The following essay shall be an exploration of what effective supervision is and how national and local policy currently structure this with in the Youth Work profession. There will also be a critical evaluation of how a local organisation, Talk Adoption Wales, uses policy to provide supervision and if this is adequate to support the staff and students whom they employ. The summation of this essay will explore what recommendations can be made to improve the current practice on local and national policies within the field of Youth Work. 
Professional reflection and supervision are tools currently utilised in several professions of work in the field of human services. Sapin (2013) describes supervision as a ‘process of critical reflection’ to discuss ongoing work and professional development between two practitioners and how this process can be beneficial for both parties, if engaged with effectively. The National Occupational Standards for Youth Work (2012; pg. 103) support this ideal and states that effective supervision is vital to support youth workers to ‘fulfil their roles and carry out their tasks effectively, safely and securely’. However, this policy is ambiguous in its recommendations for the structure or delivery of this support.
Effective supervision ‘includes sharing own youth work professional practice (whilst) providing support’ and can have many benefits for a Youth Workers professional development (LSIS, 2012, pg. 136). To assure the delivery of high-quality youth work, workers must continue to develop professionally to maintain the standard of care provided and to ‘keep up’ with the ever-evolving world that young people live in today. The Welsh Authority Government (2015) stated that a workers’ professional development should include ‘reflective supervision’ to ensure a high-level of development and delivery are maintained for young people. Building on this, Loganbill et al. (1982) write that supervision is ‘an intensive, interpersonally focused, one-to-one relationship in which one person is designated to facilitate the development of therapeutic competence in the other person’. 
However, the relationship between the two parties is paramount and an imbalance of power can often lead to unsuccessful supervision arrangements. Sapin (2013) emphasises that the relationship between supervisor and supervisee must be one of ‘mutual respect’ as these discussions can often be of a challenging nature about ‘practical and ethical dilemmas’ in the field. In addition to this, she explains the need for ‘forward planning and structure’ within supervision sessions, this can mean the logistical planning’s of sessions such as locations and times, or the relationship, purposes and power-balance the two parties fulfill in these sessions. If these boundaries and expectations are not met, it can mean the relationship is not a conducive learning environment for the supervisee. 
Although the structure of supervision is not a new one, it has been suggested that youth workers can still often be resistant to the practice. McCormick (2016) believes that even though the concept has been better understood and embraced in recent years, there are still many workers who will fail to ‘make space for critical reflection’ in their day-to-day practice and workers must ‘creatively generate their own structures or processes to support being critically reflective’ with in their profession. The recommendations provided by the Youth Work in Wales: Principles and Purposes document (2013) emphasise that for youth workers to be successful when assessing outcomes and to make true impact in young peoples lives, they must continue to challenge and develop current practice. To have this impact the document suggests having ‘systems for the planning, monitoring and evaluation of all aspects of their work with young people’ (YWWRG, 2013). These systems should provide organisations and youth workers as individuals the ability ‘to use self-assessment and reflection tools to create positive learning outcomes that benefit young people’ (YWWRG, 2013).  
Conversely Hedberg (2009) believes supervision and reflection are a ‘luxury’ and current expectations of constant busyness and productivity, matched with underfunding and understaffing of services make it difficult for practitioners to engage with supervision effectively. Although it is worth noting that Hedberg’s writings were focused on the reflective practitioner in a formal educational environment, many of these points of discussion currently ring true for the field of youth work. Indeed, other authors have theorised that effective supervision can only occur in supportive, learning environments and is not necessarily suited to organisations that have a hierarchical structure or ‘top-down’ organisation (Gould, 2004; Gray, 2007). When considering this argument for the field of Youth Work, it could be argued that the profession is well suited to the practice of supervision. With workers encouraged to work ‘participatively’ and with democratic managerial styles, it would be expected that the environment be that one of learning at Gould (2004) recommends (LSIS, 2012; WLGA, 2014).  However, what Hedberg (2009) has stated should be similarly considered when arguing if youth workers are able to effectively engage with supervision given the current strains the service is experiencing. 
On a national agenda, the Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Act 2015 has recommended that agencies work together and within them selves to ensure Wales is working towards goal’s that will benefit the nation as a whole. When we consider the core purposes of the Youth Work profession in relation to this act, youth work is not often driven by specific goals or achievements at forefront but is focussed on the development of an individual or group young people (LSIS, 2012). However, if we are to fulfill the agendas made in the Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Act 2015, performance must be ‘monitored’, and workers should be consistently supported to continue develop as practitioners.  Hedberg (2009) reminds us that ‘reflection is an important yet often-neglected aspect of (…) performance’ and suggests it is vital for success with in the workplace. In addition, the Nation Youth Work Strategy for Wales (2014-18), implicitly state that high-quality youth work can and should ‘effectively support a wide range of government agendas’ such as the ones mentioned above. 
Translating these policies in to practice can be challenging but is vital for the success of any youth work organisation. Indeed, when we look at the McKinsey 7-S Framework for a services success, ‘strategy’, ‘structure’ and ‘systems’ are deemed ‘hard elements’ of an organisation which can have a direct impact on the achievements or outcomes of a service (Mindtools, 2018). When looking at these hard elements through the lens of supervision and reflection, these can be associated with an organisations policies, approach and logistical structure of timing and location when arranging supervision. These elements would be specific to each organisations policy, and difficult to make an assumption on with out researching further into a specific service’s approach to supervision. 
The second aspect to the Mckinsey 7-S framework (Mindtools, 2018) are the ‘soft elements’, that are the ‘shared values, skills, style, (and) staff’ of an organisation. As discussed above, through the lens of supervision, youth workers should be appropriately prepared to embrace supervision as the profession holds a shared set of core values and principles to which youth workers practice and are similarly trained in skills and style of work (LSIS, 2012; WG, 2014).
This framework can also be included when discussing how Talk Adoption Wales approach supervision and reflection. Talk Adoption Wales have a strict supervision in policy in place regarding its employees and student volunteers and the organisation are commanded to adhere to firm policy guidelines regarding supervision. Supervision is provided monthly and is facilitated by the Supervisee’s line manager (Talk Adoption Wales, 2017), and in principle these are good guidelines to abide by. However, as earlier stated the power balance and relationship between both parties requires delicate balance. The power imbalance between employee and line manager may cause issues within a supervision format. It may not be the most appropriate arrangement to create an environment where the supervisee feels safe to share issues or concerns that they have perceived in the work place (Jeffs & Smith, 2010; pg. 150). 
In addition to this, as Talk Adoption is an organisation which operates nationally across the United Kingdom, face-to-face supervision is often in impossibility due to moving locations and travel costs. To maneuver this barrier, the organisation will often utilise the internet and conduct supervision sessions of a ‘Zoom’ or ‘Skype’ video call (Talk Adoption Wales, 2017). It can be questioned if this would allow for the connection and relationship to build between supervisor and supervisee. Ingram and Harris (2001) would suggest that face-to-face sessions may be of greater benefit to the supervisee to ensure ‘comfortability’ to meet the ‘developmental needs of staff’. When we refer to the earlier of a McKinsey 7-S framework assessment tool, this lack of face-to-face contact and support during supervision could be considered a weakness for the organisation and not optimum for staff development or satisfaction (Mindtools, 2018). 
In addition to these logistical policies for supervision, it is only required for supervision sessions to be held on a monthly basis according to Talk Adoptions Wales’ supervision policy (2017). For supervision to be effective, Sapin (2013) recommends ‘regular scheduled communication’. It is the authors belief that although the current policy that demands supervision to be engaged with monthly may be acceptable for typical practice or contact time with young people; the intensity of work and high needs of the young people that this organisation cater for, may mean that monthly sessions alone are not enough to support employees or students during these challenging experiences. When correlating this again to the McKinsey 7-S framework, this ‘structure’ for supervision may be deemed weak and be impacting employee satisfaction and felt support (Mindtools, 2018). Additional supervision sessions would provide opportunity for workers to share their experiences and the events that may have transpired during contact time with young people, and aid compartmentalisation of these experiences so that youth workers can continue to effective in their practice. This additional support could equip workers with tools to create boundaries and gain further understanding within their practice with high-need young people. Without this additional support, Baratta (2013) argues that workers may be less resilient returning to their usual workload demands and be more susceptible to burn out. Even with these many benefits of increased supervision in the work place, it is worth noting as Hedberg (2009) suggested earlier, the financial strains and current demands on the youth work service may not be able to facilitate this.
To surmise the observations and suggestions made for Talk Adoptions Wales’ current policy and approach towards supervision, it would be for the organisation to consider the benefits of face-to-face sessions, as opposed to those over taking place through screen contact and the consider the benefits of increased regularity of planned supervision sessions for their staff. Although Hedberg (2009) has stated the barriers and arguments against supervision within his profession, he ultimately states that ‘reflection can result in deeper learning not only about the subject studied but also about the learner’, and this continued learning can benefit the organisation on a managerial level and be of much benefit to both parties. 
When reviewing national policies regarding supervision such as those mentioned above (LSIS, 2012; WG, 2014; WAG, 2015), it is apparent the principles of supervision are clear and stated implicitly. For a supervision arrangement to have qualities of mutual relationship and power, being a supportive and educational space and of benefit to both parties involved, has been reiterated in many documents. However, the structural and logistical recommendations are not as clear. This is similarly reflected in local supervision policies from neighbouring agencies in Wales. When analysing the supervision guidelines in place at Pembrokeshire Youth (2012) and Ceredigion Youth Service (Unknown), they provide much information on the style and spirit of the practice but fail to offer specific instruction to structure or delivery. It would be a recommendation that clear structural guidelines be in place to ensure regularity of supervision sessions and the quality of the environment in which their provided. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Ultimately supervision is a core value to the youth work profession and ‘reflection … is essential for responsible and ethical practice’ (Bolton, 2010). Organisations and professionals as individuals should continue to actively peruse and develop the current policies and approaches to supervision in the field to ensure the continued development of the profession. Buchroth & Parkin (2010) believe that, ‘reflective practice is at the heart of creative work with young people’ and it is this practice that allows for youth workers to have continued impact in their communities and makes the service invaluable in the lives of young people.  
