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Abstract: Software design is a difficult concept to define when it comes to educational technology. This 
is reflected in research related to the design, creation, and development of educational technology 
platforms. Therefore, it was decided to define the concept of software design using the conceptual 
cartography method through seven different axes of analysis. As a result, it was possible to identify the 
different conceptual components, as well as the semantic relationships of software design with other 
similar concepts in the field of educational technology. The need for standardization in the use and 
application of techniques and models for the development of educational technology platforms is 
mentioned. Finally, it is proposed that future work include the development of a software tool that 
allows the creation of platforms considering both technical and pedagogical aspects. 
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1. Introduction  

Since the inclusion of information and communication technologies in education, multiple efforts 
have been made to integrate technology into the teaching-learning process in the best possible way. 
Thus, technology has been used in various forms, such as: a tool for course management, virtual 
learning environments, MOOCs, and virtual learning environments [1, 2]. Similarly, from the inclusion 
of technology in education, concepts such as u-learning have emerged, which refers to learning present 
in any scenario thanks to technology and the growing connectivity in the world. 

However, this has posed a series of challenges that are difficult to resolve. The design and 
development of educational technologies is a complex task, as it requires the intervention of disciplines 
such as Software Engineering for the creation of these technologies, as well as other areas that 
contribute to the pedagogical aspects necessary for the development of the teaching-learning process 
[3]. This becomes particularly important and a cause for concern when considering that it is not 
common to find individuals who meet both profiles [4]. 

Thus, the increasing inclusion of educational technology in traditional teaching spaces, as well as 
the growth in research on educational technology, has led researchers and educators with backgrounds 
outside of Software Engineering to use their own models and tools for the creation of educational 
technology platforms [5, 6]. However, as this is a process that involves software development, it is 
common to find terms specific to Software Engineering used ambiguously and outside their usual 
semantic field [7]. Due to this, there are inconsistencies in the terminology used by authors when 
designing educational technology platforms [8]. 

In particular, the concept of "Software Design" is one that is used in various research works and, 
due to the aforementioned inconsistencies, it is a term that is not correctly defined within the scope of 
educational technology platforms. Since it is not concretely defined, the activities and responsibilities of 
the process of designing educational technology platforms are also unclear, making it difficult (or even 
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impossible) to differentiate it from other similar terms and concepts, both in the field of educational 
technology and in Software Engineering. 
 

2. Methodology 
The objective of this research was to define the term "Software Design" in the context of 

educational technology platforms. To achieve this, the conceptual cartography method was used. 
Conceptual cartography allows the construction of knowledge around a concept through the review and 
systematization of multiple studies across eight possible axes of analysis (Notion, Categorization, 
Characterization, Differentiation, Classification, Linkage, Methodology, and Exemplification) [9]. Thus, 
the conceptual cartography was developed in four phases [10] which are described below: 
 
2.1. Identification of the Research Problem 

With the objective of this research in mind, the following research question was posed: How is the 
term "software design" used in research that develops educational technology platforms? 
 
2.2. Search and Selection of Studies 

For the search of documents, four scientific databases were used: CONRICyT, ERIC, ScienceDirect, 
and Springer Link. The same search query was used in all databases: "software design" AND 
("educational technology" OR "educational platform"). Only research articles published within the five 
years prior to the search date and written in English or Spanish were accepted. 

The following results were obtained by database: CONRICyT (251), ERIC (11), ScienceDirect (43), 
and Springer Link (83). With a total of 388 articles collected, which, after being compared with the 
inclusion and exclusion criteria (described below), were reduced to just 54. 

The inclusion criteria used were: that it was a research article; that it was published between 
February 2019 and February 2024; that it dealt with the process of creation, design, or development of 
an educational technology platform; that it analyzed an existing educational technology platform; and 
that at least its abstract was available online. On the other hand, the exclusion criteria applied were: that 
it was a theoretical study (without a practical case or real example); that it discussed pedagogical aspects 
without considering their application; and that it was a bibliometric study. Figure 1 summarizes the 
search and selection process of the studies. 
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Figure 1.  
Process of document search and selection. 

 
2.3. Definition of the Axes of Analysis 

For the purposes of the research and based on the research question, it was determined that only 
seven of the eight axes of analysis were relevant to achieve the initially stated objective. The axes used, 
along with their respective central questions, are presented in Table 1. 
 
Table 1.  
Axes of the conceptual cartography of the concept "Software Design". Source: Own elaboration based on. 

Axis of Analysis Central Question 
1. Notion What does "designing software" mean in the context of educational technology platforms? 

2. Categorization To which field does the concept of software design belong? 
3. Characterization What are the main characteristics of the concept of software design when it comes to educational 

technology platforms? 

4. Differentiation What other similar concepts exist, and how does it differ from them? 

5. Linkage How is software design related to other techniques, tools, and methodologies for the creation of 
educational technology platforms? 

6. Methodology What elements make up a methodology for software design of educational technology platforms? 
7. Exemplification What relevant examples exist regarding the application of the concept of software design in 

educational technology platforms? 
Source: Escudero-Nahón [9] and Lee and Kim [10] 

 

2.4. Cartographic Analysis 
With the axes defined, it was possible to classify the documents obtained in the previous stage 

according to their relevance and pertinence in answering the central question. It was allowed for the 
same article to be used to answer multiple axes of analysis. Table 2 presents the number of articles used 
to answer each central question. 
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Table 2.  
Articles used per axis of analysis. Source: Own elaboration. 

Axis of Analysis Number of Articles 

1. Notion 23 
2. Categorization 8 

3. Characterization 31 
4. Differentiation 5 

5. Linkage 20 
6. Methodology 8 

7. Exemplification 12 

 
Once the classification was done, it was possible to carry out the conceptual analysis of the term 

"Software Design" across its different axes. This analysis is presented in the following section. 
 

3. Results 
3.1. Notion: What Does "Designing Software" Mean in the Context of Educational Technology Platforms? 

According to multiple authors, the concept of "designing software" is a collaborative and 
multidisciplinary process involving teachers, students, engineers, and designers (or at least considering 
their perspectives) [11-13]. 

Recent work by Ifenthaler and Pellegrino [14] formalizes this collaboration through their Co-
Design Framework for Educational Technology, which emphasizes iterative prototyping with joint 
teacher-developer teams to align pedagogical goals with technical implementation. However, at this 
point, it is possible to find different positions on the matter, as there is no consensus on the specific tasks 
involved in designing an educational technology platform. The term 'design' in educational technology 
spans a broad spectrum, from accessible pedagogical decisions to complex technical implementations 
[15]. Designing learning technologies involves layered responsibilities, where some team members 
focus on usability while others handle backend engineering challenges [16]. 

This represents a problem, as it is complex to orchestrate all the activities involved in software 
design, especially if they are treated as separate tasks without a defined process. This is mentioned and 
debated from three perspectives, which propose different approaches to what designing an educational 
technology platform entails. The first perspective argues that educational technology design should 
prioritize pedagogical considerations, focusing on instructional design within digital platforms rather 
than their technical development [17-19]. 

This perspective removes everything related to software design and creation from the equation, 
simplifying the semantic complexity by limiting the design process to the configuration and application 
of an existing platform. Under this perspective, by not considering the development of the platform, 
problems arise from the low cohesion between the objectives of the teachers using the platform and 
what it offers. 

The second perspective is diametrically opposed to the first, as it proposes that software design 
(when it comes to educational technology platforms) should be viewed and applied from a technical 
standpoint, oriented exclusively towards the processes, methods, and techniques offered by software 
engineering [20-24]. This initial standpoint advocates for prioritizing teaching and learning principles 
over technological features when developing digital education tools. In essence, the focus shifts to how 
instructional methods are operationalized within digital environments, rather than the technical 
engineering of the platforms themselves. In this context, pedagogical and instructional design aspects 
are addressed through requirements engineering, but teachers or students are not involved in the design 
process. Here, the goal is to establish and meet supplementary characteristics of the platform, such as 
scalability, portability, availability, and security. While this ensures technical quality, it risks 
misaligning with end-user needs [25-27]. 

Despite the opposing approaches of the aforementioned perspectives and their vision of what 
software design is, they share some similarities. The main one, perhaps, lies in the fact that by focusing 
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solely on one aspect (technical or instructional), the other is neglected, leading to similar problems, such 
as the lack of alignment between the objectives a platform can help achieve and the needs of the users. 
Thus, the third perspective seeks to combine the best aspects of the first two. 

Therefore, the third perspective proposes that software design (when it comes to educational 
technology platforms) should be treated as a process that considers technical, technological, and 
pedagogical aspects, so that there are no gaps between technology and pedagogy  [28-32]. It makes 
sense to think that this task needs to be carried out in a multidisciplinary manner, as the technical 
deficiencies that teachers may have can be covered by the experience that software designers and 
developers possess. 

In this way, this last perspective establishes that in software design, it is not enough to simply 
consult experts in pedagogy and instructional design, but it is necessary to integrate them actively into 
the design process, allowing the formation of teachers who are also designers [6]. Currently, answering 
the question 'What does designing software mean in educational technology contexts?' remains 
complex, as it involves a multi-stage process requiring active participation from all key stakeholders 
(teachers, students, and developers) to ensure alignment between pedagogical objectives, user needs, and 
technical system requirements [33]. 

Thus, it is possible to say that, in the context of educational technology platforms, designing 
software means developing the learning objects to be used in the platform, carrying out the 
instructional design to be implemented, and, of course, considering the technical aspects of the platform, 
such as its architecture and the information structures to be used. 
 
3.2. Categorization: To Which Field Does the Concept of Software Design Belong? 

The concept of software design originated in the context of computer science, specifically in 
software engineering. As part of the software development process, design is a fundamental stage in the 
planning and definition of a system [34, 35]. Recent work by Zhang and Zhang [1] demonstrates how 
this foundational concept has evolved, showing that modern educational software design now requires 
"pedagogical validity patterns" (p. 15) to bridge technical and instructional requirements. Since its 
conception, due to the constant and growing inclusion of technology in multiple areas of knowledge, 
this concept has been adapted and used according to the purposes it seeks to fulfill. 

Education is one of the areas of knowledge that most recently integrated technology, resulting in 
what is now known as educational technology, within which multiple branches can be found, such as 
educational technology platforms, gamification, u-learning, e-learning, and, of course, the design of 
educational technology [36-39]. Thus, it is possible to mention that it is a polymorphic concept, 
adapted according to the convenience of those who use it, which generates confusion regarding what 
this term originally implies (at least in the context of educational technology). 

Therefore, this term is sometimes mistakenly interchanged and compared with concepts such as 
instructional design, learning object design, and virtual course design. Terms that, although they share 
some similarities, are very different in their origin, function, and scope. This only generates ambiguity 
regarding the scope and limits of the concept. 

However, from the perspective of educational technology, software design can refer to the design of 
pedagogical aspects or the design of technical aspects [2]. The former suggests the planning of the 
properties of a platform that will allow the proper development of the teaching-learning process [2, 28, 
39, 40]. On the other hand, the latter refers to the planning of the quality attributes of the software and 
how they will be met, addressing aspects such as usability, availability, scalability, and portability [20, 
23, 24]. 

In this context, it becomes evident that conceptual definitions must be carefully adapted to the 
semantic framework of their respective knowledge domains. Yet a persistent contradiction emerges 
when terminology is adopted nominally while disregarding its foundational theoretical underpinnings. 
This conceptual dissonance has prompted scholars to question whether educational technology warrants 
the establishment of a specialized software engineering subdiscipline [41, 42]. 
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3.3. Characterization: What are the Main Characteristics of the Concept of Software Design When it Comes To 
Educational Technology Platforms? 

When planning and developing an educational technology platform, it is possible to observe 
software design through multiple conceptual lenses. These development processes inevitably reveal the 
complex interplay between pedagogical design requirements and technological implementation 
considerations [43]. It is interesting how software design can encompass all the aspects that an 
educational technology project involves, but the lack of cohesion between these aspects is also clear 
[29]. 
 
In some ways, although both aspects are considered, each has its own characteristics that must be taken 
into account for successful design [44, 45]. Table 3 presents the elements that characterize software 
design, as well as their understanding and representation according to the aspect being analyzed. 
 
Table 3.  
Comparison between the design of aspects considered by software design in educational technology platforms. Source: Own 
elaboration based on. 

Element Pedagogical Aspect Technological Aspect 
Object of Study Learning objects, instructional design 

models, learner engagement strategies  
Software architecture, development frameworks, 
UX/UI design 

Objective Align platform features with learning 
theories and pedagogical goals  

Ensure scalability, security, and technical robustness 

Evaluation Learning analytics, student performance 
metrics  

A/B testing, system performance benchmarks 

Quality Metrics Learning effectiveness, accessibility  Load capacity, response time, cross-device 
compatibility 

Design Language Pedagogical design patterns  UML, SysML 
Key Actors Educators, instructional designers  Software architects, DevOps engineers 

Process Model ADDIE, backward design  Agile/Scrum, CI/CD pipelines 
Source: Zawacki-Richter, et al. [46] 
 

After analyzing the characteristics of software design in the context of educational technology 
platforms, it is possible to identify the strong separation between the pedagogical and technological 
aspects. The difference in objectives is clear evidence that, although software design can encompass 
everything involved in the development of a platform, there is no unification or common model that 
allows aligning the activities that must be carried out to create a useful, usable, and functional product 
that also allows the proper development of the teaching-learning process [47]. 
 
3.4. Differentiation: What Other Similar Concepts Exist, and How Does it Differ from Them? 

When developing an educational technology platform, it is possible to identify two concepts similar 
to software design, which are used to a greater or lesser extent by authors depending on the objective 
they seek to achieve. These are: instructional design and digital instructional design. The first is used 
when the platform is oriented towards the creation of pedagogical resources and instructional content, 
while the second is used when the goal is to transfer a learning environment to a virtual setting. 

These concepts, although similar, have substantial differences when analyzing the purpose they seek 
to fulfill. Khan and Bell [48] “systematic review of 215 EdTech projects revealed that projects failing to 
properly distinguish between these concepts had 32% lower adoption rates” (p. 7). To clarify the 
divergences between the three concepts, Table 4 presents a comparison across seven aspects shared by 
these notions. 
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Table 4.  
Comparison between concepts similar to software design. Source: Own elaboration based on. 

Aspect Software Design Instructional Design Digital Instructional Design 

Abstraction Encapsulation of concepts that 
allows simplifying a concept while 
reducing its theoretical complexity 
and increasing its ease of 
understanding. 

Process of modeling 
instructional activities at a 
high level to reduce 
complexity and increase 
efficiency. 

Focus on the main ideas of a 
learning topic, retaining abstract 
information in semantic forms 
through visual models of the 
course. 

Modularity Division of a software project into 
parts, allowing its development in 
stages, reducing complexity and 
facilitating its development. 

Process of segmenting 
instructional content into 
small modules to manage 
complexity and 
maintainability. 

Division of content into learning 
units of a course. 

Reusability Design principle that seeks the 
creation of generic, modifiable, and 
adaptable software components 
according to the context. 

Ability to reuse existing 
instructional content in 
different applications with 
minimal changes. 

Maximization of the cost-
effectiveness of learning and 
performance through the reuse 
and dissemination of previously 
designed instructional materials. 

Compatibility Design property of a software 
component that indicates the 
degree of difficulty in interacting 
with other components. 

Ability of instructional 
content to be used with 
other resources without 
modification. 

Accessibility of learning materials 
from multiple devices. 

Extensibility Ability of a software component to 
be extended with new 
functionalities without major 
changes to the design. 

Ability to add new content 
and materials without 
making major changes to 
the design. 

Ability of a learning unit to be 
used for the learning and 
contextualization of other 
thematic content. 

Scalability Property of a software product 
that indicates the ease with which 
it can be used on a larger scale 
than its current one. 

Ability of the design to be 
used in environments with a 
growing number of people. 

Scaling of traditional learning 
means through the massification 
of learning units. 

Maintainability Ability of a software product to be 
maintained easily and periodically 
without the need for corrections. 

Measure that indicates the 
ease with which materials 
and content can be added to 
the design within a 
stipulated time frame. 

Design of clear, concise, and 
concrete learning units that allow 
their modification without 
affecting the course as a whole. 

Source: Vallis, et al. [7]; Ifenthaler [49]; Krouska, et al. [50]; Papadakis [51]; Maulidiya, et al. [52]; Sáiz Manzanares, et al. [53]; Tlili, et al. [54]; and González-

Hernández, et al. [55]. 

 
From this comparison, it is clear that the main difference between the concepts lies in the object of 

study. While software design aims to ensure the quality of the product to be developed, instructional 
design seeks the quality of the elements, components, and learning materials, and learning design seeks, 
as its name suggests, the quality of the learning process through the clear establishment of goals. 

This seems to indicate that software design is focused solely on technical aspects. However, it is 
evident that, to fulfill its purpose, it encompasses all the necessary aspects for an educational technology 
platform. Thus, software design necessarily encompasses the other two concepts. 
 
3.5. Linkage: How is Software Design Related to Other Techniques, Tools, and Methodologies For the Creation 
of Educational Technology Platforms? 

Software design is related to multiple concepts within and outside the context of educational 
technology. Among these are: instructional design, u-learning, and agile development methodologies 
[56, 57]. First two concepts belong to the field of educational technology, while the latter is part of 
software engineering. Thus, designing software is a concept that, due to its relevance and ability to be 
used in practically any field, is adapted and used according to the needs it seeks to satisfy [58, 59]. 

Instructional design is a discipline oriented towards the design, definition, and planning of the 
activities and resources that will be developed in a course [60, 61]. Usually, in this task, elements such 
as the content to be reviewed, the teaching methodology, communication channels, and, more recently, 
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the digital tools to be used (management tools, audiovisual media, platforms, etc.) are defined. This term 
is directly related to software design by defining, in the course design, the characteristics that the digital 
tool or platform requires [7, 20]. 

Similarly, u-learning proposes the presence of learning opportunities in any environment and at any 
time through information technologies. It is usually presented as a personalized learning style tailored 
to the needs and capabilities of the student [62, 63]. It is supported by gamification (usually through 
mobile devices), while proposing characteristics that educational platforms must consider [64-67]. 

On the other hand, agile development methodologies serve as a guide for the proper development of 
software products. The 2024 State of EdTech Development Report found that teams using 
pedagogically-adapted Agile (EduScrum 2.0) reduced development time by 30% while improving 
instructor satisfaction by 45% [68]. Typically, these methodologies require advanced technical 
expertise and are often driven by stakeholder requirements rather than end-user needs, which can lead 
to poor platform adoption [69-71]. Recent studies highlight that even in agile environments, neglecting 
user-centered design principles results in lower acceptance rates [72, 73]. However, as a reference 
framework, it serves software design by providing a structure into which other techniques, tools, and 
methodologies (such as instructional design and u-learning) can be integrated with the aim of increasing 
the chances of success of the final product. 

In this way, software design is currently related to concepts specific to education and software 
engineering. However, it has the potential to be linked and extended with other tools, techniques, and 
methodologies, as it has been established previously, it is a flexible concept that can be standardized as 
needed. 
 
3.6. Methodology: What Elements Make Up a Methodology for Software Design of Educational Technology 
Platforms? 

Talking about a methodology implies the existence of a structured and concrete process. However, 
when it comes to the development of educational technology, it becomes complex due to two factors: the 
flexibility required in a teaching-learning process and the number of variants and variables that 
influence the acquisition of new knowledge. Recent studies highlight that student and teacher 
engagement in EdTech platforms remains a persistent challenge, often due to insufficient integration of 
pedagogical principles into design frameworks [74].  

Despite this, there are also success cases, where one of the constants has been the structured 
application of a development methodology. Thanks to this, it is possible to identify and analyze the 
characteristics that determine the success or failure of a project of this type. Undoubtedly, a 
predominant characteristic in cases with positive results is that it is an iterative and continuous 
improvement process. This implies a cyclical and incremental structure, in which the stated objectives 
are met in stages [57]. 

Similarly, the most successful implementations consistently incorporate two key design elements: 
active stakeholder participation (primarily teachers and students), and substantial time investment in 
usability and user experience design  [75-77]. Figure 2 presents a diagram that groups the elements 
and characteristics that have been considered in different instances with positive results. 
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Figure 2.  
Design process of educational technology platforms. Source: Own elaboration based on. 

Source: Ifenthaler [78] 

 
Contemporary educational technology platforms require rigorous integration of evidence-based 

pedagogical elements. Modern instructional design frameworks now systematically incorporate: 
learning sciences principles, adaptive active learning methodologies, and embedded formative 
assessment [28, 79, 80]. These core components establish the methodological foundation guiding both 
platform development and evaluation protocols. 

Exemplification: What relevant examples exist regarding the application of the concept of software 
design in educational technology platforms? 

As described, examples of software design applied in the process of creating an educational 

technology platform vary in their approach. The first approach is technical, where tools specific to 

software engineering are used, and tools and models related to education are integrated. Zhang and 

Chen [81] analysis of GitHub repositories revealed that 68% of technically-driven EdTech projects now 

employ AI-assisted coding tools, but only 29% incorporate pedagogical validation in their development 

pipelines. While knowledge from both disciplines is integrated, by focusing on aspects such as 

functionality, software architecture, and usability, the pedagogical aspect is often left in the background. 

The works of Hernández, et al. [82] and Alam and Shi [83] and newer examples like Li, et al. [84] 

automated learning analytics platform demonstrate this technical focus, achieving 99.8% system 

reliability but limited educator adoption. 

On the other hand, it is possible to identify a second variant of application, where the technical 

aspect is relegated to give greater relevance to the pedagogical content and instructional design of the 

platform. In this type of case, the supplementary characteristics of a platform (scalability, usability, 
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functionality, extensibility, etc.) are not considered in the development of the platform. This results in a 

platform that is successful in very specific cases, as it is practically impossible to transfer or adapt it to 

other domains or contexts. In this type of application, the works of Radović, et al. [85] and O’Dell [86] 

are present. 

Finally, there is a third variant in which software design is adapted to be used alongside 

instructional design techniques and teaching methodologies. This approach emerges as a solution to 

reconcile the semantic and conceptual differences between technical disciplines and education. 

Contemporary examples of this integrated approach can be found in the works of  Chimalakonda and 

Nori [43]; Turk, et al. [40]; Ifenthaler and Tracey [30]; Karoui, et al. [21]; Martínez, et al. [32]. 

The contrast between the approaches is due to multiple factors, such as the objective and context of 
the research. However, it is undeniable that the academic and professional background of the authors 
directly influences the approach when designing an educational technology platform. On one hand, 
those with a technical background opted to use tools and techniques specific to the field of information 
technologies, while those with a background in teaching and pedagogy used models and methodologies 
present in the educational field. However, it is interesting that the authors who integrated both 
disciplines equally do not have specific training, although they do mention interdisciplinary work in 
their studies. 
 

4. Conclusions 
In conclusion, defining software design remains complex due to conceptual breadth and ambiguity 

about its constituent activities. While various perspectives exist for educational technology 
development, contemporary research confirms its inherently multidisciplinary nature [43]. 
Paradoxically, despite this recognized need for interdisciplinary collaboration, integrated team 
approaches remain exceptional in practice [32]. While this would indicate that it is necessary to involve 
experts from various fields to cover the technological and pedagogical aspects that the design of 
educational technology platforms entails, the reality is that this is uncommon. 

Usually, it is a single person (or group of people) who is responsible for the design process and 
everything it entails (platform planning, technology selection, interface design, etc.). And while it is not 
uncommon to find this type of situation in software development projects, the reality is that 
multidisciplinary training is necessary, which many lack [5]. 

Instructional design and software design share several elements in common. Both are (mostly) 
iterative processes, consider the target audience, and have reference models and support tools. However, 
semantic differences prevent authors from integrating the concepts and techniques of one field of 
knowledge with another, despite the similarities between the two concepts. Due to this, the need to 
generate models that align both disciplines has been raised, or even to create a specific branch of 
Software Engineering to address the design of educational platforms [20].  

Now, This need faces significant implementation challenges that are easier to theorize than 
actualize. These obstacles range from the inherent complexity and diversity of teaching-learning 
processes to the scalability requirements across different instructional contexts [43]. For now, although 
there are already some ideas about models that consider both disciplinary areas and that help support 
pedagogy in educational platforms, there is nothing regarding the supplementary characteristics of the 
software, which are essential for ensuring the quality of the final product  [85, 86].  

Thus, in response to the question, "How is the term 'software design' used in research that develops 
educational technology platforms?" Currently, it is used ambiguously, with a meaning and implications 
dependent on the professional background of the person using it. However, it is noteworthy that as 
technology becomes increasingly embedded in teaching-learning processes, a growing body of research 
recognizes the essential multidisciplinary nature of educational technology design [32]. This, together 
with existing models, allows the formation of teachers as designers [6]. 
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Therefore, software design, as a concept in the development of educational technology platforms, is 
composed of concepts from different semantic branches. On one hand, there are those that refer to 
instruction, the design of a course according to its different stages, learning objectives, and target 
audience, while on the technological side, there is talk of design stages, platform user objectives, and, 
finally, the end users of the platform. 

Due to the emergence and popularity of concepts such as u-learning, e-learning, gamification, and 
digital instructional design, it is feasible to think that, over time, teachers will acquire the 
multidisciplinary training required for the design of platforms and educational software. Evidence of 
this is the existence and growing use of universal modeling languages for digital instructional design 
(coUML, derived from the unified language specific to Software Engineering). 

From the above, it is possible to say that it would be necessary not only to think of a reference 
model that unifies both disciplines but also to think of a software tool that facilitates the generation of 
the elements required by educational technology platforms. 
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