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S 1. LPP — A CLTS-style community awareness program that teaches the importance of I'he randomly assigned treatments we used in this project include:
1. Randomly 1S signed proper sanitation and charts the status of a community’s current sanitation practices. 1. Migration Incentive — An $8.50 incentive (covering a round-trip bus ticket & food) to
T T 2.  Subsidy — 50% subsidies for latrine purchase randomly assigned within the poorest households to temporarily out-migrate during the pre-harvest lean season
Sanita 1.on marketing to (landless) segment of the population 2. Destination Assignments — Random assignment to one of four specific migration
rural Vlﬂage& and tracked 3.  Supply — Supply agents acted as liaisons between latrine parts dealers and provided destinations (a big city, versus smaller towns offering agricultural work)
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