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Introduction
Supervision is a tool that can be used in countless ways, according to Belton et al., (2011. P.1) “supervision is a notion that can be understood in a number of ways according to purpose and context”.  To write this portfolio, the author contributed towards four one-hour supervision sessions, this then allowed them to reflect and evaluate the functions of supervision, as they will do below. The author will also evaluate different management theories, and how they can be applied to youth work practice, they will discuss how the current budget cuts to youth work affects the way a youth work manger will manage, and how this may affect the youth work young people experience. 

Starting supervision 
Sapin (2013, pp. 223-224) argues that location of self is a “useful starting point” to supervision, this can involve the recognition of boundaries by creating a supervision contract. The creation of this contact can also “provide an opportunity for participants to get to know each other” (Sapin, 2019, p.224) and acts as a good icebreaker. A supervision contact enables the supervisor and supervisee to set expectations such as how much notice both members need when the other cannot attend the session, this means that if, for example, the supervisee does not attend a session without providing the supervisor the notice they agreed on, the supervisor can refer back to the contract as a reminder on proper procedure. As Hawkins et al. (2020, pp.59-60) states, supervision contacts can be regularly reviewed, they argue that this prevents “developmental needs or issues” being “overlooked or avoided”. 
Watkins, (2014, quoted in Hawkins et al 2020, p.60) describes the supervision relationship as “the heart and soul of supervision”. The establishment of this relationship can be quite simple, as it was during this supervision, and as Kadushin and Harkness (2002, quoted in Belton et al, 2011, p. 12), states “there is no supervisor without there being a supervisee”  This explains the importance of supervision being a two-way agreement, with not just one individual doing all the work. If supervision is conducted in this way, the sessions will no longer be educational, defeating the point of conducting supervision.  As Sapin (2019, p.230) states, “a supervisor is responsible for ensuring supervisee’s recognise bad practice, learn from their mistakes and develop ways to address them”
In some cases, the supervisor and supervisee may already know each other, as was the case for the writer. This created a problem and made it more difficult to set professional boundaries and keep supervision on track. This is where it was important a contract was set, so when supervision got off track, the supervisor could refer to the contract and remind the supervisee that supervision was a time to be professional and speak about their practice. In ongoing supervisions, referring to the structure that was previously agreed, helped keep both supervisor and supervisee on track, this led to supervisions being more educative and formal, which Sapin (2013, p.236) argues, enhances “ongoing reflective practice”. As supervision progressed, the supervisee became increasingly comfortable with sharing their reflections of their practice, this allowed for more learning and development for both the supervisor and the supervisee. Additionally, during the sessions the supervisor became more confident in their role, this led to there being more structured sessions with more learning and development taking place. However, because the supervisor and supervisee knew each other, this created an opportunity for the supervisor to become more confident in the sessions, as this was their first time supervising. The supervisor also had knowledge of the organisation and the project that the supervisee works in, due to previously being supervised by them before. The switching of roles in this way was quite daunting and unusual for the supervisor, however, the supervisee was very supportive to the supervisor and encouraged them to be able to ask questions about the project and learn more about the charity than they had previously known when they were a volunteer. 
Jeffs and Smith (2010, p.45) argue that “it is a youth work skill to think about settings” and that “simple changes” in a youth centre can change the way young people behave. This concept can be applied to supervision as the environment needs to work for both parties. For example, a supervisor may find it useful to meet on Teams, however, a supervisee may prefer meetings to be face-to-face, to combat this, a mutually beneficial meeting place is often agreed on during the creation of the contract, as was the case for this supervision. The supervisor and supervisee both agreed that they would prefer to meet face-to face and that the best place to meet was the youth centre in the Quiet Room. The supervisor and supervisee agreed that reasonable interruptions would be other youth workers who had an emergency situation. Both agreed that if either person had an important phone call, they would be allowed to take it. The main problem with this set-up was the timing of the sessions, as both supervisor and supervisee had busy and overwhelming days on the day supervision was conducted, this will be further discussed in the author’s reflection of the sessions.
The supervisor created a supportive environment for the supervisee by asking them how they were at the start of each session, this allowed for any concerns for the supervisee’s wellbeing and workload to be addressed. They made sure to pay attention to the supervisee’s body language, but also their own, and demonstrated open body language. They also made sure that they listened to what the supervisee was saying and demonstrated their interest by asking questions and making sure they understood what the supervisee was saying. Sapin (2013, p.228) argues that” Attentive listening can enable a full expiration of issues and feedback should assist progression towards understanding of how they can be addressed”. So, by demonstrating active listening skills, this encouraged further exploration into their practice, which allowed for supervision to become more educative, an aspect the author will discuss next. 

How supervision was conducted
According to Sapin (2013, p.222) “the primary focus of youth work supervision is to focus on the core values of youth work in order to maintain, support and develop professional managerial and developmental functions”. Additionally, Kadushin and Harkness (2002, quoted in Belton et al., 2011, p.16) argue that supervision has three functions which overlap and cannot work alone. They suggest these are administrative, educative and supportive. The objectives of short-term supervision are related to this, for example, administrative supervision “enables effectiveness” and educational supervision, improves effectiveness, and supportive supervision “encourages and motivates" the supervisee (Belton et al., 2011, p.16). During this supervision, the supportive function was more prominent, meaning that the supervision sessions were more about encouraging and motivating the supervisee, rather than enabling effectiveness, this may have been due to the fact that the supervisee’s experience in youth work practice exceeded that of the supervisor, which may be why the supervision sessions were more supportive than educative. However, there were some educative elements to the sessions. For example, the supervisee was going into a supervisor’s role themselves and could not remember the process for this; therefore, these sessions acted as a reminder for the supervisee to utilise in their own supervision sessions. 
In contrast, Hawkins and Smith (2013, quoted by Hawkins et al., 2020, p.68) argues that the three functions of supervision are “developmental, resourcing and qualitative”. They focus on the developmental function being about evolving a supervisee’s ability, comprehension and potential. This is mainly carried out through reflection of the supervisee’s practice. This will help them understand their practice better, as upon discussing their reflection during supervision, they can discuss their practice, but also be introduced to new ideas which may create a new view of youth work practice. This also make them more aware of their own actions and responses with young people and help then explore other ways of working with young people. 
 In this supervision, reflection was an important aspect, it was agreed that before the supervision, the supervisee would set an agenda and send it to the supervisor a few days before, this allowed for any research to take place if needed. This agenda often contained situations that they came across and where they wanted to discuss their own reaction and the reaction of other youth workers, this allowed them to not only reflect on their own practice, but the practice conducted by their whole organisation. Discussing the organisation was made easier by the fact that the supervisor also had knowledge of the organisation, due to them volunteering there, as Hawkins et al. (2020, p.40) states, being in the same organisation can lead to a “shared understanding of work context, needs and possibilities”. However, being in the same organisation can also cause problems, such as the supervisee knowing about the supervisor’s role in the organisation and knowing the stress that comes with it, this may mean the supervisee will not share everything, as they do not want to add to the supervisor’s burden Hawkins et al. (2020). However, in the case of this supervision, these roles were switched, with the supervisor not wanting to add any stress to the supervisee, this may have led to tasks not being set, possibly impacting on the amount of learning taking place. 
The type of supervision required differs with each youth worker being supervised, but also the supervisor, for example, supervision conducted by a line manager, may take on a more administrative role, (Sapin 2013), whereas this supervision, was conducted by a student learning youth work practice, the supervisor (the student) does not have much knowledge of the managerial side of a youth centre, so this created a boundary to them facilitating administrate supervision, the supervisor being a student, also created a boundary to them conducting educative supervision, however, after the supervise would send them the agenda, they would tend to research the aspects of practice in which they felt they did not have enough knowledge of, this allowed them to conduct some educative supervision, but not to the stage that the supervisor thought would have allowed the supervisee to develop their practice. The author would state that the supervision sessions followed the supportive function the most, and as (Belton et al., 2011, p.16) states, the supportive function of supervision “encourages and motivates" the supervise. It was felt like the supportive function of supervision took the forefront of these scions, this may be due to the fact that the supervise was going through a stressful time, and having the added workload of running a project on top of that would have affected their ability to conduct good youth work practice, but also affect their own mental wellbeing, therefore the all of supervision was to support the supervise, rather than to challenging them and add to the stress of their workload. 

Analysis of supervision sessions
During supervision the supervisor’s main role was to guide and lead the sessions, they did this mainly by following a structure of asking the supervisee how they were, and then moving onto any discussion points they may have had. Upon reflection with the supervisee, both parties found that the day chosen to conduct supervision, was often busy and overwhelming. This may have meant that both parties were not on their best form. Therefore, next time the supervisor supervises someone, they will make sure it is on a day where both parties are more relaxed and able to reflect. The only reason why they did not do this during these supervision sessions was due to both the supervisor and supervisee’s busy schedules, therefore possibly meeting online would have been easier for both parties. 
The supervisor led the sessions well, they were able to keep them on track by using a template which they followed each supervision, they also took on the “supportive function” (Kadushin and Harkness, 2002, quoted in Belton et al., 2011 p.16) of supervision enthusiastically and felt that, after a supervision session, the supervisee was more motivated to conduct good youth work practice. They mainly used the “supportive function” (Kadushin and Harkness, 2002, quoted in Belton et al., 2011, p.16) of supervision because the supervise was feeling unmotivated and stressed about their work, therefore, if the supervisor had taken on the “administrative function” (Kadushin and Harkness, 2002, quoted in Belton et al., 2011 p.16) of supervision, they would have made the supervise feel more stressed. The supervision sessions were also very informal, allowing the supervise to bring up other topics that may have not been set on the agenda, this allowed for more leaning and development to take place. 
Using the supportive function may have gone well because the supervisor and supervisee knew each other and already had a professional relationship where they would support each other, this may have been why it was easier for the supervisor to take on a supportive role, as they knew the supervise and what motivates them. The supervisor also benefited from the sessions, as they learnt a lot. As Hawkins et al. (2020) argues, supervision can be beneficial for both the supervisor and supervisee and can allow a supervisor to view their practice in a new light. As was the case for these supervision sessions, the supervisee possessed more experience of youth work practice and managed a project, so when they spoke about the issues, they faced managing a project, the supervisor was tasked with research on how to help them. This increased the supervisor’s learning and allowed them insight into the life of a youth worker running a project in a third sector youth work organisation.
While supervision was mutually beneficial, as both parties gained more knowledge as the sessions progressed. The supervisor admits that the supervision sessions were not the most organised, this may have been due to the supervisee's busy schedule. Because of this they were unable to provide an agenda for the first two supervisions. These supervisions were mostly led by the supervisor, and they felt that these sessions were not as beneficial to the supervisee as those where they provided an agenda. The sessions when the supervisee provided an agenda were much more organised as the supervisor had set points to follow, however they recognised that this was extra work for the supervisee, and so did not pressure them to bring up more than two situations. However, even though there were only two topics to discuss, the discussions often led to other discussions. For example, the supervisee discussed how they wanted to do more outreach work and the fact that they wanted more training on county lines. These discussions led to further reflection of the organisation they worked in and the limitations of the work that they do. However, if supervisions were more organised, more learning and development could have taken place. 
Even though many authors claim that the supervision relationship is pivotal to good supervision, Scaife (2019, quoted in Hawkins et al., 2020) recognises that it can sometimes be difficult to develop an open and purposeful relationship in supervision, they describe this as a “tall order”. It is also recognised that finding authority and handling power correctly within a supervisory relationship can be difficult, especially if a supervisor is new to the role. This was the case for this supervisor, they were very new to the role and did not feel prepared when asked to lead supervision. This is because there are many pressures to being a supervisor, as you must take on the role of an educator, a support mechanism, a sounding board, and an evaluator to even start conducting good supervision. Originally, when tasked with being a supervisor, the supervisor panicked, they did not think that they had the skills or knowledge to become a good supervisor, and this caused a lot of pressure. This was lessened by the supervisee being very supportive as they knew each other already. This also helped the supervisor become more relaxed as supervision continued, which also helped them learn and reflect on their own skills and practice. Supervision also helped build the supervisor’s confidence and helped them in the knowledge that if they were asked to become a supervisor again, they would feel more prepared and ready to take on the task. Supervision allowed them to learn more about third-sector youth work and the organisation they volunteered at, and it helped them gain the knowledge of behind the scenes of a youth work organisation.
Next time, the supervisor will ask for reflections from the supervise as they found that without these, the sessions were quite difficult to lead and often both parties were struggling with topics to discuss. The supervisor will also make sure that the days they conduct supervision on are not overwhelming for either individual, as this will allow for more relaxed and progressive reflection, the supervisor will also make sure that they take on a more administrative role, so more leaning and development can take place.  

Part 2: Leadership and Management
 
Critical Review of management theories and budget cuts
During this section, the author will discuss management theories and apply them to youth work practice, they also will consider the current impact of current budget cuts to the youth service. 
One theory of management is Mcgregor’s Theory X and Theory Y, with the later added theory Z. Theory X works on the idea that everyone is lazy, and “likes being told what to do” (Aithal and Kumar, 2016, p.1). Theory Y assumes that humans are active and should be managed “as little as possible” (Aithal and Kumar, 2016, p.1) Theory Z, later developed by William Ouchi, focuses on employee morale, wellbeing and loyalty. What a manager believes, and the way they use these theories can change the effectiveness, morale and overall wellbeing of an employee (Aithal and Kumar, 2016). For example, for youth work employee’s working under a Theory X manager, their manager will assume that they are not motivated, and that they are less intelligent, therefore a manager will take on a more autocratic approach, and more direction will take place. While this may work for some less motivated youth workers, most youth workers will not work under these conditions as their main aim is to “challenge oppression and inequality” (Youth work in Wales review group 2022, p.7) and they cannot do that for the young people if they are being managed oppressively.
However, if a youth work manager was working under Theory Y or Theory Z, youth work employees would be more motivated, and more likely to be able to “challenge oppression and equality” (Youth Work in Wales Review Group 2022, p.7). This is because as Theory Y states, the employees will “thrive on the challenges they may face” (Aithal and Kumar, 2016, p.3) and will not need constant direction and supervision. Similarly, employees working under Theory Z will benefit from being supported by their co-workers and manager and are more likely to create a happy working partnership with others. 
The way marketing companies use techniques of mass persuasion can be applied to youth work management. Alverson and Willmott (1996) argue that marketing mangers use “internal marketing” within their organisation Alverson and Willmott (1996, p.102). This theory works on the basis that if employees become the customer, they will have increased productivity, quality and flexability, and by being the customer, this created a sense of work identity (Alverson and Willmott 1996). This can be applied to the youth work setting as a manger may encourage youth workers to think about the situations young people are in, and put themselves in their shoes, doing this, will allow the youth worker to effectively evaluate why a young person may be acting the way they do. For example, if a young person is displaying antisocial behaviour during a session, instead of just kicking them out, a youth worker should reflect on the moment and approach the young person in a less dominating way, this will then create less conflict with young people. However, youth workers won’t be able to reflect on every situation, especially if a young person is causing others harm, in this type of situation, a youth worker may have to act quickly, and later reflect on the situation when they are reporting it. This shows that marketing management theories may not work fully when applied to youth work practice. 
However, management in the youth work setting has become increasingly difficult due to the recent budget cuts. These cuts were first introduced by the New Labour government and were further developed by the Coalition and Conservative government which all contributed to youth work organisations now “getting paid by numbers” (St Croix 2017, p.2). Due to these cuts, youth work organisations, especially those in the third sector, have become more funding led, which may mean that certain projects that would empower young people, cannot go ahead because the organisation has no funding for it. For example, the author had a conversation with a youth worker running a project in a third-sector youth centre, who will be referenced as ‘workplace colleague’ for the sake of anonymity. They shared that the organisation had “twenty to thirty” individual funders, and even with those funders they have “lost funding for staff” and the funders are now “funding for projects rather than the centre” (Workplace Colleague, 2024). They also stated that funding bids have “unrealistic goals” and the reporting of how they have used the funding can “take away from doing what I love” (Workplace Colleague, 2024). This can be the case for many youth work organisations, for example, a study conducted in 2024 by Robbins et al revealed that there has been a “7% reduction in income to voluntary youth sector organisations.” (Robbins et al, 2024, p.23). While the council run youth projects’ budgets remain more stable than those of third-sector organisations. (Robbins et al 2014) However, for the maintained youth service, their source of income has shifted from the “youth service budget” (Robbins et al 2014, p.27) to income from the government, this has led to youth services “moving away from core activities to a more targeted offer” (Robbins et al 2014, p.27). This validates the opinion of the workplace colleague, as they noted that this change in funding has an impact on the projects a youth centre can run. 
To conclude youth work managers should take on a more relaxed and co-elaborative approach, because as many theories have proven, this increases' employee’s productivity and overall job satisfaction. However, there are limitations to how a manager can do this, due to current budget cuts, and the job of a youth work manger is made much harder by these cuts. These budget cuts then affect how effective a youth service may be to empower young people and help them grow. 
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