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I. INTRODUCTION  

The European Standards and Guidelines (ESG) for Quality Assurance in the European Higher Education Area sets out the following standard:

Institutions should ensure that they collect, analyse and use relevant information for the effective management of their programmes of study and other activities. (ESG: Part 1: 1.6 Information systems)
In accordance with the Lithuanian Law on Higher Education and Research, dated 30 April 2009 (No XI-242), and in compliance with Order No. 1-94 of 30 October 2009, an External Evaluation Team (EET) appointed by the Centre for Quality Assessment in Higher Education has conducted an Evaluation of the study programme in School Pedagogy (state codes: 631X13003, 62207S136) which is offered by Lithuanian University of Educational Sciences (ex-Vilnius Pedagogical University) both in Vilnius and in Kaunas.
The programme in School Pedagogy (state code 631X13003, 62207S136) is a non-degree university programme which is offered by the Professional Competence Development Institute (PKTI) of the University, with the cooperation of lecturers of the Departments of Education, Psychology Didactics, Psychology, and of the PKTI itself. In Vilnius it is implemented in the PKTI or in the Faculty of Educational Sciences in the central house of LEU. In Kaunas, it is implemented in Vilnius Co-operative College.
It started in 2003 having been offered under different names. But it has been heavily impacted by the changes in regulations in Teacher Training since 2008. So this is the first time it is submitted to the external evaluation. 
This programme is especially addressed to students working as teachers in schools located in Vilnius and Kaunas regions.
II. PROGRAMME ANALYSIS 

1. Programme aims and learning outcomes  

According to recent legal determination (LR Nº XI – 1281, 17-03-2011) from the Ministry of Education and Science, all teachers should have pedagogical education in Lithuania now. And according to the Self-Evaluation Report (SER) the study called Lithuanian education in numbers, published in 2010, confirms that 1490 teachers do not have it. The meetings with the administration staff, teaching staff and employers (the responsible for Vilnius Department Education at the municipality estimated a number around one tenth of all teachers in schools who are not qualified yet) confirmed that the labour market needs these professionals.
But the data provided in table 2 (page 5) of SER showed a contrary trend with diminishing number of students admitted: from 118 in 2010-11 to 77 in 2011-12. The staff responsible for the SER justified this situation saying that the demand for teachers is decreasing due to social, economic and demographic situation.
The programme aims are defined as “to create conditions to gain teacher’s professional qualification, ensuring [the development] of teacher’s profession competences (general cultural, professional, general, special) [and to] enable graduates to perform new professional roles”. It also aims at “the deepening of attitudes to values” (we think this should be the deepening of attitudes and values) […] “as well as the quality of education” (maybe the SER refers to the improvement of the quality of education through this programme), “knowledge of pedagogical phenomena and educational activity in diverse social context, learning to apply innovative educational technologies in practice”.
These aims are correlated with the mission of the University, in general, in terms of providing lifelong learning to society.

But when we look at the table 3 entitled “Correlation of study programme aims, results and taught subjects” (pages 7-9), none of the previously defined programme aims appears. 

Here the programme aims are defined as:

“Know the essence and factors of education, integrate personal experience and knowledge of other studies (especially psychology)”;
“Are able to educate (plan, organise, evaluate and reflect education process) individually” (we think it should be “reflect on education process”);

“Are able to apply innovations in professional activity constructively, are prepared for personal and society change, learning”.

So there is confusion about what means “the programme aims” and what means “the learning outcomes” in terms of the students’ final achievements. The second column of this same table refers to “results”. We think the SER tried to write the “learning outcomes” here, in a more detailed way.

Even so, we do not consider the intended learning outcomes envisage competences beyond knowledge and understanding, practical and transferable abilities. According to the same table, the learning outcomes derive from a first sentence, as for example:

“Will know, will understand: …”

“Will be able (practical abilities): …”
“Will be able (transferable abilities): …”

Despite the fact of having mentioned the Dublin descriptors, the SER has neglected the systemic competences related to critical and self-critical analysis. In the meeting with the staff responsible for the preparation of the SER this issue was raised and the answer was that it was not possible to include everything in a report, but that critical thinking is a great priority and is among the top four skills that students acknowledge.
In spite of mentioning the development of the student’s personality as a programme aim, referencing Maslow, for example, this section of SER is not clear in the written document.

Finally, we consider there is a lack of articulation between the programme aims and the learning outcomes as the latter are addressed to the general competences rather than the special competences of a teacher, contrarily to the defined programme aims: “teacher’s profession competences (general cultural, professional, general, special)”.
Finally, related to the type and level of studies, we have to mention a previous problem not due to the institution, but to the legal determination of the “non-degree” designation of this type of programme, which makes difficult to decide upon its consistency with one of the 3 Bologna levels: 1st, 2nd or 3rd cycle.
Another thing is that the name of “School pedagogy”, just like that, is in conformity with the general approach already mentioned, which is more evident in the learning outcomes, as previously mentioned, but it is not consistent with the teacher education of a specific subject matter, the real effective aim of the programme.

2. Curriculum design 

The SER indicates laws and legal acts initiated with the Bologna process in 1999, to justify that the curriculum design meets legal requirements. In this point 2, especially expected to be answered in terms of curriculum design, the competences and learning outcomes are mentioned again, and this time in a more developed way, that is to say, in a different way from the aims and learning outcomes defined in point 1: 
“have to demonstrate knowledge and understanding about the newest achievements of the studied field; to be able to apply knowledge and understanding and demonstrate professional attitude to work or profession; to be able to formulate and reasonably justify decisions for solving problems of their study field; to be able to collect and interpret data; to be able to convey information; to be able to learn independently”.
The volume of workload corresponds to 60 ECTS, distributed into theory (30 credits) and practice (30 credits), according to the legal demands.
The SER says that the theoretical part satisfies the requirements of the Regulations of the University to the special (professional) part: 

“According to them, special pedagogical theoretical studies consist of pedagogy, psychology and subject didactics. Students learn pedagogy studying two modules: Pedagogy (5 credits) and Educational systems (3 credits).  Students learn psychology studying General and social psychology (5 credits) modules. 8 credits are intended for psychology studies (table 4)” (page 12).
In table 4 (page 13), General and social psychology appears with 3 credits, and not 5 credits. Those 5 credits are allocated to Development and pedagogical psychology.
The SER goes on saying that

“Reflecting on contemporary educational needs it is important to educate a pedagogue explorer, innovator, able to reflect on educational reality and foresee ways for its improvement. Regarding this topicality, Pedagogical activity research module (3 credits) is included into non-degree programme content. Its purpose is to introduce educational research elements to students and educate practical competences of an explorer. According to VPU Special (professional) part regulation, 8 credits are allocated to studies of subject didactics” (pages 12-14).
The greatest problem of the programme structure lies on the absence of subject didactics mentioned as a need before, in compliance with the Regulations of the university. The SER itself recognises that

“most problems arise due to subject didactics studies, since persons, who have chosen this study programme, have accomplished various bachelor’s and master’s degree study programmes (mathematics, English language, Lithuanian language, history, informatics, etc.)” (page 14).
In the meeting with the staff responsible for the SER, it was confirmed that possibilities for specializations are mostly realized through school practice, with the help of the mentors. It was said in the meetings both with the staff responsible for the SER and the rest of the teaching staff that they do not teach specific subject didactics as the variety of subjects is so large; they also said that “didactics relies on general principles of education” and on individual given tasks through ICT.
Adding to this, when the SER refers to Pedagogy as General Didactics, on page 14 (“When teaching Pedagogy, students are introduced with general didactics”), it gives us the idea that the programme envisages training a teacher as a technician (how to do things) rather than a real professional, who thinks about what he does and why he does that way: someone concentrating on the methods of teaching rather than of learning. In fact the SER confirms this lack of consistency with the Bologna philosophy when it says, referring to the Contemporary Didactics, that “students gain competences of modern teaching (“teacher in the centre”). Nevertheless one teacher in the meeting with the teaching staff referred “they tend to go on into the direction much more of student-centred education which means providing favourable conditions for the learning to take place”.
In terms of curriculum design the practice is divided into Pedagogical Practice (1) - 12 ECTS and Pedagogical Practice (2) – 18 ECTS.
And finally, 3 credits are allocated to the Final thesis.

So, beyond the problem of non-existence of a level of studies for a non-degree programme, which makes difficult to state about the consistency of the content and/or modules with the level of the studies, we have to take in consideration the inappropriateness of the content and methods of the intended learning outcomes (which are inappropriate as well, as we have said before in point 1), the insufficiency of the scope of the programme for the education of a subject teacher, and finally the inadequateness of a philosophy of teacher-centred methodology, according to the latest achievements in educational sciences and reflected on the paradigm shift from the teacher to the student as the main protagonist: “more learning with less teaching”.

3. Teaching staff 

Teachers come from different Departments of the University, cooperating with others from the PKTI itself. The Head of the Department of Education and Head of the Committee of this study programme, Prof. Barkuskaite, told the EET, in the meeting with the administration staff, that the Departments choose the staff members whose research interests most directly link with the programme aims.
In terms of teachers qualification there are three professors, three senior lectures and two doctors. There are 100 per cent of doctors, when 50 per cent was sufficient. There are also external lecturers. In the meeting with the teaching staff it was said that this year they had 2 lecturers from Latvia and the students were invited to attend their lectures.

The change of full-time teachers in the faculty is minimal and due to personal reasons. The SER says there is no negative impact of staff turnover, because they are substituted by lecturers with the same or higher pedagogical title.
We can say they all have long-term experience in teacher training and pedagogical experience at schools, which is good, and their scientific knowledge is used in the subjects they teach. All teachers have more than 10 years of experience in educational work.  

They carry out research, participate in international and national scientific conferences, work on probation abroad, all implement national and international projects, and write monographs, train doctors and masters.
They also have experience in expert activity.

The mentors are supposed to be good practitioners. They are indicated by the schools. In the meeting with the teaching staff it was said that the mentor is the best teacher in a school. But the EET confirmed that the best teacher is not necessarily trained as a mentor.
The number of technical staff for the programme seems appropriate: a computer maintenance specialist; a PKTI director’s assistant; and a coordinator for Kaunas. 
School Pedagogy study programme is coordinated by the head of Professional Competence Development Institute, Dr. Algimantas Sventickas.
So, we consider the study programme is provided by the staff meeting legal requirements;

The qualifications of the teaching staff are adequate to ensure learning outcomes both in theory and practice, but they were not totally used to develop practical competences, because this responsibility is awarded to the mentors at school;
The number of the teaching staff is adequate to ensure some learning outcomes;

Teaching staff turnover is able to ensure an adequate provision of the programme;
The PKTI creates conditions for the professional development of the teaching staff necessary for the provision of the programme;

The teaching staff of the programme is involved in research directly related to this study programme.    
4. Facilities and learning resources 

The EET had the opportunity to see that the facilities and equipment are sufficient and suitable both in their size and quality for studies.

The EET visited some classrooms, including one with an electronic whiteboard.

Books, textbooks and periodical publications are suitable and accessible with provision with printed publications required for the programme. The EET did not see methodological publications addressed to the different subject areas students are prepared to.
The students have good technical and hygienic conditions for the theoretical part of the programme
They have access to electronic databases.

It was not possible to observe the learning materials and activities taking place at Vilnius Co-operative College in Kaunas, but during the visit in Vilnius it was said they were good.
A Learning Resource Centre creates good working conditions: students may use internet, e-mail, audio and video equipment.

There is wi-fi internet in all reading rooms.
In the meeting with the students the EET learned that the selection of the sites for practical training had to do with the students’ choice rather than the institution’s option. The EET considers the role of the institution in selecting the sites should be more determinant 
5. Study process and students‘ performance assessment

There is no specific entrance examination for this programme: all those who have bachelor studies are accepted. The admission requirements do not discriminate those in schools and those not in schools. We have doubts about having the same procedure for the first practice which rely on observation: students/experienced teachers have a first stage of classes observations, the same way as students with no experience.

The SER refers that it is not necessary to enhance motivation because students are highly motivated. In the meeting with the teaching staff it was mentioned that having together students with experience and no experience provides a challenging context for learning. We have doubts, especially in an Institute for the professional competence development.
The students and alumni praised the organisation of the study process for having in account their interests, providing great flexibility, with lectures arranged in blocks. In Kaunas, lectures take place on Saturdays as well, with 8-10 hours per day. It was formed a group there to facilitate students who otherwise would have to travel to Vilnius.

Also the schedule of the examinations is organised with students’ agreement. 
But in our opinion, such flexibility in the organisation of the study process does not ensure an adequate provision of the programme and the achievement of the learning outcomes necessary for the qualification of a subject teacher. The students are supposed to learn subject didactics with their mentors, meaning that there is no need for the theoretical grounds for these courses.
On the other hand students seem to be delivered/abandoned to the mentors and this is not acceptable. The mentors are not trained by the University. The university has a word to say in such an important component of their teacher education. Feedback is also not provided in a systematic way.

In the meeting with students it was confirmed that no-one from the university goes to watch them teach. It was also said “there is lots of teaching practice but should be more hours working with the mentor, especially in relation to the subject”.
The Teacher Training Regulation approved by Order Nº V-54 of 8 January 2010 of the Minister for Education and Science of the Republic of Lithuania says that the 
“Teaching Practice Supervisor shall mean a member of the teaching staff of a higher education institution who participates periodically in the activities of the education provider and supervises students’ teaching practice”.
And this does not occur. Also the assessment system of students’ performance is neither clear nor adequate as far as it concerns the teaching practice. In spite of the SER saying that the criteria are discussed with students in appointed meetings, they are never observed by the teachers of the university, although assessed by them. Some teachers reacted saying that there are other tasks that the student carries out, but there is no standardization or control of marking by the schools. It really lacks a coordination of the grades all over the sites of pedagogical practice.

It was not clear for the EET whether the works seen were final theses or final teaching practice files. The aforementioned Teacher Training Regulation says in its point 13.1 that “[…] the theoretical part shall also include the final theoretical or theory-and-practice-integrating final project, which shall carry no more than 3 ECTS credits…”

This same Regulation says in its point 23, that 
“at the end of the teaching practice there should be a general discussion of the teaching practice attended by the school’s administration, its teaching staff, other trainees involved in similar teaching assignments, mentors and the teaching practices supervisors. Observed or independent teaching activities carried out by a student without the involvement of a mentor and/or a teaching practice supervisor may not be considered or recognised as the student’s teaching practice”.

According to the SER, there is a high average (8.56 points) of accomplishment of student academic performance. The monitoring of student progress shows a drop-out rate of 2% and 98% of success. Are all students really so good? The high average and the high rate of success reveal light criteria for assessment which is contradicted by the teachers in the meetings, with the justification that “these students are not ordinary students, because they all have a degree”.
The programme is available at the Institute’s website. Furthermore the information about the programme is sent to educational centres and published in press.

Students do not participate in student mobility programmes, because they work (they said) and it is difficult to leave the schools for some period.

The SER says that the PKTI ensures an adequate level of academic support, informing about the programme. The SER does not refer whether the PKTI ensures an adequate level of social support (psychological, sports, health and cultural support), grants and benefits.
6. Programme management 

The programme manager is the director of PKTI. According to the SER, the programme was approved by the PKTI Board and Senate. It was resubmitted to the new Board. It was also approved by the Programme committee, consisting of 6 members, including a student and two employers’ representatives. The SER says the coordination of collegiality with personal responsibility in decision making is assured and there is some monitoring of the implementation of the programme required by the statutes, regulations and resolutions. The SER says these responsibilities are clearly allocated. 
In the meeting with the institution administration staff, the Vice-Rector affirmed there is a coordinating body responsible for Quality Assurance (QA) in the Institute; then another level is the Committee for the study programme; and the third level is the University Committee of Studies at the Senate.
It was affirmed that all teachers on this programme are elected in an open competition every five year at which student evaluations are important. They fill in evaluation forms and the evaluation feedback is discussed at the Institute Board level and suggestions are sorted out and passed on to the Committee for Studies.
The Head of that Committee is Prof. Barkuskaite.

It was also affirmed by the teaching staff that the results of this quality assurance are communicated to the students both through internet and individual or group contacts.

But the EET saw that the Staff responsible for the elaboration of the SER (which is an important stage for reflecting on the internal quality) did not involve either students or employers. It involved teachers and technical staff.
The SER affirms that evaluation is a regular process having 2 parameters to be analysed: lecturers’ and students’ attitudes towards teaching/learning; and experienced satisfaction. These parameters are analysed through conversation and observation methods. So we can say that information and data on the implementation of the programme are regularly collected and analysed.
The evaluation process and results are then made public in the programme committee, lecturers’ meetings and institute board, serving to benefit the actions for quality improvement. In the meeting with the students the EET came to the conclusion they did not know much about the results from the surveys and questionnaires about the study programme.
As this is the first time the programme is submitted to an external evaluation it is impossible to affirm that the outcomes of at least its external evaluations are used for the improvement of the programme.

III. RECOMMENDATIONS 

The EET recommends:

1. Programme aims and learning outcomes
To consult the Dublin’s Descriptors;

To learn the difference between “programme aims” and “learning outcomes”;

To write clear programme aims suitable for a programme of teacher education of a subject teacher;

To write clear learning outcomes suitable for a programme of teacher education of a subject teacher;

To shift from the instructionist paradigm into a constructivist paradigm;

To foster competences beyond knowledge and understanding, practical and transferable skills;

To pay special attention to the development of critical thinking;
    2. Curriculum design
To include Subject Didactics (Specific Didactics) in the programme design;
To select only the Subject Didactics for which they have lecturers effectively prepared;

To review the content of Pedagogy: Pedagogy is not General Didactics;
To shift the focus from teaching towards learning;

3. Teaching staff
To train mentors;
To coordinate mentors’ grading;

To give special attention to the practice;

To go on working in their academic development, in terms of research, consultancy, publications, international mobility, and Master’s and PhD’s theses supervisions.

    4. Facilities and learning resources
To give more attention to methodological publications; 
To select the sites for teaching practice;
    5. Study process and students’ assessment
To raise the standards for the students’ entrance;
To raise the standards in the students’ assessment;

To standardise the grading;

To assume the responsibility of the Subject Didactics and not leave it totally in the mentors’ hands;

To effectively supervise the teaching practice, observing some lessons;
    6. Programme management
To include a student and a representative of the employers in the self-assessment group;
To provide results from the surveys and questionnaires about the programme to the students; 
To establish measures to improve the study programme from the reading of this external assessment.
IV. SUMMARY

Main positive and negative quality aspects of each programme evaluation area of the study programme.

1. Programme aims and learning outcomes
Main positive quality aspects:

Eagerness to support the development of Lithuania;

Urgent need to provide pedagogical qualification to all teachers in this country;

Some care with the development of the teacher as a person;

Main negative quality aspects:

Part-time in a year;

Confusion between “programme aims” and “learning outcomes”;

Programme aims unsuitable for a programme of teacher education of a subject teacher;

Learning outcomes unsuitable for a programme of teacher education of a subject teacher;

Most teacher-centred philosophy;

Disregard of critical thinking (at least at the level of the written document); 
2. Curriculum design
Main positive quality aspects:

Use of ECTS;
Credits allocated to Theory and Practice according to the legal determinations;
Main negative quality aspects:

Absence of Subject Didactics in the curriculum structure;

Specialisations realized through school practice, without the support of theoretical grounds;
Confusion between Pedagogy and General Didactics;

Teaching focus rather than learning;

3. Teaching staff
Main positive quality aspects:

Students and Alumni are extremely supportive about their teachers;

School teaching experience;

Long-term experience in teacher training;

Selection of teachers according to the links with their research interests;

Participation at national and international Conferences;

Bring lecturers from abroad;

Main negative quality aspects:

Not all the mentors are trained;

Not use of staff practical experience for the teaching practice;

4. Facilities and learning resources
Main positive quality aspects:

Sufficient and suitable facilities and equipment;
Good library for the students;

Technical and hygienic conditions for the theoretical lectures;

A Learning Resource Centre;

Wi-fi internet in all reading rooms;

Main negative quality aspects:

Absence of selection of sites for teaching practice;
5. Study process and students’ assessment
Main positive quality aspects:

Flexibility of timetables (praised by the students);
Schedule of exams with the agreement of students;

Information on the programme available at the website;

Good relationship with the local schools;

Main negative quality aspects:

Only one criteria to admit candidates: to have bachelor;

No clear criteria for students’ assessment;

No standardisation for grading;

Grades are very high particularly when student comes to practice;

No theoretical support for Subject Didactics;

No observation of teaching practice;

Final papers with poor quality of research methods and bibliography;

Few foreign bibliographic references;

Many theses lacking abstracts in another language;

Non-knowledge of how to write Bibliography;

Using SPSS for little samples;

Proliferation of questionnaires;

No action-research;
Non-existence of optional courses, among which Special Education Needs (SEN) could be offered;

In 2011 there was a final exam in non-compliance with the Regulations. 

6. Programme management
Main positive quality aspects:

Technical area considered as staff, making part of the self-assessment group: that means the way the programme values the services provided.

Main negative quality aspects:

No stakeholder and student taking part of the self-assessment group;

No dissemination of the results from the surveys and questionnaires about the programme to the students.
V. GENERAL ASSESSMENT

The study programme School pedagogy (state code – 631X13003, 62207S136) of Lithuanian University of Educational Sciences is given negative evaluation. 
Study programme assessment in points by evaluation areas.

	No.
	Evaluation Area
	Evaluation Area in Points*   

	1.
	Programme aims and  learning outcomes  
	1

	2.
	Curriculum design
	1

	3.
	Teaching staff
	2

	4.
	Facilities and learning resources 
	3

	5.
	Study process and students' performance assessment 
	1

	6.
	Programme management 
	2

	 
	Total: 
	10


*1 (unsatisfactory) - there are essential shortcomings that must be eliminated;

  2 (satisfactory) - meets the established minimum requirements, needs improvement;

  3 (good) - the field develops systematically, has distinctive features;

  4 (very good) - the field is exceptionally good.
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