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I. INTRODUCTION  
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

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 in Pedagogy which is implemented by the Department of Education Sciences at Vytautas Magnus University (hereinafter VMU).  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 15 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 VMU on 23 May 2012.

This report does not paraphrase or re-present the range of information presented in the Report of the Self-Assessment Group (hereafter SAG). Instead, it focuses on issues raised in the Self-Assessment Report (hereafter SAR) as well as raising some issues not addressed in the SAR 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 SAR, 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 VMU

· Meeting with the staff responsible for the preparation of the Self-Assessment 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 VMU 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.
A teacher training programme has been provided at the Department of Education Science (hereinafter DES) of the Faculty of Social Sciences (hereinafter FSS) since 2007 – 2008 academic year. A previous version of the programme existed but since 2010 the programme has been carried out on the basis of the Law on Science and Studies (2009) and provisions of Teacher Education Regulations (2010), as a non-degree study programme in Pedagogy. 
The SAR claims that the Non-degree study programme Pedagogy is carried out in two types at VMU: 

1) As an optional module in the education and development field for those studying in other university programmes in which the aim is not teacher education. The form of these studies is part-time; the volume is no less than 20 and no more than 30 study credits per year. This form of studies can be chosen by all VMU 1st-4th bachelor and master study programme students studying at VMU. Studies are organized and implemented by the DES. 

2) As post-diploma studies (according to VMU Study Regulations, Ch. 3, par.3.1.7) which admit people with higher education qualifications. 
II. PROGRAMME ANALYSIS 

1. Programme aims and learning outcomes  

Firstly it must be stated that these programmes are lacking in guidance as to specific requirements for Intended Learning Outcomes (ILOs) from legislation. Better guidance on the level of the programme and hence the ILOs’ wording is required from The Ministry to enable institutions to differentiate between the ILOs for different levels of study
The programme’s aim is to produce certificated competent teachers for schools and in extra- curricular activities who can perform all the requirements of a teaching professional. The Learning Outcomes are not expressed here as Intended LOs (ILOs) which is what in fact they are. If the ILOs are achieved then the award can be given, but other learning outcomes may occur during the programme which were not specifically intended. The programme’s aim appears to be much narrower than the intended learning outcomes, because the focus of the aim is on the content rather than the outcomes at the end of study. The ILOs are stated clearly but are not followed through in detail to courses and then to assessment. It would be good to see a table including these elements so it can be noted how often the ILOs are covered and assessed in the programme. This would make it easier to see possible under or over representation of the LOs. Table 1 (1.1.1), which does make an attempt to link LOs to study subjects, does not make the link to assessment clear. It is too vague and all encompassing.
In point 1.2.1. of SAR 3 areas of ILOs are described: personal; didactic/managemental and didactic/strategical. It is very hard to grasp the essence of these outcomes, because they deal not only with individual/class activities or objectives, but also are given for a graduate perspective of skills, dealing with school and the whole education system. For such a short course this is too ambitious; this is very wide and lacks specificity.

The SAR (1.1.2) clearly claims that the programme follows current regulations for this level of programme i.e. non-degree level in Lithuania. However, the SAR also states that the programme can be taken at Master’s study level. This is in many ways to be applauded if all the students on the programme were successful graduates and this was allowed in law. However, undergraduates can take this programme as an ‘optional module’ (This is very unclear as it is programme not a module). The SAR describes this as ‘a double process’ of programme provision. This it appears does not match with the idea of post qualification provision and the consecutive as opposed to concurrent provision required for this level of programme. It cannot therefore be offered at Master’s level to undergraduates or at undergraduate level to Master’s students. Therefore it can be said that the learning outcomes do not match the “Teacher training regulations”, because the SAR team have presented the programme as a Master’s studies level programme as well as at undergraduate and post graduate levels. The SAR is not clear in defining the three different programmes on offer under this title.
It appears that for different levels of qualification the same ILOs are used thus making the ILOs very non-specific as to level e.g. ‘learning assessment, achievement skills’ should be achieved at a specific level to match requirements for the level of study. So for Master’s level we would expect to see suitable words used to express ILOs e.g. ‘mastery or synthesis of rather than lower level requirements such as understanding or analysis of…….’        
The need for programme is not supported by any data from Kaunas/Kaunas region (1.1.5). The need for teachers in the area is unclear particularly in light of the decreasing birth rate and emigration. So despite the need to replace retiring teachers it does not appear from the SAR that all students obtain employment easily despite some of them already being employed in schools,

It appears from the SAR that the need for teachers is based on research dated from 2006. This is now six years old and circumstances have changed a great deal since then. It became clear during the visit and subsequently that three HEIs are providing similar courses in the area, VMU KTU and also Lithuanian University of Educational Sciences. It is not clear whether there is a market for this duplication of provision in the area.
The SAR claims that there is a need for specialist teachers but is not specific with regard to subject, age taught or whether the need is for vocational teachers. Much more local and national research is required but HEIs and government in order to produce cost effective programmes which fulfil a data led need.

It is good to see that the stakeholders are involved in discussions when the programme is reviewed and renewed

In the Teacher training regulations it is clearly said, that “Admission to a taught postgraduate teacher training programme leading to a postgraduate certificate in education shall be open to persons with higher education qualifications wishing to become specialist subject teachers or vocational education teachers” (point 8). So the programme provision as an optional ‘module’ in this, non-degree studies is impossible, though of great use to the students who select it as it offers a wider range of employment opportunities. However, students follow this in addition to their usual undergraduate studies adding a great deal of extra work. It is good to see in the new regulations that it will be possible to combine pedagogy programmes with a variety of undergraduate studies. 

There is confusion in the SAR about the ways in which the programme is offered for example. SAR 1.3.point 11 which documents the way the programme is offered to undergraduates despite earlier claims that the programmes follows a consecutive model. In reality three versions of the programme are offered which is not made clear in the SAR i.e. an undergraduate option, a programme for those employed as teachers in schools (or placed there to undertake the programme and then find employment) and a programme which combines the pedagogy programme with a Master’s in Education Sciences. These three versions of the programme are taught to the same learning outcomes but separately.
The same ILOs are designed for BA students, BA graduates, MA students and non-degree students. This is not acceptable according to the Bologna agreement. 

It appears that anyone studying for a bachelor’s degree can take the non-degree course in pedagogy (in the case of the ‘optional module’), resulting in a very wide range of subjects to be catered for, in particular specialist subject didactics. How these students will be prepared for teaching such a variety of subjects and how the team can cope with this is not clear in the SAR. 
Educational management is not an initial teacher education programme in most countries but programmes on this area are completed after some experience in school. This is not a non-degree or undergraduate subject area. The Master’s level of work is understandable but allows for students to obtain 2 qualifications at the same time, a certificate to teach and a Master’s degree.
The programme designed as a post diploma study programme is taught separately from the other 2 variations but the same concerns are present in all versions namely the lack of clarity on the level and the use of inappropriate LOs , i.e. lack of specificity of word used to define Level 6, problems with the teaching practice and its assessment and missing elements in the content (research theory and subject didactics as mentioned elsewhere. 
2. Curriculum design 

The duration of part-time studies (one year) is not sufficient and does not match the regulations.

It is essential for the credits to be expressed in ECTS now as this is most confusing or at least in both national credits and ECTS. The team have started to consider this and the Bologna level but this should have been completed now as it is required by law. The team have sensibly attempted to set a level for the programme of Level 6 and adhere to the Lithuanian regulations for training teachers but there is still the problem with the Master’s programme as stated above. 

There are concerns about the quantity and type of teaching practice undertaken as the last practice appears to be more about completing the final paper than undertaking independent teaching.

Subject didactics are in the main left to schools to provide. This is not acceptable as not all mentors are trained, or schools assessed as to their suitability to deliver the required subject input.

Awarding a Master’s degree where 50% of the modules have credits not at Master’s level (VMU has designated the programme as Level 6) gives rise to serious concern as to the compatibility of this Master’s with those in Europe where only a proportion of credits for Master’s degree can be at Level 6. 
In the SAR 2.1 the different teaching practices are defined as a progression towards independence but the last practice is more to do with completion of the final project than actual teaching which is essential and should be separate.
It is not clear as to how practice is assessed and there is no organised training of mentors despite previous research pointing to the need for this. This coupled with the lack of school teaching experience of some of the staff raises questions as to how students can be prepared for the practical needs of the classroom in this programme.

There is a serious omission with regard to the lack of preparation for all students for teaching children with special educational needs as well diversity.

The SAR claims that the programme is practically oriented, which the students applaud However, the amount of independent teaching is not consistent with ensuring the achievement of the ILOs for the programme.  The cognitive practice content is not clearly expressed in the SAR what subjects are contained in it, what particular requirements of students are demanded? It appears that the first practice module is very much about observation and communication not actual teaching. It is essential that these students are involved from the outset in actual teaching. The second and longest practice, the ‘qualifying practice’ includes a great deal of material which is not focussed on actual teaching that could be completed in the cognitive practice module. It is not clear from the SAR how much independent teaching is actually undertaken and how the practice is assessed only that the assessment is shared between and untrained mentor and a tutor who may never have taught in a school themselves. However, it is good that university staff visit schools and discuss assessment with mentors.

There is no provision for the students in this programme to work in another school and so to face different challenges and practices. The final practice is mostly, it appears, to do with the final thesis as opposed to teaching. This is not sufficient face to face independent teaching to achieve the ILOs and also there is nothing in the SAR about how practice is assessed. 
Mentors comments on the practice are very weak and not analytical and marking is very high. Students’ evaluation of their lessons is descriptive as opposed to analytical. This makes the achievement of the ILOs very difficult.
There is a serious omission in the provision of research skills for these students. If they were previously undertaken in earlier degrees this should be stated but it is possible not all students will have had this theoretical input. It is impossible to undertake reliable and valid research without input on the theoretical aspects, ethics, methodologies, sampling etc.
See above re the need to prepare students for SEN teaching and the focus of teaching practices.

For the final thesis there are titles that are too wide ranging and not always related towards teaching methodologies or subject studies. In such a short piece of work this would be preferable.
It is not clear from the SAR as to the level of input the students on this programme receive on the use of ICT in the school classroom. However, it is good to see that distance learning provision is held in great regard by the university and students are being prepared for use of modern technical equipment. However, the lack of specific subject didactics means that the ICT module (though it is good to see its presence) has to be general and that students have to find out the specifics of software provision and use for different subjects from schools. Their ability to do this then depends on the provisions in the school and attitudes there to the use of technology. Good practice cannot be guaranteed. 
3. Teaching staff 

In 2010-2011 programme subjects were taught by 7 teachers who hold doctor in Education Science degrees; 1 – doctor’s degree in psychology (medical psychology) science; 1 – doctor’s degree in humanitarian sciences (linguistics). One professor, three associate professors and five lecturers taught in the programme (Annex 3). 

The staff are well qualified in relation to the theoretical aspects of the programme but there appears to be a serious lack in specialists for school subjects who have experience in classrooms as teachers. Without this it is difficult to see how the ILOs can be achieved. This is related to the lack of mentor training as to how to assess and support trainee teachers. There is also concern over how the wide variety of school subject studies are covered by this staff’s expertise.

The staff student ratios are not expressed as hours of staff commitment against numbers of students. If the figures presented in the SAR are to be believed the programme is not financially viable, but they do not appear to be correctly expressed; it is not numbers of staff but numbers of staff hours in relation to student contact hours that are required. Despite requests for ratios it was not possible to get accurate figures.
The SAR demonstrates that the changes to the programme have resulted in staff changes to meet the new legal requirements and the qualifications of staff are in line with present requirements. However, the EET is concerned with the lack of subject specialists who can teach subject didactics. It would be good to see, as suggested in the SAR more visiting staff from overseas in order to help students develop their skills in parallel with EU norms. This would to some extent help with the problems caused by the lack of ability of the students to participate in long exchanges.
All staff at VMU (3.2.1) have the opportunity to engage in staff development activities and the SAR lists members of staff who have participated in such events. Staff also are encouraged to publish in scientific journals and VMU has a policy to support and strengthen qualitative scientific production of the teaching staff which is being implemented at the university. The following major ways of programme teacher qualification development can be noted: participation in national and international scientific conferences, training and workshops, internships, teacher exchange programmes. It is worth noting that the teachers of this programme design and deliver qualification development events themselves which are related to the subject they teach, give lectures for Lithuanian and foreign teachers and students. 

Involvement in exchange programmes is expressed in the SAR as participation by members of the Department as opposed to those teaching on the programme. It is essential that the SAR only addresses issues related to staff and students on the programme not to others in the faculty or department.
Staff teaching on the programme are actively engaged in research which is related to the programme but it would be good to see more research into using and training mentors and into the learning and teaching approaches related to the specific subject areas. Publications occur regularly and staff attend international conferences to deliver papers on their work. A comprehensive list of staff’s research activity is provided in the SAR.
Not all mentors are trained and this must be urgently addressed in order to prevent over marking and a lack of standardization. Training can be provided on the web if required but should be updated each year.

4. Facilities and learning resources 

There are 75 auditoriums in the university; all of them provide room for lectures. The largest auditoriums have 150 working places. If a larger group of students is formed, the subjects are taught for two streamed groups. General part subjects (Group A) are also taught in VMU Grand Hall (774 seats). 

Designing the schedule for lectures, the number of students in the course and the number of working places in the premise are taken into account. The majority of auditoriums are occupied between 8 a.m. to 6:30 p.m. In autumn semester the demand for auditoriums is higher than in spring semester, as the final year students have fewer courses in spring semester due to writing of their final theses. Vacant auditoriums are used to organize student self-study activity, individual and group consultations, seminars and other events. 

There appear to be no problems with this provision as much student work is independent. 
The staff have working spaces provided to prepare materials for lectures and for tutorials. There appears to be good provision of required equipment e.g. LieDM video conference professional equipment and the Moodle virtual learning environment. Provision of these facilities is to be applauded and of great use to students whose attendance in the university is limited. It would be good to see the provision of interactive whiteboards in all classrooms and staff and students  trained in their use in specific subject areas. Classrooms and lecture rooms seem to be adequately provided with equipment and students have access to one room where all computers have SPSS.
According to the SAR students’ practice can occur in the schools in which they are working where conditions have to be judged to be good as regards mentors, resources, and a suitable culture to support training. However, it is not made clear what happens to a potential or existing student whose school is judged inadequate or how these judgements of adequacy are made. The EET has a real concern here that students lack a wide experience of practice in different environments and this needs to be taken into consideration. For students who need a placement provided the university works with a local gymnasium, “Rasos” gymnasium, where the SAR claims that experienced teachers can provide quality supervision for practice activity of VMU students. According to the SAR the gymnasium follows the principle that mentors can be only teachers who have the qualification category of a teacher expert. It would be useful in future SARs to have the ratio of students who are placed in their work schools, those who find their own schools and those who are placed by the university.
There is concern as to how schools are vetted as ‘suitable’ when students are already working as teachers and in practice have to undertake practice in their work school.
There is concern that many of the booklists provided do not list internet sources or foreign material for students to use. This is a missed opportunity. Good data bases are provided but the students are not using them which gives rise to concern. Students tend to rely on their schools for school textbooks it would be good to see these at the heart of didactics teaching in the university.
5. Study process and students‘ performance assessment   
It is very worrying to see that students are accepted onto the programme without an examination of their commitment and suitability to be teachers. It would be advisable that all students are interviewed prior to admission, as it is not academic ability alone that determines one’s success as a teacher. It is not clear if all students who wish to take the ‘optional module’ as part of undergraduate students are selected in any way apart from by personal preference. This selection process for all students as to their suitability or teaching is essential, especially as the failure rate is virtually nil. 
As the ILOs are basic and not related to the level of the programme in any way, this is difficult to judge. There are concerns re the last practice, the provision of introduction to SEN approaches for teaching and the lack of research theory training therefore putting into question whether the aim of producing competent teachers is being met.

Students do undertake research but no specific research theory training is given. As previously stated some students may have received this in a previous qualification but what they learned in the past may not be the most suitable approach to use in a school classroom. Action Research in particular needs to be considered. The thesis should be more closely related to subject areas and classroom problems. Many titles are too all-encompassing for such a small work.
As many of the students are employed the short nature of the programme makes this difficult. Those on the undergraduate programme however, do have this opportunity and some of these students had the intention of going abroad. However, it would be good to see more visiting lecturers. The team seem to be making this idea of exchange a priority for the future but in reality it will be hard to achieve for students who are already working. The programme implementation group is working on this problem and possibly the use of the virtual learning environment could at least widen the experience of students with the provision of forums and foreign lecturers.
Students reported that they were in constant contact with staff who were supportive and provided possibilities for face to face and internet consultations. Social support is provided and students feel very involved with the university

Students are provided with criteria against which work is assessed. However, the grades given are very high and it appears that no students fail. In particular the assessment of practice appears to lack overall standardisation in that there is no real mechanism for seeing that grades are equal across different schools and subject areas and there is no external evaluation of the grades nationally which would ensure consistency of quality. It is extremely hard for the EET to believe that every student taken onto the programme will be successful in gaining a teaching qualification. This is not the norm in other EU countries.
It is good to see the stress on students’ academic honesty and concerns over plagiarism are being addressed. Criteria for the assessment of teaching practice should address this element of professional capability in detail.
The SAR is positive about possible employment opportunities for students from this programme but admits that there is a declining need for teachers in the country due to demographic changes, emigration etc. There is it appears a need to specialists in some rural areas but no figures are given for this. 

6. Programme management 

The SAR notes that the management and decision making structure of non-degree study programme in Pedagogy consists of: Study Programme Committee, Department of Education Science, Faculty of Social Sciences and Council of the Faculty of Social Sciences. Students are represented on these structures.
The chair of the SPC has clearly designated duties including leadership of the programme, strategic planning and development, resourcing of the programme, communication with staff and quality assurance. It is good to note that the SPC involves stakeholders who take part in discussions about the study programme and how it should be changed and made relevant to the job market. This kind of partnership is to be applauded and it is also good that from now students will be part of this process as part time students will be able to represent students on that board. It would be useful to note how other members of the teaching team feed into this process and how decisions regarding change and discussed with all staff involved.
Internal assessment is performed once per year on the basis of: the responses received from students (not earlier than during the last three weeks of semester), indicators of their learning achievements and progress made, suggestions of programme teachers, practice supervisors and social partners and other accumulated information. Qualitative information is also gathered from students, stakeholders, teachers etc. via practice reports comments and other data. Discussions occur regularly on how to improve the programme and a quality improvement plan is prepared by the SPC and submitted to the FSS. Students felt well informed about programme changes and that their concerns were considered and feedback given.
All areas in the programme are subject to quality monitoring and every two years the programme is renewed and staff are encouraged to link their research to the new areas under consideration. All this appears to be a robust process and involves all those who input to or take part in the programme. 
It is clear that stakeholders are closely involved with the programme, its assessment, quality assurance and development. The partnership developed with particular schools is to be applauded though it would be good to see partnership arrangements with a wider range of schools which are used for practice.

The SAR provides clear examples of how the QA processes are used to make changes to the programme following suggestions from students and stakeholders. It would be good for the SAR to clearly explain how the QA system results are fed back to the students and stakeholders with explanations as to what changes have or have not been made and why. This was divined by questioning but it would be good to see it reported on the SAR.
III. RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Programme aims and learning outcomes need to be readdressed at the appropriate level. Master’s, Bachelor’s and undergraduate and different SADs appear to be required. The VMU team and the EET were to some extent confused as to what was actually being evaluated as they were presented as one programme with different branches to the EET.

In future SARs the ILOs need to be expressed in the correct manner utilising the different words planned to describe the different achievement levels, suit the level of the programmes being offered and be matched to the courses and to the assessments. The ILOs need to be related very much to the production of an effective teacher and avoid trying to encompass wider ambitions. Clarity is required as to the level of this programme nationally so that HEIs can write sensible and appropriate ILOs.
2. The duration of the part time programme is insufficient, incompatible with the law and the need to prepare such students for such a wide variety of subject teaching. Teaching practice needs to be firmly centred on performance in the classroom and more attention given to subject didactics within the programme.

All students need to be prepared to work with pupils with special needs and in diverse classrooms. 

Specific teaching on suitable research methodologies for use in classrooms needs to be provided.

Students should all be encouraged to visit other schools to see different contexts and teaching styles.

3. Staff are well qualified and some have experience in schools but it would be good to see all staff with school experience which is regularly updated.

Correct staff student ratios need to be prepared for any future SAR.

It is essential that the university addresses the need to train all mentors in how to support students and how to assess them against the criteria set by the university. This is urgent as the written feedback from mentors is in many cases non-critical and not focussed on helping students to improve.
4. Resources in the university are well supplied, in most cases. There are adequate teaching rooms and access to computers. The distance learning provision is being rolled out to all programmes and is an asset to students who are not attending the university every day. There is a good provision of data bases including full text journals but students need to make more use of them. It would be good to see more use of school textbooks being incorporated into didactics courses.

5. Admission requirements need urgent attention. At present it appears almost anyone is accepted onto the programme especially if self-funded. Some form of interview for all prospective students should be undertaken using staff from school and university in order to assess suitability for teaching. 

Students need correct training in research methods in order to carry out research in classrooms. Titles of theses need to be carefully discussed to make them appropriate and not over-ambitious.

Efforts should be made to introduce more foreign lecturers into the programme as these students find travelling difficult or they should be encouraged to go on short visits during school holidays.

The assessment system needs urgent attention to ensure equality, good quality control, realistic grades and standardisation of marks. There should be some students who fail courses particularly in regards to teaching practice. Possibly tutors from another HEI should be asked to see individual student’s portfolios and teaching.

  IV. SUMMARY

1. Programme aims and learning outcomes

The aims and objectives of the programme need to truly reflect the mission of preparing competent teachers. LOs need to be written in accordance with Bologna guidance related to the level of the programme which must be decided at national level. These must then be followed through into each course and each assessment – the criteria being based on the ILOs addressed in each specific course. Care should be taken to ensure that there is equability in the coverage of ILOs across the programme. ILOs should be designed to fit the level of programme being offered. If allowed at Master‘s level the ILOs for this programme should be distinct from those designed for undergraduates.

2. Curriculum design 

Three variations of the programme are provided which appear to some extent to be serving a national need in the production of trained teachers (those working unqualified in schools) though in this case extra students are being taught at undergraduate level as a way of increasing the potential employment of the students. This however, is not the national aim of the programme. As a result of the diversity of programme provision and the unclear guidance from the Ministry  as mentioned above the ILOs do not fit the different levels of undergraduate, postgraduate and Master’s level. The staff have decided that the Level is 6 but this then causes difficulty with the design of the Master’s course as 50% of the credits are below Master’s level which is not compatible with EU standards. 
It is understandable in the present climate that the university might be eager to help students train for teaching at the same time as undergoing subject teaching for a Bachelor’s degree. However, the resulting work load is very high and though students are delighted to be given this opportunity it would be far better if a clear concurrent model was used cutting down the numbers of credits to be followed in the main subject, whilst at the same time ensuring that students are suited to and well prepared for practice in schools. The new regulations seem to address this concern.
There is a serious deficiency in the provision of subject didactics

Special educational needs also requires specific provision in taught classes. 
Schools are not selected due to their suitability to train teachers and not all mentors are trained so relying on them for specialist input is risky and not consistent.

3. Teaching staff
This programme at VMU is run by a dedicated and enthusiastic staff who have been struggling with a lack of guidance on the level at which the programme is set. Students praise the staff for their dedication and commitment to them, they are approachable and supportive. Staff regularly attend conferences and publish their research. They are active in contact with colleagues abroad. Some have school teaching experience themselves, which is good and more staff who have this type of experience could help with the EET’s concern over subject didactics.
4. Facilities and learning resources

Students have good access to materials in paper and online with distance support provided. There is wide provision of data bases for use by students where full text international journals can be accessed. However, there is a lack of use of these materials in some booklists and in final works. The teaching rooms are pleasant and adequate for requirements.
5. Study process and students’ performance assessment

Many of the courses provided are well suited to the programme but the support of students on teaching practice needs urgent revision. The EET’s main concerns are with subject didactics and the wide range of subjects offered and with teaching practice. Mentors must be trained, particularly if they are to be relied upon to teach specific subject didactics (though this is not the preferred solution to the problem, as this should be taught by specialists in the university with backup from the school mentor). Assessment of practice is joint; school mentor and university tutor, but there is no quality assurance of the marking across all the provision including all the subject areas and no external quality control. Marks are too high and there are no failures, which is hard to believe. Everyone is not suited to becoming a teacher even if highly motivated. There needs to be some overall strategy for confirming that the marks awarded in different schools and for different subject teaching are standardised across the programme and nationally.
6. Programme management

There are good relationships with schools and the staff team are to some extent aware of the problems they face in teaching this programme. The SAR details at the end of sections strengths and weaknesses, though suggestions could be more robust for overcoming the problems set out. There is regular revision of the programme taking into account the views of students and staff. However, the team needs urgently to address the omissions in subject didactics and the support and assessment of practice.

V. GENERAL ASSESSMENT 
The study programme Pedagogy (state codes – 631X10004, 62207S118) of Vytautas Magnus 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
	2

	3.
	Teaching staff
	3

	4.
	Facilities and learning resources 
	3

	5.
	Study process and students' performance assessment 
	1

	6.
	Programme management 
	3

	 
	Total: 
	14


*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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