Appendix 8 – Supervision

	
                Appendix 8: Tools
	Tools – you will need to use your research in practice log in to access this resource pack 
reflective_supervision_resource_pack_2017.pdf (researchinpractice.org.uk)
 
Some tools frequently used include the following which can easily be accessed in the attachment 
Tool 6: Framing the dilemma
Tool 12: RiP Anchor Principles for reflective supervision
Tool 13: Wonnacott’s Discrepancy Matrix
Tool 16: Munro’s decision tree
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Tool 6: Framing the dilemma		

Many tools that help support decision-making and critical thinking require the supervisee to identify and clearly articulate a key issue. By refining your thinking prior to a reflective supervision session, you will gain more clarity and rigour from the process of exploring the issue.  

Aims

To support the supervisee to:

> 	Define the key issue faced by the child, instead of bringing an overwhelming and complex problem to supervision, and

> 	Gain clarity in supervision as to whether this is the crucial issue and whether the supervisee can gain any traction on it to produce change in the child’s lived life.

Application

Supervisees can use this tool on their own, with the supervisor or with their peers ahead of, and then in, supervision. 

Instructions

Follow steps 1-4 ahead of supervision. You’ll need post-it notes and a piece of paper to produce a mind map/spider diagram. Complete steps 5 and 6 in supervision.   

Step 1:  Map the story

With the child at the centre of the piece of paper, use the Post-it notes to begin a mind map or spider diagram of all the issues that are surrounding the child.

Step 2:  Sort the issues into themes   

Take all of the threads of the story that feel similar and place them together under the following headings (it’s likely they will have clusters of similar sub-themes):



	> 	 Child’s own experience/action

	> 	   Parents’ experience/action

	>     	Environmental and wider family impactors 

> 	Other issues.

Step 3:  Ask yourself the following questions

1. Which one of these themes worries me the most? (Choose only one)

2. Which one of these things harms the child the most? (Choose only one)

3. Which one of these things is the lever for change for the child? (If we could do something here, the child’s safety and lived experience would be improved.) (Choose only one)

Step 4:  Frame the dilemma

Take the theme that has the most impact on the child and write (in one sentence) what the issue is from the child’s point of view. For example:

Where should Jamie live?  

Is Kerry’s mother able to protect her from violence?   

Can Paul’s mum manage her drug addiction well enough to give Paul the care he needs?  

Does Sarah’s father understand her disability and how best to help her?

This is the dilemma that you should bring to your supervision session.  

Step 5: Present the dilemma in supervision

Present your statement first before any other information is offered.

You can then build on the original statement in a number of ways.  

> 	You can offer a two-minute case description of what is working well and what you are worried about, and then let your supervisor/the group examine this.

	>     	You can provide a genogram and a chronology of significant events to look for patterns.

> 	You can answer the question (‘I think that Kerry’s mother can protect her’) and then ask your supervisor/the group to test it out for you by looking for exceptions, bias and errors in thinking or any outlying factors not considered.

Step 6: Return to your themes

Once you have worked on the dilemma for 15 minutes, go back to your themes.

Is this still the one that stands out?  

Ask the questions again. 

If you get the same answers, then it’s likely you have framed the dilemma that will have a helpful impact on the child if you can work out a way forward. 

Source: Developed by the authors





Tool 12: RiP Anchor Principles for reflective supervision	



NAME 

DATE	

These open-ended questions based on the Research in Practice Anchor Principles promote clear and analytical thinking and/or assessments from supervisees and the development of clear plans for children and families. 

Aims

Support practitioners to:

	> 	Explore the purpose of their intervention

	> 	Analyse the information they hold

	> 	Develop hypotheses that can assist case planning and decision-making

	> 	Define clear outcomes and ways of measuring whether these have been achieved.

Application

The tool can be used in its entirety or as a reminder of the kinds of questions to explore in either one-to-one or group supervision. 

Instructions

Consider some or all of the following questions and record key evidence of reflection and outcomes of the discussion in the blank box. 

		Anchor Principles

		Notes





		What is the supervision or assessment for? 

ENCOURAGE THE PRACTITIONER TO: 

Reflect prior to action. 

GUIDING QUESTIONS

> What does the practitioner hope to achieve from the supervision or assessment?  

> What might the family and child be hoping for or worried about?  

> What might the organisation be hoping for or worried about?  

> How might the practitioner feel about doing direct work or carrying out an assessment?  

> How might the child feel during direct work or about being assessed?

> Is there a different way to achieve an understanding of the situation?

> Is all the information collected useful and relevant?

> What skills and support might the practitioner need to engage in direct work or carry out the assessment?

		



		What is the story?

ENCOURAGE THE PRACTITIONER TO: 

Explore what is known so far.  

GUIDING QUESTIONS

> What are the facts? 

> Are there any grey areas or unknowns?  

> Has the practitioner thought about how their own past experience may be colouring the story?  

> Can the practitioner tell the story from the viewpoint of another professional? Or the child? Or the family members? 

> How does the story make the practitioner feel? 

> How has the practitioner used the story to make sense of the child’s lived life?

> What tools has the practitioner used to help focus and explore the story?

		







		What does the story mean?

ENCOURAGE THE PRACTITIONER TO: 

Analyse the story, using research, practice wisdom and the family’s expertise. 

GUIDING QUESTIONS:

> What hypotheses have been developed? What else could it be?

> What does the practitioner know about stories like this? 

> What tools could help the practitioner test the meaning?

> Does the practitioner understand the resilience the child brings to their story?

> What is the impact of the story on the child?

> Imagine the child is in this room – what would they say about the meaning being made of their life?

> Are there any meanings the practitioner may have missed because of their own story (think about gender, ethnicity and religion, for example)?

> Does the practitioner understand what and who is helping the child grow well, and what or who is holding the child back?

		







		What needs to happen?

ENCOURAGE THE PRACTITIONER TO: 

Explore options for direct work and support: (a) from the point of view of the practitioner; and (b) from the point of view of the child. 

GUIDING QUESTIONS

> What does the practitioner think will be the best outcome and why? 

> What does the practitioner think will be the worst outcome and why? 

> What would the child say about that? 

> What would the family say about that? 

> How will this be helpful to the child’s current situation? 

> What would have to happen for this child in order for the practitioner to stop being involved with the child and family? 

> Does everyone involved agree about what needs to happen for the child? 

> Is the family clear about what has to happen next? 

> Is the child/young person clear about what has to happen next?

		











		How will we know we are making progress?

ENCOURAGE THE PRACTITIONER TO:

Reflect on action. Think about the practitioner’s role in doing meaningful work with the child and family. 

GUIDING QUESTIONS:

> How does the practitioner feel about progress?

> What would the child/family say? 

> What did the practitioner hope would have happened by now? 

> What is different? 

> How does the practitioner know they are being helpful? 

> How is the child’s lived life different this week? 

> What is the practitioner still worried about? 

> What is the family still worried about? 

> What is the child still worried about? 

> Does the practitioner know what will happen for the child if there is no progress? 

> Does the practitioner have a plan to challenge the other professionals and family involved in helping this child, if there is no change for the child? 

> Has the hypothesis been disproved? 

> Did the practitioner intervene based on the wrong need? 

> Was the right meaning given to the story?

		





Source: Adapted from Brown and Turney (2014)







































Tool 13: Wonnacott’s Discrepancy Matrix	

This tool encourages practitioners to reflect on what is known about a case and what is unknown or not yet known – a vital aspect of working with uncertainty. It supports the practitioner to tease out the information they hold into four types: evidence, ambiguous, assumption, and missing. 

Aim

To help the practitioner think critically about the information upon which they’re basing their decision-making.

Application

Can be used as a standalone activity or in combination with, for example, the Systemic Reflective Space group supervision model (Tool 7) or other critical thinking and analysis tools, such as De Bono’s Six Hats (the white hat) (Tool 14), which ask participants to critique the information they hold about a case. 

Instructions

Follow the steps below and record key evidence of reflection and the outcomes of the discussion either in the matrix itself or by using one of the recording templates in this Resource Pack. 

Step One: Telling the story

The case-holding practitioner tells their story briefly. The supervisor or group members then begin to support the practitioner to sort the information they have been told into each of the boxes. Questions such as: 

       >  How do you know that…?

	> 	What other evidence do you have that this is true?

	>  	How often have you felt like that even though you have no evidence it is true?

	> 	When do you feel that most strongly? Why?

	> 	If you had this piece of information, what might it make you do differently?

Step Two: Sorting information

The information is sorted into the four areas as the practitioner answers the questions.

1. What do I know? For something to go into the ‘evidence’ category, it needs to be proven and verified (in other words, come from more than one source as a fact). Evidence also includes knowledge about legal frameworks and roles and responsibilities under the Children Act, as well as research. This category provides the strongest factual evidence for analysis and decision-making. 

2. What is ambiguous? This relates to information that is not properly understood, is only hearsay or has more than one meaning dependant on context or is hinted at by others but not clarified or owned.

3. What I think I know This allows the practitioner to explore their own practice wisdom and also their own prejudices to see how this is informing the case. Emotion and values can also be explored in this area and the self-aware practitioner can explore how they are responding and reacting to risk. 

4. What is missing? These are the requests for information coming from the people listening to the story (supervisors, peers, other agency staff) that prompt the practitioner to acknowledge there are gaps in the information. The gaps then have to be examined to see if the lack of information might have a bearing on the decision-making in the case; if so, it needs to be explored.



Step Three: Reflections

Once the exercise is complete the practitioner is then asked:

1. What has changed about what you know?

2. What do you still need to know?

3. What does this mean for the child/family?

4. What do you want to do next?



Discrepancy matrix
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Source: Based on Morrison and Wonnacott (2009) in Wonnacott (2014)

Tool 16: Munro’s decision tree	

Decision trees are a means of opening up a dialogue about casework and mapping possible consequences of decisions. 

Aims

	> 	To support the supervisor and supervisee to approach an issue from a different perspective.

	       >  To support decision-making and planning. 

Applications

Decision trees are particularly useful if the practitioner and supervisor have different opinions on the course of action that needs to be taken, or when neither is clear about the best way forward, perhaps around long-term planning for children. It can be helpful to use with someone who is more often led by their emotions and intuition, though care must be taken that decision trees do not lead practitioners to become so immersed in analysis that they are avoiding identifying their feelings at all. 

Instructions 

Read these instructions alongside the accompanying illustration.

1. What is the decision to be made? Enter data into square on left of tree.

2. What are the possible choices (options)? Enter up to four different options. Write these along the radiating lines coming out of the square.

3. What are the possible consequences of the different options? Create the same number of consequences for each option (3 or 4) and write them along the lines radiating from the circles.

4. Try and give a score to the probability (likelihood) of each consequence occurring. Score somewhere between 0% and 100% (0% = certainly not; 100% = certainly will). The total score across the consequences for one option should equal 100%. You will be likely to use research evidence, practice experience, and discussion and debate to help you decide on this. Place the score in the triangle.

5. Try and decide on the desirability of each consequence occurring. Ascribe a score from 0 to 10 (10 = least desirable; 10 = totally desirable). These do not need to total up to 10. You have to use your judgement to decide on the desirability: by weighing up the impact on the child, their family, the wider society, cost to agency, etc. Place this score in the last box on the right.

6. Multiply each probability score by each desirability score, and then add these together for each option. This gives you a total score for each option. Place this score in the square inside the tree. The option with the highest overall score should be the best option for you to choose as it combines realistic likelihood of success with best desirability.
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