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           Key Parameters of Study Quality 

· aims and goals indicated in the study programme meets the expectations of students who live in a very dynamic world where professional qualities are valued more and more;

· content of the programme is in conformity with the aims and goals of the

      programme;

· content of the study programme is in conformity with the level of knowledge in the area (field) of science (arts)

· acquired knowledge, skills and abilities are in conformity with the requirements for professional activities

1. Introduction

· The present full-time programme was introduced in 2004, while its part-time equivalent dates from 2001. The programe leads to a Bachelor of Visual Arts and a professional teaching qualification. The programme is situated within the Institute of Cultural and Arts Education, VPU. Staff from other faculties of VPU contribute to the programmes. It is noted in the SER that the influence of the university-wide faculties on the education of visual arts teachers is significant. This is the first external review of the programmes, though it is noted that internal self-assessment takes place each year. 

· The introduction to the SER document provides information on the departmental arrangements for the self-assessment process, though it does not describe the ‘whole procedure’ involved, as required. 
· The SER documentation is quite descriptive and so lacks the kind self-critical analysis of the rationale for and operation of the programme that one would hope to find as a consequence of a self-assessment activity of this kind. 
2. Aims and goals of each study programme.

· The Panel was informed in its meeting with management that the intention is to reorganise the fine art pedagogy programme in a way that envisages five roles for the artist: teacher or educator, cultural worker, researcher, manager and professional artist. While this is a highly commendable conception of how artists can engage with contemporary society it is unclear how the programme in its present form can be reconfigured in order to train students to function effectively in those roles. The Panel recognizes that this formulation is at an early stage, however, it is important to stress that those responsible for the ongoing development of the programme should have first clarified its fundamental aims and set specific goals in light of such new ideas. The Panel wishes to stress this point as it is concerned that the SER is being disregarded in favour of an entirely new model that has not been fully conceptualized or thought through in practical terms.  
· It is significant that in meetings with the self-assessment group and the general staff the Panel found little or no awareness of the five role model of the artist as the emerging focal point for the programme. 
· It is noted in the SER that focus is placed on training a specialist of a broader profile rather than on preparing a teacher of narrow specialisation. Therefore, a key indicator of the effectiveness of the programmes would be the degree to which the programme is meeting the demands of professionality in terms of key knowledge, skills, attitudes and practices. Some professional attributes are mentioned in the SER aims and goals of the programme, but overall there is an absence of coherence and a guiding rationale. In the opinion of the Panel, the aims and goals indicated in the study programme do not fully meet the expectations of students who live in a dynamic world where professional qualities are valued more and more. 
3. The Programme 

3.1.  Structure, contents and study methods

· The programme is made up of general subjects, fundamental and specialist subjects, electives and teaching practice. The Panel is of the view that the large number of subjects and practices involved are not appropriately integrated. Each subject is looked upon as an individual entity rather than being meaningfully connected to others areas in ways that promote linkage between theory and practice. 
· Given that the main aim of the progamme is to train teachers of art for the twenty-first century there is a significant shortfall in relation to contemporary art practice and the work of international contemporary artists. 
· Moreover, the Panel is of the opinion that there is insufficient attention given to current art education literature and practices. This is particularly serious because new ideas and practices in the field of art and design education should be clearly evident across the general, foundational and specialist elements of the programme. The study of art education should be one of the unifying activities of any programme designed for wouldbe professional visual arts teachers or cultural workers.   
3.2. Execution of studies and support for students

· The Panel wishes to stress the importance of peer activates in the formation of professional people. Neither the structure of the programme nor its teaching-learning processes provide the necessary collaborative, active methods needed to achieve this. For example, it is important that students can learn to work together in small-group situations and collaborate creatively on both art and schools-based projects. Student learning in general and pedagogical subject areas can also be greatly enhanced by the sharing of information and analysis of theoretical ideas, but the Panel found little guidance on fruitful student interaction. 

· The Panel heard from the self-assessment group that some improvements were planned for the operation of teaching practice. Students would spend some time in schools in year one where they would conduct observation tasks related to teaching situations and teaching processes. But as things stand the provision of teaching practice and supervision is quite inadequate; there is a sizable gap between the approach taken and best practice, especially in respect to the peer-learning situations prior to and following periods of teaching, actual teaching contact hours and the nature and extent of teaching supervision by tutors. 
· It is important that external reviewers have access to a good representative sample of student work, however, the availability and display of student work on the day of the Panel visit was totally inadequate. Furthermore, the small amount of work seen was below National best practice standards as seen by the Panel in its reviews of a number of programmes. The Panel wishes to express its frustration at the lack of such a crucial qualitative indicator as student work.
3.3. Variation in the number of students 
· The number of full-time students graduating has been stable for the past three years, while part-time numbers have decreased a little. Despite the consistency of the intake, the number of students who go on to study at Masters level on the basis of this programme is a worry because, in the Panel’s view, the programme is failing to make available to students the kind of resources and knowledge or the formative practice experience that are prerequisites to higher degree study. 
· The indication from the data provided in the three tables below is that the greater majority of applications and admissions to the programme are in the B and C categories. This is not a promising applications/admissions profile, in the view of the Panel. 
(Table 3 in the SER) Number of participants in the general admission  (F)
	Year
	A 
	B
	C 

	
	M
	F
	Total
	M
	F
	Total
	M
	F
	Total

	a-2
	8
	36
	44
	26
	85
	111
	31
	119
	150

	a-1
	4
	23
	27
	11
	77
	88
	14
	103
	117

	A
	10
	15
	25
	21
	66
	87
	26
	82
	108


A – by the first priority, B – by the first-the sixth priority, C – by any priority,
M – male, F – female

(Table 4 in the SER) The number of participants in the extra admission and the competition results during the general admission  (F)
	Year 
	Competition 
	Additional admission

	
	 A
	B
	C
	M
	F
	Total 

	a-2
	1.69
	4.27
	5.77
	1
	0
	1

	a-1
	1.04
	3.38
	4.50
	1
	2
	3

	a
	1.00
	3.48
	4.32
	0
	0
	0


A – by the first priority, B – by the first-the sixth priority, C – by any priority,
M – male, F – female
 3.4.
Teaching staff

· There appears to be a good number of well qualified lecturers, especially in general subjects, though it is difficult to determine the exact workload of staff from Table 11 in the SER.   
· The Panel appreciates the effort made by some teaching staff to exhibit their work in the main hallways on the occasion of the visit. Though worthy in that it helped to inform the Panel of the artistic activities of staff, the exhibition ought to have been just an adjunct to a display of current student work, with supporting portfolios, notebooks and teaching practice files. The Panel understands that the institutions involved in this round of reviews were informed in good time of the obligation to have such a body of work available. 
3.5
Advantages and disadvantages of the programme 

· Strengths given in the SER are, inter alia: 
That the programme is meeting with official requirements.
The programme’s structure passes through four phases: cognitative, assimilation, expansive, creative.
Students acquire a wide range of skills.

Major attention to students’ independent work and motivation.

Teaching staff are well-known artists/designers/curators. 

There are no weaknesses mentioned in the SER, which is quite surprising given the usually understood purpose of peer self-assessment. It may be construed that the SER group and others involved in the assessment process are content with the programme as it stands, though the Panel were informed by staff that the programme is in a state of gradual change. The main point here is that constructive self-criticism stems from a desire for change and improvement, but since no such criticism exists one is left to conclude that serious questions were not asked about the structure, conduct or quality of the education students receive. It is doubtful therefore whether the Panel can accept the assertions of change that it heard during its visit. 
4. Material conditions

        Lecture rooms as well as specialist studios are available to the program. The studios are:

Graphics 

Ceramics
Painting

Drawing 

Digital technologies

Some smaller rooms are also available for sub-group seminars and individual work. Overall, the facilities are barely adequate and appear to be poorly maintained. 
A number of still-life arrangements were set up by tutors in the drawing/painting studio. As examples of art content, which it is assumed are characteristic of the study programme involved, these arrangements denote an outmoded academic didacticism at odds with some of the more advanced concepts, for instance in relation to students forming a ‘democratic attitude to the phenomena of visual arts in the world’ (p. 7), or being involved in ‘self-directed studies’ (p. 10), expressed in the SER. Taken as a whole, it was quite unclear as to how this studio and other areas could be used to facilitate and advance contemporary creative practices in the visual arts. 
5.   External relations

The Institute of Cultural Studies has relations with two universities outside Lithuania, the University of Art and Design Helsinki and the University of Art and Design Linz (Austria). These and other international contacts – with the visual arts group BaltArt and visiting students from Valencia (Spain) – are to be commended. However, the main thrust of external relations would appear to be staff-based and at Master’s and doctoral levels. There appears to be less evidence of the influence of international relations on the programme under review. 
 6. Feedback

The first graduates of the full-time programme completed in 2008, therefore, no destination data are shown in the SER. It is surprising, though, that some information in not to hand on the employment of last year’s cohort or for graduates who may have completed the part-time equivalent programme. The absence of any data on the demand for teachers of visual arts, which it may be assumed had to be complied in relation to the relatively recent first accreditation of the programme, is also surprising and serves to strengthen a view that little effort has been put into this facet of self-assessemt. 
Results of student questionnaire surveys are given in Appendix 7. There is an over reliance on quantitative data, or, at any rate, a lack of attention to analysis of the data and conclusions. Moreover, it is often necessary to conduct follow-up interviews to reveal the students’ perspectives on the matters under investigation.   For example, the data in Table 7 show that a majority of students report that they are only partially in agreement that the Institute meets the standards of a modern university, and this view is exceptionally strong among year one students. These results suggest that serious questions need to be asked about why students feel this way and what the Institute proposes to do about the problem. Much the same can be said about the results of Items 1, 3, 8 and 12 shown in Table 14. In short, the Panel is of the opinion that there is little point in conducting surveys when the data is not scrutinized and elaborated on with a view identifying and overcoming problems, or weaknesses. 
(Table 7 in Appendix 7 of the SER)  Students’ opinion about the Institute of Cultural and Arts Education (VPU) (Does the Institute of Cultural and Arts Education (VPU) meet a standard of a modern university division?)

	No.
	Options
	Year
	Total

	
	
	I
	II
	III
	

	1.
	Yes 
	22.2
	35.3
	40
	32.7

	2.
	Partially
	77.8
	64.7
	60
	67.3

	3.
	No
	-
	-
	-
	-


(Table 14 in Appendix 7 of the SER) Students’ opinion regarding the parameters of the study programme that should be improved first to assure the quality (what parameters of the programme are to be changed first to improve it (point out 5 that are most important, in your opinion)

	Statements
	Year

	
	I
	II
	III
	Total

	1. To renew the subject modules since they lack innovations: modern theories, models, analysis of their application, etc.
	27.8
	47.1
	55
	43.6

	2. Teachers’ qualification
	-
	-
	10
	3.6

	3. Material resources used in the study programme
	55.6
	70.6
	75
	67.3

	4. Clarity of study results
	38.9
	35.3
	35
	36.4

	5. Evaluation of students’ academic achievements
	27.8
	23.5
	25
	25.5

	6. International mobility of teachers and students in the programme
	38.9
	47.1
	40
	41.8

	7. Quality of separate study subjects
	44.4
	35.3
	25
	34.5

	8. Appropriateness and sufficiency of study materials in the library
	44.4
	52.9
	30
	41.8

	9. Conformity between the study content and the needs of the school
	11.1
	17.6
	50
	27.3

	10. Enhancement of practical aspects of teacher training
	27.8
	41.2
	50
	40

	11. More focus on development of new abilities and competences: critical thinking, autonomous learning, information literacy skills, etc.
	27.8
	35.3
	40
	34.5

	12. Bigger attention to students’ needs
	88.9
	82.4
	60
	76.4


7. Internal assurance of study quality

· The SER notes that:
 …critical remarks and suggestions are taken into consideration and the programme is corrected, revised or even modified….The programme in question has undergone considerable changes: the study plans have been revised and noticeably modified, the credits of the subject modules have been more clearly defined and balanced, they have been distributed within semesters, taking into account their interdependence, logic and causality. According to the results of regular students’ opinion surveys, the organisation of the study process is revised and improved.’ 

The problem here is that the Panel has been offered little sense of the issues and debate surrounding the changes mentioned – the SER provides no such insights. By and large the changes in question have more to do with tinkering with content, credit weighting and small adjustments to the structure of the study programme rather than with more pressing matters such as how to develop the programme into a contemporary and vibrant experience of professional preparation where students encounter education studies, subject studies and practice in a holistic way from year one of the programme.
The Panel is of the opinion that the Institute should introduce a structured  Professional Development Plan for teaching practice supervision staff. 
8.  Recommendations
8.1. Compulsory Recommendations

· Reconvene the programme Self Assessment Group, or an equivalent representative body, whose remit will be to draw up proposals to address immediately the problems identified by the Expert Panel taking into account the Panel’s compulsory recommendations. 

· Re-orientate the programme so that its main goal is one of providing for the education of the present cohort of students, especially  with regard to enhancing provision for those students in these areas: work in fine art, contemporary art education, active learning mythologies, communication technologies and teaching practice. Consideration most be given to appropriate remedial activities in these areas in order to ensure that students meet the demands of teaching and other teaching –related cultural work. 

· In the area of fine art, instigate a series of studio workshops: the workshops should be conceived as environments for enquiry into contemporary visual practices and be broadly experimental in nature. The workshops should address painting and printmaking, but also photography, sculpture and new media. Students should be assisted to incorporate their fine art work, along with related curriculum materials for teaching, into a professional portfolio.

· The learning resource should be extended to include some new materials in book, journal and electronic form in area of art and design education. 
· Teaching should be re-orientated away from didactic and content centered methods and towards students’ experience of learning. The linear programme outline should be replaced with a more flexible, learner orientated framework and study programmes that address common areas of content should be cut.  Emphasis should be placed on creative problem-solving (in fine art workshops and in relation to conceiving scheme plans for teaching), and to active forms of learning which integrate seminars with individual/peer-to-peer activities. 
· Online communications technologies should be used to help broaden the mix of course delivery. Students should be assisted to incorporate materials from their online learning into a professional portfolio. 
· Attention should be given to ways to improve the organisation and operation of practice in schools and other settings. In particular, consideration should be given to ways of assisting students to develop educational ideas and methods from the fine art and technology workshop activities and programme seminars and to ways of ensuring that those ideas and methods are tried out and reflected upon in practice. There is an urgent need to increase the amount of contact teaching practice hours and the number of teaching practice supervision visits by tutors. 
· A Student Programme Handbook be prepared as a matter of urgency and issued to all students. 
· It is especially important given the context of restricted accreditation that formal procedures be put in place to facilitate regular meetings between staff and students regarding students’ welfare and the implementation of the recommendations of the Expert Panel. 
8.2
Proposal on Accreditation

Study programme of Vilnius Pedagogical University:

undergraduate study programme Fine Arts (state code 61202M102) is given Restricted Accreditation.

Head of the group:
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Mrs. Ilze Vitola







Dr. Antanas Šnaras

STUDIJŲ KOKYBĖS VERTINIMO CENTRAS
STUDIJŲ VERTINIMO EKSPERTŲ TARYBOS POSĖDŽIO PROTOKOLAS

2009-06-29  Nr. 6-55
Vilnius
Posėdis įvyko 2009 m. birželio 26 d.
Posėdžio pirmininkas Jonas Ruškus
Posėdžio sekretorė Grytė Staskevičiūtė 
Dalyvavo Tarybos nariai: Juozas Atkočiūnas, Vytautas Daujotis, Kęstutis Dubnikas, Jonas Gudmonas, Rimantas Jankauskas, Onutė Junevičienė, Vytautas Juščius, Juozas Kulys, Daina Lukošiūnienė, Vida Staniulienė, Marijonas Rimantas Urbonavičius.

Posėdyje taip pat dalyvavo: direktorius E. Stumbrys (svarstant 1-9 klausimus), Studijų vertinimo skyriaus vedėjas A. Šerpatauskas, laikinai einanti skyriaus vedėjo pavaduotojos pareigas R.Šlikaitė (svarstant 2 ir 10-11 klausimus) , vyr. specialistė D. Buivydienė (svarstant 3-5 ir 9 klausimus), ekspertai A. Šnaras (svarstant 9 klausimą), V. Salienė (svarstant 11 klausimą), D. Pociūtė-Abukevičienė (svarstant 11 klausimą), Vytauto Didžiojo universiteto atstovė I. Dabašinskienė (svarstant 3 klausimą), Vilniaus pedagoginio universiteto atstovai V. Matonis, G. Riškutė, R. Mikučionytė, S. Ustilaitė, V. Gudžinskienė, R. Proškuvienė, A. Vilkas (svarstant Vilniaus pedagoginio universiteto edukologijos ir dailės krypčių studijų programas), Šiaulių universiteto atstovai V. Žalys, I. Burneikienė (svarstant Šiaulių universiteto dailės krypties studijų programas), Švietimo ir mokslo ministerijos atstovas S. Grybkauskas (svarstant 3 klausimą), Žemaitijos kolegijos atstovės S. Savickienė, J. Venclovienė (svarstant Žemaitijos kolegijos dailės krypties studijų programą), Marijampolės kolegijos atstovai K. Traškevičius, N. Vosylienė (svarstant Marijampolės kolegijos dailės krypties studijų programą), Vilniaus universiteto atstovė N. Bražėnienė (svarstant Vilniaus universiteto edukologijos krypties studijų programą).

DARBOTVARKĖ:

<...>
9. Išorinio išsamiojo dailės krypties studijų programų vertinimo išvadų svarstymas.
<...>.
9. SVARSTYTA. Išorinio išsamiojo dailės krypties studijų programų vertinimo išvados.


<...>

NUTARTA:

<...>

3. Pritarti ekspertų grupės parengtoms vertinimo išvadoms ir siūlymui akredituoti ribojamai:
· Vilniaus pedagoginio universiteto bakalauro studijų programą Dailė (61202M102); 

<...>

Posėdžio pirmininkas

       Jonas Ruškus

Posėdžio sekretorė
               Grytė Staskevičiūtė
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