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Abstract 30 

Background: While water, sanitation, and hygiene (WASH) interventions can reduce diarrheal disease, 31 

many large-scale trials have not found the expected health gains for young children in low-resource 32 

settings. Evidence-based guidance is needed to inform interventions and future studies.  33 

Objectives: We aimed to estimate how sensitive the intervention effectiveness found in the WASH 34 

Benefits Bangladesh randomized controlled trial was to underlying WASH contextual and intervention 35 

factors (e.g.., baseline disease prevalence, compliance, community coverage, efficacy) and to generalize 36 

the results of the trial other contexts or scenarios. 37 

Methods: We developed a disease transmission model to account for transmission across multiple 38 

environmental pathways, multiple interventions (water (W), sanitation (S), hygiene (H), nutrition (N)) 39 

applied individually and in combination, adherence to interventions, and the impact of individuals not 40 

enrolled in the study. Leveraging a set of mechanistic parameter combinations fit to the WASH Benefits 41 

Bangladesh trial (n=17,187) using a Bayesian sampling approach, we simulated trial outcomes under 42 

counterfactual scenarios to estimate how changes in intervention completeness, coverage, compliance, 43 

and efficacy, as well as preexisting WASH conditions and baseline disease burden, impacted intervention 44 

effectiveness. 45 

Results: Increasing community coverage had the greatest impact on intervention effectiveness (e.g., 46 

median increases in effectiveness of 34.0 and 45.5% points in the WSH and WSHN intervention arms 47 

when increasing coverage to 20%). The effect of community coverage on effectiveness depended on how 48 

much transmission was along pathways not modified by the interventions. Intervention effectiveness was 49 

reduced by lower levels of preexisting WASH conditions or increased baseline disease burden. Individual 50 

interventions had complementary but not synergistic effects when combined. 51 

Discussion: To realize the expected health gains, future WASH interventions must address community 52 

coverage and transmission along pathways not traditionally covered by WASH. The effectiveness of 53 

individual-level WASH improvements will be blunted the further the community is from the high 54 

community coverage needed to achieve herd protection. 55 

  56 
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Introduction  57 

Enteric diseases, primarily spread through contact with fecally contaminated environments (e.g., water, 58 

surfaces, food), are one of the leading causes of morbidity and mortality in young children.1 An estimated 59 

nearly 500,000 children under five years of age die from diarrheal disease globally each year2,3, and it is 60 

hypothesized that repeated sub-clinical infections may lead to growth shortfalls.4 Much of this burden is 61 

in low- and middle-income countries (LMICs)5. Enteric pathogens are transmitted by myriad pathways, 62 

including fluids, fomites, food, flies, and fauna, as summarized in the classic “F-diagram”.6 Studying and 63 

preventing diarrheal disease is complicated because a diverse array of pathogens can cause similar 64 

symptoms,7,8 pathogens can exploit multiple transmission pathways, and asymptomatic infections can 65 

contribute to the community pathogen burden.9  66 

Diarrheal disease is greatly reduced in communities with robust water, sanitation, and hygiene (WASH) 67 

infrastructure, with mutually reinforcing levels of community and individual protection. Household-level 68 

WASH improvements can result in considerable reductions in diarrheal disease burden in LMICs, and 69 

many WASH interventions—such as improved latrines and handwashing with soap—have demonstrable 70 

efficacy to reduce fecal exposure.10 A recent meta-analysis by Wolf et al. of WASH intervention 71 

randomized controlled trials (RCTs) highlighted that WASH interventions reduce diarrhea in children in 72 

low-resource settings.10 However, there is substantial heterogeneity in the effect estimates across the 73 

studies, and many large-scale trials reported less-than-expected or null results.11–17 In particular, the 74 

results of the WASH Benefits (WASH-B) Bangladesh and Kenya trials and the SHINE trial, all of which 75 

found no impacts of WASH on linear growth but some mixed effects on diarrhea, were particular subjects 76 

of substantial discussion in the literature.18–22 The sub-optimal performance of the interventions in these 77 

trials is likely due to a combination of multiple factors, including incomplete blocking of all transmission 78 

pathways (low intervenable fraction, also called completeness), inadequate community coverage of the 79 

intervention, or a lack of intervention compliance or efficacy.19,23 Additionally, a community’s preexisting 80 

WASH conditions and baseline disease burden can also impact the real-world intervention 81 

effectiveness.19,23 Assessing which factors are the largest barriers to diarrheal disease reduction will aid 82 

policy-makers, practitioners, and researchers in deciding how best to invest in WASH programs and 83 

design the next generation of programs and trials.18–24 84 

RCTs are considered the gold-standard for estimating causal relationships, and they are rigorous 85 

assessments of a particular intervention within a particular context at a particular point in time. But, their 86 

findings do not necessarily generalize to other contexts or conditions—e.g., different populations, disease 87 

burdens, pathogens, transmission pathways, intervention fidelity and adherence—when there are effect 88 

modifiers that vary across field settings and intervention implementations.20,23 Mechanistic infectious 89 
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disease transmission models, unlike meta-analyses, have the potential to generalize findings by directly 90 

accounting for these location-specific contexts and conditions, exploring counterfactual questions through 91 

simulation of alternate scenarios, and developing location-specific programmatic targets. This approach is 92 

used extensively in other contexts to assess public health interventions or counterfactual conditions.25–27 A 93 

mechanistic, counterfactual approach could lead to better-targeted public health WASH interventions, 94 

policy recommendations, and field trials.28,29 95 

The aims of this work are to evaluate hypotheses about what led to the sub-optimal reductions in diarrhea 96 

among intervention households in an RCT (WASH-B Bangladesh) using a compartmental transmission 97 

model and to provide a framework to support planning of WASH interventions and context-specific 98 

WASH programming. We previously developed this model framework accounting for multiple 99 

environmental transmission pathways, shared environments, pre-existing WASH conditions, and 100 

adherence to multiple interventions and applied it to the empirical trial data.30 Our approach generates 101 

thousands of combinations of coverage, intervention efficacy, and transmission pathway strengths that 102 

could reasonably underlie the trial results. In this analysis, we leveraged those parameter combinations to 103 

simulate how intervention effectiveness would have been different under alternate scenarios. These 104 

counterfactual simulations provide evidence for policy recommendations, programmatic targets, and an 105 

evaluation framework for next-generation WASH interventions.20,21,24 106 

Methods 107 

Summary of approach. In prior work, we developed a compartmental transmission model framework to 108 

explain the outcomes of a RCT.30  Then, we explored how effectiveness of a single intervention depends 109 

on six WASH factors:31  110 

• Preexisting WASH conditions: We account for the fact that a fraction of the population already 111 

has WASH infrastructure comparable to that provided by the intervention trial. 112 

• Disease transmission potential: We account for the baseline disease prevalence through the basic 113 

reproduction number ��, a summary measure of the disease transmission potential. Note that, 114 

given the values of the other WASH factors, there is a one-to-one correspondence between the 115 

disease prevalence and the basic reproduction number. In this analysis, we vary the baseline 116 

disease prevalence rather than ��, as it what intervention trials measure. 117 

• Intervention compliance: We account for both intervention fidelity (whether the intervention was 118 

delivered) and adherence (whether participants used the intervention), defining compliance as the 119 

fraction of participants assigned to an intervention who are using it.  120 
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• Intervenable fraction of transmission: Any individual intervention targets some, but often not all, 121 

of the transmission pathways that pathogens exploit. We account for how much transmission is 122 

along pathways that the intervention attenuates (even if imperfectly) and how much even a 123 

perfect intervention would not affect.  124 

• Intervention efficacy: Because interventions do not result in perfect reduction of transmission or 125 

shedding, we account for the actual reduction.   126 

• Community coverage fraction: Intervention trials typically only provide the intervention to a 127 

subset of the population. We account for the fraction of the population is enrolled in the trial. 128 

 129 

In this analysis, we use a multi-intervention version of the model to investigate outcomes in the WASH-B 130 

Bangladesh randomized controlled trial specifically. In prior work, we demonstrated how to find 131 

mechanistic parameter sets that were consistent with individual-level diarrheal outcomes.30 Here, we use 132 

these mechanistic parameter sets to simulate what intervention effectiveness would have been in each of 133 

the WASH-B Bangladesh trial arms under each of six counterfactuals corresponding to the six WASH 134 

factors above, accounting for uncertainty in the parameters underlying the real data (original scenario). By 135 

simulating what the intervention effectiveness would have been in the trial under alternative 136 

circumstances, we evaluated the extent to which each factor may have contributed to the observed 137 

outcomes. 138 

Data. The WASH-B Bangladesh trial was a cluster-randomized trial of the efficacy of water, sanitation, 139 

hygiene, and nutrition interventions, alone and in combination, on diarrhea prevalence and linear 140 

growth.14 The investigators measured (child-guardian-reported, past-seven-day, all-cause) diarrheal 141 

prevalence in children at three time points approximately one year apart. Households in the study area are 142 

typically organized into compounds in which a patrilineal family shares a common space and resources, 143 

such as a water source and latrine. A total of 5551 compounds were enrolled, contingent on having a 144 

pregnant woman in her second trimester during the enrollment period. The study followed one or more 145 

target children born after baseline, as well as any other children in the compound who were under age 3 at 146 

baseline. These compounds were grouped into 720 clusters. Each cluster was assigned to one of seven 147 

arms testing combinations of four interventions: water chlorination (W), a double-pit, pour-flush 148 

improved latrine (S), handwashing with soap and water (H), and supplementary nutrition sachets (N). The 149 

control arm (C) consisted of 180 compounds, while 90 were assigned to each of the water (W), sanitation 150 

(S), handwashing (H), nutrition (N), combined water, sanitation, and handwashing (WSH), and all 151 

interventions (WSH-N) arms. Specific details on trial design, interventions, and results are published 152 

elsewhere14,32. We assessed whether any individual was using an intervention or a substantively 153 
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equivalent preexisting WASH condition through four indicators defined and assessed by the investigators: 154 

detection of free chlorine in water (W), latrine with a functional water seal (S), handwashing station with 155 

soap and water (H), at least 50% of nutrition sachets consumed (N). The W and H interventions were 156 

intended for the households of the target children, but we were not able to determine whether other 157 

children in the compound were in that household or not. For this analysis, we assumed that non-target 158 

children were covered by the interventions; any misspecification will attenuate the estimated efficacy of 159 

the W and H interventions.14 We removed individuals with negative reported ages (n=2), missing reported 160 

diarrhea (n=2,745), or missing in any of the four use indicators (n=2,660), which left 17,187 individual 161 

observations (76% of the original sample) over the three surveys.  162 

Ethics. This secondary analysis of deidentified data was not regulated as human-subjects research. 163 

Model. Our compartmental transmission model, denoted SISE-RCT, is a susceptible-infectious-164 

susceptible (SIS) model with transmission through environmental (E) compartments and simulated to 165 

steady state to approximate an RCT.30 The SISE-RCT model accounts for the six key mechanistic factors 166 

underlying WASH RCT outcomes described above. We previously developed the single-intervention 167 

model,31 and we include a description of it in the supplemental material for convenience. 168 

As discussed in the Data section above, the WASH-B Bangladesh trial included 720 clusters of 169 

households each assigned to one of seven arms (control, W, S, H, N, WSH, WSHN). We extended the 170 

single-intervention SISE-RCT model to a multi-intervention model by accounting for transmission across 171 

three environmental pathways (water, fomites & hands, and all others combined), four interventions 172 

applied individually (W, S, H, N) and in combination (WSH, WSHN), and individual-level compliance 173 

with interventions or preexisting conditions. In brief, we modeled each of the 720 clusters with 174 

susceptible and infectious compartments for each of 24=16 combinations of interventions/conditions 175 

depending on household adherence, i.e., in every cluster, we modeled the infection prevalence for each 176 

combination of having or not having each intervention or equivalent preexisting WASH condition. For 177 

example, for a cluster in the WSH arm, we estimated how many people were not using any interventions, 178 

how many were using W only, how many were using S only, etc., and what the infection prevalence was 179 

among each group given their collective interaction through the shared environments.  180 

Specifically, for a given cluster, we denote the fraction of the population that is susceptible to infection 181 

and is using intervention(s) or preexisting WASH condition(s) � in �0, �, �, �, 	, ��, … , ���	� as �� , 182 

where 0 indicates the use of no intervention or preexisting WASH condition. Analogously, we denote the 183 

fraction of the population that is infected analogously by �� . The intervention and control arms are 184 

simulated separately. The populations with regular and attenuated exposure are modeled in every cluster 185 
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simulation, accounting for the fraction of the population 1) enrolled in the study (the community 186 

coverage, �, 2) with preexisting WASH conditions (���, and 3) complying with the intervention (��. 187 

Note that �� and � are vectors of length 16 that each sum to 1; i.e., everyone is categorized into one of the 188 

16 exposure groups. For each cluster, the overall fraction of the population in each exposure group is 189 

given by the vector 190 

	 � �1 � ��� � �. #�1�   
That is, the fraction of the population enrolled in the study �� follows the intervention compliance 191 

distribution of exposure groups (��, and the fraction of the population not enrolled �1 � � follows the 192 

preexisting WASH condition distribution of exposure groups (���. In the control arm, � � ��. 193 

The environment is partitioned into the three environmental pathways: water (���, fomites & hands (���, 194 

and all other pathways (���. We assume that chlorination reduces transmission along the water pathway, 195 

sanitation reduces shedding into the water pathway, handwashing reduces transmission along the fomite 196 

pathway, and nutrition reduces susceptibility (transmission) for all three pathways. For each of the three 197 

pathways �, an environmental compartment �� is characterized by the shedding into the environment ����, 198 

the decay of pathogens in the environment ���� , and the transmission of pathogens from the environment 199 

to susceptible individuals ����. The relative magnitude of shedding into �� and relative transmission from 200 

�� for the attenuated compared to the exposed populations are given by ���
 and ���

, respectively. We 201 

also accounted for the possibility that the preexisting conditions were less efficacious than the RCT 202 

intervention. Once infected, individuals clear the infection at rate  . 203 

The model diagram of the multi-intervention SISE-RCT is given in Figure 1, although only two of the 204 

sixteen different exposure populations are shown. The full equations are given below (Eqs 2). A 205 

transmission term ���� denotes transmission from the environmental pathway �. The transmission term 206 

���� is attenuated by ���
only for people in an attenuated exposure group (��� using an intervention or 207 

preexisting condition that reduces transmission from pathway �, and contamination of that environmental 208 

pathway is attenuated by ���
 only for infectious people in an exposure group (��� using an intervention or 209 

preexisting condition that reduces shedding into pathway �. In the following equations, the subscripts w, f, 210 

and o represent the water, fomite and other pathways.  The subscripts 0, W, S, H, N, and any combinations 211 

represent the exposure groups as defined above. Parameters , �, and �� do not show up in these 212 

equations but are accounted for in the constraints, as discussed below. For brevity, we omit the 
	
�

	�
 213 

equations, each of which is given by 
	
�

	�
�  � 	��

	�
  for the corresponding subpopulation. 214 
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!��!" � �� & ' ��


 not in �

� $�,
 ' ��


 in �

( � ���� 

!��!" � �� &' ��

�

( � ���� 

!��!" � �� &' ��

�

( � ���� 

To find the steady state values (denoted by *) for the human compartments in the intervention arm, we set 215 

the above equations to 0 and simplify: 216 

0 � ���,��)� � ��,��)� � ��,��)����
� � ��

�, #�2�  

0 � �$��, · ��,��)� � ��,��)� � ��,��)���
� � �

� , 
0 � ���,��)� � ��,��)� � ��,��)���


� � �

� , 

0 � *��,��)� � $��,� · ��,��)� � ��,��)�+ ��
� � ��

� , 
0 � $�,� · ���,��)� � ��,��)� � ��,��)����

� � ��
� , 

0 � �$��, · ��,��)� � ��,��)� � ��,��)���

� � �


� , 
0 � *$��, · ��,��)� � $��,� · ��,��)� � ��,��)�+ ��

� � ��
� , 

0 � $�,� · �$��, · ��,��)� � ��,��)� � ��,��)����
� � ��

� , 
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�

� � �
�
� , 
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Here, ��,� � ���� �� ,  is the pathway-specific reproduction number for transmission through environment 217 

�� . The variables �)� � ����
�/�� are conveniently scaled environmental steady states. For this model, the 218 

overall basic reproduction number is �� � ��,� � ��,� � ��,�, denoting the sum of the transmission 219 

potential through each pathway. 220 

To solve for the steady states solutions for our 32 state variables (16 exposure groups times two 221 

susceptible/infection states), we solve the nonlinear system of equations (Eqs (3)) subject to the 222 

population constraint given in Eqs (1). The prevalence of disease in the population is denoted .� � ∑ ��
�. 223 

The prevalence in an intervention arm .� is compared to the prevalence .�
�  in the control arm, and the 224 

intervention effectiveness for that arm is defined as 0 � �.�
� � .��/.�

�, namely the fractional reduction in 225 

prevalence in the intervention arm relative to the control arm. 226 

In summary, the model includes 18 parameters: i) the overall basic reproduction number ��, which 227 

defines the transmission potential in the control arm at baseline, ii) two parameters partitioning �� into 228 

the strengths of the drinking water ��,�, fomite & hands ��,�, and all other transmission pathways ��,�, 229 

iii) eight relative reproduction numbers accounting for systematic differences in disease pressure over the 230 

trial time periods (baseline, midline, and endline) and across arms independently, iv) the community 231 

coverage , and v) efficacy parameters defining the effect of each intervention (four) or preexisting 232 

WASH condition (two) on the transmission pathways (the W intervention (chlorination) reduces 233 

transmission via the water pathway $��,; the S intervention (latrine with water seal) reduces shedding 234 

into the shared water environment with different efficacy for preexisting conditions $)��,
 and the trial 235 

intervention $��,
; the H (handwashing with soap and water) reduces transmission via the fomite 236 

pathway with different efficacy for preexisting conditions $)��,� and trial intervention $��,�; and the N 237 

intervention (nutrition supplementation) reduces susceptibility to all transmission $�,�). In the Eqs (3), 238 

the basic reproduction number parameters are adjusted by the time and arm-specific and relative basic 239 
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reproduction numbers corresponding to the cluster being modeled, and the intervention efficacy 240 

parameters $��,
 and $��,� are replaced by $)��,
 and $)��,� in clusters without the S and H 241 

interventions, respectively, and at baseline. 242 

When solving for the steady state of these differential equations for a given cluster in a given time period, 243 

we use the distribution of interventions and preexisting WASH conditions � recorded in the data for those 244 

participants and assume that participants not in the study have the same distribution of preexisting 245 

conditions as the control arm participants ��. We solved this system using the nleqslv package in R. 246 

To fit the model to the trial data, we employed a hybrid sampling-importance resampling and estimation 247 

framework to obtain 50,000 parameter combinations that represented a good fit to the diarrheal outcomes 248 

of each participant using a Bernoulli statistical likelihood.33 We resampled, with replacement, from our 249 

initial 50,000 parameter combinations, based on their goodness of fit; 3,774 unique parameter 250 

combinations were included in the final sample, with varying frequency. These parameters sets are similar 251 

to but not exactly the same as in Brouwer et al,30 as they include a small code correction and use the 252 

computational improvement described previously.31 The fit to the data is given in Figure S1, and the 253 

distributions of parameters are given in Figures S2-5. 254 

WASH-B Bangladesh counterfactual analysis. We conducted two types of counterfactual analysis. 255 

First, we estimated the counterfactual intervention effectiveness in each arm across a range of each of the 256 

WASH factors starting from the scenario based on the median value of each parameter (which resulted in 257 

a fit close to the best-fit and was more representative of the parameter distributions than the specific best-258 

fit parameter set). Because we are using the actual preexisting WASH conditions and intervention 259 

compliance recorded for each individual in the trial, there is not a well-defined way to continuously scale 260 

these two factors. So, we only compare the actual simulation to a “no preexisting conditions” and “full 261 

compliance” counterfactual, respectively. 262 

Second, to account for the uncertainty in the parameters underlying the actual intervention outcomes, for 263 

each of the 50,000 parameter sets 1 identified by fitting the model to WASH-B Bangladesh, we defined 264 

the corresponding original scenario matching the WASH-B Bangladesh trial outcomes and the 265 

corresponding intervention effectiveness 0�
�. Because we are now accounting for uncertainty across these 266 

50,000 parameters sets, it is not possible to succinctly capture changes as we continuously vary the 267 

factors. Thus, we considered six specific counterfactual scenarios, detailed in Table 2. Any parameter sets 268 

that eliminated disease in the control arm in a counterfactual simulation were censored from the results as 269 

they did not provide information on intervention effectiveness.  270 
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The main outcome of a counterfactual simulation was the (absolute) change intervention effectiveness 271 

compared to the original scenario, namely  0�
� � 0�

�, where 0�
� is the intervention effectiveness in the 272 

given counterfactual scenario for the �th parameter set. We used absolute change rather than percentage 273 

change because absolute change, unlike percent change, is bounded (between -100 and 100 percentage 274 

points). The intervention is more effective (i.e., a greater reduction in diarrheal prevalence in the 275 

intervention arm compared to the control arm) in the counterfactual scenario than the original scenario 276 

when the change is positive. To assess whether the intervention factors modified the intervention 277 

effectiveness in the counterfactual scenarios, for a subset of counterfactuals, we assessed how the effect 278 

of the counterfactual depended on quantiles of the other parameter values. 279 

The counterfactuals scenarios are not intended to be “plausible” for some specific, real-world changes. 280 

Indeed, changing the contextual factors of the preexisting WASH conditions and baseline disease 281 

prevalence is not possible. Instead, we can imagine these counterfactuals representing running the same 282 

trial in a different location to assess what the results would have been. The intervenable fraction is also 283 

not changeable for a given intervention (and underlying set of pathogens) but could be changed by adding 284 

additional intervention aspects to reduce transmission along other pathways. More broadly, we believe 285 

that investigating a broad range of counterfactual scenarios improves our understanding of the disease–286 

intervention system, so that more effective interventions may be designed in the future. 287 

Results 288 

WASH-B Bangladesh counterfactual analysis from the median parameters 289 

At the median parameter values (Figs S2-S5), intervention effectivenesses were 8.5% in the W arm, 290 

40.8% in the S arm, 37.2% in the H arm, 32.1% in the WSH arm, 35.0% in N arm, and 34.6% in the 291 

WSHN arm, reflecting the results of the WASH-B Bangladesh trial. We estimated that removing all 292 

preexisting sanitation and hygiene infrastructure would have resulted in a modest reduction in 293 

intervention efficacy in all arms except for W, where the reduction was negligible (Figure 2a). Increasing 294 

baseline disease prevalence (by changing increasing the �� parameter) nonlinearly decreased intervention 295 

effectiveness in all arms, with decreasing reductions in effectiveness as baseline prevalence increased 296 

(Figure 2b). We estimated that there would be negligible-to-modest improvements in intervention 297 

effectiveness if there was full compliance (Figure 2c). Increasing the intervenable fraction (by reducing 298 

the strength of the “other” pathway and proportionally increasing the strength of the water and fomite & 299 

hands pathways while keeping the overall �� constant), increasingly improved the intervention 300 

effectiveness (Figure 2d), with the WSH and WSHN interventions nearly achieving disease elimination if 301 

transmission were 100% intervenable. Increasing community coverage increased effectiveness 302 
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approximately linearly, with each intervention achieving disease elimination at a different level of 303 

community coverage (Figure 2e; W: 75%, S: 90%, H: 75%, WSH: 35%, N: 55%, WSHN: 30%). 304 

Increasing intervention efficacy approximately linearly increased intervention effectiveness in the 305 

corresponding arms (Figure 2f-i). Increasing efficacy of the sanitation and hygiene interventions to 100% 306 

resulted in approximate disease elimination in the corresponding arms, but elimination would not have 307 

been achieved by increasing the efficacy of the W and N interventions. 308 

WASH-B Bangladesh counterfactual analysis accounting for parameter uncertainty 309 

Because we do not know that the median values of the parameters in the scenario investigated in the first 310 

counterfactual analysis are accurate, we also considered the distribution of changes in intervention 311 

effectiveness when each counterfactual scenario (Table 2) was applied to the distribution of samples that 312 

fit the original data well. The median baseline disease prevalence in the original scenario was 7.1% (range 313 

5.9–8.2%), decreasing to 5.7% (range 5.2–6.3%) for midline/endline (Figure S1). The median 314 

intervention effectivenesses were 8.2% in the W arm, 36.4% in the S arm, 33.1% in the H arm, 30.3% in 315 

the WSH arm, 34.0% in N arm, and 34.6% in the WSHN arm (Table 3). The percentage point change 316 

varied across arms in each counterfactual scenario. Figure 3 shows the distribution of percentage point 317 

change in intervention effectiveness over the 50,000 parameter sets for each arm and counterfactual 318 

scenario, and Table 3 gives the median values. 319 

Eliminate preexisting WASH Conditions. We found that implementing the interventions in a community 320 

with no handwashing stations with soap and water or latrines with water seals would have likely resulted 321 

in less effective interventions compared to the actual community’s higher baseline WASH conditions 322 

(e.g., 9.5 percentage points less in the WSH arm; Figure 3a). The W arm is the exception because it had 323 

lower effectiveness in the original scenario. The uncertainty in change in intervention effectiveness in 324 

each arm was largely driven by uncertainty in what the baseline disease prevalence would have been in 325 

the counterfactual scenario (median 8.9%, range 6.4–23.1%).  326 

Double baseline disease prevalence. A higher transmission potential corresponding to a doubling of the 327 

baseline diarrheal disease prevalence (median 14.2% vs median 7.1%) would also have resulted in less-328 

effective interventions compared to the true baseline diarrheal disease prevalence (e.g., 11.9 percentage 329 

points less in the WSH arm; Figure 3b). As above, the W arm is the exception because it had lower 330 

effectiveness in the original scenario. 331 

Full compliance. The impact of increasing intervention adherence was negligible-to-modest (e.g., 4.4 332 

percentage points more in the WSH arm; Figure 3c). Note that intervention compliance, as defined by the 333 

investigators, was already high.14,34  334 
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Half of the other pathway transmission can be intervened on. We found that intervention effectiveness 335 

could have been greater if more of the total disease transmission was via the water and fomite pathways 336 

rather than through pathways that were not intervened on (e.g., 20.1 percentage points more in the WSH 337 

arm; Figure 3d). There was potential for a substantial increase in intervention effectiveness, as indicated 338 

by the distribution of the individual simulation outcomes, but the median impact was modest, with a less 339 

than 25 percentage point increase in effectiveness in the multi-intervention arms and a less than 15 340 

percentage point increase in the single-intervention arms (Table 3). The uncertainty in the potential 341 

impact was largely driven by uncertainty in how much of the disease transmission was through other 342 

pathways in the original scenario.  343 

Double intervention efficacy. We assessed the impact of increasing efficacy—defined as increasing the 344 

reduction of transmission along the relevant pathway(s)—of the four interventions. We found that in each 345 

of these increased efficacy scenarios, substantial increases in intervention efficacy could have improved 346 

intervention effectiveness in the corresponding arms (Figure 3e–h), with median improvements between 347 

5% and 20% points. 348 

Increase community coverage. The median estimated community coverage in the trial was 5.4%, but this 349 

estimate was highly uncertain, ranging from nearly 0% to 20% (Figure S5). For our main coverage 350 

counterfactual, we increased the community coverage in each simulation to 20.0%, chosen as a 351 

substantial but not unreasonable increase in coverage.35 This counterfactual scenario was associated with 352 

the greatest median increase in intervention effectiveness (among all households now covered by the 353 

intervention) of any of the considered counterfactual scenarios (e.g., 34.0 and 45.5 percentage points 354 

more in the WSH and WSHN arms; Figure 4a). Following the results of the single-intervention model 355 

that highlighted that the effect of coverage depended on the other WASH factors, we plotted the 356 

intervention effectiveness distributions for this community coverage counterfactual by quintiles of the 357 

values of the other WASH factors. Effect modification is present if the effect of increased coverage 358 

depends on the quintile of the WASH factor. Note that when looking at quintiles of one factor, the values 359 

of the other factors may not be evenly distributed across the quintiles if values of the factors are 360 

correlated. We found that the increase intervention effectiveness with increased community coverage in 361 

the W, S, WSH, and WSHN intervention arms depended partly on the strength of transmission via the 362 

water pathway (Figure 4b). The increases in intervention effectiveness in these arms could only reach 363 

their full potential if the strength of the water pathway were high. A similar, but more modest effect was 364 

seen for the H arm and the strength of the fomite pathway (Figure 4c). The greatest overall effect modifier 365 

of the impact of increased coverage on intervention effectiveness is the strength of the other pathways 366 

(i.e., the intervenable fraction, Figure 4d). When the strength of other pathways was high, increasing 367 
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coverage had less of an impact. Intervention efficacy also modified the impact of increased coverage but 368 

only in the intervention arms with those interventions (Figure 4e–h). 369 

To further understand the joint impact of community coverage and the intervenable fraction (i.e., the 370 

strength of the other transmission pathway), we simulated the intervention effectiveness as a function of 371 

increased coverage for the highest and lowest quintiles of intervention completeness (Figure 5). The 372 

impact of increased coverage on intervention effectiveness depended on the intervenable fraction most 373 

strongly for the W, WSH, and WSHN arms, moderately for the S arm, and little for the H and N arms. 374 

For example, in the W arm, increasing community coverage to 50% resulted in a median increase of 80% 375 

points for samples with the highest intervenable fractions but only 23 percentage points for samples with 376 

the lowest intervenable fractions. In contrast, in the H arm, increasing community coverage to 50% 377 

resulted in a median increase of 31 percentage points for samples with the highest intervenable fractions 378 

compared only 22 percentage points for samples with the lowest intervenable fractions. (Note that the fact 379 

that intervenable fraction was relevant for the N arm at all is a result of the correlations between the 380 

intervenable fraction and the other parameters in the original parameter sets.) 381 

Discussion 382 

Our model-based analysis used counterfactual simulations to generalize the results of a WASH 383 

intervention trial and develop guidance for policymakers and researchers. Our first finding was that 384 

increasing community coverage led to the most substantial reduction in disease among people receiving 385 

interventions. Second, we found that intervention completeness (i.e., the fraction of disease transmission 386 

along pathways that were intervened on) was an important effect modifier of the impact of community 387 

coverage on intervention effectiveness, with the impact of increased community coverage enhanced when 388 

interventions covered a larger fraction of transmission. Third, our work suggests that interventions are 389 

likely to be more effective when disease burden is low. Finally, we found that multifaceted WASH 390 

interventions (WSH) added value over single component interventions (W, S, or H). Each of these 391 

findings suggest a path forward for policy and program recommendations for WASH investments and 392 

demonstrates how transmission models can be used to design the next generation of WASH interventions 393 

and set location-specific programmatic targets. 394 

The importance of ensuring high community WASH coverage to address health outcomes has been 395 

highlighted in multiple context, including latrines,29,36 bed nets,37 and chemotherapy for helminths,38 396 

among others. Further work is needed to improve our measures of indirect and direct intervention 397 

effects29,39 to better determine sanitation targets.  Our findings support the call for systems-level WASH 398 
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provisioning and improved universal access, underscoring the fundamental push to achieve the 2030 399 

sustainable development targets.40  400 

Our finding that  the intervenable fraction (completeness) was an important effect modifier, emphasizes 401 

the need to better understand the sources of exposure not impacted by traditional WASH interventions. 402 

For example, contamination of food outside the home or from flies or exposure to feces from animals 403 

living near or inside the home may not be reduced by water quality or latrine interventions.41–43 Capturing 404 

and reducing transmission through additional targeted interventions would increase the fraction of 405 

transmission intervened on and thereby make increased community coverage even more effective. 406 

Low diarrheal prevalence makes it more difficult to observe a statistically significant reduction in 407 

diarrhea.14 However, from a mechanistic perspective, we found that intervention effectiveness would have 408 

been lower had the background disease pressure in the community been higher (i.e., higher baseline 409 

disease prevalence) because individual-level interventions can be overwhelmed by higher disease 410 

pressure from the community, including those not covered by the intervention. This finding is supported 411 

by the outcomes of WASH-B Kenya trial, which had higher disease prevalence (27% in the control arm) 412 

and no significant intervention effects on diarrheal prevelance15 and is consistent with previous literature 413 

that has shown that non-pharmaceutical interventions are more effective for less transmissible pathogens 414 

or when the population has a higher degree of population immunity.44 This is not to say that individual 415 

improvements would have no effect but that the effects are blunted if disease pressure in the rest of the 416 

community were not also addressed.  417 

Similarly, many have suggested that when preexisting WASH conditions are relatively high, interventions 418 

do not provide a substantial improvement in efficacy and thus health outcomes.18,19,22,45 However, from 419 

the transmission system perspective reflected by our results, if the preexisting WASH conditions 420 

(particularly among those not covered by the intervention) were poorer, the community disease pressure 421 

would be greater, and it would be more difficult to protect study participants from infection, even if the 422 

people covered by the intervention had a greater improvement in protection. 423 

Because enteric pathogens can exploit multiple transmission pathways, many studies have tried to 424 

determine whether combined WASH interventions (WSH) are more effective than single interventions 425 

(W, S, or H).32,46 Whether or not there is an additional effect of combined interventions depends on 426 

whether the interventions are complementary, that is, whether they each block some of the transmission 427 

that the other interventions would not have blocked.47 This complementarity is an assumption in our 428 

transmission model framework (as each intervention affects different parts of the disease system), and 429 

because the model can fit the data, we find that complementarity is consistent with the observed trial 430 

 . CC-BY-NC 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted June 10, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.11.15.22282349doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.11.15.22282349
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


17 

 

results.33 Other modeling and empirical studies, support that WASH interventions can complement each 431 

other, or even potentially be synergistic.48,49 In this work, we found that the combined interventions could 432 

have a greater effect than the individual interventions, but that the effects were generally sub-additive, 433 

meaning that the effectiveness of the combined WSH intervention was less than the sum of its parts 434 

(Table 3). Combined interventions offer a substantially better chance of disease elimination, especially at 435 

higher coverage levels (Figure 5). 436 

One challenge that WASH RCTs often face is achieving high compliance through both high fidelity 437 

(providing the interventions as planned) and high adherence of participants to the use of the intervention. 438 

In WASH-B Bangladesh, the intervention compliance, as defined by trial investigators, was high, 439 

generally above 90%.14,34 Accordingly, our full compliance counterfactual was limited in the impact it 440 

could detect.  441 

The strength of our approach is underscored by the rich and high-quality data collected by the WASH-B 442 

Bangladesh trial (and other RCTs) and in our transmission model framework capturing relative disease 443 

prevalence. RCTs provide the gold standard of evidence about intervention effectiveness in a specific 444 

context, and our approach allows us to generalize RCT results to other contexts, providing a tool for 445 

powerful policy and programmatic guidance. The SISE-RCT model can be customized for local contexts 446 

and interventions and then used to support local decision-making (e.g., to determine whether to invest in 447 

community coverage vs intervention efficacy). Future work may also develop recommendations for 448 

achieving elimination while minimizing costs. One limitation of our study is the high uncertainty in many 449 

of the model parameters, especially the intervenable fraction, which propagates into the counterfactual 450 

scenarios. These uncertainties stem from potential trade-offs in the model, e.g., a low intervenable 451 

fraction and a low intervention efficacy may have similar effects. Fortunately, our framework has the 452 

potential to incorporate additional information about parameters like the intervenable fraction and 453 

efficacy through our Bayesian sampling-importance resampling approach, allowing us to tailor 454 

projections of intervention effectiveness to specific parameter regions based on additional information 455 

(e.g., chlorination efficacy above 75%). One limitation of the data was the inability to distinguish whether 456 

non-target children were members of the same household as the target child or not, which introduced 457 

misspecification into our classification of W and H exposures, likely attenuating the efficacy estimates for 458 

those interventions. Also, we accounted for changes in disease pressure between, but not within, survey 459 

periods; future work may more directly address seasonal changes in disease pressure and even pathway 460 

strength, as a function of precipitation, seasonal flooding, etc. Another limitation of this study is that our 461 

results do not directly address some aspects of the Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) Target 6.2.40 For 462 

example, the sanitation arm did not move households from no or basic sanitation to improved sanitation 463 
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(as defined by the Joint Monitoring Programme). So, the “sanitation” intervention outcomes we estimated 464 

may not directly correspond to the policy-relevant changes required to meet SDG target. Likewise, the 465 

“water” intervention focused on water quality improvements (chlorination) but not water quantity. None 466 

of these issues are limitations of our modeling framework; rather, they are limitations of our specific 467 

application.  Applying our methods across other trial datasets could address these limitations by allowing 468 

for modeling of other—and perhaps more policy-relevant—WASH exposure parameters. 469 

Our work contributes to the robust discussion18–24,50 about the future directions of WASH research and 470 

programming, and our modeling approach is well-suited to reevaluating current evidence during the 471 

“pause for reflection” recommended by a consensus of WASH reserachers.19 This consensus group said 472 

that “the lesson perhaps lies in not seeking to attribute benefits to individual WASH factors but in that the 473 

public health dividends are paid when comprehensive services are in place.” Our work underscores this 474 

conclusion, not only by emphasizing the importance of coverage and completeness of interventions, but 475 

also in its rejection of the hypotheses that greater effectiveness might be found in areas with greater 476 

disease prevalence or lower preexisting WASH infrastructure. Indeed, our findings suggest that the effect 477 

of individual-level WASH improvements will be blunted the further the community is from achieving 478 

herd protection. Accordingly, this analysis provides further evidence supporting community-level 479 

interventions seeking to achieve herd protection through high community coverage. 480 
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Tables 651 

Table 1: Parameters of the SISE-RCT model. The SISE-RCT model is a compartmental susceptible-infectious-susceptible (SIS) model with transmission 652 

through environmental (E) compartments and simulated to steady state to approximate an RCT. The median value column denotes the median values for the 653 

multi-intervention model. Parameters �� and � do not have median values because they are determined by the data. 654 

Parameter Definition Median value 

�� Baseline WASH conditions (fraction of individuals in the community with intervention-level WASH 

infrastructure) 

— 

� Compliance (fraction of individuals in intervention arm using intervention) — 

�� Transmission potential (basic reproduction number) 1.10 

��
�
 

Baseline disease prevalence (note: this technically a model output, but we treat it as a parameter because it 

has a 1-to-1 correspondence with �� given the other parameters) 

6.9% 

��,�/�� 

Fraction of transmission along the water pathway  

��,�/�� 

Fraction of transmission along the fomite & hands pathway  

��,�/�� Fraction of transmission on pathways not intervened on (i.e., 1 minus the intervenable fraction) 0.48 

1 � �� Intervention efficacy for reducing shedding (S=sanitation intervention) 0.23 (S), 

1 � �� Intervention efficacy for reducing transmission (W= water, H=hygiene, N=nutrition interventions) 0.44 (W), 0.33 (H), 0.16 (N) 

� Community coverage fraction (fraction of community included in the intervention trial) 5.4% 
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 661 

Table 2: WASH-B Bangladesh counterfactual scenarios and implementations. WASH = water, sanitation, & hygiene. *indicates parameters in the 662 

counterfactual simulation. 663 

Category Definition What would have happened if… Implementation 

WASH conditions Quality of WASH infrastructure at 

baseline 

… no households had preexisting WASH 

conditions substantively equivalent to the 

intervention. 

Pre-existing conditions were removed from individuals not 

in the corresponding intervention arms. (Setting ��
� to the 

vector �1, 0, … , 0	).  

Compliance The extent to which individuals 

assigned to an intervention received 

it (fidelity) and used it (adherence) 

… all households assigned an intervention 

received and used it. 

All individuals in each intervention arm were modelled as 

using the intervention. (Adjusting �� appropriately, e.g., 

moving the fraction of the population from S to HS in the 

hygiene arm). 

Disease conditions Disease prevalence at baseline in 

the absence of preexisting WASH 

conditions 

… the disease pressure was greater The basic reproduction number is increased such that the 

baseline prevalence in the absence of preexisting WASH 

conditions is doubled. (Optimization was used to determine 

the appropriate value of 
�
� for each parameter set.) 

Intervenable fraction Whether there are transmission 

pathways that are not affected by 

the intervention 

… more of transmission was along 

pathways that could be intervened on. 

The strength of the other pathway is reduced by 50% and 

replaced proportionally by the water and fomite pathways. 

(
�,�
� � 
�,� � 

�

�

�,� · 
�,�/�
�,� � 
�,�	,  
�,�

� � 
�,� � 

�

�

�,� · 
�,�/�
�,� � 
�,�	,  
�,�

� �
�

�

�,�)  

Efficacy The extent to which using the 

intervention reduced transmission 

along relevant pathways 

… the interventions provided a greater 

reduction in transmission. 

The strength of the reduction in transmission from each 

intervention (and corresponding preexisting condition) is 

doubled. (�� � min�2�, 1	) 

Community coverage The fraction of the at-risk 

population in a cluster that was 

provided the intervention 

… a different fraction of the population 

was provided the intervention. 

Study coverage is 20%, …, 90%, 100%. (�� � 0.2,… , 1.0	 
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 667 

Table 3. Median intervention effectiveness and median percent point change in intervention effectiveness in each intervention arm for each 668 

counterfactual scenario compared to the original scenario. Intervention effectiveness (ε) in intervention effectiveness is 1 minus the relative risk of diarrhea 669 

in the intervention arm vs the control arm in each scenario, expressed as a percentage. The column ∆ε gives the median change in intervention effectiveness in 670 

percentage points (not the change in median intervention effectiveness); a negative number reflects a decrease in intervention effectiveness.   671 

 W S H WSH N WSHN 

 � ∆� � ∆� � ∆� � ∆� � ∆� � ∆� 

Original scenario 8.1% — 36.3% — 33.0% — 30.2% — 33.9% — 34.5% — 

No WASH baseline conditions 8.0% -0.2% 21.7% -14.6% 24.6% -8.6% 20.6% -9.5% 26.5% -7.3% 25.7% -8.4% 

Double baseline disease prevalence 6.8% -1.3% 14.7% -21.6% 15.7% -17.5% 18.6% -11.9% 17.7% -16.0% 24.1% -10.3% 

Full compliance 11.6% +3.6% 36.4% +0.1% 34.2% +1.1% 34.7% +4.4% 34.7% +0.9% 38.6% +4.1% 

Half of other pathway transmission can be 

intervened on 

14.2% +6.0% 48.4% +11.8% 43.7% +10.6% 50.8% +20.1% 37.8% +3.8% 53.0% +18.2% 

Double efficacy of chlorination 15.4% +7.1%  —  — 36.4% +6.1%  — 40.6% +5.9% 

Double efficacy of latrine water seal  — 55.4% +18.9%  — 46.0% +15.7%  — 48.9% +14.2% 

Double efficacy of handwashing  —  — 54.6% +21.3% 50.2% +19.8%  — 52.8% +18.3% 

Double efficacy of nutrition  —  —  —  — 45.3% +11.3% 44.3% +10.1% 

Increase community coverage to 20% 22.9% +14.6% 43.3% +6.8% 41.4% +8.3% 63.8% +34.0% 49.2% +15.3% 79.6% +45.5% 
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Figure captions 678 

Figure 1: Single-intervention SISE-RCT model diagram with one attenuated exposure population and a regular exposure population interacting 679 

through shared environments. The SISE-RCT model is a compartmental susceptible-infectious-susceptible (SIS) model with transmission through 680 

environmental (E) compartments and simulated to steady state to approximate an RCT. The black lines denote infection and recovery, the blue lines denote 681 

shedding from infectious individuals into environmental compartments, the grey lines denote pick-up of pathogens from the environment by susceptible 682 

individuals, and the orange lines denote environmental pathogen decay. �� and 
� denote susceptible and infectious fraction of the �th attenuated exposure 683 

population, and �� and 
� denote susceptible and infectious fraction of the regular exposure population. ��, ��, and ��denote environmental pathways for water, 684 

fomites & hands, and all other pathways. This figure was adapted from Figure 2 of Brouwer et al (2022).30 685 

Figure 2: Intervention effectiveness as a function of WASH intervention factors. The SISE-RCT model is a compartmental susceptible-infectious-686 

susceptible (SIS) model with transmission through environmental (E) compartments and simulated to steady state to approximate an RCT. The model was 687 

simulated at the median values of the model parameters when fit to the WASH Benefits Bangladesh trial and across ranges of counterfactual values of six 688 

contextual and intervention WASH factors. The six WASH factors are A) preexisting WASH conditions (fraction of individuals not enrolled in the intervention 689 

arm that are using preexisting WASH infrastructure), B) baseline disease prevalence (a function of the basic reproduction number ��), C) compliance (fraction of 690 

individuals enrolled in the intervention arm that are using the intervention), D) intervenable fraction of transmission (how much of the transmission could be 691 

prevented in a perfect intervention), E) the community coverage fraction (fraction of the population enrolled in the trial), and F-I) the intervention efficacy 692 

(fraction reduction in transmission or shedding when using the intervention) of each intervention. The underlying data are provided in Excel Table S1. WASH = 693 

water, sanitation, & hygiene. 694 

Figure 3: Percentage point change in intervention effectiveness compared to the original scenario in each counterfactual scenario. The SISE-RCT model 695 

is a compartmental susceptible-infectious-susceptible (SIS) model with transmission through environmental (E) compartments and simulated to steady state to 696 

approximate an RCT. Here, we applied it to data from the WASH-B Bangladesh trial, selecting 50,000 parameter sets consistent with the trial outcomes. We 697 

simulated each parameter set under each counterfactual scenario (Table 2). The violin plots give the distribution of values across the 50,000 simulations, with 698 

median points. The underlying data are provided in Excel Table S2A-H. W = water, S = sanitation, H = hygiene, N = nutrition. 699 

Figure 4: Percentage point change in intervention effectiveness compared to the original scenario in the 20% coverage counterfactual scenario (a) 700 

overall and (b) considering other parameters as potential effect modifiers (b-h). The SISE-RCT model is a compartmental susceptible-infectious-susceptible 701 

(SIS) model with transmission through environmental (E) compartments and simulated to steady state to approximate an RCT. Here, we applied it to data from 702 
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the WASH-B Bangladesh trial, selecting 25,000 parameter sets consistent with the trial outcomes. We simulated each parameter set under the 20% coverage 703 

counterfactual scenario (Table 2). The violin plots give the distribution of values across the 25,000 simulations, with median points. In plots b-h, the five violin 704 

plots give the distributions of the intervention effectiveness across quintiles of the listed potential effect modifier. The underlying data are provided in Excel 705 

Table S3A-H. W = water, S = sanitation, H = hygiene, N = nutrition. 706 

Figure 5: Percentage point change in intervention effectiveness compared to the original scenario in each arm for the lowest and highest quintiles of 707 

intervenable fraction. The SISE-RCT model is a compartmental susceptible-infectious-susceptible (SIS) model with transmission through environmental (E) 708 

compartments and simulated to steady state to approximate an RCT. Here, we applied it to data from the WASH-B Bangladesh trial, selecting 25,000 parameter 709 

sets consistent with the trial outcomes. We simulated each parameter set for coverage counterfactual scenarios ranging from 20% to 100% (Table 2). The violin 710 

plots give the distribution of values across the simulations, with median points and a line connecting the medians, for highest (dark) and lowest (light) quintiles of 711 

the intervenable fraction, i.e., the fraction of transmission that the interventions could directly act on. The underlying data are provided in Excel Table S4A-F. W 712 

= water, S = sanitation, H = hygiene, N = nutrition. 713 
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