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Abstract

There is an emerging body of literature that exasinow pro-poor product innovations should
be created and what business models should accgnipam. However, there is little on actual
implementation practises and the present papenptseto fill this void by analyzing the findings
of the literature and confronting them with theuattfield practises of sanitation activists in
India. It demonstrates that the common threaduhdtes progressive sanitation activists is their
adoption of a ‘market based approach’. Market fagustemming from the demand side are
shown to be due to problems of expressions of ddmaad their mismatch with perceptions of
the value of the innovation. It also identifies hawtivists go beyond the academic model of
assessing need, appropriateness of technology arardl to include practises for
‘accompaniment’, ‘sustainable maintenance’ and égation of knowledge, demand and
innovation spillovers’ in an endogenous fashiomvping an alternative to the ‘centralized
platform delivery’ model.
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On the Delivery of Pro-Poor Innovations.

Managerial Lessonsfrom Sanitation Activistsin India

I ntroduction

Pro-poor innovations — their creation, diffusiand adoption have simply not
received the kind of attention meted out by ecomstenand management science experts to
mainstream innovations with high profit marginspkausible reason for this lapse could be that,
till recently, pro-poor innovations were considetede the domain of the State and much less a
management issue. Government laboratories werestadr with the mission of creating pro-
poor innovations which would then be diffused tlyloypublic platforms. It is only recently,
given State failures in most developing countriedackle the needs of the poor, and a near
world-wide adoption of liberalization and open netek that market-based delivery of pro-poor
innovations is gaining attention. However, as ie fublic-delivery model, the market-based
delivery systems are also not perfect and furtheentivzere exist a number of needs of the poor,
for which there are solutions, but no markets.dat,f despite the noted advantages of market-
based approaches (Prahalad, 2005; Hart, 2005)actige firms still seem to perform rather
poorly in the effective diffusion of pro-poor innatvon. Companies are increasingly aware of the
potential of pro-poor innovations but are strugglio cope with the challenges they face in these
hitherto unexplored markets. In this context, taetral research question of the present paper is:
How can pro-poor innovations be effectively diffdsthrough the market? This question is
addressed in two steps. First, we analyze theiegiBterature to identify the main principles for
pro-poor innovation delivery. Second, we examinev haxtual practices confirm or improve
upon existing results identified in the first stdpough an examination of the management
practices of sanitation activists diffusing pro-pdmw-cost low-technology toilets in India. The
latter is based on extensive interviews with legdianitation activists and direct observations in

field visits over four years.



The study of innovation for low-income commurstis not new. Early work in
the area focused on ‘technology or product innavatiesign’ to fit the constraints of the context
and the resource base of the final user. For instaat the micro-level, there exists an extensive
literature on ‘appropriate technology’ followingettsmall is beautiful’ concept a la Schumacher
(1973) to make optimal use of local resources. 8faudlt, it led to the reigning explanation that
if an innovation is unsuccessful with the poorjsitbecause the technology is not designed
appropriately. However, the onus of innovationufbn has been broadened in recent times
with the seminal works of Prahalad (2005) and H2005) to look beyond the ‘design of the
technology’ to the ‘design of business models aetivery mechanisms’ incorporating the
interests of both innovation providers and potérgred-users. They emphasize that for success,
mutual benefits need to be generated both for dogient community and the commodity
provider. The growing literature on optimal win-wistrategies to address low-income
communities has spelt the optimal characteristica @ro-poor innovation (see for example:
Prahalad and Hart, 2002) and has identified vargitategies for ‘co-creation‘ or joint-value
creation with the user community through non-tiad#l forms of collaboration (Brugmann and
Prahalad, 2007; London et al., 2005; Franceys/deitiz, 2003).

A common thread that links the public-policy ahe market-oriented literature
on pro-poor innovations is the implicit assumptibat any appropriate innovation that enhances
the welfare of end-users will be adopted succdydbyl the low-income community. However, a
number of examples contradict this hypothesis. iRstance, low-cost micro-irrigation pumps
and multi-purpose tool-carriers in Africa (Simaraad Hart, 2006); low-cost efficient cook
stoves in Asia (Manibog,1984), 1298 dial ambulagseevice in India (Novogratz, 2007) and
ecological toilets in India (Ramani, 2008) areilllistrations of innovations created to serve the
low-income community, but which have failed to gdbpted widely for various reasons. Thus,
it cannot be taken for granted that once a probastthe features that are believed to satisfy the
unmet needs of the BOP community, a market is gtngmerge for this product. Diffusion of
innovations is a challenge for new products in galneand in the specific context of pro-poor
innovations the trials are likely to be even greakéence, the present paper is focused on the

strategies to promote adoption of pro-poor inn@ratiin their post-production phase.



The paper is organized as follows. The next sectliscusses the factors that
impinge on markets for the poor, summarizing thénrfiadings of the literature on the diffusion
of innovations as pertinent to this specific enniment. Then the context of sanitation in India is
presented, followed by an examination of the pcastiused by sanitation activists to promote
adoption. The last section concludes with lessams the sanitation case study for management

practices.

Poverty context and diffusion of Innovations

Definitions of poverty and their measurements swbjects of current debate
among economists and policy makers. For the puspadgethis paper, we use the term
‘bottom/base of the income pyramid’ or BOP to reti@households whose working members
earn less than $3,000 USD per year, in PPP or psiogrpower-parity terms. The BOP is not a
single homogeneous segment but a set of distimob-®zonomic segments sharing the common
feature of low household income. Even at the highesel of aggregation, in any country, the
nature of poverty faced by the ‘urban’ pyramid dhe ‘rural’ pyramid households is different.
Urban and rural poverty have some common charatiteyj nevertheless since urban dwellers
have to earn an income in order to purchase thesessities, they are more integrated into
market mechanims and have easier access to pofhstructure and support schemes (Forsyth,
2004:731) On the other hand, it may be easierHferrtiral poor with their family farms, to be
self-sufficient with minimal market participatiomé they may also have less space constraints.
Furthermore, within the urban and the rural pyranitiere are sub-groups that are extremely
heterogeneous in terms of household income, conspreéerences and willingness to pay for
products. The nature of the BOP market is alsdylike be specific to the sector concerned (see
UNDP, 2008 and Hammond et al., 2007 for examples).

Though BOP consumers are similar to higher-incaroesumers in that they
make consumption decisions to maximize their exggkecttility given their budget constraints,
they have lesser access to existing markets anggxpower effective demand because of their
resource and capacity constraints, which we séeiag a combination of three types.



(i) Lower and more variable incomé& high percentage of BOP workers are
unemployed, self-employed or employed in the infalrsector. Indeed, in developing countries,
informal employment comprises one half to threerga of non-agricultural employment (ILO,
2002). Therefore, unlike mainstream workers employeformal sectors, the income of BOP

families is subject to greater seasonal, tempardlragional variance.

(i) Lower knowledge, information and skills basedividuals of the BOP group
are likely to be less educated, less skilled arsd Bwvare of the market possibilities (UNDP,
2008). They might be unfamiliar with certain goadw services, such as new technologies or
financial services, which in turn deters them frosing these products. For example, individuals
in rural areas are less likely to have knowledgauabenefits of IT services, so their demand for

them is low, unless they learn how to utilize them.

(iif) Lower access to credit and complementargeés The BOP community is
likely to have less access to formal credit andiiasce schemes. They may not have electricity,
water connections or the space needed to installum® many commodities. Such features

reduce consumption possibilities.

The above conditions translate into a lower regén price that the BOP group
is willing to pay for a commodity as compared te thainstream group. This in turn implies that
they can purchase only the low-quality, low-priegsions of commodities available in markets.
Moreover, the opportunity cost of any purchaseigh ior a BOP consumer as compared to his
higher-income counterpart. For instance, a good ifh@eemed a casual consumption for the
mainstream group like shampoo might be a luxuryttierBOP consumer. However, even though
BOP individuals have to be very careful ‘money ng@ra’ in addition to being ‘consumers’, it
should not be assumed that they consume only lalitgucommodities and services in keeping
with their income, for careful planning goes intvimg for consuming goods that constitute a
luxury for them such as cinema visits and high iquaice for special occasions (Banerjee and
Duflo, 2007).

In the above context, the central propositioraaiumber of scholars (Prahalad
and Hart, 2002; Hammond and Prahalad, 2004; Ha@5;2Prahalad, 2005; Rangan et al., 2007)



is that facilitating market access to the lowerome groups is more welfare enhancing and
sustainable than unilateral transfers made thraidtor charity, even if market entry implies a
cost burden for them. In other words, it is postdathat taking the BOP segments as potential
customers and serving them through markets yialgleeh gains for both the firms supplying the

market and the target community as compared to ghasgty.

While the characteristics of BOP markets makeowation diffusion a real
challenge, their size, in terms of population agdragate demand is enticing to both firms and
non-profit organizations (NPOs). Sector wise, tbeeptial market is higher in food, energy and
housing which is witnessing more corporate incursiwhile NPOs are more active in health,
water, sanitation and education. On the demand #weopening up of markets increases the
consumption possibilities of the poor, who freglhermay more for comparable goods and
services than the middle-class because slums aatlaneas are often only served by informal
markets. Thus, fulfilling demand in BOP markets|dogenerate benefits to the organizations on
the supply side as well as to consumers on the d@side and promote economic development
in the process. There is a clear business casedoinvolvement of the private sector in BOP

markets andhnovationis considered key in devising such win-win solaso

Promoting adoption of innovations in BOP markets

By BOP innovations, we refer to products and isess that are engineered,
designed or adapted with the intention of addrgstme needs of a low-income community or
communities, which are new to the community or camities concerned. Innovations may
further be re-designed so as to be more pertireeatdpecific target income or regional group.
For example BOP innovations in the agriculturalteebave mainly been targeted at the rural
communities and often they have involved publiastie partnerships and collaboration of NPOs
(Spielman and Von Grember, 2006). Mendoza and Th€RO08) distinguish  pro-poor
innovations from other new products that are soldbiv-income markets by emphasizing on

development impact, reaching to the poor and firsuwaability.



As argued earlier, standard results on mainstreerkets have not been put to
good use in the context of low-income communitieEx;ause the poor have been mainly viewed
as wards of the State, a homogeneous mass addresexdtandardized programs of assistance
developed at the national and international leMelt only has such provision of innovations as
‘merit goods’ produced mismatches between locadsemnd solutions, but rates of effective
adoption were often low in the case of innovatitinat did not directly enhance income or
productivity. However, with the entry of NGOs andhfs to the BOP context, an understanding
of the market characteristics, socio-cultural noransl power-structures has come to play an
important role in addressing the low-income comrtiesi(Letelier et al., 2006; Kotler et al.,
2006). Acknowledging the limitations of traditiondbnor-based development models, these
actors look for alternative approaches to promaeetbpment goals and have initiated a new
and emerging trend to adopt private sector managemenciples to fulfil market demand
(Ghobadian et al., 2004). At the same time, it mustnoted that although the BOP school
advocates market-based approaches to tackle ppibdre are segments of society that the
market is unprepared to serve, the poorest of due pthe bottom billion (cf. Collier, 2008).
Thus, aid agencies still have a real role to playhwespect to these extremely poor

communities.

To summarize, according to the existing literaton innovation diffusion the
necessary conditions for the successful adopticanahnovation in the BOP context include the
following: a real need, compatibility of innovatiomth need, positive consumer perception of
innovation value, the use of change agents andssitdiéty to market in which the innovation is

supplied. Below we will briefly outline these kegrcepts:

Real needs: Need for any innovation is generhtedocio-economic structures
and cultural norms. Therefore, the first step i®xamine the nature of needs. As Katz (1961)
explains, "it is as unthinkable to study diffusmithout some knowledge of the social structures
in which potential adopters are located as to shidgd circulation without adequate knowledge

of the veins and arteries."
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Compatibility of innovation to serve the real deStewart (1977) points out that
the new technology must be compatible with the mmedevels, resource availability, existing

modes of production, existing technologies andsciwsthe society for which it is designed.

Positive value perception of innovation: Thel m@eds of a community and the
intrinsic value of innovation may not be in linetlviactual consumer perceptions of either need
or value of the innovation. As a result, many weientioned technologies and innovations
targeting the poor can fail because of the way #reyperceived by them (Bertrand et al., 2006).
Examples include water purification devices, sdéarterns, energy efficient cook stoves and
some agriculture equipments. Recipients’ willingnés receive changes depends not only on
their willingness (or disposition) but also on thability (or capability) in different groups of
individuals, communities, organisations and agendge absorb accept and utilize innovation
options (Jeffrey and Seaton, 2004). In additioffecent perceptions about new technologies and
bias towards existing/traditional solutions cardléaconsumer 'resistance’ to innovation (Garcia
et al., 2007).

The use of change agents: It has been emphasinedand again that pure
technocentric models of transfer focused on thesteared hardware may not succeed due to
lack of complementary institutions or assets neddedustained functioning of the innovation
(Reddy et al., 1991). Triggering demand can stiteukdoption and this can be done more
effectively through identifying appropriate ‘changgents’ whose adoptions convinces others to
do the same (Rogers, 2003). The ‘change agentst raocriited are women, self-help groups,
micro-credit women’s groups, school going childreandidates who are likely to win elections,

upcoming religious leaders etc.

Supporting financial models: The price of theamation should be such that it is
within the means of the BOP community. Otherwisestsharing schemes ranging from free
provision to partial payment by the end-user cardéésed, according to the objective of the
supplier and nature of demand (e.g. from pure pthl@py to standard profit or sales
maximization). A variety of financial credit optisimay also be mobilized in the form of loans

from money lenders or banks or participation innmicredit schemes.
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This completes our brief analysis of the literatan the BOP context, appropriate
pro-poor innovations and delivery mechanisms. Tlhesges seem to present a clear picture from
a theory perspective but very little is known abbatv they are put into practice in the field.
Therefore, we now turn to the second part of ogepaonsisting of a detailed case study which
identifies management practices in order to deaischeme for decision making for firms and

NGOs working to diffuse an innovation in a parteuBOP context.

Sanitation in the Indian BOP context

Strangely enough, despite the fact that aboub®idn in the world do not have
access to proper sanitation facilities, till re¢gtite issue of sanitation coverage did not figare
the agenda of pro-poor development programs of awemational aid agencies. However, with
mounting evidence and arguments on the positiveaainpf sanitation coverage on hygiene,
health conditions, environmental security and wtiely poverty reduction, sanitation targets
were finally added to the Millennium Development @& in the 2002 “World Summit on

Sustainable Development” (Bruijne and Geurt, 2007).

In India today, only one in three Indians haseascto any form of a functioning
toilet (UNDP, 2006). In 2007, out of 5000 townslmalia, only parts of 232 towns are connected
to a central sewage system. Less than half (4828&ept) of the 738,150 government primary
schools countrywide are equipped with toilet faies and only 28.25 percent of primary schools
countrywide offer separate toilet facilities forlgchildren, leading many girls to drop out of
school after adolescence (IWP, 2009). Thus, lackanitation coverage is a major problem in

India.

No lack of appropriate technology: BOP innovati@xsst

The problem of lack of sanitation coverage carbeattributed to a lack of “appropriate

technology”. Presently, there are four types ofetoiechnologies designed and introduced in
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India for the BOP group. They are the single-gitihe, double-pit latrine, the ecological toilet
and the septic tank toilet. Of these, the doubldgtrine and the ecological toilet are the new
product innovations that are sustainable and enmemtal friendly. The two other traditional

models, which are more popular, are unsustainaidkt systems that are contributing to the soil

and water contamination.

The two traditional models — the pit-latrine ahe septic tank, are the cheapest
and the costliest toilet model respectively. The lgirine essentially consists of a leach pit,
which is covered or desludged once filled. The obsidisadvantages of the pit latrine are that it
lets out a very foul stench, it overflows duringe thainy season and the location has to be
changed as soon as it filled. In the septic tanklehathe human waste goes into a tank with
several compartments. In the simplest and cheajpeity, the sludge settles in a two chamber
septic tank and the liquid at the top, often camtey faecal matter leaches away into the soil.
The septic tank has to be emptied once a yeara® ontwo years depending on the capacity of
the tank, and this is effectuated by paying a peiva public sanitation agency. The septic tank
presents two disadvantages: maintenance chargesuéswlircing of sludge treatment. Agencies
handling sludge often throw it into the nearestendtody or on the outskirts of garbage dumps

near which the slums are often located, areas wimre but the poor are willing to live.

The first major innovation in Indian BOP saridat was created by Dr.
Bhindeshwar Pathak, the founder of the NGO ‘Suladbting the 1970’s. His primary
motivation was not to create an innovation in fidelit to improve the lot of millions of manual
scavengers in India involved in the daily emptyaigraditional toilets. But manual scavenging
could not be eliminated without offering consumars alternative toilet model that could be
autonomously maintained. Therefore, the Sulaketamhodel was developed to empower a

community and not to maximize profits.

From the outside, the Sulab toilet model forvithal households looks just like
the standard Indian squatting style toilet slathveihe hole for flushing, but actually it embodies
three innovations. First, the Sulab toilet pan &asnooth floor with very steep sides so that little
remains to be flushed and very little water is regli for flushing. Optimising water use, it

requires only 1.5 litres of water per flush, in trast to conventional toilets that require a
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minimum of 10 litres. Second, instead of the flukkeaste going directly into the ground or a
septic tank or to a central sewer canal, it faits ione of two deep pits that are outside thettoile
Third, the pan also has a water trap and a gasaitipa water-seal that keeps the toilet odour
free and isolated from organisms in the pits. Eaiths about one and a half meters deep and
lined with a lattice of bricks, conceived to permitamily of five to use the first pit for up touo
years. The pits are covered by air tight lids. Wtienfirst pit is full, the family can switch toeh
second pit, while the waste in the first pit is dyrally and naturally transformed into a rich
material that can be removed and used as dry, pgwesilizer. When the second pit is nearly
full, the first pit can be emptied and its contecas be used as compost and the two pits can be
used alternatively and continuously. Currently $héab toilet is being used in about 1.2 million
poor households and has been declared a ‘Global Bastice by United Nations HABITAT
and Centre for Human Settlements’. It is beingusi&id by the UNDP all over the world.

The Sulabh toilet model, while being suitable @y areas was found to be
unsuitable for those with a high water table sult@astal zones or those receiving high degree
of rainfall, because of water logging of the pitence, the Sulab model was never adopted
widely in such regions. For these regions, a secoajr toilet innovation in the form of a urine
diversion toilet was created during the late 198fysa British naval engineer named Paul
Calvert on deputation to India. While there is evide of experimentation with urine diversion
toilets during the 1970’s in many parts of the wprdnd especially in Nordic countries, its
virtues were practically unknown outside of theclarof its devout practitioners. Thus, Calvert
had to re-invent a version himself and his contrdyu to the basic model is to have added

features that made it user friendly under Indiamdittons.

The Calvert model, also popularly called an egalal-toilet or an ‘ecosan toilet’,
features three distinct innovations in product giesFirst, the toilet pan has three holes, one
behind the other, with different slopes. The userates first and shifts slightly back to defecate
permitting the faeces to fall into a compost pitmiig of ash or saw dust is then thrown into this
hole facilitating dehydration of the faeces. Thiea tiser moves back further to wash the behind.
The urine goes out through a bamboo pipe to irigatgarden planted around the toilet. The
wash water is filtered through layers of graveltlsat the water that leeches out into the soil is

harmless. Thus, urine, faeces and wash water anpletely separated and recycled. Second, the
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toilets are on raised platforms, so that the teiteemselves can be entered only by climbing a
few steps but there is no water logging duringrthies. Third, there is a vent pipe going from the
compost chamber to remove moisture by the passhgé @and speed the transformation of

waste into compost.

The pit latrine and the septic tank models aoceenpopular both with NGOs and
the government because of the advantages theynpresterms of delivery. Under the ‘Total
Sanitation Coverage’ campaign launched by the indiavernment in 1999, every household
which builds a toilet gets Rs 2000 (~30 Euros), cletety covering the costs of construction of
a pit-latrine. The septic tank model is useful hseato meet construction targets, platforms can
be built, using only masons. In both there is pecatly nothing to ‘teach’ to the end-users by

way of maintenance.

The ‘Sulab’ and the ‘Ecosan’ toilet model demamare effort both on the part of
the end-user and the promoter. They require hatonggducate’ the users to ensure proper
functioning in the long term. Furthermore, eduaatimay have to be coupled with ‘monitoring’
to ensure proper maintenance, as lapses can leadakinnctions and in the worst case,
environmental contamination. However, it is widelgknowledged that these two models if
properly constructed and maintained representlfyotecentralized’ and ‘sustainable sanitation
systems that close the loop — completely recydimgwaste without any risk of environmental

contamination.

Defining Sanitation Activists

There are three types of actors linked with sdioib on the supply side in India:

financiers & facilitators; sanitation service proers and sanitation activists.

The financiers and facilitators group compriske tndian State, international
agencies and international NGOs. The leader ambeadihanciers is the Indian government
joined by international organizations like UNICBRABITAT, The Gates Foundation, Water

Aid international etc. They finance the constructad toilets through collaboration and contracts
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with NGO sanitation service providers and comparspscializing in construction of septic
tanks. Then there are facilitators, mainly of Ewap origin, like the GTZ, BORDA, WASTE
that offer workshops to NGOs to train them in tlmstruction of toilets and educating and
motivating the end users. Often, they identify lagdNGOs in the area and make them speak to
others about their experience, in order to diffueewledge on the technology and supporting
organizational routines. Finally, there are a \ugrad citizen’s groups that provide funds to NGO

sanitation service providers.

For the purposes of this paper, we refer to aaait activists as those promoting
the cause of sustainable and environmental frietallgt models, such as the Sulab model and
the Ecosan model, while being totally aware of &éxtra effort required to ensure proper
functioning. There are not many in India, thoughdeenot have exact statistics. We focus on the
most renowned sanitation activist of India, Dr.BRleshwara Pathak and three other

organizations which have made a mark in the fiélHamsan toilets for households.

Two activists rather than firms or public labsveleped the two pro-poor
environmental friendly toilet models that are betiffused in India today: Dr. Bhindeshwar
Pathak of Sulab (two pit Sulab toilet) and PaulMeérlof Ecosolutions (Ecosan toilet). There are
a number of others who are diffusing such toiletdndia. Among them are M.subburaman
(founder of SCOPE) and Shyama V. Ramani (foundefFrand-in-Need) whose works have
earned the ‘Nirmal Gram Puraskar Award’ for sarotatcoverage in Ecosan from the
Government of India, for the organization and foe target village respectively. In order to
identify the actual practices implemented in theldfi we conducted a number of extensive
interviews with the founders of Sulab, EcoSolutiamsl SCOPE. The last activist shares in the

present article her observations and practicesloese over four years of work in the field.

Promotional strategies of sanitation activists

The common thread that unifies progressive stmntaactivists is their adoption
of the ‘market based approach’, which works frora giemise that if the facilities constructed
are to be used efficiently, first a real demand tinlaescreated among end-users. Any sanitation

16



program consists of three phases: pre-construatmmstruction and post-construction activities.
A sanitation program can have a perceptible impaaty if a certain critical mass of
neighbouring households also adopts toilets. Thezethe end-user cannot be merely taken at
the individual level but must be considered at Bective level in terms of a set of adjacent

households, indicating the existence of minimumescanstraints.

As may be recalled, the literature suggests séhetal need must be confirmed
first. Thereafter the compatibility of the innowvaito satisfy that need in the given context must
be verified. This should be followed by an evaloatiof demand and the formulation of a
strategy for innovation delivery. How do the satmta activists do this? In what follows we
present the strategies followed by the leadingvestsi mentioned above, Sulab, Ecosolutions,
SCOPE and Friend in Need.

Assessing the needs

The most widely used method to assess the nedetle aarea is to conduct a
‘socio-economic surveySuch a survey is usually conducted even if seemgndata is available
at a more aggregated level in order to understaeddistribution of revenue, employment,
demographic features and religious affiliationstloé population concerned. The survey also
gathers information on the distribution ownershipassets including toilets, as well as the
availability of complementary infrastructure accbkesto all, local markets for the materials
required, local prices etc.

The survey has a three fold objective that goesmibeyond a simple gathering of
information. First, a survey permits a direct iamion in an impersonal setting with targeted
recipients to assess a real need and interestdptiad of the innovation. Second, in casual
conversation, the willingness to pay for the inrtavacan be gauged. For instance, in the case of
sanitation such an assessment helps to decide evheitets must be freely provided or whether
end-users can partially finance the cost of théettoiThird, the sample selection of target
households and identification of the prices of male and costs of transport to the locality,
gives an estimate of the costs of diffusion.
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Evaluating demand

When demand is not explicitly expressed, it dobe because of a lack of
awareness and knowledge of the recipient of not thd benefits of the innovations but also the
disadvantages and risks of using alternatives badopting the innovation. Therefore effective

demand cannot be gauged before educating the fawgatation.

For instance, in the case of sanitation, as @abrecinctly put it, “The need for
interactive training and awareness raising is toawel and dispel the misunderstandings and
confusion that often surrounds sanitation, hedljtgiene, water and the environment.” Indeed,
sanitation activists agree that education is arerdgid ingredient for success. Not only do
potential investors have to be educated on therddgas of having a toilet, but they must also be
made aware of the disadvantages of open defecd&igthermore, consumers are rarely aware
that toilet use can improve health conditions ahall their neighbours also have and use toilets.
The benefit of a toilet in terms of hygiene is notmediately visible to them. Therefore,
awareness building is absolutely necessary to er@atendogenous demand by which potential
investor-households convince their neighbours argtoaip of households comes forward to

experiment with the introduction of toilets.

Attracting members of the target community toealucational workshop is not
easy. There is intense competition from televisiod other work of the families. Therefore, in
order to gather an audience, education has todagribal, entertaining and interactive. The most
widely used methods for education are: street dsaneaflets, jokes, quizzes, songs, films to
pass the message. Children and the elderly shatldentaken lightly as they can also influence
family decision making even if they are not earnmgmbers of the household. Furthermore, in
order to motivate consumers to leave their work @me to a meeting, refreshments need to be

provided.

The next step after education is house to hous#s,v with inter-personal
discussions so that the family can ask questiortisouss details of the points raised during the
workshop within the intimacy of their homes. If thas still doubt about the nature of demand,

after the educational workshop and house-to-hoissge additional ‘focussed group discussions’
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may be organized with various groups in the village make a final evaluation of the nature of

effective demand.

A major difficulty is that most financiers do nsee the importance of this step
and consider ‘entertaining education’ combined with and refreshments as an unnecessary
waste of funds. They also see this as an effottghauld be given freely by NGOs as they are
interacting with BOP consumers without realizingttimparting entertaining education is not
costless. Financiers do not understand that ulagsl demand is created through interactive
education over an initial period of time, the pragrcannot be a success.

How a delivery mechanism is formulated

A delivery mechanism proceeds in three stagestdtts with the education
discussed above, then it continues with the bugldh some pilot models that all can use and
test, and finally, ends with the scaling up andugdibn of the innovation to the entire target

community.

The choice of participants for the first two stepsery important. Indeed, an interesting
strategy that is evoked is that the ‘change leadeust be selected so that they have something
to gain also by being a ‘change leader’. Unlike iM@nventional wisdom indicates, often the
change leaders are not the power brokers of thermtonty, for the latter may not have much to
gain from being a ‘change leader’. The ‘change éesidn sanitation are usually those who are
trying to climb up the ladder of power, so thairig/out the innovation increases their visibility
and their networks within the target community,réiyy benefiting them as well. For instances,
candidates can be chosen among those trying towrapheir position in the local government,

religious body, school, hospital or firm etc.

A pilot project consists of three steps: condtamc of a few models (for the
chosen ‘change leaders’ if this step is followdd}lting and discussion followed by visits by
other members of the community and wider discusdBuilding a set of models is a necessary

step, but its usefulness is maximized only if itascompanied by discussion with the target
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community. The BOP consumers are often so gratefuteceiving an innovation that even as
‘change leaders’ they rarely mouth any form of drgent. Special efforts must be made to make
them feel comfortable so that they are able to evalcawbacks freely or suggest possible
improvements. Informal rather than formal meetiagsse the purpose best. Once all issues are

attended to, slowly visits can be arranged forgeiaset of target users.

Additional Practises — Accompaniment for sustainsel

While most management theories stop with indisafor devising an optimal
mode of delivery, most sanitation activists adopasgety of practises to enhance the value of the
innovation in the eyes of the consumer so that maintained well and also accompany the end-
users during the initial phase of adoption to emsificient exploitation. Some even go so far as
to create feed-back-loops through promoting furtivemovations on the technology and

improving the design from the end-users themseM&ssummarize these practises below.

(i) Value enhancement through involvement of asdrs: Involvement of end-
users in product development has been advocatadnasy for more efficient innovations (von
Hippel, 1988). When end-users are involved in tegigh of an innovation they are empowered
with a greater sense of ‘proprietorship’ and themefare more likely to maintain the product
well. For instance, in the case of toilets, if @dt some features of a toilet are decided by the
family, then there is a family-specific, persoraic¢h to the design of each toilet that integrates a
toilet to the rest of the residence. The valueunhsa toilet is much higher than that of a carbon
copy of a set of identical toilets installed inaxdlity. Families can also be involved through
requesting them to participate in the constructiba toilet along with the professional masons.

This usually increases the feeling of ownership tlwedcommitment to use the toilet.

(i) Celebrations for the acquisition of the imation: The value of rituals
involving the celebration of life with loved onesrmot be underestimated in any society.
Everywhere a toilet is perceived as a room thanure, smelly, dirty and used by others and
therefore, undesirable. In order to inculcate grnial owning such a room, sanitation activists

introduce rituals, to mark the acquisition and etioh of the life of a toilet, as it is normally
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done for the inauguration of a new house in Iniar instance, the blessings of the Earth
Goddess are invoked as the site of the toilet gseh in a simple ceremony with prayers and
partaking of sweets. Then its construction is aagal upon completion, followed by a final

festivity as the first compost pit is opened arel¢bmpost is used on new saplings.

(iif) Accompanying the initial phase of adoptiand trouble-shooting: All NGOs
unanimously insist that monitoring of use after stounction is necessary for two reasons. If there
are any problems of maintenance, and if the usansiat approach anyone to correct them,
slowly such toilets fall into disuse. This is indeae main reason for the thousands of ‘unused
toilet fossils’ marking the landscape of India mugly fashion. Second, toilets could be diverted
to other use, if the women are not very empowenethé family. Normally, a good education
and awareness creation prior to construction ¢étensures proper use of the toilets. However,
a period of three months of monitoring is recomneehah the case of even conventional toilet
models and in the case of Ecosan monitoring is gsecyg for the first 18 months with special
attention being paid during the closure of thetfokamber and the removal of the compost
chamber by a qualified personnel. So sanitatioiviats make regular visits to households and
train members of the self-help groups of that &meaonitor use.

(iv) Toilet innovation contests for local masoi$te quality of workmanship and
the finish of most structures for the poor arevesly appealing as most pro-poor installations are
constructed by unskilled casual labour, who aremiminimal training and even less motivation.
On the one hand, such workers have no incentivepoove the quality of workmanship or try
out new ideas. On the other hand, the constructianagers, and especially the financiers of the
project are only interested in achieving ‘quaniwatargets’ in terms of the number of installed
toilets and do not impose conditions on their gualn other words, there is little interest and
attention paid to exploring ways to improve the Igyaof construction or promote good
workmanship. Thus, to enhance existing capacitpouation tournaments’ with cash prizes
provide masons an opportunity to showcase theilsskind gain recognition for being an
‘innovation leader’ or ‘best mason’. Subsequenityiby other masons to examine the ‘best
toilet’ and discussions with the winner create klemge-spillovers within the community.

21



(v) Toilet beauty contests for households: S@rauct innovations are gender
discriminatory and toilets in rural areas fall imst category; while women greatly appreciate the
privacy provided by a toilet, men scorn it. Therefoto encourage men to use toilets ‘Toilet
Beauty Contests’ are organized to enhance the igett@alue of a toilet as part of the family
residence. Using a simple carrot and stick approactoilet beauty contest is open only to
families in which all members — both men and womase the toilets. To maximize the scope of
use of the Ecosan toilets by end-users, the comesives three interrelated ‘sub-contests’: the
layout of the garden irrigated by urine from tbaet; the external appearance and cleanliness of
the toilet and its immediate surroundings; and iampvation introduced on the functionality or
structure of the toilet by the family. Such conseslevate the status of a toilet while bringing
publicity to the family, drawing attention to fatiat the men of the family also deign to use the
toilet. Finally, they make ownership of a toilesign of social mobility supporting the creation of

new demand.

Discussion and management implications

The main objective of the present paper was toigeoinsight on management
strategies for the diffusion of pro-poor innovasoin the first part of the article, we showed that
there is an emerging stream of management litexagéxiamining how pro-poor innovations
should be created and diffused and we briefly sunz@@ its main findings. However, the
analysis also revealed that there is little on @ctmplementation practises, making the main
findings of this literature suggestive rather thmactical for the formulation of strategy. Thus,
we attempted to add some insight on delivery ofgmor innovations, by analyzing the findings
of the literature and confronting them with theuattfield practises of sanitation activists in
India. Such an exercise yields four main resuléd tdan also be considered as recommendations

for firm strategy or public policy to diffuse prapr innovations.

First, demand is constructed as a function of tamponents: perception of needs
and perception of the value of innovation to meethsneeds. Therefore, market failures
stemming from the demand side could be due to prablof expressions of demand as a
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function of perception of needs and their mismatghiith perceptions of the value of the
innovation, which is targeted to eliminate the nearfailure in the first place. This implies that
for the diffusion of pro-poor innovation, the nagwf consumer perceptions both of needs and of
solutions must be well understood before diffusisnattempted. Furthermore, since these
features tend to be zone-specific, an in-depth @aon is required for every new target

community.

In terms of perception of needs, we identify éhtgpes of demands, which could
hold for any other BOP innovation as well.

(i) Unrequited or Pending demands: The need riapvation is perceived and
there is awareness of solutions available in theketabut these solutions are found to be

inefficient or inaccessible and therefore theneasffective demand.

(i) Latent demands: There is a perception ofdnéet there is imperfect or

incomplete awareness of available solutions leattingwering of demand.

(i) Invisible or Potential demands: There is perception of need for innovation
and this could be accompanied by a low or high enass of existing market solutions, which is
of no use to generate demand.

Similarly four gradations of perceptions of imation can be distinguished. For
households at the precipice of poverty, the mokiedhinnovations are those thatrease the
income generating capacity directiext come innovations thaicrease the income generating
capacity indirectly through increasing the productivity of the consurdirectly or indirectly.
The last could occur even through an enhancemethieadense of self through empowerment or
a higher level of comfort enjoyment provided byngsthe innovation. Higher the value of the

innovation perceived, greater is the expressicgffetctive demand.

With respect to sanitation for instance, thisegiwus the following matrix (table 1)
in terms of the existing demand segments, thoughoofse there can be exceptions in each

target community with respect to demand expression.
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Table 1
Assessing the nature of consumer perceptions:
The case of sanitation

consumer perceptions of the value of innovation
Direct Indirect Comfort/well
Expression of |[Income productivity |productivity [being
demand generating |enhancing |enhancing enhancing
Unrequited or
Pending demands urban slum-dwellors
Latent demands rural women
Invisible or
Potential demands rural men

As the above matrix indicates urban slum dweldeesmore aware of the advantages of
toilets. Here sanitation is an unsatisfied deman@»asting alternatives: the street, dirty public
toilets or costly private-collective toilets — anefficient or inaccessible alternatives. For women
in rural areas it is a pending demand becausedfiey work at or near their homes and there is
a lack of privacy with steady deforestation anduyapon increase, but they are often not aware
of the various technologies available and theitsdSor men in rural areas it is only a potential

demand as they see no need for toilets or undueqyr

Second, while the case studies validate the $tep-methodology of confirming
need, appropriateness of technology, demand, amtufating a delivery mechanism, they also
identify field practises that go beyond the lineaydel in non-linear feedback loops as shown in
figure 1.
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Figure 1
The standard model of pro-poor innovation diffusion

_ Confirm Confirm Construct
Confirm »| ‘appropriateness’ " demand delivery
real need of technology mechanism
Lesson from sanitation activists
. Confirm Confirm Construct
Confirm > ‘appropriateness’ > demand delivery
real need of technology mechanism
Generate Provide
knowledge, |, ‘Generate | | Accompany || . ke
need innovations usage Incentives
and demand via end-users for use

Most promoters of pro-poor innovations start Isgeaataining the nature of user
perceptions of needs and innovation value througlhi4purpose socio-economic surveys that
also serve to initiate relations with the targahaaunity. The appropriateness of technology and
demand is confirmed through entertaining-educatiomarkshops, house-to-house visits and
focussed group discussions. The most important coemt of a delivery mechanism consists of
choice of ‘change leaders’ and gaining target comtgwcceptance of the innovation through a

pilot project.

Furthermore, as figure 1 explains, implementatgirategies of activists go
beyond the standard model to create feed-back ltwpagh steps that accompany the end-user,
monitor use and provide incentives for maintenantecompaniment and monitoring are
necessary to ensure solutions to problems encash#ard effectuate required repairs as well as
to prevent diversion of innovation to other usesewen abandoning of the innovation in the
medium term. Poor quality of construction and woakiship characterize pro-poor installations

and a variety of measures including tournamentsbeansed promote innovation and upgrade
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quality by motivating the workers and the recipi@amilies. These in turn generate knowledge

and demand spill-overs beyond the targeted communit

Third, while the implementation of the standardd®l calls for the construction
of platforms of physical and institutional infrasttures to bring down costs through the creation
of scale economies, the present paper points tonéeel for ‘decentralized’” and ‘localized’
capacity building to ‘accompany end-users in thgiain stages of adoption’ for pro-poor
innovations such as toilets. Therefore, ‘centraip&atform construction’ and ‘decentralized and
localized capacity building’ are two alternativésitt must be evaluated according to the context
of target community and the nature of pro-poor iratmns. These are two distinct delivery
mechanisms and more work is needed to ascertaincéh&exts for which each is more

appropriate.

Finally, we note that ‘market oriented’ or ‘matildelivered’ innovation does not
mean that the end-user effectuates a transactrongh a market, but rather that it is a not a
State delivered innovation at zero price. Behimdaaket delivery, there is a complex network of
actors, comprising financiers, facilitators, seevigroviders and field staff, the last interacting
most closely with the target community to delivére tinnovation. It is evident that the
connections between the different actors and ealbpgbietween the financiers and field staff are
minimal with very little by way of feedback loop$hus, there is a disparate set of activists
experimenting with different technology models atelivery mechanisms alongside a set of
financiers dealing with targets and budgetary cands. Therefore, the returns to any large
scale diffusion programme financed by large orgaions would be increased if there is a pre-
project study to understand the different existilgdjvery practises. Finally, if the programme
could facilitate feedback loops of information apelst practises between the different actors,
with a strong focus on discussing what is ‘not rigin what ‘can be improved’ rather than only
on ‘how targets are being met’ there will be maxmminternalization and transfer of knowledge

spillovers.

In conclusion we have tried to shed more lightpoactices to diffuse pro-poor
innovations. The actual field practices of samatactivists in India seem to hold promising
venues for improving our current understanding rfpoor innovation models that go beyond

the traditional ‘centralized platform delivery’ meld. Such understanding can be seen as an
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important step towards the formulation of more @ffee pro-poor innovation diffusion

strategies.
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