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Abstract

Children’s participation in development projects has only recently become a priority for donors and development agencies. “New” social studies of childhood have also recently arisen, understanding children as competent social actors, and childhood as a social construct. Locating the similarities between this new sociology and actor-oriented approaches to development allows us to analyse the limitations and potentialities of children’s agency, through their participation in development projects. Consideration of practitioners’ experiences and perceptions of children’s participation in Community-Led Total Sanitation (CLTS) enables us to draw out themes to highlight some problematic areas of framing children, and some potentialities for real transformation. Children’s participation should not be seen as a panacea, and the limiting effects of both global and local discourses should not be denied, but at the same time the possibilities of children’s agency at the grassroots should not be overlooked.
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CHAPTER 1: Introduction

Whilst the analysis of power relations around axes such as gender or ethnicity is well established, the way power structures or relations impact on children specifically, and their agency in development, has only relatively recently become a priority for practitioners and academics. The efficiency, effectiveness and legitimacy of development interventions is high on the agenda for donors and NGOs, so critical questions as to whether projects involving children are merely making use of them for reasons of efficiency, or genuinely approaching them as independent actors and building critical capabilities are pertinent. 
This dissertation examines claims that are made for children’s participation in development projects and, through a case study of practitioners’ perspectives on Community-Led Total Sanitation (CLTS), highlights tensions and potentialities that may arise through their participation. The focus is on grassroots projects aimed at communities as a whole, rather than children’s participation in higher level fora or advocacy, or projects that specifically target children alone. This is firstly in order to consider the lived worlds of the poorest and most marginalised children, and secondly to highlight some potential implications for further systematising and mainstreaming children’s participation into community projects. 
The topic has been chosen out of both personal and professional interest following three years spent working for the child-focussed NGO Plan International. Plan is one of the main agencies pioneering CLTS and also promotes children’s participation: having spent time raising funds for this work, I developed a desire to go beyond the fundraiser’s rhetoric to examine the realities of children’s participation in community development.
Theories of childhood sociology and international development will be considered and brought together, to reveal the fundamental assumptions informing ideas of children’s agency and potential pernicious effects of conceptualisations of children. Through the case study, an argument will be made that rather than simply framing and controlling children, or rather than empowering them to freely make their own decisions, development projects are more complex: whilst there are areas of potentiality, there are also tensions and aspects of control. It does not attempt a systematic review of CLTS and its health and sanitation impacts; rather it will use experiential accounts to suggest tensions and potentialities of the wider effects of children’s participation. Questions that will be considered include, why are children participating? How is this participation happening and what are the effects? The conclusion that children’s participation can be at once both empowering and limiting, but that potential does remain for real empowerment, will be drawn.
Chapter 2 will review discourses around children’s participation, particularly the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child (UNCRC) and associated rights-based approaches (RBAs). It will consider how traditional child development theories are analogous to theories of development and the problematic effects of this. It will then suggest that more recent conceptualisations of children’s agency help us to better understand how and why children participate in development projects. The implications of these points will be considered through a case study of CLTS, based on interviews with practitioners, academic literature and handbooks: Chapter 3 will provide an introduction to the approach and investigate its rationale and methods of children’s participation. Chapter 4 will further consider the power relations and politics that we might argue are inevitable in any development project, and how they underlie and effect children’s participation and the potential outcomes. Chapter 5 will conclude with the implications of the findings made.

CHAPTER 2: Children’s participation: discourses and agency
According to the UNCRC, children are all human beings under the age of 18, and this is broadly the definition adopted for this dissertation. However, it is recognised that not only do countries and cultures define children differently, there are variable definitions within countries
. Furthermore, as argued below, chronological age is a contested framework for determination of childhood. For these reasons a definition of childhood is kept deliberately open.
The UNCRC and RBAs 

The 1990 UNCRC
 was key in bringing children’s participation up as a priority issue; although “participation” is not explicitly mentioned, it is “embedded” in the convention (Skelton 2007:167)
. Articles 12-15 are particularly relevant in that they lay out the right of children to express views in all decisions which affect them
. 
The value in the UNCRC and related RBAs
 has been described as acknowledging “the autonomy of the child and the accompanying principles of social inclusion, self-determination and empowerment” (Barrow 2002:15). It has led to legislative changes in many areas
, and child rights advocates assert that it has slowly changed public opinion and added value to the rights of children (Green 1998:199; Otaala 1998) and influenced many initiatives giving children a voice (Auriat et al 2001). Critics argue however that the model behind the convention is based on northern, particularly Christian norms and values (Boyden 1997). Furthermore, “the human rights discourse tends to detract from careful ethnography, as often as not calling forth simplistic explanations and solutions, many of which are inappropriate or ineffectual” (ibid:220). What the UNCRC and related discourses do, then, is present childhood as a wholly naturalised, universal category of being. Jenks (1996:122) argues that, in conjunction with the representations of children made by international agencies, the effect of this is to present the intrinsic and “correct” characteristics of childhood as:  

- set apart temporally as different, through the calculation of age;

- with a special nature, determined by Nature;

- innocent;
- vulnerably dependent.

Although recognising children have agency and are able to participate in decisions that affect them, at the same time this has the perverse effect of closing off the potential for other understandings of childhood and for the possibility for children to constitute their own identities. 
Analogies of development
Until the 1990s, the dominant conceptualisation of childhood was rooted in theories of socialisation and development, which represented children and childhood as “natural, passive, incompetent and incomplete” (James & Prout 1997:x). Strictly structuralist approaches would argue that overarching structures determine outcomes – as long as the “correct” variables, such as the care and support they are provided with, are met, children will naturally develop to become rational, social adults
. 
Jenks (1996:35) shows that structuralist approaches to child development face two main problems
: over-determinism in terms of the range of possible “outcomes” of childhood, and a complete lack of recognition of the differential responses of children to those structures. Under such conditions children’s participation would carry very little meaning: the outcomes of “development” of both children and their countries or even communities are assured, as long as the “correct” prescriptions (be they economic policies or education provision and so on) are followed. Furthermore, children have not even developed enough to participate and make decisions correctly and rationally. The impact of this approach on children has been described as “the systematic marginalisation of children from what are deemed “adult worlds” which adults mould to their own advantage” (Edwards 1996:814).
Jenks (1996) argues that children are construed as something to be governed and controlled and that global discourses act to impose order on the potential chaos of childhood. Therefore, bringing children into development projects through their participation could be seen as a sort of double tyranny: constraining and governing the childhood itself, and also tying the poor in to pre-determined patterns and ends of neo-liberal development (Cooke & Kothari 2001). Aitken et al (2007:5) argue for these links between child development and international development theory to be further developed because:

“Developmental theory essentialises children to become-the-same (as us) with limited possible futures. Similarly, so-called developing nations are cajoled and coerced to become-the-same (as us)…These positions construct children’s and nations’ contexts as no different from ours…we deny them the possibility of becoming-other: they are merely at an earlier stage of the fantasy that we create, which, in actuality and solely, supports our rich lifestyles.”

The effects of this dominant, universalised and global model of childhood could therefore be seen as a de-politicisation of children
: children’s problems and issues are individualised, children who do not fit the model
 are deemed “abnormal”, dismissing the huge impact of broader socio-economic contexts, and responsibility for their care is placed squarely within the family (Ansell 2005:34). A danger in children’s participation is that they are “enframed” (Aitken et al 2007) and participating with seriously limited outcomes: “they” (children/ “the South”) can only become the same as “us” (adults/ “the West”). The limits to this enframing and the role of children’s agency will be considered in the next section.

Agency and “becoming-other”
At least some of the potentiality to “become-other” can be located in the construction of identity. Baaz (2005) argues that discourses are constructed by identities
. However, identities are never irrevocably fixed: they are relational, temporal constructions (ibid:10), merely anchored by current discourses. And as discourses shift, spaces are created for identities to be contested and altered. This understanding leads us to agree with Boyden (1997:223) that “childhood is a social space within which children also negotiate their own and each other’s identity”. This suggests that participatory projects should be analysed in terms of the spaces and opportunities which they present for children to define themselves, to “become-other”.
“New” social studies of childhood have emerged since the 1990s (Skelton 2007:168), viewing childhood as a social construction and children as active social agents, with important views and perspectives (Jenks 1996; James & Prout 1997). Although the immaturity of children is accepted as a biological fact, the ways in which that immaturity is given meaning and understood is culturally specific (James & Prout 1997:7). This new sociology of childhood has much in common with what Mosse (2004:24) terms the “new ethnography”, as it enters into the lived worlds of individuals and is “uncomfortable with monolithic notions of dominance, resistance, [and] hegemonic relations”. Both strands recognise that individuals have agency which can go some way towards subversion, transformation or indeed acceptance of the status quo, and deny that they are essentially responding to wider forces and structures in a mechanistic, predictable way. The implication in terms of children’s participation is that whilst children are treated differently by society and have less choices available to them (Roche 1999), and their power is limited and they often face exclusion from public space (Ansell 2005), an actor-oriented approach can still be applied.
Therefore, attempts to enframe or control are not absolute and there are multiple points of resistance: applying the “new ethnography” allows us to understand that no discourse is absolute, rather discourses are strategically reversible (Cornwall & Brock 2005). Long (1992) shows clearly that structural and actor-oriented approaches are not necessarily mutually exclusive: just as structures enframe and confine agency, so agency can have a limiting effect on structures of power. Theorising children as active agents, albeit acting within discursive and structural constraints, allows us to critically analyse their participation in development projects and apply more general criticisms of participation, to children’s participation specifically.
Children’s participation re-articulated

Skelton (2007:165) argues that participation has become something of a buzzword for working with young people in development, to the extent that it is “almost held up as the panacea for all the problems young people and children face in the South.” Inherent value in children’s participation should certainly not be assumed and it is necessary to address the various meanings given to the term in order to re-articulate the potentiality therein.
Children’s participation in development projects is generally supported for two main strands of reason: firstly, for practical reasons of improving the effectiveness and efficiency of projects, and secondly as it is seen as empowering for children and therefore an inherent good in itself (Mayo 2001; Gallagher 2008). Hart et al (2004) further elaborate these strands to show positive impacts at personal, familial, communal and institutional levels. Hart’s (1997) ladder of participation (Appendix 2) sets out an ascending scale of children’s participation, from manipulation up to genuine shared decision-making, reflecting the varying degrees to which children have been made use of, or genuinely empowered to take decisions, or somewhere in between.

The large amounts of literature describing children’s participatory projects and methodologies
 often fail to make explicit the critical question of what exactly it is that children are participating in, and exactly what they are being enabled to do. Hart et al (2004:12) argue that “while agencies will commonly challenge obstacles to the participation of children in their immediate environment, it is unlikely that they envision or would support children who sought to radically reshape society.” This vision of children’s participation within the established order is visible in Hart’s (1992) argument for the link between the rights and responsibilities of citizenship, and child participation. Whilst accepting that careful support and facilitation are required, we may hope that children can develop critical, political capabilities to question not only their own cultures but wider processes of socio-economic change, and indeed influence outcomes. This might be in the form of children developing their own “set of navigational skills needed to move through political space” as advocated by Willams (2004:567), and would be more akin to the transformatory participation envisaged by Hickey & Mohan (2004). 
Although the principle area of analysis and challenge when considering children’s participation is unequal power relations between adults and children, it is important that “children” as a category are not falsely homogenised, thereby falling back into the trap of naturalising childhood and denying alternative realities, as discussed above. Whilst age, capacity and maturity are axes along which marginalisation occurs, there are many others which will affect children’s ability to participate: gender, ethnicity, class and so on. Furthermore, given the understanding of childhood as socially constructed, context and culture are of great import in facilitating children’s participation (Pridmore 1998) and care must be taken not to over-generalise findings from one context as valid for children universally
. At the same time, complete cultural relativism will not take us far
. Space for negotiation is therefore crucial for “becoming-other” to be a real possibility. 

Having accepted that discourses and structures are not inescapable, and that agency, power and structures are complex, interrelated and dynamic, a study of children’s participation in the context of CLTS will help us to link practice to the theories and conceptualisations discussed above. It is accepted that both children’s capacities to participate, and the provision of opportunities for that participation to be meaningful, are crucial: and further, the dynamics of interaction between the two factors need to be considered (Percy-Smith & Malone 2001). Practice will first be addressed, then dynamics of power and politics within participatory “spaces” will be analysed. This will highlight areas of tension and consider ways in which children’s political capabilities may, potentially, be built and their identities constructed in order for “becoming other” to be a possibility.
CHAPTER 3: The practice of children’s participation in CLTS 
Methodology
The primary research for this dissertation was carried out in July and August 2008. Qualitative, semi-structured telephone interviews were conducted with 12 staff members of Plan International based in Kenya, Tanzania and Ethiopia. These countries were chosen as they all have over a year’s experience of implementing CLTS, and are countries where the techniques which have been developed elsewhere, particularly Asia
, have been applied. CLTS is being treated as a priority in these countries and others in the region as an approach which may potentially be scaled-up to tackle the very serious sanitation problems in order to work towards the Millennium Development Goals (Musyoki 2007; Sah & Negussie 2008). See Appendix 3 for details of CLTS spread in these countries and basic indicators on sanitation and child mortality. 
Interviews were informal and lasted between 30 minutes and 2 hours, and most were recorded and transcribed verbatim
. Respondents were recruited through personal contacts at Plan UK. All had some level of hands-on experience in the implementation of CLTS, and their current roles ranged from Community Development Facilitators
 to higher-level WATSAN
 or strategic managers. All interviews were carried out anonymously to encourage openness. The main issues covered were:

- why, and how, children participate in CLTS;

- the effects their participation has, both on the projects and the children individually;

- the wider impact of children’s participation in CLTS and the potentialities therein.

Information gathered was analysed thematically, with quotations extracted and grouped under thematic headings. It is presented here as experiential and personal perspectives of the individuals concerned. See Appendix 4 for respondent profiles and Appendix 5 for interview outlines. 
The methodology and information gathered could have been improved upon by speaking with children and other community members involved in CLTS projects, however due to time and scope constraints this was not possible. It must be borne in mind when analysing the research findings that all respondents were from the same organisation and are likely to have had some level of professional commitment to CLTS. Certainly, despite making interviews anonymous, few critical views were expressed. Craig and Porter (1997:233) state “programme officers are thus deployed by their organisations to order and represent local situations in terms of the organisation’s own priorities and rationalities”. However, the view taken here is that the complex work of power, priorities, politics and individuals within development projects is not so simple and uni-directional. The fact that the responses are located within a particular discourse (or, more likely, multiple discourses
), should not devalue the information provided. Rather, it should prove instructive in analysing the interplay between structure and agency
 in the context of children’s participation. Therefore, whilst care has been taken not to necessarily treat responses uncritically at face value, respect is given to the individual realities, perspectives and experiences that they represent. 

Introduction to CLTS 
CLTS is a recent approach to community sanitation, pioneered by Kamal Kar in Bangladesh in 1999. The basic principle is “the empowerment of local communities to do their own analysis and take their own action to become open defecation
 free” (Kar & Chambers 2008:8). It does not involve the provision of any hardware or resources
, nor the imposition of any solutions: rather, communities are facilitated to analyse their own sanitation practices and consequences. Emphasis is on behaviour change and collective community action, and the attitude of facilitators is crucial, requiring a completely hands-off approach and “boldness, empathy, humour and fun” (ibid:9). PRA (Participatory Rural Appraisal) methods are used, generally with adults and children in separate groups, including transect walks
 and participatory village mapping. CLTS is focussed around three “pillars” of shame, disgust and fear
. This should then “trigger” collective action to put an end to open defecation
. 
Once the “triggering” moment occurs, facilitators are advised not to prescribe solutions (ibid). Natural leaders emerge from within the community and ideally people start taking collective action to become open defecation free (ODF) through the construction of simple latrines using locally-available materials and resources. Maps are then updated as households gain access to latrines
. Solidarity grows as those less able to gain access to latrines are identified, and support is often given to them by better-off community members. Access to sanitary hardware is facilitated and encouraged, which also supports local businesses. Sustainability is indicated by households moving up the sanitation ladder, replacing old or broken latrines with new, better ones
. In this sense, rather than being target or outcome driven, CLTS is designed as a process focussed on an inclusive approach to sanitation, building solidarity, collective action and local empowerment.
Critical views have been expressed on some of the fundamental assumptions and the practices of CLTS (eg Musyoki 2007). Nevertheless, most evidence seems to point to success in eradicating open defecation in a variety of contexts (Huda (2008); Kar & Bongartz (2006)), and there is a clear link between improved sanitation and lower morbidity and mortality, particularly for children (Hunt 2006, Fuentes et al 2006). The intent here is to draw out lessons with regard to the specific role of children within CLTS.

Children’s role in CLTS

Children’s participation is central to CLTS (Kar & Chambers (2008); Khisro & Youna (2008)). Kar (2003:6) refers to children as “agents of change” as following triggering they start work on latrines and “organise routine village processions, collect baseline information, show and flag defecation sites and disseminate information, especially to their friends. They influence their parents to build toilets.” See Appendix 6 for photographs of children participating in CLTS in Kenya. 
Mahbub (2008) shows how in Bangladesh children’s persistence can lead to behaviour change amongst adults
. She highlights the key areas of children’s participation in CLTS as awareness raising, developing indicators for monitoring
, persistence to get latrines installed at home, and dynamism in preventing open defecation (OD). Their motivations were principally disgust stimulated in school lessons, social pressure
, and appreciation and/or rewards from those promoting CLTS (ibid:20).
However, beyond this there is very little elaboration on the nature of children’s agency in CLTS projects, how and why they are involved and the impact that this has. The following main themes were identified through systematic analysis of interview transcripts, and CLTS documentation and literature.
Times and futures of childhood
The practical issue of ensuring that the timing of CLTS sessions is appropriate to ensure children’s involvement was raised:

“If you take too much time of the children on this issue…it will become another weight load for them instead of concentrating on school.” (Respondent 7)

“It’s just a question of the timing and making sure that it’s not drawn out to an extent where children either start running away or getting restless in the process.” (Respondent 12)

As well as being a practical point, this reflects the importance of acknowledging the times of childhood being experienced differentially. James and Prout (1997:230) argue that “the social construction of time may be crucial to the study of childhood. Such a move is important…in facilitating a wider and more critical thinking about children as a social institution and about the lives of children themselves.” In terms of the implications for practice with children, sensitivity to and explicit recognition of the social construction of time may offer increased opportunity for children’s agency to define their own identities rather than have identities foisted upon them by being tied to “adult” timings. 
Some respondents mentioned children’s participation being important to prepare them for the future, both in terms of good sanitation and hygiene behaviours and more generally as citizens:

“Children are the leaders of tomorrow, so involving them is very important, building the foundations of something.” (Respondent 3)

Skelton (2007:177) criticises the use of similar rhetoric by UNICEF due to its emphasis on children “in the state of “becoming”” something else, perhaps something more valuable (ie “adults in waiting”). This perhaps relates to the theorisation of childhood as a natural process of development, as a transient stage en route to becoming an adult, as discussed in Chapter 2. The implication is that by focusing on the future, children’s “present”, their perspectives and articulations in the here and now, may be overlooked.

Spaces of childhood

Similarly, emphasis was placed on locations where CLTS facilitation was carried out, particularly schools:
“These children, say they are coming from a home where in future they will be totally sanitised but they are going to a school where there is not enough latrines…the community sanitation had to go with the school sanitation. So there is a need to strengthen the children’s participation in deciding the type of facilities they need for sanitation in schools.” (Respondent 7)

“In schools, there should be more awareness campaigns, training workshops, sharing of good things, sharing even the impact of reduction of sanitation related diseases.” (Respondent 11)

A clearer focus on implementing CLTS techniques in schools could be problematic in terms of reifying a particular space uncritically: this would run the risk of further excluding children who do not attend school
. But the practical benefits of working with children within schools were clear:

“They [children] easily meet [in school] and start sharing information from a unit…Then you find them updating these maps and sharing them either in school or during these community meetings. And for them, it’s fun because they see progress…they are learning from one another.” (Respondent 6)  
“In terms of spreading far and wide, children really have huge networks, so the pressure it creates on the community when the children have total buy in to this is high.” (Respondent 12)

This lateral spread of learning and spontaneous progress can be envisaged because of a clear recognition of the places and networks of children, and the synergies that can occur through a wide understanding of childhood. The conceptualisations behind CLTS do appear to take a holistic approach to the socially constructed nature of childhood, and this may have contributed to its success in behaviour change and the social impact of children’s participation. Furthermore, this spread through networks could be likened to Williams’ (2004) argument that participation should not be locally bounded, and should instead produce empowerment within networks. This was acknowledged by Kamal Kar (telephone interview, 2008), who described how children who had participated in CLTS would refuse to go to relatives’ houses in neighbouring villages which lacked latrines, leading to social pressure on those relatives to construct their own latrines:
“I have seen in many villages, childhood is the total environment in which the child is growing…That means it includes his play, his games, going to school and reading, his or her relationship with the parents and uncles and extended family…they bring a whole picture of their childhood.” (ibid)
CLTS therefore enters into the lived worlds of children, and their networks, through the particular lens of their experiences of sanitation, and aims to reveal an honest picture of their local childhood. The assumptions behind this uncovering of reality will be investigated next. 
Children as an honest and open source of information
The point was repeatedly made that children participate in CLTS because they have fewer barriers and are more able to be open and honest about the realities of OD in their communities. 

“The adults tend to hide and give half truths while children are open and willing to share honestly.” (Respondent 9)
“Children do not lie – if you want to know if people have latrines, ask children – they tell the truth.” (Respondent 3)

The implication of this point is that children are useful participants in CLTS as a good, reliable source of information, therefore improving effectiveness:

“That map from the children is the one we normally go to for unbiased information. They will give open and honest feedback.” (Respondent 7)

This is certainly a normative reason to include children in projects, and one that may be used to encourage adults to value children’s participation, thereby having an overall impact on attitudes and perhaps power balances. Furthermore, including children as a source of information may well also produce “better” results for them (Ivan-Smith 1997). So in the case of CLTS, failing to gather information from children about where they defecate may lead to ineffective eradication of OD and the continuation of related health problems.

The respondents’ comments reflect a certain conceptualisation of children as open, honest and innocent. Skelton (2007:173) argues that similar representations of children in a UNICEF report hark back to discourses of children as naturally innocent, “very much a Northern/industrial nations’ representation of childhood.”  Whilst no respondent mentioned the possibility of children strategically manipulating their own participation or the information they provide, that possibility should certainly be considered. If we accept the arguments that have been put forward for children’s agency, it follows that just as adults may use their own power and voice strategically or subversively within participatory projects (Kothari 2001), so may children. Gallagher (2008:137) shows that “children may exploit, appropriate, redirect, contest or refuse participatory techniques”. There could potentially be dangers in approaching children’s participation in an uncritical fashion, especially when the information provided at the analysis stage of CLTS may be primarily provided by a select group of children
. Gallagher (ibid:146) describes an instance of a male child exerting dominance over a female during a participatory exercise:  “Had I approached the project with a less romantic view of children’s agency as inherently benign, I might have decided that a stronger mobilisation of an adult power strategy against his colonisation of the construction space could have been justified as a tactical resistance to his enactment of male domination.” 

One respondent explicitly spoke about the ways in which children are “used” in CLTS:

“In schools, we are focussed on using children especially when it comes to attitudes and behaviour change.” “Children are able to work, to use their energies in constructing these pit latrines and also helping their parents back home.” “So children are being used, we find them more effective.” (Respondent 6)

This approach would be easy to attack on the basis of manipulation of children to achieve pre-determined ends, therefore putting CLTS practice on the bottom rungs of Hart’s ladder of participation (Appendix 2). However, taking an actor-oriented approach enables us to see beyond simple uni-directional uses of power and understand that just as children might be used, so might they use a project such as CLTS to gain voice, to represent their own priorities and indeed to manipulate outcomes for their benefit. Furthermore, the language of “using” children is perhaps not so abhorrent if we strip it of the underlying Westernised notion of childhood. In contexts where children’s labour and input is of huge socio-economic value (Edwards 1996) it may well make more sense culturally that children are used to “add value” to development projects. Here perhaps we see one of the “potential conflicts and tensions between notions of participation as constituted within rights discourses that are claimed to be global, and children’s “traditional” and integrative forms of participation in social, political and economic life in different local and national contexts” (Kjørholt 2007:30).
Children as most affected by unsanitary conditions

A second, pragmatic reason given for children’s participation was that as they are disproportionately affected by diarrhoea and other health problems that arise from OD, they have a greater interest in confronting the issue:

“In fact, the children are more concerned on their health. They will tell you that no, if this is the case it means we can not attend school, we will not have time to go to pray, everyone will push and push to make changes.” (Respondent 7)

“In CLTS, children’s involvement is good because they insist the adults to take actions and also because they are the one who suffer most, their parents take actions immediately.” (Respondent 8)

Furthermore, health and hygiene lessons learnt at an early age were seen as crucial for sustainable behaviour change. This reflects both a rights-based approach, in giving children the right to participate in decisions that affect them, as per the UNCRC, as well as perhaps something more political – recognising the disproportionate effect on children is perhaps a first step to something which can re-distribute power and its differential effects.
Children’s participation as an end
The final main strand of reasons for children’s participation in CLTS was that it was seen as an inherent good in itself:
“This exercise [mapping and analysis] is done with children for a dual purpose: 1. To ensure their involvement in decision-making; and 2. To use the findings from children to triangulate the findings from the adult group.” (Respondent 2)
“Children have a right to participation. We acknowledge that they are equally important in making decisions and participating in development activities.” (Respondent 9)

Parfitt (2004:541) claims that “aid agencies must necessarily try to strike a balance between concerns of empowerment (participation as an end) and efficient achievement of development objectives (participation as a means)…this…indicates the inescapable nature of the means/end ambiguity”. As indicated above however, participation as a means to achieving something else (whether that is a cleaner environment or indeed strengthened solidarity) should not be dismissed as necessarily negative. Furthermore, the ambiguity is not necessarily “inescapable”: the very low levels of funding required for CLTS due to its no-subsidy approach offers some potential for the freedom to initiate participatory processes involving children without the funding imperative of specified development “outputs”. Indeed, respondents pointed out the lack of necessary outcomes from CLTS:
“[Following triggering] we don’t force them. We bid them bye and somehow, they ask if you didn’t come with a solution then why did you come? We simply tell them, we only came to understand your livelihoods and how your sanitation profile is and we are happy you were free to tell us, and thanks, we are off.” (Respondent 6)

Skill of facilitator 

The quality and success of children’s participation in CLTS was perceived to be very much dependent on the skills and ability of the facilitator. 

“They [facilitators] create some kind of environment with children to make singing and dancing, through that process they are very free to communicate. Facilitation skills and facilitators’ personalities are very important, for CLTS especially since we are trying to address individual and personal dignity.” (Respondent 1)
The importance of the correct skills to work with children is reflected in children’s participation literature (Hart 1997; Hart et al 2004; Johnson et al 1998): children’s varying capacities and dependency mean that they require more support and facilitation to participate. This links to Chambers’ (1998) “new professional”: the facilitator must cast off his or her biases, relinquish control and work with the children to uncover their realities. So it appears that CLTS, as well as being based on a belief in the potentiality in children’s agency also has a strong emphasis on the agency of development professionals and the way tools are used. This could invite criticisms of just being another blueprint, linear approach, of prescribing one “correct” way of doing things (ie using CLTS tools correctly, particularly with children) to achieve a pre-determined outcome
. Porter et al (1991:201) warn: “we need to avoid an unjustifiably voluntaristic view of what is possible…“Good” outcomes are not ensured merely by blindly following a prescriptive list of “good” practices and eschewing “bad” ones.”  However, it was made clear that CLTS facilitation is a skill which can be adapted to children’s local cultural contexts rather than a “formula” which is to be applied uncritically everywhere:

“It is up to the facilitator to identify techniques appropriate for children in a given area. So if the facilitator is smart, he can customise the questions to a given reality.” (Respondent 5)
Taking a more positive actor-oriented approach, Wilson (2006:512) argues that “the engagement of citizens and professional experts potentially opens a learning space through recognition of difference between the occupying actors”, a space where “outcomes cannot be pre-determined.” This idea of space for learning is particularly relevant in the context of children’s participation as it helps us to move beyond adults’ perceptions and preconceptions of children (Johnson 1998) to genuinely negotiate identities and action.

The creation of “learning space” for children
It seems that to some extent this sort of “learning space” is being created for children in CLTS:
“We do not decide who is going to represent the group but they choose from among themselves who should do that, if it is presenting whatever opinions they come up with and leaving space where other members can articulate or contribute to the process...it is creating an opportunity where children can articulate themselves.” (Respondent 12)
Learning does also appear to be happening, as children are encouraged to analyse their situation themselves. However, the definition of “analyse” used in this context is somewhat limited: children locate areas of OD, produce maps, calculate the amount of faeces produced per household and consider the health impacts. These techniques, rather than analysing, are describing the situation in the community. To analyse would be to ask, why do people defecate in the open? What wider processes have led to this situation, and how can we engage with these processes? In this sense then, an opportunity to ask more political questions and through this raise the possibility of “becoming-other” is missed.
So creating space in itself is not enough. Some would argue that the type of space is also important, with closed and invited spaces holding less potential than claimed or created spaces (Brock et al 2001; Thomson 2007). A large strand of criticism of participatory techniques, and PRA tools in general, is their lack of understanding and theorising of the politics and interests that operate within participatory “spaces”. Kapoor (2002:114) shows the “problem of denying difference in the pursuit of consensus”, and Mosse (2005:46) shows in the context of one large project how participation was used as a single, validating model to “mediate or translate between divergent interests.” Therefore, the next chapter will look more closely at how children participate in CLTS, and what occurs within its learning spaces.

CHAPTER 4: The politics of children’s participation in CLTS 
This chapter will attempt to move beyond questions of why children participate in CLTS and how their participation is facilitated, to examine in more detail what happens within CLTS’ participatory spaces.
Power relations
Critics argue that participatory techniques reinforce and legitimise rather than challenge pre-existing power relations (Williams 2004; Mohan & Stokke 2000). Therefore in the context of CLTS, we might question power relations on two levels: whether or not the realities and priorities of certain children are heard above others, thereby further marginalising those who find it most difficult to articulate themselves, and whether relations between children and adults are being reinforced rather than challenged.
Mahbub (2008) shows that in the context of Bangladesh these criticisms are valid as the most marginalised and poorest children are simply not able to take time out from earning a wage or helping their parents to participate in CLTS. Respondents offered a range of responses to this question, some feeling that CLTS was entirely inclusive and that all children were completely free to express themselves:

“Every child from the village would come. Usually children are eager whenever somebody from outside is coming with this kind of facilitation which is funny and very informal, they like to be there.” (Respondent 1)

Others had slightly less positive experiences of the inclusivity of CLTS:

“Children whose voices are not heard within the family will remain shy.” (Respondent 5) 
“We were conducting CLTS in one village and one day, on the transect walk at the end of the exercise…I saw a girl in front of a house with polio, she couldn’t walk or go far from the house. I realised there are a lot of marginalised children who are not taking part in the CLTS workshop.” (Respondent 2)
Inadequate sanitation facilities have a differential impact on female children, particularly female children at puberty who may face embarrassment and even exclusion if they do not have the privacy to manage menstruation (Coates 1999). In some instances these issues have been directly raised by girls participating in CLTS:

“We find many girls coming forward and saying, this is what we want to take up the cause, it is affecting us and if we stop this it is to our benefit because of the kind of difficulties they face, especially in approaching puberty stage.” (Respondent 6)

However, there is no clear mechanism to ensure that girls’ differential experiences and priorities are considered. Problems around inclusiveness also seem to arise as a result of classifications that are used for children:

“You will find the senior class boys and girls hanging around adult triggering area…they laugh from behind but they can’t speak because they’re too young to speak all those things in front of those adults. So they lose, they go away…you have only two categories, one is children, one is adults. But where do the adolescents belong to?” (Kamal Kar, telephone interview, 2008)
Hart (1998) shows that children at different levels of maturity require different types of support and facilitation to participate, and working with two categories, children and adults may well gloss over the differential needs of those within the categories. We see here subtle exclusionary effects of homogenising children as a category. Ansell (2005:256) shows “where teenagers are shoehorned into conceptual frameworks developed in relation to young children, this can obscure rather than illuminate their needs and capabilities”. This requirement, however, is in tension with the limitations on time and human resources that are almost inevitably experienced by NGOs. 
Structuralists would further argue that participation at local level is simply ineffective for transformation to occur because of the subtle reification of relations and norms and the “performance” of fulfilling externally defined expectations and categories (Kapoor 2002; Kothari 2001). Indeed, Craig and Porter (1997:231) argue that “homogenising, taxonomic categories…are designed to include all relevant subjects in a particular group, and this further reinforces the project’s claim to political representativeness and a broad-based legitimacy…these categories come from outside, along with the project.” Therefore, just as we question the homogenising of children into one group, we could also question the very imposition of the category of “children”. The risk is that identities become fixed, thereby closing down space for identities to be constructed and negotiated (Thomson 2007).

It seems, then, that CLTS is not at present fully inclusive or challenging pre-existing dynamics within and across groups of children, and the potential implications of this in terms of reinforcing and legitimising the domination of some groups by others need to be further considered. However, this does not necessarily mean that there are nonetheless strategies for contestation, confrontation or negotiation: “we can never be ensnared by power: we can always modify its grip” (Foucault 1998, quoted in Gallagher (2008:145)).
Conflict
Critics of participation argue that the supposed achievement of consensus within participatory exercises should be approached critically: indeed, as White (2000:155) argues, “the absence of conflict in many supposedly “participatory” programmes is something that should raise our suspicions. Change hurts.” The social dynamics of change within CLTS were described as follows:

“CLTS uses small group social level behavioural change…it doesn’t mean that every member is convinced not to open defecate, but they are influenced by colleagues and friends, and when they see the advantages they also want to change.” (Respondent 2)

So rather than presuming a necessary consensual outcome, the emphasis is on natural spread of behaviour and attitude change, through social networks. Furthermore, there may well be entrenched cultural values and beliefs: Musyoki (2007) gives the examples of Maasai beliefs that men do not defecate, and areas of Uganda where there is a belief that children will not grow up healthy if they use latrines. The experiences of respondents did suggest some conflictual elements of CLTS, particularly in relation to children’s role in confronting cultural taboos:

“The communities here treat defecation with utmost secrecy and it’s a taboo subject so children diffuse this.” (Respondent 10)

“When they shout or whistle [whilst monitoring OD] they may be kicked or punished before others arrive.” (Respondent 4)
“Sometimes they [children] may even be contradicting or challenging what the adults are saying…. they create conflict in the situation and raise all these cultural issues and people’s perceptions about shit.” (Respondent 12)
Children’s particular role within the process may certainly be questioned in terms of them being used to provoke conflict, and the potential negative impact of this. A Working Group Report (1998:58) warned that “conflict may be created by their [children’s] increased participation and existing power structures and relations threatened. Projects should be flexible enough to modify courses of action and we cannot afford to experiment casually with children’s involvement.” 

Although to be treated cautiously, these traces of conflict do suggest something more than “mere agreement” (Kapoor 2002:108) is happening within CLTS. The recognition of social dynamics, behaviour change and gradual consensus-building does not presuppose that participation is an easy route to a certain outcome. We could see these instances of conflict as a result of children’s voices and priorities being raised, both in terms of contesting cultural issues around the “micro” issue of village sanitation, and in terms of questioning wider relations of power. 
Empowerment
Mahbub (2008) shows that the benefits of participation in CLTS for adolescent girls in Bangladesh included raising confidence, mobility and solidarity. Respondents similarly felt that participating in CLTS had an overall positive impact on children’s skills, confidence, and capabilities, and on the way they were viewed by adults:
“CLTS is structured in a way to make people understand their environment and to make them lead their own growth and decide – a way of empowering them…Children become more positive, confident, have more self-esteem.” (Respondent 4)

However, Musyoki (2007:11) suggests that children’s empowerment in CLTS is limited: “what role for children in CLTS since they do not have decision-making powers as concerns use of resources needed to meet sanitation needs at the household level?”. Furthermore, “empowerment” in its current mainstream usage has been criticised as just another fashionable buzzword (Batliwala 2007; Cornwall & Brock 2005), with an over-simplified conceptualisation of power (Kapoor 2002), so its particular meaning for children in the context of CLTS needs to be investigated. 
The focus on one particular issue, ie sanitation, could be problematised: could we argue that talk of “empowerment” when linked to the self-help ideology of CLTS and the use of children as sources of information is “converted from a collective to an individualistic process, and skilfully co-opted by conservative and even reactionary political ideologies in pursuit of their agenda of divesting “big government” (for which read: the welfare state) of its purported power and control by “empowering” communities to look after their own affairs” (Batliwala 2007:558)? In the case of CLTS it seems that whilst initial activities are tied to the issue of sanitation provision, children’s participation can have more wide-ranging effects. Focus on a particular issue appears to make beginning processes of participation easier: 

“When they [children] are focussing on an issue, it’s not about looking at people’s faces, they have an issue which…they can talk about confidently. They find it easier to articulate themselves.” (Respondent 12)

“This is the smallest building block to bring children from the smallest to the most complex issues, to political participation and decision-making.” (Respondent 2)

This uniting around a common issue is highlighted by Lund (2007:139), in the context of child participation in unions, as a successful way of “creating more social space for children to improve their situation…they questioned power relations and created a common identity.” Although there is no clear evidence that children are building the capabilities to analyse critically wider processes and structures that lead to marginalisation for both them as a social group and their communities more widely, there is at least potential within the spaces of CLTS for this to happen, as critical reflections on issues at the micro-scale are beginning and could be built upon. 

One respondent suggested that:
“CLTS approach is not like empowering them but letting them recognise the reality through triggering. Children are grouped together and we talk to them regarding sanitation and how it is in their homes.” (Respondent 8)

This position faces squarely one criticism of “empowerment”: that it implies that one party (the “outsider” or development worker) is benignly minimising their own power, thereby implicating power into the professional-beneficiary relationship at the very outset and failing to recognise “the important Foucauldian argument that power can be positive and that power/knowledge implicate one another” (Kapoor 2002:112). The implication in the respondent quotation is that power is not being handed over, or minimised, rather it is relational (Thomson 2007): as children and adults discover the realities of their sanitation situation, they also discover latent power to tackle the problem. This helps us to understand that power is not only located in individuals, who have agency to grant or minimise power: power does also lie in underlying structures, and changing power relations is not necessarily a zero-sum game (Uphoff 1992).

Batliwala (2007:559) also highlights that before being stripped of its radical origins by the mainstream, “empowerment was about shifts in political, social and economic power between and across both individuals and social groups
.” Empowerment for individual children needs to be linked to broader social and attitudinal changes, to allow children to actually do something with their newly-found power and negotiate the sorts of transformations in their identities and relationships discussed in Chapter 2. The social, as well as individual, effects of children’s empowerment in CLTS were articulated as:

“Children are starting to discuss health issues and think about other issues. They start to think about other development issues as a result of involvement in CLTS. So there is both a social and an individual level effect.” (Respondent 2)

“In Ethiopia children had a demonstration after CLTS training, they demonstrated in their small town to demand for a safe environment, that is mobilised by themselves, that is a very powerful message.” (Respondent 1)

“What we’ve seen in some places after CLTS is they have taken the same approach on other issues, for instance abuse against the girl child…They find it a little bit provoking, to a point where they wish, why don’t we always analyse other things like this and get to a point where we feel like we are triggered and we want to take action to say no, and no.” (Respondent 12)
So not only are critical capabilities to some extent being formed and strengthened through participation in CLTS, but social attitudes and structures may also be beginning to shift. Furthermore, these shifts are occurring in a terrain that implicitly brings out political and power relations, particularly regarding ownership of and access to land where latrines can be built (Pasteur 2005). We can draw some parallels with the processes of empowerment for children in CLTS with Batliwala’s (2007:560) explanation of empowerment of women in India in the 80s and 90s: the creation of new spaces for collectivising around shared experiences and conditions (in this case, shared experiences of open defecation), and analysis of forces and powers which created and maintained oppression (which we have argued to be lacking in CLTS at present). Agency is critical for Batliwala: “these spaces and the activists working within them facilitated women to recognise their own agency and power for change…The main inputs in these processes were new ideas and information, not hand-outs or services.” Children are certainly being facilitated in ways that help them to recognise their own agency, and the no-subsidy principle of CLTS similarly steps away from the “hand-out” approach. However, something more radical may be required before we can argue that children are able to relate to and address social and economic arrangements and systems.
Solidarity
Cornwall & Brock (2005:1057) argue that “in configuration with words like social justice, redistribution and solidarity, there is little place for talk about participation involving users as consumers, nor about poor people being empowered through the marketisation of services that were once their basic right.” Although principles of social justice or redistribution were not mentioned, solidarity was claimed to be built through CLTS by several respondents, both within groups of children and within communities more widely:

“If someone has got a latrine but his neighbour doesn’t have, then it means that he’s eating the shit of the other person, so that person is responsible for the villagers’ health…so there is solidarity if that person is not capable to do things they decide to do it together. So that is kind of really mobilising people for joint action.” (Respondent 1)

“We spoke with some children and maybe their parents are busy or poor, or there’s nobody to help. This is where the whole social solidarity comes up, helping each other, the youth group and village group, there are so many informal groups that exist, self-help groups.” (Kamal Kar, telephone interview, 2008)

Furthermore, collective action for the public, rather than individual, good, is emphasised:

“It’s not an individual good whether or not you have a toilet, that’s not the question. The question is nobody’s defecating in the open. It’s a public good question...The children’s contribution everywhere is very, very powerful.” (ibid)

Sah & Negussie (2008:4) state that “as well as addressing fundamental sanitation issues, the work process of CLTS unites communities (irrespective of individual community members’ social status) for a common purpose and empowers them.” However, Mahbub (2008) shows some potential negative effects of this presumption of solidarity: that the extreme poor had to skip meals or take out high interest loans, in order to construct a latrine in response to community pressure. Furthermore, even where landowners agree to allow the landless to use their land for latrine construction, this is a precarious position always susceptible to the landowner’s change of heart (ibid). Therefore, the critical capabilities which are beginning to be built in children through their participation are being linked to notions of solidarity and collective good, with adults and children as co-actors. This has an impact on the potentiality for participation in CLTS to lead to something other than pre-determined outcomes or becoming-the-same. However, it may be that if more fundamental distributional issues are not addressed through the processes and spaces begun by CLTS, solidarity may in fact mean coercion and further marginalisation for the extreme poor and their children. 
Sustainability

Considerations of impact and sustainability tend to be geared towards the sustainability of the sanitation and behavioural changes made, rather than the more empowering or space-creating aspects of the projects, particularly for children. CLTS has been seen as an entry point to stimulate further and deeper community development (Pasteur 2005). Kar & Bongartz (2006:5) give the example of a CARE Bangladesh programme in some areas wherein “social solidarity triggered in CLTS played a major role in bringing the rich and the poor together” to create livelihood opportunities for the poor, universal primary education and more efficient use of common property resources, amongst other things. There are also examples wherein children have continued their collective action:

“I have seen in many places some children, once the village is declared ODF, they start clearing off this solid waste because they want to remain involved and continue that collective children’s action.” (Kamal Kar, telephone interview, 2008)

Natural leaders, including children, who emerge from the process, go on to spearhead further local initiatives and train or facilitate other communities (Kar & Chambers 2008). Crucially, there are links enabling children’s empowerment to be channelled upwards:
“Natural Leaders emerge…including children, who come and present in a larger gathering which may even include people from the Department of Public Health or NGOs like UNICEF or Plan…they articulate what they went through and the decisions they have made, and how they are going to move forward.” (Respondent 12)

However, this cannot be presumed to be a natural process automatically springing out of CLTS and some respondents expressed concern that the processes which begin through CLTS be properly supported and institutionalised:
“We should institutionalise CLTS locally here at the village level, at the district level, so that it is a continuous process rather than just one igniting then disappear forever.” (Respondent 1)
An implication of this is that the processes of participation started through CLTS should not be temporally bounded (Williams 2004; White 2000) but should be ongoing, transcending the constructed idea of a time-bound childhood as well as the time-bound participatory “exercise”. The majority of areas where CLTS has been triggered were already Plan-affiliated and therefore likely to have already had experience of children’s participation; taking time to build trust and create an environment to facilitate children’s participation is likely to be crucial in areas with little prior experience (CIDA 2007).

Therefore, there appears to be a gap in ensuring that once capabilities are built they are sustained: whether it is the role of an external NGO to do that, or whether sustainability can be left to individual agency, ie in the hands of children themselves, is debatable. It seems likely that without clear channels and support for collective action however, the potentiality to “become-other” is limited. 
CHAPTER 5: Conclusion
Some may argue that participation in grassroots projects is ultimately meaningless because “so long as structural conditions persist which prevent children’s lives from being ameliorated, the right of young people to express a view is arguably irrelevant.” (Ansell 2005:246). Therefore it may be that we should lower our expectations of what sorts of change can occur from within externally-imposed development projects. The arguments above have shown that, whilst structures and discourses do limit potentialities, a deeper understanding of the agency of children, and indeed the agency of adults to facilitate children’s participation, leads us to a more optimistic conclusion. Rather than simply writing off children’s participation in development projects as inherently flawed, experiential analysis allows us to identify potential areas where networks and capabilities may be built and mobilised and identities negotiated, thereby creating the possibility of real and fundamental change. If practitioners and participants alike can recognise their situatedness within particular discourses, and work from there to negotiate and contest identities through participatory practices, transformatory potential may be maximised.

The view that children are “agents of change” was reflected by all respondents and in much of the literature around CLTS. The above discussion has contextualised this view and considered the underlying theories and conceptualisations, identified some tensions and contradictions in the practice and politics of CLTS and expressed an overall cautiously optimistic view for the potentiality of children to participate as genuine change agents through, and beyond, CLTS. It has highlighted strengths in CLTS in terms of a holistic approach to the times and spaces of childhood, conceptualisation of children’s participation as both means and end, and the potentiality for empowerment and transformation for children through collective action around shared experiences, within the learning spaces of CLTS. It has also considered problematic assumptions about children’s innocence and use of power, lack of inclusiveness, and the limitations to the empowerment, solidarity and sustainability of CLTS. So whilst there are areas where space is created and there is real potential for transformation, simultaneously children are being constructed and therefore constrained in some ways. The effect of this is that CLTS acts to “structure childhood and constitute children, including their own view of themselves” as well as providing potential “strategies of resistance” (James & Prout 1997:245).
We cannot generalise from the very specific, and experiential, accounts given by respondents of their experiences of CLTS in Kenya, Ethiopia and Tanzania. Rather, the themes and ideas from practitioners’ experiences may provide hints as to the potential in children’s participation in CLTS to both reify and tie children in to becoming the same, and also to begin to build the capacities to become other. Questions for further research may include, where are the critical points at which transformatory capacities are being built and how can these be further strengthened? How can CLTS be more inclusive and involve children more politically in the process of solidarity building? What are the cultural specificities and potential constraints to children’s participation at local level? And what are the lessons for further systematisation of children’s participation in development projects?  Most important in these questions would be the voices of children themselves, which are lacking from the research at present.
Bernstein (1983, in Craig and Porter (1997:236)) argues
“what we desperately need today is to learn…to seize upon those experiences and struggles in which there are still glimmerings of solidarity and promise of dialogic communities in which there can be genuine mutual participation and where reciprocal wooing and persuasion can prevail.  For what is characteristic of our contemporary situation is…a paradoxical situation where power creates counter-power and reveals the vulnerability of power, where the very forces that inhibit and undermine communal life also create new, and frequently unpredictable, forms of solidarity.” 
The limiting and framing effects of discourses at all levels (local, national, and global) are not to be dismissed and it would be facile to claim that “becoming-other” or transformatory participation is easy to achieve or indeed clearly distinguishable. Indeed, an argument has been made for more explicit recognition of the politics of children’s participation, for linkages to immanent processes of socio-economic change and for the potentiality to “become-other” to be more fully realised. But, in the case of children’s participation in CLTS, the glimmers of possibility are there. 
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APPENDIX 1 - Glossary of terms and abbreviations
CIDA

Canadian International Development Agency

CLTS

Community-Led Total Sanitation

CRC

Convention on the Rights of the Child 

NGO

Non-Governmental Organisation

OD

Open defecation

ODF

Open defecation free

PRA

Participatory Rural Appraisal

RBA

Rights-Based Approach

RESA

Region of East and Southern Africa

WATSAN
Water and sanitation

WSP

Water and Sanitation Programme 
APPENDIX 2 - Hart’s Ladder of Participation 

Rung 8:

Children and adults share decision-making
Rung 7:

Children lead and initiate action

Rung 6:

Adult-initiated, shared decisions with children

Rung 5:

Children consulted and informed

Rung 4:

Children assigned and informed 

Rung 3:

Children tokenised

Rung 2:

Children are decoration

Rung 1:

Children are manipulated

Source: Hart (1997:41)
APPENDIX 3 - CLTS spread and basic indicators in Ethiopia, Kenya and Tanzania

	Country
	Year CLTS initiated
	Agencies
	Details
	Population using improved sanitation (%, 2004)
	Under 5 mortality rate per 1,000 live births (2005)

	Ethiopia
	2006
	Vita (formerly Refugee Trust International), Plan Ethiopia, WSP
	Vita, supported by Irish Aid, first introduced the approach in Arbaminch. Plan Ethiopia is also one of the main implementers. During the last three to four months of 2007, more than 60 villages declared themselves ODF.
	13
	164

	Kenya
	2007
	Plan Kenya, UNICEF
	In May 2007, after attending CLTS hands-on training workshops in Tanzania and Ethiopia, Plan Kenya decided to pilot CLTS in three development areas.
	43
	120

	Tanzania
	2007
	Plan Tanzania
	A regional hands-on training workshop, organised by Plan RESA for the staff of eight Plan countries in East and Southern Africa was held in Tanzania in February 2007.
	47
	122


Source: compiled from Kar & Chambers (2008) and UNDP Human Development Report 2007/08
APPENDIX 4 - Respondent profiles
	Respondent number


	Main country(s) of experience
	Job level*

	1

	Ethiopia, Kenya and Tanzania
	Country level

	2

	Ethiopia
	Country level

	3

	Ethiopia
	Country level 

	4

	Ethiopia
	Country level

	5

	Ethiopia
	Country level

	6

	Kenya
	Country level

	7

	Tanzania
	Country level

	8

	Tanzania
	Community level

	9

	Kenya
	Community level

	10


	Kenya
	Community level

	11

	Tanzania
	Community level

	12

	Kenya
	Country level


* All respondents had significant experience working on CLTS. For ease of reference positions have been separated into country and community level. However, this is a simplistic representation of the range of backgrounds, experiences and roles of the various respondents. For example, several respondents originally worked at community level and had been promoted, and most country-level respondents had wide experience facilitating and training facilitators in CLTS at community level.
APPENDIX 5 – Interview outline
Interviews were semi-structured and questions were adapted to reflect the respondent’s position, experience and area of expertise. Examples were requested where relevant.
QUESTIONS:

Request outline of own experience – length of time, job title/level.

Project level

1.
Why are children involved in CLTS?

2.
In your experience, what (if anything) does their involvement add to the intervention?
3.
Do you feel that the outcomes would be different without children’s participation? 

4.
Can, and do, they actually influence outcomes? To what extent?

5.
Is children’s participation in this intervention genuine or tokenistic? 

6.
Are there any negative impacts of children’s participation?

7.
Does the model take account of local notions or conceptualisations of childhood? Do you think that this is necessary?

8.
Do you perceive any gaps or areas where children’s participation could be improved /deepened?

9.
To what extent are children involved in planning and monitoring?

10.
Is CLTS a very different style of decision-making to that which was used previously in communities? 

11.
How is it different?

12.
Is it a catalyst for sustainable change?

Individual level

13.
Are children individually affected by their involvement in CLTS? How? If not, why not? 
14.
How do children relate to adults during the sensitisation? 
15.
Do they seem free to express themselves or are they fulfilling pre-determined roles      with pre-ordained answers?

16.
Are certain children more involved than others? If so, are there any practical ways around this problem?

Process level

17.
On a wider level, what is the impact of children’s participation in CLTS projects? Are there any ongoing benefits or impacts, either for the children or for their communities as a whole? 

18.
Is the participative model being replicated?

19.
Do you see value in the participation of children being further systematised into other community-based interventions that are not explicitly aimed at children?

APPENDIX 6 – Photos of CLTS triggering with children in Kenya
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Drawing up and presenting an action plan:
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Source: Plan International








� As for example with multiple age thresholds for the age of consent, age of marriage, age to vote and so on (Ansell 2005:1).


� The Convention has been ratified by 191 UN member countries.


� Previously, under the UN’s 1959 Declaration of the Rights of the Child the focus had been on practical issues of provision for, and protection of, children.


� Other rights in the convention include rights to freedom of expression and association, access to information and freedom of thought, consciousness and religion.


� RBAs are often placed in counterpoint to the previously popular “needs-based” approaches (Nurick & Johnson 2001).


� As, for example, Green (1998) highlights in the case of Latin America and the Caribbean.


� This is analogous to structural approaches to development: for example, modernisation theory has countries following Rostow’s “stages of growth” to achieve economic prosperity, neo-liberals have development led by the market and responses to it by rationally maximising individuals, and neo-Marxist approaches focus on overall structures and relations, subsuming the issue of individual agency within larger, economic issues (Baaz 2005; Long 1992). 


� These arguments could without much difficulty be applied to the determinism of structural approaches to international development.


� cf Ferguson’s (1997) “anti-politics machine” of global development discourse. 


� For example street children, children in work, child soldiers: “working children are at best rendered invisible, at worst pathologised as living outside the definition of childhood” (Woodhead 1998:126).


� In the case of children, the rational, mature adult as “Self” and the immature child in need of protection and guidance as “Other”.


� eg Johnson et al 1998; Hart 1997; Giertsen 2001.


� For example, Abrioux (1998) highlights the very real limitations placed on the participation of female children in Kabul, and suggests a spherical model of participation as more suited to the radically different starting points faced.


� Pridmore (1998:151) argues that “it is important not to use culture as an excuse to avoid challenging cultural norms which underpin harmful practices”.


� Notably Bangladesh but later India, Cambodia, Nepal and Indonesia (Kar & Chambers 2008; Kar 2005).


� Due to connection problems, recording was not possible in the case of Ethiopia, and it was necessary to complete some interviews via email and messenger.


� The primary staff members working directly with communities, described by Musyoki (2007:2) as “the key mandate holders for rolling out CLTS at community level”.


� Water and Sanitation


� See, for example, Kothari (2006) and Baaz (2005) on the nature of multiple development discourses.


� Indeed, just as an argument has been made above for the potentialities in children’s agency, so too the agency and viewpoints of individual practitioners are treated as valuable and instructive.


� Open defection is defined as “defecating in the open and leaving the stuff exposed” (Kar 2008:4).


� Although this no-subsidy approach is for some contestable – eg Kalimuthu (2008).


� Whereby the facilitator walks around the village with community members, locating areas of open defecation, observing and asking questions.


� Although these have been adapted to more culturally appropriate approaches, eg in Nigeria the focus has been on the prestige of owning a latrine rather than shame (Wateraid 2007:16).


� Triggering is: “based on stimulating a collective sense of disgust and shame among community members as they confront the crude facts about mass open defecation and its negative impacts on the entire community. The basic assumption is that no human being can stay unmoved once they have learned that they are ingesting other people’s shit. The goal of the facilitator is purely to help community members see for themselves that open defecation has disgusting consequences and creates an unpleasant environment. It is then up to community members to decide how to deal with the problem and to take action” (Kar & Chambers 2008:21).


� This is a form of participatory monitoring.


� See Shyamal et al (2008) for evidence of communities “climbing the ladder” in Bangladesh.


� Although in some of the cases reported by Mahbub, children were offered rewards which may well have skewed their choices to act.


� eg blowing whistles when they see people defecating in the open.


� ie prestige in being involved, fun of shouting slogans.





� Cf Mohan & Stokke (2000) on participatory development’s reification of “the local” and concomitant underplaying of power relations and inequalities.


� This point is elaborated in the next chapter.


� See, inter alia, Hulme (1995) and Bond & Hulme (1999) for criticisms of “blueprint” approaches to development projects and consideration of alternative “process” approaches.


� Emphases in original.
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