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Abstract.

Relevance. The study addresses the growing role of digital environments in shaping university identity, where branding
is increasingly connected to governance, stakeholder participation and communication through online platforms. The topic is
important because higher education institutions are required to align their strategic communication with rapidly changing digital
tools and practices.

The purpose. The research aims to systematise existing knowledge, trace the chronological development of digital university
branding from 2008 to 2025 and compare how global models are adapted in different regional contexts, including Ukraine.

Results. The structured review of peer-reviewed studies allowed identification of four stages in the evolution of digital
university branding. The field has moved from initial studies of brand personality and basic online presence to structured governance
models, multi-actor participation and the use of social media as branding ecosystems. Ukrainian universities show accelerated
adoption of such practices, adapting global approaches to local conditions. Underexplored areas include the influence of platform
logics on brand perception, governance of decentralised and multi-author environments and the contribution of students, alumni,
faculty and staff to institutional identity.

Conclusions. The study advances theoretical understanding of digital brand governance in higher education and provides
practical guidance for aligning communication strategies with institutional missions. Further research should integrate theory and
practice, apply cross-platform analysis and expand comparative evidence across regions to design governance models that reflect
current realities of digital communication.

Keywords: brand management, digitalization, higher education, social media, platform-based communication, stakeholder
engagement, comparative analysis

CrpareriuHi TpaexkTopii ynpapJ/iiHHsI OpeH0M YHIBepCUTETY
B U@ poBiii cepi: MOPiBHAIBHUN CUHTE3 MIsKHAPOIHOIO TA
YKPAIHCHKOI'0 J0CBixy

YepusiBecbka Onexkcanapa
Kuiecvkuil nayionanonuit ynigepcumem mexunonocii ma ousauny (Kuis, Yxpaina)

Anoranis.

AKTyadbHicTh. JlOCTi[DKEHHS pO3DISIIae 3pOCTarody poiib IU(POBOrO cepenoBHIIa y (OpPMyBaHHI 1IEHTUYHOCTI
YHIBEpCHTETY, e OPEHANHT BCe OiIbIIe MOB'sI3aHMIT 3 yIIPaBIiHHAM, Y4acTIO 3alliKaBIeHNX CTOPIH Ta KOMYHIKaIli€l0 4epe3 OHIaiH-
miatgopmu. L TeMa € BaKIMBOKO, OCKUTHKH BHIII HaBYAJIbHI 3aKJIa/IM TIOBUHHI y3TO/KYBAaTH CBOIO CTPATETIYHY KOMYHIKAIIiO 3i
IIBUIKO3MIHHUMH U(POBUMH IHCTPYMEHTAMH Ta IPAKTHKAMH.

Mera. JlocmipKkeHHs CIpsIMOBaHE Ha CHCTEMATH3AaIlii0 iICHYIOUNX 3HAHb, IPOCTEKEHHS XPOHOJIOTIYHOTO PO3BUTKY OpEHIUHTY
udposoro yHiBepcutety 3 2008 mo 2025 pik Ta HOPIBHAHHS TOTO, K TI00AIbHI MOJENI aaNTyIOThCS B PI3HUX PEriOHAIBHUX
KOHTEKCTaX, BKJIIOYAIOUU YKpaiHy.

PesynbraTu. CTpyKTYpOBaHHI OIS PEIIEH30BAHUX JIOCITI/PKEHb JO3BOJIMB BU3HAYUTH YOTUPH €TAITH €BOMIOLIT [IdpoBOro
OpeHIUHTY yHiBepcHTETiB. ['amy3p mpoiinuia muUisX BiJ ITOYATKOBUX IOCIIKEHb OCOOMCTOCTI OpeHAy Ta 0a30BOi OHIAIH-
HPHUCYTHOCTI JI0 CTPYKTYPOBAHHX MOJeJeil yIpaBiiHHA, y4acTi 6araTb0X Y4acHHMKIB Ta BUKOPHCTAHHS COLAJbHUX MEPEX SIK
eKOCHCTEM OpeHIMHTY. YKpaiHCBKi YHIBEPCHTETH JIEMOHCTPYIOTh IIPHCKOPEHE BIIPOBAKEHHS TAKMX MPAKTHK, aJaNTyIOdH
nI00aJIbHI MAXOAM 10 MicueBUX yMoB. HemociimxeHi cepu BKIIOYAIOTh BIUIMB JIOTIKM IUIAT(GOPMH HA CHPHHHATTS OpeH.y,
YTIPaBIIiHHS JEIEHTPANIi30BaHUM Ta 0araToaBTOPCHKUM CEPETOBHINEM, A TAaKOXK BHECOK CTY/ICHTIB, BUITYCKHUKIB, BUKJIAadiB Ta
CHIBPOOITHHUKIB B IHCTUTYLI}HY I1€HTHYHICT.

BucHoBku. JlocimipkeHHS PO3BUBA€E TEOPETUYHE PO3YMIHHS YIPaBIiHHS MU(PPOBAM OpEHJOM y BHUININ OCBITI Ta Hajae
MPaKTUYHI PEKOMEHIALT 11010 Y3rOKeHHsT KOMYHIKAI[IHUX CTpaTeriii 3 MicisiMU ycTaHoBH. [lofanblini JOCHiIKeHHS TOBUHHI
IHTETPYBaTH TEOPIIO Ta MPAKTUKY, 3aCTOCOBYBATH KPOCIIAaT(HOPMHUIT aHAII3 Ta PO3IMMPIOBATH OPIBHSIBHI JaHI B Pi3HUX perioHax
JUTSL pO3po0KH MOJiesiel YIpaBIiHHs, 110 BiJOOPaXaroTh cydacHi peaiii tu(ppoBoi KOMyHiKaIlii.
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1. Introduction

Relevance. Over the past two decades digital
technologies have significantly changed how uni-
versities build and present their image. The main in-
formation space has shifted online. Websites social
media and other platforms have become the primary
channels of communication. Information there is
updated constantly, and brand perception is shaped
both by official messages and by the activity of stu-
dents alumni and staff. Brand management has gra-
dually become a managed process that includes con-
tent planning coordination of resources and work
with audiences. The COVID-19 pandemic increased
universities’ reliance on digital channels. Political
and economic crises have reduced the effectiveness
of traditional reputation-building methods. Interna-
tional competition has placed additional pressure on
universities especially in Ukraine and in Central and
Eastern Europe. They need to take into account dif-
ferences in languages cultures and legal systems. At
the same time the growth of user-generated content
and the influence of platform algorithms have chan-
ged the mechanisms of brand visibility. Studying
strategic brand management in the digital environ-
ment is important for understanding how universi-
ties adapt to these conditions. Analysing the stages
of its development from 2008 to 2025 and their
characteristics in both international and Ukrainian
contexts makes it possible to assess how existing
practices meet the challenges of modern education
and to identify directions for improvement.

The aim of the study is to identify the specific
features of strategic university brand management
in the digital environment as a phenomenon that
evolves alongside the development of digital tech-
nologies, to determine the stages of its evolution
from 2008 to 2025, and to analyse the characteristi-
cs of each stage in both international and Ukrainian
contexts, taking into account the theoretical models
and practices that emerged during this period.

The methodology of the study is based on a com-
parative-analytical approach. It draws upon a curated
corpus of peer-reviewed studies published between
2017 and 2025, with a focus on the Ukrainian, Euro-
pean, and international contexts. The research invol-
ves qualitative synthesis of conceptual models (e.g.,
Keller’s Customer-Based Brand Equity (CBBE) fra-
mework, marketing mix extensions), empirical case
analyses (e.g., content strategies across Twitter and
institutional platforms), and applied recommenda-
tions for brand positioning, stakeholder interaction,
and digital performance monitoring.

The subject of the research is the strategic con-
figuration of university brand management in the
digital environment. This includes formal practices
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such as coordinated communication and perfor-
mance analytics, as well as informal processes
that emerge in user communities. The study as-
sumes that a university brand is not a fixed image
but a dynamic system of meanings that changes
with context and interaction.

By situating the discussion at the intersection
of brand management theory and higher educa-
tion transformation in the digital area, this study
contributes to the ongoing academic and institu-
tional debate about how universities articulate,
adapt, and amplify their identities in the digital
age. The Ukrainian case, in particular, provides
fertile ground for examining these dynamics, gi-
ven the country’s active integration into European
knowledge frameworks and its unique digitalisa-
tion trajectories shaped by crisis, innovation, and
reform.

2. Analysis of Previous Research and Pu-
blications.

The literature on university brand manage-
ment in digital settings includes both conceptual
models and practical cases. International studies
have adapted existing marketing theories to the
higher education context, while Ukrainian resear-
ch has focused on applied strategies and contex-
t-specific challenges. Several works revise esta-
blished frameworks. Pinar (2020) modifies the
CBBE model for university brands and tests it in
Turkey and the US. Stukalina and Pavlyuk (2021)
apply CBBE to segment students in Latvia. Lim
et al. (2018) extend the marketing mix to seven
elements for HEIs in the Asia-Pacific. Demydiuk
et al. (2025) localise this model for a Ukrainian
university, adding a social element and digital
tools such as SEO and SMM.

Practice-oriented studies complement these
frameworks. Borovyk et al. (2023) describe a
branding strategy for a Ukrainian language cen-
tre, including content design, ambassador roles,
and governance structure. Demydiuk et al. (2025)
provide digital marketing guidelines for regional
institutions. Zhadko et al. (2019) examine student
perceptions of digital brand identity through sur-
veys.

Digital governance is a recurring topic. Fau-
bet and Thomas (2017) present university-level
communication models. Jones (2025) explores
coordination across accounts and use of perfor-
mance dashboards. Karadag et al. (2022), Lisun
(2023), and Sarder and Mustageem (2024) link
platform-specific features with brand strategy.
Their findings show how digital presence affects
brand meaning, especially when content is co-
-produced.
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Comparative work offers additional insight. Li-
sun (2023) compares Ukrainian and European uni-
versities. Borodiyenko et al. (2024) analyse ten EU
cases. Karadag et al. (2022) study Turkish and UK
universities, and Lim et al. (2018) cover the Asia-
-Pacific region. Most Ukrainian studies build or
adapt their own models instead of applying existing

ones directly. This reflects both institutional cons-
traints and the need for local solutions.

Recent literature shows a shift from generic
messaging to structured, digitally coordinated brand
systems. Ukrainian contributions are becoming part
of the international discussion but retain distinct
features shaped by local conditions.

Table 1.
Comparative Overview of University Brand-Management Research in Digital Environments

Aspect

Summary / Notable Content

Branding frameworks /
models

* CBBE model adapted to a university “brand ecosystem” (Pinar, 2020).

* CBBE applied and validated in a Latvian case (Stukalina & Pavlyuk, 2021).

* Higher-education marketing mix “7 Ps” empirically tested (Lim et al., 2018).

» Conceptual (non-canonical) scheme integrating digital branding for Ukraine/EU (Lisun, 2023).
* “7 P+ S” mix localized for a regional Ukrainian HEI (Demydiuk et al., 2025)

Strategic-structure
coverage

» Multi-step sequence—diagnostics, positioning, value proposition, communications, relationship
management—illustrated in a Ukrainian single-case study (Borovyk et al., 2023).

* Lisun (2023), Lim et al. (2018) and Demydiuk et al. (2025) discuss full cycles from analysis —
implementation — monitoring, with differing depth.

Digital-relationship
integration

» Comprehensive social-media audit of Ukrainian and European HEIs (Lisun, 2023).
* SMM, SEO and digital-platform tactics in a Ukrainian single case (Borovyk et al., 2023).
* UGC vs. BGC analysis on Twitter across Turkey/UK universities (Karadag et al., 2022).

* Additional studies offer varying levels of social-media, CRM and platform analytics (Zhadko et al.,

2019; Faubet & Thomas, 2017; Jones, 2025; Sarder & Mustaqeem, 2024; Demydiuk et al., 2025).

Empirical case studies

« Ukrainian single-case branding via an innovative language centre (Borovyk et al., 2023).
* Ten leading EU universities compared qualitatively (Borodiyenko et al., 2024).

* Social-media cases in Turkey and the UK (Karadag et al., 2022).

« Student-survey evidence during digitalisation in Ukraine (Zhadko et al., 2019).

» UK institutional rebrand narratives (Pennack, 2017; Holloway & Williams, 2019).

» Multi-case social-media branding in Bangladesh (Sarder & Mustageem, 2024).

Ukraine-specific focus

» Comparative Ukraine/EU digital branding (Lisun, 2023).

« Single-case Ukrainian language-centre strategy (Borovyk et al., 2023).

* EU best-practice lessons for Ukraine (Borodiyenko et al., 2024).

* Branding elements amid education digitalisation (Zhadko et al., 2019).

» Regional HEI marketing-mix adaptation with digital tools (Demydiuk et al., 2025).

International scope /
comparison

* Ukraine vs. EU comparison (Lisun, 2023).

* Ten-country EU sample (Borodiyenko et al., 2024).
* Turkey/UK (Karadag et al., 2022).

* Turkey/US (Pinar, 2020).

« Latvia (Stukalina & Pavlyuk, 2021).

* Sweden (Opoku et al., 2008).

* Asia-Pacific (Lim et al., 2018).

» Bangladesh (Sarder & Mustageem, 2024).

Stakeholder engage-
ment

« Stakeholder mapping and feedback loops in a Ukrainian case (Borovyk et al., 2023).

* UGC vs. BGC as stakeholder proxies (Karadag et al., 2022).

« Student perceptions as central stakeholders (Zhadko et al., 2019; Stukalina & Pavlyuk, 2021).
* Broader “7 Ps” touchpoints (Lim et al., 2018; Demydiuk et al., 2025).

Canonical-framework

* Systematic use of Keller’s CBBE in a brand-ecosystem approach (Pinar, 2020).

cs / analytics

application * CBBE mapped to local vs. foreign student perceptions (Stukalina & Pavlyuk, 2021).
* Social-network audit of Ukraine/EU HEIs (Lisun, 2023).
s e il st * R-based UGC-BGC correspondence analysis (Karadag et al., 2022).

» Engagement-rate, impression and follower analytics by platform (Sarder & Mustaqeem, 2024).
* Additional metrics for brand trust and touchpoints (Zhadko et al., 2019; Faubet & Thomas, 2017;
Jones, 2025; Demydiuk et al., 2025).
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Aspect

Summary / Notable Content

Practical recommen-
dations

2025).

* Digital-brand integration and channel optimisation (Lisun, 2023).

* Tactical guidance for Ukrainian / CEE contexts (Borovyk et al., 2023; Borodiyenko et al., 2024).

* Aligning brand personality with competitive strategy (Karadag et al., 2022).

* Social-media structure and governance (Jones, 2025; Sarder & Mustaqeem, 2024; Demydiuk et al.,

Source: Compiled by the author based on Pinar (2020), Stukalina & Pavlyuk (2021), Lim et al. (2018), Lisun (2023), Ka-

radag et al. (2022), Borodiyenko et al. (2024), and others

The table helps compare how studies vary in the
level of analysis, quality of evidence and clarity of
concepts in different countries and research designs.
It shows that Ukrainian studies in this field are beco-
ming more detailed and strategic in their use of data.
At the same time, they are still only partly connec-
ted to the broader international work on university
branding. This suggests the need for approaches that
combine local digital practices with recognised in-
ternational models.

3. Results.

This section presents the findings of the literatu-
re-based analytical reconstruction conducted by the
author, with particular emphasis on the temporal, re-
gional, and conceptual evolution of university bran-
d-management strategies in digital environments.
The analysis is structured into four subsections:
conceptual milestones and periodization (3.1), key

strategic trajectories (3.2), contextualization within
the Ukrainian academic ecosystem (3.3), and a syn-
thesis of trends and research gaps (3.4).

3.1 Conceptual Milestones and Chronologi-
cal Periodization.

To examine how approaches to university brand
management in digital environments have evolved,
the literature was grouped into distinct periods. The
periodisation was based on three criteria: the domi-
nant conceptual frameworks used by researchers,
the nature of branding infrastructures adopted by
universities, and the prevailing governance arran-
gements for brand-related activities. Each period
contains works that set turning points in the field,
either by introducing new theoretical models, re-
fining existing concepts, or documenting shifts in
practical application.

Table 2.
Chronological Periodisation of Digital University Brand-Management Strategies (2008-2025)
Period (Years) Period Title Analytical Summary with References
Initial studies assessed university brand personalities in Sweden
(Opoku et al., 2008) and mapped social media use in Canadian HEIs
2008-2015 Early Exploration (Bélanger et al., 2014). UK-based interviews revealed reliance on
corporate branding logic and minimal strategic use of digital tools
(Chapleo, 2015).
Structural models emerged, including digital branding governance
Institutionalisation and archetypes (Faubet & Thomas, 2017) and refinements of the HEI
2016-2020 oy marketing mix (Lim et al., 2018). Keller’s CBBE model was adapted
Model Building . ; . . .
into a university brand-ecosystem format and validated in cross-na-
tional contexts (Pinar, 2020).
Ukrainian and European case studies deepened understanding of
Empirical Digital Tnte- digital strategy (Zhadko et al.., 2019; Llsun,‘2023; Borquk etal.,
2019-2023 ration and Stakeholder 2023). A decade-long analysis of EU branding emphasised autonomy,
& Brandin innovation, and ethics (Borodiyenko et al., 2024). In Latvia, studen-
J t-origin segmentation refined the CBBE application (Stukalina &
Pavlyuk, 2021).
Strategic use of social media platforms expanded: Twitter was analy-
Platform-Based sed by content origin and brand personality (Karadag et al., 2022);
2021-2025 Branding and Network | platform-specific branding functions were mapped in South Asia
Effects (Sarder & Mustageem, 2024). Governance shifted towards cross-
-campus collaboration and account integration (Jones, 2025).

Source: compiled and systematised by the author based on key academic contributions from 2008 to 2025.
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The analysis of these periods shows a gradual
movement from adopting corporate communica-
tion patterns to creating branding systems tailored
to the academic context. Over time, the emphasis
shifted from isolated digital initiatives to integra-
ted platform strategies, with growing attention to
multi-actor participation and network effects. These
changes provide the foundation for identifying the
main strategic trajectories discussed in the next sub-
section.

3.2 Strategic Trajectories in Digital Univer-
sity Brand Management.

Studies show that universities develop their

digital brand strategies along different but over-
lapping paths. Authors use varied methods and fo-
cus on different regions, yet certain patterns appear
repeatedly. Table 3 summarises the main works,
showing the conceptual frameworks applied, atten-
tion to digital channels, case scope, and distinctive
features. This comparison helps to identify which
approaches draw on established theory and which
are developed for specific contexts. It also indicates
where the evidence base is strong, where it is par-
tial, and where research is absent.

Table 3.

Comparative Profile of Key Studies on Digital University Brand-Management

Framework D{gltal . Case study | Ukraine-speci- | International / Strategic . .
Reference relationship . Unique points
used focus / scope fic detail aggregate scope depth
Lisun Yes — High - Multiple Yes Yes High Rare integration
(2023) custom (no | social-media | universities of digital trans-
canonical | audit and (Ukraine + formation with
model) touch-point | EU) full strategic
taxonomy diagnostics in
a Ukrainian
context
Borovyk, | No-— High — Single case | Yes No Moderate Feedback loops
Ustychen- | multi-step | SMM, (Cher- and local digital
ko, Zaloz- | practical SEO, digital [ kasy State tactics not tied
na, and Vo- | scheme platforms Business to canonical
loshchenko College) frameworks
(2023)
Borodi- Partial Moderate Multiple Yes (extrapola- | Yes High Differentia-
yenko, — values- — “progres- | cases (10 ted lessons) ted EU value
Drok, and | -focused sive” brand | leading EU communication
Kolodii framework | communica- | HEIs) translated for
(2024) tions Ukrainian poli-
cy learning
Karadag, Strategic — | High — UGC/ | Four No Yes (Turkey + | High Maps UGC
Demir, alignment | BGC Twitter | universities UK) vs. BGC
and Ayan | of strategy [ analysis (Turkey / dispersions to
(2022) and perso- UK) competitive
nality archetypes
Zhadko, No Moderate — | Student Yes No Low-mode- Element-wi-
Gagarina, digitalisation | survey rate se approach;
and My- emphasis (Ukraine) limited strategic
khailova integration
(2019)
Faubet and | No — go- Moderate— Conceptual | No Implicit Moderate Three gover-
Thomas vernance high — digi- | discussion nance models
(2017) focus tal-comms for HEI digital
governance branding
Jones No —go- | High Insight/ | No Implicit Moderate Structural
(2025) vernance / | — cross- best-prac- reform for
strategy | -campus tice guide digital comms
social-me- across decen-
dia collabo- tralised HEIs
ration
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Framework D{gltal . Case study | Ukraine-speci- | International / Strategic . .
Reference relationship . Unique points
used foeus / scope fic detail aggregate scope depth
Sarder None — High — plat- | Multiple | No No Moderate Platform-dif-
and Mus- | practical | form-spe- | insti- ferentiated
tageem empirical | cific SMM | tutions SMM metrics
(2024) impact (Bangla- for branding
desh) and engage-
ment
Pinar Yes — Kel- | Low—mo- Empirical, | No Yes High Canonical-
(2020) ler CBBE | derate Turkey / -framework
“brand (mentions US rigour; service
ecosystem” | digital) “sub-brands”;
limited digital
depth
Stukali- | Yes — Minimal |Single |No No High (for | Market-o-
naand |Keller case CBBE) rientation;
Pavlyuk | CBBE (Latvia) CBBE split
(2021) by local
vs. foreign
students
Opoku, Yes — Moderate— Multiple No Yes Moderate— Early, detailed
Abratt, and | online high universities high positioning of
Saheli- brand-per- (Sweden) online persona-
-Sangari sonality lities
(2008) typology
Lim, Yes —“7 Low-mode- | Asia-Paci- | No Yes High Marketing mix
Stanton, Ps” marke- | rate fic survey for B2C/B2B
and Roper | ting mix HE offerings
(2018)
Demydiuk, | Yes —“7 Modera- Single Yes No Moderate Adds “social”
Pidlis- P+S” te—high — regional P; integrates
nyuk, and | marketing | digital-tool | university SEO, SMM,
Strilchuk mix focus (Ukraine) contextual
(2025) advertising

Source: compiled by the author based on reviewed literature.

The analysis of studies in Table 3 allows three
main strategic directions in digital university brand
management to be identified. The first is the formali-
sation of internal governance. In the early years, di-
gital tools were used without a clear plan. University
leaders in the United Kingdom did not view them
as strategic and often followed corporate models
with limited relevance to higher education (Chapleo,
2015). Later, more structured governance schemes
for digital communication emerged (Faubet & Tho-
mas, 2017). The higher education marketing mix
was refined to incorporate digital channels more sys-
tematically (Lim, Stanton & Roper, 2018).

The second direction is the adaptation of existing
models to local conditions. One example is the Kel-
ler CBBE model, originally designed for corporate
brands. It was tested in universities in Turkey and
the United States (Pinar, 2020). In Latvia, the same

90

model was expanded to include student backgrou-
nd as a key factor in brand evaluation (Stukalina &
Pavlyuk, 2021). Such adaptation involves not only
applying a model to a new market but also changing
indicators, emphasis, and segmentation logic to re-
flect local audiences and priorities.

The third direction is the use of digital platfor-
ms as coordination tools. Branding is no longer only
about sending messages; it also involves ongoing
interaction with users across multiple platforms.
Research shows that different platforms serve dif-
ferent functions in brand building. One study com-
pared content produced by universities and by users
on Twitter (Karadag, Demir & Ayan, 2022). Ano-
ther analysed how Instagram, LinkedIn, and TikTok
contribute in distinct ways to branding efforts (Sar-
der & Mustageem, 2024). Jones (2025) reported ca-
ses where universities manage departmental social
media accounts as part of a unified system.

WWW. aspects.org.ua
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Taken together, these three directions indicate a
shift towards more structured governance, greater
adaptation to local contexts, and stronger integra-
tion of platform-specific coordination in the develo-
pment of a university’s digital brand.

3.3 Ukrainian Context: Accelerated Integration
and Strategic Reflexivity.

Ukraine offers an example of rapid progress in
digital brand management under external pressure.
Although Ukrainian universities joined this academic
field later than others, several studies from 2019 to
2025 show fast development in research and practice.

The first large-scale study appeared in 2019.
Zhadko, Gagarina and Mykhailova (2019) used a
student survey to examine how digital tools affected
the internal brand image of universities. Their work
showed that digitalisation had already started to
change how students perceive institutional identity.
Later, Lisun (2023) compared Ukrainian and Euro-
pean universities. She proposed a branding model
that responds to crisis situations. In her view, digital
marketing tools can help institutions stay visible and
maintain trust during instability. This model combi-
ned external communication with ideas of resilience
and adaptability.

Borovyk, Ustychenko, Zalozna and Volosh-
chenko (2023) analysed one Ukrainian university in
depth. Their strategy included clear content blocks,
defined roles for student ambassadors, and better
coordination across university departments. This
was one of the first studies to connect branding with
internal management structures in a Ukrainian case.
These studies reflect broader regional patterns. For
example, in Latvia, Stukalina and Pavlyuk (2021)
introduced audience segmentation based on student
origin. Ukrainian institutions also began using this
logic to shape their messages on different platforms.
This suggests growing attention to who receives the
brand message, not only how it is delivered.

The Ukrainian literature shows two tendencies.
On one hand, researchers rely on international bran-
ding theories. On the other, they start to build their
own models based on local challenges, such as war,
migration, and limited resources. This combination
of external influence and internal development is
shaping a distinct Ukrainian approach to digital uni-
versity branding.

4. Conclusions.

The conducted review and analytical synthesis
indicate that digital university branding is evolving
into a distinct area of research with its own metho-
dological approaches and conceptual frameworks.
The historical reconstruction presented in this study
confirms a gradual shift from corporate borrowing
to the formation of strategies specifically adapted to
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the institutional logic of higher education. The pro-
posed chronological periodisation, combined with
the identification of three strategic directions, pro-
vides a structured lens for understanding this evolu-
tion. This framework reflects not only the adaptation
of external models but also the emergence of bran-
ding practices that are integrated with governance
processes and cross-platform communication stra-
tegies.

The Ukrainian case offers a particular contri-
bution to the field by illustrating a model of acce-
lerated integration under conditions of instability.
Here, institutions have been compelled to combine
resilience-oriented communication with structured
internal coordination, demonstrating that context-s-
pecific constraints can stimulate innovation in digi-
tal brand governance. Such findings enrich the broa-
der comparative landscape, showing how regional
challenges influence the selection and adaptation of
branding tools.

The originality of this research lies in its integra-
tion of temporal analysis, regional differentiation,
and governance-oriented interpretation of branding
strategies. While previous studies often examined
these dimensions separately, the present work brings
them together into a coherent analytical structure.
This allows for a more comprehensive understan-
ding of how digital branding evolves when influen-
ced by technological change, organisational trans-
formation, and socio-political context.

At the same time, the synthesis highlights se-
veral gaps that should guide future inquiry. These
include the ethical implications of algorithmic and
platform logics for brand perception, the mecha-
nisms of managing decentralised and multi-author
branding environments, and the underexplored role
of academic staff as active brand co-creators. Ad-
dressing these issues will require methodological
approaches that connect strategic frameworks with
empirical evidence drawn from diverse institutional
settings.

Future research can extend the proposed frame-
work by applying it to longitudinal and cross-regio-
nal studies, exploring the interaction between digi-
tal branding and other institutional functions such
as quality assurance, student recruitment, and alum-
ni relations. Expanding the evidence base through
comparative studies would help to develop gover-
nance models that are both context-sensitive and
scalable across different higher education systems.
Such models could serve as practical tools for de-
cision-makers and communication teams, ensuring
that digital branding strategies reflect the realities of
institutional life while supporting long-term organi-
sational identity.
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