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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

The issue of field advising is an important one. In 
all of social work education it appears to be the role most 
consistent with the role of being a social worker. Class­
room faculty have a clearly defined role. Some provide 
background material and instruction to prepare the students 
to place their work with clients and systems in both per­
sonal and social perspective. Some teach electives to round 
out the students' learning in specific areas. And some 
teach practice, the very methods the students will employ in 
their day to day contact with clients and organizations.
The field instructor is also a teacher. She or he uses the 
work at hand to reinforce and expand upon what has happened 
in the classroom. The lessons are learned experientially 
and through a process. But the Field Advisor is the one 
charged with making it "work".

It is the Field Advisor who is constantly called upon 
to make judgments. It is the Field Advisor who assesses the 
adequacy of an agency and the field instructor. It is the 
Field Advisor who evaluates the progress of the student, who 
assures the match between the field instructor's style of 
teaching and the student's style of learning. It is the re­
sponsibility of the Field Advisor to determine how involved



she or he should be and how active, particularly with regard 
to the student/field instructor relationship.

This study was undertaken because of the enormity of 
the field advising role and the lack of clarity about it in 
practice as well as in the literature.



CHAPTER 2
GENERAL ISSUES

Dearth of Information on the Topic of Field Advising
Sentman, writing in 1949, found herself new to the role 

of Faculty Representative. She noted, that despite the fact 
"...that a wealth of experience has been gained by schools 
of social work using various types of field work, the 
literature in the field of social work training is meager 
regarding the function of the faculty representative.1,1 Not 
much had changed when Nolan wrote four years later "Little 
has been written about the role of the faculty member who 
serves as consultant to students, and to agencies and 
supervisors offering field work opportunities.1,2 One would 
think that having identified this gap in the literature 
social work educators would have rushed to fill it. Alas, 
they did not.

Writing thirty years later, Rosenblum and Raphael 
identified the "... dearth of systematic study of the 
liaison function."3 They postulated that this may have 
stemmed from the notion of learning by doing, a process 
appropriate to the apprenticeship era. They also felt that 
there was an assumption that the liaison role had no truly 
distinctive features. Their own experience led them to 
examine the liaison function in depth. As late as 1988,



however, Faria, Brownstein and Smith4 noted that many 
faculty in schools of social work become field liaisons as 
part of their academic responsibilities but that this role 
has received very little attention in the literature.

Titles Used to Identify this Function
Schools differ greatly in the titles they use to 

identify this function. Smith, Faria and Brownstein 
identified nine: "... field consultant, faculty consultant, 
educational consultant, faculty advisor, faculty Field 
Advisor, school practicum instructor, educational liaison, 
faculty-based educational director, and contact person."5

For the purposes of this paper I will refer to this 
person as the Field Advisor. This person is either a full 
or part time member of the faculty or a member of the 
administrative staff, usually the Field Work Department.
She or he usually has an academic appointment, often because 
of this role, although they may have teaching assignments as 
well.

Writing again in 1991, Brownstein, Smith and Faria 
noted sixteen different titles to identify this position, 
although 59 percent of the schools used the designation

ZT"liaison". Some schools used the title "faculty advisor" 
which denoted academic advising as well as field advising. 
What was most telling in their remarks was the lack of 
uniformity about the role and its designation.



Meed for Role Clarity
Writing in 1953, Nolan pointed out "A free flow of 

communication is more likely to be possible between student 
and consultant if there is adequate interpretation to the 
student on the part of faculty at the beginning of the year 
of the role of the consultant. Relationship, of course, can 
be experienced more dynamically than it can be explained, 
and the path to the consultant's door should be as free of 
obstacles as possible."7 Certainly a misperception of the 
role of the Field Advisor would be an obstacle to accessing 
that person. Role clarity, therefore, is crucial to the 
functioning of the relationship.

But how clear is the role of Field Advisor? According 
to Gordon, "A clear definition of the role might help but it 
is difficult because there are no absolute or generally 
accepted expectations of the field liaison. All we are sure 
is that it is a very sensitive role in many ways."8 We 
have, therefore, an extremely sensitive role and a murky 
definition of it. So how important is a clear definition of 
the role?

Rosenblum and Raphael point out that when the role is 
assigned to faculty it will be carried out more effectively 
if the role is clearly understood. This is probably true of 
any role with its assigned rights and responsibilities, but 
they go further. They articulate that this role, Field 
Advisor, "... deserves the same attention as any other 
teaching assignment."9 Implicit in their statement is that



field advising is teaching and needs to be dealt with as 
seriously as any other teaching in which the faculty person 
may be engaged.

In their survey of 88 Masters of Social Work degree 
granting programs (54 responded), Smith, Faria, and 
Brownstein determined that the role of Field Advisor was 
"... more complex and diverse than anticipated. The need
for some form of uniform understanding and training of

• • • i n .liaisons seems evident. ,,-LU Since Sentman had identified the
same need almost forty years earlier11 one wonders at their 
surprise.

Importance of Field Instruction
In 1976 Gartner looked at the preparation of human 

service professionals taking into account medicine, law, 
education and social work. Of social work he wrote, "Unlike 
our other four fields, social work education is both an 
American product and of recent origin. And, while issues of 
the interrelationship of theory and practice are important 
matters but not central ones in the education of doctors, 
lawyers, and teachers, they are at the heart of the 
education of social workers. No subject is more discussed 
in the literature of social work education and in no other 
human service area is field work so large a part of the 
professional's training."12

This outsider's view of our profession is important 
because it puts into perspective what we take so much for



granted: no other human service profession puts as much
emphasis on field work as does social work. Brownstein, 
Smith and Faria: "About one-third of the students' credit 
hours are generated by the practicum..." and what they go on 
to say is "... yet the criteria and process by which the 
practicum gets monitored are not clear."13

Finestone14 assumed that professional field instruction 
was characterized by: (1) a method of teaching that stressed 
the learning of generalizations from specific, related 
experiences; (2) a range of content that reflected the total 
social work curriculum, not one specific social work method 
alone; (3) attention not only to the currently known but a 
preparation for changes in knowledge and practice; and (4) 
an opportunity to reflect not only on class content but to 
have material from the field to bring back to class and 
impact on class curriculum.

Social work education grew out of the work in the 
field. First came practice, then came instruction. Social 
work education is a partnership of class and field. 
Therefore, "A mutual obligation exists between the agency 
and the school to collaborate in the offering of the 
practicum... Providing expertise in the appropriate use of 
liaison activities to facilitate learning, identify 
problems, and offer consultation to field instructors are 
services that demonstrate the school's commitment to 
collaborate with agencies."15



Link of Class and Field
If field work is important, then the link between the 

field and the classroom is equally important. Segal and 
Austin talk about the increase in information and note that 
"... the evolution of more complex and innovative service 
delivery systems reveals a growing need to develop an 
interface between those who generate and teach knowledge and 
those who utilize theory and knowledge.1,16 Implicit in 
their comment is the bias that knowledge is generated by 
faculty and only utilized by practitioners. There is no 
articulation of the practitioners' capacity to generate 
knowledge and to refine that knowledge which comes from the 
classroom.

Meyer presents a more balanced picture, saying, "Social 
work knowledge evolves unevenly - sometimes through 
research, sometimes through theory development, and 
sometimes through practice in various stages of 
articulation."17 Finestone had presented much the same view 
of the field and class experiences as "... mutually 
interacting and supporting."18 Finestone articulated three 
ingredients necessary for this interaction to occur: (1) the 
activity, scholarly reflection, and research by field 
instructors; (2) the existence of channels of communication 
from field to class; (3) the interest of faculty in such

• • IQcommunication.
Brennan went further in positing that the practitioners 

are in the forefront of theory development by saying that



the university professor may have to catch up to the 
practicing social worker. Anderson20, a year later, 
expanded on this, putting the responsibility on practicing 
social workers to "... increasingly analyze their programs 
and services and hopefully contribute in a more significant 
way to the curriculum content of social work education." It 
was the Field Advisor who was seen as the bridge between 
university and field in theory development.

pi , ,Fortune^ , citing Rosenblatt and Mayer's study, noted 
that students were generally unconcerned with the Field 
Advisor. Concerned or not, Fortune felt the field advising 
role was important for the agency and crucial for the 
integration of field and class. But is the field advising 
role the only way to integrate field and class, town and 
gown as it were?

D O .  , , ,Tropman articulated six activities which, m  addition 
to agencies acting as field work sites for students, would 
foster field and class interrelationship: (1) faculty use of 
the agency as a research site; (2) faculty interaction with 
agency staff in writing professional articles; (3) the 
agency as a source of ideas for articles; (4) the agency as 
a location for faculty on sabbatical; (5) the agency as a 
source for information about and reaction to the curriculum; 
(6) the agency as a source for teacher recruitment.23

Much of the social work literature points to the 
ongoing relationship of class and field. Some of the 
literature emphasizes the classroom contribution to the



field, some emphasizes the field contribution to the 
classroom, and a few articles articulate their true 
interdependence. Some of the literature on field advising 
puts this responsibility for integration on the Advisor.23
But as Tropman points out, there are other ways to integrate

»- 'field and class.

Models of Field Advising
The literature on field advising addresses models that 

are more or less active. Therefore, it seemed conceptually 
sound to pick those articles of the last forty years that 
addressed a model and to position the models on a continuum 
from Most Active to Least Active and see if there has been a 
trend in the profession's thinking about this role.

Least
Active

Field Advisor Activity

Nolan
1953

Bogo
&

Vayda
1987

Most
Active

Gordon Garrett 
1982 1954

Danbury
1986

1972
Latimer

1972 1975 1976 1987
Yelaja Henry Arkava Raphael

& &
Brennan Rosenblum

1949
Sentman

What can been seen from this continuum is that there 
has been no consensus on the development of thought on the 
issue of the level of Field Advisor activity. A 
chronological review of the models will show them skipping 
back and forth on the continuum rather than evincing a trend



in one direction or the other in an orderly, developmental 
progression.

Sentman24 offers the most active model: The Field
Advisor visits the agency field work site on a monthly basis 
to meet with the student and the supervisor. The student 
sends the Field Advisor a monthly letter which includes:
(1) a concise description of cases, (2) a description of his 
or her social work activities in the community, (3) a 
description of selected developments in the field work 
experience that the student wishes to share, and (4) brief 
comments on the professional literature the student has read 
for at least four hours each week. (Comments must include 
why the article or book was chosen and how it was of value 
in a particular case or other aspect of social work 
practice.) The Field Advisor also holds monthly group 
meetings with the students placed in the same city and a 
meeting each semester with the supervisors at each agency to 
discuss the field work policies of the school and to explore 
more effective ways of working together.

Four years later Nolan25 jumped to the other end of the 
continuum. Nolan stated that not all students will make use 
of a Field Advisor but one should be made available to each 
student whether they use that person or not. The activity 
of the Field Advisor, rather than determined by school 
policy, would be determined by the student who may or may 
not access the person and the activity.



At about the same time, Garrett26 proposed a very 
active model of field advising. Garrett called this person 
the Faculty Supervisor who worked with both the student and 
the Agency Supervisor. The fact that Garrett called this 
person a supervisor, as opposed to advisor, gives an 
indication of the level of activity expected and the power 
with which this person was vested. Garrett's major concern 
was that of the "... integrating touch of a teaching member 
of the social work school faculty who maintains in broad 
perspective a close relationship with the details of each 
student' s progress.11

• 0 7 .Latimer^' took the most extreme opposing position. 
Latimer posited field advising as a residual activity, 
essential to certain situations but not central to all. 
Latimer went on to postulate that if field advising were 
necessary in a majority of situations then there might be 
something wrong in the rest of the educational system. 
Latimer felt the emphasis should be on making the 
educational experience better for all students rather than 
simply strengthening arrangements for advising for some 
students.

In the same year, Yelaja28 took what could arguably be 
described as the middle position. (Unfortunately, Yelaja 
does not occupy the middle of the continuum pictured above 
because so many theorists cluster on the more active side.) 
Yelaja said that there is no single pattern of field 
advising in social work education and that the differences



could stem from the size of the school, the timing of the 
practicum, the various educational responsibilities of the 
faculty, and the values and assumptions about advising's 
place in professional education. Having stated the obvious 
and the practical, Yelaja did not make a case for a 
consistent pattern from school to school.

Henryk3 described Teaching Centers, a model with which 
a number of schools were experimenting at the time (1975). 
Teaching Centers were clusters of agencies, organized by 
type of work, type of population served, geography, etc., 
with one Coordinator from the school. Henry describes the 
Coordinator as being very active with all field instructors 
and all Field Advisors, meeting regularly with them to 
discuss student progress, additional student learning 
opportunities, teaching goals in the field and problems that 
field instructors may have in teaching.

Arkava and Brennan30 advocated a Competency-Based 
Curriculum. Since the model was based on smaller groups of 
students working together with a larger number and variety 
of learning experiences, and an emphasis on self-direction, 
an individualized, consistent system of field advising was 
required.

Gordon31 moved slightly to the left of Arkava and 
Brennan six years later. Gordon thought that field advising 
is required to sufficiently monitor that the school's 
requirements are being met. Gordon saw field advising as 
necessary to evaluate the use of the field work site and the



field work instructor. While Gordon described the Field 
Advisor's duties as collegial there was a strong emphasis on 
the evaluative part of the role.

Danbury32 wrote of the "tutor" model of field advising 
as it is used in Great Britain. This is the closest model 
to the work of Sentman. Danbury's model is active, with the 
student being seen individually and in a seminar group at 
the school. The Field Advisor also visits the agency twice 
each semester and before the student is even placed there if 
the agency and/or field instructor is unknown to the 
Advisor.

Bogo and Vayda33 employ a less active model. In this 
writing the responsibility is put on the student or the 
field instructor to approach the Field Advisor. If there is 
a problem with the evaluation, if a student has a problem, 
if the field instructor is concerned over a student who may 
fail, then the active involvement of the Field Advisor 
should be enlisted. Interestingly, in their section on the 
"exceptionally good student" the Field Advisor is never 
mentioned and therefore is assumed to have no role.

Raphael and Rosenblum34 move back toward the most 
active side of the continuum. They propose a type of 
liaison activity that includes four visits, each with an 
articulated purpose, two each semester. They outline the 
highlights of each visit as it mirrors a component of the 
academic calendar and the expected professional development 
of the student. They do, however, note that they are



offering only one way to structure field Advising 
activities. Any school must design its own structure taking 
into account its calendar and faculty resources. Their 
bottom line is that, whatever the structure, the "... 
activity be supported by clear field performance objectives 
and a well-defined but flexible curriculum that takes the 
field input into account."

At the same place on the continuum (but not listed in 
the diagram), and also in 1987, Davidson and Livingston35 
proposed an active model of field advising rather than a 
residual model. They look to the Advisor to pro-actively 
work out educational plans with both first and second year 
students and not simply rely on problem-solving after the 
fact.

One thing should be clear from this forty year 
retrospective on field advising: there has not been a 
logical, consistent, consensual development of thought on 
the issue of field advising. As new factors arise, the 
models may become more diverse, thus expanding the existing 
continuum. The economy, the development of new forms of 
agency practice, the place of social work education in the 
university, and the development of the profession itself, 
have had, and will have, an impact on all aspects of the 
training of social workers.

Field Advising Roles and Functions



The literature on field advising emphasizes the various 
roles a Field Advisor fills and the functions inherent in 
the position. Instead, a synopsis of the various 
descriptions of role and function will be given, followed by 
an analysis indicating where there is consensus.

SentmanJO presented an extremely active field advising 
role. Sentman describes the essence of the role as focusing 
"... on co-ordinating for the individual student the 
knowledge gained in the classroom and in the field." Nolan 
elaborates on this, stating that it is of the "utmost 
importance" that at least one member of the faculty know the 
student as a total person, know not just the student's class 
and field work, but know how the student thinks, feels, and 
produces in working toward professional goals. Nolan37 sees 
the Field Advisor as both counselor and teacher. Garrett38 
sees the Field Advisor as caseworker - teacher - faculty 
supervisor in a very active model of advising. Again, the 
emphasis is on coordination and guidance. Emphasized is the 
Advisor's responsibility to note student progress at each 
step and carefully plan for the next.

• T O  , , . . .Finestone sees the main Advisor responsibility as 
fostering the exchange between field and class. Finestone 
notes that social work knowledge is constantly developing 
both in the class and in the field so that ongoing exchange 
is very important. Finestone also notes the turnover in 
teaching faculty and supervisors in the field, particularly



the latter, and sees continuity as an Advisor responsibil­
ity.

Gruwell40 defines the main Advisor function as 
observer. Gruwell, interested in evaluation, notes that 
systems and instruments are being, and will be, developed 
for evaluation purposes, but that nothing takes the place of 
human observation and judgment.

Yelaja41 sees the system of faculty advising as the 
means by which theory and practice are fused. The Advisor 
functions as a teacher, friend, philosopher and guide for 
the student and this relationship is itself central to 
learning, particularly in the understanding of the "use of 
self". Yelaja sees the rationale for student advising in 
the very nature of social work education itself particularly 
where it is helpful to the student when strains emerge. It 
is worth quoting Yelaja at length: "In the foregoing 
discussion of student advising it is possible to 
conceptualize the following roles of the faculty advisor: 
Faculty advising as a medium of relationship between the 
student, the school and the profession; advising as 
mediation of conflict between the student and his total 
learning experience; faculty advisor as client advocate in 
defending students concerned with dehumanization of clients; 
faculty advisor as a friend, philosopher and guide; and 
faculty advisor as a protector of students' rights and 
freedom. One of the significant issues arising out of these



role configurations is that there is a conceivably built-in 
tension or conflict between these various roles."

In writing about student evaluation in the field, a 
source of concern and often tension for field instructors,

• 4 9  . »Gitterman and Gitterman^ highlight the role of the Field 
Advisor. The Advisor, with final responsibility for the 
evaluation and the grade, and as the school liaison to the 
agency, is in a unique position to be helpful to the field 
instructor in this task.

Bogo43 sees an instructional role for the Field Advisor 
with the field instructors. Field Advisors ran bimonthly 
groups with new field instructors for whom they also acted 
as the individual Field Advisor. (These groups appear to 
have been equivalent to the Seminar in Field Instruction, 
SIFI, given in many schools for first time field 
instructors. The major difference was that the instructor 
of the seminar/ group also acted as the Field Advisor for 
the group members' students.) In addition to the group 
meetings, the Field Advisors could be approached for 
individual consultation by either field instructors or 
students.

Wilson44 catalogued the tasks of field advising: meets 
with student to review progress; visits placement whether 
there is a problem or not; keeps field instructor informed 
of school happenings; helps field instructor work with 
student to integrate class and field; problem-solves when 
communication breaks down between student and field



instructor; keeps Director of Field Work informed about the 
agency; reviews the grade recommended by the instructor.
Like Sentman, Wilson has a strong emphasis on coordination. 
Unlike the other authors on the subject, Wilson presents the 
material in a "handbook" fashion and delineates the tasks of 
everyone involved in field work.

Gordon45 sees the Field Advisor as the most continuous 
link between the school and the field; again an emphasis on 
the coordination role. But Gordon goes further. Gordon 
posits with the Advisor the responsibility to make the 
practicum "work" as long as it has been determined that the 
site satisfactorily meets the field work criteria. (This 
harkens back to Yelaja's emphasis on the use of relationship 
in field advising.) Gordon also emphasizes the need for the 
Field Advisor to meet with the agency executive; the 
executive should be kept informed by the Advisor and have 
the opportunity to give the Advisor feedback from the 
executive's position. In the literature, the first time the 
importance of meeting with the executive was highlighted was

A C. ,by Berkowitz. ° The need seems to have reasserted itself 
fourteen years later. It is curious that in the meantime 
Wilson left this task off her otherwise very comprehensive 
list.47

A Q  . , .Rosenblum and Raphael^0 describe the Field Advisor role 
as "... building, maintaining, and traversing an imaginary 
bridge between..." the school of social work and the agency 
in which the student is placed. They cite Wilson and



highlight three of the tasks: (1) facilitating field 
teaching, learning and integration; (2) monitoring 
educational opportunities, student progress, and interchange 
between school and field; and (3) evaluating field 
instructor efforts and student achievement. They assert 
that looking at these tasks, the complexity of the role 
becomes apparent.

Fortune49 described the role of the Field Advisor as 
that of facilitator, monitor, and evaluator. In addition, 
Fortune asserts that it is the Field Advisor's 
responsibility to maintain a sense of morale or reward for 
the agency's service to the school so that the site will 
continue to take students for the practicum.

As a result of their study of students, field
instructors and Field Advisors, Smith, Faria and 
Brownstein50 identified Field Advisor roles and functions as 
follows. Roles: Advisor, Monitor, Consultant, Teacher, 
Mediator and Advocate; Functions: Practicum Placement, 
Linkage, Evaluation and Administration. A core group of 
these roles and functions were common to all of the 54
schools in their survey. Of most importance to them was the
linkage function which ensures that the practicum is an 
educational endeavor and not simply an apprenticeship. In 
the same discussion on linkage, however, they mention a 
function not often articulated in the literature:
Gatekeeper. They see the Advisor as responsible to the 
public and the profession for the development and



accreditation of the students.51 It may be that in other 
discussions of field advising the role of Gatekeeper was 
implied or understood, but, it was clearly spelled out and 
enunciated here.

Davidson and Livingston52 see relationships as the 
essence of the Advisor's work. The Advisor focuses on the 
relationship between the student and the field instructor 
and should there be a problem in this relationship it is in 
the context of the student's relationship with the Advisor 
that it gets worked out. The primary goal of the Advisor is 
to get the student and the field instructor working together 
well, or working together toward a resolution. Tasks of the 
Advisor include: taking initiative in establishing 
expectations; making clear the role of the Advisor to both 
student and field instructor; and evaluation through 
monitoring and discussion.

Raphael and Rosenblum53 see the Field Advisor's 
activity as the demonstration of the school's commitment to 
collaborate with the agency. They see the Advisor as 
promoting linkage, facilitating field teaching and learning, 
and as maintaining standards.

Urbanowski and Dwyer54 highlight many of the Wilson 
tasks: meetings with student and field instructor, visits to 
the agency, communication with Director of Field Work. In 
particular they spell out the steps of the visit. They lay 
with the school the responsibility of bringing together the 
agency and the school and cite an increased need for active,



invested Advisors because the vast majority of student 
supervision is done by agency field instructors, not by 
faculty-based instructors. And finally, they point out that 
the responsibilities of the Field Advisor, no matter how 
often or in what detail they are spelled out, may not be 
clear to either the student or the field instructor until 
there is a problem or a crisis.

Koerin, Harrigan and Reeves55 advance a very active 
role for the Advisor. They emphasize an individualized 
approach to advising which assumes most of the tasks 
identified by Wilson, but, also incorporate helping students 
clarify their long term personal and professional goals. 
Koerin et. al. talk about "advising out" of the profession 
those who are unsuitable or unable to make the commitment 
necessary. In describing this process they also label the 
Field Advisor as a "gatekeeper" to the profession.

Brownstein, Smith and Faria56 in their 1991 chapter in 
Field Education in Social Work: Contemporary Issues and 
Trends reiterated the ten Advisor roles and tasks 
articulated in Smith, Faria and Brownstein, 1986. They 
added, however, that the Field Advisors surveyed most 
commonly cited the functions of linkage, monitoring and 
mediating. Interestingly, in their survey of field 
instructors, they cited the tasks of the Field Advisor as 
linkage, mediating and moniting, in that order.



Field Advising as a Process
The last section could leave the impression that a list 

of roles and functions is all that is needed to explain the 
work of a Field Advisor. This is not true. It is not the 
separate tasks that are important, but the way they come 
together in a process. Rosenblum and Raphael point out that 
the field instructor is the primary educator of the student 
in the field. Therefore, the activities of the Field 
Advisor should be directed to that person and not directly 
at the students.57 This implies a relationship of trust and 
respect between the instructor and Advisor which can only be 
established with time, experience and the perceived 
expertise of each.

Rosenblum and Raphael go on to point out that when a 
problem emerges, most often with student performance or the 
relationship between student and instructor, the Field 
Advisor is pressured to solve the problem, to provide
• . K Qimmediate answers. ° The system works best, they assert, 
when the Advisor resists this pressure and holds out for a 
process that includes all the participants and takes into 
account all the factors needed for resolution. The "quick 
fix" cannot take the place of the intense work needed for 
long range educational goals although it may be easier for 
the Advisor at the time. In essence, the role of Field 
Advisor is a background position.59 The Advisor must not 
have an overly close relationship with either student or 
instructor but maintain an independent stance with the sole



interest being the educational process. As Rosenblum and 
Raphael point out, this can make the role of a Field Advisor 
a lonely one.

Livingston, Davidson and Marshack see the Field Advisor 
as fostering reciprocity between the student and the field 
instructor.60 They highlight the use of three-way meetings 
to: (1) foster respect for the perspectives of both the 
student and the field instructor; (2) review student 
progress and (3) help the instructor in adapting teaching 
methodology. Kissman and Tran noted in their research the 
positive relationship between student satisfaction with 
field work and the autonomy they experienced in the 
practicum.61 One implication of this finding is that Field 
Advisors should use a process of advising that enhances 
individual student autonomy.

Most of social work practice is based on process. It 
should not be a surprise that the underlying role of the 
Field Advisor is to use a process with the student, and the 
field instructor, as a method for teaching. It can be in 
modeling this use of process that the field instructor 
teaches and the student is able to learn.
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CHAPTER THREE 
ISSUES REGARDING FACULTY

Who Does Field Advising
Smith, Faria and Brownstein1 asked the question "Who

does the Field Advising?" in their survey of 54 graduate
schools of social work. The answer was:

. a few schools expected all faculty to do it 

. one school had no faculty do it; it was all done by 
field work staff 

. three schools had it done by the practicum director 

. four schools had it all done by practice teachers 

. thirteen schools assigned field advising to non-MSW's 
as well as MSW faculty.

In Brownstein, Smith and Faria2, using data from the
same survey, they pointed out the difficulty they had in
categorizing the criteria on which decisions were based as
to who did field advising. They felt that the assignment of
faculty to the task was done without clear guidelines and
somewhat arbitrarily. Of those who did do it, they found3
"An overwhelming number, ninety-eight percent, possessed the
MSW degree. Only nine percent had a doctorate degree, with
no MSW. Eight percent were doctoral students. Most were
full-time, eighty-eight percent, forty-eight percent were
tenured faculty, and thirty percent were not on a tenure
line. Two of the programs represented in this data do have
separate field faculty which explains the high number,
almost a third of the faculty liaison, who are not on a



tenure line. This might prove a fruitful area for further 
research. Is there any difference in the work performed by 
liaisons who are not educators? Is this a trend in the 
profession, and, if so, is it a welcome trend?"

Faculty Involved in Field Advising
In her 1953 work, Nolan articulated that certain 

members of the teaching staff were assigned as Field 
Advisors to have continuing contact between themselves and 
the agency supervisor and themselves and the student. This 
role was necessary to "... insure a cohesive and progressive 
training experience."4 Sheafer and Jenkins in 1981 noted 
the investment necessary by both education and practice if 
field work is to be successful. They point out the 
considerable cost to the school in faculty time if the role
« , C  , , , .is done substantively. The implicit assumption over the 
thirty years was that the Field Advisor function was a 
faculty responsibility.

Hamilton and Else later raise the question about who 
among faculty does the advising. "Decisions about the allo­
cation of responsibility for field instruction have signifi­
cant implications for the status of field education within 
the curriculum. If it is delegated to faculty specifically 
hired for that purpose, it tends to have a lower status in 
the curriculum. The faculty members responsible for field 
education often occupy lower academic ranks and sometimes 
even hold adjunct, non-tenure-track positions. In these



cases, the message is clear that field education is not 
considered as central and as critical a part of the curricu­
lum as classroom teaching. In contrast, when senior faculty 
have responsibility for field, or when the functions are 
shared among all or a major portion of the faculty, the mes­
sage conveyed is the importance of this curriculum compo­
nent ." 6

Hamilton and Else argue that status is not the only 
thing at stake if the field advising functions are assigned 
only to certain faculty. They hypothesize that the integra­
tion of class and field, the foundation of social work edu-

• • • 7cation, is compromised.
Rosenblum and Raphael8, writing in the same year, 

identified the need for the Field Advisor to be actively 
involved in, and knowledgeable about, all facets of the 
educational program. They, as virtually all other writers 
on field advising, are assuming that it is done by full-time 
faculty. Later, as Raphael and Rosenblum9, they reiterate 
their concern that the Field Advisor be knowledgeable about 
the whole curriculum, and the field work program, and 
community agencies, and current social work practice.

Smith, Faria and Brownstein10 in their survey of 54 MSW 
programs found the model school met seven of the following 
eight criteria:
1. The majority of faculty had field advising assignments.
2. Faculty were not excused from field advising because of 

other assignments.
3. Training was provided for new Field Advisors.
4. All Field Advisors had MSW degrees.



5. The school maintained a list of Advisor 
responsibilities.

6. The work of the Field Advisor was evaluated.
7. Field advising duties were taken into account for pay 

increases.
8. Field advising duties were taken into account for 

tenure.

As stated, the model school met seven of the eight 
criteria. One school met all eight, thirteen schools met 
seven, eight schools met six, sixteen schools met five, and 
sixteen schools met four or less. Overall, thirty-eight 
schools met four or more criteria and were thus rated by 
Smith et. al. as taking the field advising role seriously.
In fact, in citing Hamilton and Else11, Smith et. al. 
suggest that the measure of the importance of the field 
advising role is the extent to which it is shared among all 
or a majority of the faculty, their first criteria.12

Urbanowski and Dwyer13 reinforce the importance of fac­
ulty doing field advising for additional reasons. They see 
it as an important way for faculty to keep connected to the 
practicum and adjust their teaching accordingly and to keep 
them in touch with the realities of the students' experi­
ence.

Tensions of Doing Field Advising for Faculty
Scott Briar in an Editorial in Social Work asked why 

faculty submitted more manuscripts per capita to the Journal 
than did practitioners. He answered his own question 
simply. Faculty are expected to do research and publish, 
practitioners are not. One could add that faculty are



rewarded for doing so and practitioners are not. This may 
be a more complex issue than it appears, but the fact is 
that faculty NEED to write and get published.14

Cohen looked at the same phenomena. Cohen said that 
practitioners are constantly involved in theory development 
and testing just in order to help their daily clients. But, 
if there is a conflict between writing and serving the 
client, i.e. because of time constraints, it is writing and 
research that gets dropped - and clients get served. Not so 
in educational institutions where "... teaching itself must 
yield to the demands of research.1,15 Cohen goes on to 
lament the time it therefore takes to incorporate practice 
changes into the curriculum.16

There is not room here to do a history of the develop­
ment of social work education. Suffice it to say that the 
training of social workers began in practice and moved later 
to colleges and universities. This location of social work 
education in an academic institution automatically causes 
tension. A brilliant practitioner who is capable of 
practicing and teaching social work may not be tenurable in 
a university system. Euster wrote that social work faculty 
themselves identified increased research and publications as 
ways to enhance their image in academia17, their low image 
and status in the university being cause for concern. There 
is, at this date, no debate about taking social work 
education out of the schools.



Frumkin, in the same year, wrote about the tension this 
creates between the social work school and the agencies. If 
faculty overemphasize practice they risk legitimacy in the 
eyes of the university; if they overemphasize research and 
teaching they risk losing the respect of the agencies. And 
further, an overemphasis in either direction, at least 
currently, could call into question their accreditation.18 
The biggest potential casualty of this dilemma, of course, 
is field work.

Brownstein articulated the tension of a professional 
school in the larger university community similarly: if
social work educators define themselves as practitioners 
they will not be viewed as credible in the university; if 
they define themselves as academics they will not address 
the practice needs of the profession. Her research noted 
that social work faculty were not balancing their dual roles 
very well. In fact, faculty were choosing one role or the

I Q .  • .other. * An interesting note in the research is that "Those 
with Master's degrees as their terminal degree considered 
teaching the most important function in their role as 
educator. Those with both Ph.D's and M.S.W.'s or, D.S.W.'s, 
considered research and scholarship most important."20

Meyer portrays the tension aptly. "... the demands 
that the faculty member publish his or her research in order 
to be promoted and tenured, has resulted in a different 
reward system. Practice interests, and even teaching of 
practice is receiving less priority attention in the present



school cultures. The model is fast becoming an academic 
rather than a professional one, where the pressure is to 
build rather than to apply knowledge.1,21

Consequences for Faculty in Being Involved in Field Advising
Given the tensions described, an important question is: 

Is field advising valued by the school? In their survey, 
Brownstein, Smith and Faria looked to see if Field Advisors 
felt rewarded or valued. Overall, the answer was "no".
Field Advisors reported "... feeling more appreciated by 
their agencies and students than by their schools."22 
Faculty in field advising roles reported feeling caught in a 
system that wanted them to be very involved in the activity, 
but rewarded research and publications.23 On a scale of one 
to ten, with one being the most important, faculty who 
carried field advising duties were asked to rate their 
various responsibilities. They ranked their teaching as
1.32, their scholarship as 2.40, and their field advising as

0 A  • • •3.91. Urbanowski and Dwyer noted that field advising as a 
"... faculty function is not effective unless it is valued 
by school administrators and viewed by faculty as being as 
important as other teaching assignments."25

Davidson and Livingston argue that if most Field 
Advisors are part-time or junior faculty then agencies and 
students may perceive field work as less important than the 
rest of the program. They posit that senior faculty 
participation in field advising is "crucial".26



Issue of Part Time Field Advisors
Given the tensions inherent in using full-time faculty 

for field advising, why not use part-time, adjunct faculty? 
Frumkin, in an article looking at exchange theory and the 
interdependence of agencies and schools of social work 
raises the issue of consistency. Students flow into the 
agency, staff and faculty turn over, and what is the consis­
tency in boundary-spanning positions?27 The most visible 
boundary spanning position is that of the Field Advisor.
One would have to explore the consistency of part-time 
adjunct personnel in field advising roles as opposed to the 
consistency of full-time faculty in such a position. This 
study has not been done. In fact, the issues of part-time 
adjuncts as Field Advisors have hardly been addressed.

Strong feeling, however, abounds. "... if most advi­
sors are part-time or junior faculty, agencies and students 
may conclude that the field practicum is less significant to 
the educational program than is classroom learning.1,28 
Institutional support for part-time Field Advisors is seen 
as essential by Davidson and Livingston, because adjuncts 
"... usually have limited involvement in curriculum 
planning, few connections to full-time faculty or 
administration, and restricted accessibility to students."29

Lest full-time staff, not faculty, be perceived as the 
answer, Urbanowski and Dwyer argue that a full-time Field 
Advisor, not tied to classroom or university, becomes too



specialized a role and risks being marginalized and 
separate.30

And Gordon may have had the most interesting insight of 
all. Gordon indicates that one of the most important at­
tributes of the Field Advisor is availability. Gordon talks 
about the frustration of a field instructor trying to reach 
a Field Advisor.31 Maybe in the field practicum, other 
major concerns like the link of curriculum to field aside, 
the most important issue is availability to both student and 
field instructor, whether the position is part-time or full­
time faculty!
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CHAPTER 4 
ISSUES REGARDING SATISFACTION

General Satisfaction with Field Advising
Rosenblatt and Mayer looked at a sample of fifty 

students who were having problems with their supervisors. 
Despite the fact that the Field Advisor role includes 
problem solving student-field instructor issues, and in­
cludes determining whether a placement and an instructor 
will be used again, only one-third of the students made use 
of the Advisor.1 They were asked the question "Why not?"
The answer was straightforward. Students were afraid that 
the Advisor might side with the field instructor, could 
inter-pret their behavior clinically, might be friends with 
the field instructor, and that news of their complaint might 
get back to the field instructor and adversely effect their 
evaluation.2

Faria, Brownstein and Smith cite that there are few 
studies of how the Field Advisor role is seen by field in­
structors or students, but that the few that exist see the 
role indifferently or negatively.3

Student Satisfaction with Field Advising
Yelaja wrote on the student use of Field Advising. 

Hedging bets, the thesis was that some students would



greatly use it, seeking out their Advisor on every aspect of 
their social work education; some would use it only if a 
problem arose; and some would not use it at all.4

Rosenblatt and Mayer point out from their study that, 
for the most part, students only sought out their Field 
Advisors when they thought there was a crisis; not a prob­
lem, but a crisis.5 Interestingly, although only one-third 
of the fifty students who had a problem sought out their 
Advisor, they were very satisfied with the outcome. 
Rosenblatt and Mayer point out that it might be important to 
facilitate this communication.6

Fortune et. al. surveyed 101 students at a southern 
university on various aspects of their field work experi­
ence. It is worth noting the findings on field advising 
here:7

On a seven point scale (7 = very satisfied):
Mean

1. Contact with Field Advisor has been
satisfactory to meet learning needs: 4.10

2. I am comfortable contacting my Field
Advisor about problems at my placement: 4.01

3. When I have problems in my placement I
go to my Field Advisor: 3.05

4. I am aware of the possible roles of my
Field Advisor: 4.68

5. Communication between the school and my
agency is adequate: 3.99

The issue of Field Advising and school-agency communi­
cation consisted of five items on the survey. These
included the items receiving the lower ratings.8 "On the



open-ended question, complaints about the liaison were the 
single largest category of negative factors in the field 
experience."9 Despite this fact, it had little bearing on 
students' overall satisfaction with their placements.

Field Instructor Satisfaction with Field Advising
Faria, Brownstein and Smith found in their study (eight 

Masters programs, sixty-four field instructors) that Field 
Advisors were viewed in a fairly positive light. The 
perceptions of the Field Advisor's role, however, were quite 
diverse. They indicate a need for some role clarity and 
further exploration as to the use field instructors make of 
Field Advisors and the level at which Field Advisors 
function.10

Brownstein, Smith and Faria, writing later on the same 
survey, note that field instructors described the role of 
the Field Advisor "... most often, 58% of the time, as that 
of linkage, followed by mediator at 38%, and monitor at 36%. 
All other dimensions of the role were far behind."11
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CHAPTER 5 
CURRENT STATE OF FIELD ADVISING

Overview of Field Advising at Columbia; 1987 - 1992
The description of field advising at Columbia Univer­

sity School of Social Work has not changed substantively 
over the last five years. The description of this activity 
is contained in the Field Work Manual. According to Sidney 
Berengarten, former Director of Field Work at Columbia 
(discussion on August 25, 1992) there has been a Field Work 
Department and Manual at Columbia since 1927. A review of 
the Field Work Manuals in use over the last several years 
revealed that the roles and tasks of a Field Advisor at the 
school are defined in only a page and a half. Functions are 
spelled out as: (1) assists in meeting the educational ob­
jectives set for the students' field work experience; (2) 
ensures that the relationship of the student, field instruc­
tor and agency is progressing constructively; (3) helps 
identify educational resources and teaching content in the 
field; and (4) facilitates the integration of field and 
class learning. (Columbia University School of Social Work, 
Field Work Manuals, 1991 pp.6&7, 1992 pp.5&6)

The individual tasks number seventeen:
(1) visits agency;
(2) plans for student work assignments and 

integration into the agency;



informs the agency of curriculum changes and 
school issues that might affect the placement; 
identifies issues in the agencies that have an 
impact on teaching; 
monitors student assignments; 
has individual and/or group meetings with 
students;
grades the student at the end of each 
semester;
reads student's process, logs, etc. 
assesses the progress of learning; 
offers student and field instructor any ideas 
about issues or problems in learning process; 
reads the student evaluation and may discuss 
it with student;
acts as mediator between student and field 
instructor should problems occur; 
consults with Director of Field Work or the 
Committee on Students should the student need 
a change of placement;
talks with Educational Coordinator at the end 
of the year to review the placement; 
recommends, or not, the placement for use the 
next year;
works with first year students to begin 
planning second year placement; 
provides information on first year students to 
be sent to their second year placements.

The roles and tasks for Field Advisors, as defined in 
the Field Work Manual, have remained very constant over the 
years and were absolutely constant over the two years of 
this study. Of more interest is the "who" of Field Advising 
rather than the "what" of Field Advising. Who has done 
Field Advising? "Who" in this discussion refers to full­
time faculty or part-time/adjunct faculty, hired 
specifically to do field advising. The following, con­
structed from Field Work Department records, is helpful in
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TABLE 1
Academic Year and Percentage of Students Covered 

by Part-Time, Adjunct, Field Advisors
Year % students covered bv Adjuncts
1986-87
1987-88
1988-89
1989-90
1990-91
1991-92

17%
19%
25%
30%
50%
65%

There can be little doubt that there has been a signif­
icant increase in the use of part-time Field Advisors since 
1986 at the Columbia University School of Social Work. The 
question is: what, if anything, does this mean?

Survey of MSW Program Field Advising
The following MSW Programs were surveyed by phone from 

September 1991 to August 1992 regarding their field advising 
model. The schools were selected on the basis of their size 
and regional representation.

Arkansas:
University of Arkansas

California:
University of California, Berkeley 
University of California, Los Angeles 
University of Southern California

Illinois:
University of Chicago

Louisiana:
Tulane University

Maryland:
University of Maryland

Massachusetts:
Boston University



Michigan:
University of Michigan

Minnesota:
University of Minnesota

North Carolina: 
University of North Carolina

Ohio:
Case Western

Pennsylvania:
University of Pennsylvania
University of Pittsburgh

Tennessee:
University of Tennessee, Knoxville

Texas:
University of Texas

Washington:
University of Washington, Seattle

Wisconsin:
University of Wisconsin

The questions asked included:
What is the label for this function, such as Advisor or 

Liaison?
Who does the field advising? Is it done by full-time 

faculty, full-time staff, part-time faculty or staff or a 
mix?

What are the mechanics of field advising at your 
school? Do Advisors meet with students individually or in 
groups or both? Are first and second year students advised 
differently?

What is the content of the advising? Does the advisor 
monitor the placements and/or the student progress? Does 
the advisor problem solve or evaluate either the placement 
or the field instructor for use the next year?

Who assigns the grade, the field instructor or the 
Field Advisor?

What training do the Field Advisors receive?
What kind of compensation do Field Advisors receive?



This survey was done simply to see where the Columbia
model of full and part-time faculty as Field Advisors fit in
with the picture in the rest of the country. It was already
known that of the New York metropolitan area schools of
social work, four were in the same position as Columbia:
Fordham, Adelphi, New York University, Hunter. Each used a
mix of full and part-time Advisors although the ratio varied
from school to school. Only one New York metropolitan area
school used a different model. The Wurtzweiler School of
Social Work of Yeshiva University has the field work
students advised by their practice teacher. It is important
to note, however, that one-third of their practice teachers
are adjuncts, not full-time faculty.

The result of the survey germane to this study is the
personnel engaged in field advising. In the eighteen
schools surveyed, Field Advising was done by:

Only full-time tenure track faculty: 5 schools
Only tenure track or clinical professors: 1 school
Only full-time Field Work Department staff: 4 schools
Only by part-time adjuncts 1 school
Mix of full-time faculty, part-time ad­
juncts, field work staff and field faculty: 7 schools

One-third of the schools had field advising done by
only full-time faculty, in contrast to none in New York 
City.



It was clear in our phone conversations that the per­
sonnel involved in field advising was undergoing a change, 
planned or not. In some cases, like the experience at 
Columbia, the shift from mostly full-time to the use of some 
part-time field advisors was unplanned. In some cases the 
move was actually being made in the other direction. Here 
are some of the more telling comments:

University of Washington: "Full-time faculty did
advising until this year. Starting in 1992 all field 
advising will be done by the Field Work Department. Faculty 
did the job poorly and the agencies complained."

Case Western Reserve: "We used to have faculty do it
but they were too consumed with their research projects and 
other functions so that field advising got short changed - 
no follow through."

University of Tennessee: "We had some advising done by
part-timers because of faculty vacancies, but this year all 
of it will be done by full-time faculty."

Nowhere in our discussions did anyone say that they 
evaluated the use of different personnel in the role of 
field advising and planned accordingly. The number of part- 
time faculty being used, however, should make such an 
evaluation interesting, if not necessary.



CHAPTER 6 
ESTABLISHING THE BASELINE

Kahn Dissertation 1981
In 1981 Sandra Kahn did a dissertation at Columbia 

University School of Social Work entitled "An Analysis of 
the Relationship Between Social Work Schools and Field 
Placement Agencies in Their Joint Task of Educating Social 
Workers". In this study, Kahn looked at six schools of 
social work in 1975-76 in the metropolitan area; Columbia, 
Wurzweiler, Adelphi, Fordham, New York University and 
Hunter. Quantitative material in the document that related 
to field advising has been extracted to see if a picture of 
field advising at Columbia that predates this one can be es­
tablished. Kahn presents results in the form of "all" 
schools where there is not a significant difference among 
them. Kahn breaks out the individual material when there 
are significant differences. In other words, aggregate 
material is as true for Columbia on those dimensions as 
Columbia-specific material is on others.



TABLE 2
In the academic year 1975-76 Kahn surveyed:

School # Students # Field Instructors
Columbia 43 33
Wurzweiler 53 31
Adelphi 30 26
Fordham 75 32
NYU 53 28
Hunter 31 30
Total 285 180

In 1975-76 Columbia had 563 students in field work. 
Forty-three or 7.6% of them were included in this survey. 
Columbia had 274 field instructors, of whom thirty-three or 
12% were included in the survey. These are not large num­
bers to be sure. These findings are presented for a frame 
of reference only.

The following is a synopsis of Kahn's findings from the 
student perspective. Remember that if the material pre­
sented represents all schools, then all schools scored about 
the same; when Columbia is singled out, it scored differ­
ently than the rest.1

56.5% of all students said that the relationship 
between their Field Advisor and their field 
instructor was distant

9.3% of Columbia students said the relationship was 
close (the lowest score of the six schools)

19.3% of all students said Field Advisors made a
strong effort in their social work education to 
integrate class and field

46.7% of all students said that the Field Advisor made 
hardly any, or no effort at all, to integrate 
class and field



75.8% of all students said the Field Advisor had
hardly any, or no influence on Agency service

75.0% of all students rated their Field Advisor as an 
average educator

23.3% of Columbia students rated their Field Advisors 
as above average or excellent practitioners

27.9% of Columbia students rated their Field Advisors 
as poor or below average practitioners

63.5% of all students said the Field Advisor had no,
or hardly any effect on their social work
education. Of all the schools, Columbia ranked 
last on this dimension.

Since the integration of class and field is one of the 
most important functions of the Field Advisor (called Liai­
son in most places) the linkage would be an important compo­
nent at which to look. Table 3 looks at who influences 
this.2

TABLE 3
Efforts of the Key Actors in Social Work Education 
to Integrate Classroom Content with Field Experience

as Rated by Students 
(N=285)

Kev Actors
Strong
Effort

Some
Effort

Hardly 
Anv Effort

No
Effort

Field Advisor 19.3% 34.0% 26.3% 20.4%
Methods Teacher 48.1% 41.1% 7.7% 3.2%
Other Teachers 14.7% 63.9% 15.8% 5.7%
Field Instructor 27.4% 35.4% 25. 6% 11.6%

Kahn addresses the fact that these findings raise 
doubts as to the presumed role of the Field Advisor.3 Per­
ceived as having one foot in the school and one foot in the 
placement, as it were, this person is expected, in the lit­
erature and in schools of social work education, to be the 
bridge, link, liaison that integrates class and field.



Is this lack of seeing the Field Advisor as the one who 
integrates class and field due to the fact that the Advisor 
is perceived as, or is actually identified more closely 
with, one "camp” than the other? Two more tables from Kahn 
are interesting on this point. First, Table 4 4 which asks 
the student to rate those involved in social work education 
as Educators:

TABLE 4
Student Ratings of Field Instructor, Faculty Field 

Advisor, Method Teacher as Educator 
(N=285)

Catecrorv
Excel­
lent

Above
Averaae Averaae

Below
Averaae Poor

Method Teacher 
Field Instructor 
Field Advisor

33.0%
24.6%
21.6%

34.0%
27.7%
23.2%

18.2% 
29.1% 
30.2%

7.7%
10.5%
9.8%

5.3%
6.7%
10.2%

Second, Table 55 which asks the student to rate those 
involved in social work education as Practitioners:

TABLE 5
Student Ratings of Field Instructor, Faculty Field 

Advisor, Method Teacher as Practitioners
(N=285)

Cateaory
Excel­
lent

Above
Averaae Averaae

Below
Averaae Poor

Method Teacher 34.0% 33.7% 20.0% 2.5% 3.9%
Field Instructor 26.3% 31.6% 23.9% 7.7% 3.9%
Field Advisor 21.1% 25.6% 26.3% 7.7% 7.7%

Kahn follows this table with an explanation of school- 
to-school differences saying "there were fewer students from 
Columbia (23.3%) than from other schools who saw their fac­
ulty advisors as above average or excellent practitioners. 
This group also reflected the largest number (27.9%) who



viewed the advisor as a poor or below average practition­
ers."6 This is pictured in Table 67:

TABLE 6
Student Ratings of Faculty Advisors as Practitioners

by School Means 
(N=285)

School Mean Scale
Columbia 2.349 5 = Excellent
Wurzweiler 3.491 4 = Above Average
Adelphi 3.100 3 = Average
Fordham 3.307 2 = Below Average
NYU 3.000 1 = Poor
Hunter 3.129

In neither identity, as educator or practitioner, does 
the Field Advisor rate well against Method Teachers or Field 
Instructors. Kahn explores this further. Kahn asks the 
students to measure the impact these three actors have had 
on their social work education and includes the influence of 
fellow students as well. See Table 78:

TABLE 7
Student Ratings of Field, Faculty and 

Student Influence on Social Work Education
(N=285)

Not
Catecrorv Verv Somewhat Hardlv at All
Field Instructor 51.9% 27.8% 13.3% 7.. 0%
Methods Teacher 33.7% 42.0% 16.5% 7.,8%
Field Advisor 10.9% 25.6% 28.8% 34,.7%
Fellow Students 28.4% 51.9% 14.7% 5,.0%

"The faculty field advisor comes through as the person 
having the least influence on student education. In fact,



64.5 percent of the respondents picture the advisor as hav-
• Q . . . #ing hardly any or no effect at a l l A g a i n ,  it is worth it 
to break this out by school. Table 810 does just that:

TABLE 8
Student Perceptions of the Influence of Key Actors 

on Social Work Education by School Means
(N=285)

Field Methods Field Fellow
School N Instructor Teacher Advisor Students
Columbia 43 2.9 3.1 1.8 2.9
Wurzweiler 53 3.5 3.1 2.3 3.3
Adelphi 30 3.2 3.1 2.1 2.9
Fordham 75 3.1 2.8 2.0 3.0
NYU 53 3.4 3.2 2.2 3.0
Hunter 31 3.3 3.4 2.8 3.3
Total 285 3.2 3.1 2.2 3.1
4=Very Influential, 3=Somewhat Influential, 2=Hardly 
Influential, l=Not at All Influential

In order to get a grasp of how the Field Advisor could 
be perceived as so uninfluential in the students7 social 
work education two factors might be looked at, and the data 
appear in Kahn7s work. One factor would be the frequency of 
contact and the other, what topics were discussed.

On the first factor, frequency of contact, Kahn noted 
that students reported infrequent contact, and even none, 
when everything was going well. Students perceived the 
reason for contact with a Field Advisor to be centered on 
crisis situations in the field.11

As to the content of student-Field Advisor conversa­
tion, Kahn catalogued those topics that were discussed, and



• 1 othose topics that were not. * Among the topics discussed
(by percent of students reporting that they were) were:

Field Assignment (41.4%)
Evaluation of Placement (39.0%)
Assessment of Practice Skills (35.0%) 
Integration of Class and Field (24.5%) 
Problems with Field Instructor (23.5%) 
Problems in Practice Skills (18.9%)
Class Work (10.2%)

Kahn's work reports that there were significant differ­
ences among schools (which is not broken out) but that 
"Integration of Class and Field" was consistent among stu­
dents from different schools. As to what was hardly ever, 
or never discussed:

Personal Problems (71.6%)
Class Work (55.1%)
Problems with Field Instructor (50.2%) 
Practice Problems (49.1%)
Integration of Class and Field (24.5%) 
Evaluation of Placement (34.4%) 
Assessment of Practice Skills (32.2%) 
Field Assignment (26.3%)

Equally important in looking at Field Advising is the 
perception of field instructors. The following is a synop­
sis of Kahn's findings from the field instructor perspec­
tive. As with the student data, if the material presented 
represents all schools, then all schools scored about the 
same; when Columbia is singled out it scored significantly 
different from the rest.13

41.7% of all field instructors said their relationship 
with the Field Advisor was distant.



59.

24.4% of all field instructors said their relationship 
with the Field Advisor was close but only 18.2% 
of Columbia field instructors said the same.

33.9% of all field instructors said the Field Advisor 
was "Quite a Bit" or "Very" influential in 
setting expectations for their performance as a 
supervisor but 32.8% said the Field Advisor had 
hardly any or no influence at all.

70.6% of all field instructors said the Field Advisor 
had minimal influence on agency service.

33.9% of all field instructors said the Field Advisor 
had hardly any, or no influence at all on 
student education in the field.

16.7% of all field instructors said the Field Advisor 
was very influential on student education in the 
field.

3.0% of Columbia field instructors said the Field
Advisor was very influential; Columbia scored
sixth out of six on this variable.

50.0% of all field instructors said the Field Advisor 
was quite a bit, or very influential on 
expectations of student performance in the 
field.

16.8% of them said the Field Advisor had hardly any, 
or no influence at all on expectations.

63.6% of Columbia field instructors said the Field
Advisor was quite a bit, or very influential in
deciding who passes and fails field work. 
Columbia ranked fifth out of six schools on this 
dimension.

27.2% of Columbia field instructors said the Field 
Advisor frequently discussed the field 
instructors' supervisory practice; Columbia 
ranked fifth.

63.6% of Columbia field instructors said the Field 
Advisor rarely discussed student supervisory 
practice. Overall, of all the schools, field 
instructors felt that the schools concentrated 
little on the development of their teaching 
skills.

57.6% of Columbia field instructors rated the Field 
Advisor as an above average or excellent 
educator. (Columbia ranked fourth out of six.)



51.5% of Columbia field instructors rated the Field 
Advisor as an above average or excellent 
practitioner. (Columbia ranked second out of 
six.)

36.3% of Columbia field instructors rated the Field 
Advisor as an above average or excellent 
scholar. (Columbia ranked third out of six.)

Field Instructors were asked the level of influence 
various key actors in the school/agency community had on 
their performance as student supervisors. The following 
Table 914 explicates the findings:

TABLE 9
Influence of Key Actors on Setting Expectations 

For a Field Instructors Performance 
As a Student Supervisor 

(N=180)

Key Actor
Very
Influ­
ential

Quite 
a Bit

Some­
what Hardlv

Not 
at All

Field Advisor 17.8% 16.1% 25.0% 17.8% 15.0%
Your Agency Supervisor 17.8% 12.2% 17.8% 13.9% 22.8%
Other Field Instructors 4.4% 15.0% 17.2% 18.3% 33.9%
Field Work Department 8.9% 12.8% 20.6% 20.6% 26.7%
Yourself 87.9% 8.9% --- --- ---

If the Field Advisor is the link between class and 
field, in addition to integrating both, the Advisor should 
have an effect on field instructor teaching and student 
learning. Above was an overall picture of the effect Field 
Advisors have on field instructor teaching from the field 
instructors' viewpoint. Next, by school, is a comparison of 
the topics discussed by Field Advisors with field instruc­
tors. Of importance is how highly ranked is discussion of 
their supervisory practice. Table 1015:



TABLE 10
Comparisons by School of Areas Discussed 
Frequently with Faculty Field Advisor 

As Identified by Field Instructor Responses
(N=180)

F ie ld
Instructor

School N
Agency
Service

Student
Practice

Supervisory
Practice

School
Curriculum

Columbia 33 36.4% 63.7% 27.2% 36.6%
Wurzweiler 31 29.0% 93.5% 48.4% 22.6%
Adelphi 26 34.6% 96.2% 57.7% 15.3%
Fordham 32 34.4% 53.2% 12.5% 31.3%
NYU 28 32.2% 57.1% 39.2% 21.4%
Hunter 30 40.0% 93.4% 46.7% 36.7%
Total 180 24.5% 75.6% 37.8% 27.7%

If one of a Field Advisor's concerns is field instruc­
tors as teachers this was a little discussed dimension with 
the Columbia field instructors. Much higher rated was the 
discussion of Student Practice, but, though it was discussed 
more than the field instructor as teacher, Columbia ranked 
fourth out of six in having this area as part of field 
instructor-Field Advisor communication. Below is the field 
instructors' view of the Advisors' impact on student educa­
tion, another glance at the same question. Table ll16:

TABLE 11
Influence on Student Education of Field Instructor, 

Method Teacher, Field Advisor and Students 
As perceived by the Field Instructor Respondents

(N=180)

Key Actors
Very

Influential Somewhat Hardly
Not 
at All

Field Instructor 82.8%
Methods Teacher 52.8%.
Field Advisor 16.7%
Students____________ 38.9%

15.0%
41.1%
45.0%
41.7%

2.8%
30.0%
13.9%

1.1%
3.9%
1.7%



"The faculty field advisor was viewed as having the 
least impact upon student education. Approximately 20 per­
cent more of the respondents saw the students as more influ­
ential on their own education than the faculty field advi­
sor."17 The following, Table 1218 breaks this out by 
school.

TABLE 12
Comparison by School of Key Actors 
Judged by Field Instructors as Very 
Influential on Student Education 

(N=180)
Field Method Field

School N Instructor Teacher Advisor Students
Columbia 33 84.8% 56.6% 3.0% 36.4%
Wurzweiler 31 93.5% 67.7% 29.0% 29.0%
Adelphi 26 80.8% 26.9% 15.4% 34.6%
Fordham 32 78.1% 59.4% 15.6% 56.3%
NYU 28 82.1% 46.4% 17.9% 35.7%
Hunter 30 76.7% 53.3% 20.0% 40.0%
Total 180 82.8% 52.8% 16.7% 39.9%

In breaking out the schools, specifically to look at 
the Field Advisor impact on student education as perceived 
by field instructors, Field Advisors, in each school, rank 
fourth behind field instructors, method teachers and stu­
dents. In no instance do Field Advisors fare well, but for 
Columbia, the perception is extreme. Equally as important
as influence on student education is the influence on stu-

. • IQdent performance in the field. Table 13 3:



TABLE 13
Field Instructors Perceptions of the Degree of 
Influence of Key Actors on Expectations of 

Student Performance in the Field 
(N-180)

Kev Actor
Very
Influ­
ential

Quite 
a Bit

Some­
what Hardlv

Not 
at All

Field Instructor 88.3% 6.7% 1.1% m  mm 1.1%
Field Advisor 22.2% 27.8% 26.7% 12.2% 5.6%
Field Work Dept. 10.6% 18.9% 27.2% 13.9% 21.7%
Class Room Teacher 6.1% 14.4% 22.8% 23.3% 25.6%
Acrencv Exec. 8.9% 8.3% 25.6% 24.4% 24.4%

And finally, how did field instructors view Field
Advisors as Educators, Practitioners, and Scholars, arguably
the parts of the sum that make up their role? Table 1420:

TABLE 14
Field Instructors Ratings, By School 

Of the Faculty Field Advisor 
As an Excellent and Above Average 
Educator, Practitioner and Scholar 

(N=180)

School N Educator Practitioner Scholar
Columbia 33 
Wurzweiler 31 
Adelphi 26 
Fordham 32 
NYU 28 
Hunter 3 0

57.6% 51.5% 
61.3% 48.4% 
57.7% 42.3% 
43.8% 34.3% 
42.8% 42.9% 
66.4% 56.7%

36.3%
67.8%
34.6%
31.3%
35.8%
60.0%

Total 180 55.0% 46.1% 44.1%

Interestingly, Columbia Field Advisors ranked fourth 
out of six as Educators, second out of six as Practitioners, 
and third out of six as scholars. It is too bad that Kahn's 
study nowhere asked Field Advisors perceptions of themselves 
on any of the dimensions of their role.



The discussion of the students' responses in Kahn's 
work ended with the question: How often did the partici­
pants meet and what was discussed? What was discussed 
between field instructors and Field Advisors has already 
been covered in Table 10 cited above. The interest there 
was to look at Field Advisor attention to the teaching role 
of field instructors but also delineated was the fact that 
they talked primarily about that, agency service, student 
performance, and the schools' curriculum. Kahn addressed 
how often field instructors and Field Advisors met in Table

TABLE 15
Frequency of Meetings Between Field Instructors and Faculty 

Field Advisors Compared by Schools 
(N=180)

School N
Once a 
Semester Monthlv

As
Needed
Basis

At
Evaluation
Time Other

Columbia 33 12.1% 21.2% 33.3% 30.3%
Wurzweiler 31 38.7% 6.5% 32.3% 9.7% 9.7%
Adelphi 26 50.0% 11.5% 3.8% 7.7% 23.1%
Fordham 32 43.8% --- 15.6% 9.4% 31.3%
NYU 28 25.0% 17.9% 25.0% 10.7% 17.9%
Hunter 30 30.0% 13.3% 20.0% 10.0% 26.7%
Total 180 32.8% 11.7% 22.2% 7.8% 23 . 3%

Nearly a quarter of the respondents chose "Other” as a 
category of frequency of meeting. "The following comments 
are illustrative of responses to the requests made in the 
questionnaire to specify what 'other' represented: 'did not 
meet'...'never met'...'no meetings'...'rare contact'...



'seldom met7...'two phone calls7...'met only as I requested7 
...'never7."22

This overview of Columbia University School of Social 
Work Field Advising in 1975-76 is not a very positive one. 
Overall, from both the student and field instructor perspec­
tive, Field Advisors and field instructors were more often 
distant than close, Field Advisors were not strongly effec­
tive in integrating class and field, and Field Advisors had 
little effect on the students7 social work education.

Columbia Survey 1991
The issue of field advising, and specifically the use 

of part-time faculty to do field advising, was a topic of 
ongoing discussion at Columbia in July 1990. A series of 
memos between a group of the faculty, the Field Work Policy 
Committee, and the Associate Dean articulated some of the 
issues. Briefly, a group of the faculty were concerned 
about the increased reliance on part-time faculty to do 
field advising. They posited that part-time faculty would 
not have the knowledge or "clout" that full-time faculty 
have and would thus be less effective. The Dean, in his 
"State-of-the-School: Significant Changes and Future Direc­
tions" speech of March 29, 1990 framed the issue thus: we do 
not know enough to have a position. He charged the Field 
Work Policy Committee accordingly; "(1) to acquire better 
data about the relative field advising capabilities of full­
time and part-time faculty, and (2) to develop effective



mechanisms for averting whatever problems might be encoun­
tered by part-time field advisors that would be due to their 
not being full-time employees."

The Field Work Policy Committee is a standing committee 
in the school's governance structure. It is made up of 
approximately eight full-time faculty and three students.
The Assistant Dean, Director of Field Work, is an ex-officio 
member. The same two positions were evident on the Commit­
tee. One position was that field advising should be done by 
full-time faculty and full-time faculty should be doing 
field advising. The rationale was that full-time faculty 
knew the school better, were more invested, and should be 
connected to the field in some active way.

Because of these discussions, and the lack of data, a 
survey was undertaken. Only the McVickar campus, which had 
approximately five hundred students in field work, was 
engaged in the study. The other campus, Purchase, had one 
hundred and twenty-five students in field work, but a 
program of mandatory field advising groups that was differ­
ent from the main campus.

Both students and field instructors were surveyed about 
field advising. The survey for the students was quite 
lengthy (see Appendix One) while the survey for the field 
instructors was very brief (see Appendix Two). The student 
survey was pretested on students in two classes that were 
conducted by a faculty member of the Field Work Policy 
Committee. The Field Instructor Survey, because of its



brevity, was not pretested. When the overall survey was 
conducted the surveys were distributed to students through 
their mail folders at school and there were two boxes set 
up, one near the mail folders and one outside the Field Work 
Office for their returns. One hundred and nineteen (119) 
students, or approximately 20%, returned their surveys. 
Surveys were mailed to four hundred and ten (410) Field 
Instructors and they were requested to mail them back. 
Ninety-eight (98) or approximately 20% did as well. The 
surveys were anonymous, but they were coded so that it was 
clear whether the responder had a full or part-time Field 
Advisor.

TABLE 16
Percent of Responding Students and Field Instructors with

Full or Part-Time Field Advisors
Full-Time Part-Time

Students (N=119) 51.3 48.7
Field Instructors (N=98) 43.8 56.3

The distribution of full and part-time Field Advisors in the 
returns closely reflected the actual distribution for the 
year: 50% of the field advising was done by full-time and 
50% was done by part-time Advisors.

Student Response
The survey of the students asked them to identify their 

method, program, and placement field of practice. It then 
asked them to rank the amount of activity in nine field



advising activities on a four point scale of Very Much, 
Adequate Amount, Minimal Amount, and Not At All. These 
field advising activities were : (1) providing advice and 
support; (2) assisting in solving field work problems; (3) 
assisting in negotiating between school and/or agency 
systems; (4) clarifying school policies and expectations;
(5) monitoring student's learning progress in the field; (6) 
helping students focus on or understand learning goals and 
learning style; (7) clarifying congruence and differences 
between class and field work; (8) monitoring the quality of 
field work arrangements; and (9) referring students to 
educational or other resources.

The survey went on to ask how many times the student 
met with the advisor, were the meetings individual or in 
groups, how useful were the meetings, who initiated the 
meetings, how knowledgeable and available was the Field 
Advisor, and what problems did the student and the Advisor 
work on or discuss? Answers to these questions were yes or 
no, specific numbers as in the case of number of meetings, 
or the same four point scale described above (Very, Moder­
ately, Minimally, Not At All).



TABLE 17
Percent of Student Having Either Full or Part-Time Advisors 

and Their Satisfaction Levels on Twelve Variables
(N=119)

Very or 
Moderatelv

Minimally, 
Not At All

F.T. P.T. F.T. P.T.
Overall Satisfaction 75.4 60.3 24.6 39.7
Provide Advice and Suooort 72.1 55.2 27.9 44.8
Assist Solve Field Work Problems 63.3 55.6 36.7 44.4
Necrotiated School and Aaency 63 .9 57.4 36.1 44.4
Clarify School Policy. Procedures 57.4 54.4 42.6 45.6
Monitored Student Learnincr 60.7 46.6 39.3 53.4
Helped with Leanina Goals 37.7 41.1 62. 3 58.6
Clarified Class and Field 44.3 31.6 55.7 68.4
Monitored Ouality Field Work 59.0 51.7 41.0 48.3
Referred to Resources 41.0 23.2 59.0 76.8
Knowledcreable 83 .6 69.6 16.4 30.4
Available 86.9 75.9 13.1 24.1

Presenting the data in percentages indicates a 
substantial difference between student satisfaction with 
full and part-time Advisors on many of the variables. 
Presented as Mean Scores, however, it showed no significant 
difference.

TABLE 18
Mean Scores of Student Satisfaction 

on Twelve Variables 
(N=119)

1 = Verv. 2 = Moderately. 3 = Minimally, 4 = Not At All
Full-Time Part-Time Sig.

Overall Satisfaction 1.92 2.22
Provdide Advice and Support 1.98 2.31
Assist Solve Field Work Problems 2.23 2.53
Clarify School Policy, Procedures 2.33 2.56
Monitor Student Learning 2.34 2.53
Help Student with Learning Goal 2.75 2.66
Clarify Class and Field 2.74 2.98
Monitor Quality Field work 2.31 2.41
Refer Student to Resources 2.75 3.13
Knowledgeable 1.79 2.05
Available 1.77 1.90



Field Instructor Response
Field instructors were asked what type of agency they 

were at, the length of time they had been a field 
instructor, the year, method, and program of their current 
student, how many times they met with the Field Advisor, and 
any suggestions they had for the school to improve field 
advising. On the same four point scale of Very, Moderately, 
Minimally, and Not At All Satisfied, they were asked to rate 
if the meetings with the Field Advisor covered their agenda, 
and how satisfied they were with field advising in 1990- 
1991.

TABLE 19
Percent of Field Instructors Having Either Full or Part-Time 

Advisors and Their Satisfaction Levels on Two Variables
(N=98)

Very or 
Moderately

Minimally, 
Not At All

F.T. P.T. F.T. P.T.
Meetings with Field Advisor 
Covered Aaenda 88.1 90.6 11.9 9.4
Overall Satisfactionss with 
Field Advisina 83.3 85.2 16.7 14.8

TABLE 20
Mean Scores of Field Instructor Satisfaction 

on Two Variables by Full and Part-Time Advisors
(N=98)

1 = Very. 2 = Moderately. 3 = Minimallv. 4 = Not At All
Full-Time Part-Time

Meetings with Field Advisor 
Covered Aaenda 1.32 1.58
Overall Satisfaction with 
Field Advisina 1.56 1.75

The results of these surveys bear out the literature.
Field Advising is not viewed very positively by students*23



The results of these surveys bear out the literature. 
Field Advising is not viewed very positively by students23 
but is more positively viewed by field instructors.24

TABLE 21
Mean Scores of Student and Field Instructor Overall 

Satisfaction with Field Advising 
by Full and Part-time Advisors

1 = Very. 2 = Moderatelv. 3 = Minimallv. 4 = Not At All
Full-Time Part-Time

Student Overall Satisfaction 1.92 
fN = 119}

2.22

Field Instructor Overall Satisfaction 1.56 
(N = 98)

1.75

This is believed to be, however, the first study to look at 
differential rates of satisfaction with full and part-time 
Advisors.

Summary
The surveys bore out the literature to date but also 

expanded it by addressing the issue of full and part-time 
advisors. The student data presented in Percentages is 
telling in that neither full or part-time Advisors fared 
very well. In standard academic grading (A = 90%+, B =
80%+, C = 70%+, D = 60%+) full-time faculty got a C+ in 
field advising. A reading of some of the twelve variables 
is very telling. On clarifying class and field, and helping 
with learning goals, two particularly academic items on 
which full-time faculty could be anticipated to be quite 
strong, less than 50% of the students viewed them as very or



moderately helpful. In fact, on helping with learning 
goals, part-timers actually scored marginally, though not 
significantly, higherl

When the data was addressed in Mean Scores, there was 
no significant difference between student satisfaction with 
either full or part-time advisors.
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CHAPTER 7
INTERVENTION

Based on the initial analysis of the 1991 surveys, 
which only looked at the percentage point difference in sat­
isfaction with full and part-time Field Advisors, a series 
of small interventions were made during the 1991-1992 aca­
demic year. Not one was a large, or macro, intervention. 
Rather, the hope was that a cluster of small changes and 
actions would effect more improvement than any single one. 
The interventions made are offered in the chronological or­
der in which they were implemented.

June, July and August 1991: made more explicit and 
tightened the criteria for hiring part-time Field Advisors. 
The criteria implemented were three. All applicants for the 
position must (1) have ten years of post-Masters, agency 
based experience; (2) be an experienced field instructor;
(3) have a home or office phone machine and the ability to 
return calls within twenty-four hours of receiving them. 
Previously part-time Field Advisors were simply known to the 
Director of Field Work as former field instructors, but 
there was no minimum standard of agency-based practice or 
the ascertaining of availability. Likewise, it is important 
to note that not all faculty at the school who do field ad­



vising meet these criteria, and even Practice Faculty may 
not meet the criteria of ten years practice experience in an 
agency.

July 1991: rewrote the Field Work Manual to include 
Part-Time Field Advisors in the section of Field Advising. 
This was to add legitimacy to their existence.

August 1991: divided the thirty part-time Field Advi­
sors into two groups. The first group, sixteen brand new 
part-time Field Advisors, would have the Director of Field 
Work as their primary contact in the Field Work Department. 
If they had any question, concern, or suggestion they were 
to call the Director who would get back to them in a maximum 
of one day. The second group of fourteen experienced part- 
time Field Advisors had as their primary contact one 
Assistant Director of Field Work who likewise would be back 
in touch within a day or less. "Experienced" was defined as 
one or more years of field advising experience at Columbia. 
The Assistant Director would report to the Director any 
calls from part-time Field Advisors so that the Director 
would always be aware of the flow, or amount of 
communication, and the concerns or questions that had arisen 
among the part-time Advisors.

Also, during this month, the Orientation to Field Work 
materials used by faculty during the six hours of Orienta­
tion for new students in September were rewritten to include



greater specificity about the field advising role. Feedback 
received from the faculty was positive.

September 1991: instituted a mandatory, monthly seminar 
with all part-time Field Advisors led by the Director of 
Field Work. There were two groups for the seminars. One 
group was of the new Field Advisors and the second was of 
the experienced ones. Each month, for each group, one hour 
was devoted to a substantive issue: curriculum changes, 
Fields of Practice, Methods, Programs and Sequences, feed­
back from the Field Work Policy Committee, gatekeeping, and 
the activities appropriate for the next month. The second 
hour was devoted to individual student problems which usu­
ally led to fruitful discussions.

Also this month the use of Phone Mail was structured. 
(Phone Mail is the Columbia form of phone message machines.) 
The structure was that any Field Advisor who had a problem 
or a question that occurred after five o'clock, and could or 
should not wait until the next day, was instructed to call 
the phone line of the Director of Field Work. The Director 
picked up the calls every evening at nine and returned them 
between nine and ten p.m. unless informed by the Field Advi­
sor to do otherwise. This practice was extended to all 
Field Advisors, not just part-time ones.

At the end of the month, one office was located to be 
the Part-Time Field Advisors' Office (full-time faculty do­
ing advising had their own offices). While individual mail



folders for each of the part-time Field Advisors had been 
instituted in the Field Work Office the year before, this 
was the first-time they had a specific office of their own. 
It may seem ridiculous to applaud one office for thirty 
part-time Field Advisors, which necessitated a rather 
complicated sign-up system, but they viewed this as a 
significant improvement. Also, it meant that students were 
seeing their Advisor in a regular space month after month 
rather than wandering all over the building trying to find 
them for their appointments.

October 1991: the same Assistant Director of Field Work 
who acted as the liaison to the fourteen experienced Field 
Advisors began providing technical assistance to any part- 
time Field Advisor bringing a student to the Committee on 
Students (COS). Bringing a student to the COS for problems 
in the field is usually a painful experience for the Advisor 
as well as for the student. Procedures are rigidly adhered 
to and several memos supporting the reason for bringing the 
student must be prepared. The Assistant Director ensured 
that the procedures were followed and helped prepare what 
are called the Short and Long memos. This made bringing 
students to the COS a less traumatic experience, at least 
for the Field Advisor.

Also this month, separate meetings were established for 
those part-time Field Advisors who were carrying Social 
Administration students. These students make up less than



eight percent of the students in field work but their field 
program is entirely different from everyone else's. This 
extra support to the part-time Field Advisors was in re­
sponse to Social Administration students' concern that 
advisors did not understand their assignments and practicum.

Part-time Field Advisors were very appreciative of the 
changes that were made. They expressed feeling more con­
nected to the School and the Field Work Department. They 
said they felt more supported and more prepared to do their 
job.

Why These Interventions Were Made
As described above, the results of the 1991 survey in­

dicated that there should be an attempt made to improve the 
satisfaction rate with field advising, particularly among 
students. The scores were too low if you view this as an 
important function, and allocate it significant resources. 
The changes made were discreet and small with the hope that 
they would have an aggregate effect. Even though the data, 
when further analyzed by mean scores, showed no significant 
difference in satisfaction levels between full and part-time 
Field Advisors, the part-time Advisors were targeted. It 
was decided to direct the activities toward the part-time 
Field Advisors for two reasons: (1) they had scored
marginally lower than the full-time faculty in the surveys 
about field advising, and (2) the Field Work Department



could mandate a program for the part-time Advisors, 
authority it does not have with full-time faculty.

In making these changes the Field Work Department 
followed Wildofsky: "Planning... necessitates a causal 
theory connecting the planned actions with the desired 
future results. Planning also requires the ability to act 
on this theory; it requires power. To change the future, 
one must be able to get people to act differently than they 
otherwise would."1 As stated, it was only with the part- 
time Field Advisors that the Field Work Department had any 
power. In fact, over the past two years four part-time 
Field Advisors have been let go because they did not meet 
adequate standards in their field advising. During the same 
time two full-time faculty did not meet any standards, yet 
the Field Work Department could do little. Also, there was 
some hope that if the changes made part-time Field Advisors 
substantially better at their job, full-time faculty might 
seek out the same training and coordination that the Field 
Work Department offered. (Of course, the reverse was also 
possible. If the part-time Field Advisors received a more 
positive evaluation than full-time faculty, some of whom do 
not want to do field advising anyway, they may say the case 
is made for it all to be done by part-timers.)

In addition to having power over the part-timers there 
was another reason for directing the planned change at a 
smaller unit. Lindblom best described the reason as the 
"art of sub-optimizing." He postulates that it is possible



to solve ”... some lower-level problems, and that difficul­
ties increase and our special competence diminishes by an 
order of magnitude with every level of decision making we 
attempt to ascend.”2

Sub-optimizing was an important consideration in 
designing any intervention to be made in 1991-1992. The 
feeling was that changes to improve the situation needed to 
be made but there was no data to inform what the plan or 
model should be. The only data available, on arguably too 
small a sample, was the Kahn dissertation referenced above.3 
Without data of any kind it would have been premature to 
make a major change which would no doubt have philosophical, 
political and budget ramifications.

In addition to lacking data to support a major change, 
"sub-optimizing” was important for another reason. To make 
any major change in the model, or operation, of Field 
Advising at Columbia would require the cooperation of at 
least the following committees: Field Work Policy
Committee, Committee on Instruction, Committee on Academic 
Appointment if there were to be a change in faculty roles, 
and the School Council. The first three committees have 
approximately fifteen members drawn from the faculty, 
administration and student body. The last, the School 
Council, has over sixty-five members drawn from the same 
three groups. In 1990-1991 the Field Work Department went 
though the process of having all field instructors awarded 
an adjunct academic status. This change in policy



(heretofore only field instructors with years of experience 
were awarded this status), upon which everyone agreed, and 
which had no cost implications, took seventeen months and 
nine committee meetings to resolve.
As stated, it appeared from the analysis of the percentage 
point spread between satisfaction with full and part-time 
Field Advisors that an intervention should be made within 
the academic year. This would have been precluded if the 
committee process had been engaged.
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CHAPTER EIGHT 
MEASURING THE IMPACT

Columbia Survey 1992
The survey of students and field instructors was re­

peated in May 1992. The same surveys were distributed in 
the same way as the previous year. The return rate, 
however, was higher. One hundred and forty one or twenty- 
eight percent of the students completed the questionnaire. 
Two hundred and thirteen, or fifty-two percent of the field 
instructors did the same. The proportion of full and part- 
time Field Advisors mirrored the actual distribution as 
shown in Table 22. In the 1991-1992 academic year thirty- 
five percent of the students had full-time Field Advisors as 
compared with sixty-five percent who had part-time ones.

Table 22
Percent of Responding Students and Field Instructors 

with Full or Part Time Field Advisors
Full Time Part Time

Students fN=141} 35.2 64.8
Field Instructors (N=213) 37.2 62.8

Student Response
The student response in 1992 exactly mirrored the 

response in 1991. Again, the differences were stark if one



only looked at percentages. Differences evaporate when one 
examines mean scores.

Table 23
Percent of Students having Either Full of Part-Time Advisors 

and Their Satisfaction Levels on Twleve Variables
(N=141)

Very or 
Moderately

Minimally, 
Not At All

F.T. P.T. F.T. P.T.
Overall Satisfaction 58.0 48.9 42.0 51.1
Provides Advice and Support 50.0 43.5 50.0 56.5
Assist Solve Field Work Problems 42.0 37.8 58.0 62.2
Necrotiated School and Aaencv 36.0 31.9 64.0 68.1
Clarifv School Policv. Procedures 38.0 34.1 62.0 65.9
Monitored Student Learnina 40.0 37.0 60.0 63.0
Helped with Learnina Goals 30.6 27.5 69.4 72.5
Clarified Class and Field 22.6 14.3 78.0 85.7
Monitored Oualitv Field Work 44.0 29.3 56.0 70.7
Referred to Resources 32.0 18.7 68.0 81.3
Knowledaeable 70.0 57.1 30.0 42.9
Available 64.0 69.6 36.0 30.4

Table 24
Mean Scores for Student Satisfaction 

on Twelve Variables 
(N=141)

1 = Very. 2 = Moderately. 3 = Minimally. 4 = Not At All__ _________ zz-- r___________ -̂- 1 Full-Time Part-Time Sia.
Overall Satisfaction 2.40 2.59
Provides Advice and Support 2.44 2.65
Assist Solve Field Work Problems 2.64 2.90
Neaotiated School and Aaencv 2.80 3.01
Clarifv School Policv. Procedures 2.80 2.93
Monitored Student Learnina 2.64 2.79
Helped with Learnina Goals 2.98 3.11
Clarified Class and Field 3.22 3.41
Monitored Oualitv Field Work 2.64 2.94
Referred to Resources 3.10 3.29
Knowledaeab1e 2.04 2.37
Available 2.14 2.10



Field Instructor Response
Field instructors were again surveyed in the same man­

ner. Surprising was the rate of return, two hundred and 
thirteen or fifty-two percent of the field instructors com­
pleted the survey. The same two questions were centered on: 
Did your meetings with the Field Advisor cover your agenda, 
and, overall how satisfied were you with field advising?

Table 25
Percent of Field Instructors Having Either Full or Part Time 

Advisors and Their Satisfaction Levels on Two Variables
(N=213)

Very or 
Moderatelv

Minimally or 
Not At All

F.T. P.T. F.T. P.T.
Meetings with Field Advisor 
Covered Aaenda 86.3 91.1 13.8 8.9
Overall Satisfaction with -
Field Advisina 85.0 78.5 15.0 21.5

Table 26
Mean Scores of Field Instructor Satisfaction 

on Two Variables by Full and Part Time Advisors
(N=213)

1 = Verv. 2 = Moderately. 3 = Minimallv. 4 = Not At All
Full Time Part Time

Meetings with Field Advisor 
Covered Aaenda 1.51 1.62
Overall Satisfaction with 
Field Advisina 1.62 1.86

The results were the same as in 1991: Field instruc­
tors were far more satisfied with their experience with 
field advising than were students. This was true whether 
the instructor had a full or part time advisor. See Table 
27 for student/field instructor comparison.



Table 27
Mean Scores for Student and Field Instructor Overall 

Satsfaction with Field Advising 
by Full and Part Time Advisors

______ ± ------ ¥ j t__ a ______ | Full Time Part Time
Students (N=141) 2.40 2.59
Field Instructors (N=141) 1.62 1.86

Summary
A baseline was established in 1991 on student and field 

instructor satisfaction with field advising. Looking at the 
percent differences it appeared that there was less satis­
faction with part-time Field Advisors. A series of inter­
ventions were implemented, described in Chapter 7. When 
further analysis was performed and showed that by mean score 
there was no significant difference in student and field 
instructor satisfaction with field advising by full or part- 
time Advisors the interventions were continued anyway. 
Part-time field advising had grown to 65% of all the field 
advising done at Columbia. To intervene and build knowledge 
and skill among the part-time Advisors was seen as poten­
tially having a positive effect on the majority of field 
advising. Alas, this was not the case. While the survey 
was repeated in 1992 and showed, again, no significant dif­
ference in student and field instructor satisfaction with 
full and part-time Advisors, it did, in the student surveys, 
show an overall drop in satisfaction with field advising as 
a whole. Table 28 presents all field advising (whether by



part-time or full-time advisors) and student satisfaction in 
mean scores for 1991 and 1992.

Table 28
Mean Scores for Student Satisfaction on Twelve 

Variables for All Advisors, 1991 and 1992
1 = Very. 2 = Moderately. 3 = Minimally. 4 = Not At All______ ± 1---S ______ 1------------------------ ^ ------ i 1991 

(N=119)
1992
fN=141) Sia.

Overall Satisfaction 2.07 2.52 ***
Provides Advice and Suooort 2.14 2.58 ***
Assist Solve Field Work Problems 2.38 2.81 **
Neaotiated School and Aaencv 2.44 2.94 ***
Clarifv School Policv. Procedures 2.44 2.89 * * *
Monitored Student Learnina 2.44 2.74 *
Heloed with Learnina Goals 2.71 3.06 **
Clarified Class and Field 2.86 3.34 ***
Monitored Oualitv Field Work 2.36 2.84 ***
Referred to Resources 2.93 3.22 *
Knowledaeable 1.91 2.26 **
Available 1.83 2.11 **
* = Sig. at .05, ** = Sig. at .01, *** = Sig. at .001

In 1991, 68.0% of all the students, who had either full 
or part time advisors, said that they were Very or Moder­
ately satisfied. By 1992 the percentage of students that 
satisfied drop 16 points to 52.1%. At the same time there 
was no such decline in satisfaction evidenced by the field 
instructors. See Table 29.

Table 29
Mean Scores for Field Instructor Satisfaction on 
Two Variables for All Advisors, 1991 and 1992

1991 1992
(N=98) (N=213)

Meetings with Advisor 
Covered Aaenda 1.45 1.54
Overall Satisfaction with
Field Advisina 1.66 1.76



CHAPTER NINE
EXPLANATIONS

In summary, student satisfaction with field advising 
could be categorized as fair in 1991. A number of interven­
tions were made, targeted at the part-time Field Advisors, 
who, in 1991 did 50% of the field advising, and in 1992 did 
65% of the field advising. By the time of the 1992 survey, 
student satisfaction had dropped from fair to poor. In 
neither year was there a significant difference in the stu­
dent satisfaction levels between full or part-time Field 
Advisors. In order to find out what had happened an attempt 
was made to set up three Focus Groups with second year stu­
dents in October 1992. They would only have experienced the 
field advising in the school year 1991-1992 but those who 
had experienced both years had already graduated.

Flyers were put in the mail folders of all the second 
year students at the McVickar Campus, approximately two hun­
dred and seventy students. The flyer asked students to sign 
up for one of three meetings to discuss field advising with 
the Assistant Dean and Director of Field Work. Since space 
would have to be limited only the first fifteen to sign up 
for each time slot could be accommodated. It was antici­
pated that far more students would want to participate than 
could be scheduled since it was assumed that field advising



was a pressing topic with the students. That assumption was 
based on: (1) all the faculty discussion on the subject
and, (2) the presumption that student interest had been 
piqued by simply administering the surveys in 1991 and 1992. 
Exactly eight students signed up.

The students were asked to respond to three questions 
in an open-ended manner. First, How did you experience 
field advising last year? Second, What activities made up 
the field advising? And third, How satisfied were you with 
the field advising and what suggestions do you have to make 
it better? It was possible in the discussion to identify 
whether a student had a full or part-time Field Advisor. Of 
the eight students, three or 37% had a full-time Field 
Advisor. This corresponds to the 35% of the total student 
population who had had full-time advisors in that year. The 
discussion by the eight students can be grouped as follows:

2 had a full-time faculty person in a special 
project and were delighted with the field 
advising. They experienced the advising as 
supportive, appreciated the monthly meetings the 
professor had with them, and had no suggestions 
to make.

1 described having had a "great'1 placement and 
wonderful field instruction. This student said 
field advising was, at best, redundant and, at 
worst, intrusive. This student suggested 
stopping field advising and putting the 
resources elsewhere.

3 had "problems" in the field. Two had part-time 
and one had a full-time Field Advisor. They 
were angry that the Field Advisor could not fix 
the problem. They all had adequate supervision 
and appropriate assignments so that changing 
their field placements was never an issue. The 
"problems" were identified by the students as



(1) supervision not being supportive enough, (2) 
clients being resistant or difficult, (3) agency 
being in some chaos, etc. Because the Field 
Advisor could not "fix" these situations the 
students were dissatisfied with their field 
advising even though the Advisors did all the 
required activities, i.e. visiting the 
placement, meeting with students, reading 
process, etc. Their suggestion was to hire only 
people who could "fix" problems.

1 student reported that she did not know how to 
use field advising. She was unclear as to the 
role of the Field Advisor. She reported that 
she was nevertheless satisfied with field 
advising because her placement was fine and she 
did not need it anyway. She suggested more 
content on using field advising in the Student 
Orientation to Field Work and reinforcement of 
that content in the practice classes. Upon 
exploration, it was learned that the Field 
Advisor did all the necessary activities of 
field advising but the student never grasped the 
purpose.

1 student reported that the Field Advisor
basically took over the field instruction. The 
field instructor became overwhelmed at the 
agency and did not have time for the student.
The student loved the work and the clients and 
wanted to remain at the site. Unknown to 
anyone, the Field Advisor started weekly 
supervision with the student and in the 
student's eyes "saved the placement." The 
student was very satisfied with the field 
advising and suggested we only hire people who 
are willing to leap into the breach.

Overall, the responses of the students echo many of the 
responses others have received from such studies.1 While 
the responses were not surprising, the lack of attendance 
was. One class of second year students was asked by their 
instructor why so few people, in fact none from that class,
had attended the meetings to discuss field advising. Some 
in the class of twenty-five said "I didn't see the flyer" or 
"None of the times were good for me." But the majority



response was "Oh, field advising, it's ok." "What's to say? 
My field work is fine." And finally, "It's really not that 
important."



CHAPTER 9
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CHAPTER 10 
CONCLUSION

This study shows that it is possible to have the same 
levels of student and field instructor satisfaction with 
both full and part-time Field Advisors. It also replicated 
the findings of others: there is little student satisfaction 
with field advising1 even though students reported overall 
satisfaction with their placements.2

In studying the role and functions of field advising 
the question emerged: Is this role entirely different from 
any and every other social work professional role? Or is 
there another role in social work or social work education 
which is analogous? The answer is yes. The role of the 
case manager is significantly similar to that of the Field 
Advisor.

According to Weil and Karls3 "Case management is... a 
series of actions and a process to assure that clients of 
human services systems receive the services, treatment, 
care, and opportunities to which they are entitled. It is 
also a means of accounting for service delivery and the ex­
penditures of funds and resources in providing services to 
vulnerable target populations." Ballew and Mink4 posit the 
case manager as the overall coordinator: "The case manager 
must attempt to coordinate his or her own work with that of



any other relevant service provider to achieve goals which 
the case manager and the client consider desirable..." In 
Columbia's field advising model, the Field Advisor 
coordinates with the Field Work Department, the agency 
serving as the base for the practicum, the field instructor, 
the faculty and curriculum of the school, and so on, on 
behalf of their "client" the student.

In fact, though, underpinning the role of coordinator 
is the role of "problem solver". According to Weil and 
Karls quoting Grisham, White and Miller5, "The case manager 
assumes many roles but underlying them is the primary role 
of 'problem solver who acts with and on behalf of clients to 
assist them to function as independently as possible.'" This 
is important to note since the work of Rosenblatt and Mayer 
points out that students sought out their Field Advisors 
when there was a crisis, not a problem, but a crisis.6 
Crisis intervention theory, then, would seem to be an 
important body of knowledge for Field Advisors to know and 
be able to use.

Also, not every problem is solvable, and, student and 
Field Advisor may not view the same set of circumstances as 
a "problem". Problem definition may be a fertile area for 
further study regarding field advising.

Weil and Karls7 define the essential elements of case 
management as "... client identification, assessment of 
need, service planning, service coordination and linking, 
and the monitoring and continuous evaluation of the client,



of service delivery, and of available resources." They go 
on8 to define three models of case management as provided by 
professionals. These models are "(1) the generalist case 
manager or broker model, (2) the primary-therapist-as-case- 
manager model, and (3) the interdisciplinary team model."

Briefly, the generalist case manager model puts the 
case manager in the primary role of accessor and coordinator 
of needed services. The case manager details the needs of 
the client and seeks out the appropriate services and coor­
dinates their timely and adequate provision. Beyond ongoing 
coordination and monitoring, the case manager does not have 
additional responsibility.9

In the second model, the case manager is a service 
provider as well as a coordinator of other services. The 
service the case manager provides is therapy and as the 
therapist/case manager she or he accesses other services the 
client may need. The case manager provides one of the ser­
vices and coordinates and monitors the others.10 In the 
third model; an interdisciplinary team functions as the case 
manager, no one member of the team assumes overall responsi­
bility.11

How should a school decide on its model of field advis­
ing? Clearly schools do make a decision, conscious or not. 
In Chapter 2, in the section on models of field advising, a 
continuum was developed of "most active" to "least active"
models of field advising. The most active, articulated by 

1 0 •Sentman-’-*1 mirrors the second model of case management: the



primary-therapist-as-case-manager. The present Columbia 
model of field advising would mirror the first model, the 
case manager as generalist or broker. Decisions as to the 
amount of activity engaged in by the Field Advisor, or the 
case management model of field advising that is used, would 
be based on many questions but of primary importance is one: 
Who is the client (the student, the field instructor, the 
agency, the faculty?)

This is not to imply that a school need have only one 
model of field advising. The high rate of satisfaction with 
the field work experience both at Columbia and as evidenced 
in the literature13 could argue for a differential model: 
Field Advisor as coordinator/broker where the field work 
experience was good to excellent, and, Field Advisor as pri­
mary teacher (not therapist) where the field work experience 
was less than adequate.

Weil and Karls identify fifteen major responsibilities 
for the case manager14. These include: Problem Solver, 
Advocate, Broker, Diagnostician or assessor, Planner, Commu­
nity or service organizer, Employee and system boundary 
spanner, Service monitor and system modifier, Record keeper, 
Evaluator, Consultant, Colleague and collaborator, Service 
coordinator, Counselor or therapist, and Expeditor. Previ­
ously cited in this text is the work of Smith, Faria and 
Brownstein15 who identified the roles of the Field Advisor 
as: Advisor, Monitor, Consultant, Teacher, Mediator and 
Advocate. They identified the functions as Practicum Place-



ment, Linkage, Evaluation and Administration. The overlap 
of case manager and Field Advisor roles is startling.

And finally, Weil and Karls point out that "The case 
management function must be suited to the organization as 
well as its clients. That is, the case management system 
must fit the organizational system and support desired pat­
terns of organizational behavior."16 One could add that it 
would also have to support the organizational goal as well.

If the goal of a school of social work is to educate 
and thus professionalize students, and the Field Advisor 
acts as a case manager, it is not difficult to see why the 
Field Advisor may not be viewed positively by the student. 
First, the Field Advisor is a broker, not a central figure 
in the student's experience. The Field Advisor brokers, 
coordinates, the components that make up the student's 
social work education experience. The Field Advisor is in 
no way as central to the experience as the field instructor 
who has the day-to-day educational responsibility for field 
work. Second, all the coordination and problem solving in 
the world may not make an imperfect situation less so. And 
ease, comfort, and satisfaction are not essential in a 
placement for it to be a powerful learning experience. A 
Field Advisor, in the interests of educating and profession­
alizing students, may not advocate on their behalf for ease 
of assignment or choice of clientele. Thus, a student could 
be having a meaningful placement experience and still be 
dissatisfied with the Field Advisor. Following this



analogy, it would be the same as a client who is challenged 
by the case manager to do more and more for her or himself, 
and might be gaining mightily, but would rate the case man­
ager poorly because their personal comfort level was low.

One important issue to consider is that the Columbia 
model of field advising does not differentiate among 
students. The list of tasks contained in the Field Work 
Manual is the same list of activities to be completed 
whether a student is marginal, average or stellar in her or 
his learning. The Columbia model views the student as the 
client and sees optimal learning when both the field 
instructor and Field Advisor are adequate in their roles.

If, on the other hand, the field instructor is 
adequate, but the Field Advisor does not know how to 
coordinate the placement, the curriculum, the faculty, the 
Field Work Department, all on behalf of the student, the 
Columbia model would view the learning situation as compro­
mised. The student would learn because of the importance of 
the role of the field instructor, but, the student's 
learning would not be maximized as in the first case.

Continuing to look at adequacy in these roles, if the 
field instructor is inadequate and the Field Advisor is 
adequate, the Columbia model would assess minimal learning 
to occur. Any learning would be due to the intervention and 
active coordination by the Field Advisor of additional 
teaching resources on the student's behalf. This may 
include a secondary assignment within the agency with a more



adequate task (though still not primary) supervisor. Or, 
this could move to the extreme of actually changing models: 
the Field Advisor moves from being the generalist case 
manager/broker to actually being the provider of the 
supervision itself. While students may be grateful for this 
intervention, it is not a model that itself works 
optimally.17

And finally, there is the hopefully infrequent situa­
tion where both the field instructor and the Field Advisor 
are inadequate. The field instructor cannot or does not 
teach and the Field Advisor neither brokers additional 
teaching resources nor leaps into the breach. In this worst 
case scenario it is the responsibility of those with overall 
responsibility for field instruction to remove the student 
(or the field instructor or the Field Advisor) and assure an 
adequate learning environment. Use of the placement, the 
field instructor, and the Field Advisor in the future must 
be carefully determined.

But the Columbia model aside, does not this description 
of the Field Advisor as case manager, with the student as 
client, beg for a definition of differential roles for the 
Field Advisor? Sometimes more active, sometimes less, 
sometimes the broker and sometimes the, or one of the, 
providers, should all be acceptable roles for the Field 
Advisor based on the assessment of the situation. If this 
were the model of field advising, if it were based on 
assessment and contracting like most social work



interactions, then the directions to Field Advisors would 
not be to do the dozen or so tasks in a field work manual 
but to do what was needed to make sure that the student 
learned up to their potential.

This would mean that either each Field Advisor would 
have to have a number of roles with which they were 
comfortable or that there would have to be specialists 
assigned to problem students, difficult agencies, complex 
situations, etc. The only problem with moving toward a 
model of field advising with so much discretion in it is the 
issue of accountability. Field advising has not just an 
educational function but an administrative one as well. 
Social work education is very decentralized, and many 
schools have grown quite large over the years. As much as 
one could argue for Field Advisors having more discretion in 
their definition of their role, with differential amounts 
and kinds of activity based upon the needs of the student, 
the field instructor, and the placement, some common tasks 
to all would have to be retained for administrative and 
accountability purposes.

But, even more fundamental is the question heretofore 
unasked: If the Field Advisor is like a case manager, who is 
the client? Rosenblum and Raphael argue that the field 
instructor is the primary educator of the student and that 
the Field Advisor's activities should be directed to her or 
him and not the student.18 The field instructor, as usually 
more consistent in the field work experience (students spend



a maximum of nine months in a particular placement) may be 
the more appropriate client. As the Field Advisor works 
with the instructor, year after year, the teaching capacity 
of the instructor is maximized as students cycle through 
annually. The work of Rosenblum and Raphael, cited above, 
is one of very few articles to center on the primacy of the 
relationship between the Field Advisor and the field 
instructor and therefore raises the question as to who 
should be the client in this model. The data presented here 
in Chapters Six and Eight, which indicate a significantly 
higher level of satisfaction with field advising by field 
instructors than by students, would also seem to support 
this idea.

Important to remember, as well, is Latimer's concern
i

that too much field advising is a sign that the overall 
field work program is weak.19 Latimer calls for the 
differential roles described above with very active field 
advising being needed, and therefore occurring, in few 
cases, if the overall program is strong. Latimer is the 
only one in the literature to see more field advising as 
such an indication and is one of a very few who argue that 
field advising is a residual service.

The analogy of the Field Advisor to the case manager is
a new one and bears exploration. The question of who is the
client is a crucial one in this regard.

Clearly, more needs to be done in looking at the 
role(s) of the Field Advisor. As stated at the outset, not



much has been written about this role and function and vir­
tually nothing has been written about the use of differen­
tial personnel. In fact, both in the literature and in the 
schools themselves, single models of field advising are the 
norm. Articles are written, and field work manuals and 
practices articulate, a single mode of doing field advising. 
This mode may be more or less active, more or less complex, 
and more or less valued by the institution. Nowhere has 
there been an articulation of the need for differential 
roles and functions based upon an assessment of the 
educational situation. This seems surprising since 
assessment plays such a crucial role in the practice of 
social work. And, if we develop this analogy of the Field 
Advisor as case manager, not only do we need to look at a 
variety of models for doing field advising but we need to 
determine who the client is, and if the client is always the 
same.

This raises some questions for Columbia University 
School of Social Work for the next few years at least. Can 
Columbia respond to the need for differential field advising 
roles? Can Columbia assess field work situations and 
prescribe more or less Field Advisor activity, and the 
implementation of some or all of the functions available?
To implement a structure that takes into account the real 
variety of field work experiences and matches it with an 
appropriate field advising activity available from a menu of 
different kinds of interventions would be a real challenge.



104.

To have different kinds of Field Advisors for different 
situations, the specialists as it were who deal with crises, 
is another way to address the same question. Whether a new 
model were a menu of activities and level of effort for each 
Field Advisor to chose from, or, a variety of types of Field 
Advisors to be assigned or accessed for particular 
situations, any change would require all those involved, 
faculty, field instructors, students, etc. to give up an 
ideological position on what the ONE model of field advising 
SHOULD be.

In conclusion, though this study has shown that it is 
possible to have no difference in student and field 
instructor satisfaction with full or part-time Field 
Advisors, it has raised serious questions about field 
advising in general. It has articulated a social work role, 
that of case manager, as analogous to that of Field Advisor. 
But most importantly, the study has described the need for 
an assessment to be made in each field work situation for 
the implementation of differing models. Either various 
levels of activity and functions can be used in fulfilling 
the role of Field Advisor, or, different personel with 
differing areas of expertize can be assigned to accomplish 
the same educational goal. This choice of models challenges 
the current situation wherein virtually each school has only 
one, single mode of field advisement.
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Appendix 1
FIELD ADVISING: STUDENT EVALUATION

Sequence:
____  Direct Practice (1st year only)
  Clinical Practice (2nd year only)
  PPS (2nd year only)
____  SA1
____  SA2

Type of Agency
____  Medical Center
  Psychiatric Hospital
  Nursing Home Settlement House
____  Family & Children's Agency
  World of Work
  Community Center
____  Drug or Alcohol Treatment Program
  Other (Please specify)________________

Program Category
____  ASP
____  EXP
____  RRP
____  Regular Program (2 year/full-time)
____  Dual Degree Program (Specify)

Faculty field advisors may be involved in the following 
kinds of activities. To what extent did your faculty field 
advisor engage in the following activities with you? Please 
check appropriate rating category.

Amount of Activity 
(Check one)

Activities
1.1 Provide advice, support: ____  ____  ____  ____
1.2 Assist in solving field

work problems: ____  ____  ____  ____
1.3 Assist in negotiating 

between School and/or
agency systems: ____  ____  ____  ____

1.4 Clarify School policies
and expectations: ____  ____  ____  ____

1.5 Monitor student's 
learning progress in 
the field:



1.6 Help student focus on 
undergraduate learning 
goals and learning 
style:

1.7 Clarify congruence and 
differences between 
class and field work:

1.8 Monitor the quality
of field work arrange­
ments (ass ignments, 
supervision, workload):

1.9 Refer students to edu­
cational and other 
resources:

Second year students skip to Question #3.
2. Please answer the following questions only if you are 
currently a first year student.
2.1 How many times have you met with your faculty field ad­

visor so far this year?
  times in a group
  times individually
  Other: specify _______________________________

2.2 How useful to you were group meetings with your 
advisor?
  very __  moderately   minimally   not at all
2.3 How useful to you were individual contacts?
  very __  moderately   minimally   not at all

3. Please answer the following questions only if you are 
currently a second year student.
3.1 How many times did you meet with your field advisor 
this year?
  once ___  twice ___  More: How many ___    Never
3.2 How useful to you were these meetings with your 
advisor?
  very __  moderately   minimally   not at all
4. Who initiated the first contact with your field advisor?

  you   your advisor
5. How knowledgeable of the School's procedures, policies 
and systems do you believe your faculty field advisor is?
  very __  moderately   minimally   not at all



6. How available to you did you perceive your faculty field 
advisor to be?
  very __  moderately __  minimally __  not at all
7. What problems or issues did you and your faculty field 
advisor work on or discus? Please list, indicate if the 
issue(s) was resolved or improved, and the extent to which 
you feel your advisor was helpful.

Problem: Improved or Advisor Helpfulness
Resolved Very Some- Not

_________________Yes_____ No_________ Much What at All
7.1

7.2

7.3

8. Was your faculty field advisor also your faculty advisor? 
  yes   No   Unsure

9 What suggests do you have for the School to improve field 
advising?



Appendix II 
FIELD INSTRUCTOR QUESTIONNAIRE

Type of Agency:
  Medical Center
  Psychiatric Hospital
  Nursing Home
____  Settlement House
____  Family & Children's Agency
  World of Work
  Community Center
  Drug or Alcohol Treatment Program
  Other (Please specify) _________

Length of time you have been a field instructor:________
Year and Method of your current student:

_ 1st Year ____  Direct Practice
____  Social Administration

_ 2nd Year ____  Clinical Practice
  Social Administration
____  PPS

Please check if your student is in one of the following 
special programs:

  Reduced Residency ____  Extended Program
  Advanced Standing _____ Dual Degree Program

which
1. How many times did you meet with your field advisor?
 one time  two times  More: Specify   Never
2. Did your meetings with the advisor cover your agreed 
upon agenda?
  very __  moderately __  minimally   not at all
3. How satisfied were you with the field advising you 
received in the 1991-92 academic year?
  very __  moderately __  minimally   not at all
Please explain:



4. What suggestions do you have for the School to improve 
field advising?
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