

5.12 In addition to selling latrines what other services 
does the enterprise offer?

1. Advice  

2. Delivery  

3. Installation service  

4. Installment payment  

5. Shelter construction  

6. Other construction products  

7. Other (specify) ________________ 

8. Don’t know 

5.13 In terms of reliability/trustworthiness, what is 
your opinion of enterprise(s) selling this type of 
latrine? [Read options; select one]

1. Very reliable  

2. Reliable 

3. Unreliable 

4. Very unreliable  

5. Don’t know 

5.14 In terms of access to credit, what is your opinion 
of enterprise(s) selling this type of latrine? [Read 
options; select one]

1. Very Good 

2. Good 

3. Average 

4. Poor 

5. Very Poor 

6. Don’t know 

5.15 In terms of product quality, what is your opinion 
of enterprise(s) selling this type of latrine? [Read 
options; select one]

1. Very Good 

2. Good 

3. Average 

4. Poor 

5. Very Poor 

6. Don’t know 

5.16 If someone in this village has money ready to 
purchase a latrine, is it possible to purchase this 
latrine without leaving the village?

1. Yes

2. No

IF RESPONDENT DOES NOT OWN 
A LATRINE  GO TO PART XIV
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VI. Latrine owners  
– Technology Types

6.1 When was the latrine purchased? [observe]

1. Less than a month ago 

2. One month – six months ago 

3. Seven months – Twelve months ago 

4. One year – One and half year ago 

5. Before Jan 2011 

6. Don’t remember 

6.2 Is the latrine installed? [observe]
1. Yes

2. No

(Latrine cannot be used)  Go to PART IX 

6.3 When was the latrine installed?

1. Less than a month ago 

2. One month – six months ago 

3. Seven months – Twelve months ago 

4. One year – One and half year ago 

5. Before Jan 2011  

6. Don’t remember 

6.4 (47) Is the latrine functioning now? [observe if 
possible]

1. Yes     If Yes, Skip to Q6.6

2. No

6.5 (48) If no, why not? [DO NOT read options; check 
all that apply]

1. Dirty 

2. Full 

3. No water to flush 

4. Slab broken 

5. Superstructure broken/missing 

6. Used as storage 

7. Smells bad 

8. Prefer the field/forest 

9. Other (specify)________________ 

6.6 (65) Is this latrine the households first latrine?
1. Yes     If Yes, Skip to Q6.8

2. No

3. Don’t know

6.7 What kind of latrine was your first latrine? [Pic-
ture cards]

1. Flush/Pour-flush  

2. Dry pit  

3. Other (specify)________________ 

6.8 What kind of latrine is your current latrine? [Ob-
serve if possible/Picture cards]

1. Flush/Pour-flush  

2. Dry pit  

3. Other (specify)________________ 

6.9 Does the latrine have a box that looks like this? 
[Show image of chamber box]

1. Yes

2. No

3. Don’t know

6.10 Does the latrine pit have concrete rings? 
1. Yes

2. No

6.11 How many concrete rings does the latrine pit 
have? _______________________________

6.12 How many pits does the latrine have? ________
___________________________

6.13 (59) What kind of shelter walls does the latrine 
have? [Check one.  If more than one wall mate-
rial is used, choose material that covers the largest 
area]

1. Concrete/brick  

2. Fibrous cement  

3. Galvanized steel  

4. Wood  

5. Thatch  

6. Plastic sheet  

7. Salvaged material  

8. No walls  

9. Other (specify)_______________ 

6.14 (60) What kind of shelter roof does the latrine 
have? [Check one.  If more than one roof mate-
rial is used, choose material that covers the largest 
area]

1. Concrete 

2. Fibrous cement 

3. Galvanized steel 

4. Tiles 

5. Thatch 

6. Plastic sheet 

7. Salvaged material 

8. No roof 

9. Other (specify)_______________

6.15 (32) How many meters is the latrine from the 
house? [Observe] __________________meters
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VII. Latrine Owners - Costs and Payment  
– Installed

7.1 How did you come to own your latrine? 

1. Paid for it   

2. Some parts provided/subsidized  

3. Given/offered     If Given/offered or 
existed, Skip to Q8.1

4. Existed with the house  

5. Other (specify)_________  

7.2 How much money did the materials to construct 
the underground part of the latrine cost?

1. Amount __________________  

2. Received materials for free 

3. Some part provided 

4. Don’t know  

7.3  How much money did the labor to construct the 
underground part of the latrine cost? 

1. Amount __________________ 

2. Self-installed /installed for me did 
not pay 

3. Don’t know  

7.4 How much money did the materials to construct 
the shelter of the latrine cost?

1. Amount ________________________ 

2. Received materials for free  

3. Used locally available materials 

4. Don’t know  

7.5 How much money did the labor to construct the 
shelter of the latrine cost?

1. Amount _______________________  

2. Self-installed/ Was installed for me  

3. Don’t know  

7.6 How did your family get the money to purchase 
the latrine?

1. Borrowed from family/friend/neighbor  

2. Borrowed from an MFI or bank  

3. Had money on hand  

4. Money saving for it 

5. Saved money through a savings 
group  

6. Received it for free  

7. Other (specify)_________________ 

8. Don’t know 

7.7 How was the latrine paid for?

1. All at once/up-front payment 

2. In TWO installments 

3. In THREE installments 

4. In FOUR installments 

5. In FIVE or more installments 

6. Did not pay anything   If Did not pay 
anything or Don’t know skip to Q8.1

7. Don’t know  

8. Other (specify)________________  

7.8 If the latrine was paid for in installments, how many 
months from the time the latrine was received to 
the time that it was finished being paying for it?

1. Amount _______________________  

2. Self-installed/ Was installed for me  

3. Don’t know  

VIII. Latrine Owners – Satisfaction

8.1 How satisfied are you with the latrine?

1. Very satisfied   If Very satisfied/ 
Satisfied, Skip to Q8.3

2. Satisfied   

3. Unsatisfied   

4. Very unsatisfied   

5. Don’t know   

6. Uninstalled   Skip to 8.3

8.2 If unsatisfied or very unsatisfied, what is the main 
reason? 

1. Too much water needed  

2. Broken parts  

3. Difficult to install  

4. Difficult to take care  

5. Other (specify) ________________

8.3 Have you recommended this latrine product to 
your friends, neighbors or family members?

1. Yes 

2. No 

IF THE LATRINE EXISTED WITH 
THE HOUSE  GO TO PART XII

8.4 If your household purchased the latrine from an 
enterprise, how satisfied is the household with 
the services you received from the enterprise?

1. Very satisfied   If Very satisfied/Satis-
fied, Skip to Q8.6

2. Satisfied   

3. Unsatisfied   

4. Very unsatisfied   

5. Did not pay for latrine   

6. Bought it from a sales agent  

7. Don’t know  Skip to Part IX
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8.5 If unsatisfied or very unsatisfied why?

1. Late delivery 

2. No payment plan 

3. No installation service 

4. Too expensive 

5. Other (specify)_____________ 

8.6 Have your household bought any other services 
or materials besides the latrine from this enter-
prise?

1. Yes  If Yes, Skip to Q8.8

2. No  

3. Don’t know  

8.7 If not, would your household consider buying 
from this enterprise again?

1. Yes 

2. No 

3. Don’t know 

8.8 How could the enterprise improve its services? 
[DO NOT read options; check all that apply]

1. Offer installation service 

2. Offer more advice on installation  

3. Offer subsidized materials  

4. Offer installment payment plan  

5. Provide faster delivery  

6. Provide better product quality  

7. No improvement needed  

8. Don’t know  

9. Other (specify) ________________ 

IX. Latrine Owners – Purchase and 
Construction Process - Installed and 
uninstalled

9.1 Who made the final decision to purchase your 
latrine? – with ‘who would’?

1. Head of household  

2. Head of household and spouse 
jointly  

3. Spouse  

4. Family together  

5. Other  (specify)  ______________ 

6. Don’t know 

9.2  What made/influenced your household to decide 
to purchase and build the latrine at the time you 
did? [DO NOT read options; check all that apply] 
Prompt 1 time with “any other things that made 
you decide?”

1. Program was offering subsidy 

2. Someone told me I had to 

3. Had enough money to buy 

4. Sick/old relative 

5. Children become physically mature 

6. Social pressure 

7. Construction of new house 

8. Neighbor got one 

9. Event (wedding/funeral/New Year) 

10. Had visitors from outside village 
coming

11. Was available in my village

12. Price was acceptable

13. Could be delivered to my house

14. Could be self-installed

15. Sales agent visited my home/village

16. Attended village meeting about 
sanitation

17. NGO staff visited my home/village 
to promote sanitation

18. Neighbour/ family member rec-
ommended

19. Don’t know 

20. Other (specify) ______________

IF UNINSTALLED SKIP TO PART X

 
9.3  Did you build the latrine all at one time or in 

stages?

1. All at once  

2. In stages  

3. Don’t know  
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9.4  How long did it take to complete building the 
latrine?

1. Less than 2 weeks  

2. 2 – 4 weeks  

3. 1-6 months  

4. 7-12 months  

5. More than 13 months  

6. Not yet completed  

7. Don’t know 

9.5  Did your household hire anybody to install or 
help to install the underground part of the la-
trine?  

1. Yes  

2. No  

3. Don’t know 

9.6  Did your household hire anybody to build or 
help to build the latrine shelter?

1. Yes  

2. No  

3. Don’t know 

X. Latrine Component Purchasers – 
UNISTALLED (purchased “core” latrine but 
not yet completed installation - not fit for 
immediate use)

10.1  Can you tell me why your household has not 
installed/fully installed the latrine so it can be 
used?  DO NOT read options; check all that apply]

1. Waiting for family member to build  

2. Waiting for free time to build  

3. Saving money for concrete shelter  

4. Saving money for a shelter 

5. Saving money to hire labour to install 

6. Other (specify) ________________ 

7. Don’t know 

10.2  Do your household have all the materials needed 
for building the latrine?

1. Yes  

2. No  

3. Don’t know 

10.3  When were the latrine components first bought?

1. Less than a month ago 

2. One month – six months ago 

3. Seven months – Twelve months ago 

4. One year – One and half year ago 

5. Before Jan 2011  

6. Don’t remember 

10.4  Does the latrine have a box that looks like this? 
[Show image of chamber box/observe if possible]

1. Yes  

2. No  

3. Don’t know  

10.5  Did you receive free or subsidized materials for 
the latrine from the government or an organiza-
tion?

1. Yes  

2. No  

3. Don’t know  

10.6  How much money did your household pay for 
materials for the underground part of the latrine?

1. Amount ____________  

2. Did not pay 

3. Don’t know  

10.7 Is the underground part of the latrine installed? 
[Observe]

1. Yes   skip to 10.09

2. No   



100

Annex 2: Household Questionnaire Survey (English)

10.8  If uninstalled - Would your household pay to 
have someone install the underground part for 
you? 

1. Yes  

2. No  

3. Don’t know  

10.9  How much money did your household pay for 
materials for the shelter of the latrine?

1. Amount ____________ 

2. Will use local materials 1. 

3. Have not purchased yet 2. 

4. Don’t know  3. 

10.10  What kind of shelter walls will the latrine have? 
[Check one.  If more than one wall material is 
used, choose material that covers the largest area]

1. Concrete/brick  

2. Fibrous cement  

3. Galvanized steel  

4. Wood  

5. Thatch  

6. Plastic sheet  

7. Salvaged material  

8. No walls  

9. Other (specify) _______________ 

10. Don’t know 

10.11  What kind of shelter roof will the latrine have? 
[Check one.  If more than one roof material is 
used, choose material that covers the largest area]

1. Concrete  

2. Fibrous cement  

3. Galvanized steel  

4. Tiles  

5. Thatch  

6. Plastic sheet 

7. Salvaged material 

8. No roof 

9. Other (specify)________________ 

XI. Latrine Component Purchase Process 
and Drivers – Installed and uninstalled

11.1  Did your household purchase the latrine through 
a sales agent?

1. Yes   

2. No   Skip to Q11.10

3. Don’t know   Skip to Q11.10

11.2  How do you know he/she was a sales agent?

1. Village or commune official told me 

2. He/she held a village event 

3. He/she had a banner showing the 
product 

4. He/she gave out fliers with infor-
mation about the latrine 

5. He/she gave me receipt for pay-
ment 

6. He/she was knowledgeable about 
the product 

7. Other (specify)_________________ 

11.3  Did you know the sales agent who arranged your 
latrine purchase before you bought the latrine?

1. Yes  

2. No  

11.4  What is the name of the sales agent who arranged 
your latrine purchase?

1. Name: ________________________ 

2. Don’t know  

11.5  Do you know if the sales agent has some other job 
other then selling latrines?

1. Yes   

2. No   Skip to Q11.7

3. Don’t know   Skip to Q11.7

11.6  What is the other job of the sale agent other then 
selling the latrines? [Check only one]

1. Representative of the enterprise 

2. Village chief  

3. Commune official  

4. District official  

5. Provincial official  

6. NGO staff  

7. Neighbor/community member  

8. Don’t know  

9. Other (specify)  

11.7  In terms of reliability/trustworthiness, what is 
your opinion of sales agents promoting this type 
of latrine?

1. Very Reliable  

2. Reliable 
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3. Unreliable 

4. Very unreliable 

5. Don’t know 

11.8  In terms of helpfulness what is your opinion of 
sales agents promoting this type of latrine?

1. Very Good  

2. Good  

3. Average  

4. Poor  

5. Very Poor  

6. Don’t know 

11.9  As a source of information/advice about the 
latrine, what is your opinion of sales agents pro-
moting this type of latrine?

1. Very Good  

2. Good  

3. Average  

4. Poor  

5. Very Poor  

6. Don’t know 

11.10  How did your household order the latrine? 
[Check only one]

1. Ordered at village sales event – im-
mediate purchase  

2. Ordered at village sales event – 
waited for home delivery  

3. Ordered when sales agent came to 
my house  

4. Called sales agent to order  

5. Called enterprise to order  

6. Ordered from retail location  

7. Ordered through village chief 

8. Don’t know  

9. Other (specify) ________________ 

 11.11  How did your household get the materials for 
the latrine to your house? [Check only one]

1. Enterprise offered home delivery  

2. Picked them up at retail location 

3. Sales agent arranged it 

4. Mason arranged it 

5. Village chief arranged it 

6. Don’t know  

7. Other (specify)  _______________ 

11.12  How much did your household pay for the trans-
port to get the materials to your house?

1. Riel__________________________  

2. No transport cost/free transport  

3. Don’t know  

11.13 What is the name of the enterprise that sold your 
household your latrine?

1. Name: _______________ 

2. Don’t know  

11.14  Why did your household purchase a latrine from 
this enterprise? [DO NOT read options; check all 
that apply]

1. I met him/her at a village sales event  

2. I met his/her sales agent at a vil-
lage sales event  

3. I heard about the enterprise from 
the sales agent  

4. The products looked like good 
quality  

5. The enterprise offered home de-
livery  

6. The price was reasonable  

7. The enterprise offered installation  

8. My neighbor/family member rec-
ommended  

9. The enterprise offered an install-
ment payment plan 

10. The enterprise has a good reputa-
tion/ I could trust the enterprise  

11. Don’t know  

12. Other (specify)  

11.15  Do you know of any other products this enter-
prise offers? [DO NOT read options; check all that 
apply]

1. No/don’t know  

2. Rainwater jars  

3. House posts  

4. Bricks  

5. Building materials  

6. Other (specify) _______________ 

CONSTRUCTION PROCESS:

11.16  Did your household receive installation instruc-
tions on paper with the latrine? [Show instruction 
sheet?]

1. Yes   

2. No   If the latrine not yet in install, 
skip to part XVII. 

3. Don’t know   If the latrine already 
install, skip to part XII

11.17  Did your household use the installation instruc-
tions on paper with the latrine? [Show instruction 
sheet?]

1. Yes   

2. No   If no skip Q 11.17

3. Don’t know   
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11.18  If the latrine was installed using instruction 
sheet, how helpful was the instruction sheet to 
guide the installation process? [

1. Very Good  

2. Good  

3. Average  

4. Poor  

5. Very Poor  

6. Don’t know  

7. Someone else installed it 

IF RESPONDENT HAS NOT 
INSTALLED THEIR LATRINE   
GO TO PART XVII

XII. Latrine Owners - Usage, Maintenance 
and Upgrades - Installed

12.1 (50) In the DRY SEASON, do adults in your 
household use the latrine for defecation?

1. Always 

2. Sometimes 

3. Never 

4. Don’t know 

12.2  (52) In the DRY SEASON, do children in your 
household use the latrine for defecation?

1. Always 

2. Sometimes 

3. Never 

4. Don’t know 

12.3  (51) In the RAINY SEASON, do adults in your 
household use the latrine for defecation?

1. Always 

2. Sometimes 

3. Never 

4. Don’t know 

12.4  (53) In the RAINY SEASON, do children in your 
household use the latrine for defecation?

1. Always 

2. Sometimes 

3. Never 

4. Don’t know 

12.5  (54) Does anybody from neighboring households 
use your latrine?

1. Yes   

2. No   

12.6  Does your household bathe in the same building 
as your latrine?

1. Yes   

2. No   

12.7  (62) Does your household use water to flush your 
latrine? [observe]

1. Yes   

2. No   If No Skip to Q12.9

12.8  (64) Do you have enough water to flush the 
latrine in the dry season?

1. Yes   

2. No   

3. Don’t know as have not had it 
installed long enough   

12.9  What changes/improvements to your household 
latrine since it was installed? [DO NOT read op-
tions, check all that apply]
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1. None  

2. Replaced connection pipe  

3. Replaced pan  

4. Relocated connection pipe  

5. Replaced broken rings  

6. Replaced broken pit cover  

7. Replaced broken slab  

8. Added another pit  

9. Don’t know  

10. Other (specify) _________ 

12.10  (76) In the future, do you plan to make changes/
improvements to your latrine? 

1. Yes   

2. No   If No Skip to Q13.1

12.11  (77) If yes what changes/improvements do you 
plan to make? [DO NOT read options, check all 
that apply]

1. No  

2. Line the pit  

3. Install a second pit  

4. Add ventilation pipe to pit  

5. Improve the slab  

6. Get pour-flush pan  

7. Build a new shelter or upgrade the 
existing shelter  

8. Build water storage tank(s)  

9. Build bathing area  

10. Build hand washing area  

11. Move to inside the house  

12. Other (specify) ______________ 

XIII. Latrine Owners - Pit emptying  
– Installed

13.1  (78) Has your household latrine pit ever been 
emptied?

1. Yes   

2. No   If No/don’t know, skip to Q13.5

3. Don’t know  

13.2  How was your household latrine pit emptied? 
[DO NOT read options, check all that apply]

1. A family member emptied it with a 
bucket/shovel/hand pump 

2. Hired someone to empty it with a 
bucket/shovel/hand pump 

3. Hired someone to empty it with a 
mechanical pump 

4. Don’t know 

5. Other (specify) ________________ 

13.3  If your household hired someone, how much was  
this person paid?

Amount _______________________

13.4  (79) What did you do with the pit contents? [DO 
NOT read options, check all that apply]

1. Spread on field as fertilizer  

2. Dumped in the forest  

3. Dumped in the river/pond/canal   

4. Empty pit contents into new hole – 
never unearth to use as fertilizer   

5. Empty pit contents into new hole – 
unearth in future for fertilizer   

6. Contents were taken away  

7. Other (specify) ________________ 

13.5  How long did it will take to fill your pit?

1. ________________________Years 

2. Don’t know 

13.6  How will you empty your pit when it is full? [DO 
NOT read options, check all that apply]

1. A family member will empty it with 
a bucket/shovel/hand pump 

2. Hire someone to empty it with a 
bucket/shovel/hand pump 

3. Hire someone to empty it with a 
mechanical pump 

4. Don’t know 

5. Other (specify) ________________ 

6. Contents were taken away  

13.7  How much would you be willing to pay for some-
one to empty your latrine when it is full?

Riel __________________________ 
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13.8  When you empty your pit where will you put the 
contents? [DO NOT read options, check all that 
apply]

1. Spread on field as fertilizer  

2. Dump in the forest  

3. Dump in the river/pond/canal   

4. Empty pit contents into new hole – 
never unearth to use as fertilizer   

5. Empty pit contents into new hole – 
unearth in future for fertilizer   

6. The contents will be taken away 

7. Other (specify) ________________ 

 NOW GO TO PART XVII

XIV. Non-latrine owners – Satisfaction

14.1  How many meters is your current defecation 
place from your house? 

__________________________meters

14.2  (33) How satisfied are you with your current 
defecation place?

1. Very satisfied   If very satisfied/sat-
isfied, skip to Part XV

2. Satisfied   

3. Unsatisfied   

4. Very unsatisfied   

5. Don’t know   

14.3  If not satisfied with your current defecation place 
why?

1. Too far  

2. Not convenient  

3. Not safe  

4. Smells  

5. Flies  

6. Dirty  

7. Not proud to be seen there  

8. Other  

9. Don’t know 
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XV. Non-latrine owners – Purchase 
Intention

15.1  (89) Has your household ever thought about or 
discussed building a latrine for your family?

1. Yes   

2. No   If No, Skip to Q15.3

15.2  (90) If yes when was the last time your household 
discussed this?

1. Less than 1 month ago  

2. 1-6 months ago  

3. 7-12 months ago  

4. More than 1 year ago  

15.3  (91) Who in your household would make the 
final decision to build a latrine?

1. Head  

2. Spouse  

3. Husband and wife jointly  

4. All (joint decision)  

5. Other  ___________________ 

15.4  If you buy a latrine, what type of latrine will you 
buy? [Don’t read and Check only one]

1. Pour-flush with new latrine core  

2. Pour-flush any  

3. Dry pit   

4. Don’t know   

5. Would not buy  

6. Other (specify)   _______ 

15.5  How would your household order a latrine? 
[Check only one]

1. Order at village sales event – im-
mediate purchase  

2. Order at village sales event – 
waited for home delivery  

3. Order when sales agent comes to 
my house  

4. Call sales agent to order  

5. Call enterprise to order  

6. Order from retail location  

7. Don’t know  

8. Other (specify) ________________ 

15.6  Would your household purchase a latrine 
through a sales agent?

1. Yes   

2. No   If No/Don’t know, Skip to Q15.8

3. Don’t know     

4. Don’t know a sales agent  

15.7  What is the name of the sales agent who could 
arrange your household latrine purchase?

1. Name: ___________________ 
2. Don’t know  

15.8  Do you know if the sales agent has some other job 
other than selling latrines?

1. Yes   

2. No   If No/Don’t know, Skip to Q15.10

3. Don’t know  

15.9  What is the other job of the sales agent other 
than selling latrines? [DO NOT read options; 
check only one]

1. Representative of the enterprise 

2. Village chief  

3. Commune official  

4. District official  

5. Provincial official  

6. NGO staff  

7. Neighbor/community member  

8. Don’t know  

9. Other (specify) _______________ 

15.10  How would you get the materials for your 
household’s latrine to your house? [DO NOT read 
options; check only one]

1. Enterprise offers home delivery 

2. Pick them up at retail location 

3. Sales agent will arranged it 

4. Mason will arrange it 

5. Don’t know  

6. Other (specify) _______________ 

15.11  What is the name of the enterprise that your 
household would purchase the latrine from?

1. Name: ___________________ 

2. Don’t know  

15.12  Why would your household purchase a latrine 
from this enterprise? [DO NOT read options; 
check all that apply]

1. I met him/her at a village sales 
event 

2. I heard about the enterprise from 
the sales agent 

3. The products looked like good 
quality 

4. The enterprise offers home deliv-
ery 

5. The price is reasonable 

6. The enterprise offers installation 

7. My neighbor/family member rec-
ommend 
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8. The enterprise offers installment 
payment plan 

9. The enterprise has a good reputa-
tion/ I can trust the enterprise 

10. Don’t know  

11. Other (specify) ________________ 

15.13  Does this enterprise allow latrine payment in 
installments?

1. Yes  

2. No  

3. Don’t know 

15.14  (92) If your household is interested in having a 
person/mason build your latrine, has your house-
hold identified the mason for the job?

1. Yes   

2. No/Not yet identified      If No, skip 
to Q15.17

3. Will build my own latrine   

4. Don’t know   

15.15  (94) Why did you pick this person? [read options, 
check all that apply]

1. Had hired before  

2. Relative/friend  

3. Has good reputation  

4. Saw and liked a latrine they had built  

5. Least expensive  

6. Other (specify) _______________ 

15.16  (95) How did you learn about this person? [read 
options, check all that apply]

1. Community meeting 

2. Recommended by family  

3. Relative/friend 

4. Recommended by latrine owner 

5. Recommended by village chief 

6. Recommended by someone in village 

7. Recommended by material supplier 

8. Recommended by ring producer 

9. Recommended by NGO/agency  

10. Poster/Advertisement 

11. Radio  

12. Other (specify)__________

15.17  (98) Have you chosen a site for the latrine?

1. Yes  

2. No  

3. Don’t know 

15.18  (99) For example, if I return to your house one 
year from today, how likely is it that you will have 
built a latrine at your house?

1. No chance  

2. Low likelihood  

3. Medium likelihood  

4. High likelihood  

15.19  (100) What is the lowest amount that you would 
need to spend to build an acceptable latrine for 
your household?

Amount ________________________

15.20  (101) Do you currently have any money saved 
towards buying a latrine?

1. Yes  

2. No  

15.21  (102) Would you consider taking a microfinance 
loan to purchase a latrine?

1. Yes  

2. No  

3. Don’t know 
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XVI. Non-latrine owners – Purchase Barriers

16.1  What is your households reason for not buying a 
latrine yet? [DO NOT read options; check all that 
apply]

1. Not enough money/ cannot afford  

2. No one to help build  

3. Do not believe a latrine is necessary  

4. Waiting until harvest/sell something  

5. Cannot afford wet latrine and don’t 
want to build dry latrine  

6. Waiting for subsidy  

7. I am going to build it myself 

8. Other (specify) ________________ 

16.2  How could an enterprise make it easier for your 
household to be able to purchase a latrine? [DO 
NOT read options; check all that apply]

1. Offer installation  

2. Give me advice on how to build  

3. Offer subsidized materials  

4. Offer installment payment plan  

5. Home delivery  

6. Don’t know  

7. Other (specify)________________ 

16.3  What would convince you to buy a latrine?

1. Low cost 

2. Easy to install 

3. Convenience 

4. Safety 

5. Prestige 

6. Marriage 

7. Other (specify)_____________ 

XVII. Sources of Information - All

17.1  (160) How often do you travel outside the vil-
lage?

1. More than once per week  

2. Once per week  

3. 1-2 times per month  

4. Less than once per month  

5. Less than once per year  

6. Rarely  

7. Never  

17.2  (161) In your opinion, would a Mason be able to 
give trustworthy information about building or 
purchasing sanitation products? [Read options; 
select one]

1. Very good information source 

2. Acceptable/Average information 
source 

3. Not a good information source 

4. Don’t know 

17.3  (162, 163) In your opinion, would a Concrete 
ring producer/Shop/seller/Enterprise be able to 
give trustworthy information about building or 
purchasing sanitation products? [Read options; 
select one]

1. Very good information source 

2. Acceptable/Average information 
source 

3. Not a good information source 

4. Don’t know 

17.4   In your opinion, would a Sales Agent be able to 
give trustworthy information about building or 
purchasing sanitation products? [Read options; 
select one]

1. Very good information source 

2. Acceptable/Average information 
source 

3. Not a good information source 

4. Don’t know 

17.5  (164) In your opinion, would a Government 
officer be able to give trustworthy information 
about building or purchasing sanitation prod-
ucts? [Read options; select one]

1. Very good information source 

2. Acceptable/Average information 
source 

3. Not a good information source 

4. Don’t know 

17.6  (165) In your opinion, would an NGO worker be 
able to give trustworthy information about build-
ing or purchasing sanitation products? [Read 
options; select one]
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1. Very good information source 

2. Acceptable/Average information 
source 

3. Not a good information source 

4. Don’t know 

17.7  In your opinion, would a Village chief be able to 
give trustworthy information about building or 
purchasing sanitation products? [Read options; 
select one]

1. Very good information source 

2. Acceptable/Average information 
source 

3. Not a good information source 

4. Don’t know 

XVIII. Awareness and Recall of Behaviour 
Change Messages - All

18.1  Have you ever been to a village meeting where 
latrines were being sold?

1. Yes  

2. No  

3. Don’t know 

18.2  Has a sales agent ever visited your home to tell 
your household about latrines you could pur-
chase?

1. Yes  

2. No  

3. Don’t know 

18.3  Has a village chief or another official ever visited 
your home to tell you about building a latrine?

1. Yes  

2. No  

3. Don’t know 

18.4  Have you ever heard or seen messages from your 
provincial or district government about the need 
for everyone to have a latrine?

1. Yes  

2. No  

3. Don’t know 

18.5  What can you recall that you saw or heard at the 
meeting or house visit? [DO NOT read options; 
check all that apply]

1. No/don’t remember  

2. Brochure/leaflet about latrine  

3. Dog and man poster  

4. I can start with a basic pit latrine 
and save my money to upgrade to 
pour-flush  

5. Cambodia is lagging behind  

6. The government says all house-
holds should have a latrine  

7. Calculate feces  

8. If I don’t have a latrine, I can get sick  

9. Other (specify)  

18.6  Have you seen this picture before? (show picture 
of dog and man)

1. Yes  

2. No  

3. Don’t know 

18.7  Have you seen this picture before? (show picture 
of “5 f diagram)

1. Yes  
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2. No  

3. Don’t know 

18.8  Have you seen this picture before? (show picture 
of faeces calculation)

1. Yes  

2. No  

3. Don’t know 

18.9  Have you seen this picture before? (show picture 
of latrine coverage graph)

1. Yes  

2. No  

3. Don’t know 

18.10  Have you seen this picture before? (show the 
“stop the diarrhea” logo)

1. Yes  

2. No  

3. Don’t know 
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Annex 4: Field Team 
Composition
List of RUPP Fieldwork and data entry Staff
No Name Sex Responsibility Location Number

1 Chap  Nimol M Field Supervisor Kg Cham 1

2 Heng Sitha M Field Supervisor Kg Speu & Kg Cham 1

3 Chan Narith M Field Supervisor Kg Speu & Kg Cham 1

4 Loeuk Savann M Data Entry Supervisor Kg Speu & Kg Cham 1

5 Mel Phanny M Ass. to Data Entry Supervisor Kg Speu & Kg Cham 1

6 Kem Sarom M Data Entry staff Kg Speu & Kg Cham 1

7 Chea Phanna M Data Entry staff Kg Speu & Kg Cham 1

8 Hok  Borin M Data Entry staff Kg Speu & Kg Cham 1

9 Cheng Peng Heak M Interviewer Kg Speu & Kg Cham 1

10 Huy Dalen F Interviewer Kg Speu & Kg Cham 1

11 Lek  Maly F Interviewer Kg Speu & Kg Cham 1

12 Soy  Kimly F Interviewer Kg Speu & Kg Cham 1

13 Duong Chanthou F Interviewer Kg Speu 1

14 Seng  Sokhak F Interviewer Kg Cham 1

15 Long  Sori M Interviewer Kg Speu & Kg Cham 1

16 Tep Chansophat M Interviewer Kg Speu & Kg Cham 1

17 Kim  Mavirak M Interviewer Kg Speu 1

18 Chet  Selavichet M Interviewer Kg Speu & Kg Cham 1

19 Chan  Sovanna M Interviewer Kg Speu & Kg Cham 1

TOTAL 19




