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Abstract: Communication plays a critical role in the success of organizations across all types 
and sectors. Following a brief overview that demonstrates the diversity of perspectives about 
communication within organizations, the validity and generalizability of van Ruler’s four-
strategy model, or grid, of organizational communication is examined in this study. A scale 
based on that model was created and subsequently administered to employees in two Iranian 
workplace settings. Confirmatory factor analyses failed to support the communication 
strategies proposed by van Ruler, and in initial exploratory factor analyses (EFAs), further 
disconfirmation of the model occurred because there were only two factors in the data for both 
samples. Refined follow-up EFAs challenged the model still further because both samples’ 
data comprised a single factor. We conclude that compartmentalized conceptions of 
organizational communication may not always apply, but context-specific communication 
models might still function effectively in certain organizational cultures, especially where 
hierarchies or formal structures pertain. 
Keywords: organizational communication; van Ruler; communication grid; communication 
strategy 

1. Introduction 

More than two decades ago, Craig argued that communication was not only 
complicated but also in disarray as a discipline [1]. His analyses led him to propose 
what he referred to as seven traditions, or vocabularies, of communication theory: 
rhetorical, semiotic, phenomenological, cybernetic, socio-psychological, 
sociocultural, and critical. Whatever the merits of Craig’s proposal, it appears to have 
had little precedent, or consequence, in relation to at least one major area of 
communication, namely organizational communication. Evidently, there are not only 
different ways of conceptualizing communication, but organizational communication 
has had its own, independent, trajectory. In this introduction, we initially provide 
information indicating that organizational communication has been conceived of and 
investigated within a wide array of perspectives. Using this as a foundation, we then 
focus on one specific conception of organizational communication, the grid of 
communication strategies proposed by Betteke van Ruler [2]. 

Many approaches to organizational communication identify two broad scopes, 
internal and external, based on the targets of communication [3–6]. As one example 
of the division between these two types of communication, Clegg et al. proposed that 
organizational communication embraces three disciplines, namely human relations 
(communication with internal audiences), marketing (communication with 
customers), and public relations (communication with stakeholders such as local 
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communities or environmentalists)—the first focusing on internal communication, 
and the second two on external communication [7] (p. 236). 

Descriptions concerning the broad scopes of internal and external communication 
are provided in the next two subsections. These subsections are not intended to 
comprise a systematic review of organizational communication. Rather, by featuring 
a variety of unique perspectives about communication, the contents of these 
subsections are intended to provide relevant contextualization for van Ruler’s 
integrated theory that we examine in the empirical component of our research. 

2. Literature review 

2.1. Internal communication 
Internal communication refers to the transmission of information between people 

and departments in an organization, as well as to shareholders when shareholders are 
integrated within an organization. Internal communication comprises both formal and 
informal procedures, with directions of flow being vertical, horizontal, and diagonal 
as well as one-way and two-way. Within the broad area of internal organizational 
communication, a considerable body of theorizing and research has focused on 
communication styles (see, e.g., [8–10]). There has also been some interest in the 
functions of internal organizational communication, and there is a miscellany of other 
topics and perspectives, some of which are similar in focus but described with different 
terms, and some of which are different in focus but described with similar terms. The 
field of internal communication is therefore not easy to describe systematically. Some 
attempt to do so is provided below.  
2.1.1. Styles associated with internal communication  

Communication style has been defined as “the way in which people 
communicate, a pattern of verbal and nonverbal behaviors that comprises preferred 
ways of giving and receiving information in a specific situation” [10] (p. 5), and has 
been regarded as including the level of directness, the degree of formality, and media 
preferences [11] (p. 129). Each style, therefore, indicates the way in which people 
interact with each other. 

Sometimes, communication style has been studied in terms of individuals’ effect 
on others—for example, the effect of managerial communication styles (passive, 
aggressive, and assertive) on employees’ attitudes and behaviors [8]. In other research, 
attention has been directed more to interpersonal, two-way communication, sometimes 
according to objective and subjective meaning [12]. Other research has been used to 
investigate congruence of supervisor–subordinate communication [13]. In addition, 
research has been used to investigate supervisor–subordinate communication [14,15]. 

Several studies have been conducted to create instruments for measuring 
interpersonal communication or communication styles. In one study, the 
Communication Openness Measure was created to assess perceived communication 
openness in organizations [16]; in another study, the Index of Interpersonal 
Communicative Competence was created to assess the ability of a supervisor to solve 
employee-related problems [17]. Recently, perceptions about communication styles 
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among junior high school students were examined using the Muslim Student 
Interpersonal Communication Scale [18]. 
2.1.2. Functions associated with internal communication 

Although the conceptual bases are not consistent, conceiving of internal 
communication in terms of functions is common. It has been argued that we 
communicate to create, recreate, and understand our realities, and that communication 
enables us to control our environments [19] (p. 2). From a different perspective, 
communication serves five major functions within a group or organization [20]. These 
functions are management, feedback, emotional sharing, persuasion, and information 
exchange. Another set of communication functions has been proposed: to provide 
knowledge, motivate organizational members, control and coordinate group activities, 
and permit expression of feelings [21] (p. 463). 

2.2. External communication 
External communication refers to the transmission of information between an 

organization and outside people (e.g., consumers), other organizations or businesses, 
and regulatory bodies. This form of communication can be studied from several 
perspectives, including strategies (sometimes referred to as communication models or 
typologies), advertising, and public relations. 
2.2.1. Strategies associated with external communication 

A number of theorists and researchers have approached external organizational 
communication in terms of strategies.  According to one perspective, communication 
strategies must take into account the audience, the purpose (or reason), channels and 
media, and expected responses to the communication [22]. According to a completely 
different perspective, there are three corporate communication strategies, one of which 
relates to the production of goods and services, another referring to an organization’s 
social responsibility, and a third, hybrid strategy, based on a combination of the other 
two [23]. 

From yet another perspective, four organizational communication strategies were 
proposed [24], labeled process-oriented (focused on numbers, methods, planning, 
analysis, and details), people-oriented (focused on needs, motivation, team, 
understanding, cooperation, values, expectations, and relationships), action-oriented 
(focused on results, objectives, performance, efficiency, responsibility feedback, and 
achievement), and ideas-oriented (focused on concepts, innovation, new ways, 
improvement, and problem-solving). 
2.2.2. Advertising and public relations as aspects of external communication 

External communication is often categorized as either advertising (with its strong 
links to marketing) or public relations. Advertising can be used for increasing product 
sales as well as for creating or enhancing the image of an overall brand or specific 
products. It has been characterized in a variety of ways. For example, “advertising is 
any form of non-personal presentation and promotion of ideas, goods, and services 
usually paid for by an identified sponsor” [25] (p. 359). It might also be that the 
purpose of advertising is to capture consumers’ attention and direct it toward the 
company and its brands [26]. 
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Public relations, on the other hand, involves building, reinforcing, and 
maintaining long-term relationships with a variety of audiences, including community 
members, shareholders, consumers, government regulators, and even employees [27–
29] in order to create or maintain a favorable image of an organization. It is also likely 
that CEOs are aware that public acceptance of and trust in their companies, and 
therefore public relations, are essential for an organization’s survival [30] (p. 1). 

Although advertising and public relations both employ persuasive strategies, 
often with the use of mass media, it has been pointed out that they differ in several 
fundamental respects [25] (pp. 341–342). For example, advertising focuses on selling 
goods or services, whereas public relations focuses primarily on image management; 
advertising is not associated with interpersonal communication, whereas public 
relations sometimes is; and advertising requires financial outlay, whereas public 
relations messages are typically not paid for, often appearing as features, news stories, 
or editorials. 

2.3. The van Ruler communication grid 
One theory concerning organizational communication strategies that combines 

several aspects from the above range of perspectives, but appears to have received little 
conceptual or empirical examination, is the model proposed by Betteke van Ruler [2], 
who argued that organizational communication could be categorized according to four 
strategies that she claimed were “derived from communication theory and rooted in 
described public relations approaches in the Netherlands” (p. 123). To identify these 
strategies, van Ruler created a two-by-two grid with one-way versus two-way 
communication on one axis and denotative versus connotative bases of 
communication on the other. This resulted in four proposed communication strategies: 
information, persuasion, dialogue, and consensus building. They are depicted, in 
streamlined form, in Figure 1. 

 
Figure 1. Adaptation of the van Ruler communication grid [2]. 

According to van Ruler, the information strategy (one-way/denotative) involves 
the provision of information to help people form opinions or make decisions. This 
“strategy demands well-rounded policy, informative messages, and an aware 
information-seeking public” [2] (p. 139). The persuasion strategy (one-
way/connotative) is the basis of advertising, propaganda, and corporate image. 
According to van Ruler, this strategy targets people’s knowledge, attitudes, and 
behavior. It is predicated on a persuasive message and a public that is latent in the 
sense of being aware of a topic but not regarding it to be an issue. The dialogue strategy 
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(two-way/denotative) is intended to enhance policy generation and socially 
responsible activities. This strategy can also be used to conduct job discussions 
effectively, support small-scale brainstorming, and collect solutions to problems. It 
requires input from both sides and a public that is aware of a problem. Finally, the 
consensus-building strategy (two-way/connotative) is used to deal with issues within 
an organization or between an organization and external people and bodies, 
particularly when interdependent parties have conflicting interests. It involves “an 
active public, clear negotiations, and room in the policy development process of the 
organization” [2] (p. 140). 

Although van Ruler developed her model within the framework of public 
relations, in her original publication, she suggested wider applicability by stating that 
“the four basic strategies are all identifiable in reality because they are used on an 
everyday basis in communications between people” [2] (p. 140). Furthermore, she 
stated that “anyone who manages an organization’s communications can use 
individual strategies to resolve specific communication problems” [31]. The model is 
therefore potentially useful because it might apply beyond the sphere of public 
relations and include communication within as well as beyond an organization. It is 
also potentially useful because it comprises two common and important aspects of 
organizational communication—one-way versus two-way communication, and 
denotative/objective versus connotative/subjective meanings behind communication. 

The van Ruler model has attracted some mention in the literature (see, e.g., [32–
40]), but reference to it has been only occasional and, to our knowledge, the model has 
never been subjected to empirical examination. As van Ruler pointed out [2], “it is 
nothing more than a model developed from theory. It needs to be tested, to determine 
which strategies are applicable under given conditions, and how they should be used” 
(p. 140). 

This research is intended to assess the validity of van Ruler’s communication grid 
and we did so within two Iranian organizational contexts. Research institutions and 
public universities in Iran have active public relations departments, and therefore 
employees are likely to be aware of the processes and results of public relations both 
inside their organizations (e.g., among staff) and outside their organizations (e.g., 
among stakeholders). If the van Ruler strategies are used in these organizations, we 
believe their employees should be able to recognize those strategies. More specifically, 
we hypothesized that confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs) would provide an initial 
test of van Ruler’s communication grid and that, if the grid was disconfirmed in CFAs, 
exploratory factor analyses (EFAs) would shed light on how communication was 
perceived by the employees. 

3. Method 

3.1. Participants 
Two samples of Iranian employees are represented in this research. The first 

sample comprised research and administrative staff at research institutions supervised 
by the Iranian Ministry of Science, Research, and Technology. The second sample 
comprised support staff within a public university. 
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3.2. Instrument 
To capture each of van Ruler’s strategies adequately, the first author (initials 

temporarily anonymized for blind reviewing) used content analysis to mine 
information from van Ruler’s 2004 article. As a result, six dimensions emerged: 
underlying concept, definition, aim, dominant characteristics, methods (means), and 
indication of success. Items were then generated, in some cases using wording that 
corresponded closely to wording in van Ruler’s article, to represent each of these six 
dimensions within each of the four van Ruler strategies. A colleague who was familiar 
with organizational communication as well as with content analysis was asked first to 
examine what had been identified as dimensions in van Ruler’s article and then to 
review the 24 items to assess whether they accurately represented each strategy and 
dimension. As a result, minor changes were made to some items. 

A Likert-format scale was then created, containing the 24 items and response 
options of 1 to 5, labeled very low, low, moderate, high, and very high to indicate each 
item’s resemblance to communication in the respondents’ organizations. This scale 
was sent to 10 university colleagues (seven males, three females), all of whom had an 
academic background in organization and communication studies, with a request that 
they provide critical feedback. As a result of suggestions from these colleagues, minor 
changes were made to the wording of a small number of items. The Appendix contains 
an English translation of each item’s full wording. Abbreviated versions are provided 
in Table 1, where the sequence of strategies conforms to the clockwise presentation 
of strategies in Figure 1. 

Table 1. Abbreviated item contents based on content analysis. 

Dimension Communication strategy 

 Information Persuasion Consensus building Dialogue 

Underlying 
concept 

1. Managing information 
transmission processes 
effectively 

7. Persuading people to do a 
job or accept an idea 

13. Building and maintaining 
relationships between 
individuals and among groups 

19. Participants being able to 
exchange ideas freely 

Definition 
2. Distributing information 
precisely and in a timely 
fashion 

8. Creating attitudes, image 
building, and influencing 
employees’ emotions 

14. Achieving mutual 
understanding, mutual respect, 
and cooperation 

20. Creating dialogue, 
interaction, and facilitation 

Aim 

3. Providing effective and 
efficient transmission of 
information, and informing 
people about events 

9. Changing individuals’ 
behaviors, attitudes, ideas, or 
opinions 

15. Building relationships 
among employees and 
stakeholders, and encouraging 
participative decision making 

21. Identifying specific 
problems, assessing alternative 
solutions, and selecting the 
most appropriate solutions 

Dominant 
character-
istics 

4. Well-rounded policy, 
informative messages that 
are completely clear, and 
addressing all employees 

10. Well-rounded policy, 
mostly clear and persuasive 
messages, and addressing 
some of the employees 

16. Clear negotiations, having 
specific locations where 
negotiations occur, and 
listening to the voice of 
employees 

22. Informative messages for 
both parties, listening to the 
voice of employees, and 
interactive policy making 

Methods 
(means) 

5. Newsletters, office 
automation, bulletin boards, 
and instructions 

11. Letters, personal 
conversations, and informal 
distribution of information 

17. Bargaining, negotiations, 
and suggestion boxes 

23. Small-scale brainstorming, 
e-mail, consultation, and 
specialized friendly meetings 

Indication of 
success  

6. Having transmitted the 
right information to the 
right people at the right 
time 

12. Having found the right 
tone of voice under any and 
all circumstances 

18. Having identified common 
interests and created mutually 
beneficial relationships 

24. Having facilitated 
communicative interactions 
between people, both inside 
and outside the organization 
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3.3. Procedure 
The 24-items and response options were embedded in a questionnaire that 

contained questions seeking information about respondents’ sex, age, and number of 
years in their current workplace. Questionnaires were distributed by mail, email, or 
personally in hard-copy form at prospective respondents’ workplaces, at which time 
brief information was provided about the aim of the study. Participation was indicated 
as being voluntary, and confidentiality of responses was assured. Respondents were 
asked to indicate the extent to which each item characterized their organization’s 
communication. 

In order to obtain the first sample, questionnaires were distributed across 39 
research institutions, each of which had only a small number of staff. For the second 
sample, 300 questionnaires were distributed among the university’s 415 support staff. 
Subsequently, the first author or an assistant went to the workplaces to collect 
questionnaires that had been completed. 

For the first sample, 237 questionnaires were collected from 23 of the research 
institutions, but missing responses resulted in only 188 questionnaires being usable for 
subsequent analysis. For the second sample, 220 questionnaires were collected, but 
data from only 200 questionnaires were usable because of missing responses. 

3.4. Analyses 
Data were analyzed in terms of percentages, means, standard deviations (SDs), 

CFAs, EFAs, and parallel analysis. We regarded the normed χ2 (i.e., χ2/df) as 
preferable if < 3, but acceptable if 3 to 5 [41]. We also regarded the CFI and TLI as 
preferable if > 0.95, but acceptable if 0.90 to 0.95; the RMSEA as preferable if < 0.06, 
but acceptable if 0.06 to 0.08; and the SRMR as preferable if < 0.05, but acceptable if 
0.05 to 0.08 [42]. 

In EFAs, we used principal axis factoring as the method of extraction, and, if 
there were two or more factors in the data, we anticipated using oblique (oblimin) 
rather than orthogonal rotations to avoid artificially forcing the data into separate 
factors. Cases with missing data were excluded pairwise. We disregarded items with 
loadings < 0.40 in light of loadings of 0.40 having been regarded as low [43] and 
loadings between 0.30 and 0.40 being regarded as “minimally acceptable” [44] (p. 
116). 

Most analyses were conducted with SPSS Version 22®. AMOS Version 21 was 
used for CFAs, and an online calculator was used for parallel analyses in conjunction 
with output from the EFAs [45]. Parallel analyses were based on principal components 
and were conducted with both 100 and 1000 randomly generated correlation matrices 
set at the 95th percentile. 

4. Results 

4.1. Profiles of samples 
In the research institute sample (Sample 1), most respondents (67%) were men, 

although 1.1% did not indicate their sex. Nearly half of the respondents (46.3%) were 
30 to 40 years of age, 33% were aged 41 to 50, and approximately equal, and low, 
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percentages were less than 30 years of age (10.1%) or over 50 years of age (9%); 1.6% 
did not provide their age. Approximately one-third (34.6%) of the respondents had 
been working in their current organization for more than 15 years, 25.5% for 11 to 15 
years, 21.8% for 6 to 10 years, and 14.4% for less than 6 years. The remaining 3.7% 
did not indicate how long they had worked in their current organization. 

In the university sample (Sample 2), respondents were almost equally represented 
in terms of sex (49% male). A noticeable proportion (44.5%) were 41 to 50 years of 
age; 36.5% were 30 to 40 years of age, 14% were less than 30 years of age, and very 
few (5%) were more than 50 years of age. Approximately half (49.5%) of the 
respondents had been working at their university for more than 15 years, 20% for 11 
to 15 years, 14.5% for 6 to 10 years, and 16% for less than 6 years. 

4.2. Descriptive statistics for items 
For both samples, means and standard deviations (SDs) on all items are shown in 

Table 2. Most means did not depart noticeably from the midpoint (3) of the response-
option range and most SDs were similar in extent. However, Items 11 and 17 (within 
the persuasion and consensus-building strategies, respectively, and both referring to 
the methods dimension) attracted the lowest levels of agreement from respondents, 
and the SDs indicated that Item 11 had the widest distribution of responses in both 
samples. 

Table 2. Means and standard deviations of items in each sample. 

 Sample 1 (N = 188) Sample 2 (N = 200) 

Item Mean SD Mean SD 

1 2.94 0.95 2.94 1.01 

2 3.09 0.96 2.93 0.99 

3 3.09 0.97 3.19 0.98 

4 2.85 1.00 3.01 1.01 

5 3.24 1.10 3.72 0.95 

6 3.04 0.91 3.21 1.01 

7 3.05 0.95 2.81 1.01 

8 2.70 0.88 2.75 0.95 

9 2.85 0.88 2.73 1.06 

10 2.93 0.89 2.72 0.91 

11 2.59 1.17 2.55 1.17 

12 2.84 0.91 2.77 0.95 

13 3.19 0.85 2.98 1.10 

14 3.24 0.99 3.05 1.04 

15 3.05 0.99 2.87 1.07 

16 3.06 0.97 2.83 1.05 

17 2.44 1.04 2.68 1.02 

18 3.04 0.90 2.81 1.05 

19 3.36 0.97 2.88 1.11 

20 3.29 0.97 2.89 1.10 



Business and Management Theory and Practice 2025, 2(2), 3353.  

9 

Table 2. (Continued). 

 Sample 1 (N = 188) Sample 2 (N = 200) 

Item Mean SD Mean SD 

21 3.16 1.01 2.90 1.10 

22 3.01 1.00 2.81 1.00 

23 3.17 1.10 2.94 1.18 

24 2.99 0.94 2.84 0.93 

4.3. Confirmatory factor analyses 
For each sample, the 24 items were subjected to a CFA in which four factors were 

specified, each factor representing one of the van Ruler strategies with its 
predetermined set of six items representing each dimension. The results are shown in 
Table 3. For both samples, these results are highly similar in that the normed chi-
square values were preferable and the SRMRs were acceptable, but the CFIs and TLIs 
were too low to be satisfactory, and the RMSEA was too high to be satisfactory. 
Because only the normed chi-square values met the criterion that we regarded as 
preferable, and only the SRMRs attained a level that we regarded as acceptable, we 
concluded that the four-factor model was untenable in both samples. We therefore 
conducted separate EFAs for each sample in order to identify reasons for lack of model 
fit. 

Table 3. Results of confirmatory factor analyses for each sample based on four 
factors. 

Metrica Criteria concerning 
acceptability of metrics Sample 1 Sample 2 

Normed χ2 (i.e., χ2/df) < 3 preferable; 3–5 acceptable 2.34 (576.13/246) 2.73 (672.36/246) 

CFI > 0.95 preferable; 0.90–0.95 
acceptable 0.87 0.87 

TLI > 0.95 preferable; 0.90–0.95 
acceptable 0.86 0.85 

RMSEA < 0.06 preferable; 0.06–0.08 
acceptable 0.09 0.09 

SRMR < 0.05 preferable; 0.05–0.08 
acceptable 0.07 0.06 

a Abbreviations:  CFI = comparative fit index; TLI = Tucker–Lewis index; RMSEA = root mean square 
error of approximation; CI = confidence interval; SRMR = standardized root mean square residual. 

4.4. Exploratory factor analyses 
Preliminary examination indicated that data from both samples were suitable for 

EFA in that the Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin indexes were 0.94 and 0.93 for Samples 1 and 
2, respectively, and, for both samples, Bartlett’s test of sphericity had p < 0.001. 

For Sample 1, four eigenvalues were greater than 1 but the scree plot was 
ambiguous, suggesting the presence of either one or two factors in the data. For Sample 
2, three eigenvalues were greater than 1 and the scree plot was also ambiguous, again 
suggesting either one or two factors in the data. Parallel analyses indicated that two 
factors were present in the data of both samples. Because parallel analysis has been 
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recommended as usually providing a more accurate indication of the number of factors 
in a data set than is provided by either the number of eigenvalues > 1 or the scree plot 
(see [43]), we commenced our EFAs by seeking only two factors. 

For Sample 1, an EFA constrained to two factors revealed those factors 
accounting for 53.36% of the variance (45.98% on the first factor, 7.39% on the 
second). The mean of the communalities was 0.44, with Items 5, 11, and 17 having 
the lowest communalities, all < 0.37. The remaining communalities ranged from 0.39 
to 0.63. As shown in Table 4, 21 of the 24 items loaded on the first factor at > 0.40, 
although one of these items (Item 12) cross loaded almost equally on the second factor. 
Among the remaining three items, Item 11 loaded > 0.40 on the second factor, but 
Items 5 and 17 loaded < 0.40 on both factors. The two factors therefore comprised one 
major factor containing almost all of the items, and a second factor with only Item 
11—the item that had the lowest and most divergent levels of endorsement from 
respondents (refer to Table 2). Item 17, also with a low level of endorsement, failed 
to load at ≥ 0.40 on either factor. 

Table 4. Item loadings on two-factor solutions for each samplea. 

 Sample 1  Sample 2  

Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 1 Factor 2 

1 0.72  0.63  

2 0.75  0.76  

3 0.73  0.80  

4 0.74  0.74  

5   0.67  

6 0.73  0.87  

7 0.75  0.77  

8 0.48  0.67  

9 0.58  0.72  

10 0.47  0.53  

11  0.60   

12 0.51 0.48 0.50  

13 0.68   0.57 

14 0.86   0.53 

15 0.72   0.55 

16 0.73   0.52 

17    0.51 

18 0.46   0.65 

19 0.78   0.70 

20 0.78   0.68 

21 0.78   0.57 

22 0.80   0.44 

23 0.66   0.54 

24 0.66  0.45 0.43 
a Loadings < 0.40 are not shown. 
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For Sample 2, an EFA constrained to two factors revealed the 24 items loading 
on two distinct factors that accounted for 56.17% of the variance (49.05% on the first 
factor, 7.12% on the second). The mean of the communalities was 0.52. Item 11 had 
an exceptionally low communality of 0.05, and the remaining communalities ranged 
from 0.36 to 0.68. As shown in Table 4, the first factor consisted of 11 items with 
loadings from 0.50 to 0.87, all of which were from the information and persuasion 
communication strategies. The only exception from those categories was Item 11 
(from the persuasion strategy), which loaded at < 0.40 on both factors. The second 
factor was characterized by 12 items with loadings > 0.40, all of which were from the 
consensus-building and dialogue communication strategies. One of those 12 items, 
however, cross-loaded with Factor 1. 

In order to explore whether the factor structures could be refined, we conducted 
a second EFA for each sample after removing items with unsatisfactory loadings. 
From Sample 1, we sought a single-factor solution after removing items 5 and 17 
because they loaded on neither factor, Item 11 because it loaded on only the second 
(diminutive, essentially single-item) factor, and Item 12 for having a similar loading 
on both factors. The first three of these items had also exhibited the lowest 
communalities. From Sample 2, we sought a two-factor solution after removing Item 
11 for not loading on either factor, and Item 24 for having loaded almost equally on 
both factors.  

As a result, the 20 items on the single factor in the Sample 1 data accounted for 
52.12% of the variance with loadings that ranged from 0.54 to 0.80 spanning all four 
proposed communication strategies. In the Sample 2 data, although both the scree plot 
and parallel analysis had suggested the presence of two factors, 22 of the retained items 
loaded on the first factor from 0.59 to 0.80, and only three items (one from the 
information strategy and two from the dialogue strategy) loaded on the second factor, 
all with loadings < 0.40. The predominant 22-item factor accounted for 50.71% of the 
variance. The refined EFAs, therefore, indicated the presence of only one factor in 
both samples’ data. 

5. Discussion  

Our analyses strongly suggest that the four communication strategies proposed 
by van Ruler [2] are not robust across settings. This was initially demonstrated by the 
lack of model fit for both samples’ data when four factors were sought in the CFAs. 
Disconfirmation of the four strategies also occurred in the first pair of EFAs, not only 
because there were only two factors in the data for both samples, but also because 20 
of the 24 items in Sample 1 loaded on the first factor and only one item loaded uniquely 
on the second factor, but, in Sample 2, the first factor contained 11 of the 12 items 
from two of the strategies (information and persuasion) and the second factor 
contained 11 of the 12 items from the other two strategies (consensus-building and 
dialogue). Therefore, although there were two factors in each sample’s data, those 
factors were substantially different in each case. In the subsequent, more refined, 
EFAs, the 20 items on the predominant factor in Sample 1 again loaded on a single 
factor, but two separate factors no longer existed for Sample 2, where 22 items loaded 
on a single factor—the latter outcome also demonstrating a fragile factor structure in 
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that sample’s data. Additionally, the percentages of variance accounted for by the 
single-factor results (52.12% and 50.71% for Samples 1 and 2, respectively) indicate 
that even a combination of the four proposed strategies does not strongly capture the 
nature of communication as perceived by the participants in this research. 

The absence of separate factors is particularly interesting given that the items for 
each successive strategy were grouped together on the questionnaire in the sequence 
shown in Table 1. This might have unintentionally encouraged similar responses to 
be elicited within each strategy, thus resulting in the emergence of separate factors 
even if separate factors had no foundation in reality. Even this possible flaw in the 
questionnaires did not favor the presence of four factors in the data. 

In the absence of evidence supporting the generalizability of the four proposed 
communication strategies, questions might be raised about whether any aspects of van 
Ruler’s grid and our research concerning it are salvageable. Some possibilities do 
exist. For example, in both samples, most items were satisfactory by having responses 
that centered on the midpoint of the option range and exhibited moderate SDs—thus 
indicating satisfactory skewness and kurtosis. This suggests that many of the items 
might be suitable for use in other research if, for example, a global rather than 
compartmentalized indication of satisfaction with organizational communication is 
sought. Some items, however, might be defective, as indicated by them failing to load 
satisfactorily in the EFAs in the Sample 1 data. Most noticeably, these were items 5, 
11, and 17 in three of the four strategies—all within the methods/means dimension. 
The problem therefore seems to have resided primarily with the nature of that 
particular dimension rather than with allocation of items to appropriate strategies. If 
subsequent research occurs with items from this study, attempts could be made to 
improve those specific items with different perspectives and wording. 

Even if van Ruler’s four strategies are not compartmentalized in the minds of 
those for whom the communication is intended, the demarcation of strategies and 
dimensions based on her model might be useful for discussion and planning within an 
organization, particularly for identifying where communication shortcomings exist 
and where efforts to effect improvements might be most needed and best targeted. 

Nevertheless, models such as the one proposed by van Ruler might be too 
undifferentiated to be of conceptual, let alone practical, utility. As Yang and Taylor 
argued, “the contributions of public relations theory building to the larger 
communication discipline are less clear” [46] (p. 91). A more fruitful course of action 
in research might therefore avoid those kinds of models altogether. As indicated in the 
introduction of this article, organizational communication is multifaceted. Therefore, 
differently framed, and in some cases, situation-specific, conceptions of organizational 
communication might be more useful and appropriate. There are many reasons for this. 
For example, there is a greater range of options beyond those represented by one-way 
and two-way communication directions in the van Ruler model—particularly in some 
modern organizations that have a relatively flat organizational structure (see [47,48]). 
Interactional models are not only two-way. For example, they can also incorporate 
feedback loops as mechanisms for improving communication quality [49]. 
Furthermore, organizational communication can be regarded as a process [50,51] and 
the internet and social media are increasingly changing the nature of organizational 
communication [52–57] such that, for example, the same people are often both 
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information receivers and senders [58], so new avenues for conceptualization and research 
are burgeoning. Another possibility is that variables such as national culture [59–61], 
organizational culture [62,63], values, and social norms [64,65] can affect the use of 
communication strategies in the organization. 

Additional factors can be considered when investigating organizational 
communication. For example, communication channels can substantially influence 
how both the style and quality of information are perceived [66]. Organizational 
structure can also affect the communication process under different circumstances. It 
has been proposed that “a hierarchy performs better than a polyarchy in tough 
environments, whereas the reverse holds in friendly environments” [67] (p. 231). 
Furthermore, individual differences, especially gender, have been known for decades 
to affect the perception and reaction of people toward communication messages and 
channels [68–70]. Perhaps the influence of these differences has changed with the 
passage of time and warrants continuing exploration. Clearly, the field of 
organizational communication has been, and is likely to remain, richly varied, and 
therefore unlikely to yield to conceptualizations that are intended to be universally 
applicable. The findings of the present study raise questions about why the van Ruler 
model is inappropriate in Iranian organizations. Answering such questions seems to 
require the use of a qualitative-exploratory method. Future researchers could use this 
method to explore whether it is possible to use each of the van Ruler model’s strategies 
in different organizations, which organizations use these strategies, and what factors 
and characteristics influence the use of these strategies. 
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Appendix 

Table A1. English version of final scale items. 
 Information strategy 

1 Communication in this organization is based on effective management of information transmission processes. 

2 Communication in this organization occurs by means of precise and timely distribution of information. 

3 The aim of communication in this organization is effective and efficient transmission of information, and to inform people about events. 

4 Communication in this organization is characterized by well-rounded policy, informative messages that are completely clear, and 
addressing all employees.  

5 This organization often uses newsletters, office automation, bulletin boards, and instructions for communicating.  

6 Communication success is based on transmitting the right information to the right people at the right time. 

 Persuasion strategy 

7 Communication in this organization is based on persuading people to do a job or accept an idea. 

8 Communication in this organization is aimed at creating attitudes, image-building, and influencing employees’ emotions. 

9 The aim of communication in this organization is to change individuals’ behaviors, attitudes, ideas, or opinions.  

10 Communication in this organization is characterized by well-rounded policy, mostly clear and persuasive messages, and addressing some 
of the employees. 

11 This organization often uses letters, personal conversations, and informal distribution of information for communicating. 

12 Communication success is based on finding the right tone of voice under any and all circumstances. 

 Consensus-building strategy 

13 Communication in this organization is based on building and maintaining relationships between individuals and among groups.  

14 Communication in this organization is intended to achieve mutual understanding, mutual respect, and cooperation.  

15 The aim of communication in this organization is building relationships among employees and stakeholders, and to encourage 
participative decision making.  

16 Communication in this organization is characterized by clear negotiations, having specific locations where negotiations occur, and 
listening to the voice of employees.  

17 This organization often uses bargaining, negotiations, and suggestion boxes for communicating. 

18 Communication success is based on identifying common interests and creating mutually beneficial relationships.  

 Dialogue strategy 

19 Communication in this organization is based on free exchange of participants’ ideas and meaning.  

20 Communication in this organization refers to dialogue, interaction, and facilitation.  

21 The aims of communication in this organization are to identify specific problems, assess alternative solutions, and select the most 
appropriate solutions.  

22 Communication in this organization is characterized by informative messages for both parties, listening the voice of employees, and 
interactive policy making.  

23 This organization often uses small-scale brainstorming, e-mail, consultation, and specialized friendly meetings for communicating. 

24 Communication success is based on facilitating the communicative interactions of people, both inside the organization (employees) and 
outside (customers and other stakeholders). 

 


