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Abstract: Investment in technical facilities by government alone is not enough to
meeting the challenge of providing adequate sanitation services in communities.
This study aimed at examining the effectiveness and challenges of the National
Sanitation Day (NSD) as a community participatory module towards environmental
sanitation in Aboabo, Ghana. Adopting a descriptive and inferential mixed method
design, 10 key informants were interviewed using purposive sampling and 180 study
participants using systematic sampling techniques. Result indicates an encouraging
number of participation during the NSD. Statistically, higher educational attainment
was a predictor of respondents’ participation in the exercise. Using respondents’
perception about the extent of environmental sanitation before the NSD exercise
and their perception about the current environmental sanitation as benchmarks for
assessing the programme’s effectiveness, the exercise was found to be ineffective.
In recommendation, if needs be that prominent people are invited to intermittently
grace the NSD exercise, their invitations should be to empower the local people to
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Investment in sanitation facilities by government
alone is not enough to meet the challenge of
waste management hence, the need to involve
the community. Though community participation
efforts were an integral component of Ghana’s
national rural programme in the 1990s, the
initiative waned over time. However, the cholera
outbreak in 2014, and other diseases resulting
from poor sanitation led to the declaration of
the first Saturday of every month as a National
Sanitation Day (NSD) by the government. Using
interviewer–administered questionnaire, the
inclusiveness, effectiveness and challenges of
the NSD were assessed. The knowledge base and
participation of respondents during the NSD were
high, though economic activities restricted others.
Given the importance of a clean environment
on socio-economic life and health, the author(s)
argue that community participation should
be recognised as an interaction, rather than a
coercion, which should be undertaken willingly so
as to reap its full potential.
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esteem the importance of the programme by making it their own rather than depending on their presence to increase patronage.
Subjects: Environmental Management; Motivation; Urban Geography; Environmental Geography
Keywords: environment; sanitation; environmental sanitation; community participation;
National Sanitation Day; Aboabo
1. Introduction
Environmental sanitation has been a topical issue drawing different views on ways to improve and
maintain proper sanitation in communities. The need for improving sanitation has been necessitated by population increase, industrialization, urbanization, the alteration of urban consumption pattern towards packaging and economic growth, resulting in an increase in solid waste (SW) generation
in developing countries (Dhokhikah, Trihadiningrum, & Sunaryo, 2015; Wahabu, Oduro-Kwarteng,
Monney, & Kotoka, 2014; Zhu, Asnani, Zurbrügg, Anapolsky, & Mani, 2008; Zurbrügg, 2002).
Poor sanitation resulting from the practice of widespread open defecation and indiscriminate
dumping of refuse have negative health and social impacts on communities with consequence of
diarrhoea and cholera (Kar, 2005). For a long time, planning of sanitation service provision consisted
of what came to be known as a “Top-Down” approach where the needs of communities were determined by well-meaning officials or political representatives at the central, regional, district and/or
municipal levels to the neglect of community members who are beneficiaries of the project. This
resulted in a poor maintenance of the services provided (Eawag, 2005).
Community participation was born out of the need of placing community members at the centre
of the planning process with regard to environmental sanitation. Minkler (2005) defines community
participation as a process brought about through social interactions expressed collectively, embedded in a community of place, and directed to the achievement of a specific task that is perceived to
lead to the betterment of the community. Communities remain economically and socially viable
when members of the community are involved in community projects (Taylor, Wilkinson, & Cheers,
2006).
Some notable community participatory approaches adopted to improve sanitation include the
household-centred environmental sanitation approach (HCES) and the community-led total sanitation approach (CLTS) which focused on community empowerment, rather than negotiated development (Eawag, 2005; Kar, 2005; Lüthi & Tilley, 2008).
Developed by the Environmental Sanitation Working Group of the Water Supply and Sanitation
Collaborative Council (WSSCC) in 2002, the HCES was targeted at providing stakeholders at every
level, but particularly at the household level and neighbourhood level, to have the opportunity to
participate in the planning, implementation and operation of the urban environmental sanitation
services (UESS) in an effort to achieving the Sustainable Development Goals. This process was adopted to help community members live healthy and productive lives and also to protect and restore the
natural environment (Eawag, 2005; Morel, Luethi, & Schertenleib, 2008).
Similarly, the CLTS involves facilitating a process to inspire and empower rural communities to
stop open defecation and to build and use latrines, without offering external subsidies to purchase
hardware such as pans and pipes (Kar, 2005). Countries where these approaches have been implemented and proved effective include Costa Rica, Burkina Faso, Kenya, Tanzania, Laos, Nepal and
Bangladesh (Kar, 2005; Morel et al., 2008).
Caring for the environment and ensuring cleanliness has been a traditional communal affair in
many sub-Saharan African countries, particularly Ghana, where all farming and other economic
Page 2 of 20

Abalo et al., Cogent Environmental Science (2017), 3: 1405888
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311843.2017.1405888

activities were halted and community members collectively weeded and cleaned both public places
as toilets, streets, markets, footpaths, as well as their private homes and compounds. These “communal labour” days were taken very serious by the rank and file, and even children had their part to
play by running errands and also helping to clean the “drop down” public toilets. Severe punishment
was meted out to members who deliberately refused to participate, including public ridicule (naming
and shaming), being made to pay a fine, or prohibiting access to a community facility (such as toilet
and water source) for a prescribed number of days.
However, the dawn of modernity has seen a roll back or erosion of most of these traditional mechanisms for safeguarding the environment, opening the floodgates for indiscriminate littering and
mountains of filth that we see all around us. It is estimated that the cost of poor sanitation to Ghana
every year is $290 million, representing 1.6% of the country’s Gross Domestic Product (Water &
Sanitation Program [WSP], 2012). Approximately 13,900 Ghanaian adults and 5,100 children under
five, die each year from diarrhoea, with nearly 90% of the deaths directly attributed to poor sanitation and hygiene. Although these figures are worrying and poses threat to the well-being of citizens
in the country, not much effort have been channelled to prevent the menace of sanitation related
diseases until the 2014 cholera outbreak where 17,000 cases and 150 deaths were recorded, the
worst ever, after the 1982 incidence in Ghana (Adubofour, Obiri-Danso, & Quansah, 2013; WSP,
2012).
It is against this backdrop that efforts to bring back the communal spirit and inculcate a sense of
environmental awareness into the citizenry should be lauded by all. The government of Ghana,
through the Ministry of Local Government and Rural Development (MIGRD), invoked the traditional
communal spirit of collectively taking care of the environment through the institution of the National
Sanitation Day (NSD) as a means of ensuring environmental cleanliness and dealing with the filth
that has engulfed most parts of the country, especially urban areas. The NSD was earmarked on the
first Saturday of every month to remove heaps of garbage at all refuse dumping sites across the
country, and to educate the populace on sorting techniques (Ministry of Local Government & Rural
Development [MLGRD], 2014).
In the initial stages of its implementation, the NSD were held up as a “game changer” in the ongoing sanitation albatross, amid much fun fare and publicity. Community members enthusiastically
teamed up with their elected representatives, waste management companies and opinion leaders
to rid their surroundings of filth. This led to a cautious conclusion that the nation’s challenge with
environmental sanitation would soon be over if the momentum of the community approach was
sustained. However, what started on a very bright note soon began losing its steam. The enthusiasm
and fervor that greeted the exercise has waned down considerably, while participation and commitment have dwindled, pointing to an imminent dissipation of the spirit and purpose of the activity.
In the Aboabo Township, the outbreak of sanitation related diseases such as 171 typhoid cases in
2015 and diarrhoea, malaria and intestinal worm infections; 163, 174 and 47 cases, respectively, in
the first quarter of 2016 are worrying and needs addressing (Asokore Mampong Municipal Health
Directorate Report, 2016). These infections may have a negative toll on the economic activities of
the Municipality, specifically, the study communities whose active labour force are involved in petty
trading and other commercial activities.
Although various works have been undertaken with regard to sanitation improvement in the
Ghana (Adubofour, 2010; Adubofour et al., 2013; Dakpallah, 2011), none of these ascertained the
effectiveness of the NSD as a community participation module towards environmental sanitation. It
is in this regard that this study seeks to assess the effectiveness of the NSD as a community participatory approach towards environmental sanitation and its associated challenges using the case of
the Aboabo communities within the Asokore Mampong Municipality. Within the broad objective of
the study, the author(s) seeks to find out whether respondents’ demographic characteristics influence their participation during the NSD.
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In as much as government institutions are tasked with keeping the environment clean, the role of
community members towards environmental sanitation, with regard to their attitude, cannot be
underestimated. A person’s attitude towards the environment has a significant influence on his or
her behaviour. The interaction between man’s behaviour and the social environment creates a conflict referred to as cognitive dissonance theory (Festinger, 1957). The theory explains the perceived
inconsistency between one’s behaviour and attitudes. It looks at why individuals get involved in
negative activities amidst their knowledge of its consequences (Eagly & Chaiken, 2007; Festinger,
1957; Kassarjian & Cohen, 1965). Applying this theory to examine why people continue to smoke
amidst their knowledge on hazards of smoking, Kassarjian and Cohen (1965) found that smokers
justify their continued smoking by eliminating their responsibility for their behaviour; denying, distorting, misperceiving or minimizing the degree of health hazard involved and selectively drawing
out information that reduces the inconsistency of the smoker’s behaviour. To have a systematic and
inclusive framework that articulates an in-depth understanding of how personal attitude impact on
participation towards environmental sanitation, Festinger (1957) theory of cognitive dissonance was
adopted to guide the study.

1.1. Literature review
The world’s cities continue to experience population growth at a rate that far exceeds their absorptive capacity in terms of conventional sanitation infrastructure and environmental protection
(United Nations Population Fund [UNFPA], 2007). This situation is compounded by the inability of
governmental agencies to meet the corresponding waste generation associated with population
growth through the provision of basic environmental services (Tukahirwa, Mol, & Oosterveer, 2010).
Moreover, the challenge of sanitation service delivery results from the fact that many poor urban
residents live in the unplanned and underserved informal settlements commonly known as slums.
The United Nations Joint Monitoring Programme (UN JMP) report exemplifies the situation of poor
sanitation services among the world’s urban population. The report indicated that the urban population without access to improved sanitation will increase from 661 million (2006) to 898 million
(2015) (UN JMP, 2008).
Though poor urban sanitation issue continues to be difficult for policy-makers, and presents great
challenge in the development of integrated solutions for managing a variety of waste streams
(Tilley, Atwater, & Mavinic, 2008), most of the interventions undertaken to reduce this canker are
often implemented without consultation or participation of stakeholders and beneficiaries (Eawag,
2005; Rosemarin et al., 2008). Despite this trend, a number of recent initiatives have been embarked
upon, focusing on motivating community involvement and encouraging appropriate technology
geared towards environmental sanitation (Atkinson, 2007; Smith, 2006). These initiatives are collectively termed as community participation. It is argued that communities are able to raise more
resources, achieve more result and develop a more holistic and more beneficial way when their citizens and partners engage in developmental activities (Ton & Patrick, 2003). Nance (2004) described
the concept of community participation as the involvement in and contributions to a project by individual residents, households and the community as a whole. Undeniably, a high level of involvement
in mobilization often signals a strong demand for a project and environmental sanitation is no exception (Nance & Ortolano, 2007). Bill (2007) articulates that participation carries with the feelings
of ownership, and builds a strong base for intervention in the community.
Consequently, Nance and Ortolano (2007) discovered in their Brazilian study that the form of participation as well as community influence are key roles to ensuring the smooth implementation and
execution of sanitation services. Commenting on how this is achieved, they outlined four forms of
participation which are associated with various project outcomes and also helps to efficiently manage the task involved in taking a project from conception to operation. These forms of participation
are: planning, design, construction and maintenance. The planning process is also known as the
mobilization stage. The focus of this stage is to bring community members together so that the cost
and benefit, in terms of improved health and sanitation, of the project could be explained to them.
Hence, a high turn-out at this stage is considered as an indication of goodwill for the project (Sara &
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Katz, 1997). In effect, this stage focuses primarily on fostering support for the project by creating
awareness among community members and also provides a platform for them to air their needs and
preferences concerning the project (Nance & Ortolano, 2007). The next form of participation, design,
incorporates the insights and local knowledge of community members into the project. Thus, this
stage is described as the participation in decision-making. Specifically, this stage examines the receptive capacity of residents to the project implementation. Since each community participation initiative is targeted at making community members identify with the project, incorporating their local
knowledge in the decision-making process helps to strengthen the projects’ success (Nance, 2004).
Significantly too, whereas the participation in construction contributes to reducing project cost and
brings about a sense of ownership among the participants, participation in maintenance looks at the
regular and timely preservation of the project to ensure its success. Together, participation in construction and maintenance is assessed based on the amount of time, money, tools, materials and
labour contributed by the beneficiaries of the project. Moreover, at these stages, the role played by
sanitation agencies can potentially lead to better cost recovery, higher connection rates and reduce
the risk of ill health since the quality of construction and maintenance work performed by residents
may not be high (Nance & Ortolano, 2007).
The concept of participation in all developmental activities is certainly not a new one. The concept
emerged out of the recognition of the limitations of top-down development approaches. The limitation led to a shift towards participatory research and planning methods by communities. Proponents
in the participatory approach are Fritz Schumacher with his seminal work “Small is Beautiful” (1976)
and Robert Chambers, the father of participatory rural appraisal (Chambers, 1983). That notwithstanding, the past decade witnessed the benefits associated with participation in development
which was described as participatory development (Lawrence, 2006). Different studies have examined the concept of community participation from varying angles. For instance, Nance and Ortolano
(2007) examined the concept of participation more carefully by distinguishing among forms of participation in Northeastern Brazil, community participation in rural water projects (Ishaku & Majid,
2010; Isham & Kahkonen, 1999; Narayan, 1995; Ostrom, 1992; Prokopy, 2002, 2005; Sara & Katz,
1997; Wade, 1988) and from other public service sectors where the concept of participation may be
viewed as a form of “co-production” (Brudney & England, 1983; Levine, 1984; Percy, 1984; Sundeen,
1985). Community participation has also been identified as a key factor for attaining the goal of solid
waste management (SWM) (Chung & Poon, 2001; Kamara, 2006; Sukhor, Mohammed, Sani, & Awang,
2011; World Bank, 2004) and plays an important role in achieving SW management in developing
countries (Dhokhikah & Trihadiningrum, 2012; Mongkolnchaiarunya, 2005; Zurbrügg, Drescher,
Patel, & Sharatchandra, 2004). In these countries, the human resource holds potential for development and is useful in sanitation services (Dhokhikah et al., 2015).
Aside the above studies, the notable community participatory modules towards environmental
sanitation are the HCES and CLTS approaches which have been examined thoroughly in other studies (Kar, 2005; Lüthi, McConville, & Kvarnström, 2010). Hamdi and Goethert (1997) describes the
HCES approach as a communicative planning framework that focuses on participatory, bottom-up
methodologies where planners solicit the participation of a variety of stakeholders in a democratic
planning process. The approach proffer solutions from storage to transport to treatment and disposal/re-use of municipal waste (Lüthi, Schertenleib, & Tilley, 2007). Notable countries where this
approach have been implemented and proved successful include the Hatsady Tai Village, Vientiane
and Tanzania (Lüthi et al., 2010). The CLTS was initiated in Bangladesh in 1999, as an innovative
methodology for eliminating open defecation (Evans, Colin, & Jones, 2009; Kar, 2005; MoLG, 2005).
CLTS uses a participatory approach to empower local communities to stop open defecation and
promote the building and use of latrines through community-led action instead of subsidies. The
approach has been lauded for its especially in rural communities (Kar & Chambers, 2008). Areas
where the approach has been successful include rural South and South-east Asian, Southern Region
of Ethiopia (WSP, 2007) and Kolkata, India (Stockholm Environment Institute [SEI], 2008).
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In the Ghanaian context, different responses have been initiated by individuals and governments
at keeping its cities clean. Government agencies in charge of sanitation activities provide skips and
dustbins at vantage points so that refuse would be disposed of by community members. Later, the
pay-as-you-dump (PAYD) policy was introduced. Repetto, Dower, Jenkins, and Geoghegan (1992)
stated that: “fixed fee charged for waste disposal would serve as an incentive for respondents to
reduce the amount of waste they generate”. Skumatz (1996) also described the PAYD policy as a
mechanism put in place by city governments to make residents responsible for the waste they generate by charging them based on the quantity of waste they disposed of. However, the rapid springing up and sprawling of urban communities has reduced the effectiveness of these waste
management policies. This is evidenced from the mounting filth on the streets of urban communities, left to be attended to by sanitation agencies in the community. The recent response to the fight
against poor environmental sanitation is the advent of the NSD which was declared in response to
the 2014 cholera outbreak in the country. In line with the forms of participation outlined by Nance &
Ortolano, it can be said that the NSD adheres to all the four forms. Though the programme had not
been in existence for long, the Millennium Development Goal (MDG) report in 2015 revealed that the
country ranked very poorly on the global environmental sanitation ladder: the country was pronounced the seventh dirtiest in the world, having slipped from the tenth position (MDG, 2015). This
results from the mounting garbage or filth disposal and poor sanitation services in especially the
urban areas (WHO & UNICEF, 2015).
Though the benefits of community participation in developmental activities have been largely
lauded, the concept is not without some challenges. Dukeshire and Thurlow (2002) indicated that, it
is important for communities to understand that government also faces barriers and challenges that
can hinder its progress in responding to and recognizing the priorities of developmental issues in
communities, and environmental sanitation is no exception. Some of the challenges outlined by
Dukeshire include; lack of understanding of the policy process; lack of community resources and lack
of access to information. Also, Nour (2011) posited that community participation in densely populated areas with little social consistency and a low level of popular organisation could pose as a
challenge to participation efforts.

2. Materials and methods
2.1. Study area context
The study was conducted at Aboabo, an urban slum settlement within the Asokore Mampong
Municipal Assembly in the Ashanti Region of Ghana. Aboabo, which is actually made up of two communities, Aboabo No.1 and No. 2 (with the two communities being contiguous with each other) used
to be part of the Kumasi Metropolitan Assembly until 2012. Other notable communities that fall
within Asokore Mampong Municipality are Adukrom, Akurem, Asokore Mampong, Sawaba, Asawasi,
New Zongo, Sepe-Tinpom and Akwatialine. Figure shows the study area in the municipality (Ghana
Statistical Service [GSS], 2010).
The Municipality covers a total land area of 23.91 km2 and lies within latitude 6°42′North:
1°34′West: 6.700°North and 1.567°West. The municipality shares boundaries with the Kumasi
Metropolitan Assembly to the East, South and West, Kwabre East Municipal to the North-West and
Ejisu-Juabeng Municipal Assembly to the South-East. The Municipality has a total population of
304,815 (GSS, 2010). Aboabo was chosen because of it being a beneficiary of the Urban Environmental
Sanitation Project I and Component II of the same project (UESP I and II), as well as the Urban
Poverty Reduction Project (UPRP) which sort to address sanitation infrastructure challenges in the
communities (Dakpallah, 2011). However, though the community had benefited immensely from
these projects, Aboabo is still beset with poor waste management practices due to indiscriminate
disposal of refuse into gutters, on the road side and backyards which breeds sanitation related diseases such as diarrhoea, malaria, intestinal worm and typhoid among others (Asokore Mampong
Municipal Health Directorate Report, 2016) (See Figure 1 for the Map of the study area within the
Municipality).
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Figure 1. Map of study area
in the Asokore Mampong
municipal assembly.

2.2. Sampling design, and data collection
The study was undertaken from September 2015 to June 2016. However, the period of data collection spanned from January to March 2016 on the days when the sanitation exercise was embarked
upon (first Saturday of each Month). Prior to the period of data collection, the authors visited the
communities for familiarization, and interacted with the Assemblymen of the two communities. This
was necessary as the authors needed the permission of these prominent personnel’s for entry into
the two communities. During the period of familiarization, the authors also took transient walks to
ascertain the extent of cleanliness of the communities. This exercise was instrumental in designing
the research instrument which was used during the data collection process.
During the three month period, both probability and non-probability sampling methods were used
to select a total of 190 respondents for the study. From the 190 participants, 180 household respondents were chosen from Aboabo No. 1 and No. 2, whereas the remaining 10 participants constituted the key informants in the study prefecture. Being one of the first empirical studies focused on
the effectiveness of the NSD as a community participatory approach since its inception in 2014, the
authors arbitrarily sampled 180 respondents from different households to serve as a basis for future
studies on the NSD programme. It is important to note that, the homogeneity of the study participants allows for smaller sample sizes which are representative of the total population since it assumes equal expected value and variance (Business Advocay Network, n.d.; Chambers & Clark,
2012). Moreover, the sample was representative as the χ2 test of homogeneity conducted between
gender and the other demographic variables was significant (p < 0.05). That notwithstanding, a minimum sample of 70 is considered large enough for any statistical analysis (Bryman, 2001). The absence of a coherent house numbering system made it difficult to employ simple random sampling
technique. Thus, on the field, systematic sampling was adopted, whereby every fifth house was entered and one adult (male or female aged 18 years and above) was contacted. In a situation where
an identified person in a particular house refused to participate, another person in the same house
was chosen for replacement. In each community, the procedure continued until the total number
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allocated for it was exhausted. Thus, 90 participants from Aboabo No. 1 and No. 2, making a total of
180 respondents, took part in the study.
In addition to the survey sample, purposive sampling was used to select the 10 key informants
from key sectors in the Municipality. These were: Environmental Health and Sanitation Officer of the
Asokore-Mampong Municipal Assembly (AMMA)-1, one official from Zoomlion Ghana Limited, the
Assemblymen of the two Aboabo communities, three Unit Committee members each from the two
communities.
Standardized questionnaires were used to elicit responses from the survey sample. To avoid the
problem of non-response created by low reading and writing abilities, the questionnaires were interviewer–administrated, making the process pass as structured interview or interview schedule. Thus,
the questions were read in the local dialect, Asante Twi, and the responses recorded on the question
paper. However, in a few instances, respondents who could read and write insisted on filling the
questionnaires themselves. Issues covered included personal and household characteristics, awareness of the NSD, extent of participation, and consequences and reasons for non-participation. As
regards the extent of participation, respondents were queried: “Have you ever heard of the NSDs?”
The options provided were: (a) yes (b) no. Those who have heard about the NSD were asked to explain what they know about it. Respondents were further quizzed: “Have you ever participated in any
of the NSDs in the last 12 months?” with the same options: (a) yes (b) no. Those who do not participate were asked: “What prevents you from partaking part?” The options provided were: (a) busy
work schedule (b) not aware of such exercises (c) sickness (d) apathy on the part of the community
members (e) inadequate tools to work with (f) inadequate communication and information (g) insufficient equipment for the cleanups. In an attempt to ascertain the seriousness attached to the NSD,
the researchers asked whether any punishment were meted out to non-participants: “What normally happens to people who refuse to participate in the community clean up exercises?” The options provided were: (a) nothing is done to them (b) they are punished/pay fines (c) they are arrested
and cautioned.
Data from the key informants was obtained by means of semi-structured interviews to avoid time
loss and the problem of call-backs. Data from the final leg of respondents, the Assemblymen and the
unit committee members, was obtained by means of in-depth interviews using a checklist. The list
contained items spanning community attitudes towards environmental cleanliness and sanitation.
The use of these qualitatively inclined approaches afforded the opportunity to clarify some of the
issues raised in the survey. Interviews were conducted with the Environmental Health and Sanitation
Officer and the Sanitation officer of Zoomlion Ghana in their respective offices at their convenience.
The interviews were audio-taped and lasted for 40 min. Responses from the interviews were transcribed verbatim and presented through direct quotes.

2.3. Measure of NSD programme effectiveness
In order to estimate the effectiveness of the NSD, respondents’ perception about the extent of environmental sanitation before the NSD exercise and their perception about the current environmental
sanitation were used as benchmarks. For respondents’ perception about the extent of environmental sanitation before the NSD exercise, the options provided were: “don’t know, very clean, clean,
filthy, very filthy”. Respondents were asked: What is your perception about the sanitary condition of
the community before the NSD exercise? As regards the respondents’ perception about the current
environmental sanitation, the following variables were used as indicators: “highly improved, improved, worsened, significantly worsened, no change”. The specific question asked for this indicator
was: What is your idea about the current environmental sanitation in the community? For the two
indicators, a minimum higher rating of either “very filthy, filthy or both” for the sanitary condition of
the community before the NSD exercise, and a further minimum higher rating of either “highly improved, improved or both” for the current sanitary condition of the community were regarded as
proof of the programme’s effectiveness. However, a higher response for description of the postsanitary condition before the NSD exercise as either “filthy, very filthy or both” and either “worsened,
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significantly worsened or both, and no change” for the current sanitary condition of the community
were considered as indicators of the programme’s ineffectiveness

2.4. Data analysis
The field data were first subjected to checks and editing for consistency and validation. The quantitative data was entered into the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) version 16.0 and analysed with the aid of descriptive analysis using counts, frequencies, tables and percentages from
which patterns and trends were inferred and used to form the basis of the analysis. Also binary logistic regression model was used to tease out the influencing demographic factors on respondents’
participation during the NSD exercise. In this case, participation during the NSD exercise was the
dependent variable, whereas respondents’ demographic characteristics were the independent variables. Participation during the NSD in the last 12 months preceding the survey was captured in the
dependent variable box of the binary logit model, whereas the demographic variables were captured
in the covariates box. All the demographic variables were captured in the covariate section and the
first responses selected under the categorical section as the reference point with which other responses were compared to. The 95% confidence interval [CI] and the Hosmer and Lemeshow test
were selected in the options section, whereas “enter” was maintained under the Method option to
allow the step-by-step outcome of each variable been tested. A value of p < 0.05 means the measure is not a good fit, whereas a value of p > 0.05 is an indication of a good fit for the Hosmer and
Lemeshow test. The qualitative data were transcribed verbatim and presented through direct quotes
and linked to the requisite quantitative analysis, for better enlightenment. Besides, the primary data
was supplemented with secondary information in the form of journal articles, unpublished thesis,
and other official documents provided for by the Asokore Mampong Municipal Assembly.

3. Results
3.1. Sample characteristics
The background characteristics of the respondents are presented in Table 1. There were more male
(58%) than female (42%) participants. In all, most respondents (86%) were youthful in nature, within the age cohort of ≤ 41, schooled up to the basic level (48%) and 13% having no education at all.
The average household size was 2, unemployed (12%), students (28%) and employed (60%), with
(50%) in the informal sector comprising of petty traders and artisanal economic ventures. This low
level of educational attainment is actually mirrored by the low percentage of the study sample
working in the formal sector (11%).

3.2. Community participation
3.2.1. Knowledge and awareness of the NSD
Generally, respondents were aware of the NSD as a module for improving sanitation in their communities. In view of this, 98% of the respondents described the NSD as the first Saturday of every
month set aside for community members to clean their community in order to avoid diseases.
Meanwhile, some 2% of the sample had no idea of the existence of the exercise. These responses
show that with the exception of a few study participants who were not aware of the NSD, the majority are adequately informed about the exercise.
On the mode of organization for the exercise, majority (72%) of the respondents mentioned that
announcement was made on the local radio station days before the exercise comes off. Others
(22%) indicated that they were mostly informed through word of mouth by the assemblymen and
members of the unit committee, whilst 7% participated in the exercise based on their own initiative
(see Table 2). This indicates that without the involvement of the local radio station in disseminating
information on the NSD to the participants, indulgence during the exercise would be low.
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Table 1. Background characteristics of study participants
N = 180

Percent (%)

Male

104

57.8

Female

76

42.2

18–25

40

22.2

26–33

81

45

34–41

34

18.9

42–49

17

9.4

50+

8

4.5

None

24

13.3

Primary

31

17.2

Middle/J.S.S/J.H.S

56

31.1

Secondary/Technical/Vocational

42

23.3

Training College/University

27

15.0

Variables
Gender

Age

Level of education

Household size
Mean

2.3

Minimum

1

Maximum

7

Occupation
Unemployed

72

40

Petty trader

55

30.5

Artisan/Craftsmanship

34

18.9

Civil servant/Public servant

19

10.6

Table 2. NSD related knowledge and mode of organisation
Variables

Frequency

Percent (%)

176

97.78

Knowledge on NSD
Cleanup exercise on the first Saturday of every month to avoid disease
No idea

4

2.22

180

100.0

Community radio/FM

129

71.6

Personal contact/word of mouth by Assembly members

39

21.7

Total
Mode of organisation

Self-initiative

12

6.7

Total

180

100.0

Commenting on the mode of organising respondents for the exercise, a member of the unit committee (MUC) mentioned that they either reach out to the participants in person, through the local
radio station and/or at the mosque (Muslim’s place of worship).
We reached out to the community members through personal contact by the organisers,
through the local radio station in the community and the mosque. Basically, we reached out
to them by word of mouth. [MUC, Aboabo No. 2]
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3.2.2. Participation during NSD
As to whether respondents participated during the clean-up exercise, 65% confirmed their indulgence during the exercise whereas 35% do not participate. Regarding the rate of participation, 41%
said they sometimes participate during the exercise, 32% participate in the exercise whenever it is
organised, whereas 26% participate most of the time (see Table 3).
The following quote confirms the respondents claim on the frequency of participation.
Participation has been encouraging and increases from time to time. This was due to
the presence of prominent personalities who visited our community during the clean-up
exercises. [MUC, Aboabo No. 2]
The turnout was not what we expected or projected but we record increase in numbers
when a prominent personality is coming to grace the activity. [Assemblyman, Aboabo No. 1]
As regard the activities undertaken during the exercise, 45% of the respondents swept the street
and markets, 19% de-silted clogged gutters and 25% cleaned public places of convenience (see
Table 4).
The following quote confirms the respondents’ claim.
Mostly we cleaned the community by sweeping the streets and de-silt gutters. However,
attention is paid to other activities such as cleaning the households and fumigating the
gutters. [MUC, Aboabo No. 1]
Activities undertaken during the NSD ranged from de-silting choked gutters, sweeping the
streets and fumigating gutters. [Assemblyman, Aboabo No. 2]
The gutters were de-silted, we swept the streets and fumigated the gutters during the cleanup exercises. [Senior Operations Officer, Zoomlion Ghana Limited]
The community members clean the streets, de-silt choked gutters, clean-up the market
places and also fumigate the gutters [Principal Environmental Health and Sanitation
Assistant of AMMA].

3.2.3. Challenges to participation
Various reasons were ascribed for non-participation during the NSD exercise. Insufficient equipment
recorded (27%), busy work schedule (26%), poor and non-patriotic attitude towards the NSD (22%)
and inadequate communication (18%). Most respondents are not able to partake in the exercise due
to their work schedule which usually coincides with the NSD. This could be inferred from the

Table 3. Attitude towards the NSD
Frequency

Percent (%)

117

65

Participation
Yes
No

63

35

Total

180

100.0

Always

57

31.7

Most of the time

47

26.1

Sometimes

74

41.1

Never

2

1.1

Total

180

100.0

Frequency of participation
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Table 4. Activities undertaken during the NSD exercise
Activities undertaken

Frequency

Percent (%)

Sweeping of streets and markets

82

45.5

De-silting of choked gutters

34

18.9

Weeding of streets, markets and other public places

19

10.6

Cleaning of public places of convenience

45

25

Total

180

100.0

Table 5. Reasons for non-participation in NSD
Challenges

Frequency

Percent (%)

Busy work schedule

32

26

Forgot and already preoccupied

27

21.9

Inadequate communication and information

22

17.9

Pressing economic needs

8

6.5

Insufficient equipment

34

27.6

Total

123

100

occupational background of the study participants where majority (31%) was petty traders whose
businesses flourish during the weekends (see Table 5).
The following quotes throw more light on the reason for non-participation during the NSD.
The contributing factor to the problem of sanitation is apathy. You know that education is
low in the communities, so community members do not really appreciate the importance
of having a clean environment thus, the practice of disposing of refuse into open drains and
practicing open defecation. [Senior Operations Officer of Zoomlion Ghana Limited]
Currently, we have twelve communal containers or skips in the community which
are situated at vantage points. They are not enough considering the size of the two
communities. However, we are working on adding more to the existing number. [Senior
Operations Officer of Zoomlion Ghana Limited]

3.2.4. Punishment for non-participation
As regards whether respondents are punished for their non-participation during the NSD, majority
(90%) said that nothing is done to them. However, few of the study participants indicated that nonparticipants are made to pay fines (7%) and/or cautioned (2%). The majority’s view was buttressed
by the key informants.
Nothing was done to those who do not participate in clean-up exercises. Especially in the
market, the best we could do was to ensure that their shops were locked till the activity was
over. The surprising thing was, the shop owners would come to the market alright but would
close their shops and wait for us to clean the market. They open the shops when we are
done cleaning. [Senior Operation Officer of Zoomlion Ghana Limited]
Although there are bye-laws in Ghana which enjoins us to partake in sanitation activities,
people do not partake during the exercise and nothing was done to them. We tried to
educate those who are closer to us on the need to keep their environment clean because it is
all about us. [MUC, Aboabo No. 1]
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3.2.5. Effectiveness of the NSD exercise
In accordance with the study objective, the effectiveness of the NSD was assessed based on two
distinct indicators: respondents’ perception about the extent of environmental sanitation before the
NSD exercise and their perception about the current environmental sanitation. Table 6 presents the
result for the indicators. Whereas about 38% of the respondents’ described the post-sanitary condition before the NSD exercise in a positive light (very clean/clean; 37.8%), some 54% described it as
grubby (filthy/very filthy; 53.9%). Likewise, whereas 40% opined that the current sanitary condition
of the community have been made better (highly improved/improved; 40%), some 48% posited that
the situation have degenerated (worsened/significantly worsened; 48.3%). Relatively, majority of
the respondents posited that the poor sanitary condition (filthy/very filthy) of the community have
become worse (worsened/significantly worsened) though the NSD is still ongoing.

3.2.6. Predictors of respondents participation in NSD exercise
The results of the binary logistic regression analysis of the unadjusted predictors of community
member’s participation during NSD are presented in Table 7. Factors that predict individual’s participation in the NSD were: gender, age, level of education and major occupation. Though females were
less likely than males to participate during the NSD, the relationship was insignificant (OR = 0.911;
95% CI [0.432–1.923]; p = 0.807). As regards educational status, participants with primary education
(OR = 0.101; 95% CI = [0.325–1.814]; p = 0.546) and first degrees (OR = 0.171; 95% CI = [0.033–
0.880]; p = 0.035) had odds of engaging in the exercise than those with no formal education. The
odds of participating in the NSD was about 24% among respondents who were artisans than those
who were unemployed (OR = 0.239; 95% CI = [0.075–0.761]; p = 0.015).
Using the Nagelkerke R2 from the summary result, it is concluded that though the type of occupation and respondents educational background significantly predict one’s participation during the
NSD exercise, only 21.1% explains the variation outcome. Since the pseudo R2 value is not close to
one, the strength of association between the dependent and independent variables are not strong
enough. Hence, the model has a 0.211 measure of success of predicting the dependent variable
from the independent variables (Nagelkerke, 1991). Moreover, the Hosmer and Lemeshow test value, p = 0.434 (<.05), buttresses the result of the Nagelkerke R2 result (Table 8).

Table 6. Measuring the effectiveness of the NSD exercise
Indicators for effectiveness

N = 180 (%)

Perception about environmental sanitation before the NSD exercise
Don’t know
Very clean

15 (8.3)
18 (10)

Clean

50 (27.8)

Filthy

61 (33.9)

Very filthy

36 (20)

Perception about current environmental sanitation
Highly Improved

14 (7.8)

Improved

58 (32.2)

Worsened

58 (32.2)

Significantly worsened

29 (16.1)

No change

21 (11.7)
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Table 7. Binary logistic regression of predictors of community member’s participation during
National Sanitation Days [NSD]
Participation during the National Sanitation
Day in the last 12 months
Covariate

OR

95.0% [C.I.]

p-Value

0.432–1.923

0.807

0.325–1.814

0.546

Gender
Male

1

Female

0.911

Age
18–25

1

26–33

0.767

0.855

34–41

1.134

0.313–4.112

0.848

42–49

0.522

0.119–2.287

0.388

50+

0.631

0.064–6.196

0.693

Level of Education
None

1

0.010

Primary

0.101

0.024–0.425

0.002*

Middle/J.S.S/J.H.S

0.567

0.167–1.925

0.363

Secondary/Technical/Vocational

0.312

0.080–1.216

0.093

Training College/University

0.171

0.033–0.880

0.035*

Major occupation
Unemployed

1

Petty trader

0.387

0.135–1.109

0.077

0.040

Artisan/craftsmanship

0.239

0.075–0.761

0.015*

Civil servant/public servant

0.857

0.233–3.148

0.816

Student

0.714

0.246–2.072

0.536

Notes: OR = Odds ratio; CI = Confidence interval—unadjusted for other explanatory variables in the table
* < 0.05

Table 8. Model summary for binary logistic regression
Model summary

Test result

Hosmer and Lemeshow test

0.434

Nagelkerke R

0.211

2

4. Discussion
This is one of the first current surveys assessing the effectiveness of the NSD as a community participatory module toward improved environmental sanitation in Ghana. Studies have been carried out
in developing countries to access the participation of community members towards improved environmental sanitation (Eawag, 2005; Kar, 2005; Lüthi & Tilley, 2008; Morel et al., 2008). To contribute
to this debate in the Ghanaian context, the current study has detailed the contribution of community members towards improved environmental sanitation. The participants’ description of the NSD
as the first Saturday of every month set aside for the citizenry to clean their communities concurs
with the declaration by the MLGRD. This high response rate is consistent with findings by Shrestha
(2011) in Nepal where awareness on environmental sanitation by community members increased
participation during cleanup exercise. The study found information sharing as an effective tool in
mobilizing the study participants for the NSD. On the one hand, participants’ mentioned the community radio and the use of the print media as means of gathering them for the exercise. This is in
agreement other findings (Dhokhikah et al., 2015; Hotta & Aoki-Suzuki, 2014; Ramayah, Lee, & Lim,
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2012; Salequzzaman & Stocker, 2001; Sukhor et al., 2011) where information about environmental
sanitation disseminated through the media were effective in mobilizing the citizenry for cleanup
exercises. On the other hand, respondents’ were organised through personal contact. This could be
attributed to the cordial relationship that exists among the Assemblymen, members of the unit
committee and members of the study community. This stems from the fact that, prior to their election as Assemblymen, the communities have been their place of abode and as such, have developed
a rapport with community members. Moreover, the Assemblymen and members of the unit committee always meet majority of the citizenry at their place of worship, the Mosque, due to the Islamic
setting of the community.
Moreover, the study found among the general population in Aboabo a high indulgence in the NSD
which was largely influenced by the presence of prominent personalities who grace the occasion.
Though the high turn-out is good, this is a challenge that needs to be critically observed and addressed since participation during the exercise could drastically reduce in the absence of these personalities. NSD participation rate is comparable to findings of other studies in Asia, Central and Latin
America and East and West Africa where majority of community members participated in keeping
their surroundings clean (Eawag, 2005; Kar, 2005; Lüthi & Tilley, 2008; Minkler, 2005; Morel et al.,
2008; Shrestha, 2011; Taylor et al., 2006). However, it is important to note that an increased participation helps communities remain economically and socially viable when community members are
involved in community project (Taylor et al., 2006). This is due to the explicit link between participation and community benefit, that is, an improvement in environmental sanitation that would help
promote a hygienic environment for the survival and growth of community members and the nation
as a whole.
Respondents disposed of refuse indiscriminately and showed little concern to the sanitation of
their environment as they openly threw rubbish into open drains as well as practiced “wrap and
throw”(the act of defecating into polythene bags and dumping them in the environment). This attitude displayed by the respondents correspond to the theory of cognitive dissonance (Eagly &
Chaiken, 2007; Festinger, 1957; Kassarjian & Cohen, 1965) which explains the inconsistency that a
person perceives between one’s behaviour and attitudes. That is, the theory examines why people
continue to undertake activities which are injurious to their health and the environment despite their
knowledge of it.
As part of their participation, sweeping of the street and markets recorded the highest percentages followed by cleaning of public places of convenience and de-silting of clogged gutters. These
responses were consistent with the objective for the institution of the NSD by the MLGRD (2014).
Meanwhile, busy work schedule, apathy, inadequate tools to work with, pressing economic needs,
indiscipline and insufficient equipment for the clean-up exercise were factors that limited respondent’s continuous participation in the exercise. Apathy, lack of sanitation equipment, inadequate
communication and information as limiting factors for non-participation are consistent other studies (Grodzińska-Jurczak, Tarabuła, & Read, 2003; Robinson & Read, 2005; Shaw, Lyas, Maynard, & van
Vugt, 2007; Singhirunnusorn, Donlakorn, & Kaewhanin, 2012; Water and Sanitation for the Urban
Poor [WSUP], 2013) where apathy towards recycling and lack of public awareness deterred members
of communities from participating in sanitation activities. These factors could be attributed to the
lack of commitment of community members towards the NSD. As indicated earlier, some respondents’ close their shops, wait till the exercise is over and then open the shop. Similarly, the fact that
no punishment were meted out for non-participation in the exercise is enough incentive for respondent’s to sit aloof whilst the exercise is being undertaken using the lack of sanitation equipment and
inadequate communication and information as a front to cover for their lackadaisical attitude.
Moreover, busy work schedules and pressing economic needs were also articulated by the respondents as reasons for non-participation. Similar concerns have been raised elsewhere (McDonalds
& Oates, 2003; Momoh & Oladebeye, 2010; Schultz, Oskamp, & Mainieri, 1995). These bottlenecks
could be explained by the predominant economic activity, petty trading, engaged in by respondents
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in the municipality as well as the proximity of the community to the Central Business District (CBD).
Petty traders in the community have their peak sale on Saturdays which coincide with the day set
aside for the NSD. More importantly, the extent of apathy displayed by the citizenry to most publicspirited but populist interventions could be expressed in the disdainfully mocking statement “Yate
abre”, in the local Akan dialect, which is interpreted to mean “We’ve heard similar things before,
nothing came out of them. (This one too will not work), so stop disturbing us”. With such shrugs they
signal the death knell to well-intentioned propositions, just because it infringes on their zones of
comfort.
Albeit, no punishment was meted out for non-participation in the exercise. No policies and measures were put in place to deter respondents from non-participation. Shrestha (2011) observed in a
regional study of Nepal that despite being aware of the importance of keeping proper sanitation,
community members were reluctant to take initiatives themselves and no punishment was meted
out to them. These responses agrees with Minkler (2005) who found that community participation
was first and foremost about community benefit, arising spontaneously, and embedded in community narratives that supported it. Thus, forcing people to participate in developmental project downplays the essence of community participation. Hence, for community participation to be sustainable
it must be spontaneous and not a coercion where non-participants are punished.
An overview of participants’ responses based on the benchmark provided for measuring the effectiveness of the NSD exercise was quite interesting. It can be concluded that participants within
the study prefecture viewed the exercise as being ineffective in achieving its core mandate. Perhaps,
given the fact that increased participation in the exercise was mostly dependent on the occasional
visitation of prominent personalities on the day of the exercise, inference can be made that whenever such personalities are absent, participation level plummets. The question the author(s) ask is,
for how long can these prominent personalities keep honouring the community’s invitation to participate in the exercise? This is a serious issue which requires urgent attention since the tenet of the
NSD could be severely jeopardized when increased participation or otherwise is premised on the
presence of distinguished personalities alone.
These challenges calls for sensitization of the respondents by the various stakeholders; Zoomlion
Ghana Limited, Principal Environmental and Sanitation Assistant of the AMMA, Assemblymen and
members of the Unit committee, on the need to keep their surroundings clean. Doing this, sensitization, will help the community members to identify with the sanitation problem and better contribute
to keeping the environment clean. Similarly, the Municipality should make available enough sanitation equipment and tools during and after the clean-up exercises to house the waste generated.
Doing this would help reduce the disposal of waste into drainage systems, on the street and may
improve the health of the community members.
Different studies have been carried out to ascertain the influence of demographic variables on
respondent’s participation in environmental sanitation (Ilevbare, 2015; Momoh & Oladebeye, 2010;
Schultz et al., 1995). Using gender, age, level of education and major occupation as predictive variables for respondents’ participation in the NSD, the study discovered that one’s educational status
and type of occupation significantly influenced their involvement during the sanitation exercise.
Particularly, respondents with primary education and first degree holders were likely to be involved
in the NSD than those with no formal education. Though Scott and Willits (1994) posited that education significantly influence individuals participation in sanitation activities, Momoh & Oladebeye in
their Nigerian reported that participants’ educational level had no significant impact on their participation in environmental sanitation efforts. Similar findings were reported by Ilevbare (2015) and
Ekong (2015). Interestingly, artisans significantly participated during the exercise as compared to
those who were unemployed. This contradicts other studies where civil servants participated more
in environmental sanitation efforts (Momoh & Oladebeye, 2010). Though Bell, Greene, Fisher, and
Baum (2001) and Arcury and Christianson (1990) identified age to be the best predictors of environmentally concerned attitudes, this study discovered that age had no impact on participants
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involvement in the sanitation exercises. As regards gender as a predictive variable in participants’
involvement in the NSD, the study discovered no relationship. This in line with study by Ilevbare
(2015). However, it contradicts the study by Zeleeny and colleagues in which women showed more
environmentally responsible behaviour than men (Zelezny, Chua, & Aldrich, 2000). Moreover, our
finding evicts the study by Ekong (2015) who reported a significant association between gender and
participation in environmental sanitation activities (p < 0.05), with males showing nine times more
odds of participation than females (OR = 9.84, CI = 1.225–79.018).

5. Conclusion
The study provides an empirical evidence to suggest that the knowledge base of community members about the organisation of the NSD in Aboabo is high. The high response rate is largely explained
by the presence of prominent personalities who frequently grace the exercise. Their presence serves
as pull factors to the exercise. Media was identified as a vibrant route for the mobilization of participants and activities such as sweeping the streets and market places, de-silting choked gutters and
cleaning of public places of convenience are undertaken. Non-participation was attributed mainly to
busy work schedule, poor and non-patriotic attitude, insufficient equipment to work and pressing
economic needs. The problem of attitude has been shown to be among the leading factors accounting for the wanton disregard for the environment and the continuous practice of indiscriminate
dumping of refuse together with the equally reprehensible act of open defecation. Moreover, the
programme was identified as being ineffective in the study prefecture.
However, given the importance of a clean environment on the socio-economic life and the health
of community members and the nation in general, there is the need for recognizing community
participation as an interaction, rather than a coercion, arising in a community of place and as a developmental process that must be undertaken willingly so as to reap its full potential. With developing countries identified as falling behind in sanitation goals, coupled with the recent cholera outbreak
in Ghana in 2014, it is imperative for community members to willingly participate in the NSD so as to
continually keep their surroundings clean from needless diseases and death (Uwaegbulum, 2004).
Again, participants in clean-up exercises should be motivated by way of rewarding those who participate in the exercise to serve as an incentive for others to partake. Particularly, the youth should
be encouraged by opinion leaders to be involved in the exercise as reported in previous studies
(Arcury & Christianson, 1990; Bell et al., 2001; DeYoung, 1991). Moreover, if needs be that prominent
people are invited to intermittently grace the NSD exercise, their invitations should be to empower
the local people to esteem the importance of the programme by making it their own rather than
depending on their presence to increase patronage. Given that the study made use of 180 respondents as a basis to ascertain the effectiveness of the NSD as community participatory approach, it is
recommended that future studies should take into consideration a larger sample size and the spatial
distribution of other communities to help validate the findings of this study.
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