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Critically engage with ONE model of Management and consider the implications for an Advocacy organisation of your choice.
In this assignment I will explore the potential implications for an advocacy organisation adopting the Hersey and Blanchard (1969) model of Situational Leadership. I will examine the positive and negative implications of using this model of management for three distinct elements: staff management, organisational change, and service quality.  This will be done in relation to an Independent Mental Health Advocacy (IMHA) service provided by the independent charity ‘VoiceAbility’ in the East Riding of Yorkshire. VoiceAbility are a national organisation who provide a range of different independent advocacy services across England. Focusing on one regional service in isolation will allow for a deeper exploration of the implications at service delivery level. 
Before exploring these implications, it is necessary to define any key terms. Models of management relate to both the management and leadership of organisations and services.  Management can most basically be defined as “the control and organisation of something” (Cambridge Dictionary). This simplistic definition can expanded to encompass the oversight of task completion by individuals and teams, organisation of resources (including workforce) and operational decision making to ensure goals and objectives are met (Knowledge Hut). 
Leadership moves beyond the control and organisation of management to inspire and empower people to work together towards a common goal (Flint, 2023).  The terms leader and manager are used interchangeable and lines between them blur but a key difference is leadership and leaders must inspire willingness and commitment from followers (Flint, 2023). The combination of management and leadership is key to delivering an effective and efficient service. My chosen model of management, Situational Leadership, lends itself perfectly to examining how effective management and leadership are. 
At the very heart of the model are two principles of effective leadership: task behaviour and relationship behaviour. Task behaviour relates to directive or instructional approaches taken to facilitate ‘followers’ (workers) completing tasks effectively to achieve objectives. Relationship behaviour is concerned with the two-way communication between management and worker. The sharing of vision and supporting behaviour to empower and engage workers. Whether a leader utilises high or low levels of these two behaviours creates four distinct leadership styles, these are depicted in appendix one. 

The terminology for these four styles has evolved in the 50 years since the model was initially developed but the underlying principles remain. Telling (or directing) consists of a high directive and low relational approach. This is typified by independent decision making by the leader resulting in clear instructions and expectations on task completion to workers. The opposite of this is the Participating (or supporting) style consisting of a low directive and high relational approach. Typically, this would involve discussion with and input from workers on approaches, resulting in joint decision making.  Selling (or coaching) involves a high directive and relational approach. As with the telling approach decision making power is still exerted by the leader. However, in this approach the leader would also rely on two-way communication to engage workers in the objective and potentially a wider vision. The final style is Delegating. With little input or direction from the leader workers are given the autonomy to direct themselves.
[bookmark: _Hlk161390056]To go with these four leadership styles Hersey and Blanchard proposed four levels of follower ‘readiness’. Readiness being a judgement of their ability and willingness to complete a specific task. Combinations of being able/unable and willing/unwilling create the four levels of readiness as depicted in appendix one. Whilst the model was originally developed with readiness of followers to complete a task in mind. The four levels can also be applied to organisational culture in terms of readiness for organisational change and readiness for quality (Walters 2018). 
Knowing that there are four leadership styles and levels of follower readiness is the easy part. The test for leaders is to correctly match leadership styles to levels of readiness. The test for the model is how well any of these matches deliver effective management and leadership. This will be the crux of my examination of the models implications for the VoiceAbility IMHA service. 
Hersey (2001) defined readiness as the ability and willingness for a follower to complete a specific task. The key word in this is specific. Advocacy is an individualised service. Each partner the IMHA works will have a unique situation with differing capacity, awareness, wants, needs, and concerns. They may be subject to guardianship, a community treatment order (CTO) or even detention under the Mental Health Act (1983). The partner may have positive or negative family relations. They can have positive or negative relationships and perceptions of professionals and care settings. There are also external factors to consider. Settings and supporting professionals may have differing opinions of the IMHA role. They could perceive them to be a help or a hindrance. They could have a positive or negative pre-existing relationship with the IMHA. All of this creates an incredibly complex situation for an IMHA and requires a combination of knowledge and skill with willingness and confidence. It cannot be assumed that a follower has the same level of ability or competence and willingness or confidence to complete all tasks associated with their role. 
It is the skill of the leader to match the follower’s readiness to the specific task. The task could be as broad as assigning a new partner to an advocate’s caseload or as narrow as an individual review meeting or managers hearing the advocate is attending. The Situational Leadership model asserts that there are four levels of readiness and four styles of leadership. These can be seen in appendix one with the designations R (readiness) 1-4 and S (style) 1-4. Accurate matching of these is key. 
Bedford and Gehlert (2013) propose that mismatching readiness and style can cause anxiety, frustration or anger depending on how widely the leader misjudges the situation. In practice it is clear to see why. A leader who perceives that an IMHA in their team is vastly experienced and highly skilled may consider them an R4 and therefore needing minimal direction or support with any of their caseload and able to take on the most complex advocacy partners. The lack of support may leave the IMHA feeling anxious about a difficult case where they are unsure of the correct action to take. Conversely, providing too much direction on what steps to take and how could leave a highly competent IMHA feeling frustrated that they are not trusted as capable enough to make the right decisions. 
There are two significant risks in this process. The leader’s ability to correctly interpret the individual followers readiness and the followers transparency in sharing an accurate account of their ability and confidence. For managers of any advocacy service supervision is a key tool for this. Much on an IMHs role is conducted in isolation from their wider team and organisation. Visits with partners are most often conducted without support from supervisors or managers unless competence is being assessed or support has been requested. Therefore, supervision becomes the main opportunity to observe and assess the IMHAs performance and readiness. 
For the purposes of clinical supervision Bernard and Goodyear (2004) rebrand the four leadership styles as teacher, consultant, counsellor and evaluator. The risk of mismatching style to readiness remains but Bedford and Gehlert (2013) theorise a situational approach assessing individual readiness task by task guides leaders on when to adjust. They consider the risk of utilising a global approach to an individual’s readiness potentially more damaging, with the potential to damage client welfare. This approach is supported by Webb et al’s (2015) assertion that supervision is most effective when focusing on task assistance and emotional support. The need for follower transparency is supported by Rogers (1957) person-centred approach stating that individuals must facilitate their own development and understand themselves. The main strength of this is that all aspects of an IMHA ability and willingness can be examined under a spotlight. Weaknesses can be supported, and strengths can be celebrated. 
There is however a negative aspect to this. Whilst the model offers the flexibility of allowing leaders to tailor their approach to individual tasks it can be confusing and even disorientating for followers. In 2019 an IMHA had an average active caseload of 25 and an average annual caseload of 100 (Newbigging et al, 2015). Within a supervision, or case management, session a leader may use all four styles, some of them more than once, leaving the follower confused about why different levels of support are offered. 
Again, there is significant reliance upon the leader accurately assessing each task individually and not making sweeping judgements. Returning to the 2019 data on average caseloads the scope for making errors is clear. It requires great levels of diligence from the manager to continually assess the situation as it stands and not make assumptions on previous supervisions or even the previous task in the current supervision. 
Situational leadership becomes problematic for group supervision where the different approaches for different followers can be seen. It may damage the confidence of followers given higher levels of support or cause resentment where followers perceive colleague to be getting favourable treatment. It may also encourage followers to mask their true needs to save face in front of their peers.
A consistent singular leadership style may not bring the maximum from all followers, but it would provide consistency of followers knowing what support to expect. The need to adapt leadership styles to suit a spectrum of changing individual need may be overestimated. Following a study Fernandez and Vecchio (1997) suggest the variations within a profession are limited and adaptability is best reserved for managing a team where different roles exist. This would suggest VoiceAbility managers may need to be adaptable when managing wider services but not when managing an IMHA-only team. 
Effective matching of readiness and style brings benefits to the advocacy partner, the individual advocate and the wider organisation. The advocacy partner receives a better quality of service if their advocate is being well managed and give the direction and support they need. For the IMHA they feel empowered and valued by having the right levels of autonomy, support and involvement. 
At an organisational level it means strategic objectives and performance measures are met. It reduces the risk of staff turnover if staff feel they are delivering a good service and are supported and valued. It also improves the organisations’ ability to not only retain but win new commissioning contracts.
VoiceAbility were successful in winning their advocacy contract with East Riding of Yorkshire council in December 2021. The nature of commissioning means service providers will regularly be in a cycle of either bidding to win new contracts or retain and extend existing contracts. This means commissioned services can be pressurised environments to work in with the need to keep both service users and commissioners happy. There is also the uncertainty of long-term futures for both the service and individual employee. Under TUPE arrangements employees may remain in their role and the same terms and conditions but under a new provider with different values and approaches. This could make it difficult to foster employee commitment and loyalty to the provider. This combination of factors makes it vitally important for leaders to manage organisational change effectively. 

I have explored the implications of situational leadership at a micro level where readiness relates to individual task completion. I will now examine the implications on a broader level where followers contribute to an organisational readiness to change and adapt. Hersey et al (1996) apply this in terms of substantial change such as structure and nature of an organisation. It will therefore be considered in terms of commissioning, funding, and policy, including the move towards professionalisation of services. 

For the purposes of organisational change Hersey et al (1996) repositioned the original readiness levels. Instead of representing individual readiness to complete a given task they now represent an organisational culture built from individual behaviours. Individual ability and willingness to complete an individual task is replaced by a collective culture. The group of follower’s ability to react to change and a commitment to any required actions (Walters 2018). R 1-4 levels are replaced by OR levels 1. Stagnation, 2. Conserving, 3. Competing and 4. Learning. Again, leaders must identify the culture correctly and match their style accordingly. 

VoiceAbility actively promote ‘Spot Purchases’ to help commissioners “meet unexpected demand or support…. clients placed out of area”.  Situational Leadership used correctly would allow them to assess their organisational culture and effectively plan implementation.  Within a learning culture an organisation requires little direction or support from its leader. Followers are committed to the organisations vision and flexible to external forces. With a learning culture they can be confident in securing and providing effective additional services at short notice knowing their IMHAs are committed and able. Limited direction or support from leaders would be needed to adapt and deliver the new service. Identifying and understanding this brings huge benefits to the organisation. It allows for flexibility where cultures may initially seem rigid. A conserving culture is still committed to the organisation and willing to adapt but limited in its ability to do so. Team members may be concerned about their ability to reorganise workloads and priorities and require high levels of direction to achieve the new goals. Conversely, a competing culture is well aware of the changes needed and how to react but lacks the commitment or will to do so. In this instance less focus on operational matters and direction and more focus on selling vision, purpose and benefit will lead the team to deliver the changed service. However, as discussed previously there are pitfalls to this. 

Assuming organisational culture or readiness is the same for all changes and external factors will lead to mismatching of readiness and leadership style. Similarly, misidentification of readiness will lead to mismatching of leadership style. Each opportunity would have to be assessed in isolation as a unique situation with consideration of a range of factors. Followers may have found previous changes harder than anticipated and therefore be less willing. They may have developed new skills and feel more equipped to respond to change in future. Mansaray (2019) theorises that as humans we are reluctant to embrace change due to the discomfort it causes. Moreover, leading change will always require a certain level of relational and supportive leadership to inspire and empower followers.

A more significant change for VoiceAbility East Riding could be the service being recommissioned over a wider footprint to include Kingston-Upon-Hull. This would mean either replacing the existing service provided by Cloverleaf Advocacy or being incorporated into their organisation. Significant change like this would take place over a prolonged period with uncertainty during the tendering process and following a contract award. Leadership approaches would have to be reviewed regularly as the situation developed and progressed.

The situational leadership model continues to provide great flexibility but relies on the assumption that leaders have the luxury of choice. Organisations such as VoiceAbility rely on renewing and expanding income streams to sustain their existence. The loss of long-term commissioning contracts would increase the need to be more flexible and take on short term opportunities such as subcontracting or spot purchasing. Where additional income streams are needed with time pressures there may be less opportunity for leaders to support and consult with services. A direct, low relational approach may be needed to meet urgent need. It is an unfortunate truth that in some circumstances the organisational need may outweigh the needs of followers. 

The final consideration for change is adoption of policy changes. Policy change can come from internal or external sources. In the case of VoiceAbility all policy changes may feel external due to the size and scale of the wider organisation. According to Situational Leadership judging the culture of the organisation will allow for effective implementation of new and amended policies. A learning culture could be very accepting of change and willing to adapt with little persuasion or training. A competing culture would need a more participatory approach with greater involvement in the implementation of policy change. Application of the policy would be within their ability, but relational leadership skills would be needed to engage them with the new process. Again, this appears a functional partnership of needs being identified and met. The perception of choice returns as a problem. Policy change, particularly if external, may require immediate implementation.

The most significant policy change is the increasing professionalisation of advocacy services. Putting aside the arguments for and against professionalisation, the first consideration is how organisations to adapt to it. Situational Leadership supports organisational change by assessing the shared behaviour or culture of followers. In this instance it is likely to be highly personalised with no consensus. New, inexperienced IMHA’s are more likely to embrace new standards and qualifications and present a learning culture. More experienced, older IMHAs will have witnessed some of the many developments over the past three decades. They are likely to be less inclined to relearn their role and be bound by new standards and legislation (Henderson and Pochin, 2001). Without a shared behaviour a leadership style cannot be adopted. This is a fatal flaw for the situational leadership model. Larsson and Vinberg (2010) and Mansaray (2019) claim a high relational approach is always needed for effective change management due to level of engagement needed and the inherent caution humans show toward change. The value of situational leadership would be found in identifying and responding to the individual needs of followers because of policy change.  
Situational Leadership limited use in assessing and acting upon a shared organisational readiness for change does not mean it will be limited for organisational readiness for quality. When considering quality the readiness levels are rebranded again. This time R levels 1-4 are titled Isolated, Participative, Individualistic and Quality (Hersey et al 1996). Instead of assessing ability and willingness leaders have to consider how cross-functional and customer focused cultures are. At the two extremes, an isolated culture would have low customer focus and internal dysfunction while a quality culture would be customer driven with high functionality. Within a quality culture leaders can adopt a delegating style in the knowledge service wide quality is being provided. Unlike readiness for change it is easier to see how individual behaviours create the organisational culture.

The major benefit of professionalisation is the national standards and qualifications providing a structure for quality. It would assure team leaders that their IMHAs are competent and working in the same manner. The skill of the leader is in identifying whether the culture is quality, with cross team functionality, or individualistic with isolated high performance and drive masking shortcomings in consistency across the organisation. Mismatching this could lead to individualistic cultures being lead via delegation which would only entrench the lack of joint working and increase inconsistency of service delivery. For an IMHA service this could lead to vulnerable individuals not receiving the level of service they dearly need. 

Situational leaderships great strength regarding quality is it allows leaders to target organisational weaknesses to improve service delivery. An underperforming service can have its needs diagnoses and responded to. Where a participative culture exists high supportive and relational leadership can be used to address the lack of customer drive and engage the team with the core purpose and value of the service. Within any IMHA service provider it would be rightly expected that customer drive is a given. Where IMHAs may struggle is seeing beyond the immediate need of individual advocacy partners and to consider innovations and changes that will bring long term improvements for a wider population. However, it may be difficult to see how new approaches and changes to services support the customer. Increased paperwork and reduced patient or partner contact is a common gripe of health and social care professionals so engaging teams with the value of this is essential. The skill and ability to deliver quality isn’t it doubt so the leader must focus on motivation. 

Situational Leadership is an effective tool for assessing organisational readiness for quality. To bring the most benefit it should be used in conjunction with its initial purpose as a tool for supporting followers with task completion. Returning to the subject of professionalisation leaders a structure of national standards and codes of practice would provide a rigid template and reference point for followers to work by. With task readiness in mind, this would increase follower ability and subsequently reduce the need for an overly directive leadership style. National qualifications would support the learning and development of followers further enhancing their ability and reducing the need for directive leadership. The flexibility of the situational leadership model loses some potency as the extremes of low ability are removed. If all IMHAs are trained in a national qualification and understand national standards there should be no cause for inability which would make two of the four styles redundant. Henderson and Pochin (2001) highlight that standards strengthen the identity of advocacy, increase the social and political awareness of it and elevate the status of advocates. This would again strengthen the advocates ability. Making it easier to work with, and challenge, other professionals involved in the care of their advocacy partner. 

In conclusion, the Situational Leadership model used effectively has many positive implications for an organisation such as the East Riding Voiceability IMHA service. It allows for identification and reaction to individual staff need and for the effective development and management of service quality. It is less effective when considering readiness for organisational change. There may be more practical application for this when considering higher levels of leadership. Situational Leadership may be more effective at assessing organisational readiness for change at a strategic management level of VoiceAbility.
It does have significant risk associated with it. It relies heavily upon the ability of the leader utilising it to correctly identify the readiness of individuals and wider behaviours of teams. This is particularly difficult for an IMHA service where a majority of the work is completed in isolation from the wider team. Supervisions provide a platform for assessment, but they are an artificial environment. The benefits of flexibility are also unproven. Despite its popularity there is limited evidence to support that the model is effective in practice. 
Further research is needed with practical evaluation of situational leadership in advocacy organisations. Many of the existing studies relate to more commercial or industrial enterprises where there is more consistency in the task. The many tasks involved in providing advocacy to a patient detained under the Mental Health Act cannot be compared to the standardised tasks involved in sectors such as industrial production where many leadership studies have been conducted.
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