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I. INTRODUCTION  

Lithuanian University of Educational Sciences (LUES) has been offering graduate (MA) programme in Educational Sociology (Programme) since 2007 (re-registered in 2010). The last assessment of the study programme Educational Sociology was performed by the Centre for Quality Assessment in Higher Education (SKVC) in 2004.
Present Programme evaluation is performed by SKVC. An international review panel organized by SKVC studied the submitted Self Evaluation Report (SER) and related documentation, conducted a site visit on 8 November 2012 and subsequently discussed the Programme under evaluation. 

During the site visit, review panel had opportunity to discuss the Programme with Faculty administration, self assessment group, teaching staff, students, graduates and employers. They also visited the library, offices, teaching space and laboratories associated with the Programme.
 
After the visit, review panel held a meeting in which the contents of the evaluation was discussed and amended to represent the opinion of the whole group. The following assessment of the Programme is given.
 


II. PROGRAMME ANALYSIS 
1. Programme aims and learning outcomes  

1.1. The programme aims and learning outcomes are well defined, clear and publicly accessible; 

Programme aims and learning outcomes are publicly accessible on Internet. The information is accessible primarily in Lithuanian. In SER the self assessment group, who prepared SER, is able to differentiate specifics of the Programme from similar programmes offered by other higher education institutions. 
The Programme aims respond to real societal needs, such as: 
· To develop intellectual personalities with a broad range of knowledge, able to independently and competently engage in research, expert or consulting work in all education establishments or institutions involved in education both nationally and globally; 

· To develop specialists having an in-depth knowledge in sociology and able to: a) analyse critically the impact of social changes on the development and expression of the education process, b) creatively apply in practice the competences acquired during their studies, c) improve the models of education, d) create new strategies for reforming development and education, e) resourcefully develop an intercultural discourse, f) respond in a timely and flexible manner to the rapidly changing requirements of the labour market.
1.2. The programme aims and learning outcomes are based on the academic and/ or professional requirements, public needs and the needs of the labour market;
Some discrepancies can be found between Programme aims and competences. Some positions mentioned in Programme aims are missing in competences. For example, such competences as:

· Development of personal, professional, public, political, etc unbiased behaviour; strive non-discrimination behaviour during research of professional activities;
-   Understanding of social importance of culturally sensitive and socially responsible behaviour;
· Pedagogical and teaching skills.

Pedagogical skills could give Programme’s graduates more flexibility at the labour market, but they are not included into the description of learning outcomes, as well as in the curriculum (even as an optional course). 
Another visible shortcoming of the Programme is it’s incorrect positioning within the anticipated labour market. The calculation of the labour market open to Programme graduates is based on the findings of research. Survey conducted in January-February 2011 by the Department of Sociology and Politology in Lithuanian municipalities do not seem to be well grounded and convincing. Programme administration relies on cooperation with administrations of the country’s municipalities, who are willing to open positions for the Programme graduates. But if one compares estimated number of jobs and number of students graduating each year (app.20 students), it becomes clear, that within 1-2 years all positions will be taken. There is a very small labour market available (if any, because a positive answer in questionnaire about possibility to employ someone with Educational Sociology degree do not automatically transform into the official job offer). Identification of a number of possible jobs seems to be miscalculated. 
The review panel believes, that the Programme administration, during the site visit, positioned Programme’s labour market within a rather narrow niche instead of placing it within a wider market. They fail to notice other educational institutions, as well as public and private sector jobs, where specialists having a Master’s degree in Educational Sociology might be employed. The review panel, however, is convinced that a general social science education may qualify students for a much wider range of jobs than actively targeted by the Programme. Additional job opportunities need to be evaluated in greater detail.
Programme aims, as they were stated in SER, as well as during the meetings with Faculty administration, were clearly defined and focused – to educate specialists to be able to apply principles of sociology in educational institution. Master programme in Educational Sociology has its own identity/ specialization. At the same time learning outcomes seem to appear good on paper, but in reality are not always achievable, because: 1) they consist of ambitious and immeasurable statements, like: “To be able to create the strategy of education and education change, alternative teaching/ learning models, design the curriculum of education at all levels, as well as the paradigms of educational sociology in the process of globalization.” and 2) at the aggregate level relation between aims and learning outcomes of the Programme and individual courses is inconsistent. 

In addition, if one looks at the Programme aims from the perspective of its sustainability, one should take into account also its attractiveness to students and market positioning. During the meeting with Faculty administration and Self assessment group, review panel asked questions about strategies to make Programme more sustainable taking into account the fact, that number of students dropped beginning from 2010 and 2 (evening and extramural) out of 3 modes of delivery of the Programme were closed. At the meeting with review panel Faculty administration, Self assessment group and academic staff of the Programme had difficulties upon reflecting these problems and failed to present any consistent strategies to resolve them. Instead of that, they tend to blame external forces – introduction of student voucher system, high level of migration rates and demographic decline. Such diffuse identification of the Programme learning outcomes and market position leads to confusion in students’ understanding of the Programme’s nature. During review panel meeting with students, students described main learning outcomes of the Programme as following: the Programme is developing a wide worldview and personality, competencies in many different fields and subjects, critical thinking, interdisciplinary approach, but nobody was mentioning as a distinctive feature of the Programme its focus on educational sociology. 

1.3. The programme aims and learning outcomes are consistent with the type and level of studies and the level of qualifications offered;
Learning outcomes included into descriptions of some courses do not include methodological reflections or students‘ engagement with the latest research in these areas, what is necessary for the Master level studies. 
1.4. The name of the programme, its learning outcomes, content and the qualifications offered are compatible with each other;
The Programme aims and learning outcomes in some cases are inconsistent with study course descriptions and content of the courses that are taught to the students. One can also bring examples of learning outcomes presented at the level of individual courses that are not consistent with Programme aims:

· To be able to have an insight into and analyze cultural traditions and the current culture by applying the conceptual basis of philosophy; reflect theoretically and give meaning to own creative (scientific) activities.

· To analyze empirically gender identities, how changes in gender relations are related to the broader social, economic, political, and cultural processes and problems of change.
The review panel is concerned about the focus of the Programme and its character. The balance of core elements of the Programme does not seem well managed. The Programme curriculum has more contextual courses in its core then courses which would lead to achievement of defined aims of the Programme. For students, who are receiving degree in Educational Sociology, focus on researching education policy is rather sporadic and marginal. To give an example, a course on Sociology of Gender contains only one single theme where complex interrelations of gender and education are discussed instead of taking this issue into the center of course design. Another missing point is pedagogical (teaching) skills. 
2. Curriculum design 
2.1. The curriculum design meets legal requirements;
All formal requirements for second level programme including volume of the programme, number of credits allocated to subjects of study field, number of credits allocated to elective subjects, number of subjects allocated to supplementary studies, number of subject per semester, number of credits allocated to independent work and final thesis meet legal requirements. 

Compliance of the study subjects with legal acts

	Part of the programme
	Allocated in the programme
	Requirements of legal acts

	Subjects of the study field
	60 credits
	At least 60 credits

	Subjects established by the university and elective by the students that are intended for preparation for doctorate studies and practical activities as well as general subjects of university studies and optionally elective subjects
	30 credits
	Not more than 30 credits

	Scientific research practice
	9 credits
	-

	Scientific research work
	6 credits
	-

	Master’s thesis
	30 credits
	At least 30 credits

	Number of elective subjects in the programme
	5 credits - 4%
	-

	Number of subjects to be studied and examined in a semester
	5 subjects
	Not more than 5

	Independent work of the student
	About 70% of each subject
	At least 30% of the duration of each subject

	Lecturers holding a scientific degree
	90%
	At least 80% of all subjects

	Lecturers whose field of scientific activities correspond to the subjects taught
	About 90%
	At least 60%

	Professors
	58%
	At least 20% of the duration of subjects of the study field 

	In total in programme
	120 credits
	90 – 120 credits


At the same time, there is one problem, which should be addressed by the departmental administration. Even though according to Programme’s plan, the number of elective courses corresponds to the percent/ number required by law, their possibility to choose is rather very limited due to the small number of enrolled students. This issue was brought up by students during the meeting with review panel. Because of limitation – legal requirement of group size, students can not freely choose subjects. 

2.2. Study subjects and/ or modules are spread evenly, their themes are not repetitive;

The load of the students is mostly controlled by credits and their distribution in description of the Programme is even, but one should take into the account the mode of Programme delivery – intensive 3 week lecturing and rest of the time interpersonal tutoring. This might influence evenness of learning process, but the review panel has not collected enough evidence to assess in greater details.  
Repetition does not appear in some areas, but research methods cluster needs to be strengthened. Courses: Education Quality and Monitoring, Qualitative Data Analysis, Application of Statistical Methods in Sociological Research, Educational Process and its Research have many repetitive topics/ clusters, such as empirical of education, methods of data collection, analysis of data, surveys, interviews, focus group discussions. Some topics appear to be the same in BA and MA programme. 

To give one example: 

	MA course Application of Statistical Methods in Sociological Research
	BA course Programmes of Data Analysis

	Title of the topic, short description of the contents

	Assumptions of applying statistical methods in sociological research
	Data of social research. Collection of data 

Data entry and storage

	Descriptive statistics
	Descriptive statistics

	Frequency tables
	Frequency table

	Graphical presentation of data. 
	Graphical presentation of data.

	Hypothesis testing for one sample
	Comparison of average means

	Hypothesis testing for two samples
	

	Non-parametric tests
	Non-parametric tests

	Correlation analysis
	Correlation analysis

	Regression Analysis
	Regression Analysis

	Factor analysis
	Factor analysis

	Cluster analysis
	Cluster analysis


Courses Contemporary Sociology Theories and Sociology of Communication have similar topics devoted to Habermas.

At the same time students claimed, that they do not feel that courses are repetitive or if they are repetitive it helps them to learn.

2.3. The content of the subjects and/ or modules is consistent with the type and level of the studies;
In general, review panel thinks, that MA level courses do not differ much from BA level. Many of them are structured to give rather basic or general information on the subject. They do not look like MA level research based and problem oriented courses. This issue is strongly connected with the problem that Department conducts rather limited research. 

More demanding higher level research method courses are needed. Qualitative Data Analysis, Application of Statistical Methods in Sociological Research are structured as if they were BA level courses. An additional course about quantitative methods of research, which would include advanced level statistical analysis, can possibly give students very important competence, which can be used in academic and non-academic jobs (in marketing, political analysis, etc). Generally, this course is not structured as advanced one, but is rather aimed to cover basic knowledge lacunas. Even if this is the case, there is not enough hours allocated to Master statistical analysis.
At the same time the core of the Programme – which is educational sociology, needs to be reinforced more clearly within the separate subjects. If one takes into consideration Programme’s specialization and students’ research interests, the courses like Sociology of Gender, Philosophy of Culture, Sociology of Culture, Exclusion and Integration of Social Groups, Sociology of Communications, Human Resources and Intellectual Capital, Sociology of Deviations should have a separate topic or even main theme line of the courses focusing on education. At the moment they are structured more as BA level contextual courses. 

Majority of courses delivered in the Programme (Philosophy of Culture, Educational Philosophy, Exclusion and Integration of Social Groups, Sociology of Gender, Sociology of Communications, Sociology of Values, Sociology of Deviations) miss methodological discussions, what is crucial for MA level sociology programme. Proposed non-methodology courses very rarely give students at least some understanding of what possible research methodologies and strategies could be used in their field of expertise. 

The Programme has in-build dilemma, which causes some inconsistencies in curriculum and content of the Programme. The Programme is accepting students (first at the BA and later at the MA level) with relatively low grades. Such option could possibly attract applicants from much diverse social strata, as well as from other disciplines and create more diverse group of students, but unavoidably it creates new challenges. One of which is dilemma, how to teach more advanced subjects to students, who are often not aware of basics. In the Programme this dilemma is most visible in part of curriculum devoted to research methods. As a result, these subjects are structured in the way that they cover some basics (but there is not enough time allocated for covering all the material). At the same time this need to cover basis prevents them from being really advanced as it is expected at the MA level. Some theory-oriented courses are also repetitive. 
Finally, review panel thinks, that existing curriculum design and language instruction (all courses are delivered in Lithuanian) create obstacles for incoming students.

2.4. The content and methods of the subjects/ modules are appropriate for the achievement of the intended learning outcomes; 

According to students’ opinion, the teaching methods used at the Programme are a bit problematic and outdated.

The division of courses into obligatory and optional meets legal requirements, but still gives students very limited flexibility. Review panel believes, that MA level studies should give students more freedom to choose disciplines (not one out of 2 or 3). One should also bear in mind, that due to the low enrolment numbers, students have very limited (if any – as the review panel was informed by students) possibility to choose courses. 
Nevertheless, the review panel hardly found rationale how courses are allocated into compulsory and optional subjects, why particular subject is optional or compulsory and why courses are included into the curriculum. The review panel thinks, the curriculum design is in some extent constructed ad hoc and taking into account the teachers available to teach. It means the curriculum structure mainly depends on the teachers interests. In the opinion of the review panel, such method is not the best way to design curriculum and separate compulsory and optional courses. Even after discussions with Faculty administration, Self assessment group and staff the logic of division into core and optional did not became clearer. No strong arguments or justifications defining the logic of the curriculum, as well as the progress of each specialization line were given. It is composed of present components without reflecting on their role within the Programme and thoughtful interconnections between chosen lines of expertise.
The review panel thinks, that the core of the Programme should be restructured to reinforce educational sociology and methodological component. Greater concentration on sociology of education both within the core of the curriculum and within the individual courses is needed. To give an example: such important subjects for this specialization as, Sociology of Education, Higher Education Pedagogy, Methodology of Sociology Teaching, Sociology of Age Groups are missing in the curriculum (as a possible elective courses). Instead there are 3 contextual courses concerning culture and values: Philosophy of Culture, Sociology of Culture and Sociology of Values. The Programme proposes only 1 course in Contemporary Sociology Theories and proposed list of theories could be more elaborated.
2.5. The scope of the programme is sufficient to ensure learning outcomes;
Based on the SER, the review panel felt, that the Programme lacked a thoughtful structuring and this view was reinforced during the meeting with teaching staff. The Programme appears to have been composed of existing components, and even if those components are appropriate, this is not a guarantee that the composition is appropriate, as well.

Taking into account discrepancies in Porgramme’s labour market positioning, Programme administration is rather missing understanding of skills, which graduates will need. As a result, learning outcomes are questionable, because their positioning with the Programme is questionable. The Programme curriculum and content looks more as Master of Sociology programme than Master of Educational Sociology. Many practical skills in the sphere of educational sociology, which would require more practical learning outcomes, are missing. 

The other problem is that Department demonstrates not enough engagement with current research to ensure necessary learning outcomes. 

2.6. The content of the programme reflects the latest achievements in science, art and technologies;
Departmental staff demonstrates very limited mobility (in terms of going somewhere and receiving lecturers or students). Only 1 or 2 of them have sufficient knowledge of English. As a result, courses are limited primary to materials published in Lithuanian. Most readings include texts published till 2000 and very rarely the newest publications. The content of courses is limited because lecturers do not have access to newest literature due to their language limitations. Teaching staff has to rely on local translations of selected sociological texts, as well on topics discussed in Russian and Polish publications. As a result, their access to latest achievements in sociology is narrowed by their poor foreign language proficiency. 
The LUES is not using latest pedagogic technologies like e-learning environment. Taking into account the mode of the delivery of the Programme, when direct classroom contact is limited only to 3 weeks per semester, absence of the e-learning environment might be a serious disadvantage for students.

Another Programme’s shortcoming (articulated by students) is limited possibility of research internships, which would help students to acquire advanced practical research skills. This lack of advanced research skills is the most visible in students’ final theses.  
3. Staff

3.1. The study programme is provided by the staff meeting legal requirements;
The Programme fulfils all requirements concerning percent of teachers with scientific degree teaching study subjects, number of enrolled Professors. Practically, all teachers have their degrees in related disciplines (1/3 have their degrees in Sociology). All lecturers conduct their research in the field of their teaching expertise: “The Educational Sociology programme is taught by 9 teachers: 3 professors (2 Dr. Habil.), 1 associate professor (possessing a scientific degree), 5 lecturers (3 possessing a scientific degree). Teachers with a scientific degree make up 80 per cent of the academic staff, which enables us to offer the master’s study programme. In the process of implementing this study programme we involve both the teachers that consider our department to be their major employer (we have 5 of them at the moment) and teachers with a lot of scientific and practical experience that is directly related to the subjects that they teach (lecturer Dr. Ž. Gaižutytė-Filipavičienė, Lithuanian Culture Research Institute; lecturer Dr. L. Labanauskas, Institute of Sociology). 
The average scientific experience of the teachers of different disciplines attributed to the study programme is 19 years, while their average pedagogical experience is 17 year, with the average practical experience in the area of the subject taught being 4 years. Some professors and associate professors have 30 and more years of scientific and pedagogical experience (e.g. Academician A. Gaižutis, lecturer E. Krukauskienė). However, quite a number of young and middle-aged teachers teach different subjects of the study programme, too. Their pedagogical and scientific experience ranges from 4 to 18 years.”
3.2. The qualifications of the teaching staff are adequate to ensure learning outcomes; 

As the review panel members can judge, yes. The level of education and academic profile of the staff is difficult to define. The poor external relations of the study programme are a serious challenge, inhibiting the improvement of the level of sociological research and teaching. Unfortunately, international focus on personal skills development is quite limited. Practically nobody from Faculty members participates in international research and teacher training programmes. 
Review panel has not experienced strong staff involvement into local research too. According the CVs descriptions, staff members do not show any indications of active involvement in research and project activities. During the review panel meeting with teaching staff, answering the question about the most recent projects conducted by the Department, staff members were able to bring example of only two outdated projects (dated 2006-2008). Reflecting this fact, Programme’s curriculum also does not seem to have strong research-based components.
3.3. The number of the teaching staff is adequate to ensure learning outcomes; 
The number of lecturers is adequate enough not to overload teaching staff, to give Programme administration a possibility of partially altering staff composition without threatening Programme’s integrity and to ensure achievement of learning outcomes.

3.4. Teaching staff turnover is able to ensure an adequate provision of the programme; 

In general, yes, but staff turnover is very visible problem in SER. Previous years the Programme was dominated by the staff of the senior age, but this problem seems to be overcome. The number of staff was going down with every subsequent year mostly due to the reduction in the number of students and the retirement of senior teachers. Despite the high teaching staff turnover, the Programme succession went relatively smoothly without any visible gaps. The review panel noted the presence of a large number of younger teaching staff. At the moment, the Programme has a dedicated teaching staff with nearly ideal age composition, who proved to be open-minded and ready-to achieve people concerned with Programmes’ best quality. Their contribution to the Programme may provide continuity over time, but also the necessary innovation in terms of scope, curriculum and teaching methods.

At the same time several staff members involved in the MA programme provision have been hired on a part-time basis. Out of 9 staff members’ CV only 1 staff member is working exclusively at the Department, other 8 people are employed at several institutions simultaneously. It was difficult to calculate a number of people for whom the Department is the main place of their work, because in CVs, they did not differentiate between part-time and full-time job positions. In 1 CV work at the department was not indicated at all. Therefore, such composition of staff could have its implications on the quality of the delivered Programme in terms of teachers overloading with other duties and availability to students, as well as involvement.
3.5. The higher education institution creates conditions for the professional development of the teaching staff necessary for the provision of the programme;
Review panel found, that teachers are provided with appropriate opportunities for professional development. The professional development of teachers is promoted in several ways: 1) they are provided with opportunities to attend professional development courses and seminars financed from the European Union and national budget funds; 2) teachers have opportunities to go on internship abroad (based on agreements with foreign universities). At the same time it should be stressed, that the international component of the professional development of the teaching staff is extremely limited primary due to its limited language competence.  

Over the period of 2007-2012 only 8 teachers were on internship (most of them went to Wroclaw University in Poland). However, it is worth mentioning, that the number of cases when teachers go to foreign universities on exchange programmes went down from 4 (2007) to 1 (2012). This reduction was mainly determined by a lack of Erasmus agreements signed by LUES in relation to the Educational Sociology programme (according to SER there are 6 Erasmus cooperation agreements signed with other universities, during the site visit, review panel was told of 4). The number of incoming lecturers is even lower – 4 (but there is no information about their institutional belonging and duration of their visit). During the site visit nobody mentioned their role in the Programme provision.
3.6. The teaching staff of the programme is involved in research (art) directly related to the study programme being reviewed; 
The publication activity of the teaching staff is relevant for the Programme, however is almost exclusively in Lithuanian. As much as the review panel could judge, most of the publications were not subject to peer review. Research activity is largely applied but, given the nature of the Programme, it is not problematic, also the research activities are distributed somewhat unevenly. 

At the same time much of the research they do primary state-supported and local in its focus. Its scope is often limited to the LUES or secondary schools. Conference attendance and publications are also rather local or if they are international they usually locate at neighboring countries (Poland, Russia, Latvia). Therefore, one may conclude, that international exposure of the teaching staff is limited as their research field. The review panel believes, that more ambitious research activities would serve better MA level programme needs.
4. Facilities and learning resources 

4.1.  The premises for studies are adequate both in their size and quality; 

Review panel had an opportunity to visit the LUES’s facilities including study rooms, libraries, computer classes and finds them primary satisfactory both in their size and quality.

The warning signal is that departmental staff is located in one single room equipped with only 2 computers. The other room is given to the professor, whose premises were closed at the time of  the site visit. Due to the shortage of working premises, teachers have to work shift basis. According to the schedule located at the teachers’ room, the time slots allocated to some teachers are as short as 20 min. Therefore review panel found, that for the teaching personnel working space is not adequate. 
There is also visible absence of spaces for teachers and students unofficial interaction. Taking into account the fact the MA programme is operated in a mode when direct classroom interaction is occurring only limited period of time (3 weeks per semester) and rest of the time is devoted to flexibly scheduled interpersonal communication, absence of personal working places might influence quality of Programme delivery. At the same time students assured that they can contact with their teachers by email. 

4.2. The teaching and learning equipment (laboratory and computer equipment, consumables) are adequate both in size and quality; 
According to SER, necessary software and learning equipment are provided in quantities, that cover all basic needs of students. During the site visit, review panel found that corporate culture seem to be not promoting cooperation between students and lecturers. Another important issue is availability of professional software. A warning sign is that there is only one computer laboratory equipped with necessary sociological software (SPSS) and it was empty (as well as other computer laboratory) and locked at the time of the site visit. Qualitative research software is neither taught at the LUES, nor available to students. 
4.3. The higher education institution has adequate arrangements for students’ practice; 

SER gives limited information about students’ practice. Review panel found out that: “During the scientific research practice the students improve their ability to engage in scientific work/ research, i.e. to perform sociological surveys, create educational situations with the aim to check or substantiate a new pedagogical idea or conditions necessary to apply it in practice; develop skills necessary to organise a scientific-practical conference, and to write a scientific article”. What is missing in SER description of the content – what exactly students are doing during their internships and quality of student practice – how it is assessed. During the site visit, review panel discussed with staff and students details of practice arrangement. They have failed to present the review panel with examples of well organized students’ practice. Therefore students have limited possibility to gain necessary experience and professional training.

4.4. Teaching materials (textbooks, books, periodical publications, databases) are adequate and accessible; 

From SER and site visit review panel sees, that students have access to necessary teaching materials. But majority of them are in Lithuanian language. All necessary facilities and learning recourses have easy access. Enough copies are provided. During the site visit MA students did not report any shortages of teaching materials. Students thought, that they are provided in necessary numbers and are accessible. However, during the site visit these facilities do not seem to be used by the students.

At the same time the review panel had some reservations on textbook composition – their language (primarily Lithuanian or Russian) and their up to date. The computers of the University library also have access to the international electronic databases. But the problematic issue is students’ low proficiency of foreign languages. As a result even those resources available to students are not used effectively. This point might be proved by the limited number of books and articles in foreign languages used by students in their MA theses. This also might be a key to explanation of the absence of student mobility.

Another problem is that e-learning based on Moodle environment is not yet introduced at the Department. Taking into account the mode of the MA programme, absence of e-learning facilities might influence quality of Programme delivery. 

5. Study process and student assessment

5.1. The admission requirements are well-founded; 
Admission requirements are described in SER and they give a priority to students with social science background, which is aimed to overcome dilemma of diversity in educational background. In SER the equalization strategy requires applicants with non-sociological background either to have work experience of one year in educational institution or to acquire 60 ECTS credits before the first examination session. In reality the review panel has not experienced any admission criteria, they were not disclosed to us during the meetings with staff and students. The Programme does not seem to be selective at all. Over the time of the Programme evaluation, the Programme has gone from the seemingly high admission to very low. 
Entrance score of students admitted to studies
	Academic year
	Full-time (day-time) studies
	Full-time (evening) studies
	Part-time studies

	
	Max.
	Min.
	Average
	Max. 
	Min.
	Average
	Max. 
	Min. 
	Average

	2007/08
	19.69
	6.00
	12.8
	18
	5
	11.5
	17.36
	3.5
	10.43

	2008/09
	9.2
	3
	6.1
	9
	4
	6.5
	8
	3
	5.5

	2009/10
	19.8
	7
	13.4
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	2010/11
	18.9
	6.3
	12.6
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	2011/12
	19.6
	12
	15.8
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-


Total applicants and admitted to studies
	Academic year
	Full-time (day-time) studies
	Full-time (evening) studies
	Part-time studies

	
	Applications
	Admitted
	Applications
	Admitted
	Applications
	Admitted

	2007/08
	16
	12
	4
	4
	45
	43

	2008/09
	11
	9
	3
	3
	18
	16

	2009/10
	26
	24
	-
	-
	-
	-

	2010/11
	21
	17
	-
	-
	-
	-

	2011/12
	21
	18
	-
	-
	-
	-


Therefore the issue of the level of students’ qualifications is part of the MA programme.
5.2. The organisation of the study process ensures an adequate provision of the programme and the achievement of the learning outcomes;

Description of the study process organization in SER is clear and well founded. At the same time  SER and its supplementary documents failed to reflect, that the mode of delivery of the Programme is different from the described one: the full-time studies are delivered in the form of part-time studies. No reflection whatsoever about the mode of delivery is made in the curriculum and in Programme description. The Programme appears adopted to non-standard mode of delivery (delivery face to face contact for a short intensive time – 3 weeks). Pedagogically it is appropriate, this mode of teaching makes students comfortable and happy. At the same review panel had different opinions about the consequences of such shift in the mode of delivery. Some panel members believed, that this mode of delivery is addressing and accommodating students’ needs, others thought, that it is problematic with this cohort of students. Such a mode of delivery caries potential danger to the level of quality of the Programme (learning outcomes would not be fully achieved). Review panel found, that neither SER nor administration or teachers presented information about this discrepancy in description of reality. Programme administration and teachers also failed to explain shift, that occurred in 2009 form part-time mode (very popular among students) to the full-time mode only. 

5.3. Students are encouraged to participate in research, artistic and applied research activities; students have different opportunities and are encouraged to participate in research; 

Research component continuously appears as problematic and probably is the weakest point of the Programme. Review panel learned from the SER and was informed during the site visit, that students participate in Departmental or local conferences and occasionally are involved in Departmental research (as a field work conductors only) primarily focusing on their own institution. Same applies to the research conducted by students for their final theses. 

The review panel believes, that if research jobs, more realistically: research assistantships, are aimed as opportunities for graduates, research involvement of the students needs to be increased. Research done for theses is usually limited and does not possess many of the characteristics of contract or publishable research.  
5.4. Students have opportunities to participate in student mobility programmes; 
Students’ mobility is practically non-existing in the Programme. This was discussed with students and they stated, that they should have more classes in English or other foreign languages to develop their language competences. In addition, among very small number of existing Erasmus contracts (6 contracts), Department do not have connections to institutions in English speaking countries. Students also complained, that they know not enough about mobility opportunities and LUES administration should more actively promote Erasmus mobility programme among students. 

5.5. The higher education institution ensures an adequate level of academic and social support; 
There is lack of funds allocated to student social services, but it is not internal problem of the Programme. It is external limits of funds available to Lithuanian higher education institutions.

One of the problematic issues is the institute of tutors, who would advise students on Programme content. Students have limited possibility to meet with lecturers due to the absence of office space, as well as space for mutual informal interactions. The Department also does not use e-learning system (Moodle system). All these issues have their impact on adequate academic support offered to students. One of the main motivations disclosed by some students was, that they like this Programme because it is easier to get a degree for them here. Other students had more positive expectations. All students present at the meeting were combining their work and studies. Several students claimed, that skills acquired during their studies help them at their work. 

5.6. The assessment system of students’ performance is clear, adequate and publicly available;

As it looks from SER, yes. At the same time the review panel found that, students‘ final theses were generally very high grades. It seems that grading scales are used by Department differently than in other universities. For example, the grading system of Master theses does not differentiate students’ achievements evenly, but mainly gives scores of 8 – 9. 

5.7. Professional activities of the majority of graduates meets the programme providers' expectations. 

As it looks from the SER, rather yes. But it seems that Programme administration does not pay much attention to this question. In reality graduates do not meet core expectations of Programme providers (taking, that they are unrealistic), but they are meeting some subsidiary expectations (in using general sociological research skills). 

6. Programme management 

6.1. Responsibilities for decisions and monitoring of the implementation of the programme are clearly allocated;

The Programme Committee was established in 2010 and changed its staff in 2012. At the moment it has only 1 student and 1 external social partner. To the review panel remained unclear about mechanisms, how necessary measures or reactions to critical points raised by the Programme Committee members are taken.
6.2. Information and data on the implementation of the programme are regularly collected and analysed;

Yes, information is collected and processed: “The internal quality assurance takes place on an individual/ study subject, and study programme levels; it is closely related to the department level and external evaluation of the programme and the institution (organised by the Centre for Quality Assessment in Higher Education). 
On an individual/ study subject level, the responsibility for quality is born by an individual lecturer, on the level of study programme, by the committee of study programme, whereas the board of the FSS assures quality on the faculty level. Function of study quality control is assigned to the committee of study programme and the dean’s office.”

The documents presented to the review panel do not have information, if Programme has met any recommendations made by the experts after the 2003 evaluation. Many of those recommendations were not improved. No evidences of further development were found by the review panel members. 

6.3. The outcomes of internal and external evaluations of the programme are used for the improvement of the programme;
As it looks from SER, yes. At the same time the consequences of those evaluations for the changes in the Programme remain unclear. The most problematic fact is that decisions upon changing mode of Programme operation were not presented in the documents, as well as in SER. It is warning, that the chair of the Study Committee was present at the meeting with review panel, but was not able to clarify this issue either. 
6.4. The evaluation and improvement processes involve stakeholders;

To a certain extent yes, but requires great improvements. Only limited number of stakeholders are involved in Programme evaluation. Review panel also discovered relatively low level of involvement of stakeholders, who during review panel meeting expressed their willingness to participate more actively in Programme improvement. Stakeholders did not mention any official structure which made their participation or delivery of a feedback possible. None of them claimed any regular contacts or surveys. For example, one of the stakeholders, presented at the meeting, did not even referred to the fact, that she herself is in the Programme Committee and she did not provide review panel with a description of her possible duties at the Programme Committee. In addition, Department failed to recruit to the review panel meeting with the stakeholders from their core area of focus. In the SER there was no information on results of stakeholders or graduates survey.
6.5. The internal quality assurance measures are effective and efficient.
Can not be judged based of provided SER. This point required additional analysis during the site visit. The internal quality assurance measures are probably effective at the individual course level and are much less effective at institutional level. They did not seem to be updated after the structural changes that occurred to the Programme. For some reason the Programme administration had not upgraded its documents to reflect changes in its mode. 
III. RECOMMENDATIONS
1. Position the Programme more clearly and realistically, taking into account the labour market for graduates, student readiness for participation in graduate level education and background of the teaching staff. Modify Programme  aims and learning outcomes accordingly. 
2. Clarify conception of what is sociology of education. Core of the Programme should be rethought.
3. Focus the content of the Programme better on the modified learning outcomes.
4. Make consistent mode of the Programme delivery with all supporting documents. 
5. Offer courses only because they are needed to achieve the learning outcomes and not because somebody wants to teach them.
6. Position the courses according to the needs and abilities of the students. 

7. The course design, which excludes repetition BA level material in the content of the research methods and other courses is needed. Compare content of courses taught in Programme and produce a table with similar topics/ modules to avoid repetition.

8.  In a future number of optional courses should be higher. 
9.  Supply Programme with more advanced and higher level research method courses.
10. Create a culture of common ownership, so that each teacher will also feel responsibility for the Programme, as a whole, and not only for their own course.

11. The core of the Programme – which is educational sociology, has to be reinforced more clearly within the separate subjects.
12. Develop more collective research culture. Administration should invest time to further develop Department’s professional community, to conduct a monthly seminar to discuss both the research and curriculum design. 

13. Maintain much stronger relationships with the potential employer and links with BA programmes. Use all possible institutional links to create more internship opportunities and practical training for students. 
14. Department should intensify international cooperation and its research activities should be more reflected in courses taught in Programme. The staff should enhance the number of their publications in international scientific journals on Sociology.

15. Language skills need to be given greater attention. 
16. Establish Erasmus contracts with English speaking institutions, not necessary situated in an English speaking country. 

17. Develop some courses in foreign languages, that would attract participation in their institution. 
18. Introduce e-learning environment.

19. Define teaching load requirements in a more straightforward way to help lecturers to plan their activities. 
20. Build up to date multi-language library.

21. Improve situation with lecturers’ working space and space for informal interactions between lecturers and students.

22. Improve the Programme Committee composition. It should involve at least 1 student from each year and more external social partners. 

23. More attention should be paid to the organization of students’ research internship.
24. Greater involvement of stakeholders into Programme administration and evaluation is needed.

IV. SUMMARY
The main strengths of Educational Sociology (MA) study programme include the following:

· The programme aims  respond to real societal needs;
· The Programme has a dedicated teaching staff with nearly ideal age composition.
The main weaknesses of the program include:
· The positioning and focusing of the MA programme. The societal needs for the degree are not precisely determined;
· The learning goals are a bit vague;
· A limited network of social partners other than schools;
· The delivery of MA teaching in a highly concentrated form;
· The level of differentiation between the contents of the BA and MA courses. Coverage of many subjects remains somewhat superficial; 
· The impact of the changing size and composition of the student body on the Programme;
· The quality of the research component of the MA Programme;
· The level of integration into related scientific and educational processes in Europe;

· Students do not get enough practical skills; 

· The choice of the courses offered seems to have an ad hoc element.
Overall, the assessment of the review panel is that the Programme is not at a satisfactory level.

The main recommendations of the review panel:

· Position the Programme more precisely;
· Create a sense of common ownership of it;

· The core of the Programme – which is educational sociology, has to be reinforced more clearly within the separate subjects;
· Supply Programme with more advanced and higher level research method courses;
· Intensify international cooperation and departmental research;

· Research activities should be more reflected in courses taught in Programme;
Maintain closer ties with the social partners.

V. GENERAL ASSESSMENT 
The study programme Educational Sociology (state code – 62405S101, 621L39001) at Lithuanian University of Educational Sciences is given negative evaluation. 
Study programme assessment in points by fields of assessment.

	No.
	Evaluation Area
	Evaluation Area in Points*   

	1.
	Programme aims and  learning outcomes  
	2

	2.
	Curriculum design
	1

	3.
	Staff
	2

	4.
	Material resources
	2

	5.
	Study process and assessment (student admission, study process  student support,  achievement assessment) 
	2

	6.
	Programme management (programme administration, internal quality assurance)
	2

	 
	Total: 
	11


*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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