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ABSTRACT: Philippine State Universities and
Colleges (SUCs) face fragmented
internationalization (IZN) implementation due to
systemic and structural barriers. This study isolated
quantitative IZN dimensions to establish the
empirical foundation for a Strategic
Communication Framework (SCF). Utilizing a
structured survey, primary data was gathered from
150 full-time faculty members across regional
SUCs and subjected to Exploratory Factor Analysis
(EFA) via Principal Component Analysis with
Varimax rotation. The EFA accounted for 73.712%
of the cumulative variance, accepting the
hypothesis that distinct, verifiable constructs could
be derived from institutional narratives. The
statistical reduction isolated four core dimensions:
(1) Operational Governance and Systemic
Integration, (2) Dialogue Transparency and Shared
Engagement, (3) Mandate Awareness and
Information Accessibility, and (4) Instruction
Capability and Pedagogical Skill. These findings
demonstrate that internal operational dimensions
and structured data channels are prerequisites for
institutionalizing IZN. The study concludes that
validating these four constructs provides the
empirical anchor required to transition IZN from an
isolated compliance mandate into a systematically
programmed initiative.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Internationalization (IZN) has emerged as
a critical driver of institutional development in
higher education, directly influencing quality
assurance, global rankings, and an institution’s core
fourfold functions: instruction, research,
production, and extension. To optimize these
functions and meet the demand for a globally

competent workforce, higher education institutions
(HEIs) must clearly define and navigate the core
components that dictate internationalization.
However, a significant challenge lies in the lack of
a unified understanding and structured alignment
regarding what constitutes effective 1ZN, often
resulting in operational disconnects across
departments,  under-prepared  faculty, and
inefficient stakeholder support.

This structural and conceptual ambiguity
is evident across diverse higher education
landscapes. Globally, studies indicate that
inefficiencies or complete deficits in organizational
frameworks heavily impede IZN take-off,
underscoring the need to map out sustainable
networking capacities and structural variables.
Locally, Philippine HEIs face a similar
predicament; despite a general readiness to
internationalize,  initiatives  are  frequently
constrained by fragmented support systems,
unaligned curricula, and a lack of cohesive
promotion.

To bridge these institutional gaps, this
study focuses on identifying the foundational
internationalization constructs specific to State
Universities and Colleges (SUCs) in the Davao
Region. By isolating and defining these key
institutional dimensions, the study aims to establish
a clear, structured baseline of IZN components.
Uncovering these underlying constructs is essential
to  establishing a common  operational
understanding, cultivating stakeholder agency, and
enabling the strategic institutionalization of IZN
across regional higher education.

[1] Internationalization: A Key Feature
in Higher Education. In the contemporary era, the
acceleration of global integration has progressively
eroded geographical and geopolitical boundaries,
precipitating structural transformations across
multiple societal sectors, most notably within
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higher education (Karacabey, Ozdere, & Bozkuz,
2019). This globalization-induced paradigm shift
has compelled postsecondary institutions to adopt
internationalization policies, thereby systematically
embedding international, intercultural, and global
dimensions into their core mandates of instruction,
empirical research, and community extension
(Knight, 2004; 2015). Consequently, higher
education institutions (HEIs) increasingly leverage
internationalization as a primary mechanism to
manifest institutional quality, enhance global
prestige, and secure competitive placement within
international university rankings (Jibeen & Khan,
2015; de Wit, 2019; Knight & de Wit, 2018). The
convergence of these globalizing forces has
ultimately intensified transnational connectivity,
fostering heightened economic, socio-cultural, and
political interdependence among nation-states.

From an institutional  perspective,
internationalization has facilitated the
diversification of learning environments, expanded
transnational educational markets, and heightened
cross-cultural literacy alongside global
consciousness (Vitenko et al., 2017). Recognizing
these affordances, academic administrators and
educational policymakers systematically integrate
global parameters into institutional mandates and
strategic development plans. These initiatives are
designed to promote equity in higher education
delivery, nurture global -citizenship, and drive
comprehensive societal development. Beyond the
realization of localized institutional targets,
internationalization serves as a mechanism for
expanding transnational collaborative networks,
optimizing metrics within global institutional
rankings, and elevating corporate reputation. Thus,
the extant literature establishes internationalization
as a defining and indispensable characteristic of
contemporary higher education systems (Knight,
2004).

Internationalization Rationales and
Perceptions. Within the discourse of higher
education, the conceptual framework formulated by
Knight (2004) remains the most widely cited
definition, characterizing internationalization as the
systematic process of integrating an international,
intercultural, or global dimension into the purpose,
functions, or delivery of postsecondary education
institutions and systems. However, despite the
ubiquitous scholarly familiarity with this baseline
definition, the literature reveals a fragmented
conceptual consensus, demonstrating that the
operationalization of "internationalization" varies

significantly across disparate stakeholders (Knight,
2006).

Knight (2006) further noted that the
semantic elasticity of the term often generates
substantial conceptual ambiguity. One faction of
academia interprets the phenomenon primarily as
an internal process wherein the curriculum,
pedagogical methodologies, and learning activities
absorb global perspectives. Conversely, an
alternative perspective aligns internationalization
with outward-facing administrative activities,
including inbound and outbound student and
faculty mobility, alongside the formalization of
cross-border institutional alliances for research and
academic programming. Furthermore, a third
demographic conceptualizes the process through
the lens of transnational educational delivery,
emphasizing structural configurations such as the
establishment of international branch campuses and
the execution of academic franchising models.

Moreover, contemporary scholars critique
the dominant conceptualizations—specifically
those posited by Knight (1994; 2003; 2004) and
Knight and de Wit (1995)—arguing that they are
overly normative, structurally ambiguous, and
geographically restricted. Critics maintain that
these frameworks erroneously assert a universal
applicability that overlooks localized realities,
potentially exerting regressive impacts on non-
Western societies (Marginson, 2023). This
scholarly friction is exacerbated by the absence of
multi-centric operational models, as global higher
education  heavily  privileges Eurocentric
frameworks. As a result, the trajectory of academic
mobility, resource allocation, and knowledge
production systematically flows from East to West
to satisfy Western benchmarks of academic
excellence (de Wit, 2019; Ozyonum, 2023).

Owing to these asymmetrical dynamics, a
significant body of literature critiques traditional
internationalization as a mechanism of neo-colonial
hegemony. Scholars observe that these institutional
strategies often perpetuate Western epistemological
dominance, wherein the construct of the
"international" implicitly reinforces North America
and FEurope as the dual centers of the global
knowledge economy (Ndlovu-Gatsheni, 2021). To
mitigate this imbalance, Montgomery (2023) posits
that internationalization paradigms must be
structurally aligned with decolonial frameworks to
foster genuine cultural reflexivity, diversify
knowledge production, and -clarify institutional
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positionality. This critical approach does not
advocate for the wholesale rejection of current
global  frameworks;  rather, it  suggests
supplementing existing models with decolonized
concepts to augment critical methodologies,
proposing a synergistic "both/and" paradigm rather
than a reductionist "either/or" dichotomy (Stein,
2017).

Simultaneously, Wimpenny et al. (2021)
maintain that pedagogical practices within
internationalized curricula must privilege localized
contexts while fostering meaningful interactions
with pluralistic perspectives. They emphasize the
institutional obligation to cultivate ethical and
social accountability among students, thereby
engendering cultural awareness grounded in
principles of equity and social justice. Decentering
historic ~Eurocentric privilege and systemic
assumptions of academic superiority within
institutional research, curricula, and instructional
methodologies represents a critical milestone
toward achieving inclusive global citizenship
(Suspitsyna, 2021). When strategically executed,
this approach preserves and validates indigenous
knowledge systems while simultaneously enriching
the academic rigor of higher education curricula
(Patel & Lynch, 2013).

Evidently, the overarching architecture of
internationalization in higher education is propelled
by a complex interplay of academic, socio-cultural,
economic, and political rationales (de Wit, 2019).
Formulating internationalization through this multi-
dimensional lens ensures that institutions balance
market-driven and human capital objectives with
essential social and pedagogical outcomes.
Consequently, this holistic approach equips
academic stakeholders to participate effectively
within an increasingly pluralistic and globalized
society (Garson, 2016).

As delineated by Knight (2004), a clear
distinction must be maintained between conceptual
definitions and operational approaches. While a
standardized definition of internationalization may
exist globally, institutional execution is heavily
mediated by localized cultures, historical
trajectories, political climates, and resource
allocations. Accordingly, the lived experience of
internationalization varies; for example, developing
or low-income nations frequently classify
comprehensive global initiatives as secondary
institutional priorities, choosing instead to optimize
foundational mechanisms such as internal quality

assurance, structural stabilization, and domestic
capacity building (Buckner, 2019).

Internationalization Environment in
Philippine Higher Education. In recent fiscal
years, the Philippine Higher Education (PHE)
sector has demonstrated heightened institutional
interest and an intensified administrative
commitment toward internationalization. This
strategic  trajectory has  positioned global
engagement as a central mechanism for catalyzing
transnational alliances and facilitating the
institutional transition toward outcomes-based,
competency-driven educational benchmarks (Vibar
& Rosales, 2021; Chao, 2021).

In an empirical assessment of the
internationalization readiness of state universities
and colleges (SUCs) in the Southern Philippines,
Dimasindel and Salam (2018) indicated that these
institutions exhibit a moderate level of readiness
regarding the articulation of internationalization
objectives, strategic planning, and policy
formulation. These findings indicate that
institutional initiatives are progressively aligning
with the exigencies of global academic markets.
SUCs are systematically developing
internationalization infrastructures and expanding
external networks to institutionalize global
educational standards among diverse cohorts.
Nonetheless, despite demonstrating a baseline
readiness, the PHE sector requires systemic
expansions in institutional accreditation
frameworks, organizational support structures, and
fiscal appropriations (Chao, 2021).

To cultivate a robust internationalized
climate within Philippine Higher Education
Institutions (HEIs), state intervention remains
paramount. The government plays a critical role in
incentivizing and  regularizing  institutional
mandates, encompassing academic programs,
faculty and student mobility schemes, and state-
level quality assurance mechanisms (Dotong &
Laguador, 2015). Specifically, the Commission on
Higher Education (CHED) Policy Framework and
Strategies on the Internationalization of Philippine
Higher Education (CMO No. 55, series of 2016)
has served as a foundational catalyst for the
paradigm shift observed across the domestic
academic landscape. This regulatory framework
outlines the explicit principles and directional
trajectories governing national internationalization.
It mandates that global policies must reflect
national perspectives and localized contexts,
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preserve national interest, security, and cultural
identity, and simultaneously enhance the country's
global competitiveness by expanding domestic and
regional collaborations. The document explicitly
recognizes the utility of internationalization amid
the deregulated mobility of students and human
capital across global economies to generate
innovative ~ knowledge,  technologies, and
intellectual capital (Commission on Higher
Education, 2016). To complement this trajectory,
the state has enacted supporting legislation,
including the Transnational Higher Education Act
(Republic Act No. 11448) of 2019, which aims to
modernize and globalize the regulatory architecture
of the sector.

While the Philippine internationalization
framework demonstrates a clear state recognition
of higher education as an engine for economic
development, technological innovation, and
national  stability, empirical gaps persist.
Specifically, the literature notes a critical
deficiency in empirical data regarding how these
macro-level internationalization policies are
conceptually decoded and operationally executed
within specific institutional contexts in the
Philippines (Eder & Forster, 2020).

Communication and
internationalization. Scholarly literature
establishes communication as the fundamental
mechanism underpinning the internationalization
process, serving as the primary vehicle through
which cross-border stakeholders negotiate meaning
and exchange conceptual data (Iordache-Platis &
Josan, 2009). The expansive domain of
communication  studies  provides  essential
theoretical lenses through which an
internationalized perspective can be systematically
constructed within HEIs (Turner, 2019). For
instance, foundational theories—including Edward
T. Hall’s Intercultural Communication Theory,
Organizational Communication Theory, and
Interpersonal Communication Theory—provide
university administrators and internationalization
directors with the diagnostic tools required to
manage the complexities of cross-border
institutional  evolution. Consequently, Turner
(2019) stresses that academic researchers must
rigorously analyze how these communicative
theories, practices, and methodologies construct the
parameters of internationalization, particularly
given that the phenomenon is structurally
dependent on authentic communication (Vitenko et
al., 2017).

Furthermore, the strategic application of
communication serves as an indispensable tool for
designing proactive, comprehensive
internationalization roadmaps, ensuring that
institutional objectives and operational strategies
are transparently disseminated among internal and
external stakeholders (Castillo, 2021; Rocha &
Stallivieri, 2020). These strategic communication
frameworks catalyze "collective action," thereby
unifying diverse institutional actors around shared
global objectives (Rocha & Stallivieri, 2020).
Conversely, the absence of structured strategic
communication systematically undermines global
initiatives, precipitating a costly operational
decoupling between administrative departments,
faculty members, and the student body (Hansen-
Devaux, 2011).

English language competence. Although
contemporary scholars continue to debate the
necessity of designating an official linguistic
medium for internationalization—expressing valid
concerns regarding the deployment of English to
advance Eurocentric agendas—HEIs consistently
integrate the English language into their core
curricula. Furthermore, many institutions have
strategically  transitioned their medium of
instruction to English as a deliberate marketing
mechanism to attract international student
populations (Patel, 2017; Duong & Chua, 2016).

The proliferation of English-Medium
Instruction (EMI) and English-centered degree
programs across non-Anglophone higher education
sectors is driven by the dual objective of capturing
foreign student markets and equipping domestic
graduates with global market readiness (Galloway,
Kriukow, & Numajiri, 2017; Simbolon, 2021). This
macro-level shift is intrinsically tied to
internationalization paradigms that facilitate the
deregulated flow of academic human capital across
national borders (Tejada-Sanchez & Molina-Naar,
2020).

Salih and Omar (2021) observe that
globalized English functions as a cross-cultural
linguistic bridge, enabling interaction among
linguistically ~ and  culturally  heterogeneous
populations. This empirical reality reinforces the
necessity of embedding English intercultural
competence within second-language acquisition
curricula, thereby enabling learners to decode and
navigate intercultural variances effectively.
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Intercultural Communication
Competence. A critical pillar of any sustainable
internationalization framework is the cultivation of
heightened cultural awareness and sensitivity. This
orientation must be structurally balanced with the
preservation of indigenous knowledge systems and
localized traditions, ensuring that the development
of a "global village" does not result in systemic
cultural  homogenization.  Prioritizing  this
equilibrium directly addresses historical curricular
and pedagogical configurations that have
inadvertently marginalized culturally diverse
student demographics (Lumby & Foskett, 2016).

Given that numerous scholars—most
notably Patel (2017) and Ha (2013)—problematize
the global hegemony of the English language in
higher education for potentially fostering linguistic
imperialism and eroding the national identity of
non-English-speaking  societies,  intercultural
dialogue has emerged as a critical site of academic
discourse.

To navigate these pluralistic dynamics
effectively, individuals must actively develop
Intercultural Communication Competence (ICC)
(Sarwari, Adnan, Rahamad & Wahab, 2024). ICC
is defined as an individual's psychological and
behavioral capacity to execute appropriate, ethical,
and effective communication across diverse
cultural contexts, drawing upon a synthesized
matrix of cultural knowledge, receptive attitudes,
and behavioral skills (Martin & Nakayama, 2010).
Possessing a high level of ICC is wvital for
optimizing functionality within heterogeneous
institutional environments, where actors must
continuously negotiate professional identities,
resolve emerging cultural frictions, and coexist

within ~ complex  multicultural  landscapes
(Vaccarino & Li, 2018).
Consequently, Progler (2014)

recommends a comprehensive structural re-
evaluation of institutional curricula to imbed
principles that emphasize mutual respect amidst
accelerating classroom diversification. HEIs must
prioritize the intercultural training of both
pedagogical staff and student cohorts to prepare
them for multicultural learning environments. For
educators specifically, maintaining a critical
awareness of culturally competent, adaptive
pedagogical strategies is mandatory (Gopal, 2011).
Castillo (2021) asserts that investing in the
systematic development of faculty ICC directly
fortifies the institution’s comprehensive

internationalization architecture, thereby creating
an optimal environment for transformative cross-
cultural learning.

Articulation and branding. A critical
pillar of any sustainable internationalization
framework is the cultivation of heightened cultural
awareness and sensitivity. This orientation must be
structurally balanced with the preservation of
indigenous knowledge systems and localized
traditions, ensuring that the development of a
"global village" does not result in systemic cultural
homogenization. Prioritizing this equilibrium
directly addresses historical curricular and
pedagogical configurations that have inadvertently
marginalized culturally diverse student
demographics (Lumby & Foskett, 2016).

Information and  Communication
Technology. The integration of Information and
Communication  Technology  (ICT)  within
globalization processes has significantly expanded
the horizons for cross-cultural interaction and
collaborative research within the higher education
landscape. Ubogu and Orighofori  (2020)
emphasize that the primary function of ICT in this
sector is to streamline information exchange and
facilitate institutional collaboration via secure
digital networks. Optimizing these technological
tools is critical for enhancing essential university
functions, including student enrollment
management, online and hybrid pedagogy, and the
strategic curation of a university's global corporate
image.

Moreover, ICT has served as the core
catalyst for the rise of "Internationalization at
Home" (IaH), a strategic framework that facilitates
global engagement via digital architectures, thereby
bypassing the requirement for physical student and
faculty mobility. Institutions are increasingly
committed to embedding global perspectives into
localized classrooms and distance education
modules, an approach that has taken on an
expanded role within both traditional and post-
pandemic educational delivery systems (Kentnor,
2015; Bruhn, 2016). Through IaH, a variety of
creative pedagogical models have emerged to
enrich domestic learning spaces with global
viewpoints.

Because comprehensive physical mobility
remains financially prohibitive and represents a
privilege restricted to a minority demographic,
Virtual Internationalization has surfaced as the
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most viable and scalable mechanism for
provisioning cross-cultural experiences to the
broader student population (Bruhn-Zass, 2022).
This domestic dimension (IaH) is positioned in the
literature as a critical counterpart to traditional
physical mobility abroad; combined, these
elements  constitute = the  framework  of
"comprehensive internationalization" (Stallivieri et
al., 2022).

As noted by De Lima, Bastos, and
Varvakis (2020), contemporary e-learning systems
have significantly elevated the operational standard
of online and distance learning, thereby
diversifying the structural landscape of global
higher education. Ultimately, the effective
deployment of technological tools is instrumental
in shaping well-rounded global citizens who are
equipped to handle the pressures of an intercultural
workforce and contribute meaningfully to a highly
interconnected world (Rodas-Tobar, Loaiza,
Riofrio, & Bravo, 2013).

Leveraging on Partnerships and
Collaborations. Transnational alliances and local-
to-global collaborative networks serve as the
primary engine driving internationalization
initiatives forward. Empirically, the four central
pillars of global educational engagement are
structurally dependent on these networks to scale
their organizational reach: (1) formal institutional
partnerships, (2) the integration of global
perspectives into curricula and pedagogy, (3)
international  cooperation in research and
knowledge production, and (4) the comprehensive
integration of an institution's global initiatives
within wider civil society (Jooste, 2015).

Building these strategic partnerships
allows HEIs to expand their international capacities
in a highly cost-efficient manner, offering an
organized structural pipeline for sharing high-
impact academic assets (Hudzik, 2015). These
alliances provide a collaborative platform to
address systemic educational challenges and co-
launch joint degree programs. This resource-
sharing strategy advances mutual academic
milestones through the fluid exchange of ideas,
technical skillsets, and physical assets—offering a
crucial operational lifeline for institutions that lack
sufficient domestic resources (Eddy, 2010; Hudzik,
2015).

Glocalization of higher education.
Garson (2016) underscores the need to reorient
how we think about internationalization, urging

institutions to design strategies where social and
academic achievements carry equal weight to
economic returns. The ultimate goal should be
cultivating human  capital—specifically  the
mindsets, knowledge bases, and practical skills
required to participate constructively in a diverse
global landscape. Since mobility and exchange
programs are designed to educate, they must
provide participants with the practical tools needed
to address cross-cultural and global dilemmas
within  their  specific  fields and local
neighborhoods. This reality highlights the urgency
of locking in local context and cultural self-
determination within internationalization efforts.
Doing so means actively elevating indigenous
knowledge systems, backing projects that celebrate
local identity, and directly confronting academic
colonization (Pidgeon, 2016; Huaman, Chiu &
Billy, 2019; Tamtik, Trilokekar, & Jones, 2020).

To make this a reality, a growing chorus
of scholars champions "glocalization"—the
intentional blending of global strategies with local
mindsets. This balanced approach helps dismantle
Eurocentric biases in internationalization, shields
and promotes indigenous knowledge assets, and
ultimately refines the relevance of college curricula
(Patel & Lynch, 2013).

In her advocacy for glocalizing the
international higher education sector, Patel (2017)
introduced the Glocal Engagement Framework
(GEF). This model highlights that a glocal lens can
bridge deep-seated divides rooted in cultural,
ethnic, historical, and linguistic differences. By
internationalizing academic systems without
wiping out a community's right to its unique
language, history, and culture, glocalization brings
diverse societies together around shared goals.
Patel (2017) notes that historic internationalization
models have frequently been co-opted to push
Western priorities, establishing English as an
exclusive academic language while disregarding
regional dialects. This creates a rigid hierarchy
where academic insight flows strictly downward
from the Global North (viewed as the "experts") to
the Global South (relegated to passive consumers
of ideas). Instead, knowledge sharing should be
multi-directional. As Patel (2017) emphasizes, true
glocalization embraces the values of equity,
inclusion, and cultural diversity at every stage of
learning and curriculum design.

This glocal approach is essential for
building cross-border partnerships around urgent
global commitments, such as environmental
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sustainability. Caniglia et al. (2018) argue that
combining global and local perspectives within
day-to-day teaching is critical for inspiring students
to drive sustainable societal changes. They
designed a distinct glocal framework for
transnational academic collaboration centered on
sustainable development. This model marries
digital tools for international teamwork with hands-
on, community-based learning for immediate local
impact. Caniglia et al. (2018) conclude that higher
education institutions must systematically combine
structural curriculum reform with a glocal mindset,
ensuring that their internationalization and digital
strategies operate in total harmony.

The review of related literature establishes
that internationalization is no longer a peripheral
institutional endeavor, but a definitive, structurally
complex paradigm reshaping contemporary higher
education. The literature traces a clear, deductive
trajectory: originating from macro-environmental
pressures and state-level mandates and descending
into the operational realities of local Higher
Education Institutions (HEIs). However, the
execution of internationalization is not uniform. It
is heavily mediated by an institution's fiscal
capability, technological maturity, and its strategic
deployment of communicative frameworks. By
examining the intersections of  strategic
communication,  digital  infrastructure, and
linguistic competence, this literature review
uncovers a critical operational truth: an institution’s
global positioning is fundamentally dependent on
how effectively its international objectives are
communicatively translated and technologically
supported across its organizational units.

[2] This study is built upon the theoretical
framework of Intercultural Communication Theory.
This theory provides a lens through which to view
the gap in  the implementation  of
internationalization, particularly the lack of a
unified understanding and strategic implementation
of the concept. Intercultural Communication
Theory offers a perspective on the intercultural and
localization aspects of the internationalization
process which scholars recommend enforcing to
address Western centeredness of the dominating
internationalization frameworks. With this, the
study aims to identify internationalization
constructs as a basis to developing a Strategic
Communication Framework.

The study is viewed through the lens of
Intercultural Communication Theory, specifically

employing Edward T. Hall’s concept of High-
Context and Low-Context Cultures. Intercultural
communication explores opportunities and issues in
communication processes, patterns, and codes
between  people from  different  cultural
backgrounds (Ahrndt, 2020). In the High-Context
and Low-Context Cultures concept, Hall (1976)
described how people from various cultural
backgrounds communicate and relate to each other.
He further explained how meaning is conveyed in
different societies:

High-context cultures. In this context,
communication is indirect and implicit where
meanings are derived from relationships, shared
experiences, and context. Cultures under this
category take importance on nonverbal cues,
gestures, and silence.

Low-context cultures. Cultures under this
context put heavy significance on explicit and
direct verbal communication. As clear language is
highly valued, context is not of the essence.

Intercultural Communication Theory will
help the researcher analyze how the cultural
differences among SUCs and their stakeholders
impact  internationalization, = examine  the
communication style in implementing and
promoting internationalization programs, identify
potential intercultural communication barriers, and
assess the SUC stakeholders’ level of intercultural
competence.

[3] Ho = There were no constructs that
could be derived from the internationalization
narratives of higher education institutions

H: = There are constructs that could be
derived from the internationalization narratives of
higher education institutions

II. METHODOLOGY

This study deployed a quantitative research
design, specifically Exploratory Factor Analysis
(EFA). As Hair, Black, Babin, and Anderson
(2019) state, an EFA-driven quantitative design is
used for inquiries where the boundaries of a
phenomenon require definition, allowing the
relationships between observed items to coalesce
into factors.By maintaining a quantitative
paradigm, this design removed interpreter bias,
ensuring that the framework of the inquiry was
determined by variance and internal consistency
metrics. This methodology converted numerical
indicators into scales, providing a foundation for
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the inquiry. The workflow involved deploying an
instrument to the respondents, subjecting the
primary data to factorability assessments, and
executing EFA to extract, rotate, and define the
constructs governing communication dynamics
within the internationalization frameworks of
higher education.

The primary data for this investigation
were derived from a survey administered to faculty
members across State Universities and Colleges
(SUCs) in the Davao Region. To generate data, the
participant pool was restricted by an inclusion
criterion:

Respondents must be faculty members
employed by the selected SUCs with a minimum of
one fiscal year of instructional experience in higher
education. A total pool of N =150 respondents
completed the instrument.

To align the quantitative metrics with state
mandates, the primary data were supplemented by
secondary sources. These consisted of regulatory
issuances, specifically the Commission on Higher
Education (CHED) Memorandum Order (CMO)
No. 55, Series of 2016, and legislative frameworks
governing institutional globalization.

Data Gathering Instrument. The primary
data collection mechanism consisted of a self-
administered Importance-Scale Questionnaire. This
survey instrument comprised 30 items designed to
measure the perceived importance and operational
alignment of internationalization metrics within the
university ecosystem.

Items were constructed to capture
numerical variance across scale measurements,
allowing for multivariate processing. To prevent
errors in inference, the instrument was subjected to
a pilot-testing phase prior to field deployment. This
phase verified the clarity, face validity, and initial
reliability of the items, ensuring the tool was
prepared for factor analysis.

Sampling Technique. To establish a
dataset across the regional academic landscape, this
study utilized a non-probability quota sampling
technique. This sampling architecture was executed
to guarantee representation from faculty cohorts
across all State Universities and Colleges (SUCs)
operating within the Davao Region.

The target sample size was established at
150 respondents, with the quota distribution
calculated to reflect the institutional presence of

faculty members across the participating
universities. By applying a quota protocol, the
study minimized institutional concentration bias,
ensuring that the data captured a cross-section of
academic perspectives necessary to generalize the
constructs of the sector.

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

Pre-Extraction Matrix Diagnostics.
Prior to extraction, data distributions were
evaluated to establish factorability. The Kaiser-
Meyer-Olkin  (KMO) Measure of Sampling
Adequacy and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity were
computed to verify whether the correlation matrix
contained sufficient shared variance to isolate
latent factors.The calculated KMO value of .952
establishes sampling adequacy. This indicates that
the correlation patterns among the indicators are
concentrated, confirming that factorization will
yield distinct dimensions. Values above the .50
baseline indicate adequacy for data reduction, and
the observed value matches the criteria for matrix
factorization.Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity reached
statistical significance (p < .05), confirming that the
matrix varies from an identity matrix. The items
contain patterns of covariance rather than random
errors, satisfying the prerequisite for factor
analysis.

Table 1. KMO and Bartlett's Test

Diagnostic Metric Value

Sampling Adequacy Measure 952
(KMO)

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity: 4352.166

Approx. Chi-Square

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity: df 435

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity: p- .000
value

Factor  Selection and  Variance
Decomposition. The determination of the factor
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structure was guided by eigenvalue thresholds and
cumulative variance using Principal Component
Analysis (PCA). Components with eigenvalues
exceeding 1.00 were retained, as these account for
variance above the baseline of a single indicator.

The analysis isolated four components
with eigenvalues above 1.00, supporting a four-
factor solution. Component 1 registered an
eigenvalue of 17.726, accounting for 59.087% of
the total variance, representing the primary source
of variance in the dataset. Components 2, 3, and 4
produced eigenvalues of 1.654 (5.512%), 1.522
(5.072%), and 1.212 (4.041%), respectively.
Together, these four factors explain 73.712% of the
cumulative variance, surpassing the 60% baseline
used in social science research.

Meanwhile, the scree plot confirmed the
selection of the four-factor structure. The curve
displayed a break after the fourth component, with
subsequent factors contributing minimal variance.

Rotated Factor Weightings. The
orthogonal rotation distributed the variance across
the four dimensions. Component 1 accounted for
26.191%, Component 2 for 17.868%, Component 3
for 17.098%, and Component 4 for 12.556%. This
alignment balances the variance contribution of
each factor.The matrix displays item coefficients
after Varimax rotation with Kaiser normalization.
Convergence was reached in eight iterations,
indicating structure stability. Using a retention
threshold of \ge .40, items correlated with their
target components. While cross-loadings occurred,
primary coefficients determined item placement.

Analysis of the Four Extracted Dimensions

Dimension 1 — Operational Governance
and Systemic Integration. The first dimension
contains 14 items, with coefficients spanning from
453 to .766. Item 22, tracking administrative
recognition of globalization within workload
allocations, registered the peak loading (.766),
showing that formal integration into duties affects
engagement. Access to a shared data portal (.741)
and step-by-step partnership steps (.706)
demonstrate that institutional tracking systems
influence participation rates.

Indicators such as the presence of
implementation roadmaps (.690), targets (.672),
and notification lead times (.647) indicate that
tracking and timing influence operations. Items for

bottom-up proposals (.641) and allocation formulas
(.634) involve governance, while policy reference
handbooks (.623) and tracking platforms (.606)
support  coordination.  Factors  like  role
comprehension (.582), tenure policies (.579),
invitation tones (.562), and localized application
options (.453) link structural conditions to
institutional practices.

These results show that institutions must
anchor programs through policies and structures.
Formal workload allocation reduces barriers to
participation (Alhalwaki & Hamdan, 2019; Gopal,
2011). Centralized data portals and procedural
protocols match infrastructure designs where
information tracks reduce friction points (Rocha &
Stallivieri, 2020; Turner, 2019). The data also show
that frameworks require horizontal governance to
manage bottom-up workflows and funding
pathways, corresponding to models prioritizing
dialogic exchanges over top-down frameworks
(Servaes & Servaes, 2021). The relevance of item
12 establishes that mapping programs to regional
needs preserves utility, executing principles of
localized integration within higher education
systems (Chao, 2021; Patel, 2017; Patel & Lynch,
2013).

These dimensions require that the final
communication framework function as an internal
mechanism to direct administrative  tasks,
coordinate infrastructure repositories, and link
global targets to regional conditions.

Dimension 2 — Dialogue Transparency and
Shared Engagement. The second factor comprises
six indicators with coefficients from .476 to .800.
Translation of compliance terms into direct prose
scored the highest loading (.800), demonstrating
that vocabulary clarity affects engagement. This
factor includes proposal critiques (.775), showing
that feedback loops support participation. The
focus on social contributions over metrics rankings
(.747) shows that value definitions affect staff
drive.

Message alignment across management
tiers (.714) and bilateral communication channels
(.677) demonstrate that system consistency affects
tracking. Tracking student outcomes (.476)
registered the lowest coefficient but retains value
for encouraging staff engagement.

This factor shows that institutions require
open communication loops. Gaps in organizational
messaging structures lead to asymmetries regarding
program objectives within higher education
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systems (Almeyda & George, 2024).
Communication systems must operate with multi-
directional feedback loops to allow faculty
participation in planning. Top-down decisions
made without stakeholder consultation generate
institutional friction that disrupts operations
(Almeyda & George, 2024).

The data indicate variances between
leadership plans and staff actions (van den Hende
& Riezebos, 2023). Clarifying processes and
aligning department targets can reduce structural
friction and build organizational trust. Shifting
narratives from enforcement to institutional impact
reduces resistance, supporting shared responsibility
for programs (van den Hende & Riezebos, 2023).

Dimension 3 — Mandate Awareness and
Information Accessibility. The third dimension
includes five items with loadings between .590 and
783. The presence of global milestones in
institutional Vision-Mission-Goals (VMG)
statements yielded the highest loading (.783),
confirming that corporate alignment guides
institutional actions. Reliance on institutional
platforms (.718) and designated inquiry points
(.706) underscore the utility of managed
information delivery channels.

Furthermore, integration of globalization
metrics into professional milestones (.593) and
clarity regarding the general institutional schedule
(.590) prove that employee engagement depends on
organizational statements and personal alignment
with targets.

The results confirm that universities must
update orientation networks and data access
channels. Integrating globalization benchmarks into
VMG records establishes alignment across
administrative zones (CHED, 2016; Alhalwaki &
Hamdan, 2019). Managing single-point
communication desks and designated contacts
reduces information blockages and data processing
delays (de Lima et al., 2020; Turner, 2019).
Linking  internationalization = programs  to
professional roles increases individual participation
(Gopal, 2011). These methods generate an aligned
institutional collective.

Dimension 4 — Instruction Capability
and Pedagogical Skill. The fourth factor tracks
five metrics with coefficients from .663 to .823.
Instructional support for Collaborative Online
International Learning (COIL) recorded the highest

coefficient (.823), demonstrating the relevance of
home-based educational programs. This is followed
by knowledge regarding internationalized options
outside of physical travel (.733) and policy
explanations (.694), proving that knowledge depth
shapes actions.

Curriculum design modules (.673) and
metric verification confidence (.663) show that
instruction proficiency is necessary to embed
programs into classroom environments.

The outcomes demonstrate that
universities require persistent instruction support
systems. Institutions must execute instruction
architectures that look past physical mobility to
prioritize models like COIL and digital exchanges
(Bruhn-Zass, 2022; Rubin, 2017). Elevating
instructor capability in curriculum modification
embeds programs into core instruction zones rather
than separating them as administrative tasks
(Beelen & Jones, 2018). Building instructor
confidence and teaching skills drives institutional
continuity (Gopal, 2011).

These components show that the
communication framework must serve as an engine
to build teaching capabilities.

The four factors prove that institutional
continuity requires a transition from public
relations to system readiness. These dimensions
form the internal core of the strategic
communication framework, changing messaging
tracks into an institutional ecosystem.

IV. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The structural configuration isolated
through the Exploratory Factor Analysis establishes
the  mathematical  foundation  for  how
internationalization  must be  operationally
communicated within regional state universities
and colleges. Because the quantitative findings
account for 73.712% of the total cumulative
variance, the four-dimension model provides the
empirical baseline that explains the structural
factors driving or inhibiting faculty engagement.
This empirical concentration directly accepts the
research hypothesis that there were constructs
derived from the internationalization narratives of
higher education institutions, as the statistical
clustering confirmed the presence of distinct, latent
dimensions within the institutional dataset rather
than random or unlinked data points.
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The dominance of Dimension 1,
Operational Governance and Systemic Integration,
which accounts for 26.191% of the post-rotation
variance, demonstrates that the primary source of
variance in faculty perception depends on structural
formalization. The statistical clustering of items
within this dimension proves that faculty members
view internationalization as an administrative
function governed by institutional systems rather
than an isolated pedagogical choice. The factor
loading on Item 22 (.766), which measures the
formal administrative recognition of
internationalization  activities within  official
workload allocations, indicates that structural
integration is the critical factor for faculty
participation. When internationalization is managed
as an undocumented task, institutional friction
increases. Furthermore, the loadings on centralized
digital repositories (.741) and explicit procedural
steps for managing partnerships demonstrate that
information architecture influences operational
velocity. This quantitative concentration confirms
that the Strategic Communication Framework must
prioritize the institutionalization of administrative
structures, data repositories, and formalized
workload credit allocations to reduce friction
points.

The isolation of Dimension 2, Dialogue
Transparency and Shared Engagement, which
explains 17.868% of the wvariance, introduces
modifications to the communication matrix. The
coefficient in Item 29 (.800), which requires the
translation of technical compliance, legal, and
accounting requirements into plain language,
emphasizes that linguistic  barriers cause
administrative decoupling. This finding, paired
with the loading on constructive feedback loops for
unapproved proposals (.775), shows that multi-
directional information flows are required for
operational stability. The quantitative data indicate
that when communication channels remain top-
down and consist of compliance jargon, faculty
engagement decreases. The framework must
therefore feature communication mechanisms that
convert macro-level regulatory metrics into
accessible, actionable directives.

Dimension 3, Mandate Awareness and
Information  Accessibility, which represents
17.098% of the variance, establishes the role of
corporate identity in guiding faculty performance.
The loading on Item 1 (.783) shows that embedding
internationalization metrics into the core Vision-
Mission-Goals statements of SUCs serves as the

primary guide for institutional behavior. This
statistical alignment confirms that individual
faculty actions are driven by the official strategic
priorities of the institution. When global and sub-
regional benchmarks are omitted from corporate
planning documents, long-term internationalization
initiatives lack a structural foundation.

The final factor, Dimension 4, Instruction
Capability and Pedagogical Skill, which accounts
for 12.556% of the variance, links internal
communication to classroom execution. The factor
loading on instructional guidance for home-based
models,  specifically  Collaborative = Online
International Learning (.823), establishes that
internationalization relies on domestic academic
capacity rather than physical cross-border mobility.
The clustering of curriculum design modules and
assessment indicators within this factor confirms
that capability building is a structural requirement.

In summary, the four extracted dimensions
present the empirical roadmap for the
operationalization of the Strategic Communication
Framework. The quantitative analysis proves that
transitioning regional SUCs from passive
regulatory compliance to active system readiness
requires an integrated approach. Institutions cannot
rely on information dissemination alone; they must
balance formal governance frameworks and
corporate alignment with transparent feedback
channels and pedagogical capacity building. The
findings will help establish internationalization
constructs in higher education as a basis to the
development of  Strategic =~ Communication
Framework for internationalization.
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