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Abstract: Universities are developing a large number of Open Learning projects that must be subject
to quality evaluation. However, these projects have some special characteristics that make the
usual quality models not respond to all their requirements. A fundamental part in a quality model
is a visual representation of the results (a dashboard) that can facilitate decision making. In this
paper, we propose a complete model for evaluating the quality of Open Learning courses and the
design of a dashboard to represent its results. The quality model is hierarchical, with four levels
of abstraction: components, elements, attributes and indicators. An interesting contribution is the
definition of the standards in the form of fulfillment levels, that are easier to interpret and allow using
a color code to build a heat map that serves as a dashboard. It is a regular nonagon, divided into
sectors and concentric rings, in which each color intensity represents the fulfillment level reached
by each abstraction level. The resulting diagram is a compact and visually powerful representation,
which allows the identification of the strengths and weaknesses of the Open Learning course. A case
study of an Ecuadorian university is also presented to complete the description and draw new
conclusions.
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1. Introduction

According to the Cambridge dictionary [1], Open Learning (OL) is a way of studying that
allows people to learn where and when they want, and to receive and send their materials through
electronic means. For Caliskan [2], the term Open Learning is used to describe learning situations in
which learners have the flexibility to choose from a variety of options in relation to the time, place,
instructional methods, modes of access, and other factors related to their learning processes.

Although they are not exactly the same [3], the term Open Learning is closely related with
other terms such as e-Learning, Online Learning, Technology-enhanced Learning, Flexible Learning,
or Distance Learning [2]. All in all, universities are developing a large number of Open Learning
projects based on Information and Communication Technologies (ICT), mainly e-Learning courses (as it
has been agreed to call Electronic or Online Learning), to support their students within the teaching
and learning process. As any process developed in the university environment, OL or e-Learning must
be subject to parameters that allow to evaluate their quality. However, these systems have some special
characteristics that make the usual quality systems not respond to all their requirements. For example,
the high dependence on technology, which also entails the need to train teachers and students in that
technology, or the need for different teaching and instructional methodologies, are differentiating
features of OL systems. Although several proposals have been developed to evaluate the quality of
OL, many of them are not transferable, are unstructured, are incomplete or do not present a formal
description, as it will be explained in the background section.
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On the other hand, a fundamental part in the quality models is the visual representation of the
results, since the main objective of these models is decision making based on the diagnosis established
by the quality model. The usual form of information representation for decision making is the
dashboard, consisting of a graphic representation of a set of indicators and other relevant information
for the user who makes the decisions [4].

The general purpose of this research is to provide a compact and easily interpretable visualization
tool for decision making in the context of an OL course quality assessment model. The proposed tool
has the desirable features of a useful dashboard.

The document is organized as follows: in Section 2, we review some previous concepts and
work related to Open Learning, quality models for OL and dashboard design and indicator selection.
Section 3 is devoted to present the methodology used in this research. In Section 4 we present our
proposal, explaining the quality model and its principles. The research instruments for data collection,
including their design and validation are presented in Section 5, while Section 6 is devoted to the design
and construction of the dashboard. A case study of the application of the model to an Ecuadorian
university is presented in Section 7, to illustrate the interpretation of the results. Finally, the conclusions
are set out in Section 8.

2. Background

In this section we present the background of the research, focusing on three main issues that
support the proposal: the concepts of Open Learning, e-Learning, b-Learning and other related ones;
the existing models for quality assessment of OL systems; and the visualization of quality assessment
results through dashboards as well as their desirable features.

2.1. Open Learning, e-Learning, b-Learning and Other Related Concepts

Open Learning is a term used to describe flexible learning experiences in which the time, place,
instructional methods, modes of access, and other factors related to their learning can be chosen by the
learners [2]. Bates [3] considers that Open Learning is primarily a goal, or an educational policy whose
essential characteristic is the removal of barriers to learning.

The concepts of Open Learning, Distance Learning, Flexible Learning and e-Learning (and other
terms), are related and frequently considered as equivalent, though some different nuances are
reported. For instance, Bates [3] states that Distance Learning is less a philosophy and more a method,
so that students can study in their own time, at the place of their choice (home, work or learning
center), and without face-to-face contact with a teacher. About Flexible Learning, the same author
also considers it more of a method than a philosophy, but he reports a nuance: the flexibility in
aspects such as geographical, social and time constraints of individual learners, rather than those of
the institution. Flexible Learning may include distance education, but it also may include delivering
face-to-face training in the workplace or opening the campus longer hours or organizing weekend or
summer schools.

Although Open Learning, Distance Learning and Flexible Learning can mean different things,
they all have one feature in common: they provide alternative means of high quality education for
those who either cannot take conventional, campus-based programs, or choose not to [3].

The term e-Learning is much more modern, born as a result of the emergence, explosion and
generalization of information technologies and the Internet in particular, with its associated tools
(e-mail, World Wide Web, videoconferencing, apps) and devices (computers, tablets, smartphones).
It dates back to the late 1980s, was consolidated during the 1990s [5], until its current omnipresence.
Although there is no consensus on the definition of e-Learning, we have chosen that of Koper [6]:
e-Learning can be defined as the use of ICT to facilitate and improve learning and teaching.

The term e-Learning has given rise to other related terms: mobile learning or m-Learning, ubiquitous
learning or u-Learning, and blended learning or b-Learning. B-Learning is the mode of learning that
combines classroom teaching with non-classroom technology [7]. In a b-Learning course, the methods and
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resources of both face-to-face and distance learning are mixed, giving students more responsibility in their
individual study by providing them with skills for such studies. Moreover, b-Learning is an option for
introducing information technologies among a reluctant teaching staff and it fosters innovation processes
and improvement of teaching quality [7].

The philosophy of Open Learning has given rise to a set of derivatives with a slightly different
nuance. The term open has come to be used in recent times as a synonym for freely accessible,
public domain or open license. This is the sense in initiatives such as Open Educational Resources
(OER), OpenCourseWare (OCW) or Massive Open Online Course (MOOC). Despite the diversity of
these concepts and tools, and the arguments for or against each one, they all have in common one
objective: to improve the way the contents are made available to the learners [8].

In this paper, it was decided to use the terms Open Learning, e-Learning and b-Learning since
the proposed model can be applied to all these cases. The former is used because of its tradition
and because it is a particularly broad concept that includes all the others. The second because of its
wide use, having become almost the standard term. The third because our model takes into account
classroom teaching in addition to virtual teaching.

2.2. Quality in Open Learning Systems

It is not possible to find a consensus on the concept of quality of education in a university,
the definition of which varies greatly since quality has different perspectives. In this section, we are
going to mention some contributions.

One of the consequences of Open Learning is the self-organization of learning by the students,
i.e., the student can lead his or her own learning, which implies a radical change in the roles assumed
by the instructors and the students themselves. The instructor becomes a learning guide or facilitator,
while the learners abandon their passive role and become the main protagonists. Therefore, if teaching
and learning are changing, we cannot expect that the definition of quality and the method used to
assess it will not also change [9].

The culture of quality is already well established in the universities. However, when it comes to
Open Learning, quality assessment is addressed in the literature from very different points of view
and for very specific cases. As a result, proposals are often not very transferable and it is difficult to
find standards that allow us to undertake the task of assessing the quality of an Open Learning system
in a structured and formal way. However, there are some authors that are looking for alternatives to
the definition of quality in the field of Open Learning, as explained next.

Ehlers [9] considers that with technology transforming the higher education institutions,
the concept of quality must be redefined. Quality is no longer an add-on to teaching and to learning,
but quality is the constituting issue. Therefore, the question is not how quality can be assured for the
technology-enhanced learning systems but rather how technology-enhanced learning can be provided
in a way so that high quality learning scenarios unfold.

Vagarinho and Llamas-Nistal [10] establish that the quality of e-Learning is understood as the
adequate fulfillment of the objectives and needs of the people involved, as a result of a transparent and
participatory negotiation process within an organizational framework. Furthermore, in the field of
e-Learning, quality is related to processes, products and services for learning, education and training,
supported by the use of information and communication technologies.

Martínez-Caro, Cegarra-Navarro and Cepeda-Carrión [11] give some clues about what the
main factors are that affect the quality of e-Learning: the design and management of the learning
environment, and interaction. Peer interaction, assessment and cooperation, and student-teacher
interactions contribute to establishing an environment that encourages students to better understand
the content.

There have been efforts to evaluate the potential of other OL environments such as m-learning,
through the evaluation of learning activities [12] and through other more complete analysis that
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try to develop authentic learning-based evaluation method and design approach for m-learning
activities [13].

The ESVI-AL project [14] is about accessibility in e-Learning, but it makes an interesting analysis
of the areas that must be studied to guarantee the quality of the e-Learning process:

• Quality of the technology, from the technical point of view: availability, accessibility, security, etc.
• Quality of the learning resources included in the platform: content and learning activities.
• Quality of the instructional design of the learning experience: design of learning objectives,

activities, timing, evaluation, etc.
• Quality of the teacher and student training in the e-Learning system.
• Quality of the services and support, help and technical and academic support offered to the users

of the system.

A more exhaustive review of the literature (a systematic review of the literature) on quality
models for e-Learning/b-Learning can be found in a previous work by the authors [15]. It can be seen
that the focus of a large number of publications is to address the technical quality of the technology
that supports the e-Learning process [10,14,16–25]. The quality of services and support associated
with e-Learning systems [11,26–32], learning resources [33,34] and instructional design of online
courses [23,35–37] are also topics of interest, although there is less consensus among researchers,
as studies are case-focused and results are not generalizable. As for the training of students and
teachers in the skills of using the e-Learning system [31], this seems to be an interesting issue but few
authors have addressed it. On the other hand, an important symptom of the weak formalization of
quality assessment models in Open Learning is the lack of references to more formal and widespread
quality models [11,16,22].

As a result of this systematic study, we detected that more effort is needed in empirical research
on this topic and that current research seems to focus on five aspects: technology, instructional design,
learning resources, training, and services and support. However, there is no consensus on the
characteristics that make a quality Open Learning course. Furthermore, no single comprehensive
quality scheme has been found that contains the five areas and defines meaningful and measurable
indicators. There are also some transversal aspects that a quality evaluation system should consider:
communication, personalization, teaching innovation, entrepreneurship, linkage with society and
collaboration, among others.

2.3. Dashboards

A dashboard is a business tool that displays a set of indicators and other relevant information to
a business user. The information is usually represented graphically and must include the indicators
involved in achieving the business objectives.

All organizations need an information system that enables communication of key strategies and
objectives and decision making. This is what Eckerson [38] calls the “organizational magnifying glass”.
This author considers that the dashboard is the organizational magnifying glass that translates the
organization’s strategy into objectives, metrics, initiatives and tasks.

Few [4] considers that “a dashboard is a visual display of the most important information needed
to achieve one or more objectives; consolidated and arranged on a single screen so the information
can be monitored at a glance”. In short, a dashboard should contain limited, understandable, visual,
important and goal-oriented information.

The main objective of a dashboard is transforming data into information and turn this into
knowledge for the business. More precisely, for Eckerson [38], the goals of a dashboard are:

• Monitor critical business processes and activities using metrics of business performance that
trigger alerts when potential problems arise.
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• Analyze the root cause of problems by exploring relevant and timely information from multiple
perspectives and at various levels of detail.

• Manage people and processes to improve decisions, optimize performance, and steer the organization
in the right direction.

Few [4] describes an interesting set of characteristics for dashboards:

• A dashboard is a visual presentation, a combination of text and graphics (diagrams, grids,
indicators, maps...), but with an emphasis on graphics. An efficient and attractive graphical
presentation can communicate more efficiently and meaningfully than just text.

• A dashboard shows the information needed to achieve specific objectives, so its design requires
complex, unstructured and tacit information from various sources. Information is often a set of
Key Performance Indicators (KPI), but other information may also be needed.

• A dashboard should fit on a single computer screen, so that everything can be seen at a glance.
Scrolling or multiple screens should not be allowed.

• A dashboard presents up-to-date information, so some indicators may require real-time updating,
but others may need to be updated with other frequencies.

• In a dashboard, data is abbreviated in the form of summaries or exceptions.
• A dashboard has simple, concise, clear, and intuitive visualization mechanisms with a minimum

of unnecessary distractions.
• A dashboard must be customized, so that its information is adapted to different needs.

The information in a dashboard is a set of Key Performance Indicators. These indicators are
usually high-level measurements of how well an organization is doing in achieving critical success
factors. To determine what KPIs take part in the dashboard, the designer must consider the audience
level in the management structure. Therefore the details should be removed as the target audience
moves up in the management structure to avoid information overload. Moreover, a typical dashboard
is usually made of a few KPIs, including only those that are strictly necessary (typically between 7
and 10).

Selecting the KPIs is not an easy task. In most cases this task is manual and specific to a particular
case. However, there are some research projects that seek to formalize and automate all or part of the
dashboard design process, from selecting KPIs to defining visualization tools.

Chowdhary, Palpanas, Pinel, Chen and Wu [39] propose an efficient and effective model-driven
dashboard design technique. A model is a formal specification of the function, structure and behavior of
a system from a specific point of view, represented by a combination of drawings and text. The models
are used as the primary source for selecting the KPIs and designing, constructing and deploying
the dashboards.

Kintz [40] presented a semantic dashboard description language used in a process-oriented
dashboard design methodology to help overcome known challenges of business process monitoring,
such as the difficulty to built appropriate dashboards from complex data sources to best monitor
given goals.

As regards methodologies for building dashboards, Brath and Peters [41] advise following an
iterative model of creating dashboards for better designs. The design iteration and the use of sketches
and prototypes help identify the needs and requirements and refine vague design ideas into the best
possible solution.

The selection of the KPIs must meet a number of constraints that we have already discussed: they
must be directly related to the organization’s goals, they must focus on few key metrics, they must
consider the state of the organization and be adapted to the business model and features. An interesting
work is that of Keck and Ross [42], that have investigated solutions to the selection of KPIs through the
use of machine learning techniques in the particular case of a call center. In this context of dynamism
they have consider the problem as one of multi-label classification where the most relevant KPIs are
labeled and selected later.
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Molina-Carmona, Llorens-Largo and Fernández-Martínez [43] propose the use of the values of
the own indicators of a model to classify them and determine which of them are most suitable to be
part of the dashboard, in what is called data-driven indicator classification and selection. This way,
decision making takes place at two levels: on the one hand the values of indicators and their evolution
help the dashboard designer to classify and select the KPIs that will be part of this dashboard, and on
the other hand the KPIs themselves will help the top management to make their business decisions.
Moreover, there is a second derivative from this proposal: the data themselves will report how the
different indicators evolve and, therefore, when the KPIs of the dashboard are likely to be replaced by
more significant ones. In short, more dynamic dashboards are obtained, to be adapted to the changing
environment conditions.

The need to reduce information means that many data and indicators collected at universities do not
end up as part of the dashboard. The selection of these KPIs has been the subject of numerous studies that
highlight the complexity of this selection. Therefore, a good option is to try to represent the indicators at
various levels, so as not to have to give up any of them in the final visualization, but to obviate them in
the overall view. One example of that are the Technological Ecosystem Maps (TEmaps) [44]. A TEmap
is a polygonal representation of the main elements of a technological ecosystem [8]. It is divided into
levels (levels of abstraction from which to study the ecosystem), facets (basic principles that guide the
organization and are transferred to the technological ecosystem) and components (specific aspects that
are affected by the technological ecosystem). Each component, at each facet, studied from each level,
is evaluated according to its maturity level. To do so, a maturity model is required so that it can be
measured how good the element of the ecosystem is to fulfil the required objectives. Each maturity
level is represented by a color, so that the TEmap finally takes the form of a heat map.

3. Methodology

For this research, we propose a methodology based on five major stages and a total of ten
intermediate steps (Figure 1). The stages and steps proposed are:

(1) Review: in this stage we have made a deep and systematic study of the literature, which has
been presented in the previous section. This stage consists of two steps:

1) Literature review on the quality of Open Learning courses (Section 2.2)
2) Literature review on dashboard design (Section 2.3)

(2) Model: The formulation of the model is key in our proposal. This formulation is presented in
Section 4 and it is based on the literature review of the quality of the courses of the previous
stage. The design of the model has been structured in three steps

3) Components design: The first step has been the structuring of the model in components,
elements and attributes, inspired by the models found in the literature (Section 4.1).

4) Indicators design: The design of the indicators is presented in Section 4.2, which establishes
the specific indicators that we have considered in our proposal.

5) Fulfillment levels: The last step of this stage is to establish the fulfillment levels we propose
for the aggregation and comparison of the indicators (Section 4.3)

(3) Instruments: Data collection is the objective of this stage (Section 5). It involves three steps:

6) Collection instruments: in this step the data collection instruments have been designed,
based on the indicator design of the previous stage (Section 5.1).

7) Instruments validation: to ensure that the data collection instruments are useful and valid,
a validation by experts has been carried out and is reported in Section 5.2.

8) Data collection: In this step the data of the specific institution are collected thanks to the
application of the data collection instruments (Section 5.3)
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(4) Dashboard: the design and construction of the dashboard takes up the fourth stage (Section 6),
divided into two steps:

9) Dashboard design: the dashboard is designed on the basis of the desirable characteristics
established in the dashboard literature review, and on the basis of the model design,
particularly the fulfillment levels (Section 6.1).

10) Dashboard construction: finally, thanks to the data collected, it is possible to build the
dashboard designed in the previous step (Section 6.2).

(5) Case study: the last step is the analysis and interpretation of the results of the case study
(Section 7).

Figure 1. Methodology stages and steps.

4. Model

The proposal is a complete model for evaluating the quality of Open Learning courses based on
the principles of quality, and is supported by different theoretical frameworks that allow it to be given
a formal structure: process management and the principle of continuous improvement. As a starting
point, we defined the following principles for our model:

• It must be supported by previous studies, which is why it is based on a systematic review of
the literature.

• It must be integral, trying to include all aspects.
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• It must be open, that’s why we use an iterative methodology that allows us to include new aspects
in the future.

• It must be adaptable, being able to be applied in any e-Learning course with few adaptations.
• It must have a solid theoretical base, such as instructional design theories and process management.

From the systematic review of the literature, we obtain four key aspects for the definition of the model:

• The literature describes five areas on which to study quality and which should appear in the model:
learning resources, instructional design, user training and education, service and technology
support, and learning management system (LMS).

• Kirkpatrick’s model [23,30], which proposes the evaluation of training through the four levels
(feedback, learning, transfer and impact) should guide the design of our model.

• The instructional design ADDIE [36] (Analysis, Design, Development, Implementation and
Evaluation), on the use of technology, should be taken into account.

• We must take into account the generic quality models, among them, the Total Quality Management
(TQM) model [11,37], the Sustainable Environment for the Evaluation of Quality in e-Learning
(SEEQUEL) [22] and Benchmarking [16].

4.1. Learning As a PROCESS: components and Elements

A process is a set of mutually related and interacting activities that uses inputs to provide an
output [45]. The teaching-learning process supported by technology is a dynamic system that fits this
definition, in which the input to the system (the student, with his or her previous knowledge and skills)
undergoes a transformation involving different resources (human, technological and methodological)
until an output is obtained (the student with new knowledge and skills). It is possible, therefore, to see
learning as a process.

This view of learning as a process has some background that is worth noting. For example,
Biggs [46] established the so-called 3Ps Model to explain the teaching-learning process, especially from
the student’s point of view. To this end, he established three components that correspond to three
moments in the process: (1) Presage, which characterizes the student and the context in which he or
she is learning; (2) Process, which refers to the way in which learning tasks are carried out; and (3)
Product, which focuses on learning outcomes. Biggs’ proposal has many points in common with ours,
although in our case the point of view is not restricted to the student, so the elements involved in the
process are extended.

The process (Figure 2), generated through the interaction between the student and the different
resources, makes possible the transfer of knowledge from the teachers and the resources to the students.
In the output, the student is transformed through a process of knowledge acquisition, where, according
to Kirkpatrick, we have four levels of evaluation that we can measure: reaction, learning, knowledge
transfer and impact. Finally, there is the feedback to the process, which includes the results, the levels
of satisfaction, the errors, the possible improvements, etc. These improvement options should be
included in the next version of the course, with the corresponding modifications.

As a result, we propose a hierarchical quality model, obtained from the previously described
principles, key aspects and process. It is based on four levels of abstraction, so that the upper level
represents the three major components of the model, and the lower level the indicators. As the levels
of abstraction are lowered, the information becomes more concrete and detailed. These levels of
abstraction are:

• Components
• Elements
• Attributes
• Indicators
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Figure 2. The model seen as a process.

The model is divided into three components, according to the nature of the participants in the
process in Figure 2. These components are the human agents involved in the process, the resources
they use in its development and the dynamic part of the process that includes the interactions that
occur and the result itself.

The elements make up the second level. They are the concrete elements in the process in Figure 2.
Each component in the previous level is divided into three elements. However, the teaching-learning
process is itself divided into six sub-elements, which represent the interaction of students and teachers
with the elements of the resource component (instructional design, LMS and helpdesk).

A summary of the components and elements are presented in Table 1. The attributes and indicators
make up the third and fourth level and they should be dependent on the features of the particular
Open Learning courses that are being assessed. They are analyzed in the next section.

Table 1. Model components and elements.

Component Element Description

Human (Red) Student Learning recipient and input to the system.

Teacher Who guides and creates the learning atmosphere using different
methods and techniques.

LMS
manager

Who provides the management and administration services of the
learning platform.

Methodology and
Technology (Green)

Instructional
design

Academic activity devoted to designing and planning resources
and learning activities. The instructional design corresponds to the
ADDIE model.

LMS Software platform that manages learning, where resources and
activities are located.

Helpdesk Institutional service offered to students and teachers for the use,
management and training of the LMS.

Process (Blue) Process Interaction process of students, teachers and managers with each
resource. It has 6 sub-processes, the result of combining each element
of the human component with each element of the methodological
and technological component..

Result Output of the teaching learning process in which a student with
knowledge i ends up with knowledge j, where j>i. For evaluation,
Kirkpatrick’s 4 levels of assessment are taken: reaction, learning,
knowledge transfer and impact.

Feedback Improvement actions that imply a feedback to the system..
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4.2. Attributes and Indicators

The elements and sub-elements are divided, in turn, into attributes. The attributes represent
characteristics of each element and are measurable by means of indicators. The indicators represent
specific variables that can be evaluated in terms of reference levels or evaluation standards.

A set of 38 attributes and 99 indicators are proposed [15], which are adapted to most of the
situations that an Open Learning course can present. However, following the same methodology, it is
possible to adapt the proposal to other cases and create other attributes and indicators more in line
with the situation of each institution.

For each indicator the following information should be considered:

• Name, clearly identifying the meaning of the indicator.
• Type, indicating whether its value is quantitative or qualitative.
• Definition, explaining completely the nature and aim of the indicator.
• Evidence, indicating how to obtain its value (instrument).
• Standard, which represent the desirable qualities for the indicators and allow them to be compared

with a standard measurement.

An example of the attributes and indicators of the Human component corresponding to the
elements Student, Teacher and LMS manager is presented in Appendix A. The complete list can be
found in the work of Mejía-Madrid [15].

4.3. Fulfillment Levels

An interesting contribution of our model is to define the standards in the form of fulfillment
levels. We will propose five fulfillment levels for each indicator (from level 1 to level 5), regardless of
the type of indicator. The levels of the indicator are established according to:

• If there are associated regulations, the regulations are used to establish the levels. For example,
Ecuadorian regulations establish that universities must aspire to have at least 70% of their teaching
staff have a doctorate, so the indicator “% of teaching staff with a doctorate” will have a level 5 if
it is greater than 70% and the rest of the levels are established by dividing the range from 0% to
70% into 4 intervals.

• If there is no regulation that allows the establishment of reference points, the levels are defined by
dividing the whole range into 5 parts, when they are quantitative, or they correspond to the 5
levels of a Likert scale, when they are qualitative. For example, for the indicator “% of teachers
using the virtual classroom as a means of communication with students”, the 5 fulfillment levels
are established homogeneously, in steps of 20%. Another example is that of the qualitative
indicator “level of satisfaction of students with the learning experience”, for which a Likert scale
with 5 values is used, equivalent to the fulfillment levels.

Normalizing the value of the indicators through the fulfillment levels allows for the comparison
of indicators and provides a homogeneous scale that has two fundamental advantages:

• The model is hierarchical, so that attributes are evaluated according to their indicators, elements
according to attributes and components according to elements. The fulfillment level of a hierarchical
layer is the average of the lower layers. However, it is possible to establish a weighted average, so
that the weight of each part is different. The determination of the weights is very dependent on
each particular case and it could be a powerful strategy tool for the institution. In the standard
model, though, it has been decided the use of a uniform weighting.

• The simplification of the scale to 5 values is easier to interpret and allows us to establish a color
code that will facilitate the graphic representation we are looking for, as we will see in Section 6.
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5. Research Instruments

The instruments for collecting the data are mainly two: surveys for students and teachers,
and interviews with the directors and managers of the units responsible for the management of the
LMS and other technologies supporting the teaching-learning process. In this section we present the
design of these instruments, their validation and the data collection using them.

5.1. Collection Instruments

The purpose of the data collection instruments is to collect from the different stakeholders the
data that will allow the calculation of the indicators. We have considered two types of instruments:
surveys and interviews.

In the case of the surveys, we have followed the methodology proposed by Kitchenham and
Pfleeger [47], which indicates that these instruments are complex and a series of well-defined activities
must be carried out: establish the objectives of the survey, designing the survey, developing the
questionnaire, evaluating and validating the questionnaire, carrying out the survey by collecting the
data, analyzing the data obtained and reporting the results.

When designing the instruments, a preliminary version was first made and then validated
(Section 5.2). The resulting questionnaires are presented here.

The student survey aims to evaluate the quality of the virtual classroom and the LMS from
the students’ point of view. The first part contains the informed consent and survey instructions.
Participants are informed of the purpose of the research and the voluntary and anonymous nature of
the survey. The survey consists of 12 parts and 61 questions. The 12 parts are:

1. Socio-demographic data (7 questions)
2. Digital skills (2 questions)
3. Use of the learning platform (1 question)
4. Use of the virtual classroom (9 questions)
5. Use of resources, learning activities, evaluation and collaborative work (6 questions)
6. Learning experience (7 questions)
7. Monitoring, feedback and training (7 questions)
8. Quality of the virtual classroom (11 questions)
9. Instructional design (1 question)
10. Teacher training and updating (3 questions)
11. Teaching and learning process supported by the virtual classroom (2 questions)
12. Technological services provided by the institution for the operation of the virtual classroom

(5 questions)

As for the teacher survey, it aims to evaluate the quality of the virtual classroom and the LMS,
but in this case from the teachers’ point of view. Like the other survey, it contains at the beginning
the informed consent and the survey instructions. In this case the survey consists of 7 parts and
33 questions:

1. Socio-demographic data (2 questions)
2. Use of the LMS (1 question)
3. Quality of instructional design (20 questions)
4. Use of virtual classrooms (1 question)
5. Digital skills (4 questions)
6. Teacher training and updating (3 questions)
7. Technological services provided by the institution for the operation of the virtual classroom

(1 question)
8. Recommendations (1 question)
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In addition to the surveys, an interview was arranged with the Information Technology Directorate
and the Institutional Development Directorate to obtain some data. The interview consisted of 5 parts,
in which the following data were collected:

1. Training of LMS managers, collecting data on training hours.
2. Characteristics of the technological infrastructure, in order to know, among other issues,

the availability of the platform, the bandwidth, the security policies, the accessibility of the platform,
the software update policies or the contingency plans.

3. Training of teachers and students, to know the percentage of teachers and students trained in the
use of learning support technologies and training programs.

4. User support, collecting data on resolved incidents and response time.
5. Use of the virtual classroom, to know the teachers and students who really use the LMS.

The complete data collection instruments can be consulted in the work of Mejía-Madrid [15].

5.2. Instruments Validation and Redesign

In this section we present how the initial data collection instruments were validated to give rise to
the final instruments. This validation consisted of an initial pilot test, both for students and teachers;
plus a validation questionnaire by experts, in this case only for the teachers’ instrument. In the case of
the interviews for the directors and managers of the units, no explicit validation was made, since the
questions were obtained directly from the model and reviewed by the authors of this article.

As for the student data collection instrument, its validation was carried out with a pilot test to
students in the Information Systems subject. The aim of the pilot test is to find possible shortcomings
in language, writing, relevance or technical quality. In this way, a validation by students for students is
carried out, which we consider indispensable because quality is focused on learning and, therefore,
on the student as the main actor of the process. The students mentioned some suggestions regarding
form; these were incorporated to later improve the research instrument.

The validation of the teacher instrument was carried out in two ways: with a pre-test and with
expert validation. The pre-test validation consisted of a pilot study with 17 teachers from the Central
University of Ecuador, whose observations were incorporated. Then, the resulting questionnaire
was validated by seven experts, among whom were four researchers in educational innovation and
technologies for learning and three university managers in the field of educational technologies and
academic management. The expert validation was conducted using an instrument provided by the
Directorate of Academic Development of the Central University of Ecuador, in which the following
aspects were evaluated for each question:

• Relevance: The correspondence between the objectives and the items in the instrument.
• Technical quality and representativeness: The adequacy of the questions to the cultural, social

and educational level of the population to which the instrument is directed.
• Language quality and writing: Use of appropriate language, writing and spelling, and use of

terms known to the respondent.

This instrument was passed on to each expert, who made their respective observations,
and subsequently the final version of the survey was constructed. By compiling the results issued by
the experts, they requested few changes in form, language and wording. In addition, they asked for
the unification of questions due to the fact that it was an extensive survey. These observations were
taken into account for the development of the final version of the survey.

5.3. Data Collection

Once the data collection instruments have been defined, it is necessary to carry out this collection.
The following are some of the aspects that have been taken into account for this process. With regard
to student and teacher surveys, three key aspects need to be defined for their implementation:
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• The population, i.e., the recipients of the survey. In this case the population is made up of the
students and teachers of the university analysed, for each of the surveys carried out.

• The chosen sample, that is, who from the entire population will answer the questionnaires. In our
case it is a voluntary survey, so it is not possible to define a sample size a priori. This introduces
the problem of the possible non-representativeness of the sample, either because of an insufficient
size or because it is not a random sample.

• The way to send them the questionnaire: on paper, by e-mail, by means of an online form...

All questionnaires are accompanied by instructions indicating the purpose, who is sending the
questionnaire, why the recipient of the survey was selected and whether and how the results will
be shared.

As for the interview with those responsible for the learning technology system, the selection of the
participants is crucial. This is a key informant interview, that is, the individuals selected are considered
unique because of their position or experience. To get the best results from the interview and to collect
all the expected data, it is essential to have a well prepared interview guide.

6. Dashboard

A dashboard, as already noted, is a business tool that displays a set of indicators and other
information needed to make decisions. It is important that it presents in a visual way, at a single glance,
the most important data needed to achieve the business objectives. In this section we present our
proposal for a dashboard.

6.1. Dashboard Design

Decision-oriented representation of results is one of the objectives of this research. To this end, we
propose a heat map as a dashboard, in the form of a regular nonagon (because of the nine elements),
divided into sectors and concentric rings, in which each color intensity represents the fulfillment level
reached by each indicator, each attribute (as the average of the fulfillment levels of its indicators) and
each element (as the average of the fulfillment levels of its attributes).

An example of this type of display is shown in Figure 3. The three components (each with an
associated color) are represented and their quality represented as a fulfillment level (with a different
intensity of the chosen color). The first, human component (in red) includes students, teachers and
LMS managers. The second, methodological and technological resources (in green) includes the
instructional design, the LMS and the helpdesk. Finally, the third component is the dynamics of
the process (in blue), which includes the process itself, the result and the feedback arising from the
interaction between the elements. In each component, the elements (Xi), attributes (Aj) and indicators
(ak) are distributed in three concentric rings.

The concentric rings give us information of different levels of abstraction. The closer they are
to the center, the more general the information is, and as the rings move away from the center the
information becomes more specific. The resulting diagram is a compact and visually very powerful
representation, which allows us to easily identify the strengths and weaknesses of the Open Learning
course analyzed.

The proposed representation in the form of a heat map can be used as a dashboard since it mostly
fulfills the characteristics of Few [4] for a dashboard:

• It is an efficient and attractive visual presentation, combining text and graphics.
• It shows information needed to achieve a specific objective (evaluate the quality of a Open

Learning course), and has complex, unstructured and tacit information from various sources
(data collection tools). It shows a set of KPIs (the 9 elements), but also other additional information
(the attributes and indicators).

• It fits on a single computer screen.
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• Allows for updated information if required.
• The information can be considered as an aggregated summary of the whole Open Learning

quality assessment.
• A heat map is a simple, concise, clear and intuitive display mechanism.
• It could be customized, showing more or less rings depending on the needs.

Figure 3. Dashboard for the UCE case.

6.2. Dashboard Construction

The construction of the dashboard is a direct process once the data has been collected and the
indicators calculated. Specifically, the steps that have been followed for the construction are:

1. Collection of indicator data from surveys and interviews.
2. Calculation of the fulfillment levels, based on the value of the indicators and the established

standards, as indicated in Section 4.3.
3. Calculation of the fulfillment levels of the attributes, as an average of the fulfillment levels of the

indicators of that attribute, with rounding to the nearest integer value.
4. Calculation of the fulfillment levels of the elements (sub-elements), as an average of the fulfillment

levels of the attributes of that element (sub-element), with rounding to the nearest integer value.
5. Calculation of the fulfillment levels of the components, as an average of the fulfillment levels of

the elements of that component, with rounding to the nearest integer value
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6. Assignment of a color level according to the fulfillment level. To do this:

• The hue depends on the component to which each element, attribute or indicator belongs:
red for the human component, green for the methodological and technological component,
blue for the process component.

• The saturation depends on the fulfillment level. Five levels of saturation are established,
distributed in intervals of 20%, between 0% (white, minimum saturation) and 100%
(maximum saturation).

The control panel has been built manually, but it can be easily automated since the calculation
procedure is perfectly defined.

7. Case Study

The application of the model to a case study allows the description to be completed and
new conclusions to be drawn. The model has been applied at the Central University of Ecuador
(UCE—Universidad Central del Ecuador). In this case, the 3 components and 9 elements of the model
have been divided into the 38 attributes and 99 indicators proposed in Section 4.2 and presented in
the work of Mejía-Madrid [15]. In order to collect data to calculate the indicators, two surveys have
been designed for teachers and students, and a series of interviews have been carried out with those
responsible for the LMS. The surveys were conducted with 111 teachers (out of a total of approximately
2300) from the different faculties and 677 students (out of a total of approximately 40,000), and the heads
of the university’s information technology department were interviewed. Although the voluntary
nature of the questionnaire does not make it possible to ensure the absence of bias, the sample can be
considered sufficiently large for the population under study.

Based on the data collected, each indicator is assigned its fulfillment level, with values from 1
to 5, and the results are incorporated into the heat map that constitutes the dashboard (Figure 3).
In this graphic representation, the elements, attributes and indicators can be seen with different color
intensities, depending on the fulfillment level reached. The ultimate goal of the model is to provide a
complete picture of the state of the institution and determine what improvement actions can be taken
to increase fulfillment levels for each element. The heat map can be used as a dashboard for the quality
of the institution’s Open Learning courses. Without being exhaustive, we present some interesting
results of the application in the UCE.

In the central ring we have the high level information concerning the nine elements, grouped in
the three main components. In the example of the UCE, the “LMS manager” element within the human
component stands out as the element with the highest fulfillment level (level 5), although the “Student”
element of the same component also has a notable fulfillment level (level 4). However, the “Helpdesk”
element within the methodology and technology component is the one with the lowest fulfillment
level (level 1).

Looking only at the innermost ring of the heat map gives us an overview, but can lead to
confusion if the attributes and corresponding indicators are not analyzed in detail, especially when the
fulfillment level is intermediate. Calculating the fulfillment levels of a ring as an average of those of the
immediately outer ring may mean that the intermediate levels of fulfillment are due to very different
values that contribute to that calculation. A clear case is that of the “Teacher” element of the human
component. Its average fulfillment level is intermediate (level 3), but if we look at the outermost
rings we can see that at the level of attributes (central ring) and indicators (outer ring) there are very
different values. Thus, attributes A2.1 and A2.4 have a minimum level of fulfillment (level 1), while
attribute A2.3 has a maximum level (level 5). It is interesting to note that the attributes with the lowest
values are A2.1: “Educational level” (due to the low number of PhDs on the staff of the UCE) and A2.4:
“Teacher contribution to transparency” (since very few teachers publish data on their subjects on the
institutional website, one of the indicators for this attribute). However, “Teacher training” is very good,
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according to attribute A2.3, with the highest level. The description of all the attributes and indicators
can be consulted in the work of Mejía-Madrid [15]

8. Conclusions

In this paper, we presented two main contributions: a model for the evaluation of the quality of
Open Learning courses and a visual tool for the representation of the results of the application of the
model, useful as a dashboard for decision making.

The quality assessment model has a solid theoretical basis from a systematic review of the
literature, is comprehensive, open and adaptable. It is made up of 3 components and 9 elements,
that are divided into 38 attributes and 99 indicators in the case of the Central University of Ecuador
(consult the work of Mejía-Madrid [15] for the complete description of the model), organized in a
hierarchical way and whose data are obtained through various data collection tools validated by
experts. The greatest contribution is to formalize the data of different types on a single scale formed by
five fulfillment levels, which allows for easy comparison.

A dashboard, in the form of a heat map is proposed, which can be constructed thanks to the scale
of fulfillment levels, is a compact and intuitive representation of the situation of the university with
respect to the quality of Open Learning courses. It has several levels of abstraction represented in
the rings of the diagram, which allows the information to be analyzed in different detail. Each color
value represents a level of fulfillment (between 1 and 5), so that the representation is aggregated,
homogeneous and comparable.

The tool has an important potential for decision making, so we propose to continue advancing in
this line of research in the future. Specifically, we are considering automating the process of obtaining
the dashboard, in order to keep it updated in a simpler way. We also propose to develop a systematic
diagnostic methodology based on the dashboard, to achieve the automatic definition of improvement
actions in the weakest areas aligned with the institution’s strategy. Finally, the proposal must be
validated by university policy makers. The authors have experience in positions of responsibility in
university governance and management, but we consider it essential to gather the opinion of other
university leaders to understand the usefulness of the proposed model and dashboard.
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Appendix A. Attributes and Indicators

The attributes and indicators of Human component are presented here. They correspond to
elements X1, Student (Table A1); X2, Teacher (Table A2); X3, LMS manager (Table A3). The complete
list can be found in the work of Mejía-Madrid [15].
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Table A1. Attributes and indicators for element X1, Student.

Attribute Indicator Description

A1,1 Digital skills a1,1,1 Use of computer tools % students who regularly use computer tools in their
learning activities.

A1,2 LMS training a1,2,1 Training % students who have been trained in the use of LMS.

Table A2. Attributes and indicators for element X2, Teacher.

Attribute Indicator Description

A2,1 Level of
studies a2,1,1 Level of studies % teachers who are PhD.

A2,2 Digital skills a2,2,1 Basic notions Average degree of use of basic learning resources in
teaching practice.

a2,2,2 Knowledge deepening Average degree of use of knowledge deepening
resources in teaching practice.

a2,2,3 Knowledge generation Average degree of use of knowledge generation
resources in teaching practice.

A2,3 LMS training a2,3,1 Training % teachers who have been trained in the use of LMS.

a2,3,2 Training expectation % teachers who would like to be trained in the use of
digital tools and resources.

A2,4 Contribution
to transparency a2,4,1 Syllabus publication % teachers who publish at least the subject syllabus on

the institutional website.

Table A3. Attributes and indicators for element X3, LMS manager.

Attribute Indicator Description

A3,1 Training in
LMS management

a3,1,1 Training in
LMS management

Average number of training hours
of the LMS manager in the last year.
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