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Before giving the general overall comments the EwkEvaluation Team EET) wishes to make clear
the following points:

The team are pleased to see that Lithuania is t@mpting to ensure that all teachers in schods ar
properly prepared before taking up employment arattempting to address the problem of so many
teachers in schools not having the correct spegifiparation for teaching. The expert team applauds
this and realises that the Higher Education Intitis (HEIS) are responding to a known national
need to educate the untrained teachers (accomlithg tlatest figures there are still it appears 194
teachers working in Lithuanian schools who have entecondary school diploma and many others
with a degree but no specific education for teaghihlowever, the diversity of programmes in
content, level and approach (demonstrated by thersity of the titles) gives us some cause for
concern as to assuring national quality standdradlste is an unaccepted level of variation in what i
provided and though teacher standards are mentitweee does not seem to be adequate guidance of
what is required on a basic level to train a teachiee variation in professed levels of the
programmes provided is one instance of this coafysspecially as in some cases it appears that
undergraduates are following Master’s level couses Master’s degree including courses set at
Level 6 which is undergraduate level. Names ofiteggrammes are varied, yet they appear to be
aiming at the same outcome. It would be good ¢oose title used nationally to prevent confusion
unless the programmes are very different. Howasexr massive difference wise in the education of
teachers?

The team too is very concerned about the ovetkdldf these programmeldon-degree gives, at least
in English, a very negative connotation and wektltirat efforts should be made to change this to a
more positive award for example a professionalatifal.

As a means of introducing our concerns about tbgrammes (in particular) those designed to
prepare untrained teachers for work in schoold¢dhm wishes to express its deep anxiety over the
lack of information given to the institutions visit and to the team as to tkgel of the non-degree
programmes. We have serious concerns over theofaxlBologna ‘level’ at which this non-degree
programme is targeted. This makes preparing copregiramme Intended Learning Outcomes (ILOS)
as specified by the Bologna agreement impossibényMnstitutions (staff clearly admitted they too
were confused) were guessing as to the level athati prepare their programme and although the
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programme was aimed at post graduates, with batéelealifications, some had decided it was to be
at Level 6, which is undergraduate. However, sams#tutions are teaching the same programme to
undergraduates, post graduates and Master’s studiéhtthe same ILOs. This confusion is not
acceptable and has made the task of both progratesign and programme evaluation extremely
problematic. It was also clear that some instingibad not really considered what the level of the
programme should be and had not made as yet amgtto produce ILOs for the programme. As
institutions were using ILOs at the time of a vigidde by some of the team in 2010, we found this
astonishing. It is essential that the Ministry urdyeaddresses this confusion and establisheseh ¢ev
levels at which this programme should be plannetiiasist that all programmes are planned to the
correct Bologna levels of ILOs, using specific terahogy in addition to producing a more positive
title.

1. In addition to the above, the expert telaas serious concerns with regard to the teaching
practice element of all the programmesvhich qualify successful students to be teachers
anywhere in the EU. These concerns are dividedvioioies over the choice of candidates,
the type of placement, the variety of schools egpeed by students, the training of mentors,
guality and amount of feedback given by mentorssarsity staff’s involvement in practice,
assessment of practice, quality assurance of thatipe, over high marking and lack of any
failures.

a) Choice of candidates. At present it appears tmadsti anyone who requests training is
accepted (many HEIs give figures of 100% acceptante programmes).There are plans
for some central evaluation but if students thewesepay for the programmes
universities appear to accept all comers. Thimisagceptable. Experienced school staff
should be involved in selection procedures providgthe Ministry of Education and
Science’s Motivation Test and all candidates facteng qualifications should be
interviewed alone, or in groups, so their suit&pilor the teaching profession can be,
initially at least, assessed. Just because sordergtihave already had experience of
teaching does not mean they should automaticalbcbepted onto the programme.

b) School placement should be at the heart of alptbgrammes and though many students
have experience as teachers it is essential th#oak trained should experience a variety
of school cultures. It would be good to see att|edkstudents visiting other schools and
at least observing lessons in order to see therdiit approaches. Ideally the school
placement should take place in a variety of settengd incorporate a variety of teaching
situations and school contexts: different age gsmffstudents; different sectors,
(primary/post-primary/FE), as appropriate; varigasio-economic and cultural
environments; multi-class and mixed ability teaghéituations and team teaching/co-
teaching situations. In all of these contexts,dtigool placement should if possible afford
student teachers the opportunity to plan and impfegriessons and receive constructive
feedback.

c) The expert team were very disappointed to find ithatany cases mentors are untrained
and in some cases do not even have the same sekfestise as the student. Lesson
observations varied drastically in number and gquatiome students having frequent
observations with feedback, whilst others (oftemsthemployed in schools as opposed to
just having a practice placement) having only 45esvations of their lessons over a year
and being left alone to cope, even if they had mar gxperience of teaching. This
variation is totally unacceptable. Mentors shouile gegular feedback on most lessons
taught by the students and grades should demamsinptovement as the practice
proceeds. Mentor feedback varies widely, not onlgmount but in quality. Tick boxes



against criteria, with one line of written assesstiage not acceptable and the lack, in
many cases, of critical analysis of lessons by orsiwas of great concern to the team.
As a result student self-critiques/reflections wgeaerally very poor being in the main
descriptive with no questioning as to why thingskeal or containing any links to
learning theories. This coupled with rare or natsiby university staff, resulted in
mentors often making judgements themselves witbaigtance or consultation. In some
cases it appeared that universities washed theishaf the practice arrangements
(schools are in most cases not paid for mentoangd)the general picture was that
teaching practice was of a lower importance tauthigersities who had more interest in
theoretical input. Practice should be at the hafatie programmes, a point that has been
clearly signalled by the Ministry who have greatigreased the amount of credits
awarded to practice in these programmes.

d) As aresult of the above points the team have grameerns over the quality of the
assessment of practice. In a few cases univetsitfydo visit schools and discuss student
performance with mentors, but in most cases thés et occur and assessment is limited
to mentors and possibly head teachers or depiltiese is no quality assurance of the
grades, though some attempts have been made 83 aggBnst criteria and in some
institutions token meetings to discuss grading ctuo Grades in all cases were
extremely high with no failures due to poor perfarmoe on practice. Grades assessed on
a 10 point scale were mostly in the range of 8-Hdiyrbeing 10 across the board. Within
some universities some discussions do occur itigaléo the school practice assessments
but often the programmes put together the finattpa grade with other marks, such as
the final thesis/research, making it difficult tetermine the level of the practice grade. In
addition there is no systematic quality assurari¢bengrading overall for all students to
ensure that grades given by schools are consisteig an 8 awarded in one school or by
the individual assessors equal to an eight else#hEhere is an alarming lack of
standardisation of marking. Requests made in eyengral report written by this chair
since 2003 for the use of externals examiners withé country has brought no results
and as a result there is no consistency of assesgmaeling country wide. In other EU
countries where the placement/practice aspectohtr education is given far more
importance, the visits of staff from other nationalversities or even from other
countries, to see a sample of students teachiolgésrooms, enables standardisation of
grading across the nation.

The expert team wish to bring this above point urgetly to the attention of The Ministry.
At present these programmes are not meeting accefiii@ standards in relation to others in
the EU.

2. Some programmes seem to produce a fairly high lefvgtaduates who are not employed as
teachers, or are unemployed at the end of the amuge. Due to demographic changes and
the closure of some schools it may be more usefuhe Ministry to control the numbers of
teachers trained in specific subjects or for speeaife ranges in order to prevent producing
graduates for whom there are no jobs. Institutglsuld keep and make public the
employment statistics of their graduates from yearear. This is difficult but should be
attempted. Not all universities give an indicatinrthe Self Assessment Report (SAR) as to
the employment of graduates from these programmet g avould be very useful to have
specific numbers of students who are in post wheginming the programme and those who
are not, with figures as to final employment of thwe groups. Some institutions have done
this others have not making comparisons difficult.
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It is essential that figures are given in the SARthe numbers in each programme for 3 years
to date (where appropriate) and the numbers foligwpecific subject areas within the
programme. In most cases this is not given so ngakidifficult to judge if the programmes
truly address the varying needs of the differebjextt areas. In some cases HEIs do give lists
of the subject areas they cover but then the tésoodkered that students from other subjects
were also accepted onto the programme, raisingecoa®ver subject didactic provision.

The small numbers in some programmes, particularfpme subject areas, raise questions as
to the financial status of those programmes. Wedstr staff/student ratios but HEIs did not
seem to be able to manage to provide these figumesh are essential for discussing the
financial status of programmes. The chair wouldh&epy to issue guidelines on how to
calculate these figures for programmes that ussiaty of staff from different areas.

The inclusion of preparation for social pedagognesme programmes is again a cause for
concern. They are not qualified as teachers irfEthe@nd this should be made very clear in
the programme aims.

It would be advisable for some of the introductiomthe SARSs to be made briefer and to the
point. This is especially true where more than programme is being evaluated; a brief
similar introduction to all the programmes in thegkation to the university would be useful
and avoid repetition.

Far too often in the SARs wider university and fgcmaterial is included, which is of no
specific relevance to the programme being evaludteid includes staff and student
exchanges and research of students and staff valved with the specific programme.
Though giving some background information it is redevant to the quality assurance
process for the programme. Therefore SARs shoulfirmthemselves to specific figures for
the programme not for the department faculty ovensity.

SARs are often descriptive and although it is gmoske some attempt to define strengths and
weaknesses the team would like to see commentswrifose weaknesses will be addressed
Credits should be expressed in the ECTS formatrnimescases Lithuanian credits are being
used.

The need for teachers is not well documented atddby the institutions who seem to in
some cases be grasping at training anyone foritegdh some cases training undergraduate
and graduates together to the same ILOs whichtipessible. National and local needs for
subjects and ages/stages need to be available ssfessment teams and used as a partial
justification for the programme. In some case®dame clear that these figures are not
available to the HEIs as local data is not recorded

As a result of the wide variety of school subjestigered by these programmes subject
didactics are often not taught, but left to schaolsover. This gives the team very serious
concerns. How can HEIs ensure good practice isntangALL schools including specific use
of modern methods, ICT pedagogical approachesvbien schools are not vetted as to their
suitability to train teachers? It is essential tiaise who have had experience themselves as
school teachers, but also have good theoreticavlatiye of specific subject didactics teach
this area of the programme.

Not all tutors in HEIs are modelling the moderncteag methods required in schools. There
are some good examples but this is not consisitrereén or between universities. HEI staff
should model the use of themed and project wotkeir own teaching to allow all students

to experience it themselves. In some HEIs thererioch stress on lectures as a method of
imparting information.

The team were disappointed in some cases to sskeholders or students on some Self
Assessment teams. This does not demonstrate aisivelapproach and should be addressed.
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In some HElIs the final teaching practice is used a=search activity for some credits as
opposed to teaching. We believe that this pracis@estionable, they should be separate.
Some HEIls are not following the guidelines for thedits allotted to the final thesis, which
should be 3. It is also of concern that in somesassearch is undertaken without specific
training in suitable methodologies for use in dlasms, such as an action research approach.
The team would question as to why some work i<redited at MA level for the students
who have already received bachelor's degrees? Henvese are also concerned that some
HEIs are offering this qualification at Master'sd with insufficient credits at Master’s level
(half being at bachelor’s level which is not acedyb in Europe). We once again here direct
guestions to the writing of specific levels of diféntiated ILOs in relation to the level of the
programmes and modules within them

It was good to see that in many HEIs a good pragowf the staff teaching on the
programme, were experienced school teachers aalid be encouraging to see a national
effort to stress the need for prospective teadioelbe educated by those with classroom
experience. This is especially important in pedggbgth general and subject specific, but is
also needed in psychology so learning theoriedbeariosely related to real classroom issues
with examples. Years of experience in researchaoretical input are not a substitute for
face to face experience in a school classroom atithg theory into practice.

In some cases there was a lack of clarity ovesthages of teaching practice as described in
the SARs as to whether it is observation, realtiegcor research in some cases. More clarity
in the SARs is required as to exactly how muchhergcthe students do, as opposed to
observation and the support of other teachers.rngesdme national standard as to the hours
student teachers expected to do as a ‘real’ teaebponsible for everything from planning
through execution and the completion of assessmeuld be a useful guide. Also there are
concerns that students with previous teaching éxpeg appear to be treated in a similar
fashion to those who are new to the profession.eSdifferentiation of the teaching practice
assignments and time spent observing would be nateée

. There are some cases where the study times afédieut with one year for what are part

time programmes, giving students no time to reftectheir learning. The team is also
concerned about the very high level of credits gjve some cases, to the students’
independent work. We feel that this is out of pmipa especially as grading is so high.

The team are concerned that there seems to leecliititrol over the schools from which the
students who are working come from and that stusdegmh select their own schools. How are
these assessed as suitable for practice and figrgtiearning? Some HEIs have partner
schools which is an excellent idea and this needte textended as training teachers is a joint
effort between schools and HEIs

Some HEls are sensibly including preparation fackéng children with Special Educational
Needs (SEN) in their programmes but this is by mams universal. It is essential that all
programmes address this in a practical mannemusbin psychology and prepare students to
differentiate planning and also consider diversityheir lesson preparation.

Critical thinking and reflection are not sufficignemphasised in most programmes and as
stated above the reflection of students on praitioet of a high standard.

There is some overlap in courses in the progranwhgsh needs to be addressed and the
team are concerned with low incidence of the udereign texts in the final works or in
course booklists. This needs to be improved. Sstoddents urgently need help to improve
their ability to read and use English and studshtaild be offered the opportunity to do this
whilst they study.



24. Some students (those already in post) are prevémedattending classes as they lose money
when they are not in school. This is not acceptabény way. Students should not be
penalised for attending classes and schools st@uabliged to allow them to attend without
financial penalty.

25. It is very difficult for many of these studentsundertake exchanges to see what is happening
elsewhere in Europe, because they are employethamtogrammes are short. It would be
good to see therefore HEIs making stronger eftortsring it lecturers from abroad or make
use of ICT conference facilities to bring new id&asn other countries into the programmes.
Some staff said they were unable to travel dueemntial restrictions in their HEIs but there
is European funding for this purpose for whichfssbuld be encouraged to apply.

26. In the final thesis there needs to be a much bettetrol of the titles used by students which
are over ambitious and not reflective, in many sass# reflecting the true contents of the
study. In fact some sound as if they are for priegeem for a Doctoral degree. There is an
over emphasis on the use of questionnaires aretkafaany real critical analysis of the
findings in contrast to ideas presented in theditee used. The discussion sections need to
be much longer. Some research studies seem toXeel i with parts of the teaching
portfolio making distinctions unclear. More input eesearch methods is required in some
places, in particular approaches such as acti@arels. Some HEIs are putting far too much
emphasis on the use of quantitative methods aimdrtgestudents in the use of SPSS (or other
statistical programs) which is not really requineduch a small study. As the thesis has been
understandably reduced to 3 credits possible aautia literature search with a truly critical
evaluation would be a better approach.

As a last thought: the status of the professiomsee be declining in the country which is to be
regretted as these students, if accredited, wilebehing for many years to come which is a pdint o
real concern to the panel. The country needs highiged and supported teachers and it would be
preferable to see that a separate department Mithistry is established to ensure quality and
standardisation of preparation for the professiwh @&lmission to it.

Gillian L. S. Hilton on behalf of the expert team



