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Executive Summary
This project developed and piloted a highly successful tailored leadership development program 
for Fieldwork Coordinators (FCs). It built on the success of an earlier Australian Learning and 
Teaching Council funded project—Leading Courses—that employed a distributed leadership 
approach to develop the leadership capabilities of Course Coordinators or Program Heads. In the 
context of Leading Fieldwork, FCs are those academic staff responsible for ensuring high quality 
student learning experiences through a practicum, professional experience, internships, clinical 
placements, or fieldwork.   The Leading Fieldwork project has resulted in a comprehensive and 
cohesive academic leadership development program specifically designed for FCs. The design 
of the Academic Leadership for Fieldwork Coordinator Program (ALFCP) has been informed by 
the literature on the leadership of work-integrated-learning (WIL) and an online survey of FCs at 
the two partner universities involved in the project: Curtin and Charles Sturt. Once designed, in 
consultation with project reference groups, the program was piloted at both universities. Feedback 
from the pilots was excellent and the inclusion of an action learning project by participants 
is resulting in tangible outcomes, which will impact on student learning, from the ALFCP. The 
deliverables from the Leading Fieldwork project include a full package of resources for the ALFCP 
and a detailed guide to facilitation and coordination, a 360° survey tool for fieldwork coordinators 
aligned to the Integrated Competing Values Framework (Vilkinas and Cartan, 2001, 2006), and 
three dissemination websites which house and or link to the full range of resources from the 
project (over 50 documents). The project has also helped raise the profile of FCs and their crucial 
WIL leadership role, it provides a valuable tool for capacity building in an under resourced area of 
WIL, and has contributed to research into the leadership role of fieldwork coordinators. 

Data collected during the project suggests that FCs are dedicated staff who are committed to 
their students. However, workload, resourcing issues and a lack of development opportunities, 
have resulted in a tendency for FCs to focus on operational roles and ‘getting the job done’ rather 
than the crucial strategic areas of innovation and relationship building with placement providers 
and industry. Importantly, the ALFCP provides some solutions to these challenges by providing a 
structured program to enable the identification of the individual leadership development needs 
of FCs.  The ALFCP resulted in a change in participant perceptions of the role as one of leadership, 
an understanding of the need to ‘manage up,’ a shift from operational to strategic aspects of the 
role, and an ability to identify fieldwork coordination within the ICVF and the importance of each 
of the six ICVF leadership roles. A wide range of impacts from the ALFCP were reported including: 
the development of information and resources for FCs; changes to WIL in specific units of study; 
and one participant reported that the ALFCP led them to initiate a forum with industry partners to 
build community engagement and strengthen partnerships.  

Furthermore, through the completion of an action learning project FCs have the opportunity to 
build their scholarship of WIL, address their developmental needs and, at the same time, improve 
their fieldwork program.

The ALFCP has provided a highly valued and much needed professional development opportunity 
for FCs to develop their leadership capability and has demonstrable potential to significantly 
impact on personal development, leadership behaviours and fieldwork programs. Further learning 
through implementation of an action learning project supported by a community of practice 
served to increase participant Innovator and Brokering leadership roles and foster the scholarship 
of teaching and learning in the context of fieldwork.  Given the increasing demands to provide 
high quality WIL in a very competitive environment, it is highly recommended that this program be 
offered in all universities which conduct fieldwork programs.
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Project Overview
The aim of the project was to develop and trial an academic leadership development program 
designed to enhance the leadership capabilities of Fieldwork Coordinators (those academic 
staff responsible for the management and coordination of a practicum, professional experience, 
internships, extra mural placements or clinical placements) to enable them to improve student 
learning experiences whilst on fieldwork placement. The project has addressed a crucial resourcing 
issue for WIL by providing a tailored academic leadership development package for fieldwork 
coordinators. The leadership program can be adapted for professional staff also working in 
fieldwork administration and management.

Local Project Outcomes

Project outcomes have been achieved at both the local and national level. Local project outcomes 
at the two partner universities involved in the project—Curtin and Charles Sturt—include:

• A pilot of the Academic Leadership for Fieldwork Coordinators Program (ALFCP)
• Strong senior management support for the ALFCP 
• Embedding of the ALFCP as part of each university’s professional development offerings
• An emergent Fieldwork Coordinator community of practice 
• Overall, an increased profile and recognition of Fieldwork Coordinators and their 

contribution to work-integrated-learning.

National Project Outcomes

Project outcomes at the national level include:

• Linkages with other ALTC projects:
1. Enhancing student learning in the workplace through developing the leaders capabilities 

of clinical supervisors in the nursing discipline (Nash et al., 2011). Available at: 
http://www.olt.gov.au/system/files/resources/LE8-809 QUT Nash Final Report 2011.pdf

2. Leading WIL: A distributed leadership approach to enhance work-integrated-learning 
outcomes (Griffith University, ACEN and Central Queensland University, Deakin 
University, University of Western Sydney and Victoria University). Available at: 
http://www.olt.gov.au/project-leading-wil-distributed-leadership-approach-enhance-
work-integrated-learning-outcomes-2011

3. Curriculum and pedagogic bases for effectively integrating practice-based experiences, 
Professor Stephen Billett, Griffith University (ALTC Fellowship, 2009). Available at: 
http://www.olt.gov.au/altc-national-teaching-fellow-stephen-billett

• The ALFCP and extensive resources are available from  three dissemination sites including 
Curtin University: http://academicleadership.curtin.edu.au/ALFCP/   
Charles Sturt University’s Education for Practice Institute Website: 
http://www.csu.edu.au/division/landt/efp/ 
ACEN Website: http://acen.edu.au/ 

http://www.olt.gov.au/system/files/resources/LE8-809 QUT Nash Final Report 2011.pdf
http://www.olt.gov.au/system/files/resources/LE8-809 QUT Nash Final Report 2011.pdf
http://www.olt.gov.au/system/files/resources/LE8-809 QUT Nash Final Report 2011.pdf
http://www.olt.gov.au/project-leading-wil-distributed-leadership-approach-enhance-work-integrated-learning-outcomes-2011
http://www.olt.gov.au/project-leading-wil-distributed-leadership-approach-enhance-work-integrated-learning-outcomes-2011
http://www.olt.gov.au/project-leading-wil-distributed-leadership-approach-enhance-work-integrated-learning-outcomes-2011
http://www.olt.gov.au/project-leading-wil-distributed-leadership-approach-enhance-work-integrated-learning-outcomes-2011
http://www.olt.gov.au/altc-national-teaching-fellow-stephen-billett
http://www.olt.gov.au/altc-national-teaching-fellow-stephen-billett
http://academicleadership.curtin.edu.au/ALFCP/
http://www.csu.edu.au/division/landt/efp/
http://www.acen.edu.au/ 
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Project Products
Several products have been developed during the project and include:

• Leading Fieldwork: Academic leadership for fieldwork coordinators—the final project report 
which includes evaluation data on the program pilots and findings from the project

• The Academic Leadership for Fieldwork Coordinators Program—seven modules with the 
capacity for adaptation to suit different university contexts and professional staff with 
practice based education responsibilities

• A role statement for Fieldwork Coordinators
• The Academic Leadership for Fieldwork Coordinators Program: A guide to coordination and 

facilitation (a detailed and extensive guide to running the program)
• A 360° Integrated Competing Values Framework leadership survey tool for Fieldwork 

Coordinators
• An extensive package of program resources, and
• Three websites where the project resources are available: Curtin University, the Australian 

Collaborative Education Network and Charles Sturt University’s Education for Practice 
Institute.
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Definitions
For the purposes of this project the following terms are defined as: 

Academic Leader: An effective leader who has the ability to interpret the academic environment 
accurately, responds appropriately and learns from that process. This implies that an effective 
leader possesses both behavioural and cognitive complexity, as well as the capacity to reflect and 
adapt (Vilkinas and Cartan, 2006, p.1). 

Assessment: The practices of judging a student’s achievement on a course and is the process 
of documenting performance outcomes.  Assessment can focus on the individual learner, the 
learning community (class, workshop, or other organized group of learners), the institution, or the 
educational system as a whole. 

Broker role: A role within the Integrated Competing Values Framework (ICVF) (Vilkinas and Cartan, 
2006) which requires the Fieldwork Coordinator to establish and maintain necessary networks 
within and outside of the university. 

Community engagement: A planned process with the specific purpose of working with identified 
groups of people.

Deliverer role: A role within the ICVF which requires the implementation and management of 
all systems related to student fieldwork. Fieldwork Coordinators need to ensure that things are 
running smoothly and that the things needed to be done are done. 

Developer role: A role within the ICVF which requires Fieldwork Coordinators to be able to see 
what others need to do to become more effective as teachers and learners.  In this role the 
Fieldwork Coordinator provides appropriate opportunities and resources to stakeholders to 
develop the required skills and knowledge to succeed in fieldwork. 

Fieldwork: Allows students to learn through direct implementation of their professional roles in 
real workplace settings. Workplaces, in this definition of fieldwork, are on or off-campus facilities. 
Fieldwork learning, a form of work-integrated-learning, involves supervision to provide safeguards 
to ensure duty of care for clients and students. Fieldwork is also known as practicum, professional 
experience, internships, extra-mural placements or clinical placements. 

Fieldwork Coordinators: Academic staff members responsible for the management and 
coordination of a fieldwork learning program which supports high quality student learning 
experiences. An important element of fieldwork coordination is fostering productive and reciprocal 
partnerships between fieldwork learning partners, the university and students.

Fieldwork learning: A supervised form of work-integrated-learning (WIL) which occurs in a 
‘real world’ workplace setting.  Students contribute outcomes that support the activities of the 
workplace.   

Integrated Competing Values Framework (ICVF): A model used to conceptualise the academic 
work of leaders within the tertiary sector (Vilkinas and Cartan, 2006).

Innovator role: A roles within the ICVF and requires Fieldwork Coordinators to be able to take a 
creative and flexible approach to their work. In this role the Fieldwork Coordinator is able to see 
the need for and implement new programs/delivery models.
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Integrator:  A role within the ICVF; previously, this role has been described as the behavioural 
control room for the other five operational roles (Vilkinas and Cartan, 2001). The Integrator role 
has two parts: critical observer and reflective learner.  The purpose of the critical observer is 
to decipher which of the operational roles is required in any given situation in response to any 
environmental stimuli.  In this way it assists in the appropriate execution of the chosen role.  It 
ensures a ‘fit’ between context and behaviour (Vilkinas & Cartan, 2001). The purpose of the 
second part, the reflective learner, is to reflect on past and current usage of the operational roles 
and to learn from these experiences.

Moderation: A quality assurance processes directed at ensuring that assessments in the field are 
fair and consistent with criterion based standards set by the academic agency. 

Monitor role: A role within the ICVF which requires Fieldwork Coordinators to be able to ensure 
university rules and regulations are followed, regularly collect and distribute information on 
performance and monitor the quality of the fieldwork program.

Risk:  A probability or threat of a damage, injury, liability, loss, or other negative occurrence that 
is caused by external or internal vulnerabilities, and that may be neutralised through pre-emptive 
action.

Risk management:  The culture, process and structures that are directed towards realising 
potential opportunities whilst managing adverse effects.

Risk management process: The systematic application of management policies, procedures 
and practices to the tasks of communicating, establishing the context, identifying, analysing, 
evaluating, treating, monitoring and reviewing risk.

Work-integrated-learning (WIL): An umbrella term used for a range of approaches and strategies 
that integrate theory with the practice of work within a purposefully designed curriculum, 
including planned, assessed (credit bearing) activities. 

Workplaces: An environment enabling work to be done.
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1. Introduction
“Certainly support this initiative. It was well developed and executed and led to rich 
learning. Academic leadership programs directly led to extended learning; change and 
development and actioning of leadership qualities. Program gave agency to Workplace 
Learning- important as it sits as a ‘silent partner’ to academic learning re importance, 
funding and expectations of Universities. Allows participants to research an identified area 
of need, report and present on their project with expectations that this supports change, 
review and learning leading to stronger alignment to CSU strategy.” (Participant feedback)

“The program has provided a supportive and collegial network that has been and 
continues to be sustaining. There has been ‘open-handed’ leadership that allowed each 
practitioner to develop their own capacity within a framework structure. Engagement with 
the leaders has been positive- and always forward-looking. Program provided exposure 
and interaction to other fieldwork coordinators and dialogue led to deeper understanding 
of University and strengths and constraining influence of different faculties. This directly 
led to personal growth, understanding and repositioning of practice.” (Participant 
feedback)

Fieldwork (a form of work-integrated-learning [WIL]) is an integral component of many courses and 
provides students with an opportunity to build their graduate employability and consolidate their 
professional skills and confidence as well as develop positive professional attitudes and qualities 
(Bonello, 2001, Chapman and Orb, 2000, 2001, Nash et al., 2009). Fieldwork experiences require 
a coordinated effort by both university and industry staff to ensure both parties gain optimum 
benefits. Sophisticated leadership skills are required to manage fieldwork education programs in 
order to maximise benefits for students, the university and external partner organisations (Coll et 
al., 2011). These skills include a pedagogical, industrial and legal knowledge base with advanced 
communication and negotiation skills along with considerable credibility outside the university 
(Cooper et al., 2010, Cooper and Orrell, 1999). Academic programs with fieldwork components are 
increasingly in need of strategies to ensure quality learning environments, preparation and support 
mechanisms for supervisory staff, and appropriate risk management and minimisation processes 
(Cooper and Orrell, 1999). 

Academic programs with fieldwork components involve a complex web of partnerships with 
diverse groups. Effective partnerships involve employers, students, academics, higher education 
managers, professional bodies and broker agencies such as career offices and external placement 
groups (Orrell, 2004). The management of such programs requires both transactional and 
transformative leadership skills which emphasise learning and optimal outcomes for all parties 
involved.

Fieldwork Coordinators (FCs) require a diverse set of leadership capabilities, for example, 
interpersonal and communication skills; pedagogy and curriculum design in relation to 
fieldwork; problem-solving; conflict-resolution and negotiation; entrepreneurial and relationship 
management skills; understanding of legal and ethical issues in relation to fieldwork; coaching 
(through providing professional development programs for supervisors in the field and supporting 
students facing fieldwork performance issues), and change management skills. Fieldwork 
Coordinators are also rarely formally recognised with a role description. An ill-prepared FC can 
jeopardise the quality of a course and industry relationships, thereby having a detrimental effect 
on institutional teaching and learning effectiveness (Wolverton et al., 2005). Considerable risk 
is involved for the student as a learner and a person, for the agency as provider of fieldwork 
education, goods and services, and for the institution, legally and ethically, if fieldwork education is 
handled poorly (Gronewald, 2004, Cooper and Orrell, 1999).
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The aim of this project, therefore, was to design and implement an academic leadership 
development program for FCs from a wide variety of disciplines across two partner universities 
(Curtin University and Charles Sturt University). Its purpose was to enhance FCs leadership 
capabilities, enabling them to provide high quality fieldwork learning experiences through 
appropriate pedagogy and management. An expected outcome of the program was to strengthen 
peer and industry relationships, reduce risks for all parties and ultimately improve student 
learning. In doing so, the project addressed some of the priority actions identified by Patrick et 
al. (2009) in enhancing work integrated learning through: (i) creating a professional development 
approach to WIL; and (ii) developing and implementing a WIL leadership program at the 
institutional level to build staff capacity and capability in WIL. 

This report outlines the project and leadership program methodologies, provides information on 
pilot feedback, key learnings from the project, and dissemination strategies. To accompany the 
final report there is a guide to facilitating and coordinating the Academic Leadership for Fieldwork 
Coordinators Program (ALFCP) to assist in adopting and adapting the program resources.
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2. The Context of Leading Fieldwork
2.1 National

The requirement of leadership for FCs was strongly supported by Patrick et al. (2009) in a national 
scoping study of work-integrated-learning. They identified that effective fieldwork practices are 
critical to ensure worthwhile learning experiences for students and a ‘stakeholder integrated 
approach’ to the planning and conduct of fieldwork. Further, effective practices are based on 
formalised, sustainable relations and a common understanding of the procedures and commitment 
required by all parties involved in high quality fieldwork placements. This outcome stems from 
strong WIL design as an integral part of the curriculum. Patrick et al. also note that good fieldwork 
education programs are underpinned by sound pedagogy, the use of valid and reliable assessment 
methods and processes, and evaluation of and management for quality fieldwork experiences. It 
is clear that effective FCs must communicate and coordinate effectively with industry partners to 
support and develop models of industry engagement that produce efficient fieldwork processes for 
students.

Several reports have called for improved graduate employability (2011, 2010, 2007) leading to 
many universities making greater efforts to foster WIL within curricula. A number of Australian 
Learning and Teaching Council (ALTC) fellowships and reports have addressed issues related to 
WIL. For example, Billett (2009 a,b) in an Associate Fellowship for the ALTC proposed a set of 
pedagogic and curriculum considerations which are essential for effective practice based learning. 
These include strategies prior to, during and post practice based learning to promote integration of 
students’ experiences between academic and practice settings enabling them to develop as critical 
thinkers who are proactive and agentic in their learning.  Fieldwork Coordinators must be cognisant 
of these requirements in order to maximise the benefits of practice based learning programs. 
Billett (2009 a,b) also notes the challenges associated with generating and sustaining relationships 
with practice based settings given their different organisational objectives and tensions this 
creates.

Barraket et al. (2009) identified the importance of designing and managing fieldwork to maximise 
outcomes for all stakeholders and reduce tensions between competing organisational priorities. 
Two key issues requiring action were the need for universities to more effectively manage 
partnerships with host organisations to maximise benefits for both parties; and to facilitate 
information sharing within and between universities to ensure smooth communication and 
interaction with industry partners.  Both of these actions require strong leadership from FCs in 
order for them to be enacted.

Oliver (2011) in an ALTC Good Practice Report on Assuring Graduate Outcomes recommended a 
need to  continue to focus on ways to work in partnership with industry and professional bodies, 
and focus more on community engagement initiatives with the potential to improve generic 
graduate outcomes (p.5). This inevitably requires FCs to be innovative and adept in fostering 
partnerships for effective community engagement. Without support to develop the capabilities 
and competencies needed to achieve these outcomes FCs will likely struggle to achieve the desired 
outcomes for WIL.

Although the FC role is fundamental to quality fieldwork programs and the core business of 
teaching and learning, FCs are largely invisible in their roles within universities. Fieldwork 
Coordinator roles are not formally recognised and academic staff who occupy these positions are 
often appointed at lower levels or directly from industry. Hence, they often have little experience 
of universities or of teaching in an academic context and undertake considerable administrative 
responsibilities. In addition, Cooper and Orrell (1999) found there is little induction into this 
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leadership role, or support for FCs’ development, despite FCs requiring complex pedagogical, 
managerial, entrepreneurial, industry relationship management, legal and ethical expertise. In 
spite of this, most of the responsibility for ensuring that fieldwork experiences are of high quality 
and relevant to industry and disciplines is carried by FCs. Additionally, FCs may be marginalised 
within their own academic team, being largely left with the responsibility for fieldwork with limited 
formal academic and Head of School/Department support.

 The current fieldwork environment is under enormous pressure as identified in recent reports 
(National Health Workforce Taskforce, 2009, Orrell, 2011, Patrick et al., 2009). With increased 
university enrolments across the sector, pressure for increasing the number of fieldwork 
placements is on the rise (Currens, 2003, Kline and Hodges, 2006, Patrick et al., 2009). 
Unfortunately, the sectors that accept these students are increasingly resource constrained. Hence, 
new models of fieldwork and relationship management and creative solutions to common issues 
are more important than ever. 

Orrell (2011, p.3) in a Good Practice Report which reviewed a range of ALTC projects on WIL 
identified essential institutional, educational and partnership elements for effective WIL.  Among 
the key outcomes identified were a need for institutional commitment to WIL including provision 
of resources, communities of practice, ensuring programs are based on sound pedagogy, and 
the inclusion of all stakeholders in development, innovation and communication regarding WIL 
to foster strong partnerships for mutual benefit with placement providers. Strong and effective 
leadership is required in order to achieve the outcomes proposed in Orrell’s review. The range of 
projects reviewed addressed issues of leadership, management, resourcing, curriculum approaches 
(generic and discipline specific), engagement with industry partners and attending to equity 
and access issues as well as five fellowships (Oliver, 2011, p.2). Whilst some of the projects have 
focused on leadership, none have focused on the leadership development of those responsible for 
designing and delivering fieldwork programs within higher education. 

The importance of providing quality WIL has been recognised within the Tertiary Education 
Quality and Standards Agency (TEQSA) Provider Course Accreditation Standards which require  
higher education providers to have effective arrangements to assure the quality of student work 
placements, practicum and other forms of WIL in the course of study, including assuring the 
quality of supervision (Higher Education Standards Framework (Threshold Standards, 2011, p.16). 
Responsibility for ensuring courses meet this standard inevitably lies with the FC. Nationally, the 
Australian Collaborative Education Network (ACEN) is the peak body representing WIL, and has 
a mission to become an internationally recognized leader in the research and implementation of 
WIL through collaboration with the higher and vocational education sector, students, industry, 
community and government (ACEN, 2011).  Its objectives include promotion and enhancement 
of WIL, facilitation of sharing of knowledge and practice to improve the student experience, 
enhancing industry engagement with the higher education sector and fostering scholarship and 
research in WIL.  The critical role of the FC in providing high quality WIL is recognised by ACEN.

2.2 Local 
2.2.1 Curtin

Curtin is Australia’s fifth largest university with a comprehensive teaching and research-intensive 
focus for approximately 40, 000 students across 16 locations. It has a strong commitment to 
international engagement with Australia’s third largest international student population and has 
campuses in Malaysia and Singapore. Teaching is provided in a number of countries including 
Vietnam, Mauritius, China, Malaysia, Indonesia, Hong Kong, Sri Lanka, and Pakistan. Curtin has 
a long standing commitment to Indigenous education and culture, with the highest enrolment 
of Indigenous Australians, and was the first university in Australia to sign a Statement of 
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Reconciliation. Curtin also provides regional education within Western Australia through 8 regional 
campuses and education centres (Esperance, Geraldton, Kalgoorlie, Karratha, Margaret River, 
Northam, Port Hedland and Albany) and a campus in Sydney. 

Curtin is committed to innovation and excellence in teaching and research, for the benefit of its 
students and the wider community. It offers a wide range of undergraduate and postgraduate 
courses in health sciences, business, resources, engineering and related sciences and humanities 
which prepare graduates to be industry ready upon completion.  Partnerships with industry, 
business and government are seen as critical for the quality of teaching, research and scholarship 
across the themes of minerals and energy, ICT and emerging technologies, health and sustainable 
development, and the systems which support fieldwork are being recognised. This project has 
served to raise the profile of fieldwork within Curtin and additional financial support and staffing 
has been made available to develop resources to support fieldwork across the University.

2.2.2 Charles Sturt University 

Charles Sturt University (CSU) has a focus on offering courses for the professions that prepare 
students for the world of work and citizenship with a strong emphasis on practice-based education, 
ethical practice through industry partnerships, course content and practicum placements (http://
www.csu.edu.au/docs/publications/csu-snapshot.pdf). Through its network of eight rural and 
regional Australian locations (Albury-Wodonga, Bathurst, Canberra, Dubbo, Goulburn, Orange, 
Homebush and Wagga Wagga) and one in Ontario in Canada, CSU delivers approximately 400 
courses to around 32,000 students on campus and through distance education.  It has a strong 
commitment to regional Australia as demonstrated by CSU’s response to regional, social, cultural 
and workforce needs through provision of programs of significance in information studies, health 
professions, veterinary studies, social sciences and education. CSU consistently ranks highly for 
graduate employment in the Good Universities Guide.

Reflecting its focus on practicum placements, CSU has an Education for Practice Institute (EFPI) 
whose mission is to advance the quality of practice-based education at CSU and beyond. The EFPI 
has goals which are targeted at advancing professional and practice-based education through: 
institutional change; policy, infrastructure and resources; curriculum development; research and 
development projects and training; scholarship of professional and practice-based education 
practices, research approaches and experiences; staff development; and collaboration within and 
between teachers and learners, disciplines, divisions, professions, industry, government and other 
educational institutions to promote and enhance professional and practice-based education.

Hence, the rationale for this project was to provide an experiential academic leadership program 
for FCs. This initiative enables universities to meet their strategic priorities for improving the 
quality of teaching and learning in fieldwork education and ensure that key academic fieldwork 
staff have the opportunity to develop their leadership capabilities.

http://www.csu.edu.au/docs/publications/csu-snapshot.pdf
http://www.csu.edu.au/docs/publications/csu-snapshot.pdf
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3. Project Methodology
This section outlines the method and rationale for the project and the Academic Leadership for 
Fieldwork Coordinators Program (ALFCP), and is provided in two parts. The first part provides the 
underlying philosophy of the development of the project and the second considers the ALFCP.

3.1 Introduction

The project used a very similar model to that utilised successfully by Jones et al. (2009) for the 
Academic Leadership Program for Course Coordinators. It used a distributed leadership model in 
which FCs were the focus of academic leadership development across two universities. Some of 
the unique features of the program were: the clarification of the concept, roles and responsibilities 
of the FC by linking and applying them to the conceptual framework developed by Scott et al. 
(2008); use of 360° feedback modelling using the Integrated Competing Values Framework (ICVF) 
(Vilkinas and Cartan, 2001, 2006) to inform FCs about their leadership strengths and gaps; a 
focus on experiential learning through action learning projects supported through a community 
of practice; use of face-to-face sessions to enhance FC knowledge and skills; and goal setting 
to extend learning and increase transference into the academic setting (Ladyshewsky, 2005). 
Social learning theories such as situated learning (Billett, 1994), reflective practice (Schön, 1987) 
communities of practice (Wenger, 2000), and peer learning (Boud et al., 2001) complemented the 
academic leadership model. 

Fieldwork Coordinators were identified for development within a distributed model of leadership 
as a sophisticated set of leadership skills are required to manage fieldwork education programs in 
order to maximise benefits for students, the university and external partner organisations (Coll et 
al., 2011). As already established, these skills include a pedagogical, industrial and legal knowledge 
base with advanced communication and negotiation skills along with considerable credibility 
outside the university (Cooper and Orrell, 1999). Similarly, academic programs with fieldwork 
components are increasingly in need of strategies to assure quality learning environments, 
preparation and support mechanisms for supervisory staff, and appropriate risk management 
and minimisation processes (Cooper and Orrell, 1999; Higher Education Standards Framework 
(Threshold Standards), 2011). 

Despite Patrick et al.’s (2009) call for leadership development for FCs—in recognition of the 
complexity of such WIL leadership roles—there has been little written on academic leadership 
in relation to FCs and there is much debate in the higher education sector about the extent to 
which broader management and leadership theory is applicable to academia. More recently, 
there has been increasing research into what constitutes academic leadership (see, for example, 
the special issue of Leadership 5(3), 2009). Generally speaking academic leadership is seen to be 
similar to general leadership, however, the specificities of academic work culture bring demands 
and an understanding of academic ways of working (for example, academic research promotes 
autonomous work practices and academic loyalty often lies with their discipline) is crucial to 
successful leadership in higher education. Work undertaken by the UK Leadership Foundation for 
Higher Education aligns with findings of an Australian report by Scott et al. (2008). Scott’s team 
identified a leadership succession crisis in Australian higher education, and an urgent need to 
improve the leadership development at many levels of universities. This report was timely and 
suggests the core focus of leadership in the current, volatile context of higher education needs to 
be on achieving effective change management and implementation (Scott et al., 2008, p. v).
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Scott et al.’s (2008, p.v) study identified a number of change forces in higher education which 
dictate the need for good academic leadership including:

• opening up of access and a resulting diversified student body
• changes in funding
• pressure to generate new sources of income
• a trend towards user-pays
• rapid growth in the higher education export market
• growing competition
• the challenge of maintaining standards with the changing nature of the student cohort
• students seeing themselves as consumers
• paid employment patterns of students for survival (average student works 14.8 hrs  

per week)
• changing characteristics of students, for example, Generation Y.

For universities to remain competitive they need excellent leadership at all levels of the 
organisation. Fieldwork coordinators have been the least well recognised for their role in 
determining whether change is effected. Fieldwork coordinators are critical to engage with the 
change agenda, as they focus efforts and work with industry partners and staff to make the desired 
change work in practice (Scott et al., 2008, p. xvii). With the employment sector requiring greater 
graduate employability (Oliver, 2008), there has been an increased emphasis on WIL, and more 
specifically fieldwork, within curricula as a mechanism to provide increased employability skills. 

Some of the challenges to being an effective leader in higher education are related to working 
within a collegial context where academic freedom is highly prized. Many of the same challenges 
apply to working with industry partners as FCs do not have line management authority over 
partners, yet desperately need their support to provide placements for students. The role, 
therefore, requires leadership to influence and negotiate with partners. 

Fieldwork Coordinators were not surveyed by Scott et al. (2008) (possibly an indication of their lack 
of visibility as academic leaders). However, the ten most important influences (ranked in order) on 
the role of Course Coordinators or Program Head (the role in the study best aligned with fieldwork 
coordination) were:

1. Decreased government funding.
2. Balancing work and family life.
3. Managing pressure for continuous change.
4. Slow administrative processes.
5. Handling unexpected events.
6. Finding and retaining high quality staff.
7. Growing pressure to generate new income.
8. Rapid changes in technology.
9. Dealing with local university cultures.
10. Greater government reporting and scrutiny.

With the exception of clarifying strategic directions, these influences were the same for all key 
university leadership roles (Course Coordinator, Head of School, Dean of Teaching and Learning, 
Director of Teaching and Learning, PVC/DVC Academic/Education). The FC has an additional layer 
to deal with in that almost all of the influences which affect the higher education environment can 
be applied to industry partners, thereby creating a very complex environment in which to lead.
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3.2 Project Phases

The initial project proposal—aimed to address the gap in leadership development for FCs— 
included four key phases which were implemented as outlined in Table 1 below:

Table 1: Project Phases 

PHASE ACTIVITY

1 Designed and developed the evaluation framework for the project with project evaluator
Obtained ethics approval
Surveyed FCs to determine their development needs (including academic management, current 
pedagogy in WIL; curriculum design, implementation and evaluation; leading and managing teams; 
communication, managing conflict; change management)
Poster presentation at HERDSA, July 2010, Melbourne, Vic, (Building Fieldwork Coordinator Leadership 
Capabilities)
Presentation at the Leadership and Clinical Education (LACE) Forum, August 2010, Brisbane, Qld, 
(Academic Leadership for Fieldwork Coordinators)
Symposia presentation at Australian Collaborative Education Network (ACEN) Conference, October 
2010, Perth, Western Australia on the findings of the FC survey and implications for program design 
(The leadership development needs of Fieldwork Coordinators: What are they?)

2 Designed the academic leadership program through consultation with members of the Internal and 
External Reference Groups 
Developed the academic leadership program (Academic Leadership for Fieldwork Coordinators Program 
[ALFCP]) course materials and learning objects 

3 Piloted the ALFCP with a representative sample of FCs from across faculties at Curtin and CSU to ensure 
cross-disciplinary representation 
Initial evaluation of participant perceptions of the program (changes in knowledge, skill and attitudes) 
undertaken
Development of a community of practice at Curtin and extension of the Professional Experience 
Network (at CSU)
Participants completed action learning projects (for those who chose to)

4 Piloted the ALFCP with a representative sample of FCs from across faculties at Curtin and CSU to ensure 
cross-disciplinary representation 
Initial evaluation of participant perceptions of the program (changes in knowledge, skill and attitudes) 
undertaken
Development of a community of practice at Curtin and extension of the Professional Experience 
Network (at CSU)
Participants completed action learning projects (for those who chose to)

3.2.1 Phase 1

The project commenced with a review of the key literature on leadership, fieldwork and work-
integrated-learning.  The leadership survey developed and used by Scott et al. (2008) was adapted 
for use with FCs to determine their leadership development needs.  The tool was chosen as it 
would provide an opportunity for benchmarking results with other groups of academic leaders. 
Permission was sought from Scott et al. (2008) to adapt the survey for FCs. An email inviting FCs 
to respond at both partner institutions was communicated from the Office of the Deputy Vice 
Chancellor (Education) at Curtin and Deputy Vice Chancellor (Academic) at CSU, signalling the 
importance of the survey. Data were analysed and used to inform Phase 2 of the project.  The 
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findings of the survey are reported in the Section 4 of this report.

An external evaluator was engaged and the design of the evaluation framework was agreed.

3.2.2 Phase 2

Following the FC online survey, the first iteration of the leadership development program was 
developed and presented to the project’s External Reference Group (ERG).  Feedback from the 
ERG was invaluable and, raised a number of issues and considerations in relation to the FC survey 
data, the project and the first iteration of the program. These included broad issues relating to 
the project, for example, the overall aims and their alignment to the current leadership program 
design. They also emphasised the importance of managing the impact of the workplace (workload, 
the fractional nature of fieldwork roles and other competing functions such as discipline research). 
Furthermore, the ERG emphasised the need to: enable and empower FCs to prioritise their career 
development, devise a method to measure their learning in the program (through an action 
learning project), maximise the potential for collaborative learning between FCs from CSU and 
Curtin, develop strategies to extend FCs to go beyond what appears to be a largely operational 
focus, and, increase their knowledge of WIL theory and practice so they can argue effectively for 
supporting and expanding fieldwork programs. The ERG also suggested more interrogation of the 
data based on respondents’ level of experience to help inform the program design. 

The project team finalised the outcomes of the ALFCP, based on survey and ERG feedback, and 
determined that a program delivered, initially, in two full days, followed by one half day with the 
inclusion of an action learning project would be piloted. The program was structured around the 
six leadership roles within the ICVF and contextualised to the FC role.

3.2.3 Phase 3

The ALFCP pilots were trialled at both partner institutions. The first two full days were completed 
in face-to-face mode in April 2011 at both Curtin and CSU. The third half day was completed at 
both Universities in early May 2011. In the month between the two days in April and the half day 
in May, participants completed a 360° online ICVF survey adapted to the FC role to enable them 
to identify gaps in their leadership and develop an action learning project (underpinned by the 
scholarship of teaching and learning).  Feedback on each session within the program was captured 
at the end of each day and on completion of the program. 

Feedback from the program indicated that the structure, learning experiences and resources 
strongly resonated with the participants, therefore only minor revisions to materials were made 
(more information on participant feedback is in Section 6). Materials were finalised using standard 
templates to ensure a professional and consistent approach.

Participants were encouraged to complete an action learning project as part of the program. At 
CSU, regular videoconference meetings were held with those participants who took up this option 
and this supported the development of a community of practice.  At Curtin and CSU meetings were 
facilitated and scheduled by members of the project team. 

Strong support for the ALFCP was provided by senior academics at both institutions (DVC 
[Education] at Curtin and DVC [Academic] at CSU). Regular reports were provided to the following 
committees to inform senior teaching and learning leaders of the project’s progress and impact, 
and begin the process of embedding the ALFCP within university leadership development offerings:
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Table 2: Committees Consulted at Curtin and CSU

CURTIN UNIVERSITY CHARLES STURT UNIVERSITY
Work Integrated Learning Committee 
(Internal Reference Group)

A reference group comprising of representatives from 
Human Resources, Workplace Learning Sub Deans, and 
Learning Sub Deans from each Faculty  
(Internal Reference Group)

University Teaching and Learning Committee

Late in this phase, the ALFCP was embedded in the suite of professional development offerings in 
the Office of Assessment, Teaching and Learning at Curtin (in partnership with the Organisational 
Development Unit) and at CSU this program is now offered through the Education for Practice 
Institute. Completion of the ALFCP was also recognised within Curtin’s Teaching Performance 
Index for those participants who completed an action learning project. Charles Sturt University 
participants, who completed an action learning project, were formally recognised by the DVC 
Academic.

3.2.4 Phase 4

The final phase involved the review and preparation of materials for dissemination via a 
website. All resources including module notes, PowerPoint slides with explanatory notes, and a 
program facilitation guide are readily available for download via the project website at: http://
academicleadership.curtin.edu.au/ALFCP/ , the Australian Collaborative Education Network 
website: http://www.acen.edu.au/, and Charles Sturt University’s Education for Practice Institute 
(http://www.csu.edu.au/division/landt/efp/). 

During Phase 4, a role statement for FCs was developed and reviewed by program participants. 
The role statement will be provided to Curtin University’s Teaching and Learning Committee early 
in 2012 for adoption (Curtin’s Role Statement for FCs is Appendix 3). Charles Sturt University is 
developing its Workplace Learning policy and role statement and will table it at the Curriculum 
Learning and Teaching Committee and disseminate it via the Education for Practice Institute 
website.

External evaluation of the project was finalised with the evaluator attending the final session 
where participants presented their projects at Curtin.

3.3 Dissemination Strategies

Building on the experience of the Leading Courses: Academic Leadership for Course Coordinators 
project (Jones et al., 2009) the project team incorporated strategies into the design that addressed 
not only the distribution of the ALFCP but, more importantly, enhanced its likely adoption and 
adaption.  Some early evidence of successful dissemination is already available with the program 
materials being hosted on the ACEN website and interest from the ALTC project ‘Leading WIL: A 
distributed leadership approach to enhance work integrated learning outcomes’ (http://www.olt.
gov.au/project-leading-wil-distributed-leadership-approach-enhance-work-integrated-learning-
outcomes-2011)  to adapt ALFCP resources (a partnership between Griffith University, ACEN and 
the University of Western Sydney). Furthermore, both Curtin and CSU intend to run the program 
in 2012 with participation open to FCs from other local universities.  A relationship with ACEN has 
been facilitated through the inclusion of Carol-Joy Patrick as part of the project’s ERG; Carol-Joy 
was a founding member of ACEN (and the project leader for the OLT ‘Leading WIL’ project). The 
project’s dissemination strategies are illustrated below through The D-Cubed Guide: Planning for 
Effective Dissemination (Gannaway et al., 2011) framework:

http://academicleadership.curtin.edu.au/ALFCP/
http://academicleadership.curtin.edu.au/ALFCP/
http://www.acen.edu.au/
http://www.csu.edu.au/division/landt/efp/
http://www.altc.edu.au/project-leading-wil-distributed-leadership-approach-enhance-work-integrated-learning-outcomes-2011
http://www.altc.edu.au/project-leading-wil-distributed-leadership-approach-enhance-work-integrated-learning-outcomes-2011
http://www.olt.edu.au/project-leading-wil-distributed-leadership-approach-enhance-work-integrated-learning-outcomes-2011
http://www.olt.edu.au/project-leading-wil-distributed-leadership-approach-enhance-work-integrated-learning-outcomes-2011
http://www.olt.edu.au/project-leading-wil-distributed-leadership-approach-enhance-work-integrated-learning-outcomes-2011
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Table 3: Dissemination Framework and Activities

ASSESS CLIMATE OF READINESS 
FOR CHANGE

ENGAGE THROUGHOUT THE 
PROJECT

ENABLE TRANSFER OF PROJECT 
OUTCOMES

The emphasis on WIL as a 
mechanism to support the 
development of graduate attributes 
and a general increasing interest 
in WIL , combined with a lack 
of research into FC leadership 
and professional development 
opportunities for staff in this role, 
should facilitate the adoption and 
adaption of the ALFCP resources.

Presentations have been made at key 
conferences and fora (throughout the 
life of the project). Presentations and 
publications are planned as part of 
the dissemination post completion of 
the project including some follow up 
research into the transfer of training 
six to twelve months following ALFCP 
participation.

Program resources are very generic 
and are available in formats that 
easily allow for modification (e.g. 
Word). If required, materials can be 
easily adapted to an online version. 

Key relevant players: academics with 
expertise in WIL and leadership were 
included on the ERG

A flyer outlining the project and 
outcomes and announcing the 
forthcoming project resources 
has been disseminated at the 
NAFEA 2011 Conference, the ATN 
2011 Conference, the elearning 
2011 Conference, and at three of 
Professor Beverley Oliver’s Graduate 
Employability National Fellowship 
Forums: 

a. Perth 19 October 2011
b. Brisbane 25 October 2011 
c. Melbourne 27 October 2011.

The ALFCP is built on the success of 
the program developed for Course 
Coordinators (Leading Courses: 
Academic Leadership for Course 
Coordinators). Branding the program 
for FCs and project report with 
similar titles should connect both 
projects. Similarly, the reputation 
and experience of some project team 
members in developing academic 
leadership resources provides 
Leading Fieldwork with credibility.

Engagement with ACEN and the 
National Association of Fieldwork 
Education Administrators (NAFEA) 
bodies through the ERG and 
conference participation.

The 2011 NAFEA presentation, where 
the majority of delegates were 
fieldwork education administrators, 
presented the ALFCP contextualised 
for that audience and was very well 
received.

The project resources will be 
available from Curtin University’s 
website, the ACEN website and CSU’s 
Education for Practice Institute’s 
website.

Regular formal contact with the ERG 
members throughout the project.

Evidence from the pilot evaluation 
suggests that the program has 
achieved the desired outcomes (see 
section 4.3). This evidence builds the 
credibility of the program.

Project dissemination also aided 
by non-project related networks of 
project team members.

A Guide to Facilitation and 
Coordination of the ALFCP supports 
its implementation to varying 
university contexts.

Support from senior management at 
the partner universities was actively 
sought to ensure the sustainability of 
the ALFCP.

The ALFCP is cross-disciplinary and 
is therefore relevant to different 
educational contexts.
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A series of workshops to showcase the project outcomes and resources is planned for 2012 and 
will be organised around travel already undertaken to attend conferences. It is anticipated that 
workshops/forums will be presented in Sydney, Melbourne and Brisbane to coincide with: HERDSA 
2012 (Tasmania); Practice Based Education Summit 2012 (Sydney) and the Australian and New 
Zealand Association of Health Professional Education Conference 2012 (Rotorua). Presentations 
are also planned for the 2012 ACEN conference (Victoria), the Australian Universities Community 
Engagement Alliance (AUCEA) conference (Brisbane) and Associate Professor Sue Jones has been 
invited to speak on the project outcomes and the ALFCP at the Second WIL Learning conference in 
Melbourne (2012).
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4. Fieldwork Coordinator Leadership Survey
Given that the aim of the project was to create a professional development approach to WIL 
a survey of FCs at the two partner universities involved in the project (Curtin and CSU) was 
conducted to explore their professional development perceptions and needs. The survey was 
carried out in Phase 1 of the project, and aimed to provide answers to the following question (and 
sub-questions): 

1. What leadership competencies and capabilities do FCs require to be successful? 
• What makes a good FC?
• What mechanisms can best support FCs to enhance their leadership capacity (e.g. a 

leadership program, networks, online resources)? 
• What would an effective leadership development program for FCs contain and how 

would it best be delivered to support the development of leadership capabilities?
• What gaps do FCs perceive in their leadership? What do they struggle with?
• Clarify the FC role as an academic leader.

4.1 Conceptual Framework

This part of the project took an incremental approach by building on what has already been 
undertaken on academic leadership in Australia by focusing the attention on a group of academics 
who have not previously been studied in relation to academic leadership development. Similarly, 
the project also built on the experience of the project management group in designing and 
piloting a leadership program for Course Coordinators under a previous ALTC funded project. 
Although the role of the FC is increasingly under the spotlight due to the emphasis on graduate 
attribute development and WIL as a major factor to enable the achievement of graduate attributes 
(Patrick et al., 2009, Oliver, 2011), the academic leadership role of FCs is generally overlooked and 
under researched. For example, the major study into academic leadership in Australian higher 
education by Scott et al. (2008) did not include academics in the FC role but, rather, focussed on 
more traditional senior leadership roles in the university (such as DVC). Universities have begun 
to pay increasing attention to the call of governments to contribute to the skilled workforce and 
rethink their emphasis and purpose to include preparing students for the world of work (for 
example, (DEEWR, 2008, Reid et al., 2008). By surveying FC academics at Curtin and CSU and then 
generalising some conclusions around the capabilities and competencies that FCs need to be 
effective leaders (in conjunction with the literature in the field) the development of the leadership 
program was undertaken. As the intention of the project was to create an appropriate academic 
leadership program for FCs, it seemed plausible that the perceptions of a sample of FCs would 
inform—and be the starting point—for the design of the professional development program.

4.2 Methodology 
4.2.1 Survey Tool

The online FC survey was modelled on the “Learning and Teaching Leaders Survey” used in the 
Learning Leaders study (Scott et al., 2008). The survey instrument used in Learning Leaders (2008) 
was built from a parallel validated instrument for “leadership in school education (Scott, 2003) 
which had been used in a range of studies on professional capability amongst successful graduates 
(Vesco, 2005)” (Scott et al, 2008, p.116). In the Learning Leaders study some 513 staff in formal 
leadership roles for learning and teaching completed the online survey and included Deputy 
Vice-Chancellors; Pro Vice-Chancellors (Learning and Teaching); Deans; Associate Deans (Learning 
and Teaching); Heads of School/Department; Heads of Program; and Directors (Learning and 
Teaching). Academic staff in the fieldwork coordinator role, as the Scott study suggests, are not 
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recognised as leaders and previous to this project had not been surveyed as to what constitutes 
a good fieldwork leader and what might support their development. To ensure relevance to the 
FC cohort, the “Learning and Teaching Leaders Survey” was modified to reflect the FC’s role and 
reduced in size to encourage full participation (the survey is available as Appendix 1). Therefore, 
the survey carried out as part of this ALTC project enables a comparison between the perceptions 
of fieldwork leadership and the academic roles explored in Learning Leaders (Scott et al., 2008).  
1Prior to finalising the fieldwork survey all items of the “Learning and Teaching Leaders Survey” 
were mapped against the ICVF to ensure that the questions adequately represented each of the six 
roles in this leadership model (Deliverer, Monitor, Developer, Innovator, Broker and Integrator). 

The online FC survey contained 22 overarching questions in total covering demographic 
information, major areas of focus, judging effective performance, influences shaping their role, 
leadership capabilities and support for their leadership development. Prior to finalising the 
instrument, the survey underwent pre-testing with members of the project team unfamiliar 
with the original survey instrument and study undertaken by Scott et al. in 2008 and who had 
considerable experience as FCs. This pre-testing was done to check that the questions were 
relevant and would be understood by those with similar experience to those included in the survey 
sample. 

Fieldwork Coordinators were invited to complete the survey via an online link and the survey was 
delivered using Survey Monkey. Fieldwork Coordinators at the two partner institutions involved in 
the project were asked to take part and two gift vouchers to the value of $200 for Coles/Myer were 
offered as an incentive (one for Curtin participants and one for CSU participants). Ethics approval 
from both universities to undertake the study was granted (Curtin: OTL-02-10, CSU: 210/031). 

Invitations to participate were made by approaching staff known to undertake fieldwork 
coordination through targeted emails (at CSU through the Fieldwork Coordinators’ Network and 
at Curtin through contacting the Deans of Teaching and Learning for each Faculty and the Centre 
for Aboriginal Studies). At Curtin a general email to academic staff was also distributed. Definitions 
of both “fieldwork” and “Fieldwork Coordinator” were provided and only those who met the 
criteria were asked to complete the survey (see page 11 “Definitions”). It is noted, however, that 
due to a lack of information about FCs at each university—and an element of self-selection—it 
is not possible to determine whether every respondent was functioning as a FC at the time. 
Similarly, response rates cannot be determined given that an accurate record of FCs did not exist 
at either university. The lack of information about staff in this role reflects the status of fieldwork 
coordinators at universities and confirms the observation made by Cooper and Orrell (1994) that 
practicum coordination is viewed as the domestic work of the university. The survey was open for 
one month and 82 responses were recorded. Of those 82 responses, 67 were full responses to 
every question in the survey. 

4.3 Survey Results 
4.3.1 Demographic information

The majority of respondents were women (58.5 per cent), from education and health science 
disciplines, and were employees of Curtin University (63 per cent, and 37 per cent from CSU). 
Significantly, most of the survey respondents had between 1-3 years of experience as a FC (31.7 
per cent), however, there was considerable experience in the group as 51 per cent had 4 or more 
years experience (and of that 51 per cent, 26.8 per cent had more than 10 years experience).  
Furthermore, the majority of respondents were involved in undergraduate fieldwork (54.3 
per cent) and most estimated they spent between 10-20 per cent of their time on fieldwork 
coordination. Figure 1 illustrates the time the survey respondents spent on fieldwork coordination.

1It is anticipated that a comparison of data, resulting in a refereed publication, will be carried out in 2012.
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 Figure 1: Time Spent on Fieldwork Coordination

There were several differences in profile between the two cohorts at Curtin and CSU. For example, 
CSU had a slightly younger group (the majority 36 years or younger) and a greater percentage of 
males (73 per cent). The higher percentage of males at CSU likely reflects the discipline spread at 
CSU (including agricultural and environment studies, and law). Respondents from Curtin, however, 
were mostly aged between 46 and 55, with a more even spread over gender (55 per cent female), 
and were mainly from health disciplines. At Curtin the Faculty of Health Sciences is the second 
largest faculty and also has a high percentage of fieldwork programs; this is reflected in results for 
Curtin respondents. At both universities, however, undergraduate fieldwork is their main focus, as 
illustrated below in Figure 2.

Figure 2: Undergraduate and Postgraduate Fieldwork Focus
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4.3.2 Data trends

The data collected through qualitative and quantitative questions in the survey suggested 
several key issues and provided a profile of FCs that is consistent with the literature on academic 
leadership and the realities of academic work in the 21st Century. The profile of the FC that 
emerged is of a dedicated academic staff member who enjoys seeing their students grow and 
develop and the successful delivery of their fieldwork program. Fieldwork Coordinators, however, 
find slow administrative processes, bureaucracy, a lack of recognition, reward and institutional 
support and the general workload a burden. Many also commented on the struggle to attain 
a work/life balance. Other issues that emerged for FCs were: competition for placements, the 
number of placements required and managing partnerships, which reflect the specific challenges 
of fieldwork coordination. Similarly, and consistent with the realities of fieldwork coordination, 
FCs also commented that managing student diversity, general student issues and student incivility 
were some of the most challenging aspects of the role. The Wordle shown in Figure 3 illustrating all 
qualitative feedback from the survey reflects the overall data trends: FCs are focussed on achieving 
excellent student outcomes, however, challenges relating to work and time management and the 
increasing competition for placements are potential barriers to achieving that goal.

Figure 3: Wordle Containing the Qualitative Data from the Fieldwork Coordinator Survey

As part of the analysis of the FCs survey results, and the project dissemination, answers to the 
questions listed in Table 4 (below) were mapped against the ICVF (Vilkinas and Cartan, 2006) roles 
and a poster presented at the Higher Education Research and Development Society of Australasia 
(HERDSA), 2010, conference. 

Table 4: Selected Questions from the Online Fieldwork Coordinator Survey

Q8 How important do you believe each of the following areas or activities is to the delivery of fieldwork?

Q11 In your view, how important should each of the following indicators be as a criterion for judging effective 
performance as a FC?

Q16 How important do you believe each of the following Interpersonal Capabilities is for effective performance  
as a FC?

Q17 How important do you believe each of the following Intellectual Capabilities is for effective performance  
as a FC?

Q18 How important do you believe each of the following Skills and Knowledge is for effective performance  
as a FC?
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Items ranked 3.85 or above on a Likert scale of 1-5 (where 1 equals low and 5 equals high), in 
response to the questions in the survey were then mapped against the ICVF capability roles (for 
a detailed mapping of survey results to selected questions against the six ICVF roles and colour 
coded to Scott’s competencies and capabilities. Table 5 below contextualises the ICVF roles within 
the fieldwork coordinator role. For example, when functioning within the Broker role a FC would 
be creating and maintaining relationships with external partners.

Table 5: The Integrated Competing Values Framework Capability Roles and Fieldwork

Developer providing training and support for educators in the field around coaching, supervision,  fair and 
equitable assessment of students

Innovator changes to professional practice due to increasing enrolments and competition for placements 
requiring innovative and new approaches to models of FC

Broker development of strategic partnerships with agencies, accreditation and professional bodies, fieldwork 
educators, and Head of School/Department

Deliverer systems to manage fieldwork, communication strategies and initiatives to manage risk and legal 
issues associated with FC

Monitor continuously improving the quality of WIL, placement quality, evaluation of fieldwork and models of 
education, moderation of fieldwork assessment

Integrator reflecting on practice, taking a critical perspective on one's own leadership role, and involving others 
such as peer coaches, critical friends or colleagues in one's ongoing development as an FC

 
Figure 4 provides a graphic representation of those items ranked 3.85 and above mapped against 
the ICVF and the six leadership roles.  These qualities and activities are, therefore, the qualities and 
skills the FCs who responded to the survey view as necessary for effective fieldwork coordination.

Figure 4:  Fieldwork Coordinator Survey Results Mapped Against the ICVF Roles
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Whilst the ICVF roles represent the complexity of the academic leadership capabilities required 
to develop and maintain successful fieldwork programs, the results of the online survey, however, 
suggest that FCs at Curtin and CSU are heavily focussed on the operational aspects of their role 
(Deliverer, Monitor and Developer) and much less so on the strategic aspects (Innovator and 
Broker). They also appear to rely heavily on their Integrator function. This implies that they are 
over invested in the operational aspects of fieldwork and that there is a lack of integration of 
leadership functions. Significantly, in the responses to the overall survey’s qualitative questions, 
there were considerable references to workload issues and time management challenges. These 
results are consistent with the literature which demonstrates that leadership requires adequate 
time for reflection (Ladyshewsky, 2007, Ladyshewsky and Flavell, 2012) and likely reflects the 
fractional nature of fieldwork appointments.

Fieldwork Coordinators welcomed the prospect of a tailored leadership development program 
and clearly recognised the need for, and importance of, a more integrated approach to their 
differing functions, however, the range and frequency of references to workload suggests that 
the workplace limited their capacity to achieve this integration. Furthermore, it was clear from 
responses that there was a dearth of professional development opportunities for academic staff 
in this role. The majority of respondents (regardless of their level of experience) had not been 
exposed to any of the typical professional development opportunities provided to academic 
leaders (e.g. 360° survey, leadership programs, peer networks, work-placements, and formal 
mentoring programs). The elements they identified for a successful leadership development 
program included: case-based, practice-based learning, mentoring/networking and support 
materials. Fieldwork Coordinators who completed this survey also sought time-release for 
participation in formal leadership development activities and wanted professional development 
which counteracted the sense of isolation they experienced. Interestingly, the priorities 
they identified for their own professional development were time management, leadership 
development, networking, assessment and moderation, and the scholarship of teaching and 
learning.

4.4 Discussion

The overall results of the survey suggest that FCs do not display the behavioural complexity 
required for effective leadership. This is consistent with other research into the leadership 
effectiveness of academic program directors (course coordinators) and academic developers 
(Vilkinas and Ladyshewsky, 2012).  There is a heavy emphasis on the operational components of 
leadership and less on the more strategic Innovator and Broker functions. The reasons for this 
may be contextual rather than a lack of leadership skill per se, and requires further research. 
Similarly, FCs, like their academic counterparts, display strength in the key Integrator role which 
determines when and how to apply the other five ICVF roles or functions. This implies the 
potential to develop and build the academic leadership capabilities of FCs further. The results of 
this survey reconfirm sectoral leadership issues and point to the need for a continuing focus on 
the development of academic leadership in universities. For those in the FC role this is becoming 
more urgent with the increasing emphasis on WIL and that the FCs surveyed here had little or 
no leadership development opportunities and/or any preparation for undertaking their role as a 
fieldwork coordinator. Whilst the study has some limitations due to participant self-selection and 
an unknown response rate, the findings do resonate with research conducted into other academic 
leadership roles within Australia. Similarly, the findings are supported by existing research 
into fieldwork. It is reasonable, therefore, to deduce that the fieldwork survey data provides a 
reasonable evidence-base from which to develop an academic leadership program to support FCs 
in their role.
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5. Leadership Program Methodology and  
       Theoretical Underpinning
The academic leadership development model was based on an adaptation of the models of 
education developed by Wolverton et al. (2005), Ramsden (1998), and from the broader leadership 
field (Antonakis and House, 2002) which are supported by the leadership framework developed 
by Scott et al. (2008). The Integrated Competing Values (ICVF) Framework (Vilkinas and Cartan, 
2001, 2006) was applied to a fieldwork context as it covers the key leadership foci of the FC role as 
well as providing a tool for measuring effective leadership. The developmental needs of fieldwork 
leaders were targeted at five levels using the ICVF as a vehicle to assist FCs to recognise their 
important leadership role including: personal, interpersonal and cognitive capabilities, and generic 
and role-specific competencies. 

Personal capabilities included: the importance of self regulation, decisiveness, commitment; 
learning to lead through understanding leadership theory and development; encouraging 
participants to learn from past experiences through reflective journaling of leadership experiences; 
observations and reflections of effective and ineffective practice; and use of a peer-coaching 
approach to implement performance targets (Ladyshewsky and Varey, 2005, Ladyshewsky, 2006).

Interpersonal capabilities included skills for influencing others; empathising; emotional 
intelligence (enabling, inspiring and motivating others); personal management; group academic 
leadership skills at a department/school level necessary to achieve the desired results 
when working with staff, students, external stakeholders, and other managers, for example, 
communication, team building, conflict-resolution and negotiation.

Cognitive capabilities included the skills necessary to: diagnose causes of complex problems and 
develop solutions; development of strategies to manage complex problems; creating vision and 
focusing on strategic action; and the importance of flexibility and responsiveness.

Generic and role specific competence included: teaching and learning issues such as current work 
integrated learning theory and practice in higher education; understanding and application of 
pedagogical concepts in work integrated learning curriculum design, implementation, assessment 
and evaluation; and the roles and responsibilities of fieldwork education leaders within a local 
(university) system and the national higher education context; planning and managing resources; 
recognising, developing and assessing fieldwork performance; quality enhancement; and change 
management; university operations and the implications for fieldwork.

The ICVF is a useful model to illustrate the behavioural complexity of the FC role (Figure 4).  For 
example, a people versus task focus is always present in the FC role as is an internal or external 
focus. In the ALFCP the ICVF was contextualised to the role of a FC through the use of a series 
of case studies designed to explore the leadership responsibilities of this role. In exploring the 
ICVF further, in relation to the FC role, a variety of key responsibilities can be applied to each 
operational role:

Deliverer role - requires the development of a system to manage student fieldwork placements, 
managing paperwork and compliance issues, unit outlines, and communication strategies to 
ensure the program runs efficiently. It also requires initiatives to manage the risk and legal issues 
associated with a fieldwork program.

Monitor role - involves collecting and collating relevant fieldwork data to continuously improve 
the quality of work integrated learning, for example, placement numbers, monitoring trends in 
numbers, placement availability, collecting feedback on students, educators, placement quality, 
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evaluating the fieldwork program and models of education, moderation of fieldwork assessment 
and ensuring inter-rater reliability and understanding competency based evaluation.

Developer role - includes issues such as providing training and support for educators in the 
field around coaching, supervision and fair and equitable assessment of students, alignment of 
assessment practices of student learning on placements between university and industry.

Broker role- requires development of strategic partnerships with agencies, accreditation and 
professional bodies, fieldwork educators, and Head of School/Department. The interplay of these 
key stakeholders requires negotiation and networking skills to build and sustain the fieldwork 
program.

Innovator role - focuses on considering changes to professional practice and how this influences 
fieldwork education. These changes, along with increasing enrolments and competition for 
placements require innovative and new approaches to models of fieldwork education underpinned 
by fieldwork pedagogy.

Integrator role - involves reflecting on practice, taking a critical perspective on one’s own 
leadership role and one’s movement between the operational roles, and involving others such 
as peer coaches, critical friends or colleagues in one’s ongoing development as a fieldwork 
coordinator. 

FCs need to manage the competing priorities of caring for and dealing with students with personal 
difficulties (Developer role) whilst trying to ensure that students complete their fieldwork 
placements in a timely manner as there is a shortage of fieldwork places and delay in placement 
completion will create significant pressure on subsequent placements (Deliverer role) because 
they must be made up when the next cohort of students needs placements. As a result of these 
pressures, five operational roles emerge which are necessary for effective leadership (Developer, 
Innovator, Broker, Deliverer, and Monitor) and the FC as leader needs to determine how and when 
to use a given role and the extent to which each of the roles is used and competes with other roles 
(this is the behavioural complexity of the model). Central to the model, therefore, is the Integrator 
role which involves critical thinking and reflective practice in order to monitor movement and 
application of the five operational roles. Participants assessed their leadership profile using the 
ICVF to further develop their strengths and reduce weaknesses.

5.1 Program Learning Experiences

The program was designed with the following intended benefits from participation:

• Access to a leadership development program tailored for fieldwork coordinators
• Development of life-long learning skills to enhance leadership development
• Engagement with the current debates and literature on work-integrated-learning
• Opportunities to enhance career prospects through fieldwork coordination
• Develop strategies and skills to enhance fieldwork programs and student learning 

experiences
• Network and engage with fellow FCs
• An opportunity to work through an action learning project which could be used for 

professional portfolio activity as well as a scholarly paper/conference presentation.
Major ALFCP program learning outcomes included:

• Development of  key leadership skills to achieve quality fieldwork experiences grounded in 
an understanding of contemporary WIL pedagogy
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• Integration of the six key managerial leadership roles required for WIL to progress 
leadership development

• Demonstration of an ability to self-manage leadership development using the ICVF (Vilkinas 
and Cartan, 2006) 

• Application of the scholarship of WIL to an action learning plan.
Some of the underlying concepts that were incorporated in the program to support the operational 
roles included:

1. The ICVF as a leadership model to inform practice
2. Communicating with emotional intelligence 
3. Managing performance 
4. Understanding individuals and teams and managing change 
5. Conflict management and negotiation
6. Understanding key relationships and networking
7. The pedagogy of WIL. 

The program approach was similar to that used by the Academic Leadership for Course 
Coordinators Program (developed as part of Leading Courses [Jones et al., 2009]) and incorporated 
the findings of Scott et al. (2008) which revealed that leaders in a similar role preferred the 
following types of professional development:

• Learning on the job
• ‘just in time, just for me’ learning
• Participation in 360° review processes
• Participation in leadership programs that were custom designed to meet needs
• Self guided reading on leadership
• Involvement in informal mentoring/coaching.

Based on the survey feedback, seven face-to-face modules were developed and designed to 
provide FCs with a ‘toolkit’ of resources to manage their roles and delivered over two intensive 
workshop days followed by a further half day a month later.  The modules were constructed 
around the ICVF roles and covered a broad range of academic leadership and management skills 
including: personal understandings of leadership capabilities, the scholarship of teaching and 
learning in fieldwork, assessment and moderation, quality improvement frameworks, managing 
upward, developing and supporting partnerships in fieldwork, managing change and resistance, 
and innovation in fieldwork. The emphasis in the program was on applying strategies and 
frameworks to common issues or challenges identified within participants’ fieldwork programs. 
A workbook of additional resources including detailed module notes, learning activities, and 
additional readings and resources complimented the modules. Participants were encouraged to 
share their experiences, successes and challenges in a supportive environment and to explore their 
roles, plan their development and share resources. An experiential learning cycle which included 
self-reflection, peer-coaching and goal setting similar to that used in the ALCCP was utilised.

In the month between the first two days and Day 3, participants invited relevant stakeholders to 
complete a 360° online survey using the ICVF adapted to reflect the role of FC. Results which were 
provided in a detailed reported reflecting participants results for the different roles enabled them 
to identify gaps in their leadership and develop an action learning project (underpinned by the 
scholarship of teaching and learning) (a sample ICVF report is available in the module resources). 
The session facilitated participants to explore their strengths and areas for further development 
and to develop a detailed personal development plan for implementation and review. 



26

The program modules were given titles that reflect the ICVF roles within the context of fieldwork 
coordination and are listed along with their learning outcomes in Table 6 (with the exception of the 
first introductory module).

Table 6: Program Modules and Learning Outcomes

ROLE/TIMING MODULES OUTCOMES
Introduction 
Day 1

1  Fieldwork Coordinator 
as Academic Leader

• Understand the role of fieldwork coordinator as an academic 
leader

• Understand the concept of academic leadership in the context of 
fieldwork education

• Recognise the importance of building scholarship of teaching and 
learning in fieldwork education

Deliverer 
Day 1

2  Delivering an effective 
fieldwork  program

• Apply a risk management framework to support WIL programs

• Identify what structures and processes are needed to deliver an 
effective WIL program

Monitor 
Day 1

3  The role of quality in 
fieldwork programs

• Develop a quality improvement framework to monitor the 
performance of the fieldwork program

• Develop strategies to monitor the effectiveness of internal and 
external fieldwork communication

• Identify the key components of assessment and moderation in 
WIL

Developer 
Day 2

4  Developing fieldwork 
partners for student 
learning

• Identify strategies to address fieldwork development needs for 
students, academic staff and industry partners

• Identify strategies for capacity building in fieldwork partner 
development programs

• Develop strategies to build fieldwork performance

• Identify strategies to motivate others to implement a fieldwork 
program

Broker 
Day 2

5  Creating and sustaining 
fieldwork partnerships

• Identify and manage key fieldwork partnership relationships 

• Evaluate your own personal strategies for managing key fieldwork 
relationships 

• Develop a networking approach and strategy for their role as a 
Fieldwork Coordinator

• Evaluate a range of influence building strategies which facilitate 
strong industry partnerships

Innovator 
Day 2

6  Innovation in fieldwork 
and managing change

• Identify the need for and goals for change in WIL

• Explore creative models of WIL underpinned by scholarship

• Apply a range of problem solving models to support the change 
process

Integrator 
Day 3

7  Personal leadership 
capabilities and their 
development

• Review and understand personal leadership results using the 
Integrated Competing Values Framework (ICVF)

• Begin to formulate a personal leadership development plan

• Strengthen peer coaching relationships

• Explore an action plan for building scholarship and leadership 
development in WIL
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The modules are readily adaptable to any university environment with minimal modification 
required. For example, it may be preferable to offer modules on a weekly or fortnightly basis or 
to offer them as combinations of two modules over four days, depending upon resourcing and 
participant availability. There is flexibility to change the order of modules, with the exception of 
module one which serves as an introduction and module seven in which participants review their 
ICVF results (as it requires time for participants to invite colleagues to complete the survey and 
reports to be generated). It is also helpful to allow some time to consolidate module learnings 
prior to completing the final module to provide participants with sufficient time for reflection.

Resources to accompany each module have been prepared and are available from the project 
dissemination site at http://academicleadership.curtin.edu.au/ALFCP/ and include:

• Module notes
• PowerPoint slides
• Relevant worksheets and handouts for each module
• Reading and internet links
• Practical activities to accompany the module 
• Additional resources.

To foster scholarship of teaching and learning in fieldwork, participants were strongly encouraged 
to complete an action learning project which focused on an area identified as a development 
need in the ICVF 360° leadership survey. A template was used to guide a scholarly approach 
and encourage participants to consider their project aims and objectives or research question; 
intended audience; a brief review of the literature in terms of what is already known in relation to 
the topic/approach/model; project design, methodology and data collection; ethical considerations 
and timeframes/key milestones as a starting point.

Participants continued to work on their action learning projects with regular meetings 
(approximately every six-weeks) between participants and program facilitators to build a 
community of practice, foster peer coaching, review of project methodologies and progress, and 
guide the scholarly approach to projects.  Completion of the program was celebrated through 
presentation of progress on action learning projects at a forum combined with a graduation 
function; senior university leaders are invited. Project completion events serve several functions 
including: 

• providing a deadline for project completion
• an opportunity for formal presentation with peer feedback and encouragement to either 

present or extend their work for presentation/publication at a peer reviewed conference
• showcasing the role of FCs thereby raising their profile with senior Learning and Teaching 

leaders within the organisation
• celebration of personal and collective achievements by senior management
• valuing the contribution of FCs to student learning, and
• further development of a community of practice.

A pre-participant survey was conducted online and the findings reported back to participants 
in the first session. This allowed facilitators to identify the group’s understanding of leadership, 
expectations of the program, and assisted the forming the group and is part of the program 
resources.

Evaluation of each module was undertaken as it was delivered and the program was evaluated 
by participants upon completion and refinements made to the program as necessary.  A 
Facilitator’s guide has been developed and is a useful resource which provides clear guidance to 

http://academicleadership.curtin.edu.au/ALFCP/
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ensure smooth delivery of all aspects of the program and considerations for adaptation for each 
university’s context.

An overview of the program structure is shown on page 42.

Figure 5: Program Elements and Their Role
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6. Program Results
The participants from each of the partner universities and their disciplines are shown in Table 
7 below. When the program was initially advertised, there was a much greater demand with 27 
participants initially registering at Curtin and 15 at CSU.  The major reason for non-attendance 
was workload, needing to manage crises in their programs and scheduling of the ALFCP against 
competing demands which prevented people from attending. Interest was also shown by staff 
who were not involved in fieldwork coordination, but either had an interest in WIL or were 
professional staff working in other areas of the organisation, for example, Careers Service. The 
interest in participation from other staff most likely reflects the lack of professional development 
opportunities in the area of WIL.

Table 7: Number of Participants and Their Discipline

DISCIPLINE CURTIN CSU
Agriculture  and Environment 0 1
Education 0 1
Engineering and Technology 1 0
Health 7 4
Information Technology 1 0
Management and Commerce 2 3
Natural and Physical Sciences 0 1
Society and Culture 0 1
Other 1 1
Total 12 12

There was a wide variation between program participants with respect to the length of time they 
had been in higher education with 25 per cent having had three or fewer years experience and 
37.5 per cent having more than 10 years experience with the remainder having between 4-10 
years. Likewise, participants had varying degrees of experience as a FC with the majority having 
less than three years experience (20 per cent had less than one year, 40 per cent had 1-3 years, 
20 per cent had 4-10 years and 20 per cent had more than 10 years of fieldwork coordination 
experience). There was a good spread of experience across the participants at both institutions. 
The fraction of time/workload which was formally allocated to fieldwork coordination versus the 
fraction time actually dedicated to fieldwork coordination is shown in Table 8.

At Curtin, most staff agreed their actual fraction allocated and spent on fieldwork coordination 
were aligned, whereas this was true for a minority of participants at CSU.  Where participants 
stated the two were misaligned it was always that more time was spent than allocated.

The majority of participant fieldwork coordination responsibilities were for undergraduate 
programs (64 per cent) while 29 per cent were responsible for both undergraduate and 
postgraduate programs. 
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Table 8: Percentage of Time Spent on Fieldwork Coordination

% OF TIME ON FIELDWORK % FORMALLY ALLOCATED % ACTUALLY DEDICATED
10-20 31.25 6.25
20-30 25 12.5
30-40 6.25 18.75
40-50 6.25 0
50-60 12.5 18.75
60-70 0
70-80 0 12.5
>80 18.75 18.75

 
The profile of participants in the ALFCP was similar to respondents for the survey undertaken to 
determine the leadership development requirements for FCs.

6.1 Feedback on ALFCP Modules

 Overall feedback for individual sessions indicated that participants were very satisfied with 
each of the seven modules. Percentage agreement was 80 per cent or above for all items with 
respect to the extent to which modules were coherent, well presented, provided adequate time 
for discussion and reflection and met participant needs. In many instances, there was 100 per 
cent agreement with these items with participants either agreeing or strongly agreeing with the 
statements. Results for each module are shown in Figures 6-12 below.

Figure 6: Percentage agreement for aspects of ALFCP for Module 1 - Introduction
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Figure 7:  Percentage agreement for aspects of ALFCP for Module 2 - Deliverer

 

Figure 8: Percentage agreement for aspects of ALFCP for Module 3 - Monitor

 

Figure 9: Percentage agreement for aspects of ALFCP for Module 4 - Developer
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Figure 10: Percentage agreement for aspects of ALFCP for Module 5 - Broker

 

Figure 11: Percentage agreement for aspects of ALFCP for Module 4 - Innovator

 

Figure 12: Percentage agreement for aspects of ALFCP for Module 7 - Integrator

Qualitative feedback from participants for each of the modules was also very positive with 
indications that the program structure being designed around the ICVF strongly resonated with 
participants and provided an excellent model for them to conceptualise their roles and identify 
areas which needed greater attention and strategies to address them. Key themes from the best 
aspects and areas needing improvements are shown in Table 9 below.
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Table 9: Best Aspects and Areas Needing Improvement in Program Modules

MODULE BEST ASPECTS NEEDS IMPROVEMENT
Introduction Strong feedback that the ICVF Framework was a useful way to 

conceptualise the leadership capabilities required for fieldwork
More time to unpack the ICVF 
model in greater detail

Deliverer Concepts of transactional vs transformational leadership

Covey’s quadrants to consider where to expend efforts

Ideas for risk management framework

More time for strategies for risk 
management

Monitor Strategies for improving communication

Mind mapping

Quality systems and moderation for fieldwork

More time for discussion around 
moderation

Developer Everything helpful

Performance conditions checklist; conversation strategy and 
development

More time for discussion

Broker Ideas for managing community engagement and managing 
upwards

More time as this is such an 
important area

Innovator Creative strategies for managing change Nothing other than participants 
feeling a little fatigued as this was 
the end of the two day intensive 
program

Integrator Very helpful review and of results and feedback

Discussion and reflection on areas for performance 
development

A little more discussion on action 
learning projects

Based on the quantitative and qualitative feedback, very minor amendments were made to the 
program materials prior to finalisation and dissemination via the project website.

6.2 Integrated Competing Values Framework 360° Leadership 
  Survey: Fieldwork Coordinator Profile 

Prior to module six, participants completed the ICVF and invited significant others, that is, 
supervisor, academic peers and professional staff to provide feedback on their leadership. 
Feedback was then used within module seven on the Integrator role to identify strengths and areas 
for improvement through a personal development plan. This section, reports on the profile of the 
FCs using the results from the ICVF 360° leadership survey.  A total of 20 FCs participated in this 
survey.  Twelve of the respondents were from CSU and eight from Curtin.  A total of 138 significant 
others also provided feedback on the leadership of these 20 FCs including 25 supervisors, 27 
agency peers, 57 academic peers and 29 professional staff.

Figure 13 provides a summary of the effectiveness rating for the FCs overall, and by group. What 
is apparent is that the FCs do not rate their own overall performance as effectively as their co-
workers.  Fieldwork Coordinators rated their overall effectiveness at 3.4 whereas their colleagues 
rated them at 4.1 to 4.3 on a 5 point Likert scale (where 1 is not effective and 5 is very effective). 
This reflects the realization that the FCs could improve their effectiveness so much more if they 
had more time, resources and staff to support them. 



34

Figure 13: Overall Effectiveness Scores as Fieldwork Coordinator

Figure 14 provides a summary of the leadership behaviours most displayed by FCs in their role, 
as perceived by their significant others, and the FC themselves. Their significant others felt that 
FCs spent most of their time in the Developer, Deliverer and Monitor roles. These are the classic 
operational roles associated with running a program, for example, supporting the team, organising 
the program and monitoring its success.  Significant others stated that they felt the FCs spent the 
least amount of their time in the Innovator and Broker roles.  In contrast, the FCs felt they spent 
most of their time in the Developer, Innovator and Deliverer roles, and the least amount of time in 
the Monitor and Broker roles.  The disparity with respect to the Innovator role is interesting and 
suggests that the FCs may be innovative in their role but their significant others do not see this 
being displayed. It is likely that FCs need to promote their ideas and inform their significant others 
about what they are doing to ensure the fieldwork program is viewed as innovative and addressing 
the challenges associated with WIL.  However, both cohorts noted that the Broker role was 
underused.  The Broker role is about building networks, presenting ideas and negotiating.  Clearly, 
the FCs in this study needed to develop these skills further to, firstly, inform their significant others 
about the innovative things they are doing, but, secondly, to also forge networks to ensure the 
viability of their fieldwork program, particularly in a competitive environment where multiple 
universities are trying to access a limited number of WIL placements.

Figure 14: Actual Leadership Behaviour Displayed by Fieldwork Coordinators
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The leadership behaviour of the FC from the perspective of what are the most important roles is 
shown in Figure 15.  Significant others felt that the Developer, Deliverer and Monitor roles were 
the most important. They felt that the Innovator and Broker roles were the least important.  This 
pattern is similar to what the significant others felt the FCs actually displayed.  Similarly, FCs felt 
that the Developer, Innovator and Deliverer were the most important roles. They felt the Monitor 
and Broker roles were the least important.  What is clear from this ranking is that the Significant 
Others see the FC role as an operational one.  FCs have a similar view, except that they understand 
the importance of Innovation. FCs understand that fieldwork programs have to be innovative to 
ensure the student experience reflects industry demands and to develop new models within a 
competitive environment. They also realise they have to be innovative to entice organizations to 
work with their students and accept them on WIL placements.  The Broker role, unfortunately, 
is seen as the least important role. Yet, for success and viability of a WIL program, this role is 
probably one of the most important.  As noted earlier, it is about building networks, selling ideas 
and negotiation, which are all critical factors in building, maintaining and driving a successful WIL 
program.  Why FCs spend the least amount of time in this role is uncertain, but may reflect the 
fractional appointments of the FC, or the time poor nature of this role (see Figure 16).

Figure 15: Importance of Leadership Behaviours by Fieldwork Coordinators

Figure 16 illustrates those factors impacting on the role of the FC.  As can be seen from the survey, 
knowledge of the fieldwork program and how it works, workload, the complexity of stakeholders, 
skills in interacting with students, and the combination of academic and administrative functions 
were the top five factors having the most impact on the role. Placement and supervisor availability 
were also factors that impacted on their ability to do their jobs well.

In contrast, Figure 17 provides information on factors which would make the FC role more 
attractive.  The top five attractiveness factors were: improved credibility for the role, recognition 
of the contribution this role makes towards the program, promotion criteria that recognises the 
leadership inherent in this role, more administrative support, and more allocated workload points. 
Having the factors considered would make this role more attractive and possibly retain staff in 
these positions.
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Figure 16: Factors Impacting on the Role of the Fieldwork Coordinator
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Figure 17:  Factors that would Make the Fieldwork Coordinator Role more Attractive

The overall profile for the FC suggests that the role is predominately fractional and has a high 
administrative burden which results in these individuals focussing largely on operational issues. 
Strategic leadership functions such as innovation, are either not valued by significant others or 
poorly communicated by the FCs. The importance of brokering, one of the key leadership roles 
for this position is the least displayed and considered the least important.  From a long term 
strategic perspective, this puts WIL programs at risk because the role requires a high degree of 
community engagement (Brown and Isaacs, 1994) and communication in order to be successful in 
a competitive environment.  

Further, the complexity of the role, the myriad of stakeholders, and the combination of 
administrative and academic functions faced by FCs make it a very challenging position. This is 
particularly acute given the lack of administrative support and time available to complete the job. 
This lack of time may explain why the more ‘time-intensive’ brokering role lapses. Senior leaders 
need to consider strategies to recruit and retain individuals for these roles to ensure a more stable 
workforce for such important positions. This could be achieved by allocating more administrative 
support and time, increasing the credibility of the role and rewarding individuals for the leadership 
contributions through promotion.  Otherwise, programs are at risk of their WIL initiatives not 
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keeping up to date with industry trends and losing their status against other programs competing 
in the WIL space because individuals do not remain in these positions long term.

Not surprisingly, these same trends were observed in 90 Academic Program Directors (Vilkinas 
and Ladyshewsky, 2012) across four Australian universities.   Like the FCs, they were reasonably 
effective, focussed predominately on getting the job done, and placed less emphasis on 
maintaining networks and introducing change and innovation. They also experienced the same 
types of impact factors which impeded their ability to be effective in their role and also reported 
similar types of factors that would make the role of Academic Program Director more attractive 
(Vilkinas and Ladyshewsky, 2012).

6.3 Action Learning Projects 

Eight participants from CSU and seven from Curtin undertook an action learning project as shown 
in Table 10.  Interestingly and pleasingly, most participants pursued a project which focused on 
either the Innovator or Broker role (or both), which was identified as the area most in need of 
development through the ICVF Leadership Survey and recognised as being critical to being a 
successful leader in fieldwork.  Regular six- weekly group meetings with participants assisted in 
keeping them on track, providing a forum for discussion and refinement of ideas, sharing progress 
and challenges and developing a community of practice.

At the time of the project completion 33  per cent of participants had completed their action 
learning project plan, 27  per cent were implementing their project, 7  per cent had completed 
their project and 13  per cent were evaluating their project. Some participants did not undertake 
an action learning project (20  per cent) due to time or workload constraints.

Table 10: Participant projects and ICVF roles they addressed 

UNIVERSITY PROJECT ICVF ROLE
CSU Increase reflection in clinical experiences in vet science group: Investigation of 

other ways of reflective journaling and how to assess this.
Innovator

CSU Needs analysis in first phase by talking to different sector of teacher education, 
what and establishing their expectations? Second phase, where do we go from 
here?

Broker

CSU Increase placements in PT in Griffith and  what would make this work Innovator
CSU Use of ICT for Master of Advertising students fieldwork placement in final year 

with academic and industry partners
Innovator

CSU Investigate and evaluate innovations that have been introduced in module 
one, skills development that links to internship. New structure especially 
communication process with people involved

Broker

CSU Survey and interview expectations of pharmacists and what they see are 
important s graduate attributes are. Determine what is reasonable at each year 
level?

Broker

CSU Develop 3 work place learning subjects. Keep reflective journal, go through the 
process of what is involved and produce a framework how to do this.

Broker

CSU Develop a communication strategy/tool to increase awareness of WIL program. Broker
Curtin Taking Curtin Postgraduate Continence and Women’s Health Clinical 

Physiotherapy clinical learning and assessment to interstate facilities.
Innovator, Broker

Curtin Development of an individualised work-integrated learning Master of Nursing 
degree.

Innovator, Broker
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UNIVERSITY PROJECT ICVF ROLE
Curtin An exploratory study of English as an Additional Language (EAL) and its impact 

for onshore occupational therapy students in a clinical context. Development of 
strategies and resources to support students with EAL on clinical practice.

Innovator, 
Developer

Curtin Development and implementation of a stakeholder engagement plan for 
Pharmacy fieldwork

Broker, Innovator

Curtin Evaluation of Go Global – an international, interprofessional, intercultural 
fieldwork program

Monitor, Broker

Curtin Development of a risk management framework for fieldwork at Curtin Innovator, Broker
Curtin Developing a capstone project unit for the six disciplines in Curtin Business 

School
Innovator, Broker

Six CSU participants presented their projects at a pre-conference workshop for the CSUEd 
Conference which is an annual teaching and learning conference for staff at CSU. Eight Curtin 
participants presented their projects at the Graduation event with one participant presenting a 
paper at an international conference and two participants presenting papers for a state based 
Teaching and Learning Forum Conference in February 2012. The presentation of their project 
in a less formal setting of the graduation forum gave participants the confidence to consider 
submission of their work for broader dissemination, thereby further building their scholarship of 
teaching and learning. 

Key factors which were seen to assist participants with their action learning projects were: 
the support of others and the collegial sharing across the group; critical feedback during the 
consultation process; regular meetings and enthusiastic support.

Factors which inhibited take up or completion of an action learning project were: lack of time; high 
workloads; lack of experience and confidence (mostly for novice FCs).

6.4 Overall Feedback on Program 
“This has been the most practically beneficial program I have participated in during my 
time at Curtin. It targetted my role specifically and allowed shared experiences, plus 
focussed on my area of expertise. The support provided by facilitators and participants has 
made the program both enjoyable and beneficial.”

“It was invigorating and stimulating to work with a diverse group of academics from 
across the University on a project that gave us common ground.”

Overall feedback on the program was provided by participants at the final session or via email 
distribution of the evaluation (Appendix 2.2) for those who were unable to attend.  Sixteen 
participants (64 per cent) provided a final evaluation and for the most part, the patterns were the 
same at both universities.  Respondents had been in higher education for varying lengths of time 
with 25 per cent being between 1-3 years, 19 per cent for 4-6 years, and 37.5 per cent for more 
than 10 years. Nineteen percent of respondents had been a FC for less than one year or more 
than 10 years, whilst the majority had been a FC for 1-3 years (37.5 per cent) indicating that there 
was a good spread of experience of participants at both universities. The majority of respondents 
were FCs for undergraduate programs (56 per cent) and 25 per cent were responsible for both 
undergraduate and postgraduate programs. The large majority (56 per cent) of respondents had a 
formal workload allocation of 30 per cent or less of their time for FC, while there were some who 
had had 80 per cent or greater (19 per cent). When asked about the fraction of time respondents 
actually dedicated to fieldwork coordination, 12.5 per cent indicated 20-30 per cent of their time, 
31 per cent spent 50-70 per cent of their time and 19 per cent had 80 per cent or greater. Most 
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staff at Curtin agreed their actual fraction allocated and spent on fieldwork coordination were 
aligned whereas this was true for a minority of participants at CSU.  Where participants stated the 
two were misaligned it was always that more time was spent than allocated. 

Overall feedback on the program was positive across both partner institutions across a range 
of program parameters with 94 per cent of surveyed participants (n=16) being satisfied (19 per 
cent) or very satisfied (75 per cent) with the program.  Participants provided a range of positive 
comments which indicated that the program had met their needs, was supportive, confidence 
building and enlightening as shown below:

“This has been a very positive experience - self regard and the regard of others is an issue 
for fieldwork coordinators. Forming a group and being able to identify and articulate the 
leadership roles using the framework will be of ongoing value.”

“The program has provided a supportive and collegial network that has been and 
continues to be sustaining. There has been ‘open-handed’ leadership that allowed each 
practitioner to develop their own capacity within a framework structure. Engagement with 
the leaders has been positive- and always forward-looking. Program provided exposure 
and interaction to other fieldwork coordinators and dialogue led to deeper understanding 
of University and strengths and constraining influence of different faculties. This directly 
led to personal growth, understanding and repositioning of practice.”

“It was invigorating and stimulating to work with a diverse group of academics from 
across the University on a project that gave us common ground.”

“This program has opened my mind and assisted me in identifying areas to be developed.”

“This program should be promoted to new employees – there should be an increased 
awareness of it and a requirement to complete it after a period of employment (and of 
course, people already employed should have the opportunity to complete it.”)

“My confidence has increased considerably as has my understanding of the value of this 
role (Fieldwork Coordinator).”

“This program has provided a vehicle for my and other participants’ professional 
development. Without this, the university would have a group of fieldwork coordinators 
with very varied levels of skill and knowledge, leaving the University open to increased risk 
of poor fieldwork coordination. This could result in breakdown of relationships between 
stakeholders which in turn could put courses in jeopardy.”

“Certainly support this initiative. It was well developed and executed and led to rich 
learning. Academic leadership programs directly led to extended learning; change and 
development and actioning of leadership qualities. Program gave agency to Workplace 
Learning- important as it sits as ‘silent partner’ to academic learning re importance, 
funding and expectations of Universities. Allows participants to research an identified area 
of need, report and present on there with expectations that this supports change, review 
and learning leading to stronger alignment to CSU strategy.”

“A wonderful program that mentors and builds confidence in people “doing” leadership 
business on a daily basis.”

The extent to which participants felt that the program had achieved its overall outcomes is shown 
in Table 11 below and indicates that there is almost 100 per cent agreement (either strongly agree 
or agree) on all outcomes. It is noteworthy that the large majority of participants strongly agreed 
that they had identified their leadership development needs, recognised the role of FC as an 
academic leader and could identify and manage key fieldwork partnerships as a consequence of 
the program.
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Table 11: Percentage Agreement with Program Outcomes (n=16)

TAKING INTO CONSIDERATION YOUR VIEWS AND SKILL SET PRIOR 
TO PARTICIPATION IN THE PROGRAM, PLEASE RATE YOUR LEVEL OF 
AGREEMENT WITH THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS.
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I now recognise the role of the fieldwork coordinator as an academic 
leader

69 21 - - -

I can now apply a risk management framework to monitor the 
performance of a fieldwork program

12.5 69 12.5 - 6

I can now effectively apply a quality improvement framework to a 
fieldwork program

19 81 - - -

I can now identify strategies to address fieldwork development needs for 
students, staff and industry partners

44 56 - - -

I can now identify and mange key fieldwork partnership relationships 56 38 - - 6
I can now identify the need and goals for change in work-integrated-
learning

25 69 6 - -

I have identified my personal leadership development needs as a result of 
participating in the program

75 25 - - -

Participants unanimously agreed the program should continue to be supported by senior 
management and indicated they felt that it provided valuable professional development, would 
improve the efficiency of FCs and that supporting and embedding of the fieldwork agenda (WIL) 
was critical business for the future.

The majority of participants at both institutions stated they received strong support from 
colleagues including:

• Providing feedback on projects when sought and this feedback had been directive, 
supportive and constructive

• Emotional support
• Completion of 360° feedback.

A small number indicated they received little or no support and felt they were on their own.

Participants were asked to comment on any leadership behaviours which had changed as a 
result of the ALFCP. Many responses referred to: an increasing awareness of the varied roles and 
leadership skills required in the position; recognition of the role as one of leadership; the issues 
of ‘managing up’ as being important; a shift in focus from more operational aspects of the role 
to strategic; and that they were able to see their past and current position within the ICVF. The 
participant comments below highlight some of those changes:

“By understanding all the dimensions that contribute to workplace learning you have a 
much greater insight into the problems that arise understanding them more deeply and 
thereby able to act more decisively and effectively.”

“As a direct result of 360 degree feedback, I have identified 2 key roles: broker and 
innovator to develop leadership skills with. This has led to rethink of my position as a 
professional experience coordinator and significantly changed my behaviours, outlook 
and levels of engagement with the field. My interactions at student level and particularly 
the interface between the student/professional experience subject/liaison officers/and 
associate teachers has become more focused and supportive. The results are emerging 
engagement to influence change at micro and macro levels.”
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“All! I previously did not see myself as a leader at all, but now am very aware of the need 
to take leadership responsibility in multiple areas. For example, I previously would consider 
broker and innovate roles for the Director of Fieldwork and now see that this is also my 
role.”

“Cognitive capabilities- growing awareness of the capacity to identify what is happening 
and taking action.” 

“Viewing myself as a leader and identifying the aspects of my role under ICVF which are 
strengths and those requiring improvement.”

“How to position myself strategically within the School and deal with my Head of School 
and Executive more effectively.”

“Understanding the different roles, compartmentalising these with the different activities 
I undertake in the role… so recognising what I am doing, reflecting on what I have done, 
and how I can improve student and unit coordinator role experiences.”

“Believing/recognising the leadership roles/behaviours one has/can create, as a fieldwork 
coordinator.”

“Knowing that beyond the initial admin role and coming to terms with this role, lies a 
wealth of opportunities.”

A wide range of changes and impacts were reported as a result of participation in the program 
including: development of information and resources for fieldwork coordinators; changes to work 
integrated learning in specific units of study; and conducting a forum with industry partners to 
build community engagement and strengthen partnerships with industry.  Participant comments 
below provide specific examples:

“Increased knowledge on how things are done in CSU re WPL. This gave me greater insight 
and understanding of how to incorporate existing practises and procedures into the design 
of the new subject. Meant that I did not have to reinvent any wheels.”(Deliverer)

“The [ICT] programme [I developed] gave me as first time FWS a framework to manage 
both participants and hosts. This was done by providing documentation in an accessible 
location, increased visibility of placements and their dates plus a single view of state of 
placements and reports.” (Innovator)

“Developed a more scholarly approach to the position and emphasise the academic 
leadership component of the role as opposed to the deliverer/administrative aspects.”

“Organised and ran a Fieldwork Forum for hospital preceptors to improve community 
engagement and facilitate two-way feedback.”(Broker)

“Formed a Fieldwork/Clinical Reference Group to provide guidance and input into course 
development and management.”(Broker)

“Others have a better perception of my role and endorsement of what I do in my role and 
its value.”

“Recognising student needs and immediately acting on them by creating an all-day 
workshop to address the minial academic preparation before clinical as a result of the 
impelemntation of a new curriculum. I am now creating a workbook/guide for clinical to 
support students further next semester (Developer of students).”

“Reflect on a shift from operational to strategic thinking and then make changes. The 
course impacted on me because it allowed me to focus on my role.”
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“Networking with other coordinators – not operating in a vacuum and not ‘reinventing the 
wheel’.”

“I reduced the possibility of having this sort of [WIL] program applied to a huge number of 
students, especially without the proper support from the faculty and the industry coupled 
with proper introduction and education to the students.”(Broker)

6.5 Key successes from Action Learning Projects

Most participants were able to cite successes as a consequence of their participation in an action 
learning project including: finding time to focus on solving problems and improving their units; 
specific improvements in fieldwork units (Innovator role); implementing skills acquired in the 
ALFCP; efficiently using reflective practice (Integrator role) and increased participation by key 
stakeholders (Broker role). Illustrations of the successes are provided in participant comments 
below:

“The actual event (I organised) and the value feedback received from the Forum. 
Attendance by stakeholders and engagement in discussions. Program support by 
preceptors and robust conversations held. Generation of a report disseminated to 
stakeholders and the action points it binds the School to deliver. Development of brochures 
to advertise and inform (stakeholders) about our new practice based initiatives.” (Broker)

“Understanding that I am a leader in my role, that I have great strengths in the way I 
conduct myself in my job and that I recognise I have a long way to go to develop myself 
professionally/academically and that I’m doing something about it!” (Integrator)

“Implemented reflective practice in unit and writing a paper with a mentor re evaluation 
of whether explicityly teaching reflective practice affects the quality of practicum reports.” 
(Innovator/Developer)

“Conducted an employer recognition ceremony.”(Broker)

“Identified how to work on areas for development, develop an action research project; 
gained personal learning and improved capacity to bring about change within campus 
operations as well as across-campus.”

“Having three workplace learning subjects as core in UG Business degrees;   Completed 
writing and trialling of a first year foundation unit to meet some aspects of the CSU 
Degree through the introduction of the workplace learning subjects.” (Innovator)

“Suddenly realising that I had mentors and a like minded team was a surprising/engaging 
experience. It was not something I had expected to gain at the commencement of the 
program, nor did I expect the ongoing support with project completion.”

“I have only just begun my project, but for me, having the structure and support for 
the project has been very influential in moving it from an ‘idea’ to a ‘project’. I’ve had a 
number of ideas in the past, but have not known what to do next or how to approach it.” 
(Innovator)

The majority of participants felt that the fieldwork leadership program assisted them with their 
action learning project and identified the following strategies as being helpful (participants 
selected as many as were applicable and the majority identified all five supports).  
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Table 12: Best Aspects of the Academic Leadership for Fieldwork Coordinators Program

STRATEGY PERCENTAGE
Forming a community of practice 75
Provided an awareness of my leadership role 69
Provided an awareness of my personal leadership development needs 50
Providing strategies and/or procedures 69
Built my confidence 81
Other  - Interaction and discussion 6

Program module resources and readings were also identified as being important in assisting 
participants to complete their action learning project, along with liaising with the program leaders 
and other participants and regular support to motivate participants to complete their projects and 
provide a regular forum for collegial discussion. 
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7. Key Outcomes and Conclusion
The findings of this project based on evaluation data and outcomes achieved by participants 
indicate that the ALFCP has been very well received by participants. Consistent with the Academic 
Leadership Program for Course Coordinators (Jones et al., 2009) and Learning Leaders in Times of 
Change (Scott et al., 2008), this program was carefully contextualised to the role of FC to ensure 
that the approach, content, administration and materials reflected the role of FCs within higher 
education. The FC leadership survey identified a dearth of professional development opportunities 
for academic staff in this role with the majority of respondents not having had any professional 
development opportunities typically provided to academic leaders. As a consequence the program 
was welcomed; its design around the ICVF roles strongly resonated with participants and met the 
criteria of being ‘just in time, just for me’ learning methods proposed by Scott et al. (2008).

The elements identified for a successful leadership development program by FCs such as case-
based, practice-based learning, mentoring/networking and support materials, and time-release 
for participation in formal leadership development activities, which counteracted the sense of 
isolation they experienced were all important components within the program design. In addition, 
the priorities identified for professional development such as time management, leadership 
development, networking, assessment and moderation, and the scholarship of teaching and 
learning—and their careful integration within the program—ensured its relevance to FCs.

The FC leadership survey results suggested that FCs do not display the behavioural complexity 
required for effective leadership, given they are heavily focussed on the operational aspects of 
their role (Deliverer) and much less so on the strategic aspects (Innovator and Broker). They also 
appear to rely heavily on their Integrator function, implying an over investment in the operational 
aspects of fieldwork. 

Issues of workload, and time management impacted significantly on FCs and how they conduct 
their roles, and the program was, therefore, critical in assisting participants to consider where their 
priorities need to be focused within a highly competitive environment.  The reasons for this are 
likely to be contextual such as short length of time in the position and relatively small fractions of 
appointments associated with the role rather than a lack of leadership skill. 

The fieldwork coordinator leadership survey and program outcomes confirmed the need 
to develop and build the academic leadership capabilities of FCs further. The results of this 
survey reconfirm sectoral leadership issues and point to the need for a continuing focus on the 
development of academic leadership in universities. For those in the FC role this is becoming more 
urgent with the increasing emphasis on WIL and given that the FCs surveyed here had little or no 
leadership development opportunities and/or any preparation for undertaking their role as a FC. 
Whilst the study has some limitations due to participant self-selection and an unknown response 
rate, the findings do resonate with research conducted into other academic leadership roles within 
Australia. Similarly, the findings are supported by existing research into fieldwork. It is reasonable 
therefore—particularly given the reception of the pilot leadership program at two Australian 
universities—to deduce that the fieldwork survey data provided a reasonable evidence-base from 
which to develop an academic leadership program to support FCs in their role.

Significantly, in the responses to the overall survey’s qualitative questions, there were considerable 
references to workload issues and time management challenges. These results are consistent 
with the literature which demonstrates that leadership requires adequate time for reflection 
(Ladyshewsky and Vilkinas, 2012, Ladyshewsky, 2007) and likely reflects the fractional nature of 
fieldwork appointments.
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Fieldwork Coordinators welcomed the prospect of a tailored leadership development program 
and clearly recognised the need for, and importance of, a more integrated approach to their 
differing functions, however, the range and frequency of references to workload suggests that the 
workplace limited their capacity to achieve this integration. 

The project achieved its anticipated deliverables and outcomes as shown in Table 13 below.

Table 13: Project Deliverables and Outcomes—Achievements 

DELIVERABLES OUTCOMES
Application of national and international academic leadership 
research in the context of fieldwork education and current 
best practice

Completed and embedded within program

Linkages with other ALTC projects which have an impact on 
fieldwork education

Links made with Leadership and Clinical Education 
(NASH, 2008); ACEN Institutional leadership for WIL 
(Patrick et al., 2011); Stephen Billett (ALTC Fellowship on 
WIL, 2009)

Clearly defined roles and responsibilities for FCs recognising 
their critical role in achieving high quality work-integrated 
learning in the workplace setting

Role statement developed and being reviewed through 
relevant University committee processes at both 
institutions

A “Fieldwork Coordinator Leadership Development Program” 
which utilises some modules of the Academic Leadership 
Program for Course Coordinators (Jones et al., 2009), the ICVF 
(Vilkinas and Cartan, 2001; 2006) and a package of flexible 
learning resources, adapted for implementation in wide 
ranging university contexts for current and prospective FCs

The program has been developed with very successful 
outcomes and program resources are available at three 
dissemination sites

Identification of systems level issues which have implications 
for FC academic career pathway, promotion processes 
and ongoing organisational development for current and 
prospective FCs

Given the timeline for completion of the program and 
action learning projects and the outcomes which have 
been achieved, this deliverable has commenced, but 
is not yet complete.  Both partner universities have 
agreed to embed the program and offer it as part of their 
leadership development programs on an ongoing basis

Upscaling of the project through a national network of 
users involved in the development of the program through 
the project reference group, and more broadly across the 
Australian University sector as a whole through the ALTC 
network to achieve cross-sectoral impact

The External Reference Group was very influential in the 
program design based on the leadership survey results. 
Through their involvement the program resources are 
also available on the ACEN website providing access to 
resources to a much wider pool of relevant users.  Strong 
linkages have been made with a further ALTC project on 
Institutional leadership for WIL which will recognise the 
importance of this program for FCs

Dissemination of project findings through conference 
presentations, publications and a website

Three conference presentations completed

Eight conference presentations to be conducted in 2012

Comprehensive dissemination website available at: 
Project Website 
http://academicleadership.curtin.edu.au/ALFCP/

Charles Sturt University’s Education for Practice Unit 
http://www.csu.edu.au/division/landt/efp/

ACEN Website 
http://www.acen.edu.au/

http://academicleadership.curtin.edu.au/ALFCP/
http://academicleadership.curtin.edu.au/ALFCP/
http://www.csu.edu.au/division/landt/efp/
http://www.csu.edu.au/division/landt/efp/
http://www.acen.edu.au/
http://www.acen.edu.au/ 
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DELIVERABLES OUTCOMES
Valuing and recognition of the FC role in partner institutions 
and more broadly across the higher education sector

Through the project outcomes, development of FC  role 
statements and recognition of the importance of the 
program by DVCs at partner institutions, there is growing 
recognition of the importance of this role. DVCs at both 
universities have agreed to embed the program and offer 
it as part of their leadership development programs on 
an ongoing basis in recognition of the importance of the 
FC role

The ALFCP resulted in a change in participant perceptions of the role as one of leadership (where 
they had not seen themselves as leaders previously), needing to ‘manage up’, a shift from 
operational to strategic aspects of the role and an ability to identify their role within the ICVF 
and the importance of each of these roles. A wide range of impacts of the ALFCP were reported 
including: development of information and resources for FCs; changes to WIL in specific units 
of study; and conducting a forum with industry partners to build community engagement and 
strengthen partnerships with industry.  

Furthermore, through the completion of an action learning project FCs have the opportunity to 
build their scholarship of WIL, address their developmental needs and, at the same time, improve 
their fieldwork program. 

The ALFCP has provided a highly valued and much needed professional development 
opportunity for FCs to develop their leadership capability and has a significant impact on 
personal development, leadership behaviours and fieldwork programs. Further learning through 
implementation of an action learning project supported by a community of practice served 
to increase participant Innovator and Brokering leadership roles and foster the scholarship of 
teaching and learning in the context of fieldwork. 

There is a need to attract and retain FCs who have the leadership capabilities required to manage 
within a range of complex environments and to ensure there is adequate workload provision to 
facilitate the degree of innovation and brokering required to manage partnerships effectively 
within WIL programs. Given the increasing demands to provide high quality WIL in a very 
competitive environment, it is highly recommended that institutional support for this program 
is provided. The ALFCP should be offered to both new and existing FCs in all universities which 
conduct fieldwork programs to ensure high quality fieldwork underpinned by the scholarship of 
teaching and learning.
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Appendices
Appendix 1 – Fieldwork Coordinator Leadership Survey
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Appendix 2 – Evaluation Forms

Appendix 2.1 – Example ALFCP Session Evaluation Form 

We would like to evaluate the Academic Leadership for Fieldwork Coordinators Program and 
for that we need feedback from you. The evaluation is anonymous and some of the data may 
be presented in a conference presentation and/or a paper submitted for publication. Your 
participation is purely voluntary and if you complete the survey we assume you consent to allow 
your responses to be used in this research. Curtin ethics approval reference OTL-02-10, CSU ethics 
approval reference 2010/031.

Strongly 
agree

Agree Disagree Strongly 
disagree

Unable 
to judge

Session 1: Fieldwork coordinator as academic leader
1. The session was coherent
2. The session was well presented
3. There was adequate time for discussion and reflection

4. The session met my needs in this area
5. What was the most helpful about 

session 1?

6. What could be improved about 
session 1?

7. Was there anything which was 
omitted or unnecessary in session1?
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Appendix 2.2 – Final Program Evaluation Form

Academic Leadership for Fieldwork Coordinators

Final Evaluation Survey 

Please take a few minutes to complete this evaluation survey. The survey is being analysed by the 
external evaluators of the project and will be sent directly to them. All information you provide will 
be very valuable in considering what improvements could be made to the program. 

Program Impact

What leadership behaviours, if any, have changed as a result of your participation in the program? 
If possible, provide some examples 

What changes or impact, if any, have you been able to make within your fieldwork program as 
a result of your participation in the leadership development program? If possible, provide some 
examples 
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What support other than attendance at the program workshops and meetings, if any, did 
you receive from your supervisor, work team or general workplace to enable your leadership 
development? 

Please rate your overall satisfaction with the program 

 Very satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied Very dissatisfied

Please comment on your rating –

If you were the Pro Vice Chancellor, would you support this initiative (Academic Leadership for 
Fieldwork Coordinators Program)?  Yes No

If Yes, why and if No why not?
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Action Learning Projects

At what stage is your action learning project? (Please circle)

 Completed Implementing Completed Evaluating Didn’t 
 plan    undertake one

If you were unable to undertake an action learning project, please indicate if what barriers there 
were. Then go to the next section – Demographic Questions

What are three key factors that have assisted you with your action learning project?

1. 

2. 

3. 

What are three key factors that have inhibited your action learning project?

1. 

2. 

3. 

What have been your key successes?
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In what ways did the fieldwork leadership program assist you with your action learning project? 
Please select all that apply.

 Forming a community of practice Providing strategies and/or procedures 

 Provided an awareness of my leadership role Built my confidence

 Provided an awareness of my personal leadership development needs  

 Other   

In what way did the program modules support your action learning project development and 
execution? Please give reasons for your answer. 

Demographic Information

Number of years in higher education? (Please circle)

 Under 1 1-3 4-6 7-10 More than 10

Number of years as a fieldwork coordinator? (Please circle)

 Under 1 1-3 4-6 7-10 More than 10

What is the fraction of your time/workload formally allocated to fieldwork coordination? 
(Please circle)

 10-20% 20-30% 30-40% 40-50% 50-60% 60-70% 70-80% 80+%

What is the fraction of your time/workload actually dedicated to fieldwork coordination? 
(Please circle)

 10-20% 20-30% 30-40% 40-50% 50-60% 60-70% 70-80% 80+%

Please indicate whether your focus is on undergraduate or postgraduate fieldwork. (Please circle)

 Undergraduate Postgraduate Both undergraduate and postgraduate

Thank you for your feedback.
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Appendix 3 - Role Statement for Fieldwork Coordinators

FIELDWORK COORDINATOR ROLE STATEMENT—Curtin University

Fieldwork Coordinators (FCs) are academic staff members responsible for the management 
and coordination of a fieldwork learning program which supports high quality student learning 
experiences. An important element of fieldwork coordination is fostering productive and reciprocal 
partnerships between fieldwork learning partners, the University and students. FCs ensure that all 
fieldwork participants (student, mentors, fieldwork partners, supervisors, and other academic staff 
members) are adequately qualified, trained, inducted and supervised to undertake the proposed 
fieldwork.

RESPONSIBILITY TASKS
Develop fieldwork 
curricula and 
resources that reflect 
a contemporary 
command of the field

• Provide leadership in fieldwork development, curriculum design, implementation, and 
evaluation

• Foster  innovative fieldwork education delivery approaches and creative ways of 
engaging and working with stakeholders 

• Develop and maintain scholarly, evidence based approaches to fieldwork education in 
order to: 

◊ engage, influence, inspire and motivate students to learn in a fieldwork setting; 

◊ ensure best practice in teaching, learning and assessment in fieldwork

◊ prepare students to achieve Curtin’s graduate attributes and workforce readiness 
through Curtin’s Triple-i curriculum;

◊ critically evaluate teaching, learning and assessment practice in fieldwork

• Design fieldwork programs which:  stimulate curiosity, engagement and independence 
in learning and develop students’ critical thinking skills, analytical skills and scholarly 
values 

• Ensure fieldwork program is contemporary and appropriate to the level of the student 

• Develop and present coherent and imaginative resources for student learning in a 
fieldwork context. 
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RESPONSIBILITY TASKS
Deliver effective 
fieldwork programs

• Manage the risks associated with fieldwork programs for students, industry partners, 
University and clients including:

◊ Health, safety and environment

◊ Values, ethics and institutional reputation

◊ Fieldwork program continuity

◊ Quality of fieldwork program

◊ Financial aspects

◊ Compliance, legal and statutory requirements (including police clearances, 
Working with Children checks, immunisation requirements etc)

• Plan fieldwork experiences required to meet unit and/or course learning outcomes

• Ensure the required placements are available for each student 

• Ensure students and supervisors have been orientated and prepared for the 
placement

• Collaborate with other team members and relevant professional staff in the day-to-
day management of fieldwork matters such as timetabling, organisation of fieldwork 
and the allocation and matching of appropriate fieldwork activities and placements.

• Monitor fieldwork placements to ensure they are  progressing according to the 
desired outcomes

• Support fieldwork educators during the placement with effective communication

• Support students during the placement as required

• Manage issues that arise during fieldwork placements

• Follow-up after the placement to collect assessments and evaluation 

• Engage and coordinate fieldwork supervisors

• Ensure fieldwork experiences are inclusive for students with diverse backgrounds or 
with a disability within reasonable adjustments

• Provide advice and support to staff in the prevention, detection and management of 
plagiarism in fieldwork assessment

• Ensure fieldwork stakeholders are aware of their responsibilities in Fieldwork 
Education

• Represent Fieldwork Education at relevant meetings of the Faculty/School and 
provide relevant documentation as required

• Ensure Fieldwork related information in Handbook is current

• Liaise with other Schools and relevant faculties on fieldwork course development and 
reviews in conjunction with the Dean Teaching and Learning
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RESPONSIBILITY TASKS
Manage quality of 
fieldwork programs

• Effectively manage communication with internal and external fieldwork stakeholders 

• Measure the performance of the fieldwork program

• Ensure quality of teaching and learning in the fieldwork program

• Identify and implement appropriate performance measures/outcomes of fieldwork 
education program

• Ensure fieldwork assessments are designed so that they are clearly linked to the 
intended learning outcomes.

• Monitor all factors of teaching and learning in fieldwork for quality including:

◊ moderation of fieldwork assessment design, standards and quality within a unit

◊ assessments are subjected to regular review and that their frequency, style 
and relative success rate of students are appraised as a regular part of the 
improvement cycle.

◊ maintain a record of moderation of results and processes used
Develop fieldwork 
partners for student 
learning

• Identify and implement strategies to address fieldwork development needs for 
students, academic staff and industry partners

• Develop strategies for capacity building in fieldwork partner development programs

• Provide training, orientation and induction for mentors and supervisors

• In collaboration with industry, develop and provide high-quality supporting materials 
for Fieldwork Education

• Develop and implement processes to be followed in the event of poor performance 
by students or industry partners

Create and sustain 
fieldwork partnerships

• Liaise with relevant professional, industry and community bodies with respect to the 
fieldwork program

• Identify and manage key fieldwork partnership relationships 

• Develop an internal and external  networking approach and strategy for their role as a 
Fieldwork Coordinator

• Facilitate strong industry partnerships through community engagement

• Sustain existing partnerships through mutually beneficial arrangements

• Project the growth of fieldwork and develop new networks in the related discipline 
locally, nationally and internationally

• Promote fieldwork programs through presentations, promotional material and events

• Involve fieldwork stakeholders in the design, implementation and evaluation of 
fieldwork programs

• Collaborate with fieldwork stakeholders to develop fieldwork innovations and 
formulate solutions to complex fieldwork issues
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Appendix 4 - List of Project Conference Presentations and Publications 

2010

JONES, S., LADYSHEWSKY, R., CHAPMAN, R., SMITH, M., TREDE, F. & FLAVELL, H. 2010. The 
Academic leadership development needs of Fieldwork Coordinators: What are they? ACEN, 2010: 
WIL: Responding to changes. Curtin University, Perth: ACEN. Available at: 
http://www.acen.edu.au/conferences/archive/index.php#nat-conf2010 

JONES, S., LADYSHEWSKY, R., CHAPMAN, R., SMITH, M., TREDE, F. & FLAVELL, H. 2010. Building 
fieldwork coordinator leadership capabilities. HERDSA, 2010: Reshaping higher education. 
Melbourne: HERDSA. Available at: 
http://conference.herdsa.org.au/2010/program/poster1.html 

2011

SMITH, M., JONES, S., LADYSHEWSKY, R., TREDE, F., CHAPMAN, R. & FLAVELL, H. 2011. Leading 
Fieldwork: Academic Leadership Development for Work-Integrated-Learning. 2011 National 
Conference for Field Experience Administrators. La Trobe University, Victoria. Available at: 
http://www.nafea.info/conferences.htm 

2012—Planned  
Teaching and Learning Forum: Creating an 
inclusive learning environment - Engagement, 
equity, and retention 
Murdoch University, Perth 
2-3 February, 2012 
http://www.murdoch.edu.au/Teaching-and-
Learning-Forum/ 

Practice Based Education Summit: Education for 
practice, work and society 
Education for Practice Institute, Charles Sturt 
University, Sydney 
3-4 April, 2012 
http://csusap.csu.edu.au/~jhiggs/pbe_summit.
htm 

The Second Work Integrated Learning 
Conference 
Rendezvous Hotel, Melbourne 
18-19th April, 2012 
htt p://www.informa.com.au/conferences/
education/work-integrated-learning-forum 

ANZAPHE: Professionalism under pressure 
Millennium Hotel, Rotorua, New Zealand 
26-29th June, 2012 
http://www.anzahpe2012.co.nz/ 

HERDSA 2012: Connections in higher education 
Hotel Grand Chancellor, Hobart 
2-5 July, 2012 
http://conference.herdsa.org.au/2012/ 

AUCEA: Next steps: community engaged 
learning 
Garden Point Campus of QUT, Brisbane 
9-11 July, 2012 
http://auceaconference.org.au/ 

ACEN: Collaborative education: investing  
in the future 
Deakin University, Victoria 
29 November-2 October, 2012 
http://www.acen.edu.au/conference2012/  

 

http://www.acen.edu.au/conferences/archive/index.php#nat-conf2010
http://conference.herdsa.org.au/2010/program/poster1.html
http://www.nafea.info/conferences.htm
http://www.murdoch.edu.au/Teaching-and-Learning-Forum/
http://www.murdoch.edu.au/Teaching-and-Learning-Forum/
http://csusap.csu.edu.au/~jhiggs/pbe_summit.htm
http://csusap.csu.edu.au/~jhiggs/pbe_summit.htm
ttp://www.informa.com.au/conferences/education/work-integrated-learning-forum
ttp://www.informa.com.au/conferences/education/work-integrated-learning-forum
http://www.anzahpe2012.co.nz/
http://conference.herdsa.org.au/2012/
http://auceaconference.org.au/
http://www.acen.edu.au/conference2012/
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Appendix 5 - Internal and External Reference Group Members 

Internal Reference Group – Curtin University

The function of an Internal Reference Group at Curtin University was fulfilled by the Work 
Integrated Learning Committee with the following membership:

Professor Beverley Oliver (Director, Office of Assessment, Teaching and Learning), Chair

Ms Sonia Ferns (Manager, Course Review, Office of Assessment, Teaching and Learning) 

Professor Shelley Yeo, Dean Teaching and Learning (Faculty of Science and Engineering)

Associate Professor Tony Lucey, Dean Engineering (check title)

Professor Sue Trinidad, Dean Teaching and Learning (Faculty of Humanities) 

Professor Christopher Brook, Dean Teaching and Learning (Curtin Business School) 

Associate Professor Sue Jones, Dean Teaching and Learning (Faculty of Health Sciences)

Dr Rose Chapman (Faculty of Health Sciences)

Christopher Hossen (Guild Education Vice-President)Dr Sean Murray (Counselling and Disability 
Services)

Dr Julie Howell (Careers Centre

Mr Joseph Quick (Student Guild President) 

Dr Brian von Konsky (Senior Online Education Developer, Curtin Business School representative) 

Ms Jude Comfort (iPortfolio Manager, Office of Assessment, Teaching and Learning) 

Ms Amanda Lloyd Lecturer (Clinical Coordinator, Psychology and Speech Pathology, Health Sciences 
Fieldwork Coordinator representative) 

Ashlyn Hendricks (Insurance and Continuity Manager) 

Stacey Porter (Deputy Dean, Teaching and Learning, Curtin Business School) 

Professor Robyn Quin (Chair UTLC and Deputy Vice-Chancellor, Education) 

Mr Gerry Moran (Dean Teaching and Learning, Centre for Aboriginal Studies) 

Ms Beena Giridharan (Dean School of Foundation Studies, Sarawak) 

Dr Peter Collins Lecturer, Applied Geology

Internal Reference Group – Charles Sturt University

The function of an Internal Reference Group at Charles Sturt University was fulfilled by the Practice 
Based Education Committee with the following membership 

Wendy Hastings (Sub Dean professional Experience, Faculty of Education)

Wendy Bowles (Sub Dean Workplace learning, Faculty of Arts)

Maree Donna Simpson (Deputy Director EFPI)

Debra Bell, Manager learning and development, Human Resources
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External Reference Group

The project was fortunate to have an excellent External Reference Group who had significant 
expertise in the area of work integrated learning

Professor Stephen Billett, Professor of AVE, School of Education and Professional Studies, Griffith 
University, and ALTC National Teaching Fellowship on WIL

Dr Deborah Southwell, Director, Learning and Teaching Development, Queensland University of 
Technology

Dr Deborah Peach, Teaching and Learning Portfolio, Built Environment and Engineering, Griffith 
University

Ms Carol-joy Patrick, Manager, Industrial Affiliates Program, Griffith University

Professor Richard Coll, Pro Vice-Chancellor Teaching and Learning and Unit Director in the Faculty 
of Science and Engineering’s Co-operative Education Unit, Waikato University, New Zealand

Professor Robyn Nash, Assistant Dean Teaching and Learning, Faculty of Health, Queensland 
University of Technology

Professor Rick Cummings (External Evaluator), Manager Educational Development, Murdoch 
University

Dr Christina Ballantyne (External Evaluator), Senior Research Officer, Academic  Educational 
Development, Murdoch University
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Appendix 6 - Project Team Members

Associate Professor Sue Jones [BAppSc(Physio), GDipPubSectMgmt] is the Dean of Teaching 
and Learning in the Faculty of Health Sciences, and a joint-leader of a university wide curriculum 
reform project (Curriculum 2010) at Curtin University of Technology. She chairs the University’s 
Courses Committee, is a member of the University Academic Board and Leadership Development 
Reference Group. She is responsible for ensuring interprofessional education is embedded within 
health sciences curricula as part of the Faculty of Health Sciences Strategic Plan and chairs the 
faculty’s Interprofessional Education Reference Group. Sue was a Fieldwork Coordinator in the 
School of Physiotherapy for 15 years and has successfully led an ALTC leadership grant entitled 
Building Academic Leadership Capability at the Course Level: Developing Course Coordinators as 
Academic Leaders (project leader). She is currently a project team member on another ALTC grant: 
Clarifying, developing and valuing the roles of unit coordinators as informal leaders of learning 
in higher education and a reference group member for Embedding and sustaining leadership 
development for course coordinators through tailored support during curriculum review (Trivett 
and Lines 2008). 

Dr Rose Chapman [PhD, MSc (Nursing), Grad Dip Sexology, BAppSc (Nursing)] is a lecturer and was 
Fieldwork Coordinator for 8 years in the School of Nursing and Midwifery. She was very successful 
in building partnerships with the clinical community to increase capacity for clinical education 
placements whilst maintaining placement quality. She has expertise in fieldwork management and 
has developed and implemented professional development modules for clinical supervisors and 
preceptors. Rose has been involved in a Nursing Assessment ALTC project aimed at developing a 
nationally agreed competency assessment tool, to be used in assessing undergraduate nursing 
students across Australia.

Professor Richard Ladyshewsky [Bach. Med. Rehab. (Phys. Ther.), MHSc, PhD, AFAIM, FHERDSA] 
teaches in the area of leadership and management in the Graduate School of Business at Curtin 
University of Technology in both the Master of Business Administration and Master of Leadership 
and Management Courses. Richard is a Fellow of the Higher Education Research and Development 
Society of Australia, an Associate Fellow of the Australian Institute of Management as well as a 
member of the Australian New Zealand Academy of Management and the International Positive 
Psychology Association.  He was a Fieldwork Coordinator in Canada for four years and in and 
Western Australia for 4 years. He has been running professional development programs for 
fieldworks supervisors in clinical settings locally, Nationally and Internationally for many years. 
He has experience in several ALTC leadership grants: Building Academic Leadership Capability at 
the Course Level: Developing Course Coordinators as Academic Leaders (project team); Academic 
Leadership Development within the University Sector by Dissemination of a web-based 360° 
feedback process and related professional development workshops (Co-leader); and Improving the 
Leadership Capability of Academic Coordinators in Postgraduate and Undergraduate Programs in 
Business (Vilkinas et al 2009) (Support person). 

Associate Professor Megan Smith [PhD, MAppSc, GCUTL, BAppSc(Physio)] is the Sub Dean 
of Professional Placements in the Faculty of Science at Charles Sturt University. She chairs 
the University Clinical Excellence Committee and Faculty of Science Professional placements 
committee. She was the inaugural fieldwork placement coordinator for the Bachelor of 
Physiotherapy at CSU and held this role for seven years before taking on the role of course 
coordinator.  She has been a key member of the project team preparing the CSU AUQA portfolio 
with the theme of professional education and practice-based learning. She has been involved in 
developing and providing professional development for fieldwork educators working in clinical 
settings. She is a member of the University Teaching and Learning Committee. 
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Dr Franziska Trede [PhD, MHPEd] has extensive experience as a clinical educator, academic 
fieldwork coordinator (University of Sydney) and is currently Senior Lecturer at the Education for 
Practice Institute at Charles Sturt University. She coordinates the research portfolio of this institute 
and a grant scheme to enhance the scholarship of fieldwork education at CSU. Franziska conducted 
a project to profile fieldwork education programs at CSU, is a strategic member of the CSU AUQA 
taskforce, and is currently facilitating a university-wide online education for practice debate 
which provides fieldwork coordinators with an opportunity to share and critically reflect on what 
is working in fieldwork education and what isn’t and to further their understanding of self, their 
workplace, and what interests and motivations influence this understanding to improve practices. 

Dr Helen Flavell [PhD, Grad Cert (Journalism), BA(Hons)] has been involved in several ALTC 
leadership projects as project manager. Helen has extensive experience in writing and editing 
teaching award applications at the faculty, university and national level and works on a range 
of teaching and learning projects as research assistant and in writing grant applications. She is 
currently the Coordinator of the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning in Curtin University’s Faculty 
of Health Sciences.
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