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ABSTRACT 

This study aims to develop a program-level structural alignment 

model by integrating stakeholder analysis, Outcome-Based 

Education (OBE), and quality assurance mechanisms within the AUN-

QA framework to address misalignments among learning outcomes, 

course structures, and assessment systems. The research uses a 

higher education music teacher education program as an empirical 

case to develop and examine the proposed model. A sequential 

mixed-methods design was adopted, involving data collection from 

82 stakeholders and a systematic analysis of existing curriculum 

documents. Quantitative data were analyzed using descriptive 

statistics, while qualitative data were examined through content 

analysis. The findings reveal a discernible gap between stakeholders’ 

competency expectations and the program’s perceived attainment 

levels, indicating structural misalignment at the program level rather 

than isolated deficiencies at the course level. Based on these 

findings, an integrated competency framework was synthesized, and 

a structural model was developed to translate stakeholder 

expectations into measurable program learning outcomes, coherent 

course mapping, and evidence-based assessment practices. The 

study argues that stakeholder-informed alignment can function as a 

structural governance mechanism for curriculum design by 

systematically linking curriculum architecture with quality assurance 

processes. The findings contribute to program-level curriculum 

theory by demonstrating how contextual responsiveness and 

standards-based legitimacy can be integrated within teacher 

education. 
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INTRODUCTION  
Over the past decade, higher education curriculum development has been increasingly 

influenced by the principles of Outcome-Based Education (OBE), which emphasize the 

formulation of clearly articulated, measurable, and empirically verifiable learning outcomes 

(Solikhah, 2022). Central to this approach is the requirement that learning outcomes, teaching 

and learning activities, and assessment practices be coherently aligned in accordance with the 

principle of constructive alignment (Rao, 2020; Segooa & Molise, 2024). In practice, however, 

many programs continue to experience structural misalignment, particularly in the linkage 

among stakeholder expectations, the specification of program learning outcomes, and the 

organization of courses within the curriculum framework. As a result, formally stated outcomes 

do not always fully reflect the competencies required for professional practice. 

Within teacher education, these challenges become more complex. Programs must 

systematically integrate disciplinary knowledge, pedagogical competence, professional ethics, 

technological capability, and contextual understanding. Teacher education institutions operate 

within multifaceted structures that require the coordination of subject knowledge, pedagogical 

theory, practicum experience, and professional standards (Flores, 2016; Kuzembayeva et al., 

2025). When curriculum design does not systematically incorporate empirical evidence from 

stakeholders, a gap may emerge between intended learning outcomes and graduates’ actual 

professional capabilities. In competency-based frameworks, this challenge intensifies, as 

competencies must be explicitly mapped onto learning outcomes and authentic professional 

practice contexts (Tarmo & Kimaro, 2021). These conditions highlight the need for systematic 

alignment between field-based expectations and curriculum architecture. 

Within music teacher education, however, curriculum design is shaped by a distinctive 

and persistent tension between two competing professional orientations (Partti & Karlsen, 

2010). On the one hand, traditional music training emphasizes specialized performer identities, 

focusing on technical mastery and depth within a primary instrument. On the other hand, 

contemporary school contexts require music teachers to demonstrate broad musicianship, 

including multi-instrumental proficiency, ensemble leadership, pedagogical flexibility, and the 

ability to integrate diverse musical traditions into classroom practice (Conway, 2012). 

This tension reflects a structural contradiction between the disciplinary logic of 

conservatory-style training and the practical demands of school-based music teaching. As a 

result, graduates who are highly trained as performers may not be fully prepared to function as 

versatile educators in real educational settings. Conversely, efforts to broaden competencies 

may risk diluting the depth of musical expertise. Despite its significance, this tension has rarely 

been systematically addressed at the program level within Outcome-Based Education 

frameworks, where alignment is often treated as a technical process rather than as a disciplinary 

negotiation between competing professional identities. This unresolved tension highlights the 

need for a program-level framework that can systematically reconcile competing competency 

demands within a coherent curriculum structure. 
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Under the AUN-QA framework, quality assurance extends beyond individual courses to 

the program level, emphasizing the specification of Expected Learning Outcomes that are 

standards-referenced and demonstrably attainable (Johnson, 2017). Curriculum development, 

therefore, cannot be confined to course revision; it requires the design of an integrated 

curriculum architecture that logically and verifiably connects learning outcomes, course 

structures, pedagogical strategies, and assessment systems. 

This study seeks to develop a music teacher education curriculum through a stakeholder-

informed alignment process grounded in OBE and the AUN-QA framework. Its objective is to 

construct an integrated competency framework that is both contextually responsive and 

standards-legitimate. The study addresses the following research questions: 

(1) Which competency dimensions do stakeholders prioritize for music teacher graduates, 

and is there a gap between expected importance and satisfaction with the existing 

curriculum? 

(2) Does the existing curriculum exhibit structural misalignment within the OBE framework, 

particularly in relation to the competing demands between specialized musical training 

and the broad professional competencies required in music teacher education? If so, in 

what ways? 

(3) How can the synthesized competency framework connect stakeholder expectations with 

national higher education qualification standards and AUN-QA criteria? 

(4) How can these competencies be translated into a coherent program-level curriculum 

structure, including clearly defined Program Learning Outcomes (PLOs), aligned course 

mapping, and evidence-based assessment mechanisms, under the principle of 

constructive alignment? 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

The concept of Outcome-Based Education (OBE) was foundationally articulated by Spady (1994), 

who proposed that educational design should begin with the explicit specification of the 

learning outcomes students are expected to demonstrate at the conclusion of the learning 

process. Curriculum content, instructional strategies, and assessment methods should then be 

backward-designed to align with these intended outcomes. Harden (2007) later extended this 

framework within higher education, emphasizing the formulation of clearly defined, measurable 

outcomes aligned with professional standards. Similarly, Biggs (1996) advanced the principle of 

constructive alignment, arguing that learning outcomes, teaching and learning activities, and 

assessment tasks must be systematically aligned to enable students to construct knowledge and 

demonstrate performance at the intended cognitive and behavioral levels. Although these 

principles have been widely adopted at the policy and accreditation levels, their implementation 

has frequently remained confined to individual courses rather than extended to structural 

design at the program level. Consequently, systemic coherence across the broader curriculum 

architecture often remains incomplete. 
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While Outcome-Based Education and constructive alignment have been widely 

implemented at the level of individual courses, their application at the program level involves a 

fundamentally different degree of complexity. At the course level, alignment is typically 

achieved within a single instructional unit, focusing on coherence among course learning 

outcomes, teaching activities, and assessment tasks (Biggs & Tang, 2003). In contrast, program-

level alignment requires the integration of multiple courses, the longitudinal development of 

competencies, and the systematic mapping of Program Learning Outcomes (PLOs) across the 

entire curriculum structure. This includes both vertical alignment, which ensures the progressive 

development of competencies across different years of study, and horizontal alignment, which 

ensures coherence across courses within the same level (Anderson et al., 2025). In addition, 

program-level alignment must connect curriculum design with professional standards and 

stakeholder expectations. Despite its importance, such program-level alignment remains 

undertheorized and insufficiently operationalized in many higher education contexts (Loughlin 

et al., 2021). 

Freeman’s (1984) stakeholder theory posits that organizational decision-making should 

account for the interests and expectations of diverse stakeholder groups. Applied to curriculum 

development, this perspective suggests that the formulation of learning outcomes should be 

grounded in empirical evidence drawn from graduate employers, professional regulators, 

students, and broader societal stakeholders. Contemporary reviews in higher education further 

emphasize that stakeholder analysis must consider power relations and governance 

mechanisms rather than merely identifying relevant groups (Syed et al., 2024). Nevertheless, 

many curriculum reform initiatives that claim to include stakeholder participation are limited to 

collecting perception or satisfaction data without demonstrating a systematic analytical process 

for translating stakeholder input into structural curriculum design. As a result, field-based 

perspectives are often insufficiently integrated into program-level curriculum architecture. 

Competency-based curriculum design seeks to define outcomes in terms of 

demonstrable capabilities that integrate knowledge, skills, and professional attributes (Frank et 

al., 2010; Ndiangui et al., 2025; Valentín Melgarejo et al., 2025). This approach aligns with OBE 

in its emphasis on clearly specified and measurable outcomes as the foundation for curriculum 

development (Amirgalina et al., 2025; Harden, 2007). A persistent challenge, however, lies in 

operationalizing abstract competencies into explicit indicators that are assessable and 

coherently embedded within program structures. While numerous studies propose competency 

frameworks or graduate attribute categories, fewer articulate the procedural steps required to 

translate these competencies into Expected Learning Outcomes, sequenced course structures, 

and systematically verifiable assessment systems at the program level. 

Regional quality assurance frameworks, such as AUN-QA, require the articulation of 

Expected Learning Outcomes that are aligned with stakeholder needs and supported by 

demonstrable evidence of attainment at the program level (ASEAN University Network, 2020). 

This framework extends the principle of constructive alignment from the course level to the 
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program level, emphasizing the interconnection among outcomes, course organization, 

pedagogical strategies, and assessment systems as mechanisms for assuring learning. However, 

much of the existing research on quality assurance implementation remains limited to 

discipline-specific case studies or evaluation reports. There remains a lack of structurally 

grounded models that explain how curriculum architecture can systematically integrate 

stakeholder analysis, competency formulation, constructive alignment, and quality assurance 

governance within a coherent program-level framework. 

METHOD 

Research Design 

This study employed a curriculum development design using a sequential mixed-methods 

approach, with quantitative data collection followed by qualitative explanation to strengthen 

analytical integration (Creswell & Clark, 2018). Survey data were used to examine stakeholders’ 

perceived importance and perceived attainment of graduate competencies to identify program-

level gaps. Open-ended responses further contextualized these discrepancies and specified 

competencies relevant to school-based practice, consistent with design-oriented curriculum 

inquiry (McKenney & Reeves, 2018). Curriculum document analysis was conducted to diagnose 

alignment among learning outcomes, course structures, and assessment practices under the 

principles of Outcome-Based Education (Spady, 1994). The integrated findings informed the 

synthesis of a stakeholder-informed competency framework, the refinement of Program 

Learning Outcomes (PLOs), and the development of a program-level structural alignment model 

aligned with AUN-QA standards (ASEAN University Network, 2020). 

Population and Sample 

A total of 82 stakeholders were recruited through purposive sampling to ensure direct relevance 

to music teacher education and school-based professional contexts (Patton, 2014). The sample 

included multiple stakeholder groups representing learners, practitioners, and decision-makers: 

current students, alumni, music teachers/civil servant teachers, school administrators, program 

faculty members, freelance music professionals, student teachers in practicum placements, and 

prospective applicants. The questionnaire was administered online through professional and 

academic networks, and all voluntary responses (n = 82) were included in the analysis. 

Given the relatively small number of participants in certain stakeholder subgroups, the 

analysis was not intended to support inferential statistical comparisons between groups. 

Instead, descriptive comparisons were used to identify overall patterns in stakeholder 

responses, and the findings were interpreted as context-specific insights relevant to curriculum 

development in music teacher education. 

Data Collection Instruments 

Two primary instruments were used: 

1) Stakeholder Competency Questionnaire (Importance and Satisfaction/Attainment). 
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A structured questionnaire was developed with two parallel five-point Likert-scale sections 

(Likert, 1932): 

(a) importance of graduate competencies (1 = very low to 5 = very high), and 

(b) perceived attainment/satisfaction with graduates’ competencies (1 = very low to 5 = very 

high). 

The competency domains covered professional ethics and conduct, lifelong learning, 

communication, musical proficiency, ensemble conducting, instructional innovation, 

instructional technology, and administrative/budget management. The questionnaire also 

included open-ended questions to elicit additional competency needs and structural concerns 

related to school-based practice. 

Content validity was evaluated by five experts in music education and curriculum studies 

using the Index of Item-Objective Congruence (IOC), yielding IOC values of 0.80–1.00 (≥ 0.50). 

Minor revisions were made accordingly. A pilot test supported internal consistency reliability, 

with Cronbach’s alpha coefficients ranging from 0.82 to 0.91 across domains. 

2) Curriculum Document Analysis Protocol. 

A structured protocol was developed to examine program documents, including Program 

Learning Outcomes (PLOs), Course Learning Outcomes (CLOs), course structure and credit 

distribution, descriptions of teaching and learning activities, and assessment formats. The 

content validity of the protocol was verified through IOC by the same expert panel, with values 

ranging from 0.80 to 1.00. Two researchers independently coded the curriculum documents, 

and inter-rater reliability yielded Cohen’s kappa coefficients ranging from 0.78 to 0.86, 

indicating substantial agreement. Document analysis was guided by the constructive alignment 

framework (Biggs & Tang, 2003) to identify patterns of program-level coherence and 

misalignment. 

Data Analysis 

Quantitative analysis. Descriptive statistics, specifically means and standard deviations, were 

calculated for importance and perceived attainment/satisfaction across competency domains. 

An importance–satisfaction gap analysis was conducted using Δ (I − S), where positive values 

indicate high importance but insufficient attainment, and negative values indicate attainment 

exceeding importance. The results informed the prioritization of competencies for program-

level improvement. 

Qualitative analysis. Open-ended responses were analyzed through qualitative content analysis 

(Elo & Kyngäs, 2008). Responses were coded and organized into themes aligned with 

competency domains and school-based professional requirements, including multi-

instrumental versatility, ensemble leadership, digital and AI-supported pedagogy, technical 

resource management, educational administration, and curriculum coherence. These themes 

informed the interpretation of quantitative gaps and the refinement of structurally actionable 

competency statements for curriculum redesign. 
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Document analysis and alignment diagnosis. Curriculum documents were reviewed to 

examine alignment among (a) stated outcomes (PLOs/CLOs), (b) learning experiences, and (c) 

assessment evidence at the program level. Findings were triangulated with survey gap patterns 

and qualitative themes to determine whether the discrepancies reflected structural curriculum 

issues rather than isolated course-level weaknesses. 

Evidence Synthesis and Model Development 

Evidence from the three analytic strands, quantitative gap analysis, qualitative themes, and 

document-based alignment diagnosis, was synthesized through a structured curriculum 

redesign process, as described by McKenney and Reeves (2018). The process comprised four 

steps: 

(1) Derivation of stakeholder expectations (VOS). Quantitative priorities and qualitative themes 

were consolidated into Voice of Stakeholders (VOS) domains. 

(2) Translation into an integrated competency framework. VOS domains were clustered into 

coherent competency dimensions to ensure program-level developmental logic and reduce 

fragmentation. 

(3) Formulation and mapping of PLOs. The competency framework was translated into PLOs 

(PLO1–PLO6), and alignment mapping ensured traceability between VOS domains and PLOs. 

(4) Standards legitimacy checks and operationalization. PLOs were mapped to the domains of 

the Thailand Qualifications Framework and aligned with AUN-QA expectations. Competencies 

were operationalized within the curriculum structure, including course clusters and sequencing, 

as well as pedagogical strategies and assessment practices, resulting in the proposed 

Stakeholder-Informed Structural Alignment Model. 

Ethical Considerations 

This study received ethical approval from the Institutional Ethics Committee for Research 

Involving Human Subjects (Approval No. 703–734/2025). All participants were informed of the 

study’s objectives, procedures, potential risks and benefits, their right to withdraw at any time 

without penalty, and the measures taken to ensure confidentiality. Written informed consent 

was obtained before participation. All data were securely stored and reported anonymously in 

accordance with established ethical standards for research involving human subjects. 

FINDINGS 

Stakeholder Analysis: Identifying Competency Priorities and Gaps 

The investigation of stakeholder expectations regarding graduate competencies in the Bachelor 

of Education in Music Education program was conducted within the framework of stakeholder 

theory, which posits that educational institutions should consider the interests of individuals 

and organizations that both influence and are influenced by program operations (Freeman, 

1984). In contemporary higher education, this perspective has evolved to emphasize value co-

creation and systematic engagement with diverse constituencies to ensure that curriculum 

development authentically reflects professional and societal expectations (Langrafe et al., 
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2020). The application of this framework enabled the findings to be translated into empirically 

grounded revisions of learning outcomes and program structure. 

Data were collected through a five-point Likert-scale questionnaire supplemented by open-

ended items from 82 respondents, including current students, alumni, practicing music 

teachers, school administrators, graduate employers, and program faculty members. The 

inclusion of multiple stakeholder groups allowed the analysis to reflect perspectives from 

learners, practitioners in school settings, and policy-level decision-makers within the program, 

thereby ensuring contextual validity in the interpretation of results for music teacher education 

at the higher education level. The distribution of respondents is presented in Table 1. 

Table 1.  

Profile of Respondents 

Status of Respondents Frequency Percentage 

Secondary students / prospective applicants 1 1.2 

Alumni (B.Ed. Music Education) 15 18.3 

Music teachers / civil servant teachers 22 26.8 

Freelance music professionals 3 3.7 

School administrators 5 6.1 

Program faculty members 5 6.1 

Current students 30 36.6 

Student teachers (teaching practicum) 1 1.2 

Fourth-year B.Ed. Music Education students 1 1.2 

Total 82 100.0 

 

As shown in Table 1, the 82 respondents represented diverse stakeholder groups. The 

largest proportion comprised current students (36.6%), followed by practicing music teachers 

or civil servant teachers (26.8%) and alumni of the program (18.3%). School administrators, 

program faculty members, and freelance music professionals together accounted for 15.9% of 

the sample. This distribution ensured representation of learners, graduate employers, and 

curriculum decision-makers, aligning with multi-stakeholder approaches to curriculum 

development in higher education (Olo et al., 2021). The composition of the sample thus 

provided a robust empirical foundation for analyzing competency priorities and identifying 

structural gaps within the program. 

Following the analysis of respondent characteristics, competency expectations were 

examined across domains to determine their relative priority from stakeholders’ perspectives. 

This ranking process is consistent with evidence-informed approaches to competency 

specification and prioritization in higher education curricula (Montrosse-Moorhead et al., 2022). 

The results, presented in Table 2, reflect both areas of strong consensus and domains requiring 
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further structural development at the program level. These findings constitute a critical basis 

for subsequent competency gap analysis and structural curriculum diagnosis. 

Table 2.  

Overall Competency Expectations of Graduates from Stakeholders’ Perspectives 

Competency Domain Mean S.D. Level 

Moral integrity, ethics, and professional teaching conduct 4.72 0.38 Very high 

Lifelong learning and continuous professional development 4.45 0.52 High 

Communication and interpersonal interaction 4.38 0.56 High 

Musical proficiency (practical performance) 3.28 0.71 Moderate 

Instructional technology use 3.12 0.76 Moderate 

Instructional innovation 3.05 0.82 Moderate 

Conducting diverse ensembles 3.22 0.74 Moderate 

Budget and administrative management 3.18 0.79 Moderate 

Classification criteria: 4.50–5.00 = very high, 3.50–4.49 = high, 2.50–3.49 = moderate, 1.50–2.49 

= low, and 1.00–1.49 = very low. 

 

As presented in Table 2, the analysis of overall competency expectations indicates that 

moral integrity, ethics, and professional teaching conduct received the highest mean score, 

accompanied by the lowest standard deviation, reflecting strong consensus among stakeholders 

regarding the foundational importance of ethical and professional dispositions in music teacher 

education. Lifelong learning and communication competencies followed, underscoring 

expectations that graduates should continuously develop themselves and function as reflective 

and collaborative practitioners. Notably, competencies related to practical musical proficiency 

and ensemble conducting were rated at a moderate level of importance. This pattern suggests 

that stakeholders tend to place greater emphasis on ethical responsibility, professional growth, 

and adaptability than on technical virtuosity. In other words, music teachers are generally 

expected to demonstrate well-rounded musical capability across instruments and ensembles 

rather than exceptional specialization in a single instrument. These findings align with 

contemporary perspectives on twenty-first-century teacher development, which emphasize 

ethical professionalism, adaptability, and lifelong learning as core attributes of effective 

educators (Garzón Artacho et al., 2020). 

In contrast, competencies related to practical musical proficiency, instructional 

technology, pedagogical innovation, ensemble conducting, and administrative management 

received comparatively lower mean scores and demonstrated greater variability. This 

distribution suggests areas requiring further structural enhancement, particularly those linked 

to authentic professional practice within school contexts. The results therefore provide a critical 

empirical foundation for competency gap analysis and structural curriculum diagnosis, 
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consistent with quality assurance principles emphasizing evidence-based program 

improvement (Dervenis et al., 2022). 

Table 3.  

Stakeholders’ Satisfaction with Graduate Competencies (n = 82) 

Competency Domain Mean S.D. Level 

Moral integrity, ethics, and professional teaching conduct 4.18 0.54 High 

Lifelong learning and continuous professional development 3.42 0.68 Moderate 

Communication and interpersonal interaction 3.48 0.63 Moderate 

Musical proficiency (practical performance) 4.36 0.49 High 

Instructional technology use 4.05 0.61 High 

Instructional innovation 4.02 0.65 High 

Conducting diverse ensembles 4.30 0.52 High 

Budget and administrative management 3.35 0.70 Moderate 

Classification criteria applied consistently throughout the study: 4.50–5.00 = very high, 3.50–

4.49 = high, 2.50–3.49 = moderate, 1.50–2.49 = low, and 1.00–1.49 = very low. 

 

As shown in Table 3, overall stakeholder satisfaction with graduate competencies ranged 

from moderate to high. Competencies rated at a high level included practical musical 

proficiency, ensemble conducting, instructional technology use, pedagogical innovation, and 

professional ethics. These findings suggest that graduates demonstrate strengths in practical 

performance skills and the application of instructional tools in authentic contexts. Such results 

are consistent with systematic reviews indicating that effective music teachers require 

integrated expertise in musical performance, pedagogical knowledge, and context-responsive 

instructional practices (Concina, 2023). 

Within the stakeholder theory framework, the analysis identified both competency 

priorities and structural gaps within the Bachelor of Education in Music Education program. As 

shown in Table 4, the largest positive discrepancies were found in lifelong learning (Δ = 1.03) 

and communication (Δ = 0.90), followed by professional ethics (Δ = 0.54), indicating 

competencies perceived as highly important yet insufficiently reinforced in the current 

curriculum. In contrast, musical proficiency and ensemble conducting showed negative 

discrepancies, suggesting comparatively stronger perceived attainment relative to stakeholder-

prioritized importance. 

Such discrepancy patterns align with gap-based curriculum diagnostics in higher 

education, where differences between importance and perceived attainment reveal structural 

misalignment at the program level (Biggs & Tang, 2003). From a stakeholder governance 

perspective, these findings indicate systemic alignment tensions rather than isolated course-

level weaknesses (Alexander & Hjortsø, 2019; Freeman, 1984). Collectively, the results provide 



123      
 

 
JCSR 2026, 8(2):113-137

empirical justification for revising Program Learning Outcomes and strengthening curriculum 

alignment mechanisms under the OBE framework. 

Table 4.  

Importance–Satisfaction Gap Analysis of Graduate Competencies (n = 82) 

Competency Domain Importance 

Mean 

Satisfaction 

Mean 

Δ (I − S) Interpretation 

Moral integrity, ethics, and 

professional teaching 

conduct 

4.72 4.18 0.54 Expectation higher than 

satisfaction (gap) 

Lifelong learning and 

continuous professional 

development 

4.45 3.42 1.03 Largest gap (priority 

area for improvement) 

Communication and 

interpersonal interaction 

4.38 3.48 0.90 Notable gap (needs 

strengthening) 

Musical proficiency (practical 

performance) 

3.28 4.36 −1.08 Satisfaction exceeds 

expectation (strength) 

Instructional technology use 3.12 4.05 −0.93 Satisfaction exceeds 

expectation (strength) 

Instructional innovation 3.05 4.02 −0.97 Satisfaction exceeds 

expectation (strength) 

Conducting diverse 

ensembles 

3.22 4.30 −1.08 Satisfaction exceeds 

expectation (strength) 

Budget and administrative 

management 

3.18 3.35 −0.17 Slightly exceeds 

expectation (near 

balance) 

 

Competency Gaps and Structural Misalignment under OBE 

Within the Outcome-Based Education (OBE) framework, a high-quality curriculum requires 

systematic constructive alignment among Expected Learning Outcomes (ELOs), learning 

activities, and assessment methods. However, the stakeholder analysis revealed discrepancies 

between the perceived importance of competencies and satisfaction with graduates’ 

performance, indicating preparation gaps in specific domains. Variability across certain 

competencies may reflect misalignment between the curriculum and authentic professional 

practice contexts. These findings align with literature on employability gaps and curriculum 

alignment, which emphasizes the need to bridge stakeholder expectations and actual graduate 

capabilities (Alwi & Karim, 2024). Moreover, analyzing differences between expected 

competencies and stakeholder satisfaction represents a structured importance–performance 

gap analysis approach consistent with stakeholder-informed quality development models in 
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higher education (Degtjarjova et al., 2018). Table 4 provides a quantitative basis for this analysis. 

When examined alongside qualitative data from open-ended responses, additional structural 

issues become evident. Music teachers and school administrators highlighted practical 

competencies that were not systematically integrated into the existing curriculum, as 

summarized in Table 5. 

Table 5.  

Thematic Analysis of Stakeholder-Identified Competency Gaps and Structural Implications 

Thematic Domain Competency Identified Structural Implication 

Multi-instrumental 

Versatility 

Functional proficiency across 

multiple musical traditions 

Curriculum emphasizes 

instrumental depth over 

applied breadth 

School-Based 

Ensemble Leadership 

Establishment and management of 

diverse school ensembles 

School-context competencies 

insufficiently articulated in 

ELOs 

Digital Music Pedagogy Integration of DAWs and AI in 

instructional practice 

Limited integration of 

emerging digital 

competencies 

Technical Resource 

Management 

Instrument maintenance and sound 

system operation 

Lack of structured curricular 

provision 

Educational 

Administration 

Proposal writing, budgeting, and 

documentation 

Practical professional 

competencies 

underrepresented in PLOs 

Curriculum Coherence Balance between disciplinary 

practice and coursework 

Evidence of program-level 

learning misalignment 

 

The qualitative findings confirm that schools expect music teachers to demonstrate 

multi-instrument proficiency across Thai, Western, and folk traditions; establish and manage 

diverse ensembles; and possess competencies in sound system management, instrument 

maintenance, and administrative tasks within school settings. Stakeholders further emphasized 

the need for digital music competencies, including the use of digital audio workstations (DAWs) 

and AI-based tools for instructional media production, reflecting the emergence of hybrid 

professional roles in twenty-first-century music education. 

These findings resonate with the concept of broad musicianship, which emphasizes 

versatile practical competence rather than narrow specialization (Partti & Karlsen, 2010). 

Research in music teacher preparation similarly highlights ensemble leadership experience and 

authentic contextual practice as critical components of professional readiness (Conway, 2012). 

Moreover, the integration of music technology has become a core competency for 

contemporary educators (Savage, 2017). From an OBE perspective, such expectations 
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underscore the need to articulate clear and measurable learning outcomes aligned with 

authentic learning experiences to achieve systematic constructive alignment (Biggs & Tang, 

2003). 

Overall, the competency gaps identified through both quantitative and qualitative data 

extend beyond differences in satisfaction levels; they reveal structural misalignment under OBE 

among learning outcomes, learning experiences, and assessment practices. The existing 

curriculum appears to prioritize depth in a principal instrument over the breadth of 

competencies required in school contexts. Consequently, the program must revise its ELOs to 

reflect measurable competencies, integrate authentic school-based learning experiences, and 

strengthen evidence-based assessment systems. Such reforms are essential for achieving full 

constructive alignment and reducing the persistent gap between specialized musician identity 

and the practical professional role of music teachers in educational settings. 

Emergent Integrated Music Teacher Competency Framework 

The design and development of the Bachelor of Education in Music Education curriculum in this 

study were undertaken within the framework of Outcome-Based Education (OBE) and the 

quality assurance criteria of the ASEAN University Network (AUN-QA). The curriculum 

development process adhered to the principle of explicitly defined and measurable learning 

outcomes that are systematically aligned with teaching and learning processes and assessment 

practices. This approach is consistent with OBE’s backward design logic, which begins with 

clearly articulated outcomes to ensure that graduates attain the intended competencies (Rao, 

2020). The curriculum reform was grounded in evidence-based decision-making and 

stakeholder-informed alignment to ensure that learning outcomes respond meaningfully to 

authentic school contexts while maintaining compliance with national and regional standards. 

The development process began with the synthesis of stakeholder expectations, referred 

to as the Voice of Stakeholders (VOS), which revealed six principal domains: (1) intensive and 

versatile musical performance skills; (2) professional teaching competence and ethical 

responsibility; (3) active and project-based pedagogical approaches; (4) digital music technology 

and AI integration; (5) integration of local and global musical cultures; and (6) ethical 

development alongside lifelong learning. This approach aligns with participatory curriculum 

development frameworks that emphasize the integration of diverse stakeholder perspectives 

to ensure professional and labor market relevance (Olo et al., 2021). Contemporary scholarship 

on stakeholder engagement in higher education further indicates that systematic stakeholder 

participation plays a critical role in enhancing curriculum quality and contextual responsiveness 

(Crocco et al., 2022). 

Based on this foundation, the VOS data were systematically categorized and translated 

into Program Learning Outcomes (PLO1–PLO6) through an iterative synthesis process. PLO1 

emphasizes professional identity and ethical responsibility; PLO2 focuses on disciplinary 

knowledge and musical proficiency; PLO3 addresses analytical thinking and pedagogical 

innovation; PLO4 centers on instructional leadership and school-based practice; PLO5 targets 
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digital and music technology competence; and PLO6 integrates applied musicianship with 

sustainable professional development. As illustrated in Table 6, this mapping reflects structural 

coherence between stakeholder-derived priorities and the competency framework while 

accommodating overlap and potential tension across domains. Rather than a direct one-to-one 

transformation, the alignment process involved the prioritization, integration, and balancing of 

competing expectations to ensure that curriculum architecture remained grounded in 

empirically identified field demands while retaining conceptual coherence. 

Table 6.  

Stakeholder-Informed Alignment between VOS and PLOs 

VOS Domain Core Expectation Aligned PLO(s) Alignment Emphasis 

VOS1: Musical 

Practice 

Multi-instrument proficiency 

and ensemble leadership 

(Thai–local–Western) 

PLO2, PLO3 Applied disciplinary 

breadth 

VOS2: 

Professional 

Teacher Role 

Pedagogical competence and 

ethical professionalism 

PLO1, PLO4 Professional identity 

and responsibility 

VOS3: 

Experiential 

Learning 

Project-based and authentic 

school-based practice 

PLO3, PLO4 Higher-order and 

collaborative 

competence 

VOS4: Digital & 

AI Competence 

Digital music technology and AI 

integration 

PLO3, PLO5, 

PLO6 

Digital pedagogical 

innovation 

VOS5: Cultural 

Integration 

Local–global musical 

integration and intercultural 

literacy 

PLO2, PLO6 Cultural synthesis and 

adaptability 

VOS6: Ethics & 

Lifelong 

Learning 

Moral integrity and sustained 

professional growth 

PLO1, PLO4, 

PLO6 

Ethical sustainability 

 

Although Table 6 presents a structured alignment between VOS domains and PLOs, the 

translation process was not without complexity. In practice, certain stakeholder expectations 

reflected competing priorities, particularly between the depth of musical specialization and the 

need for broad pedagogical and professional competencies. These tensions were addressed 

through iterative comparison and weighting of stakeholder inputs, in which competencies 

demonstrating strong consensus and relevance to professional practice were given greater 

emphasis. Overlapping competencies were integrated into composite outcome statements, and 

in cases of potential conflict, emphasis was placed on achieving balance rather than exclusion. 

This approach reflects curriculum design as a process of negotiation among multiple 

expectations rather than a direct linear mapping from input to outcome. 
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As shown in Table 6, the alignment between VOS domains and PLOs reveals an underlying 

conceptual structure within the developed competency framework: 

(1) disciplinary–musical competence, emphasizing musical expertise and applied performance 

capability; 

(2) higher-order and innovative pedagogical competence, focusing on advanced thinking skills 

and instructional innovation; 

(3) professional identity and leadership, highlighting ethical responsibility and professional 

agency; and 

(4) digital and intercultural competence, integrating technological proficiency with local–global 

cultural awareness. 

This dimensional clustering reflects a purpose-led competency framework development 

process grounded in contextual needs. It aligns with conceptualizations of competency 

framework design that emphasize structured synthesis derived from authentic professional 

practice contexts (Child & Shaw, 2020). Furthermore, the explicit inclusion of digital and 

intercultural competencies corresponds with contemporary higher education teacher 

competency frameworks that position digital competence as a core dimension of professional 

teaching expertise (Tondeur et al., 2023). Collectively, the four-dimensional structure 

demonstrates that the proposed framework constitutes a needs-based structural synthesis 

rather than a fragmented or checklist-style articulation of outcomes. 

To ensure standards legitimacy and national comparability, the formulated PLOs must 

also demonstrate alignment with the Thailand Qualifications Framework for Higher Education 

(TQF), particularly across the domains of Knowledge, Skills, Ethics, and Character. The 

subsequent analysis therefore examines the extent to which PLO1–PLO6 comprehensively 

address and operationalize the TQF dimensions in measurable and behaviorally explicit terms, 

as presented in Table 7. 

Table 7 demonstrates that all Program Learning Outcomes (PLOs) comprehensively align 

with the Thailand Qualifications Framework for Higher Education (TQF) across the four principal 

domains: Knowledge (K), Skills (S), Ethics (E), and Character (C). PLO2 and PLO3 play prominent 

roles in supporting disciplinary knowledge and analytical thinking, while PLO5 and PLO6 clearly 

strengthen competencies related to digital literacy, innovation, and applied professional 

practice. Meanwhile, PLO1 and PLO4 function as integrative anchors that connect the Ethical 

and Character domains with the practical enactment of the professional teacher role. 

This systematic distribution of PLO functions reflects a balanced structural relationship 

between national qualification standards and the distinctive competency identity of the 

program. Such alignment is consistent with the principles of constructive alignment, which 

emphasize coherent relationships among learning outcomes, learning activities, and assessment 

practices as mechanisms for educational quality enhancement (Loughlin et al., 2021). 

Positioning PLOs to comprehensively address all TQF domains through a clear structural 

rationale strengthens both standards legitimacy and contextual relevance within the Outcome-
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Based Education framework. This approach aligns with curriculum mapping principles, which 

highlight the importance of making explicit and verifiable connections among qualification 

frameworks, learning outcomes, and curriculum structures (Anderson et al., 2025). 

Table 7.  

Alignment between TQF Domains and Program Learning Outcomes (PLOs) 

TQF 

Domain 

Core Focus Aligned PLO(s) Alignment Rationale (Concise) 

K1 Disciplinary music 

knowledge 

PLO2, PLO5 PLO2 ensures disciplinary breadth; PLO5 

strengthens digital and technological 

dimensions 

K2 Pedagogical and 

research 

knowledge 

PLO4, PLO3 PLO4 operationalizes professional 

teaching; PLO3 supports analytical and 

research capacity 

S1 Performance and 

ensemble 

competence 

PLO6, PLO2 PLO6 reflects applied production; PLO2 

provides theoretical foundation 

S2 Analytical and 

instructional 

decision-making 

PLO3, PLO4 PLO3 aligns with higher-order thinking; 

PLO4 supports contextual application 

S3 Communication 

and digital learning 

design 

PLO5, PLO4 PLO5 anchors digital pedagogy; PLO4 

reinforces professional communication 

S4 Innovation and 

technology-based 

development 

PLO3, PLO5, 

PLO6 

Integrated innovation–digital–creative 

competence 

E1–E2 Professional ethics 

and responsibility 

PLO1, PLO4 Ethical foundation (PLO1) integrated with 

professional accountability (PLO4) 

C1–C2 Professional 

identity and 

leadership 

PLO4, PLO1 Leadership and identity anchored in 

professional and ethical domains 

 

In summary, the development of the Emergent Integrated Music Teacher Competency 

Framework in this study reflects a systematic curriculum design process that logically connects 

stakeholder expectations (VOS) with Program Learning Outcomes (PLOs) under the frameworks 

of Outcome-Based Education and AUN-QA. The resulting competency framework is integrative, 

encompassing disciplinary musical expertise, higher-order and innovative pedagogical 

competence, professional teacher identity, digital capability, and intercultural integration 

within local–global contexts. Moreover, its comprehensive alignment with the TQF across 
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knowledge, skills, ethics, and character domains ensures both standards legitimacy and 

professional contextual relevance. Rather than functioning merely as a set of learning outcomes, 

the framework constitutes an integrated structural model that systematically connects 

stakeholder alignment, constructive alignment, and quality assurance alignment. This 

integrated approach corresponds with scholarship indicating that the alignment of national 

qualification frameworks with learning outcomes, teaching strategies, and assessment systems 

is a critical mechanism for strengthening systemic coherence and standards legitimacy in higher 

education (Elhakim & Alhosani, 2022). Consequently, the proposed framework offers a 

significant model for music teacher curriculum development at the higher education level. 

Operationalization of Stakeholder-Informed Competencies into Curriculum Structure 

Following the synthesis of stakeholder expectations (VOS), the formulation of Program Learning 

Outcomes (PLO1–PLO6), and the development of an integrated music teacher competency 

framework, a critical phase of curriculum development involved translating these competencies 

into an operational curriculum structure and implementation system. Guided by the principles 

of Outcome-Based Education (OBE) and the AUN-QA framework as systemic quality assurance 

mechanisms, this phase focused on aligning competencies with curriculum categories, year-

level sequencing, learning strategies, and assessment systems in a logically coherent manner. 

This approach reflects contemporary perspectives on institutional-level implementation of 

competency-based education, emphasizing structured mechanisms for translating competency 

frameworks into tangible curriculum architecture (Chen et al., 2024). 

Structurally, disciplinary musical knowledge and applied competence (PLO2, PLO3) were 

positioned as foundational components within general and major subject clusters to ensure 

comprehensive coverage across Thai, folk, and Western musical traditions, alongside analytical 

and applied dimensions. Professional teacher identity and ethical responsibility (PLO1, PLO4) 

were embedded within teacher education and practicum components to cultivate ethical 

conduct, leadership capacity, and sustained readiness for authentic school contexts. Digital and 

innovation-related competencies (PLO3, PLO5, PLO6) were integrated into technology-oriented 

and creative project modules, directly responding to VOS findings that emphasized digital 

literacy, AI integration, and the production of practice-oriented outputs applicable in real school 

settings. Such structuring aligns with the use of competency maps to systematically connect 

program-level outcomes with course architecture (Biggs & Tang, 2003), as well as approaches 

that embed key competencies through integrated course design and sequenced curricular 

progression (Chan, 2019). 

From a developmental perspective, the curriculum follows a backward design logic, 

sequencing competencies from foundational knowledge to higher-order thinking and 

innovation, and ultimately toward authentic professional enactment. This structure 

corresponds with Agile Backward Design models, which advocate defining program-level 

outcomes prior to systematic course structuring (Dazeley et al., 2025). Such progression enables 

staged competency development through progressively complex learning experiences. It 
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further strengthens constructive alignment at both course and program levels by ensuring 

coherence among intended learning outcomes, learning activities, and assessment practices 

(Liao & Ringler, 2023). 

In terms of pedagogy, learning strategies were deliberately aligned with the nature of 

each competency domain. Active and project-based learning approaches were emphasized for 

PLO3; ensemble- and workshop-based learning, alongside microteaching practices, were 

adopted for PLO4 and PLO6; and digital media production and online instructional design were 

integrated for PLO5. These strategies generate tangible artifacts that provide evidence of 

authentic attainment of learning outcomes. This design reflects program-level constructive 

alignment principles by linking outcomes to active learning strategies in a structured manner 

(Clark & Foster, 2023), while embedding competencies into curriculum architecture through 

assessment-driven learning design (Cheung et al., 2026). 

Regarding assessment and quality assurance, the program employs multiple assessment 

methods supported by explicit rubrics, multi-source evaluation, and moderation mechanisms to 

enhance the reliability and credibility of outcome measurement. This approach aligns with 

program-level assessment systems aimed at fostering a culture of quality and continuous 

improvement (Liew et al., 2021). Concurrently, structured feedback loops are embedded to 

inform iterative course and curriculum refinement at the system level, consistent with 

frameworks supporting institutional readiness and continuous enhancement of learning 

systems (Santally et al., 2020). 

Figure 1.  

Stakeholder-Informed Structural Alignment Model 

 
Overall, stakeholder-informed competencies have been systematically operationalized 

into curriculum structure, pedagogical strategies, assessment systems, and quality assurance 
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mechanisms that function in an integrated manner. Such systemic operationalization 

constitutes a critical condition for strengthening both contextual responsiveness and standards 

legitimacy under the AUN-QA framework. The structured process through which competencies 

are translated into educational practice is summarized in Figure 1. 

DISCUSSION 

The findings of this study indicate that the discrepancy between the perceived importance of 

competencies and satisfaction with graduate performance does not merely reflect perceptual 

differences; rather, it signals structural imbalance within the music teacher education 

curriculum in higher education. Stakeholders placed the highest importance on ethics, 

professionalism, and lifelong development, whereas satisfaction levels were comparatively 

higher in practical musical performance and ensemble leadership. This pattern suggests that the 

existing curriculum has been relatively effective in developing musical skills but has not 

systematically embedded professional and school-context competencies within its structural 

design. The divergence therefore points to the need for structural curriculum reform rather than 

isolated course-level adjustments. This interpretation aligns with critiques of constructive 

alignment, which argue that documented or formally designed alignment does not necessarily 

translate into authentic alignment in practice if systemic program-level structuring is absent 

(Romanowski et al., 2024). Similarly, research on teacher education quality assurance 

emphasizes that quality mechanisms influence learning outcomes only when embedded within 

program structures rather than operating as procedural formalities (Ahmed et al., 2025). 

From an Outcome-Based Education (OBE) perspective, the issue identified does not stem 

from the absence of learning outcomes, but from their formulation in broad and insufficiently 

behaviorally explicit terms. Such ambiguity directly affects the design of learning activities and 

assessment practices, limiting the program’s capacity to generate verifiable competency 

evidence at the program level. This concern resonates with scholarship on curriculum 

coherence, which underscores that transforming learning outcomes into measurable indicators 

requires systematic alignment between CLOs and PLOs, supported by program-level feedback 

mechanisms, rather than merely articulating outcomes in textual form (Derouich, 2025). 

Accordingly, effective implementation of OBE must operate at the structural level of the entire 

curriculum to ensure traceable coherence among outcomes, activities, and assessment, rather 

than relying solely on textual revision of PLO statements. 

Stakeholder theory played a structurally significant role in this study. Input from graduate 

employers and school administrators was not used merely to validate findings but to inform the 

formulation of the competency framework and its alignment with national and regional 

standards. This approach aligns with participatory curriculum development literature, which 

demonstrates that stakeholder engagement can shape program-level structural design rather 

than serving solely as a post hoc validation mechanism (Alexander & Hjortsø, 2019). 

Furthermore, linking stakeholder-derived competencies with the Thailand Qualifications 
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Framework (TQF) and AUN-QA criteria reflects a governance-oriented perspective that positions 

stakeholder engagement as an integral component of quality assurance systems rather than a 

symbolic or isolated consultative exercise (Beerkens & Udam, 2017). The novelty of this study 

lies in integrating stakeholder alignment with quality assurance alignment within a unified 

structural framework, thereby ensuring that defined competencies possess both contextual 

responsiveness and standards legitimacy. 

The synthesis of an integrated music teacher competency framework reduces the 

fragmentation often associated with outcome specification by clustering interrelated 

competencies into coherent developmental dimensions. Employing backward curriculum design 

and structuring progression along a foundation–development–professionalization continuum 

enables competencies to be systematically embedded within course clusters, learning 

strategies, and assessment systems. The integration of rubric-based assessment, portfolio 

evaluation, and multi-source assessment strengthens the program’s capacity to generate 

verifiable program-level evidence of learning outcome attainment. Research in program 

assessment underscores that clearly structured assessment systems at departmental and 

institutional levels are essential for sustaining assurance of learning processes, particularly when 

assessment is embedded within formal governance mechanisms (Gray et al., 2022). This aligns 

with AUN-QA’s emphasis on program-level outcome evidence and systematic quality assurance 

processes. 

In summary, this study demonstrates that music teacher curriculum development should 

be undertaken at the structural level by systematically connecting stakeholder expectations, 

outcome specification, curriculum design, and quality assurance mechanisms. Such an approach 

is consistent with foundational principles of objective-based curriculum design emphasizing 

clarity of learning outcomes (Tyler, 2013) and constructive alignment theory, which stresses 

coherence among outcomes, learning activities, and assessment at the program level (Biggs, 

1996). At the same time, integrating stakeholder-derived evidence reflects stakeholder theory’s 

premise that organizational direction should systematically consider the expectations of 

relevant constituencies (Freeman, 1984). This structural approach reduces competency 

misalignment and enables the curriculum to balance contextual responsiveness with 

compliance with national and regional quality standards. 

Despite the theoretical and practical contributions of this study, several limitations 

should be acknowledged. First, the findings are primarily based on stakeholder perceptions 

rather than direct measures of graduate performance, which may not fully represent actual 

competency attainment in practice. Second, the study did not incorporate performance-based 

or longitudinal data to validate the alignment between the proposed curriculum structure and 

real graduate outcomes. Third, although purposive sampling ensured contextual relevance, the 

relatively small number of participants in certain stakeholder subgroups limits the extent to 

which the findings can be generalized across broader populations. Accordingly, the proposed 

framework should be interpreted as a context-specific and exploratory structural model rather 



133      
 

 
JCSR 2026, 8(2):113-137

than a definitive or universally generalizable solution. Future research should incorporate 

performance-based assessment data, larger and more balanced stakeholder samples, and 

longitudinal tracking of graduate outcomes to further validate and refine the proposed 

curriculum model. 

CONCLUSION 

This study proposes a program-level model for music teacher curriculum development that 

systematically integrates stakeholder analysis, Outcome-Based Education (OBE), and quality 

assurance mechanisms within a unified curriculum architecture. The findings demonstrate that 

competencies can be systematically synthesized, translated, and structurally embedded into 

program learning outcomes, course structures, and assessment evidence in a traceable and 

verifiable manner. The principal contribution of this study lies in elevating stakeholder 

alignment from a consultative or data-gathering exercise to a structural governance mechanism 

within curriculum design. Nevertheless, the study is limited to a single institutional context and 

relies primarily on perception-based data. Future research should therefore examine the long-

term implementation of the revised curriculum and evaluate graduate competencies through 

authentic performance-based evidence. Longitudinal assessment would provide stronger 

empirical validation of the sustainability and effectiveness of the proposed framework. 
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