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Abstract
This study focused on the process of how the staff at the Thompson Scholars Learning 
Community, a comprehensive college transition program, tailored the programmatic 
offerings to meet the needs of low-income, first generation, and racialized minority stu-
dents. Because college students are complex individuals, each of whom faces a unique 
set of challenges and opportunities, it is reasonable to hypothesize that tailoring sup-
port services to the multiple needs of each student may make them more effective. The 
research identified a four-part iterative and cyclical process to tailor the programmatic 
offerings for students, beginning with the individual student and then using informa-
tion about individual needs to scale to broader group level tailoring. This broadening 
or scaling process is a new contribution to the literature that has not previously been 
identified. The tailored approach we identified works at both individual and group lev-
els, which makes it viable as an intervention for large numbers of students. The effort to 
attend to and learn about individual students ensures that the intervention still meets 
the needs of individuals, but the testing of these interventions more broadly allows for 
understanding how these approaches will work for diverse group level tailoring.
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Learning How to Tailor Programmatic Offerings to  
Support Low-income, First-generation, and  

Racially Minoritized Student Success
Campus leaders have not succeeded in helping low-income, first-generation, and ra-
cially minoritized college students (who we will call at-promise1 students within this 
article) to persist and graduate (Cahalan et al., 2018). About 25% of undergraduates in 
the United States are both low-income and first-generation college students and their 
six-year graduation rate when entering a four-year institution is only 41% compared 
to 73% for students who are neither low-income nor first-generation (Cahalan et al., 
2018). The gap in graduation rates between students from the highest and lowest in-
come quartiles has increased substantially since the 1990s (Cox, 2016). Additionally, 
the current 17 percentage point gap in college degree attainment rates between Black 
and White students is about the same as it was in 1990, while the gap between Latinx 
and White students has increased, even as the number of Black and Latinx matricu-
lants has grown (Cox, 2016; Fry, 2011).  

Many programs have been developed to serve a single population (e.g., racially mi-
noritized or first-generation), yet most students have multiple needs (exception being 
TRIO that serves multiple students’ needs). Numerous aspects of their identities from 
race, class, and first-generation status as well as their family situations, jobs, personality, 
health, life experiences, aspirations, and many other factors will influence the opportu-
nities they find, the challenges they face, and the resources they have available to them 
as they enter the college environment and make their way toward graduation (Bailey 
& Dynarski, 2011). While students from different traditionally marginalized groups 
sometimes face similar obstacles to college success, the way that these obstacles play out 
in the lives of individual students differs based on their multiple characteristics (Katz 
& Somers, 2017; Strayhorn, 2010; Yeh, 2004). Students who belong to any tradition-
ally marginalized groups are more likely to belong to others (e.g., racially minoritized 
students are more likely to be low-income) and to face multiple challenges such as 
lower levels of academic preparation, multiple obligations outside of school, parenting 
while a student, attending part time, and working full time, that may create conditions 
that lead to their departure from college without a diploma (Engle & Tinto, 2008).  

When support services (e.g., bridge, cultural centers, disability services) target a single 
aspect of identity, students may have to spend considerable time and energy traveling 
from place to place on campus to access support related to various aspects of their 
identities or otherwise fail to gain access to the support services they need in order 
to cope with the multiple specific challenges that they face (Engle & Tinto, 2008; 
Scrivener et al., 2015). Support programs that focus on specific identity categories have 

1  We elected to use the term “at-promise” to shift focus away from deficit language 
like “at-risk” to emphasize the strengths, assets, and potential of these student groups 
(Harper, 2010).
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been effective for some students, but the overall data around college persistence and 
graduation reveals that there is still work to be done, especially around meeting the 
needs of today’s increasingly diverse student population (Arendale & Lee, 2018; Bailey 
& Dynarski, 2011; Clotfelter et al., 2017; Redford & Mulvaney Hoyer, 2017; Scriv-
ener et al., 2015). Whether students overcome the challenges they face and succeed in 
reaching their academic goals may be heavily influenced by the extent that the college 
staff and faculty who are there to support them are able to help them solve the specific 
challenges that their unique situations present. 

Because college students are complex individuals, each of whom faces a unique set of 
challenges and opportunities, it is reasonable to hypothesize that tailoring support ser-
vices to the multiple needs of each student may make them more effective. Other fields 
such as healthcare, social work, and K-12 education tailor and adapt programming to 
meet the multiple needs of individuals and develop practices for doing this systemati-
cally, at scale, and thus improve their outcomes (Norris et al., 2002). Prior work from 
this study (see Appendix B & C) has documented what tailored student support looks 
like for underserved students in the context of a college transition program (Kezar et 
al., 2020). In this paper, we articulate how staff and faculty on campuses can scale tai-
lored student support in higher education to inform the development of more effective 
ways to support students. Based on growing awareness of these multiple challenges that 
students face, care teams and individual coaching have emerged on college campuses 
in recent years. Even with this emerging set of interventions, to date, there is virtually 
no data on how colleges can scale support for diverse, multidimensional students.

This study explored the Thompson Scholars Learning Community (TSLC), a compre-
hensive college transition program (described in detail in the methodology section), 
and the overall study examined whether, how, and why this program was successful 
in developing key psychosocial outcomes that are associated with student success, 
persistence, and graduation. Other articles from the study document the ways the 
program is successful in promoting these psychosocial outcomes associated with grad-
uation, retention, and GPA, including sense of belonging, mattering (Melguizo et al., 
2021), major and career self-efficacy (Hypolite et al., 2020), and academic self-efficacy 
(Kitchen et al., 2019). This article describes how the program was able to achieve these 
positive outcomes through tailoring the programmatic offerings support to students’ 
multidimensional needs.2 

2  Tailoring is not the only reason for program success and the study identifies several 
mechanisms including an ecology of validation, community building, and key program-
matic elements such as the proactive advising and staff care and support.  
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Our research findings in this article indicate that staff best serve students’ multiple 
needs and reduce their cognitive load3 when they work at two levels simultaneously: 
interacting with students to understand their multiple individual needs, while also ex-
ploring how some of the needs they have identified might be shared among larger groups 
of students. Then, after identifying that these needs are broader and thus amenable to 
allocating resources, they create interventions tuned and calibrated to address these 
multi-faceted student needs or concerns at scale. It is these processes together which we 
identify as “tailoring,” which constitutes scaled customization. This type of scaled support 
has not been identified in early literature on proactive advising, success coaches, or 
other recent literature on approaches aimed to improve success of at-promise students. 
The research question guiding the current paper is: What is the process for tailoring 
programmatic offerings so that it best serves diverse students’ multiple needs? This 
article provides a closer look at the process that staff members undertake in order to 
create a scaled tailored program.  

Literature Review 
The section begins with a review of research on interventions aimed to support the 
multiple identities of students such as TRIO and other recent support programs, 
highlighting the importance of proactive advising and academic/success coaches as 
approaches for support. We note how the process of tailoring is different from these ap-
proaches. We also describe the very limited studies around designing these processes to 
be effective and later in our discussion note how the process of tailoring overlaps with, 
and is distinctive from, these other approaches. Next, we review concepts drawn from 
case management, describing studies of the process of customizing support. Research 
in education, particularly higher education, about processes of tailoring programs or 
approaches is rare. In order to understand this process, literature on case management 
from social work and healthcare was used to frame an understanding of the process or 
approach for tailoring services in this study. The dearth of literature in this area also 
suggests the importance of the current study and its findings. 

Proactive Advising and Academic/Success Coaches
TRIO, which has historically served at-promise students, is a program where research 
has been conducted related to understanding approaches to meet students’ multifaceted 
needs (Swail, 2003). TRIO staff implement a variety of approaches to meet students’ 
multifaceted needs including one-to-one case management, advising, mentoring, and 

3 Cognitive load refers to the used amount of working memory resources (Jong, 2009). 
Information may only be stored in long term memory after first being attended to, and 
processed by, working memory. In this study, the cognitive load imposed by searching 
for and accessing services related to various identity support needs can add to the 
cognitive load imposed by other aspects of navigating the university environment, which 
can in turn lead to cognitive overload.
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programmatic activities. Two key approaches have been identified in recent years to 
support students’ individualized needs—proactive advising and success coaches. A 
great majority of the literature on proactive advising and success coaches have been 
evaluations, focused on outcomes and much less on process, with no attention to scal-
ing support to the group level. Proactive advising typically involves assigning a student 
an advisor who works to anticipate issues and checks in regularly to ensure students 
do not get off track on their path to success. This process involves an advisor meeting 
with students several times each semester, tracking student progress, assessing aca-
demic performance at mid-term, discussing improvement strategies, making referrals 
to the appropriate services if necessary, and acknowledges that students’ personal lives 
and non-academic factors may influence their college success (Chaney et al., 1997; 
Crockett, 2017; Engle & Tinto, 2008; Muraskin, 1997; Varney, 2012). Key issues of 
focus for discussions include course selection, choice of major, career goals, college 
adjustment, academic planning, personal issues, time management, and strategies for 
achieving success (Earl, 1988; Schwebel et al., 2008; Wortham, 2014). Because the 
process acknowledges students’ personal lives, it is possible that advisers become aware 
of information that would help them to individualize and customize support. Proactive 
advising is linked to student retention, reduction in probation and withdrawals, and 
increased academic achievement and GPA (Abelman & Molina, 2002; Backhus, 1989; 
Earl, 1988; Glennen, 1975; Glennen & Baxley, 1985; Molina & Abelman, 2000; Rod-
gers et al., 2014; Schee, 2007). Given the promise of proactive advising strategies, and 
despite it being a relatively common practice (Cannon, 2013), the proactive advising 
literature is surprisingly underdeveloped in terms of processes and approaches. 

The second major approach to customize and support has been the movement towards 
academic coaching or success coaches (Bettinger & Baker, 2014; Sepulveda, 2020; 
Valentine & Price, 2020). Academic coaching is an advising approach that encourages 
students to reflect on and act on their goals, interests, and passions. Academic coaches 
use a process very similar to proactive advising—the major difference is that academic 
coaches focus more on inspiring and motivation as well as providing structure and 
accountability to follow through on plans. Success coaching focuses more specifically 
on building students’ self-confidence. In fact, coaching can be a part of advising. Some 
approaches to coaching are similar to case management in terms of individualizing 
support, but generally, coaching focuses on a systematic methodology using general 
data about student transition issues or academic challenges. The methodology does not 
focus on identification of students’ multidimensional needs. Recent large-scale inter-
ventions, such as Accelerated Study in Associate Programs (ASAP), Opening Doors, 
or college promise programs for at-promise students, have utilized success coaches and 
identified them as helping students persist and graduate (Bettinger & Baker, 2014; 
Pechac & Slantcheva-Durst, 2019; Valentine & Price, 2020). In both proactive advis-
ing and with coaching, the process to supporting students involves building an under-
standing of the student, examining data, and tracking and making referrals to services. 
Proactive advising and success coaching focus on individualized support, but neither 
has a specific focus on multidimensional student needs or using trends identified to 
support larger student groups at scale.  
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Case Management and Tailoring
Research from case management in social work, healthcare, and K-12 education has 
found that when people face multiple, overlapping challenges it is often more effective 
to adapt support programming to their individual needs by coordinating and curating 
existing programming and/or creating new programming to fit a specific set of needs 
(Day & Roberts, 1991; Eber et al., 2002; Stuart & Gharabaghi, 2010; Tuma, 1989). 
Though there are a variety of case management models, case management can be gen-
erally defined as a process that involves professionals assisting people in assessing what 
kinds of services they need, finding and coordinating services that may be provided 
by a variety of individuals and organizations, assessing the extent to which services are 
helping the client to make progress toward their goals, and adjusting service provision 
as necessary (Stuart & Gharabaghi, 2010).  

Research from case management suggests there are several key practices for identifying 
how to tailor programming or services (Cautilli et al., 2000; Stuart & Gharabaghi, 
2010). First among the practices is the caring professional developing a quality relation-
ship with the client (Cautilli et al., 2000; Day & Roberts, 1991). A quality relationship 
is typically defined as safe, caring, and reliable (Day & Roberts, 1991). If a client does 
not perceive that they have a quality relationship with the case management profes-
sional, it is less likely that they will share needed information that is necessary to tailor 
support (Eber et al., 2002). Thus, there is significant attention to the ways to develop 
a quality relationship as a foundation for obtaining information, learning, and then 
being able to tailor the support to meet client needs. 

A second aspect that is emphasized is getting feedback from stakeholders in the cli-
ent’s life (Day & Roberts, 1991; Eber et al., 2002; Tuma, 1989). In K-12 schools, this 
might be parents and teachers. In social work, it is family members, social workers, 
and community members. It is often important to obtain information from key groups 
that work with the client or student. These groups/individuals often also have data or 
information they can share that will help to better understand needs and adapting 
services. A teacher can share assessment or behavioral data, for example, that will help 
understand the student (Corrin et al., 2015; Eber et al., 2002). In some instances, de-
veloping relationships with these groups is also emphasized, much more so in working 
with communities than in schools where many of the relationships are built into the 
school system. 

Third, systems are often put in place for obtaining information about a client or stu-
dent.  In schools, for example, there may be formal systems for school nurses to report 
feedback to the case manager (Corrin et al., 2015; Eber et al., 2002). Thus, the nurse 
does not need to wait to be contacted as part of informal stakeholder outreach. Instead, 
at regular intervals the nurse will know they will be reporting information back and 
more systematically collecting certain data that a case manager defines as important 
for supporting the students (Corrin et al., 2015). Generally, in case management within 
social work and healthcare, formal systems of feedback are emphasized much less in 
comparison to the relationship with clients that garners information about their needs 
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and information seeking among stakeholders. However, this is often an area that is a 
critique within the literature about ways that case managers might implement more 
formal systems for feedback.  

One exception that utilizes a formal system of feedback in K-12 education is Mascolo, 
Alfonso, and Flanagan’s (2014) model for tailoring interventions based on assessment 
results.  They developed a model called a Systematic Method of Analyzing Assessment 
Results for Tailoring Interventions (SMAARTI). It is focused on collecting, organizing, 
and synthesizing assessment data in order to make the best choices around tailoring. 
They identify several types of tailoring—modification, accommodation, remediation, 
and compensation. It is more of a methodology to help organize larger amounts of 
data where interventions may have a significant amount of data (e.g., special education 
in K-12 school systems) and how to organize, sort, and make appropriate choices with 
the multitude of data. The recent push for increased data in school districts to guide 
improvement of the teaching and learning environment is another reason for the rise 
of such programs.

One limitation to both of these approaches is that they are very hard to scale across 
large numbers of students. For example, TRIO programs are limited as a vehicle for 
scale given they depend on federal funding, serve a small number of students, and are 
too often siloed from other campus support services. This study highlights a program 
and process that was scaled to thousands of students and which also provides individ-
ualized support for multi-dimensional needs. The approach builds from the promis-
ing practices in TRIO or case management but alters them for scale. The process of 
tailoring we identify focuses on and centers an understanding of students as having 
complex identities. It is more than being student-centered but being multiple identity 
conscious. Tailoring shares qualities of proactive advising and success coaches—it is 
proactive, it is holistic focusing on student’s personal and not just academic needs, and 
it is asset-based focusing on student strengths which is sometimes a part of coaching.  

Case Study Methodology
This study explores the following research question—what is the process through 
which TSLC staff tailor the program to meet at-promise students’ needs—through 
qualitative case study research.4   In accordance with Merriam’s (2009) observations, 

4 Data were drawn from a broader research project that employs a longitudinal, 
mixed-methods design that examined whether, how, and why the program develops 
traditional academic short- and long-term outcomes, such as retention and GPA, and 
explored a multitude of psychosocial outcomes (e.g., academic self-efficacy, belonging). 
The larger mixed methods study included longitudinal surveys conducted with two 
cohorts of participants, student focus groups, digital diary interviews with students, 
and case study data collection (e.g., program observations, faculty, staff, and stakeholder 
interviews).
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we have “chosen [qualitative case study research] because of our interest in insight, 
discovery, and interpretation rather than hypothesis testing” (pp. 28-29). The aim of 
this study was to examine the process of tailoring used by college staff rather than to 
test a predetermined hypothesis. Instead, the goal of case study research was to listen 
to the individual voices of participants (Merriam, 2009). In this study we sought to 
provide multiple staff perspectives on the processes used for tailoring to meet the needs 
of complex students with multiple identities and experiences within a program.

Site Selection  
This study focused on the TSLC program which is a comprehensive college transition 
program at three University of Nebraska campuses (University of Nebraska at Omaha 
[UNO]; University of Nebraska-Lincoln [UNL]; University of Nebraska at Kearney 
[UNK]) that connects multiple programmatic and service elements in an effort to 
better support at-promise students. The TSLC program is one of many comprehensive 
college transition programs (such as ASAP, Opening Doors, and Stay the Course) that 
have become more popular in the last decade given data that show that they are better 
able to support at-promise students (Bertrand et al., 2019; Bloom & Sommo, 2005; 
Evans et al., 2017; Scrivener et al., 2008; Scrivener et al., 2015; Visher et al., 2012; 
Weiss et al., 2014). The TSLC program ranges in size from approximately 200-600 
first- and second-year students at each campus with over 2,300 total TSLC scholars 
each year. The overall purpose of the TSLC program is to facilitate a successful college 
transition and to promote a pathway to college completion for low-income students 
(100%) who are primarily first-generation to attend college (69%), many of whom 
are racially minoritized students (UNO, 66%; UNL, 36%; UNK 29%). The TSLC 
program includes proactive advising, learning community courses, peer mentoring, 
social and academic programming, and a scholarship. 

There are several reasons why TSLC is a strong site for this study of program tailoring. 
First, the evaluation of the program demonstrated that it significantly increased numer-
ous psychosocial outcomes associated with student success (e.g., sense of belonging). 
Second, the TSLC program encompasses a wide variety of supports along many do-
mains which gives staff a broad range of services to work with in tailoring the program 
experience for each student. Additionally, the TSLC staff members partner with other 
units around the university, which further broadens the range of services they have 
available. Finally, the program staff have the authority to tailor the program to meet 
students’ unique needs. For this study, we analyzed staff members’ tailoring practices 
at the three University of Nebraska campuses. We chose to include all three campuses, 
both to expand the range of staff members whose perspectives could be included and 
to be able to examine similarities and differences in staff tailoring strategies across cam-
puses with programs of different student demographics and institutional contexts. We 
ended up identifying a similar process at all three campuses, and therefore we did not 
differentiate our findings by campus.
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In terms of how the program works, each program has multiple points of contact for 
each student, including the program director and support staff, faculty coordinator, 
and peer mentors. A staff member also served as a primary point of contact (POC) for 
each student which allows a ready, consistent connection for information, support, and 
encouragement and mirrors the case management used in TRIO programs. Students 
meet regularly with their POC, which facilitates the development of a relationship 
between student and POC over time. Staff are required to proactively reach out to stu-
dents, initiating contact regularly to check on students. The staff provide students both 
academic and interpersonal support and are empowered to tailor program offerings to 
meet the needs of individual students.

Data Collection and Sources
 A descriptive case study involves collecting data from multiple sources, including in-
terviews, observations, and documents to arrive at a detailed, rich, “thick description” 
of the case (Creswell, 2007; Stake, 2013). The larger study included: (a) interviews with 
staff and campus stakeholders; (b) over 600 hours of observations of program activities 
conducted on-site at each of the three universities; and (c) document analysis of annual 
reports and key program documents like planners or resources given to students. Staff 
and stakeholder interviews and observations of staff advising sessions with students 
and staff training were the primary sources of data for the current analysis.

Staff and Stakeholder Interviews. The study included longitudinal interviews with 
all staff that work at the three programs. In addition to the staff that interact with 
students, we interviewed a select group of campus stakeholders that partner with staff 
to tailor the program (e.g., office of multiculturalism, career services, student activ-
ities).  Because program tailoring often depends on expertise from other offices, we 
thought it was important to interview these individuals to understand tailoring and 
provide context for staff interviews. The criteria to identify stakeholders for interview 
was identification by a TSLC staff member naming the individual as an important 
person who collaborates with the program. In total, 42 transcripts with 26 TSLC 
professional staff members across the three campuses were reviewed. Additionally, we 
interviewed 29 campus stakeholders across the three campuses (see Appendix A for the 
participant samples). Note there are more interview transcripts than interviewees as 
staff were interviewed multiple times. 

Similar semi-structured interview protocols were developed for all three campuses for 
interviews with staff and stakeholders in order to facilitate the collection of comparable 
data (Bartlett & Vavrus, 2017). Document analysis and observation of the program 
took place prior to interviews in order to identify areas for follow up. Protocols were 
tested for understanding in pilot interviews with staff. Protocols for interviews with 
program staff were designed to explore the historical development of the program, 
the explicit and implicit goals of the various program interventions, and each staff 
member’s roles and experiences with students in the program. In addition to the formal 
interviews, researchers also conducted periodic informal interviews with program staff 
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to fill in gaps in our understanding of program components and processes. The pro-
tocols for campus stakeholders focused on their partnership with the TSLC program, 
working relationships, and observations of how the TSLC program worked to support 
at-promise students. We worked with the program directors to identify individuals 
with whom they partnered across campus. Interviews were professionally transcribed. 
Staff and stakeholders are referred to generically to protect anonymity as there are few 
people in specific positions and even assigning a pseudonym would reflect gender or sex 
of a staff member, which could violate confidentiality. 

Observations. One member of the research team was assigned as a lead researcher to 
each of the three campuses participating in our study, yet all researchers observed across 
each site over the course of the longitudinal study. The research team members con-
ducted observations of program-related activities over a four-year period (2015-2019), 
initially visiting multiple times each semester and then reducing the number of visits 
per semester after relationships were built and data collection began to reach a level of 
saturation. Given that each researcher was entering an existing community, they were 
initially passive observers in each setting (Spradley, 2016). Over the four years of data 
collection, however, researchers established relationships with staff, instructors, and 
students in the programs and they became more active participants in the settings 
they were observing. This allowed for researchers to access high-stakes spaces such as 
advising sessions with students.

The researchers selected events to observe intentionally, identifying events that had 
similar foci across the three campuses (e.g., advising sessions, orientation, shared aca-
demic courses). This strategy resulted in data that were directly comparable across in-
stitutions (Bartlett & Vavrus, 2017). Field notes documented the content of events and 
discussions, students’ responses to content, and interactions between students, staff, 
and faculty. For this article, we analyze the observations of advising meetings, events, 
and staff training, specifically looking for ways in which staff learn about students’ 
needs in order to tailor the program. This allowed us to develop an understanding of 
the extent to which and the ways in which staff discussions are explicit about tailoring 
as part of their role in the program. 

Data Analysis
We used deductive and inductive thematic analysis (Boyatzis, 1998). Boyatzis’ (1998) 
thematic analysis involves coding and then interrelates codes into larger themes and 
recommends allowing the data to be interpreted first without a particular coding 
scheme from the literature and then recommends bringing in literature to further 
understand the phenomenon. From observing the program, it was apparent that staff 
were customizing the program, which led to direct questions in interviews about this 
process. Therefore, the tailoring process was inductively identified through observation 
notes and then explored through interviews, and we sought out literature to understand 
this process through case management to enhance the analysis process. Observation 
notes and interview transcripts were initially inductively read and reread to identify 
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major trends in the process that staff use for tailoring the program and ways they noted 
they learned this process. In analyzing the interviews, we were particularly looking for 
descriptions of actions that staff members have taken to tailor the program for indi-
vidual students as well as ways that they think about tailoring. A case study document 
that integrates the staff interviews and staff training observations was created for each 
campus. 

We then conducted a cross-case analysis of all three campuses. First, we analyzed the 
data to understand inductively the experiences of tailoring the program for students 
following Boyatzis (1998). We used inductive analysis in order to capture themes that 
emerge from the data that we did not anticipate or that were not suggested by previous 
literature. Second, we engaged in deductive analysis utilizing the case management 
theoretical constructs. For the purposes of this article, we specifically looked for the 
ways that the tailoring approaches are similar to or different from the case management 
literature. Third, we explored similarities and differences in staff tailoring strategies 
across the three campuses but found a very similar process across institutional context 
and different students served.

Trustworthiness 
Researchers utilized multiple forms of trustworthiness including prolonged engagement 
for four years with each TSLC program which enhanced the credibility of the data 
(Merriam, 2009). The study used multiple forms of data and triangulated interviews, 
digital videos, observations, and documents. We conducted member checking with 
multiple groups of participants and stakeholders. We presented the four-part iterative 
model and they verified this as the process they used. They had not been consciously 
using such a model but agreed that this articulation documented their process. The 
process of member-checking involved sharing initial insights to get feedback. Lastly, 
we had a team of seven qualitative researchers who have different backgrounds and 
gathered differing data for the project. We leveraged the large size of our team to 
review and challenge how we were individually making sense of the data. In order 
to ensure reliability across the team of researchers we had regular meetings where we 
discussed codes and themes, we developed a coding handbook, and we reviewed each 
other’s analysis. 

Findings 
Recall that the research team sought to explore how staff and faculty were able to scale 
customization through tailoring so that the multidimensional needs of diverse students 
were met. The research team identified that TSLC staff members utilize a four-part 
iterative and cyclical process to tailor the programmatic offerings for students—begin-
ning with the individual student and then using information about individual needs 
to scale to broader group level tailoring. This broadening or scaling process is a new 
contribution to the literature that has not previously been identified. The first three 
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parts of the process for tailoring happen simultaneously. The fourth part, reflection, 
while on-going, tends to be a culminating part of the process. The staff members did 
not specifically identify this as a conscious process they had decided to use but were 
doing it automatically. 

One of the key findings in the study of the process of tailoring is the way that this ap-
proach can be scaled because it is different from case management approaches that are 
highly individualized; the tailored approach we identified works at both individual and 
group levels, which makes it viable as an intervention for large numbers of students. 
The effort to attend to and learn about individual students ensures that the interven-
tion still meets the needs of individuals, but the testing of these interventions more 
broadly allows for understanding how these approaches will work for diverse group 
level tailoring. The findings identified the same process across all three campuses, so 
we do not describe differences by campus. Findings draw upon observations and staff 
and stakeholder interviews from all three campuses. Appendix D provides a diagram 
of this iterative process that is cyclical and not linear.  

Part One:  
Relationship Building in order to Guide Programmatic Tailoring
Staff noted the importance of building relationships as foundational to the tailoring 
process because it provides one of the best avenues for obtaining a holistic picture of 
the student and it is the only mechanism for developing trust that allows staff to get 
information typically not accessible through any other means. This trust is also central 
for staff to obtain buy in for students to follow their guidance and follow the tailored 
approach offered. Staff recognize that the trusting relationships they have built made it 
much more likely for students to engage in the support they offered:

I talk to staff in counseling and they comment on how the relationships 
we have with students have made it much easier for them to work with 
them. To be open. And it’s not just with counseling but when I tell a 
student they need to talk to their faculty members and get or feedback, 
whatever, it’s something they follow up on. And if we didn’t have this 
relationship, I’m not sure they would.

Staff and instructors noted the importance of building relationships in order to ob-
tain a holistic perspective on students’ lives and helping students to draw upon their 
assets and face their challenges. Developing this holistic understanding of students’ 
lives makes staff members aware of below the surface student characteristics and the 
challenges they face. It is through this relationship building that staff members earn 
the requisite trust that allows them to speak to students about sensitive topics as they 
come up and to explore more about students’ backgrounds and perhaps hidden needs. 
In turn, the process of talking about potentially sensitive topics together strengthens 
the relationship between students and staff members. Two staff members described the 
process through which they get to know a student holistically, develop trust, and then 
use that information later to help the student address challenges in their lives like this:
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I know we [TSLC] have an educational focus, and we have to, but from 
my past experience, you have to see this person as a whole, so they feel like 
you’re seeing them. But beyond that, to really tap into the other resources 
in their life beyond us. Because a lot of times, those other systems either 
aid them or actually don’t, and somehow bring them down or outside of 
their track in pursuit of their goals. 

So, I definitely do [learn about the student holistically], and I think I do 
that by wanting to know their story. I ask them about what brought them 
here and what influenced and shaped their life. I ask a lot about important 
social supports in their life, so family, friends. I usually do that in my first 
meeting and bring it up regularly.  

In these quotes, the staff members explain that building a relationship and getting 
to know the student as a whole person was an essential part of effectively supporting 
them. This approach was rooted in the belief that students’ relationships and networks 
outside of the program could be both assets and challenges to them and that by getting 
to know them, the staff member was better able to remind students of the assets and 
resources that they had in their lives when they faced challenges in the future. At the 
same time, it allowed the staff member to anticipate challenges that students might face 
and provide tailored support to guide them through these challenges more effectively.  

Part Two: Helping Students Understand and  
Articulate Their Needs in order to Guide Programmatic Tailoring
Tailoring occurs as students learn or get feedback that helps them articulate new needs 
to program staff. Through these learning experiences, students are able to better un-
derstand their needs and articulate them to staff so that the program support can be 
altered to best support them.  In turn, staff played a role in creating opportunities for 
students to learn about their needs or capitalize on existing mechanisms. The process 
of developing initiatives to help students understand their need was an intentional 
and deliberate activity. There were three primary mechanisms that staff described 
that helped them to better understand student needs and that they participated in 
creating: opportunities to share personal stories, ongoing self-assessment and tools, 
and feedback in courses. 

The first mechanism was opportunities to reflect on their personal stories and back-
grounds. On one campus, students participate in an autobiography reading and writ-
ing course (see Perez et al., under review). As part of that course, they write about their 
personal journeys which often lead to them making connections about how trauma, 
family relationships, previous experience with the faculty member or teacher, or ex-
perience with a particular subject matter that shaped who they are as a learner. They 
publicly present the papers at the end so that staff and instructors in the program 
had an opportunity to learn their individual story. A staff member described how the 
courses helped students understand themselves as learners and their needs: 
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The autobiography class is one of the ways that we help students discover 
themselves. Several students have told me how enriching the class is, not 
just because they get to share their personal stories and hear others which 
develops a community among the students, but because they learn so 
much about themselves and how they learn.

The course was designed to enhance students’ writing skills, but they also gained a 
deeper understanding of themselves by reflecting on their experiences and conveying 
them in narrative form. This curriculum was beneficial both because students some-
times revealed tangible needs in their writing and because it helped students reflect on 
their lives and articulate their needs in ways that made it easier for staff members to 
understand them. One staff member commented on the value of the autobiography 
course to tailor the program:

The course helps surface so many aspects of their individual journeys— 
homelessness, food insecurity, family trauma, interests, all that can help 
inform our work with them—the counseling support or connections to 
resources that are particular to them.

While the autobiography course provided an opportunity for self-reflection, students 
and staff at the other two campuses reported that the assignments in the first-year 
seminar (FYS), especially the self-assessment exercises, “helped them (students) gain 
insight into themselves as learners.” The FYS includes a variety of assessment tools and 
identity assignments (helping them better understand what it means to be first-genera-
tion, racially minoritized, and other identity categories) that help the staff, instructors, 
and peer mentors to better understand the students and to respond to their identified 
needs. Staff commented on how helpful it was when students use these opportunities 
of self-reflection to report back to them about issues they are wrestling with. One staff 
member commented about this issue: 

At the end of the first semester, students come back and say they learned 
about themselves in FYS, sometimes it’s about their learning style, some-
times about their confidence, about being first-generation and less famil-
iar with how to choose a major or work with faculty. Just them telling us 
this makes all the difference that we can start to better help them. 

Staff members discussed how the FYS was a location for learning about students 
so they could tailor the program: “We get so many different forms of data through 
assessments, assignments, and conversations in the FYS that it is one of the major 
ways we are able to make the program work for every student whether first gen, rural, 
academically challenged.”

Another mechanism that staff reported that helped students understand their needs 
as learners were assessments of their academic skills such as exams, performance in 
classes, and feedback from instructors or staff. Many times, students thought they had 
the skillset or understood the instructions or material, but only once they had feedback 



39Journal of Postsecondary Student Success

were they able to better understand where they might need additional assistance. A 
staff member talked about the importance of feedback for students to comprehend and 
communicate their needs: 

In our check-in, he (student) mentioned how he thought he was doing 
really well in the course and then got the first exam results, and he just 
bombed. But we are able to focus on helping him explore why he thought 
he did well, and what did the exam results revealed to him. And he started 
to rethink his study habits and approach. He realized he needs to study 
more in groups so he can check his understanding more. This helps me 
connect him to some others to work with. 

As this quote suggests, students need to undergo a learning process to be able to ex-
plore and share what their needs are. The program created multiple opportunities for 
students to learn about themselves so they could help staff tailor the program for them.

Part Three: Comprehensive Information  
Collection in order to Guide Programmatic Tailoring 
Staff learned how to tailor the program through very different kinds of information, 
including individual conversations (described in part one), data, feedback from stake-
holders, programmatic input, and formal evaluations and research that offered varying 
insights from peer mentors and faculty members within the program. The data were 
then used systematically in three ways. First, staff used the data and information gath-
ered to enhance the individual conversations that they had with students on an ongoing 
basis. Second, campuses had data dashboards where certain information was loaded 
up and shared with other professionals, being careful not to violate the Family Educa-
tional Rights and Privacy Act. Third, staff brought shareable and non-individualized 
data to key meetings with other groups. For example, staff met with faculty teaching 
the learning communities courses and data were shared at these meetings with other 
stakeholders of the program. Additionally, staff met together weekly and shared data so 
that other professional staff could give their opinions about avenues of support. Given 
the complex and varying nature of student needs, these very different sources of data 
were seen as essential to fully serve students and effectively tailor the program. This 
overall ethic of, and commitment to, collecting varied information sources is captured 
in a staff member’s description of using a variety of sources to inform his work:

So, every year, we’re constantly seeing—what’s happening with our stu-
dents? What do our students need in our community? What’s happening 
nationally in terms of research? What data has been collected on campus? 
What’s happening in terms of what have our students told us, by virtue 
of literally just conversations? Not only by formal assessments, but by, 
“What have we heard?” and being able to think about what’s been useful 
or helpful for students. And our students know that they can come to us, 
to me with new ideas about changing the program to fit their experience. 
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As this quote illustrates, program staff needed various forms of information to tailor 
the program effectively. While there were a dozen ways they accessed information 
about students, we highlight three (data, peer mentors, and campus stakeholders) in 
this section and offer other avenues in Appendix E.  

Staff noted various forms of data were collected to assist with tailoring, including tran-
script data from high school and during college, assessments, grade checks, advising 
inventory, and e-advising data. For example, staff members used an advising inventory 
that includes a variety of data points including students’ perceptions of their own 
preparation, things they are nervous about, and how persistent they are in general as 
well as demographic information and scores on a mathematics placement exam. They 
used the information to identify individual student’s potential needs as well as trends 
in student needs across the program. A staff member described using the advising 
inventory which includes various types of information about students:

 It is really helpful it includes their persistence level, their toughest subject, 
what do they feel the most prepared about, what are they most nervous 
about, so looking on the onset at certain demographics or qualities that 
others might predict – such as a GPA or ACT score, how they’ve done on 
a math placement exam to what types of classes are they enrolled in.

Staff members reviewed all of this information and used it to inform decisions about 
“what can [they] potentially offer as programs that might support them in a more 
meaningful way”; this ranged from tutoring, additional advising, study centers within 
the program and across campus, or conversations they might have with faculty. Staff 
members also used academic data points about specific students, such as their high 
school GPAs, high school rankings, and ACT scores, to predict the kinds of challenges 
that students were likely to face. For example, at one campus the staff used a risk score 
comprised of ACT score and high school rank to identify students who were likely to 
face academic challenges and who would, therefore, benefit from their Preventative Ed-
ucation Retention System (PERSYST) program, which provided additional academic 
interventions and tailored support. 

Second, staff gleaned feedback from peer mentors. Each student is assigned a peer men-
tor who provides support during the first year of the program. Staff check in with men-
tors, particularly if they notice something seems wrong with students in the program 
with whom the mentor has built a relationship. Additionally, mentors are expected to 
reach out to staff to report on students’ needs. Peer mentors might be able to ascertain 
information that students might not feel comfortable sharing with staff. Student men-
tors (usually more experienced students) can identify challenges that students in their 
first year may not be able to articulate without more experience. One staff member 
discussed the role of mentors in providing feedback:

The mentors also tell us about students that might need our support. It was 
from a mentor that we found out about a student that was really homesick 
and feeling isolated. We were able to connect him with counseling and 
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student clubs. So, it is things like this we can do with input from peers. 

Additionally, staff members had regular meetings with peer mentors in which they 
could discuss the progress of students in their mentor groups. The conversations that 
happen within these structured meetings provided staff members valuable insight 
about students’ needs.  

Third, staff described feedback from campus stakeholders (e.g., counseling office, multi-
cultural office, TRIO, tutoring, career services, faculty in courses) that offered a num-
ber of important insights regarding student needs. Campus stakeholders had access to 
different information about students as well as expertise to provide support through 
campus dashboards. Other campus offices often see a student related to a particular 
challenge about which the stakeholders have particular expertise so the staff can glean 
key information that only a counselor, career coach, or departmental advisor would be 
knowledgeable of. Staff capitalize on this specialized expertise to inform the holistic 
student picture. The director for multicultural affairs shared this feedback:

I always feel that the close relationship that we have (TSLC), because if 
anything happens they’ll call me, and I’ll call them or they will say do 
you know this student or do you have a relationship with this student or 
likewise I would have one. We have such a great relationship with them... 

Staff also took the information they garnered from these various forms of data and 
tested out certain issues for broader impact through focus groups with students and 
the evaluation processes for annual review. Focus groups were helpful for checking in 
on issues such as the counseling needs for racially minoritized students and surveys 
to explore financial stress and literacy. When appropriate, they utilized focus groups, 
surveys, and evaluation methods to identify if individual student issues were a broader 
trend (see Appendix E for more details).

Part Four: Reflection in order to Guide Programmatic Tailoring
The culminating part of tailoring is reflection that brings together all the earlier steps, 
imagining solutions after data have been aggregated. Staff recognize the importance 
of not just responding in the moment, but also having conversations with each other 
about student needs and for personal and collective reflection to consider the best 
support. The program directors have structured two types of opportunities for reflec-
tion—personal and collective. One staff member discussed personal reflection that is 
set aside for staff to tailor the program for different students:

I carve out some time in the afternoon on Mondays where there are no 
interruptions to reflect and analyze to understand students’ situations and 
what components they need, things we can change to make their expe-
rience optimal. So that gives me a much better sense of how to engage 
them in the week and I encourage that among all staff so we are best able 
to really listen and respond to students.



42 Kezar et al.

As researchers, we observed program directors encouraging staff to reflect on students’ 
needs as well as talking about and role modeling how they took seriously reflection as 
a practice. One program director commented on this practice, “So I usually block off 
an hour, hour and a half to read professional development stuff in the morning.”

The staff in the program also discussed how individual reflection is supported by group 
reflection time:

Also, we reflect as a staff. We reserve a space for staff for an hour or two 
depending on their schedule and needs of their students. It is an opportu-
nity for them to kind of steal away with their colleagues and get feedback 
on students they are working with. This also provides us a chance to talk 
collectively and come up with broader strategies.

Individual and group reflection provided the space to bring together conversations with 
students, data, feedback from stakeholders, and programmatic input. These sources of 
information create a holistic picture of the students in order to tailor the program. But 
the gestalt does not emerge without reflection. The various forms of information will 
not be as intentionally and effectively combined without this reflection time and staff 
were aware of the need to identify and protect this time in service of students.

Reflection time was critical in moving beyond individual tailoring to considering 
how a challenge for one student may cut across a variety of students with similar cir-
cumstances. This type of thinking led to the creation of the PERSYST program that 
provides additional study hours, advising sessions, and review of grades and course 
performance for students coming into the first semester of college with a low ACT 
score, students working over a certain number of hours a week, and parenting students. 
It was also the identification of students working significant hours in jobs that would 
not help them in their future that led to the creation of workshops at one of the cam-
puses where they connected these students with employers for paid internships. One 
staff member talked about how the individual conversations are translated into broader 
group reflection and later specific programming:

So as we were talking among the staff we realize there’re lots of students 
going through traumatic experiences, one student’s mother had cancer, 
another one’s brother was unemployed, but a lot of things that were 
weighing on students and without this is a great opportunity to do some 
programming to talk about these challenges and how to build resiliency.

Dozens of programmatic changes were scaled for whole groups of diverse students 
based on more collective reflection among staff, starting off with individual needs. In 
Appendix C, we list examples of the 23 different programmatic changes made across 
the three campuses that range from supporting students with learning disabilities, to 
mental health needs, to undocumented students, to refugee and immigrant students, 
to undecided majors versus decided, to academically less prepared, to honors, to racially 
minoritized students, to students changing majors, to first-generation, to commuter 
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students, to transfer student, and to financially insecure students. In addition to the 
PERSYST program above, we provide one detailed example of the Bridge program in 
Appendix B. We document these various tailored group interventions in other articles 
(Kezar et al., 2020). In the end, this four-step process allows staff/faculty to customize 
at the individual level and tailor at the group level.

Discussion, Implications, and Future Research
A major contribution of our study was its focus on the process of scaling individual 
customization through tailoring. Neither the higher education TRIO/advising litera-
ture or case management literature articulate an approach where customized support 
is scaled so it can serve much larger numbers of individuals with multiple identities in 
a less resource intensive way. The interest in translating individual tailoring to appro-
priate group level or program-wide changes also seems a unique process in higher ed-
ucation. Case managers in public health and social work do not appear to be engaged 
in processes to use the experience of individuals to translate into broader trends that 
can help broader groups of people. It may be that the difference in settings makes such 
translation from individuals to groups less possible. However, staff identified many 
meaningful opportunities to scale interventions for groups based upon the work they 
did to tailor the program for complex, multidimensional individuals. To support this 
group tailoring, research from K-12 educational case management offers some formal 
mechanisms for gathering the information, such as the SMAARTI model (Mascolo 
et al., 2014) reviewed in the literature section; these more formal processes might be 
a beneficial model for higher education practitioners to consider. Future interventions 
that test out formal assessment mechanisms that combine human insights and tech-
nology systems used to tailor support in K-12 would be another helpful addition to 
the research.

Additionally, the literature about proactive advising and coaching, often based on 
evaluations of interventions, describes outcomes, but not how those are achieved. Fur-
ther, case management literature tends to focus on “what” the individualized support 
itself looks like, and far fewer studies exist about the process of aggregating data and 
creating systemic responses. Thus, the empirical evidence about how practitioners 
actually go about the process of individualizing support is a helpful addition to the 
literature, particularly higher education where few such studies exist. And while there 
is general literature about high quality advising (e.g., Kramer, 2003; Swanson, 2006), 
this literature often has not been tested specifically with at-promise students with 
complex, multidimensional needs. Processes noted in advising literature (both from 
coaching and proactive advising) note largely similar processes of an advisor meeting 
with students several times each semester, tracking student progress, assessing aca-
demic performance at mid-term, discussing improvement strategies, making referrals 
to the appropriate services if necessary, and acknowledges that students’ personal lives 
and non-academic factors may influence their college success. This study identified 
different processes that are important for tailoring to occur, such as group processes for 
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learning about interventions and collective staff and faculty reflection processes to scale 
up interventions for groups. The first part of developing a relationship with students 
reflects and builds on long-time developmental advising literature (Kramer, 2003). In 
effect, the process of tailoring described in this paper brings back a stronger orientation 
to relationship development that is not as present in the current proactive advising or 
coaching practices that focus more on being student-centered. Being student-centered 
does not necessarily mean that a deep and trusting relationship is built but that stu-
dents’ interests and needs are the focal point of developing an intervention. Further, 
relationship building in and of itself is not the goal, but that relationship building 
serves the broader goal of systematic improvement.

Another contribution from this study is documenting the role of staff and instructors in 
helping students better understand themselves as learners as an important part of tailor-
ing that seems aligned with the education setting. None of the current literature about 
support for at-promise students or advising emphasize the value of students learning 
about their own needs so they can communicate them to advisers. Continuing genera-
tion students, for example, are socialized to explore their strengths and weaknesses and 
therefore are often better able to offer up this information to advisers. This new part we 
described in our tailoring process makes an important contribution to the literature by 
offering a process that can be included in programs that support at-promise students 
as well as advising approaches aimed at supporting them. This study documented key 
ways to do this through reflection activities, inventories, autobiographical writing and 
assignments, and feedback through assignments. We imagine there are many other 
approaches that can be documented and collected to assist staff and instructors in sup-
porting students in developing themselves as learners and co-constructing their own 
tailored support. Future research might explore if some approaches are more effective 
in helping students identify their needs and whether different modes work better with 
certain student populations. 

The processes of gathering information documented within this paper on how to tailor 
reflects and reinforces the promising approaches in proactive advising and coaching 
literature. However, the myriad types of information, approaches to obtaining infor-
mation, and extensive outreach to different stakeholders on campus to garner infor-
mation about students was more extensive than described in the case management or 
advising literatures (Day & Roberts, 1991; Eber et al., 2002; Tuma, 1989). Part of the 
reason for the extensive collection of data appears to be the interest in moving from 
individual customization to a broader group tailoring that benefits more students. Staff 
and instructors combined needs they identified in one-on-one student conversations, 
feedback from stakeholders or assessments, and conducted further analysis through 
focus groups, evaluation, or conversations across stakeholder groups to identify if there 
were broader trends that might be addressed through group tailoring. 

The fourth part of the process, staff reflection, is also emphasized in the advising lit-
erature. However, the collective forms of reflection that results in the ability to tailor 
support for groups of students with multi-dimensional needs is a new addition to the 
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literature. This collective reflection is tied to the ability to scale customized supports 
and we recommend it as a way to meet the needs of more students in a more efficient 
manner. Future studies should continue to test this four-step process to ensure it works 
in other settings and to see if any additional dimensions emerge within the steps or if 
any new steps are identified. 

In terms of implications, care teams, proactive advising, and coaching efforts on cam-
pus can use the tailoring process outlined in this article to help scale their approach to 
student support by broadening changes on campus for diverse and multidimensional 
student populations by checking whether some of the individual needs that they are 
identifying are happening more broadly among students as well as creating spaces 
for broader reflection among student success staff on campus. In addition, proactive 
advising and coaching efforts to scale their work can be enhanced by focusing even 
more deeply on relationships that build trust, assist students to better understand their 
strengths and weaknesses so they can communicate them to staff, and explore an even 
wider variety of data to inform their advising/coaching practices. The process of staff 
group reflection and having staff members consider more group level interventions 
and moving beyond individual ones is an important next step for programs across the 
country aimed at at-promise students including TRIO.

The study also has implications for support programs that target a single aspect of 
a student’s identity. Such support programs can benefit from utilizing this four-part 
process to better understand the multi-faceted needs of students within their programs. 
The study also helps such programs to identify data sources and interventions that 
support students learning about their needs that might help the programs to flush 
out students’ needs and assets. The reflection processes described can help programs 
expand their focus more on a single aspect to better serve students’ multi-dimensional 
assets and needs.
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Appendix A

Participant Demographics—Stakeholders
# of 

People
# of 

Interviews Man Woman
Trans or 

Nonbinary White
Racially 

Minoritized Unsure
UNK 12 14 8 4 0 9 3 0
UNL 9 9 3 6 0 8 1 0
UNO 7 7 4 3 0 5 2 0
NU 1 2 0 1 0 1 0 0
Total 29 32 15 14 0 23 6 0

Participant Demographics—Staff 
# of 

People
# of 

Interviews Man Woman
Trans or 

Nonbinary White
Racially 

Minoritized Unsure
UNK 4 9 2 2 0 3 1 0
UNL 9 15 2 7 0 5 4 0
UNO 13 18 4 8 1 7 6 0
Total 26 42 8 17 1 15 11 0



52 Kezar et al.

Appendix B

Example of Program Tailoring
The Bridge program at the University of Nebraska Omaha is an example of program-
matic tailoring. The Bridge program is designed to meet the unique curricular and 
co-curricular needs of students in TSLC who were designated as English as a Second 
Language (ESL) and English Language Learner (ELL) by the university. The program 
helps first-year TSLC students enrolled in English as a Second Language courses (ESL 
I or ESL II), and any other students whose primary language is not English, navigate 
the campus and encourage them to attend and participate in the events and meetings. 
For example, ESL students have their own autobiography course offered during the 
spring instead of the fall in order to give them time to work on reading and writing in 
English before crafting their own autobiography. All other TSLC students are required 
to take the writing course the first semester of college. Students in Bridge also have 
two Bridge peer mentors who work under the guidance of a TSLC advisor. Bridge 
peer mentors are former ESL and ELL students and have had experiences similar to 
the first-year students they are working to support. Program staff recognize that many 
ESL students were immigrants, and as the Bridge program evolved, it also included 
group meetings where students were able to share cultural traditions with their peers 
and learn about campus multicultural resources. In effect, the Bridge program was 
designed to build on students’ cultural assets to foster a supportive learning environ-
ment and affirming community. The TSLC program has been able to work with the 
institution to develop TSLC specific sections of ESL II, which functions as a shared 
academic course (SAC) for Bridge students. TSLC ESL II instructors are intentional 
about supporting students’ English language reading and writing development, and 
of demonstrating sensitivity to entering another culture. And like all the tailoring ex-
amples we identified (see Kezar et al., 2020 for several examples of tailoring), Bridge 
evolved out of the four-step process described in this paper. 



53Journal of Postsecondary Student Success

Appendix C

Chart of Tailored Efforts by Campus

UNK UNO UNL
Those who decided their 
major/career versus those 
that are exploring major/
career– Two tracks of pro-
gramming and curriculum 
in the second year

Recent immigrant and 
refugee students – Bridge 
program

Learning disabilities – Pro-
vide testing and Accommo-
dation and advising

PERSYST – for students 
with low academic perfor-
mance, working adults, 
and students with multiple 
external obligations

English language learners 
– Bridge program and 
recommend appropriate 
placements in courses for 
students and tailor various 
supports to meet their needs

Probation – the staff were 
trained to serve as the 
probation advisors by the 
university. The staff use the 
information gathered within 
these meetings to identify 
challenges that students 
experience broadly.

Students with mental health 
issues – Advising that 
destigmatized mental health 
issues, “Tune Up” Tuesday 
(i.e., bring in mental health 
counselor Tuesdays for 
program)

Racially and ethnically 
minoritized students – 
Programming to showcase 
culture, advising, partner-
ship with Multicultural 
Affairs, ethnic studies SACs

Students with mental 
health issues – Advising 
that destigmatized mental 
health issues. Based upon 
this, all mentors and staff are 
trained on how to support 
students in taking advan-
tages of services and helping 
to bridge connections to 
mental health.

Success Sessions – “Choose 
your own adventure accord-
ing to your own needs”

Commuter students – FYS 
seminar with mentor group 
and mentor, study and 
lounge spaces in program 
office, advising, much of the 
programming during lunch 
hour or at 5:00 pm M-F

Students changing majors 
–Additional advising and 
programming. The program 
built relationships with the 
Explore Center (who helps 
undeclared students explore 
majors) and WHT will pay 
for career/major exploration 
tests. They also created 
seminars for students to 
explore different majors.

First-generation – FYS and 
college knowledge, sched-
uling of events at particular 
times to accommodate 
work schedules/family 
commitments

First-generation – FYS 
content, advising, program-
ming, collaboration with 
other offices on campuses 
serving first-gen students

First-generation – FYS 
content, proactive advising, 
collaboration with other of-
fices to create programming
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Transfer student orientation/
programming

Undocumented students 
– Advising, Connection to 
campus support network

Students of color with 
mental health issues. Based 
upon meetings with students 
of color, the director learned 
that students of color expe-
rience the most challenges 
going over to the counseling 
offices. In coordination 
with the multi-cultural 
center, WHT brings over a 
counselor who is a woman of 
color for drop in meetings in 
the MC.

Programming around fi-
nancial literacy – “Financial 
avenues” online courses in 
second year, and discussions 
about budgeting during FYS 
in first year

Students who are parents – 
Advising, programming

Honors students – The 
program collaborated with 
the honors program to allow 
students to contract WHT 
classes to earn honors credit 
as well as creating a few 
sections for Honors/WHT 
courses.

Those who decided their 
major versus those that have 
not – Second year dinners 
designed to build networks 
according to needs

Programming around 
financial literacy
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Appendix D

Diagram of Tailoring Process
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Appendix E

Additional Types of Information Brought to Tailoring
Type of information What is it? Source of data
Instructor feedback Faculty are brought together 

for orientations, trainings, and 
other gatherings, in which 
they share information about 
their experiences working with 
the students in and out of the 
courses.

Staff learned about issues re-
lated to academic performance 
as well as personal information 
about students.

Instructor-staff  
comparison 
information

Staff and instructors met on a 
regular basis to discuss stu-
dents’ progress and needs.

Staff learned about issues re-
lated to academic performance 
as well as personal information 
about students. Instructors 
learned about students’ 
background.

First-Year Experience 
course feedback 

Instructors teaching the 
courses communicate with the 
staff about how students are 
responding to and performing 
in the course.  This is key 
information since it is offered in 
the first semester during their 
major transition time.

In addition to the assessments 
noted in the paper there are 
many reflections and conversa-
tions that occur in the course 
that are valuable to better 
understand the experience of 
students.

Proactive advising 
discussions

Proactive advising involves 
several one-to-one conversa-
tions with staff. 

Individual data that is iden-
tified in one-to-one meetings 
helps to identify trends when 
they have discussions across 
advisers.

E-advising data Campuses have electronic 
advising systems where various 
offices can identify and tag 
information.

Information flagged by other 
offices can be valuable for 
understanding resources that 
they are utilizing.

Surveys After offering programming 
and events, the staff typically 
survey the students about their 
experience.

While the program surveys fo-
cus on the particular program-
ming that was offered, there is 
also open-ended questions that 
allows students to share broader 
data that help understand their 
experience.
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Focus groups Occasionally, staff might gather 
students for focus groups to 
help better understand their 
experience.  

Focus groups were a way for 
staff to learn about the experi-
ence of student groups such as 
those on probation, working 
students or parents. 

Program evaluation The programs conduct yearly 
evaluations, which can include 
further information collection 
beyond the surveys and focus 
groups that they have already 
conducted.

Annual review of data helps to 
identify and look at trends that 
they might be seeing in the 
individual student’s experience 
or background over time.


