Introduction to
the Whole Life
Approach

by Tanya Kennard-Campbell

It is important to establish that
there is a difference between
the Whole Life Programme and
the Whole Life Approach that
underpins it.

The Whole Life Programme
refers to a group of 11 localities
who have signed up to the
overall Whole Life vision and
base of values. Historically, these
sites and values have been
supported by a range of study
tours to different sites within
Europe. These study tours have
provided mental health workers
the opportunity to see
progressive ways of working in
action. This, in turn, has
stimulated alternative ways of
viewing service delivery and has
enabled the teams from the
various sites to reflect on how
thinking differently about the
services we provide can
significantly affect the client
outcomes.

The overall aim of the
Programme is to develop a
strong network of sites that
provides the opportunity to put
the Whole Life Approach into
practice. There are five specific
principles that the programme
advocates which are applicable
across all care services as
follows:

a) A Whole Life Vision Ensuring
that local mental health
systems are united by a clear,
meaningful, well-articulated
vision based on a set of
shared values.

b) Putting Whole Life Values
into practice
Utilising these values and
principles at every level and
by all stakeholders involved
in the planning, delivery and
use of services.

¢) Whole Life Service
Development
Development of truly local

service models and systems
that support practitioners to
have the flexibility and
creativity to apply these
values in their day-to-day
practice, for the benefit of
the individuals that they
work with.

d) A Whole Life, Whole Person
Approach
Adopting a person-centred,
individualised approach that
enables practitioners to
engage with an individual
and to develop a partnership
that facilitates the restoration
of hope, optimism and
‘Recovery’.

e) A Whole Life, Whole Systems
Approach
An approach that ensures
that local services actively
promote the use of
mainstream community
resources in responding to
the needs of individual
service users and their
families, and become much
more integrated with the
wider local community.

Each site takes on Whole Life in
its own individual way. For some
sites this has been the whole
Trust signing up to the Whole
Life Vision, while for others it
has ranged from focusing on
Recovery-based practice to
developing truly integrated
whole system community
working. Through adopting the
Whole Life Approach, it has
become apparant that by
changing the thinking about
mental illness and about the
people who experience it, leads
naturally to changes in practice
and systems.

The programme has also
worked in partnership with a
broad range of other national
and international agencies,
including The Sainsbury Centre
for Mental Health, The King’s
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Fund, The London School of
Economics and The Royal
College of Psychiatrists Research
Unit.

What has emerged are
examples of ‘what helps’ in an
individual's Whole Life journey
and the role of services in
supporting this journey. Good
practice and examples of
excellence have been
communicated between sites
through the exchange visits,
stock-take events and the
Whole Life Bulletin and Website.

The Whole Life Programme is
supported by the Whole Life
Approach which has developed
a range of resources in order to
share more widely the vision
and value base. This includes
the workbook, DVD, bulletin,
website, CD/Well-being
resource, leaflets and posters.

For further information about
the sites and their contact
details, please visit:

www.wholelife.org.uk



What informs the Whole Life
Approach?

The Whole Life Approach has
been informed by stories and
experiences about ‘what helps’
as recounted by those who have
lived with the personal
experience of mental
illness/distress and by those who
support them. The Approach
has also been influenced by
examples set by colleagues
around the world who have
successfully shown how
‘thinking differently’ about
mental health and people in the
context of the whole of the rest
of their lives can greatly effect
their recovery.

Having reflected on the stories
about what helps, both clinically
and personally, we have used
the underpinning principles
inherent in these stories to
inform the Whole Life
Approach. This is reflected in
the Whole Life logo which is
about putting the individual’s
experience at the centre of
everything we do.

Change the thinking

Change the practice

Change the system
[}

We have also drawn on the
lessons and truth learnt from
historical approaches.
Historically, mental health
services have been formed
around what is considered to be
clinically effective in a person’s
recovery.

However, from a Whole Life
Approach we take the
perspective of prioritising what
is individually effective in a
person’s recovery. To achieve this
we need to be mindful of

the individual’s values,
experiences, current frameworks
and their stated individual
needs. Often, this can be
difficult to achieve for
professionals and services who
are used to working in more
traditional ways that are
generally based on the
assumption that clinicians and
services know what is best. The
Whole Life Programme has
discovered that, when talking
about personal recovery, the
most effective strategy is to
enable the individual to find
their own solutions, which
requires creative and flexible
support from carers, mental
health workers and services.

Values underpinning the
Whole Life Approach

The Whole Life Approach
advocates a range of values that
are found in the underpinning
approaches of social inclusion,
recovery, spirituality, choice, user
and carer involvement, principle
based approaches, the arts,
equality, well-being, self-
management, new ways of
working, anti-stigma and anti-
discrimination.

By drawing on these sets of
values, we continue to see a
range of practices and
approaches that can help in
maintaining or reclaiming a
Whole Life. By putting the
person’s experience at the
centre, as the driver for change,
it provides a means of
expanding on what helps in
one’s recovery and well-being.

Many of these values will be
expanded upon in the following
chapters on Recovery, Social
Inclusion and Well-being.
However, the key principles
underpinning the Whole Life
approach are:

e Putting the person at
the centre.

e Considering the person
in the context of their Whole
Life.

e Change the thinking, change
the practice, change the
system.

e A strengths focus.

Putting the person at the
centre

Listening to stories of what
helps the individual puts the
person at the centre of
everything that we do. This
involves allowing the person’s
needs to lead service delivery,
rather than the other way
around. It also involves ensuring
that the individual’s values,
culture, spiritual needs and
goals are considered on an
individual basis.

Equality has not been addressed
specifically in this work book as
there is a risk of applying
generalised approaches based
on gender, ethnicity, ability,
sexual orientation or faith.
Issues of equality are addressed
on a personal and individual
basis, as it is clear that issues
relating to equality differ
dramatically for each individual.
It is easy to get distracted by a
need to understand equality in
all its diversity and thereby
missing the individual in the
process.

England has become a culturally
diverse country with many new
perspectives now available to
us, and we cannot expect to
truly understand in depth the
diversity that now surrounds us.
However, by remaining curious
about the things influencing
people’s lives and the current
resources they draw from, we
are more likely to gain insight
into people’s worlds and begin
to see how we can support
people within the context of
their whole lives.

This workbook includes many
different perspectives about
‘what helps’ and what makes a
difference in people’s lives, from
spirituality and ordinary

When we take the time to
explore what the individual
finds of benefit, we can
begin to see how we best
support them

everyday things that affect well-
being, to stories of those who
are living Recovery. These
contributions offer insights into
how we can begin the process
of making people’s experiences
and needs at the centre of our
care for them.

When we take the time to really
explore what the individual finds
of benefit, in the context of the
whole of their lives, we can
then really begin to see how we
can best support them and can
focus on what is currently of
most importance to them.

CONSIDERING THE PERSON IN
THE CONTEXT OF THEIR
WHOLE LIFE...

Time and readiness

As we will see in the Recovery
chapter and in ‘change the
thinking’, acceptance is an
important factor in Recovery,
and it is important to be
mindful of the individual’s
readiness to acknowledge what
is happening to them, to
support their needs and to be
aware of the impact this has on
their lives.

There is a need to acknowledge
time and readiness in the context
of someone’s own process or
journey, and it is important not
to rush people as for some this
can be a life long process.

An important focus of the

Whole Life Approach is to help
people retain their place in their
whole lives. Historically, services
have removed people from their
regular chosen life styles. If we
seriously want to avoid
segregating people, then we
need to offer people support
and services as close to those
that everybody else would use
irrespective of whether they
have a mental health problem
or not, rather than designing
specialist support and services
on the assumption that they will
need particular specialist
handling because they have a
mental health problem.

There are times when it is clear
that specialist expert
intervention is necessary, but it
is the role of services to ensure
that this type of intervention
does not disrupt people’s place
in their communities. In the
past, provision of specialist
expert services has lead to
people drifting further and
further away from their
communities, and losing more
and more confidence in being
able to manage in the ordinary
world.

Although it is essential to
provide services that retain
people’s place in their
communities, we are left with
the legacy of services and
systems that have drastically
affected people’s ability to
develop and sustain meaningful
relationships with their
communities. It is important to
acknowledge the responsibility
we have in ensuring sensitive
ways of supporting such
individuals to reclaim their
chosen roles within society,
rather than having groups of
disenfranchised and segregated
individuals who are defined by
their mental illness.

This involves services being
honest about their roles and
responsibilities in supporting
people with mental health
difficulties, and to no longer
offer or provide services that
create over-dependency.

For many complex reasons,
current mental health services
are often hard to access and
sometimes even harder to leave.
Entry into the service is based
on an assessment of need, the
criteria for access being for the
person to be experiencing
severe mental illness or to be at
risk to self or others. This
process is often traumatic for
service users and tests their own



meaning of their experiences
against rigid

To provide effective support,
it is important to provide
flexible and creative services
that walk with people on
their journey and move in
and out of their lives as their
needs develop

medically orientated criteria,
which often does not fit with
the individual’s perceptions.
Discharge from services is again
based on an external judgement
of need (clinical recovery), often
based on perceived symptom
elimination or stabilisation.

Considering the difficulties of
entry into services, it is perhaps
of little surprise that the
concept of discharge can be a
troublesome one for many.

Many individuals have remained
users of secondary mental
health services for many years,
often with long periods of
‘token’ contact, based on the
anxiety that, due to the ‘nature
of their illness’, they may well
experience a ‘relapse’ and
require more assertive input in
the future.

In order to provide effective
support in the context of
people’s whole lives, it is
important to provide flexible
and creative services that walk
with people on their journey
and move in and out of their
lives as their needs change and
develop.

Change the thinking, change
the practice, change the
system

The Whole Life Approach
believes that changing the
thinking of individuals will lead
naturally to changes in practice
(behaviour) and a change in the
system.

As we learn more about what
makes a difference in people’s
lives and as people’s needs
change, it is inevitable that
services need to change and
develop to meet the needs of its
‘customers’. There are already a
number of initiatives intended
to effect system change - and
systems can be changed - but if
people’s thinking remains the
same, the changes will have
little impact on people’s
behaviour.

This is highlighted in the field of

stigma and discrimination. It has
become unacceptable to
discriminate against people from
certain groups based on their
race, gender or ability, and overt
racism is no longer tolerated.
But discrimination still exists and
can be communicated in a look
or gesture. Changing the system
to advocate a zero tolerance
approach is not enough as it
could merely push the problem
underground. People’s thinking
has to change.

Change the thinking

It is very easy to see the world
from our own perspective,
based on the series of
experiences and views we have
been exposed to. But if we
want to gain a wider perspective
of situations and the individuals
we meet, we need to begin to
ask the question, 'how else can
| see this?’

The Whole Life logo can be
perceived to mean different
things, but one way of seeing
the symbolism, is as the power
of thought; how one little
thought (or way of seeing) can
affect everything we see and do.

In Whole Life we ask two
fundamental questions:

e What do we think about
mental illness?

¢ What do we think about
those who experience it?

The answers we give to these
questions will greatly affect our
behaviour, practice and the
systems we design to support
people.

How do we think about

mental illness?

Some of the common myths are:

e |tis a severe and ongoing
process.

e There is something wrong
with the person’s brain or
neuro-chemistry.

e There is no cure from mental
illness.

e People have ‘illness inside of
them'.

e People need specialist help.

e Health professionals or
experts are the only ones
who can help.

e People will have to take
medication or treatment for
the rest of their lives.

If we believe or invest in this
way of thinking, it is easy to
understand why traditional
services were designed the way
they were. It was thought that
people were unlikely to
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To have true meaning and
resonance with the person, it
is important to consider their

values, world view and life

context

recover, would need protecting
from society and life, and would
need specialist, separate services
to support them, most probably
for the rest of their lives.

There are elements of truth in
these statements, but each
needs careful consideration and
clarification in terms of what we
mean by ‘cure’, ‘severe’,
‘specialist’, ‘experts’ and
‘illness’.

However, these terms mean
different things to different
people and, as they are
evaluative words, do require
someone to make a judgement.

From a Whole Life Approach, it
is important to consider ‘whose
values’ we are considering when
judging another’s situation. In
order to have true meaning and
resonance with the person, it is
important to consider their
values, world view (framework)
and life context.

Many people have found the
concept of ‘mental illness’ and
diagnosis a useful way of
thinking about their experiences
and, for some, this has led to
the feeling of having their
experiences validated and being
given a language through which
to then seek information and
support.

This is summed up by the
perspective of two individuals who
were given a diagnosis, as quoted
in Strategies for Living 2000:
“Yes, it made sense of all my
symptoms, but | hadnt
thought of it myself... It
made sense, not sleeping,
waking up early and not
being able to get to sleep
and not being able to eat,
being constantly worried
about what was going to
happen, that sort of thing.”

“At the time | was
horrified... But I've realised
since that that is actually
true. But at the time | wasn’t
happy with it at all... But I've
actually recognised that it is
probably an accurate
diagnosis.”

However, when offering a
diagnosis, it is important to be



mindful of its bedfellow -
stigma. A diagnosis can often
lead to personal (internal) and
public (external) stigma and
resultant discrimination, and
these responses are greatly
affected by the individual’s
current framework, value system
and ‘world view'.

It is also important not to
assume that the dominant
cultural view of mental illness
within any given context is
necessarily the ‘right one’ or is
useful for the individual’s
understanding of their
experiences.

For many, the labelling of their
experience as a disease, illness
or disorder is unacceptable and
the use of these terms is
becoming increasingly
controversial, as described
eloquently, in these following
three statements:

“I don’t think anyone’s really
comfortable with the term
‘mental illness’. It's a kind of
label and | dislike labels
intensely. | mean, if you're
termed as having a mental
illness, it sort of sets you
apart from the rest of
society.” Johns story, A Gift
of Stories (1999)

“I just don’t think I've got a
mental health problem. I've
got problems, which, um,
things that have affected
me. Made me the way | am.
But it's because of things
that have happened, that
have made me who | am,
not because I've got a
chemical imbalance in my
brain.” Strategies for Living

“Don’t ever use the label
‘schizophrenic’, because it
contains many assumptions
and maps out your life,
obstructs full membership.”
Stephen Corran

The question is ‘who does
this diagnosis serve?’
According to the Whole Life
Approach, individuals have the
right to choose how they frame
their experiences and symptoms.
Some health professionals, or
teams, have difficulty in
accepting the individual’s
perspective, believing it to be a
form of denial, and that to
accept it, would be seen to be
colluding with the individual’s
delusion.

However, this can often be a
mistake on the part of the

professionals, as exemplified by
Dave Williams who was
diagnosed with ‘bi-polar
disorder’ and who aptly sums
up why he chooses to describe
his experiences as a ‘condition’
rather than a mental illness:

“I don't believe | have a
mental illness. | believe | have
a condition because for me a
condition fluctuates and
comes and goes and mental
illness is with you for the rest
of your life. | can manage my
condition without medication
which doesn‘t makes sense if
it is an illness.”

Once again, the Whole Life logo
reminds us to put the person at
the centre, their values, beliefs
and frameworks. In terms of
supporting a person’s recovery,
acceptance is an essential part
of an individual's process of
starting to take personal
responsibility for their health
and well-being.

Acceptance is more likely if the
process of assessment, diagnosis
and ‘treatment’ ‘makes sense’
to the individual’s current
frameworks and values system
and does not result in
disempowerment.

When we are forced to accept
something that conflicts with
our belief systems, resistance is a
healthy reaction in protecting us
from vulnerability, as described
in the following quote:

“It just felt so wrong, so
scary, it didn’t make any
sense to how | saw myself.
Do | have to rethink who |
am? It had so many
implications, the scale of
which seemed too big to
handle.” Anonymous

Insensitive use of diagnosis and
insufficient discussion around
what this means is clearly
unacceptable. We need to
remain mindful of what it is we
are asking people to accept. Do
we want people to accept they
have a mental illness? Or that
they have experiences that they
need support and assistance to
cope with?

Traditional Kraeplenian and
‘narrow’ medical approaches to
‘iliness’ have been criticised for
doing little to promote hope
and self-determination because
the ‘power’ inherent in the
dynamic of diagnosing,
prescribing and offering
treatment options still remains

with the health professional.

We need to open our minds to
the different ways of
approaching mental illness and
the multiple options available
that can assist with recovery,
rather than taking traditional
narrow approaches based on
the assumption that the
professional knows best.

However, it is important to
acknowledge that there are
many skills and much expertise
available in current mental
health services, but there is

Many with a general medical
condition would have a
reasonable level of
awareness about the dietary
or physical factors that will
contribute or improve their
status. However, this is not
the case for mental health

also a need to provide this
within the context of a broader
perspective on ‘what helps’ and
what will provide long-term
benefit to the service user.

It is well documented that being
told that there is an illness
inside you can lead to feelings
of powerlessness, fear and loss
of hope. This can leave the
individual with little direction as
to their role in regaining health
over something that is perceived
as ‘out of our control'.

In contrast, many with a general
medical condition would have a
reasonable level of awareness
about the dietary or physical
factors that will contribute or
improve their status. However,
this is not the case for mental
health and well-being and many
people feel at a loss to know
what role they can play in
managing their own mental
health and recovery.

This work book offers
opportunities to explore the
factors contributing to a
person’s ability to manage their
own mental health. These
factors are discussed in the
various chapters and explored
through exercises.

Mental lliness -- how we think

about those who experience it

Some of the common myths are:

e People cannot recover fully
from mental illness, or
recovery is only available for
some.

e People are damaged by

mental illness.

e There is fundamentally
something broken, damaged
or wrong with that person.

e People have something inside
them that they have no
control over.

e People with mental illness
can be dangerous and
unpredictable, need
protecting from the realities
of life, cannot cope with
stress, will always need
professional help and
support, and are different
from the rest of us.

Although it is important to
acknowledge that people do
experience distressing and often
ongoing symptoms, this does
not mean that they are unable
to access full health, well-being
and contentment in their lives
(See Recovery chapter for
greater insight).

Mental health exists on a

Whole Life principles would
suggest that no one model
could possibly suit each
individual’s needs,
experience and journey and
there is risk of focusing on
the process or model and not
the person. The main
emphasis is the underpinning
principles and values that
inform practice rather than
the model and approach
used

continuum, and for some, this
means experiencing what is
beyond the common range

of experience. The fear and
distress accompanying these
experiences is often due to a
lack of understanding, a sense
of isolation and the associated
internal stigma. When we view
others at their worst and at

It has become unacceptable
to make generalisations
about people based on their
colour and gender, but we
are slower to respond in
terms of ‘mental illnesses’. It
is still too common to label
individuals as schizophrenics
or depressives

their most vulnerable and then
take this view as defining that
person, we have done them and
ourselves an injustice. There is
no doubt that such experiences
change and shape us, but it is
unacceptable to allow ill health
or disability to be the defining



element of a person’s character.

This is why, in Whole Life, we
emphasise the importance of
seeing the ‘whole person’ in the
context of their whole life. For
too long, mental illness and
distress has been the focal point
in people’s identity, from mental
health workers, services and the
general public.

It has become unacceptable to
make generalisations about
people based on their colour
and gender (for example), but
we are slower to respond in
terms of ‘mental illnesses’. It is
still too common to label
individuals as schizophrenics
or depressives, as shared by
Paula Entwistle (from Whole
Life DVD):

“I didn’t want him
disregarding me as another
depressive person and the
easy cop out was to give me
medication.”

As Kathy Smith (Chaplain,
Cornwall MHP) puts it:

“I prefer descriptions to
labels. Descriptions ‘I’ claim,
whereas labels are applied.”

What we all want, is to be
treated as whole, unique,
valuable and for who we really
are, or really could be.

The damage done to our
sense of self cannot be
underestimated when we are
seen only on the basis of our
faults, vulnerabilities and
differences, as depicted
graphically in the Bedlam Baby
ward picture in the Resource
chapter.

One common experience in
Recovery is the process of the
assault to the sense of self
when we are first touched by
mental distress and its
implications.

Julian Bareham (Service user,
Whole Life DVD) talks of the
importance of respecting that
‘we are emerging as different
people” and urges health
professionals to remember this
sensitively in their practice.

If someone is concerned only
with the person’s faults,
vulnerabilities and differences, it
is natural that the new self may
well take on these perspectives,
even if we undoubtedly resist
initially. If, however, these
opinions are reinforced by ‘the
majority’ and come from those

with credibility and authority,
they can cement in a person’s
mind and create the reality from
which we live. | think we can all
imagine what impact this can
have on someone, on their life,
their hopes and recovery.

Strengths focused

The strengths-based approach,
written about extensively by
Charles Rapp, is a perspective
familiar to many in the mental
health care field.

This approach encourages
focusing on the strengths,
abilities and resilience of those
who are touched by mental
distress. As discussed earlier and
reflected in many stories of
recovery, taking a strengths-
based approach to an
individual’s ability provides a
positive foundation for recovery.
The Recovery and Well-being
agendas provide much hope, as
health and well-being are seen
as inherent human qualities that
we all have access to, that we
all have our own wisdom and
are ‘experts by experience’ on
‘what helps’.

This statement, attributed to
Albert Schwietzer, describes this
beautifully in another way:

“Each patient carries his
Doctor inside him,; they come
to us not knowing that

truth. We are at our best
when we give the Doctor
who resides within each
patient a chance to go to
work.”

Each person is unique, as is their
recovery. What is of use to one
person is not necessarily so for
another. Drawing out the
strength, expertise and
preferences of the individual

and then using this as a basis of
how to plan support, generally
leads to more meaningful
outcomes.

Many who come into mental
health services do so at times of
distress and confusion and are
in need of assertive support.
Many of us do not believe we
have the skills or the control to
influence what is happening to
us, as when experiencing
periods of distress it is natural to
‘catastrophise’ and to lose
perspective of OUR strengths. It
is hard to see anything else but
the pain and fear that surround
us and our desperate attempts
to regain our well-being.

However, when we gain more
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perspective and have the luxury
of hindsight, we learn from
these experiences and are able
to see clearly the things we do

What is really useful is when
those around us see our
strengths and support us to
believe in our own abilities
in a caring way. By seeing
people’s strengths, abilities
and talents, we reinforce the
reality of them. By talking to
the ‘health’ in the person,
you draw the health out

have control over and the things
we need support with. This is our
wisdom talking to us and what
makes a real difference is
knowing that we have this
wisdom. Most of us learn the
hard way as to what our
strengths are, through discovering
them ourselves. But what is really
useful is when those around us
see our strengths and support us
to believe in our own abilities in a
caring way. By seeing people’s
strengths, abilities and talents, we
reinforce the reality of them. By
talking to the ‘health’ in the
person, you draw the health out.
In the Whole Life Approach, we
see the person’s strengths and
abilities in context. The distress,
illness or symptoms do not
become the person.

Change the practice...

A different way?

By changing our thinking about
mental illness and the people
who experience it, we naturally
change the way we support
them.

By taking a more holistic
appraisal of an individual’s
situation, we are able to
understand in depth the

We need to question
whether traditional
interventions allow the level
of flexibility needed to
promote recovery. Therefore,
we need to acknowledge the
difficulties and tensions that
exist in this process as
systems have to balance the
needs of the service user
against the needs of the
communities

challenges an individual faces
and the strengths they bring
with them. We do not exist in
isolation, but within social
systems that give us a sense of
place, meaning and purpose



and are a source for developing
and exploring our values and
beliefs.

By changing the thinking about
how we provide services, we
need to remember that by
putting the individual’s journey
at the centre, we are less likely
to lose sight of the meaning
implicit in that person’s journey.

There is no one Whole Life
model

We have remained clear that
there is no one Whole Life
model.

Although traditionally people
have looked for the most
effective model for mental
health practice, within Whole
Life there is no such model.
According to Whole Life
principles, no one model could
possibly suit each individual’s
needs, experience and journey
and there is very real risk of
focusing on the process or
model and not the person. The
main emphasis of Whole Life is
the underpinning principles and
values that inform practice
rather than the model and
approach used.

If we truly want to provide
recovery orientated, socially
inclusive services, it requires a
fundamental shift in the way we
currently provide these services.

The emerging themes from stories
of recovery and working with
teams on ‘recovery-based practice’
clearly indicates that there are
many barriers that currently exist
within systems to working in this
way. These barriers often centre
around frustrations such as
bureaucracy, paperwork, red tape,
rigid systems and a fear of getting
it wrong — the last of which can
lead to defensive practice and care.

It appears that traditional
systems do not wholly allow the
level of flexibility required for
recovery orientated practice.
Therefore, we need to
acknowledge the difficulties and
tensions that exist in this
process as systems have to
balance the needs of the service
user against the needs of their
communities.

A good example of this tension
and need for a flexible working
environment is provided by a
clinician who was working with
an Afro Caribbean woman who
heard a combination of voices.
The woman wanted to retain
the positive voices and diminish

the influence of the negative
voices. She felt medication
affected both types of voices
and this in itself was an
unsatisfactory solution for her.
She felt part of her recovery
was to gain more control
without the use of medication.
The dilemma for the clinician
was that, when distressed, this
lady believed her neighbour to
be spying on her and the voices
encouraged her to seek
retaliation. This clearly had
consequences for her, her
neighbours and the team.

In the end, what helped the
individual and the neighbour to
overcome this situation, was
the team’s ability to work
creatively and flexibly by
remaining mindful of the long-
term gain in this approach. This
long-term solution enabled the
woman to manage her
symptoms and to be aware of
her triggers and vulnerabilities -
thereby enabling her to seek
assertive intervention and
support at times of need.

This scenario involved a team
appraisal of risk versus potential
long-term gain which involved
gaining wider support and
responsibility for risk taking.
Risk-taking is an essential part
of making changes that support
recovery. However, the word
‘risk” is a semantically loaded
and over used term. We exist
within a risk averse society with
the threat of legislation.

Feedback from study tours
often reflect on how certain
services do not allow risk to
become a barrier to practice.
For example, within the services
at Lille, individuals in an acute
phase of their illness are offered
placements within an artist
workshop which provides open
access to saws, knives and
many other sharp tools. This is
not considered to be of major
concern to the providers of this
service and they have not had
any untoward events occur.
This type of service provision is
challenging, at the very least,
when considering how we
approach risk within our current
settings.

There is a need for a robust
discussion about risk around
the topics of ‘whose risk?’ and
how this can be worked within
a creative way, without it being
a hindrance to an individual’s
recovery, and the need for the
recognition that taking
calculated risks is seen as a

13

essential part of recovery.

New ways of working

As people’s need change,
services need to change and
develop with them. This is
recognised by government
policy and investment in new
ways of working. The way
services are delivered has
changed drastically in recent
years, with new teams being
able to expand and extend what
they can now currently deliver.

These teams include early
intervention, assertive outreach,
crisis intervention, home
treatment and community
mental health workers. From
initial feedback, it appears these
teams are less restricted by the
bureaucracy and red-tape
processes that have restricted
practice in the past.

For example, Assertive Outreach
teams have less paperwork and
can work with a client for up to
five years, and the Crisis Team
does not have to deal with
regular bureaucracy. New teams
seem to have the capacity to
truly respond to individual
needs.

These new approaches give
greater opportunity to involve a
range of stakeholders to
support service delivery and this
enables the flexibility to harness
the unique contribution that
communities can make.

However, there is still a need to
reconsider what we mean by
‘teams’ and ‘systems’ with a
readiness and willingness to
include families, service users,
carers and a wider community
as part of the wider team.

Expert care

Service users and carers are
requesting clinical expert care
within the context of care and
compassion. This clearly appears
to improve outcomes for service
users and carers with the added
benefit of supporting staff in
ways truly reflecting their skills
and satisfying the vocational
reason why they entered the job
in the first place.

Conclusion

The Whole Life Approach
advocates that organisations
and systems should be clear
about their purpose and that
they should have a clear vision
and value base to reflect this.

To fully appreciate the values
that inform the Whole Life

Approach it is important to
listen to the meanings and
values behind the words found
in the following chapters.

What is clear is that as people’s
needs change, so do the things
that help. In order to ‘go with’
this ever changing process, it is
important to remain creative
and flexible in the way we
provide support if we truly want
to benefit people’s lives.

The challenge for us is to
critically appraise the role we all
play in changing the thinking,
changing the practice and
changing the system.



