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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 (USAID), 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 

Tajikistan, where the project was implemented in Grade 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) an after-school tutoring program (AST), 

which included supplementary lessons and leisure activities.  

 

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

teams of staff into sampled schools in June 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, after-school program tutors, 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 follow-up questions requested opinions or specific descriptions of 

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

 

The findings suggest that SDPP may well have affected at-risk students’ decisions to stay in school. 

All of the at-risk students reported that the contacts made with their parents or with them led to 

hanges in bhavior such as better attendance, increased motivation to study and improved 

performance. Most dropouts said the contacts increased their attendance and improved 

performance for a time but that economic reasons or illness didn’t allow them to return. 

 

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

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

families and school, which often resulted in the student’s better attendance and performance and 

parents’ improvement of the child’s study conditions at home, materials for school or time for 

homework. The AST helped with studies in regular classes, made students more active and 

motivated in class, and increased attendance and performance. 

 

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

difficulties with the interventions, which largely involved teachers not fully implementing the 

EWS, parents not fully believing in the importance of education, insufficient materials and content 

for the AST and tutors wanting to be paid. In fact, when asked if they would continue the 

interventions, only 38 percent of HR teachers and 33 percent of tutors said they would be able to 

continue without the support of SDPP. 
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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 (USAID), 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 Tajikistan, SDPP targeted Grade 9 in five districts—Temurmalik, Baljuvon, Danghara, 

Khovaling and Vose. Two dropout mitigation interventions were implemented and assessed:  the 

Early Warning System and After-School Tutoring program.   

 

The Early Warning System (EWS) provided 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 After-School Tutoring (AST) program was intended to enhance student understanding and 

performance in school as well as increase the attractiveness of school and students’ motivation to 

continue attending. It provided supplementary lessons in school subjects, using a student-centered 

approach that encouraged students to talk and exchange ideas, and leisure activities, largely games 

that could be played in groups. 

 

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

to explore stakeholders’ involvement in and opinions of the EWS and AST. 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. The 

Qualitative Analysis Findings section presents data on the EWS and then the AST program, 

addressing each of five 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. 
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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 
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4. After-School program tutors 

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 

data, 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 Tajikistan took place in 10 schools, two in each of the five SDPP districts. 

Within each district, 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 ninth grade children and five of adults associated 

with the children. The children were either at-risk students who stayed in school (N=96) or at-risk 

students who dropped out of this grade during the two years of the SDPP intervention (N=26). In 

subsequent reporting, the former group is labeled “at-risk students” and the latter “dropouts.”  

 

The adults included: 

 

 Homeroom (HR) teachers (N=21) who implemented the EWS; 

 After-School program tutors (N=45) who conducted the AST; 

 School directors (N=10) who oversaw the SDPP program at the school; 

 Parents (N=72) of at-risk students; and 

 Community members (N=63) 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 an after-school program tutor. 

 

A description of the school staff shows that the average age of the teachers, tutors and school 

directors/deputies was in the mid-forties (Table 1). More than three-quarters of each group were 

men. Most of the members of each group had a bachelor’s degree; only a few HR teachers and 

tutors had finished their education with a degree from a pedagogical college. Overall, the HR 

teachers had an average of 17 years of teaching experience, the tutors 20 years, and the school 

directors 24 years. For all groups, most of that time was in their current school. When asked 

about the subjects they taught, the list included the gamut of subjects offered. The most 

frequently listed were Tajik language and literature, Russian language and literature, biology, 

and algebra/geometry.  On average, HR teachers and school directors had one year of experience 
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with SDPP; AST program tutors had two years. In general, they attended SDPP training sessions 

appropriate for their role(s) and had their own manuals for implementation. 

 
Table 1: Description of the Sample of School Staff 

Characteristic 

HR 

Teachers 

(N=21) 

Tutors 

(N=45) 

School 

Directors 

(N=10) 

Average age 44 years 45 years 46 years 

Gender (% male / female)  90% / 10% 78% / 22% 80% / 20% 

Highest level of education (% of sample) 

-- Pedagogical college 5% 12% 0% 

-- Pedagogical university (Bachelor’s degree) 76% 86% 90% 

-- Other university bachelor’s degree 19% 0% 10% 

-- Master’s degree 0% 2% 0% 

Years of experience in education (average) 

-- Overall 17 years 20 years 24 years 

-- In current school 13 years 15 years 17 years 

-- With SDPP 1 year 2 years 1 year 

Number of SDPP trainings attended (average) 

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

-- On after-school tutoring 1 2 2 

-- On EWS for communities 1 1 1 

-- On demonstration classes 3 4 3 

Number with own manual (% of sample) 

-- For EWS 95% 93% 70% 

-- For after-school tutoring 62% 100% 60% 

-- For subject lesson plans 57% 98% 50% 

 

Of the 63 community members in the focus groups, 48 (76%) were male and 15 female (24%). 

They held a variety of positions in their communities: “active person in education” (14); village 

head (13); PTA head (11); religious leader (9); member of the Village Committee (6); member of 

the Women’s Committee (6); member of Jamaot (3); and doctor (1) (Figure 1). 
 

The students in the sample were—by definition--in Grade 9 or had dropped out of Grade 9 during 

the last two years (when SDPP interventions were underway in the schools). Of those at-risk 

students who stayed in school, 51 percent were male and 49 percent female. Of those at-risk 

students who dropped out, 31 percent were male and 69 percent female. Of the parents of at-risk 

students, 42 percent were male and 58 percent female. 
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Figure 1: Positions of Community Members in the Sample 

 
 

E. Data Collection 
 

The data were collected by five three-person teams, involving a total of 15 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 

in June 2014. Each team spent two days at a school. 

 

III. Qualitative Analysis Findings 
 

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

notify school staff of the likelihood of a student’s dropping out and trigger follow-on actions; and 

an after-school tutoring program (AST) in which at-risk students received supplementary lessons 

to assist their learning in school and leisure activities to motivate them to attend the tutoring 

sessions. 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 AST asked specifically about the 

supplementary lessons. 

 

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

for the AST 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. 
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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 10 focus groups of at-risk students, more respondents 

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

shepherding than 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 the students’ views of 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 96 at-risk students who stayed in school, 11 (11%) considered dropping out and 

were asked to cite their reasons (Table 2). Similarly, all students in the sample of 26 dropouts were 

asked why they didn’t continue their studies. The frequency of answers (one per student) show 

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

the family with chores or the related statement that parents were against their studying. For those 

students who stayed in school, the next reason, cited by two students, was their lagging behind in 

their lessons. The remaining factors, cited by one child each, were illness in the family, the school 

being too far away, lack of interest in school, and wanting to join parents in Russia. Dropouts gave 

similar reasons: a need to help the family with chores, illness, lacking the money for school 

expenses, school too far way, was expelled, lagged behind in lessons, not interested in school, a 

friend decided not to go, and too many absences.  

 
Table 2: Reasons for Dropping Out 

Reason for Dropping Out 

At-Risk Students Who 

Considered Dropout But 

Stayed in School (N=11) 

At-Risk Students Who 

Dropped Out  (N=26) 

Needed to help with household or field work/ 

parents were against my studying 
45% 27% 

Illness of self or family member 9% 23% 

Lacked the money for school expenses  19% 

Lagged behind in lessons/poor test results 18% 4% 

School too far away 9% 8% 

Not interested in school 9% 4% 

Wanted to join parents in Russia 9%  

Expelled  8% 

Friend not going  4% 

Too many absences  4% 
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Most parents of at-risk students (96%) thought their child might have been at risk of dropping out. 

The major reasons (from the most frequent to the least) were: poor attendance, weak performance, 

not interested in school and bad behavior.  

  

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

in. The most frequently cited reasons were: 

 

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

 To be educated/increase my knowledge/to be distinguished,  

 To support my future children, and 

 Because education is compulsory. 

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

for them to leave school, 11 (42%) said they themselves did, 10 (38%) said their parents did, 3 

(12%) cited their older brothers and 2 (8%) said the school director (Figure 2). When asked if there 

was anything the school might have done to prevent them from leaving, 11 (42%) said “yes,” but 

only four explained what the school might have done. Three of these said someone could have 

come to talk with their parents. The fourth said that teachers could pay more attention to students 

and attract them to stay. Both of these actions were explicitly a part of the EWS but apparently 

were not actions taken for this group of dropouts – or, at least, not taken in an effective manner. 
 

Figure 2: Person Who Made the Decision for Dropouts to Leave School 

 
 

A key feature of the EWS was that schools tracked 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 at 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, 83 (86%) of the at-risk students answered “yes” as did 19 (73%) of dropouts. Most of 

the time the adults were homeroom (HR) teachers, with school directors/deputies, parents/family, 
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SDPP staff, community members and “others” (e.g., district government official, classmate) also 

cited (Figure 3).  
 

Figure 3: Point of Contact for Students with Problems in School* 

 
*Students could give multiple answers. 

 

The at-risk students responded that most often the point of contact urged their parents to send the 

child back to school (Table 3). The dropouts’ most frequent response was that the contact urged 

them [the children] to return to school. At-risk students who said that their parents or family 

counseled them said that their parents now picked up more housework, giving the student time to 

study, bought them supplies, or participated in a demonstration class.  

 
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 2 

Urged me to return to school 2 1 

Urged parent to relieve child of housework, buy 

supplies or go to a demonstration class 
3  

 

All of the at-risk students who said they or their families were contacted also said they had changed 

their behavior because of the advice they or their parents had received, compared with 63 percent 

of dropouts (Figure 4). When asked to describe the changes, at-risk students cited better 

attendance, increased motivation to do well in school, improved performance, better behavior and 

completing more homework (Table 4). The most frequent response of dropouts was also better 

attendance, at least for a while, followed by improved performance and taking exams.1  

 

                                                        
1 Taking exams allowed students to complete the school year and not be counted as a dropout. 
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Figure 4: Students Whose Behavior Changed Because of EWS Contact 

 
 

Table 4: Changes in Student Behavior Because of EWS Contact 

Action 

Ranking by At-Risk 

Students Who Stayed in 

School 

Ranking by At-Risk 

Students Who Dropped 

Out  

Attended more often; were prompt 1 1 

Increased motivation/better attitude 2  

Improved performance 3 2 

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

Completed more homework 5  

Took exams  3 

 

An additional question for at-risk students who said their behavior changed was: “Did this make 

you want to stay in school and complete the grade you were in?” About 87 percent said “yes,” 

suggesting that the EWS practice of contacting students and their parents, when a problem arises, 

had been successful in changing a significant number of students’ behavior.  

 

The qualitative data not only indicate that schools followed EWS procedures by contacting most 

of the at-risk students who stayed in school and those who dropped out, but that the school contact 

had had a positive effect. All 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 challenges that 

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

improved their attendance and performance.  
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All of the at-risk students who said their family had been contacted reported that the 

contact(s) from school staff had an effect on their behavior, the most frequently 

mentioned effect being better attendance. 
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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 it. 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. As stated 

in the previous section, most students reported that their parents had been contacted. A full 96 

percent of parents confirmed the contact, and all of these said it was helpful.   

 

In describing how the contact helped, 89 percent of the at-risk students and 85 percent of the 

dropouts said there was greater interaction between family and teachers this year, when the 

students were in Grade 9, than there had been in Grade 8 (Figure 5). Most of the students (91% of 

at-risk and 62% of dropouts) added that the interaction changed how their parents treated them or 

supported their schooling. 

 
Figure 5: How Contact From School Helped 

 
 

In describing the differences in their treatment, students said their parents were now more likely 

to advise the student to stay in school and encourage their work, improve study conditions at home 

and purchase necessary materials and supplies, visit the school and monitor the class and free the 

child from work in the home or shop (Table 5). Some parents added that they had changed their 

attitudes and now gave more importance to the child’s schooling. 
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Table 5: Changes in Parental Behavior Because of EWS Contact 

Action 

Ranking by At-

Risk Students 

Who Stayed in 

School 

Ranking by 

At-Risk 

Students 

Who 

Dropped Out 

Ranking by 

Parents of 

At-Risk 

Students 

Advised and encouraged student; monitored more 

effectively 
1 1 1 

Improved study conditions at home; bought 

school materials & supplies 
2 2 2 

Came to school/monitored class 3  4 

Freed child from housework or shop 4 3 3 

Changed attitude toward schooling   5 

 

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

children, and the end-result was more supportive behavior by parents. Not only did parents 

encourage the child to attend regularly and do well in school, they increased support. Parents often 

improved the child’s study conditions at home, provided them with the materials they needed and 

freed them from work at home or in the shop to allow more time for schoolwork. 

 

3. How did teachers, school directors, parents and community members 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. However, 

community members and parents were also involved in that community members conducted home 

visits and parents received those visitors and often had contact with school staff.  

 

School staff. To prepare them for their jobs, 20 of the 21 HR teachers (95%) participated in 

training. They found the following topics most helpful:  
 

 How to identify the problems in the lives of at-risk students and motivate them to study; 

 How to work with the community and parents to keep children in school; 

 How to complete the SDPP forms; and 

 The importance of monitoring attendance and the completion of homework.  

 

All of the HR teachers said they implemented EWS for their classes. The specific actions they took 

are shown on Table 6, ranked in order of the frequency with which they were mentioned in focus 

School contact with parents about student behaviors that could lead to dropout 

generally resulted in more effective parental monitoring of student attendance and 

more parental support and encouragement for staying in school. 
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groups. HR teachers were most likely to contact parents when there was an issue with a student, 

keep records of student attendance and performance and encourage students to stay in school. They 

did not mention attending or participating actively in case management meetings to develop 

support plans for individual at-risk students.  

 

School directors indicated that they also contacted parents, tracked student absences and 

performance and talked with students directly to encourage them to stay in school. In their 

supervisory role, they monitored the HR teachers and supplies, met with SDPP staff and led the 

case management meetings. In addition, they oversaw meetings and awareness activities in the 

community.  

 
Table 6: EWS Actions Taken by HR Teachers and School Directors 

Action 
HR Teachers 

(N=21) 

School Directors 

(N=10) 

Contacted parents (or encouraged teachers to do so) 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 

Encouraged students to stay in school or return 3 4 

Monitored teachers and supplies, met with SDPP staff  3 

Involved community members with students, put up posters for 

school and community events 
 5 

Conducted case management meetings  6 

 

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. A full 

86 percent said their job was easier now and 3 percent said it was harder (Figure 6).  
 

Figure 6: Effect of the EWS on HR Teachers’ Job 

 
 

The teachers reported that their job was made easier because: 

 They could now identify at-risk students and monitor their attendance and performance,  
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 Interactions with parents had improved,  

 Interactions with students were better and the students seemed more motivated, and  

 The forms were learning documents that provided a work plan for teachers. 

 

On the other hand, in one focus group three comments were made about how EWS made the job 

harder: the process took too much time, there were too many forms to fill out, and no remuneration 

was provided for the extra work. 

 

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

information that 95 percent of the teachers (all but one person) received such support. They said 

that school directors met with parents and willingly did home visits, monitored the at-risk students, 

led case management meetings to discuss student behavior and met with students to encourage 

them.  

 

When asked how the SDPP staff were helpful, teachers said (in order of decreasing frequency) that 

they explained forms, made parent visits, gave pedagogical advice, supplied materials and helped 

in class.  

  

Most of the HR teachers (81%) said the EWS correctly identified at-risk students, though most 

(52%) were also initially surprised by the children who were so identified (Figure 7). In explaining 

this initial reaction, they said some excellent students were included on the list. 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.” 
 

Figure 7: Homeroom Teachers’ Reactions to the EWS 

 
 

As required by the EWS, most (95%) of the HR teachers contacted parents through home visits or 

phone calls. The one teacher who did not make any visits said that, after the EWS started, all 

students attended regularly, so there was no need for parental contact. From the perspective of the 

teachers who made the visits, parents accepted the visits well and acted upon the teachers’ advice 

by talking with their children and encouraging them to continue their education. Only one teacher 

reported a parental reaction of “dissatisfied,” saying the parent then explained family difficulties. 
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All of these teachers said they noticed a change in attendance, behavior or performance after the 

visit.  

 

Although the HR teachers did not spontaneously list case management meetings in Table 6 above, 

when asked specifically about these meetings, all of the teachers indicated that they participated 

in them. As a result of the case management process, the teachers reported that they:   

 

 Got students the help they needed, either by giving the student more attention or assigning 

more homework, 

 Talked with the students’ parents or asked a community member to do so, 

 Encouraged the student or provided motivation to the student, and/or 

 Assigned a buddy to help the student. 

 

There were many benefits of the EWS cited by teachers and school directors. HR teachers said it 

changed their understanding of their responsibilities, as they came to see the importance of keeping 

student records updated to track absences and performance, contacting parents, using interactive 

methods in the classroom and relating more intensively with students. It has also improved their 

relationship with parents, made parents more involved in their children’s education, and improved 

teachers’ relationships with students (Table 7). 

 
Table 7: Ranking of Benefits from the EWS  

Change 
HR Teachers 

(N=21) 

School Directors 

(N=10) 

Teachers more responsible, prepared and invested in students 1 1 

Improved relationships between teachers and parents 2 2 

Parents more involved with their children’s schooling 3  

Improved relationships between teachers and students 4  

Students are more attracted to school, more motivated  3 

Improved student performance  4 

Improved student attendance  5 

 

The school directors agreed that the major benefits of the EWS were this change in teachers’ 

attitudes toward their job, making them more attentive to monitoring students, more responsible 

for student attendance and performance, and also more proactive in relating to parents. They added 

three more benefits: students being more attracted to school, improved student performance, and 

better student attendance.  

 

All 21 of the HR teachers and all 10 of the school directors said the EWS was effective at 

preventing dropout or other problems, such as absenteeism, that contribute to dropout (Table 8). 

Teachers said it encouraged at-risk students to come regularly, improved student performance, 

attitude and behavior; and encouraged parents to become more involved with their children’s 

schooling. School directors began their list with the EWS improving teacher attitudes, with 

teachers now taking more responsibility for ensuring students get a good education. They then 

seconded the teachers in terms of the program’s effectiveness in improving student attitudes 

toward school, attendance in school and level of performance. 



What Works: Beneficiary Perspectives on Dropout Prevention Interventions in Tajikistan Page 16 

 

Table 8: Ranking of the Effects of the EWS  

Change 
HR Teachers 

(N=21) 

School Directors 

(N=10) 

Improved attendance 1 3 

Improved student performance 2 4 

Improved student attitude toward school and behavior in school 

(more engaged in class) 
3 2 

More parent involvement 4  

Improved teacher attitudes: greater responsibility toward the job 

of educating students 
 1 

 

Teachers and school directors also contributed their opinions that the most effective parts of the 

EWS were the contacts with parents and the forms that required teachers to identify and then track 

the at-risk students (Table 9). A distant third was talking to students directly.  

 
Table 9: Ranking of the Effectiveness of the Various Parts of the EWS  

Change 
HR Teachers 

(N=21) 

School Directors 

(N=10) 

Contacts with parents 1 1 

Forms for the identification and tracking of at-risk students 2 2 

Talking directly with students to encourage them and increase 

their motivation 
3 3 

 

Parents. Most parents of at-risk children (92%) verified that the school, teachers and/or 

community have encouraged their child to stay in school and do well. They reported that school 

staff had contacted them through a letter, visit or meeting; community members had conducted 

meetings and events about the importance of education; adults had advised their child to study 

hard; and that teachers had made the classes more interesting for their children.  

 

All of the 72 parents in the focus group also said they were contacted about how they could help 

their child stay in school and do better. The contacts covered such topics as the importance of 

education for the child’s successful future and the law regarding parental responsibility to send the 

child to school through Grade 9. From these contacts, parents said they learned how to take 

responsibility for improving the school, support their children through monitoring attendance and 

supplying materials and school clothing, and how to ensure the child attends. And parents said 

they have acted on what they learned by: 

 

 Monitoring their children more closely through checking the school records, informing 

their neighbors to watch for the child, monitoring the child’s daily activities and in other 

ways making sure the child attended school;  

 Supporting their children by encouraging them to attend and do well, helping with 

homework, buying needed supplies, providing proper studying conditions and freeing the 

child from some housework; and 

 Attending school meetings. 

 

When the parents of at-risk students were asked if their perception of the importance of schooling 

had changed during the time of SDPP, all of them said it had. They valued education more now 
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than they had before and knew that they, as parents, had to support and encourage their children 

to continue their schooling and do well.  

 

Community. Community members also said that they had participated in home visits and 

community awareness sessions. All of the 63 people in the community focus groups said it was 

important for students to complete Grade 9 and that the community or PTA has a role to play in 

helping children stay in school. Their suggestions of potential community actions included talking 

with parents (through home visits or community meetings) about the importance of education, 

advising students to continue in school, resolving problems that students or their families may have 

with the school and providing books, materials or other forms of financial assistance to families in 

need. 

 

The majority of the community focus group participants (68%) received training on how the 

community might be involved, and all of the participants found the training helpful. They 

commented on their newfound knowledge of (1) how to conduct a community awareness meeting 

using posters, Qs and As and role plays; (2) how to motivate students to attend school; (3) how to 

do a home visit and build a relationship with parents; (4) how to identify students at risk of 

dropping out of school; and (5) how to improve parents’ relationships with the school. They 

understood that they would have a role in SDPP, including (in order of frequency mentioned): 

 

 Providing financial assistance or materials to parents who cannot afford food, school 

uniforms or materials, 

 Motivating students to stay in school, 

 Conducting home visits with parents to encourage them to send the child to school, 

 Holding community meetings and introducing the posters, and 

 Attending school events. 

 

After gaining such information, 76 percent said they undertook the required activities. Those who 

followed up by getting involved reported doing all five of the listed activities, though they ordered 

them slightly differently. Most frequently, they reported the contact with parents (especially 

through home visits), followed by providing financial or material assistance, conducting 

community meetings, encouraging students and attending school events. Those who did not get 

involved said they lacked the money, time or expertise to do so, or were ill or not “invited” to do 

so. 

 

Most of the community members who were enlisted to make home visits (96%) also reported that 

parents reacted well to the visits and seemed to understand their purpose. They added that parents 

followed up by taking action to ensure their child attended, usually through monitoring the student 

more closely and getting the child the proper clothes. 

 

Summary. So, school staff, parents and community members not only noticed and understood the 

EWS but also said they fully embraced it. HR teachers, supported by school directors, contacted 

parents of at-risk students when there were absences, monitored student attendance and 

performance, and encouraged students who were struggling. School directors also monitored the 

teachers, led case management meetings and dealt with the community in its awareness and 
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educational activities. Community members reported visiting parents, providing resource support 

(when needed), holding public meetings and encouraging students. Parents verified these actions, 

with the result of changes in parent behavior. Parents said, because of the contacts with the school, 

they monitored their children more closely and were more supportive of their schooling (e.g., 

provided study space, ensured homework was done, purchased needed supplies).  

 

HR teachers and school directors mentioned several benefits of the EWS: teachers taking more 

responsibility for student attendance and performance, improved relationships between home and 

school, increased parental involvement in their children’s education, better relationships of 

teachers and students, and increased student motivation, performance and attendance.  

 

 

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, a few HR teachers said it took 

too much time, there were too many forms, and there was limited financial support for the 

increased work. The school directors had a somewhat different list of the difficulties they saw in 

implementing the EWS: 

 

 Parents did not understand or agree with the importance of schooling; and 

 Teachers didn’t understand the EWS, didn’t fully implement the process, and objected to 

not being paid.  

 

Community members endorsed the perception of school directors that parents don’t agree that 

school is important for their children, as witnessed by the fact that many do not get involved in 

supervising their children or ensuring the children attend school (at times because of their difficult 

economic conditions). And, because of the distance between home and school, community 

members complained that the home visits were difficult to complete, and parents had trouble 

getting to meetings at the school.  

 

HR teachers offered a list of ideas for the improvement of the EWS, most of which were offered 

by only one person (e.g., pay the teachers, help poor families with financing). The other 

improvements, each suggested by only one person, included: increase the monitoring of the school, 

add other grades and use more community members. 

 

School directors made several practical suggestions for the improvement of the EWS:  

 Develop still closer relationships between home and school by encouraging teachers to take 

greater responsibility for ensuring students attend and perform well, doing more home 

visits and holding more community meetings; 

When asked specifically if the EWS had an effect on the dropout rate, all 21 of the HR 

teachers and all 10 of the school directors said the program was effective at preventing 

dropout or other problems, such as absenteeism, that contribute to dropout. 
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 Decrease the number of forms or simplify the existing ones; and 

 Include district education officials in case management meetings to encourage a closer 

working relationship. 

 

Parents were very positive about the EWS, with the end-results that 96 percent of them said that it 

was extremely important to them that their child completes Grade 9, and 100 percent said their 

understanding of the importance of schooling to their child’s future has increased during the time 

EWS was in effect (Figure 8). They also had a few suggestions for other ways in which the school 

or community could have helped their child: 

 

 An increase in community support for the school and families, perhaps through businesses 

contributing and additional community meetings; 

 An improvement in parents’ relationships with teachers and involvement with the school; 

 Improvements to the school facility and roads leading to it; 

 Additional provision of books and materials to at-risk students; and 

 An addition to the curriculum of Russian and computers. 
 

Figure 8: Parents’ Reactions to the EWS 

 
 

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

and suggested potential improvements. School directors said that parents simply didn’t agree with 

the importance of a Grade 9 education and teachers did not always fully implement the system. 

Community members agreed with school staff that parents undervalued education for their 

children, and added that the distance between home and school did cause problems for families. 

However, the suggestions for improvements tended to expand the EWS, not curtail it, including 

an increase in the number of interactions between parents and school, more encouragement of 

teachers to fully implement the system, adding district officials to case management meetings, 

bringing businesses into the process, and providing more materials/supplies for at-risk families.  
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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. 

 

Only 38 percent of HR teachers said they would be able to continue implementing the EWS 

without the support of SDPP; these 8 teachers plan to do so. The particular parts of the system that 

they are likely to continue, in order of frequency mentioned, are the following: 

 88 percent of those who plan to continue will communicate with parents,  

 88 percent will use the forms to identify at-risk students,  

 75 percent will use the forms to track at-risk students, and 

 75 percent will follow-up on decisions made in case management meetings.  

 

Community members all thought that their activities had a profound effect on school dropout and 

said communities “should” undertake the intervention by (1) talking with parents and students to 

ensure the child studies hard and stays in school, making use of home visits and one-on-one 

meetings, (2) holding additional community meetings and using publicity to increase awareness 

of the importance of education, (3) providing materials, supplies and financial assistance to at-risk 

families, and (4) supporting teachers in their role and seeing that they get appropriate training. 

However, the question was not phrased to elicit promises for continuation, but only to suggest 

what an unnamed “community” should do. 

 

 

B. After-School Tutoring Program (AST) 
 

1. How did students react to the AST intervention—did they notice it, like it, feel 

helped and supported by it or would they have preferred something else? 

 
The SDPP after-school tutoring (AST) sessions were offered to all Grade 9 at-risk students, who 

were expected to participate. Nearly all of the children questioned said they did participate in the 

AST (100% of the 96 at-risk students and 92% of the 26 dropouts). The two children who 

To improve the EWS, schools could involve the community more by involving businesses and 

holding more meetings, working more extensively with parents, and streamlining the forms 

to make teachers’ jobs easier. 

Among the HR teachers who plan to continue the EWS, three-quarters or more of them will 

continue to communicate with parents, use the SDPP forms to identify and track students, 

employ case management meetings to discuss student problems and follow-up on any 

decisions made in those meetings. 
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eventually dropped out and did not attend the classes said they were “not on the list” or their 

parents would not allow it.  

 

Those who did attend named a variety of factors contributing to their enjoyment of the sessions 

(Table 10). High on the list was the fact that the sessions were interactive, in contrast to their 

regular classes. Students liked the group work, discussions, question and answer sessions, the 

visual aids and the development of their speaking skills. They appreciated the friendliness of the 

atmosphere and the fact that they were engaged in the topics. The sessions increased their 

knowledge and skills, and for many, helped them to understand lessons they had not understood 

in the regular school day. Finally, the topics were practical and understandable. 
 

Table 10: Ranking of Reasons for Enjoying the AST 

Reason 

Ranking by At-Risk 

Students Who 

Stayed in School 

Ranking by At-Risk 

Students Who 

Dropped Out  

Sessions were interactive 1 1 

Environment was friendly; the class interesting 2 3 

Increased my knowledge; developed my skills; helped 

me understand regular school subjects 
3 2 

Topics were practical and understandable 4 4 

 

Attendance in the tutoring sessions varied (Figure 9). On average, the at-risk students attended 4 

to 5 days per week, whereas the dropouts attended 4 days. The majority of at-risk students said 

they went “every day,” which meant 5 or 6 days a week, but the largest group of dropouts attended 

3 or 4 days a week. When asked why they didn’t come, the most frequent answer for both groups 

was that they were needed at home, followed by they were sick (Table 11). At-risk students added 

that they had a long distance to travel and had to attend family events; dropouts added that they 

weren’t interested, had a long way to travel and were hungry or alone.  
 

Figure 9: Rate of Attendance at Tutoring Sessions 

 
 

  

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

1 day 2 days 3-4 days 5-6 days

P
er

ce
n

t 
o

f 
S

tu
d

en
ts

Days Per Week of Attendance at AST

At-Risk Dropout



What Works: Beneficiary Perspectives on Dropout Prevention Interventions in Tajikistan Page 22 

 

Table 11: Ranking of Reasons Students Did Not Attend the AST  

Reason 

Ranking by At-Risk 

Students Who 

Stayed in School 

Ranking by At-Risk 

Students Who 

Dropped Out  

Needed at home, for housework, field work or 

shepherding 
1 1 

Illness 2 2 

Long distance to travel, especially in the cold 3 4 

Not interested  3 

Must attend events such as a wedding 4  

Am hungry or alone  5 

 

When asked if the AST helped with their studies, 100 percent of the at-risk students and dropouts 

said the sessions had helped (Figure 10). In describing how the tutoring helped, nearly all of the 

at-risk students and dropouts said that the knowledge and thinking skills they had gained through 

tutoring resulted in better performance in regular classes, that the encouragement to speak in 

tutoring sessions transferred over to better speaking skills in regular classes and they were more 

motivated now to study. At-risk students added that their attendance was better (Table 12). 
 

Figure 10: Student Opinions of the AST 
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When asked if the tutoring lessons were different from the regular classes, at-risk students and 

dropouts were unanimous that they were (Figure 10 above). Students talked extensively of the 

different pedagogy, with the AST offering them freedom to talk and a more relaxed environment 

in which they developed new thinking skills and a greater motivation to learn. All of the at-risk 

students and all but one dropout also said the tutoring sessions were more “fun or interesting” than 

the regular classes, citing the interactive methodology and accepting atmosphere as the major 

reasons. Also on the list was the different content, in that several at-risk students and dropouts 

mentioned liking to read different sorts of books, such as fiction and history.  

 

All of the students said they enjoyed the leisure activities in the afternoon sessions (Figure 10 

above). They learned many new games, the teachers played with them, and they could express 

their feelings of joy and happiness since there were fewer restrictions. Most of the students (95% 

of at-risk and 96% of dropouts) also said they would attend the AST even if there were no leisure 

activities. Among at-risk students (the only ones asked), 89 percent said the AST contributed 

positively to their decision to complete Grade 9. 

 

A final set of questions asked who was the strongest source of support as far as doing well in 

school. The distribution of answers is shown on Figure 11. Although students were requested to 

name only one source, several students named more than one. The most frequently mentioned 

people were parents (at-risk students) and HR teachers (dropouts). Tutors were mentioned by about 

one-quarter of each group, and SDPP Officers, school administrators, friends and “other” 

(community member, PTA chair, doctor) by a fifth or less of each group. Students said the support 

came in terms of advising and motivating them to study and communicating with their parents. 
 

Figure 11: Students’ Views of the Strongest Supports for Doing Well in School* 

 
*Some students gave more than one answer. 

 

In summary, nearly all of the at-risk students and dropouts participated in the AST and enjoyed 

both the educational sessions and the leisure activities including in this tutoring program. They 

agreed the AST sessions were different from regular classes—more fun and interesting—and 

appreciated their interactive nature, the more relaxed environment, and their positive effects on 
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student learning and skills. The extra sessions definitely helped students understand and do better 

in regular classes. Students said that they would attend tutoring even if there were no leisure 

activities. That is, they valued the AST for the sessions that related specifically to their school 

subjects. About one-quarter of them reported that the AST tutor was their strongest supporter for 

doing well in school. 

 

 

2. How did AST tutors, school directors, parents and community interact with the 

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

like them and believe they were effective? 

 
AST tutors and directors were the school staff most involved with this intervention and able to 

describe its activities. Parents also commented on how helpful it was, how it could be improved 

and the degree to which it was effective in preventing dropout.  

 

All 45 of the tutors participated in the AST training offered by SDPP and all found it helpful in 

terms of teaching them a new pedagogy and making them think about students’ lives. In each of 

the 10 focus groups, tutors commented on these new teaching methods, including the following: 

 

 Group work, 

 The use of encouragement and praise and not punishment, 

 Role play, 

 Brainstorming, 

 Games, 

 The three parts of lessons,  

 Interactive methods of teaching children, and 

 The use of visual aids. 

 

In listing the top differences between the pedagogy in these training sessions and that used in 

regular classes, the tutors reported that in the AST program, students were more comfortable and 

able to speak freely, they interacted with each other and the tutor, and the sessions were student-

centered and involved every student. The comfort of students was likely because the tutors gave 

no homework assignments and no marks, punished no students, and rejected no answers. Rather, 

they encouraged and motivated students to ask questions, discuss ideas and work together in 

groups. In fact, 96 percent of the tutors said they adopted a number of these teaching methods in 

their regular classes, the most frequently used new methods being group work, questions and 

answers, games, and visual aids. 

 

The tutoring sessions and leisure activities of the AST were popular with students and 

helped them with their regular studies. Students said they contributed to better thinking 

and speaking skills, greater motivation to learn and better attendance. 
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All but one of the 45 tutors said the lesson plans of the AST were easy to implement. In particular, 

they said the instructions were clear and simple, the materials were all made available, students 

were motivated by the practical nature of the activities and the freedom they had to do them, and 

the topics were, by their nature, interesting to the students. The comments on the difficulty of 

implementation picked on a small number of lessons, suggesting that some were too long for the 

given time or too difficult, or that the required materials were not available. 

 

Throughout the time the tutors were conducting AST, the school directors were supporting the 

effort. They: 

 

 Monitored student attendance and the quality of the activities; 

 Prepared the schedule of AST, assigned teachers and rooms and checked for adequate 

materials;  

 Encouraged students to attend,  

 Explained the program to non-participating teachers, and  

 Participated in the actual AST sessions.  

 

SDPP field officers also provided support to the tutors. They gave advice, demonstrated activities, 

discussed and analyzed lessons whenever the tutors were confused, attended and participated in 

classes, provided materials and monitored strictly to ensure quality. 

 

All of the tutors, school directors and parents said the AST had positive effects (Table 13). The 

tutors focused on students, noting they were more active in class, more motivated to learn, and 

their attendance and performance had improved. School directors agreed with these four effects, 

and added that parents seemed to understand the importance of education more than they had and, 

consequently, were more engaged in making sure the children attended and did well.  

 
Table 13: Ranking of the Positive Effects of the AST  

Difficulty 
Tutors 

(N=45) 

School 

Directors 

(N=10) 

Parents 

(N=72) 

Students are more active in class, speaking up more often 1 4 2 

Students are more motivated to learn and behave better in class 2 1 1 

Students learned new content    3 

Attendance has improved 3 3 4 

Performance has improved 4 2 5 

Parents are more engaged in their children’s education  5  

 

All 72 of the parents said they were aware of the AST, their children participated in it, it helped 

their children with their studies, their children liked it, and it was effective in preventing dropout 

(Figure 12). That is, it changed children’s attitudes toward school, they were now more active in 

class, they had learned new content (e.g., Tajik, chess, English, geography), and their attendance 

and performance had improved (Table 14). 
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Figure 12: Parents’ Opinions of the AST 

 
 

School directors, in their turn, also reported on the school’s “greatest achievements,” which 

generally mirrored their listing above of “positive effects.” They spoke of the following: 

 

 An increase in student knowledge and performance, including students going to the 

Olympiads; 

 An increase in student motivation to learn and attitude toward education; 

 More interactive teaching in the classroom; 

 An improvement in students’ speaking skills; 

 The use of more visual aids; and 

 Better attendance. 

 

Tutors also listed the aspects of the AST that seemed to provide the most interest and motivation 

for students, mentioning enrichment activities, games and puzzles, interesting topics that were 

simple and understandable, visual aids, role plays, practical work, and the friendly environment. 

All of them were certain that the recreational and leisure activities of the AST encouraged students 

to attend the program. 

 

Thus, from the adults’ points-of-view, the AST was a success. Students were said to enjoy the 

classes; tutors found the lessons easy to teach; and tutors, school directors and parents reported 

positive effects on the children, including an increase in motivation to learn, more active 

participation in class, and improved attendance and performance. School directors said parents 

were now more engaged with their children’s education.  
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3. What kind of difficulties did SDPP beneficiaries (students) and targets (teachers, 

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

activities and how would they like them improved? 

 
Tutors, school directors and parents addressed aspects of this question, with tutors and school 

directors commenting on the difficulties of the AST, and all three groups describing potential 

improvements. As reported above, a few tutors mentioned that some lessons were too long for the 

given time, too difficult, or that they lacked the needed materials. School directors said it was hard 

to get students to attend, that the initial quality of some tutors’ work was not high, that there was 

a shortage of subject teachers in the school who could serve as tutors, and that the materials were 

incomplete. Ensuring student attendance was the only item mentioned by more than two directors. 

 

All three groups had lists of potential improvements to the AST (Table 14), and all groups began 

the lists with “more materials.” The tutors, in particular, wanted more visual aids, computers, 

projectors, books, bilingual dictionaries and markers. Directors requested more “learning aids,” 

fiction books and computers. Parents mentioned visual aids, books and learning materials, 

computers, sewing machines and sports equipment. All three groups also asked for the provision 

of food. 

 
Table 14: Ranking of Potential Improvements to the AST  

Improvement 
Tutors 

(N=45) 

School 

Directors 

(N=10) 

Parents 

(N=72) 

Provide more materials 1 1 1 

Improve the content and instructions for the lessons 2  2 

Provide food 3 2 4 

Pay the tutors for their extra work 4   

Increase the amount of training of teachers and parents  3  

Improve the classrooms  4  

Do more to increase student motivation  5  

Add more interesting games  6  

Add more AST classes and more time in class   3 

Involve parents more   5 

Increase teachers motivation    6 

 

Following the added materials, tutors and parents asked for improvements to the content of the 

lessons. Tutors wanted simpler instructions, more lessons related to the local context, more poetry 

and more pictures. Parents mentioned more classes in English, Tajik and Russian and more 

vocational classes (e.g., sewing, computers). Tutors completed their list with a request to be paid 

for their work; parents completed theirs with a request that there be more AST classes and more 

time in such classes. School directors added somewhat different items: increasing the amount of 

training for parents and teachers, improving the physical plant of the classrooms, doing more to 

Tutors, school directors and parents reported many positive effects of the AST on students, 

including an increase in motivation to learn, more active participation in class, and 

improved attendance and performance. 
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increase student motivation (e.g., providing letters of appreciation to students who participate 

regularly) and adding more of the interesting games. 

 

So, tutors had some minor difficulties with some of the lessons and school directors said they had 

trouble ensuring student attendance, but in general, school staff did not have major problems with 

the AST. School staff and parents did have suggestions for improvements, and emphasized a desire 

to have more materials, a wider set of content in the lessons and the provision of food to 

participating students. 

 

 

4. What aspects of the AST intervention and activities will the school continue to use? 

 
Only the tutors were asked about the continuance of the AST, and only 33 percent of the tutors 

said they would be able to continue without the support of SDPP. When asked the form that support 

needs to take, if they were to continue, the tutors spoke of the need for materials and the need for 

funding (Figure 13). Nine of the 10 focus groups of tutors brought up the issue of tutors being 

paid; 6 of the groups said more materials had to be supplied to them; and two groups said there 

needed to be continued monitoring and more training. 
 

Figure 13: Types of Support Needed to Continue AST 

 
 

So, if the AST is to continue in Tajikistan, the tutors are clear that outside funding is necessary, 

for their salaries and additional materials. In addition, an oversight agency is required to supply 

the desired training and monitoring. 
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Suggestions for improvements to the SDPP interventions focused on expanding AST by 

increasing the content of its sessions and the materials provided. 
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IV. Conclusions 
 
This qualitative research report explored the effectiveness of SDPP interventions implemented in 

Grade 9 in five different Tajikistan districts. The two different interventions were: (1) an Early 

Warning System (EWS) in which at-risk students were identified and supported, and (2) an after-

school program (AST) of instruction and leisure activities. 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, made 

teachers feel greater responsibility for keeping students in school and may have increased parents’ 

understanding of the importance of education. However, the SDPP also presented beneficiaries 

and targets with new challenges such as an increased workload of record-keeping and parental 

contact for HR teachers, and an increased desire for resources and materials for their teaching. 

Unfortunately, only 38 percent of the HR teachers thought they would continue any of the EWS 

actions after SDPP ended, and only 33 percent of the tutors said they would continue the AST. 


