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Introduction	
Aims and Scope of the Report 
This evaluation report presents the findings from the implementation of the curricula developed 
across five European higher education institutions as part of the Erasmus+ Project S.HI.E.L.D. 
vs Disinformation. It was compiled from data collected during the teaching phase of the project, 
following action research methodology. The aim was to assess the quality and impact of the 
implemented courses, gather field-based feedback, and support participants' reflection toward 
improved educational practices and revised materials. 

The scope of the evaluation covers a range of teaching implementations conducted 
between 2023 and 2025. These include 3 Types of Courses: short intensive courses, semester-
long modules, and integrated practicum experiences across disciplines such as medicine, 
education, communication, and humanities.  

The table below (Table 1) summarizes key data related to each course: duration, course 
type and the number of students who participated.  
Table 1: Courses’ Overview 

UNIVERSITY DURATION 
Course Type n° of 

undergrads 
n° of  

postgrads 

Medical University of Gdańsk (Poland) March 2024  Long 1 21  

Medical University of Gdańsk (Poland) April 2024 Long 2 16  

Medical University of Gdańsk (Poland) March 2024 
Short 1 

22 
 

University of Crete (Greece) March-April 2024 Short 2 34  

University of Crete (Greece) Spring Semester 2024 
Practicum 

21 
 

Tartu University (Estonia) January 2024 Short 1 18  

Tartu University (Estonia) Autumn semester 2024 Long 1 15  

Medical University of Gdańsk (Poland) January 2025 Short 2 24  

Medical University of Gdańsk (Poland) May 2025 Short 3 20  

Vrije Universiteit Brussel Autumn Semester 2024 Long 1 13  

Vrije Universiteit Brussel Autumn Semester 2024 Long 2 16  

University of Crete (Greece) Autumn Semester 2024 Long 1 30  

University of Crete (Greece) Spring Semester 2025 Short 2 32  

Vrije Universiteit Brussel June 2025 
Short 1 

10 
 

CY Cergy Paris University (France) Nov–Dec 2024 Short Course  16 
Vrije Universiteit Brussel September 2025 Practicum 108  

  
  

400 
16 

 
In total, the implementation engaged 400 undergraduate and 16 postgraduate students across 
various institutional and cultural contexts. This diversity reflects the S.HI.E.L.D. vs Disinfo 
curriculum’s flexibility and its potential for wide adoption in different academic settings, 
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supporting one of the project’s key goals, empowering learners to critically engage with 
disinformation in both their academic and future professional lives. 
  
Research Methodology  
The report is grounded in action research principles, emphasizing a cyclical process of 
planning, acting, observing, and reflecting. During the teaching phase, qualitative and 
quantitative data were collected to feed reflective practices among teaching staff. This iterative 
process enabled educators to assess the outcomes of their pedagogical choices and adapt their 
approaches accordingly. The participatory and bottom-up nature of this methodology aligns 
with the project's core objective of empowering educators and ensuring sustainable curriculum 
development (Katsarou, 2016). 
The evaluation process included collaborative discussions within the project partnership, where 
implemented practices and outcomes were collectively reviewed. This fostered mutual learning 
and continuous improvement across institutions. 
  
Evaluation Tools  
A minimum of five evaluation tools were developed and deployed to support this research 
process. These included: 

·        Student questionnaires capturing feedback on engagement, learning outcomes, and 
course satisfaction (Appendix 1). 
·   Teachers’ reflective diaries documenting instructional approaches, observations, and 
adjustments (Appendix 2). 
·        External observations during teaching sessions (Appendix 3). 
·        Students’ progress analysis through both: 

o   Quantitative methods (e.g., pre-/post-tests, assessment scores) 
o   Qualitative outputs (e.g., assignments, projects, creative outputs). 

  
Summary of the Results  
Data gathered revealed several key outcomes: 

· Positive student feedback across institutions, especially regarding critical thinking 
and media literacy. 

· Increased engagement with digital tools such as ChatGPT, Hoaxy, and Truly Media. 
· Improved ability among students to evaluate and respond to dis-/misinformation. 
· Refinements and innovations in teaching strategies, based on direct feedback and 

reflection. 
· All educators reported enhanced teaching skills and pedagogical awareness due to 

their engagement with the action research approach. 
 

These findings not only validate the effectiveness of the S.HI.E.L.D. vs Disinfo curricula but 
also demonstrate the potential for meaningful, scalable impact in media literacy education 
across Europe. 
 
The following sections present an overview of how the curricula were implemented at each of 
the five participating universities, along with key findings drawn from the data collected in 
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each case. Data analysis was carried out locally by each university's team of educators, using 
the tools and methods outlined above. Here, the results are presented in an aggregated and 
comparative manner, offering insight into both the commonalities and unique aspects of 
implementation across institutional contexts. This comparative perspective enables a deeper 
understanding of the curricula’s adaptability and effectiveness within diverse academic and 
cultural environments.1 

  

  

 
1The present data analysis encompasses courses delivered up to and including the Spring semester of 2025. 
Courses conducted from June 2025 onwards adhered to the same syllabus as earlier cohorts and are therefore 
not examined in detail in this report but they are included in the quantitative overview. 
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Institution: Medical University of Gdańsk in Poland 
 
COURSES EVALUATED 

● Short Course 1  
● Short Course 2 
● Short Course 3 
● Long Course 1  
● Long Course 2  

1. COURSE CONTENT OVERVIEW 

Each course tackled the S.HI.E.L.D. vs Disinfo curriculum from different angles: 

● Short Courses focused on introduction to fake news, psychological drivers, and health-
related fake news. 

● Long Course 1 & 2 covered broader scopes, including validity of sources, scientific 
methods, and empathetic communication, aligned with 8 topics from the S.HI.E.L.D. vs 
Disinfo General Curriculum (i.e, topics 1,2,3,4,5,6,9,10). Real-world subjects (e.g., 5G 
health myths, anti-vaccine narratives) and media examples were consistently used. 
 

2. TEACHING METHODOLOGY 

● All courses used seminar-based, discussion-led, and case study-driven teaching 
models. 

● Emphasis was placed on group work, role play, debates, and practical analysis. 
● Long Course 2 introduced role-play with patients and empathy training, enhancing 

communication competencies. 
● Educators incorporated feedback dynamically, making courses adaptive and 

responsive. 

3. LEARNING TOOLS AND MATERIALS2 

● Common tools used: PubMed, UpToDate, Perplexity, Hoaxy, Google Lens, DISCERN, 
Bradford Hill Criteria. 

● Media content (e.g., Medonet articles) used to simulate disinformation analysis. 
● Materials were rated highly by students (average 4.5/5 or higher in satisfaction). 

 
2 PubMed → https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov 
UpToDate → https://www.uptodate.com 
Perplexity → https://www.perplexity.ai 
Hoaxy → https://hoaxy.osome.iu.edu 
Google Lens → https://lens.google 
DISCERN Instrument → http://www.discern.org.uk 
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● Visual aids, interactive elements, and digital platforms were praised, though some 
students asked for more engaging or gamified content. 

4. STUDENTS’ ASSESSMENT METHODS 

● Final assignments in all courses required students to critically assess the credibility of 
a real media article. 

● Assessment rubric included: Source reliability, use of tools, argumentation quality, and 
logical structure. 
 

5. ALIGNMENT WITH S.HI.E.L.D. vs Disinfo CURRICULUM 

1. All three courses were strongly aligned with the S.HI.E.L.D. vs Disinfo Curriculum: 
a. Topics 1–6 appeared in every course. 
b. Topics 9–10 (on motivations and societal responsibility) featured in the long 

courses. 
c. Methodologies adhered to curriculum emphasis on critical thinking, tool use, 

and digital/media literacy. 
2. Teachers adapted course plans to meet curriculum objectives through multi-modal 

teaching and reflective tasks. 

 
6. STUDENT FEEDBACK STATUS 

Across all courses, student feedback was overwhelmingly positive: 

● Students reported significant increases in awareness of disinformation. 
● Ratings for active and critical learning methods ranged from 4.0 to 4.8 out of 5. 
● Reflection, empathy, and critical engagement were frequently cited as transformational. 
● Some critique focused on statistical content or overly theoretical elements, especially 

in Long Course 1. 

7. POSITIVE OUTCOMES ACROSS COURSES 
 

● Students managed well in recognizing clickbait, identifying weak sourcing, and 
attempting verification. 

● Increased critical awareness, media literacy, and empathy. 
● Students reported a change in their attitudes toward misinformation and its believers. 
● Students reported high levels of satisfaction with interactive and practical elements. 
● Students demonstrated the ability to transfer knowledge to both academic and 

professional contexts. 
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8. CHALLENGES IDENTIFIED 

● Some students felt the statistical and the theoretical content was less accessible. 
● A few requested smaller group discussions for better engagement. 
● Teachers noted that live fact-checking or handling disinformation “on the spot” was 

time-consuming. 
● Long Course 1 students struggled more with evidence-based medicine 

concepts compared to practical tools. 
● Students’ common weaknesses: superficial analysis, underuse of specific studies, 

reliance on general opinion. 
 

9. RECOMMENDATIONS AND IMPROVEMENTS 

● Increase group-based practical exercises, such as real-time debunking. 
● Provide more discipline-specific examples (e.g., disinformation in dietetics vs. general 

medicine). 
● Develop interactive modules (e.g., gamified content, role-plays, digital quizzes). 
● Start each course with a clear overview of curriculum goals and expectations. 
● Expand discussion on how to manage disinformed patients in clinical practice. 

10. CONCLUSION 

The implementation of the S.HI.E.L.D. vs Disinfo Curriculum across these medical courses 
demonstrates its effectiveness and adaptability in combating disinformation in health 
education. The combination of theoretical grounding and practical exercises has prepared 
students not only to identify and question misinformation but to act as responsible 
communicators in their future professional roles. While refinements in course delivery are 
suggested, the courses have successfully achieved their educational goals, offering a strong 
model for broader European implementation. 
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Institution: Tartu University, Estonia 
 
COURSES EVALUATED 
1. Long Course 1 
2. Short Course 2 
 
 

1. COURSE CONTENT OVERVIEW 
In all courses the educators addressed key elements of the disinformation landscape, including: 

● Semiotic foundations of strategic and political communication 
● Affective storytelling and emotional manipulation 
● Memes and calculated ambivalence 
● Political humor as a counter-strategy 
● Strategic conspiracy theories and the politicization of history  

These themes were explored through a cultural and media literacy lens, focusing on how 
disinformation is constructed, disseminated, and resisted 

Curriculum topics covered: 1,2,3,7,8 
 

2. TEACHING METHODOLOGY 
Instruction combined lectures, interactive seminars, and collaborative group work. Each 
session introduced theoretical concepts followed by discussion and applied analysis. The 
pedagogy emphasized peer learning, reflective practice, and critical discourse. In the 
“Semiotics” course, group work included the creation of influence campaigns, enabling 
experiential learning of the mechanisms of manipulation. 
 
3. LEARNING TOOLS AND MATERIALS 

Students engaged with curated academic readings, real-world case studies (e.g., propaganda 
videos, memes), and digital content. Materials were distributed in advance to support 
preparedness. Multimodal resources—such as video analyses and poster campaigns—were 
used to examine the intersection of visuals, language, and ideology. 

4. STUDENTS’ ASSESSMENT METHODS 

Assessments were tailored to course objectives: 

● “Introduction” course: Written homework analyzing or designing an influence 
campaign, with attention to media strategy, ethical risks, and critical reflection. 
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● “Semiotics” courses: Group projects involving the development of strategic messages, 
presented and discussed in class. Both formats assessed comprehension, analytical 
thinking, originality, and ethical awareness.  

● Grades ranged from A to D, with most students scoring between B and C. 

5. ALIGNMENT WITH S.HI.E.L.D. vs Disinfo CURRICULUM 

The courses directly addressed S.HI.E.L.D. vs Disinfo topics 1, 2, 3, 7, and 8, including: 

● Strategic communication and disinformation 
● Emotional and affective aspects of influence 
● Semiotic analysis of manipulative content 
● Humor and conspiracy theories in political discourse  

Curriculum alignment was consistent across objectives, methods, tools, and content, as 
affirmed by student and teacher feedback. 

6. STUDENT FEEDBACK STATUS 
 
Students participated actively in the evaluation process. Feedback was collected through 
structured questionnaires, group reflections, and oral discussions.  
Responses showed thoughtful engagement and offered insights into perceived strengths and 
improvement areas of the curriculum and delivery.  

 
7. POSITIVE OUTCOMES ACROSS COURSES 

• High levels of engagement and discussion, even in small groups 
• Students developed sharper critical thinking and media analysis skills 
• Increased awareness of how disinformation intersects with emotion, culture, and 

politics 
• Group work fostered collaboration and creative application of theory 
• The interdisciplinary structure enriched both theoretical and practical understanding 

8. CHALLENGES IDENTIFIED 
 

• Time management was a recurring issue due to deep engagement in discussion 
• Some examples (e.g., memes) felt too localized for international students 
• Tasks involving fictional campaign creation raised ethical concerns 
• Participation levels varied in larger groups due to differing backgrounds and 

confidence 
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9. RECOMMENDATIONS AND IMPROVEMENTS 
Recommendations:  

a) Explore ways to encourage students to share more of their experiences. 
b) Time management needs to be flexible because some topics needs more time for 
discussion 
 

10. CONCLUSION 
 

The University of Tartu successfully adapted the S.HI.E.L.D. vs Disinfo curriculum through 
two innovative short courses. By integrating semiotic theory, affective analysis, and 
practical communication tools, students gained strong conceptual and applied skills to 
understand and counter disinformation. The courses were well-aligned with S.HI.E.L.D. vs 
Disinfo objectives and demonstrated measurable impact on learners’ analytical abilities, 
awareness, and ethical thinking. Minor refinements—especially around localization and 
workload—will enhance future iterations. 
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Institution: University of Crete, Greece 
 
COURSES EVALUATED 

1. Short course 1 
2. Short course 2 
3. Practicum Course  
4. Long course 1 

 
Curriculum topics covered 
Short Course, “Training teachers teachers as informed readers”: 2-4, 7-9 
Practicum: 3,4 
Long Course: 2-4, 11, 12 
Short Course (writing): 3,4 
 
1. COURSE CONTENT OVERVIEW 

Each course covered different scopes: 
- Short Course for Future Teachers: Focused on evaluating source credibility, distinguishing 
fact from opinion, and detecting persuasive techniques. 
- Practicum: Taught future primary teachers how to teach disinformation through experiential, 
school-based projects. 
- Long Course and Short Course with emphasis on writing: More comprehensive courses 
integrating digital tools, academic discourse, and project-based learning with a strong focus on 
AI and fact-checking tools. 
 
All courses addressed relevant curriculum topics including validity/reliability of information, 
media responsibility, and persuasive techniques. 
 
2. TEACHING METHODOLOGY 

A variety of interactive and student-centered methods were used: 
- Discussion and Reflection 
- Collaborative Learning 
- Project-Based Learning 
- Experiential and Inquiry-Based Learning 
- Critical Reading and Analysis 
Katsarou and Samioti especially emphasized real-world application through classroom 
implementation and digital platforms. 
 
3. LEARNING TOOLS AND MATERIALS 

- Texts and Media: Real and fake news texts, EU and scientific documents. 
- Digital Tools: ChatGPT, Truly Media, online fact-checking platforms. 
- Materials: Working sheets, posters, questionnaires, digital flyers. 
- Pedagogical Resources: Used in alignment with the curriculum to promote media literacy. 
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4. STUDENTS’ ASSESSMENT METHODS 
Assessments included: 
- Pre- and Post-Tests: Evaluated knowledge gain and skill development. 
- Written Reflections and Creative Outputs: Posters, flyers, lesson plans. 
- Practical Applications: Group projects and classroom interventions. 
- Questionnaires and Journals: For self-evaluation and teacher feedback. 
 
5. ALIGNMENT WITH S.HI.E.L.D. vs Disinfo CURRICULUM 

All courses demonstrated strong alignment: 
- Covered key topics (2, 3, 4, 6, 10). 
- Employed recommended methodologies. 
- Used appropriate digital and print materials. 
- Ensured real-world relevance and adaptability for primary education settings. 
 
6. STUDENT FEEDBACK STATUS 

Across all three courses, student feedback was overwhelmingly positive. Students reported 
increased awareness and understanding of disinformation and improved ability to critically 
evaluate news and information. Quantitative ratings indicated high satisfaction with course 
material (e.g., 85% in the long course rated materials as 4 or 5 out of 5), and qualitative 
responses consistently highlighted critical thinking and digital literacy as key outcomes. 
 
7. POSITIVE OUTCOMES ACROSS COURSES 

- Significant improvement in critical thinking and source evaluation. 
- Increased confidence in detecting disinformation. 
- Empowerment as future teachers and informed citizens. 
- Effective use of AI and collaborative tools to combat misinformation. 
- Positive engagement with innovative educational methodologies. 
 
8. CHALLENGES IDENTIFIED 

- Time Constraints: Short duration limited deeper reflection (noted in Samioti and Sipitanos). 
- Digital Navigation Issues: Some students struggled with navigating digital materials. 
- Conceptual Complexity: Difficulty understanding terms like “primary source proximity.” 
- Lack of Teaching Models: In practicum course, students asked for more concrete examples. 
 
9. RECOMMENDATIONS AND IMPROVEMENTS 

- Extend course duration or spread over more sessions. 
- Offer better digital orientation and navigation support. 
- Provide more real-life examples of disinformation. 
- Clarify complex terminology with guided practice. 
- Enhance interactivity (polls, discussion) in online components. 
- Incorporate more community outreach or real-world media collaboration (e.g., visiting local 
newsrooms). 
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10. CONCLUSION 
The suite of courses at UoC demonstrates a robust and pedagogically sound approach to 
teaching disinformation awareness and digital literacy. Each course met or exceeded 
expectations in developing student capacity as critical readers and future educators. There is 
strong alignment with curriculum goals, effective methodologies, and well-chosen tools. With 
minor improvements in duration and practical scaffolding, these programs can serve as strong 
models for nationwide or European-scale implementation. 
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Institution: Vrije Universiteit Brussel (VUB) 
 
COURSES EVALUATED 
Long Course 1  
Long Course 2 
 
 
1. COURSE CONTENT OVERVIEW 
Both S.HI.E.L.D. vs Disinfo -aligned courses explore media literacy, disinformation, and 
democratic engagement. 
CMM234 focuses on the nature and impact of disinformation, covering fact vs. opinion, 
persuasive techniques, digital manipulation (algorithms, deepfakes), and ethical/policy 
responses. Key themes include source verification and EU regulations. 
CMM251 examines the media's role in shaping democratic discourse, emphasizing fake news, 
framing, and the public’s response to political messaging. Students analyze narrative 
construction and political media interpretation. 
Both courses integrate case studies, news analysis, and EU documentation to link theory with 
practice. 
 
Curriculum topics covered 
Political Communication: 1-5, 8-11 
(Dis)information Literacy: All topics 
 
2. TEACHING METHODOLOGY 

A shared inquiry-based, participatory approach underpins both courses. 
CMM234 utilized lectures, case studies, simulations, and a weekly Decision-Making Diary 
reflecting real-world information encounters. 
CMM251 combined lectures and interactive tasks like media analysis, with weekly 
Contemplation Notes for reflection and a guest lecture on disinformation. 
While formats differed slightly, both encouraged critical thinking through engagement and 
reflection. 
 
3. LEARNING TOOLS AND MATERIALS 

Both courses applied the SPACE MCAT framework to assess media credibility and bias. 
CMM234 emphasized digital tools—Truly Media, Canva, imgflip—and explored manipulated 
media examples. 
CMM251 focused more on traditional materials like Introduction to Political Communication 
by McNair, supported by articles from The Guardian, BBC, and The Atlantic. 
Both used current media, academic readings, and multimedia to anchor concepts in real-time 
discourse 
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4. STUDENTS’ ASSESSMENT METHODS 
Assessments combined theory, application, and reflection. 
In CMM234, students completed a midterm assessment (short/essay questions) (30%), a group 
fact-checking assignment with Truly Media (15%), a weekly diary (25%), and a final exam 
(30%). 
CMM251 included weekly notes (5%), a theory-based midterm (40%), presentations (15%), 
and a final exam (40%) analyzing political communication. 
Both structures blended academic rigor with practical application. 
 
5. ALIGNMENT WITH S.HI.E.L.D. vs Disinfo CURRICULUM 

The courses aligned with S.HI.E.L.D. vs Disinfo’s twelve thematic areas: distinguishing fact from 
opinion, recognizing deception, validating information, and analyzing disinformation's societal 
impacts. 
CMM234 emphasized digital and ethical analysis of disinformation, while CMM251 focused 
on political narratives and media's democratic role. Both advanced media literacy through 
theory-practice integration. 
 
6. STUDENT FEEDBACK STATUS 

No official student evaluations were conducted for either course due to privacy concerns and 
the voluntary nature of participation. In CMM234, students declined data storage; in CMM251, 
they opted out entirely. This report is thus based on internal observations, assessments, and 
instructor reflections. However, CMM234 was audited by an external examiner and given the 
evaluation of “Best Practice”, an indication of exemplary creation, implementation and 
execution of the syllabus. 
 
7. POSITIVE OUTCOMES ACROSS COURSES 

Students improved critical thinking, source evaluation, and digital literacy. Practical tasks like 
source verification and media deconstruction boosted engagement. 
Participation in discussions was strong, and reflective assignments nurtured curiosity and a 
lifelong learning mindset about media and democracy. 
 
8. CHALLENGES IDENTIFIED 

CMM234 faced misaligned expectations (some anticipated geopolitical content), resistance to 
frameworks like SPACE MCAT, privacy concerns in diaries, and difficulty integrating 
scientific content. Starting with abstract concepts proved disorienting. 
CMM251 saw grade inflation in reflections and presentations. Students also experienced 
reading overload. Like CMM234, the lack of formal feedback limited data-driven refinement. 
 
9. RECOMMENDATIONS AND IMPROVEMENTS 

CMM234 
● Start with real-world policy/democratic examples. 
● Use clearer, standardized reflection prompts. 
● Integrate scientific content via cross-topic case studies. 
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CMM251 
● Adjust grade weight to reduce inflation (e.g., lower presentation value, toughen 

midterms). 
● Reduce textbook dependency to ease workload. 
● Add experiential elements—another guest lecture or a simulation on political pressure. 

Both Courses 
● Retain real-world case studies, interactive discussions, and inquiry-based learning. 
● Expand use of ethical dilemmas and cross-domain examples (e.g., health, business, 

geopolitics). 
 

10. CONCLUSION 
CMM234 and CMM251 exemplify VUB’s dedication to media literacy and democratic 
education. Strongly aligned with S.HI.E.L.D. vs Disinfo, they equip students to navigate complex 
media environments. With minor refinements, they will continue to serve as exemplary models 
for higher education in democratic societies. 
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Institution: CY Cergy Paris University, France 
COURSES EVALUATED 
Type: Short Course 
Title of the Course: Data ProtecZon and other digital tools  
Interdisciplinary postgraduate program with students from different countries 
 
1. COURSE CONTENT OVERVIEW 
The course introduced students to the disinformation landscape through definitions (mis-, 
dis-, and malinformation), propaganda, satire, and fake news. Sessions progressed to 
methods of fact-checking across texts, datasets, and knowledge graphs, as well as advanced 
cases involving images, deepfakes, and political bias. Case studies such as COVID-19 
misinformation illustrated real-world implications, bridging theoretical foundations with 
applied digital verification practices. 
 
2. TEACHING METHODOLOGY 
Teaching combined lecture-based delivery with case analysis, hands-on demonstrations of 
disinformation cases, and seminar-style discussions. Students were encouraged to critically 
question examples of fake news and propaganda, while it emphasized practical detection 
strategies based on Machine Learning and AI techniques. Instructors used both manual and 
automated approaches, balancing conceptual clarity with real-time verification exercises. This 
mix created a participatory environment, fostering analytical and technical skill development 
in combating disinformation. 
 
3. LEARNING TOOL AND MATERIALS 
The course relied on Truly Media for collecting and organizing sources, alongside exposure to 
datasets such as FEVER (https://fever.ai/). Students practiced with text-based verification, 
knowledge graphs, and social media analysis, supplemented by visual examples of 
manipulated content. Slides and research articles supported theoretical grounding, while 
practical demonstrations ensured engagement with real-world disinformation cases, making 
the tools directly applicable to broader fact-checking contexts. 
 
4. STUDENTS’ ASSESSMENT METHODS 
Assessment centered on an individual project where students created a coherent fake news 
story, blending true and false details drawn from curated resources on Truly Media. 
Evaluation criteria included narrative coherence, resource integration, creativity, and critical 
application of class concepts. Oral questioning was used to validate individual understanding, 
ensuring both independent engagement and responsible reflection on disinformation 
practices. 
 

https://fever.ai/
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5. ALIGNMENT WITH S.HI.E.L.D. vs DISINFO CURRICULUM 
The course aligned with multiple topics from the S.HI.E.L.D. vs Disinfo curriculum. Covered 
areas included: Topic 1 (definitions), Topic 2 (sources and verification), Topic 3 (fact-checking 
methods), Topic 4 (datasets/tools), Topic 5 (images, deepfakes, and bias), Topic 6 (user roles 
and responsibilities) and Topic 7 (students’ critical digital literacy skills, including 
disinformation identification in academic language). By incorporating practical exercises and 
digital verification tools, the course fulfilled the curriculum’s objectives of critical literacy and 
applied analysis. 
 
6. STUDENT FEEDBACK STATUS 
Student oral responses in the evaluation session/discussion highlighted the course’s engaging 
mix of theory and application. The final project was described as creative and challenging, 
helping learners internalize the techniques discussed. While most students valued exposure 
to digital tools and AI based methods, some found the technical depth demanding. Feedback 
consistently emphasized increased awareness of disinformation risks and improved ability to 
apply fact-checking strategies in both academic and everyday settings. 
 
7. POSITIVE OUTCOMES ACROSS COURSES 
The course enhanced students’ critical evaluation of online content, with measurable 
improvement in identifying misinformation tactics. Learners gained familiarity with cutting-
edge verification methods, from knowledge graphs to stance detection. Many reported 
increased confidence in applying tools across contexts, and a stronger appreciation of the 
societal stakes of misinformation. The project-based approach particularly strengthened 
creativity, problem-solving, and digital literacy skills. 
 
8. CHALLENGES IDENTIFIED 
Challenges included managing the technical complexity of advanced tools (e.g., datasets, 
automated detection models), which some students found overwhelming. Balancing 
accessibility for diverse academic backgrounds was difficult, particularly since the majority 
was consisting of non-technical participants. Instructors also noted that real-time fact-
checking exercises were time-intensive, limiting opportunities for deeper group reflection. 
Finally, some overlap between concepts such as satire, bias, and propaganda occasionally 
caused confusion. 
 
9. RECOMMENDATIONS AND IMPROVEMENTS 
To improve delivery, smaller breakout groups could be used for practical exercises, enhancing 
participation and more practical sessions are required. More scaffolding and introductory 
resources would help students manage technical content. Gamified modules and interactive 
simulations could further engagement, while discipline-specific examples (e.g., legal or 
medical misinformation) would increase relevance. Expanding ethical and societal discussions 
around disinformation would strengthen alignment with S.HI.E.L.D.’s holistic approach. 
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10. CONCLUSION 
The CY Cergy Paris University’s course on Data Protection and Other Digital Tools successfully 
merged theoretical foundations with practical verification exercises. Students developed 
critical awareness, digital literacy, and creative problem-solving skills, preparing them to 
engage responsibly with misinformation in diverse contexts. Despite some technical 
challenges, the course strongly advanced S.HI.E.L.D. curriculum goals and offers a replicable 
model for integrating data-driven tools into disinformation education 
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COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS 

 
SUMMARY 
 
Table 2: Summary of the Results 

Dimension Medical Univ. of 
Gdańsk (Poland) 

Univ. of Tartu 
(Estonia) 

Univ. of Crete 
(Greece) 

Vrije Universiteit Brussel 
(Belgium) 

CY Cergy Paris University 
(France) 

Student Feedback Very positive; 4.0–
4.8/5 ratings 

Structured, 
reflective feedback 

High satisfaction; 
85% rated 4–5/5 

No formal feedback; based on 
reflections 

Oral feedback was largely 
positive;  

Courses Offered Short + 2 long (health 
focus) 

3 courses 
(semiotics, politics) 

Short, long, and 
practicum (educators) 

2 courses (media/political 
communication) 

1 short course (Data Protection 
and Other Digital Tools) 

Content Focus Fake news, empathy, 
5G myths 

Semiotics, memes, 
conspiracy theories 

Source evaluation, AI 
tools, pedagogy 

Disinfo, democracy, fact-
checking, algorithms 

Definitions of 
mis/dis/malinformation, 
propaganda, satire, fact-
checking across texts, datasets, 
knowledge graphs, and advanced 
cases. 

Methodology Seminars, case studies, 
role-play 

Campaign creation, 
reflective seminars 

Experiential, project-
based, collaborative 

Simulations, reflective writing, 
inquiry-based 

Lectures, case analyses, hands-
on demonstrations, seminar-
style discussions; balance of 
manual and AI/ML-based 
approaches. 

Digital Tools PubMed, Hoaxy, 
Google Lens 

Case studies, 
multimedia, memes 

ChatGPT, Truly 
Media, posters 

SPACE MCAT, Canva, Truly 
Media 

Truly Media, FEVER dataset, 
knowledge graphs, social media 
analysis, visual case studies. 

Assessment Media article analysis Written homework, 
campaigns 

Pre/post tests, 
reflections 

Midterms, diaries, presentations Individual project (fake news 
story blending true/false details) 
plus oral questioning. 
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S.HI.E.L.D. vs 
Disinfo Alignment 

Topics 1–6, 9–10 Topics 1–3, 7, 8 Topics 2, 3, 4, 6, 10 All 12 themes covered Topics 1–7 

Positive Outcomes Empathy, critical 
thinking 

Media literacy, 
cultural awareness 

Empowerment, AI 
tool use 

Digital literacy, critical 
awareness 

Critical evaluation skills, 
familiarity with verification 
tools, digital literacy, creativity 
and problem-solving were 
enhanced. 

Challenges Theory-heavy, large 
groups 

Ethics of fictional 
tasks, time 

Digital navigation, 
complex terms 

Reading overload, abstract start Technical complexity of 
AI/datasets, balancing 
accessibility for non-technical 
learners, time-intensive 
exercises, conceptual overlaps 
(satire vs propaganda vs bias). 

Recommendations Gamification, smaller 
groups 

More diverse cases, 
ethical clarity 

Extend duration, 
clarify terms 

Rebalance grades, simulations Smaller breakout groups, more 
scaffolding, gamified modules, 
discipline-specific examples, 
deeper ethical and societal 
discussions. 
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The comparative evaluation (Table 2) reveals a range of course types and methodologies 
tailored to each institution’s academic focus—from health-oriented modules in Poland to 
semiotics and political communication in Estonia and Belgium, educator training in Greece, 
and digital verification training for Master’s students in France. Student feedback was generally 
positive, with high satisfaction reported where surveys were conducted, oral or reflective 
feedback used elsewhere, and some technical challenges highlighted at CY Cergy Paris 
University. While course content varied, common themes included critical thinking, source 
evaluation, and digital literacy. Teaching approaches emphasized interactive learning—such 
as role-play, campaign design, seminar-style discussions, and simulations—supported by 
digital tools like ChatGPT, Truly Media, PubMed, and FEVER. Assessment strategies were 
diverse, ranging from media article analyses and reflective writing to project-based tasks, oral 
questioning, group presentations, and pre/post tests. Despite differences in implementation, all 
partners aligned closely with S.HI.E.L.D. vs Disinfo’s core objectives. Reported outcomes 
included enhanced media literacy, critical awareness, and ethical reflection, while challenges 
mainly related to time constraints, technical or conceptual complexity, and balancing 
accessibility for diverse learners. Recommendations focused on increasing engagement 
through gamification, clearer terminology, more scaffolding for advanced tools, discipline-
specific examples, and better workload balance. 
 
An important quantitative measure from the implementation phase is the overall undergraduate 
student success rate across partner institutions. More specifically, until the Spring Semester 
2025, across the participating institutions where students gave their permission for data 
processing — the Medical University of Gdańsk, the University of Crete, the University of 
Tartu, CY Cergy Paris University — a total of 269 students engaged with S.HI.E.L.D. vs 
Disinfo–aligned courses (253 undergraduates and 16 postgraduates). Of these, 262 successfully 
completed their modules, resulting in an overall success rate of 97.4%. The Medical University 
of Gdańsk demonstrated very high completion rates across its short and long courses, with only 
2 drop-offs in the more theory-heavy modules. The University of Crete achieved near-perfect 
results, with students in both short courses and the practicum fully meeting learning outcomes, 
aside from 3 cases in the long module. Tartu University also recorded strong outcomes, with 
only 1 student not completing the autumn semester course. Finally, CY Cergy Paris 
University’s short course, delivered to Master’s students, reached a 93.7% success rate (15 out 
of 16 participants), underscoring that postgraduate learners were also able to productively 
engage with the curriculum despite technical challenges. It should be noted that the Vrije 
Universiteit Brussel (VUB) is excluded from this quantitative analysis, as students did not 
provide consent for their data to be processed. 
 
In addition to student outcomes, reflective feedback was collected from teaching staff across 
the partner institutions (Table 3). All the educators who participated in the design and 
implementation of S.HI.E.L.D. vs Disinfo aligned courses reported that the action research 
process contributed positively to their professional development. This includes improved 
confidence in using digital tools, a more reflective teaching approach, and enhanced ability to 
facilitate discussions on misinformation and media literacy. The iterative nature of the project 
encouraged teachers to refine their real time and promote active learning strategies. 
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Table 3: Educators’ Reflective Feedback Diaries 

Institution No. of 
Educato
rs 
Involve
d 

No. 
Reporting 
Positive 
Impact 

Percentage 
Reporting 
Positive 
Impact 

Summary of Reported Benefits 

Medical University of 
Gdańsk (PL) 

3 3 100% Improved instructional design; increased 
confidence in addressing misinformation 
in health 

University of Crete 
(GR) 

3 3 100% Greater capacity for reflective teaching; 
enhanced integration of digital tools 

Tartu University (EE) 3 3 100% Expanded use of semiotic frameworks; 
improved facilitation of political 
discourse analysis 

Vrije Universiteit 
Brussel (BE) 

3 3 100% Increased ability to guide critical media 
literacy discussions; better use of 
assessment tools 

CY Cergy 1 1 100% Improved capacity to integrate AI-based 
verification methods into teaching; 
strengthened reflective practice in 
balancing technical complexity with 
accessibility for diverse learners. 

Total 13 13 100%  
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OVERALL CONCLUSIONS ABOUT S.HI.E.L.D. vs Disinfo 
IMPLEMENTATION 

This comparative evaluation of the S.HI.E.L.D. vs Disinfo project clearly demonstrates 
the project’s pedagogical strength, relevance, and transformative potential in higher education. 

1. Exceptional Flexibility and Contextual Adaptation 
S.HI.E.L.D. vs Disinfo’s design enabled seamless integration into a wide range of 
academic environments—medical, semiotic, political, and educational and 
postgraduate digital/AI-focused—demonstrating not only curricular breadth but also 
depth in adapting to specific disciplinary needs and cultural contexts. 

2. A Unified Focus on Critical Thinking and Media Literacy 
At the core of all implementations was a rigorous commitment to cultivating critical 
awareness. Students were systematically equipped to assess source credibility, 
deconstruct misinformation, and understand broader media dynamics, meeting one of 
S.HI.E.L.D. vs Disinfo’s principal objectives. 

3. Pedagogical Innovation and Engagement 
The project successfully shifted away from traditional didactic models, embracing 
experiential learning, reflective practices, simulation exercises, campaign design, 
seminar-style debates, and digital analysis. These methods didn’t just teach about 
disinformation—they immersed students in the lived experience of countering it. 

4. Strategic Use of Digital and Analytical Tools 
Tools such as ChatGPT, Truly Media, PubMed, and the SPACE MCAT framework 
were effectively integrated. While students across contexts benefited from these 
technologies, the variation in digital fluency highlighted the importance of offering 
structured guidance and digital literacy support. 

5. Development of Ethical and Empathic Capacities 
A distinctive achievement of S.HI.E.L.D. vs Disinfo was its ability to develop not just 
skills, but also ethical awareness and empathy. Learners came to understand 
misinformation not only as a technical or cognitive challenge, but as a social 
phenomenon involving real human emotions and vulnerabilities. 

6. Challenges Reflect the Project’s Ambition and Scope 
Time constraints, conceptual density, technical complexity, and ethical complexities 
were common issues. However, these were largely the result of ambitious course aims 
and were balanced by responsive teaching and student-led adaptation. Addressing these 
challenges in future iterations will further strengthen impact. 

7. A Scalable Model for European (and Global) Implementation 
Taken together, the institutional experiences offer a blueprint for scalable action 
against disinformation in education. S.HI.E.L.D. vs Disinfo is not a one-size-fits-all 
solution, but a versatile framework that encourages local adaptation while preserving 
its core competencies in critical engagement, media literacy, and democratic 
empowerment. 
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APPENDIX	1	
STUDENTS’ QUESTIONNAIRE 
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APPENDIX	2	
TEACHER’S REFLECTIVE DIARY 

 
Complete the following questions (based on Ashton et al in Lacey, 1996) 
 
(For the short course 1 one journal entry, for the long course and the practicum at least 3 three 
journal entries) 
Part of the course:  
Name of the teacher:  
University:  
Type of course:  
Duration:  
Number of students:  
 

1. What did the students learn so far? 

2. How effective was the course so far in terms of empowering students to tackle 

disinformation? 

3. What did I learn as a teacher? 

4. What do I intend to do next in terms of the changes that should be made in the course? 

5. Which changes should be implemented in the curriculum in terms of objectives, 

methodology, tools and materials? 
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APPENDIX	3	
EXTERNAL OBSERVATION FORM 
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