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[bookmark: _GoBack]This essay will begin by discussing reflection in general and then it will move on to critically analyse Gibbs’ (1988) model of reflection and Rolfe’s model of reflection, in relation to how reflection and communities of practice can help to promote services for families. According to Finely (2007) to see which reflective model is suitable in certain contexts, services should practice using different models Both models of reflection will be considered when looking at communities of practice (CoP) and they contribute to services. This essay will also touch up Schön’s idea of reflection in action and reflection on action and how his ideas play a part in the two reflective models. Throughout the essay there will be reference to common core skills which impact of services.
[bookmark: _Hlk497315517]Collin et al., (2013) suggests that reflection is a fussy concept as there is not one definition for reflection and reflection has many different terms including reflexivity. Finely (2007), Jayatilleke and Mackie (2012) and Forrest (2008) mentions that practitioners, settings and services are made to reflect and evaluate their practice and performance and if used correctly it can become a tool to enhance and transform their practice. Finely (2007), Jayatilleke and Mackie (2012) and McFarland et al., (2009) furthers this to state that personal reflection should give an insight to personal growth and professional development rather than reflection being a means to an end. However, Quinton and Smallbone (2010), Smith and Pilling (2007) and Daniel et al., (2013) suggest that reflection is unnatural as it needs to be taught when going into a work place.
Forrest (2008) and McFarland et al., (2009) suggests that for a service to become critically reflective they should reflect every day and keep a journal of the reflections. Quinton and Smallbone (2010) furthers this by suggesting that reflection needs to be captured and recorded for service to move forward and learn from experience to develop personally and professionally. However, this may be too much. However, according to their study students were enthusiastic about writing a reflection but some did not find it easy to produce an action plan from the writing feedback that they were reflecting on (Quinton and Smallbone, 2010). There are limitations to this source as it does not state the university the study was done at and it does not state the sample size, it only states how many sheets were used but this could have been more than one sheet per person. According to Finely (2007) reflections can be superficial and services may write just enough to meet the requirements. Hobbs (2007) and Paige-smith and Craft (2010) suggests that some services may write fictional accounts of reflection and documentation can be complex.
CoP are groups of people from different services that have a common interest or area of collaboration over an extended period where they can share idea, find and solve problems and build upon practice (Paige-Smith and Craft, 2010; Venninen et al., 2012; Liou et al., 2016).
According to Finely (2007) the Gibbs reflective model is built from Kolb’s experiential learning cycle. It consists of 6 steps which are description where the practitioner describes the event or situation that has occurred. According to Finely (2007), Jayatilleke and Mackie (2012) and Miller et al. (2012) when reflecting, services may not think critically or consider their own emotions. The next step ensure that services consider emotions as the next step is feelings where the practitioner identifies and discusses their feelings during and after the event. The third step is evaluation, this is where the practitioner identifies what went well and what did not go well. The forth step is analysis, this is where the practitioner researches theory and practice which may have similar views or alternative perspectives which enhances critical reflection (Gibbs, 1988; Finely, 2007; Jayatilleke and Mackie, 2012). It can also provide an explanation as to why they may have been feeling a certain way. This step allows practitioners to be critical about their practice. According to Finely (2007) the fifth step is conclusion, this is where the practitioner can use their research to identify what they should have done in the situation. The final step is action plan, which allows the practitioners to show ways in which they are going to improve and how they plan to make the improvements (Gibbs, 1988; Finely, 2007). 
However, Rolfe’s model of reflection consists of 3 stages ‘what’, ‘so what’ and ‘now what’ and suggests that this model is reflecting in action and thinking on your feet (Paige-Smith and Craft, 2010; Scaife, 2010). Scaife (2010) and Rolfe (2014) furthers this by stating that this model of reflection allows professionals and services to learning by doing, therefore, learning though real life problem solving. Schön continues to say that reflection is something that we do not sit down afterwards to think about (Rolfe, 2014). This may be a critique of Gibbs’ model of reflection as Gibbs’ model may require time after the event to think critically about the event. When working in a CoP reflection allows the gap between theory and practice to be bridged, however, Rolfe’s theory does not allow much room for looking at theory unless it is using the version which is described below (Cruse, 2007). The University of Cumbria (2016) provides a different look at Rolfe’s reflective model as it had questions with in the three steps. This shows that Rolfe’s model of reflection can be used to critically reflect, however, it may require the professional or service to reflect using the sheet. This version of Rolfe’s model of reflection synthesises with Gibbs’ model of reflection as it considers feelings, but this version considers other people’s feelings as well, whereas, Gibbs may not (University of Cumbria, 2016). This also synthesises with Gibbs’ on the length of time it may take to reflect as both models are not considering the event or situation in more detail. However, according to Rolfe (1996) emotions and feelings should not be acknowledged whilst reflecting. McFarland et al., (2009) furthers this by stating that reflection can distance its self from thoughts and actions. However, a person’s actions are included within a reflection.
Schön (1987) discusses reflection in terms of reflection in action and reflection on action. Forrest (2008), Reed and Canning (2010) suggests that services should stop and think about reflection. Finely (2007), Paige-Smith and Craft (2010) suggests that Gibbs’ model of reflection is reflection on action as it is a lengthy process that needs time to think about feelings and time for research others views and ideas. Reflection on action allows practitioners to explore individuals and group actions which can raise questions about practice and individual activities. Finely (2007) furthers this by stating that services may find reflection taxing and difficult as some families and professionals may be busy and overstretched. However, this should not overwhelm services as it can decrease the effectiveness of the service to the family (Finely, 2007; Children’s Workforce Development Council (CWDC), 2010). Jayatilleke and Mackie (2012) suggest that it takes time to critically think and analyse service’s reflections. However, Potter (2015) suggests that Schön’s ideas of reflection in action and reflection on action represent the same process just at different times.
According to Finely (2007) and Forrest (2008) Gibbs’ model of reflection provides basic questions that can structure reflection as each section leads to the next one and it is in a cycle. Potter (2015) found that Gibbs’ model of reflection helpful as it was in depth by using the 6 stages which enabled an understanding of motives for the reason for his actions. It considers emotions which promoted a deep level of self-awareness. However, Finely (2007) and Hobbs (2007) state that broader and more critical approach is needed and it depends of the level of the learner as this level of reflection may not be useful for some people. This synthesises with Rolfe’s model of reflection as there are three broad statements. Forrest (2008) further critiques Gibbs’ model of reflection by suggesting that when using this model, it may be seen that services are not moving forward but are looking back to improve practice, whereas, services should look forward and back. However, Forrest’s (2008) study has limitations as it is just a literature review that is not in depth and there is no sample. Therefore, Forrest’s (2008) study may need to be used in conjunction with another source.
Collin et al., (2013) critiques Rolfe’s model of reflection by stating that reflection should not be measured by what level of reflection we obtain but the number of levels we use. Therefore, this suggests that as Gibbs’ model of reflection is a more critical reflection tool as it has six stages. Miller-Young (2016) found whilst using Rolfe’s model of reflection there was little detail with no critical analysis. She also found that the reflection was quick, and it was used for reflection on action. Which suggests that this model may not be useful to use when trying to critically reflect on an event or situation and therefore should be used for reflection in action. Enfield and Stasz (2011) and the CWDC (2010) furthers this to state that whilst doing and activity or an event, perspectives from multiple criteria can be met and the professional needs to be able to predict possible outcomes. Reflection on action links with Vygotsky’s idea of private speech as reflection in action often happens in the mind (Enfield and Stasz, 2011). Therefore, when working in a CoP if the reflection on services is not going to plan a professional within that practice can use Rolfe’s model of reflection to quickly come up with a solution. However, this may not be able to be done when using Gibbs’ model of reflection as there are more steps to Gibbs and it includes gathering research (Gibbs, 1988)
Jayatilleke and Mackie (2012), Reed and Canning (2010) Paige-Smith and Craft (2010) and the CWDC (2010) found that reflection in groups (CoP) can help professionals and services to identify values, beliefs and different approaches to practice. This means that reflection in CoP determines how policies act as an agent for change. For example, according to Reed and Canning (2010), Miller et al. (2012) Paige-Smith and Craft (2010) and Press et al., (2010) reflection helps services as it can create reports such as the Laming report. The Laming report resulted in the Every Child Matters (ECM) document which underpins early years services. The ECM had 3 developmental points which are children’s trust and cooperation within services should be considered, local safeguarding children’s boards should be set up and all agencies should plan to safeguard and promote children’s welfare. Therefore, without the reflection these steps may have not been put in place to improve services. Also, the improvement of service is required by the Children Act 1989, whereby, the roles and responsibilities of staff need to be reflected on as new job roles and specification require thought of how they will be implemented to benefit families (Reed and Canning, 2010; Miller et al., 2012).  The Children Act 1989 also states that staff within services need to have the correct training. According to Reed and Canning (2010), Miller et al. (2012) and the CWDC (2010) by reflecting in a CoP it allows services to work out what is needed. The evidence here synthesises with Gibbs’ model of reflection as legislative documents and new laws need to critically be evaluated upon to consider whether the new changes are suitable for practice and services.
According to Miller (2010), Paige-Smith and Craft (2010) and McFarland et al., (2012) coherent and joined up services can become a key focus in terms of policy and practice for families as knowledge, experience and responsibilities can be over lapping. For example, family path finders are about bringing children and adult services together to work with individual services which will benefit families. Another reason for CoPs is when a common assessment framework is in progress as it allows professionals to reflect and share perspectives about the assessed needs for a family, which would improve the quality of services the family receives (Miller, 2010; CWDC, 2010). Rolfe’s model of reflection can be used to reflect upon who comes to the meetings and who would make the most appropriate contribution. However, as Gibbs’ model contains feelings, Gibbs could be used as well. According to Steiner et al., (2010) services may hope that through reflection and CoPs the knowledge and experiences from different domains will lead to better solutions. However, Scholten et al., (2007) suggests that with in groups, the participants mainly discuss information that is already known. Steiner et al., (2010) synthesises with this as they found that whilst working in a CoP people did not give away all their information and some even distorted information. This suggests that when in a CoP that is about improving a service for a family then not everyone may be giving the correct information or withholding information. This also applies to the models of reflection, however, the mean age of the sample was twenty and composed of mostly girls.
However, Jayatilleke and Mackie (2012), Finely (2007) and McFarland et al., (2009) state that difficult issues may take months to reflect upon and there are barriers to reflection these may include time, as mentioned above, motivation, initial expertise and a lack of peer support. However, Jayatilleke and Mackie’s’ (2012) article has used a broad range of sources but the full collection of the literature was not included, and the article appears short for including a broad selection. Quinton and Smallbone (2010) and Liou et al., (2016) state that CoP and services should dedicate time for reflection. CoPs need to reflect to improve the services so that it meets the children and family’s needs (Miller, 2010; McFarland et al., 2009; Gananathan, 2011). According to Miller (2010) failing to support children and families by not giving them confidence and security through services can contribute to the possibility of children becoming adults who cannot effectively meet the emotional needs of their future children.
According to Hobbs (2007) and the CWDC (2010) when practitioners and other professionals are working together self-development should be encouraged as well as development as a CoP. However, Finely (2007) mentions that in CoPs the reflective activities should not replace other forms of professional practice. Therefore, suggesting that Gibbs’ model of reflection could take up too much time.
According to the Finely’s (2007) study students preferred solitary reflection which suggests that both models of reflection may be used as both can be done alone. But, Gibbs’ model of reflection may be more beneficial as it may allow professionals to critically think about their practice before presenting their reflection to other (Rees, 2007). However, Rees (2007), Morley (2007) and Forrest (2008) states that solitary reflection does not allow for critical reflection and professionals and services need to offer clarity and challenge assumptions that they may not be aware of whilst in a CoP. According to Forrest (2008), Quinton and Smallbone (2010) when working within a CoP it allows services to reflect on action which allows services to reflect on an event and discuss it with others as professionals within services can help to make changes. However, Jayatilleke and Mackie (2012) and Paige-Smith and Craft, (2010) furthers this to state that when working in Cop individual perspectives, team dynamics and social impacts need to be considered. 
CoPs can create a safe place for professionals to express their thoughts without being judged (Reed and Canning, 2010; McFarland, et al., 2012). However, the full benefit of the community depends on the willingness of participant to share information (Reed and Canning, 2010; CWDC, 2010). The involvement of the participants can be enhanced if the participants understand the role of learning with in CoPs and how they support professional development. CoPs support professional development for services as there are shared meanings, the feeling of belonging and new identities are created (Reed and Canning, 2010; Liou, 2016). However, Paige-Smith and Craft (2010), McFarland et al., (2009), Pugh and Duffy (2014) and Miller et al., (2012) suggest that whilst working with others finding a balance between expectations and tensions can be difficult. McFarland et al., (2009) found that when students started reflecting they believed they were doing this well, however, by the end of the study some student had thought that their ability of reflection had decreased. This could be due to being able to see what the supervisory teacher had rated them. This study therefore, suggests that when in a community of practice being able to see how others feel about a professional reflecting may have a negative impact of professional’s self-esteem (McFarland et al., 2009). There are limitations to this source as the study was conducted in one university with a small sample size containing only three males.
CoP links with Bronfenbrenner’s theory of ecological systems as the Macrosystem includes policies and practice which then leads down to the exosystem which is the indirect environment which in this case could be the CoP (Miller et al., 2012; Venninen et al., 2012). The next system Bronfenbrenner discusses is the mesosystem which is the services working with the child and family as these services work as a connection between the different systems. The final system is the microsystem which is using the skills and knowledge that has been learnt daily (Miller et al., 2012; Venninen et al., 2012). Therefore, reflection within CoP affects the different systems and CoP can choose to reflect within the different systems to improve services for the child and family.
To conclude this essay has looked at reflection which states that reflection is needed for personal and professional development as well as developing services (Finely, 2007); Jayatilleke and Mackie, 2012) However, it has been noted that reflection is not natural, and it may need to be taught (Quinton and Smallbone, 2010; Smith and Pilling, 2007). Gibbs’ and Rolfe’s models of reflection have been critiqued. Gibbs’ model of reflection which has six stage which are description, feelings, evaluation, analysis, conclusion and action plan. Rolfe’s model of reflection has three sections called ‘what’, ‘so what’ and ‘now what’. There are different versions of this model such as the model provided by the university of Cumbria (2016) which shows Rolfe’s model at a more critical level. Both models of reflection can be used in action and on action and when linked with how reflection enhances services for families there are benefits and critiques of using in action and on action. This essay has shown that reflection improves services and depending on the level of reflection depends on how the service can be improved. Communities of practice were discussed in relation to how reflection impacts communities and how they promote services which found that the effectiveness of communities of practice depends on the level of reflection and how much each participant is willing to share. When discussing services, the ECM and the Children Act 1989 came to light as they underpin the services needed to support families. It was found that these legislative documents came about due to reflection of specific events.
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