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Overview and summary of responses
1. Background

This public consultation document on strategic directions in social care e-learning was launched in mid-October 2004 and ran until 31 January 2005. Copies of the consultation document and questionnaire can be accessed at http://www.scie.org.uk/publications/elearning.asp
2. Sample

The total number of responses was 61. Two-thirds of the sample was engaged in social care training in some capacity (providers, developers, educators). The voluntary, statutory and commercial sectors were all represented in the sample, with a slight majority of statutory sector bodies. In terms of organisational type, social care service providers and higher education institutions predominated. 

3. Summary of responses

Figure 1 below outlines the responses to the key questions in the consultation. 

Fifty-three out of 57 (over nine in ten) respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with the vision for e-learning in social care outlined in the document. The mean level of agreement was 4.3 (where 5 is the strongest agreement possible).
Over eight in ten respondents indicated agreement with:

· our assessment of the benefits and the limitations of e-learning for social care

· the aims and principles underlying the development of e-learning, and

· our assessment of the bases for action areas for e-learning implementation.
Over seven in ten respondents indicated agreement with:

· our summary of the key elements of the external strategic framework

· our summary of who our key partners would be in implementing social care e-learning 

· our assessment of research priorities

The lowest levels of agreement (approximately 6 in 10 respondents in agreement) were with:

· our assessment of the pre-requisites for implementing e-learning in social care

· our outline of the action areas for e-learning implementation.
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Figure 1: Summary of key quantitative results [n=57]

The comments provided by respondents indicated in-depth engagement with the issues raised in the consultation. It was possible to discern several repeating themes, the most common of which were:
· resource issues (30 instances)

· culture shift  (21 instances)

· appropriate use  (18 instances)

· ICT infrastructure (15 instances)

· ICT skills (14 instances)

· priority learning levels/training pathways (10 instances)

1. Resource issues  

This was the dominant topic in respondent comments by some distance. The key points were that:

· There are significant resource implications for delivering e-learning in social care, in terms of ICT hardware and software, connectivity, ICT training and support, staff (learner) time and management time. 

· The paper did not address these issues or give any indication of funding provision, either existing or planned

2. Culture shift

Although respondents were aware that the paper outlined a number of hurdles the sector faces in developing e-learning, they still felt that the scale and significance of the culture shift required needed more acknowledgement. Respondents felt that much more work in ‘winning hearts and minds’ – of both learners and employers – would be required if e-learning is to gain acceptance in the sector.

3. Appropriate use 

Respondents were concerned that e-learning was not done ‘for its own sake’ and that it was only used where appropriate:

· Learners who preferred face-to-face or other traditional approaches should not be disadvantaged

· A mix ‘n’ match approach to learner preference and learning styles needed to be adopted.

4. ICT infrastructure
Although respondents were aware that attention was drawn in the paper to inadequate infrastructure – in terms of hardware, software, connectivity and ICT support – they felt that the scale of the problems had not been fully acknowledged, and that strategies to address them had not been offered.

5. ICT skills
Similarly, the issue of the relatively low level of ICT skills in the sector – on the part of both learners and employers – was felt to be under-emphasised, and possible solutions either absent or insufficient. 
6. Priority learning levels/pathways

A number of respondents felt that the social work degree received too much emphasis in the paper, and that this was not necessarily the area of social care that could most benefit from e-learning approaches. Other areas respondents wanted to be given higher priority were:

· generic ‘work-based learning’
· generic ‘pre-HE learning’ 

· specific learning related to National Vocational Qualifications and National Occupational Standards

· specific learning related to Post-Qualification (PQ) frameworks

7. Other issues

Other issues raised by respondents:

· Concern was expressed about the risks associated with the implementation of large-scale learning management systems

· Learning styles were felt to be overlooked

· Collaborative and participative approaches to learning were felt to be insufficiently addressed 
· The need to involve the commercial sector was not sufficiently highlighted

· It needed to be made clearer that benefits of e-learning should to be directly linked to service outcomes

· Pilots, important both for raising awareness and as research test-beds, were insufficiently considered.
Section A 
Respondent profile
The total number of responses was 61. Of these, 50 were responses via the online questionnaire, 7 were responses via the printed questionnaire, and 4 were non-format responses. 
The quantitative results below, including the charts, reflect only the 57 standard-format responses. The qualitative data and quoted comments are drawn from all 61 responses.

Question A1:  Respondent roles/occupations
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Figure 2. Respondent roles/occupations
[Respondents were able to tick multiple boxes]
The largest group of respondents described themselves as social care trainers/educators (see Figure 2). Next were training/education/learning content developers and then training/education/learning providers. Two-thirds of the sample therefore represented individuals actively engaged in social care training and education provision in some capacity. Four respondents described themselves as either social care users or carers.
Approximately a quarter of respondents also chose the ‘other’ category, and provided descriptions including ‘occupational therapist’, ‘awarding body’, ‘workforce development officer’ and ‘librarian’.

Question A2. Respondent organisations
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Figure 3. Respondent organisations
[Respondents were able to tick multiple boxes]

Higher education organisations were most commonly represented amongst respondents (14 out of  57) (see Figure 3). Thirteen of 57 respondents were from social care providers, 11 from statutory bodies and 7 from voluntary bodies. 
Bodies represented in the ‘other’ category included ‘healthcare education organisation’ and ‘awarding body’.

Question A3. Respondent specialisms
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Figure 4: respondent specialisms

[Respondents were able to tick multiple boxes]

Respondents were fairly evenly spread between the 5 social care specialisms designated in the questionnaire, with slightly larger numbers specialising in disability and adult services (see Figure 4). Specialisms indicated in the ‘other’ category mainly represented learning specialisms such as ‘instructional design’, ‘learning support’, ‘training software development’.

Section B 

Questionnaire results

Question B1: Do you agree with our vision of social care in e-learning?
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Figure 5: level of agreement with vision for social care e-learning
Fifty-three out of 57 of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with the vision for e-learning in social care outlined in the document (see Figure 5).The mean level of agreement was 4.3 (where 5=strongly agree).
Amongst the 53 who registered agreement with the vision, the following comments were made:

‘We welcome the vision and direction of this consultation document, and its emphasis throughout on quality and innovation.’

‘I feel the vision seems to be realistic, accessible and exciting.’

‘We particularly welcome the emphasis on a blended approach.’

‘We welcome the blended learning approach advocated and the view that mix and match approaches should be available to learners.’

‘[It is] vital to be computer literate, [with] the advent of electronic client records to aid interagency collaborative working, and to refresh your practice via evidence based sites: DH etc. [We] therefore need to be net-literate.’

‘E-learning is effective for both the learner and the trainer.’

Critiques of the vision focused broadly on the scale of the task and whether it was appropriate for the sector: 

‘But many do not yet have access to/ are unfamiliar/ are put off by the technology…. Many hands-on workers in this field lack confidence and would rather learn in groups.’ 

‘We wish to sound a note of caution as the ambitious aims expressed…There are significant training needs if e-learning is to be made genuinely accessible to all. There is also a need for significant cultural change.’

‘We agree in part with the vision, however it is somewhat confusing… What about the pedagogy of e-learning?’

‘The social care sector is not yet ready for e-learning unless access can be guaranteed, staff time can be backfilled, support is on hand and the material is as specific as possible to the workplace/job in hand. There is also anecdotal evidence of a strong generational gap in the willingness even to consider using IT as a learning tool.’

Question B2: Have we identified the main benefits of e-learning for our key stakeholders?

Fifty-one out of 57 respondents considered that we had identified the main benefits of e-learning for our key stakeholders. One respondent commented:

‘E-learning can potentially be of the greatest benefit to those who need training most: those staff in social care establishments who cannot get released for formal training.’

Additional benefits cited by respondents included the following:
· potential to reduce isolation of learners

· can support collaborative learning

· enhances up to dateness of learning

· can cater for diverse learning styles

· can be cost-effective

· enables mobile working

One respondent felt, however, that the benefits of e-learning had not been linked sufficiently directly to social care practice.

Question B3: Do you agree with our assessment of the limitations and constraints?
Question B4: Are there additional limitations and constraints we need to consider?

Fifty out of 57 respondents agreed with our assessment of the limitations and constraints on e-learning development in social care. 
Five respondents did not feel we had correctly assessed limitations and constraints. Interestingly, 3 respondents felt we had over-emphasised the constraining effect of lack of access to computers and the internet in the sector: 
‘[There are] lots of internet cafes and internet support in most libraries. The use of friends’ computers (to work jointly) [is possible]; internet learning within the workplace and within other community projects [is possible].’

‘...but many more have access via work and community organisations and schools. It is worth giving some thought to including stakeholders in ways that enable them to take advantage of these resources even though they might not yet be connected at home.’

‘Query the statistics about less than 50% of households having access to the internet. Does this include people over 75? If statistics are correct, there are community resources Library, BBC learning centre, access points etc. People who want to have access will use the local resources or find another way.’

Other respondents felt we had underplayed the constraints imposed by both costs of computer equipment and connectivity, and the gap in funding to address these. These were recurring themes throughout the questionnaire responses: 

‘I could not find mention of the cost of using the web from home. This is an issue for many on low incomes.’

‘Funding for IT equipment is an issue as is time for educators to develop resources.’

‘[We are] concerned about funding and skills gaps in sector to develop and implement e-learning.’ 

Two other constraints were also considered to be underplayed: lack of learner support (for both technical/ICT issues and learning ones) and the fact that small organisations have specific support needs in relation to ICTs:

‘Lack of learner support - either online or [face-to-face] - is a major factor in e-learning course failures. Many of the commercial organisations we work with have either cut out, or never implemented, the learner support structures we have recommended. We believe that this has seriously harmed the learning outcome - but as most organisations fail to adequately evaluate the success of their programmes, this is never quantified.’

’Small organisations need special attention (e.g. research project in to their best use of e-learning, case studies). Basic problem for voluntary and community sector will be infrastructure and particularly the support function. For example we have more than 1100 employees spread across a large geographical patch. Most service sites do not even have a PC on site, and even if we are able to achieve this the main problem will be IT support.’

Additional limitations and constraints raised by respondents included:

· limited interest or motivation on the part of both learners and employers
· a preference for traditional modes of learning

· lack of IT staff within social care organisations
· need for security of systems constraining open access

· potential to increase isolation of learners

· lack of time to develop learning content and to engage in learning

Question B5: Have we identified the key elements of the strategic context for e-learning?

Question B6: Are there any other resources, documents or policies that we should take into account?
Question B7: Are there any other additional elements that should be in our strategic framework?
Forty-four of 57 respondents felt we had identified the key elements of the strategic context, while 7 felt either we had not identified key initiatives, or that they were flawed.

‘The evidence to date suggests that learning (and funding) is provider-led, not employer-driven.’

‘[I] have looked at NHSU
 material with view to using it with Social Services staff, but the material refers to 'patients' - only acceptable to health workers.’

‘[National e-learning] strategies so far have not been highly successful. It is essential the organisations attempting to define policy are open and in level discussion with all stakeholders including the developers, who have actually made the stuff work.’

The place of Local Authorities in the framework was highlighted by 3 respondents: 

‘We believe that Local Authorities, given their lifelong learning specialties, range of training sections and partnerships with academic and vocational training providers, have an important role in developing e-learning.’

‘Consider having the commitment to IT & CPD for their staff in the performance indicator framework as an impetus for Local Authorities.’ 

‘[You need to include] e-government initiatives that encourage local councils and offer services in a range of ways from contact/call centres and services being offered online. This has implications for both social workers and service users and carers. This can be a major driver for making ICTs available in the workplace.’

Two respondents pointed out that post-qualification learning was inadequately addressed in the strategic context, and in particular that the GSCC PQ Review was absent. (This comment recurs in responses to later questions.) Data protection policies in social care were also raised for consideration.

A number of respondents felt that the strategic framework was not sufficiently directly linked into social care.

‘It is not clear how strategies are linked at the ground level? [I] can see linkages presented, but who is responsible for implementation in what area?’

‘What do these elements mean for social care? [There is too much] emphasis on IT skills. The work of other organisations is listed, but how does this relate to the elements of a strategic context [for social care]?’

‘You have identified important initiatives - but the delivery of social care services is very often very low tech in thinking and delivery - and to change this for e-learning will need a major investment in changing hearts and minds of employers.’

Respondents also suggested that lessons could be learned from the experiences of NHSU and UKeU.
Question B8: Have we correctly identified our key stakeholder groups from an e-learning perspective?
Forty-six out of 57 respondents felt we had correctly identified our key stakeholder groups, while 6 felt we had omitted or under-represented some stakeholder organisations or groups.
‘You could add people who have an understanding of organisation, community and management learning (not just training and education) & development - with particular emphasis on user-engagement.’

‘Should also include other levels of education e.g. primary, secondary to ensure that training is correct from the very start.’

‘Student groups?’

‘Do independent e-voluntary [sic] care sector organisations need to be involved?’

‘Local Government Association (LGA). Making Research Count/Research Info Practice type organisations’

‘NILTA/AOC [National Information and Learning Technologies Association/Association of Colleges] need inclusion. NILTA is influential in the FE sector on all things to do with ICT/ILT and are a partner in the National Learning Network NLN. Although it is part of the DfES it might be worth adding the Standards Unit as their e-resources are relevant.’

‘Sector Skills Councils, small work-based providers of educators and training (as well as colleges).’

‘You mention private sector organisations 'including training providers and content developers' - we would add systems developers to this. It is often the case that systems developers are only involved at procurement stage - by involving them at an earlier stage, they might help to inform/define requirements/specifications.’


’The content development companies are key here, without our experience and willingness there will be no real development of e-learning past the vision statements. We are almost on the bottom of your list, and only mentioned once. We have 20 years experience in this field but don't seem to be thought of as appropriate key partners.’

‘Also consider [ALT] Association of Learning Technologists and NILSI’
 
In answers to other parts of the questionnaire, respondents also mentioned ITOL (Institute of Training and Occupational Learning) and CIPD (Chartered Institute for Personnel Development).
One respondent asked:


‘This is a very broad list; what is SCIE going to do with these groups?’
Question B9: How might we best consult stakeholders locally, regionally or nationally?

Several common themes emerged in response to this question. Firstly, respondents were concerned that a variety of media were used in consultation processes: 

‘Via a variety of methods including the web but also via user groups, organisations and to individuals via the post.’

‘[Use] e-mail; internet; short consultation groups’

‘Nationally via e-mail questionnaires. Local meetings face to face within organisations. Regional/national events often have space for workshops.’

‘For a consultation a mixed model is always needed - some regional workshops would be useful in bringing together different stakeholder groups to consider issues. The consultation document is clear and well written so this forms a really good basis for further consultation.’ 

‘Divide your target audience into reasonable identity groups and then target them via their representative bodies. This could be backed up by validating the results with a small targeted telephone survey for each of the subgroups - if major differences emerge then re-test.’
Secondly, a number of correspondents suggested the use of pilots as part of the consultation process:
‘Through the development of a number of key pilot projects, to work on specific e-learning programmes.’

‘Get frontline staff and users involved in current initiatives/pilots (e.g. Topss New Ways of Working pilots - where e-learning support is already provided), so they can experience it and imagine the potential. It's not much use asking people to comment on the usefulness of something they haven't yet imagined. Nobody asked for the electric light bulb!’

Several respondents added that existing networks should be utilised for consultation:
‘Link in to existing groups and networks.’
‘Consultation via existing strategy groups to avoid “over consultation”. These can be identified by individual agencies e.g. workforce development partnerships, carers’ forums.’
Question B10: Have we correctly identified our main potential partners in developing social care e-learning?

Forty-one of 57 respondents felt we had correctly identified our main potential partners in e-learning, while 10 felt we had omitted some organisations, sectors, or groups:
· More health partners

· ‘Discussions with ECDL 'creators' to devise training packs relevant to social care work’

· NLN online

· COT (College of Occupational Therapists)

Question B11: Do you agree with our aims for e-learning and the principles underlying them?

Question B12: Are there any other aims or principles that should underlie our work?
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Figure 6: level of agreement with principles and aims for e-learning

Fifty of the 57 respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with our aims for e-learning and the principles underlying them (see Figure 6). The mean level of agreement was 4.2 (where 5=strongly agree).
The following comments, qualifications and caveats were made:
‘As long as e-learning isn't compulsory and doesn't undermine but works in parallel with other learning avenues.’

‘Agree but with qualifications. There's a problem with the 'monological', uncritical adoption of pedagogy. For social care organisations and other stakeholders  to be in productive dialogue with each other - and especially users/carers - then there needs to be a recognition that good learning also comes from local encounters and critical examination of how things work - not just legitimised from the pedagogical hierarchy.’

‘But ECDL is not grounded is 'social care values'. Nor is it 'pedagogically sound'’
‘The principles are very jargon-based and may be inaccessible to some stakeholder groups, particularly where there is limited knowledge of IT and e-learning.’

‘How you will assess the outcomes?’

‘You need to make it clear that many of these aims and principles may conflict with each other. Strictly complying with SCORM requirements, for example, can limit the design of the materials, making discovery learning more problematic. Making it available in a wide range of formats can limit the media available, and increase the costs therefore limiting the scope or depth or interactions or other elements to balance the cost.’
‘Pedagogical soundness: while the specific social care grounding is important, we should not reinvent the wheel, and need to draw extensively from learning in other disciplines who also operate from professional ethical and value base. Outcomes: it will be difficult to measure the effect of delivery on outcomes rather than content. Important also to look at complexities of copyright issues - this is an area that merits more attention in the report as a whole.’
Additional areas suggested for consideration for inclusion in the aims and principles were:

· making e-learning affordable

· making e-learning cost-effective

· enhancing and not replacing other learning approaches

· ensuring learner motivation and approval

· providing ongoing technical support

· commitment to personalised learning

· commitment to ongoing evaluation and improvement

Question B13: Have we identified all the underpinning elements for e-learning implementation?
Question B14: Do you agree that these elements form the basis of the action areas for our strategy?

Question B15: Are there any additional elements that need to be included in our action areas?

Thirty-six of the 57 respondents felt we had identified all the underpinning elements for e-learning implementation. Twenty-one respondents were either undecided on this question, or felt we had omitted some elements or that the emphasis needed shifting.

The issue of funding (and the lack of) was aired by respondents throughout answers to this section of questions. Typical comments included:

‘Need to agree funding, if worksites have to pay for this service, it clearly affects all action areas.’

‘Where does the money come from for the ‘kit’? Will there be funding available?’

‘The issue of training staff and the resource implications of this need some consideration.’

Other issues raised: 
· relationship of e-learning to practice needed to be made more explicit for learners
· insufficient emphasis was placed on student support

· insufficient weight was placed on educator training and support
· more emphasis needed on ‘general awareness raising and motivation’
· more clarity needed on which social care employers are being targeted

· tie-in more closely with the QAA benchmarks and the National Occupational Standards
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Figure 7: level of agreement on basis for action areas
Forty-nine of 57 respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with our delineation of action areas for implementation, with a mean level of agreement of 4.0 (see Figure 7).
The following caveats were raised by respondents:
· priority V from the consultation document - (‘organisational systems’) should be made the top priority

· don’t prioritise a large-scale earning management system – they tend to fail

· remember the importance of offline e-learning and put more emphasis on a blend of media

· put more emphasis on computer-mediated communication, peer to 
peer dialogue and its place in e-learning (alongside delivery of content)
· address more pro-actively the lack of ICT skills in social care

· provide more clarity about the difference between IT skills and information literacy skills.

The following were suggested as additions to the five action areas in the document:

· culture shift – increasing motivation for learners and employers

· more use of pilots

· greater clarity on timescales

· more training for learning/training providers

· special support for small social care organisations

Question B16: Have we suggested the correct actions to address our priorities?

Thirty-five of 57 respondents agreed that we had suggested the correct actions to address our priorities. Twenty-two respondents felt we had suggested incorrect or incomplete actions. 
In terms of learning/training levels, respondents felt that post-qualifying and pre-HE were being overlooked:
‘The lack of attention to research in the PQ framework, and the need to develop doctoral level capacity means that too much focus on the degree will not be helpful’

‘You make no mention of the revised PQ framework - which could be a key market for e-learning.’

‘[The paper] needs to also explore e-learning for pre-HE learning’
A number of respondents in this survey commented on the HE focus seeming to be at the expense of other levels of learning (this theme recurs later);

‘I can see why the [social work] degree was chosen as a starting point, but I think we could be in danger of reinforcing the divide in e-learning and e-usage… I strongly think a parallel pilot should be developed with hands-on care staff, going through the whole process of providing the IT, the training to use it, the support, etc. Otherwise there could realistically be a charge of “elitism”. Social care workers often get little opportunity to develop themselves.’

Two respondents made specific mention of the potential for e-learning in NVQs:

‘[For] NVQs - electronic portfolios could help to motivate learners - more effective recording of evidence could enhance the learning process.’

‘E-learning approaches [should be] actively encouraged in NVQ requirements.’

‘We support the use of e-learning in a practice-based approach to continuous professional development. The fact that the ECDL is now part of the social work degree raises the issue of whether this or something similar should be included in the NVQ processes and standards.’

One respondent cautioned against ‘NVQ dominance’:


’Don't want actions to be dominated by links to NVQ - also need other areas of professional development.’

Respondents also made reference on several occasions to the need to ensure that e-learning developments catered for different styles of learning. In particular, they wanted to see more emphasis on participative enquiry methods and computer mediated communication.
One respondents suggested that the ‘champions approach’ (as used for example in local authority ‘E-gov’ initiatives and by NLN in further education) could be a good model for social care e-learning: 

‘Like the idea of “champions” who can be used as experts/coaches/mentors to support learners.’

Another respondent pointed to the lessons already being learned through existing initiatives: 

‘You miss an opportunity to publicise and support existing e-learning/practice initiatives [such as] Topss ‘New Ways of Working’ project.’
Question B17: Are there any other provisions for the support of social work in higher education we need to consider?
Seventeen of 57 respondents felt there were additional issues for the support of social work in higher education. (Twelve did not feel there were additional provisions and 27 did not know.) Comments fell into three main categories:
· funding issues

· content/information resources

· training/learning pathways

1. Funding

Echoing comments made in other parts of the questionnaire, three respondents were concerned about the lack of provision for funding for HEinfrastructure, for access to infrastructure and for training and/or time for staff. 


2. Content/information resources

Two respondents were concerned that existing e-learning resources in HE should be catalogued or signposted, and two respondents suggested the provision of content:
‘Tailor made programmes/videos would be helpful. Also - a catalogue giving all relevant websites’

‘The development of some common curricular 'off the peg' learning resources would also be useful’

‘Provide practice learning resources’

‘Ensure that there is some central resource or data to allow the identification of extant materials that can be reused through SCORM protocols.’
3. Training/learning pathways 

Two respondents pointed to the omission of post-qualification/postgraduate learning in the plans, including PQ/AA awards. One respondent also pointed out the need to consider the current introduction of foundation degrees in health and social care. One respondent felt that the agenda for inter-professional learning was not adequately addressed:

‘Seems to be very social work specific and does not take into account the inter-professional agenda and how this impacts on the education and development of social work.’

One respondent considered that HE itself was not the place to focus e-learning development in social care, echoing previous comments about over-prioritising the social work degree.
Question B18: Are there any other provisions for the support of work-based learning that we need to consider?

Twenty-one of 57 respondents felt there were additional provisions for work-based learning that needed to be considered. (Sixteen did not feel there were additional provisions and 20 did not know.) 
Comments fell into five main categories:

· prioritising work-based learning

· infrastructure, connectivity and kit

· funding issues

· content issues
· organisational issues

1. Prioritising work-based learning 

Four respondents commented on the need to give work-based learning at least parity with developments in HEIs (this theme also recurs elsewhere in the responses):

‘This is all about HE and the [social work] degree - where e-learning should find it easiest to make a start. But what about the majority of the social care workforce? [Social work] students are already supported by the HE system, so e-learning is useful but only an adjunct to a social work degree course. Elsewhere in the sector a really successful e-learning system could transform the prospects for many staff. They should be the real priority - not social work students’

‘Social work [degree] course has been specifically mentioned but what about NVQs and e-learning? Report talks about major strand of the social care e- learning strategy being support for the social work degree, how much of a major strand is this, where does it sit in terms of priority against social workforce development.’

One respondent commented that the definition of work-based learning in the paper was confused, and in particular that FE needed a section of its own.

2. Infrastructure 

Several respondents were concerned about access to ICT equipment in the work environment: 
‘[What about] access to grants for home IT equipment. Mobility of equipment considered to meet needs e.g. laptops, tablets.’

‘How do students access ICT in [work-based learning]. Promise of laptops?’
‘Learners need easy access to computer. In [social services] offices staff share computers, often have to hot desk.’

3. Funding

As with responses to other questions, the issue of funding came up in relation to work-based learning:

‘We are supportive of the principles of the document, which clearly identify what needs to be done, assessed and evaluated etc. However, we are concerned that [the document] is light on financial aspects.’

‘Resourcing is critical.’

‘More opportunity to directly access funding and resources for developing e-learning in a work based context.’

‘Funding is an issue as it is very limited on a national scale, so that distance learning can only be funded for regional or local LSC…. Some centres may find it confusing how to cost and apply for LSC e-learning funding.’

‘We wish to draw attention to the significant resource issues in delivering this strategy. There will be significant costs in terms of IT equipment, software, support and training; and significant staff and management time implications in bringing in the necessary culture change. The true potential of e-learning can only be achieved if adequate resources are allocated.’

One respondent commented on the need for HEIs and workplaces to work together more effectively in e-learning:

‘[Work-based learning] needs to be given parity with HEI learning. Funding should only be available where robust partnerships are in place.’
4. Content issues

A number of comments were made about learning content:

· map learning content to career pathways

· set up a QA process for e-learning content

· get correct balance between distance and face-to-face delivery of content

5. Organisational issues

Respondents were concerned that social care employers:
· were motivated to support e-learning

· possessed the ICT skills required to support e-learning

· had access to high-quality training providers.

Question B19:  Do you agree with our priorities for research and evaluation?
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Figure 8: Level of agreement with priorities for research and evaluation

Forty-five of 57 respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with priorities for research and evaluation, while six disagreed or strongly disagreed. The mean level of agreement was 3.9 (see Figure 8).

Respondents presented a wide variety of opinions concerning research and evaluation. Two themes that did recur across respondents were learning styles and the use of pilots. Four respondents commented that learning styles were absent from the research priorities:

‘What about how learning styles and e-learning. Differences in e-learning for gender, age, disability’

Three respondents pointed out that the use of co-operative inquiry methods during pilot implementations would be appropriate:

‘You might want to consider including some 'co-operative inquiry' pilots within your research priorities’

‘The report needs to go further in suggesting participative inquiry methods as one way of linking analysis to action and reflection, giving increased chance that change will be owned and driven from the frontline.’

‘Quite a lot of work has already been done on barriers [to e-learning]. [Use] pilots around experiences and outcomes of delivery with face-to-face online/blended - comparative studies.’

Two respondents expressed support for research focusing on organisational issues:

‘A prerequisite to implementing an e-learning strategy is to have comprehensive workforce information. This should provide a picture across the statutory and independent sectors of the staff with or without access to the internet or a PC. If possible this area should be included in the Local Authority Workforce Survey and those staff surveys conducted by independent sector providers.’

‘There needs to be research into the effects of culture within organisations that will create impenetrable barriers to progress. Experience says that this could derail your plans totally.’

One respondent pointed out that research on funding was absent:

‘[There is] nothing here about funding systems and how that impacts on learning – e-learning or any kind of learning - and that is by far the strongest lever to get people to learn - or at least try to learn.’

Two respondents felt separate research for e-learning was unnecessary:
‘While we agree that the e-learning readiness is a key focus for this project we think that to move into learning needs and evaluation of outcomes is a confusion and duplicating other work. Topss needs workforce data for other reasons - and employers and education and training providers are looking at workforce needs and could report on how effectively e-learning is working within that work. We do not see why separate research or evaluation is required by this project.’

‘Please not more navel gazing before we move!’

Question 20: If you wish, please add additional comments on any other issues raised in this consultation paper.

Respondents suggested the following as necessary preconditions for successful e-learning in social care:
· correct funding mechanisms in place

· clarity on relative emphasis of social work degree and work-based learning

· enhance other learning approaches not replace them

· support for participative and collaborative approaches to learning

· partnership working between all agencies

· sufficient ICT support in both HE and the workplace

· meaningful involvement of commercial content developers and systems developers

· big culture shift in relation to both learning and ICTs.






� The consultation document was published before the November 2004 announcement of the closing of NHSU and the creation of the NHS Institute for Learning, Skills and Innovation (NILSI) in July 2005


� The NHS Institute for Learning, Skills and Innovation (NILSI), replacing the NHSU and NHS Modernisation Agency, by July 2005.
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