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In accordance with the Lithuanian law on Higher Education and Research, dated 30 April 2009 (No XI-242), with the Procedure for the External Evaluation and Accreditation of Study Programmes approved by Order No ISAK-1652 of 24 July 2009 of the Minister for Education and Science of the Republic of Lithuania (Official Gazette, 2009, No 96-4083) and the order of the Minister of Education and Science of Lithuania “Re. General Requirements for the study programmes” (9th April 2010: No. V-509), an External Evaluation Team (hereinafter EET) has conducted an Evaluation of the Non-Degree Study Programme Subject Pedagogy at Šiauliai University (hereafter ŠU). In conducting their evaluation of the Study Programme, the EET have acted in compliance with the “Methodology for Evaluation of Higher Education Study Programmes”  (Order No 1-01-162 of 20 December 2010 of the Director of the Centre for Quality Assessment in Higher Education) as well as being guided by the Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance in the European Higher Education Area. 
The EET would like to pay tribute to the Centre for Quality Assessment in Higher Education in Lithuania and most especially to Daiva Buivydiene, to Daiva Terescenko and to Gryte Ruzge for all of the support given to EET before and throughout the visit to Lithuania.

The External Evaluation was conducted in the period February 2012 to June 2012 with in-country evaluation taking place during the period 19 May 2012 to 26 May 2012. The Evaluation included a one-day field visit to Šiauliai University on 22 May 2012.

This report does not paraphrase or re-present the range of information presented in the Report of the Self-Evaluation Group (hereafter SEG). Instead, it focuses on issues raised in the Self-Evaluation Report (hereafter SER) as well as raising some issues not addressed in the SER but which came to the attention of the EET during the course of the Team’s time in Lithuania, and, specifically, during the course of the field visit. 

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

· Meeting with administrative staff of Šiauliai University 

· Meeting with the staff responsible for the preparation of the Self-Evaluation Report

· Meeting with teaching staff

· Meeting with students

· Meeting with graduates

· Meeting with employers of those who have graduated from the programme

· Visiting and observing various support services (classrooms, library, computer services, staff developments, laboratories, etc.)

· Examination and familiarization with students’ final works, examination material.

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

We would like to express our appreciation to the authorities of Šiauliai University for the manner in which we were made welcome and for the manner in which our queries and our exploration of various key issues were addressed in a professional and positive way by those with whom we came in contact at the University.
INTRODUCTION

ŠU organises university study programmes at three levels as well as carrying out research in various aspects of science. ŠU has eight faculties. There are two autonomous institutes, the Continuing Studies Institute and the Gender Studies Institute. The highest decisive institution of the university is the Senate, while the function of public supervision and care is performed by the University Council. The Rector and 4 Vice-rectors are directly responsible for the management of the university. The Statutes of Šiauliai University were approved by the Resolution of the Seimas of the Republic of Lithuania No. IX-1241 of 21st December 2010. The activities of university departments are regulated by the following general documents: The Statute of Šiauliai University (2011) (http://www.su.lt/bylos/su_statutas_new.pdf), The Code of Ethics for Staff of Šiauliai University (2007)(http://www.su.lt/apie-siauliu-universitet-/su-dokumentai/266-iauli-universiteto-darbuotoj-etikos-kodeksas), Internal Work Procedures of Šiauliai University (2008)(http://www.su.lt/apie-siauliu-universitet-/su-dokumentai/267-iauli-universiteto-vidaus-darbo-tvarkos-taisykls).   The University also has a “Strategy of Quality Improvement of University Studies for years 2008-2011”.

The non-degree study programme under evaluation (Subject pedagogy, State codes: 631X13005, 62207S107) is implemented by the Department of Education Studies within the Faculty of Education Studies, which has had teacher training experience since 1954. The staff of this faculty both implement teacher training study programmes in education studies and work in other faculties that train teachers (Arts, Social Welfare and Disability Studies, Continuing Studies Institute, Natural Sciences, Mathematics and Informatics).

The EET notes that the SEG (and indeed the Ministry of Education and Science) continues to refer to this area as “teacher training” when the literature tends to favour the phrase “teacher education” in order to highlight the fact that modern programmes of teacher education seek to develop competencies and skills far beyond those that might be embraced by the phrase “teacher training” and which involve teachers in developing and applying a broad range of professional skills.

EET is concerned that this programme, like many others is referred to as a “non-degree” programme. From a philosophical and philological perspective, defining a programme by reference to what it is not is a weak starting point both in terms of clarity and of status.  The EET strongly recommends that the University and the Ministry engage in discussion to decide on how this and other similar programmes might be described in terms of the status which they confirm and the standards that they represent rather than continuing to describe what they are not! Consideration might be given to such descriptors as “Post-graduate programme in Education”, “Graduate Diploma in Education”, “Advanced Diploma in Teaching” etc. Otherwise, consideration should be given to offering this qualification at Masters level. 

I. PROGRAMME ANALYSIS 

1.1 The rationale underpinning the structure of this programme is set out in SER Paragraph 97.3 which states that the

Logic behind drawing up the study programme Subject Pedagogy is based on the order of priority and links of subjects, which create a possibility for students to acquire professional competencies consistently, combine theoretical studies with practice, forming practical skills and abilities necessary for the (self-)education process. Consistency of listing subjects is grounded on the fact that acquired competencies are consistently deepened and developed, relating them to other competencies or/and acquiring them at a higher level. Throughout the whole study programme studies start with conceptual foundations and general basic subjects necessary for the teacher’s profession (Foundations of Education Studies. Didactics. Placement; Developmental and Pedagogical Psychology. Placement; E-Learning. Placement, History of Pedagogy), which create favourable preconditions for theoretical and practical studies of further subjects. Professional competencies are consistently developed and deepened, applying acquired abilities in the studies of the subject Didactics of the Subject, seeking the subject teacher’s competencies, which are simultaneously combined with acquisition of other competencies (Social Psychology and Pedagogy. Placement; Theory and Practice of Education; Educational Researches. Placement). Further students are provided with possibilities to deepen separate teacher competencies, choosing alternatives (Multicultural Education, School Management, Strategies of Creativity Development, Project Management). Still later, in the third semester, students are encouraged to apply acquired competencies, carrying out independent practice at educational institutions (Placement), ground identified problems on practical and theoretical aspects and propose (self-)education reconstruction models in the Final Thesis of Pedagogical Studies. 

In relation to the definition, clarity and accessibility of the aims and outcomes of the study programme in Subject Pedagogy, the SER (Paragraph 94) addresses, not only the aims and learning outcomes, but also the demand for places on the programme, the cost benefits for local students in having access to such a programme in Šiauliai and also the progression opportunities which this qualification offers, stating that 

Aims of the university non-degree study programme Subject Pedagogy are grounded on competencies of the first cycle of studies, oriented to (self‑)development of competencies necessary for the subject teacher, they respond to the demand of subject specialists in North Lithuania region....

The core aim of the programme is further elaborated in SER (Paragraph 94) which says that the aim is “to train subject teachers, form tutors with self-developed professional, general and general-cultural competencies, who are able to model, organise and assess on the basis of the learning paradigm and, based on that, improve the (self-)education process”. 

The SER (Paragraph 95.3-95.5) notes that the aims of the university non-degree study programme Subject Pedagogy have been subjected to considerable change since the time of the previous self-assessment, due to the following: 
1) comment of external assessment regarding not concrete and too broad phrasing; 2) changed legal basis of education, particularly The Law on Science and Studies (2009), which has in principle changed orientation of the study programme Subject Pedagogy (the second cycle study programme was replaced by the non-degree programme), The Description of Professional Competence of Teachers (2007), which specifies the teacher’s competences to be developed, The Regulation of Teacher Training (2010), which has identified ways of teacher training, study design, requirements for implementers of studies and placement as well as competencies distinguished in annexes of Provisions for Certification of Teachers and Specialists Providing Support for the Pupil (except Psychologists) (2008); 3) specificity of activities of the subject teacher in Lithuania; i.e., considering that the subject teacher both models the teaching and learning process and most often carries out the functions of the form tutor.

Furthermore, SER (Paragraph 95.3-95.5) indicates that significant changes have been made to the programme which have been informed by scientific research in the field of teacher education especially on the results of research on Teacher Training at Lithuanian Higher Education Institutions in the Context of Cohesive Development of Education (2006), which noted that “students who finish teacher training studies have an insufficiently developed competency of pedagogical work, based on the learning paradigm, and that implementing study programmes, particular emphasis is put on knowledge, whereas knowledge application abilities and practical activities are considerably less developed”.

The changes are very obvious from a comparison of Tables 2 and Table 3 comparing the structure of the programme in 2010 and 2011, respectively. Some elements such as “Systems of Education” and “Hodegetics”, as well as the didactic option of Physical Education and Music have been removed while others (Natural Sciences) have been introduced. 

Despite the changes made, it is clear that there has been some unease with the outputs of the programme, as SER (Paragraph 95.3-95.5) also notes that “the graduates” interview demonstrated that 89 per cent of respondents wished more focus on practical preparation for the teacher’s work. During individual and group discussions stakeholders also noted the same direction”. 

In Annex 1, the intended learning outcomes are set down as “The results of program studies in various spheres of activity” and (in a separate column) as the “Results of study subject”.  This may be a matter of translation but these two columns seem to refer to the same or very similar forms of learning. Two further columns in the Appendix are dedicated to “Study Methods” and “Methods of students’ achievements assessment”.
In regard to learning outcomes, SER (Paragraph 95.2) notes that data from the last interview with graduates’ employers, which took place in Spring 2011, showed that all 26 stakeholders who took part in the interview, approved newly formulated aims and outcomes of the analysed study programme intended to guide this study programme more towards the acquisition of practical skill. 

1.2 In relation to the extent that the programme aims and learning outcomes are based on the academic and/or professional requirements, public needs and the needs of the labour market, the primary need for this programme arises from the requirements of the order of the Minister of Science and Education Regarding Framework of Qualification Requirements for Teachers Working According to Pre-School, Pre-Primary, Informal Children’s Education, Primary, Basic, Secondary, Special Education and Vocational Training Programmes (2005) (2009 edition), which specifies that only those persons who have acquired a higher education diploma and qualification certificate can work as a teacher.  As very many of those acting as teachers in schools throughout Lithuania do not have such qualification, there has been a need to provide such a programme. SER (Paragraph 106.7) claims (using data from the Lithuanian Labour Exchange) that “in 2009 the number of teachers who did not have teacher’s qualification and worked as teachers at comprehensive schools was 27,000.  As these individuals work full-time, the programme is provided on a part-time basis.  In the course of the visit to the institution, EET expressed its appreciation of the fact that this is a one and a half year long programme and also of the extent to which the programme seeks to bridge the theory-practice interface.  On the latter issue, the SER (Paragraph 95.6) draws attention to the fact that this programme is different in one essential regard from all the other similar programmes in offer in Lithuania, the essential difference being that “placement in the study programme Subject Pedagogy is integrated in study subjects, except for the last semester. In this case the students have the possibility to combine theoretical and practical knowledge’s, to acquire or develop their skills”. EET is impressed by the extent to which the placement is integrated throughout various elements of the programme design (Table 3).
Paragraph 94 of the SER states that “annually from 74 per cent to 81 per cent of those studying the programme Subject Pedagogy live and work in Šiauliai city and its environs”.  SER (Paragraph 106.7) states that

At the moment there are no statistical data about the demand for teachers on the national and municipal scale. ...... Thus, in fact, it is impossible to get precise information about the existing demand and that is why we can judge about the demand of the analysed programme only approximately, based on the numbers of enrolled students. The increased number of graduates, the decreased dropout rate of this study programme and the statistics of students’ employment witness that the programme is marketable in the labour market. 

While the SER notes, in Paragraph 95.6, that a “majority of the students work or study”, the EET has concerns in relation to this.  It seems strange that a programme designed to meet the needs of those who are teaching without qualification should be open to others who are either not teaching or who are pursuing other studies. EET feels that standards and the quality of the programme would be improved if access were limited to a more coherent cohort of applicant, namely, those who are already teaching and it makes this recommendation to the University.
Overall, EET is satisfied that the programme is meeting a local demand.

1.3 In regard to the extent to which the programme aims and learning outcomes are consistent with the type and level of studies and the level of qualifications offered, the EET is deeply concerned that there is considerable confusion as to the level of study and the level of qualification involved.  The problem originates with the designation of this and similar programmes as “non-degree” qualifications.  This is much more than a matter of nomenclature as the difficulties impact both on the level on the award and on the programme content.  Since such programmes have not been designated either as Level 6 or Level 7 on the Lithuanian Qualifications Framework, those setting down the intended learning outcomes have an immediate difficulty which was very apparent in this programme since there is a great lack of clarity as to whether programme components should be set at Level 6 or Level 7. In fact, for lack of such clarity, the programme aims and learning outcomes are a hybrid with some elements of both Level 6 and Level 7 studies.

In summary, the EET considers that the SER offers evidence of some confusion in regard to the type and level of studies and the level of qualification being awarded.  While this problem impacts negatively on this programme, it cannot be resolved by the University and for that reason, in this case, the broader issue of appropriate level of designation will be raised by EET with the Ministry of Education and Science.
1.4 In relation to the requirement that the name of the programme, its learning outcomes, content and the qualifications offered are compatible with each other, EET notes that this programme was assessed three years ago (Paragraph 85.3 of the SER).  It is clear that the issue of the name of the programme and its status and standing were a matter of concern to the 2009 evaluation team as their report included the suggestion that 


there is a need of a Master degree programme providing the qualification degree. This way this programme should be reorganised narrowing its aims and adjusting it to teachers’ professional needs, whilst the Master degree programme could be aimed at developing teacher-researcher’s competencies.

As noted earlier, SER (Paragraph 93) draws attention to the fact that “annually from 27 to 38 per cent of graduates of this programme start studying for the Master’s degree in Education Studies” while Paragraph 95.6 notes that 

Subject Pedagogy studies quite often are an intermediate link for those who pursue to study for a Master’s degree in education studies because students are not admitted to study these programmes if they do not have teacher qualification. 

Arising from these statements, it is possible that this programme should be recalibrated and reorganised so as to offer the first part of a Masters either in Pedagogy or in Educational Studies. For these reasons, EET recommends that, on the basis of two successive evaluations that have drawn attention to the denomination of this programme, further consideration should be given by the University to offering this programme at Masters level.

Overall, EET is satisfied that the Department of Educational Studies is open to change, has been involved in substantive review of the programme and remains committed to further change and improvement.

2. Curriculum design 

2.1 In relation to the extent to which the curriculum design meets legal requirements, the SER in Paragraph 95.3 to 95.6 notes that this programme is pitched at Level 6 and, as such, that it meets the appropriate legal requirements.

EET has a concern about the level (84%) of self-directed learning in this programme. As of 2011, there has been a dramatic increase in the amount of self-directed learning.  Where previously, lectures, practical sessions and laboratory works made up 40% of the whole volume of studies, this has now been reduced to just 16%.  Correspondingly, the amount of self-directed learning has increased from 60% to 84%. While this level of self-directed learning seems to meet the requirements of item 5.2 of the order of the Minister of Science and Education Regarding Approval of Description of Full-Time and Part-Time Studies (2009-05-15, No. ISAK-1026), EET is concerned that this is an extraordinarily high level of self-directed learning in the context of a part-time programme of teacher education.

2.2 In regard to the spread of modules, Table 3 and the Appendices give a good insight into the current (revised) programme structure. Overall, the programme seems to be well balanced, providing a good grounding in the educational foundations in the first semester (Foundations of Education, Developmental and Pedagogical Psychology and the History of Pedagogy) while also introducing more novel elements such as E-Learning and, in later semesters, a focus on specific areas such as Special Education and Multicultural Education.   A question might be asked as to whether a module on “School Management” is essential to those commencing on a school career?

2.3 Arising from the fact that this programme is identified as a “non-degree” programme, but no qualification (other than the aforementioned “non-degree”) or type is identified, it is difficult to decide whether the content of the subjects and/or modules is consistent with the type and level of the studies. While the documentation at times identifies the study as being at Level 6, some of the component elements might best be taught at level 7. 
2.4 Intended learning outcomes (ILOs) are statements of what students are expected to be able to do as a result of engaging in the learning process.  They should be expressed from the student’s perspective (e.g. “You should be able to…).  They should be expressed using action verbs leading to observable and measurable behaviours. Finally, the outcomes should generate the criteria that are later used in the assessment of student learning.

Table 1 of the SER seeks to link the programme aims, learning outcomes and subjects. It is interesting to note that a great many of the “learning outcomes” listed on this table are learning outcomes for the pupils of the teachers rather than indicators of what the student teachers will learn in the course of this programme.  In fact, the word “pupil” appears more than thirty times in this column!  In many of these instances, the learning outcomes ought to be written as the intended learning outcomes for the teachers studying on this programme.  
As was indicated in the preliminary feedback on the occasion of the institutional visit, the curriculum design needs to be revisited and greater clarity needs to be brought to the issue of setting learning outcomes appropriate to the level of the programme.
2.5 As to whether the scope of the programme is sufficient to ensure learning outcomes or, at least, to ensure that the learning outcomes which arise are actually those which were intended, the EET is of the view that, while the manner in which the learning outcomes are set down could, in many instances, be improved, there is sufficient focus on learning outcomes and on their assessment.

2.6 In relation to the issue of the content of the programme reflecting the latest achievements in science, art and technologies, as has been outlined above, there has been considerable effort to review and renew the programme.  SER (Paragraph 95.6) traces the influences that have led to such renewal: 

To sum up, it is necessary to emphasize that rephrased aims and outcomes of the study programme Subject Pedagogy of 2011 in principle harmonise with regulatory acts of Lithuania, results of world research on professional activities, expectations of stakeholders and students. In addition, they have been corrected considering the external assessment report and create a possibility to acquire the teacher’s qualification for those persons (particularly who live in Šiauliai region) who have acquired different subject-based training as well as enable them to integrate in the labour market of the region, country, Europe and the world more successfully.

At the meeting with staff responsible for the study programme, it was pointed out, as an example of the process of change and innovation, that the unique feature of integrating the placement with the subjects had begun as much as ten years ago. This involved the students of the various disciplines in going to school and working as observers but with concrete tasks to perform, observing the interests of children and correlating them with their extra activity. 

One of the most significant changes arises from responding to the provisions of The Regulations of Teacher Training (2010), which expanded the volume of placement from 6 to 30 credits. One consequence of this change is that, whereas placement is integrated within the subjects in the first two semesters (having 20 credits), the placement of the final semester (10 credits) is stand-alone.  In accordance with the regulations, the Final Thesis of Pedagogical Studies carries a weighting of 3 credits.

Overall, the EET is satisfied that the programme providers have done much to keep the programme up-to-date and to ensure that it meets the requirements, both legal and otherwise, of a constantly changing educational environment.

3. Teaching Staff
3.1 The extent to which staff qualifications meet the current Lithuanian legal requirements is addressed in Paragraphs 99 to 100.7 of the SER.  SER (Paragraph 100.1) notes that all subjects of the study programme Subject Pedagogy (P) are being delivered by teachers of Šiauliai University. However, it goes on to point out that “documents on education do not regulate qualification structure of teachers teaching in the analysed programme”. The basis for this statement is not further elaborated upon, but, if true, this seems to indicate that there are no legal thresholds governing the staff of such non-degree programmes.

3.2 The study programme Subject Pedagogy is taught by 16 members of staff in total.  SER (Annex 2) sets out the list of all staff who contribute to this programme giving details of the qualifications of staff, the fields of their research interests and their practical work experience in the field of the delivered subjects.  An analysis of this table shows that virtually all of the staff listed have a considerably longer experience of pedagogical activity than they have of the practical work in the sphere of the subject taught. In this context, SER (Paragraph 100.1) notes that “teachers’ pedagogical experience fluctuates from 11 to 39 years (on average 14 years). Practical work experience is less: from 0 to 30 years (on average 7 years). Only 3 teachers (19 per cent) have not acquired this experience”.  It goes on to point out that 


there are teachers who in addition to pedagogical work with students during the analysed period worked in another educational institution or service (19 per cent). Teachers’ experience of delivering the subject varies (on average 13 years) but the least is 3 years (6 per cent); however, there are 4 teachers who have delivered the subject for over 20 years. Those of three of above mentioned teachers experience in the teaching subject is determined by the new subject placed within the programme. Thus, the teachers’ experience of practical work, pedagogical work and subject delivery is sufficient. 

SER (Annex 3) gives further information on the staff, including details of their level of foreign language competence. 

3.3 The ratio of lecturers and students is regulated by ŠU Senate, which annually approves the pedagogical load of the academic staff.  SER (Paragraph 99.4) notes that the ratio of teachers and students in the analysed study programme has been changing every year. Until 2010, there had been 23 teachers in the analysed programme so that the ratio of teachers and students was: in 2007/8 – 1:2; in 2008/9– 1:2; in 2009/10 – 1:5; in 2010/11– 1:13. During the last years the ratio of teachers and students increased due to a reduced number of teachers and an increased number of entrants in the revised study programme. 

Data about academic exchanges involving those who teach on the study programme are given in Tables 4 and 5.  SER (Paragraph 99.5) notes that the ratio of full-time teachers who participated and who did not participate in mobility activities is 1:4.  An analysis of the data in Tables 4 and 5 showing the numbers involved in both incoming and outgoing exchanges is interesting as it shows that during the period 2007-2011 (inclusive) there were 120 incoming academics on these visits as compared to only 18 outgoing ones.  Whereas Table 4 gives the number of teachers who came for academic work to the core academic unit (Faculty, etc.), there is no indication as to how many of these visiting academics actually made any contribution to the programme under review.

SER (Paragraph 99.4) notes the benefits to the individual of participation in mobility programmes:

The key goal of teachers’ mobility is lecturing. Most often mobility is related to the field of the teacher’s research, academic (artistic) interests, delivered subject, etc. Most often reasons of promoting teachers’ mobility used during the assessed period were spread of experience, scientific interests, requirements of provisions for teachers’ certification, etc.
Whereas there has been some percentage increase in mobility during the years under review, SER (Paragraph 99.5) acknowledges that the “reasons of quite uneven dynamics of teachers’ mobility are related to the level of knowledge of the foreign (particularly English) language and not quite favourable order of mobility funding”. There is no indication that the Faculty might be taking action to address either of these issues, for example, by supporting staff in addressing their linguistic deficits.
3.4 The issue of teaching staff turnover is addressed in SER (Paragraph 100.2) which states that the changes in staff were minimal and had no critical or negative impact on the quality of the studies.

From 2007 to 2010 only three teachers stopped teaching in the analysed programme: one retired and two changed their workplace. The associate professor who retired was replaced by another associate professor who had worked according to the same module whilst associate professors who went to other workplaces were replaced by lecturers doctors who have experience of delivering the subject in Bachelor degree programmes. 

This paragraph also notes that during the period under evaluation, a number (4) of staff had achieved more advanced degrees and titles.

3.5 Paragraph 100.1 of SER relates to the manner in which the higher education institution creates conditions for the professional development of the teaching staff necessary for the provision of the programme. It notes that “all subjects of the study programme Subject Pedagogy (P) were delivered and are being delivered by teachers of Šiauliai University”. It then goes on to detail the rigorous regulations relating to initial appointment and the regular (five-year) competitions for confirmation of one’s position.   This includes an examination of the teachers’ scientific and academic work which means that the individual is under considerable pressure to upgrade. Of those involved in teaching the programme under review, the SER (Paragraph 100.1) notes that 


At the moment 9 (56 per cent) associate professors, 1 (6 per cent) professor, 5 (32 per cent) lecturers, 1 (6 per cent) assistant work in the study programme Subject Pedagogy. Among lecturers only 2 of them (13 per cent) have not acquired a doctor’s degree.

3.6 In relation to the teaching staff of the programme being involved in research (art) directly related to the study programme being reviewed, 
Due to the fact that Annex 3 of the SER includes the full Curriculum Vitae of the staff, it is difficult to abstract from it those elements that pertain to this particular programme.  However, SER (Paragraph 99.3) notes that thirteen of the sixteen teachers (81 per cent) on the programme took part in applied scientific researches, projects, scientific activities, which are directly related to the analysed programme and notes that this level of activity has had a “positive influence on the whole study programme”.

SER (Paragraph 100.3) states that data about teachers’ participation in scientific conferences, mobility, seminars, etc. “witness that teachers intensively participate in scientific conferences in the country and abroad” and goes on to quantify this engagement:


During the assessed period all teachers took part in 149 conferences (on average the teacher-conference ratio is 1: 9). Slightly less teachers take part in mobility visits (12), projects (22), carried out expert activities (6), and participated in contracted researches (2). Teachers participated in the latter events less compared to conferences because they are more time-consuming.

Further information on teachers’ qualification improvement is given in SER (Paragraphs 100.4. - 100.5) and in Table 6, drawing the conclusion that 

Mostly teachers improved qualification during mobility visits, where they mostly improved their pedagogical competency. Teachers improved their qualification slightly less (particularly pedagogical and scientific) participating in projects and mobility visits. Participating in contracted researches, teachers developed their subject-based competency not that often.

In summary, the EET is satisfied that the staff working on this programme are satisfactory and that many have been working to improve their qualifications and levels of professional competence and experience.  EET is surprised to learn that there are no current legal requirements for staff on such programmes. 

4. Facilities and Learning Resources

4.1. In regard to premises and lecture halls, SER (Paragraph 102.1) notes that the Faculty of Education Studies implementing the study programme Subject Pedagogy has premises (13,000 square meters), which are sufficient for organisation of the study process. It notes that there are 217 students studying the study programme Subject Pedagogy out of a total of 906 students at the Faculty of Education Studies.  SER (Paragraph 102.1) states that the faculty has 30 rooms with 1095 working stations (lecture rooms, laboratories, methodical rooms). 

There are 5 lecture rooms for large group sessions, imitative sessions that require movement (2 with a capacity of 80 places each, one lecture room with 320 places, 2 dance halls and sports complex). Other working places are located in practical centres (The Botanical Gardens, The Museum of Nature, The Distance Learning Centre, The Business Incubator) and the library (in individual, group and independent studies rooms). Working stations for independent work are equipped with technical and methodical, audio-visual resources (informational communicative resources, mobile air pollution measurement laboratory, software (e.g., imitative business enterprises, etc.)).

Paragraph 102.1 of the SER goes on to detail the twelve specialised lecture rooms which are available in the faculty: child’s rights (1), the Internet reading room (1), nature, geography (2), art (3), religious instruction (1), didactics of mathematics (1), physical education and sport (2), and language culture (1). It notes that the premises used for studies correspond to the requirements of work safety and hygiene norms (www.lrs.lt). In the course of the visit to ŠU, members of the EET were able to examine the facilities available and consider that the Faculty has adequate space and facilities for this study programme.  There are also (Paragraph 102.2) more specialised facilities available. For example, students of the study programme Subject Pedagogy have the possibility to use The Museum of Nature of the faculty, the Botanical Gardens, laboratory equipment and software of the Natural Science Education Centre (e-learning and teaching platform, enabling to create a new type teaching and learning environment, visualising physical objects). 

The Faculty also has access to a Distance Studies Centre (mini centre of real view conferences, distance learning class with access to video conferencing, e-learning classroom, multimedia laboratory, subsystem for maintaining distance learning).

Paragraph 102.2 notes that there is a computer network installed in the faculty containing 3 computer training classes with 38 working stations and that all computers have software licenses for MS Office, MS Windows media. On the other hand, it acknowledges that there is a lack of legal computer software like SPSS, STATISTICA, Corel Draw, website design.

In regard to library and other facilities, students may use ŠU library, which has an efficiently functioning modern infrastructure. (The SER claims that it is “the most modern in Lithuania”). In addition to lending publications, the library offers specialized reading rooms, rooms for group work and rooms for independent work. Silence and rest zones are also available. Each individual workroom contains a computerized work place. Group workrooms can hold maximum 10 people. There are also two seminar rooms at the library. They are equipped with multimedia projectors, laptops (upon request), magnetic boards for writing, etc. The library also has a 140-seat conference hall. Overall, ŠU has 200 computer workplaces and more than 400 non-computer workplaces (in the reading rooms). The library is open from 8.00 am to 8.00 pm (Monday – Thursday), from 8.00 am to 7.00 pm (Friday) and from 10.00 am to 4.00 pm (Saturday). As the building of the Faculty of Education Studies adjoins the library, students of the faculty and teaching, scientific and administration staff   have particularly good access to its services.  

SER (Paragraph 102.1) gives considerable detail on the facilities of the library.  Library services appear to be at a reasonable level, being well supplied with journals and other necessary publications. Specialized computer workplaces are intended for the following: search in the electronic catalogue of the library and the Internet, search for research information in databases, electronic catalogues of other libraries, work with audio and video recordings etc.  Wireless Internet access is available throughout the whole library. EduROAM is installed in the library. The Library also provides fee-based services, such as photocopying; document printing, spiral binding of documents, lamination, scanning, etc. (according to Rector’s Decree No. V-278 of 25th March 2009) as well as providing interlibrary subscription services.

Paragraph 102.1 of the SER notes that the Library is well stocked with foreign language materials. There are 263,370 copies of scientific literature and fiction in the English language, 7,314 copies in the German language, 4,896 copies in the French language and 112,339 copies in the Russian language. Furthermore, the library offers connection to subscribed databases and to the ones with restricting access.

Students of the Faculty of Education Studies of ŠU also use Šiauliai Region P. Višinskis’ Public Library and other departments of libraries in the city. 
From its field visit and the other evidence provided, the EET formed the impression that the facilities available to enable the effective delivery of this programme are very satisfactory. The Library is particularly good.
However, the EET is very concerned that, despite the availability of such resources, there is evidence to show that the students are not maximising on the value of the available resources.  In its examination of student final papers, the EET noted, in the course of its field visit, that fewer than 5% of course papers seen contain foreign references.
5. Study Process and Students’ Performance 

5.1. In regard to the admission requirements, SER (Paragraphs 105.1-105.2) notes that there is no competition to study Subject Pedagogy. SER (Paragraphs 105.1-105.2) notes that 
Until 2011, persons with a Bachelor’s degree of the subject taught at the comprehensive school or equivalent academic degree were admitted. Since 2011, ...... not only persons who have finished university first cycle studies but also advanced university students of higher courses who wish to study in the teacher training programme alongside with the major field of study and agree to pay the price of studies in this programme are admitted.

The SER (Paragraph 105.3) acknowledges that the apparent popularity of this programme is likely to arise “from the requirement in Article 48 of The Law on Education (2003) (2009 edition), committing persons who work as teachers at comprehensive schools and do not have the teacher’s qualification to acquire it during 2 years from the beginning of working as teachers”. 

There are no entrance examinations and all who meet the basic entry requirements are admitted to the programme.  The EET considers that this is a very unusual situation for a programme in teacher education in that it indicates an assumption that all who present are suitable candidates for the profession.
5.2. In relation to the Organisation of the Study Process, students of the programme, when interviewed, indicated that they were very happy with the organisation of the study process. In particular, they liked the level of flexibility that was available. They indicated that their studies are concentrated into one-week study sessions. There are four weeks at the Centre and during this time they have different subjects, including theory and practice lectures and are evaluated at these sessions. Initially, 40 or 50 students were together for one week in Sept. Two groups were taken consecutively for one week in October, November, December and in January. While they were on campus for their one-week blocks, their study day ran from 08.00 to 19.00.  Students reported that they usually had six lectures a day for five days of the week, with some gaps for copying, library, etc. so they estimated that this averaged at 25 hours a week. From the second week they had practical tasks, which they are expected to report upon, in written form, in files and in presentations.  Students were pleased that the law on education allows them to take time off for study.  

5.3 In relation to the extent to which students are encouraged to participate in research, artistic and applied research activities, the SER (Paragraph 105.4) indicates that all students of the faculty have possibilities to participate in research activities and to present their research results, sometimes having their outputs published. However, because these are non-compulsory activities, no statistics about participation of students of this study programme is available.  Furthermore, the SER acknowledged that it is likely that students of the study programme in Subject Pedagogy are insignificantly involved in these activities due to the short duration of studies and the need to coordinate work with studies. This highlights a weakness of the programme and the inadequacy of the current model to deliver what might be best in teacher education.
5.4 On the question of whether students have opportunities to participate in student mobility programmes, the SER (Paragraph 106.6) acknowledges that student mobility is implemented mainly through their workplaces and that only three students went abroad in 2008, one in 2009 and one in 2010.  The SER notes that student mobility is limited by the specificity of the programme (part-time students cannot use ERASMUS student mobility programme); by the short duration of the programme and by the students’ high occupation because the majority of them work.

It is possible that the University could do more to support mobility for this category of student by engaging in a greater and more creative use of the Comenius programme.

5.5 As to whether the higher education institution ensures an adequate level of academic and social support, the SER in Paragraph 105.5 details both the national and more local supports which are available.  Table 8 shows that in every year since 2007 (with the exception of 2010), between 11 and 79 of the students had received state funding support. With the amount of that funding varying from 57% to 100% of the tuition fee.

The SER (Paragraph 105.5) also notes the support available for disabled students. It details the range of initiatives put in place by the University to support and motivate students.  

The EET is concerned by the fact that individuals who are being paid as full-time teachers by the State should also be supported by the State when they engage in part-time studies so that they can obtain the qualifications that the State requires them to have in order to be recognised as teachers and EET is concerned that this seems to give this programme a premium over other models of teacher education.

5.6 In relation to the assessment system of students’ performance is clear, adequate and publicly available, the students have access to ŠU academic informational system (https://uais.cr.ktu.lt/suis/stp_prisijungimas), where all the information about the study programme, subjects, content and about the assessment system is presented. SER (Paragraph 105.6) details how the students are advised about the assessment model, pointing out that the assessment system “creates a possibility to ensure thorough and objective assessment of the student’s knowledge and abilities”. It also confirms that the system is announced and concretised during the first session of every study subject. 

The SER (Paragraph 92.1) states that “according to students’ interview and enrolment results of late years, such information is sufficient”, noting that “the aims and descriptions are constantly corrected in order to adjust the organization tendencies”. It also notes that “additional information if it needs to applicants is given through the particular consultations, during the admission period”. 

5.7 As to whether the professional activities of the majority of graduates meet the programme providers' expectations, Table 7 gives data on the numbers of students enrolled to the study programme and the ones who have completed it during a five-year period.  The accompanying commentary (Paragraph 105.3) notes that “during the last three years only 3 students were crossed out from the lists most often upon the very students’ request” and that “due to under-achievement only 1 student was crossed out from the list”.  The fact that, in a five-year period, only a single student had underachieved on a programme that accepts all comers draws attention to the lack of quality assurance. In this context, EET is particularly concerned to find that there is no evidence that incompetence as a teacher can lead to failure on the programme.
SER Paragraph (102.3) notes that students of the programme can do placement at 11 comprehensive schools with which the faculty of Education Studies has signed cooperation agreements.  However, they may also do their placement at their chosen school or at the school or institution, in which they work themselves, having received the approval of the head of the institution and placement supervisor.  The SER states that the number of placements is sufficient and that “They are suitable because all institutions providing placements are approved by the Ministry of Science and Education”.

SER Paragraph (102.3) notes that placements are headed by mentors who are trained and licenced according to the project carried out in Lithuania “Improvement of the System of Study Placements and Support for Novice Teachers, Training Teachers-Guardians with Mentor Competencies”. However, in the meetings with staff and students during the course of the visit to ŠU, it became clear that not every student has a trained mentor. This is a serious problem, especially as the University plays a relatively light role in supervising the mentors and in standardising their grades. In fact, the University is happy to have its students assessed on placement even when they are abroad. The SER notes that the monitoring of quality is carried out through students’ experience, expectations and feedback from placements but it is clear that there is a low level of direct involvement by the University staff in supervision and that these sources are unlikely to allow an appropriate level of quality monitoring.  The core difficulty from a quality perspective lies in the fact that staff of the University have so little involvement in the supervision of the actual teaching of the students. The General Provisions of Order Nº V-54 of 8 January 2010 on Teacher Training Regulation as approved by the Minister for Education and Science states 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”.

In reality, the University has outsourced the primary responsibility for supervision to mentors who are not members of the teaching staff of the University. The occasional involvement of some University staff in supervision does not meet this regulation. Furthermore, EET learned that there are funding problems in relation to training more mentors and as providing mentoring is now considered to be a part of the role of the teacher for which neither they nor the school receive any additional remuneration, finding mentors of appropriate quality (and especially ones who are trained) has become increasingly difficult.  This means that the current difficulties are likely to be exacerbated. 

EET considers that the University is not in compliance with the regulations regarding the supervision of teaching practice and that, furthermore, it does not uphold the kinds of standards of quality control in relation to the standardisation of teaching practice that would be the norm in other European jurisdictions.

6. Programme management 

6.1 In relation to responsibilities for decisions and monitoring of the implementation of the programme are clearly allocated, the SER (Paragraphs 108.1-108.2) states that a study programme committee has been established to coordinate the study programme and to order, choose and certify study subjects, modules. The study group includes an Associate Professor and two lecturers in the Department of Education Studies, together with a graduate of the study programme and the director of a progymnasium.  The majority of members of the group for quality supervision of the study programme Subject Pedagogy have worked in this programme in all semesters.

This group cooperates with other members of the University (teachers, students, administration of the faculty and university, etc.) as well as with external stakeholders. Teachers and students influence decisions regarding the study programme through various interviews, researches on feedback, discussions about changes of the programme at the departments, the faculty, etc. Students’ proposals and comments on the issues of improving the programme are treated as very important and serve as a basis for improvement of programmes.  

The SER acknowledges that it would be worthwhile to increase participation of community members (particularly students’, graduates’, employers’, etc.) in programme management. 

6.2 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 relation to the extent to which information and data on the implementation of the programme are regularly collected and analysed, it appears that quality control is an internal Departmental matter and that, while the vice rector for studies has overall responsibility, the University does not have a coherent or comprehensive system of data gathering in relation to its programmes including this one. The SER (Paragraphs 109.3 – 109.4) gives a detailed account of how this is done, but it appears that there is no overall Quality Office charged with conducting regular data collection and analysis or with providing targeted feedback to the various programme cohorts. Much of the assessment is based on self-assessment by the teachers rather than on a more robust model of assessment conducted by an independent third party. Whereas students may express their opinions, there is no consistent or effective manner of collecting student views or of conveying back to students the actions that have been taken in response to any criticisms they may have of the programme.

6.3 The Methodological Guidelines ask whether the outcomes of internal and external evaluations of the programme are used for the improvement of the programme.  On this matter, the SER (Paragraphs 109.3 – 109.4) notes that assessment of quality of the programme is an on-going process and is implemented at the institution at the level of the faculty and university according to the approved System for Improving Quality of Studies of the Faculty (2006) and Strategy for Improving Quality of Studies of the University 2008-2011. Other than a general account the SER does not give specific examples of changes made in response to internal evaluations of the programme. Paragraph 109.6 of the SER states that 


Data about the carried out quality assessment of the study programme and its results are publicized at the meetings of departments, dean’s office and the Council of the faculty, meetings of the Senate, meetings of the group for supervision of quality of the study programme, noticeboards of the faculty, websites of the faculty and university, electronic newsletter of the faculty, organised round table discussions on the issues of quality of studies. The above-mentioned information is available for teachers, administration of the faculty and external stakeholders. This information is constantly updated. The results of the last research on quality of studies are announced on http://su.lt/edukologijos-fakultetas/studiju-gidas/studiju-kokybe/kokybes-tyrimai. 

6.4 In relation to external stakeholders, the SER (Paragraphs 109.5) gives many examples of the close relationship with stakeholders as evidenced in reading lectures and conducting practical sessions at the faculty and/or at their educational institution, accepting students to placements and in publicising studies, but the Paragraph lacks examples of how stakeholders have contributed to significant change in the programme. The only example given of an “essential changes, to which external stakeholders contributed” is that they “provide the trained specialist with competences to carry out additional pedagogical role”.  The changed role identified does not seem to be a valid example of stakeholder involvement in external evaluation which has contributed to programme improvement.

As to whether the evaluation and improvement processes involve stakeholders, SER (Paragraphs 109.9) notes that various sources of data are mined, including annual interviews with graduates, individual conversations with stakeholders, teachers’ opinion imparted every year, having completed defence of final theses and in general meetings of teachers teaching in this study programme and students’ participation, administrating the programme.

The SER indicates that there is a commitment to having a transparent assessment system grounded on reflection.  The student voice finds expression at various meetings (of the Council of the faculty, dean’s office, departments, etc.) or individual conversations.  As an example of an improvement brought about by the students, the SER gives the example of the research on students’ academic dishonesty at Šiauliai University which led to new regulations.

6.5 On the question of whether the internal quality assurance measures are effective and efficient, EET considered that the system is in place, while being adequate, could be significantly improved by having an office and a designated person responsible for monitoring quality and implementing quality assurance systems rather than through the current arrangement where it is one of the responsibilities of the vice rector for studies.
Overall, EET considered that, in the context of programme management, the systems of internal quality assurance are adequate.

III. RECOMMENDATIONS 

The EET recommends that the University and the Ministry engage in discussion to decide on how this “non-degree” and other similar programmes might be described in terms of the status which they confirm and the standards that they represent rather than continuing to describe what they are not! Consideration might be given to such descriptors as “Post-graduate programme in Education”, “Graduate Diploma in Education”, “Advanced Diploma in Teaching” etc. Otherwise, consideration should be given to offering this qualification at Masters level. 

EET considers that standards and the quality of the Subject Pedagogy study programme would be improved if access were limited to a more coherent cohort of applicant, namely, those who are already teaching and it makes this recommendation to the University.

EET recommends that, on the basis of two successive evaluations which have drawn attention to the denomination of this programme, further consideration should be given by the University to offering this programme at Masters level.

EET recommends that ŠU review its internal procedures for Quality Assurance, specifically in regard to the manner in which it provides guidance to those charged with preparing Self-Assessment Reports and the extent to which the learning arising from this process accrues and resides with a single office/individual within the University.

EET strongly recommends that a University-wide approach to training in quality systems, to implementation of the “Strategy of Quality Improvement of University Studies for years 2008-2011” and to the conducting, monitoring and processing of all quality surveys conducted by individual staff and Departments of the University.

IV. SUMMARY

The main strength of this programme is that it is helping to resolve a problem within the Lithuanian educational system where there are large numbers of unqualified individuals currently acting as teachers.

The main weakness of the programme is that it is categorised as a “non-degree programme” and, as such, suffers from a lack of clarity about the level at which it is best pitched, leading to a degree of confusion about the content and learning outcomes that are appropriate to such a programme.

The programme aims and learning outcomes
The unique strength of this programme lies in the fact that the study programme Subject Pedagogy placement is integrated in study subjects, except for the last semester.

A weakness of the programme lies in the fact that all comers are accepted onto the programme which must then cope with a cohort of students some of whom are experienced in classrooms and others of whom are not.  On top of this, the confusion as to the level of study and the level of qualification involved (Level 6 or Level 7 on the Lithuanian Qualifications Framework) creates great difficulty for programme designers in setting appropriate levels of Learning Outcome.

Curriculum design

In relation to Curriculum Design, a strength lies in the fact that the programme has been regularly upgraded, most recently in 2011.
A weakness arises from the fact that, under new regulations, as much as 84% of the programme volume is now accounted for in self-directed learning.

Teaching staff

The EET is satisfied that the staff working on this programme are satisfactory and meet current legal requirements. 

A weakness is that many of the staff do not have a wide range of linguistic competence, thereby reducing opportunities for learning from mobility, reading research in other languages, etc.

Facilities and learning resources

From its field visit and the other evidence provided, the EET was very satisfied with the range of resources available, both physical and otherwise.

A weakness arises from the fact that, despite availability, students do not seem to be making much use of international literature in their papers and theses.

Study process and students' performance assessment

A strength of the programme lies in the level of student satisfaction with the manner in which it is made available and the extent to which their needs are taken into account in programme planning and delivery, not least in the level of flexibility in relation to delivery, attendance and assessment.

The programme exhibits a range of weaknesses, including the lack of any coherent entry criteria, lack of rigour in assessment, most especially in relation to the involvement of the University in the assessment of the teaching practicum and in the failure to standardise the outcomes of that process.

Programme management 
The Department of Education Studies is aware of the need for transparent systems of assessment and evaluation and has been working towards giving voice to stakeholders and students.

Significant opportunities are available for improving the system of quality assessment and assurance so that a more coherent, comprehensive and University-wide system is put in place.

V. GENERAL ASSESSMENT 

The study programme Subject pedagogy (state code – 631X13005, 62207S107) of Siauliai University 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  
	2

	2.
	Curriculum design
	3

	3.
	Teaching staff
	3

	4.
	Facilities and learning resources 
	4

	5.
	Study process and students' performance assessment 
	1

	6.
	Programme management 
	2

	 
	Total: 
	15


*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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