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Abstract. Gastrointestinal diseases are major contributors to mortality among children globally, causing one in
10 child deaths. Although most deaths are in children aged ≤ 5 years, the burden of disease in school-aged children
is still considerable and contributes to high rates of school absenteeism. This study investigates behavioral and struc-
tural risk factors associated with diarrhea and/or vomiting among schoolchildren in Myanmar. Cross-sectional data
from a school-based multistage cluster sample of grade 4 and 5 students were analyzed to explore water, sanitation,
and hygiene (WASH) facilities and hygiene-related practices of students in monastic schools in Myanmar. The outcome
of interest was student self-reported diarrhea and/or vomiting in the past week. Random effects multinomial logistic
regression models were used to explore correlates at the student and school level. A total of 2,082 students from
116 schools across eight states/regions were included. Of these, 11% (223) self-reported at least one episode of diarrhea
only, 12% (253) at least one episode of vomiting only, and 12% (244) diarrhea and vomiting in the past week. Indepen-
dent risk factors associated with the outcome included poor availability of handwash stations, no access to a septic tank
toilet, inconsistent toilet use, and lower student grade. These findings highlight the importance of having an adequate
number of handwash stations for students, the provision of septic tank toilets, and consistent toilet use. Future WASH
programs need to target not only the provision of these WASH facilities but also their utilization, particularly among
younger school-aged children.

INTRODUCTION

Gastrointestinal diseases are major contributors to mortal-
ity among children globally, causing one in 10 child deaths.1

Although most deaths are in children aged ≤ 5 years,
the burden of disease in school-aged children is still con-
siderable and contributes to high rates of school absentee-
ism.2,3 Water, sanitation, and hygiene (WASH) interventions
aim to increase access to basic necessities, including clean
water, safe stool disposal, and food sources free from con-
tamination, and in doing so, break the fecal–oral route of
transmission to reduce gastroenteritis. Prevention measures
for diarrheal transmission include primary barriers—safe
stool disposal and the removal of fecal matter from hands—
and secondary barriers—good handwashing before prepar-
ing food, cooking, and eating.4,5 WASH interventions
target the provision of sanitation facilities to ensure safe
stool disposal,6 quality drinking water supply,7 handwash-
ing facilities, and behavior change techniques to promote
effective use of toilets, handwashing behavior,8 and general
hygiene practices.
The impact of WASH interventions on mitigating illness

have been well documented.6,9 A systematic review found
that interventions that promoted both handwashing after
defecation (a primary barrier) and washing hands before
handling food (a secondary barrier), resulted in a 47%
reduction in diarrheal risk.9 Two studies found that inter-
rupting the primary barriers to pathogen transmission, such
as safe stool disposal, is more important than interrupting
the secondary barriers, such as good handwashing before

eating.5,10 A recent meta-analysis concluded that hygiene,
sanitation, water supply, and water quality interventions
can all reduce illness, particularly interventions to improve
the microbial quality of drinking water.7 However, multiple
interventions (consisting of combined WASH measures)
were no more effective than interventions with a single
focus.7 Furthermore, hygiene promotion studies have pro-
vided little reliable evidence on the effectiveness of inter-
ventions aimed at changing behavior.11

The impact of school-based WASH interventions on
school-aged children is also unclear.12 Similar studies explor-
ing the impact of the provision of water on handwashing in
schools found different results—in Israel there were no sig-
nificant reductions in illness or school absenteeism, whereas
in Egypt and China there were significant reductions in rates
of illness.13–15 These differences are most likely due to varia-
tion in the prevalence of target illnesses between particular
regions, issues with confounding that are best controlled for
using blinding, and critical pathways for gastrointestinal dis-
ease being highly context specific.12,16,17

In Myanmar, gastrointestinal diseases are a leading cause
of morbidity and mortality among children.18 Monastic
schools currently operate across the country, hosting over
269,000 children.19 Monastic schools receive very little gov-
ernment funding, are run by monks, generally do not charge
tuition fees, and serve the poorest children in the country.20

This population is at particularly high risk of gastrointestinal
diseases because of their low socioeconomic background and
the conditions within many of these schools. The aim of this
study was to investigate risk factors associated with diarrhea
and vomiting among these school-based children before the
implementation of a WASH program. Data were collected on
a range of behavioral and resource-specific factors, both at
the student and school levels, with the view to exploring
whether particular behavioral or structural factors placed stu-
dents at greater risk of self-reported diarrhea and vomiting.
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MATERIALS AND METHODS

Study design. Cross-sectional data from a school-based
multistage cluster sample of grade 4 and 5 students were
analyzed to explore WASH facilities and hygiene-related
practices of students in monastic schools in Myanmar. This
research was part of a larger program entitled “Building the
capacity of the monastic school system in Myanmar” and
aimed to improve school management, teaching practices,
the school environment, school hygiene practices, and the
level of community support at monastery schools throughout
Myanmar.20 This study received ethical approval from the
Alfred Hospital, Melbourne, Australia, and the Department
of Medical Research, Lower Myanmar.
Sampling. Given the resource limitations and locational

complexities of the study, sampling of schools for the baseline
WASH study focused on eight regional areas of Myanmar

that were thought to be representative, sociodemographically
and geographically, of monastery schools in Myanmar. Some
states and regions were excluded from the sampling frame
because of security concerns and access difficulties. The sam-
pling frame for this study comprised 1,146 schools across six
regions and two states as shown in Figure 1 and Table 1.
Sampling comprised two stages: at the first, schools were

randomly selected using a proportional allocation sampling
fraction of 10%, and at the second, (approximately) 10 stu-
dents from each target grade (4 and 5) of the selected school
were randomly selected to participate in the study (Figure 1).
In terms of exploratory cross-sectional research, the sam-
pling fraction was a balance between having a target sample
that was achievable given the scope of the study and its logis-
tical resources, and ensuring sampling was sizeable enough
to have an acceptable standard error in prevalence estima-
tion. We estimated that, given the design effect from the

FIGURE 1. Flow chart of recruitment of monastic schools.
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sampling approach (assuming a within-school intraclass cor-
relation [ICC] ¼ 0.05) a target sample of N ¼ 115 schools
(sampling fraction 10%) would enable us to report preva-
lence with an approximate margin of error (95%) of 3.5%.
To improve the representativeness of the sample and reduce
the variance in point estimation, schools were sampled pro-
portionately across regional strata using the 10% sampling
fraction. The target sample was inflated by 10% to account
for school nonresponse, and a further 25% for refusal and
inaccessibility. A total of 170 schools were randomly selected
from eight regional strata. From this inflated sample,
42 schools did not participate because of inaccessibility, secu-
rity reasons, and school closures, and one school refused to
participate. One hundred and twenty-seven schools agreed to
participate in the study (participation rate 75%), yielding a
total sample of 2,256 students.
Data collection. Quantitative data collection tools were

developed in English and translated into Burmese, which
included a self-administered student questionnaire and a
school environment observation checklist completed by local
fieldworkers. A self-administered structured student ques-
tionnaire was used as this was considered the most efficient
data collection method given logistical constraints, the size of
the target sample, and the relatively short period allocated
for data collection. These survey instruments were piloted by
five fieldworkers at two schools and were subsequently
refined. Fieldworkers met with principals at schools selected
to participate in the WASH baseline study. They explained
the WASH study and survey tools and asked for permission
to conduct the study. A monetary reimbursement for the
principal’s time was offered. Five teams of four fieldworkers
completed school recruitment and data collection. Data
collection was conducted in two phases—July–August 2013
(80 schools in three regions) and September–November 2013
(47 schools in the remaining regions and states).
The school environment checklist was completed by

fieldworkers with assistance from a school staff member.
Photos were taken by fieldworkers to accurately record key
features of the school environment and facilities. For the
self-administered student questionnaire, a simple explanation
of the instrument and study was given by fieldworkers to the
students, followed by an invitation to participate in the sur-
vey. Questionnaires were completed away from other stu-
dents. Approximately 20 minutes were allocated to students
to complete the questionnaire. Fieldworkers offered assistance

to students if required, for example, explaining the meaning
of questions and how to record answers on the instrument.
Data management. The student questionnaires and school

environment observation data were entered by fieldworkers
into a relationally organized EpiData database (EpiData
Association, Odense, Denmark). These relational data were
linked using key matching data and prepared for analysis
using Stata, version 12 (StataCorp, College Station, TX).
Measures. Outcome. Diarrhea and vomiting. The outcomes

of interest in this study were student self-reported diarrhea
and/or vomiting in the past week, with the measure derived
from two separate questions pertaining to these symptoms.
Students were asked, “In the past week, have you had diar-
rhea?” where diarrhea was defined as “more than three
loose bowel movements in one day.” Similarly, students were
asked, “In the past week, have you had vomiting?” For both
questions, students could respond: “no,” “just on one day,”
or “on more than one day.” For analysis, student responses
to these questions were rescored to form a polytomous mea-
sure of experience of diarrhea and vomiting, where students
were categorized as experiencing in the past week an epi-
sode of “diarrhea only,” “vomiting only,” “both diarrhea and
vomiting,” or “no episode of either.”
To assess sanitation and hygiene-related risk, both behav-

ioral and school environment factors were measured.
Hygiene practices. Handwashing. Participants were asked

to report the frequency of their handwashing practice before
meals and after toilet use using an ordinal measure: “never,”
“sometimes,” “mostly,” and “always.” For analysis student
responses were collapsed into a binary measure whereby
“never” and “sometimes” was treated as “poor,” and “mostly”
and “always” treated as “good” handwashing behavior.
Toilet use. Participants use of toilets was measured by ask-

ing students if they used the school toilet “always,” “some of
the time,” or “never.” For analysis, this factor was then col-
lapsed into a binary measure whereby students responding
“always” were compared with those responding “some of the
time” or “never.”
Diarrhea prevented student from attending class. Participants

were asked whether their most recent episode of diarrhea
had prevented them from attending class, and asked to
respond either “yes” or “no.”
Hygiene education recall. Participants were asked whether

they could recall any kind of school lesson about hygiene
or cleanliness and could respond to this question with “yes”
or “no.”
Student hygiene facilities at school. Number of toilets. The

number of student toilets was recorded at each school. For
analysis, using sample tertiles, students were rescored into
three ordinal groups representing the number of toilets stu-
dents had access to at school.
Student-to-facility ratios. Student-to-facility ratios were

coded as 3-level ordinal factors based on the recommended
United Nations Children’s Emergency Fund/World Health
Organization (WHO) guidelines for boys (handwash station
ratio: ≤ 50:1, 51:1–150:1, and ≥ 151:1 and toilet ratio: ≤ 50:1,
51:1–100:1, and ≥ 101:1).21

Type of toilet. Type of toilet was a multiple response mea-
sure, where schools could be coded as having “pour flush,”
“pit latrine,” and “septic tank” toilet arrangements.
Cleanliness of student toilets. The cleanliness of student

toilets was a nominal measure, where school toilets were

TABLE 1
Schools included in analysis by region (N ¼ 116)

Region Schools Students

Metropolitan
Yangon 19 369
Mandalay 33 591

Plain area
Bago 12 221
Sagaing 22 389

Hilly
Chin* 2 28
Shan* 7 119

Coastal
Ayarwaddy 16 268
Thanintharyi 5 97

All areas 116 2,082
*State not region.
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coded as “clean,” “somewhat clean,” and “not clean.”
These data were then rescored to a binary measure compar-
ing “clean” versus “unclean” (“somewhat clean” and “not
clean”) toilets.
No separate toilets for girls. The provision of a separate

toilet for female students was treated as a binary measure.
Number of handwash stations. The number of handwash

stations for students was recorded at each school. For analy-
sis, using sample tertiles, students were rescored into three
ordinal groups representing the number of handwash stations
students had access to at school.
Location of handwash stations. The location of handwash

stations was measured by a nominal measure “near to toi-
lets,” “inside toilet compartment,” “in/near building,” and
“other.” For analyses these data were collapsed into a binary
measure of proximity to toilet location (“near in toilet build-
ing” versus “far from toilets.”
Insufficient soap and water at handwash stations. Insufficient

soap and insufficient water were binary measures, where a
school was considered to have insufficient water if water was
evident at fewer than 50% of handwash facilities and insuffi-
cient soap if soap was evident at fewer than 50% of facilities.
Students were considered to have insufficient soap and/or
water if a school did not have handwashing facilities.
Unimproved water storage. Water storage was a nominal

measure where schools were coded to have “uncovered
pot,” “covered pot,” “tank with tap,” “filter pot with tap,”
“piped water with tap,” “bottled water,” or “direct from
tube well” water storage. On the basis of the WHO guide-
lines,22 these data were rescored to a binary measure of
unimproved water storage versus improved water storage,
with improved water storage defined as covered pot, tank
with tap, bottled water, filter pot with tap, piped, or direct
from tube well storage.
Analysis. Contingency table analyses were used to provide

prevalence estimates of diarrhea and vomiting. In univariable
analyses, standard errors and associated 95% confidence
intervals (CI) around prevalence estimates took account
of the inherent clustering and stratification in sampling.23

Generalized linear latent and mixed modeling (gllamm)24 was
used to estimate random effect multinomial logistic regres-
sion (i.e., specifying a multinomial link function and binomial
distribution) models, exploring correlates of experience of
diarrhea, where school was treated as a random intercept
and student and school level covariates estimated as fixed
factors. In multinomial regression models, the outcome refer-
ence group was of students who had not experienced either
diarrhea or vomiting in the past week. Seemingly unrelated
estimation25 was undertaken to test that the multinomial
regression model met the independence of irrelevant alterna-
tives (IIA) assumption.26 Random effect multivariable multi-
nomial regression analyses treated school as a latent factor,
and therefore modeled the dependency in school clusters
directly, providing effect estimates for study exposures,
which took account of school-specific variance in rates of
diarrhea and vomiting (i.e., between-school heterogeneity
in the outcome induced by unobserved factors). Where dif-
ferences in effect (both in direction and magnitude) were
observed across outcome responses, post-estimation Wald
tests were conducted to test the differences in effect of
each exposure across outcome responses. A complete case
approach to analyses was undertaken. All statistical analyses

were conducted using the Stata statistical software package,
version 13 (StataCorp).
The key risk factors included in the analyses were

handwashing practice before meals and after toilet use, toilet
use, hygiene education recall, number of student toilets at
the school, number of handwash stations for students at the
school, cleanliness of student toilets, no separate toilets for
girls, insufficient soap at handwash stations, insufficient water
at handwash stations, type of toilet, and presence of unim-
proved water storage at the school. Student sex and grade
were also included in multivariable models. In addition to
the number of student toilets at the school and the number of
handwash stations for students, for comparative purposes,
adjusted analyses of the association between student-to-facility
ratio measures and diarrhea and/or vomiting were undertaken
and are shown in Supplemental Table 1.

RESULTS

The study sample comprised 2,256 students from 127 monastic
schools. Of these, 174 students (8%) were excluded—67
because of nonresponse on both the outcome (N ¼ 5,
3%) and model covariates (N ¼ 62, 37%), and a further
107 (60%) because of their attendance at schools with no
toilets—given we modeled a range of factors relating to
toilet quality. The remaining analysis was based on 2,082
students from 116 schools with at least one student toilet
(Table 1). Analysis of missing data showed no significant
differences in the proportion of students reporting diarrhea
and/or vomiting between cases included and excluded from
analyses (diarrhea: 12% versus 11%, vomiting: 12% versus
14%, diarrhea and vomiting: 12% versus 11%; joint Wald
test: χ2(3) ¼ 0.94, P ¼ 0.81). Further, comparison of rates
of diarrhea and vomiting between those with and without
toilets showed no significant differences (diarrhea: 12%
versus 11%; vomiting: 12% versus 16%; diarrhea and
vomiting: 11% versus 8%; joint Wald test: χ2(3) ¼ 2.6,
P ¼ 0.46).
Demographic factors and hygiene practices. Of those

included in the analysis, 50% of students were female (N ¼
1,030), 50% were in grade 5 (N ¼ 1,049), and the median
age was 10 years (interquartile range: 9–11; Table 2). When
asked about school toilet use, 51% (N ¼ 1,060) of students
said they did not always use the toilet. Of those who reported
not using the toilet, most attributed their nonuse to the
condition of the toilet (N ¼ 483, 46%) or poor accessibility
(N ¼ 359, 34%).
Student hygiene facilities at school. Twenty per cent (N ¼

23) of schools did not provide handwash station facilities to
students. Of schools with at least one handwash station (N ¼
93), 89% (N ¼ 83) had handwash stations with insufficient
soap and 32% (N ¼ 30) had insufficient water (Table 2). The
location of handwash stations varied, with 71% (N ¼ 66) of
schools not having handwash stations near the toilets.
Of schools with toilets, 48% (N ¼ 55) had a student-to-

toilet ratio of ≤ 50:1, 37% (N ¼ 43) had 51:1–100:1, and
17% (N ¼ 17) had > 100:1. For one school, no information
was collected regarding the total student population at the
school, and so it was excluded from this ratio. Of schools
with handwash station, 37% (N ¼ 33) had a student-to-
handwash station ratio of ≤ 50:1, 40% (N ¼ 36) had 51:1–
150:1, and 23% (N ¼ 20) had > 150:1. Twenty-three schools
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had no handwashing stations and were excluded from ratio
estimates. Multinomial regression analyses showed no signifi-
cant unadjusted association (Supplemental Table 1 shows
adjusted associations) between both student-to-toilet ratio
and experience of diarrhea and/or vomiting (joint Wald test:
χ2(6) ¼ 6.8, P ¼ 0.34) and student-to-handwash station ratio
and experience of diarrhea and/or vomiting (joint Wald test:
χ2(6) ¼ 3.8, P ¼ 0.71).
Factors associated with diarrhea and vomiting. Univariable

and multivariable analyses exploring the correlates of diar-
rhea and vomiting are shown in Tables 3 and 4. In multivari-
able analysis, compared with those in grade 5, students in
grade 4 were significantly more likely to report episodes of
diarrhea only (adjusted relative risk ratio [ARR] ¼ 1.40,
95% CI ¼ 1.05–1.86, P ¼ 0.02), vomiting only (ARR ¼ 1.75,
95% CI ¼ 1.32–2.33, P < 0.01), and both diarrhea and
vomiting (ARR ¼ 1.48, 95% CI ¼ 1.10–1.99, P ¼ 0.01) in
the past week. A post-estimation Wald test showed that this
higher risk for grade 4 students was consistent across ill-
ness outcomes (Wald test: χ2(2) ¼ 1.67, P ¼ 0.43). Poor
handwashing before meals was also associated with higher
risk of illness. Students who reported poor handwashing
before meals were 43% more likely to report an episode of
vomiting only (ARR ¼ 1.43, 95% CI ¼ 1.00–2.05, P ¼ 0.05).
Higher risk was also observed with diarrhea and vomiting
(ARR ¼ 1.31, 95% CI ¼ 0.90–1.91, P ¼ 0.16) and diarrhea-

only (ARR ¼ 1.06, 95% CI ¼ 0.72–1.57, P ¼ 0.76) episodes
but with a smaller magnitude of effect and was not statisti-
cally significant.
Not using the toilet consistently was also associated with

higher risk of illness. Students reporting no or inconsistent
use of the school toilet were 55% more likely to report an
episode of both diarrhea and vomiting in the past week
(ARR ¼ 1.55, 95% CI ¼ 1.12–2.14, P ¼ 0.01) and vomiting
only (ARR ¼ 1.31, 95% CI ¼ 0.96–1.80, P ¼ 0.09) compared
with students who “always” used the school toilet. Higher
risk was also observed for diarrhea-only episodes but this was
not statistically significant (ARR ¼ 1.08, 95% CI ¼ 0.79–1.48,
P ¼ 0.64).
Students at schools with septic tank toilets were less likely

to report diarrhea and vomiting (ARR ¼ 0.66, 95% CI ¼
0.42–1.05, P ¼ 0.08) and diarrhea only (ARR ¼ 0.61, 95%
CI ¼ 0.39–0.96, P ¼ 0.03) in the past week compared with
students at schools without this type of toilet. Lower risk was
also observed for vomiting-only episodes but this was not
statistically significant (ARR ¼ 0.80, 95% CI ¼ 0.51–1.25,
P ¼ 0.33). A post-estimation Wald test showed that this
lower risk for students at schools with septic tank toilets was
consistent across illness outcomes (Wald test: χ2(2) ¼ 1.98,
P ¼ 0.37).
Students from schools with little or no access to handwash

stations (either none or one handwash station) were almost

TABLE 2
Sample descriptives showing student demographic and hygiene-related behavioral factors (N ¼ 2,082) and school (N ¼ 116) hygiene- and

sanitation-related structural factors
n % 95% CI*

Student factors (N ¼ 2,082)
Sex (observed)

Males 1,052 50.5 47.0–52.0
Grade (observed)

4 1,033 49.6 47.7–51.6
Age (self-reported)

Median (IQR) 10 (9–11) – –
Hygiene behavior (self-reported)
Poor handwashing before meals 436 20.9 18.0–24.2
Poor handwashing after toilet use 436 20.9 18.2–24.0
Inconsistent toilet use 1,060 50.9 45.7–56.1
Diarrhea prevented student from attending class 863 41.5 38.2–44.7
Poor education recall 278 13.4 11.4–15.7
Last time had diarrhea drank ORS 667 32.0 28.8–35.5

School factors (N ¼ 116)
Facilities (observed)

Type of toilet
Latrine 68 58.6 49.9–66.8
Septic tank 53 45.7 37.3–54.4
Pour flush 63 54.3 45.1–63.4

Number of toilets, median (IQR) 4 (2–6) – –
Number of handwash stations, median (IQR) 2 (1–3) – –
Students-to-toilet ratio, median (IQR) 52 (27–76) – –
Students-to-handwash station ratio, median (IQR) 76 (38–148) – –
Handwash station not near toilet 66 74.2 63.7–82.4
Provision of no separate toilets for female students 60 51.7 42.6–60.8
Insufficient soap available 83 71.6 62.8–78.9
Insufficient water available 30 25.9 18.7–34.6

Outcome
Illness in past week (self-reported)

Neither diarrhea nor vomiting 1,352 64.9 61.2–68.5
Diarrhea only 233 11.2 9.9–13.8
Vomiting only 253 12.1 10.3–14.3
Diarrhea and vomiting 244 11.7 9.2–13.5

CI ¼ confidence interval; IQR ¼ interquartile range; ORS ¼ oral rehydration salts.
*Standard errors adjusted for school clustering and regional stratification.
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twice as likely to self-report diarrhea-only (ARR ¼ 1.85,
95% CI ¼ 0.98–3.49, P ¼ 0.06) and vomiting-only (ARR ¼
2.02, 95% CI ¼ 1.05–3.87, P ¼ 0.03) episodes in the past
week than students at schools with the highest number of
handwash stations (between four and 20). Although the same
higher risk was observed for diarrhea and vomiting, the
increase in risk from having relatively few (lowest group)

handwash stations was smaller in magnitude (67% higher
risk) and not statistically significant (ARR ¼ 1.61, 95% CI ¼
0.84–3.09, P ¼ 0.12). A post-estimation Wald test showed
that this higher risk for students at schools with few handwash
stations was consistent across illness outcomes (Wald test:
χ2(2) ¼ 0.63, P ¼ 0.43). Conversely, insufficient water at
handwash stations was associated with a lower risk (∼55%)

TABLE 3
Unadjusted random effect multinomial regression models of self-reported diarrhea and vomiting among students and risk factors at Monastic
schools across Myanmar (N ¼ 2,082)

Factor

Diarrhea only (N ¼ 244) Vomiting only (N ¼ 253) Diarrhea and vomiting (N ¼ 233)

n (%) RR (95% CI) P value n (%) RR (95% CI) P value n (%) RR (95% CI) P value

Student level
Student characteristics
Sex
Male 129 (12.3) 1.14 (0.87–6–1.52) 0.37 134 (12.7) 1.14 (0.86–1.51) 0.35 122 (11.6) 1.11 (0.83–1.50) 0.46
Female 115 (11.2) Ref. 119 (11.6) Ref. 111 (10.8) Ref.

Grade
4 128 (12.4) 1.41 (1.06–1.87) 0.02 146 (14.1) 1.74 (1.31–2.31) < 0.01 125 (12.1) 1.48 (1.11–1.98) 0.01
5 116 (11.1) Ref. 107 (10.2) Ref. 108 (10.3) Ref.

Hygiene behavior
Poor handwashing before meals
Yes 53 (12.2) 1.09 (0.77–1.56) 0.62 70 (16.1) 1.51 (1.08–2.10) 0.02 64 (14.7) 1.49 (1.06–2.10) 0.02
No 191 (11.6) Ref. 183 (11.1) Ref. 169 (10.3) Ref.

Poor handwashing after toilet use
Yes 52 (11.9) 1.02 (0.71–1.45) 0.93 61 (14.0) 1.19 (0.85–1.68) 0.31 59 (13.5) 1.27 (0.90–1.80) 0.18
No 192 (11.7) Ref. 192 (11.7) Ref. 174 (10.6) Ref.

Inconsistent toilet use
Yes 115 (10.9) 1.00 (0.74–1.37) 0.98 139 (13.1) 1.37 (1.01–1.86) 0.04 133 (12.6) 1.50 (1.10–2.05) 0.01
No 129 (12.6) Ref. 114 (11.2) Ref. 100 (9.8) Ref.

Poor hygiene education recall
Yes 32 (11.5) 0.92 (0.60–1.41) 0.71 31 (11.2) 0.85 (0.55–1.31) 0.47 38 (13.7) 1.19 (0.79–1.78) 0.40
No 212 (11.8) Ref. 222 (12.3) Ref. 195 (10.8) Ref.

School level
Type of toilet
Pour flush
Yes 136 (11.4) 0.86 (0.56–1.31) 0.48 139 (11.6) 0.83 (0.54–1.27) 0.39 127 (10.6) 0.81 (0.53–1.25) 0.35
No 108 (12.2) Ref. 114 (12.9) Ref. 106 (12.0) Ref.

Latrine
Yes 139 (11.7) 1.09 (0.70–1.70) 0.70 165 (13.8) 1.55 (0.99–2.42) 0.06 147 (12.3) 1.41 (0.90–2.21) 0.14
No 105 (11.8) Ref. 88 (9.9) Ref. 86 (9.7) Ref.

Septic tank
Yes 101 (10.4) 0.70 (0.46–1.07) 0.77 110 (11.3) 0.77 (0.50–1.16) 0.87 88 (9.0) 0.60 (0.39–0.93) 0.39
No 143 (12.9) Ref. 143 (12.9) Ref. 145 (13.1) Ref.

Unclean toilets
Yes 129 (11.2) 0.85 (0.54–1.34) 0.49 142 (12.3) 0.97 (0.62–1.52) 0.91 121 (10.5) 0.82 (0.52–1.29) 0.40
No 115 (12.4) Ref. 111 (11.9) Ref. 112 (12.0) Ref.

Number of toilets for students*
1–2 73 (9.6) 0.65 (0.38–1.10) 0.11 109 (14.3) 1.26 (0.75–2.12) 0.39 90 (11.8) 0.84 (0.50–1.41) 0.51
3–5 74 (12.5) 0.80 (0.48–1.34) 0.40 69 (11.7) 0.96 (0.57–1.64) 0.90 50 (8.5) 0.56 (0.33–0.97) 0.04
6–20 97 (13.3) Ref. 75 (10.3) Ref. 93 (12.8) Ref.

No separate toilets for girls
Yes 97 (10.1) 0.69 (0.45–1.07) 0.10 135 (14.0) 1.20 (0.78–1.85) 0.41 82 (8.5) 0.57 (0.37–0.89) 0.01
No 147 (13.1) Ref. 118 (10.5) Ref. 151 (13.5) Ref.

Handwashing facilities
Insufficient soap available
Yes 156 (10.5) 0.62 (0.40–0.97) 0.04 181 (12.2) 0.88 (0.56–1.39) 0.59 164 (11.0) 0.84 (0.53–1.32) 0.59
No 88 (14.8) Ref. 72 (12.1) Ref. 69 (11.6) Ref.

Insufficient water available
Yes 42 (8.3) 0.62 (0.36–1.06) 0.08 56 (11.1) 0.84 (0.50–1.43) 0.52 72 (14.2) 1.33 (0.79–2.22) 0.28
No 202 (12.8) Ref. 197 (12.5) Ref. 161 (10.2) Ref.

Number of handwash stations*
0–1 107 (12.3) 1.24 (0.72–2.16) 0.44 115 (13.2) 1.62 (0.92–2.84) 0.10 107 (12.3) 1.22 (0.70–2.12) 0.48
2–3 85 (11.5) 1.04 (0.59–1.85) 0.89 95 (12.9) 1.40 (0.79–2.52) 0.25 73 (9.9) 0.88 (0.49–1.57) 0.66
4–20 52 (11.0) Ref. 43 (9.1) Ref. . 53 (11.2) Ref.

Unimproved water storage
Yes 12 (14.8) 1.57 (0.67–3.64) 0.30 12 (14.8) 1.35 (0.57–3.17) 0.49 7 (8.6) 0.84 (0.32–2.21) 0.72
No 232 (11.6) Ref. 241 (12.0) Ref. 226 (11.3) Ref.

RR ¼ risk ratio; CI ¼ confidence interval.
*Groups represent sample tertiles.
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of diarrhea-only (ARR ¼ 0.45, 95% CI ¼ 0.22–0.91, P ¼
0.03) and vomiting-only (ARR ¼ 0.56, 95% CI ¼ 0.28–1.09,
P ¼ 0.09—marginally nonsignificant) episodes, and a statisti-
cally nonsignificant 47% increase in risk for diarrhea and
vomiting (ARR ¼ 1.47, 95% CI ¼ 0.75–2.89, P ¼ 0.26). Fur-
ther, a post-estimation Wald test showed that the observed
difference in effect of insufficient water at handwash sta-

tions across the response outcomes was statistically incon-
sistent across illness outcomes (Wald test: χ2(2) ¼ 15.99,
P < 0.01); perhaps pointing toward unmeasured factors—
likely at the school level—which may account for this coun-
terintuitive association.
Surprisingly, students at schools with a moderate number

of toilets (three to five) were 51% less likely to self-report

TABLE 4
Adjusted random effect multinomial regression models for self-reported diarrhea and vomiting among students and risk factors at Monastic

schools across Myanmar (N ¼ 2,082)

Factor

Diarrhea only (N ¼ 244) Vomiting only (N ¼ 253) Diarrhea and vomiting (N ¼ 233)

n (%) ARR (95% CI) P value n (%) ARR (95% CI) P value n (%) ARR (95% CI) P value

Student level
Student characteristics

Sex
Male 129 (12.3) 1.16 (0.86–1.55) 0.33 134 (12.7) 1.13 (0.85–1.51) 0.40 122 (11.6) 1.12 (0.83–1.51) 0.46
Female 115 (11.2) Ref. 119 (11.6) Ref. 111 (10.8) Ref.

Grade
4 128 (12.4) 1.40 (1.05–1.86) 0.02 146 (14.1) 1.75 (1.32–2.33) < 0.01 125 (12.1) 1.48 (1.10–1.99) 0.01
5 116 (11.1) Ref. 107 (10.2) Ref. 108 (10.3) Ref.

Hygiene behavior
Poor handwashing before meals
Yes 53 (12.2) 1.06 (0.72–1.57) 0.76 70 (16.1) 1.43 (1.00–2.05) 0.05 64 (14.7) 1.31 (0.90–1.91) 0.16
No 191 (11.6) Ref. 183 (11.1) Ref. 169 (10.3) Ref.

Poor handwashing after toilet use
Yes 52 (11.9) 0.99 (0.67–1.46) 0.95 61 (14.0) 0.98 (0.67–1.42) 0.91 59 (13.5) 1.14 (0.78–1.67) 0.51
No 192 (11.7) Ref. 192 (11.7) Ref. 174 (10.6) Ref.

Inconsistent toilet use
Yes 115 (10.9) 1.08 (0.79–1.48) 0.64 139 (13.1) 1.31 (0.96–1.80) 0.09 133 (12.6) 1.55 (1.12–2.14) 0.01
No 129 (12.6) Ref. 114 (11.2) Ref. 100 (9.8) Ref.

Poor hygiene education recall
Yes 32 (11.5) 0.95 (0.62–1.46) 0.81 31 (11.2) 0.81 (0.52–1.24) 0.33 38 (13.7) 1.10 (0.72–1.66) 0.68
No 212 (11.8) Ref. 222 (12.3) Ref. 195 (10.8) Ref.

School level
Type of toilet

Pour flush
Yes 136 (11.4) 0.72 (0.44–1.17) 0.19 139 (11.6) 1.00 (0.62–1.61) 0.99 127 (10.6) 0.75 (0.46–1.23) 0.26
No 108 (12.2) Ref. 114 (12.9) Ref. 106 (12.0) Ref.

Latrine
Yes 139 (11.7) 0.94 (0.60–1.49) 0.80 165 (13.8) 1.44 (0.91–2.28) 0.12 147 (12.3) 1.26 (0.79–2.02) 0.34
No 105 (11.8) Ref. 88 (9.9) Ref. 86 (9.7) Ref.

Septic tank
Yes 101 (10.4) 0.61 (0.39–0.96) 0.03 110 (11.3) 0.80 (0.51–1.25) 0.33 88 (9.0) 0.66 (0.42–1.05) 0.08
No 143 (12.9) Ref. 143 (12.9) Ref. 145 (13.1) Ref.

Unclean toilets
Yes 129 (11.2) 0.84 (0.54–1.32) 0.46 142 (12.3) 0.91 (0.58–1.42) 0.67 121 (10.5) 0.71 (0.45–1.13) 0.20
No 115 (12.4) Ref. 111 (11.9) Ref. 112 (12.0) Ref.

Number of toilets for students*
1–2 73 (9.6) 0.68 (0.40–1.18) 0.17 109 (14.3) 1.17 (0.68–2.00) 0.58 90 (11.8) 0.91 (0.52–1.58) 0.73
3–5 74 (12.5) 0.74 (0.42–1.31) 0.31 69 (11.7) 0.90 (0.51–1.61) 0.73 50 (8.5) 0.49 (0.27–0.89) 0.01
6–20 97 (13.3) Ref. 75 (10.3) Ref. 93 (12.8) Ref.

No separate toilets for girls
Yes 97 (10.1) 0.82 (0.50–1.34) 0.42 135 (14.0) 1.16 (0.70–1.90) 0.57 82 (8.5) 0.48 (0.28–0.82) < 0.01
No 147 (13.1) Ref. 118 (10.5) Ref. 151 (13.5) Ref.

Handwashing facilities
Insufficient soap available
Yes 156 (10.5) 0.78 (0.48–1.28) 0.33 181 (12.2) 0.95 (0.57–1.57) 0.84 164 (11.0) 0.71 (0.42–1.19) 0.19
No 88 (14.8) Ref. 72 (12.1) Ref. 69 (11.6) Ref.

Insufficient water available
Yes 42 (8.3) 0.45 (0.22–0.91) 0.03 56 (11.1) 0.56 (0.28–1.09) 0.09 72 (14.2) 1.47 (0.75–2.89) 0.26
No 202 (12.8) Ref. 197 (12.5) Ref. 161 (10.2) Ref.

Number of handwash stations*
0–1 107 (12.3) 1.85 (0.98–3.49) 0.06 115 (13.2) 2.02 (1.05–3.87) 0.03 107 (12.3) 1.61 (0.84–3.09) 0.12
2–3 85 (11.5) 1.19 (0.66–2.14) 0.57 95 (12.9) 1.50 (0.82–2.76) 0.19 73 (9.9) 0.96 (0.52–1.75) 0.89
4–20 52 (11.0) Ref. – 43 (9.1) Ref. – 53 (11.2) Ref. –

Unimproved water storage
Yes 12 (14.8) 2.61 (0.88–7.76) 0.09 12 (14.8) 1.78 (0.61–5.18) 0.29 7 (8.6) 0.69 (0.21–2.22) 0.53
No 232 (11.6) Ref. 241 (12.0) Ref. 226 (11.3) Ref.

ARR ¼ adjusted risk ratio; CI ¼ confidence interval.
*Groups represent sample tertiles.
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diarrhea and vomiting than students at schools with the
highest number of toilets (6–20; ARR ¼ 0.49, 95% CI ¼
0.27–0.89, P ¼ 0.01). Reduced risk was also observed for
diarrhea-only and vomiting-only episodes, but was smaller in
magnitude and not statistically significant (diarrhea only: ARR¼
0.74, 95% CI ¼ 0.42–1.31, P ¼ 0.31; vomiting only: ARR ¼
0.90, 95% CI ¼ 0.51–1.61, P ¼ 0.73). A post-estimation
Wald test showed that for students attending a school with a
moderate number of toilets, the estimated risk was inconsis-
tent across illness outcomes (Wald test: χ2(2) ¼ 5.45, P ¼
0.02), again suggesting potential unmeasured confounding
in modeling.
In multivariable analysis, poor handwashing after toilet use,

insufficient soap, unclean toilets, availability of pour flush or
pit latrine toilets, and unimproved water storage at the school
were not significantly associated with experience of diarrhea/
vomiting in the past week. Given the model covariates, the
conditional ICC—in effect indicating the level of between-
school heterogeneity in diarrhea and vomiting—was small to
moderate (ρ ¼ 0.18). Finally, seemingly unrelated estimation
on alternate outcome multinomial models indicated that the
specified multivariable model met the IIA assumption (Wald
test: χ2(108) ¼ 98.8, P ¼ 0.73).

DISCUSSION

Diarrhea and vomiting was common in our sample with
over one-third of students self-reporting diarrhea, vomiting
or diarrhea, and vomiting in the past week. Although direct
comparisons of disease frequencies are difficult because of
variations in recall period, this proportion is higher than diar-
rheal episodes reported per week in similar school-aged chil-
dren in other studies in developing countries (2–22%).27–29

Our results suggest that the poor availability of handwash
stations in schools increases the risk of students self-reporting
diarrhea- and vomiting-only episodes in the past week. Where
fieldworkers observed only one or no handwash stations, stu-
dents were significantly more likely to self-report both these
outcomes. The number of handwash stations at schools was
shown to be associated with vomiting and/or diarrhea in our
analysis, suggesting that having easily accessible hygiene facili-
ties is important to reduce diarrhea and vomiting. The avail-
ability of septic tank toilets was also associated with reduced
risk of diarrhea and vomiting among students. Interestingly,
fewer available toilets in schools was not associated with an
increase in diarrhea or vomiting among students, independent
of other factors. This counterintuitive finding suggests there
are unmeasured factors at the school level that confound the
results presented here.
Our findings also suggest that, regardless of the number

of available toilets, not using the school toilet consistently
heightened students’ risk of diarrhea and vomiting. This sug-
gests that despite their condition, it is worth encouraging
students to use toilets as opposed to alternative sanitation
practices, like using a nearby field or not using the toilet dur-
ing school hours.
The self-reported rate of handwashing before meals and

after toilet use was high in our study, with over three-quarters
of students reporting “always” or “mostly” washing their
hands on these occasions. These findings are notably higher
than other studies; a review by The Global Public-Private
Partnership for Handwashing, including studies using obser-

vational measures for handwashing practices from Asia and
Africa, found rates for handwashing after toilet use and
before meals ranging from 3% to 42% and 1% to 16%,
respectively.30 Our results may therefore reflect the way in
which data were collected, that is, through a self-reported
structured questionnaire as opposed to observation. Self-
report can overestimate rates of handwashing, sometimes
by 2- or 3-fold.16,31 Although an association was observed
between poor handwashing before meals and higher risk
of vomiting-only episodes, the lack of association between
handwashing behavior and all three outcomes in our analysis
need to be interpreted with caution. There is strong evidence
to suggest that improving handwashing behavior is one of
the most cost-effective ways to prevent fecal–oral transmis-
sion both in developing and developed countries.27,32,33 A
meta-analysis by Curtis and others found that interventions
to promote handwashing with soap, where compliance was
assessed through observation, were associated with a 47%
reduction in risk of diarrhea-related infection.9

No association was found between schools with unimproved
water storage sources, such as uncovered water pot, and self-
reported diarrhea or vomiting. This may be because water
quality is less important than other transmission routes for
diarrheal disease. This finding is consistent with a Filipino
study that observed there was little difference between ill-
ness rates of children drinking good quality water and those
drinking moderately contaminated water.34 Similarly, the
counterintuitive finding that insufficient water at handwash
stations reduced the risk of diarrhea- and vomiting-only epi-
sodes suggests there may be unmeasured factors particularly
at the school level that confound the relationship between
sufficient water supply at handwash facilities and risk of diar-
rheal disease. This finding again highlights the complexity of
pinpointing risk factors within the WASH sector given their
overlapping nature.
Students in grade 4 were significantly more likely to self-

report all three illness outcomes (diarrhea only, vomiting
only, and diarrhea and vomiting) than their grade 5 counter-
parts in both the univariable and multivariable analyses. The
reason for this is not clear, but it may reflect decreased immu-
nity in the younger children or a lower level of maturity and
responsibility to actively maintain good hygiene as has been
suggested in other studies.35 In this study, however, the asso-
ciation is unlikely attributable to health education, as multi-
variable analyses were adjusted for hygiene education recall.
Regardless of the cause, this finding highlights a need for
research to explore the motivations of children at different
ages and maturity levels to adopt hygienic handwashing and
toilet practices.
The main strengths of our study are that the prevalence

and effect estimations were based on a multistage probability
sample of grade 4 and 5 students at monastic schools in eight
states/regions across Myanmar and that the participation rate
was relatively high. Also the analytical methodology adopted
in estimating the effect of key risk factors took account of
variance in student diarrhea and vomiting rates across schools.
However, the study does have some limitations. Some schools
were excluded from the sampling frame because of inacces-
sibility and security concerns, and despite substitution with
a randomly selected replacement school, exclusion of difficult-
to-reach schools from our sample may introduce some bias
to results. Data collection was conducted in two phases
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for logistical reasons, including the inaccessibility of some
schools during the monsoon period and our small number of
fieldworkers. This may introduce confounding due to the
likely higher risk of diarrhea during the monsoon period of
May–September.36 Although using student self-administered
questionnaires may have resulted in some responder bias
including overreporting of good personal hygiene practices,32

this data collection approach was restricted to measurement
of student behavior only. Measurement of the frequency of
student diarrhea and vomiting (“on one day” or “on more
than one day”) was limited in this study, and rescoring these
data to a nominal measure of experience meant severity of
illness was largely unknown. Although our analysis does
allow for the estimation of the independent effects of student
access to multiple toilet types, we did not have data pertaining
to the number of toilets by toilet type at a school, and this
prevented an analysis that was sensitive to the extent to
which schools were reliant on particular combinations of
differing toilet arrangements. This study was cross-sectional
and did not capture changes in diarrhea-related infections
and factors thought to influence infection over time and dur-
ing different seasons; therefore, the reader should be mindful
that these study results provide no evidence in terms of cau-
sality. In addition, although the generalized random effect
regression models we used do take account of variance in
risk of student diarrhea and vomiting across schools induced
by unobserved factors at the school level, given that the
random effects model assumes latent unobserved factors
are independent of the vector of observed variables esti-
mated in modeling, there is nonetheless the potential for
unobserved confounding. Furthermore, we did not measure
socioeconomic and family-based risk factors for students out-
side of the school setting, which may introduce additional
unobserved confounding.
Diarrheal diseases are one of the greatest public health

burdens affecting resource-poor communities in developing
countries.17,37,38 While diarrhea and/or vomiting are only
crude indicators of more severe gastroenteritis infection,39

our findings highlight the likely benefit of WASH interven-
tions within schools in low-income communities in devel-
oping countries. This is further supported by evidence
promoting interventions within schools as beneficial to the
wider community as students become active change agents
within their community.27,28 Based on our findings, we have
identified three priority areas to reduce diarrheal disease in
school-aged children in these settings. These include ensur-
ing the adequate provision of well-maintained handwash
stations, use of toilets with a septic tank arrangement to
manage waste, and encouraging consistent toilet use. It is
also recommended that future WASH programs in these set-
tings target not only the provision of these WASH supplies
but their utilization, particularly among younger school-
aged children.

Received April 13, 2015. Accepted for publication April 20, 2016.

Published online June 20, 2016.

Note: Supplemental table appears at www.ajtmh.org.

Acknowledgments: We would like to acknowledge and thank the
local fieldworkers and all participants involved in the study. We
acknowledge Thant Soe from the Monastic Education Development
Group for his contribution to data collection and Damien McCarthy
from the Burnet Institute for database design and management.

Financial support: Freya J. I. Fowkes is supported by a future fellow-
ship from the Australian Research Council, and Margaret E. Hellard
is supported by a fellowship from the National Health and Medical
Research Council of Australia. We would like to acknowledge and
thank the Myanmar Education Consortium who funded the Burnet
Institute Myanmar (BIMM) in partnership with the Monastic Educa-
tion Development Group (MEDG) to build the capacity of the
Monastic School system to provide quality education in these targeted
schools. We also gratefully acknowledge the contribution to this
work of the Victorian Operational Infrastructure Support Program.

Authors’ addresses: Emma R. N. Weaver, Paul A. Agius, and
Hilary Veale, Centre for Population Health, Burnet Institute,
Melbourne, Australia, E-mails: eweaver@burnet.edu.au, pagius@
burnet.edu.au, and hillveale@yahoo.com.au. Karl Dorning, Thein
T. Hlang, and Poe P. Aung, Burnet Institute Myanmar, Yangon,
Myanmar, E-mails: karld@burnetmyanmar.org, theintunhlaing@
burnetmyanmar.org, and poepoeaung@burnetmyanmar.org. Freya
J. I. Fowkes, Centre for Population Health, Burnet Institute,
Melbourne, Australia, Department of Epidemiology and Preventive
Medicine, Monash University, Melbourne, Australia, Centre for
Epidemiology and Biostatistics, Melbourne School of Population
and Global Health, The University of Melbourne, Melbourne,
Australia, and Department of Infectious Diseases, Monash Univer-
sity, Melbourne, Australia, E-mail: australia fowkes@burnet.edu
.au. Margaret E. Hellard, Centre for Population Health, Burnet
Institute, Melbourne, Australia, and Department of Epidemiology
and Preventive Medicine, Monash University, Melbourne, Australia,
E-mail: hellard@burnet.edu.au.

This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the
Creative Commons Attribution License, which permits unrestricted
use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the
original author and source are credited.

REFERENCES

1. WHO, 2009. Global Health Risks: Mortality and Burden
of Disease Attributable to Selected Major Risks. Geneva,
Switzerland: World Health Organization.

2. Walker C, Black R, 2010. Diarrhoea morbidity and mortality in
older children, adolescents, and adults. Epidemiol Infect 138:
1215–1226.

3. Freeman M, Greene L, Drelbelbis R, Saboori S, Muga R,
Brumback B, Rheingans R, 2012. Assessing the impact of a
school-based water treatment, hygiene and sanitation pro-
gram on pupil absence in Nyanza Province, Kenya: a cluster-
randomized trial. Trop Med Int Health 17: 380–391.

4. Bateman O, 1994. Health and hygiene behaviour: hygiene
behaviour in epidemiological perspective. Cairncross S, Kochar
V, eds. Studying Hygiene Behaviour: Methods, Issues and Expe-
riences. New Delhi, India: Sage, 26–35.

5. Curtis V, Cairncross S, Yonli R, 2000. Domestic hygiene and
diarrhoea—pinpointing the problem. Trop Med Int Health 5:
22–32.

6. Clasen TF, Bostoen K, Schmidt WP, Boisson S, Fung IC, Jenkins
MW, Scott B, Sugden S, Cairncross S, 2010. Interventions to
improve disposal of human excreta for preventing diarrhoea.
Cochrane Database Syst Rev CD007180.

7. Clasen T, Schmidt W-P, Rabie T, Roberts I, Cairncross S, 2007.
Interventions to improve water quality for preventing diar-
rhoea: systematic review and meta-analysis. BMJ 334: 782.

8. Luby SP, Agboatwalla M, Feikin DR, Painter J, Billhimer W,
Altaf A, Hoekstra RM, 2005. Effect of handwashing on
child health: a randomised controlled trial. Lancet 366:
225–233.

9. Curtis V, Cairncross S, 2003. Effect of washing hands with soap
on diarrhoea risk in the community: a systematic review.
Lancet Infect Dis 3: 275–281.

10. Esrey SA, Habicht JP, 1986. Epidemiologic evidence for health
benefits from improved water and sanitation in developing
countries. Epidemiol Rev 8: 117–128.

11. Cairncross S, Valdmanis V, 2006. Chapter 41: Water supply, sani-
tation, and hygiene promotion. Mills AJamison DT, Breman
JG, Measham AR, Alleyne G, Claeson M, Evans DB, Jha P,

286 WEAVER, AGIUS AND OTHERS

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


Musgrove P, eds. Disease Control Priorities in Developing
Countries, 2nd edition. Washington, DC: World Bank. Available
at: http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK11755/. Accessed
November 8, 2014.

12. Jasper C, Le T, Bartram J, 2012. Water and sanitation in schools:
a systematic review of the health and educational outcomes.
Int J Environ Res Public Health 9: 2772–2787.

13. Rosen L, Manor O, Engelhard D, Brody D, Rosen B, Peleg H,
Meir M, Zucker D, 2006. Can a handwashing intervention
make a difference? Results from a randomized controlled trial
in Jerusalem preschools. Prev Med 42: 27–32.

14. Talaat M, Afifi S, Dueger E, El-Ashry N, Marfin A, Kandeel A,
Mohareb E, El-Sayed N, 2011. Effects of hand hygiene cam-
paigns on incidence of laboratory-confirmed influenza and
absenteeism in schoolchildren, Cairo, Egypt. Emerg Infect Dis
17: 619–625.

15. Bowen A, Ma H, Ou J, Billhimer W, Long T, Mintz E, Hoekstra
RM, Luby S, 2007. A cluster-randomized controlled trial eval-
uating the effect of a handwashing-promotion program in
Chinese primary schools. Am J Trop Med Hyg 76: 1166–1173.

16. Curtis V, Schmidt W, Luby S, Florez R, Touré O, Biran A, 2011.
Hygiene: new hopes, new horizons. Lancet Infect Dis 11: 312–321.

17. Cairncross S, Hunt C, Boisson S, Bostoen K, Curtis V, Fung IC,
Schmidt WP, 2010. Water, sanitation and hygiene for the pre-
vention of diarrhoea. Int J Epidemiol 39 (Suppl 1): i193–i205.

18. Ministry of Health, 2010. Health Statistics. Available at: http://www
.moh.gov.mm/file/HEALTH%20STATISTICS.pdf. Accessed
October 20, 2014.

19. Ministry of Education, 2015. Education for All 2015 National
Review Report: Myanmar. Available at: http://unesdoc.unesco
.org/images/0022/002297/229723E.pdf. Accessed June 14, 2015.

20. Burnet Institute and Monastic Education Development Group,
2014. Monastic Schools in Myanmar—A Baseline Study.
Available at: http://www.themimu.info/sites/themimu.info/files/
documents/Report_Monastic_Schools_Baseline_Survey_BIMM-
MEDG_2014.pdf. Accessed February 20, 2015.

21. UNICEF, 2011. WASH in Schools Monitoring Package. Avail-
able at: http://www.unicef.org/wash/schools/files/WASH_in_
Schools_Monitoring_Package_English.pdf. Accessed Novem-
ber 8, 2014.

22. WHO, 2013. Household Water Treatment and Safe Storage: Man-
ual for the Participant. Manila, Philippines: WHO Regional
Office for the Western Pacific.

23. Rao JNK, Scott AJ, 1981. The analysis of categorical data from
complex sample surveys: chi-Squared tests for goodness of fit
and independence in two-way tables. J Am Stat Assoc 76:
221–230.

24. Rabe-Hesketh S, Pickles A, Taylor C, 2000. Generalized linear
latent and mixed models. Stata Technical Bulletin 53: 47–57.
Reprinted in Stata Technical Bulletin 9: 293–307.

25. Weesie HM, 1999. On seemingly unrelated estimation and the
cluster-adjusted sandwich estimator. Stata Tech Bull 9: 231–248.

26. Hausman J, McFadden D, 1984. Specification tests for the multi-
nomial logit model. Econometrica 52: 1219–1240.

27. Nicholson JA, Naeeni M, Hoptroff M, Matheson JR, Roberts
AJ, Taylor D, Sidibe M, Weir AJ, Damle SG, Wright RL,
2014. An investigation of the effects of a hand washing inter-
vention on health outcomes and school absence using a
randomised trial in Indian urban communities. Trop Med Int
Health 19: 284–292.

28. Freeman MC, Clasen T, Dreibelbris R, Saboori S, Greene LE,
Brumback B, Muga R, Rheingans R, 2014. The impact of a
school-based water supply and treatment, hygiene, and sanita-
tion programme on pupil diarrhoea: a cluster-randomized trial.
Epidemiol Infect 142: 340–351.

29. Kariuki JG, Magambo KJ, Njeruh MF, Muchiri EM, Nzioka SM,
Kariuki S, 2012. Effects of hygiene and sanitation interven-
tions on reducing diarrhoea prevalence among children in
resource constrained communities: case study of Turkana Dis-
trict, Kenya. J Community Health 37: 1178–1184.

30. Curtis V, Danquah L, Aunger R, 2009. Planned, motivated and
habitual hygiene behaviour: an eleven country review. Health
Educ Res 24: 655–673.

31. Biran A, Rabie T, Schmidt WP, Juvekar S, Hirve S, Curtis V,
2008. Comparing the performance of indicators of hand-
washing practices in rural Indian households. Trop Med Int
Health 13: 278–285.

32. Larson EL, Bryan JL, Adler LM, Blane C, 1997. A multifaceted
approach to changing handwashing behavior. Am J Infect
Control 25: 3–10.

33. Brown J, Cairncross S, Ensink J, 2013. Water, sanitation, hygiene
and enteric infections in children. Arch Dis Child 98: 629–634.

34. Moe C, Sobsey M, Samsa G, Mesolo V, 1991. Bacterial indica-
tors of risk of diarrhoeal disease from drinking-water in the
Philippines. Bull World Health Organ 69: 305–317.

35. Vivas A, Gelaye B, Aboset N, Kumie A, Berhane Y, Williams
M, 2010. Knowledge, attitude and practices (KAP) of hygiene
among school children in Angolela, Ethiopia. J Prev Med Hyg
51: 73–79.

36. Patel M, Pitzer V, Alonso W, Vera D, Lopman B, Tate J, Viboud
C, Parashar U, 2013. Global seasonality of rotavirus disease.
Pediatr Infect Dis J 32: e134–e147.

37. Fewtrell L, Kaufmann RB, Kay D, Enanoria W, Haller L,
Colford JM, 2005. Water, sanitation, and hygiene interven-
tions to reduce diarrhoea in less developed countries: a sys-
tematic review and meta-analysis. Lancet Infect Dis 5: 42–52.

38. World Health Organization, 2013. Diarrhoeal Disease, Factsheet
No 330. Available at: http://www.who.int/mediacentre/fact
sheets/fs330/en/. Accessed November 8, 2014.

39. CDC, 2004. Diagnosis and Management of Foodborne Illnesses
—A Primer for Physicians and Other Health Care Profes-
sionals: Recommendations and Reports. Available at: http://
www.cdc.gov/mmwr/preview/mmwrhtml/rr5304a1.htm. Accessed
November 8, 2014.

287HYGIENE PRACTICES IN MONASTIC SCHOOLS, MYANMAR




