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Executive Summary

Over the past two decades, considerable progress has been made in increasing school enrollment.
However, many children do not complete primary or secondary cycles once theylenmahy

countres and regions, a greater percentage ebbsathool children have dropped out of school

than have never enrolled in scholoiterventions have been conductadhe United States and
abroadto prevent dropout, but there is limited evidence on how thelf work, particularly in
developing countries.

The School Dropout Prevention Pilot (SDARdgram afive-yearmulticountry program funded

by the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID), is designed to identify successful
means of decreasingustent dropout rates in primary and secondary schdtdsgoal is topilot

and test theffectiveness of dropout prevention interventions in tmuntrie® Cambodia, India,
Tajikistan, and Timotestéd to generate evidendeased programming guidance for AIB
missions and countries in Asia and the Middle East. In all four countries, SDPP introdeeglg an
warning system (EWSand a student engagement intervention to motivate greater student
engagement, better attendance and desire to stay in sthizakeport presents findings from the
impact evaluation of the SDPP progranCiambodia

SDPPProgram in Cambodia

Ca mb o &DP® @regram had two main components: (1) an EAM8 (2) computer labL)
with computer literacy training (Creative Associates imaional 2012a an@reative Associates
International012b). TheSDPP program was targetedzibr, 8th, and 9thgrade students in six
provinces as these grades and geographic areas exhibited the highest dropout rateslénd
benefit most from a dropowprevention progran{Shrestha, Rajani, Jennifer Shin, and Karen
Tietjien2011a).

The EWS consists of three components: (1) identification of students at risk of school dropout, (2)
first response strategies, and (3) community engagementComponent 1the SDPP program

worked with teachers to identify-ask students based on spredictos of dropout risk For
Component 2, SDPP helpedteashers e a fAtrack and triggero app
attendance, behavior and coursework ef ats k st udent s and initiate
when students shad signs of struggling, ranging from-iglass attention to contact via letter,

phane call and/or home visit to case management meetings with school staff. Component 3 focused
on raising community awareness about the problem of dropout, working with -psaeher
associations and other community groups on advocacy activities anchgrthgiir support for the

first response activities, working closely with the school.

The CL programconsisted of the installation of computer labs and the provision of computer
literacy training to targegrade students. Each school receiving this inteéroe had a dedicated
computer room with a host computer, 16 additional computers for students, and a laser printer.

1SDPP is implemented by Creative Associates International, with international partneesrétita Policy Research and School
to-School International and local partners Kampuchean Action for Primary Education (KAPE) in Cambodia, Quest Alliance
(QUEST) in India, and Care International (CARE) in Tirk@ste. Creative Associates has a corpordteeoih Tajikistan, which

covers the responsibilities of a local partner in that country.
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Solar panels installed on computer room roofs provided the computer rooms with electricity.
Students received computer lab access for twohper week (Creative Associates International
2012a). Unigue among SDPP countries, this additional intervention was only provided to a subset
of schools receiving the EWS intervention. Thus, Camlmod&ools were divided into three
groups: one treatmémroup receiving the EWS intervention (the EWS grouple treatment

group receiving the EWS and computer lab interventions (the EWS+Computers, graiphe

control group. The intervention s developedn compliance with the Ministry of Education,
Youth and Sport (MOEYS) policy of expanding computer literacy education to eseendary

school and utilized a lowwost CL modeto increase the likelihood of continued implementation

in Cambodiabeyond the funding period.

The SDPPFProgram was active in sobls during two school yeafS$Y), 20122013 and2013

2014 Students and teachers of target grades received a partial year of exposure during the first
year of the program (SY 2002013)because othe timing of the roHout of the EWS Sudents

and teaches of the target grades during the second school year received the program for at least
one full school year (SY 2012014)2

During two school years of program activity, the SCHP&gram targeted students in grades 7, 8

and 9 and their teachers. Studdantgrades 7 and 8 during SX012 2013received the program

for more thanone year (grade 9 is the final year of lower secondary schbiod).evaluation

follows: (1) SY 2012 20138th-graders who continued to receive the program in28¥3 2014

in their 9thgrade (2) SY 2012 2013 7th-graders who continued to receive the program in SY

2013 2014 in their 8th gradeand (3) SY 2013 2014 7th grade studenfsSDPPfocuses the

analyses on the latest point in time in which these students and teachers are observed across these
two school year$ The latest observation point occurs in 3¥13 2014for all students followed

by the evaluation.

SDPP evaluated the fidelity of ingmentaion of the EWS and Ctomponents duringdld visits
conducted in Marc®pril, and June 2014. Overall, schools appearednfemeant the EWS as
intendedCreative Associates International and SckHodbchool International 20)5All schools
appeaed to implement the computer labs as intended; however, assessmenigrafi@étstudents
showed that studentsd computer knowledge and
lab trainings Creative Associates International and Sckoebchoollnternational 2016

2 The teachers and school administrators were first trained in August and September of 2012, before the beginning of SY 2012
2013 in October. Another training occeidrin October 2013 at the beginning of SY 2MARL4. The computer labs were installed

prior to SY 20122013, and the computer literacy classes began in October 2012. Because of delays in the identificatstn of at
students, the EWS did not begin un@ihdiary 2013 for 7th 8th-, and 9thgrade students in SY 2012013. For new 7tgraders

and returning 8th and 9raders in SY 2012014, both the EWS and computer lab sessions began in October 2013.

3Please see Appendix A for further details about dalizction. An eligible subset of the total students and teachesased in
the analysis.

“ Please see Appendix A for further details about data collection. An eligible subset of the total students and tsarseet sw
the analysis.
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Evaluation design

SDPP hypothesized that academic and social support, combined with additional enrichment
activities, particularly for atisk students, and changes in teacher practices, would improve student
attitudes and behavidranslating into increased student engagement and reduced school dropout.
Guided by this conceptual mod&DPPdesigned the impact evaluation to address five primary
research questions:

1. Does SDPP improve teacher behavior and attitudes?
2. Does SDPP improvdigdent attitudes?

3. Does SDPP improvstudent engagement in schaskociated with retentipauch as
attendance?

4. Does SDPRmprovethe dropout rate?
5. What are SDPP6s iIimpacts for students most

The SDPP evaluation addressed these research questionsRaimpanizedControl Trial (RCT)

in whichSDPPcomparsthe outcomes of students and teachers in 108 schools randomly assigned
to providethe SDPPPr o g r BWS3-Gomputers services and 107 schools randomly assigned to
providethe SDPPPr o g r BWSDsly services, to those of teachers and students in 107 schools
randomly assigned to a control group providing bushasasual servicesSDPP also compared
outcorres between the two SDPRogram intervention groups (EWshly and EWS+Computers).

With random assignment, exposurehtie SDPPProgramis not directly related to the choices or
pre-existing characteristics of study participarddowing attribution ofanyobserved treatment
control differences in outcomesttee SDPPProgram

Data collection

The data used in this report were collected from school records and through interviews with
teachers and atsk studentsSDPPcollected data five timgsom all 322schools in the studyver

four school years, between SY 202012 and SY 2014015, to follow the three cohorts of
students who were exposed to the SDPP intervention for at least one full scho@DBegr
collected information from school records 81,776 students, and conducted interviews with
18,20 atrisk students and 6,041 teachers and administragdidinal outcomes were measured
during SY2013 2014for the three cohorts followed (SY 2022013 8th graders, S2012 2013

7th gradersandSY 2013 20147th graders).

EWS+Computers, EWS, and control group schools had comparable characteristics at baseline,
with only a few statistically significant differences between the gréufibe typical
EWS+Computers group school enrolls about 389, Bti+, and 9th grade students, compared

with 386 students in the EWS group schools, and 356 in the control group schools. Schools in the

5 Please see Appdix A for further details about data collection. An eligible subset of the total students and teasheesiin
the analysis.

6 There were statistically significant differences for 3 of the 90 comparisons of baseline characteristics; 5 would ledexpecte
to chance.
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EWS+Computers group and the EWS group had an average of 11 9th grade teachers, compared
with 10 teachers in the control grosghools. Schools in the EWS group have fewer active school
infrastructure programs than schools in the control group, while EWS+Computers group schools
were further from the district capital than EWS group schools.

Impacts of SDPP

A conceptual model of SDPIProgram activities and how they might affect student and teacher
outcomes guided the design of the program and the impact evaluation. This model posits that
teacher and parent knowledge and pradlicesared and reinforced by therger communitg

are inputs into studentsoOo attitudes toward s
attitudes translate into student engagement in school, including their attendance, behavior, and
academic performance. The complex, cumulativeradtiors of these factors are inputs into the

studentés ability, desire anhd decision to rem

The evaluation estimatetthe SDPP Program impacts on teacher outcomes, student attitudes,
student engagement in school, and school driopowach domaingDPPfocusedon a small set
of key outcomes, identified before the analysis began.

The text boxes and figures below summarize findings for the primary measures of effectiveness in
domains related to teacher practices, at s k  sattiwdk® towarsl gchool, student engagement

in school, and school dropout. Estimates of the impact of the SDPP program are based on
differences in average outcomes for SDPP and control group students and tdaesersmpact
estimates represent the difface in the outcome of interest at endline that is attributable to the
EWS+Computers and EW&hly programs relative to the status quo. The estimates are expressed

as percentage point differences between the treatment and control group; we also present
percentage increases or decreases in the primary outcomes across the treatment and control groups.

These fApercentage changeso should not be inte
calculated in a prpost or baseline/endline change, but rateethe increase or decrease in the
treatment groupds outcome measure in relation

SDPP effectiveness in influencing teacher outcomes
Primary research question
Did SDPP affect teacher dropout prevention practices?
Primary measure of SDPFPr o gr amdés ef fectiveness
9 Teachetakeup ofdropout prevention practices
Additi onal measures of SDPP Programés eff

9 Teacher sense of sddfficacy

9 Teacher sense of responsibility

9 Administrator dropout prevention practices, senseetffefficacy, and sense of
responsibility

Statistical tests were conducted to assess whether each impact is significantly diiiereeto.
Impacts estimates are described statistically significantif there is less than a 5 percent
probability thatit is due to chance (and not to tBBPPProgram). Impact estimates are described
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asmarginally significanif the probability that it is due to chance (and not to the SB®Bram)
is between 5 and 10 percent.

The SDPP intervention had apositive, statistically significant impact on teacher and
administrator dropout prevention practices for both SDPP program groups (Figure ES.1).
Teachers in the control group schools scored an average of 5.94 on thgoaiglstale, while
teachers in th&EWS and EWS+Computers group scored almost one point higher (6.85 and 6.83
points, respectively). These differences were statistically significant.

Figure ES.1. Impacts of the Cambodia SOFBgram on teacher dropout prevention practices
8

6.85* 6.83**

5.94

Score on an EightPoint Scale
N w N (6]

=

= EWS group EWS+Computers group  ® Control group

Sources: SDPPbaseline and follovup teacher selidministered questionnaires and school records data colledtioa 2012,
January 2013, May/June 2013, and May 2014.

Note: The analysis is based on 7tBth, and 9thgrade homeroom, math, and language teachers d8Mrg012 2013 and
SY 2013 2014 as follows:1,404 teachers for the EWS + computers gro@ha for the EWS group, and3D5 for the
control group.

Differences between SDPP and control group means were tested usitageddtests. Mean values are adjusted for
baseline characteristics. The analysis accounts for clustering of teachers within schools angacloadl grade fixed
effects. For a taldar presentation of these findings, see Appendix Tidtde

*rx[¥x[* |mpact estimate is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.
1+ Difference between the EWS group and the EWS + computers group is statistically significant at thel @ g\@5.

The evaluationalsoe x a mi ne d ate a cahdenri ss@nsetofr seléffwacys (@bility to

respond to factors related to dropout) and sense of responsisitiether they perceived it was

their role to prevent aisk students from droppingut). The SDPPProgram had a marginally
significant positi ve i-efficacgihtheoEWS t+ Eomnpthregros® S en s

and no i mpact on a dqefficacy s teither groupThé progranm Isae a o f s e
statistically significant posit ve i mpact on t eacheindbdhgoepnse of
and alsoimproved administ r at or s sense of responsibility
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SDPP effectiveness in influencing student attitude outcomes
Primary research question
Did SDPP affectat i sk studentsdé attitudes toward
Primary measures of SDPRPr o gr amdés ef fectiveness

9 Emotional attitudes toward schoel.§., sudent likes school).
I Cognitive attitudes toward schod@.§., sudent adapts better study habits)
1 Behavioral attitudetoward school(e.g., sudent observes school requirements and rules

Addi ti onal measures of SDPP Programbs eff
f Studentsdé perceptions of teacher suppd
f Studentsdéd perceptions of parental supq

The SDPPProgram had no impactson atrisk st udent s e mo,toibehaviotal, c ogn
attitu des toward school (Figure ES.2), although it dithave a positive, statistically significant

i mpact on studentsod6 peraeptiaomargfinglarempatt
perceptions of teacher spport. These measures of student attitudes toward sghebich

SDPP captured by surveying students identified as being at risk of school dropout based on
baseline characteristi@scouldhavechange because of changes in teacbeparentttitudes and

practicesor due to the intervention activitiésHowever, in Cambodia they did not improve for

atrisk students exposed to the SDBgram.

" The three measures of student attitudes are constructed from responses to a survey administered to a-smkpleddéats in
each cohort. This survey is explained in further detail in the Technical AppieSdigtion A.
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Figure ES.2. Impacts of the Cambodia SORBgram on atrisk student attitudes toward school

4
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| I I
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Emotional attitudes toward school Cognitive attitudes toward school Behavioral attitudes toward school

Score on a fourpoint scale

= EWS group EWS+Computers group ® Control group

Sources: SDPP faseline and followup school records data collection, June 2012, January 2013, May/June 2013, May 2014, and
December 2014; followap student surveys, May/June 2013 and May 2014.

Note: Differences between SDPP and control group means were tested usitajieédd¢tests Mean values are adjusted for
baseline characteristics. The analysis accounts for clustering of students within schools, and cohort and school year fixed
effects. Impacts were adjusted for multiple comparisons using the Benjdothberg métod. For a tabular
presentation of these findings, see Appendix Tab%e

**x[xx[* |mpact estimate is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.
+H+++ Difference between the EWS group and the EWS + computers group is statistically sigatftb@n01/.05/.10 level.

SDPP effectiveness in influencing student engagement

Primary research question
Did SDPP affect attendance, overall or forisk students?
Primary measure of SDPPPr ogr amoés ef fectiveness
i Studentaveragedaily attendance
Addi ti onal measures of SDPP Programbs eff

1 Student performance in school
1 Student behavior in school

SDPP had no impacts on daily attendance for students overall or for-aisk students (Figure
ES.3).In the absence of the program, attendanasnakre 79.1 percent for students overall and
70.5 percent for atisk students. Attendance rates werestatisticallysignificantly different for
studentsn EWS or EWS+Computers schools.
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Figure ES.3. Impacts of the Cambodia SO®Bgram on daily attedance, overall and by aisk status
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Percentage of days attended

= EWS group EWS+Computers group ®Control group

Sources: SDPP baseline and followp school records data collectjgune 2012, January 2013, May/June 2013, May 2014, and
December 2014.

Note: The analysis is based on SY 2020213 7th and 8th grade students and¥2013 2014 7th grade students. The sample
includes 41,284tudentdor the EWS + computers group (7,098riak, 2,899 not atisk, and 31,287 not assigned a
status), 40,727 for the EWS group (6,920isk, 3,294 not atisk, and 30,513 not assigned a status), and 37,112 for the
control group (6,359 aisk, 2,743 not atisk, and 28,010 not assigned a status).

Differences between SDPP and control group means were tested usitagjeédd¢tests.Mean valus are adjusted for
baseline characteristics. The analysis accounts for clustering of students within schools, and cohort and school year fixed
effects. For a tabular presentation of these findings, see Appendixs Fablend H.6

*x[*%[* Impact estimate is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.
++++1+ Difference between the EWS group and the EWS + computers group is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.

SDPP al so esti mat e d andlanguagperormancand helbadie, measuded ma t h
at the end of the school year, but did not find an impact on performance or behavior.
The SDPPProgram reduced dropout for the students that experienced the program during

SDPP effectiveness in influencing school dropout
Primary research question
Did SDPP affect school dropout, overall or foriak students?
Primary measure of SDPPPr o gr amdés ef fectiveness
1 Globalschool dropout
Additional measures of SDPRPr ogr amdés ef fectiveness

1 Student progression in school
1 Alternative measures of dropout

SYs 20122013 and 201B2014 (Figure ES.4)Students were considered dropouts if they were
no longer continuing their education at the last possible $BiePobserved them. Students who
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started the program infygrade were considered to have dropped out if they did estradl in

school in the most recent year of data collection. Students who started the program in the 8th grade
were considered to have dropped out if they did not take all of their secondeseswams in their
9th-grade year. No students started the program in 9th grade and received a full year of program
services.

Students in SDPP schools with EV#8ly dropped out at a rate of 38.7 percent, compared to a rate
of 41.1 percent for students iardrol schoolsthe difference wadatistically sgnificant Students

in EWS+Computerschoolsdropped out at a rate of 39.3 percehe difference in this rate and

the rate for control group students waarginally significant. Atrisk students droppeaout at a

higher rate: 54.1 percent in control schools, 48.0 percent in EWS schools, and 51.6 percent in
EWS+Computerschools.This difference between the EA@BIly group and control group was
statistically significant.

Figure ES.4. Impacts of the Cambodia SO®Bgram on school dropout, overall and byrak status
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Sources: SDPP baseline and followp school records data collectjdune 2012, January 2013, May/June 2013, May 2014, and
December 2014.

Note: The analys is based on SY 20012013 7th and 8thgrade students, and SY 202814 7thgrade students. The sample
includes 45,15&tudentdor the EWS+Computers group (8,38%riak, 3,212 not atisk, and 33,565 not assigned a
status), 44,475 for the EWS group281 atrisk, 3,649 not atisk, and 32,875 not assigned a status), and 41,738 for
the control group (7,655 -aisk, 3,153 not atisk, and 30,930 not assigned a status).

Differences between SDPP and control group means were tested usitajeddtess. Mean values are adjusted for
baseline characteristics. The analysis accountdudetezing of students within schools, and cohort and school year fixed
effects. For a tabular presentation of these findings, see Appendixs Fablend H.6

*rx[ex[* |Imp act estimate is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.
++++/* Difference between the EWS group and the EWS + computers group is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.
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SDPP also measured grade progression, or whether a student enrolled in the next grade or higher
in the following stiool year For example, if a student repeated 9th grade, he/she would not be
considered a betweagrade dropout, but he/she would not be considered as having progressed to
the next grade or highefhe SDPPProgram had a marginally significant positiveimpact on

grade progression in EWS+Computers schools in Cambodia.

What do beneficiaries say about the SDPP interventions?

Insight into how beneficiaries interacted with the SDPP interventions was obtained through a
qualitativeresearctstudy. Responses from parents, students, teachers and administrators was
positive about both the Early Warning System (EWS) and the Gemipabs (CL) program.

EWS: Most of the parenés of both atrisk studentaind dropoud claimed they were unaware of thd

childés vulnerable status until they recei
being contacted by thechool was anger and embarrassment, followed by surprise and then haj
at being apprised of their childbds probl ern

supportive following contact. Parents encouraged them to study, pikskare to improve their
attendance, provided study materials, paid for extra classes, and reduced household chores a
work. As a resulta majority ofatrisk students (88%8aidthey became aware of the need to cha
their own behavior, although lefsan 42% of those who dropped out felt the same need. Most teg
(86%) reported the EWS made their job easier and changed their sense of responsibility for su
atr i sk student s. They | iked the st r ucancerasd
performance, and saw the value of collecting and using data on attendance and perform
discussios with parents. Community members thought the contact with the parents was parti
effective, and school directors noted that once caedlagtarergtinitiated other contact on their ows
Virtually all (97%) homeroom teachers reported they intended to continue using the EWS.

CL: There was overwhelming enthusiasm for Computer Labs (CL) from students, teachers,
directors and parents llAat-risk students and most dropouts believed computer skills would help
to obtain employment in the future and helped them in their subject classerokbé the compute
classes were a powerful draw in getting them to attend school more rededadpts appreciated th
the classes were free and believed that computesskiilh anced t heir chil d
Several confessed they transferred their child to the sthdanefit fromCL classesMost of the CL
teachers and all ohé school directors reported seeing positive effects of the computer tlads
suggested that students who used to be absent a lot were attending school more and beha
However, CL teachers complained that there was not enough time or comfaiienssfor
individualized practice, especially for students who needed more time. They also expressed
about their own level of computer knowledge and being able to deal with the CL program on the
When asked about continuing without the sup of SDPP, 96ercentof the teachers hopeithey
could.

Discussion

This study shows that the SDP®gram in Cambodia was successful in reducing school dropout

ts ultimate goal i n t he SARyOpaEmary butcoms yi

of

improved teacher dropout prevention practideslso improved several secondary outcomies. |

did not effect improvements in primary outcomes for student attitudes and behauidrsas

attendance.
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Table ES.1. SDPProgram impacts on primary mea®s of program effectiveneissCambodia

Impacts
EWS +
505 @y Computers
Teacher dropout prevention practices +++ +++
At-risk student attitudes toward school
Emotional attitudes toward school 3 3
Cognitive attitudes toward school 3 3
Behavioralattitudes toward school 3 3
Attendance
Overall 3 3
At-risk 3 3
Dropout
Overall 0 0 o}
At-risk 000 3
+ + +/+ +/+ Statistically significant positive impact at the .01/.05/.10 level.
0 0 0/0 o /0 Statistically significant negative impact at tfd/.05/.10 level.
3 Impact is not statistically significant.
Table ES.2. SDPProgram impacts on additional outcome meastumeSambodia
Impacts
EWS +
ENS ety Computers
Teacher outcomes
Teacher selefficacy 3 +
Teacher sense of responsibility +++ +++
Administrator dropout prevention practices +++ +++
Administrator seHefficacy 3 3
Administrator sense of responsibility 3 +++
Student attitudes toward school
At-risk student perceptions of parent support 3 +
At-risk student perceptions tdacher support +++ 3
At-risk student perceptiorsf computer training 3 ++
Student engagement
Math performance 3 3
Khmerperformance 3 3
Behavior 3 3
Dropout
Progression 3 +

+ + +/+ +/+ Statistically significant positive impact at the .01/.05lki@I.
0 0 0/0 & /0 Statistically significant negative impact at the .01/.05/.10 level.
3 Impact is not statistically significant.

In Cambodiateachertakeup and implementation afropout prevention practicggomoted by

the EWScould be a particularly strong driver of dropout prevention in terms of convincing
students and their parerttgat studentshouldsit for endof-year exams and enrdh the next
school year, but not as influential in ensuring daily attendance inanensime nt wher e
need for students to help with work or chores at home is particularly siéhi¢e attendance and
dropout are strongly associated, they can occur independently of one ahethsalso expected
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that the computer labs would madte students to attend schoobre regularly That it did not

could be a result of the the way the computer literacy component was designed and configured.
The computer lab program may not have been implemented frequently esrowgth skilled

enough istructors to motivatstudents to attend schodlhree students shared one computer
terminal during the computer literacy class, so limited time for student practice may have
dampened enthusiasm.

Neither the EWS nor the computer lab component was stranglgd at modifying student

attitudes towards schodrhe EWS focused on improving school support and outreach to familes

of atrisk students to increase their awareness about dropout and how to help their child avoid it.
The computer literacy and lab compent focused on improving the relevance of education,
offering skills that parents amstudents purported to valuk.did not specifically target class
performance (as in Tajikistan) or student attitudes (as in India and-Lieste). That the student
erngagement program interventioms India, Tajikistan, and Timekeste were all designed to
encourage students to see school as a fun and supportive place may be a subtle, but potentially
important, difference in encouraging more regular attendance. Alththgglpresence of the
computer | ab i mproved studentsd perception of
as expected. Thus, it seems that neither the EWS services alone nor the EWS services coupled
with computer lab activities were sufficienttompr ove st udent s whicht ac h me
does not appear to be a necessary intermediate step in the reducing dropout in lower secondary
school in the Cambodian context.

The EWS+Computers group did not experience more positive impacts on any intlaey
measures of program effectivenegsen compared to the EWS groufhe lack of additional
positive impacts could be a result of the the way the computer literacy componetgsigased

and configured The impact resultsuggest that computer training and the existence of a computer
labd as provided do not producesufficient benefits for atrisk studentsto overcome other
barriers to educational participatiofihis is an important finding, because adding computer labs
canbe a costlyntervention. Findings from the SDPP study might suggest that computer training
is unlikely to be worth the substantial investment required if the focus is on the outcomes of
students at risk of dropout.

It seems that the relatively lewost mplementation of EWS alone, without an additional
engagementomponent, was sufficient to reduce dropouCembodia. The conditions in the
target provinces in Cambodia may have provided the right context for improving didpupaut

in Cambodia was hig(41 percent in the contrgroup), and teacher dropout prevention practices
were relatively low (5.94 out of 8 scale score for the control group), so there was room for
improvement on both measurésmay be that an EWS is most successful at reduciogodt in
countries with poor teacher dropout prevention practicedwd with a high dropout rate.

Comparing theséndings to those of the rigorous evaluations of SDPP in the three other study
countries will allow us to draw some general conclusions about the effectiveness of SDPP in the
broader Asian contexfAdditional discussion of the impacts of the SDPP progi@ernsss all SDPP
countries is presented in a separate, -tnmumtry summary report (Creative Associates
International and Mathematica Policy Research 2015).
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. Introduction

Over the past two decades, considerable progress has been made in increasiegstimoeit.
From 2000 to 2011, the number of childmet enrolled in schoolorldwide hasdeclinedfrom

102 million to 57 millio® a reduction of almos#5 percent (Millennium Development Goals
Report 2013). This effort has been supported by extensiearatsevaluating interventions aimed

at increasing access to schooling in developing countdesdsino, Anthony, Claire Morgan,
Trevor Fronius, Emily Tanne8mith, and Robert Boruc2012). However, many children do not
complete primary or secondary cgslonce they enroll; out of the 137 million childveorldwide

who entered.stgrade in 2011, 34 million are likely to leave school before reaching the last grade
in primary school (Millennium Bvelopment Goals Report 2013). In many countries and regions,
a greater percentage of enftschool children have dropped out of school than have never enrolled
in school. Interventions have been conduatetthe United States and abrdadprevent dropout;
however, there is limited evidence on how well they workti@darly in developing countries.

The School Dropout Prevention Pilot (SDARdgram a five'year multicountry program funded

by the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID), is designed to idesuitiyessful
means of decreasirgjudent dropoutatesin primary and secondary scho8lis objectiveis to
provide evidencdased programming guidance to USAID missions and countries in Asia and the
Middle East (AME) on student dropout prevention by piloting and testing the effex$iveri
dropout prevention interventions in four countries: Cambodia, India, Tajikistan, and-D&ste.

In order tounderstand ways of mitigating dropoutire four targetountries, SDPP used a three
stage process: (Lndertaking a literature revietw identify international best practicessohool
dropout prevention (2) analyzingdropout trends and identifying risk factors and conditions
associated with dropout in each coun&ty part of a situational analysiand (3) designing,
implementing, and gorouslyevaluating interventions to keep students at risk of dropout in school.
Earlier reports describe findings from the first two stages of the prdjeasl{, Lorie, Jennifer
Shin, Rajani Shrestha, and Karen Tietgfi1;Creative Associates Internatial 2014a, 2014b;
Shin, Jennifer, Rajani Shrestha, and Karen Tigtla, 2011bShrestha, Rajani, Jennifer Shin,
and Karen Tietje2011a, 2011b).

Based on the findings from the literature review and situational analyses, as well as input from key
stakdnolders in the four countries, SDPP worked with Miaistry of Education in each country

to identify two inerventions to address dropolt.all four countries, SDPP introduced an Early
Warning System (EWSand a student engagement intervention to mtigtudents to stay in
school.

Early Warning System (EWS) & dropout preventiostrategy that has shown promise in the
United States, but for which little international evidence eXi€F8VS interventionsnvolve
identifying students at risk of school dropdutfi-a it s k s tmornita@imgtthe @rggress of these

8 SDPP ismplemented by Creative Associates International, with international partners Mathematica Policy Research and School
to-School International and local partners Kampuchean Action for Primary Education (KAPE) in Cambodia, Quest Alliance
(QUEST) in India, ancCare International (CARE) in Timdreste. Creative Associates has a corporate office in Tajikistan, which
covers the responsibilities of a local partner in that country.

9 The SDPP dropout prevention interventions were contractually prohibited fromiingckahditional cash transfers or economic
incentives, which have already been demonstrated to be effective by prior research.
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studentdy using regularly updated school recomsithen takingh f irresstp @catiecnavben
students show signs of strugglirig. reviews of dropout preventiaesearch conducted by the
What Works Clearinghous&.S. Department of Educatiptwo versions of EWShe Check &
Connect program and ALAS programere found to blp keep middle and high school students
from dropping outand potentiallyhelp them progi®s inschool (American Institutes of Research
2006a 2006b).However, existing research does not tell us whether EWS would have similar
impacts in developing countries, given the different educational and cultural contexts in these
countries. Similarly, ta effectiveness of these types of programs on students of younger ages and
lower grades is not known.

In developing countries, there is evidence that other typeseofentions designed to mitigate the
factors that affect dropousuch as cash transfdis specific contexts), scholarships, and school
construction, caimprove enrollment, attendancend retentiorisee, for exampléngrist, Joshua,
Eric Bettinger, Erik Bloom, Elizabeth King, and Michael Krer2802 Levy, Dan, Matt Sloan,
Leigh Linden,and Harounan Kaziang2009; Schultz 20Q). Interventions that target specific
groups of studest such as girlgsee, for examplerriedman, Willa, Michael Kremer, Edward
Miguel, and Rebecca Thornt@®11;Oster, Emily, and Rebecca Thornt®dl1) andstudentsin
rural areaqsee, for exampleMiguel, Edward, and Michael Krem&004) have also proven
successfulHowever, 6 our knowledgethe SDPRevaluatios present the first rigorous evidence
on the effectivenessf EWS in the developing countopntext Studies ofinterventionghathave
incorporatechcademic activitiesuch as tutoringcomputer labsand other afteschool activities,
have had mixed results, though there is little rigorous evidéwooe evaluations that focus
specifically on thesacivities (Banerjee, Abhijit, Shawn Cole, Esther Duflo, and Leigh Linden
2007;Brush, Lorie, Jennifer Shin, Rajani Shrestha, and Karen Ti2g&f).

The SDPPProgram foreachof the four countriesncluded an EWS combined with additional
activities in the shools that varied depending on the coufr¥he additional activities were
designed to motivate greater student engagement, better attendance, and increase the desire to stay
in school.Theinterventionswere rolled outo the target graddas each coumy at various times

during 2012.

Although all of the SDPP programs included the EWS, they were distinct enough to merit
independent evaluations in each country. The implementation of the EWS in four diverse countries
allowed experimental evaluation of thectiveness of these interventions in several contexts with
different populations, strengthening the external validity of our findings.

SDPP conducted rigorous evaluations of the effectiveness of theBbgtBm in each of the four
countries. In eacltountry, schools that were eligible to receive the program were identified,
recruited, and asked to consent to participate in the study. Eligible schools in targeted regions were
then randomly assigned to either a SDPP treatment group, which offered RReii@Brvention
package, or a control group, which did not. For each country, SDPP estimated program effects by

10 The grades targeted in each country are as follows: grades 7, 8, and 9 in Cambodia; grade 5 in India; grade 9 inafdjikistan;
grades 4, 5, and 6 in Timbeste.
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comparing the outcomes of students and teachers in SDPP schools with the outcomes of those in
control schools.

This reportpresents findings ém the impact evaluation of ttf®DPPProgramin Cambodia. In
Cambodia, the program included an EWS in all schools, which was combined with computer labs
and computer literacy training in a selected subset of schools. The impact evaluation draws on
school ecords and survey datallected inl08 EWS+Computers schools, 107 EAMS8y schools,

and 107 control schooderossix provinces in Cambodidhe student sample consists of 7th, 8th,

and 9thgrade students from each of the two school years (201238 and 2013 2014 during

which the SDPRProgram was in effect.

The findings and information on the impact evaluation for SDPP in Cambodia are presented in
two volumes.Volume 1 presents the impact evaluation findings and Volume 2 details the
methodology used.

This report Volume T is organized as followsSection Il describes the SDPPogram and its
implementationn Cambodia. Section Il discusses the impact evaluation desigiesedbes the

types of outcome domains used to evaluate the program. Skttiliscusses the sample and data
collection Section V describes the characteristics of the sample prior to implementation. Sections
VI presens the impacts of the program on teacher outcomes, attitudes toward school, engagement
in school, and school dropouection VII presents school level dropout tren8sctionVIll
discusses the findings and conclusions.

Volume 2 &atechnical appendix providesmoredetails on the stugdyncluding the further detail
on the sample frame, data collection, estimationgatores, subgroup analyses, robustness checks,
and additional exploratory analyses
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II. SDPPProgram in Cambodia

The SDPPProgram inCambodiahad two main components: (1) an EV&8&d (2)computer labs

with computer literacy trainingCreative Associatelternational 2012a, 2012bjo the extent
possible, these activities built on existing Ministry of Education curriculum and procedures to
facilitate sustainability after the project ended.

A. Targeting grades and geographic areas for intervention

Using data fromthe national education management information sys&DfPidentified the
population for whom dropout was most prevalent and who would benefit most from a dropout
prevention programDropout was found to be the highest in the lower secondargécgehdes 7,

8, and ® where the dropout rate was about 22 percent, compared with primary dropout (9 percent)
and upper secondary dropout (12 percent) (Figure Il./Shygstha, Rajani, Jennifer Shin, and
Karen Tietjen2011a).Consequently, th€ambodia SDPProgram targeted 7th 8th-, and 9th

grade students in six provincegth high dropout rateés Banteay Meanchey, Battambang,
Kampong Speu, Prey Veng, Pursat, and Svay Rieng

Figure 1l.A.1. National dropout rates by grad@009 2010)

m Total m Male m Female

Sources: Creative Associates International (2014a)

11 The dropout rate overall for 7th, 8th, and 9th graders in these districts accorMinjsiny records was about 23
percent, ranging from 18.5 percent to 29.2 percent.
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Figure 1l.A.2. Target regions of the SDFPogram
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B. Interventions
1. Selecting SDPP interventions

SDPP selected dropout preventiaterventions to be implemented on the basiHfa review

of the existing domestic and international evidence on interventions designed to decrease school
dropout (2) an analysis of existing policies and programs in each country that could affemiitgirop

(3) situational analyses of the factors and conditions associated with school dropout in each
country, and @) input from key stakeholders in each country. The literature review found little
rigorous evidence on dropout prevention interventions imt@nnational context? Conditional

12See Brush, Lorie, Jennifer Shin, Rajani Shrestha, and Karen Tietjen (2011) for complete findings from the literature
review.
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cash transfer interventions showed consistently positive impacts on school dropout, but other
evidence was mixed or focused on Wh8sed interventions.

SDPP conducted primary research focused on grafles three preinces (Banteay Meanchey,
Battambang, and Pursadentified in the analysis of dropout rates, in order to identify key factors
and conditions associated with school dropout in Camb&tifane situational analysis collected
data from atisk studentsdropouts, their parents/guardians, school administrators and teachers,
community members and local education officials in 30 sebomimunities.

Findings from the SDPP Situational Analysis indicate that the top three causes of student dropout
among studentsiigrades B in the target district®ll into two categories: (1) economic reasons

and (2)academicand schootelated reasongFigure 11.B.1)!* Economic reasons were most
commonly cited by children and their families: nearly ltla$f atrisk students ahtheir parents,

and onethird of the dropout and parent/guardian respondents named the inability to pay for school
expenses, amabout haljpointed to the need to supplement household income throughMoir

tharv0 percent of atisk students and almoS0 percent of dropouts cited domestic chores.
(Creative Associates International 20148pwever, many lower secondary school students also
drop out of school for academic and schahted reasons: about 20 percehatrisk students

and dropouts citd poor academic performan@nd failed examsAlmost a third of dropout
students reported being unable to keep up with their lessons.

Figure 11.B.1. Reported causes of dropout

Helps with chores/family business

Work to earn money

m At-risk students
Can't pay school-related expense Parehts of at-risk
= Dropputs

Fell behind with lessons m Parents of dropout

)

Poor academic performance/failed exam

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90
Percent of respondents

Source: Creative Associates International (2014a)

BThe other three districts were added later to meet sampling requirements.

14 See Creative Associates International (2014b) for complete findings from the situational analysis.
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These reasons led to were exacerbated by high student absenteeism (Figure 11.B.2). About 25
percentof atrisk students and 35 percent of dropauissedmore than two dayef school per

month anchearly 35 percent of atsk andmore thab5 percenof dropoutshad missed morénan

15 consecutive days of scholkarly60 percenof the parents/guardians were not awaréoéti r c hi | d o
school attendanc@&learly 40percentof theat-risk students reported their parents allowed them to

stay home when not ill.

Figure 11.B.2. Abgnteeism reported by dropouts aneriak students
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Source: Creative Associates International (2014a)

Many atrisk students reported poor treatment by teachers and an unsupportive school environment
(Figure 11.B.3).More thana third thought theirteaelsd i dndét t hink they were
one third of students reported that teachers treated some students betithargrgenerally the

stronger students. édrly the same percentage said teachers were critical of those who gave an
incorrect aswer, but fw childrencriticized teachers for using physical punishn{@@tpercent of

atrisk students and 13 percent of dropau&fudent engagement is relatively low, with only little

more than orghird completing homework assignments and a quarter reporting being bullied. One

out of five atrisk students say school is not fun (Figure 11.B.4).
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Figure 11.B.3. Treatment by teactsereported by atisk students
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Source: Creative Associates International (2014a)

Figure 11.B4. Atrisk studentengagement irschool

40
35
35 33

[}
;E, 30
°
2 o5 24
a 20
o 20
-— 16
[}
= 15
3]
5 10
o

5

0

Rarely or never Spends less than School is not fun No participation Is bullied or picked on
completes required 1 hour on homework in school activities
homework each night

Source: SDPP situational analysis data collection; 2011

In October2011, SDPP convened a consultation workshoprogram design irCambodiato
solicit ideas for and determine the schbaked dropout prevention interventions with the greatest
chance of both success and of sustainability. SDPP led stakeBoideltsding nongovernmental
organizations and education auiktiesd through the main findings from the literature review and
situational analyses, and discussed intervention options for the BD§&m. The SDPP contract
paramete® which excluded economic subsidies, vocational training, construction/infrastructure
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improvements and general teacher traifiingere reviewed® Design workshop participants
ranked a set of intervention options. SDPP then selected the interventid®anibodiausing
these rankings along with additional program consideratiome complemerary inventions were
planned, based on power calculations, sample size parameters and fifneline.

One of the complementary interventions wasned at reducing negative student behaviors
associated with dropout, such as attendancethendtheraimed at student motivation, based on

the findings of the situational analysihich foundthat students and their parents did not perceive
schooling as useful or providing the skills needed in the job market. Stakeholders in Cambodia
selected EWS adhé primary program component and computer labs with computer literacy
instruction as a second interventidn.

2. Early warning system

The purpose of the EWS was to identify and provide targeted support to students at risk of dropping
out of school. Th&EWS used existing data in schools as well as teacher input to ideniigk at
students, closely monitor them, and target them for additional support. It was intended to enhance
the capacity of schools to address the needsidlkapupils, strengthen thgartnership between

the parents/guardians and school personnel to monitor and improve school attendance and
performance, and raise awareness among parents/guardians and the community about the value of
children staying in school and what parents/guardiansdo to support their children. The EWS
consisted of three components: (1) identification of students at risk of school dr)dirst

response strategiesnd (3) community engagement.

In Component 1, the SDAFPogram inCambodiavorked with teacérs to identify atisk students

based on six measures of dropout risk. These included the globally recognized ABCs ofidropout
attendance, behavior, and coursevdodnd were augmented with other contextually specific
indicator® overage and distance to scih(Associates International 2014I5DPP worked with
teachers to score and rank studentsd relative
atrisk studentg®

Component 2 u

ed a Atrack and tr iotpgiskistoderdsp pr o ac
and initiate fi

S
i rst responseo activities when

B“Whil e USAI D6s AME Regional Bureau recognized the role
qgual ity barri er s ionghotto serd éhgir children foaamioll thesesypes df enterventions were
excluded from experimentation for a variety of reasons. A solid research base already existed for economic subsidies
and cost alleviation measures. Infrastructure improvementsamstruction exceeded USAID manageable interests.

Desire to focus on dropogpecific interventions eliminated general teacher training for instructional improvement,

which was already funded under other programs. Finally, funding for USAID Basic Edupathibited expenditure

of SDPP budget on vocational education activities.

16 The SDPP contract specified two recommendations for interventions. SDPP was originallyy@anneegram,
and did not provide sufficient time to design, develop, and implematiple interventions in each country.

17 See Shrestha, R. and K. Tietien, $DPilot Design Plan: Cambodigebruary 2012).

18 please see Appendix A for more details on the SDPP determination of dropout risk.
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and tracked key student behaviors, such as attendance, behavior and coursework. Signs of
problems for example, frequent absences oileld classed triggered an immediate set of
response actions, ranging fromdlass attention to contact via letter, phone call and/or home visit
with parentsto case management meetings with school staff to develop an individualized program
of interventian.

Component 3 focused on raising awareness within the community about the importance of
schooling and the problem of dropout. SDPP worked with paeecher associations and other
community groups on advocacy activities and enlisted their support ianmapting some of the

first response activities, working closely with the sch&ol. many school communities, this was

the first time that community or school organizations and their members engaged in student
support activities, not limited to fundraigiror infrastructure improvementhis component also
included outreach activities, such as schaa@ntsto discuss how parents can support their child

in school. These activities were designed to directly change the bel@\dorsmunity members,
parents and students themselves.

3. Computer Labs

About 20 percentf atrisk students, dropouts, teachers arttbst administrators surveyed said
that having computers at school would make school more interesting, fun and/oriis=kdme
percentage of aisk students and dropouts indicated a desire for vocational training and job
related supportaaccess to computers and lessons on basiputamliteracy coulgrovidestudents
skills that aresoughtafter inthe job marketOffering training in basic comper skills could
motivate students & and convince their parents to let thierstay in and attend school regularly

SDPP installed computer labs and provided computer literacy training to-gaaget students
Unigue among SDPP countries, this additiomérvention was only provided to a subset of
schools receiving the EWS intervention. Cambodia schools were divided into three groups: one
treatment group receiving the EWS intervention (the EWS graung) treatment group receiving

the EWS and computealh interventions (the EW$ Computers group)ynd one control group.

Each schooleceiving this intervention haa dedicated computer roomttvia host computer,
whichservehs t he teachero6és workstation, andol6 adc
the host computer through a Localk&rNetwork (LAN), and a laser print&olar panels installed

on computer room roofs providéhe computer rooms with electricity. Students recto@mputer

lab access for two hours per werith an average of threéuslents per terminal per cla&reative
Associates Internationa012a)

C. Program implementation

The SDPPProgram was active in schools during two school years, iZIA3 and 20132014
(Figure I1C.1). Students and teachers of target grades receivedial gaar of exposure during
the first year of the program (SY 202013) because of the timing of the rolit of program
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activities. Students and teachers of the target grades during the second school year received the
program for at least one full scHo@ar (SY 20182014)*°

19 The teachers and school administratorsewigst trained in August and September of 2012, before the beginning of SY 2012
2013 in October. Another training occurred in October 2013 at the beginning of S¥2PQ#3 The computer labs were installed
prior to SY 20122013, and the computer literackasses began in October 2012. Because of delays in the identificatiems&f at
students, the EWS did not begin until January 2013 fot 8th-, and 9thgrade students in SY 2012013. For new 7tgraders

and returning 8th and 9raders in SY 2012014, both the EWS and computer lab sessions began in October 2013.
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Figure 11.C.1. Rollout of the interventions @ambodia

2012 2013 2014
M| J AlS J J[J (0] J | A J
Program rollout E EC EOA
Data collection X X

Note:  School year in Cambodia lasts from October to June.

T = teacher and school administrator training begins; E = EWS intervention rolled out to students; C = Computer labstmo#edamls and studenSQA = end of activitiesX = Impact
evaluation data collection in schools.

2011 2012 school year
2012 2013 school year
2013 2014 school year
20142015 school year
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Figure 11.C.2 Grades by academic year for SDPP students in Cambodia

School Year (October — June)

2012-2013 | 2013-2014 | 2014-2015

N

Baseline Follow-up 1 Follow-up 2 Follow-up 3
J

Intervention
Implementation

D. Fidelity of Implementation

As part of the research design, Fidelity of Implementation (FOI) was measured to determine the
extent to which the SDPP interventions were being implemented as deSg#e evaluated the
FOI of the EWS and afteschool componenis March/April 2014 andlune 2014.

To assess the fidelity of the EWS implementation, SDPP examined how well schools and teachers
identified atrisk students, tracked their attendance, communicated with parents, and provided
follow-up supportin the second year of implementatitwp rounds of FOI data were collected

and analyzed.

Overall, schools appeared to implement the EWS as intended, having high levels of
implementation fidelity Creative Associates International and Sckoebchool International
2015. In round 1, 90 peent of the schools scored met or exceeded the threshold score of 80
percent. Schools met or exceeded the threshold for two of the components (identificatigskof at
studens, tracking and monitoring atsk students), but fell below the threshold favot
components (communicating with parents/guardians and undertaking-fgl@etions)Figure

11.D.2).

Results from the second round showed notable improvement. In rduimdifd to schools which
had fallen below the threshold in round 80 percent of chools met or exceeded the threshold

Findings from the School Dropout Prevention PRobgram ImpacEvaluationin Cambodia Pagel3



for fidelity. (Figure 11.D.1) By component, 91 percent of schools met or surpassed the threshold
score for tracking research students and 94 percent for communicating with parents. Although 74
percent of schools metr @xceeded the threshold level for follays action, primarily case

management, which was below the threshold, this showed considerable improvement from round
1 (Figure 11.D.2).

Figure I1.D.1. EWS: Proportion aichoolsmeeting orexceeding 8% FOI threshold

90%
80%

Early Warning System Round 1 Early Warning System Round 2
(n=216) (n=80)

Source: Creative Associatdsiternational and Schoab-School International (2015).

Figure I1.D.2. EWS: Proportion afchoolsmeeting orexceeding FOthreshold bycomponent
0,
94% 100%

0
91% 94%
71% 74%
I 3% I
Component 1 Component 2 Component 3 Component 4
(Identify and Track (Attendance of At- (Communication with(Follow-up Support)
At-Risk Students)  Risk Students) Parents)

® Round 1 (n=216) m Round 2 (n=80)

Source: Creative Associates International and Schoebchool Inernational (2015)
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To assess the implementation of ttmenputerlabs, SDPP looked at whether the computer labs
where in place and functional, if students received instruction according to the office curriculum
and if support was provided for computer lavsl instruction. Fidelity of Implementation was

high, with mean scores of 80 percent or higher. In Round 1, 97 percent of classrooms received two
hours or more of instruction each week, and all computer lab materials were available and
functioning. The geatest proportion of schools met the threshold in Compdngr@0 percent)
followed by Components 3 and 2. Because of the high FOI, a second round of data collection was
not conducted.

During a second round of data collection in June 2014, studentrassgssvere administered to
7th-grade students to determine their level of computer literacy. Compared tdestpgesen to

the same students, there were some improvements; however, overall the study found that the
majority of students could not correcipswer most items (Creative Associates International and
Schootto-School International 2015).

Figure 11.D.3.Computer labsproportion ofschoolsmeeting orexceeding 8@ercent~OI threshold

(0]
100% 93%
I )
Component 1 Component 2 Component 3
(Computer labs in place andStudents receive instruction (Support provided for
functional) according to official  computer labs and instructior
curriculum)
E Round 1 (n=108)

Source: Creative Associates International edchootto-School International (2015).

Figurell.D.4. Computer labs AverageFOl Scores by Component and Data Collection Round

98%
93% 94%
Component 1 Component 2 Component 3
(Computer labs in place and (Students receive instruction(Support provided for computer
functional) according to official curriculum) labs and instruction)
® Round 1 (n=108)

Source: Creative Associates International and Schoebchool International (2015).

Findings from the School Dropout Prevention PRobgram ImpacEvaluationin Cambodia Pagel5



Finally, SDPP examined to what extent control group schools may have received components of
the SDPPProgram. From a randomly selected group of 51 control schools, the study found that
very few schools reported having teachers transfefrom SDPP schoojsand none had
implemented SDPProgram elements or materiafSréative Associates International and School
to-School International 20}5

lll. Evaluation Design

A. SDPP Theory of Change

A conceptual model of SDPProgram activities and how they might affestudent and teacher
outcomesguided the design of the impact evaluat{®gure Ill. A.1). This model posits that
teacher and parent knowledge and pradlicgsared and reinforced by the larger community

ar e

nput s

i nt o st udendteslutatioaal aspiratiord.eTheset studeatr d

attitudes translate into student engagement in school, including their attendance, behavior, and
academic performance. The complex, cumulative interactibthese factors are inputs into the
st udent OGesireand detision tp remash in school or dvap

Figure Ill.A.1. CambodiaSDPP conceptual model

School Dropout

Student Engagement

in School

Student Attitudes

Teacher Behavior
and Attitudinal

Outcomes

Dropout
Attendance Behavior Performance
Student
Attitudes and
Aspirations
Teacher Prevention Parent
Practices and (—) Support
Support o

i i

Teacher, Parent, and Community Knowledge and Awareness
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The ultimate goal of these activities is to reduce schombout and SDPP activities involved
working directly with teachers, administrators, and p@remith this goal in mind Teachers
receivedextensive training to influence their attitudes toward and practised withatrisk
students, as well as instruction on how to use a new EWS. The EWS was designed to improve
student attendance and attitudewsdrd school, both directly (through interactions with students)
and indirectly (through interactions with teachers and parents). The idea behind this system is that,
by changing teacher, administrator, and parent knowledge and behaviors toward studiemnts, s
attitudes toward school should change. This improvement in attitudes should lead to more student
engagement in and attachment to school, which in turn should reduce school dropout. Likewise,
the computer lab activities were designed to improve studétitudes toward school and
encourage attendance by teaching students computer literacy skills.

Recognizing the complex processes that lead to dropping out, mechanisms through which the
SDPP interventions aim to reduce dropout are varied and focusefiuemcing intermediate
outcomed specifically the attitudes, practices, and behaviors of teachers, parents, and
studentd that that may be related to dropout.

B. Research Questions

Based on this conceptual mod8DPP designethe impact evaluation taddress five primary
research question®:

1. Does SDPP improve teacher behavior and attitudes?
2. Does SDPP improve student attitudesard schodt

3. Does SDPP improvetudent engagement in school associated with retestimh as
attendance?

4. Does SDPP improve the dropout rate?
5. What are SDPP6s iIimpacts for students most

C. Evaluation Design

To answer these questions, SDIBRd a randomized controll&ibl design, as depicted in Figure
[ll. C.1. SDPP randomly ssigned schools to either an SDP®/S-only group that provided the
SDPPEWS program,an SDPP EWS+Computegroup that provided the SDPP EWS program
and the € program,or a control group that operated as usyatomparingelevant outcomes for
students,gachers, and administrators in schools with the SDPP program (the&Wwgoup and
the EWS+Computers groppgo the outcomes of students and teachers in schiantbomly
assigned to the control group.

20 SeeMurray NancyQuinn Moore Larissa Campuzartathy BuekEmilie BaghyandMark Straye?012for details
on the evaluation design
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A randomly assignedontrol group is a crucial element of
rigorous impact evaluation because it allows the evaluat
estimate what would have happened in the absence o
program With wellimplemented random assignment, t
students and teachers in treatment schools will be similg
those in control schools in terms of their jgpasting
characteristics. The only systematic difference between t
groups is that the students anadeers in the treatment groy
were offered the SDPMProgram, and the students ar
teachers in the control group were not. The result is that
observed treatmermontrol differences in outcomes can |
attributed to the SDPP program and not to-existing
differences in the characteristics of students, teachers,
schools in the sample.

What is an impact evaluation?
A Goal: an evaluatiodesigned to

provide answers to policy or
program effectiveness; aims to
generate rigorous evidence to
answer guestions about program
impact

Purpose: establish the causal effeq
of an intervention through the use
a counterfactual

Mechanism: Comparison of
outcomes for those randomly
assigned to SDPP and control
groups

Figure 1l1.C.1 SDPPRandomizedControl Trial design in Cambodia

Eligible Schools

Random Assignment

' }

Control group SDPP EWSonly group SDPP ng%:gj%mputer

From 322 eligible schools in Cambodia, 107 schools were randomly assigned to the control group,

}

107 schools were randomly assigned to the SDPP -BMWS group, and108 schools were

randomly assigned to the SDPP EWS+ Computers group. Over the course of the projeets data w

collectedon 60739individual students an®,516teachers in control schools, 839students and
2,677 teachers in SDPP EVW8ly schools, and%958 and 2,810 individual students and teachers

in EWS+Computers schools.

1. Study eligibility

To be eligible for the evaluation, schools in Cambodia ha@l jmffer grades 7, 8, and @) not
have high migration(3) be accessibj¢4) have a room available for the computer, (&) employ
at least four teachers with computer skided (6) not have a p&xisting computer labThe
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evaluation team identified 322hools that met these critéfial07 were randomly assigned to the
SDPPEWS-only group 108 were assigned to the SDPP EWS plus computer lab gnodid,07
were randomly assigned to the control group.

2. Primary impact analysis

Given the RCT design, t he as siwmsessnoeusds orothe t h e
difference in average outcomes at our final folopv between students and teachers randomly
assigned to the SDPP group and those randomly assigned to the control group. Because random
assignment means that there should be no systemtifferences in baseline characteristics
between the SDPP and control groups, a simple difference in outcomes across groups provides a
rigorous, unbiased estimate of the SOPPOo gr amés | mpact . However, we
precision of the impaatstimates and our ability to identify impacts as statistically significant by
using statistical models that adjusted for small differences in the initial characteristics of the study
groups that may have arisen by chance or because of survey nonréépotiss.way, the impact
estimates adjust for baseline values of the outcomes of interest, as well as individual and school
level characteristics. RCT impact estimates are considered the gold standard in evaluating program
effectiveness’® 24

These impacestimates represent the difference in the outcome of interest at endline that is
attributable to the SDPProgram relative to the status quo. The estimates are expressed as
percentage point differences between the treatment and control group. The istjpaates

reported in this study should be interpreted as the difference in outcomes that resulted from
exposure to SDPP. For example,faX0 per centage point favorabl e

indicates that, on aver ag e percentage paints dopver than itr at e
would have been under businesausual operations. We also present percentage increases or
decreases in the primary outcomes across the

changesdo shoul d Mmetperec dadmtteege rfed healn gaesd t1+ hat m
post measure or baseline/endline change, but rather the increase or decrease in the treatment
groupds outcome measure in relation to the co

The impact analysis includedl studentsin targeted gradesn SDPP and control schools,
regardless of whether the studeintshe SDPP schoolsarticipated inSDPPProgramactivities
Therefore, the estimatespresenthe average impacif the SDPHAProgram orall students in the
enrolledschools These are called intetd-treat (ITT) estimated they reflect the fact that not
every school or studeiritended to béreatd (via program servicesctuallyparticipaedin the
program.ThelTT estimatesherefore answehe policy-relevant questiah do programs make a

21 power calculations conducted as a part of the study design and conversations with the SDPP team in Cambodia suggested that a
sample size of 322 schools would need to be included in the study in order to detect a 7 percentage point impact dhidropout.
sample size was much larger than in other SDPP countries given the three study arms and the number of schools meeting the
eligibility criteria in the targeted geographies. See Appendix A for more information on these calculations.

22 Statistical significane i s expl ained in Section |.&%; see text box on fAsta

23 Multiple comparison concerns apply in the analysis of multiple treatments. Given that there are three research groups in
Cambodia, SDPP adjusts for the additional comparisonghaitge from this design using the Scheffé method, which adjusts the
statistical significance level for all possible comparisons (Scheffé 1959). This correction is applied to all analysbsdimCam

24 please see Appendix B for more details on the imgstonation methods.
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difference for schools that choose to er#dihese types of estimates are widely used in large
scale evaluations and preserve the integrity of the random assignment design.

SDPP worked wittyth, 8th, an®th gradersrom SY 20122013 and SY 2012014.Therefore,

SDPP worked with(1) SY 20122013 8th graders, who continued to receive the program in SY
20132014 in their 9th grade yeal2) SY 20122013 7th graders, who continued to receive the
program in SY 2012014 n their 8th grade yeaand (3) SY 2012014 7th graders, who received

the program only during SY 2012014. The analyses look at outcomes fbese cohorts of
students. SDPBchools and control school outcomes are compared, and differences are estimated
while controlling for schoelevel and individualevel information regarding the school year
during which they received SDPP.

3. Impact analysis for atrisk students

The SDPPProgramwas intended to affect outcomes more strongly for studentkaif dropout

than for students not at risk, since the goal of the EWS was to train teachers to identify and work
with students that are at risk of dropping out of schbleérefore, SDPP analyzed the impacts on
students at risk of dropout. SDPP identified stuslenSDPP and control schools as at risk based

on student characteristics before they entered the 8th grade, mimicking the EWS identification
process as closely as possible with available data. SDPP was limited to the $20A@12th

grade students in l&ng at atrisk subgroups, since SDPP was only able to get baseline
information from studentrecorderf st udents who had been i n schi
school records do not follow them from primary school), Therefore, SDPP was unable to use
baseline data to characterize either SY 203 or SY 20182 014 7t h grader sd6 a
SY 2017 2013 9th graders were not included in any of our impact analyses, since they received

the SDPHProgram for less than a year. SDPP conducted a subgrowysiarailthe SY 20112013

8th grade students that SDPP identified ass&t Thissubgroup analysis is part of our primary
assessment of whethilse SDPPProgrameffectively accomplished its goals (or was effective).

Importantly, the students identified at risk for the subgroup analysis in SDPP schools based on
baseline characteristics are not necessarily the same as those identified by the EWS in SDPP
schools. However, there is substantial overlap in these groups. SDPP focused the primary analysis
on the subgroup of students identified as at risk of dropout based on their baseline characteristics
because it would allow us to identify-@gk students in the control group using an analogous
process. More critically, preserving the integrity of the rand@signment design requires that
subgroup analysis be based on baseline characteristics observed before receiving program services,
and students in both SDPP and control schools are thus identified as beskgirathe same

manner.

4. Additional subgroup analyses

In addition to looking at impacts separately forriak students, SDPP also conducted several
additional subgroup analyseihe SDPFRProgram was not designed to have different impacts for
different subgroups of students (other than studentiskabf dropout), however the literature
suggests that outcomes and impacts might vary for different types of studestsmight be
differential impacts for students witlertain characteristics (such as gender, or beingayeifor
their grade)for different types of schools (such e percentagef atrisk students in a school
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and the school 6s di 9,toaforcddferentaypes bfeeactiarss(suchias t
differences by gender or by fdline teaching statug)rable 111.C.1). These subgroup analyses
provide interesting context for tiermpretation of the main findings but are not part ofghmary
assessment of program effectivendsscause these subgroup analyses were exploy&biyP
did not adjust statistical signific@e thresholds for multiple comparisamsen there were multiple
subgroup comparisons being madéese additional subgroup analyses provide interesting
context for our interpretation of the main findings and insight into the groups for which the SDPP
Program may be more or less success$tul.
Table IIl.C.1. Primary andadditionalsubgroupanalyses
Subgroup o Analysis
Subgroup Type Definition Type
At-risk students / Net Students| Students were identified as being most at risk of drop Primary
atrisk students outbased on information on their characteristics avai
in school records at baseline before entering the targ
grade.
Female/male Students;| Studentand teachesex was determined from school Additional
Teachers| records.
Full-time teaching Teachers| Teachers were determined to be-tithe or not fulttime Additional
status (parttime, contract, volunteer, or other types of teach
that are not full time employees)
Overage / not over Students| A student is considered to be oxagge if he or she istw¢  Additional
age years older than the appropriate age for his or her gr
compared to those who were within two years of the
appropriate age.
High % atrisk/low % Schools | SDPP divided schooigto a group that was at the 70th ~ Additional
at-risk percentile or higher in percentage ofigk students at
baseline among control group schools (the high
percentage group) and a group that was below the 7
percentile (the low percentage group).
Distance tcschool Schools | SDPP defined schools that were below the control sq  Additional
medi an for distance to (g
the district capital (th
that were at or above tHh
di strict capital (the Ar
5Primary and additional measures of SDPPOs

To selectoutcomedor the impact studySDPPidentified the key domains that were expected to

be affected by the SDPProgramas indicated by # program theory of changél) teacher
behavior and attitudeg2) student attitudeq3) student engagement in schoahd (4) school
dropout.Within each of these domains SDPP identified key outcomes that the SDPP program was
intended to affect; theseimary outcomes can be used to assess whether the program achieved its
goals. In addition to the primary outcomes, the evaluatmpmesents findings foadditional

25 Because these subgroup analyses were exploratory, SDPP did not adjust statistical significance thresholds for multiple
comparisons when there were multiple subgroup comparisons being made (Schochet, Peter Z. 2009).
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outcomes to provide context to the primary analysisnaoige detail on how students and tesrsh
may have been affected by SDPP

affefdenet i venes

Table II1.C.2. Primary and additional measures of Cambodia SIFPPo g r a md s

(SY 201P2013 and SY 2012014)

Domain

Primary measures of program effectiveness

Secondary measures*

Teacher outcomes

Teacher dropout prevention practice scale
(range: 1 to 8), SY 2012013 and SY
20132014, grade 7, 8, and 9 teachers

Teacheré6s sense -usk r
students scale (range: 1 to 8) 2012
2013 and SY 2012014, grade 7, 8, and 9
teachers

Teacherédés sense of s
to 5),SY 20122013 and SY 2012014,
grade 7, 8, and 9 teachers

Administrator dropout prevention practice sca|
(range: 1 to 8)SY 2012 2013 and SY
2013 2014 school administrators

Admi ni st r a tespondilility foean s
risk students scale (range: 1 to 8Y, 2012
2013 and SY 2012014 school
administrators

Admini stratords sens
(range: 1 to 5)SY 20122013 and SY
2013 2014 school administrators

At-risk student
attitudes

Emotional attitudes toward school, SY 2012
2013 and SY 2012014, for atrisk
students in the SY 2012013 8th grade
cohort

Cognitive attitudes toward school, SY 2012
2013 and SY 2012014, for atrisk
students in the SY 2012013 8th grade
cohort

Behavioral attitudes toward school, SY 201}
2013 and SY 2012014 for atrisk
students in the SY 2012013 8th grade
cohort

Student perception of teachers, SY 2MA®13
and SY 201B2014, for afrisk students in
the SY 20122013 8th grade cohort

Student peception of parental engagement, S
20122013 and SY 2012014, for atrisk
students in the SY 2012013 8th grade
cohort

Student perception of computer training, SY
20122013 and SY 2012014, for atrisk
students in the SY 2012013 8th grade
cohort

Engagement in school

Attendance, October 204Rine 2013, SY
2012 2013; October 2033une 2014, SY
2013 2014; SY 20122013 7th and 8th
grade cohorts and SY 2013014 7th
grade cohort

Performance in Khmer, SY 20012013 and SY
2013 2014, SY 2012013 7th and 8th
grade cohorts and SY 2012014 7th grade
cohort

Performance in math, SY 20112013 and SY
2013 2014, SY 201r2013 7th and 8th
grade cohorts and SY 2012014 7th grade
cohort

Behavior score, SY 2012013 and SY 2013

2014, SY 20122013 7th and 8th grade
cohorts and SY 2012014 7th grade cohor|

Dropout

Students were considered dropouts if they
were no longer continuing their education a
the last possible time SDPP observed them
Students who started the program as 8th
graders in the first year of implementation
were considered to have dropped out ifithe
did not complete their final grade 9 exams if
the second year of implementation. Student

who started the program as 7th graders in t

Progression from 7th grade to 9th grade or
higher for the SY 2012013 7th grade
cohort and progression from 7th grade to
8th grade or higher for the SY 201014
7th grade cohort.
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Domain Primary measures of program effectiveness Secondary measures*

first and second years of implementation we
considered to have dropped out if they did 1
enroll in school for th€014/2015 school yea
(as 8th and 9th graders, respectively).

* Exploring the impact of SDPP on these additional outcomes of interest is meant to be descriptive in nature, to provide context

and better understand the i mpacts on the primary measures b
analyses on adtibnal outcomes, SDPP did not adjust statistical significance thresholds for multiple comparisons when presenting
impacts of the programSY = school year.

Within the teacher outcomes domain, the primary outcome measure is a scale representing teacher
dropout prevention practices (Table@I2). SDPP worked directly with teachers to improve their
knowledge and practices related to preventing dropout. Since teachers inspire and shape student
attitudes and behaviors, changes in teacher practices magagrpratalysts for student change.
Changes in student attitudes should then result from these changes in teacher attitudes and
practices, and so SDPP looks at outcomes within the student attitudes domain. The three primary
outcomes in this domain are se&uid emotional, cognitive, and behavioral attitudes toward school.
Changes in student attitudes should then result in changes in student engagement in school,
including in their attendance. Low attendance may indicate that students are less activerpsirticipa

in their own education, which could be a sign that students are on their way to dropping out of
school. Finally, SDPP analyzes student dropout at the time of the final data collection.

In addition to the primary outcomes, the evaluation analyzesi@ulitnformationto provide

context to the primary analysis and increase understanding of the ways in which the program was
and was not effective in influencing a particutbomain Table 1ll.C.2 lists these additional
outcomes, which include teacher taities and practices, student perceptions of teachers and
parents, academic performance, behawnd grade progression.

IV. Sampling and data collection

This report draws on data from three sources: (1) student records collected from schools;
(2) surveysconducted with atisk students; and (3) surveys conducted with school administrators
and teachers teachiith, 8th, oi9th-grade homeroom, math, aktimerlanguage courseSDPP
collected tls data at five points in timever four school year$rom theschool year before the
rollout of the progran{SY 2011 2012)to the school year after completion of the prog(&¥

20141 2015) (Figure 11.C.1). Across the five rounds of data collection, SDPP gathered information
on the three cohorts used in the analysis, their teachers, and their schools.

Across all data collection rounds SDPP gathered data from 322 stHd@8sin the
EWS+Computers group, 107the EWS groupand107in thecontrolgroup that are used in the

impact analysis (Table 1V.1). SDPdhalyzed data on studerftem school records for 54,855
students in the EWS+Computers group, 54,323 students in the EWS group, and 50,336 students
in the control group. Similarly, SDPP analyzed information collected from interviews with 1,755
students from the EWS+Computers group, 1,817 students from the EWS group, and 1,694 students
from the control group. SDPP administered 1,639 interviews to eligible8th, and 9thgrade
teachers in the EWS+Computers group, 1,591 interviews to eligible 8th-, and 9thgrade
teachersn the EWS group, and 1,587 interviews to eligible-,78th-, and 9thgrade teachers in
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the control group. SDPP also administer24l interviews to school administrators in the
EWS+Computers group, 239 interviews to administrators in the EWS group, and 229 interviews
to administrators in the control grodp.

TablelV.1.Study sample sizes

EWS +
computer lab EWS group Control group Total

group
Schools 108 107 107 322
Student records 54,855 54,323 50,336 159,514
Student survey 1,755 1,817 1,694 5,266
Teacher survey 1,639 1,591 1,587 4,817
Administrator survey 241 239 229 709

Sources:

administered questionnajrdune 2012, January 2013, May/June 2013, May 2014, and December 2014.

Note:

analyses. Data on different cohorts come from different rounds of data collection.

Sample sizes refer to the number of unique data points from each data collection sousagstithin the impact

SDPP baseline and folloup studentrecords, school questionnaire, student questionnaire, and teacher self

SDPP administered school questionnaires to the schamdtar or deputy director to gather
information about school characteristics, enrollment, and teacher characteristics during each data

collection round. We administere€acher questionnairés directors deputy directorsand 7th,

8th, and 9tlgrade mdt, language, and homerodeacherstthe end of SY 2012012, SY 201

2013, and SY 2012 0 1 4 .

The

teacher

guestionnaire
experience and training, awareness of risk factors related to dropout, and atttuakesand

i ncl

practicesused withat-risk studentsEligible teachers and administrators responded at a rate of 80

percent, 83 percent, and 82 percent at each data collection point (S2Q021SY 20122013,

SY 2013 2014) respectively.

During each round of dataltection, SDPP obtainedfeial studentrecordsto glean nformation

ontheattendanceschool performancelemographics, and enroliment of the three cohorts. During

three rounds of data collectioa, thestart of SY 20122013 the end ofSY 2014 2013 and the
end of SY 20182014, SDPP alsmterviewedstudentsvhowere atrisk of dropping out of school

(based on their baseline characteristtosdssessheir attitudes abouschool. A subset of atsk
students from each cohostas sampled for interview and included in the analyses. The actual

sampling process in the field varied by cohort because of the data available to identify student risk
statusat the time of samplingDPPdescribs this process in detail in Appendix A.

As mentioned earlier, to identify-aisk students for the evaluation, SDPP only used data that were
available in school records for all SDPP and control group schools. This is a different method than
the one used to identify-aisk students via the EW& SDPP schoolg.0 identify students based

on school recordssDPPusedthreeanalogs of the six at i s k
EWS atrisk identification process: (1) attendance frdfarch 2012during the previous school

26 please see AppeixdA for further details about data collection. An eligible subset of the students and teaabessavin the

analysis.
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year(SY 2011 2012) (2) 14 semester SY 2012012 exam score iKkhmerand math and (3)
overage for grade stati§é2®

At-risk gudents who were selected faminterview responded to questions about demographics
emotional, cognitive, and behavioral attitudes toward scherad; peceptions of teachers and
parents. Sampled students responded at a r&4é pércent,68 percent,and55 percentat each
data collection pointat the end of SY 2012012, SY 2012013 and SY 20182014)
respectively.

V. Characteristics of the sample pror to implementation

Havingdata on the sample members before they are expom#eelintervention is a crucialement

of a rigorous impact evaluatipit provides information orthe samplé baselinecharacteristics
andallows us to check for equivalence betwéea treatment and control groups.the case of
SDPP inCambodiathe characteristics of students and teachers gathefere thantervention
started in schoolg October2012is our reference poirfor all stbsequent measurement and
analysis.

SDPP and control group schools had comparable characteristics at h&@¢Rtd 1 2012),with

only a few stéstically significant differenceglable V.1, top panel)he typical EWS+Computers

group school enradid abou 389 7th, 8th, and 9tgrade students, compared with 386 students in

the EWS group schools, and 356 in the control group schBdfmols in the EWS+Computers
group and the EWS groupdhaon average, 11.1 and 11.2 9th grade teachers, compared to 10.2 in
the control group schools. The attendance rate in 7th angr&tle in EWS+Computers schools
was2i 3 percentage points higher than the attendance rate in control group schools. Schools in the
EWS group hd fewer active school infrastructure programs thamosts in the control group,

while EZ\QVS+Computers group schools were further from the district capital than EWS group
schools:

SDPPfound few statistically significant differences between the EWS+Computers, EWS and
control group characteristics for 7thh8and 9th grade teachef®achers in all three groups were
between 32 and 33 years old, and3336 were female. The distribution of teaching certification

was slightly different between the EWS and control group schdédlty-three percent of
EWS+Compugr and control group teachersihass than ten years teaching experience, compared

to 47 percent of teachers in the EWS group schools. For both groups, less than 2 percent of teachers
had 30 years or more of teaching experierndery few teachers lthreceived training related to

27 Students in 7th grade who were 15 years old on the first day of school were assigned a risk status of 1, and thoseéwho were 1
yeas or older on the first day were assigned a risk status of 2. Ejghdle students who were 16 years old were assigned a risk
status of 1, and those who were 17 years or older were assign&hta vasavailable for behavior scores; however, the level o
missing data was judged to be too severe to use.

28 Because schools do not include 6th grade, SD&®mly able to collect printervention data for these analogs for the SY 2012
2013 8th and 9th grade cohorts, when they were in 7th and 8th gradetivedperhe SY 20122013 9th grade cohort is excluded
from the analyses because they did not receive the intervention for a full school year, so the analsisisstfidents includes
only students in the 8th grade in SY 202213 who were identifiedsaat risk of dropping out of school.

29 Given the large number of comparisons made, SDPP expects that these differences occurred by chance.
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atrisk students, and even fewer had received this training within the previouBgsaine scores
on the teacher dropout prevention practice scale were between 6.1 and 6.3;pmirs@&le.

Table V.1. Average schoahd target grade teacher characteristics before intervention (7th, 8th, and 9th

grade, SY2011 2012 (percentage unless indicated otherwise)

EWS + computer

Outcome lab group EWS group Control group
School characteristics prior to intervention
Gradesoffered, SY 20112012
Offer grades other than 7, 8, and 9 29.6 234 28.0
Enrollment (number of students), SY 20112012
Grade 7 162.5 161.1 151.7
Grade 8 127.7 126.6 116.4
Grade 9 97.9 98.8 87.6
Number of teachers, SY 201112012 24.9 24.3 23.2
Teachers per gradé, SY 20112012
Grade 7 12.5 12.5 11.7
Grade 8 12.2 12.5 11.8
Grade 9 11.1* 11.2% 10.2
Student-teacher ratio, SY 20112012
Grade 7 134 13.2 13.2
Grade 8 10.9 10.2 9.9
Grade 9 8.8 8.8 8.5
Attendancerate at time of head count, SY 201112012 (%)
Grade 7 79.8* 77.8 77.3
Grade 8 76.8 75.6 75.1
Grade 9 78.3* 77.9 75.5
Active school program$, SY 20112012
No other active programs 80.0 83.2 74.8
Infrastructure 8.6 3.7 11.2
Textbooks or materials 5.7 7.5 8.4
Scholarships or incentives 1.9 5.6 3.7
Other active programs 6.7 7.5 13.1
Distance to district capital (kilometers) 12.8 ++ 10.2 11.9

Grade 7, 8, and 9 math, language, and homeroom teacher characteristfmsor to intervention (SY 2011i 2012)

Age (years) 32.4 33.2 325
Female 37.2 37.0 33.2
Highest level of certificatiorf AAA

Primary pedagogical certificate 1.1 0.1 2.3

Lower secondary pedagogical certificate 775 78.8 74.1

Upper secondargedagogical certificate 20.5 20.0 22.8

Higher certification 0.9 1.1 0.8
Teaching experience overall

Less than 10 years 54.4 46.8 53.3

10 years to less than 20 years 195 24.0 22.6

20 years to less than 30 years 24.6 28.3 23.0

30 years or more 1.5 0.9 1.1
Received training related to atrisk students

Ever 4.8 4.4 6.7

Less than 1 year ago 1.0* 1.1 2.8
Teacher dropout prevention practice scale (range: 1 to 8) 6.1 6.3 6.2
Sample size

Schools 108 107 107

Teachers 1,006 990 906
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Sources:  SDPP baseline teacher satfministered questionnaire and school questionnhiree 2012 and January 2013.

Note: Differences between SDPP and control group means were tested usitagiédidtests unless otherwise indicated.
The teacher analysiaccounts for clustering of teachers within schools. Sample sizes for some characteristics may be
smaller due to missing responses.

3A single teacher may teach multiple grades/subjects.

b External programs are those funded and implemented by organizati@isthan the school system. More than one external
program can operate in a school. Examples of other programs include tutoring or remediation programs and community
mobilization programs.

¢ Differences between treatment and control group distributi@ms tested using a cbguared test.

d This scale represents the sum of teacher responses to eight items that indicate whether the teacher reports recording daily
attendance, taking action if the student is absent three days in a month, giving weak f@edback, discussing support for weak
students with other teachers, developing plans to support weak students, communicating with parents of weak students, meeting
with weak students, and being willing to come early or stay late to help weak students.

ok [k [ Difference between the indicated treatment group and the control group means is statistically significant at the
.01/.05/.10 level.

+++/++/+ Difference between early warning system + computer lab group and early warning system group means is
statstically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.

A A A/ A ADiffArence between the indicated treatment group and control group distributions is statistically significant at the
.01/.05/.10 level.

0 0 0/ O oDifférence between early warning system + computerglalop and early warning system group distributions is
statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.

Students who were ith and 8thgradein SY 20112012 were also similar across the
EWS-+Computers, EWS, and control groups (Table ¥2.2bout 48 to 8 percentof students in

all groupswverefemale and about 3.6 to 4.3 percent of students in all groups were not appropriately
agedfor their grade Of the EWS+Computergroup students/5.2percentwere at risk of school
dropout at baseline, comparadth 72.5percent ofEWS only group students and 75 percent of
control group student§.he difference between the EWS+Computers group and the &@\yS

group was marginally significant! Daily attendance was high across all groups, at about 96
percent. Averagmath scores across all groups were between 63.3 and 64.1 percent. The difference
between Khmer scores in the EWS group (66.5 percent) and in the control group (68.5 percent)
was marginally significant. Students in theigk sample were more likely to loeerage for their

grade, but otherwise had similar characteristics to the students in the full $ample.

30 Assuming regular progression, the 7th and 8th grade students in S¥2RQ21would have been in 8th and 9th grade in SY
2012 2013.

3'Throughout the report, SDPP wuses the t epvaluefioh@XOgriloweahdl v si gni
istatistically signi f pcamesof®.05oploweref er to di fferences with

32 At baseling SDPP examined a large number of comparisons (3 comparisons each for 193 school, student, teacher, and school
administrator characteristics). Of the comipans related to student attitudes, SDPP found more differences between groups than
what one would expect based on chance. There was little evidence of systematic differences in the treatment and centrol group
baseline characteristics other than studdtitudes. Please see Appendix H for further discussion on baseline characteristics.
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Table V.2 Average student characteristics before intervention (7th and 8th grade, SiY22@2} (percentage of students unless otherwise indicated)

Full Sample At-Risk Sample
EWS+ Computers EWS Group Control Group EWS+ Computers EWS Group Control Group
Group Group
Demographic characteristics
Female 48.0 48.0 48.8 44.8 44.0 45.1
Overage for grade 3.6 3.8 4.3 6.8 7.7 7.0
Factors related to risk of dropout
Categorized aa-risk based on Baseline Informatfor] 75.2* 72.5 75.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Daily Attendance duringrior schoolyear® 96.1 95.6 96.5 95.9 95.0 96.1
Academic Performance on average 1st and 2nd
semester exam scores (rang&QD)
Mathematics 64.1 63.3 63.4 65.8 64.3* 66.8
Khmer 67.8 66.5* 68.5 62.1 60.7 61.5
Sample size
Schools 108 107 107 108 107 107
Grade 7 Students 17,039 16,895 15,568 8,442 8,259 7,695
Grade 8 Students 13,473 13,136 11,903 6,331 6,083 5,680
Students Overall 30,512 30,031 27,471 14,763 14,342 13,375
Sources: SDPP baseline student survey and school records data colldatm@n2012ind January 2013.
Note: Differences between SDPP and control group means were tested usiragéddtests. The analysis accounts for clustering of students withinIscl&ample sizes for some

characteristics may be smaller due to missing responses.
aA student is considered ovage for his or her grade if he or she is two years older than the appropriate age for the grade.

b A student was identified as-ask if: (1) the student received a score of 2 on the indicator related to attendahde t he s u m aigk indidaters (atiskiirtlex)mwaggseater than or equal
to4or (3) t h-eéskisdexumdseimthe dipper d4th percentile of the distion ofthear i sk i ndex for the studentédés cl ass.

¢Only defined for students in the sample that were in phase | data collection. The daily attendance rate is the pescaotzgtag$ a student attended during the school year, constructed bingverag
the monthly percentagésr the most recent school year.

*xfexfx  Difference between the indicated treatment group and the control group means is statistically significant at the .@1£05/.10

++++++  Difference between earlyarning system + computer lab group and early warning system group means is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 leve
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VI. Impacts of SDPP

The evaluation estimated the SDPR®grants impacts on teacher outcomes, student attitudes,
studentengagement in school, and school dropout. This chapter discussgtetiide@which the
SDPPProgram wassuccessful in improving the primary measures of program effectiveness in

each of these domainBhe assessment of the SDPPo gr a md s  ddcuses ortprogr&am e s S
impacts measured as the difference in average outcomes at finatfipllbetween students and

teachers randomly assigned to the SDPP group and those randomly assigned to the control group,
adjusting for baseline characteristics. The actpestimates reported in this study should be
interpreted as the difference in outcomes that resulted from exposure to SDPP. For example, an
AX0 percentage point favorable i mpact on scho
rate under SDPP®% X0 percent age points | ower -ashsaah it w
operations. In some places, to provide additional context we also present percentage increases or
decreases in the primary outcomes across the treatment and control groupsi phesec ent age
changeso should not be interpreted as t-he per
post measure or baseline/endline change, but rather the increase or decrease in the treatment
groupdbdés outcome measur @ atiendline.el ati on to the co

The discussion is organized by outcome domain, as follows: (1) teacher behavior and attitudinal
outcomes(2) student attitude$3) student engagement in schaoid (4) school dropout. Impact
findings for primary and additional measurespobgram effectiveness are presented with bar
charts corresponding to the mean outcome level by random assignment group status. Differences
that are statistically different than zero are indicated with asterisks.

Statistical significance

Estimates of th impact of the SDPProgram are based on differences in average outcomes for Sl
and control group students and teachers. In interpreting these estimates, it is important to e
whether they are sufficiently large that it is unlikely that the difiee is due to chance (indicating
that the SDPHRProgram did have an impacVith this in mind, statistical tests were conducted {
assess whether each impact is significantly different than zero. Impacts estimates are desct
statistically significanif there is less than a 5 percent probability thaty aredue to chance (and
not to the SDPIProgram). Impact estimates are described as marginally significant if the probal
thatthey aredue to chance (and not to the SCF&gram) is between 5 dri0 percent. In tables and
figures, the statistically significant impacts at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent leve
denoted with asterisks as ***, ** or *.

The chance (1%, 5% or 10%) that the reported findings are falsely reporting aniimopsases as
additional tests are conducted. Therefore, caution should be used when interpreting the mea
our exploratory analyses of additional outcomes and subgroups because we do not correct
total number of comparisons being made. Indigidests of these additional contrasts of progra
effects for other subgroups are provided as additional context for the main findings.
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A. Impacts on teacher outcomes

Teachers carshapethe attitudes and actions ¢
students through their actions. As shown in 1
theory of changeonceptual moddFigurelll. A.1),

ateached actionsmightrepresent the first level o
change inmproving intermediate stwht outcomes
and reducing school dropouhe SDPP Program

worked directly with teachers to improve thq
knowledge and awareness of dropout, training th
to identify atrisk students andvork with those
studentsand their families to provide support ar
strengthen their attachment to schd@achersvere

taught to use the EW® improve their dropout

prevention practicesCL teacherseceived training
on computers and managing the computer .l

Changesn teacher actions can be early indicators

Teacher Outcomes

Primary measure of program
effectiveness

f

Teacher takeip of dropout
prevention practices

Additional measures

1 Teachers sense of seifficacy in

f
f

dealing with dropout

Teacher sé6 sense

for addressing dropout

Admi ni strator so
prevention practices, sedffficacy

and sense aksponsibility

charges in student behaviors.

This section discusses
and practices related to dropout.

the i mpacts of

1. Impact on teacher takeup of dropout prevention practices

The pri mary menfuence oeteachér ouscbnfe®ibesteacher dropout prevention
scale. This scale combines responsesidat questions posed to homerooaatherswho were
the focus of the EWS interventipand to teachers of math and language. The questions focus on

SDPP

teacher behavior that might helpragk studentsucceed in schoo{See AppendixC for details

onthe creation of the scaje.

include:

V Recording dailyattendance
Giving weak students feedback
Developing plans to support weak students

Meeing with weak students

< <K<K <K<K<LK KL

Communicating with parents of weak students

Teacher dropout preventionpractices scale (primary measure)

Taking action if the student is absent three days in a month

Discussing support for weak students with other teachers

Willingness to arrive early or stay late to help weak students

Teachers responded to a questionnaire. Scoring is based goan Scale corresponding to eight
survey items that indicate whether the teacher has adopted dropout prevention practices. The it
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The SDPPProgram showed a positive, statistically significant impact on teacher dropout
prevention practices (Figure VIA.1). Teachers in EWS schools scored 6.85 and teachers in
EWS+Computers schools scored 6a88the 8point dropout prevention scaleompared to 58

for teachers in the control schodfsBoth of these represent 15 percent improvements for both the
EWS and the EWS+Computer groups relative to the control group.

FigureVIA1. SDPPG6s i mpacts on t eaatedingS¥r2elp20l3andpr event
SY 20182014)

8

7 6.85"* 6.83**

[¢)]

w

Score on an eighipoint scale
N BN

[

= EWS group EWS+Computers group = Control group

Sources: SDPP baseline and folleup teacher selidministered questionnaires and school records data colledtioa 2012,
January 2013, May/June 2013, and May 2014.

Note: The analysis is based on 7tBth-, and9th-grade homeroom, math, and language teachers during SY Zit2and
SY 20132014 1,404 teachers for the EWS + computers grdu@56 for the EWS groymnd 1305 teachers for the
control group.

Differences between SDPP and control group means wa&sgltasing twdailed ttests. Mean values are adjusted for
baseline characteristics. The analysis accounts for clustering of teachers within schools ang:aclanal grade fixed
effects. For a tabular presentation of these findings, see AppendixH.&ble

*rx[¥x[* Impact estimate is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.
++++1+ Difference between the EWS group and the EWS + computers group is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.

Although a higher percentage of SDPP grbommeroom teachers remained homeroom teachers

for the duréion of the interventior{44 percent of SY2012 homeroom teacheirs EWS schools

and 46 percent of SY 2012 homeroom teacleE8BNVS+Computer schools remained in SY 2014)

than for control group homeosm teachers (33 percent of SY 2012 remained in SY 2014), the
impact on teacher practices may have been greater had a larger percentage of SDPP benefitted
from two full years of SDPP training and intervention implementatanther,a sizable portion

of SDPP school teaché&r23 to 24percend had never received any training related toisk

students.

33 Higher scores indicate better practices to prevent dropout.
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SDPP also examined impacts on six additional measures: one related to actions taken to reduce
dropout, two related to teacher training, and three relattddca c her sd under st andi
Consistent with theimprovements in teacher dropout prevention practices, teachers also
demonstrated increased knowledge of dropout risk factors. In EWS+Computers schools, teachers
could identify an average of 72 pertat risk factors for school dropout and in EWS schools,
teachers could identify 69.4 percent. These scores were higher than control schools, where teachers
could identify only 57.8 percent of risk factors; the differences were statistically significaime.
EWS+Computers and EWS groups, teachers performed 80.4 percent and 82.4opeassible

actions related to dropout, compared to 75.3 percent among teachers in the control group
differences that were statistically significahhese positive impas on teachers SDPP schools

are observed despite the fact that a sizable portion of SDPP school @d&th¢ns24 percent

had never received any training related taisk studentsThe outcomedor these additional
measuresare presented in detail AppendixTableC.3.

SDPP alsexploral the effects oftheSDPPProgramonadditional subgroups that were not directly
targeted bythe programbut are still of interest* Thesecomparisons provide useful context and
can suggest pathways through which SDRghibe working.

SDPPexaminedmpacts on the primary teacher outcome, the teacher dropout preyaaiitioes

scale, for four pairs of subgroups (Figure A/R). In particular, SDPP estimated impacts
separately by the teacaer 8k geundent sthe pesci
di stance to the distr iimeteaching statua. ISDPP had & positve t e ¢
impact on teacher prevention practices in almost every subgroup in both the EWS+Computers and

the EWS group. Thenly difference in subgroup impacts was for gender, where female teachers
showed a greater increase in teacher prevention practice scale than male teachers in the EWS
group, though the difference was only marginally significant. Otherwise, there wereong st

subgroup patterns in impacts on the teacher dropout prevention practice® scale.

34 As described in Section lll, because these analyses are exploratory, SDPP did not adjust therresuttplé
comparisons, despite the large number of comparisons.

35 Differences between impacts for each subgroup were tdstece was atatistically significant difference between
the impact estimatdsr females and for males in the EWS group.
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Figure VIA.2. SDPPProgramimpacts on teacher dropout prevention practices at endline, by subgroup

Difference in SDPP and control
group means in scores on an eight
point scale

Sources:

Note:

2
1,57
1.5
gl 93+ 0.92** 1.00 007, 93" o ., 0:96770.95%
1 ' 0.83* .87+ 0.88** 0. 87*** 0. 88’**0 g3k
0
t Female Male Full-time  Not full- High % At- Low % At- Remote Not remote
time risk risk schools schools

= EWS Group EWS+Computers Group

SDPP baseline and folleup school records datllection, June 2012, January 2013, May/June 2013, May 2014,
and December 2014; baseline and folom teacher selidministered questionnaires and school records data
collection; June 2012, May/June 2013, and May 2014.

The analysis is based on 7tBth, and 9thgrade homeroom, math, and language teachers during SYZ0? and
SY 2013 2014.

Differences between SDPP and control group means were tested usitajeéddtests. Mean values are adjusted for
baseline characteristics. The analysis accounts for clustering of teachers within schools argkacteow grade

fixed effects. Becausénése subgroup analyses are exploratory, statistical significance thresholds were not adjusted
for multiple comparisons. Differencdgetweensubgroup impacts were tested using -taited ttests. Differences
between the EWS+Computer and EWisly groups wer@ot tested for in subgroup analyses.

*k[%%[* Impact estimate is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.

AAA/ AA/ A Statistically signifi can tforthe BWSeQomputeregrotgetiewe en t he
.01/.05/.10 level.
T 1" 1" statistically significant difference between the subgroup impact estimates for thgBWsat the .01/.05/.10 level.
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Tenacious Teacher Keeps Student in School

Now that teachers in SDPP schools are armed wifim==—"=

new approach to keeping sk students in school, they = '”“ Rdventure
see they can make a big difference. Even their stud Puy_frem [x
can see the impact their teachers are having. Chal
Raksmei is one student who credits #&ftorts of his |
teacher, Phoeurn Samphors, to keeping him in schf
Al 6m very happy that |

commi t t o compl et i ngays

Raksmei.

A Grade 7 student at Banteay Kraing Secondary Sck
in Cambodia, Raksmei had never found school easy
struggled for years. At age 16, he had repeated

grades and now was older than his classma
Discouraged, he now missed schoolequently.

Samphors, his teacher, knew Raksmei was on a
track to dropping out of school, but he also knew w
he could do to prevent that from happening.

Teachers in Cambodia persistently follo
EWS steps to reduce dropoutlieir

Samphors had received Early Warning System (EV schools.

training, so he was able to identify Raksmeatssk of

dropping out of school. When he noticed
to Raksmei 6s parents to |l et them know t

with a phone call, but nothing changed. After shafhg k s mei 6 s st ory
management meeting to discussisk students, Samphors planned for the next step in the
process.

Samphors visited Raksmei 0s home to find
his parents to keep Rak® | i n school . Raksmei 6s mot h
at the doorin At f i r st |l wondered why the teac

must have been abosuay smyR askosnnbesi 6asb sneontcheesr,
herson to watch the familyds cattle whil
simply a matter of supporting the fami/l

Samphors wasnét about t o gi wmpaniedpy.ameheer afty
PTA, visited Raksmei 6s home once again
situation, but urged her to reconsider since the family would much better off if her son re
a good education. They asked herto pasaithkes s age t o Raksmei 6s
their decision. She promised she would discuss it with her husband and would ask him
the school the next time he was home.
Samphors and the scHabrector, and together they came up with a plan for Raksmei to s
school.

il of his teacher, school director and P
family, | would have $ays mRaksmed®6 salyang
of many other atisk students who are in school today because of a tenacious teacher an
who put dropout prevention steps into practice. At Banteay Kraing, the school director
the dropout rate declined precipitously.
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2. Impact on additional teacher outcomes

Besides he pri mary meffactkontr ea ol e rSdxiBtdpraciiqeSORPP used
two other scales texaminet e a c $else of $eléfficacyandsense of responsibiliipr at-risk
students SDPPprovides these findings here because they may be of interest and could help
paint a more complete Picture of teachers?o

a. Teacher sense of sekfficacy

An additional indicator of the SDPARogrants effectiveness in addressing dropout feigncing
teachersdé bel i ef affedtirgfactotslassociated wigh stadem érdpouk suchfas

e X

poor behavior, disinterest in class, and absenteeism. This outcome is measured according to the

teacher sense of sadfficacy scalewhich SDPRadaptedrom TschannerMoran and Hoy (2001)
The questions focus on teacher beliefs that they can hakkatudents succeed in school, such

as whether the teacher thinks he or she can encourage students to value learning and provide

assistance to fanms in helping their child succeed in school.

Responses to t he qu-efficacy rangesl freemtd ¢nathing)ttoes daqitea deal)o
and were compiled into a scale in which higher values corresponded to a higher sense of self
efficacy.

Teacher sense of sekfficacy scale
Teachers were asked how much they can do to prevent or attadréskowingl12 factors associated
with dropout

Disruptive behavior in the classroom

Motivation of students with low interest in school

Encouragement of students to believe they are capable of succeeding in school
Help students value learning

Make lessons interesting for students

Enforcing classroom rules

Encouragement of active participation amstygdents not engaged

Identification of students needing extra support

Recording gident attendance

Modification of teaching and learning activities to help weak or poorly performing students
Assistance to families in helping their children do well in sthoo

Help for poorperforming students to do better in school

< <K<K <LK<LKLK<LKKLKKL

The difference between the EWS+Computers group and the control group was marginally
significant. There was no impact on the EWS only grotipachers in the EWS+Computers and
the EWS group schools had an average score of 3.55 and 3.54, respemtitbé/5point sense

of selfefficacy scale, compared with 3.50 for teachers in the control group schools (Figure

36 As described in Section Ill, because these analyses are exploratory, SDPP does not adjust the results for multiplessomparison
despite the large number of comparisons being made.
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VILA3).Thi s means that teachers typically felt
respond to factors associated with drapou

Figure VIA.3. SDPPProgramimpacts on teacher sense of sfficacyat endline (SY 2012013 and SY
2013 2014)
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“EWS Group ~ EWS+Computers Group = Control Group

Source: SDPP baseline and folleup teacher selidministered questionnaires and school records data colledtioa 2012,
May/June 2013, and May 2014.

Note: The analysis is based on 7tBth, and 9thgrade homeroom, math, and language teachers during SY 212 and
SY 2013 2014.

Differences between SDPP and control group means were tested usitagiéddtests. Mean values are adjusted for
baseline characteristics. The analysis accounts for clustering of teachers within schools angackoal grade fixed

effects. Because these are additional outcomes and the analyses are exploratory, statifitealcgighresholds were

not adjusted for multiple comparisons.

*rx[xxf* |mpact estimate is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.

+++1+ Difference between the EWS only group and the EWS+Computers group is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.
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b. Teacher sense of responsibilitjor at-risk students

In addition to teacher sense of self f i cacy scal e, SDPP developed
sense of responsibility for students at risk of dropping out. The questions in this scale focus on
teachersdé opinions about ways to prevent stud

Teacher sense of responsibility for atisk students scale
This scale ibased on teacher agreement whité followingfive statements about-atk students

Students at risk of dropping out of school should work harder

Little can be done by the teacher or school to help students at risk of dropping out

If a student is at sk of dropping out, it is mainly the fault of the parent/guardian or family
At-risk students face too many challenges to succeed in school

At-risk students need more help than teachers have time or resources to provide

< <K<K

Responses for thiscale ranged from 1 (strongly agree) to 4 (strongly disagree). The scale score is
the mean of the five items. Higher values correspond to a higher sense of teacher responsibility for
atrisk students.

The differences between scores in the EWS+Computersich EWS groups and the control

group were statistically significant (Figure VI.A.4). Theyrepresent 2 percent improvements

for both groups relative to the control grodpachers in all research groups tended to have a
moderately high sense m#sponsibility for atisk studentsThe average score for teachers in the
EWS+Computers and EWS schools was 3.32 and 3.33 (out of 4), respectively, indicating that
teachers tended to agree that they bore responsibility-fiskastudents. The averageose for
teachers in the control schools, 3.25, indicates that control school teachers have a slightly lower
sense of responsibility for-aisk students.

Figure VIA 4. SDPPProgramimpacts on teacher sense of responsibdttendline (SY 2022013 and
SY 20132014)

4

3.33™ 3.32 3.25

Score on a fourpoint scale

=EWS group ~ EWS+Computers group = Control
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Source: SDPP baseline and folleup teacher selidministered questionnaires and school records data colledtioa 2012,
May/June 2013, and May 2014.

Note: The analysis is based on 7tBth, and 9thgrade homeroom, math, and language teachers during SY Zii2and
SY 2013 2014.

Differences between SDPP and control group means were tested usitajjéddtests Mean values are adjusted for

baseline chracteristics. The analysis accounts for clustering of teachers within schools andysahaoid grade fixed

effects. Because these are additional outcomes and the analyses are exploratory, statistical significance thresholds were
not adjusted for multie comparisons.

*E[[* Impact estimate is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.

i+ Difference between the EWS only group and the EWS+Computers group is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.

The moderately high sces on both the teacher sense of responsibility scale and the teacher sense
of seltefficacy scale indicate that teachers feel responsible-fislkastudents, and that they have
some ability to address factors associated with dropout. §ip&¥deng additional information

about thdindings for additional teacher outcomes and for administratoippendix C
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EWS Fosters Teacherodés Sense of Re

Since SDPP came to work in my schodlarl @
says Tith Socheata, a homeroom teacher at Veal Pong Secondary School in Cambodia

Socheata is one of 15 homeroom
teachers at Veal Pong trained by SDPP t
use an Early Warning System (EWS) in
her classroom to identify and support
students atisk of dropping out of
school. She explains how the EWS ha:
made a difference in her classroom an
those of her fellow homeroom teachers
nBefore SDPP we di
document s Buteail that nas |
changed.

Low salaries have forced many schoo
personnel to work additional jobs to
supplement their family income. These
second jobs compete with the time
teachers should be cqbeting work at

Cambodian teachers feel amcreased sense of S C h ool - Tasks _ t h
responsibility for monitoring and following up with-ask consider important, particularly
students. administrative duties like keeping up

their school records, are frequently the
first tasks to fall by the wayside when teachers take on second jobs.

However, since the SDARogram began working with her school, Socheata now sees
important these tasks are and why she should do them every day. It has changed the w
does her jobi SDPP made me more aware of how
documents such asudent attendance lists, study record books, tracking books and sco
books. | used to occasionally check on my student attendance list, but now | know | s
record this regularlyd

Teachers have learned from SDPP that these administrative taskstgust bureaucratic
motions, but critical activities for monitoring students and keeping them in school. The E
Warning System helps schools to record,
and course performance. It enables teachersddthis information to identify and then follow
up with students who are at risk of droppingdut. t 6 s not new, but |
i nformation can be used to help studen
like myself to fillin all school documents accurately and on time. This way | can follow
withatr i s k s saysdSechdats., 0

Soy Thirin, Director of Veal Pong School, admits the Early Warning System has re
changed the behavior of his homeroom teacliets.t 6 &s difficolt as it was before to get
my homeroom teachers to keep their student records up to date. They compete to co
their documsaysfTherinnon ti me, O
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3. Impact on additional school administrator outcomes

| mpacts were al so esti mat eprevehtionrpractices, senskseffa d mi n i
efficacy, and sense aksponsibility for arisk studentsEach of these outcomes was measured in
the same way as the teacher outcomes.

a. Administrator dropo ut-prevention practices
The SDPP Program had a positive statistically significant i mp a c t on admini s

dropout prevention practices in Cambodia, for both the EWS and EWS+Computers group
(Figure VI.A.5).

Figure VIA.5. SDPPProgramimpactson administ at or s dr opout prevention pr

7.167* 7.09**

6.57

Score on an eightpoint scale
o = N w N ul (o)) ~ (o]

5 EWS only EWS+Computers group  ® Control group

Source: SDPP baseline and folleup teacher selidministered questionnaires and school records data colledtioa 2012,
May/June 2013, and May 2014.

Note: The analysis is based on 7tBth, and 9thgrade lomeroom, math, and language teachers during SYi2013 and
SY 2013 2014.

Differences between SDPP and control group means were tested usitajieéddtests.Mean values are adjusted for

baseline characteristics. The analysis accounts for clustdriegchers within schools and schgebr and grade fixed

effects. Because these are additional outcomes and the analyses are exploratory, statistical significance thresholds were
not adjusted for multiple comparisons.

*rx[¥x[* Impact estimate is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.

++++/+ Difference between the EWS only group and the EWS+Computers group is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.

In addition, administrators in EWS+Computer schools identifiedvanage of 75.2 percent risk
factors for school dropout out of a list of 8 and administrators in EWS schools identified an average
of 71.4 percent, compared to control school administrators, who only identified an average of 62.6
percent of the risk facter The differences between SDPP group school administrators and control
school administrators were statistically significant.
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b. Administrator sense of selfefficacy

Consistent with the f i nddffinpagysthefeavere roetatistibllg r s 6 s €
significant i mpact s o neffaatyffFigure ¥ltAB6)at or sd sense

Figure VIA.6. SDPPProgram impacts on administrator sense of -géffcacy

5)

3.67 3.71 3.63

Score on a fivepoint scale
w

1
mEWS only © EWS+Computers group = Control group
Sources: SDPP baseline and folloup teacher selidministered questionnaires.
Note: Analysisaccounts for clustering of administrators within schools. Differences between SDPP and control group

means were tested using tialed ttests. Mean values are regression adjusted. Because these additional analyses
are exploratory, statistical significeg thresholds were not adjusted for multiple comparisons.

**x[xx[* Impact estimate is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.

++++/+ Difference between the EWS only group and the EWS+Computers group is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.
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c. Administrator sense of responsibility

SDPP had a positivestatistically significanti mpact on admi ni stratorsoé s
in the EWS+Computers group, but not in the EWS only group (Figure VIA.7).
Administratorsin all research groups tended to have a moderately high sense of responsibility for
atrisk studentsThe averagec®re for teachers in the EWSeRputers and EWS schools was

3.42 and 3.37out of 4), respectively, indicating thatiministratorstended to agree that they bore
responsibility for atisk students. The average score for teeche the control schools, 3D,

indicaes that control school administratti@ve a slightly lower sense of responsibility feriak

students.

Figure VIA.7. SDPPProgram impacts on administrator sense of responsibility
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BmEWS only  EWS+Computers group = Control group
Sources: SDPP baseline and folloup teacher selhidministeed questionnaires.
Note: Analysis accounts for clustering of administrators within schools. Differences between SDPP and control group

means were tested using tialed ttests. Mean values are regression adjusted. Because these additional analyses
are eploratory, statistical significance thresholds were not adjusted for multiple comparisons.

k%% Impact estimate is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level.

+++1+ Difference between the EWS only group and the EWS+Computers group is statistically significant at the .01/.05/.10 level
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School Director Lowers Dropout with EWS

The school dropout rate at Chrey Secondary
School in Cambodia was on the rise, but
since theschool personnel participated in an

SDPP training on how to implement an
Early Warning System (EWS), that trend has
changed. Nong Sokhorn, the school director,
notes how following the EWS has helped
him and his homeroom teachers work
together to tackle thdropout problem.

He points to the way the EWS draws on
existing MoEYS data collection procedures,
such as student attendance lists, study redord
books and scoringbooks, to monitor
students identified as at risk for scho School directors in Cambodia diligently put EW
dropout. At the SDF into practice to reduce school dropout. ¢
EWS, they learned how to analyze the..

school records and use them to inform parents about what is happening with their child
example, he explas that after a student misses three days of school he and the hon
teacher meet with the parents to find out why the student has missed school and whg
done to improve the studentds attendang
schooling through a stronger partnership between the school and family.

But it takes commitment and consistency to make the EWS work effectively. Nong S¢
outlines what he has done to support dropout prevention measures in his school. He spe
of his time reviewing school documents and reading case management reportsisiol
students completed by his homeroom teachers.

He also regularly meets with teachers to discuss what is happening with the students i
asatrisk A My homeaolber $ now compl ete the sch
says Nong Sokhorii They seem to be clear with t hg¢
Ear |l y War n Histgacheng agtee. m. 0

Al value the ef f ordrsopipoi g eovuetn tb esct auudseen tt
t o devel opi gag hdnkreomneacher dhith,ChindasSDPP has r e
and other homeroom teachers to pay more attention-tislatstudents by tracking what
happening to them angtoviding them with direct follom p . 0

Sokhorn hosts meetings with community leaders, including local monks, to ensure tt
working together to keep students in school.

Their combined efforts are payi ng onfhdary
School 6s dropout rate has dropped since

Findings from the School Dropout Prevention PRobgram ImpacEvaluationin Cambodia Page43
























































































































