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Supervision Practice Record 
Introduction:
It functions as a structured professional process enabling practitioners to critically examine their work, enhance their skills, and maintain accountability to organisational values and young people’s wellbeing (Davys and Beddoe, 2010). Within youth work—where relational practice, informal education, and safeguarding responsibilities intersect—supervision offers vital space for practitioners to navigate complexities, manage emotional labour, and reinforce professional boundaries (Ingram, 2013).
This Supervision Practice Record provides a reflective and analytical account of my engagement in three supervision sessions with a supervisee. It critically examines my role as supervisor, the supervisory skills I applied, and the challenges that emerged around contracting, boundaries, safeguarding, and emotional responses to practice dilemmas. Drawing on established supervision frameworks—including Kadushin’s (1992) administrative–educational–supportive model, Proctor’s (2001) formative–normative–restorative approach, and Gibbs’ (1988) reflective cycle—this account demonstrates how supervision was used as a developmental, managerial and supportive process. In line with youth work literature emphasising relationship-based practice (Jeffs and Smith, 2010), this reflection highlights how supervision supports practitioners to work relationally while maintaining clarity, professionalism, and safety.

Session One: Introduction, Boundaries and Contracting:
The first session was foundational, focusing on establishing the supervisory framework and beginning to build a professional relationship. Effective supervision requires clarity from the outset, and many authors emphasise that contracting is essential for setting expectations, roles and boundaries (Hawkins & Shohet, 2012; Davys & Beddoe, 2010). I introduced the purpose of supervision, drawing explicitly on Kadushin’s (1992) model which identifies three core functions: administrative (ensuring policy compliance), educational (developing skills and competence), and supportive (attending to emotional wellbeing). Naming these functions helped the supervisee understand that supervision would balance supportive reflection with accountability—an important message in youth work settings where relational warmth may obscure professional responsibilities (Smith, 2002).
Contracting and Building the Relationship:
We collaboratively developed a supervision contract outlining key elements such as confidentiality parameters, responsibilities, frequency of sessions, and the recording process. Collaborative contracting aligns with strengths-based and participatory approaches in youth work (Rodd & Stewart, 2009) and ensures the supervisee has ownership of the process (Hawkins & Shohet, 2012). To facilitate this, I used active listening, paraphrasing and open questions to encourage the supervisee to articulate her needs, preferences, and previous experiences of supervision. This allowed me to tailor the supervisory approach to her learning style, which she described as reflective and conversation-based—consistent with experiential learning models often used in youth work (Kolb, 1984).
Setting boundaries early was a central task. Boundaries are necessary in supervision to safeguard both supervisor and supervisee and to ensure clarity of purpose (Carroll, 2018). I explained the difference between supportive supervision and emotional counselling, emphasising that supervision provides space for emotional processing but does not replace therapeutic support where needed. This distinction echoes the warnings in literature about role confusion and the risk of supervisors becoming “counsellors” (Inskipp & Proctor, 1993).

Session One:
A challenge in this session involved ensuring that the supervisee fully grasped the difference between emotional support and therapeutic intervention. She disclosed previous negative experiences where supervision was used mainly for performance management, leaving her unsure about the supportive element. I had to navigate this sensitively, validating her previous experience while clearly outlining the purpose of this new supervisory relationship. Reflecting on this afterwards, I considered whether I could have explored her anxieties around performance evaluation, as fear around managerial authority is a common theme in youth work supervision (Evetts, 2009).

Session Two: Navigating Professional Boundaries with a Young Person
The second session focused on a significant issue: the supervisee’s concern that a young person she supported had begun engaging with her as a friend rather than a professional. The young person had disclosed personal matters including substance use while with family members. Such disclosures create tension between relational engagement and safeguarding responsibilities, a dilemma well documented in youth work research (Ord, 2016; de St Croix, 2018).
Applying Supervisory Models
In supporting the supervisee, I drew on Proctor’s (2001) three-function model:
· Normative (ensuring safe and ethical practice),
· Formative (developing knowledge and skills),
· Restorative (providing emotional support).
Balancing these functions was crucial. I had to acknowledge the emotional impact of the disclosure—the supervisee felt uncomfortable and guilty—while also guiding her towards safe, policy-aligned action.
Exploring the Boundary Issue:
Using reflective questioning, I encouraged the supervisee to consider why the boundary shift had occurred. This aligns with Ruch’s (2007) emphasis on using reflective space to understand relational dynamics. Through discussion, she acknowledged that her desire to build rapport may have contributed to an overly informal dynamic. Youth work literature often warns that practitioners sometimes over-identify with young people, especially when they rely heavily on relational approaches (Jeffs and Smith, 2010; Banks, 2016).
We explored organisational safeguarding procedures. Following statutory guidance, disclosures related to substance misuse in a school context require formal recording and potentially escalation (HM Government, 2018). I reminded the supervisee that boundaries are not barriers but protective mechanisms for both herself and the young person (Banks, 2010). Reframing boundaries in this way helped ease her fear that reasserting professionalism would damage rapport. Research indicates that young people often respond positively when workers communicate role clarity and reliability (Ord, 2016).
Strategies Developed
Together, we developed strategies including:
· Using clear language about her role and limits of confidentiality.
· Re-establishing expectations at the start of sessions.
· Maintaining consistency in tone and approach.
· Ensuring disclosures were recorded promptly and accurately.
These strategies align with best-practice recommendations for school-based youth work, where safeguarding thresholds are often higher and role clarity is particularly important (Cooper, 2020).
Emotional Labour and Support:
A key challenge in this session was supporting the supervisee emotionally. She felt she had already “failed,” demonstrating the emotional difficulties in relational work (Hochschild, 1983). I validated her feelings while emphasising that boundary challenges are normal in youth work. The restorative function of supervision (Proctor, 2001) was essential here in preventing defensiveness and enabling growth.


Session Three: Reviewing Progress and Developing Future Practice:
The third session centred on reviewing progress following the action plan we developed in session two. The supervisee reported that she had successfully clarified her professional role to the young person and completed the necessary safeguarding report. She initially found the safeguarding process daunting, echoing literature showing that new practitioners often lack confidence in escalation procedures (Ferguson, 2018). Putting a safeguarding report in can be daunting due to the fear of relationship breakdown and breaking trust with a young person. However, she ultimately recognised the action as necessary and aligned with professional standards (Banks, 2016). Whilst also following policy and procedures within her placement.
Using Reflective Models
I used Gibbs’ (1988) reflective cycle to structure the review. This model encourages practitioners to reflect on:
· Description,
· Feelings,
· Evaluation,
· Analysis,
· Conclusion,
· Action plan.
Through this structure, the supervisee identified both strengths (clearer communication, improved confidence) and areas for development (assertiveness, emotional resilience).
Growth and Learning:
The supervisee demonstrated increased confidence, clearer understanding of boundaries, and improved grasp of safeguarding responsibilities. This progression reflects the educational function of supervision (Kadushin, 1992), as well as the value of reflective practice in relational professions (Schön, 1983). She also recognised that boundaries can strengthen relationships by providing predictability and safety—an insight supported by youth work ethics literature (Banks, 2010).
Challenges in Session Three:
A challenge in this session was helping the supervisee acknowledge her strengths. She remained self-critical and minimised her achievements, a tendency often seen in early-career practitioners (Fook & Gardner, 2007). I used evidence-based feedback to highlight specific examples of competence, reinforcing the restorative function of supervision (Proctor, 2001). This was important not only for her confidence but also for her capacity to manage emotional demands in future practice.

What I Have Learned About Myself as a Supervisor:
Through the supervision process, I have developed a deeper understanding of my strengths, tendencies, and areas for growth as a supervisor. One of the key insights I gained is that I naturally adopt a supportive and relational supervisory style. I am inclined to create a safe, empathetic space for the supervisee, and I prioritise building trust early in the relationship. This aligns with the restorative function of Proctor’s (2001) model, and I found that providing reassurance and emotional containment came naturally to me. However, I also realised that I can sometimes over-emphasise this supportive function, which may risk avoiding or softening more challenging conversations.
I also learned that I am particularly attentive to managing boundaries—both between myself and the supervisee, and between the supervisee and the young people they work with. I recognised that I feel a sense of responsibility for ensuring clarity around role expectations, safeguarding obligations, and ethical standards. This reflects Kadushin’s (1992) normative/administrative function, and I noticed that I tend to become more directive when I perceive potential risk. This tendency can be useful in safeguarding contexts, but it highlighted the need for me to continually balance guidance with promoting the supervisee’s autonomy and critical thinking.
Another important learning point was that I am highly reflective and value structured frameworks such as Gibbs’ (1988) reflective cycle. I often use structured reflection to help the supervisee explore their feelings, assumptions and behaviours. This aligns well with the formative function of supervision, but I realised I sometimes rely on models as a way to organise the conversation when I feel unsure or when emotionally complex issues arise. This awareness has helped me recognise the importance of trusting the process and allowing more open-ended exploration when appropriate.
A further insight was recognising my emotional responses as a supervisor. When the supervisee expressed guilt or self-doubt, I noticed my instinct was to reassure and protect her from feeling overwhelmed. While this demonstrates empathy—a critical skill in supervision—I also recognised the importance of helping the supervisee sit with discomfort in a safe way, rather than immediately alleviating it. Growth often occurs through “productive struggle,” and I am learning to balance empathy with constructive challenge.
Additionally, I realised that I can be cautious about asserting authority, perhaps due to a desire to maintain a collaborative relationship. However, supervision inevitably involves power dynamics (Hawkins & Shohet, 2012), and I learned that embracing my role as a supervisor with responsibilitys does not diminish collaboration—it strengthens it. Being willing to name issues, set expectations, or provide corrective guidance is part of ethical and effective practice.
Finally, I learned that I value evidence-based practice and clarity, which came through when helping the supervisee navigate safeguarding concerns. I felt more confident and grounded when referring to policy, organisational procedures and established frameworks. This suggests that I draw confidence from structure and shared standards, and that as I develop as a supervisor, I can gradually integrate this with more intuitive, experience-led judgment.

Conclusion:
Across the three sessions, supervision provided a structured, reflective, and supportive environment that enabled the supervisee to develop professionally and navigate complex relational challenges. Contracting in the first session established a clear framework and addressed anxieties around the purpose and boundaries of supervision (Hawkins & Shohet, 2012). The second session demonstrated the value of supervision in supporting practitioners to manage ethical dilemmas, particularly around professional boundaries and safeguarding—a recurrent tension in youth work practice (Banks, 2016; Ord, 2016). Through reflective exploration guided by Proctor’s (2001) model, the supervisee developed strategies to maintain professionalism while preserving relational trust.
The third session highlighted the supervisee’s learning and growth, underscoring the importance of reflective models such as Gibbs (1988) in consolidating practice development. The supervision process as a whole demonstrated how administrative, educational, and supportive functions (Kadushin, 1992) can work together to enhance competence, accountability, and emotional resilience.
Overall, this reflective account illustrates the central role of supervision in promoting ethical, safe, and reflective youth work practice. By providing space to explore dilemmas, reinforce boundaries, and support practitioner wellbeing, supervision contributes significantly to high-quality service delivery and to the development of confident, reflective youth practitioners.

Critical Reflection on the Role of Supervision 
Introduction:
Supervision is a core element of effective youth work practice, providing structured opportunities for reflection, professional development, and accountability. Jenkinson (2010) argues that supervision is essential for supporting youth workers to navigate the relational complexity of their roles, while also ensuring safe and ethical practice. Contemporary models highlight that meaningful supervision must extend beyond administrative oversight, integrating reflective and supportive processes that enhance practitioner wellbeing and competency (Kettle, 2015). In youth work specifically, reflective supervision creates a space where practitioners can critically examine their decisions, emotional responses, and interactions with young people (Wiedow, 2017). This introduction situates supervision within the broader professional framework of youth work and outlines the rationale for examining supervisory responsibilities and support strategies. By drawing on established and emerging research, the piece emphasises the significance of supervision that balances administrative, educative, and supportive functions in order to strengthen both practice quality and outcomes for young people.

Critical Reflection on the Role of Supervision:
Supervision in youth work is widely recognised as a complex and multifaceted process. Benefiel and Holton (2010) describe supervision as a confined range of functions, including management, consultation, and reflective dialogue. Within youth work, supervision provides a safe, structured space in which practitioners can reflect critically on their experiences. This reflective process enables youth workers to develop their professional judgement, adapt their practice, and respond more effectively to the complex needs of young people (Benefiel & Holton, 2010).
The supervisory relationship must be grounded in trust, openness, and non-judgement in order to support honest discussion about challenges arising in practice. Benefiel and Holton (2010) emphasise that the supervisor’s role involves creating a welcoming and psychologically safe environment where supervisees can articulate concerns relating to young people, colleagues, organisational issues, or boundaries. According to the National Youth Agency (2021), supervision also ensures that youth workers understand and comply with organisational policies and procedures. This process supports staff in maintaining safe practice while also providing a structured opportunity to review performance, set objectives, and acknowledge areas of achievement (NYA, 2021).
Herman (2012) argues that supervising youth workers is inherently demanding, due to the complexity of the role and the emotional difficulties. Historically, limited or inconsistent supervision led to gaps in professional support across the sector, prompting the development of the Worker Supervision Policy Guidance (NYA, 2021). Herman (2012) highlights that effective supervision enhances professional development, encourages reflective practice, and helps practitioners identify emerging patterns within their work with young people. Importantly, Herman (2012) also notes that supervisors must engage in reflective practice, modelling the critical thinking and reflexivity they expect from their supervisees.
Supervision is commonly understood as consisting of three integrated functions: administrative, educative, and supportive (Herman, 2012). Effective supervisors must balance these functions to ensure both high-quality practice and the wellbeing of staff.

My Responsibilities as a Supervisor:
As a supervisor, I am responsible for ensuring a balanced supervisory process that reflects all three functions described above. This includes ensuring compliance with policies and safeguarding requirements monitoring caseloads, and supporting ethical decision-making (NYA, 2021). I also facilitate opportunities for professional growth by encouraging reflective thinking, exploring theoretical frameworks, and guiding my supervisee to analyse their work from multiple perspectives (Herman, 2012).
Providing emotional and professional support is equally essential. Benefiel and Holton (2010) stress the importance of offering a safe, non-judgemental space, and as a supervisor I am expected to create and maintain such an environment. I provide constructive feedback, establish achievable goals, and remain alert to any signs of stress or burnout that may affect practice. By modelling reflective practice, I demonstrate the openness and self-awareness that underpin professional learning (Herman, 2012).


How I Support My Supervisee:
To support my supervisee effectively, I encourage critical reflection through open-ended questioning and discussion of practice-based scenarios. This reflective approach aligns with Herman’s (2012) emphasis on developing practitioners’ analytical skills and self-awareness. I validate the emotional challenges of youth work and promote resilience by acknowledging the pressures supervisees may experience.
Additionally, I work collaboratively with my supervisee to explore training opportunities, identify development needs, and set clear actions to ensure progress between sessions (NYA, 2021). I support their wellbeing by maintaining a supportive and confidential space while upholding my responsibility to address safeguarding or organisational concerns where necessary.

Challenges I faced as a supervisor:
Supervision plays a crucial role in maintaining effective youth work practice, yet fulfilling the supervisory role brings several challenges. A key difficulty is balancing the administrative, educative and supportive functions of supervision within limited time, particularly in contexts of high caseloads and unpredictable demands (Kadushin and Harkness, 2014). As a result, administrative or safeguarding issues can dominate supervision, reducing opportunities for reflective learning (Morrison, 2005).
Navigating the emotional complexity of youth work also presents challenges. Supervisees often bring experiences involving trauma or distress, requiring supervisors to offer emotional support while maintaining professional boundaries (Hawkins and Shohet, 2012). 
Power dynamics can further complicate the supervisory relationship. Because supervisors hold evaluative authority, supervisees may feel hesitant to disclose mistakes or uncertainties, highlighting the need to build psychological safety while still ensuring accountability (Davys & Beddoe, 2020).
Organisational constraints, including limited resources and training opportunities, also restrict the extent to which professional development goals can be achieved (Morrison, 2005). Finally, managing supervision alongside my own workload challenges my ability to remain reflective and fully present, reinforcing the need for ongoing self-management and reflective practice (Hawkins & Shohet, 2012).

Conclusion:
In conclusion, the literature demonstrates that effective supervision is fundamental to sustaining high-quality and reflective youth work practice. The evidence highlights that supervision must combine administrative accountability with opportunities for emotional support and professional learning (Kettle, 2015). Reflective supervision, as emphasised by Wiedow (2017) and Herman (2012), enables practitioners to deepen their self-awareness and improve their practice through critical inquiry. Recent developments, such as the STAR framework for assessing reflexivity, further illustrate the growing emphasis on structured reflective processes within supervisory relationships (Research in Practice, 2025). As a supervisor, fostering a trusting, reflective, and supportive environment aligns with best practice guidance and contributes directly to improved practitioner resilience, clearer decision-making, and enhanced outcomes for young people. Ultimately, the research confirms that supervision is not merely a managerial task but a vital professional process that strengthens both practitioner wellbeing and the wider quality of youth work practice (Jenkinson, 2010).













Leadership and Management Theory Review
Introduction:
Youth work organisations rely on effective management and leadership to ensure high-quality provision for young people, particularly in a sector characterised by diverse roles, fluctuating resources, and complex social needs. Understanding different management and leadership theories is therefore essential for analysing how practice is shaped within youth work settings. This review critically examines McGregor’s Theory X and Theory Y, Lewin’s leadership styles, and broader leadership concepts, exploring how these approaches influence staff behaviour, organisational culture, and outcomes for young people. The discussion also considers how funding pressures in Wales have reshaped managerial responsibilities and practices across the youth sector. By linking theoretical perspectives to real-world youth work contexts, the review highlights the importance of adaptive, context-specific leadership and management strategies.

Theory X and Theory Y in Youth Work Practice:
McGregor’s Theory X and Theory Y outline contrasting assumptions about worker motivation and the corresponding management styles that arise from them (Channell, 2021). Theory X assumes that employees inherently dislike work and require close supervision. Managers operating under this model often adopt an authoritarian style characterised by micromanagement, frequent monitoring, and limited trust in staff autonomy. Micromanagement is described by Garratt (2025) as an over-controlling behaviour in which managers scrutinise staff performance excessively and struggle to delegate tasks.
In youth work settings—particularly in targeted support—elements of Theory X may emerge when managers cannot directly observe the daily activities of staff. As a result, workers are often required to record appointments, sessions, and working hours in detail to demonstrate accountability (Channell, 2021). Sutton (2024) suggests that in such circumstances, managers may rely on Theory X assumptions because they lack trust in staff to organise their own calendars or workloads effectively.
However, Theory X may be more suitable in youth club environments where staff are on-site for the duration of their shift and managers can more readily oversee daily activities. In these situations, increased visibility may lead managers to adopt more directive approaches (Aitken, 2016).
In contrast, Theory Y reflects a more participatory and trusting approach to management. It assumes that employees are self-motivated and capable of managing their own responsibilities (Sutton, 2024). Theory Y is often beneficial in targeted youth support roles, where practitioners manage their own caseloads and require flexibility to respond to young people’s needs. This approach can foster professional growth, innovation, and more meaningful opportunities for youth engagement.
Nevertheless, a Theory Y approach may present challenges in youth club settings if staff lack structure or direction, potentially reducing productivity or consistency of provision. Conversely, a flexible approach could empower youth workers to be more creative and responsive. Similarly, in targeted support, overly lenient management could compromise accountability if staff are not regularly supervised or required to evidence target achievement (Aitken, 2016).

Leadership Theory:
Leadership differs fundamentally from management. While management focuses on tasks, processes, and organisational control, leadership centres on motivating and inspiring others (YouthEmployment.org.uk, 2016). In youth work, leadership emerges not only among staff but also among young people themselves, as some individuals naturally take initiative while others prefer to participate without leading (YouthLink Scotland, n.d.).
Lewin’s influential framework identifies three primary leadership styles: autocratic, democratic, and laissez-faire (Lindberg, 2022). Experimental studies found that autocratic leadership produced the highest levels of productivity in certain contexts, particularly where teams were low-skilled or where clear direction and rapid decision-making were required. Autocratic leadership was associated with advantages such as clarity, efficiency, and effective crisis management (Lindberg, 2022).
Lindberg (2022) notes that a further 27 leadership styles exist, including transactional, transformational, bureaucratic, charismatic, and spiritual leadership. These approaches shape how leaders manage their teams and influence team responsiveness, motivation, and outcomes. In youth work, the effectiveness of each style depends largely on the leader’s personality, the needs of young people, and the organisational environment.

Funding and Organisational Leadership in Youth Work:
Youth work in Wales is heavily influenced by funding availability. Many organisations rely on external grants to support staff salaries, training, project delivery, and the maintenance of safe spaces for young people (GOV.WALES, 2024). Budget reductions and cost-of-living pressures have made funding increasingly competitive, requiring managers to produce more detailed evaluations and reports to justify continued investment (National Youth Agency, 2025).
According to Ball (2025), youth work funding in Wales has fallen by approximately 27% since 2010. These cuts have contributed to youth centre closures, reducing access to essential support and safe environments for young people. The reduction in provision has been linked to wider social issues, including increased crime rates and lower educational attainment. The closure of youth spaces also raises concerns regarding young people’s rights under the UNCRC, particularly their right to relaxation, play, and safe recreational environments (UNICEF UK, 2025).

Despite government cuts, some funding bodies continue to provide substantial support. BBC Children in Need, one of the UK’s major youth sector funders, increased its contribution from £27 million in 2023 to £36.5 million in 2024. Of this, £30.1 million supported new grants, organisations, and community projects, while £6.4 million funded emergency essentials and partnership programmes. In 2023, these allocations were distributed differently, with £19 million for new grants, £1 million for booster grants, and £7 million for emergency essentials and partnership initiatives (BBC Children in Need, 2023). Although government funding has declined, such organisations help ensure that youth work provision remains possible (BBC Children in Need, n.d.).

Conclusion:
Effective leadership and management are integral to sustaining meaningful youth work provision, particularly in contexts marked by limited resources, diverse staffing structures, and increasing accountability demands. The analysis of Theory X and Theory Y demonstrates how managerial assumptions about staff motivation can directly influence working cultures in both youth clubs and targeted support environments. Similarly, the examination of leadership frameworks—including Lewin’s styles and the broader spectrum of leadership approaches—illustrates the importance of flexibility, clarity, and relational competence in guiding teams and supporting young people. Against the backdrop of significant funding reductions in Wales, youth work organisations require leaders who can balance strategic oversight with supportive, empowering management practices. Ultimately, the ability to apply appropriate leadership and management theories in context is crucial for ensuring that youth work services remain responsive, sustainable, and centred on the rights and wellbeing of young people.
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Appendix:
I have not used AI to support my work. 
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