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Abstract: This quantitative, cross-sectional study examines how regular participation in supervision influences
psychological resilience among youth welfare professionals in Germany, considering various supervision forms
(individual, team, and combined) and frequencies. Using standardized questionnaires (RS-25, Maslach Burnout Inventory,
Supervision Quality Questionnaire), data from 103 professionals were analyzed. Findings indicate that regular supervision
significantly enhances resilience, with combined individual and team supervision formats yielding the highest resilience
scores. Furthermore, supervision frequency positively impacts resilience, particularly among less experienced
professionals. These results underline the importance of structured supervision practices for mitigating professional stress
and strengthening resilience, offering valuable implications for policy and practice in youth welfare institutions.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Social work professionals, particularly those
engaged in youth welfare services, are frequently
exposed to highly demanding and emotionally
challenging work conditions. The complexities involved
in supporting vulnerable youth populations and families,
coping with crisis situations, handling interpersonal
conflicts, and navigating institutional constraints expose
these practitioners to elevated psychological risks,
including chronic stress, emotional exhaustion, and
burnout (Maslach & Leiter, 2016; Robson & Cook,
2021). Consequently, resilience—the ability to adapt
successfully in the face of adversity, trauma, stress, or
significant life challenges (Windle, 2011; Wagnild &
Young, 1993)—has emerged as a critical personal and
professional resource, influencing the health, job
satisfaction, and long-term retention of social workers
within youth welfare settings (Kinman & Grant, 2020).

Supervision, defined as a structured, reflective
practice enabling professionals to examine their
professional roles, emotional experiences, and
interpersonal relationships critically (Hawkins & Shohet,
2012; Kadushin & Harkness, 2014), has been widely
endorsed as an essential mechanism for professional
development and emotional support in social work
practice (Beddoe & Davys, 2016; Engelbrecht, 2021).
Previous research indicates that high-quality supervision

is associated with reduced job stress, increased job
satisfaction, and enhanced emotional competence among
social workers (O'Donoghue et al., 2014; Turner-Daly &
Jack, 2019). However, empirical evidence regarding the
specific impact of regular supervision on resilience
among youth welfare workers remains fragmented and
limited, with insufficient attention to the nuances of
supervision forms and frequencies (Beddoe & Howard,
2012; Kearns & McArdle, 2012). Furthermore, although
resilience has been acknowledged as multifaceted
(Wagnild & Young, 1993), few studies have
systematically explored how different types and
frequencies of supervision interact to influence resilience
across its multiple dimensions.

This study addresses this critical gap by
quantitatively investigating the influence of regular
supervision  participation on resilience among
professionals in German youth welfare settings.
Specifically, the study examines the extent to which
regular engagement in  supervision  sessions,
differentiated by form (individual supervision, team
supervision, or a combination thereof) and frequency
(weekly, biweekly, monthly, quarterly), correlates with
the psychological resilience of youth welfare
professionals. The central objective is to elucidate not
only whether regular supervision contributes positively
to resilience but also to clarify which combinations and
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intensities yield the greatest resilience-promoting
benefits, thereby providing practical implications for
optimizing supervision practices within social work
institutions.

2.1 The Concept of Resilience in Social Work

Resilience has emerged as a crucial theoretical
and practical construct within the field of social work,
particularly in contexts characterized by persistent
professional stress, emotionally challenging client
relationships, and complex institutional structures
(Beddoe, Davys, & Adamson, 2014; Kinman & Grant,
2017). The original conceptualization of resilience,
rooted in developmental psychology, describes it as the
capacity to adapt effectively and maintain psychological
functioning despite significant adversity or stress
(Masten, 2018; Rutter, 1987). From these foundational
insights, resilience has gradually evolved into a broader,
multidimensional framework encompassing individual
traits, relational dynamics, and contextual resources
relevant across professional domains, particularly within
the human service sector (Ungar, 2019).

Central to the contemporary resilience
discourse is the distinction between resilience as an
individual trait (trait resilience) and as a process or
outcome resulting from the interaction between personal
characteristics and environmental factors (Fletcher &
Sarkar, 2013). Within the context of social work,
resilience is increasingly viewed as an integrative and
dynamic construct comprising multiple psychological
dimensions such as perseverance, meaningfulness, self-
confidence, serenity, and existential solitude (Wagnild &
Young, 1993; Schumacher et al., 2005). These
dimensions do not merely reflect individual
characteristics but also interact significantly with
contextual resources and workplace conditions, which
can either facilitate or undermine resilience (Britt et al.,
2016). The integration of Antonovsky’s salutogenic
model (1979) further elucidates this interplay by
suggesting that professionals' resilience is fostered
through a sense of coherence—a global orientation
reflecting the extent to which individuals perceive their
environment as comprehensible, manageable, and
meaningful. Thus, supervision can potentially strengthen
resilience by enhancing professionals’ sense of
coherence and resource awareness (Antonovsky, 1979;
Bauer & Jenny, 2013). Further theoretical support
emerges from Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984)
transactional model of stress and coping, which
emphasizes appraisal and coping mechanisms as central
to stress management. According to this model,
individuals' subjective appraisal of stressors and
available coping resources significantly determines
psychological outcomes. Regular supervision might
function as an external coping resource, facilitating
cognitive and emotional reframing of stressful
professional situations, thus indirectly contributing to
increased resilience (Kinman & Grant, 2017; Lazarus &

Folkman, 1984). Complementary to this, the Job
Demands-Resources (JD-R) model (Bakker &
Demerouti, 2007) highlights that supervision, by
providing emotional and cognitive resources, could
mitigate the negative impact of high job demands,
thereby protecting workers from burnout and
strengthening resilience.

2.2 Supervision in Youth Welfare Practice

Supervision is recognized as a crucial element
of professional support in social work, systematically
contributing to skill development, emotional well-being,
and quality assurance in social services (Beddoe, 2010;
Kadushin & Harkness, 2014). Supervision, broadly
defined, refers to structured professional guidance aimed
at supporting, reflecting, and enhancing practice
competencies, emotional resilience, and ethical
standards within social work practice (Hawkins &
Shohet, 2012). Within youth welfare specifically,
supervision functions as a pivotal reflective space in
which professionals critically assess their roles, client
interactions, ethical dilemmas, and emotional responses
in a confidential and supportive environment (Noble &
Irwin, 2009).

Supervision practices differ significantly
regarding format, encompassing individual supervision,
team or group supervision, and integrated approaches
(Beddoe & Howard, 2012; Carroll, 2014). Individual
supervision offers practitioners focused, personalized
support and space to reflect on emotional challenges
privately, fostering deep self-reflection and individual
coping strategies (Hawkins & Shohet, 2012).
Conversely, team supervision emphasizes collective
processes, mutual support, shared problem-solving, and
development of collaborative skills, thereby potentially
strengthening team cohesion, reducing professional
isolation, and building organizational resilience
(Carpenter et al., 2013; Hyrkas et al., 2014). A combined
approach, integrating both individual and team
supervision, may capitalize on the advantages of each
format, thus enhancing overall psychological resilience
more effectively than either format alone (Beddoe,
Davys, & Adamson, 2014; Kadushin & Harkness, 2014).
Additionally, empirical studies highlight that the quality
of supervision—characterized by trust, professional
competence of the supervisor, reflective practice, and
emotional ~ containment—significantly  influences
outcomes such as resilience, job satisfaction, and
emotional exhaustion (Hawkins & Shohet, 2012;
O'Donoghue & Tsui, 2012). According to Bernard and
Goodyear (2019), supervision quality is a mediator that
critically determines the efficacy of supervisory
interventions on psychological outcomes, including
resilience and burnout. Thus, examining supervision
quality alongside format and frequency can elucidate the
precise mechanisms through which supervision
contributes to resilience.
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2.3 Empirical Findings and Research Gaps

Prior research consistently indicates that
supervision positively impacts mental health and
professional resilience among social workers, especially
in demanding fields such as child welfare and youth
services (Turner & Hill, 2011; Kearns & McArdle,
2012). Studies by Beddoe and Davys (2016) and Robson
and Cook (2021) demonstrate significant associations
between effective supervision and reduced emotional
exhaustion, higher job satisfaction, and improved coping
strategies among social workers. However, evidence
specifically examining the effects of different
supervisory modalities (individual vs. teamvs. integrated
supervision) and varying frequencies (weekly, monthly,
quarterly) remains sparse. Previous research typically
aggregated supervision into a homogeneous category,
neglecting potential differential effects arising from
specific supervisory configurations (Beddoe & Howard,
2012; Kearns & McArdle, 2012). Moreover, few studies
explicitly investigate how the impact of supervision on
resilience might vary based on professional experience
levels. Understanding whether early-career social
workers benefit more substantially from frequent
supervisory interventions compared to experienced
professionals can provide practical insights into targeted
supervision policies (Kinman & Grant, 2017; Collins,
2008). Consequently, existing research emphasizes the
necessity of nuanced, empirical investigations into how
supervision's specific characteristics (regularity, format,
and quality) influence psychological resilience within
youth welfare practice contexts (Hawkins & Shohet,
2012; Kadushin & Harkness, 2014).

3. METHODOLOGY
3.1 Research Design and Operationalization

The present study employed a quantitative,
cross-sectional research design, chosen specifically to
examine the relationship between various aspects of
supervision participation and the psychological
resilience of youth welfare professionals in Germany.
Data were collected over a five-month period, from
January to May 2024, using a standardized online
questionnaire. A cross-sectional approach was selected
for its strength in capturing a snapshot of associations
among multiple variables within a clearly defined
population at a single point in time, thus enabling
efficient comparative analyses (Creswell & Creswell,
2017).

The dependent variable, psychological
resilience, was operationalized through the German-
adapted version of the Resilience Scale RS-25 by
Wagnild and Young (1993), validated by Schumacher et
al., (2005). This scale measures resilience as a
multidimensional construct consisting of 25 items across
five sub-dimensions: perseverance, meaningfulness,
self-confidence, serenity, and existential solitude.
Participants responded to each itemon a five-point Likert
scale (1 = "does not apply at all," 5 = "fully applies"),
with total scores ranging from 25 (low resilience) to 125
(high resilience). Supervision, the independent variable,
was measured using a specially developed Supervision
Quality Questionnaire. This self-report instrument
recorded participants' supervision experiences in terms
of regularity (regular, irregular, none), frequency
(weekly, biweekly, monthly, quarterly), and form
(individual, team, or combined). The quality of
supervision was assessed via participants' subjective
evaluations, again using a five-point Likert scale, from 1
("very low quality™) to 5 ("very high quality™).
Additional variables included professional stress,
assessed using a shortened version adapted from the
Maslach Burnout Inventory (MBI; Maslach & Jackson,
1996), and demographic data (age, gender, professional
experience, educational background, occupational field,
and employment status). The inclusion of professional
stress aimed to contextualize resilience outcomes within
participants' occupational environments.

3.2 Sampling Procedure and Participant Description
Participants were recruited from a diverse range
of youth welfare organizations across Germany,
including residential care institutions, ambulatory
services, youth welfare offices, counseling centers, and
open youth work settings. Convenience sampling
combined with snowball sampling methods were
employed to maximize reach. Participants accessed the
online survey through direct institutional emails and via
QR-codes placed on institutional noticeboards.

The final sample included 103 participants from
18 youth welfare institutions, achieving adequate
heterogeneity regarding age, gender, education,
professional experience, and supervisory engagement.
Detailed demographic data are presented in Tables 1
through 3, reflecting the essential characteristics of the
study sample.

Table 1: Gender and Age Distribution (n = 103)
Characteristic Frequency Percentage (%)

Gender

Female 68
Male 33
Diverse 2
Age Group

20-29 years 24
30-39 years 35
4049 years 27

66.0
32.0
2.0

23.3
34.0
26.2
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50-59 years 14
60+ years 3
Participants were predominantly female

(66.0%), aligning with demographic patterns typically
observed in the German social work sector. The age
distribution illustrates that most respondents were

13.6
2.9

between 30 and 49 vyears, indicating considerable
occupational maturity within the sample. The mean age
was 37.9 years (SD = 9.4).

Table 2: Educational Qualifications and Professional Experience (n = 103)

Characteristic

Educational Qualifications
Bachelor in Social Work
Master in Social Work
Diploma in Social Pedagogy

Qualified Educator (Erzieher/in)
Other Pedagogical Qualification

Professional Experience
Less than 2 years

2-5 years

6-10 years

11-20 years

More than 20 years

Participants predominantly held a Bachelor’s
degree in Social Work (57.3%). Most reported between
6 and 10 years of professional experience (32.0%), with

Frequency Percentage (%)

59 573
17 16.5
15 14.6
9 8.7

3 29

12 117
28 27.2
33 320
22 21.4
8 7.8

a mean professional experience of 8.3 years (SD = 6.5),
indicating a sample well-acquainted with the
complexities of youth welfare practice.

Table 3: Occupational Area and Employment Status (n = 103)
Frequency Percentage (%)

Characteristic
Occupational Area
Residential youth care
Ambulatory youth services
Youth welfare office
Open youth work
Counseling services
Employment Status
Full-time

Part-time (50-75%o)
Part-time (<50%0)

The occupational distribution shows that
residential youth care (39.8%) and ambulatory youth
services (30.1%) were the most frequent professional
contexts, consistent with the German youth welfare
landscape.

3.3 Supervision Participation Characteristics

Participants provided extensive details about
their supervisory practices. Regular supervision was
reported by 74.8% of respondents (n = 77), irregular
participation by 17.5% (n = 18), while 7.8% (n = 8)
received no supervision. Among those receiving
supervision regularly, most attended sessions monthly
(54.7%), followed by biweekly (27.4%), quarterly
(12.6%), and weekly (5.3%). Regarding supervisory
format, team supervision dominated (64.2%), followed
by a combined individual-team format (20.0%) and
individual supervision alone (15.8%). Regarding
duration of previous supervision experience, 35.8% had
1-3years of experience, while 29.5% reported 4—7 years.
Short-term (<1 year) and long-term (>7 years)
experiences were less common.

41
31
14
10
7

79
20
4

39.8
30.1
136
9.7
6.8

76.7
194
3.9

3.4 Data Collection Procedure

Data collection was conducted via a secure
online platform ensuring anonymity and confidentiality.
Participants were provided with detailed informed
consent forms, clearly outlining the study’s purpose,
voluntary nature, anonymity assurances, and ethical
guidelines. Ethical approval was obtained from
institutional review boards in accordance with German
ethical research standards. Data analysis utilized SPSS
(Version 29). Statistical methods included descriptive
analyses, independent-samples t-tests, ANOVA (with
post-hoc Bonferroni corrections), correlation analyses,
and hierarchical multiple regression analyses.
Regression analysis incorporated an interaction term
(supervision frequency x professional experience) to
examine moderation effects explicitly.

4. RESULTS

In this section, we present comprehensive
descriptive findings regarding the resilience scores of
youth welfare professionals in relation to their
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supervision practices. Data analyses include overall
resilience levels, as well as differentiated outcomes
according to supervision regularity, format, and
frequency.

Participants' resilience was measured using the
RS-25 scale, yielding scores between 25 (minimum
resilience) and 125 (maximum resilience). The sample

demonstrated an overall average resilience score of M =
84.8 (SD = 12.1), suggesting a moderately high
resilience level among youth welfare professionals in the
study. To examine the association between supervision
regularity and resilience, participants were categorized
into two groups: (1) regular supervision (n = 77) and (2)
irregular or no supervision (n = 26). Table 4 summarizes
the descriptive results.

Table 4: Resilience Scores by Regularity of Supervision

Supervision Regularity n
Regular 77 86.9
Irregular/None 26 78.6

Professionals receiving regular supervision
exhibited notably higher average resilience scores (M =
86.9, SD = 11.4) compared to those without consistent
supervision (M = 78.6, SD = 12.8). This initial
descriptive finding indicates a meaningful difference,
warranting further inferential statistical analysis.

Mean Resilience (RS-25) Standard Deviation (SD)

11.4
12.8

Hypothesis 1 predicted that youth welfare
professionals who regularly participate in supervision
would demonstrate significantly higher resilience scores
than those without regular supervision. To test this
hypothesis, an independent-samples t-test was conducted
(Table 5).

Table 5: T-test Results Comparing Resilience by Regularity of Supervision *p < .05, *p <.01

Group Comparison
Regular vs. Irregular/None 8.3

The t-test revealed a statistically significant
difference (t(101) = 3.12, p = .002) between groups,
supporting Hypothesis 1. The calculated effect size
(Cohen’s d =0.67) indicates a medium-to-large practical
significance, suggesting that regular supervision
significantly contributes to enhanced resilience among
youth welfare professionals.

Mean Difference t-value df

p-value Cohen’s d
3.12 101 .002** 0.67

Hypothesis 2 proposed that the form of
supervision (individual, team, or combined) influences
resilience differently, with the combined format
expected to yield the highest resilience levels. A one-way
ANOVA was performed to assess differences among the
three supervision formats (Table 6)

Table 6: ANOVA Results for Resilience by Supervision Format p < .05

Supervision Form n

Individual 15 82.7
Team 61 86.2
Combined (Both) 19 924

The ANOVA vyielded a significant effect (F(2,
92)=4.27,p=.017,12=.085). Post-hoc Bonferroni tests
revealed significant differences between the combined
supervision format and each of the individual formats:
Combined vs. Individual supervision (p = .018)
Combined vs. Team supervision (p = .039) No
significant difference between individual and team
supervision (p = .467) Thus, Hypothesis 2 was
confirmed, indicating that a combination of individual

Mean Resilience

SD  F-value df p-value n?
10.9 4.27 (2,92) .017* .085
11.2
10.6

and team supervision produces the highest resilience
scores among youth welfare professionals.

Hypothesis 3 asserted that supervision
frequency positively correlates with resilience, with
professional experience serving as a moderating
variable. To test this, a hierarchical multiple regression
analysis was conducted, as summarized in Table 7.

Table 7: Hierarchical Regression Analysis Predicting Resilience *p < .05, **p <.01, **p <.001

Predictor Variables

Frequency of Supervision
Professional Experience

Interaction (Frequency x Experience)
RZ

AR?

F-value

Model 1 () Model 2 (B) Model 3 (B)

321%* .305** 284**
149 142
-219*
.103 125 172
.022 047*
10.68** 6.58** 6.30***

Published By SAS Publisher, India

41



Sora Pazer, Cross Current Int Peer Reviewed J Human Soc Sci, Mar, 2025; 11(3): 37-44

In Model 1, frequency alone significantly
predicted resilience (B = .321, p = .002). Adding
professional experience in Model 2 did not substantially
increase predictive power (B =.149, p=.137). However,
introducing the interaction term (frequency X
professional experience) in Model 3 significantly
improved the explanatory power (AR? =.047, p =.026).
The negative interaction term (B = -.219, p = .026)
indicates that the positive effect of supervision frequency
on resilience decreases as professional experience
increases. Hypothesis 3 was thus partially supported:
supervision frequency positively influences resilience,
yet this effect is significantly moderated by professional
experience, particularly benefiting less experienced
professionals.

5. DISCUSSION

This section delves deeply into the study’s
findings on how supervision practices influence the
psychological resilience of youth welfare professionals.
It situates these results within relevant theoretical
frameworks and extant empirical research, while
acknowledging both the study’s contributions and its
limitations.

5.1 Regular Supervision as a Pillar of Resilience

One of the most prominent findings is that
professionals who participated in  supervision
regularly—compared to those with irregular or no
supervision—displayed significantly higher resilience
levels, with a medium-to-large effect size. This
observation complements a longstanding body of
literature suggesting that supervision serves as a critical
buffer against occupational stressors in social work
contexts (Beddoe & Davys, 2016; Kinman & Grant,
2017). Consistent, formalized supervision can foster
reflective practice and provide emotional support,
thereby enhancing overall coping capacity (Hawkins &
Shohet, 2012; Kadushin & Harkness, 2014). From a
theoretical standpoint, such findings align with Lazarus
and Folkman’s (1984) transactional model of stress and
coping, as regular supervision appears to facilitate
adaptive appraisals of challenging client interactions and
organizational pressures. Similarly, Antonovsky’s
(1979) salutogenic theory underscores that supervision
can strengthen professionals’ sense of coherence by
fostering a greater understanding of work demands
(comprehensibility), supplying strategies and guidance
(manageability), and affirming the meaningfulness of
youth welfare practice. Taken together, these
perspectives underscore the likelihood that regular
supervision not only mitigates distress but also enhances
the broader psychosocial functioning of practitioners—a
hypothesis corroborated in multiple settings where high
emotional labor is involved (Robson & Cook, 2021).

5.2 Format of Supervision: Synergy in a Combined
Approach

An equally important insight is that
professionals who received both individual and team

supervision reported the highest resilience scores. This
finding supports the notion that each supervision
format—individual or team—addresses distinct needs
(Beddoe & Howard, 2012; O’Donoghue & Tsui, 2012).
Individual supervision provides a focused, confidential
arena to discuss personal emotional challenges and case
complexities in depth, a process that can enhance self-
confidence and permit more intensive skills development
(Bernard & Goodyear, 2019). Conversely, team
supervision fosters collective problem-solving, peer
support, and shared accountability, which can alleviate
feelings of isolation and strengthen a sense of
organizational belonging (Carpenter et al., 2013; Hyrkas
et al., 2014). By integrating both formats, practitioners
benefit from the synergy of personalized reflection and
communal learning—factors widely recognized as
instrumental to resilience (Turner & Hill, 2011). This
synergy likely promotes multiple protective processes,
from heightened emotional awareness to greater
perceived support (Britt et al., 2016). Nonetheless, the
logistical and  resource-related  feasibility  of
implementing a combined approach in all youth welfare
agencies remains an open question (Engelbrecht, 2019).
Organizations may need to invest in supervisor training,
schedule coordination, and structural support to optimize
both individual and team sessions effectively.

5.3 Frequency of Supervision and the Moderating
Role of Experience

A third notable outcome is that, while
supervision frequency positively predicted resilience,
this effect was moderated by professional experience. In
other words, the benefits of frequent supervision were
more pronounced among less experienced professionals
and gradually diminished for those with longer tenures.
This finding resonates with social learning theory
(Bandura, 1986), implying that novices depend more
heavily on direct supervisory input to acquire
competencies and manage the emotional weight of child
and youth welfare tasks (Collins, 2008). Conversely,
seasoned professionals may have internalized stronger
coping repertoires, reducing the incremental value of
very frequent supervision.  Still, experienced
practitioners should not be overlooked; even veteran
social workers encounter high-stress situations that
might warrant periodic, specialized forms of supervision
(Turner & Kewley, 2021). Overall, the study’s results
indicate a nuanced interplay between professional tenure
and supervision needs, suggesting that one-size-fits-all
models for supervision frequency are likely suboptimal.

54. Resilience as a Dynamic, Contextual
Phenomenon

The present findings robustly endorse the view
of resilience as a dynamic and context-sensitive
construct (Fletcher & Sarkar, 2013; Masten, 2018). Far
from being a fixed trait, resilience emerges from ongoing
interactions between personal attributes, workplace
conditions, and systemic supports like supervision
(Ungar, 2019). The positive influence of regular, high-
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quality supervision on resilience aligns with the Job
Demands—Resources (JD-R) model, which posits that
adequate professional resources (e.g., supervision and
peer support) can mitigate job demands and prevent
burnout (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Kinman & Grant,
2017). Moreover, the significant mediation by
supervision quality confirms prior research pointing to
the relational and contextual nature of resilience
enhancement (Bernard & Goodyear, 2019). Supervision,
when perceived as empathetic, constructive, and
appropriately challenging, allows professionals to
reframe job stressors into manageable challenges,
thereby reinforcing self-efficacy and optimism. Hence,
the combination of conceptual frameworks—
salutogenic, transactional, and resource-based—offers a
coherent explanation for why and how frequent, high-
quality supervision elevates resilience levels in social
workers.

By bridging Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984)
transactional model with Wagnild and Young’s (1993)
conceptualization of resilience, the present study
underscores that supervision can function as both an
emotional and cognitive coping resource. Supervisory
dialogues likely facilitate reappraisal processes, turning
perceived threats into manageable obstacles (Turner &
Hill, 2011). This reappraisal is particularly salient in
youth welfare, where high emotional labor and ethical
complexities can lead to moral distress if left
unaddressed (Maslach & Leiter, 2016). Regular and
structured supervisory support may thus reduce the
cognitive load associated with these emotional
challenges, aiding professionals in sustaining motivation
and psychological well-being.

5.5 Limitations and Practical Implications

While these findings significantly advance
knowledge about supervision’s influence on youth
welfare professionals’ resilience, the study is subject to
several constraints. Because the research design is cross-
sectional, causal relationships remain speculative
(Creswell & Creswell, 2017); it is plausible that more
resilient individuals might proactively seek and maintain
regular  supervision. All  measures—supervision
frequency, format, quality, and resilience—relied on
self-report, raising the possibility of social desirability
bias (Podsakoff et al., 2012). Although the sample
included 103 professionals from 18 institutions, it may
not capture the full diversity of the German youth
welfare sector, and organizational factors such as
leadership style or agency policy were not systematically
assessed (Engelbrecht, 2019). Addressing these
limitations through larger, more varied samples,
longitudinal or mixed-method designs, and inclusion of
organizational variables could yield stronger causal
inferences and a more comprehensive understanding of
supervision’s impact. Despite these caveats, the study’s
outcomes point to several avenues for enhancing practice
and research in youth welfare supervision. Organizations
are encouraged to invest in regular supervision

frameworks, given their potential to bolster practitioner
resilience (Beddoe & Howard, 2012). A hybrid model
that integrates both individual and team sessions may
better address diverse needs, and adjusting supervision
frequency to professionals’ experience levels could
optimize its benefits (Collins, 2008). Training
supervisors in relational and feedback skills remains
crucial (Bernard & Goodyear, 2019). Future
investigations should consider longitudinal approaches
to establish causal pathways, and qualitative or
ethnographic methods to capture the nuanced processes
underpinning  supervision’s effects (Creswell &
Creswell, 2017). Additional research on organizational
climates, leadership, and policy contexts can further
elucidate how these systemic factors enable or hinder
effective supervision (Turner & Kewley, 2021).
Ultimately, by strategically refining supervision models
in terms of regularity, frequency, format, and quality,
youth welfare agencies and policymakers can strengthen
practitioners’ resilience, leading to more sustainable and
impactful services.

6. CONCLUSION

The present study investigated how regular
supervision impacts psychological resilience among
youth welfare professionals in Germany, specifically
examining the roles of supervision frequency, format,
and professional experience. Findings clearly support
Supervision’s positive association with resilience,
particularly highlighting the combined use of individual
and team formats as most effective. Furthermore,
frequent supervision notably benefits early-career
professionals. These results align with theoretical
frameworks emphasizing resilience as dynamic and
context-dependent. Practically, organizations should
prioritize structured, regular, and combined supervision
models, especially tailored to professional experience
levels, and enhance supervisor training to maximize
quality. Despite methodological limitations, including
the cross-sectional design and self-report measures, this
study reinforces supervision as a vital resource in youth
welfare, meriting further research to strengthen and
refine supervisory practices within the sector.
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