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ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

This evaluation is conducted in accordance withlthe on Higher Education and Research of
the Republic of Lithuania (30 April 2009 No XlI-24®)hich established the “principles of
quality assurance in higher education and reseanl”in accordance with the “Procedure for
the External Evaluation and Accreditation of Stittpgrammes” approved by Order No. ISAK-
1652 of 24 July 2009 of the Minister for Educatiand Science of the Republic of Lithuania
(Official Gazette 2009, No 96-4083). It takes due cognisance ofQh#er of the Minister for
Education and Science approving the general regeinés of the first degree and integrated
study programmes (9 April 2010 No V-501) pursuanétticles 47.8, 48.3 and 48.7 of the Law
on Research and Higher Education of the Republlatbtiania QOfficial Gazette 2009, No. 54-
2140) and also takes due account of the Order ef Mimister of Education and Science
“Concerning Approval of the Pedagogues’ Trainingg&®ations” No. V-54 of 8 January 2010
and subsequent amendments (12 December 2012 Np42)-1

An External Evaluation Team (hereinafter EET) hasducted an Evaluation of the Childhood
Pedagogy and Early Foreign Language Teaching SRudgramme (612X12001) at Klaipeda

University. In conducting their evaluation of tisudy Programme, the EET have acted in
compliance with the “Methodology for Evaluation Bigher Education Study Programmes”

(Order No 1-01-162 of 20 December 2010 of the Direof the Centre for Quality Assessment
in Higher Education) as well as being guided by 8tandards and Guidelines for Quality

Assurance in the European Higher Education Area

The External Evaluation was conducted in the peAadust 2013 to December 2013 with in-
country evaluation taking place during the peri@lQctober 2013 to 19 October 2013. The
Evaluation included a one-day field visit to Klagl@eUniversity on Tuesday, 15 October 2013.

This report does not paraphrase or re-presenttiigerof information presented in the Report of
the Self-Assessment Group (hereinafter SAG). lustéafocuses on issues raised in the Self-
Assessment Report (hereinafter SER) as well amgas®me issues not addressed in the SER but
which came to the attention of the EET during tharse of the Team’s time in Lithuania, and,
specifically, during the course of the field visit.

In addition to its examination of the SER, the Efllected information, data and evidence on
which to base its conclusions in the course ofiid visit through meetings and other means:

e Meeting with administrative staff of Klaipeda Unisay

e Meeting with the staff responsible for the preparabf the Self-Assessment Report

e Meeting with teaching staff

e Meeting with students

e Meeting with graduates

e Meeting with employers of those who have gradu&tad the programme

e Visiting and observing various support serviceagstooms, library, computer services,
staff developments, laboratories, etc.)

e Examination and familiarization with students’ fimeorks, examination material.

At the end of the field visit, the initial impreesis of the team were conveyed to the teaching
staff of the programme.

We would like to express our appreciation to théhadties of Klaipeda University for the
manner in which we were made welcome and for then@ain which our queries and our
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exploration of various key issues were addressea pmofessional and positive way by those
with whom we came in contact at the University.

The EET would like to pay tribute to the Centre @uality Assessment in Higher Education in
Lithuania and most especially to Agmamosiinaite for all of the support given to EET before
and throughout the visit to Lithuania.

[. INTRODUCTION

According to the SER (in Paragraph 1) Klaipeda rsity (hereinafter: KU) was established in

1991 and is “a poly-structural centre of science amlture in the Western Lithuanian Region”.

KU has seven faculties (of Natural Sciences anchbtagtics, the Humanities, Social Sciences,
Health Sciences, Marine Engineering, Arts, and §egy). The SER points out (in Paragraph
1) that KU employs just under 600 academic stadf laas about 6,000 students.

The University implements studies in all three egclundergraduate, graduate, and doctoral.
Paragraph 3 of the SER states that the Facultgdagogy’s other first cycle programmes are in
Social Pedagogy, Educology, Childhood Pedagogy,ciRdggy, Religious Pedagogy and
Psychology, and Physical Education and Sports.agPaph 4 of the SER points out that the
Childhood Pedagogy and Early Foreign Language TiegchProgramme (612X12001)
(hereinafter CP-EFLT) is administered by the Deparit of Childhood Pedagogy of the
Pedagogy Faculty. This Department is responsinefe graduate study programnieufily
Educology and Child Rights Protectioahd two undergraduate study programni@silhood
PedagogyandChildhood Pedagogy and Early Foreign Language Teayph

Paragraph 4 of the SER points out that the DepattmieCP employs 1 professor, 5 associate
professors, 1 PhD lecturer, and 3 lecturers adifuk academic staff, and 2 PhD lecturers and 2
assistants as part-time academic staff. The Depattis also in charge of 6 doctoral students
(including four writing PhD theses in the field dfildhood pedagogy).

According to Paragraph 7 of the SER, the self-eatédn process was commenced on 18 October
2012, by order of the Rector of KU. It is cleaattthe process moved quickly thereafter with the
text of the SER being completed and approved byrdaelp 2013. Paragraph 7 and an
accompanying table identifies the seven membershef SAG and gives their specific
responsibilities within the group. EET is pleagednote that stakeholders (1 Student and 1
Employer) were involved in the process and seehat@ had meaningful responsibilities within
the group.

Paragraph 8 details the stages through which theceps went, commencing with
“acquaintanceship with the self-assessment metbggioln September 2012. Clearly this
“acquaintanceship” predated the formal establishiroéthe group by the Director’'s Order. Itis
not clear from the SER to whom training in the ss§essment methodology was made
available. Neither are we informed as to who catell the training or how extensive it was.
EET had an opportunity to raise these issues WehSEG in the course of its institutional visit
to KU on 15 October 2013. EET was advised thahitig had been given by SKVC but that
only the Head of the Department had attended thisihg in 2011. The SEG also informed EET
that, subsequently, there had been some trainiKgawvhich was offered by visiting professors
from Kaunas. The SEG believed that they had faddwhe regulations in preparing the SER.

EET noted that the SER had not been set down irs¢ggence given in the current SKVC

guidelines that EET is expected to use in makis@g#sessment. As a consequence, the EET had
to search through the document to find the evideregeired for making its assessment. For

Studijy kokyhkes vertinimo centras 5



example, as will be clear from Section 2.3.3 belmrelation to the number of staff at KU, that
the EET had to go to Paragraphs 4, 43, 51, 59n@064 in order to find evidence in relation to
the number of staff delivering the programme.

Paragraph 8 of the SER notes that admission tofuli¢ime CP-EFLT study programme
commenced in 2009. Although admission to part-tituglies was announced in 2012, there was
inadequate demand for entry and a group did nonh.foluntil now, only a single cohort of
students has graduated from the programme (thosecaumpleted their studies in 2012). EET
was pleased to have had an opportunity to meet th@halumni of this programme during the
institutional visit on 15 October 2013 and is ghaltéo them for the valuable insights which they
gave into the programme.

Paragraph 8 of the SER also notes that, to dageprilgramme has not undergone any external
evaluation.

Paragraph 13 of the SER notes that this progransnp&céhed at Level 6 of the European and
Lithuanian Qualifications Frameworks and that, aiecessful completion of the programme,

graduates will receive a Bachelor's degree in Pynkalucation Pedagogy as well as a teacher's
professional qualification.

EET conducted an evaluation of two programmes at d Childhood Pedagogy and Early
Foreign Language Teaching Study Programme (612X1280d also the Childhood Pedagogy
Programme (612X11002), in abbreviation, CP-EFLT &M respectively. When EET was
making its advance preparations for the institwtlovisit and for the programme evaluation,
EET found that considerable use had been madeeofGhpy & Paste” function on the word
processor by those responsible for preparing tHesS&r both programmes. In its joint meeting
with the SEGs of both programmes, EET drew attentmthe fact that there was significant
overlap between both reports with elements of apont being replicated in the other. For
example, the entire section (2.1.3) on Staff isuailly identical in both reports with Paragraphs
44 to 61 inclusive of this report being identicalRaragraphs 41 to 58 inclusive of the CP SER
(with the exception of Paragraphs 51, 53, 54, @hafthis Report and Paragraphs 48, 50, 51
and 55 of the CP SER where some textual and nuaheriodifications have been made). In
some cases improper programme identification (CEBTERor CP) had been included.
University Administrators and the SEGs acknowledted both groups had collaborated closely
in their preparation of the SERs. EET stated toflaboration was not a problem as both teams
might have learned from each other but that errosestatements and data, coming from one
Report into the other, were not acceptable.

The EET has carefully considered the responseefthiversity to the Draft Report. As there
was no factual error pointed out, the EET did riodl it necessary to make any changes to the
draft.

II. PROGRAMME ANALYSIS

2.1. Programme aims and learning outcomes

2.1.1As to whethetthe programme aims and learning outcomes are wetlefined, clear and
publicly accessible Paragraph 11 of the SER commences by setting eutltAnging backdrop
globally and in Europe against which programmeteather education are set. This Paragraph
lists the various European and Lithuanian documgatishave helped to inform the sector about
the changing demands and needs. Paragraph 12gdessay that the CP-EFLT programme
had been designed to train
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a qualified pedagogue of primary education ableritccally assess education
changes in the context of Lithuanian and the Eltation, social, and family
policies; knowledgeable about and able to undedstagucational theories, able to
effectively model, design, and manage the (setftication of pre-school and
junior school age children and family educationd able to effectively resolve the
pedagogical, psychological, and social problenmtgaching/ learning (including
the teaching/ learning of foreign languages).

EET is concerned that there is a degree of confusioParagraph 12 which commences by
referring to “a qualified pedagogue of primary eatimn” but later gives a narrower description
of the area of work of graduates of this progranasebeing the “education of pre-school and
junior school age children and family education”.

Paragraph 14 gives the aim of the programme agbein

to ensure undergraduate university pedagogicalaiucin compliance with European
standards, to develop students' general and pliofedscompetences ensuring the
ability to model, design, and manage (self-) edooatf pre-school and junior school
age children and early teaching/learning of fordagguages, and to get prepared for
professional pedagogical activity and/or gradugieiss.

Whereas both of these aims have a focus on “preesand junior school age children” (no
definition of these two categories is presentety statement, in Paragraph 13, that, on
successful completion of the programme, graduatktsegeive a Bachelor's degree in Primary
Education Pedagogy as well as a teacher's profeasgualification clearly indicates that this
degree programme might seem to qualify one to télaehentire span of primary school ages
which could be from 0 to 12 or 13 (or even oldepataling on the European country to which
one might apply), as well as having a specialisfanguage teaching. Furthermore, Paragraph
20, detailing the need for this programme speakshefneed to provide “a primary school
teacher able to teach all the subjects of the aultim, including foreign languages”. EET finds
it extraordinary that the purpose of the programsnt® produce someone qualified to teach at
both pre-school and primary levels while also hgwnspecialism in a foreign language. EET
notes that other programmes at KU, designed tolo\aespecialism, such as Music or Musical
Instruments, are offered as post-graduate levéierahan being packed into an exceedingly
crowded programme.

The view that the goal is to produce an educatpalsie of working in almost any setting and
with a great diversity of age cohorts emerges gisofiom Paragraph 16 which states that

In compliance withthe legal acts of the Republic of Lithuania prelseintforce,
individuals, on completing the undergraduate ssdieCP-EFLT, can work as teachers
in pre-school children groups/ forms, institutiaigprimary education (pre-primary
groups in kindergartens, kindergartens-schoolsgmy schools, and primary forms of
progymnazia and basic schools), in institutionstolidren‘s formal and non-formal
education, or they can teach foreign languagesriof school age children. Graduates
are also expected to become founders or employgmsvate institutions of pre-school
and junior school age children’s educational ingihs and providers of new
educational services and jobs.

EET had the opportunity to raise this matter imiiseting with the SEG. When asked what the
aim of the programme was, a member of the SEG ed\EET that “the principal aim is to train
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a teacher of primary school with general and psifesml competences and able to teach all
subjects including the foreign language”.

Paragraph 15 of the SER and Table 1 details thergeand professional competences (see
Table 1) that the programme seeks to develop. Y&dhrd to the competences that are required,
Table 1 separates General Competences from Pmafiesstompetences. EET notes that the
expected outcomes of the programme are given agtoes” rather than “Learning Outcomes*
and wondered if this is a matter of translatioif ¢inere is a principle involved.

Paragraph 22 of the SER addresses the issue girdlvesion of public information about the
programme noting that the aims and intended legroutcomes are given on the AIKOS system
as well as on the University’s own website.

Having examined Table 1 (“The Outcomes of the Stkdggramme CP-EFLT”), EET was
intrigued to find that, in this programme with astensible focus on Early Foreign Language
Learning, there was only a single reference to bagg among the outcomedlfe ability to
correctly use the native and foreign languageshia professional environment .....8nd that
this reference appeared under the heading of “@Ger@ompetences” rather than under the
heading of “Professional Competences”. FurthermBEET found that this same outcome was
included in the CP programme which meant that tlse®med to be no greater emphasis on
Early Foreign Language learning or teaching in ghiisgramme, which caused EET to wonder
“What is theraison d’étrefor the CP-EFLT programme?”

EET asked the alumni and students of the prograrfirtteey considered that they had been
enabled to “use the... foreign language in the psxdesl environment” and was very surprised
to hear from the alumni that while the programmed hedules devoted to the methodology of
teaching English, the students and former studeaid had not had any English language
lessons. This is at variance with the programmecrgesn (Appendix 3.1) which shows
‘English Language B2 and C1' as compulsory studyjemtis. It is also contrary to the clear
statement in Paragraph 47 of the SER that “theestisdof the CP study programme take
English. In the CP-EFLT study programme, greatnditbe is devoted to the teaching of English:
the courses dforeign (English) Language and its Teachihd?, 3, 4, 5

The students and alumni reported that their metlesdons involved a lot of reading and
listening to the teacher but not language tutorimere had been a visiting American professor
but many of the alumni had had difficulties in uredending this person. According to the
students and former students, there was no regeireto have a good (or any) standard of
English at the commencement of the programme. thietmodule descriptor for ‘English
language B2 (1) (Appendix 3.1) specifies, as argmaisite: “English as principal foreign
language at school, user of English, level B1” amthe module’s schedule of independent work
assignments, the first theme is a “Colloquium (aterview for assessment conducted by a
teacher and / or specialist-practitioner” althotigis merits only 10% of the final module grade
(Appendix 3.1, p. 5). EET notes the contrary entdeon this issue.

During the visit to KU, EET learned that there was mandatory examination in the English
language at the end of the programme. There weranmguage laboratories nor was there a
computer laboratory equipped for language learoinigaching.

EET finds the aims of this programme so broad dsetanattainable in an undergraduate degree

programme at Level 6. Beyond the compulsory stulyjects relating to English in the first
year, EET found no evidence of any concerted og-®mm effort to support students in
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developing a mastery or competence in the seldotedyn language (English). For this reason,
EET did not see this as a programme aiming to dgvalgenuine mastery of English.

EET is very concerned that there is a lack of faabout the aims of this programme, matched
by a degree of confusion in relation to the reappsge of the programme. EET considers that
the programme is attempting to produce the “allppse teacher”, capable of functioning with
children of very diverse ages in very differentisgs while, at the same time, having a claimed
focus on foreign language teaching.

2.1.2In relation to the extent to whidhe programme aims and learning outcomes are based
on the academic and/or professional requirements, yblic needs and the needs of the
labour market, Paragraph 20 of the SER sets out the increasintaa@ for such graduates
which is likely to arise from the predicted growhthe numbers of pre-school and junior school
age children (estimated at 9% in the period to 200m the replacement needs due to retiring
teachers (6-8%) and for an increased need to feaeign languages

Paragraph 20 also states that similar Bachelor ranoges are offered by the Lithuanian
University of Educational ScienceBré-School and Primary Education Pedagdgye-school
and pre-primary educationpre-School and Primary Education Pedagdgyimary education))
and by Siauliai University Rrimary Education Pedagogy and Pre-School Education
However, this Paragraph emphasises that neithéheofabove-mentioned Lithuanian higher
schools attempts to produce graduates who willhtdaceign language to schoolchildren of
junior school age.

Paragraph 21 sets this programme in the contekt$ Statute (2012) which has the goal to “to
train highly qualified education specialists”. @ddition to the national demand noted earlier,
Paragraph 21 of the SER presents the case tha& iher demand, in Western Lithuania, for
specialists of the kind that will emerge from thB-EFLT programme. However, there is no
data to show any market need other than the arguimetithe demand for the study programme
is proved by the optimal and constant number ofiegts for the programme (see # 84)". EET
iIs concerned that the claimed popularity of thegpsimmme may be driven by the promise that
dual qualification will increase the students’ eoyalbility, regardless of the quality of the study
programme.

2.1.3As noted earlier, the SER does not follow the tetgpset down by SKVC. As to whether
the programme aims and learning outcomes are consgmt with the type and level of
studies and the level of qualifications offeredthe SER does not seem to address this issue
directly at any point under its discussion of ‘2:1Programme Aims and intended learning
outcomes’ (SER: pp. 5-9) although this same argaeisented as a perceived strength later in the
SER. Paragraph 41 of the SER simply states that

The aims of the study programme and the intenelaching outcomes comply with
the kind and cycle of study and the level of quediion in accordance with the
Lithuanian Qualifications Framework (in compliarngith the complexity,
independence, and changeability of activity).

Paragraph 41 offers no further evidence to supgph@tstatement.
2.1.4As was the case for the previous item, SER doesewrn to address directly, at any point
under its discussion of ‘2.1.1: Programme Aims euteinded learning outcomes’ (SER: pp. 5-9),

the question of whetheéhe name of the programme, its learning outcomegontent and the
qualifications offered are compatible with each otkbr. From its examination of the Intended
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Learning Outcomes (detailed under the heading “@u&s” on Table 1), EET finds that the
content and learning outcomes do not adequatelghribe name of the programme which has a
strong focus on Early Foreign Language Learningfatt, as discussed previously, the Learning
Outcomes do not even include a single referencélLamguage” under the heading of
“Professional Competences”. EET questions the néxte which modern methodological
approaches to L1, L2 or even L3 teaching and todtheelopment of linguistic competence (in
English) plays a part in this programme as northede areas are reflected in the thirty-four (34)
listed learning outcomes. Yet, symptomatic of tdomfusion in relation to the goals of this
programme, EET found that, when the Modules deeecéd English Language were examined
(Appendix 3.1), they presented entirely new Leagn®utcomes, different to those set out as
Learning Outcomes for the programme. EET was stsnewhat surprised to note that while
there are six modules spread across six separatestas (Semesters 2 to 7, inclusive) and
dedicated to ‘Foreign (English) Language and itaching’, none of these modules included a
practicum, which might have helped students to \apipe theory they were learning in class.
EET wonders why an entirely different logic seem$iave been applied to the module “Native
Language and its Teaching” in Semester 7, as thtuhe has a required practicum.

2.1.5The SER presents threstfengths”. These are

1. the aims and the outcomes of the study programmeplgoto the kind and cycle of
studies, and they are well-defined, transparermt,parblic;

2. the title of the study programme, its outcomes,taectontent are in compliance;

3. the aims and the intended learning outcomes ofstbdy programme are based on
academic and professional requirements, as webnathe needs of the public and the
labour market.

EET has not seen evidence to justify the truthheffirst statement, much less to accept it as a
“strength” of the study programme. Indeed, as shabove in Section 2.1.1, EET finds a lack

of focus in the aims of this programme which seelbe all-encompassing, most especially in

relation to the lack of focus on outcomes relateddrly foreign language learning and teaching.
For these reasons, EET is not satisfied, eithat,ttie second perceived strength can be justified
as it feels that the title of the programme is paging and that the foreign language learning
dimension of the study programme is not reflectethe published learning outcomes. In regard
to the third claimed strength, EET feels that, whihere is evidence of demand for the

programme, the aims and learning outcomes arer@nea with the academic and professional

standards that ought to apply to a programme @fibid and at this level.

In relation to the singleveaknessdentified in the SER, EET finds that the SEG stng the fact
that there has been no feedback from graduates agcaise for not critically reflecting on the
programme. The faculty has had four years in wtootonsider the strengths and weaknesses of
the programme. If the programme is being annualjewed, as was indicated in Paragraph 19,
there should be lots of evidence from student&esialders and staff members which would help
to identify weak points long in advance of any syrwf departed graduates. For this reason,
EET is dissatisfied with the first of the two prgea “Actions for Improvement”, since it
proposes waiting for feedback from graduates befmaking any improvement to the content of
the programme. This suggests a weakness in tloegso In essence, this means that graduated
students are privileged in their views and thairtbpinion counts for more than those of current
students and other stakeholders.

In relation to the second proposed action, EETSfiticht the SER had presented no evidence on

the basis of which it could conclude whether closeltaboration of the type advocated was
essential or not.
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In summary, EET is very concerned that there isack lof clarity about the aims of this
programme, matched by a degree of confusion inioel#o the purpose of the programme. EET
considers that the programme is attempting to predhe “all-purpose teacher”, capable of
functioning with children of very diverse ages iery different settings while, at the same time,
having a claimed focus on language teaching.

Also on the negative side, there is confusion ashether it is necessary to have a satisfactory
standard of English to gain entry to the programnkdJ lacks some of the basic language

teaching infrastructure that would be essentialdajuality programme of language teaching.

There is no mandatory examination in the Englisigleage at the end of the programme.

EET finds the aims of this programme so broad dsetanattainable in an undergraduate degree
programme at Level 6. EET finds that, beyond tinst Frear compulsory study subjects, there is
a lack of focus on outcomes related to early fordamguage learning and teaching, other than
those relating to methodology. EET found no evegenf any effort to support students in
developing a mastery or competence in the seldotedyn language (English)

2.2 Curriculum design

2.2.1As to whethethe curriculum design meets legal requirementsRaragraph 37 of the SER
states that

The first-cycle CP-EFLT study programme was devetbn 2008, on the basis of
Klaipeda University Study Regulation@007); The Provisions of the National
Education Strategies for 2003—2002003); The Conception of the National Policy of
Child Welfare(2003), The Conception of the Family Policy (2008), Thaen8ard of
Pre-School and Pre-Primary Education Pedagogue fiirg (2008), The Descriptor of
the Competence of Teacher's Profess{@007), andTeacher Training Regulations
(2012) and others.

The SER (Paragraph 6) notes that the programmédes registered at the Ministry of Higher
Education and Science on 31 August 2009. Parageapmmotes that the volume of the

programme (240 ECTS credits) complies with the ireqouents laid out in legal acts, as required
by Order No. V-501, 9 April 2010, On Approval of the Descriptor of General Requiretaen

for Degree Awarding First Cycle and Integrated Stitogrammes”).Paragraph 33 of the SER

repeats the statement that the volume of credits ¢@mpliance with Order No. V-501, 09-04-

2010. Paragraph 24 also addressed this issuagrtbat the volume of credits is now 240 ECTS
credits.

Paragraph 31 of the SER indicates how, in accoslamith KU study regulations (2010), in the
1'and 29 years of the study programme, no more than 7 stsb@n be taken, and in th@ 8nd

4" years, no more than 6 and that, on this basisCIREFLT study programme meets the
requirement.

Paragraph 32 notes the changing legislative bapkgtosuant to changes in the regulations
governing teacher training and also states thatafigropriate changes had been made to the
CP-EFLT study programme in respect of the numberedits for thé=inal Thesis of Pedagogy
Studieq3 credits) which substituted for the subjectlotegrated Educatiorf3 credits).

2.2.2 As to whether thestudy subjects and/or modules are spread evenbnd as to whether
their themes are not repetitive,Paragraph 30 of the SER, along with Table 3, Hetia¢ “Study
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Programme Structure” and “The Curriculum of thedgt@rogramme”. Paragraph 30 notes that
the duration of the autumn and spring semestet$ iweeks of lectures, one independent work
week, and 4 weeks of an exam session in each té&taragraph 29 offers an insight into the
programme design, stating that “In the designinghef CP-EFLT study programme, in the
period from year 1 to year 4, we sought to makeviblame of independent work increasingly
larger, and the assignments more and more compléxvever, other than the statement, in
Paragraph 30, that “The development of the CP-ERtddy programme sought for the
consistency and logical sequence of the subjeeingement”, the SER does not make any
explicit comments on the spread of study subjectsf onodules nor does it seem to specifically
address the issue of repetition. Table 3 gives déwiled listing of subject areas, credit
weightings and the hours devoted to each area.nVWheex 3.1 is examined, EET is concerned
that the programme is fragmentary with a great marogramme elements. There is little
evidence of students gradually building their knedige and competence as they study because
the programme is presented in such a fragmentarynera As Annex 3.1 shows, with the
exception of Foreign Language (English) to whiah skudents return repeatedly (6 times) in the
course of their studies (other exceptions being skhy Culture and Education of
Communicative Competence both of which are covemredwo occasions), the underpinning
rationale (if such a word is appropriate in thiswtext) for the programme seems to be that
students are presented with a menu of ‘one-offtréi® areas of learning through which they
progress rather than being challenged to go deepmithe core fields that they will need to
comprehend as they build a professional undersigndf pre-school, primary and foreign
language pedagogy.

2.2.3As to whetherthe content of the subjects and/or modules is castent with the type
and level of the studiesthe SER, in Paragraph 25, offers an overview of gh@gramme,
identifying two different types of studgubjects of general university educati{d@ credits) and
study fieldsubjectg(217 credits). The SER notes that a further 8itgen the study programme
are allocated to free-choice electives.

Paragraph 26 of the SER details the content of &GdrUniversity Education” which consists of
Foreign Language(6 credits),Physical Culture 1, 2 (6 creditsRhilosophy(3 credits), and
electives of general university educati@@credits). While the SER offers the view thdie't
studies of foreign languages are to contributetddents’ better communication and the studies
of specialist literature”, it comes as somethingao$urprise to EET that a programme with a
focus on foreign languages should also need to haeeeign language component inserted as
part of a general university education, especiallyen one finds that “Foreign (English)
Language and its Teaching (1-6)" appears as a duloje six different semesters of the
programme. While a case might be made for introduthe students to a different world
language (such as Mandarin, Spanish, French oudra@se) as part of ‘General University
Education’, the fact that, according to Table & fibreign language being introduced in both the
first and second semesters is English seems to riilee contribution to broadening the
student’s general culture although it does prowddealuable learning opportunity for learning
English.

The SER (Paragraph 26) also offers the view thattlie development of the CP-EFLT study
programme, the subject &hysical Culturewas included in the unit, as well Bhilosophy,as
subjects important for basic teacher training”.ETEconsiders that it could equally be argued
that areas such a#ft”, “Psychology, “ Sociology or other areas would make an equally valid
contribution to the student's general culture.

Paragraph 28 details the electives that are avaitabstudents studying this programme. There
are two types of elective on offer: general uniigrsducation electives (choose two from Social
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Sciences, the Humanities, Arts, or Biomedical: &lis each) and free-choice electives (choose
two, each of 4 credits).

Paragraph 29 (and Table 2) gives details of ther&gllations in regard to independent work
(‘independent work is to account for no less th@#oof the first cycle study programme’). The
distribution of the contact and independent workirsan the course of studies is presented in
Table 2 of the SER. This Table shows that for 1B88rs of contact there are 4412 hours of
independent work. As this means that more than 80%rogramme time (4412 hours from a
total of 5400 hours) is for independent work, thiaces a very heavy burden on students who
are already on a very challenging programme. E&3 dome concerns as to whether students
are likely to be able to engage in any meaningfay w this level of independent work.

The SER does not offer any further evidence intieao the specific issue of hotlve content
of the subjects and/or modules is consistent witlhé type and level of the studies.

2.2.4 In relation to the issue of how or whethéne content and methods of the
subjects/modules are appropriate for the achievemeérof the intended learning outcomes,
Paragraph 34 and Table 4 of the SER address this,ias it sets out to show “the links between
the (self-) development of the general (instrumlentderpersonal, and systemic) competences
and the learning outcomes of the academic subjectthhe CP-EFLT study programme”.
Paragraph 34 gives considerable detail in regatdesubject areas that are expected to develop
the “General Competences” (Instrumental, Interpssand Systemic) which are listed as

Instrumental competences:
Philosophy,
Basics of Psychology,
Theory and History of Pedagogy,
Intro to Studies of Childhood Pedagogy,
Pedagogical Psychology,
Social Pedagogy and Psychology,
Childhood pedagogy (with a practicum),
Educational Practice in Educational Institutions,
Education of Speech Culture
and others.

Interpersonal competences:
Foreign Language,
Basics of Psychology,
Pedagogical Psychology,
Pedagogical Practice,
Education of Communicative Competence
Non-formal Children‘s Education
and others.

Systemic competences:
Physical Culture,
Childhood pedagogy (with a practicum),
Development of Artistic Competence
Teaching Physical Culture,
Mathematics and its Teaching (with a practicum),
Training Practice,
Pedagogical Practice,
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Native Language and its Teaching (with a practicum)
World Knowledge and its Teaching (with a practicum)
and others.

In contrast, a far shorter list of subject areasidentified as contributing to the “(self-)
development of Professional Competences”. Thesssare listed as

Child Care and Custody,

Pedagogical Psychology,

Social Pedagogy and Psychology,

Foreign (English) Language and its Teaching,
Education of Social and Cognitive Competences,
Teaching Physical Culture,

Course Paper

Special Pedagogy

and others.

EET finds it difficult to fathom the categorisatioised and wonders, for example, why “Foreign
Language” has been listed under “Interpersonal Gwemzes” while “Native Language and its
Teaching” is listed under “Systemic competencest’ ‘koreign (English) Language and its
Teaching appears as contributing to the “(self-) developtn& Professional Competences”?

EET is concerned about the apparent imbalances@mdadictions in the above lists and about
the relatively small list of subjects which arersees linking to the development of Professional
Competences on the CP-EFLT study programme. EHEdsramain that, on Table 1, a total of
thirteen (13) learning outcomes were associateth wie “General Competences”, whereas
twenty-one (21) learning outcomes were associatitdthe “Professional Competences”.

EET also considers it interesting that the titleoféssional Competences” which had been used
in Table 1 should now be replaced by the descrip{self-)development of Professional
Competences” which would seem to push a greatdradaasponsibility for developing these
competences onto the young professional rather seemng them as part of the anticipated
programme learning outcomes.

Table 4 gives a very detailed breakdown of thekdibetween the programme study outcomes
and subject study outcomes”. When Table 4 is exadqiit highlights how very fragmented this
programme is and how very many elements are trionfynd their way onto the programme
agenda. Many areas which are important at thegpyinevel (such as “Music and the Teaching
of Music” or “The Teaching of Physical Culture” agezen the minimal input of 45 hours (even
when Taught, Practical and Laboratory classes lareoanted together). The conclusion that
EET comes to is that the students are being giadittle bit of everything”.

Arising from the fact that this programme is prafesally oriented, producing teachers with a
professional qualification (“a qualified pedagogafeprimary education” — Paragraph 12), EET

examined the emphasis which the programme placeeweloping practical expertise. This is

done in two different ways at KU, firstly througbamlemic subjects which include a practicum
and, also, through formal practices. As part®fuork, EET analysed what occurs in the various
practices.
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Table Practices

Name of Practice ECTS Total number of hours
credits T TP [L [DC|IW | Total
numb
er of
hours
Semester 2 | Introductory Practice 6.00 4 0 56 0 10( 16D
Semester 4 | Training Practice 5.00 2 0 58 0 73 138
Semester 5 | Pedagogical Practice 5.00 2 2 0 0 129 138
Semester 8 | Independent  Pedagogical =~ Work 15.00 2 2 0 0 394 400
Practice in Primary School

In relation to the programme design, EET was ssegrito note that there are no practices in
Semesters 1, 3, 6 or Semester 7. Practices deefund in Semesters 2 (Introductory Practice:
6 ECTS), Semester 4 (Training Practice: 5 ECTSheater 5 (Pedagogical Practice: 5 ECTS)
and in Semester 8 (Independent Pedagogical Wordti€an Primary School: 15 ECTS). There
IS no explanation as to why the number of ECTSitseshould be greater for the Introductory
Practice than for the practices in the Second ardTYiears. The number of Taught, Practical
and Laboratory hours varies enormously from pradiicpractice but in all cases there is a very
large volume of independent work (100 hours, 73r&0129 hours and 396 hours respectively)
which means that the student is working indepengdior 85% of the time. This is not
necessarily a problem. KU’s regulations advocat 60% of first cycle study programme
should involve independent work, but the levelrafapendent work on the practice seems to far
exceed this regulation. Paragraph 29 of the SBERsnthat “in the designing of the CP-EFLT
study programme, in the period from year 1 to yéawe sought to make the volume of
independent work increasingly larger, and the assents more and more complex”. When the
volume of independent work and the level of inpuatn the University staff to the practice is
examined, EET finds an enormous disengagementthgtfirst two practices having 60 hours of
staff involvement, but the two later practices Ingvonly four hours (2 of Theoretical work and 2
of Practical work) of contact time each. It seargaordinary that the Final Practice when, for
the first time, the student is functioning indepemnitly as a teacher, should have so little staff
involvement from the University.

Collectively, the practices carry a weighting oftjover 12% of the total credits available to the
programme (31 ECTS out of 240 ECTS). This meaas tite practice is equivalent to one-

eighth of the programme value. Because only th& foractice is “independent”, students spend
a great deal of time on the other practices in oirsg, noting and recording, watching the

mentor’s activity, analysing lessons delivered égchers and, essentially, putting off the time
when they themselves take on the professional sitdrewhich they are being prepared! This, in
turn, minimises the actual number of teaching hdba a student will manage to accumulate
whether at preschool level, primary level or in teaching of English as a foreign language, all
of which are essential elements in the studentgegsional portfolio.

As the individual practices have quite differeties, there is no indication of how they interlink
or of how student learning progresses from onehw® dther building cumulatively on the
practical learning experience.

In its meeting with the Teaching Staff during thestitutional visit to KU, EET had the
opportunity to discuss these issues and the gepexatice arrangements in some detail. EET
understood that in the first practice, an individsimdent will have experience of a number of
different settings, moving each week and so becgnfamiliar with settings as varied as a
Kindergarten/creche, Montessori facility, Art, Sagd\eeds, Visually Impaired Unit, primary
and preschool settings. EET learned that in Yewn, the focus is on familiarisation with the
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work of Forms 1 to 4. In Year Three, students raalyas an assistant to a teacher with the
Fourth Year practice carrying 15 credits and beimgead over ten weeks.

On the basis of the material presented above, EsTdifficulties in accepting théhe content
and methods of the subjects/modules are appropriat®r the achievement of the intended
learning outcomes. In summary, the conclusion that EET comes to istti@students are being
given “a little bit of everything” whereby they abeing led to become a “Jack of all trades and
Master of none”.

2.2.5 The issue of whethethe scope of the programme is sufficient to ensurkarning
outcomesis addressed in Paragraphs 35 and 36 of the ¥Rhe heart of Paragraph 35 is the
claim that “the aims, objectives, and teaching méshof each subject enable the attainment of
the intended learning outcomes of the CP-EFLT stpdygramme”. However, no further
evidence is adduced in support of that claim a@mdSER proceeds to describe elements of the
programme review and attestation process. Para@@laims that “the harmony between the
intended learning outcomes and study methods IlC#EFLT study programme contribute to
the attainment of the programme outcomes” and“thatsubjects of the theory unit that provide
the knowledge of pedagogue’s professional quatiboaand develop general and professional
competences are mainly presented by means of wralal/ demonstrational, and reflexive
practical methods”. What is interesting about pinevious quotation from Paragraph 36 is its
emphasis on knowledge. Paragraph 38 states that studies of each subject end in the
assessment of an exam or an assignment (projetgpémdently completed by student”. This
Paragraph, based on thkéaipeda University Study Regulatiof2010), emphasises that “the
knowledge of each subject is assessed by a gratte’other words, despite a great deal of
rhetoric about the importance of learning outconwsnpetences, skills and abilities, what
seems to take precedencé&m®wledge.

It is clear from the SER that very considerable leags is placed upon the Final Thesis.
Paragraph 25 of the SER notes that the Final Tiesidocated 12 credits (the requirement is no
less than 12), while Paragraph 39 highlights tl tiaat “the requirements for Bachelor's final
thesis, the criteria for their assessment, andtbeedure of their defence is established by the
KU Senate (as approved by Senate Resolution N&61D09-04-2010) and the PF Council (as
approved in the meeting of the PF Council on 120%0)”. Paragraph 39 goes on to emphasise
that

The final thesis shall disclose student's reseamrhpetences: the ability to collect
and analyze the research data, to project pedagogesearch, to choose an
appropriate research strategy, to use differentcesuof information, to collect

theoretical and empirical material, to analyzegriptet, and summarize it, etc.

As this is an extremely ambitious aim, involvingvade range of research competences, EET
took the time to analyse the Final Theses. Alihaf theses were written to the same formulaic
model, with a concentration on research throughstipenaires or other survey instruments.
There was little description of current world resbaon these topics with few references to
publications in any language other than Lithuanidihen presenting the results of their own
work, students made great use of bar-charts amghgydut seldom related their own findings to
the research literature, either in regard to wlibey had found similarities or differences. All
theses presented a final page called “Conclusionstially not more than a page of their
findings, as though this was the last word to bé ea the particular topic. In short, EET could
find little evidence to show that the aims set abbve for the Final Theses were likely to be
achieved.
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EET also examined the content of the work donee Tikles of all Theses submitted in 2012 are
listed in Appendix 3.4. As this study programmes lzaspecial focus on Foreign Language
Teaching, EET had expected that many of the Fihak&s would also take this focus. The range
of topics went from “Issues of Juvenile Delinquemngvention in Family” to the “Non-formal
Education of Junior School-Age Children” and a gtuelating to the Personality of the
Pedagogue. Various areas of the school curricwene addressed, including Art and Creative
Education, Literature, Mathematics, Natural Sciemacel Technology (including ICT). EET was
astonished to find that not one of the theses aelad the English Language or to Foreign
Language Teaching and that not one of the theseresented in English. EET considers this
to have been a great lost opportunity to deeperuticierstanding of students in relation to the
specialism they are supposed to be developing.

2.2.6 In regard to the requirement thtdte content of the programme reflects the latest
achievements in science, art and technologiethe SER does not seem to address this issue
directly in relation to programme content. EET vespecially concerned that there was little
evidence of the preparation of students for usingormation and Technological
Communications (ICT) resources in a pedagogicalneanIn this context, EET was especially
concerned that there was a lack of technologicaipagent at KU and to note that many schools
have a higher level of digital resources. In tharse of the meeting with Alumni, it was pointed
out that when they had been at KU, there had beenteractive whiteboard at KU, although the
schools had them. In fact, they learned more attusiarea in the schools that at the University
due to the lack of resources. Many schools wereibetuipped than the university in regard to
Interactive Whiteboards, Smartboards, the userefjesters, and the use of ICT for the teaching
of Art, Language and Literacy, Music, Mathematie;. The lack of software and associated
hardware for teaching Robotics, Games, etc. alatiy avgeneral lack of awareness of materials
freely available on the Internet was also notedT Eeceived some reassurances that there had
been limited improvement, especially in regard tma8board training in recent times.
However, when the current students were intervieamedhis issue, they reported that, while
there was indeed a single interactive whiteboaridlwthey had seen being used), they would
only receive training in its use and on the pedagbgise of ICT in the second semester of Year
Three.

2.2.71In regard tostrengths and weaknessesthe SER (Paragraph 42) identifies two strengths,
claiming that

e the volume, structure, methods, and logic of thedwtprogramme comply to the
requirements and the intended learning outcoméseastudy programme;

e the harmony of the aims of the programme and tkentacademic subjects enable the
pursuit of high quality of the learning outcomes.

EET has considerable difficulties in relation te first of these claimed strengths, as is detailed
in Section 2.2.4 above. With regard to the seadaikined strength, EET is also concerned that a
programme containing 44 subjects (Paragraph 2uéphigely to achieve high quality learning
outcomes, especially where the emphasis is onssesament of knowledge (Paragraph 38).

As regard toveaknessesthe SER identifies only one

e in the process of the study programme, the virteathing/ learning environment is
insufficiently applied.

As the SER had been silent on this issue, EET basasis either for agreeing or disagreeing
with this identified weakness or with the attaclaetion for improvement:
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o in the implementation of the study programme, taenwidely apply the virtual teaching/
learning environment.

In summary, in regard to strengths and weakneds€simiculum Design, EET acknowledges,
as apositive feature the fact that the curriculum of the study progmaenis clearly set down.
However, EET considers that it will always be emtedy difficult to turn a curriculum
containing 44 subject elements into a coherentcmsive whole. Furthermore, as more than
80% of programme time is for independent work, fhieces a very heavy burden on students
who are already on a very challenging programme.

The practice is equivalent to one-eighth of thegpemonme value. Because only the final practice
Is “independent”, students spend a great deahwé bn the other practices in observing, noting
and recording, watching the mentor's activity, gselg lessons delivered by teachers and,
essentially, putting off the time when they themssltake on the professional duties for which
they are being prepared. This, in turn, minimiges actual number of teaching hours that a
student will manage to clock up whether at prestheael, primary level or in the teaching of
English as a foreign language, all of which areeesal elements in the student’s professional
portfolio.

EET has difficulty in accepting that the contenidamethods of the subjects/modules are
appropriate for the achievement of the intendethlag outcomes. To give a specific example,
EET could find little evidence to show that the siget out for the Final Theses were likely to be
achieved. In a programme designed to develop @adjgen in English Language teaching, EET
was amazed to find that not one of the theses doptated to the English Language or to
Foreign Language Teaching and that not one ofribsets was presented in English.

2.3 Staff

2.3.1The question of whethahe study programme is provided by the staff meetig legal
requirements is addressed in Paragraph 53 of the SER whicltesstdtat the teachers’
professional qualification, research experienceggdamic experience, and total work record
comply with the provisions dbescriptor of General Requirements for Degree Awayd-irst
Cycle and Integrated Study Programmes (2010-04-89,V-501) and Methodology of
Assessment of Higher School Actual Resources (2Bafiggraph 53 details the numbers of staff
involved and their qualifications, noting that “P&ii the study field account for 65.51% of the
total academic staff’ and also that “the teachemsehsufficient (no shorter that 3 years)
experience of practical work in compliance with #tademic subjects taught by them, and their
research activity complies to the subjects taughtthe assessed undergraduate study
programme”. What is not clear from these gendmbments is whether and how much of the
practical experience of the teachers is in relatoteaching at pre-school or primary levels or in
the field of foreign language teaching.

2.3.2As to whethetthe qualifications of the teaching staff are adecate to ensure learning
outcomes,Paragraph 44 of the SER refers to Appendix 3.thefSER which details for each
members of the teaching staff their academic tiled /or research degrees, the experience of
pedagogical work, the fields of research activdilyd the experience of practical work in the field
of the taught academic subjects, as well as théeaci@ subjects taught by them, is presented in
Appendix 3.2. It is not possible to tell from tHist whether any of those listed have had
practical experience in a pre-school or primargsiaom.

Studijy kokyhkes vertinimo centras 18



The curriculum vitae of twenty eight academic sta#mbers are presented in Appendix 3.3.
Those who possess and who have declared quabitsatelating to the focus of the programme
(pre-school, primary, foreign language teaching) lested below. Other staff members who
have teachers’ qualifications in specific fieldglsias music teaching, chemistry teaching and
the teaching of physical education are not inclugethe list which sought to identify those
having general qualifications as pre-school or priyrschool teachers.

Eugenija AdaSkevien¢ Primary school teacher qualification
Rasa Braslauskién Teacher of pre-school and primary education

Asta Budreikait Teacher of pre-school and primary education
Danut Cesnauskien  Teacher of preschool and secondary education
Robertas Avolius Teacher's qualification (unspecifievel)
Sarnas Litvinas Primary school teacher qualification

Regina Motuzieéa Professional Teacher‘s Qualification of EFL/TESOL
Aida Norviliene Teacher of kindergarten and priynsechool

Irena PaSilyd Teacher of pre-school education

Sada Sliuzinske Pre-school educator qualification

Neringa Strazdien Primary school teacher qualification

Reda Vismantieh Primary school teacher qualification

Ausrine Zulumskye Primary school teacher qualification

Lilia Zukauskier Pre-school educator qualification

EET is pleased to note that half of those listeeergualifications in areas relating to the focus of
the study programme in CP-EFLT (either preschogiromary or both) but it is surprised to find
so few listed as being qualified for foreign langeaeaching.

2.3.3The question of whetheéhe number of the teaching staff is adequate to eare learning
outcomesis addressed in various parts of the SER. Pgrhgtaof the SER points out that the
Department of CP employs 1 professor, 5 assocrafegsors, 1 PhD lecturer, and 3 lecturers as
full-time academic staff, and 2 PhD lecturers ar@k&istants as part-time academic staff. This
gives a number of fourteen (14). However, Pardgeof the SER points out that 28 teachers
from KU deliver the programme, of whom only 9 arenfi the Department of CP. Other staff
are drawn from the Department of Psychology (®mfthe Department of Social Pedagogy (3),
from the Department of Educology (5), from the Dp@nt of Physical Culture (3), from the
Department of English Philology (2), and from thepartment of Philosophy and Cultural
Studies (1). Paragraph 54 of the SER notes tlastiidy programme employs 4 teachers who
have written doctoral theses and whose themes disgetly related to the academic subjects
taught by them.

The SER, in Paragraph 51, states that the ratieaxfhers to students in the CP-EFLT study
programme is 1:12. However, no clear indicatiogiven of how this ratio has been calculated.
For example, whereas Paragraph 61 acknowledges‘ttitmtacademic staff engaged in the
assessed study programme also works in other ghwogrammes in the PF” there is no
indication as to how the workload of an academiatigouting to a number of programmes will
be calculated.

Paragraph 51 of the SER notes that the numberudiests taking the programme has been
growing in recent years while the number of staffs remained the same. Somewhat
surprisingly, then, the SER goes on to concludé‘tvae can state that the ratio of the numbers
of teachers and students corresponds to the maxistangdard and can be considered optimal
for the attainment of the intended learning outcgime
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In the SER (Paragraph 60), there is a sectionlatioa to the workloads of staff which states
that in the academic year 2012/2013, the workloadnoacademic staff member of KU who
works full time is 36 hours per week, and it cotsstd contact hours: 14-10 hrs; methodological
work (preparing for contact hours, organization aodtrol of students independent work): 12-
10 hrs.; and research and /or art activity: 104K lrrom the SER, it seems that most academics
are required to work a greater number of hours them as Paragraph 61 states that “altogether,
over the last academic year, teachers workedifa#-tfor from 1 to 1.5 full time equivalent”.

It is not at all clear what the SER is seeking sovey (Paragraph 61) when it states that “the
pedagogical workload in the undergraduate studgnarame of CP-EFLT, in comparison with
the individual total annual workload of each fufe teacher, is very different and accounts for
from 5 % to 20% of all the annual workload hours”.

The lack of clarity in regard to how the ratio waaculated means that EET has inadequate
evidence upon which to draw any conclusion in tea. This issue was raised with the
University Administration at their meeting with EBh the occasion of the institutional visit, but
those present were not able to offer further ataifon or to explain why CP and the CP-EFLT
programmes had the same ratios although the nurobherach programme were very different.

In light of the complexities and confusions outtingbove, EET considers that it would be very
helpful if clarity in regard to measuring workloahd calculating staff:student ratios were
introduced so that comparisons across the ColladdJaiversity sector could be made and EET
will be bringing proposals to the Ministry of Ed@icm and Science on this matter. In the
meantime, EET recommends that KU reconsider h@nesgents such data in future SERs.

2.3.4 As to whetherteaching staff turnover is able to ensure an ade@te provision of the
programme or not, Paragraph 54 of the SER notes that whielével of turnover had been
insignificant, the higher qualifications and acadepromotions of some staff had contributed to
significant improvements in the quality of the prammme. Although this information is not
required or used in the methodological guidelinesd followed by EET, the SER gave details
of the age profile of staff, showing that the agerage of the teachers was 50.

2.3.5 The matter of whethethe higher education institution creates conditios for the
professional development of the teaching staff nessary for the provision of the
programme is addressed in Paragraph 58 of the SER whichsgomnsiderable detail on
seminars attended by the teaching staff and ov#én®us ways in which they had engaged in
professional development. In summary, it is cléwat staff have engaged in such activities
although the kinds and degree of support offeredth®y institution for such professional
development is not addressed.

2.3.6As to whethethe teaching staff of the programme is involved imesearch (art) directly
related to the study programme being reviewedParagraph 46 of the SER explains that all of
the research taking place in the Faculty comes rut@etheme of “Improvement of the Quality
of Education Seeking Human Self-Realization” white teachers of the Department of CP
conduct research directly related to the CP-EFLOdytprogramme under the sub-theme
“Improvement of the Quality of Education in Childkbin the Lifelong Learning Context”. The
research themes of other Departments from whidh ata drawn for the delivery of CP-EFLT
are also listed and it is noted that one group edearchers had conducted research,
commissioned by the Ministry of Education and Scesron “Opportunities of Choice in Pre-
School Education in Lithuania” which is “directlglated to the changes in and the quality of
implementation of the CP-EFLT study programme’haligh the exact relationship is not traced.
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Paragraph 47 (As well as the Curriculum Vitae irpApdix 3) gives, in very considerable detalil,
a listing of the research undertaken by teacheteeprogramme “whose themes comply to the
subjects taught by them in the study programme’tkumiing in the statement that “one can state
that the field of research of each teacher is tyreelated to the subjects taught by them in the
study programme”.

Paragraph 48 (together with Table 5) details thellef participation of staff in project activity
of the “the national Ministry of Education and Swe, Lithuanian State Science and Studies
Foundation, and international projects” noting ttheg implemented project activities comply to
the study field of the CP study programnsec’! Paragraph 49 of the SER gives details of
those (8) staff who are reported to be researcheaghd who organise international conferences,
publish scientific works, who have successfullyedcas academic advisors of doctoral students
or have been members of the committees of docstualies or opponents of doctoral theses.
Paragraph 50 notes that many of the individual nmemlof staff are reviewers of scientific
publications and members of editorial boards oérimational and national periodical scientific
publications, regularly publish the outcomes ofirthesearch in scientific articles, write
monographs, study books, methodological aids, eaching aids (see Appendix 3.3).

Paragraph 53 of the SER details the researchéngaged in by members of the teaching staff
over recent years (from 2008) but, again, it is e¢lear that much of this activity related to the
area of pre-school and/or primary pedagogy.

Information on the faculty members’ involvementimernational conferences, seminars and
research trips is presented in Paragraph 55 irt gedail. Even allowing the possibility that a

number of staff may have attended some events,stilisseems to be quite a low level of

engagement. It is also worth noting that, whiler¢éhare exceptions, a great many of the
conferences and themes are far removed from prekahd primary pedagogy while none seem
to relate, specifically, to foreign language teagh(L?2).

Paragraph 52 of the SER details the level of gpgimon in international exchange programmes,
listing both outgoing and incoming academics inhegear since 2008, noting that the ratio of
inbound and outbound teachers tends to keep adaime level: irR008, 1:3, in 2009, 1:2, in
2010, 2:3, in 2011, 2:2,in 2012, 4:2, and in 20&@2. However, as the text presented here is
identical to that both the CP and CP-EFLT Self-eatibn Reports, it is impossible for EET to
see which activities are to be ascribed to thasehieg on this particular programme.

Paragraph 55 presents datate@achers’ participation in scientific conferencestesearch trips,
seminars, exchange programmes, etd1dowever, as the text presented here is identicéthdd
both the CP (Paragraph 52) and CP-EFLT (Paragrdph Self-evaluation Reports, it is
impossible for EET to see which levels of partitipa are to be ascribed to those teaching on
this particular programme. While some of the Coariee Themes may well relate to the CP-
EFLT subject content, it is clear that a great mdoyot.

Paragraph 56 (using an identical text to that foum&aragraph 53 of the CP SER) details the
research trips undertaken by members of staffédeld member sates and to America in recent
years.

2.3.7 As the strengths and weaknessesset out for the CP_EFLT Programme are textually
identical to those of the CP study programme, EEEBsiments on both programmes are also
similar. The SER, in Paragraph 62, identifies ¢hsrengths:

e the CP study programme employs qualified acadetaft s
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e the staff are able to combine research and pedeagjaggtivity. The teachers’ scientific,
expertise, research, project, and educational igcliy directly related to the CP study
programme;

e the majority of the academic staff are of middle &gith the average age of 50.6).

EET acknowledges the first two items as strengtiisitibegs to differ on the final “strength”,
which may well be a weakness, especially as hathefstaff are aged 50 or more. EET is
surprised to find (Paragraph 59) that there isansingle staff member in the 20-30 age cohort.
While EET understands the desire (expressed ingRgph 59) to employ “teachers who have
sufficient experience in pedagogical work and esitem academic experience”, it feels that it is
important that students should also be exposechdset who have very recent (or current)
experience of working as practitioners in pre-st¢hava primary school settings and is of the
view that this is less likely to be found among théer age cohort, unless the institution has a
strong policy of re-immersing its teaching stafpieschool and primary settings.

EET acknowledges that staff seem to meet the cdulegal requirements. However, EET also
notes that a relatively small number of staff ataldjed in the field of foreign language
teaching. While some staff are research activd, BEurprised that the SEG has not identified
the lack of staff engagement in researches in posdtprimary pedagogy and in early foreign
language teaching as further weaknesses.

EET sees as positive the very favourable stafiesttiratio on this programme (although it is not
clear on the basis for calculation). However|sbaees this as being unsustainable, even though
it recognises that staff have a larger numberwdfestts than they had five years ago.

EET considers that KU offers an encouraging enwvitent for professional development but
feels that the level of engagement could be greatgkewise, EET feels that there is good
institutional support for international mobility,ub notes that the SER (Paragraph 62)
acknowledges the low level of staff participatiorexchange programmes as a weakness.

2.4 Facilities and learning resources

2.4.1 As to whetherthe premises for studies are adequate both in thesize and quality,
Paragraph 63 of the SER gives an affirmative an®nehis issue, stating that “the premises for
studies are appropriate, and their number is seffit The SER goes on to point out that, for all
of its programmes, the Pedagogy Faculty of KU h@sclRssrooms, including 2 with 32
computerized workplaces, 1 specialized classroomatigeary multimedia, contemporary
computers with installed software programmes necgs$or studies), 8 classrooms with
stationary multimedia (including 4 amphitheatres)d specialized premises (for Psychological
Counselling, Educational Innovations, Women‘s StadiCareer Counselling Centres, etc.),
methodological labs, a modern library, and a canfee hall seating 50 people. Altogether, the
Faculty offers 1, 220 workplaces.

In the course of its visit to KU, the EET had thgportunity to examine these facilities. The

EET was especially interested in the quality of idsources available. While understanding the
financial pressures that the institution has comeen, EET was disappointed to note the poor
condition of many of the public areas of the ingidn and of some of its general auditoria as
well as specific shortages of resources in thefl€ld.

2.4.2 In regard tothe teaching and learning equipment (laboratory ad computer
equipment, consumables)Paragraph 64 of the SER notes the availability obference hall
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(100 places) and two classrooms (each with 25Gs&ath the equipment for teleconference
receiving and broadcasting, as well as noting ifaesl available in other Faculties of the
University (namely, the Faculty of Health Scien@ewl the Faculty of Science). The SER
stresses that laboratory works, practicums, edutaltievents are held in KU Botanical garden.
All those premises are used for lectures, scientiinferences, student meetings, defence of
final theses, and other studies-related eventsiefdre, the SER concludes that the premises for
studies are sufficient and well-equipped.

In relation to thelearning equipment, Paragraph 65 of the SER points out that the IT
infrastructure is good and that the students hagess to such resourcesaaSmart Notebook™
10.8, 14 multimedia, 9 copying machines, and SP&S ihstalled on computers. Students are
provided with appropriate conditions for doing ipdadent work assignments, free access to the
Internet, licensed, the software, and an electrikld_ibrary catalogue ALEPH.

Having inspected the available resources and emnpmEET is satisfied that they are

“adequate” but sees a need for the urgent upgraatidgimprovement as well as for an overall

renovation of large parts of the premises. In suppf this view, EET noted the comments of

the Alumni who pointed out that, while the Univéyshow has a Smartboard, when they had
worked in the schools the University did not hame dut many of the schools had. During the
practices, they got to know the technologies in gbleools as many of the schools had more
advanced equipment and were better equipped tleadrilversity.

2.4.3 As to whetherthe higher education institution has adequate arragements for
students’ practice, Paragraph 66 of the SER points out that agreenwdmsactice have been
signed with a great range of school-kindergartdrasic schools as well as secondary and
comprehensive schools that “employ qualified spest&ameeting the requirements for practice
mentors”. As the focus of this programme is supdd® be on pre-school and primary teacher
education, EET does not understand why it is eeddnthave agreements with secondary and
comprehensive schools.

The SER gives no further information on the quedifions of the specialists mentioned in
Paragraph 66 and does not give any insight intaghairements for practice mentors. It gives
no specific information as to how the practiceupeyvised or monitored and it fails to give any
information in regard to the grading and standartehs of practices. It does not give details of
the success rates or failure rates of studentshisnctitically-important aspect of the degree
programme.

The issue of mentor training was raised in the Megetith members of the SEG, one of whom
said that mentor training for both primary and phesl mentors was conducted in the Teacher
Education Centre and was a programme running tohbé@s. This programme had been run
under the auspices of the European Union. Beybatthe University did not have a training
programme.

2.4.4 The availability of teaching materials (textbooks, books, periodical yblications,
databases)s addressed in Paragraphs 67 to 80, inclusivheoSER. Paragraph 67 of the SER
gives an overview of all the materials availabieall faculties, of KU. Paragraph 68 notes the
extent to which students of the CP-EFLT programree materials in the PF Library. The
availability of serial publications and e-resourse#able for the CP-EFLT study programme is
addressed in Paragraph 69. Paragraph 70 notexxtiet to which new databases have been
made available through the main KU Library. Paaphr71 makes note of the availability of
bibliographical support tools, such RefworksParagraph 72 gives details of the Faculty Library
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and of its holdings, noting that students may awéilinter-Library lending to support their
research. Paragraph 73 notes that

In the Methodological Centre of the DCP, studemts get acquainted with the syllabi
of the academic subjects, the accumulated spdditdisture, and methodological aids;
they can use didactic materials (copies, CD, eiwess video materials, etc.). Final
Theses are also stored in the Methodological Centre

Paragraph 74 gives details of the databases, ingubithuanian databases and scientific
journals, that are accessible to staff and studehile Paragraph 75 lists, in considerable details
the databases of scientific journals and refergnd®ications that are available, including those
offering distance access whether through compuieréshe KU network, or through personal
computers. Paragraph 77 gives details of how riedests are introduced to the Library service
and its facilities while Paragraph 78 gives infotim@a on specific courses organised by the
Library to meet the particular needs of studentaigs. Paragraphs 79 and 80 give information
on European-supported projects have enabled tgathm renovation of premises the acquisition
of learning resources and the provision of equigmerded for studies.

Overall, on the basis of the material presentedhen SER, EET came to the view that the
teaching materials available are adequate andmabgoaccessible. However, in the course of
the institutional visit, EET became very aware bé tpaucity of materials, especially ICT

materials and other resources which the studentkl agse pedagogically and of the need for
significant further investment in resourcing thisgramme.

2.4.51n relation to thestrengths and weaknesse®f the study programme, the SER identifies thr
strengths (identical to those of the CP study @ogne):

e The premises for studies are appropriate and peavisufficient number of workplaces;
e The PF has a contemporary library, access to dsgaba provided,;
e Practice sites are appropriate for comprehensuckest practices.

EET considers that the first of these is nothingrenthan what should be expected of a
University offering a programme such as this. #os reason, it does not see this as being a
strength. Likewise, EET considers that having a contemgoliarary which provides access to
databases is what could be expected. In regattietthird claimed strength, EET does not feel
that the evidence presented in the SER and inpseAdices is such as to convince it that the
practice sites provide anything more than a baaioihg opportunity, particularly as little effort

is made to ensure that students experience thesiypdssible range of practice settings.

The SER presents only a singleaknessut twoActions for Improvement

e A shortage of funds fothe premises renovation and scientific and metragical
resources.

Actions for improvement:
e Toencourage students to make use of the opportupitmsded by databases;
e To look for new possibilities for the updating antproval of the infrastructure.

EET is disappointed to note that the single weakmeésntified is not a weakness in the study
programme under review, but rather an institutioisaue, and would much prefer if those
preparing the SER had identified weaknesses irstildy programme, about which the Faculty
might be able to do something!

Studijy kokyhkes vertinimo centras 24



Having inspected the available resources and e@®npmEET is satisfied that they are
“adequate” but just so. Likewise, on the basithefmaterial presented in the SER, EET came to
the view that the teaching materials available adequate and reasonably accessible. While
understanding the financial pressures that théutisih has come under, EET was disappointed
to note the poor condition of many of the publieas of the institution and of some of its general
auditoria as well as specific shortages of res@uvgeich are impacting negatively on the CP-
EFLT study programme, such as language laboratotieshe course of the institutional visit,
EET became very aware of the paucity of materedpgcially ICT materials (such as Computer
Aided Learning Facilities for Language Trainingdawsther resources which the students should
be using pedagogically and sees an urgent neagfpading and improvement in these areas, as
well as for an overall renovation of large partshedf premises.

EET considers that there is very considerable stmpienproving the practice arrangements.

2.5 Study process and student assessment

2.5.1 As to whetherthe admission requirements are well-foundedthis is addressed in
Paragraph 82 of the SER. Based on the descripfidime process given here, EET is satisfied
that the process seems to be well organised itioelto initial entry to the programme. EET
notes that the structure of the competition scerestablished by the Lithuanian Association of
Higher Schools for Organization of Single Admissrather than by KU. EET also notes that,
since 2010, it has been compulsory for all appledor state-funded places to pass a motivation
test although this test does not apply to self-fogatudents. Paragraph 83 (and Table 6) trace
the changes in competition scores in recent y@f@8(to 2012). The patterns are interesting in
that while the highest score has climbed consistesitce 2008, the lowest scores have been
entirely erratic and while the average competisoare had generally improved, it has not done
so with much consistency. Paragraph 84 (and TAbigve details of theumber of applicants

and those admitted to studiegor the period 2008 to 2012. In 2013 (based oa gatsented to
EET on the occasion of the institutional visit) ti@nber of state-funded places (14) was higher
than in any of the preceding years. Over the pe2@08 to 2013, the number of applicants for
the programme had fluctuated from 184 to 46, aedhtmber of the admitted has been between
14 and 23.

In Appendix 3.1, the module description for “Englidanguage B2 (1)” states that the
prerequisite for undertaking this module is “Enlgliss principal foreign language at school ,
user of English, level B1". EET does not know wttas means as EET was assured by the
students who were interviewed in the course ofitisgtutional visit that there is no mandatory
requirement in relation to English language compe#eat entry to the programme and no text of
linguistic ability. Indeed, the students exprest®sl view that there ought to be such a test at
entry.

In the course of the institutional visit, the statéeof the programme also expressed the view that
there ought to be a mandatory test of spoken Bnglishe end of the CP-EFLT programme. It
was clear that many of the students lacked condel@m speaking English and regretted that they
had not attained a higher standard. In an interwigth alumni of the programme, EET was
surprised to find that not one of them was teackinglish as a Foreign Language which caused
EET to seriously question the claimedison d’étreof this programme.

2.5.2The SER does not seem to directly address the efswhetherthe organisation of the
study process ensures an adequate provision of theogramme and the achievement of the
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learning outcomes. Instead, it seems to address it indirectly blimgl about the number of the
admitted students and those who successfully gtaddieom the study programme.

Paragraphs 85 and 86 identify the main reasonsnéor-completion (drop-out) from the
programme with Paragraph 85 (and Table 7) of thie §izing specific detail, noting that

In 2008, 14 students were admitted, and in 2010sttiflents graduated (71.4%) (see
Table 7). The dropout was caused by several read9rstudents did not register for

studies (3 cases), or 2) were removed from studistssdue to bad academic record (1
case in year 1, and 1 case in year 4). 1 studecessfully graduated 1 year later, the
studies extended due to the delayed completingeoFinal Thesis.

It seems extraordinary to EET that as many as tixedents from a group of fourteen should fail
to register for the programme. This suggeststtiexe may be a case for making the motivation
test (or equivalent) mandatory for all students.

Paragraph 86 (and Table 9) addresses what ittballsdynamics of students’ academic record”,
tracing the fluctuation of the final grade levelgécent years.

Paragraph 105 notes the scope for students to elamaglemic subjects in accordance with their
needs, noting that 14 ECTS credits are allocatedléxtives subjects.

By choosingelectives of general university educati@tydents broaden their general

expertise in accordance with their fields of ingtse e.g., they can start or develop the
skills of foreign languages (German, French, Sgaresc.) or choose subjects from the

adjacent areas of studies. Free-choice electivesegulated by merely the number of

credits (incidentally also by the number of seatthe classroom): students can choose
any subject taught at the University in that sesrest

It should be noted that the reference in Paragfd}ihto 14 credits is clearly at variance with
Paragraph 26 which is equally clear that there Iyecredits (6+6+3) available to general
university education.

While EET acknowledges the scope for personal ehdihat electives normally offer, it is
alarmed to find that the CP-EFLT study programmieictv it already considers to be lacking in
clarity of focus (cf. Sections 2.1 and 2.2 abowve)l avhich is trying to address three distinct
pedagogical areas (preschool, primary and foreagiguage teaching) should be further diluted
by offering so many different electives possilsiito its students.

EET was particularly concerned at the lack of foouselation to the practices, with students
having the opportunity to work independently atyoohe form level. From discussion with
students of CP-EFLT, it became clear that this wa®ncern for the student body also as the
students expressed the view that they would hamefited from having practices at the different
form levels (1, 2, 3 and 4) because, when theyngmthe job market, they are limited in having
had a final practice at only one form level. EEdnhsiders that the students should have
opportunities taeach at different form levels in their different prasgs and that this could be
done by reducing the current focus on observatmmhassisting.

Overall, EET is not satisfied that the organisatbithe study process of this programme is such
as to ensure that thereas adequate provision of the programme or the achiement of the
claimed learning outcomesprimarily because the programme has too many ilsguoutcomes
spread over too wide an aredhe confusion of focus and direction, previousbted under
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Section 2.1 (Programme Aims and Learning Outcoraasd) Section 2.2 (Curriculum Design),
undermines the ability of those charged with progree delivery to achieve the learning
outcomes due to inadequate organisation of they firatess.

2.5.3 As to whether thestudents are encouraged to participate in researghartistic and
applied research activities,Paragraph 87 of the SER indicates that “studeatsicppate in
research by writing course papers and the finadasg noting that the “the subjects are related to
the staff research interests”. It gives some exampmf events, including arts and sports
activities, that are celebrated locally but mogteesally it refers to a conference on “Pedagogy
Faculty Students’ Practice: Situation, Opportusitiand Developmentthat was held on 20
December 2012 and at which students of the CP-Egtudy programme gave presentations and
expressed their views in relation to doing praciticéithuania and abroad. No examples were
offered of students engaging in research projedts staff or of joint publications on research
themes.

2.5.4The question of whethestudents have opportunities to participate in studnt mobility
programmesis addressed in Paragraph 99 of the SER whiclsribtg students “may take part
in the Erasmus/Socrates exchange programmes”. SHiR notes that Erasmus bipartite
collaboration agreements in the field of pedagogyehbeen signed with the universities in 15
countries (Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, the Czechptdic, Denmark, Spain, Iceland, Latvia,
Poland, Norway, Sweden, Turkey, and Germany). &/Raragraphs 99 and 100 note that KU
offers considerable encouragement to student egesaable 10 notes that five (5) students of
CP-EFLT engaged in mobility measures in 2012/201B ane going to Denmark, two going to
Sweden and a further two going to Turkey. Pardgdd)® states that five (5) CP-EFLT students
have participated in the COHAB Project, involvingits to partner institutions, but it is not clear
from the SER whether these are the same five steidemifferent ones.

According to Paragraph 101 of the SER, the stafkKdt have made a range of 9 courses
available in the English language but all of thpsegrammes are not within CP-EFLT. The
number of incoming students remain small, as iriditdy Table 11 showing just two source
universities (one in Poland and one in Spain) fiehich a total of three inbound students have
arrived in two different years (2009/2010 and 2Q0283)

EET notes, with concern, that identical data isspnéed in Table 11 in relation to incoming
students for both the CP programme and the CP EitBramme. The text of Paragraph 99 of
the CP SER very clearly states that the incomindesits were students of CP-EFLT. If this is
correct, then they should only have been shownwaests of the CP-EFLT study programme.
EET is very unhappy to find what seems to be dapbo of data, indicating evidence which
puts a question over the accuracy of both reports.

2.5.5As to whetherthe higher education institution ensures an adequa level of academic
and social support,Paragraph 88 of the SER indicates that supporstimients begins in the
very first week of their University experience whalhstudents meet the DCP staff and the PF
administration. Paragraph 89 notes the extenthizgtwinformation in regard to the CP-EFLT
study programme is available on the KU website elsdwhere, emphasising that “information
dissemination is consistent and timely, and the nweaf dissemination are appropriate”.
Paragraph 90 adds details of the arrangement®fmuttations with staff which may take place,
individually, in groups, by email or in the VLE. aRgraph 91 details the procedures and
arrangements for retaking examinations, includirgn@nation sittings missed due to illness,
childcare or pregnancy. Paragraph 93 presentsilddetd the Centre of Psychological
Counselling and of the social-psychological suppdiniat are available to students as well as
details of financial supports and loans and arrareges for Claiming back tax! The availability
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of a Career Centre, established in 2003, is notdthragraph 92 of the SER. When interviewed,
the students expressed their appreciation of convation with staff, indicated that
relationships were good and that they found theycceeadily approach staff members of advice
or direction.

2.5.6 As to whetherthe assessment system of students’ performanceciear, adequate and
publicly available, this is addressed, initially, in Paragraph 95hef SER where we are told that
students are alerted, in their very first lectui@,the model of assessment which applied.
Paragraph 94 states that thassessment of student achievements is orientedrdswae
intended learning outcomes of the undergraduaty gitogramme of CP-EFLT and the learning
outcomes of each individual academic subject”,ngpthat “each course description includes the
intended learning outcomes, the aims, and the vedytheir attainment (the content of the
subject, the methods, individual work assignmetftsir content and forms, and other), as well
as the methods of student achievement assessnmidng’ paragraph goes on to explain that

The assessment is based on a ten-point critesedbscale and a cumulative grade. The
independent work assignments over the semestagraded, and during the exam, the
final grade is derived by multiplying individual agtes by their lever coefficients and
summing up the products. The share of the examegsado