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Past research has found that relationship cultivation strategies affect
relationship outcomes. This study uses Gudykunst’s (1985, 2005) Anxiety
and Uncertainty Management (AUM) theory as the theoretical framework
to examine whether the effects from cultivation strategies to relationship out-
comes are mediated through anxiety and uncertainty management. An online
survey solicitation was sent to a university’s international student listserv, and
246 participants from 32 countries completed the questionnaires. Structural
equation modeling was used to analyze the data. Results largely supported
the hypotheses, and indicated that cultivation strategies have both direct
and indirect effects on relational outcomes, partially mediated by uncertainty
and anxiety.

As foreign investment and globalization have become a trend in recent
decades, global and intercultural public relations have received increased
attention in both research and practice (Sriramesh & Vercic, 2003; Tayeb,
2000). Most multinational entities face complexities in not only multiple
regulatory areas governing products, but also in different languages
and employees with diverse cultural background (Maddox, 1993). The
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multicultural employee forces may have divergent perceptions about
organizational issues and find it difficult to reach agreement, which make
organizational function more challenging (Adler, 2002). Therefore, organi-
zations need to be more sensitive to their members with diverse cultural
backgrounds.

Although almost everyone entering an organization needs skills in anxi-
ety and uncertainty management, these skills are crucial for members of
diverse publics because these members experience uncertainty and anxiety
not only at an interpersonal level (i.e., meeting new people) and organiza-
tional level (i.e., entering a new organization), but also at an intercultural
level (i.e., experiencing a new culture). The Anxiety and Uncertainty
Management (AUM) theory in intercultural communication (Gudykunst,
1985, 1993, 1995, 2005) links cultural-, organizational-, situational-, and
individual-level variables to communication effectiveness and intercultural
adjustment, mediated through uncertainty and anxiety management. The
axioms in AUM regarding organizational-level variables to communication
outcomes provide an especially useful theoretical framework in understand-
ing relationship cultivation strategies and their effects on organization-
public relationship (OPR) outcomes. As is reviewed and proposed later,
the management of uncertainty and anxiety may mediate the links from
some specific relationship cultivation strategies to specific OPR outcomes.

Currently, most research in OPR management has examined the following
aspects: advocating for the shift to relationships and explicating the basic
framework (e.g., Ferguson, 1984; Ledingham & Bruning, 2000); exploring
the elements in relationship management models (e.g., types of relationships,
Hung, 2005; development and refinement of the measurement of relation-
ships, Huang, 2001; Jo, 2006; and antecedents and mediator of relationships,
Kim, 2007); and connecting relationships with desired organizational out-
comes such as the attributes or intentions of publics (Hall, 2006; Ki & Hon,
2007) and reputation (Yang, 2007). However, few studies have focused on
why and how cultivation strategies lead to quality relationships in an organi-
zational setting, nor provided systematic measurements for these strategies.1

This study extends OPR research by incorporating AUM as a potential
theoretical framework in explaining the underlying mechanism of how
and why relationship cultivation strategies at the organizational level
contribute to quality relationship outcomes, with a focus on multicultural
organizations. It tests whether anxiety and uncertainty management med-
iates the connections between relationship cultivation strategies and
relationship outcomes. The following sections review the literature in

1Ki and Hon (2009) is the only exception in this regard.
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OPR and AUM and propose eight hypotheses that explore the potential
mediating effects of uncertainty and anxiety in OPR management. Next,
the methods for the study are described, followed by the results of the
research conducted. The final section of the article provides a discussion
of the findings and their implications, limitations of the study, and direc-
tions for future research.

OPRS

A three-stage model of OPRs includes antecedents, cultivation strategies,
and consequences of the relationship (e.g., J. E. Grunig & Huang, 2000).
This study investigates the relationships between cultivation strategies and
consequences of relationships.

Cultivation Strategies

Previous research has supported the influence of six main cultivation strate-
gies derived from models of public relations, interpersonal communication,
and conflict resolution, on OPR outcomes (for a detailed review of the six
strategies, see Ki & Hon, 2009).2 Access refers to an organization’s making
available to publics their organizational decision-making processes. Positivity
is ‘‘anything the organization or public does to make the relationship more
pleasant for the parties involved’’ (Hon & J. E. Grunig, 1999. p. 14).Openness
is the disclosure of ‘‘thoughts and feelings among parties involved’’ (Hon &
J. E. Grunig, 1999. p. 14). Assurance of legitimacy is the acknowledgement
that publics’ concerns are legitimate and that they are entitled in the organi-
zation’s decision-making processes. Networking is the organization’s building
of relationships or coalitions with the same groups that their publics do.
Finally, sharing of tasks is mutual involvement of problem-solving processes
in the areas of interest to the organization, the public, or both.

Consequences of Relationship Cultivations

Public relations researchers have identified several attributes of communi-
cation and relational outcomes between organizations and publics (see a
summary in L. A. Grunig, J. E. Grunig, & Ehling, 1992). Four outcomes—
trust, control mutuality, relational satisfaction, and relational

2Earlier research (e.g., J. E. Grunig & Huang, 2000; Hon & J. E. Grunig, 1999, Ki & Hon,

2009) has reconceptualized and applied these strategies in OPR management research. In this

study, we follow and adapt these conceptual definitions to include both the actual behaviors

of the organization and the perceptions of the publics.
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commitment—are the most widely accepted criteria to evaluate an organiza-
tion’s relationship with its publics (e.g., Huang, 2001; Jo, 2006; Ki & Hon,
2007; Kim, 2007; Yang, 2007). Briefly, trust is the confidence in, and
willingness to be open to, the other party (Hon & J. E. Grunig, 1999).
Control mutuality refers to the ‘‘degree to which partners agree about which
of them should decide relationships goals and behavioral routines’’
(Stafford & Canary, 1991, p. 224). Relational satisfaction refers to the degree
to which both organization and publics are mutually satisfied with their
relationship. Relational commitment refers to a lasting compliance to main-
tain a valued relationship (Moorman, Zaltman, & Deshpande, 1992), which
includes two aspects: continuance commitment (endurance of a certain line
of action) and affective commitment (endurance of a certain emotional attri-
bute toward an object; J. E. Grunig & Huang, 2000; Meyer & Allen, 1984).

ANXIETY AND UNCERTAINTY IN THE AUM THEORY

Originated from the uncertainty reduction theory (Berger & Calabrese,
1975), AUM theory explains both the central processes and indirect factors
related to communication effectiveness and social adjustment in intercul-
tural encounters. The theory suggests that although various causes such
as cultural similarity and second-language competence affect intercultural
communication, positive communication outcomes may result from success-
ful management of two factors: the reduction of uncertainty and the
reduction of anxiety. In other words, uncertainty and anxiety are mediators
between causal variables and communication outcomes (Gudykunst, 1995).3

Uncertainty refers to the perception of lacking confidence in making
attributions or predictions about others or the environment. People have
maximum and minimum thresholds about uncertainty (Gudykunst, 1993).
Uncertainty above the maximum threshold occurs when people do not have
enough information to predict others’ behaviors, which leads to the lack of
comfortable interaction. Uncertainty below the minimum threshold leads to
overconfidence in others’ behaviors and may cause boredom and misinter-
pretation. Uncertainty reduction, then, refers to an individual’s capacity
to demystify and foretell the interactants’ behaviors (Gudykunst &
Hammer, 1988). This ability is also called attributional confidence, the
opposite of uncertainty.

3Borrowing from Berger and Calabrese (1975) and Berger (1979), Gudykunst (1995) differ-

entiated between predictive uncertainty, which is uncertainty about predicting other people’s

attitudes and behaviors; and explanatory uncertainty, which is uncertainty about explaining

other people’s attitudes and behaviors.
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Different from uncertainty that is cognitive, anxiety is mostly affective
and refers to the apprehension of possible negative outcomes (Gudykunst
& Hammer, 1988). Similar to uncertainty, people have maximum and mini-
mum thresholds for anxiety. When the amount of anxiety is above the
maximum threshold, people become highly uneasy and tend to process
information in a simplistic manner. If the amount of anxiety is below the
minimum threshold, people are not motivated to communicate at all.

Effective communication occurs when a receiver interprets a message in a
way that is similar to the message transmitted by the sender. Intercultural
adjustment occurs when a person in a different cultural setting feels
emotionally stable, psychologically satisfied, socially appropriate, and com-
municatively effective (Gudykunst, 2005). Both communication effective-
ness and adjustment represent positive communication outcomes, and
these positive outcomes result from a successful management of uncertainty
and anxiety (Gudykunst, 2005).

Gudykunst (2005) described seven factors that predict an individual’s
uncertainty and anxiety levels when communicating with strangers: self-
concept (perceptions of personal and social identities), motivation to interact
with strangers (needs for predictability, group inclusion, and identity sus-
tainability), reactions to strangers (empathy, uncertainty tolerance, and
intergroup attitude rigidity), social categorization of strangers (expectations,
perceived similarities, and intergroup knowledge), situational processes (per-
ceived ingroup power and cooperative=competitive nature of task), connec-
tions with strangers (attraction, interdependence, and quantity and quality of
contacts), and ethical interactions (respect and moral inclusiveness). Mindful
positive behaviors in these aspects help reduce the other’s uncertainty and
anxiety (Gudykunst, 2005), which in turn brings out positive communication
outcomes such as communication effectiveness and intercultural adjustment.

AUM also describes sublevel factors of the aforementioned predictors;
some of the sublevel factors are closely related to the cultivation strategies
of relationships in the OPR research, which include positive expectations (sub-
level of social categorization of strangers), cooperative tasks (sublevel of situa-
tional processes), moral inclusiveness (sublevel of ethical interactions), quality
and quantity of contact (sublevel of connection with strangers), and shared
networks (sublevel of connection with strangers). The next section discusses
how these factors and the links depicted in AUM apply to OPR research.

AUM THEORY AND OPR RESEARCH: AN INTEGRATION

Whereas cultivation strategies have been found to influence OPR outcomes
(e.g., Canary & Stafford, 1994; Ledingham & Bruning, 1998), the
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mechanism of this influence has not been examined systematically. Posing
the unanswered question differently: Why and how do these cultivation stra-
tegies work on their intended targets? In this research, we incorporate the
theoretical structure of the AUM theory to understand the process of this
influence. Specifically, the AUM theory proposes that people must adapt
to a new cultural environment through uncertainty and anxiety management
(Gudykunst, 2005). The host’s proper use of hospitable strategies can help
reduce newcomers’ uncertainty and anxiety, which in turn leads to positive
communication outcomes. We argue that parallel in an organizational set-
ting, an organization’s successful relationship cultivation strategies should
help reduce the public’s uncertainty and anxiety, which in turn enhances
positive OPR outcomes. We lay out specific hypotheses and a theoretical
model next.

Previous OPR research has identified direct effects from relationship cul-
tivation strategies to OPR outcomes. Particularly, access, shared network,
assurance of legitimacy, and sharing of tasks affect control mutuality
(Canary & Stafford, 1994; Dainton, Stafford, & Canary, 1994; Ki,
2006; Stafford, Dainton, & Haas, 2000); positivity, assurance of legitimacy,
and sharing of tasks affect satisfaction (Ki, 2006; Ledingham & Bruning,
1998; Stanford et al., 2000); positivity and assurance of legitimacy
affect trust (Canary & Stafford, 1993; Dainton et al., 1994; Ki, 2006;
Canary & Stafford, 1994); and assurance of legitimacy affects commitment
(Canary & Stafford, 1994; Dainton et al., 1994; Ki, 2006; Stafford et al.,
2000),

This study does not aim to replicate these direct links. Instead, it seeks to
explain and predict the influential process from cultivation strategies to
relevant mediators, and then to relational outcomes. This effort could help
better understand why the use of certain cultivation strategies leads to desir-
able outcomes. In addition, we do not assume that the six cultivation stra-
tegies (i.e., access, positivity, assurance of legitimacy, openness, shared
networks, and sharing of tasks) automatically influence both uncertainty
and anxiety, which influence all OPR outcomes (i.e., control mutuality,
trust, satisfaction, and commitment). Depending on the nature of each con-
struct and previous empirical findings, we make specific hypotheses about
the relationships among these variables.

Access

Gudykunst (2005) proposed that ‘‘an increase in the quantity and quality of
our contact with strangers and members of their groups will produce a
decrease in our anxiety and an increase in our ability to predict their beha-
vior accurately’’ (p. 302). Because augmented quantity and quality of the
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organization-public communication tends to make information more
mutually accessible, we posit the following:

H1: Increased access to an intercultural organization’s decision-making
process reduces the international members’ uncertainty and anxiety
about organization behaviors.

Positivity

Positivity involves anything the organization or the public does to make the
relationship more pleasant for the parties involved (Hon & J. E. Grunig,
1999). It reflects the desire to improve the interaction and relationship, and
the hope that others will do the same. Gudykunst (2005) maintained that in
intergroup encounters, people tend to recognize the other’s social identity first
(e.g., by ‘‘skin color, dress, accents, and so forth,’’ p. 299). Positive prior
experience with members of the recognized group induce positive feelings
and expectations, and negative experience does the opposite, albeit quantity
of contacts. Therefore, positivity develops around how people feel rather than
how much they know of others, especially those of different social groups. In
this sense, positivity relates to anxiety but not necessarily uncertainty.

H2: Increased positivity of an intercultural organization reduces the
international members’ anxiety about organization behaviors.

Openness

Openness, or the disclosure of thoughts and feelings among interactants,
shares in common with Gudykunst’s (2005) concept of connection to stran-
gers in AUM. In support of Gudykunst’s proposition, Hammer, Wiseman,
Rasmussen, and Bruschke (1998) found that increased information
exchange with host countries decreased sojourners’ uncertainty and anxiety.
In an organizational setting, we posit the following:

H3: Increased openness of an intercultural organization’s decision-
making process reduces the international members’ uncertainty
and anxiety about organization behaviors.

Assurance of Legitimacy

Assurance of legitimacy, or the perceived entitlement of participation in the
decision-making process, resembles moral inclusiveness in AUM. Opotow
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(1990) defined moral inclusion as ‘‘relationships in which the parties are
approximately equal, the potential for reciprocity exists, and both parties
are entitled to fair processes and some share of community resources’’
(p. 2). His empirical findings revealed a cluster of attitudes that comprised
moral inclusion: (a) belief in applying considerations of fairness to another,
(b) willingness to allocate a share of community resources to another, and
(c) willingness to make sacrifices to foster another’s well-being.

In contrast, moral exclusion occurs when individuals or groups are not in
the perceived boundary where ethical values and concerns for fairness apply
(Opotow, 1990). A similar concept, delegitimization (Bar-Tal, 1990), refers
to the process of classifying certain groups in an extremely negative way
and excluding them from the range of acceptability. Gudykunst (2005)
argued that people have high levels of anxiety with a morally excluded
group and its members ‘‘because we do not expect those we treat morally
exclusively apply the rules of fair play to us’’ (p. 303). Moral exclusion or
delegitimization is against the assurance of legitimacy and represents some
organizations’ attitudes toward certain publics, such as activist groups.
The less the legitimacy an organization shares with its publics, the more
anxiety it incurs in these publics.

H4: Increased assurance of legitimacy to the international members of
an intercultural organization reduces these members’ anxiety.

Networking

An organization’s strategy to build networks or coalitions with the same
groups that their publics do is closely related to the shared networks in
AUM. Gudykunst (2005) proposed that anxiety and uncertainty decrease
when the shared networks with strangers increase. Modified to an organiza-
tional setting, the fifth hypothesis is suggested:

H5: Increased shared networks with international members of an inter-
cultural organization reduce these members’ uncertainty and anxi-
ety about organization behaviors.

Sharing of Tasks
Sharing of tasks in solving joint or separate problems germane to the

interest of the organization, the public, or both, overlaps with the cooperat-
ive structure of tasks in AUM. Gudykunst (2005) considered cooperation a
critical factor in the establishment of positive relationships with strangers.
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Cooperation, defined as coordinated actions aimed at shared goals, tasks,
and relational maintenance in various social situations, often leads to feel-
ings of enjoyment and reward (Argyle, 1991). More important, cooperative
efforts with the other may decrease amounts of uncertainty and anxiety in
social interactions (Gudykunst, 2005). Hence, the sixth hypothesis is
proposed:

H6: Increased task sharing with international members reduces these
members’ uncertainty and anxiety about organization behaviors.

OPR Outcomes Conceptualized as a Result of Cultural Adjustment

To decide what OPR outcomes result from uncertainty and anxiety
reduction, we depend on the direct links between cultivation strategies
and relationship outcomes that have been established in previous literature.
Then we consider whether these strategies are related to uncertainty or anxi-
ety in our previous six hypotheses. If so, we propose hypotheses from
uncertainty=anxiety to the outcome variables. Note that openness does
not have direct effects on any outcome variable in previous literature, and
because openness is hypothesized to relate to uncertainty and anxiety, any
effect of openness on OPR outcomes should be indirect.

Access, shared network, and sharing of tasks all contribute to control
mutuality directly (Canary & Stafford, 1994; Ki, 2006), and all three strate-
gies are hypothesized to reduce uncertainty (H1, H5, and H6 respectively).
We want to test whether such direct links from the three strategies of access,
sharing of tasks, and shared network to control mutuality are mediated by
uncertainty. Therefore, we propose H7. In addition, sharing of tasks contri-
butes to satisfaction (Ki, 2006; Ledingham & Bruning, 1998). Sharing of
tasks is hypothesized to reduce uncertainty (H6). We want to test whether
such a direct link from sharing of tasks to satisfaction is mediated by uncer-
tainty. Therefore, we propose H7.

H7: Reduction in uncertainty positively predicts (a) control mutuality
and (b) satisfaction between an intercultural organization and the
international members.

Access, assurance of legitimacy, shared networks, and sharing of tasks affect
control mutuality (Canary & Stafford, 1994; Dainton et al., 1994; Ki, 2006;
Stafford et al., 2000). All four strategies are hypothesized to reduce anxiety
(H1, H4, H5, and H6 respectively). We want to test whether such direct
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links from all four strategies to control mutuality are mediated by anxiety.
Therefore, we propose H8a. Positivity and assurance of legitimacy affect
trust (Canary & Stafford, 1993, Dainton et al., 1994; Ki, 2006; Canary &
Stafford, 1994). Both strategies are hypothesized to reduce anxiety (H2
and H4 respectively). We want to test whether such direct links from
positivity to trust and from legitimacy to trust are mediated by anxiety.
Therefore, we propose H8b.

Positivity, assurance of legitimacy, and sharing of tasks affect satisfaction
(Dainton & Stafford, 2000; Ki, 2006; Ledingham & Bruning, 1998; Stafford
et al., 2000). All three strategies are hypothesized to reduce anxiety (H2, H4,
and H6 respectively). We want to test whether such direct links from these
three strategies to satisfaction are mediated by anxiety. Therefore, we pro-
pose H8c. Assurance of legitimacy affects commitment (Canary & Stafford,
1994; Dainton et al., 1994; Ki, 2006; Stafford et al., 2000), and assurance of
legitimacy is hypothesized to predict anxiety (H4). Therefore, we want to
test whether such a direct link from legitimacy to commitment is mediated
by anxiety. Therefore, we propose H8.

H8: Reduction in anxiety positively predicts (a) control mutuality, (b)
trust, (c) relational satisfaction, and (d) relational commitment
between an intercultural organization and the international
members.

AUM IN INTERCULTURAL ORGANIZATION SETTINGS: FOCUSING
ON INTERNATIONAL STUDENTS

Whereas AUM theory is constantly developing and evolving, most of its
application is at the interpersonal or intergroup level (e.g., Gudykunst &
Nishida, 2001; Gudykunst, Nishida, & Chua, 1986; Gudykunst & Shapiro,
1996; Hubbert, Gudykunst, & Guerrero, 1999). To our knowledge, little
research has been done at the organizational level.4 In addition, Gudykunst
(2005) pointed out that the measure of perceived effectiveness of communi-
cation had not been deliberately established and tested, and he suggested
that future research develop other conceptualizations of effective com-
munication. Our study answers these calls by applying the theory to an

4Some studies have examined organizational settings, but only focused on uncertainty

reduction during organizational changes such as corporate acquisition (Kramer, Dougherty,

& Pierce, 2004).
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intercultural organization and using relationship outcomes as measures of
communication effectiveness.

In particular, this study examines the theoretical framework using
international students in an intercultural organization setting. We focus
on international students for the following reasons. First, international
students have become the focus of media and an important area of research
after the September 11 attack.5 Second, the number of international
students keeps increasing. In fact, the United States continues to host the
highest number of international students in the world.6 Most important,
research in education has shown that international students face much more
anxiety and uncertainty than domestic students (Ku, Lahman, Yeh, &
Cheng, 2008).

International students not only speak different languages but also come
from educational systems with learning styles that are different from those
of the United States. Most domestic students do not face many of the
challenges facing international students, such as English language barriers
(Ku et al., 2008; Poyrazli & Grahame, 2007; Ryan, Markowski, Ura, &
Liu-Chiang, 1998), psychological experiences such as separation from fam-
ily (Ku et al., 2008) and loss of social support (Poyrazli & Grahame, 2007),
social and cultural adjustment (Ryan et al., 1998) such as developing rela-
tionships with advisors and professors, and academic role conflict (Ku
et al., 2008) such as the challenges of getting used to the differences in
teaching and curriculum (Poyrazli & Grahame, 2007), especially in regard
to critical evaluation and participation in discussion in class (Lorraine,
2008). In a word, these international students need to deal with many
layers of cultural novelty not encountered by their domestic counterparts
(Ku et al., 2008).

Notably, most literature in higher education related to international stu-
dents only focused on how students, themselves, should learn the coping
mechanisms to reduce anxiety and uncertainty such as actively seeking
new social support (Constantine, Anderson, Berkel, Caldwell, & Utsey,
2005) or how specialized personnel such as college counselors can help
(Olivas & Li, 2006). Little research has been conducted on how the

5Regulations were changed in the United States regarding international students, including

stricter visa rules before the international students come to the United States and a closer moni-

toring system of them after they come (Poyrazli & Grahame, 2007).
6A total of 623,805 international students were enrolled in different US colleges during the

2007–2008 academic year. The enrollment continues to increase at a steady pace and currently

3.5% of all college students in the United States are international students (Institute of Inter-

national Education, 2008).
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intercultural organization itself, i.e., the university, can engage in relation-
ship building to help these students cope with anxiety and uncertainty.
Therefore, this study targets at international students in a university with
a large international population to test the proposed model, aiming to fill
in that gap in research. Like most studies in high education literature on
international students (e.g., Grayson, 2008) or intercultural communication
(e.g., Cai & Fink, 2002), we define international students as those who have
an enrollment status of ‘‘international students.’’

METHOD

Procedures and Participants

This study explored the communication of international members in an
intercultural organization and, in turn, the relationship between this
organization and these publics. Publics normally refer to a homogeneous
social collectivity that identifies a similar problem and work together
toward problem resolution (Blumer, 1966; J. E. Grunig, 1997; J. E.
Grunig & Hunt, 1984). Most current research in public relations (e.g.,
Jo, 2006; Ki & Hon, 2007) uses publics in a general sense, focusing on
one specific type of organizational publics (e.g., students in a university–
student relationship or retailers in the manufacturer-retailer relationship)
to explore OPRs.

This study used international students in a southern university in the
United States as participants.7 This university can be regarded as an
intercultural setting because it boasts statistics that reflect a highly diverse
student body (Spring 2009 statistics show a total of 2,969 international
students, or 8.2% of the student body). Participants were recruited
through the assistance of the international student office at the univer-
sity. With the institutional review board’s permission, the office sent a
message about the study to the international students’ mailing list.8 A

7We acknowledge that students can also be considered as external publics depending on

how people conceptualize the role of a university and the purpose of education. This study

is delimited to viewing students as internal publics because students, like faculty members

and staff members, are one of the three most critical organizational member groups on

campus.
8All international students subscribe to that mailing list so all of them were made aware

of the research opportunity. If they were interested, they were then directed to an online

survey.
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link to the online survey of the study was included at the end of the
message.9

Data were collected in two semesters because only 175 students
responded to the survey in the first semester.10 No significant incidence
occurred between the time interval. Among the 246 respondents who com-
posed the final sample, 137 (55.7%) were men, 87 (35.4%) were women, and
22 (8.9%) did not report gender. The mean age was 23.75 (SD¼ 4.01), ran-
ging from 18 to 55. More than half of the respondents were graduate stu-
dents (69.5%), followed by seniors (15.7%), juniors (9.0%), sophomores
(4.0%), and freshmen (2.8%). Twenty-five majors were reported. Business=
economics (25.1%) comprised the largest proportion, followed by computer
science and electronic engineering (10.9%), engineering (9.1%), chemistry
(6.9%), and communication, journalism, and public relations (6.9%).

The respondents came from 32 countries, with the most from India
(19.4%), China (17.7%), and Vietnam (6.3%). This distribution is the same
as the top three places of international student origins reported in the
official university website. The information about countries of origin is as
follows: India (n¼ 49); mainland China (n¼ 44) and Taiwan (n¼ 27);
Vietnam (n¼ 18); Pakistan, Korea, and Mexico (n¼ 12 each); Italy
(n¼ 5); Columbia, Peru, Sri Lanka, Japan, and Venezuela (n¼ 4 each);
Greece, Turkey, Ukraine, Canada, and Albania (n¼ 3 each); Nigeria
(n¼ 2); Argentina, Brazil, Burma, England, Ethiopia, France, Ghana, Iran,

9The study used an online survey for three reasons. First, because the international students

are enrolled in various departments and programs, a paper-and-pencil survey could hardly be

monitored. Instead, an e-mail through listserv should reach the most, if not all, international

students because they were automatically subscribed to the university’s international office list-

serv upon enrollment. Second, with the increasing Internet usage, both researchers and parti-

cipants found ease in this form of data collection. According to the Internet Usage and

World Population Statistics (2009, June 30), the world Internet penetration rate is about

73.9% of the US population. Cook, Heath, and Thompson (2000) conducted a meta-analysis

on Internet-based surveys and indicated that ‘‘the creation of the Web has brought the halcyon

days of survey research because Web-based administration is so fast, flexible, and hugely cost

saving’’ (p. 822). Meanwhile, the quality of data and the representativeness of the sample are

not necessarily undermined as compared with paper-and-pencil or even interview format (Cook

et al., 2000). One of the reasons for the effectiveness of an online survey lies in its ease perceived

by the respondents—55% of respondents reported the ease of use as one of the reasons they pre-

ferred Internet-based studies (University of Colorado at Boulder, 1996). Finally, because this

study has 12 variables, with at least three or four items to measure each, the questionnaire

was relatively long. The use of interactive features and innovative interfaces should reduce

respondent’s tiredness and unresponsiveness (Schillewaert, Langerak, & Duhamel, 1998).
10The results from the first 175 participants were reported in a conference paper at the

annual conference of International Communication Association, Montreal, Canada, 2008.
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Kenya, Lebanon, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Philippines, and Tunisia (n¼ 1
each). Fourteen people did not answer this question.

Only 15.4% reported English as their first language, and the rest reported
25 other languages as theirs. The mean and the median of length of stay
within the United States overlapped at around 4 years and 5 months
(SD¼ 42.52 months). Participants’ dwelling in the university varied between
2 months and 12 years, with a mean of 30.27 months (SD¼ 24.50).

Measurements

Most of the measurements used a 7-point Likert or semantic differential
scale, with 1 indicating the lower amount or negative end of the variable
property (e.g., strongly disagree, very unlikely, unpleasant, etc.) and 7 indi-
cating the higher amount or the positive end (e.g., strongly agree, very likely,
pleasant, etc.). The only exception was the measurement of uncertainty,
where percentage was used: 0%¼ not certain at all and 100% ¼completely
certain.11 An initial exploratory factor analysis was performed on the items
of each measure. Items that poorly loaded on the factor or cross-loaded on
unintended factors were omitted. All measures were modified to fit the
organization setting (see details in instruments section). The complete
instruments along with factor loadings are found in Appendix.

In addition, following Yang’s (2007) recommendation, the maximal
reliability, or Hancock and Mueller’s (2001) H was calculated to represent
the quality of each measurement. This coefficient takes into account the
number of indicators and the magnitudes of factor loadings, and thus best
pictures the amount of the latent variable captured by the indicators
(Hancock & Mueller, 2001). Based on both Cronbach’s alphas and the
maximal reliability coefficients (Hs), the measurements are highly reliable.
Cronbach’s alphas varied between .79 and .96 (Hair, Black, Babin,
Anderson, & Tatham, 2006, recommended alphas to be .70 or higher), and
the maximal reliability coefficients varied between .79 and .96 (Hancock &
Mueller, 2001, recommendedHs to be .70 or higher). Table 1 reports descrip-
tives, Cronbach’s alphas, Hs, and correlation coefficients among variables.

Instruments for independent variables. The independent variables
included access, positivity, openness, assurance of legitimacy, networking,
and sharing of tasks. The access measure had four items that asked

11This measurement was based on the standard measure of uncertainty originally created by

Gudykunst and Nishida (1986) and widely used in intercultural communication literature (e.g.,

Gao & Gudykunst, 1990).
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participants to rate perceived adequacy and quality of contact with the
university. The items were adapted from Gudykunst and Nishida (2001),
Islam and Hewstone (1993), and Stephan and Stephan (1985). Positivity
was measured with three items modified from Gudykunst and Shapiro’s
(1996) measure of positive experience with a contact culture.12 Openness
was assessed with Hammer et al.’s measure (1998), which asked participants
to indicate to what extent the organization shares information with them
about policies, rules, regulations, changes to their work, and important
organizational decisions.

Assurance of legitimacy included three items based on Opotow’s (1990)
list of manifestation of moral exclusion. The items asked whether parti-
cipants perceived that the organization would feel potential threat and harm
by increasing contact with the public, and whether it placed the blame for
problems on the organizational members. Parks and Adelman’s (1983) mea-
sure was adapted to form the networking measure. It included two main
categories: amount of communication with organizational members’ net-
work and support from organizational members’ network. Finally, the mea-
sure for sharing of tasks included three items based on Stafford and
Canary’s (1991) conceptualization of this construct. The questions ask to
what extent the participants perceive the university has offered help in
important tasks, shared joint responsibilities, and been concerned about
students’ outcomes.13

Mediators. Following Gudykunst and Nishida’s (1986) proposition,
uncertainty was measured by its inverse concept, attributional confidence.
The scores were reversely coded later so that higher scores represented
higher uncertainty. Like Gao and Gudykunst (1990), this study modified
the scale for organizational members in general, rather than for specific indi-
viduals. The other mediator, anxiety, was measured with four items adapted
from Stephan and Stephan’s (1985) emotional assessment measure.

12As explained in Footnote 2, the operationalization of positivity included both the actual

behaviors of the organization and the perceptions of the publics. For positivity, we have selected

these measurement items because they focus on the perceptions of the publics about what the

organization does, which fits in the AUM theoretical framework. Moreover, this measurement

has demonstrated high reliability and validity in assessing positivity (see Gudykunst & Shapiro,

1996).
13More recently, Ki and Hon (2009) developed a new measure of relationship cultivation

strategies. That measure was not used in this study mainly because this study relied more on

the theoretical constructs developed from the intercultural communication literature regarding

relationship cultivation strategies.
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OPR Relationship Outcomes

To measure control mutuality, trust, relational satisfaction, and relational
commitment, Huang’s (2001) measures were used. The original measures
contained four items each. In this study, one trust item and one satisfaction
item were removed because of small loading magnitude (less than .65, see
Hair et al., 2006) based on the initial exploratory factor analysis results.

RESULTS

The purpose of this study was to investigate whether AUM could provide a
theoretical framework to explain why certain cultivation strategies affected
OPR relational outcomes. To this end, two mediators, uncertainty and anxi-
ety, were proposed to explain the intermediate process. Preliminary analyses
were performed to test whether extraneous factors such as language barrier
and years in university would interfere with the relationships between culti-
vation strategies and relational outcomes. In particular, multivariate analy-
sis of covariance (MANCOVA) was conducted with the six strategies
entered as independent variables, the four relational outcomes as dependent
variables, and language barrier (1¼English is my native language,
0¼English is a second language) and years in university (number of
months) as controlled variables. Results indicated that language barrier
and years in university did not have significant effects. For language barrier,
Wilk’s Lambda¼ .99, F(4, 206)¼ 0.02, p¼ .99. For years in university,
Wilk’s Lambda¼ .96, F(4, 206)¼ 1.02, p¼ .39.

To assess the proposed mediating effect, nested model comparison was
performed. Three models were compared: the model with direct effects only
(as previous literature found), the model with indirect effects only (as pro-
posed in this study), and the model with both direct and indirect effects
(called the full model in this article). The model comparison results would
reveal whether effects of cultivation strategies on OPR relational outcomes
were fully or partially mediated, if at all, by uncertainty and anxiety. The
hypotheses were tested through an examination of the significance of the
structural path coefficients (Kline, 2005). Both raw (symbolized as b) and
standard path coefficients (symbolized as b) were reported.

Structural equation modeling (SEM) for latent variables with multiple
items was used to assess model fit and model comparisons. Kline (2005)
named this type of analysis one-step modeling, because the structural and
measurement components are analyzed simultaneously in one model.
One-step model allows researchers to evaluate the overall performance
of the latent variable model with both the structural and measurement
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components, and thus both implicit specification and measurement errors
are assessed. For this reason, no confirmatory factor analyses would be
needed for measurement models separately. AMOS 4.01 (Arbuckle, 1994–
1999) was used to perform SEM.

Because v2 is sensitive to sample size and tends to be significant with com-
plicated models (Kline, 2005), it was reported but not used as a determining
criterion for the model fit. Instead, the goodness-of-fit indexes were based
on a v2=df ratio smaller than 3, root mean square error of approximation
(RMSEA)� .08 and comparative fit index (CFI)� .95 (Hu & Bentler,
1998, 1999; Kline, 2005; Yang, 2007).

Nested Model Comparison

Loehlin (1997) defined a nesting relationship among models as one that ‘‘the
model with the smaller number of free variables can be obtained from the
model with the larger number of free variables by fixing one or more of
the latter’’ (p. 64). By default, the model with more free parameters to esti-
mate (the larger model) fit better than the one with fewer free parameters
(the smaller model), because the missing links in the latter can be taken as
the parameters with a fixed coefficient of zero. Therefore, the smaller model
may fit worse in approximating covariances but win the favor for its parsi-
mony. The smaller model becomes the better model if the worsened fit is not
significant (Loehlin, 1997).

Figure 1 represents three models for comparison in this study. The model
with dotted-line links only (named the direct-effect model) reflects the direct
effects of cultivation strategies on relational outcomes supported in previous
literature. The model with concrete-line links (named the indirect-effect
model) reflects the mediation model as proposed in this study. The model
with both dotted- and concrete-line links (named the full model) reflects
the one that contains both direct and indirect effects. Although both the
direct-effect and indirect-effect models nested within the full model, the for-
mer two did not have a nesting relationship.

The results indicated that the three models all fit the data acceptably
(Table 2). In comparison, however, the direct-effect model fit the least well,
v2¼ 1094.07, df¼ 468, v2=df¼ 2.34, CFI¼ .970, RMSEA¼ .074, Akaike
Information Criterion (AIC)¼ 1346.07, followed by the indirect-effect
model, v2¼ 1628.45, df¼ 788, v2=df¼ 2.07, CFI¼ .970, RMSEA¼ .066,
AIC¼ 1936.45. The full model had the best fit, v2¼ 1584.22, df¼ 776,
v2=df¼ 2.04, CFI¼ .971, RMSEA¼ .060, AIC¼ 1912.22. The apparent
smaller v2 and AIC in the direct-link only model resulted mainly from a
smaller number of free parameters to be estimated as compared with the
other two models. With two latent mediators and associated links added,
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over 50 free parameters to be estimated were added in the indirect-link
model and the full model.14 Thus, the v2 coefficients were necessarily worse
in the latter two models. Nonetheless, the recommended model performance
indices—v2=df, CFI, RMSEA—all indicated that adding the two mediators
and the associated links improved the model despite the considerable num-
ber of the increased free model parameters. This result indicates that the
relationships found in the previous literature between the six cultivation
strategies (access, positivity, openness, assurance of legitimacy, networking,
and task sharing) and the four OPR outcomes (control mutuality, trust, sat-
isfaction, and commitment) can be better explained when the two AUM
mediators, uncertainty and anxiety, are added. So, the next question
becomes: Are these effects all or partially mediated through uncertainty
and anxiety? To answer this question, the indirect-effect model and the full
model were compared.

Between the indirect-effect model and the full model, the three fitness
indexes, v2=df, CFI, RMSEA, were very close. However, the v2 increase
from the indirect-effect model to the full model was significant,

FIGURE 1 Structural model with standardized loadings of the effects from cultivation strate-

gies to OPR relational outcomes. The concrete lines represent the mediation effects proposed in

this study. The dotted lines represent the direct effects proposed in previous studies. �p< .05.
��p< .01.

14For interested readers who wish to obtain the exact number of the free parameters to be

estimated in each model, the AIC formula can be used: AIC¼ v2þ 2t, where t¼ free parameter

to be estimated.
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Dv2¼ 44.23, Ddf¼ 12, p< .001. In addition, the smaller AIC index in the full
model than in the indirect-link model also supported the better performance
of the full model. This result indicates that the relationships between the six
cultivation strategies and the four OPR outcomes include both direct effects
and indirect effects that are mediated through uncertainty and anxiety. The
next section discusses hypothesized relationships in the full model in detail.

Direct and Indirect (Mediated) Links Between Cultivation Strategies
and OPR Outcomes

In the full model, access affected control mutuality only through mediation
of uncertainty. Anxiety did not mediate between access and control mutu-
ality, because although access had a significant effect on anxiety, the effect
from anxiety to control mutuality was not significant. Access also affected
all three other OPR outcome variables, but again not directly, but through
anxiety. Positivity affected trust and satisfaction among all four outcome
variables, and such effects were only direct. Openness did not affect any
endogenous variable in the model.

The effects of assurance of legitimacy on the OPR outcomes included
both direct and indirect routes. Assurance of legitimacy affected trust and
commitment directly, and also indirectly through anxiety. Assurance of
legitimacy affected commitment mainly through anxiety: The effects from
this strategy to anxiety and from anxiety to commitment were both
significant at .01 level, and its direct effect on commitment was marginally
significant (p¼ .049). Assurance of legitimacy had an indirect effect on sat-
isfaction, mediated through anxiety. However, it had no direct or indirect
effect on control mutuality.

The effect of shared networks on OPR outcomes was similar with the
effect of access. Shared networks influenced control mutuality only through

TABLE 2

AMOS Fit Measures

Fit measures Direct-effect model Indirect-effect model Full model

v2 1094.07 1628.45 1584.22

Df 468 788 776

v2=df 2.34 2.07 2.04

CFI .97 .97 .97

RMSEA .07 .07 .06

AIC 1346.07 1936.45 1912.22

Note. CFI¼ comparative fit index. RMSEA¼ root mean square of approximation.

AIC¼Akaike Information Criterion.
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the mediation of uncertainty. Shared networks also showed indirect effects
on the other three OPR outcomes through the mediation of anxiety. Finally,
sharing of tasks had direct effects on control mutuality and satisfaction. In
addition, sharing of tasks also affected control mutually indirectly through
uncertainty.

Hypothesis Testing

H1 was supported. Increased access had significant effects on both
decreased uncertainty (b¼�3.97, b¼�.38, p< .0001) and decreased anxi-
ety (b¼�4.08, b¼�.61, p< .0001). However, H2 and H3 were not sup-
ported, increased positivity did not reduce anxiety (b¼�1.55, b¼�.15,
p> .05), and increased openness did not contribute to either uncertainty
(b¼�0.44, b¼�.04, p> .05) or anxiety (b¼ 1.42, b¼ .10, p> .05).

H4 and H5 were both supported. Increased assurance of legitimacy (H4)
reduced anxiety (b¼�3.35, b¼�.23, p< .001), and increased network
sharing (H5) reduced both uncertainty (b¼�3.69, b¼�.27, p< .0001)
and anxiety (b¼�2.17, b¼�.15, p< .05). H6 was partially supported:
Sharing of tasks did not have a significant effect on anxiety (b¼ 0.75,
b¼ .04, p> .05), but did so on uncertainty (b¼�3.10, b¼�.23, p< .05).

H7 was partially supported. Decreased uncertainty increased the degree
of control mutuality (b¼�2.31, b¼�.15, p< .05), but not of satisfaction
(b¼�1.93, b¼�.10, p> .05). H8 predicted that reduced anxiety would lead
to increased levels of all four OPR outcomes. The hypothesis was largely
supported with one exception. Decreased anxiety led to increased trust
(b¼�5.15, b¼�.47, p< .0001), satisfaction (b¼�4.04, b¼�.33,
p< .0001), and commitment (b¼�7.43, b¼�.61, p< .0001), but not to
control mutuality (b¼�1.85, b¼�.19, p¼ .064).

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

In this study, eight hypotheses were proposed to test whether the AUM
theory explains the effects from cultivation strategies to OPR outcomes.
Results largely supported the hypotheses and a model with both direct
and indirect effects through the proposed mediators, uncertainty and anxi-
ety. The following paragraphs discuss the essential theoretical relationships
among the concepts in the model, focusing on the integration and exten-
sion of previous theories in relationship management and intercultural
and global public relations, and then the practical implications of the
findings.
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Relationship Cultivation Strategies, Anxiety and Uncertainty, and OPR
Outcomes

Theoretically speaking, this study essentially extends and assesses the AUM
theory in the OPR context by exploring the underlying mechanism of how
and why relationship cultivation strategies lead to desired relational out-
comes. It also expands relationship management theory by refining the
process of how relationship cultivation strategies (one key set of variables
in the existing relationship management theory) will function differently
and achieve different effects on relationship outcomes (another key set of
variables in the existing relationship management theory). Another key
theoretical implication is the extension on intercultural and global public
relations. We discuss these theoretical implications in this section.

Overall, the relationship cultivation strategies seem to form four clusters
according to how they affect relational outcomes: through mediation effects
only, through both mediation and direct effects, through direct effects only,
and no effects. These findings revealed useful insights into the underlying
mechanism of how the cultivation strategies affect the OPR outcomes.

Cultivation strategies with mediation effects only. Access and shared
networks have similar effects on OPR outcomes: Both strategies affected
all four OPR outcomes through the mediation effects of either uncertainty
or anxiety. Specifically, the effects of both strategies on control mutuality
were mediated fully through uncertainty, whereas their effects on the other
OPR outcomes (trust, satisfaction, and commitment) were mediated fully
through anxiety.

These findings not only supported previous literature in that access and
shared networks both predicted control mutuality (e.g., Canary & Stafford,
1994; Ki, 2006), but showed more details about why these effects were
found. An increase in the accessibility to organizational information and
decision making, as well as maintaining the same network with the organiza-
tion’s key publics may first reduce the public’s uncertainty and anxiety
levels, which contribute to the improved relational outcomes. Interestingly,
both strategies affected control mutuality through uncertainty, but affected
the other three outcomes through anxiety. This may imply that control
mutuality is more cognitive than affective in nature, whereas the other three
are just the opposite.

Further, control mutuality essentially involves clarifying what both par-
ties in a relationship need to do and are entitled to (the fair share of
responsibility and rights). Such behavioral components may be more related
to perceived certainty about each party’s behaviors and expectations. This
supports the notion that even with the existence of power imbalance, if
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different parties have a clear understanding of who will be able to influence
the decision-making process and how, control mutuality might still be poss-
ible (L. A. Grunig et al., 1992).

Cultivation strategies with both mediated and direct effects. Assurance
of legitimacy and sharing of tasks affected OPR outcomes through not only
mediation, but also direct effects. Assurance of legitimacy had indirect
effects on all OPR outcomes except for control mutuality and these effects
were mediated through reduced anxiety. Most important, assurance of legit-
imacy also had direct effects on trust and commitment. Sharing of tasks, on
the other hand, affected control mutuality both directly and indirectly
through uncertainty. It also influenced satisfaction directly.

These findings imply that a sense of entitlement to decision-making pro-
cesses increases the publics’ emotional confidence in and commitment to
their organization. Assurance of legitimacy symbolizes a true effort to make
the communication symmetric by making sure that the organization puts
itself in the shoes of its publics. An individual tends to feel small and power-
less when facing a big and uninfluenced organization. This strategy func-
tions on relational outcomes mainly by relieving such fretfulness and
reducing anxiety.

These findings essentially supported the claim from previous literature
that assurance of legitimacy may be the most important strategy among
all in relationship management (i.e., Dainton & Stafford, 2000; Stafford,
2003). Although it was predicted that direct effects might exist from assur-
ance of legitimacy to satisfaction (Dainton & Stafford, 2000; Stafford et al.,
2000), the data in this study indicated that these effects were completely
mediated through anxiety. However, the effects of assurance of legitimacy
on trust and commitment were indeed both direct, supporting previous
findings (for trust, see Canary & Stafford, 1993, Dainton et al., 1994; for
commitment, see Canary & Stafford, 1994; Dainton, Stafford, & Canary,
1994; Stafford et al., 2000), and indirect, mediated through anxiety (as pro-
posed in this study).

Surprisingly, assurance of legitimacy did not affect control mutuality as
found in previous literature (Canary & Stafford, 1994; Dainton et al.,
1994; Stafford et al., 2000). This might be because control mutuality is more
cognitive than affective in nature, as stated earlier. Because assurance of
legitimacy mainly functions along the affective or emotional route, it was
not able to produce even a direct effect on control mutuality.

In addition, sharing of tasks is also crucial as it functions on two routes,
both directly and indirectly. These findings supported previous literature on
the direct links from task sharing to control mutuality (Canary & Stafford,
1994) and to satisfaction (Ki, 2006; Ledingham & Bruning, 1998). This
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suggests the importance of building behavioral rather than purely symbolic
relationships (J. E. Grunig, 1993). Task sharing involves behavioral compo-
nents that require organizations to do things together with and for the pub-
lics. The publics evaluate such a relationship by focusing on what the
organization does to enhance the publics’ welfare.

Cultivation strategies with direct effects only. Interestingly, positivity
only affected satisfaction and trust directly. These findings supported pre-
vious empirical findings (Ki, 2006; Canary & Stafford, 1994). Positivity
did not relate to control mutuality as suggested in previous literature. This
finding may share the same reason for the lack of direct link between
assurance of legitimacy and control mutuality, as discussed in the previous
section.

The cultivation strategy with no effects. The most perplexing finding in
this study may be the strategy of openness, which had no effect on any rela-
tional outcome. Interpersonal communication literature has suggested the
reasons for an absence of direct links between openness and relational out-
comes.15 A possible reason is that although openness is similar to access in
emphasizing quantity of communication, unlike access, openness does not
emphasize quality of contact. Therefore, openness may not necessarily
enhance positive feelings towards the revealing party.

Global and Intercultural Public Relations

This study extends the existent research by looking at an intercultural con-
text. Different from the cross-cultural studies in global public relations that
typically compare one aspect across two or more cultural groups (e.g.,
Culbertson & Chen, 1996; Sriramesh & Vercic, 2003), this study examines
intercultural relationship building and communication processes and
outcomes.

The results supported the proposed model, even with such a hetero-
geneous sample—over 240 international students from 32 countries. Typi-
cally, a heterogeneous sample fits a model necessarily worse than a
homogeneous sample, because the large within-group variance in the
former weakens the potential relationships proposed among the variables

15Canary and Stafford (1994) suggested that such a link has often been weakly inversely

related, after controlling for positivity and assurance of legitimacy (see for example, Stafford

et al., 2000). One possible reason is that self-disclosure (openness) itself, a measure reported

mainly because of the cultural expectation, is not important to relational outcomes (Stafford,

2003).
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operationalized on such a group, or in other words, promotes the likelihood
of Type II error. The sustention of the proposed model with a heterogeneous
sample strengthens the confidence that the AUM theory provides a consist-
ent explanatory framework for the linkages between cultivation strategies
and relational outcomes. Therefore, the results are more generalizeable to
other intercultural organizational settings than the results based on a homo-
geneous group.

The demographic information of the international students was discussed
in the method section. It is important to note that our model, which
addresses anxiety and uncertainty management of international students,
has well captured a variety of factors that might influence students’ anxiety
and uncertainty levels. The demographics of this particular sample showed
that these students did experience a considerable amount of anxiety and
uncertainty, regardless of the countries of origin, language barrier, and years
of stay in the university. First of all, the majority of the international
students come from East Asian countries (India, mainland China and
Taiwan, and Vietnam), who have been repeatedly reported in the literature
to experience much greater difficulty and stress in adapting to the study and
life in the United States when compared with international students coming
from other countries (especially those from Western Europe; Li & Kaye,
1998; Wilton & Constantine, 2003). Our additional MANCOVA analysis
reported in the results section did not reveal strong significant effects of
either language and years of stay in the university. Therefore, this model
demonstrates its practical usefulness in addressing the publics that experi-
ence high levels of uncertainty and anxiety in adapting to an organization,
and its capacity in explaining the associations from cultivation strategies
to relational outcomes, which overrides the variances found within the
sample such as language barrier and length of stay.

Practical Implications

Based on the results, we suggest the following for public relations practi-
tioners. Practitioners may use specific cultivation strategies to improve
targeted relational outcomes through the desired route of influence (e.g.,
uncertainty, anxiety, or both). For example, when using the two strategies
of access and networking, since the effects of these two strategies on OPR
outcomes were completely mediated through anxiety and uncertainty, prac-
titioners should make sure that the publics’ levels of both anxiety and uncer-
tainty are actually reduced after using these two strategies. They could, for
example, use pre- and postsurveys to measure the change in anxiety and
uncertainty level to make sure that relationship cultivation strategies have,
indeed, served their genuine purposes.
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In addition, special attention should be paid to the most essential
cultivation strategies such as assurance of legitimacy and sharing of tasks.
Consistent with previous literature, this study found assurance of legitimacy
to be most critical to OPR management. Practitioners should not only
incorporate this strategy on a daily basis, but more important, in conflict
management situations (Stafford, 2003). In applying that strategy, practi-
tioners also need to make sure that they not only share information and lis-
ten, but also truly think from the publics’ perspectives and reduce their
anxiety level because the reduction of anxiety was the fundamental reason
why publics may then have a positive perception of the OPR. Finally, the
strategy of openness needs to be used with caution.

All the aforementioned suggestions can be applied to universities that
need to manage the anxiety and uncertainty of international students. For
this particular group of publics, the university should engage in relationship
cultivation strategies that focus on the most challenging areas such as aca-
demic life, social life, psychological experiences, and discrimination (implicit
or explicit). The organization should then keep track of the changes in the
anxiety and uncertainty levels of these students after relationship cultivation
strategies have been implemented to assess the improvement in both the
anxiety and uncertainty levels and the relational outcomes.

Limitations and Directions for Future Research

This study has several limitations. First, the sample size was relatively small.
Although the sample had the advantage of diversity, the difficulty in recruit-
ing limited the number of participants. A bigger sample size could have been
used to improve the stability of the model. Second, AUM theory originated
from interpersonal communication literature. In fact, many theories or
theoretical frameworks currently used in public relations originated in inter-
personal communication and are adapted and applied to the organizational
setting. For example, the relationship cultivation strategies, themselves, all
derive from interpersonal communication literature and are adapted to fit
the organization-public level (e.g., Ki & Hon, 2009). The typical crisis
response strategies used in crisis communication also have an origin in the
self-defense or apologia of individuals (e.g., Coombs, 2006). This study
exemplifies a derivation along the line. Despite its value, we do acknowledge
that such extrapolation of interpersonal-level theories to the organization–
public level might lose or change certain elements in the original theories.
Future research could use multilevel analyses to exclude potential ecological
error in applying different-level theories (van de Vijver & Leung, 1997).

Third, given our focus on international students as one special group of
organizational members with a special challenge in anxiety and uncertainty
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management, we used an international student sample aptly. Nonetheless,
we did not test how the group identification (Sha, 2006) of these inter-
national students will influence the results of this study. International stu-
dents from different countries are a very heterogeneous group and they
might or might not identify themselves as a group of international students.
Therefore, future studies should include group identification as a potential
variable.

In addition, this study used an online survey. Despite its ease to use and
cost effectiveness, online surveys are disadvantaged in potential biased
samples, biased return, difficulty in reporting response rate, impersonalize
survey request, and inconsistent rigidity among researchers (Anderson &
Gansneder, 1995; Zhang, 2000). These problems could weaken the general-
izeability of the results. For example, Anderson and Gansnedar found that
returnees to Internet-based surveys tend to use computers more often than
nonreturnees. Future research should cross-validate the results through
other data collection methods.

Finally, because the AUM applies not only to intercultural interactions
but also to same-culture interactions, as long as new cultural (in a broader
sense than national) settings and adaptation processes are involved
(Gudykunst, 2005). Future research may test this model in a variety of
domestic samples. In fact, this study did not test how different international
student perceive the strangeness of the organization. The perceived strange-
ness may well affect how AUM affects relationship building. Along this line,
we may not limit our current theoretical model to international students.
Rather, all students at a university setting may experience different levels
of anxiety and uncertainty. So, future studies should test the model with
all student population, or in other organizational settings, all newcomers.
That way, the similarities and differences that the model performs among
different samples in the similar culture-adaptation settings can be compared,
and the model’s predictive power improved.
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APPENDIX

Instruments for the Independent Variables, Mediators, and Outcome Variables

Items

Factor

loading

Access

I would like to characterize my communication with the university as

superficial versus intimate=in-depth .73

pleasant versus unpleasant .80

My experience with the university could be characterized as mostly not

cooperative versus cooperative

.70

I feel my status with others in the university is mostly not equal versus equal .65

Positivity

Now that you have been here in the department at this university, to what

extent has your experience with the university been:

negative versus positive .88

not pleasant versus pleasant .90

unfavorable versus favorable .88

Openness

To what extent does your university share information with you about

the general policies (never versus all the time) .85

policies important or relevant to your work or study (never versus all the time) .86

university rules and regulations (never versus all the time) .87

Legitimacy

I perceive that the decision makers believe that more contact with students may

threaten the university’s well-being.

.71

I perceive that the decision makers believe that their behavior is proper even if

it may be harmful to the students.

.74

I perceive that when there is a problem in the university involving a student, the

decision makers usually place the blame on the students.

.77

Networking

The people in my network have visited the university. .78

The people in my network have met at least two other people from my university. .87

My university communicate (in different ways) with the people in my network. .65

Task

The university helps more with tasks important for me as a student than for the

university as a whole.

.83

The university shares in the joint responsibilities facing me as a student

as well as the university overall.

.82

The university is concerned more about me as a student than the university

as a whole.

.78

Uncertainty

I’m accurate at interpreting the university’s mission. .79

I’m accurate at understanding the university’s climate. .81

I can understand the university’s culture. .76

I can put myself into the university’s position. .80

I know the university very well. .79

(Continued )
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APPENDIX

Continued

Items

Factor

loading

Anxiety

When I communicate in the university, I often feel

frustrated .79

easily irritated .80

awkward .81

defensive .80

Control Mutuality

Generally, the university and I are both satisfied with the decision-making process. .77

In most cases, during decision making both the university and I have equal

influence.

.79

Both the university and I agree on what we can expect from one another. .82

Both the university and I have symmetrical pay-gain relationships. .86

Trust

Members of the university administration are truthful with me. .87

The university treats me fairly and justly, compared to other similar organizations. .84

The university keeps its promises. .87

Satisfaction

Generally speaking, the university meets my needs. .83

In general, I’m satisfied with the relationship with the university. .93

My relationship with the university is good. .95

Commitment

I do not wish to continue a relationship with the university. .69

I believe that it is worthwhile to try to maintain the relationship with the university. .85

I wish to keep a long-lasting relationship with the university. .82

I wish to keep a long-lasting relationship with the university. .82

I wish I had never entered into the relationship with the university. .71
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