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Instructional leadership is vital for ensuring quality teaching and learning in Higher Education Institutions (HEIs), particularly in Teacher Education Institutions (TEIs) that aim to sustain accreditation standards and enhance students' performance. This study was conducted from July 2023 to April 2024 in the Luzon Region, Philippines, aimed to develop a harmonized instructional leadership framework based on the best practices of six high-performing HEIs—two State Universities and Colleges (SUCs), two Private Institutions, and two Local Universities and Colleges (LUCs). Institutions were purposively selected based on stringent criteria, including accreditation status (PAASCU, AACCUP, ALCUCOA), ISO certification, Centers of Development/Excellence, national and global rankings, and consistent Licensure Examination for Teachers (LET) performance. Using a qualitative comparative multi-case study approach, data were gathered from 88 participants (administrators, faculty, and students) through validated semi-structured interviews, adding document analysis, and thematic analysis with intercoder validation. A panel of twelve (12) experts in leadership, management, curriculum, and instruction reviewed the framework. Findings led to a harmonized quality-assured instructional leadership framework with six phases (6) and twenty (20) interrelated components, promoting efficiency, adaptability, and continuous improvement. This structured, systematic and evidence-based guide supports instructional leaders in aligning institutional mechanisms with excellence standards, adaptable across diverse HEI contexts nationwide.
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Introduction

Education is a vital driver of national development, and the quality of instruction in Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) determines the competence, employability, and competitiveness of graduates. Around the world, quality assurance (QA) plays a pivotal role in operational management by guiding institutions to implement quality policies, aspirations, and directives (Qureshi and Ünlü, 2020). In the Philippine context, QA has become central to higher education reforms through accrediting agencies such as the Accrediting Agency of Chartered Colleges and Universities in the Philippines (AACCUP), Philippine Accrediting Association of Schools, Colleges and Universities (PAASCU), and Association of Local Colleges and Universities Commission on Accreditation (ALCUCOA), which aim to raise standards in Teacher Education Institutions (TEIs) and improve performance in the Licensure Examination for Teachers (LET). While these systems promote a culture of continuous improvement, disparities in governance, culture, and funding among State Universities and Colleges (SUCs), Private Institutions, and Local Universities and Colleges (LUCs) present challenges in sustaining consistent QA practices nationwide.

Globally, QA is fundamental to enhancing instructional techniques that foster analytical reasoning (Flavian, 2020) and is recognized for its role in knowledge creation, organizational learning, and stakeholder satisfaction (Basten and Haamann, 2018; Paniagua, 2019). It ensures services meet consumer needs and standards while fostering trust and loyalty. QA includes interactive strategies to reduce defects and shift focus from compliance to a quality culture aimed at continuous improvement in HEIs (Liu, 2019). However, regional variations in QA's application and limited evidence of its impact on educational quality persist, necessitating further research to establish a unified framework (Krooi et al., 2024).

Instructional leadership in HEIs involves leaders actively improving teaching and learning processes (Munna, 2023), fostering a shared understanding of learning, aligning performance with institutional vision, and engaging directly with curriculum and instruction (Shaked, 2023; Shaked and Benoliel, 2020). Yet higher education leaders often face difficulties enhancing instruction due to faculty autonomy and a limited focus on teaching quality (Townsend, 2019). QA supports instructional leadership by building teacher competence and performance standards (Wynne and Satchwell, 2020), but implementing QA systems presents challenges that require robust evaluation methods (Andriamiseza et al., 2023). Best practices link instructional leadership with QA, emphasizing cross-disciplinary participation and self-evaluation by academics (Abdallah and Musah, 2021).

Despite its potential, there remains no concrete process framework integrating QA and instructional leadership in TEIs (Cao and Li, 2014; Makhoul, 2019). This gap motivated the present study to document best practices from high-performing HEIs and develop a harmonized quality-assured instructional leadership framework that is structured, sustainable, and evidence-based for enhancing teaching quality, institutional performance, and continuous improvement across varied HEI contexts in the Philippines.


Conceptual framework

QA is a systematic method that ensures that services meet established standards. Instructional leadership focuses on the development of teaching and learning development (Díez et al., 2020). In HEIs, this entails fostering student competencies through an effective teaching-learning system that promotes both immediate and long-term success. Quality-assured instructional leadership integrates best practices with sound organizational structures, governance, and leadership to achieve institutional goals.

Figure 1 presents the conceptual framework of this study, which seeks to identify best practices and core processes in quality-assured instructional leadership across high-performing HEIs. The study serves as a foundation for the development of a proposed framework designed to sustain robust quality assurance mechanisms and enhance teaching and learning outcomes. Data were gathered through in-depth interviews and document analyses conducted in Level III and IV accredited and ISO-certified HEIs. Accreditation standards from key quality assurance bodies—namely the AACCUP for SUCs, PAASCU for private institutions, and the ALCUCOA for LUCs—were also examined.
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FIGURE 1
 Conceptual framework of the study.


This highlights shared parameters in instructional leadership such as curriculum and instruction, faculty, student services, administration, laboratories and libraries. These elements were analyzed to determine the foundational components of sustainable quality assurance practices in instruction.

This study contributes to the practice of instructional leadership by offering an evidence-based framework that institutional leaders, accreditation bodies, and policy-makers can utilize to reinforce quality standards in instruction. By synthesizing practices from exemplary HEIs and aligning them with accreditation benchmarks, the proposed framework provides evidence-based, structured, and adaptable guide for continuous instructional improvement. It enables institutions to benchmark their leadership practices, align resources with quality goals, and implement data-driven decision-making processes to elevate educational delivery and institutional effectiveness.




Methodology


Research design

This study employed a qualitative comparative method using a multi-case study approach, allowing a deeper understanding of how participants experienced and interpreted practices within their institutions. Qualitative research provides comprehensive and naturalistic insights, focusing on social units rather than on isolated factors (Cao and Li, 2014). It emphasizes detailed descriptive data, helping clarify participants' perspectives and the meanings they assign to the phenomena. Multi-case studies enhance robustness and reliability by replicating outcomes across cases (Ridder, 2017). This highlights the fact that evidence from multiple cases often yields more convincing and well-developed findings.



Participants

Figure 2 demonstrated the profiling covered six high-performing HEIs focusing on TEIs: two SUCs, two Private Institutions, and two LUCs. The PAASCU, AACCUP, and ALCUCOA standards guided the evaluation of instructional leadership. Additionally, purposive sampling, known for its selective approach, was used to identify participants based on their specific qualifications (Robinson, 2014). SUCs require Level III institutions, Level III or IV accreditation in education programs, ISO certification, center of development and/or center of excellence, and consistent LET performance with over 200 examinees. Private HEIs and LUCs had similar standards with varying LET participant counts, and LUCs did not have a center of development and/or center of excellence. The selected HEIs also demonstrated national and global rankings, high performance, and high employability.
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FIGURE 2
 Profiling of the participants.


This study involved 88 participants from six high-performing HEIs across three categories. Participants included administrators, faculty members, and students, with a gender distribution of 31 males, 56 females, and one identifying as other. SUC 1 had a total of 15 participants, comprising six administrators, four faculty members, and five students, whereas SUC 2 included 16 participants, with a balanced mix of administrators, faculty, and students. Private Institutions 1 and 2 collectively contributed 27 participants, with slightly higher representation from students and administrators. On the other hand, the LUCs accounted for 30 participants, with a notable female majority, particularly among administrators and students. The sample reflects diverse roles and perspectives, ensuring a comprehensive understanding of instructional leadership practices across institutions.



Instrumentation

The study used semi-structured interview guides aligned with PAASCU, AACCUP, and ALCUCOA accreditation parameters to capture instructional leadership practices. Additionally, institutional documents such as policy manuals, accreditation reports, and program performance records were gathered for document analysis to supplement interview data.



Data gathering and analysis process

Interviews were conducted with administrators, faculty members, and students with signed informed consent (Supplementary material) from the six HEIs from July 2023 to April 2024 in the Luzon Region, Philippines. Figure 3 demonstrated that all interviews were transcribed, translated, and thematized. Document analysis was used to triangulate findings from the interviews. Thematic saturation was determined when no new insights emerged from the data.
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FIGURE 3
 Thematic analysis and data validation process.


This study fully complied with the University Code of Research Ethics and Guidelines for Review as stipulated in BOR Resolution No. U-2303 s. 2015, with REC-code 07212023-225-FR.

Additionally, thematic analysis was applied to identify patterns and themes within the data. Validation was achieved using multiple data sources (Campbell et al., 2020). Two intercoder analysts cross-checked the themes identified by the researcher to ensure consistency and confirm that the themes accurately represented the data.



Framework development and validation process

Figure 4 illustrated framework development process was based on identified themes, involving systematic organization and synthesis of patterns or concepts into a coherent structure that addressed the research objectives. Core principles of instructional leadership were anchored on HEI practices and policies, supported by related literature and studies.
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FIGURE 4
 Framework development and validation process.


Key phases of framework design were guided by the study objectives, showing how each phase was interrelated. Validation involved expert review and triangulation. A panel of twelve (12) field experts comprising practitioners and scholars with recognized expertise in quality assurance, educational leadership, management, curriculum, and instruction who scrutinized the framework's development, structure, and constructs. These experts practice their profession as leaders in their respective institutions, serve as accreditors in various accrediting agencies, hold doctoral degrees in educational leadership and management, contribute as curricularists in the field, engage as practitioners in the classroom setting, and publish research papers in the field of leadership and management.




Results and discussion

In analyzing the comparative data across the three categories of HEIs, several key themes emerged that were utilized in the development of a harmonized quality-assured instructional leadership framework. Each institutional category has the best practices, challenges, and areas for potential contributions to harmonization. This comparative analysis highlights the distinctive approaches that each institution adopts and their shared goals in various aspects.


Best practices in quality instructional leadership across participating HEIs

The best practices across participating HEIs revealed distinct approaches to instructional leadership, faculty qualifications, student learning, infrastructure, research, and institutional services, each reflecting their mandates and priorities.

Strategic and integrated leadership, SUCs emphasize structured governance aligned with CHED policies and accreditation standards, ensuring sustainability and excellence, as stated by the SUC faculty: “To maintain, sustain, and enhance anything about instructional leadership or any practices, it is following the norms or the standard, or the policies being implemented by the CHED, even the practices that are mostly being used by the college for years and decades.” It asserts that structured governance frameworks in public institutions enhance institutional sustainability and quality assurance (Javed and Alenezi, 2023). Private institutions adopt entrepreneurial leadership, fostering adaptability and market-driven decisions, while LUCs align leadership with regional needs, emphasizing local partnerships. This finding highlights that private HEIs tend to be more flexible and market-responsive, whereas public institutions operate within strict regulatory frameworks (Bolton, 2019).

Meanwhile, Faculty qualifications also differ, with SUCs prioritizing compliance with national standards by ensuring that faculties hold advanced degrees and engage in continuous training. Private institutions, as noted by a faculty member, “have been very supportive of sending faculty members to enhance their skills through training… I have participated in national trainings,” focus on industry-aligned hiring and professional development, whereas LUCs prioritize practical training but often face resource constraints. This emphasizes the role of faculty qualifications and continuous development in maintaining instructional quality (Harvey, 2024).

Additionally, student-centric pedagogies further highlight institutional differences, as SUCs implement outcomes-based education (OBE) with competency-based learning, private institutions leverage technology-enhanced learning like blended learning, and LUCs integrate practical, localized applications to strengthen real-world skills, with one student noting the importance of “active learning where the students are engaged… using critical thinking skills in solving problems and applying what we learned.” These findings resonate with the advocacy of OBE and constructivist teaching methods for fostering deep learning (Loughlin et al., 2021). Holistic learning experiences also vary, with SUCs integrating co-curricular leadership programs, private institutions emphasizing wellness and career services, and LUCs focusing on community immersion. As one SUC student remarked, “Apparently, we don't just stay inside the university… we have extension programs and services.” This supports Jia's (2025) claim that holistic student development programs enhance retention and graduate employability.

Similarly, infrastructure investments reflect financial capacities, with SUCs benefiting from government support for state-of-the-art facilities, private institutions prioritizing modern resources to attract students, and LUCs relying on local partnerships, though students stress the need for “updated and accessible” learning materials which underscores the role of adequate educational infrastructure in improving student performance (Arjanto and Telussa, 2024).

Moreover, research, extension, and internationalization efforts show SUCs engaging in national and international collaborations, private HEIs focusing on applied research and global partnerships, and LUCs centering on community-based research, with a faculty member emphasizing that “community engagement and partnerships are vital for sustainability.” These observations are consistent with (Alsharari 2019), who argues that internationalization strategies vary among HEIs based on institutional priorities and resource availability. Institutional services further illustrate differences, as SUCs provide extensive government-funded scholarships and health services, private HEIs offer career mentorship and alumni networks, and LUCs leverage local initiatives despite limited resources, with a private HEI student recognizing continued institutional support: “…even until you take exams or board exams, they will help you so that you can achieve your goals.” This supports the work of (Johnson et al. 2022), who emphasized that strong student support services contribute to academic success and retention. These best practices highlight how SUCs, private HEIs, and LUCs play a critical role in ensuring quality education through various but effective strategies tailored to their institutional contexts.



Analysis of the identified best practices were quality-assured

Across SUCs, LUCs, and Private Institutions reveal several quality-assured practices essential for advancing educational excellence and sustainability. Governance mechanisms in these institutions emphasize strategic leadership and stakeholder collaboration, with SUCs aligning their frameworks with the CHED regulations to ensure compliance and continuous improvement. As one SUC faculty member noted, “To maintain, sustain, and enhance anything regarding instructional leadership or any practices, it is following the norms or the standard, or the policies being implemented by CHED.” This aligns with studies on accountability, compliance, and faculty development (Aithal and Maiya, 2024). Private institutions, with a focus on entrepreneurial leadership, adapt rapidly to market dynamics, as highlighted by a Private Institution administrator: “Budget is not really a hindrance to implementing projects or programs... it's about how you perceive things and how you can turn challenges into opportunities.” This reflects the views of (Gu et al. 2018), who focus on market-relevant skills and specialization. LUCs, on the other hand, leverage local government partnerships for localized development goals, as emphasized by an LUC administrator: “We try to improve our instruction and our policies and guidelines to make students' lives easier,” aligning with community-based leadership (Arar and Oplatka, 2022) and contextualized professional development (Langset et al., 2018).

In terms of faculty development, SUCs focus on maintaining faculty credentials and encouraging research-driven instruction in alignment with national standards. A faculty member in an SUC stated, “There is supporting the integration of technology and improving the facilities at the school,” underlining the institution's commitment to enhancing faculty competence and teaching quality. Private institutions emphasize specialization and market-relevant skills, as reflected by an administrator from a Private Institution: “We should be creative and resourceful... it's a matter of how you can turn challenges into opportunities.” LUCs focus on tailoring professional development to local needs, engaging faculty in lifelong learning, with one LUC faculty member commenting, “We actively engage in lifelong learning through research initiatives, ensuring a holistic and dynamic educational experience.”

Simultaneously, curriculum development reflects institutional missions and societal needs, with SUCs implementing outcome-based frameworks that align with national standards. Private institutions adopt innovative and interdisciplinary approaches, whereas LUCs focus on labor market relevance. One LUC administrator shared, “We try to improve our instruction and our policies... to make students' lives easier,” highlighting a student-centered approach to curriculum. These practices are reviewed regularly to align with current trends and ensure that they address future workforce needs. Infrastructure improvements, which are crucial for supporting teaching and learning, vary depending on the institutional resources.

Conversely, SUCs benefit from government funding, allowing for advanced facilities such as research labs, whereas Private Institutions strategically invest in modern infrastructure to enhance competitiveness. An administrator from a Private Institution emphasized the importance of budget management for quality assurance: “When it comes to accreditation activities, that is the top priority of the administration.” LUCs, although more resource-constrained, optimize local government support and innovative solutions to enhance infrastructure.

Furthermore, research and extension services are also key, with SUCs advancing their national development goals and engaging in community-focused extension programs. A participant from LUC reflected on this, stating, “Let's support what is the mission and vision of the institution by providing materials that can support not only academic needs but also research needs.” Quality assurance mechanisms are ingrained across all institutions, with accreditation processes, benchmarking, and performance evaluations forming the basis for continuous improvement. An LUC administrator emphasized the importance of quality assurance, saying, “Quality assurance... is one of the foundations to secure the level program accreditation set by the ALCUCOA.” QA, including accreditation and benchmarking, underpins continuous improvements in all institutions (Tasopoulou and Tsiotras, 2017).



Process of sustainability in quality-assured practices in instructional leadership

This involves continuous effort in strategic planning, faculty development, curriculum responsiveness, and stakeholder engagement. Across SUCs, LUCs, and private institutions, these institutions emphasize alignment with regulatory frameworks, national goals, and local needs to ensure long-term success. Effective leadership is crucial for sustaining education quality. In this context, SUCs focus on aligning with national development goals through centralized governance and CHED regulations (Chao, 2022). Private institutions take advantage of flexible policies for continuous improvement, whereas LUCs prioritize meeting the needs of local government units and communities (Gera, 2016). Strategic leadership includes proactive policymaking and data-driven decision making (Hwang et al., 2021). As one private faculty member mentioned, “Despite being a small college, education always prides itself on the quality of its faculty.”

Faculty development plays a vital role in ensuring a high instructional quality. SUCs invest in advanced degrees and professional growth, aligning with national standards, whereas private institutions focus on faculty specialization to meet market demands (Matkin, 2022). LUCs face challenges due to limited resources, but still strive to create robust development programs, which include funding, participation in seminars, and involvement in research. An LUC faculty member highlighted that “the successful implementation of faculty development programs... requires careful planning, alignment with institutional goals, and adequate resources.” These faculty-development initiatives ensure that institutions remain competitive in their efforts to provide high-quality education.

Curriculum development is another key component of sustaining instructional leadership. All institutions continuously revise their curricula based on national educational goals, labor market demands, and community needs (Ortiga, 2017). SUCs integrate research into their curricula to align with national standards, while private institutions innovate to attract competitive enrollment. LUCs focus on creating community-responsive programs that meet local needs (Johnson, 2014). Stakeholder feedback, labor market trends, and accreditation agencies ensure that curricula meet established quality standards. As a private administrator noted, “Learning outcomes must be measured based on their achievement in the test... and the licensure is a testament to that.” This iterative process ensures alignment of the curriculum with the desired educational outcomes.

Furthermore, institutions emphasize holistic educational enhancement and student success through student-centered pedagogies. SUCs use diverse learning strategies, private institutions focus on personalized learning, and LUCs incorporate practical approaches that are tied to local contexts. Monitoring student success through engagement, graduation rates, and employment outcomes leads to continuous improvement (Price and Tovar, 2014). The SUC faculty reflected, “During the pandemic, innovative research and learning strategies were developed to cope with the needs arising from the pandemic.” This adaptability ensures that institutions continue to support students in achieving their academic and career goals even during challenging times.

Simultaneously, research engagement and institutional linkages also play important roles in sustaining quality education. SUCs and LUCs are active in government-mandated research, whereas private institutions engage in industry partnerships that help strengthen their research capabilities. Local, national, and international collaborations have further enhanced these efforts. An LUC administrator pointed out, “We need to collaborate with other institutions... to increase resources and services.” These partnerships provide not only opportunities for academic collaboration but also support capacity building and international exchange, ensuring that institutions remain at the forefront of research and innovation (Ul Hassan et al., 2025).

Ultimately, quality assurance mechanisms, including governance and continuous improvement, are critical for sustaining educational standards. In SUCs, governance is closely tied to regulatory compliance, whereas private institutions maintain flexible yet rigorous quality systems. LUCs continue to strive to improve their local resource constraints. The integration of quality assurance frameworks, supported by evidence-based decision-making, ensures high standards and guides continuous progress (Durmuş Senyapar and Bayindir, 2024). A private administrator shared, “The approach to instructional leadership is highly consultative... it's a process of considering policies, standards, and guidelines, and tailoring them to fit the institutional context.” These frameworks ensure that instructional practices are aligned with institutional goals and national education standards.

Performance tracking, resource optimization, and stakeholder collaboration are critical for the refinement of institutional strategies. Institutions utilize data on student performance, faculty productivity, and research outputs to inform strategic decisions (Agasisti and Bowers, 2017). An LUC faculty member emphasized, “The training is great... and they have been taught the right content... this is the result which I think is quality education.” Continuous assessment through benchmarking, tracer studies, and performance evaluations enables institutions to adapt and enhance their instructional practices over time, thus reinforcing their commitment to quality education.



The development of harmonized quality assured instructional leadership framework for higher education institutions- teacher education institutions

This framework synthesizes best practices from six high-performing HEIs, offering an adaptable evidence-based approach to instructional leadership. Recognizing diversity in governance, resources, and institutional cultures, it moves beyond a one-size-fits-all model by identifying strategies that enhance student success, ensure quality assurance, and promote sustainable education. Rooted in insights from institutional documents and interviews, the framework aligns leadership adaptability with institutional needs and goals, fostering collaboration across different HEI categories, while maintaining institutional uniqueness.

In Figure 5, it provides a structured, systematic, and evidence-based pathway for improving teaching and learning that aligns with national and international accreditation standards. It equips instructional leaders with high-impact strategies, clear and measurable goals, and mechanisms for continuous refinement, based on stakeholder feedback and performance data. Recognizing that excellence is an evolving process, it emphasizes regular review and adaptation to meet the emerging educational challenges. In addition, the framework ensures consistency in evaluating and enhancing instructional leadership by integrating foundational principles that support the development, implementation, and sustainability of best practices. Through a systematic and inclusive approach, it actively involves stakeholders; strengthens leadership competencies; and establishes goals aligned with the institution's vision, mission, goals, and objectives (VMGO), ultimately fostering a high-quality education system that produces well-prepared and globally competitive graduates.
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FIGURE 5
 Harmonized quality-assured instructional leadership framework for higher education institutions with a focus on teacher education.


Figure 5 is also structured into multiple phases consisting of six (6) phases (i.e., driving principles, enabling environment, instructional processes, arching pillar of instructional processes, process of sustenance, and continuous improvement, and learning outcomes) and a total of twenty (20) components that are considered integral parts in building a quality-assured instructional leadership framework within the HEI. It integrates both a democratic education lens and a transformational leadership lens, promoting inclusiveness, participatory decision-making, and inspiring stakeholders to work collaboratively toward shared educational goals. Quality is defined as meeting evolving standards while addressing institutional and student needs.

(1) The framework is anchored in guiding principles essential to effective instructional leadership: a clear vision, mission, and core values that align leadership efforts; adaptive and futures-thinking leadership that enables institutions to navigate emerging challenges; an inclusive school culture that fosters equity and engagement; a student-responsive curriculum and instruction that adapts to diverse learning needs; and personal and professional culture of development to ensure instructional leaders remain equipped with the necessary expertise.

(2) An enabling environment is critical for the success of instructional leadership, which consists of three key elements: strategic and integrated leadership, which aligns institutional practices with long-term goals; competent and qualified personnel, emphasizing faculty recruitment, training, and retention; and supportive infrastructure and resources, including technology, laboratories, and libraries, that enhance student engagement.

(3) The framework highlights instructional processes that facilitate effective teaching and learning, including technological integration to enhance accessibility, student-centered pedagogies that promote interactive learning, and institutional service initiatives that support holistic student development. Additionally, research, extension services, and internationalization initiatives strengthen global competencies and graduate employability, aligning educational outcomes with industrial demands.

(4) Quality assurance mechanisms for institutional performance is arching pillar of instructional processes to have systematic and analytical methods and measures for institutional structures, policies, and practices promoting good services and operations that fulfill predetermined performance and quality standards.

(5) Sustenance and continuous improvement of the framework require innovative planning, strategic implementation, monitoring procedures, evaluative practices, and data-driven feedback implementation to ensure responsiveness to evolving educational needs.

(6) Its learning outcomes cover quality education, sustainable education programs, holistic learning experiences, and evidence-based performance outcomes, measured by national and international recognition, licensure exam performance, and graduate employability.



Implication to policy and practice

The three HEI categories showcase best practices within their unique contexts; however, sustaining, improving, and fostering innovation through cross-institutional collaboration is vital. Key recommendations include harmonizing accreditation standards (AACCUP, PAASCU, and ALCUCOA) and incorporating sustainability metrics for consistent evaluation. Inclusive criteria for COE and COD designations should ensure equal opportunities for LUCs along with financial and technical support for infrastructure, faculty development, and research initiatives.

The CHED may implement national faculty qualification standards and provide scholarships for graduate and doctoral studies, particularly benefiting LUCs. Baseline standards for libraries, laboratories, and ICT facilities should be established, with resource sharing being encouraged in underserved areas. Consortia among SUCs, LUCs, and private institutions can enhance collaboration, share best practices, and collectively address challenges.

Additional funding for LUCs should focus on infrastructure, faculty development, and research with partnerships fostered by LGUs and industries. Leadership competencies across HEIs can be harmonized by blending SUC governance, LUC community focus, and private institutions' entrepreneurial mindsets. Promoting global collaboration and knowledge sharing are essential for exchanging best practices, research, and innovative teaching methods.

A centralized national monitoring system should track institutional performance, accreditation, and CHED policy implementation. Finally, fostering collaboration within HEIs, improving processes, and adopting inclusive curricula will address diverse stakeholder needs and ensure continuous improvement to meet the evolving educational demands.



Limitation of the study

This study focused on three categories of Teacher Education Institutions (TEIs)—two SUCs, two private institutions, and two LUCs—within Luzon (NCR, Regions IV-A, III, and II). While these six institutions met exemplary performance criteria, the limited sample size and geographic scope mean the findings may not represent all HEI typologies nationwide. In particular, the framework may not fully capture the realities of TEIs in the Visayas and Mindanao regions, nor those outside the TEI sector. Differences in governance, institutional culture, resources, and funding further demonstrate that “best practices” identified in one category or region may not be directly transferable to others. Moreover, data collection relied solely on institutional documents and participant interviews; thus, accuracy and depth depended on the availability of records and the willingness of participants to share information. Potential gaps or biases may have influenced the comprehensiveness of the analysis. Given these limitations, caution must be exercised against overgeneralizing the results. Future research should refine the framework by testing it in more diverse institutional and regional contexts, including Visayas, Mindanao, and non-TEI sectors, while also assessing long-term outcomes to strengthen its nationwide relevance and effectiveness.




Conclusion

This study highlights the value of identifying best practices and addressing challenges across different categories of HEIs to inform targeted policies and initiatives. Through the experiences of six high-performing TEIs, a harmonized, quality-assured instructional leadership framework was developed, grounded in principles that enhance teaching quality, institutional performance, inclusivity, and continuous improvement. Structured into six (6) phases and twenty (20) interconnected components, the framework offers a structured, systematic, and evidence-based approach adaptable to diverse HEI contexts. It underscores the importance of equity, stakeholder engagement, and alignment with quality assurance standards. While acknowledging contextual differences among HEIs, the framework provides practical guidance for instructional leaders, policymakers, and practitioners aiming to strengthen leadership practices and sustain quality education in a dynamic environment.
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