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Executive Summary 

 
The School Dropout Prevention Pilot (SDPP) Program is a five-year multi-country program, 

funded by the U.S. Agency for International Development, aimed at mitigating student dropout.  

Its objective is to provide evidence-based programming guidance to USAID missions and 

countries in Asia and the Middle East on student dropout prevention by piloting and testing the 

effectiveness of dropout prevention interventions in four target countries: Cambodia, India, 

Tajikistan and Timor Leste. 

 

This report on the qualitative data gathered toward the end of the SDPP project focuses on 

Cambodia, where the project was implemented in Grades 7, 8 and 9, in schools where students 

were at the highest risk for dropping out. Two different interventions were conducted in the 

schools: (1) an Early Warning System (EWS) in which teachers identified the students most at risk 

of dropping out, contacted parents if their child was missing school or falling behind, and discussed 

the child in regular “case management” meetings of staff; and (2) the teaching of computer skills 

through establishment of a classroom computer lab with regular instruction.  

 

To gather information on the effects, successes and difficulties with these interventions, SDPP sent 

teams of staff into sampled schools in July-August 2014, asking them to set up focus groups of at-

risk students who stayed in school, at-risk students who dropped out during the intervention, 

parents of at-risk students, homeroom (HR) teachers, computer lab (CL) teachers, school directors 

and members of the community who participated in the intervention. The focus group leaders used 

semi-structured interview guides. Initial questions on a topic asked yes/no questions (e.g., Did you 

particpate in training?), and then follow-up questions requested opinions or specific descriptions 

of events (What was most helpful to you about the training?). 

 

The findings suggest that SDPP did affect at-risk students’ decisions to stay in school. Among 

those who did remain, 88 percent said the contact(s) from school staff contributed to their better 

attendance. Such contacts caused many dropouts to regret not going to school, but most of them 

said that economic reasons didn’t allow them to return – and the fact that they lagged behind in 

their studies, likely due to absences in the past.  

 

Most children and adults noticed the differences created by the EWS and computer classes, liked 

them, and felt helped and supported by them. The EWS generated contacts between families and 

school, which often resulted in the student’s better attendance or return to school from having 

dropped out. The computer classes contributed skills that students valued. They wanted more. 

 

SDPP beneficiaries (students) and targets (school staff, parents and community) identified 

difficulties with the interventions, which largely involved trouble making contact with parents and 

the increased workload of the EWS. In the computer classes, respondents noted the need for more 

computers, added learning hours, larger classrooms, and more training for CL teachers. However, 

they proposed improvements to counteract these difficulties. In fact, when asked if they would 

continue the interventions, 89 percent of HR teachers said they would be able to continue the EWS 

without the support of SDPP, and 96 percent of the CL teachers said they could continue the 

computer classes without SDPP support. 
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I. Introduction 
 

For the past two decades, children’s access to basic education has been the major focus of national 

and international education development efforts. However, as more children enroll in school, but 

fail to complete the full cycle of basic education, school dropout has been recognized as a major 

educational challenge both in developed and developing countries. Reducing dropout is key to 

improving access to basic education, particularly in countries with relatively high enrollment rates 

where most school-age children who do not currently attend school have previously been enrolled 

in school.  

 

The School Dropout Prevention Pilot (SDPP) Program is a five-year multi-country program, 

funded by the U.S. Agency for International Development, aimed at mitigating student dropout.  

Its objective is to provide evidence-based programming guidance to USAID missions and 

countries in Asia and the Middle East on student dropout prevention by piloting and testing the 

effectiveness of dropout prevention interventions in four target countries: Cambodia, India, 

Tajikistan and Timor Leste.  

 

In Cambodia, SDPP targeted grades 7, 8, and 9 in six provinces—Banteay Meanchey, Battambang, 

Kampong Speu, Prey Veng, Pursat, and Svay Rieng. Two dropout mitigation interventions were 

implemented and assessed:  the Early Warning System and Computer Labs.   

 

The Early Warning System (EWS) provides a framework, process and activities for schools, 

teachers, and communities to (i) identify students at-risk of dropping out of school, using school-

level data for major predictors of dropout, (ii) respond to and address these early signals of 

probable dropout, and (iii) raise awareness of dropout and strengthen partnerships between 

schools, parents and communities to prevent it. The EWS was implemented in 215 lower 

secondary schools. 
 

The Computer Lab (CL) program is intended to increase attractiveness and relevancy of 

education to students and parents by providing computer literacy training to students, a skill seen 

as valuable to both accessing further education and employment. Low-cost computer labs were 

installed in a subset of 106 targeted lower secondary schools, using a “thin-client” model powered 

entirely by solar energy and an adapted version of the national computer literacy curriculum 

delivered by SDPP-trained teachers. 

 

The remaining sections of this report describe the design of this qualitative research and its 

findings. The Qualitative Research Design section includes the research questions addressed, 

methods used, instruments employed, the sample of respondents included and the data collection 

process used. Within the section of Qualitative Analysis Findings are the presentations of data 

concerning first the EWRS and then the CL program, addressing each of the research questions. 

The final section summarizes the impact of these interventions. 
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II. Qualitative Research Design 
 

In each country, SDPP has designed, implemented and rigorously assessed interventions to keep 

at-risk students in schools in the most acutely affected areas. It has conducted multiple types of 

research, including: 

 

 Situational Analysis—to investigate factors associated with dropout prior to the 

implementation of any intervention. Such studies ensured that the design of the SDPP 

interventions was appropriate to the circumstances within the target country; 

 Impact Evaluation—to measure whether the interventions have reduced the dropout rate 

and affected related outcomes, such as student attendance, performance and behavior in 

school; 

 Fidelity of Implementation—to measure the extent to which the interventions were 

implemented according to the design; and 

 Monitoring and Evaluation—to collect information on the progress and status of program 

operations and implementation. 

 

Together, these four types of research provide a picture of what has happened, how well it has 

happened, and to what extent the SDPP interventions have affected dropout rates and student and 

teacher behavior and attitudes. They are one part of a picture of a program, but there is more to 

learn.  

 

The SDPP Qualitative Research studies were conducted in each of the four countries as a 

complement to the Impact Evaluation studies, which used randomized control trials and 

quantitative methods, such as data extraction from school records and interview surveys of 

students and teachers, to measure changed behaviors and attitudes. The Qualitative Research 

studies aim to provide an understanding of why changes in student and teacher behaviors and 

attitudes have (or have not) happened, and how beneficiaries and targets (students, teachers, school 

directors, parents and community) have responded and reacted to the SDPP interventions. In 

contrast to the large-scale Impact Evaluation, which collected data from thousands of students and 

teachers to generalize the results to a population, the Qualitative Research studies involved small 

samples to allow researchers to probe deeply for stakeholder reactions to the dropout mitigation 

interventions and activities. This in-depth information, in particular, can inform improvements in 

SDPP intervention designs for future use by government and others, and indicate what is 

sustainable and what is not. 

 

The same overall research design was used in each of the four SDPP countries, although some 

adjustments were made to tailor the instruments and samples to the country context. These are 

described below. 

  



What Works: Beneficiary Perspectives on Dropout Prevention Interventions in Cambodia  Page 3 

 

A. Research Questions 
 

Five questions guided SDPP’s qualitative research: 

 

1. How did SDPP interventions affect at-risk students’ decisions to stay in school versus drop 

out? 

2. How did students react to SDPP interventions—did they notice them, like them, feel helped 

and supported or would they have preferred something else? 

3. How did teachers, school directors, parents and community members interact with the 

SDPP interventions—did they notice them, understand them, use them, like them and 

believe they were effective? 

4. What kinds of difficulties did SDPP beneficiaries (students) and targets (teachers, school 

directors, parents and community) experience with SDPP interventions and how would 

they like them improved? 

5. What aspects of the SDPP interventions will the school, its teachers and communities 

continue to use? 

B. Research Methods 
 

This data-gathering effort was small and intensive in order to allow respondents to talk at length 

and discuss with others their experiences with the interventions. It included two research methods: 

focus group interviews with students, teachers, parents and community members using semi-

structured interview guides with open-ended questions; and (2) one-on-one interviews and 

discussions with school directors using a semi-structured interview guide with open-ended 

questions. These two similar methods allow the facilitator/interviewer to ask broad questions and 

then follow-up the initial answers with more detailed questions. They encourage all participants to 

offer opinions and, thus, helped SDPP staff to understand the level of participation of students and 

teachers, the quality of their experiences in the program and the effects of the program on behavior.  

 

C. Research Instruments 
 

The data were collected through the use of semi-structured interview guides. In general, the 

facilitator/interviewer began with a yes/no question (e.g., Did you participate in training for the 

Early Warning System?) and followed up with open-ended questions (e.g., What was most helpful 

to you as a teacher?). The data for the initial questions were coded as yes/no. Responses to the 

open-ended questions were recorded as fully as possible and then the recorder summarized the 

three major reasons. It is the lists of “major reasons” that form the central data set for this report. 

 

Seven semi-structured interview guides were used, aimed at the following groups: 

 

1. At-risk students who stayed in school 

2. At-risk students who dropped out in the course of the SDPP implementation 

3. Homeroom teachers 

4. Computer lab teachers 
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5. School directors or deputy directors 

6. Parents of at-risk students who received home visits 

7. Community/PTA members who participated in SDPP 

Also, the teachers and school directors filled out an information card summarizing background 

information, including gender, age, highest level of education, years of experience in education, 

SDPP training sessions attended, and whether or not they had SDPP manuals. 

 

D. Sample 
 

The qualitative study in Cambodia took place in 12 schools, two in each of the six SDPP provinces. 

Within each province, the sampled schools included one high and one low SDPP “take-up” school. 

“Take-up”—referring to the extent to which the school had implemented the intervention—was 

based on the Fidelity-of-Implementation research results. Each of the schools selected had to have 

a sufficient number of students and teachers involved in SDPP to conduct focus group interviews.  
 

Seven groups of people were interviewed, two of seventh, eighth and ninth grade children and five 

of adults associated with the children. The children were either at-risk students who stayed in 

school (N=112) or at-risk students who dropped out of these grades during the two years of the 

SDPP intervention (N=70). In subsequent reporting, the former group is labeled “at-risk students” 

and the latter “dropouts.”  

 

The adults included: 

 

 Homeroom (HR) teachers (N=82) who implemented the EWS; 

 Computer lab (CL) teachers (N=44) who conducted the computer literacy classes; 

 School directors (N=12) who oversaw the SDPP program at the school; 

 Parents (N=107) of at-risk students; and 

 Community members (N=34) involved with the SDPP interventions. 

Note that school personnel may fit into multiple categories. For example, a teacher may be both a 

homeroom teacher and a computer lab teacher. 

 

A description of the school staff shows that the most frequently occurring age group for HR 

teachers and CL teachers was 30 to 39 years, while a majority of school directors fell into the 40- 

to 49-year-old age group (Table 1). The majority of each group were men. Most of the HR teachers 

and CL teachers had finished their education with a degree from a pedagogical college, as had the 

largest group of school directors. In terms of overall teaching experience, the median for HR 

teachers and CL teachers was in the range of 6 to 10 years and for the school directors, 21 to 30 

years. For the HR teachers and school directors, a number of those years were spent at other 

schools; for CL teachers, most (if not all) of that time was in their current school. The median 

number of years with SDPP was two for all three groups of school staff out of a possible two years, 

suggesting that most of the staff had been with the program since its inception. In general, the 

school staff attended SDPP training sessions appropriate for their role(s) and had their own 

manuals for implementation of those parts of the program for which they were responsible. The 



What Works: Beneficiary Perspectives on Dropout Prevention Interventions in Cambodia  Page 5 

 

three school staff who did not attend any training had come to the school after the training sessions 

were held. 
 

Table 1: Description of the Sample 

Characteristic 
HR Teachers 

(N=82) 

CL teachers 

(N=44) 

School Directors 

(N=12) 

Age (% of sample) 

-- 21-29 years 36% 26% 0% 

-- 30-39 years 38% 58% 8% 

-- 40-49 years 26% 14% 67% 

-- 50 years and over 0% 2% 25% 

Gender (% of sample) 

-- Male 57% 77% 83% 

-- Female 43% 23% 17% 

Highest level of education (% of sample) 

-- Primary/Lower 

secondary/secondary/vocational 
5% 7% 8% 

-- Pedagogical college 68% 64% 50% 

-- Pedagogical institute 6% 4% 0% 

-- Associate degree/bachelor’s degree 20% 23% 42% 

-- Master’s degree 1% 2% 0% 

Years of experience in education (median) 

-- Overall 6-10 years 6-10 years  21-30 years 

-- In current school  1-5 years 6-10 years  11-20 years 

-- With SDPP  2 years 2 years  2 years 

-- As a homeroom teacher 3-5 years --  

Number of SDPP trainings attended (median) 

-- On Early Warning System (EWS) 2 1 2 

-- On computer lab 0 2 2 

-- On EWS for communities 0 0 2 

-- Other SDPP 0 0 0 

Number with own manual (% of sample) 

-- For EWS 96% -- 100% 

-- For computer lab 29% 98% 92% 

-- For EWS for communities 6% 98% 92% 

 

Of the 107 parents in the focus groups, 50 (47%) were male and 57 (53%) female. Of the 34 

community members in the focus groups, 31 (91%) were male and 3 female (9%).  

 

E. Data Collection 
 

The data were collected by six three-person teams, involving a total of 18 researchers. All were 

members of the SDPP staff. Each research team comprised one facilitator/interviewer who led the 

discussion or interview with participants, one recorder who completed the discussion/interview 

forms based on responses, and one assistant who also took notes and helped the recorder synthesize 

the results at the end of the group discussion or interview. The data collection process took place 

from July 31 to August 4, 2014. Each team spent two days at a school. 
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III. Qualitative Analysis Findings 
 

Two SDPP interventions were implemented in Cambodia: an Early Warning System (EWS) to 

notify school staff of the likelihood of a student’s dropping out and send staff into action; and a 

computer lab in which students learned a skill that could help them in the future. Since students, 

parents and community members may not ever have heard of the EWS by name, the questions 

posed to them about this intervention asked about the actions that were a part of that system, 

including adults counseling students who seemed likely to drop out and contacting parents about 

the child. Questions about the computer classes were straightforward. 

 

The findings are separated by intervention, with the results for the EWS presented first and those 

for the computer lab second. For each intervention, the section is organized by the five research 

questions, beginning with the important issue of whether SDPP made a difference to students 

staying in school. The next two questions concerned (a) student understanding of and opinions 

about the intervention and (b) adult views of the intervention. The fourth question asked about 

difficulties each group of respondents had with the intervention; and the fifth about the aspects of 

the intervention that the schools will continue to use after the project has ended. 

 

Please note that many of the findings show the rankings of the frequency of an answer, where “1” 

is the most frequently occurring answer, the one given by more members of the focus groups than 

any other answer. For example, among the 12 focus groups of at-risk students, more respondents 

said they considered dropping out because they were needed at home for household tasks or 

farming than gave any other reason.  

 

A. Early Warning System 
 

1. How did the EWS affect at-risk students’ decisions to stay in school? 

 

To answer this question, this section begins with a discussion of the reasons that may have caused 

at-risk students to consider dropping out or to have dropped out and how the decision to drop out 

was made. Then the data turn to what school staff had done to potentially prevent the student 

dropping out and whether the school’s actions had made any difference. These latter topics center 

on the actions of school staff that were specifically a part of the EWS. 

 

Of the sample of 112 at-risk students who stayed in school, 15 (13%) considered dropping out and 

were asked to cite their reasons (Table 2). Similarly, all students in the sample of 70 dropouts were 

asked why they didn’t continue their studies. The rankings by frequency of answer show that the 

top reason that at-risk students even considered dropping out was economic: a need to help the 

family with housework or farming chores. For dropouts, the reason most frequently cited was their 

lagging behind in their lessons, and this factor was followed by economic reasons (i.e., lacked the 

money for school expenses, needed to work to earn money and needed to help with housework or 

farming) which ranked second, third, and fourth. Both groups included illness and lack of 

transportation on their lists. Only at-risk students cited ceremonies or family events, which seems 

a temporary situation that may have allowed for a consideration of dropping out but also allowed 

for studying hard to make up what was missed. 
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Table 2: Reasons for Dropping Out 

Reason for Dropping Out 

Ranking by At-Risk 

Students Who Stayed in 

School (N=15) 

Ranking by At-Risk 

Students Who Dropped 

Out  (N=70) 

Needed to help with household/farming 

chores 
1 4 

Was ill or needed to care for ill family 

member 
2 6 

Lacked a bicycle to get to school 3 5 

Had to attend ceremony/family event 4  

Lagged behind in lessons; couldn’t keep up  1 

Lacked the money for school expenses, 

including the extra classes 
 2 

Needed to work to earn money  3 

 

A follow-up question of at-risk students asked why they decided to complete the grade they were 

in. The three most frequently cited reasons were: 

 

 To get a good job, 

 To go on to further study (e.g., university), and 

 To support my parents or to make them happy. 

Dropouts were asked a different series of follow-up questions. When asked who made the decision 

for them to leave school, 62 (93% of those who answered) said they themselves did. The remainder 

cited their parents. When asked if there was anything the school might have done to prevent them 

from leaving, 45 (65%) said “yes,” but only three explained what the school might have done (i.e., 

provide a scholarship, educate me better, and give me a bicycle).  

 

A key feature of the EWS was that schools track student absenteeism, behavior and coursework 

performance to spot and act on these predictors of dropout. Consequently, at-risk students and 

dropouts were asked, “When you have had problems in lower secondary school or when you were 

absent, did anyone from your school or some other adult help or counsel you and/or contact your 

parents?” In response, 75 (67%) of the at-risk students answered “yes” as did 48 (69%) of dropouts. 

Most of the time the adults were homeroom (HR) teachers, with parents/guardians and school 

directors also cited (Figure 1).  
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Figure 1: Point of Contact for Students with Problems in School* 

 
*Students could give multiple answers. 

 

The adults urged parents to send their children back to school and ensure they attended regularly, 

urged the students to study hard, and, for at-risk students, urged the students to attend regularly 

(Table 3). 

 
Table 3: Actions of Adults to Help Students 

Action 

Ranking by At-Risk 

Students Who Stayed in 

School 

Ranking by At-Risk 

Students Who Dropped 

Out  

Urged parents to send me back to school, 

attend regularly, not drop out 
1 1 

Urged me to study hard 2 2 

Urged me to attend regularly 3  

 

Eighty-eight percent of the at-risk students said they had changed their behavior because of this 

advice, compared with 42 percent of dropouts. When asked to describe the changes, at-risk 

students cited better attendance, paying attention in class, improved performance, better behavior 

and studying hard (Table 4). The most frequent response of dropouts (60%) was regret for stopping 

school and a desire to return, but they said they had to help support their families or were 

embarrassed to return as they lagged so far behind. A few who had returned, at least for a while, 

said they had improved their attendance. 

 
Table 4: Changes in Behavior Because of EWS Contact 

Action 

Ranking by At-Risk 

Students Who Stayed in 

School 

Ranking by At-Risk 

Students Who Dropped 

Out  

Study regularly/reduced absences 1 2 

Pay attention in class 2  

Improved performance 3  

Stopped bad behavior (e.g., rudeness) 4  

Study hard/want to study 5  

Regret stopping school and want to return  1 
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An additional question for those who said their behavior changed was: “Did this make you want 

to stay in school and complete the grade you were in?” About 90 percent of at-risk students said 

“yes,” and those who said “no” explained that they were needed at home or to earn money. Only 

60 percent of dropouts said “yes,” with those who answered “no” saying that they had 

responsibilities at home, lagged too far behind in lessons, were embarrassed to return, had no bike 

to ride or their families lacked the money to pay school expenses. 

 

The qualitative data not only indicate that schools followed EWS procedures by contacting the at-

risk students who stayed in school and the at-risk students who dropped out (more than two-thirds 

of their families had been contacted by the school), but that the school contact had had a positive 

effect. Eighty-eight percent of the at-risk students said the contact had caused them to alter negative 

behaviors presaging dropout, the most frequently mentioned being absenteeism. However, the 

school contact with families was not sufficient to overcome the economic challenges that caused 

some at-risk students to ultimately drop-out, although it appears to have temporarily improved 

their attendance and study habits. Poignantly, the at-risk students who dropped out indicated the 

contact with their families caused them to regret not going to school.  

 

 

2. How did students react to the EWS intervention and activities —did they notice 

them, like them, feel helped and supported by them or would they have preferred 

something else? 

 
The findings in this section describe how the EWS operated, from students’ points-of-view, and 

how students reacted to them. Several EWS activities—identifying and tracking at-risk students, 

school case management, and community awareness events with adults—would likely not be 

noticed by students.  However, one EWS activity—contact with parents through phone calls, 

letters or home visits—was easily noticed by students. 

 

When a student who had been identified as at-risk of dropping out exhibited certain negative 

behaviors (e.g., absenteeism, poor performance, troublesome behavior), the school was expected 

to initiate contact with parents to inform them of the problem and discuss its solutions.  A total of 

45 percent of at-risk students and 47 percent of dropouts (formerly at-risk students) remembered 

receiving home visits; 11 percent of at-risk students and 40 percent of dropouts recalled a contact 

by letter; and 20 percent of at-risk and 27 percent of dropouts knew there had been phone calls 

from school (Figure 2).  

 
  

88 percent of at-risk students said the contact(s) from school staff had an effect on 

their behavior, the most frequently mentioned being better attendance. 
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Figure 2: Form of Contact with Parents  

 
 

The reactions of the students and family members are summarized in Table 5. The most frequent 

reactions of the students’ themselves were fright about what their parents would do or what the 

school staff were going to say. Other reactions were either the hurt/embarrassment/regret of 

triggering a contact from the school or its opposite—happiness that someone cared enough to visit 

or, for dropouts, happiness that the student might be allowed to return to school.1 The most 

frequent parental responses, as described by at-risk students, were anger or embarrassment, 

sometimes described as shouting at the child or blaming them, even—in rare instances—beating 

the child. The most frequent responses from dropouts were similar, as they also most frequently 

described parents as angry, disappointed or at least embarrassed at the contact, followed by 

surprised and then happy. Parents of both groups of students often claimed they were unaware of 

the absences until the school notified them. 

 
Table 5: Ranking of Student and Parent Reactions to Contacts from the School 

Reaction 

Ranking by At-Risk 

Students Who Stayed in 

School 

Ranking by At-Risk 

Students Who Dropped 

Out  

Students 

-- Frightened of parents’ reaction/of school 

staff in my home 
1 1 

-- Hurt, sad, embarrassed, upset, regret 

missing school 
2 3 

-- Happy that school is paying attention 3 2 

Parents 

-- Anger, blamed child, shouted at child, beat 

child /embarrassment/disappointment 
1 1 

-- Happiness 2 3 

-- Surprise at child’s absences 3 2 

 

                                                        
1 Note that the families of the at-risk students who dropped out during the SDPP intervention were not contacted or 

visited because the student had “officially” dropped out, but because the student was exhibiting behavior that 

indicated the likelihood of drop out. In some cases, extended absenteeism segued into dropout.  
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Whatever the student and parental emotional responses, most students said their parents supported 

their schooling differently after the contact. A full 89 percent of at-risk students noted a change, 

including more encouragement to study hard, encouragement to attend regularly, the provision of 

new study materials, and payment for extra classes. Nearly the same percentage of dropouts said 

their parents changed (78%), with the highest frequency change being allowing the student to 

return to school and encouraging that action by purchasing school materials or reducing household 

chores and a requirement to work. Unfortunately for these students, the effect was not enduring. 

 

Students were asked to identify who provided them with the “strongest help as far as doing well 

in school.” The most frequently cited were “parent/guardians,” mentioned by 46 percent of at-risk 

students and 67 percent of dropouts. Teachers (including subject and HR teachers and CL teachers) 

were named by 38 percent of at-risk students and only 15 percent of dropouts, indicating that 

teachers may not have been as actively engaged with the students who dropped out. An additional 

7 percent of at-risk students and 12 percent of dropouts cited “other students/friends,” suggesting 

the peer effect may be greater for dropouts.  

 

The forms of their encouragement are summarized on Table 6. In general, parents paid for tutoring 

and supplies, encouraged students to study hard and provided the needed time and explanations to 

allow that to happen, and encouraged attendance. Teachers explained concepts the students found 

difficult, advised them to stay in school and study hard, and gave praise where it was due. Friends 

contributed their explanations school work. 

 
Table 6: How Students Were Provided with Help 

Type of Help 

Ranking by At-Risk 

Students Who Stayed in 

School 

Ranking by At-Risk 

Students Who 

Dropped Out  

From parents 

-- Paid for extra tutoring, bought supplies 1 2 

-- Encouraged me to study/took over my 

chores/helped me with school work 
2 1 

-- Encouraged attendance/staying in school 3 3 

From teachers 

-- Explained difficult ideas 1 1 

-- Advised me to attend and study hard 2 2 

-- Gave praise when answer was correct  3 

From friends   

-- Explained difficult ideas 1 1 

 

To summarize, the student responses suggest that school staff did contact parents and children 

through home visits, letters and telephone calls. Even though the initial parental reaction to these 

contacts was often negative, the end-result was frequently permission for the child to return to 

school and encouragement to attend regularly and do well. In order of priority, student received 

support from parents, teachers and friends. 

 

School contact with parents about student behaviors that could lead to drop-out 

generally resulted in better attendance and more parental support and encouragement. 
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3. How did teachers, school directors, parents and community interact with the EWS 

intervention and activities—did they notice them, understand them, use them, like 

them and believe they were effective? 

 
The EWS design required that HR teachers and school directors be most directly involved: HR 

teachers were charged with implementing the system to identify and follow up on at-risk students, 

and school directors were expected to ensure that the EWS activities were being conducted, 

organize case management discussions and generally support the HR teachers.  

 

To prepare them for their jobs, all of the HR teachers participated in training. They found the 

following topics most helpful:  
 

 How to identify at-risk students; 

 How to support at-risk students through such actions as praising them or changing seating; 

 The need to contact parents who might not be aware of their child’s absence from school; 

 How to track students’ performance; 

 How to improve communication with parents, including sending letters, doing home visits 

and building a relationship; 

 How to complete SDPP forms; and 

 Understanding the reasons for dropout. 

Table 7 shows the ranking of EWS activities most frequently undertaken by HR teachers and 

school directors. HR teachers were most likely to contact parents when there was an issue with a 

student, keep records of student attendance and performance, and give additional help to students 

performing poorly. They were less likely to attend or participate actively in case management 

meetings to develop support plans for individual at-risk students and to talk directly to these 

students (as opposed to their parents) to encourage them to stay in school.  

 

School directors indicated that they encouraged teachers to contact parents and sometimes went 

with them on home visits. They also monitored the HR teachers’ record-keeping and led the case 

management meetings. They were less likely to oversee meetings and awareness activities in the 

community, and talk with students directly to encourage them to stay in school.  
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Table 7: EWS Actions Taken by HR Teachers and School Directors 

Action 
HR Teachers 

(N=79) 

School Directors 

(N=12) 

Contacted parents (or encouraged teachers to do so) through 

calls, letters and home visits to discuss absences and/or poor 

performance and encourage parents to send the child to school 

1 1 

Recorded attendance, tracked absences and student performance/ 

monitored record keeping 
2 2 

Supported poor performers and arranged for help 3  

Discussed students with high absenteeism and/or poor 

performance in case management meetings/led case management 

meetings 

4 3 

Encouraged students to stay in school or return 5 6 

Monitored the work of the HR teachers  4 

Conducted awareness raising activities in the community  5 

 

Parents were also very involved in the EWS, beginning with their own growing awareness of the 

problem of school dropout. Ninety-five percent of the at-risk parents in the focus groups said 

dropout is a problem in their school, but only 26 percent said they thought their child was at risk 

of dropping out of lower secondary school. To explain the possibility of their child dropping out, 

parents said the child was frequently absent and lagged behind in lessons, and that the absences 

were due to the family’s poverty, poor health, the distance to school, or the need for the child to 

do household chores.  

 

Most parents of at-risk children (83%) verified that the school, teachers of community have 

encouraged their child to stay in school, reporting that the staff had advised their child to study 

hard and even given an appreciation certificate to children who improved, and that teachers had 

contacted the parents about attendance and performance issues. A total of 85 percent of parents 

said they were contacted about how to help their child stay in school and do better. The contacts 

covered such topics as (1) encouragement to send the child to school regularly and ensure he 

studies hard, (2) the child’s progress in school, (3) queries about why the child was absent, and (4) 

invitations to meetings.  

 

Community members were also a part of the EWS, as they participated in home visits and 

community awareness sessions. All of the 34 people in the community focus groups said it was 

important for students to complete lower secondary school and that the PTA has a role to play in 

helping children stay in school. All but one of these participants (97%) received training on how 

the community might be involved, and all of these community members found the training helpful. 

They commented on their newfound knowledge of how to conduct a community awareness 

meeting, how to advise students to attend school, how to do a home visit, how to prevent students 

from dropping out of school, and how to disseminate information to encourage parents to let their 

children attend school through ninth grade. After gaining such information, they said they 

accompanied teachers on home visits, attended PTA meetings, advised parents to send their 

children to school, called parents to community awareness meetings, conducted a fund-raising 

ceremony to support the school, helped to disseminate information about dropout prevention, and 

met with the school director to plan village meetings. 
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Although EWS generally required actions by teachers that were already part of their official job 

description, HR teachers were asked if the EWS made their job as a teacher easier or harder. Eighty 

percent had a mixed reaction (some things were easier, some harder), 15 percent said it was easier 

and 5 percent said the job was harder. In general, their job was made easier because: 

 
 Communication with families improved and parents sent their children to school more 

regularly,  

 The forms made it easier to track student attendance and performance and the actions 

teachers took,  

 Teachers understood students’ situations better, and  

 Teachers could focus on poor learners. 

On the other hand, there were a number of ways EWS made the job was harder: 

 

 Teachers had an increased workload with the EWS forms to fill out and visits to make, 

especially because parents were sometimes not home for the visit and a second one was 

required, some homes were difficult to find or far away, and some parents didn’t have a 

phone; 

 Some parents didn’t listen to the teacher’s advice, didn’t believe the student was absent, 

and even cursed or beat the child; and 

 There was limited financial support for the visits. 

A follow-up question to HR teachers about support from the school director elicited the 

information that all teachers received support. They said that school directors urged them to 

complete the paperwork, discussed the home visits before they occurred and would accompany 

teachers if asked, led case management meetings to discuss at-risk students, explained any form 

or action that was unclear, and helped to deal with students who were absent often or behaved 

badly. 

 

All of the teachers thought that SDPP staff were also helpful, saying (in order of decreasing 

frequency) that they explained forms, checked the forms and gave feedback on errors, provided 

travel expenses for home visits, and explained how to conduct a successful visit and behave with 

parents.  

  

Most of the HR teachers (85%) said the EWS correctly identified at-risk students, though most 

(85%) were also initially surprised by the children who were so identified (Figure 3).  
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Figure 3: Homeroom Teachers Reactions to the EWS 

 

To explain their surprise, teachers said things like, "But this students does well!" or "This student 

is never absent." That is, they picked one factor out of the list of factors that, when combined, 

defined a student as "at-risk." It took the teachers a moment to realize that not all of the factors 

considered in the EWS needed to be a problem for a child to be labeled “at-risk.” In fact, when the 

teachers were asked what factors they felt predicted dropout, they endorsed those on the EWS by 

saying the major predictors were performance, attendance, attitude/bad behavior, poverty and 

living at a distance from school. 

  

As required by the EWS, all HR teachers contacted parents through home visits, phone calls or 

letters. From the teachers’ perspective, parent responses varied. Beginning with the most 

frequently expressed reaction, parents were: 

 

 Happy/welcomed me with a smile/thanked me for the visit, 

 Surprised/didn’t know the child had been absent, 

 Angry/upset/rude and impolite, 

 Disappointed at the child’s poor performance/attendance, and 

 Refused to believe the teacher/blamed the teacher for giving a false report. 

Parents generally verified these reactions to contacts from their child’s school. The largest group 

(47%) described negative reactions, saying they were shy/upset/unhappy to find out their child had 

been absent or was performing poorly. A group only slightly smaller (44%) reported positive 

reactions such as excitement or happiness that the teacher was paying attention to their child. A 

few (9%) had neutral reactions (Figure 4). 
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Figure 4: Parent Reactions to Contacts from School 

 
 

Community members who were enlisted to make home visits also verified the gamut of reactions, 

though they reported more positive than negative reactions. About two-thirds of the comments 

made were positive with parents described as happy, excited, interested and friendly. The 

remainder were largely neutral (e.g., the parent didn’t beat or blame the child, the parents were 

surprised, or explained they were poor so it was not useful for their children to learn) with only a 

few angry and blaming the child. 

  

All of the HR teachers indicated that they participated in case management meetings. As a result 

of the case management, the teachers reported that mainly interacted more with students’ other 

teachers to address issues.  Specifically, they:   

 

 Asked subject teachers to encourage and pay more attention to at-risk students, 

 Tracked student attendance and performance with other subject teachers, to alert each other 

to problems and find solutions, 

 Discussed the performance of at-risk students with subject teachers, 

 Provided free places for poor at-risk students in extra tutoring sessions. 

The EWS changed HR teachers’ understanding of their responsibilities. They came to see the 

importance of keeping student records updated to track absences and performance. They benefited 

from knowing which students were at-risk, and how to take action to mitigate the risks: 

communicating with parents if a student was absent or performing poorly, communicating with 

other teachers to help at-risk students, encouraging students to do well and pay attention, and 

finding ways to help prevent dropout and improve attendance. 

 

In general, school directors said the EWS was effective in that it helped at-risk students stay in 

school, made HR teachers identify those at-risk and pay more attention to their record-keeping, 

and improved communication between parents and the school. Specifically, 92 percent of them 

saw changes in teacher behavior over time. Teachers were more likely to:  
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 Complete their administrative work properly and faster, 

 Communicate with parents immediately when students were absent, 

 Pay more attention to students, 

 Improve their relationships with parents and the community, and 

 Attend more regularly. 

From the point-of-view of the HR teachers, the EWS altered their relationships with students and 

parents. The teachers felt they knew their students better at the end of the two years of SDPP, 

understood their issues and had closer relationships with them. They could also communicate with 

parents more effectively so that home and school worked together to encourage the child. 

 

All but one HR teacher agreed that the EWS was effective in preventing dropout or absenteeism. 

That teacher said that migration got in the way of their success. When asked which part of the 

system had the strongest effects, more teachers favored contact with parents than any other part, 

listing (1) the home visits that made sure parents were informed of their child’s behavior and 

allowed parents and teachers to search for joint solutions, and (2) the phone calls to parents and 

(3) meetings with parents. The next strongest part of the EWS was the tracking of attendance and 

performance, then encouraging students by actions such as placing poor performers next to high 

performers, and finally case management meetings.  

 

School directors were in agreement that the EWS helped reduce school dropout or other problems 

such as absenteeism. They said it encouraged at-risk students to stay in school and come regularly, 

improved student performance, improved relations with parents, helped parents and teachers to 

encourage students; allowed teachers to know their students better and pay more attention to them, 

and improved cooperation with local authorities in the support of at-risk students. 

 

When the parents who said they were contacted by the school were asked if they had changed their 

behavior after the contact, many reported that they had. Beginning with the most frequent answer, 

parents said they had advised the child to study hard for a better future, encouraged the child to 

attend school, tracked the child’s study at home and helped with homework, bought learning 

materials and/or a bike, and/or given money to the child to pay for the extra course.  

 

All of the community members said that the school dropout activities had an effect on attendance 

and the number of students dropping out. They felt that the home visits were particularly effective 

with parents, followed by their explanations of the value of education. Some members also 

believed that the teachers and community now have a closer relationship. 

 

Because of the EWS, 99 percent of the teachers and all of the school directors believed there were 

changes in student behavior (Table 8). They noted better attendance, students paying more 

attention in class and studying harder, improved performance, and more positive attitudes about 

schooling. School directors thought that parents had more contact with the school – not just through 

the teacher-initiated contact but also through parents’ own initiatives. 
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Table 8: Ranking of Changes in Behavior Due to the EWS  

Change 
HR Teachers 

(N=82) 

School Directors 

(N=12) 

Fewer absences 1 1 

Studied harder/paid more attention in class 2 5 

Improved performance/higher scores/passed exams 3 2 

Attitude improved 4 3 

More parent contact with school  4 

 

In sum, school staff, parents and community members not only noticed and understood the EWS 

but fully embraced it. HR teachers, supported by school directors, tracked at-risk students, 

contacted their parents, gave extra help to students who were struggling, and participated in case 

management meetings and community awareness sessions. Parents and community members 

verified these actions. HR teachers liked the improved relationships that resulted between home 

and school, felt they understood students’ situations better, and liked the fact that they could focus 

on poor learners. School directors liked the EWS because it helped at-risk students stay in school, 

made HR teachers identify the at-risk students and keep track of them, and improved home-school 

communication. Parents said the contacts with school staff had made them advise their children to 

study hard, attend school regularly, track their children’s study at home, buy needed school 

materials and pay for the child’s extra course. Community members said the home visits were 

particularly effective at increasing student attendance and preventing dropout and also noticed a 

closer relationship between home and school. All of the groups appreciated these changes. 

 

 

4. What kinds of difficulties did SDPP beneficiaries (students) and targets (teachers, 

school directors, parents and community) experience with the EWS intervention 

and activities and how would they like them improved? 

 
Respondents had various difficulties with the EWS. As listed above, HR teachers said (1) they had 

an increased workload with all the EWS form to fill out and visits to make; (2) some parents didn’t 

listen to their advice or even believe them; and (3) there was limited financial support for the visits. 

Along with the school staff and some community members, the teachers pointed out the difficulty 

of dealing with the negative reactions of some parents to contacts from the school, including not 

only anger or unpleasantness during the visit but also repercussions for the students, a few of whom 

were chastised or beaten.  

 

The school directors echoed some of the teachers’ sentiments in the following list, which 

summarizes the difficulties they saw in implementing the EWS: 

 

 It was difficult to contact parents, parents were not welcoming, and/or they argued they 

couldn’t help their child; 

Because of the EWS, 99 percent of the HR teachers and all of the school directors believed 

there were changes in student behavior, noting that students came to school more often, 

paid better attention in class and studied harder, improved their performance, and had 

more positive attitudes about schooling. 
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 Teachers didn’t keep up with the required record-keeping and complained about the need 

to do it; and 

 Case management meetings took a lot of time, and the work was overwhelming at the end 

of the month. 

Community members made two comments about other difficulties in implementing the EWS: 

 

 Parents weren’t home when visited, were difficult to find, or “used impolite words;” and 

 Children “associated with bad friends” and wouldn’t listen. 

The HR teachers listed a number of factors that they felt would improve the EWS (Table 9). The 

first--providing scholarships and/or materials and equipment for students in need—was not an 

option for the EWS. The second ranking suggestion was increasing the reimbursements for home 

visits. SDPP did provide a small transport allowance for visits to households that were distant from 

the school, but it should be noted that teachers are required by their job to make these visits without 

compensation (in consequence, these visits are traditionally made infrequently). Other suggestions 

include: providing further teacher training on how to support at-risk students, organizing more 

events with parents and community, and extending SDPP to all grades for additional years.  

 

School directors agreed with the teachers’ ideas to increase reimbursements for home visits, 

organize more community events and provide further teacher training. They added three items of 

their own: let community members and other authorities join in the activities to help students in 

need, and urge teachers to pay further attention to their tasks in helping at-risk students and 

developing yet closer relationships with parents. These are clearly within the purview of the job of 

a school director, should he or she wish to take such actions. 
 

Table 9: Suggestions by HR Teachers and School Directors to Improve the EWS 

Suggestion 
HR Teachers 

(N=82) 

School Directors 

(N=12) 

Provide scholarships and/or school materials or bikes for 

students in need 
1  

Increase expenses for HR teachers doing home visits 2 3 

Provide further training for teachers on how to support at-risk 

students 
3 5 

Organize more events or meetings with parents and 

community 
4 1 

Extend SDPP to all grades and for additional years 5  

Let community members and other authorities join in 

activities to help students in need 
 2 

Urge teachers to pay further attention to teaching/helping 

students and to completing administrative work 
 4 

Develop closer relationships with parents  6 

 

  



What Works: Beneficiary Perspectives on Dropout Prevention Interventions in Cambodia  Page 20 

 

Parents were very positive about the EWS, and their responses reflect that EWS activities helped 

raise their awareness of dropout as a problem and their actions:  

 

 97 percent of parents said that it was extremely important to them that their child completes 

lower secondary school; 

 76 percent said their understanding of the importance of schooling had changed during the 

time EWS was in effect; and 

 91 percent said the school dropout prevention program influenced their decision or their 

child’s decision to stay in school and attend regularly and made the students more 

motivated in their schoolwork. 

In sum, school staff and community members generated lists of difficulties with the SDPP 

interventions and suggested many improvements. They said the EWS took a good deal of time; 

some parents and students didn’t receive the information or advice well; staff would appreciate a 

higher reimbursement rate for home visits; and teachers were not always prompt in completing 

paperwork. However, their suggestions for improvements tended to expand the system, not 

curtail it, including an expansion of the EWS to include all grades in lower secondary. Parents 

indicated that the EWS activities had changed both their attitudes and behaviors towards their 

children’s schooling. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5. What aspects of the EWS intervention will the school and community continue to 

use? 

 
The only respondent groups asked about continuing the EWS were the HR teachers and 

community members, as they were largely responsible for its implementation. 

 

Eighty-nine percent of HR teachers said they would be able to continue implementing the EWS 

without the support of SDPP. Even more (97%) said they intended to do so. The particular parts 

of the system that they were likely to continue, in order of frequency mentioned, were the 

following: 

 

 Tracking at-risk students,  

 Identifying at-risk students,  

 Communicating with parents, and  

 Taking follow-up actions suggested in case management meetings. 

Community members said they “should” continue the intervention by (1) providing more advice 

to parents and students to ensure the child studies hard and stays in school, (2) holding additional 

To improve the EWS, schools could provide further teacher training, involve 

the community more by organizing additional awareness events, extend SDPP 

to all grades, and urge teachers to pay more attention to students and develop 

yet closer relationships with parents. 
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community meetings, (3) raising funds for scholarships, (4) using posters on dropout prevention, 

and (5) cooperating with HR teachers to exchange information on at-risk students. 

 

In sum, then, respondents were very positive about continuing at least some features of the EWS 

intervention, once SDPP support ends. However, they had a host of suggestions for how to improve 

the program, many of which require additional funding. School directors, who were not asked 

about continuance of the SDPP interventions, also had suggestions of the kinds of improvements 

they would like to see. Their ideas imply a desire for the interventions to continue, with the help 

of additional funding. 

 

B. Computer Lab Program 
 

1. How did students react to the computer lab intervention and activities—did they 

notice them, like them, feel helped and supported by them or would they have 

preferred something else? 

 
The SDPP computer lab classes were a required part of the school schedule, and all students 

enrolled in the school were expected to participate. Nearly all of the children questioned 

participated in computer classes (100% of at-risk students and 90% of dropouts). The small group 

of at-risk students who eventually dropped out who did not attend the classes said they were too 

busy at home.  

 

Those who did attend gave a variety of factors contributing to their enjoyment of the classes (Table 

10). High on the list were the new materials and equipment and the fact that the room was clean, 

cool and comfortable, a stark contrast with regular classrooms in some schools. Students enjoyed 

typing text, found that the CL teachers explained ideas well, and commented on the fun of drawing. 

 
Table 10: Ranking of Reasons for Enjoying Computer Classes 

Reason 

Ranking by At-Risk 

Students Who Stayed in 

School 

Ranking by At-Risk 

Students Who Dropped 

Out  

Computer equipment/programs/textbook 1 2 

The lab is clean, cool & comfortable 2 1 

Typing text 3 3 

CL teachers explained well, were rarely 

absent, paid attention to teaching 
4 4 

Drawing pictures 5  

 

Students also sometimes had complaints (Table 11), headed by the fact that three students had to 

share a computer, which limited each student’s time on the machine. Other complaints included 

the lab being dusty, messy, noisy, or lacking space or solar power; too many disturbances during 

class time; and teachers who talked too much. 
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Table 11: Ranking of Reasons for Not Enjoying Computer Classes 

Reason 

Ranking by At-Risk 

Students Who Stayed in 

School 

Ranking by At-Risk 

Students Who Dropped 

Out  

One computer for 3 students limits each 

student’s time; got bored because couldn’t 

touch the keyboard 

1 1 

The lab is dusty, messy, noisy, lacks space, 

lacks seats, insufficient solar power 
2 2 

Too many disturbances from students who 

don’t want to learn, friends, outside noises 
3 3 

Teachers talked too much or were 

interrupted by other teachers 
 4 

 

When asked if the computer classes were beneficial, most students (99% of at-risk and 79% of 

dropouts) said “yes.” Students were proud to say that they could type text and documents, create 

and insert tables, calculate, use color, change fonts, edit pictures, and save documents. All (100 

percent) at-risk students and most (91 percent) dropouts said these skills would be helpful to them 

in the future. The suggestions for specific ways in which computers might help included finding a 

job or a “good” job, playing music and games (note this was mentioned only by dropouts), using 

a computer’s tools (e.g., making, saving and printing documents, calculating), setting up a 

business, teaching computer skills to others, finding information, pursuing studies, or finding 

information (e.g., on the Internet) (Figure 5).  
 

Figure 5: Ways Computer Skills Will Benefit Students When They Are Older* 

 
*Students could give more than one answer. 

 

The vast majority of students (92% of at-risk and 74% of dropouts) also believed that their new 

computer skills would help them in their subject classes. They expected these skills to improve the 

accuracy of their calculations, their knowledge of Khmer and their learning of English, and their 

ability to access information for a variety of subjects.  
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Students also said that their parents like these computer classes: 86 percent of at-risk students and 

72 percent of dropouts reported that their parents think such classes are a good idea. Most of the 

remainder (13% of at-risk and 28% of dropouts) said they either they don’t know what their parents 

think or believe their parents don’t know about the classes. 

Only one at-risk student reported that his parents did not like 

the classes, and he did not provide a reason.  

 

Most strikingly, the majority of students (80% of at-risk and 

57% of dropouts) said that another benefit of the computer 

classes was that they attended school more often. A large 

percentage of students (59% of at-risk students and 71% of 

dropouts) said that thought that the computer classes 

influenced their parents’ decision about whether or not they 

should stay in school (Figure 6). 
 

Figure 6: Students’ Reported Benefits from Computer Classes 

 
 

Students’ ideas for improving the computer classes follow from their reasons (cited in Table 11) 

for not enjoying the class. The desired improvements (Table 12) include upgrades to the facility 

in terms of keeping the area clean, cool and in repair; adding more computers; making sure teachers 

come regularly and maintain order; and increasing the number of class hours per week. 
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Most at-risk students and 

dropouts said that one 

benefit of the computer 

classes was that they 

attended school more often. 

They also reported that the 

classes influenced their 

parents’ decision to allow 

them to stay in school. 
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Table 12: Ranking of Ways to Improve the Computer Classes 

Way to Improve 

Ranking by At-Risk 

Students Who Stayed in 

School 

Ranking by At-Risk 

Students Who Dropped 

Out  

Keep the lab clean; add more fans; quickly 

repair any problems 
1 1 

Add more computers to make 1 for every 2 

students 
2 2 

Increase discipline by teachers in class; ensure 

they come regularly 
3 4 

Increase the number of class hours per week 4 3 

 

In summary, the computer classes were attractive to both students still in school and those who 

have dropped out. The students said that they gained skills that will be useful in their lives and 

these classes encouraged them to come to school. The changes they wanted included upgrades to 

the facility in terms of keeping the area clean, cool and in repair and adding more computers. They 

also wanted someone to make sure the teachers came regularly and maintained order and to 

increase the number of class hours per week. In other words, they wanted “more” knowledge and 

experience with computers. The computer classes contributed skills that students valued. They 

wanted more. 

 

 

2. How did CL teachers, school directors, parents and community interact with the 

computer lab intervention and activities—did they notice them, understand them, 

use them, like them and believe they were effective? 

 
CL teachers and directors were the school staff most involved with this intervention.  Most of the 

44 CL teachers had some experience with computers: 2 percent described themselves as very 

experienced; 48 percent as somewhat experienced; 18 percent as having “little” experience; and 

32 percent as having no experience at the beginning of SDPP (Figure 7).  

 
  

Computer lab classes were popular with students. Most students stated that the 

classes caused them to attend school more often, and they want more opportunity to 

work with the computers.  
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Figure 7: Prior Experience of CL Teachers with Computers  

 
 

A total of 42 of the CL teachers (95%) participated in the computer training offered by SDPP; 2 

(5%) did not because they joined their schools after the training was complete. On average, the CL 

teachers attended two of the four training sessions offered. Most appreciated of the training topics 

were how to use OpenOffice programs, how to deal with software errors and network problems, 

how to use the Facilitator’s Guide to teach students, how to show slides, and how to type with 

Khmer Unicode. 

 

When asked about the materials and equipment they were able to use in their classes, the percent 

of CL teachers using each type “sometimes” or “frequently” was as follows: 

 

 Facilitator’s Guide – 100%, 

 Soft-copy exercises – 100%, 

 Projector – 71%, 

 Speakers – 82%, and 

 Video clips – 82%. 

The reasons for not using the latter three included being new and not knowing how to use them, 

not having enough time to set up before class or to use during class, the slides/clips being unclear, 

insufficient power, and the speaker not being clear. Most of the CL teachers (86%) found the 

Facilitator’s Guide to be the most useful of the materials and the easiest to use (80%). 

 

Throughout the time the CL teachers were teaching the computer labs, the school directors were 

supporting the effort. They: 

 

 Worried about the security of the classroom,  

 Urged students and CL teachers to keep the place clean,  

 Prepared the timetable for the classes,  
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 Assigned CL teachers to the classes,  

 Disseminated information to parents and community members about the classes,  

 Assigned students to the various classes, and  

 Contacted SDPP IT support when computers needed repairs.  

On occasion, two directors went so far as to climb onto the roof to clean the solar panels, and two 

helped teach the class. 

 

The CL teachers also said they were supported by SDPP staff. The IT Support Officers came to 

fix the computers when staff reported problems or gave phone instructions on how the tutor could 

do so, explained anything that the CL teachers didn’t understand, and checked equipment and 

arranged for replacements when required. 

 

In commenting about the success of the computer labs, all of the CL 

teachers felt that students enjoyed the classes. They reported a 

number of factors as contributing to that enjoyment. First was the 

environment of the classroom: it’s cool; clean; and has nicer seats 

than other classrooms, better desks and curtains. Second was the 

content of what the students were learning: the “how-to” video clips, 

drawing pictures and inserting them in documents, typing text, and 

seeing their work printed out. Third was the fact that students were 

using computers and learning modern technology. 

 

Most of the CL teachers (96%) and all of the school directors reported seeing positive effects of 

the computer labs on students (Table 13). They have seen signs of enjoyment on the faces of their 

students, those who used to be absent a lot are attending school more, some students have 

transferred from other schools to obtain this computer training, students have really mastered 

computer skills, they are willingly cleaning the classroom, many arrive early for class, and they 

practice without complaint. 

 

Table 13: Ranking of Positive Effects of the Computer Labs  

Difficulty 
CL Teachers 

(N=44) 

School Directors 

(N=12) 

Students want to learn, enjoy learning, and have really 

learned to use the computers 
1 1 

Students who used to be absent a lot are attending more 

regularly; the dropout rate has decreased 
2 2 

Students have transferred schools because of the 

computer training 
3  

Students are cleaning the classroom & facilitating 

administrative work 
4 3 

Students arrive early for class and complain when 

holidays interfere 
5  

Students practice without complaint 6  

Teachers have acquired computer knowledge  4 

 

CL teachers reported 

that students 

complained when the 

computer class fell on 

a holiday and asked 

“Couldn’t it be 

rescheduled?” 
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The two CL teachers (4%) who did not see positive effects said the classroom was too small with 

too many students so each one couldn’t get enough practice; that the large number of students in 

the class was difficult to manage; and that students not able to practice got bored. 

 

When asked if the computer classes had an effect on parents by causing them to change their view 

of schooling or encourage their children to stay in school, 93 percent of the CL teachers said “yes.” 

They said that parents were excited by the opportunity and wanted their children to have such 

knowledge. Parents appreciated that the classes were free, believed that with computer skills, their 

child would be able to find a job, and a few even requested a transfer of schools so their child could 

enroll in the classes. The few CL teachers who saw no effect on parents explained that some parents 

don’t know the benefits of learning computer skills, and some of them don’t even know if their 

child comes to school. 

 

The last questions asked of CL teachers concerned the interaction of home and school. About 68 

percent of CL teachers said they had invited parents to visit the lab, and 52 percent had allowed a 

student to take their computer classwork home to show their parents. Given restrictions on the 

solar power supply, schools were generally unable to power the printers long enough to produce 

student work. 

 

Most parents (92%), for their part, said they were aware that the school offered computer classes, 

but only 10 percent said they had ever been invited to visit the lab and only 13 percent said they 

had ever seen any of their child’s computer class work. Still, parents had a good opinion of the 

classes:  

 

 90 percent of parents said the classes have increased their child’s skills and ability to use 

computers; 

 83 percent said the classes helped their child with his studies, attendance or behavior; 

 91 percent said their child liked the classes;  

 98 percent said that computer skills are important to their child’s future; and 

 98 percent of the parents said that the computer classes were effective for keeping students 

in school. 
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Figure 8: Parents’ Opinions of Computer Classes 

 
  

The computer classes were perceived very positively by school staff and parents. They all thought 

students enjoyed the class and were learning skills that would help them in their future. All the 

respondent groups also felt that the classes were effective in increasing students’ attendance and 

desire to stay in school. 

 

3. What kind of difficulties did SDPP beneficiaries (students) and targets (teachers, 

school directors, parents and community) experience with the computer lab 

intervention and activities and how would they like them improved? 

 
Most of the CL teachers (89%) said there was not sufficient time to deliver the curriculum 

according to the time frames established in the Facilitator’s Guide because of: 

 

 The need to repeat lessons for slow learners and allow them the practice they needed; 

 Holidays that meant the school was closed;  

 Insufficient teaching hours;  

 Not enough computers for the number of students; and 

 Insufficient knowledge on the part of the CL teachers.  

Their focus was largely on what happened in the classroom. However, when asked to list their 

specific difficulties, they ranked a limited knowledge on their own part first, followed by an 

insufficient number of computers for the number of students, computer problems/errors, and 

insufficient power as the major problems (Table 14).  

 

School directors had a somewhat different priority order in their listing of the difficulties of 

implementing these computer classes. They were most concerned with the security of the facility 

and improving the speed of repairs, which were either low on or absent from the CL teachers’ list. 

They agreed with the CL teachers that CL teacher training hours should be increased, that more 

solar panels or added power would be appreciated, along with more computers for students and 
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fewer students sharing each computer. Finally, directors wanted the students and CL teachers to 

keep the computer room clean.  

 
Table 14: Ranking of Difficulties in Implementation of the Computer Labs Identified by CL teachers and 

School Directors 

Difficulty 
CL Teachers 

(N=44) 

School Directors 

(N=12) 

Limited knowledge on the part of CL teachers 1 3 

Insufficient number of computers for the number of 

students  
2 6 

Computer problems/errors 3  

Insufficient power 4 4 

Lack of funds for a guard or adequate security   1 

Speed of repairs and adequacy of maintenance  2 

Improve cleanliness of the facility  5 

 

The improvements that school staff felt were needed to strengthen the delivery of computer classes 

generally respond to the difficulties they cited above. When asked for suggestions for improving 

the intervention, the CL teachers said (in priority order) that it would help to increase the number 

of computers in the classroom and decrease the class size, provide further CL teacher training, 

increase the number of learning hours, add more solar panels or in some way increase power, 

install network access, and improve the speed of repairs.  

 

Parents also had some suggestions for improvement. The major ones included adding more 

computers, adding more learning hours, enlarging the classroom, and ensuring that highly 

knowledgeable people are providing the lessons and supporting the CL teachers. 

 

And the same was true for the computer classes. CL teachers, school directors, parents and students 

all suggested increases in things like classroom space, power supply, number of computers, hours 

of teaching, and knowledge of CL teachers. They said the SDPP interventions were effective – and 

they wanted them to expand. 

 

 

4. What aspects of the computer lab intervention and activities will the school continue 

to use? 

 
Most of the CL teachers (96%) said they would be able to continue teaching the computer lab 

classes without the support of SDPP, and would look to the education authorities for further 

training on teaching techniques, the use of the equipment, and repair and maintenance; funds for 

spare parts, repairs, the addition of more computers and more solar panels; IT technical support 

for repairs and the installation of programs; and help to maintain security. 

 

 

Suggestions for improvements to the SDPP interventions focused on expanding the EWS 

and the computer classes, possibly as far as implementation for the entire student body. 
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Figure 9: Kinds of Support Needed to Continue the Computer Labs 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

IV. Conclusions 
 
This qualitative research report explored the effectiveness of SDPP interventions implemented in 

six different Cambodian provinces that targeted grades 7, 8 and 9. The two different interventions 

were: (1) an Early Warning System (EWS) in which at-risk students were identified and supported, 

and (2) the teaching of computer skills through establishment of a classroom computer lab with 

regular instruction. The findings from interviews and focus groups with various stakeholders 

suggest that SDPP positively influenced at-risk students’ decisions to stay in school, strengthened 

connections between schools and communities and helped students develop meaningful 

technology skills. However, the SDPP also presented beneficiaries and targets with new challenges 

such as dealing with disgruntled parents, an increased workload of record-keeping and case 

management for teachers, and limited resources for the computer lab. Nevertheless, there is 

considerable support for continuing the interventions, given the strong backing of HR and CL 

teachers. 
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CL teachers would like to continue the intervention; however, they will need 

additional funding to maintain and expand computer classes in the multiple ways 

they desire.  


