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Abstract: The article examines the relationship between corporate culture 

and organizational communication in the management system of higher 

education institutions. In contemporary universities, corporate culture is not 

merely a set of formal values, symbols, or institutional rituals; rather, it functions 

as a strategic mechanism that shapes academic identity, managerial coordination, 

staff motivation, student engagement, and institutional reputation. 

Organizational communication, in turn, serves as the practical channel through 

which institutional values, strategic priorities, norms of interaction, and 

leadership decisions are transmitted, interpreted, negotiated, and internalized. 

The article argues that effective university management depends on the 

integration of a value-based corporate culture with transparent, dialogical, and 

participatory communication practices. Special attention is paid to the role of 

internal communication, academic leadership, shared governance, and digital 

communication tools in strengthening institutional cohesion and improving the 

quality of the educational environment. 
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In modern higher education, the university is no longer understood only as 

an institution for teaching and research. It is also a complex socio-cultural 

organization that operates within a competitive, globalized, and digitally 

mediated environment. Universities must respond to external quality assurance 

requirements, internationalization, labour market expectations, technological 

transformation, and the increasing demand for institutional transparency. Under 

these conditions, corporate culture becomes an important factor of strategic 

management because it determines how members of the university understand 

institutional mission, academic values, professional roles, and patterns of 

cooperation. 

The concept of organizational culture has been widely developed in 

management theory. Edgar Schein argues that organizational culture and 
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leadership are deeply interconnected: leaders create, transmit, and transform 

culture, while established culture influences what forms of leadership become 

possible [1]. In the context of higher education, William Tierney emphasizes that 

organizational culture is essential for understanding institutional performance, 

governance, and change in colleges and universities [2]. Therefore, the study of 

corporate culture in universities should not be reduced to branding, formal rules, 

or ceremonial events. It must include the deeper symbolic, communicative, and 

value-based mechanisms that organize academic life. 

Corporate culture in a university may be defined as a system of shared 

values, norms, traditions, behavioural expectations, communication practices, 

and institutional meanings that guide the actions of academic staff, 

administrators, students, and other stakeholders. Unlike business organizations, 

universities are characterized by academic freedom, collegiality, disciplinary 

diversity, and shared governance. For this reason, university corporate culture 

has a dual nature: it combines managerial coordination with academic autonomy. 

Tierney’s classical study of organizational culture in higher education 

shows that universities possess specific cultural patterns that influence decision-

making, institutional performance, and the ability to respond to change [2]. 

Barbara Sporn also stresses the relationship between university culture and 

management approaches, showing that institutional culture affects how higher 

education institutions adapt to internal and external pressures [3]. This means 

that the effectiveness of university management depends not only on 

administrative structures, but also on the degree to which the institution has 

developed a coherent and constructive culture. 

A strong university culture performs several functions. First, it creates a 

shared institutional identity. Second, it provides value-based orientation for 

academic and administrative personnel. Third, it reduces uncertainty in decision-

making. Fourth, it supports trust and cooperation between departments, faculties, 

and management units. Fifth, it contributes to the university’s reputation and 

competitiveness. Denison and Mishra’s model of organizational culture and 

effectiveness identifies involvement, consistency, adaptability, and mission as key 

cultural traits connected with organizational effectiveness [4]. These dimensions 

are also highly relevant for universities, especially in conditions of reform, 

internationalization, and digital transformation. 

Organizational communication is the process through which information, 

values, decisions, meanings, and feedback circulate within the university. It 

includes vertical communication between administration and staff, horizontal 
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communication between departments, academic communication between 

teachers and students, and external communication with society, employers, 

partner institutions, and state bodies. 

In university management, communication is not merely a technical 

exchange of information. It is a mechanism of institutional coordination, cultural 

reproduction, conflict prevention, and collective meaning-making. Welch and 

Jackson define internal communication as a strategic management of interactions 

and relationships between stakeholders at different levels of an organization [5]. 

This approach is especially important for universities, where the effectiveness of 

management depends on the participation of different groups: academic staff, 

administrative personnel, students, researchers, and external partners. 

Effective organizational communication in universities should be based on 

several principles: transparency, regularity, accessibility, feedback, consistency of 

messages, and respect for academic dialogue. If communication is fragmented or 

purely bureaucratic, institutional values remain formal and do not become part of 

everyday academic practice. In contrast, when communication is dialogical and 

participatory, corporate culture becomes a living mechanism of institutional 

development. 

Corporate culture and organizational communication are mutually 

reinforcing phenomena. Culture defines what is considered appropriate, valuable, 

legitimate, and meaningful within the university. Communication translates these 

cultural assumptions into everyday practice. At the same time, communication 

can either strengthen or weaken corporate culture, depending on how 

institutional messages are formulated and delivered. 

For example, if a university declares academic honesty, innovation, 

openness, and student-centeredness as core values, but its internal 

communication is authoritarian, closed, and inconsistent, then a gap emerges 

between declared values and real organizational behaviour. Such a gap reduces 

trust in management and weakens institutional identity. Conversely, when 

communication practices reflect the declared values of the university, corporate 

culture becomes more coherent and credible. 

Mishra, Boynton, and Mishra show that internal communication contributes 

to transparency, trust, and employee engagement [6]. Linjuan Rita Men’s research 

also demonstrates that leadership communication, communication channels, and 

symmetrical communication are connected with employee satisfaction [7]. 

Applied to higher education, these findings suggest that university leaders should 

not treat communication as a secondary administrative function. Rather, 
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communication should be understood as a strategic instrument for developing 

trust, motivation, and institutional commitment. 

Academic leadership plays a decisive role in shaping both corporate culture 

and organizational communication. Rectors, vice-rectors, deans, department 

heads, and programme leaders act as symbolic and communicative 

representatives of institutional values. Their communication style influences how 

staff and students perceive the university’s mission, reforms, quality assurance 

procedures, and development strategy. 

In a university setting, effective leadership communication should not be 

limited to issuing orders or distributing formal information. It should include 

explanation, consultation, persuasion, feedback, and recognition. Academic staff 

usually respond better to collegial and evidence-based communication than to 

purely administrative pressure. Therefore, a developed corporate culture in 

higher education requires a balance between managerial authority and academic 

participation. 

Cameron and Quinn’s Competing Values Framework is useful for analysing 

university culture because it distinguishes between different cultural orientations 

such as clan, adhocracy, hierarchy, and market culture [8]. In a university, these 

cultural types often coexist. For example, the academic community may prefer 

clan culture based on collegiality and shared values; innovation departments may 

operate according to adhocracy culture; administrative offices may rely on 

hierarchy; and international ranking policies may introduce elements of market 

culture. The task of university management is not to impose one model 

mechanically, but to harmonize these cultural orientations through effective 

communication. 

The digital transformation of higher education has significantly changed the 

nature of organizational communication. Email, learning management systems, 

corporate portals, digital document circulation, social media channels, online 

meetings, and student information systems have become part of everyday 

university management. These tools increase speed and accessibility of 

communication, but they also create new risks: information overload, 

fragmentation of messages, depersonalization of interaction, and weakening of 

informal academic dialogue. 

Corporate communication theory emphasizes the importance of 

consistency between internal identity, external image, and stakeholder 

communication [9]. For universities, this means that digital communication 

should not be limited to technical efficiency. It must also support the university’s 
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academic mission, ethical standards, communication culture, and institutional 

identity. 

A successful digital communication environment in a university should 

include clear official channels, transparent procedures, accessible feedback 

mechanisms, and a culture of respectful online interaction. Digital tools should 

strengthen, not replace, the human dimension of academic communication. In this 

sense, digitalization becomes not only a technological process, but also a cultural 

transformation of university management. 

The development of corporate culture and organizational communication 

in university management requires a systematic approach. First, the university 

should clearly define its mission, values, and strategic priorities. These values 

must be communicated not only through official documents, but also through 

everyday managerial behaviour, academic events, staff meetings, student 

activities, and public communication. 

Second, internal communication should be institutionalized as a strategic 

function. Universities need regular channels for informing staff and students, 

mechanisms for collecting feedback, and procedures for explaining managerial 

decisions. Communication should be two-way rather than purely top-down. 

Third, academic leaders should be trained in communication competence. 

Department heads and deans often play a key role in translating institutional 

strategy into everyday academic practice. Their ability to communicate clearly 

and respectfully directly affects the organizational climate. 

Fourth, universities should diagnose their corporate culture through 

surveys, interviews, focus groups, and organizational analysis. Such diagnosis can 

reveal gaps between declared values and actual practices. Smart and St. John’s 

research on organizational culture and effectiveness in higher education 

demonstrates the importance of studying culture types and their relationship to 

institutional effectiveness [10]. 

Fifth, digital communication tools should be aligned with institutional 

values. A university that promotes openness, innovation, and academic integrity 

should ensure that its digital communication systems are transparent, inclusive, 

user-friendly, and ethically regulated. 

Corporate culture and organizational communication are central 

components of the university management system. Corporate culture defines the 

value-based and symbolic foundations of institutional life, while organizational 

communication ensures the circulation, interpretation, and practical 

implementation of these values. In higher education, where academic autonomy, 
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collegiality, innovation, and accountability coexist, the connection between 

culture and communication becomes especially significant. 

The effectiveness of university management depends not only on formal 

regulations, strategic plans, or administrative decisions, but also on the quality of 

internal dialogue, trust, shared identity, and communicative transparency. 

Therefore, the development of a strong corporate culture should be accompanied 

by the development of strategic organizational communication. A university that 

can integrate values, leadership, communication, and participation is more 

capable of adapting to change, strengthening academic community, improving 

educational quality, and enhancing its institutional reputation. 
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