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IO4: Assessment of the GOSTEAM Approach 
Scope

• To validate the GOSTEAM approach 
as educational practice. 

• Includes a plan, a set of tools, 
validation activities & a report.

• Focuses on the assessment of the 
impact of the project approach at 3 
levels: student/ teacher/ institution 
level 



IO4/A2 Evaluation & Validation Tools 
(GOSTEAM proposal)

• Scope: Development of a set of evaluation and 

validation tools (qualitative & quantitative). 

• Use of multiple evaluation and validation methods 

from Google analytics to questionnaires and 

collection of data from the involved parties. 

• Evaluation & validation tools will be developed in 

English, but will be translated in all languages of 

the partnership

• Participants involved: NTUA (lead), EA, IDIS.



Proposed evaluation & validation tools 
per type of GOSTEAM activity



Online presence evaluation & validation 
tools

• Responsible partner: EA

• Proposed tools: Analytics, incl. Google 
analytics (mentioned in proposal)

• OSOS community: Number of registered 
users, user engagement (length, depth), 
geographical coverage etc.

• Website & social media: Visits, user 
engagement etc.



Educational activity evaluation 
& validation tools

• Responsible partner: Schools/ Science center

• Proposed tools:

• Activity report, incl. title of scenario/activity, name of 

instructor, venue, date, number & grade/age of students, 

aims, implementation, outcomes etc (Note: Has been 

substituted by adding relevant questions to the 

questionnaire for instructors)

• Feedback questionnaire for students (online or print)

• Feedback questionnaire for instructors (online or print)



Event evaluation & validation tools

• Responsible partner: Event organizer

• Proposed tools:

• Event report, incl. title, aims, venue, date, program, 
outcomes, number & analysis of participants [home 
institutions, consortium/ non-consortium, national/ 
international, role / position (e.g. teachers, pre-service teachers, 
policy makers, stakeholders, GI experts etc)]

• Participants list (instructions needed from LU)

• Participation certificates (instructions needed from 
LU)

• Feedback questionnaire for participants (online or 
print)

• Other feedback, e.g. roundtable discussions,  focus 
groups, etc.



Proposed content for questionnaires 
& other validation activities



Content of the questionnaire for students 
(for discussion with GOSTEAM partners before finalization)

Grade on scale 1-5 (strongly disagree – strongly agree):

• The educational activity improved my knowledge on the subject taught.

• The educational activity was enjoyable.

• The educational activity increased my interest in the subject covered.

• The educational activity has made me more geospatially and environmentally aware.

Paragraph answer:

• Which parts of the activity did you find particularly challenging?

• Do you have any suggestions for improving this educational activity?



Content of the questionnaire for teachers
implementing a scenario 
(for discussion with GOSTEAM partners before finalization)

Grade on scale 1-5 (strongly disagree – strongly agree):

• The educational activity increased students’ interest in STEM.

• The educational activity has made students more geospatially and environmentally aware.

Paragraph answers:

• What aspects of the scenario did you find most challenging?

• Suggestions for improving the scenario
• Content

• Methods

• Resources

• Other



Content of the questionnaire for event 
participants 
(for discussion with GOSTEAM partners before finalization)

Grade on scale 1-5 (strongly disagree – strongly agree): :

• I found that the presentation of GOSTEAM scenarios/tools was interesting and useful (& provide 
justification)

• I would be interested in implementing GOSTEAM scenarios/tools in my educational or other practice (& 
explain how)

• The activity has enhanced my professional and/or personal development opportunities (& give 
explanation)

Paragraph answer:

• What aspects of cultivating geospatial and environmental awareness in school students do you find most 
challenging? Has attending the event helped in this respect and how?

• What suggestions do you have for improving our activities?



Proposed topics for roundtable 
discussions, focus groups etc. in the context 
of multiplier events
Some good ideas for discussion were elaborated in the user needs analysis:

• How can scenarios best foster the connection between spatial thinking and STEAM?

• How can scenarios best address the gender gap in STEM (increase the interest of girls)?

• How can Art be used to cultivate spatial thinking and STEM?

• How can collaboration between schools and universities be fostered/organized?

• How can we develop scenarios using various levels of difficulty, using ICT? Do educators feel a need to have 
such scenarios in hand?

• How can knowledge and self-efficacy gained in teacher preparation and/or professional development be 
effectively translated to spatial thinking instruction?

• What discipline/domain backgrounds are needed for teacher to effectively teach geospatial thinking? How 
can different disciplines approach the task?

• How much content knowledge of geospatial thinking is needed to effectively teach spatial literacy concepts?

• How can spatial thinking and related scenarios fit in the context of the curriculum/program?



Impact we need to evaluate/prove 
Qualitative indicators (GOSTEAM proposal)

Qualitative indicator Measure of success

Activities developed address needs of teachers and their 
students

Activities emanate from the user requirements analysis 
& the pedagogical framework

Educational activities developed engage teachers and 
students and have a transformative effect

Evidence from: 
- educational activity validation reports
-questionnaire feedback from participants in multiplier
events
- assessment of students’ spatial thinking skills and 
interest in STEM

GOSTEAM Project meets its objectives -Delivery of Handbook on Geospatial Thinking for 
STEAM (IO5) demonstrating the merits of the project’s 
approach 
- Uptake of the project’s results by the educational & 
research community



Impact we need to evaluate/prove 
Some relevant quantitative indicators (GOSTEAM proposal)

Quantitative indicator Value

Feedback collection From more than 60% of participating teachers. 

Educational activities implemented and validated 20

Students affected by the project (within and beyond the 
partnership)

850

Teachers affected by the project (within and beyond the 
partnership)

300

Online visitors 5,000 total (150 per month)

Registered users of GOSTEAM OSOS community 300 (currently only 18 registered users)

Presentations of results at conferences and journals 6

Participants in multiplier events 210

Trainees in short term training activity 10

Stakeholders / policy makers reached 20

GI experts reached (beyond the ones of the partnership) 100



Thank you for your attention!


