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1.1 Background

The Foundations for Success (FFS) project is one of a series of 
experimental projects undertaken by the Canada Millennium 
Scholarship Foundation (hereafter “the Foundation”) to explore 
issues of access to and persistence in post-secondary educa-
tion. This particular project is designed to test the extent to 
which two interventions affect the proportion of students who 
successfully complete their college programs. The interventions 
in question are:

 ❚ The provision of “case management,” whereby students are 
directed to support services such as mentoring, language 
tutoring and career clarification activities by a case manager.

 ❚ The provision of financial incentives, in addition to case 
management services, to students who meet specified 
criteria (i.e., minimum grades and participation in student 
support services).

FFS is being offered on a trial basis as a pilot project at three 
Ontario colleges: Confederation College, Mohawk College and 
Seneca College. It is open to students who started two-year 
college programs in September 2007 and January 2008. The 
interventions are modelled on a research project implemented 
at Seneca College in 2004. In that project, facilitated by Seneca’s 
Learner Support Centre, students deemed at risk of non-completion 
were required to participate in academic support, mentorship 
and career clarification activities. An additional goal of the FFS 
pilot project is to test whether the results from Seneca College 
can be replicated again, both at Seneca College (on a college-
wide basis) and at the two other colleges.

Once complete, FFS will demonstrate the impact of case-managed 
student support on college student retention. It is also expected 
to clarify the role of financial support (i.e., FFS fellowships) in 
reinforcing case manager-directed interventions. The project will 
provide policy-makers with reliable data on which to base future 
program initiatives aimed at helping post-secondary students 
complete their programs. By drawing on its results, Canadian 
colleges will have sufficient knowledge to determine, within 
their own budgetary constraints, how to optimally target case 
manager-mediated student supports and financial supports to 
increase retention of at-risk students.

Readers wishing more information about the project and how 
it was implemented are directed to the previously published 
early implementation report.1

1.2 Policy context

The issue of student attrition in Ontario’s colleges has been 
of concern to governments and administrators since the mid-
1970s.2 Despite the fact that emphasis on retention strategies 
has increased over the past three decades, attrition rates con-
tinue to be high. According to Colleges Ontario, approximately 
35 percent of students in the province’s colleges do not graduate 
from their program of study.3

The benefits that accrue both to society and to individuals as 
a result of higher levels of education are well documented. A 
study conducted by the Kentucky Long-Term Research Center4 

identified a number of these benefits, including “decreased 
reliance on public assistance, increased tax revenues, lower 
demands on the criminal justice system, greater civic partici-
pation, better health status through improved lifestyle choices, 
improved parenting skills, increased entrepreneurial activity, 
and increased access to and use of computers and the Internet.” 5

Additional research6 confirms that there are both financial and 
human costs for students, taxpayers and institutions associated 
with attrition from post-secondary programs. For individuals, 
these include a potential loss of employment prospects and 
earning potential. For institutions, there are lost tuition and 
fees, lower grants and wasted resources, including empty seats 
in programs. Okanagan University College in British Columbia 
estimated that, because of recruitment costs, it lost $4,230 for 
each student who did not continue on to second year.7

1.3 StrategieS deSigned to increaSe Student 
retention in PoSt-Secondary ProgramS

This section presents research that has been done on the issue 
of student retention and summarizes the theoretical basis for 
the two interventions included in the FFS project.

Student Support
In his research, Astin8 determined that the persistence or 
retention rate of students is greatly affected by the level and 
quality of their interactions with peers as well as faculty and 
staff. Tinto9 indicates that the factors associated with students 
dropping or “stopping” out include academic difficulty, adjustment 
problems, lack of clear academic and career goals, uncertainty, 
lack of commitment, poor integration with the college com-
munity, incongruence and isolation. Rendon10 indicates in a 
study of the issue that two critical factors in students’ decisions 
to remain enrolled include successfully making the transition to 
college, aided by initial and extended orientation and advising 
programs, and making positive connections with college personnel 

1 R.A. Malatest & Associates Ltd. (2009). Foundations for Success: Early Implementation Report. Montreal: Canada Millennium Scholarship Foundation.
2 Drea, C. (2004). “Student Retention in Ontario’s Colleges.” College Quarterly 7 (2).
3 Based on Colleges Ontario data (www.collegesontario.org/client/collegesontario/colleges_ontario_lp4w_lnd_webstation.nsf/resources/2007KPI/$file/ 

2007_KPI_ENGLISH.pdf).
4 Watts, A.L. (2001). Education and the Common Good. Kentucky Long-Term Policy Research Center. 

Retrieved from www.kltprc.net/books/educationcommongood/EducCommGoodw_Cover.pdf.
5 Ibid.
6 Calder, W.B., and Gordon, B. (1995-96). “Developing Institutional Leadership for Student Success.” College Canada 1 (3).
7 Okanagan University College. (1996). Student Retention and Attrition in Academic and Career Technology Programs at Okanagan University College, 

1990-1991 through 1995-1996. Vancouver, BC: Okanagan University College.
8 Astin, A.W. (1993). What Matters in College? San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
9 Tinto, V. (1987). Leaving College: Rethinking the Causes and Cures of Student Attrition. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
10 Rendon, L. (1995). “Facilitating Retention and Transfer for the First-Generation Students in Community Colleges.” Paper presented at the New Mexico Institute, 

Rural Community College Initiative, Espanola, NM.
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during their first term of enrolment. Similarly, Noel states, “It 
is the people who come face-to-face with students on a regular 
basis who provide the positive growth experiences for students 
that enable them to identify their goals and talents and learn 
how to put them to use. The caring attitude of college personnel 
is viewed as the most potent retention force on a campus.” 11

Research clearly suggests that there is a positive relationship 
between use of campus support services and persistence to 
program completion. Unfortunately, research also shows that 
academic support is underused by college students, especially 
those who are most in need of it. At-risk students, in particular, 
have trouble recognizing that they are experiencing academic 
difficulty and are often reluctant to seek help even if they do 
recognize their difficulty.12 Case managers or similar support 
personnel can provide students with the needed connection 
to the various campus services. They are also in an ideal posi-
tion to connect students with tutors who can provide them 
with timely assistance before their academic performance is 
adversely affected.

Another major way that case managers can promote student 
retention is by directing students to extracurricular programs on 
campus. That student involvement in campus life is important 
for student retention is documented by findings demonstrating 
that students who are more socially integrated or involved in 
campus life, and who feel they are part of the campus com munity, 
are more likely to persist to graduation.13

Financial incentives
For low-income students, finances are a decisive issue. Students 
who face financial difficulties may need to find part- or full-time 
work to finance their education. Although employment generally 
harms persistence rates, the effect depends on the number of 
hours worked and the degree to which employment removes 
the student from the campus community. For example, Tinto 
finds that full-time employment is “clearly more harmful” than 
part-time work, while off-campus work is more detrimental 
than on-campus work. On-campus part-time work, however, 
was found to improve students’ probability of graduating, pos-
sibly because it helps them integrate socially and intellectually 
into the campus community. Astin states, “the largest negative 
effect on retention is working full time as a student.” 14 Providing 
financial incentives to students effectively increases retention 
rates by reducing the number of hours they have to work, easing 
the financial burden on them and lessening the extent to which 
they are working off campus and therefore removed from the 
college environment.

1.4 rePort outline

The report is structured as follows:

 ❚ chapter 1 provides a description of the policy context 
and the rationale for the project.

 ❚ chapter 2 offers a description of FFS, including eligibility 
criteria, program groups and interventions and the 
organizations involved.

 ❚ chapter 3 provides an overview of the methodology and 
research design, including the experimental design and 
random assignment, recruitment of participants, research 
hypotheses and the data sources and methods used to 
estimate project impacts.

 ❚ chapter 4 presents an analysis of the participation rates 
in FFS, including involvement in related activities such 
as language tutoring, mentoring and career clarification.

 ❚ chapter 5 addresses the “immediate outcomes” of 
FFS, as defined by the program logic model (presented 
in Appendix B). These include performance in English/
communications classes, self-confidence, financial 
difficulties, number of hours worked and major sources 
of funding for college.

 ❚ chapter 6 presents an analysis of the “intermediate 
outcomes,” as identified by the program logic model. 
These include GPA and program fit.

 ❚ chapter 7 concludes the report with an analysis of 
the primary impact of interest: student retention as 
of September 2008.

11 Noel, L., Levitz, R., & Saluri, D. (1985). Increasing Student Retention. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, p. 17.
12 Levin, M., and Levin, J. (1991). “A Critical Examination of Academic Retention Programs for At-Risk Minority College Students.” 

Journal of College Student Development 34: 323-334.
13 Tinto, V. (1975). “Dropout from Higher Education: A Theoretical Synthesis of Recent Research.” Review of Educational Research 45 (1): 89-125.
14 Astin, A.W. (1993). What Matters in College? San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
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This chapter describes the project, including program eligibility, 
the three program groups and the supports available to students.

2.1 Eligibility for Foundations For success

To have been considered eligible to participate in FFS, students 
at Mohawk College, Confederation College and Seneca College 
must have:

 ❚ been enrolled on a full-time basis;

 ❚ started a selected two-year program (see Appendix A) 
in fall 2007 (Cohort 1) or winter 2008 (Cohort 2);

 ❚ not been an international student;

 ❚ signed an informed consent form agreeing to participate 
in the study and allowing access to personal information 
for research purposes; and

 ❚ been identified as at risk of not completing their program 
during the recruitment phase, based on their completed 
Accuplacer® assessment and FastTrack™15 survey.

In the informed consent form, students were instructed that 
they would be able to continue in FFS at any of the three 
participating colleges.

2.2 DEscription of program groups

All students in the FFS project were identified as being at risk 
for non-completion of their program of study based on at least 
one of three separate factors. Students were then randomly 
assigned to one of the three groups described below.

services group
Students in this group receive case manager-mediated access to 
student support services related to their individual at-risk factors. 
At the start of the project, the students were contacted by the 
college by mail to advise them that they had been assigned a 
case manager who would meet with them one on one. At that 
meeting, the case manager discussed their risk factors and 
informed them that a priority was placed on participating in 
those activities that address their risk factors (e.g., if students 
needed language tutoring and were placed in developmental 
English/communications courses, then the case manager 
directed them to attend language tutoring and fulfill the 
required time commitment).

The case manager meets with each student regularly over the 
course of each semester and helps them arrange or access the 
combination of supports or assistance best suited to their needs. 
The case manager also monitors students’ academic progress. 
If students in the Services Group complete 12 hours of approved 
activities and meet this requirement for two consecutive semes-
ters, the college provides them with a certificate of achievement. 
Students also receive a notation on their transcript upon com-
pletion of four semesters of participation.

services plus group
The students randomly assigned to the Services Plus Group 
receive the same information as students in the Services Group. 
In addition, Services Plus students are eligible to receive a finan-
cial incentive in the form of an FFS fellowship if they complete 
12 hours of approved activities, obtain a 2.0 GPA or higher and 
are eligible to continue full time in the following semester.

The fellowships are worth $750 per semester. They are awarded 
by the Foundation and provided directly to students at the 
start of each semester (beginning in their second semester of 
FFS participation), once their participation hours, enrolment 
and academic status have been verified by the colleges. Even 
if the project requirements are not met in a specific semester, 
students are still able to access fellowships in subsequent 
semesters, provided that they meet the eligibility requirements.

control group
Students assigned to the Control Group can access regular 
services available to other college students but do not have 
access to a case manager, FFS-designed career clarification 
workshops or FFS fellowships. As with other college students, 
students in the Control Group must take a post-admissions 
language assessment and, if required by their college, develop-
mental English/communications courses. The Control Group 
serves as the counterfactual against which the outcomes of 
the program groups are compared in order to quantify the 
impact of the interventions.

15 FastTrack™ is a student tracking data system. It is comprised of two surveys: the Partners in Education Inventory (PEI) and the Student Experience Survey (SEI).  
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2.3 DEscription of support sErvicEs 
anD intErvEntions

The types of activities completed by students during their 
first year of FFS were based on their risk profile, as determined 
during the recruitment phase by the completion of an Accuplacer® 
assessment and a FastTrack™ survey. Students deemed at risk 
due to a need for language tutoring were asked to complete 
a minimum of four hours of English/communications tutoring 
in Semester 1 and to successfully complete developmental 
courses. Students demonstrating a lack of career clarity were 
asked to complete two career workshops during Semesters 1 
and 2, as well as testing and a follow-up meeting with a career 
counsellor. Students reporting an inability to integrate within 
the college community in the FastTrack™ survey were assigned 
a mentor and expected to meet with him or her for at least 
one hour during Semester 1.

The major components of FFS are summarized in the table below.

Students in the Services and Services Plus Groups who were 
placed in a developmental English/communications course 
based on post-admission language assessment results were 
encouraged by case managers to undertake one-on-one 
academic peer tutoring and related academic support.

Answers given on the FastTrack™ survey indicated whether 
students self-identified as someone who would benefit from 
a mentor and the degree of clarity they had vis-à-vis program 
selection and career options. Students who answered these ques-
tions with a degree of doubt were assigned a mentor, directed 
to participate in career clarification activities, or both.

2.4 projEct organization

FFS was made possible by partnerships between the Foundation 
(a private, independent organization created by an act of 
Parliament in 1998 with a mandate to deliver bursaries and 
scholarships to Canadian post-secondary students until the 
end of 2009) and Confederation College (Thunder Bay), Mohawk 
College (Hamilton) and Seneca College (Greater Toronto). The 
project has also received financial support from the Ontario 
Ministry of Training, Colleges and Universities.

The Foundation contracted R.A Malatest & Associates Ltd., 
in partnership with Abt Associates Inc., to undertake the evalua-
tion of FFS. R.A. Malatest & Associates Ltd. developed the 
research design to answer the key questions and is respon-
sible for managing the ongoing collection of data on outcomes 
and implementation.

The research design for FFS, which included the logic model, 
the research methodology and project documentation, was 
submitted to each college’s Ethics Review Board. Traditionally, 
such committees comprise senior college representatives with 
research expertise. The Ethics Review Board at each college 
granted permission to conduct the project.

table 2.1: major components of Foundations for success

component objective participation requirement: 
semester 1

participation requirement: 
semester 2

case management
To enhance student interaction with campus personnel 
and connect students to various on-campus services and 
extracurricular activities.

2 hours 2 hours

tutoring To enhance students’ academic competence in areas 
such as reading and writing. 4 hours 4 hours*

career clarification 
Workshops 

To help students think about their professional futures 
and begin to develop career plans. 7 hours 4 hours

mentoring To establish peer relations and help with the transition 
into college. 1 hour N/A

student Engagement 
activities To engage students in the college community. Consultation with 

case manager 
Consultation with 
case manager 

* If students successfully completed a developmental English/communications course, they were not required to continue to participate in language tutoring.
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This chapter describes the experimental design concept, the 
random assignment process used to create the three program 
groups, the expected outcomes, the research questions and 
the data sources for this report: the baseline survey (including 
the Partners in Education Inventory or PEI), administrative data 
from the three colleges (concerning retention, grades and partici-
pation in FFS-related activities) and data from the Year 1 survey. 
The final section looks at how impacts were estimated.

3.1 ExpErimEntal DEsign anD 
ranDom assignmEnt

The evaluation method used for FFS is that of a social experiment 
based on the random assignment of participants into program 
and control groups. Randomized experiments are recognized 
as the most effective tool for determining causal relationships 
between success strategies and outcomes. Randomization 
theoretically ensures that there are no systematic differences 
between the program and control groups before the intervention 
starts; as a result, any observed differences between the program 
and control groups can be attributed to the intervention itself.

The random assignment of participants to the Services, Services 
Plus and Control Groups was conducted by R.A. Malatest & 
Associates Ltd. with advice provided by Abt Associates Inc. 
The assignment was completed in blocks, based on college 
and time of recruitment.

process
The blocks of data sent by the colleges to R.A. Malatest & 
Associates Ltd. included participants’ student number, date 
of assessment and gender. No other personal identifiers and 
academic or administrative information were provided. Initially, 
the researchers held back a portion of the data blocks to ensure 
that the final sample had representation from across the four 
months of post-admission testing and prior to the start of the 
FFS program. This “hold-back” sample was assigned after it 
became clear that the initial target number of students would 
not be recruited in the fall 2007 semester.

Within each block, one-third of students were randomly assigned 
to each of the Services, Services Plus and Control Groups. Once 
assigned, the data blocks were returned to the colleges with 
the group assignment field added.

The following chart illustrates the recruitment process 
used by FFS.

Figure 3.1: Flow Chart summarizing the recruitment 
of students

3.2 rECruitmEnt oF partiCipants

The project objective was to recruit 2,700 participants, the 
number deemed necessary to determine the minimum detec-
table effect in a policy context. This sample size, spread over 
the three participating colleges, was deemed sufficiently large 
to determine differential effects between the three groups. 
In order to reach this target, the recruitment of students at 
multiple periods throughout the project was required. This 
section describes Cohorts 1 and 2 only.

 ❚ Cohort 1: Recruitment took place between May and 
September 2007. During the first phase, a total of 
1,711 students were recruited. This cohort will be 
followed for four semesters of study.

 ❚ Cohort 2: These students were recruited from Seneca 
College and Mohawk College, since these two colleges 
offer two-year programs with a January start date. In 
total, 297 students were recruited between October 2007 
and January 2008 at the two colleges. The colleges also 
offer a summer semester for some programs; thus, it is 
possible that some Cohort 2 students will graduate at 
the  same time as Cohort 1 students. However, not all 
programs offer a summer semester, so some Cohort 2 
students may graduate after the end of the study.

All first-year entering students (two-year, non-highly selective programs only)  
at three Ontario colleges were tested on three requirements after admissions and 

invited to sign informed consent forms, making them eligible for the study

Students deemed at risk  
on at least one item

Random assignment occurred

services group
Case-managed access 
to academic support, 

mentoring and 
career clarification

services plus group
Case-managed access 
to academic support, 
mentoring and career 

clarification and 
financial incentives

Control group

Students not deemed at risk  
(no further involvement in project)
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3.3 rEsEarCh QuEstions

In order to evaluate the impacts of the program on student 
outcomes, a randomization design was used, whereby eligible 
students in each of three colleges were randomly assigned to 
one of the two program groups or the Control Group. The primary 
goal of the impact analysis is to determine whether students 
in the two program groups are more likely to complete their 
college program than are students in the Control Group. The 
key research questions are:

 ❚ Do case manager-mediated support services increase 
the probability of completing a college program?

 ❚ Does a financial incentive in combination with 
case  manager-mediated support services increase 
the probability of completing a college program?

Secondary research questions will also be addressed related to 
the outputs, immediate outcomes and intermediate outcomes 
of the project. They are listed below.

outputs

 ❚ Does case manager-mediated access to services increase 
the use of support services by at-risk students?

 ❚ Does the provision of a financial incentive to take part 
in service activities increase use of services?

immediate outcomes

 ❚ Do Services and Services Plus Group students demonstrate 
greater success in English/communications courses relative 
to the Control Group?

 ❚ Do Services and Services Plus Group students report a higher 
level of self-confidence concerning their academic work?

 ❚ Do Services and Services Plus Group students report 
a higher level of program fit?

 ❚ Do Services Plus students report fewer financial difficulties 
associated with financing their education?

 ❚ Does the provision of financial assistance linked to 
participation in approved activities result in a decrease 
in the amount of employment undertaken by at-risk 
Services Plus students?

 ❚ Does the provision of financial assistance linked to 
participation in approved activities result in a decrease 
in the level of financial hardship experienced by at-risk 
Services Plus students?

table 3.1: number of students participating in FFS

College Cohort Control services services plus total

seneca
Cohort 1 182 182 184 548

Cohort 2 55 55 56 166

mohawk
Cohort 1 242 238 242 722

Cohort 2 45 43 43 131

Confederation
Cohort 1 145 148 148 441

Cohort 2 N/A N/A N/A N/A

all
Cohort 1 569 568 574 1,711

Cohort 2 100 98 99 297

Total Cohorts 1 and 2 669 666 673 2,008

This report considers the impacts for Cohorts 1 and 2 (2,008 students in total). The sample sizes by participating college, 
 cohort and program group are broken down in Table 3.1.
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3.4 Data sourCEs anD prEparation oF analysis

The subject of this analysis is the students in Cohort 1 (ran-
domized in summer and fall 2007) and Cohort 2 (randomized 
in winter 2008). Cohort 1 students in the two program groups 
are expected to receive services for two academic years 
(2007-08 and 2008-09).

The primary impacts of interest are assessed here using interim 
administrative data provided by Mohawk College, Confederation 
College and Seneca College in November 2008. Data from the 
Partners in Education Inventory (PEI) are also used in this report, 
including self-reported demographic information collected at 
the time of student enrolment, such as first language, gender, 
income and parental education.

Table 3.2 shows the number of students in the administrative 
data by college, cohort and treatment group.

Data were also analysed from the Year 1 survey completed 
by students in Cohort 1 between April and July 2008. Not all 
Cohort 1 students completed this survey. Cohort 2 students 
were surveyed in December 2008, but those data were not 
available for this report. Table 3.3 presents the number of 
survey completions by college and program group, as well 
as the response rates.

intermediate outcomes

 ❚ Do Services and Services Plus students show better 
academic performance, as indicated by their academic 
average, number of courses taken and length of time 
to complete their program?

 ❚ Are Services and Services Plus students more likely 
to continue in college from one semester to the next?

 ❚ Are Services and Services Plus students more engaged 
in the college community?

The study will also seek to answer the research questions 
posed above for specific subgroups of interest:

 ❚ Are there different impacts for ESL versus 
non-ESL students?

 ❚ Are there different impacts for men versus women?

 ❚ Are there different impacts for first-generation 
 students versus students whose parents attended 
a post-secondary institution?

 ❚ Do the impacts vary for low-income students?

table 3.2: sample size

group
seneca mohawk Confederation total

Cohort 1 Cohort 2 Cohort 1 Cohort 2 Cohort 1 Cohort 2 Cohort 1 & 2

Control 182 55 242 45 145 N/A 669

services 182 55 238 43 148 N/A 666

services plus 184 56 242 43 148 N/A 673

total 548 166 722 131 441 N/A 2,008

table 3.3: number of student surveys Completed Between april and July 2008 (response rate)

group
seneca mohawk Confederation total

Cohort 1 Cohort 2 Cohort 1 Cohort 2 Cohort 1 Cohort 2 Cohort 1

Control 121
(66%) N/A 199

(82%) N/A 118
(81%) N/A 438

(77%)

services 137
(75%) N/A 195

(82%) N/A 123
(83%) N/A 455

(80%)

services plus 146
(79%) N/A 202

(83%) N/A 123
(83%) N/A 471

(82%)

total 404
(74%) N/A 596

(83%) N/A 364
(83%) N/A 1,364

(80%)
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table 3.4: list of Key indicators used in this report, with Data sources

indicator Caveats, if appropriate

source: College administrative data

Risk profile of participating students (English) Assigned by colleges based on Accuplacer® assessment 

Number of hours participating in FFS activities

Services Plus students receiving a fellowship

Students passing English/communications class

GPA, Semester 1 and 2

Change of program Does not capture students who enrol in another post-secondary institution, 
since they are beyond the scope of college administrative data

Retention in college Interim measure as of September 2008. A student may not be enrolled 
as of September 2008 but subsequently enrol. Graduation data as of 
fall 2009 will be used to complete the final retention analysis.

Mandatory/voluntary withdrawal

source: partners in Education inventory (pEi)

ESL status (Question 16)

Self-reported and not confirmed by colleges

First-generation student (derived from Questions 17 and 18)

Age (Question 6)

Student’s highest level of education (Question 10)

Confidence in succeeding (Question 23)

Skipped high school classes once a month or more (Question 14)

High school grades of 65 or less (Question 12)

Risk status for career clarification determined  
from the following questions:

❚  Question 27g: “Could you benefit from extra help 
in selecting an appropriate career?” 

❚  Question 35: “I am not sure what kind of work 
I will be doing after I graduate.”

❚  Question 49: “I am not sure how the program I am in 
is related to my future career.”

❚  Question 58: “I feel undecided about what my career 
will be after I finish college.”

Risk status for mentoring  
(Question 59: “I find it easy to make friends in new situations”)

source: additional Question added to Baseline survey

Family income Self-reported data

source: year 1 survey (Cohort 1)

Familiarity with FFS

Self-reported data

Reason for participating in FFS

Self-confidence

Number of hours worked

Reported financial difficulty

Major source of funding for college

Table 3.4 illustrates a number of key indicators, as well as the data source from which they were taken.
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This model was used to test whether the proportion of T1 
(Services Group) students who were still in their program as 
of fall 2008 was equal to the proportion of Control Group 
students who were still in their program at that time. Similarly, 
a second model was created to test whether the T2 (Services 
Plus Group) and Control Group retention rates were equivalent. 
This model was intended to determine whether the financial 
incentive produced higher retention rates in comparison to 
the Control Group.

All comparisons were conducted via one-sided hypothesis tests 
that used a p<0.05 alpha-level criterion. These were specified 
as one-sided tests because the policy implications of a negative 
finding are the same as those of a non-significant finding.

where:

Y is coded as “1” if the student is still in the program
as of fall 2008 and coded “0” otherwise;

T1 = 1 if the student is in T1 (the Services Group) 
and 0 if the student is in the Control Group;

Seneca = 1 if the student is enrolled at Seneca College 
at baseline and 0 otherwise;

Mohawk = 1 if the student is enrolled at Mohawk College 
at baseline and 0 otherwise; and

x
m
 is the mth of M covariates included in the model.

3.5 Estimating impaCts

The impact analysis is focused on answering two primary research 
questions: Do case manager-mediated support ser vices increase 
the probability of completing a college program? Does a financial 
incentive in combination with case manager-mediated support 
services increase the probability of completing a college program 
beyond the impact of case manager- mediated services alone?

Since it is not yet possible to measure graduation rates (partici-
pating students are enrolled in two-year college programs), 
this report will focus on enrolment in college as of fall 2008 as 
the primary measure of retention. In order to examine retention, 
we created a binary outcome variable that takes the value “1” 
if the student was still enrolled as of fall 2008 and takes the 
value “0” otherwise. The outcome was analyzed in a linear 
regression16 model that contrasts T1 (the Services Group) and 
T2 (the Services Plus Group) to the Control Group, while 
controlling for the effects of site and cohort. The model is 
of the form:

Y = ß
0
 + ß

1
 (T1) + ß

2
 (Seneca) + ß

3
 (Mohawk) + Σß

4+m
 (x

m
) + ε

M

m = 1

16 While binary outcomes are often analyzed in logistic regression models, there are circumstances where modelling binary outcomes in linear regression models 
produces hypothesis test results that are nearly identical to the results obtained from logistic models. The two analysis approaches will lead to nearly identical 
results when the outcome proportion is not close to the boundary values of zero or one. Since the outcome of interest (i.e., the proportion that graduates) 
is not likely to be close to zero or one, we would expect to get very similar test results from analyses using linear or logistic models.

 Analysis of binary outcomes in a linear model can have a major advantage over the logistic model approach in terms of ease of interpretation of model parameter 
estimates. For example, from a linear model, simply multiplying the coefficient for the effect of T1 versus Control Group by 100 gives the covariate-adjusted 
difference between the two groups in terms of the percentage that graduated. The same coefficient obtained from a logistic model is interpreted by taking its 
exponent, which gives the covariate-adjusted odds ratio of success (graduation) for T1 versus Control Group. For most people reading the results of education 
intervention evaluations, the percentage point difference is a much more intuitive and easy-to-understand metric of the effect size than the odds ratio.

 Since the results are easier to interpret and we expect that the hypothesis test results will be very close to the results from a logistic model, we plan to analyze 
graduation outcomes in a linear model. Since this is the most important outcome of the study, and some readers may wonder if we would have gotten the same 
results from a logistic model, we will also fit the final graduation data to a logistic model and show the results in an appendix of the final report.
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The secondary research questions were answered by analy-
zing outcomes such as measures of performance in English/
communications classes, academic self-confidence, level of 
program fit, financial difficulties and academic performance. 
The analysis models were of the same form as specified above, 
the only difference being the outcome variable.

The project team tested for variation of treatment effects 
across subgroups defined by site, cohort, ESL status, gender 
and student education, as well as age, confidence in succeeding 
and frequency of missing classes. Some of the groups selected 
for subgroup analyses were chosen based on the results of 
randomization analysis presented in the early implementation 
report; other subgroups were subsequently found to show 
differing impacts and are therefore presented here as well.

Variation of treatment effects across subgroups were evaluated 
using separate regression models showing the regression-adjusted 
treatment and control means for each subgroup of interest. One 
exception to this approach was the analysis of performance 
in an English/communications class. In this case, a number of 
covariates were introduced into the regression model, including 
ESL status, high school grade average (self-reported), age, gender 
and first-generation status. This model was deemed to be more 
appropriate than a model not controlling for these variables, 
particularly ESL status, because of an imbalance between the 
Services Plus and Control Groups in the sample with respect 
to the proportion of ESL students.

It should be noted that throughout this report, multiple statistical 
contrasts are reported for numerous subgroups. As we did not 
control for multiple comparisons, some of these findings could 
be due to chance.
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This section of the report presents the participation level of 
students in FFS activities, as well as participants’ level of fami-
liarity with the project.

4.1 Understanding of the Project

The Services and Services Plus Groups were more familiar with 
the FFS project than was the Control Group. Only 55 percent 
of Control Group members reported in the Year 1 survey that 
they were familiar with FFS, compared to 81.1 percent of the 
Services Group and 88.1 percent of the Services Plus Group. 
According to the regression models, the Services Group was 
significantly more familiar with the FFS project than was the 
Control Group, while the Services Plus Group was significantly 
more familiar with it than was the Services Group.

The Services Plus Group students with the highest level of 
familiarity with the FFS project were low-income students 
and students not confident about succeeding in college. In 
the Services Group, low-income and older students were 
most familiar with the project.

In terms of which aspect of the project they were familiar with, 
the largest group of students knew about the tutoring, men-
toring and career workshop components of FFS (37 percent). 
Almost one-quarter (24 percent) of students also recalled that 
the objective of the project was to help them graduate from 
college. Fourteen percent of students recalled the fellowship 
component, and eight percent recalled that FFS involved 
12 hours of participation per semester.

table 4.1: familiarity with Project

group control services services Plus

all groups (cohort 1 only) 55.0% 81.1%*** 88.1%***

esL students 56.4% 76.5%*** 86.9%***

Women 52.7% 79.5%*** 91.0%***

first-generation students 57.9% 82.2%*** 87.4%***

aged 29+ 63.6% 93.8%*** 90.0%***

family income Less than $25,000 57.5% 87.9%*** 92.3%***

grade 12 education or Less 52.6% 79.7%*** 88.5%***

not confident in succeeding in college 55.6% 73.2%** 92.5%***

skipped high school classes once a Month or More 55.7% 81.7%*** 89.3%***

high school grades of 65 or Less 58.4% 81.4%*** 84.3%***

at risk in three areas 59.7% 79.2%*** 84.5%***

Source: 2008 student survey  
(Q.A5, “Are you familiar with the Foundations for Success project?”)

n = 1,364 (Cohort 1 students who completed Year 1 survey)

Statistically significant levels are indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; *** = 1 percent.  
Comparisons are made between the Services and Control Group and the Services Plus and Control Group.

Detailed regression model results, including sample sizes for each subgroup, are presented in Appendix C.
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figure 4.1: Participant familiarity with Key aspects of FFS

Source: 2008 student survey  
(Q.A6: “Can you describe some key aspects of the Foundations for Success project?”)

n = 1,364 (Cohort 1 students who completed Year 1 survey)

Nineteen respondents provided “other” areas of familiarity; this category was not 
analyzed. Students indicating that they were not familiar with FFS were coded 
as not familiar with any specific aspects of the project.

4.2 ParticiPation in the Project

The types of activities required of students during their first 
year of FFS depended on their risk profile, as determined during 
the recruitment phase (see Section 2.3 for an explanation of 
the objective and time commitment for each activity). Based 
on their responses to FastTrack™ questions and Accuplacer® 
assessment results, students were identified as benefiting from 
language tutoring (67.4 percent), career clarification (54.7 per-
cent) or mentoring (39.4 percent). Over one-third of students 
were identified as being at risk in two areas (37.3 percent), 
and 12.1 percent were at risk in all three areas, as presented 
in Table 4.2.

Students were asked as part of the Year 1 survey why they chose 
to participate in the FFS project. One of the most important 
reasons for participating overall was the opportunity to receive 
a fellowship each time the student completed a semester: 
76 percent of respondents who reported being familiar with 
FFS indicated that this motivating factor was important or very 
important. Students were also likely to rate the following as 
important or very important: the project sounded interesting 
(64 percent), having a case manager provide support (57 per-
cent) and being able to receive 12 hours of support from the 
college (57 percent).0 10 20 30 40 50

37%

24%

14%

8%

7%

6%

1%

2%

Tutoring/Mentoring/Career Workshops
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table 4.2: risk Profile of Participating students

number of students Percentage

control services services Plus total control services services Plus total

risk group

English only 180 173 173 526 26.9% 26.0% 25.7% 26.2%

Mentoring only 54 64 58 176 8.1% 9.6% 8.6% 8.8%

Career only 123 94 96 313 18.4% 14.1% 14.3% 15.6%

English and career 121 124 133 378 18.1% 18.6% 19.8% 18.8%

English and mentoring 69 69 69 207 10.3% 10.4% 10.3% 10.3%

Mentoring and career 48 55 62 165 7.2% 8.3% 9.2% 8.2%

English, mentoring 
and career 74 87 82 243 11.1% 13.1% 12.2% 12.1%

Total 669 666 673 2,008 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

all students with risk factor

English 444 453 457 1,354 66.4% 68.0% 67.9% 67.4%

Mentoring 245 275 271 791 36.6% 41.3% 40.3% 39.4%

Career 366 360 373 1,099 54.7% 54.1% 55.4% 54.7%

Source: 2007 FastTrack™/Accuplacer® results

n = 2,008

Under “All Students with Risk Factor,” students can fall into multiple categories.
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17 R.A. Malatest & Associates Ltd. (2009). Foundations for Success: Early Implementation Report. Montreal: Canada Millennium Scholarship Foundation.

figure 4.2: Main reasons students chose  
to Participate in FFS

Source: 2008 student survey (Q.A7: “Looking back, there were several reasons 
may have influenced your decision to participate in the program”)

n = 1,025 (Cohort 1 students who completed Year 1 survey, excluding 
respondents who indicated that they were not familiar with the project)

Students answered on a five-point scale, with “1” being “very important” and “5” 
being “not at all important.” The figures above show the percentage of students 
selecting “important” or “very important.”

4.3 ParticiPation rates in PrograM activities

The Services Group was significantly more likely to undertake 
tutoring, mentoring and other FFS-related activities than was 
the Control Group. Furthermore, the Services Plus Group was 
significantly more likely to participate in FFS activities than was 
the Services Group, suggesting that the fellowship was effective 
in motivating students to undertake activities designed to help 
them succeed in college. (The reader may wonder why a com-
parison was done with the Control Group if these students were 
not exposed to the project. While it is true that individuals in 
the Control Group did not have access to a case manager, FFS-
designed career clarification workshops or financial fellowships, 
they were able to access other services available at the college 
which were the same as those used by the Services and Services 
Plus Groups. As a result, it is still useful to consider the level 
of activities undertaken by Control Group students compared 
to their Services and Services Plus counterparts.)

Participation in FFS program activities went down in Semester 2 
compared to Semester 1. Participation was higher for Cohort 2 
Services and Services Plus students in their first Semester (53.1 
and 81.8 percent, respectively) than it was for their Cohort 1 
counterparts (48.9 and 70.7 percent, respectively). This likely 
reflects the earlier start for FFS participants in Cohort 2 compared 
to Cohort 1, and it may also reflect demographic differences noted 
between the two cohorts in the early implementation report.17 
By Semester 2, Cohort 1 Services and Services Plus student par-
ticipation was higher than that of their Cohort 2 counterparts.
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table 4.3: Participation in FFS activities

total eligible Participation hours control services services Plus

semester 1—overall

Number (%) participating 94 (14.1%) 330 (49.5%)*** 487 (72.4%)***

Average hours 0.67 2.95 7.87

semester 2—overall

Number (%) participating 55 (8.2%) 199 (29.9%)*** 370 (55.0%)***

Average hours 0.62 2.24 6.95

semester 1—cohort 1 

Number (%) participating 83 (14.6%) 278 (48.9%)*** 406 (70.7%)***

semester 1—cohort 2

Number (%) participating 11 (11.0%) 52 (53.1%)*** 81 (81.8%)***

semester 2—cohort 1

Number (%) participating 50 (8.8%) 177 (31.2%)*** 324 (56.4%)***

semester 2—cohort 2

Number (%) participating 5 (5.0%) 22 (22.4%)*** 46 (46.5%)***

Source: 2008 college administrative data

n = 2,008

Statistically significant levels are indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; *** = 1 percent.  
Comparisons are made between the Services and Control Group and the Services Plus and Control Group.

Detailed regression model results, including sample sizes for each subgroup, are presented in Appendix C.



Foundations for Success: Short-Term Impacts Report 25

Based on an analysis of participation levels, the fellowship 
offered as part of the Services Plus interventions was effective 
in encouraging students to participate in the activities asked 
of them based on their risk profile. For instance, only 6.0 per-
cent of Services Group students deemed to require language 
tutoring met the participation threshold of four or more hours 
in Semester 1, compared to 28.4 percent of similar Services 
Plus students. Likewise, 47.6 percent of Services Plus students 
deemed to need mentoring met the participation threshold in 
Semester 1, compared to only 24.4 percent of Services Group 
students. Finally, 39.1 percent of Services Plus students deemed 
to need career counselling met the participation threshold in 
Semester 1, compared to 12.5 percent of equivalent Services 
Group students.

Semester 2 participation levels showed a similar pattern 
to those in Semester 1, with at-risk students in the Services 
Plus Group being more likely to meet participation thresholds 
for language tutoring (18.6 percent) and career counselling 
(18.5 percent) than were those in the Services Group (3.8 
and 3.1 percent, respectively). Overall, participation rates in 
Semester 2 were lower than they were in Semester 1, with 
186 students completing four or more hours of language 
tutoring in Semester 1, compared to 132 in Semester 2, and 
270 students completing seven or more hours of career coun-
selling in Semester 1, compared to 113 completing four or 
more hours of the same activities in Semester 2. Of course, 
it should be noted that language tutoring may not be as 
relevant for some students in Semester 2, if they previously 
passed a developmental English/communications class.

table 4.4: intervention hours by type of intervention in semester 1 for students at risk for each component

control services services Plus overall 

Language tutoring

4+ hours 9 (2.0%) 27 (6.0%)*** 130 (28.4%)*** 166 (12.3%)

Less than 4 hours 435 (98.0%) 426 (94.0%) 327 (71.6%) 1,188 (87.7%)

Mentoring

1+ hours 5 (2.0%) 67 (24.4%)*** 129 (47.6%)*** 201 (25.4%)

Less than 1 hour 240 (98.0%) 208 (75.6%) 142 (52.4%) 590 (74.6%)

career

7+ hours 0 (0%) 45 (12.5%) 146 (39.1%)*** 191 (17.4%)

Less than 7 hours 366 (100.0%) 315 (87.5%) 227 (60.9%) 908 (82.6%)

Source: 2008 college administrative data

n = 2,008

Statistically significant levels are indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; *** = 1 percent.  
Comparisons are made between the Services and Control Group and the Services Plus and Control Group.

table 4.5: intervention hours by type of intervention in semester 2 for students at risk for each component

control services services Plus overall 

Language tutoring

4+ hours 6 (1.4%) 17 (3.8%)** 85 (18.6%)*** 108 (8.0%)

Less than 4 hours 438 (98.6%) 436 (96.2%) 372 (81.4%) 1,246 (92.0%)

career

4+ hours 0 (0.0%) 11 (3.1%) 69 (18.5%)*** 80 (7.3%)

Less than 4 hours 366 (100.0%) 349 (96.9%) 304 (81.5%) 1,019 (92.7%)

Source: 2008 college administrative data

n = 2,008

Statistically significant levels are indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; *** = 1 percent.  
Comparisons are made between the Services and Control Group and the Services Plus and Control Group.
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4.3.1 Participation by subgroup

Subgroup analysis was conducted to see if the impacts depended 
on specific characteristics of interest. Subgroup differential 
analysis was done for the following types of student:

 ❚ Students whose first language is not English

 ❚ Women

 ❚ First-generation students

 ❚ Students aged 29 or older

 ❚ Low-income students (family income is less than $25,000)

 ❚ Students whose highest level of education prior to college 
was Grade 12 or less

 ❚ Students who are not confident that they will succeed 
in college

 ❚ Students who skipped high school classes once a month 
or more

 ❚ Students who achieved high school grades of 65 or less

 ❚ Students classified at risk in all three areas (need for 
language tutoring, career clarification and mentoring).

Figure 4.3 illustrates that students whose first language was not 
English, women, first-generation students, students aged 29 
or older, students whose family income was less than $25,000, 
students who were not confident about succeeding in college 
and students at risk in three areas were more likely than average 
to participate in FFS-related activities in Semester 1.

figure 4.3: Participation in semester 1 activities 
by subgroup

Source: 2008 college administrative data and PEI data

n = 1,339 (Services and Services Plus students only)
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Figure 4.4 illustrates that students whose first language was 
not English, women, students aged 29 or older, students whose 
family income was less than $25,000 and students who were 
not confident about succeeding in college were more likely 
to participate in FFS-related activities in Semester 2.

figure 4.4: Participation in semester 2 activities 
by subgroup

Source: 2008 college administrative data and PEI data

n = 1,339 (Services and Services Plus students only)

4.4 ParticiPants receiving a feLLoWshiP

Students in the Services Plus Group who completed 12 hours 
of activities, obtained a 2.0 GPA for a particular semester and 
re-enrolled full-time at the college in the following semester 
received a fellowship of $750 from the Foundation in the next 
semester in which they enrolled. This report focuses on the 
number of eligible Services Plus Group members who had 
secured a fellowship by the start of their second semester.

Table 4.7 shows the number of Services Plus students from 
Cohort 1 and Cohort 2 who met all of the project requirements 
for Semester 1. These students, once their continued full-time 
enrolment was validated by the colleges, received a fellowship 
at the start of their next semester. Although the percentage 
of Services Plus students receiving a fellowship ranged from 
32 percent for Mohawk College Cohort 1 students to 49 percent 
for Mohawk College Cohort 2 students, the average for both 
cohorts overall was almost identical.

The final research report will provide a much more detailed 
analysis of the awarding of fellowships in subsequent semesters. 
It will examine the number of students who failed to receive 
a fellowship in the subsequent semester because they did not 
complete the required 12 hours of activities, attain the required 
GPA or re-enrol in the subsequent semester. By the time of the 
final report, data from all three cohorts for all eligible semesters 
will be available for analysis.
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table 4.6: services Plus students receiving fellowship

semester Mohawk college seneca college confederation college total

cohort 1 cohort 2 cohort 1 cohort 2 cohort 1 cohort 2 cohort 1 cohort 2

Semester 1 77 (32%) 21 (49%) 82 (45%) 19 (34%) 66 (45%) N/A 225 (39%) 40 (40%)

Source: Canada Millennium Scholarship Foundation, 2008 data
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This section discusses the expected immediate outcomes of 
the FFS project, as defined by the project logic model presented 
in Appendix B.

5.1 Performance in english/
communications courses

As Table 5.1 illustrates, the majority of students in the FFS sample 
were deemed at risk for not completing college due to a need 
for language tutoring. Overall, 66.4 percent of the Control Group, 
68 percent of the Services Group and 67.9 percent of the Services 
Plus Group was deemed to require a developmental English/
communications course.

Extensive analysis was completed using the English/communi-
cations course performance data provided by colleges. A number 
of students did not participate in an English/communications 
course for a variety of reasons, including being exempted from 
such a course, not being enrolled for the semester, etc. The 
analysis that follows is based only on data for those students 
who passed or failed an English/communications class.

Students’ performance in English/communications classes 
was tracked over multiple semesters (three for Cohort 1 and 
two for Cohort 2). Table 5.2 shows the proportion of students 
deemed to need language tutoring who passed an English/
communications class during the tracking period. The remainder 
failed an English/communications class and did not retake 
and pass it during the tracking period. As indicated in the table, 
87.3 percent of students in the Services Plus Group passed 
such a class, compared to 85.6 percent in the Services Group 
and 84.4 percent in the Control Group. The difference between 
the Services Plus and Control Group was statistically significant 
at the 0.05 level.

First-generation students were more likely than other subgroups 
to benefit from FFS interventions in terms of passing English/
communications courses, with 86.9 percent of first-generation 
students in the Services Group and 88.0 percent in the Services 
Plus Group passing English/communications, compared to 
79.8 percent of their counterparts in the Control Group; both 
impacts were statistically significant. ESL students, women and 
students who had a Grade 12 education in the Services Plus 
Group were also significantly more likely to pass an English/
communications class compared to similar students in the 
Control Group.

table 5.1: students needing language tutoring

control services services Plus

Percentage of students 66.4% 68.0% 67.9%

Total number of students 669 666 673

Source: 2008 college administrative data
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5.2 self-confidence

The Year 1 survey completed with Cohort 1 from April to 
July 2008 collected information regarding how confident stu-
dents were about continuing in college. While some of these 
measures may reflect student “engagement” as opposed to 
confidence, they provide the best available data in terms of 
predicting whether students in FFS will carry on with their 
college education.

It was initially hypothesized that the FFS project would benefit 
students in part by improving their self-confidence, particularly 
first-generation students for whom the transition to college 
is not a normal or expected rite of passage. In addition, the 
mentoring component of the project was expected to result 
in positive interactions outside the classroom, thereby influen-
cing students’ development and confidence. However, as 
shown in Table 5.3, analysis of students’ confidence, based on 
whether or not they would continue with their studies in the 
next semester, showed no significant differences between the 
Control Group and the two intervention groups, either overall 
or for specific subgroups, including first-generation students.

table 5.2: students assessed as needing language tutoring Who Passed  
an english/communications course in at least one semester

group/subgroup control services services Plus

All Groups  84.4% 85.6% 87.3%**

Cohort 1 84.9% 87.1% 87.8%*

Cohort 2 81.0% 77.8% 84.7%

ESL Students 80.2% 88.2% 89.9%**

Women 84.6% 84.5% 89.5%**

First-Generation Students 79.8% 86.9%* 88.0%***

Aged 29+ 92.7% 97.9% 100.0%*

Family Income Less Than $25,000 88.2% 89.9% 89.2%

Grade 12 Education or Less 82.5% 83.1% 84.8%**

Not Confident in Succeeding in College 77.5% 81.7% 94.1%

Skipped High School Classes Once a Month or More 79.8% 84.3% 81.7%

High School Grades of 65 or Less 76.4% 79.3% 82.6%

At Risk in Three Areas 81.5% 87.8% 81.1%

Source: 2008 college administrative data

n = 1,203 (students who enrolled in English/communications class)

Statistically significant levels are indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; *** = 1 percent.  
Comparisons are made between the Services and Control Group and the Services Plus and Control Group.

Detailed regression model results, including sample sizes for each subgroup, are presented in Appendix C.
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5.3 number of hours Worked

It was hypothesized that students in the Services Plus Group 
would face fewer financial challenges and thus work fewer 
hours in comparison to students in the Services and Control 
Groups, due to the availability of the FFS fellowship. However, 
analysis indicated that the pattern of employment hours did 
not differ in the expected manner, as shown in Table 5.4. It 
should be noted that data on hours worked is taken from the 
Year 1 survey of Cohort 1 students (self-reported data).

Similarly, no significant differences between the three groups 
were found with respect to reported financial difficulties. 
Table 5.5 illustrates the percentage of Control, Services and 
Services Plus students reporting that financial difficulties were 
a challenge experienced in college.

table 5.4: number of hours Worked

hours per Week control services services Plus

0 hours 37.2% 36.3% 36.5%

Less than 9 hours 5.7% 8.6% 7.2%

9-16 hours 21.0% 19.6% 22.3%

17-24 hours 17.1% 17.6% 15.7%

25-32 hours 9.8% 8.4% 9.1%

33-40 hours 5.7% 6.6% 3.8%

Over 40 hours 3.4% 3.1% 5.3%

Source: 2008 student survey (Q.D1: “On average, how many hours per week do you work?”)

Statistically significant levels are indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; *** = 1 percent.  
Comparisons are made between the Services and Control Group and the Services Plus and Control Group.

table 5.3: students’ self-confidence

survey statement control services services Plus

"I will continue with my studies next semester." 93.7% 92.5% 92.5%

"I may quit my studies at this college  
before I finish my program." 16.8% 13.8% 14.4%

Source: 2008 student survey (Q.C1b/g: “Please indicate your level of agreement with each of the following statements regarding your program”)

Note: The table captures the percentage of students who agreed or strongly agreed with each statement.

Statistically significant levels are indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; *** = 1 percent.  
Comparisons are made between the Services and Control Group and the Services Plus and Control Group.
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5.4 major source of funding for college

Table 5.6 presents the sources of funding for college reported 
by students. It was hypothesized that students in the Services 
Plus Group would report less reliance on traditional sources 
of finan cial support, such as student loans and employment 
income, due to the availability of FFS fellowships. However, 
regression analyses indicated that there were no significant 

differences between the Services Plus and the Control and 
Services Groups with regard to relying on student loans or 
employment income. The only significant difference that 
emerged was that Services Plus students reported a greater 
reliance on bursaries; this is not surprising, given that Services 
Plus students who met the project’s eligibility requirements 
were awarded a $750 fellowship each semester.

table 5.5: financial difficulties in college

control services services Plus

Experienced financial difficulty 42.7% 42.4% 38.2%

Source: 2008 student survey (Q.C2a: “What kind of challenges are/were you experiencing while you are/were in college?”)

Statistically significant levels are indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; *** = 1 percent.  
Comparisons are made between the Services and Control Group and the Services Plus and Control Group.

table 5.6: major source of funding

type of funding control services services Plus

Government student loan 36.3% 34.9% 40.1%

Scholarships/bursaries 16.7% 14.7% 24.6%***

Employment insurance 3.0% 2.4% 4.7%

First Nations band/INAC funding 3.9% 2.6% 2.3%

Workers compensation 1.8% 1.5% 2.5%

Social/income assistance 1.1% 1.3% 1.9%

Personal savings from employment/investments 35.6% 36.0% 36.7%

Employment income earned while attending college 32.2% 28.4% 30.6%

Money from spouse/partner 5.5% 5.5% 5.7%

Money from parents/guardian 40.2% 43.1% 37.8%

Credit card/line of credit from a bank 12.1% 9.9% 10.4%

Other 0.2% 0.4% 0.4%

Source: 2008 student survey (Q.D4: “What are/were your sources of funding for college?”)

Statistically significant levels are indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; *** = 1 percent.  
Comparisons are made between the Services and Control Group and the Services Plus and Control Group.
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This section looks at the expected intermediate outcomes of 
the FFS project, as defined by the program logic model presented 
in Appendix B.

6.1 AcAdemic AverAge

Tinto’s Theory of Student Departure18 and Bean’s Student 
Attrition Model,19 among others,20 hypothesize that academic 
performance influences students’ decision to leave or stay in 
school. Academically focused retention programs such as FFS are 
based on the assumption that students’ academic competence 
in areas such as reading, writing and mathematics is related to 
retention: the more competent they are, the better their perfor-
mance and the greater the likelihood of their staying in school.21 
As a result, analyzing differences in academic performance 
between the Control, Services and Services Plus Groups should 
provide key information in terms of predicting students’ ultimate 
retention and graduation rates.

The Semester 1 average GPA of the Services Plus Group (2.13) 
was significantly higher than that of Control Group students 
(2.01). Notably, Services Plus students whose reported family 
income was less than $25,000 had a GPA of 2.48, which was 
significantly higher than that of similar students in the Control 
Group. Similar findings were found for women and ESL students.

The Semester 2 average GPA of the Services Plus Group (1.96) 
was significantly higher than that of the Control Group (1.79). 
It thus appears that in the second semester the FFS project 
was effective in improving students’ academic performance. 
If academic performance is indeed related to retention, then it 
should be expected that students in the Services Plus Group 
will eventually show a higher level of retention in comparison 
to the Control Group. Among Services Plus students in Semester 2, 
academic performance was significantly better for the following 
subgroups in particular: Cohort 1, women, students with family 
income of less than $25,000, students who were not confident 
in succeeding in college and students with high school grades 
of 65 or less.

6.2 ProgrAm Fit

Levitz and Noel found “lack of certainty about a major and/
or career” to be the top reason cited by high-ability students for 
their decision to drop out of college.22 If this is the case, then 
students who were identified as being at risk for not comple-
ting their college program due to a lack of career clarity should 
benefit from FFS, since it includes a career counselling component. 
One would expect that students in the intervention groups 
would show greater certainty with respect to their career and 
college program choice, as reflected by a lower rate of switching 
college programs.

table 6.1: mean gPA Scores in Semester 1

group/Subgroup control Services Services Plus

All Groups  2.01 2.06 2.13*

Cohort 1 1.95 2.01 2.07

Cohort 2 2.34 2.34 2.46

ESL Students 2.10 2.25 2.39**

Women 2.10 2.20 2.27**

First-Generation Students 2.09 2.11 2.14

Aged 29+ 2.82 2.80 3.11

Family Income Less Than $25,000 2.09 2.24 2.48**

Grade 12 Education or Less 1.86 1.89 1.86

Not Confident in Succeeding in College 2.13 1.94 2.32

Skipped High School Classes Once a Month or More 1.89 1.93 1.96

High School Grades of 65 or Less 1.62 1.72 1.78

At Risk in Three Areas 1.98 1.78 1.84

Source: 2008 college administrative data

n = 2,008 (missing GPAs were inputed using a regression model)

Statistically significant levels are indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; *** = 1 percent.  
Comparisons are made between the Services and Control Group and the Services Plus and Control Group.

Detailed regression model results, including sample sizes for each subgroup, are presented in Appendix C.
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Administrative data from the three colleges were used to 
measure program changes in either Semester 1 or 2 (Cohort 2) 
or Semester 1, 2 or 3 (Cohort 1). Overall, Services and Services 
Plus students were less likely to switch programs (25.8 and 
23.6 percent, respectively) than were those in the Control Group 
(32.8 percent), which could be viewed as reflecting a higher 
level of certainty with respect to college program and career 
choice. In particular, Services and Services Plus students whose 

first language was other than English or who were female had 
notably lower rates of program change compared to similar 
students in the Control Group. Also, Services Plus students who 
were first-generation students, had completed Grade 12 or less, 
skipped classes once a month or more in high school or had 
a high school average of 65 or less were less likely to switch 
programs than their Control Group counterparts.

table 6.2: mean gPA Scores in Semester 2

group/Subgroup control Services Services Plus

All Groups  1.79 1.82 1.96**

Cohort 1 1.74 1.77 1.90**

Cohort 2 2.06 2.08 2.27

ESL Students 1.98 2.05 2.18

Women 1.97 1.99 2.15*

First-Generation Students 1.93 1.96 1.98

Aged 29+ 2.67 2.66 2.92

Family Income Less Than $25,000 1.84 1.98 2.28***

Grade 12 Education or Less 1.66 1.64 1.74

Not Confident in Succeeding in College 1.83 1.84 2.29**

Skipped High School Classes Once a Month or More 1.67 1.64 1.77

High School Grades of 65 or Less 1.33 1.50 1.66**

At Risk in Three Areas 1.78 1.74 1.71

Source: 2008 college administrative data

n = 2,008 (missing GPA scores were inputed using a regression model)

Statistically significant levels are indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; *** = 1 percent.  
Comparisons are made between the Services and Control Group and the Services Plus and Control Group.

Detailed regression model results, including sample sizes for each subgroup, are presented in Appendix C.

table 6.3: Proportion of Students in Need of career clarification Who changed Program

group/Subgroup control Services Services Plus

All Groups  32.8% 25.8%** 23.6%***

Cohort 1 35.7% 30.8% 25.2%***

Cohort 2 20.8% 4.4%*** 15.0%

ESL Students 38.7% 23.3%** 27.2%**

Women 32.7% 22.7%** 22.9%**

First-Generation Students 32.1% 24.8% 20.3%**

Aged 29+ 38.1% 14.7%* 23.9%

Family Income Less Than $25,000 27.0% 27.6% 22.6%

Grade 12 Education or Less 34.5% 29.1% 25.5%**

Not Confident in Succeeding in College 29.0% 29.4% 26.4%

Skipped High School Classes Once a Month or More 28.9% 23.0% 21.7%*

High School Grades of 65 or Less 37.3% 25.6% 21.1%***

At Risk in Three Areas 26.2% 23.9% 25.7%

Source: 2008 college administrative data

n = 1,099 (students in need of career clarification)

Statistically significant levels are indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; *** = 1 percent.  
Comparisons are made between the Services and Control Group and the Services Plus and Control Group.

Detailed regression model results, including sample sizes for each subgroup, are presented in Appendix C.
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7.1 Overall retentiOn rates as Of september 2008

The primary impact of interest in FFS is student retention. 
For this report, retention was assessed using data obtained in 
fall 2008. Only Cohort 1 is considered here; the data as of fall 
2008 only represented retention in college for one semester 
for many students in Cohort 2 and are thus of limited interest.

It should be noted that retention in college as of fall 2008 
represents a snapshot of retention at a specific point in time. 
Analysis indicated that there was some movement away from 
and back to a college over time, as some students who were 
not enrolled in the summer semester in 2008 were enrolled 
again in the fall of 2008. It is likewise possible that some students 
who were not enrolled in fall 2008 may return to college later 
on in 2009. These results should thus be interpreted with caution, 
since they do not reflect final retention figures.

Cohort 1 students in the Services Plus Group were significantly 
more likely to be still enrolled in college as of fall 2008: 67.2 per-
cent of Services Plus students were still in college at that time, 
compared to 62.6 percent in the Control Group. The impacts of 
the interventions were more pronounced among various high-risk 
subgroups, including:

 ❚ students reporting a family income of less than 
$25,000 (73.2 percent retention rate in the Services 
Plus Group and 65.3 percent in the Services Group 
versus 55.4 percent in the Control Group);

 ❚ students who had high school grades of 65 or less 
(58.7 percent retention rate in the Services Plus 
Group and 58.2 percent in the Services Group  versus 
44.2  percent in the Control Group);

 ❚ ESL students (73.5 percent retention rate in the Services 
Plus Group versus 59.6 percent in the Control Group); and

 ❚ women (71.3 percent retention rate in the Services Plus 
Group versus 64.1 percent in the Control Group).

table 7.1: retention rates by subgroup for Cohort 1

Group/subgroup Control services services plus

All Groups 62.6% 65.8% 67.2%* 

ESL Students 59.6% 68.4% 73.5%** 

Women 64.1% 70.2% 71.3%* 

First-Generation Students 65.9% 65.9% 69.2% 

Aged 29+ 72.5% 73.7% 77.5% 

Family Income Less Than $25,000 55.4% 65.3%* 73.2%*** 

Grade 12 Education or Less 61.1% 63.6% 63.0% 

Not Confident in Succeeding in College 67.0% 61.6% 67.1% 

Skipped High School Classes Once a Month or More 58.5% 62.2% 64.4% 

High School Grades of 65 or Less 44.2% 58.2%** 58.7%* 

At Risk in Three Areas 56.0% 63.8% 63.6% 

Source: 2008 college administrative data

n = 1,711

Statistically significant levels are indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; *** = 1 percent.  
Comparisons are made between the Services and Control Group and the Services Plus and Control Group.

Detailed regression model results, including sample sizes for each subgroup, are presented in Appendix C.
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adjusting effects for non-participants

The impact of FFS is estimated in this report based on the entire 
Cohort 1 sample of students originally recruited and agreeing 
to participate in the project. It could be argued that this under-
states the true effect of FFS, as some students in the project 
were no-shows who did not participate in any activities.

A set of statistical procedures is available (i.e., the Bloom 
Adjustment for No-Shows)23 which corrects the project impact 
estimates for members of the program groups for whom the 
interventions had zero impact due to their non-involvement.24 
The effect of FFS, correcting for those students with zero partici-
pation hours, can be expressed as follows:

For the Services Plus Group, the impact of the Treatment 
on the Treated can be calculated as:

4.6%/0.72 = 6.4% increase in retention among participants.

7.2 mandatOry WithdraWal rates 
as Of september 2008

The project logic model reproduced in Appendix B illustrates how 
FFS was anticipated to work. Specifically, it was hypothesized 
that Services and Services Plus students would perform better 
academically as a result of developmental English/communications 
classes and other tutoring activities completed as part of FFS. 
That being the case, one would expect to see lower rates of 
mandatory withdrawal from college among these two groups. 
“Mandatory withdrawal” is defined here as dismissal from a 
college due to a student failing to achieve or maintain satisfac-
tory academic progress. According to Seneca College’s Academic 
Policy: “The basis of mandatory withdrawal may be a student’s 
behaviour; and/or attendance; and/or performance; where one 
or all of these is detrimental to the learning process, or disruptive 
to the aims and objectives of the College.”25

As predicted, students in the Services and Services Plus Groups 
had significantly lower rates of mandatory withdrawal (8.3 
and 6.3 percent, respectively) compared to the Control Group 
(11.1 percent), as shown in Table 7.2. Notably, students whose 
first language was not English, women, students whose family 
income was less than $25,000 and students at risk in multiple 
areas (language skills, career clarity and need for mentoring) 
were the most likely subgroups to benefit from FFS interven-
tions. Also of particular interest is the fact that 23.1 percent of 
Control Group students who reported high school grades of 65 
or less at baseline had withdrawn at the request of the college 
by fall 2008, compared to approximately 12 percent among 
the Services and Services Plus Groups.

tOt = itt / p

where:

tOt is the impact of the Treatment on the Treated, 

itt is the Intent to Treat 
(the overall estimate of the program impact) and 

p is the proportion of the group who are participants.
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7.3 vOluntary WithdraWal rates 
as Of september 2008

The FFS logic model provides less specific direction with respect 
to how students in the Services and Services Plus Groups will 
respond to career clarification activities. Some students might 
have responded to the “Gear” workshops offered as part of FFS 
by changing programs, based on the results of their assessments 
(i.e., Myers-Briggs Type Indicator and Strong Campbell Interest 
Inventory). On the other hand, students may have concluded as 
a result of career clarification activities that their chosen program 
was appropriate for them, thereby increasing their commitment 
to their studies.

The regression analyses completed indicated that a mix of 
impacts occurred. Overall, 14.7 percent of Services and Services 
Plus students deemed in need of career clarification withdrew 
from their college voluntarily, compared to 12.2 percent of 
their counterparts in the Control Group; this difference was not 
statistically significant. Conversely, first-generation students 
in the Services Group were significantly more likely to withdraw 
voluntarily (17.0 percent) in comparison to those in the Control 
Group (9.4 percent). However, most of the regression analyses 
indicated that these patterns were not statistically significant.

table 7.2: mandatory Withdrawal rates as of september 2008 for Cohort 1

Group/subgroup Control services services plus

All Groups 11.1% 8.3%* 6.3%***

ESL Students 16.2% 5.1%*** 6.8%***

Women 9.4% 6.1% 3.4%***

First-Generation Students 12.4% 8.5% 3.8%***

Aged 29+ 5.9% 7.0% 2.8%

Family Income Less Than $25,000 16.2% 7.4%** 2.1%***

Grade 12 Education or Less 12.5% 9.0%* 7.8%**

Not Confident in Succeeding in College 16.0% 9.3% 7.9%*

Skipped High School Classes Once a Month or More 9.5% 10.9% 9.2%

High School Grades of 65 or Less 23.1% 11.8%*** 11.9%**

At Risk in Three Areas 19.8% 9.5%** 8.3%***

Source: 2008 college administrative data

n = 1,711 (Cohort 1 only)

Statistically significant levels are indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; *** = 1 percent.  
Comparisons are made between the Services and Control Group and the Services Plus and Control Group.

Detailed regression model results, including sample sizes for each subgroup, are presented in Appendix C.
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table 7.3: voluntary Withdrawal rates for Cohort 1 students needing Career Clarification as of september 2008

Group/subgroup Control services services plus

All Groups 12.2% 14.7% 14.7%

ESL Students 13.2% 12.0% 12.3%

Women 14.1% 12.8% 11.9%

First-Generation Students 9.4% 17.0%** 13.5%

Aged 29+ 15.7% 10.5% 12.7%

Family Income Less Than $25,000 16.2% 16.5% 14.1%

Grade 12 Education or Less 12.7% 15.5% 14.1%

Not Confident in Succeeding in College 8.5% 18.6%* 14.5%

Skipped High School Classes Once a Month or More 16.0% 16.4% 13.6%

High School Grades of 65 or Less 15.4% 17.3% 11.0%

At Risk in Three Areas 9.9% 12.9% 14.9%

Source: 2008 college administrative data

n = 889 (Cohort 1 students deemed to need career clarification)

Statistically significant levels are indicated as: * = 10 percent; ** = 5 percent; *** = 1 percent.  
Comparisons are made between the Services and Control Group and the Services Plus and Control Group.

Detailed regression model results, including sample sizes for each subgroup, are presented in Appendix C.
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27 Self-reported in the Partners in Education Inventory (PEI).

8.1 Overview Of findings

This chapter presents a short summary of what we have learned 
so far from the project evaluation. It also lays out what can be 
expected from the final impact report.

Overall FFS Project impacts
It is too early to conclude that FFS has improved retention at 
Confederation College, Mohawk College and Seneca College, but 
the short-term results are promising. Students in the Services 
Plus Group were significantly more likely to still be enrolled in 
college as of fall 2008 than were those in the Control Group 
(67.2 versus 62.6 percent).

The findings from this study suggest that participation matters. 
The data show that participation patterns are strongly related 
to FFS impacts. Moreover, the fellowship offered to the Services 
Plus Group increased participation in the activities designed to 
help students succeed in college: 72 percent of Services Plus 
students participated in FFS activities in Semester 1, compared 
to 49.5 percent of Services Group students (55 versus 29.9 percent 
in Semester 2). As a result, it seems that the fellowship has been 
successful in inducing students to be more involved in tutoring, 
mentoring and other student support services.

Overall, the Services Plus Group showed the following impacts:

 ❚ Better academic performance: The GPA for Services 
Plus students was significantly higher in Semesters 1 
and 2 com pared to that of the Control Group. There was 
a six percent difference in Semester 1 GPA between the 
Services Plus and Control Group and a ten percent diffe-
rence in Semester 2 GPA, suggesting a stronger benefit 
over time from Services Plus interventions in terms of 
academic improvement.

 ❚ Higher retention: As of fall 2008, 67.2 percent of Services 
Plus students were still enrolled in college, compared to 
62.6 percent of the Control Group. Adjusting for students 
who did not participate in any FFS activities, the effect 
of Services Plus interventions was a 6.4 percentage point 
increase in retention after one year.

The challenge for future semesters will be to increase participa-
tion in FFS-related activities. The fellowship appeared to increase 
uptake of activities for the Services Plus Group. However, even 
without the fellowship, the Services Group may in future show 
similar impacts if case managers are more successful at encour-
aging students to undertake critical activities such as tutoring, 
mentoring and career clarification.

impacts by subgroup

A number of subgroups of interest benefited from the FFS project. 
Specifically, several statistically significant outcomes were found 
for the groups below.

Low-income students
A 2005 report found that young people from lower-income 
families have less access to post-secondary education and that 
their access decreases as tuition costs increase.26 Over 70 percent 
of low-income27 Services Plus students (i.e., those with family 
incomes of less than $25,000) were still in college as of fall 2008, 
compared to 55 percent of similar students in the Control Group. 
The impact of Services Plus interventions was most pronounced 
among low-income students, suggesting that they may be among 
the most responsive to financial incentives coupled with student 
support. Low-income Services Plus students benefited aca-
demically as well, with a Semester 1 GPA that was 19 percent 
higher than that of the Control Group and a Semester 2 GPA 
that was 24 percent higher.
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High school grade of 65 or Less
High school grades are a strong indicator of whether a student 
will complete post-secondary education. For example, the Class 
of 2003 report noted that respondents with reported grades of 
80 percent or higher were unlikely to report academic difficulties 
in gaining access to a post-secondary program. More telling is 
the percentage of respondents with lower grades who reported 
having difficulties meeting entrance or program require ments. 
Almost one-half of respondents with reported grades of less than 
60 percent and 27 percent of respondents with grades in the 
“C” range (i.e., 60 to 69 percent) reported academic difficulties 
in gaining entry to or continuing PSE. Other reports look at the 
link to persistence rates by high school grade.28 For example, 
using the Youth in Transition Survey, Bushnik, Barr-Telford and 
Bussière confirmed that experience and performance in high 
school strongly influence whether students will drop out of 
a post-secondary program.29

The data thus far indicate that the FFS project has been some-
what successful in counteracting the challenges faced by this 
group. Specifically, 58.7 percent of Services Plus students 
with high school grades of 65 or less remained in college as 
of fall 2008, compared to 44.2 percent of similar Control Group 
students. Services Plus students with lower high school grades 
also appeared to benefit academically from the program; these 
students achieved a Semester 2 GPA of 1.66 versus 1.33 for 
similar students in the Control Group, a statistically significant 
difference of 25 percent.

Language Challenges
Research shows that between 30 and 40 percent of all entering 
first-year students are unprepared for college-level reading and 
writing and approximately 44 percent of all college students 
who complete a two-year degree enrol in at least one develop-
mental course in math, writing or reading. Butlin found that 
high school graduates who failed English/French literature had 
lower odds of participating in post-secondary education.30 In this 
report, students who were at risk specifically due to a lack of 
language proficiency (in particular, students whose first language 
was not English) are considered separately from those who were 
at risk for not completing college.

In FFS, those students whose first language was not English 
and who were assessed as at risk due to a need for language 
tutoring were most likely to benefit from language tutoring 
support. Almost 90 percent of ESL students in the Services Plus 
Group successfully completed an English/communications class, 
compared to 80.2 percent of similar students in the Control 
Group. ESL students in the Services Plus Group were more 
likely to remain in college as of fall 2008 (73.5 percent) than 
were those in the Control Group (59.6 percent), a 23 percent 
improvement. Importantly, ESL students in the Services Plus 
Group had far lower mandatory withdrawal rates (6.8 percent) 
than those in the Control Group (16.2 percent), again suggesting 
that the higher retention rate in this group is linked to improved 
academic performance.

8.2 ABOut tHe finAL rePOrt

During the course of the project, R.A. Malatest & Associates 
Ltd. provides the Foundation with regular progress evaluations. 
These updates take the form of both written and verbal reports 
summarizing the activities completed to date and any issues 
that may arise.

In addition to this short-term impacts report, R.A. Malatest 
& Associates Ltd. will produce a final research report. Due in 
early 2010, it will summarize the intermediate and final impacts 
of FFS as of fall 2009 and incorporate interim findings from a 
third cohort of students recruited in fall 2008. Project partici-
pation data, administrative data, student surveys and other data 
obtained during the course of the project will be linked in order 
to evaluate impacts. The focus will be on answering the research 
questions presented in this report, including the effectiveness 
and efficiency of case manager-facilitated access to services in 
terms of improving the persistence rates of students deemed 
at risk of not completing their program of study. The final report 
will also provide a cost-benefit analysis of FFS.
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Appendix A:  
eligible programs of Study

Each college was responsible for submitting a list of non-highly 
selective two-year programs of study that could be included 
in a list of eligible programs. Students in these programs were 
invited to participate in FFS.

ConfederAtion College

 ❚ Aboriginal Law & Advocacy
 ❚ General Arts & Science Diploma
 ❚ Broadcasting — Television
 ❚ Business — Accounting
 ❚ Business — Human Resources
 ❚ Business — Marketing
 ❚ Culinary Management
 ❚ Film Production
 ❚ Hotel Management
 ❚ International Business
 ❚ Developmental Service Worker
 ❚ Early Childhood Education
 ❚ Law & Security Administration
 ❚ Paramedic
 ❚ Police Foundations
 ❚ Practical Nursing
 ❚ Recreation & Leisure Service
 ❚ Aviation Technician — Aircraft Maintenance
 ❚ Aviation — Flight Management
 ❚ Forestry Technician
 ❚ Instrumentation Engineering Technician
 ❚ Mechanical Engineering Technician
 ❚ Power Engineering Technician

MohAwk College

 ❚ Recreation & Leisure Services
 ❚ Social Service Worker
 ❚ Educational Assistant
 ❚ Insurance
 ❚ Business Marketing
 ❚ Business
 ❚ Enterprise Business
 ❚ Business Accounting
 ❚ Financial Services
 ❚ Office Administration — Executive
 ❚ Office Administration — Legal
 ❚ Office Administration — Medical
 ❚ Tourism & Travel
 ❚ Architectural Technician
 ❚ Civil Engineering Technician
 ❚ Architectural Technology
 ❚ Civil Engineering Technology
 ❚ Transportation Engineering Technology
 ❚ General Arts & Science
 ❚ Journalism — Print & Broadcast
 ❚ Broadcasting — Radio & Communications Media

SeneCA College

 ❚ Early Childhood Education
 ❚ Building Systems Engineering Technician
 ❚ Civil Engineering Technician
 ❚ Environmental Technician
 ❚ Electronics Engineering Technician — Broadband Cable
 ❚ Electronics Engineering Technician — Computer
 ❚ Electronics Engineering Technician — Communications
 ❚ Fire Protection Engineering Technician
 ❚ Accounting
 ❚ Esthetician
 ❚ Fashion Merchandising
 ❚ Visual Merchandising
 ❚ General Arts & Science
 ❚ General Business
 ❚ International Business
 ❚ International Transportation & Customs
 ❚ Court & Tribunal Administration
 ❚ Court & Tribunal Agent
 ❚ Law Clerk
 ❚ Library Information Technician
 ❚ Real Property Administration
 ❚ Business Insurance
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Appendix B:  
Foundations for Success project logic Model

The objectives, activities, outputs, outcomes and final intended results of FFS are outlined in the logic model below.

tr
ea

tm
en

t 
 

g
ro

up
s

Service group Service plus group

A
ct

iv
it

ie
s Case Managers for Service  

and Service plus Students Champion  
participation in program Activities  

Consistent with Students’ risk profile

financial fellowships are offered as an  
incentive to Service plus Students who participate  

in a Minimum of program/Campus Activities  
and who Maintain a Minimum Academic Average

o
ut

pu
ts Consistent with student risk profile, students take:

❚  Remedial English/Communication courses
❚  Peer tutoring and mentorship activities
❚  Skills assessment and career exploration

Fellowships are provided to students who maintain  
a minimum academic average and participate  

in a minimum or program and campus activities

im
m

ed
ia

te
  

o
ut

co
m

es

❚  Students demonstrate a higer level of skill in English

❚  Students develop greater self-confidence

❚  Students are better able to determine if their selected 
program is right for them (or whether to change programs)

Students meeting criteria face fewer financial difficulties  
and have to work fewer hours to finance their studies

in
te

rm
ed

ia
te

 o
ut

co
m

es Academic Outcomes:
❚  Higher academic average
❚  Greater number of courses taken
❚   Shorter period of time to complete studies
❚  More semesters of school taken

Increased engagement within the college

Higher level of reported program fit

Lower rate  
of discontinuing studies  
due to financial issues

im
pa

ct

Students are more likely to complete their college program
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Appendix C:  
detailed regression results

For ease of reference, this appendix uses the same table numbers as the main report.

table 4.1: familiarity with project

group/ 
Subgroup

Control  
%  

 (count) a

Services  
%  

(count)

Services 
impact 

  estimate b
Services 

  p-value c
Services plus 

% 
(count)

Services plus 
impact 

 estimate d
Service plus 

p-value

All Groups 
(Cohort 1 only)

55.0%
(438)

81.1%
(455) 26.0% 0.000 88.1%

(471) 33.0% 0.000

ESL Students 56.4%
(101)

76.5%
(98) 20.0% 0.003 86.9%

(137) 30.5% 0.000

Women 52.7%
(243)

79.5%
(249) 26.8% 0.000 91.0%

(268) 38.3% 0.000

First-Generation  
Students

57.9%
(140)

82.2%
(135) 24.4% 0.000 87.4%

(151) 29.5% 0.000

Aged 29+ 63.6%
(44)

93.8%
(48) 29.8% 0.000 90.0%

(60) 26.7% 0.001

Family Income  
Less Than $25,000

57.5%
(87)

87.9%
(99) 29.6% 0.000 92.3%

(117) 34.0% 0.000

Grade 12 Education  
or Less

52.6%
(302)

79.7%
(305) 27.0% 0.000 88.5%

(313) 35.8% 0.000

Not Confident in Succeeding 
in College

55.6%
(72)

73.2%
(71) 17.2% 0.031 92.5%

(67) 36.9% 0.000

Skipped High School Classes 
Once a Month or More 

55.7%
(210)

81.7%
(241) 25.8% 0.000 89.3%

(233) 33.2% 0.000

High School Grades  
of 65 or Less 

58.4%
(77)

81.4%
(86) 23.0% 0.001 84.3%

(83) 25.7% 0.000

At Risk in Three Areas 59.7%
(67)

79.2%
(96) 20.2% 0.005 84.5%

(103) 23.8% 0.000

a  Unadjusted Control Group standard deviation = the simple standard deviation of the combined Control Group across all three sites
b  For binary outcome (e.g., Graduation), T1 impact estimate size = 100* β

1

For continuous outcome (e.g., PropCompleted), T1 impact estimate = β
1

c  T1 (Services Group) p-value corresponds to the hypothesis test: H
0
: β

1
 = 0 vs H

a
: β

1
 ≠ 0

d  T2 (Services Plus Group) impact estimate and p-value are defined similarly to T1 (Service) quantities, 
with the exception that the p value compares whether the Services Plus Group is different from the Control Group.

Source: 2008 student survey (Q.A5: “Are you familiar with the Foundations for Success project?”)



Foundations for Success: Short-Term Impacts Report52

table 4.3a: participation in FFS Activities in Semester 1

group/ 
Subgroup

Control  
%  

 (count) a

Services  
%  

(count)

Services 
impact 

  estimate b
Services 

  p-value c
Services plus 

% 
(count)

Services plus 
impact 

 estimate d
Service plus 

p-value

All Students 14.1%
(669)

49.5%
(666) 35.4% 0.000 72.4%

(673) 22.8% 0.000

Cohort 1 14.6%
(569)

48.9%
(568) 34.3% 0.000 70.7%

(574) 21.8% 0.000

Cohort 2 11.0%
(100)

53.1%
(98) 42.0% 0.000 81.8%

(99) 28.7% 0.000

ESL Students 21.9%
(169)

56.1%
(157) 35.1% 0.000 81.5%

(205) 24.8% 0.000

Women 14.5%
(387)

50.9%
(375) 36.5% 0.000 75.3%

(380) 24.4% 0.000

First-Generation  
Students

18.0%
(200)

50.8%
(199) 33.0% 0.000 74.7%

(221) 23.5% 0.000

Aged 29+ 45.6%
(57)

79.2%
(72) 35.1% 0.000 83.5%

(85) 4.1% 0.516

Family Income  
Less Than $25,000

18.7%
(155)

63.4%
(142) 44.6% 0.000 82.3%

(158) 19.1% 0.000

Grade 12 Education  
or Less

12.4%
(460)

45.8%
(450) 33.4% 0.000 69.2%

(451) 23.3% 0.000

Not Confident in Succeeding 
in College

23.1%
(117)

59.6%
(99) 35.8% 0.000 82.2%

(90) 22.8% 0.001

Skipped High School Classes 
Once a Month or More 

12.2%
(327)

45.8%
(358) 33.6% 0.000 71.5%

(355) 25.6% 0.000

High School Grades  
of 65 or Less 

16.3%
(129)

51.1%
(133) 34.8% 0.000 66.1%

(127) 15.0% 0.014

At Risk in Three Areas 18.9%
(74)

50.6%
(87) 31.8% 0.000 78.0%

(82) 27.2% 0.000

Source: 2008 college administrative data

n = 2,008

Impact estimate and p-value are as defined in Table 4.1 of this appendix, with the exception  
that the p value compares whether the Services Plus Group is different from the Services Group.
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table 4.3b: participation in FFS Activities in Semester 2

group/ 
Subgroup

Control  
%  

(count)

Services  
%  

(count)

Services 
impact 

estimate

Services 
p-value

Services plus 
%  

(count)

Services plus 
impact 

estimate

Service plus 
p-value

All Students 8.2%
(669)

29.9%
(666) 21.6% 0.000 55.0%

(673) 25.1% 0.000

Cohort 1 8.8%
(569)

31.2%
(568) 22.3% 0.000 56.4%

(574) 25.3% 0.000

Cohort 2 5.0%
(100)

22.4%
(98) 17.5% 0.000 46.5%

(99) 24.1% 0.000

ESL Students 11.2%
(169)

36.9%
(157) 26.3% 0.000 62.0%

(205) 23.7% 0.000

Women 8.5%
(387)

30.1%
(375) 21.6% 0.000 58.7%

(380) 28.5% 0.000

First-Generation  
Students

10.0%
(200)

32.7%
(199) 22.5% 0.000 52.5%

(221) 20.3% 0.000

Aged 29+ 22.8%
(57)

54.2%
(72) 31.1% 0.000 72.9%

(85) 18.5% 0.016

Family Income  
Less Than $25,000

8.4%
(155)

39.4%
(142) 31.0% 0.000 69.0%

(158) 28.8% 0.000

Grade 12 Education  
or Less

7.2%
(460)

26.4%
(450) 19.2% 0.000 49.7%

(451) 23.3% 0.000

Not Confident in Succeeding 
in College

13.7%
(117)

38.4%
(99) 24.0% 0.000 71.1%

(90) 33.2% 0.000

Skipped High School Classes 
Once a Month or More 

5.5%
(327)

23.7%
(358) 18.2% 0.000 50.7%

(355) 27.1% 0.000

High School Grades  
of 65 or Less 

6.2%
(129)

24.8%
(133) 18.5% 0.000 48.0%

(127) 23.2% 0.000

At Risk in Three Areas 18.9%
(74)

24.1%
(87) 5.1% 0.442 52.4%

(82) 27.8% 0.000

Source: 2008 college administrative data

n = 2,008

Impact estimate and p-value are as defined in Table 4.1 of this appendix, with the exception  
that the p value compares whether the Services Plus Group is different from the Services Group.
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table 5.2: Students Assessed as needing language tutoring who passed  
an english/Communications Course in at least one Semester

group/ 
Subgroup

Control  
%  

(count)

Services  
%  

(count)

Services 
impact 

estimate

Services 
p-value

Services plus 
%  

(count)

Services plus 
impact 

estimate

Service plus 
p-value

All Groups 84.4%
(390)

85.6%
(411) 2.8% 0.326 87.3%

(402) 5.7% 0.039

Cohort 1 84.9%
(332)

87.1%
(348) 1.8% 0.562 87.8%

(343) 4.9% 0.092

Cohort 2 81.0%
(58)

77.8%
(63) 9.4% 0.241 84.7%

(59) 11.2% 0.178

ESL Students 80.2%
(121)

88.2%
(119) 7.8% 0.145 89.9%

(138) 11.1% 0.020

Women 84.6%
(247)

84.5%
(238) 1.0% 0.783 89.5%

(239) 6.8% 0.044

First-Generation  
Students

79.8%
(114)

86.9%
(130) 9.8% 0.067 88.0%

(133) 14.1% 0.005

Aged 29+ 92.7%
(41)

97.9%
(48) 8.4% 0.172 100.0%

(54) 8.4% 0.099

Family Income  
Less Than $25,000

88.2%
(102)

89.9%
(89) 2.6% 0.627 89.2%

(102) -0.8% 0.880

Grade 12 Education  
or Less

82.5%
(280)

83.1%
(295) 2.8% 0.433 84.8%

(283) 7.4% 0.027

Not Confident in Succeeding 
in College

77.5%
(71)

81.7%
(60) 3.4% 0.695 94.1%

(51) 11.1% 0.133

Skipped High School Classes 
Once a Month or More 

79.8%
(168)

84.3%
(217) 6.2% 0.164 81.7%

(191) 6.4% 0.152

High School Grades  
of 65 or Less 

76.4%
(72)

79.3%
(82) 4.1% 0.584 82.6%

(69) 9.1% 0.217

At Risk in Three Areas 81.5%
(65)

87.8%
(82) 10.1% 0.112 81.1%

(74) 2.7% 0.715

Source: 2008 college administrative data

n = 1,203 (students needing language tutoring only)

Impact estimate and p-value are as defined in Table 4.1 of this appendix.
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table 6.1: Mean gpA Scores in Semester 1

group/ 
Subgroup

Unadjusted 
Control Mean 
(Count, Sd)

Services 
Mean  

(Count, Sd)

Services 
impact 

estimate

Services 
p-value

Services plus 
Mean  

(Count, Sd)

Services plus 
impact 

estimate

Service plus 
p-value

All Groups 2.01
(669, 1.3)

2.06
(666, 1.3) 0.045 0.511 2.13

(673, 1.3) 0.115 0.091

Cohort 1 1.95
(569, 1.3)

2.01
(568, 1.3) 0.054 0.461 2.07

(574, 1.3) 0.115 0.115

Cohort 2 2.34
(100, 1.3)

2.34
(98, 1.4) -0.005 0.979 2.46

(99, 1.3) 0.117 0.525

ESL Students 2.10
(169, 1.4)

2.25
(157, 1.3) 0.156 0.271 2.39

(205, 1.3) 0.294 0.028

Women 2.10
(387, 1.3)

2.20
(375, 1.2) 0.093 0.292 2.27

(380, 1.24) 0.174 0.046

First-Generation  
Students

2.09
(200, 1.3)

2.11
(199, 1.2) 0.047 0.704 2.14

(221, 1.3) 0.056 0.650

Aged 29+ 2.82
(57, 1.25)

2.80
(72, 1.2) -0.120 0.570 3.11

(85, 1.0) 0.185 0.332

Family Income  
Less Than $25,000

2.09
(155, 1.3)

2.24
(142, 1.26) 0.152 0.298 2.48

(158, 1.29) 0.362 0.012

Grade 12 Education  
or Less

1.86
(460, 1.2)

1.89
(450, 1.2) 0.023 0.776 1.86

(451, 1.3) -0.004 0.961

Not Confident in Succeeding 
in College

2.13
(117, 1.4)

1.94
(99, 1.34) -0.166 0.358 2.32

(90, 1.3) 0.207 0.253

Skipped High School Classes 
Once a Month or More 

1.89
(327, 1.3)

1.93
(358, 1.3) 0.027 0.777 1.96

(355, 1.3) 0.039 0.676

High School Grades  
of 65 or Less 

1.62
(129, 1.3)

1.72
(133, 1.2) 0.076 0.610 1.78

(127, 1.3) 0.136 0.356

At Risk in Three Areas 1.98
(74, 1.4)

1.78
(87, 1.4) -0.139 0.509 1.84

(82, 1.4) -0.111 0.603

Source: 2008 college administrative data

n = 2,008 (missing GPAs were inputed using a regression model)

Impact estimate and p-value are as defined in Table 4.1 of this appendix.
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table 6.2: Mean gpA Scores in Semester 2

group/ 
Subgroup

Unadjusted 
Control Mean 
(Count, Sd)

Services 
Mean  

(Count, Sd)

Services 
impact 

estimate

Services 
p-value

Services plus 
Mean  

(Count, Sd)

Services plus 
impact 

estimate

Service plus 
p-value

All Groups 1.79
(669, 0.14)

1.82
(666, 0.14) 0.029 0.687 1.96

(673, 1.4) 0.169 0.018

Cohort 1 1.74
(569, 0.13)

1.77
(568, 0.14) 0.032 0.679 1.90

(574, 0.14) 0.164 0.034

Cohort 2 2.06
(100, 1.4)

2.08
(98, 1.4) 0.013 0.947 2.27

(99, 1.3) 0.205 0.277

ESL Students 1.98
(169, 1.4)

2.05
(157, 1.3) 0.081 0.574 2.18

(205, 1.3) 0.201 0.141

Women 1.97
(387, 1.3)

1.99
(375, 1.3) 0.013 0.890 2.15

(380, 1.3) 0.176 0.053

First-Generation  
Students

1.93
(200, 1.3)

1.96
(199, 1.3) 0.043 0.743 1.98

(221, 1.4) 0.048 0.705

Aged 29+ 2.67
(57, 1.3)

2.66
(72, 1.4) -0.118 0.624 2.92

(85, 1.1) 0.149 0.471

Family Income  
Less Than $25,000

1.84
(155, 1.4)

1.98
(142, 1.4) 0.143 0.367 2.28

(158, 1.4) 0.396 0.009

Grade 12 Education  
or Less

1.66
(460, 1.3)

1.64
(450, 1.3) -0.030 0.719 1.74

(451, 1.3) 0.068 0.415

Not Confident in Succeeding 
in College

1.83
(117, 1.4)

1.84
(99, 1.4) 0.043 0.819 2.29

(90, 1.3) 0.473 0.010

Skipped High School Classes 
Once a Month or More 

1.67
(327, 1.3)

1.64
(358, 1.4) -0.036 0.721 1.77

(355, 1.4) 0.075 0.453

High School Grades  
of 65 or Less 

1.33
(129, 1.3)

1.50
(133, 1.3) 0.150 0.339 1.66

(127, 1.3) 0.309 0.046

At Risk in Three Areas 1.78
(74, 1.4)

1.74
(87, 1.3) -0.006 0.976 1.71

(82, 1.3) -0.050 0.806

Source: 2008 college administrative data

n = 2,008 (missing GPAs were inputed using a regression model)

Impact estimate and p-value are as defined in Table 4.1 of this appendix.
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table 6.3: proportion of Students in need of Career Clarification who Changed program

group/ 
Subgroup

Control  
%  

(count)

Services  
%  

(count)

Services 
impact 

estimate

Services 
p-value

Services plus 
%  

(count)

Services plus 
impact 

estimate

Service plus 
p-value

All Groups 32.8%
(366)

25.8%
(360) -6.8% 0.043 23.6%

(373) -8.9% 0.006

Cohort 1 35.7%
(294)

30.8%
(292) -4.3% 0.257 25.2%

(313) -9.6% 0.009

Cohort 2 20.8%
(72)

4.4%
(68) -15.7% 0.005 15.0%

(60) -5.1% 0.451

ESL Students 38.7%
(93)

23.3%
(90) -14.0% 0.040 27.2%

(125) -12.4% 0.049

Women 32.7%
(214)

22.7%
(203) -10.0% 0.020 22.9%

(201) -10.5% 0.016

First-Generation  
Students

32.1%
(123)

24.8%
(101) -9.3% 0.130 20.3%

(128) -13.0% 0.019

Aged 29+ 38.1%
(21)

14.7%
(34) -23.4% 0.053 23.9%

(46) -12.1% 0.326

Family Income  
Less Than $25,000

27.0%
(74)

27.6%
(76) -0.6% 0.936 22.6%

(84) -4.1% 0.551

Grade 12 Education  
or Less

34.5%
(255)

29.1%
(234) -5.1% 0.221 25.5%

(251) -8.8% 0.030

Not Confident in Succeeding 
in College

29.0%
(69)

29.4%
(68) 0.2% 0.982 26.4%

(53) -3.2% 0.703

Skipped High School Classes 
Once a Month or More 

28.9%
(187)

23.0%
(200) -6.2% 0.163 21.7%

(212) -7.3% 0.092

High School Grades  
of 65 or Less 

37.3%
(75)

25.6%
(78) -11.0% 0.138 21.1%

(71) -19.0% 0.009

At Risk in Three Areas 26.2%
(122)

23.9%
(142) -2.3% 0.661 25.7%

(144) 0.4% 0.937

Source: 2008 college administrative data

n = 1,099 (students needing career clarification)

Impact estimate and p-value are as defined in Table 4.1 of this appendix.
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table 7.1: retention rates by Subgroup for Cohort 1

group/ 
Subgroup

Control  
%  

(count)

Services  
%  

(count)

Services 
impact 

estimate

Services 
p-value

Services plus 
%  

(count)

Services plus 
impact 

estimate

Service plus 
p-value

All Groups 62.6%
(569)

65.8%
(568) 3.2% 0.253 67.2%

(574) 4.6% 0.098

ESL Students 59.6%
(136)

68.4%
(117) 8.7% 0.153 73.5%

(162) 13.9% 0.011

Women 64.1%
(320)

70.2%
(312) 6.0% 0.106 71.3%

(320) 7.0% 0.059

First-Generation  
Students

65.9%
(170)

65.9%
(176) 0.6% 0.905 69.2%

(185) 3.7% 0.460

Aged 29+ 72.5%
(51)

73.7%
(57) 2.4% 0.784 77.5%

(71) 6.0% 0.461

Family Income  
Less Than $25,000

55.4%
(130)

65.3%
(121) 10.3% 0.099 73.2%

(142) 17.2% 0.003

Grade 12 Education  
or Less

61.1%
(393)

63.6%
(387) 2.3% 0.504 63.0%

(384) 1.7% 0.635

Not Confident in Succeeding 
in College

67.0%
(94)

61.6%
(86) -5.8% 0.426 67.1%

(76) 0.2% 0.983

Skipped High School Classes 
Once a Month or More 

58.5%
(275)

62.2%
(304) 3.3% 0.412 64.4%

(295) 5.2% 0.197

High School Grades  
of 65 or Less 

44.2%
(104)

58.2%
(110) 13.6% 0.048 58.7%

(109) 13.1% 0.052

At Risk in Three Areas 56.0%
(91)

63.8%
(116) 8.2% 0.229 63.6%

(121) 8.5% 0.219

Source: 2008 college administrative data

n = 1,711 (Cohort 1 only)

Impact estimate and p-value are as defined in Table 4.1 of this appendix.
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table 7.2: Mandatory withdrawal rates as of September 2008 for Cohort 1

group/ 
Subgroup

Control  
%  

(count)

Services  
%  

(count)

Services 
impact 

estimate

Services 
p-value

Services plus 
%  

(count)

Services plus 
impact 

estimate

Service plus 
p-value

All Groups 11.1%
(569)

8.3%
(568) -2.9% 0.086 6.3%

(574) -4.8% 0.002

ESL Students 16.2%
(136)

5.1%
(117) -10.7% 0.005 6.8%

(162) -9.3% 0.009

Women 9.4%
(320)

6.1%
(312) -3.2% 0.114 3.4%

(320) -5.7% 0.002

First-Generation  
Students

12.4%
(170)

8.5%
(176) -4.5% 0.156 3.8%

(185) -8.7% 0.002

Aged 29+ 5.9%
(51)

7.0%
(57) -0.1% 0.988 2.8%

(71) -2.4% 0.515

Family Income  
Less Than $25,000

16.2%
(130)

7.4%
(121) -8.7% 0.028 2.1%

(142) -15.0% 0.000

Grade 12 Education  
or Less

12.5%
(393)

9.0%
(387) -3.6% 0.086 7.8%

(384) -4.6% 0.025

Not Confident in Succeeding 
in College

16.0%
(94)

9.3%
(86) -5.2% 0.286 7.9%

(76) -8.8% 0.075

Skipped High School Classes 
Once a Month or More 

9.5%
(275)

10.9%
(304) 1.7% 0.487 9.2%

(295) -0.3% 0.888

High School Grades  
of 65 or Less 

23.1%
(104)

11.8%
(110) -13.6% 0.005 11.9%

(109) -11.7% 0.016

At Risk in Three Areas 19.8%
(91)

9.5%
(116) -11.0% 0.014 8.3%

(121) -13.9% 0.002

Source: 2008 college administrative data

n = 1,711 (Cohort 1 only)

Impact estimate and p-value are as defined in Table 4.1 of this appendix.
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table 7.3: Voluntary withdrawal rates for Cohort 1 Students needing Career Clarification as of September 2008

group/ 
Subgroup

Control  
%  

(count)

Services  
%  

(count)

Services 
impact 

estimate

Services 
p-value

Services plus 
%  

(count)

Services plus 
impact 

estimate

Service plus 
p-value

All Groups 12.2%
(294)

14.7%
(292) 2.5% 0.376 14.7%

(313) 2.5% 0.377

ESL Students 13.2%
(136)

12.0%
(117) -1.2% 0.769 12.3%

(162) -0.9% 0.826

Women 14.1%
(320)

12.8%
(312) -1.3% 0.643 11.9%

(320) -2.2% 0.400

First-Generation  
Students

9.4%
(170)

17.0%
(176) 7.6% 0.038 13.5%

(185) 3.9% 0.251

Aged 29+ 15.7%
(51)

10.5%
(57) -4.7% 0.481 12.7%

(71) -4.4% 0.504

Family Income  
Less Than $25,000

16.2%
(130)

16.5%
(121) -0.1% 0.990 14.1%

(142) -1.5% 0.735

Grade 12 Education  
or Less

12.7%
(393)

15.5%
(387) 2.7% 0.276 14.1%

(384) 1.4% 0.560

Not Confident in Succeeding 
in College

8.5%
(94)

18.6%
(86) 9.5% 0.062 14.5%

(76) 6.1% 0.215

Skipped High School Classes 
Once a Month or More 

16.0%
(275)

16.4%
(304) 0.4% 0.894 13.6%

(295) -2.2% 0.456

High School Grades  
of 65 or Less 

15.4%
(104)

17.3%
(110) 2.1% 0.676 11.0%

(109) -3.9% 0.407

At Risk in Three Areas 9.9%
(91)

12.9%
(116) 3.6% 0.418 14.9%

(121) 5.0% 0.291

Source: 2008 college administrative data

n = 889 (Cohort 1 students needing career clarification)

Impact estimate and p-value are as defined in Table 4.1 of this appendix.
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