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Abstract

Purposei Ther e are only a few if any studies that
interact withthe image repair strategies and how this influences organizational reputation and
word-of-mouth intentionsHowever, no existing studies have investigated &n experimental
settingincluding all these variable¥herefore, the study asno fill this gap, with an additional
examination of emotions® and The dinsensponsthatap onsi b
used in the study amncertaintyavoidarce andpower distanceindex because these dimensions

mighte x pl ai n t he pub | Thet@snatioralawtares that the siudycfacusass @rs .

are Russia and The Netherlands.

Design/Methodology/Approachi The research method is an experiment with a 2 (culture: high
uncertainty avoidance and large power distance index versus low uncertainty avoidance and small
power distance indeXj 2 (Image repair strategy: deniagrsusmortification)factorial desigrwith

emotions and crisis responsibility as mediators

Findings i The study found that in Russia, a mortification response straggg@ more positive
effectthana denialon organizationateputation.Moreover, in The Netherlandenial response

strategy is morefef i ci ent to repair the or Simailarlyataasi onod s
found thatwhen organizational reputation is judged unfavourably, the negative WOM intentions
become more prominent and the other way arolind.impact of botlemotions on organizational

reputation is salient, suggesting that while anger contradicts the effects of response strategies,
sympathy bolsters them in terms of organizational reputation.

Conclusions/Implications i This research has contributed to thedielf international crisis
communication by providing valuable insights on how national culturesact with crisis

response strategies aimfluencesorganizational reputation. The study extended the Image repair

theory by identifying the important rol&f national cultures and the effects they have during a

crisis. Consequently, the researsht r esses t he potenti al value of
culture as valuable assets that help to analyse-cutgsal differences that might occur during a

crisis. Qultural understanding may help organizations better predict how different public will react

to organizational responsefr act i ti oner s shoul d be cautious
intentions, such as negative WOM because it is highly correlatedhwi t he or gani z:
reputation. Lastly, organizations and experts should focus on the affective levels of their
stakeholders.

Key words i Crisis, Reputation, Image Repair Theddncertainty Avoidance, Power Distance
Index, Emotions CrisisResponsibility, Worebf-mouth
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1. Introduction

Reputation iIis a representation of a compan
t hat describes the firmods overall attracti ve
competitors (Pruzan, 2001)s crises can harm organizational reputationyghmay be negative
effects of an unfavourable reputation, for example on wednthouth(WOM) intentions (Coombs,
20073 200; Ma & Zhan, 2016).Word-of-mouth (WOM) is considered as an informal and
interpersonal communication form about a product winsonal recommendations based on
previous experiences (Balaji et al., 20¥8alsh et al., 2009)Therefore,negativeWOM might
play an important role after a crisiecause stakeholders can share information atitersabout
thatnegative evenfCheung & Le, 2012HennigThurau et al., 2004tz et al., 2013).

Coombs® (eX@l7rfanation of a crisis is fAa sud:
to disrupt an organization's operations and r
164). Crisis communication is an important part of crisis management, which refers
communication with various stakeholder groups (Coombs, &00Vhen dealing with crises,
organizations can employ strategies to reduce the damage, to repair their reputation, and to prevent
stakeholders to engage in negative WOM intentions. Oneythtieatr can help crisis managers to
choose the most suitable strategies of what i
(1997) Image repair theory.

The theory of image repair provides guidance for repairing the image or reputation of the
organkation (Benoit, 1997). Although the Image repair theory is an acknowledged aruitect|l
paradigm for investigating corporate communication during crises, it does not pay enough
attention to the effects that cultural differences have on organizationatatiep when an
organization uses specific crisis response strategies. Despite that the theory states that a particular
message effective with one group might be irrelevant for others, it lacks the specific explanation
of cultural differences and the impant effects they have on organizational reputation (Benoit,
1997 2013). Scholars (Frandsen & Johansen, 2010; de Fatima Oliveira, 2013) argue that the
stakehol dersd interpretation of the events cal
Thee i nterpretations are strongly influenced
dimensions, which can vary in each country (Hofstede, 12883). Therefore, without
considering cultural differences, an appropriate crisis communication straegytde applied

When an organization does not understand the cultural norms of the host nation and cannot



effectively adapt to them, it might cause severe consequences for the organization and the
relationship between thenthis happened for instance, tine European scare of Ce€Cala in
1999 or McDonal dés c¢ hi dUetembergkeHizles,2018; Taylar, 2008)p a n ,
CocaCola did not pay attention to thevel of cultural dimensionsvhen communicated to the
public. Whilet h e ¢ o mp a nstrétegy woredfqp acpumsies withralow level of uncertainty
avoidance and power distance index, the same sgrategedne of the biggest failures in the
history of the companin those coatries which have a high level of uncertainty avoidance and
power distance indeon t he ot her hand, McDonal ddés forgot
meaning of apology in Japan and the Wasising enormous reputational and financial loss to the
organization.Although thesewvorks offer initial findings,they are based on case studigst no
existing researchhas investigatedthe interactionof cultural dimensions witlthe image repair
strategiesn an experimental settingjherefore, @ fill the gap in the literatur® seehowHo f st ed e 0 s
cultural dimensionsteract withthe image repair strategies and how this influences organizational
reputationand WOM intentionsth e st udy examines Hofstedlebdbs t
Benoi t 02813)(inlage3epair strategies as independent variables.

Besides cultural values and orientatioesotions can help stakeholders hovinterpret
the everd (Pang et al., 2013). The primary emotions that are felt during a caisisfluencethe
publ i c 6 smakihg processsach as the judgement of organizational crisis response
strategiegJin, 2009) Primary emotional reactions can be divided inégative(e.g., angerjJin,
2010;Utz et al., 2013pandpositiveones (e.g., sympathy) (Choi & Lin, 2009; Jin, 201Bue to
the emotional state of stakeholders, crisis response strategies might be evaluated differently and
consequently have different effects on organizational reputation

During a crisis, stakeholders also want to find out whether the events are caused by
situatonal or other factors. Attributed crisis responsibility indicates stakeholders' beliefs about the
organi zationds responsibility for the <crisis
words, how much responsibility stakeholders associate witlhottp@nization during a crisis.
Coombs (2007a) emphasizes that when the public attributes more responsibility to an organization
during a crisis, the threat to organizational reputation increalesefore, from a crisis
communication perspective, examiniegnotions and crisis responsibilitgn providanteresting
insights into how they might medi ate stakehol

strategies and how this influences organizational reputation and WOM intentions.



Following this lineof reasoning, this study aims to investigate the following research
guestions:
1 RQ1l:Howarethe image repair strategies being affected by cultural factors andlbes
this affecthe organizational reputatiomnd negative WOM intentio®s
1 RQ2: To what extent do emotiorsnd crisis responsibilitymediate the effects of

organizational crisis response strategies?

2. Theoretical framework

2.1. Crisis communication and culture
2.1.1. The characteristics of crisesd crisis communication
A traditional view of crisis assumes that it is a very uncommon situation that may endanger

an organizationédés reputation and i mage or har

the affected individuals, anchight have features of surprise (Ha & Boynton, 2013; Juliane
Wardoyo & Augustine, 2017). During a crisis, the organization itself is under pressure and
threatened by internal and/ or external factors. Organizational crises are researched and studied in
various disciplines, such as business management, political science, psychology, and sociology.
However, from a communicative perspective, crises can be viewed as social constructs
(Falkheimer & Heide 200§. They arise during social discussions whetakeholders can
determine whether a certain event is seen as a (@esisatima Oliveira, 2013; Lee, 2004hese
stakeholder decisions are based on societal values, beliefs, and norms, which are believed to be
the most important elements of culture (®ahtz, 1997). Thus, the cultural context where the
crisis takes place must be considered and crisis communication must be adjusted accordingly
(Falkheimer, 2013).

Within the field of organizational crisis studies, crisis communication focuses on the
predctionof potential crises, the assessment of the situation, and the creation of response messages
to reduce the possible damage and create a more favourable standpoint for the organization
(Falkheimer & Heide, 20Q%randsen & Johansen, 20Hx & Boynton,2013). The goal of crisis
communication is to provide information to the affected stakeholders to make sense of the

situation.



2.1.2. The outcome variable of reputation

To understandhe effectsof crisiscommunicationpneshouldrecognizeheimportanceof
outcome variables, as well. Outcome variables symbolize the different factors that crisis
communicationcan influence (Coombs,2015) For this study, the most important outcome
variableis reputationOrganizationateputations commonlyusedasadependentariablein crisis
communicationresearch(Benoit, 2013; Coombs,2015; Haruta & Hallahan 2003. A good
reputation attractsustomersnd investors, increases financial efficiency, and createslvantage
against competitor¢Benoit, 1997 200Q. Furthermore, reputatioplays a role in consumer
decisions between products and serviéasian, 200lvan der Meer & Verhoeven, 2014s
reputations considereanintangibleassetprganizationshoulddo their utmostto avoiddamage
toit.

2.1.3. The relation between reputation aneigative woregof-mouth intentions

Word-of-mouth (WOM) is considered as an informal and interpersonal communication
form about a product with personal recommendations based on previous experiences (Balaji et al.,
2016 Walsh et al., 2009). The communicator is independent or at least ekpedie,andthe
information seems more reliable coming from a trustworthy source (Lau & Ng, 2009). WOM is a
unigue, normarketing exchange of information, in which the information is tailored to the
customers, hence more relevant and credible (Lau & Qg) 2Valsh et al., 2009).

The impact of WOM can either be positive or negative. According to Buttle (1998)
Apositive WOM is associated with performance
WOM with performance bel ow Redeardh (Buitej 10938auka s wan
Ng, 2009 Williams & Buttle, 2014) link positive WOM with customer satisfaction, while negative
WOM with customer di ssatisfaction. This stud
stakeholders are keener to negativen positive messages, and during crifes magnitude of
negative information is greater thahpositive ones (Chang et al., 201Burthermorenegative
WOM is more frequently associated with a crisis. Negative WOM can be defined as a negatively
sharel opinion or information by customers basedagregative experience with an organization
or a product (Balaji et al., 2016). Negative WOM is usually exercised by dissatisfied customers
who want to share this dissatisfaction with others (Chang et al.; Raa® Ng, 2009; Wetzer et
al., 2007). Research (McDonald et @010; Utz edl., 2013; Wetzer et al., 2007) investigating



the effects of WOM found that negative information causes greater attention, will be shared by
more peoplend may travel fasten&n positive ones.

In their study, Walsh et al. (2009) demonstrated that organizational reputation can
influence behaviourelated variables, such as wayfimouth. If an organization has a good
reputation, it signals the quality of the products towarggamersand this qualityenhancing
effect of organizational reputation can cause positive behavioural intentions among customers. On
the other hand, a negatively evaluated reputation is considered to generate negative WOM
intentions (Chang et al., 2018yalsh et al., 2009)Hence, it could be assumed thheére is a
negative relation between reputation antegative WOM intentions (Walsh et al., 2009).
Furthermore, Coombs (2007b) emphasitteat when organizational reputation is judged more
unfavourably, ke valence of WOM intentions becomes more negative. When stakeholders do not
accept the organizationds responses to crises
unfavourably. Thus, they could be expected to engage in negative WOM about the gordpa
product or services because of this dissatisfaction. Concluding this argument, the hypothesis is:

H1: Organizational reputation isegativelyrelated tonegativeWWOM intentions

2.1.4. Theeffectsof cultureon crisisresearch

As most of the theories and case studies in the field of crisis communication
examinedAmerican organizations wittan American public, critiqueshave beemrguedhat
crisiscommunication is ethnocentri€laeys & Schwarz, 201&arcia, 2011Haruta &Hallahan,
2003. Ethnocentrism means that one approach to a problem in one caantiy besuitable to
all situations and cultures (Haruta & Hallahan, 2008) fill this gap research has started to
investigate hovstakeholdesrespond to crisei; nonAmerican context(Jakubane¢g2017;Lim,
202Q Utz et al.,2013; Wang & Laufer, 2020 Wang & Wanjek, 2018 Zhu et al., 201}
Consequentlypther studies havapplied Western theorie® nori Westernenvironmentgo
explore whether practices used in the Western world wouglitablein othercultures,as well
(An et al., 2010Barkley, 2020 Choi, 2017;Low et al., 2011 Madduxet al., 201; Maiorescy
2016.

Due to their transnational operationsmany organizatios have become more
interdependent and interconnect@dkubanecst al., 2017 Valentini, 2007. Thereforecrisis
research among different cultures is getting more and more rel&gantriss communication

research, it meanghat a crisis emerging in one country can easily have global



consequencg$ellnow & Veil, 2016).Due to globalization, organizations must pay careful
attentionto how they communicate with various stakeholder groups because the whole world
might belistening to the strategies they use when facing a crisis (de Fatima Oliveira, BQIs).

in the globalizedworld, a corporationneed to be aware of crises, have csisesponse strategies

at handandadaptto thevaryingexpectationsf culturally differentaudience$Claeys & Schwarz,

2016 Lindholm & Olsson, 2010; Lim, 2020; Valentini, 2007

2.1.5. Cultural values and norms in crisis communication

One usual problem of crisis communication is suiting the communication reé#us of
the diverse international stakeholdeéviultinational organizations that operate globally often tend
tohaved ack of wunderstanding of slightvaldesédnl er enc
norms(Lim, 2020). This failure can easily cause and/ or escalate crises if crisis managers do not
give enough importance to the issue (Choi, 2017)

Schwartz1997 emphasizethatcultural valuegorm and legitimizeindividual and group
beliefs and actiong hese factors influence how a multinational organizagtfsuldcommunicate
with the public in the host natiorHlence an organization must have cultural sensitivity when
developing effective corporate messagdthough many crises are global, several organizations
still try to handle them in a local context, while they need to be managed in different-culture
specifc forms suited to the culture of the country where the crisis takes #acet @l., 2010
Frandsen & Johansen, 2010). This is essential, beeaseinvolved individual has a different
interpretation of the same event, as thasgmnitive and affectiveeactions are strongly influenced
by the cultural communities they belong to (de Fatima Oliveira, 2Bi8)dsen & Johansen,
2010. Therefore, how manizations plan and practice crisis communicadiot how stakeholders
interpret itis influenced by the cultural contextandvaludg ar t from under standi
perceptionscross different cultures, crisis managers should aptyrally sutable strategies
based on those perceptions (An et al., 2@18eys & Schwarz, 201®1adduxet al., 201

2.2.Cultural dimensions
Hof stededs original country di mension scor
decades, many scholarse pl i cated the study, wusing differer
findings are still validBurns & Bruner2000;Kirkman et al., 2006Minkov & Hofstede 2011).
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The model of Hofstede consists of five big dimensions that explain national cultures.
Uncertainty avoidace (UAI) expresssthe degree to which a society feahcomfortable due to
an unknown futurePower distancéPDI) relates to how inequalities are accepted in society. The
next dimension igndividualism versusollectivism (IDV), which describesani ndi vi dual 0
integration into primary groups. Masculinity verdesnininity (MAS) relates to the emotional
roles betweenvomen and men. Lastlyongterm versusshortterm orientationLTO) explains
peopl ebdbs focus orientati on (Hofeteylea 198 P00} t he pr es
Al t hough al |l di mensi ons can octitbre, this study er e st
examinedJAl and PDIf r om Hof st ede 06 s, asthede twa might help reseegchessi o n s
to understandhow a cultureadapts tarises andhelpto choose the nsb appropriate image repair
strategiegLow et al., 2011; Taylor, 2000kor instancel.ow et al. (2011) emphasize that to be
culturally sensitive an organization should
dimensions becausieese variables offer the magiplicableresults when examining how a culture
respong to risks and crigs (Low et al., 201). Furthermore, Taylor (2000) investigates the
differencesin how PDI and UAI affect public response tgeoduct harmcrisis. Despiteboth
studieshave found interesting results, they htelt upon case studies and did not investigate the

effects of cultural dimensions in an ejpnental setting.

2.2.1. Uncertainty Avoidance

Al t hough Hofstededbds (1984, 2003) work has
influential studies in the international and intercultural setting, many controversies have emerged
during the yearswhich aimed aiboth the methodology, operationalization, and reliability of the
study McSweeney, 2002; Minkov, 201Bjrkman etal.,2006)A common cr i ti que of
cultural dimensions is that although they are useful in distinguishing cuttumedcteristics of a
specific country, they may overgeneralize the resMisSiveeney, 2002; Minkov, 2018uliane
Wardoyo& Augustine,2017) The fact, that a nation lives within the borders of a country, does
not necessarily mean that those people cimista homogeneous society with the same culture
(Hofstede, 1983). Thereforthis study employs the concept of national culture, which refers to
the dominant culture within the boundaries of a counthus, he unit of analysis in this current
researchiakesanarrow view of thecountry level.

UAI describes how humans cope with ambiguity (Hofstede4,2883 Taylor, 2000). It

explains the extent to which individuals imationalculture become concerned due to situations
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that areunpredictable, vague, or insecure (Hofstede, 12831; Hofstede et al., 2010)Al
further explains whether people in a culture can tolerate structured over unstructured situations. In
structured situations the rules are clear, and there is a pafteéwow to behave (Hofstede &
Soeters, 2002National wltures that have laigher UAI tend to have more written rules, intricate
legal systers and being different is considered dangerdidsf§tede & Soeters, 200Zaylor,
2000).In crises,the public inthesenationalcultures requireimmediate communication from an
organization. People will be more anxialiging crisesand rely on written rules while they try to
create security and avoid the possible risk of the crisis (Hofstedé, 208l Hofstede & Soeters,
2002. On the other handower UAI nationalcultures feel rather secure in those situations. In
nationalcultures with lover UAI, individuals tend to accept other's opinions and disagreements,
and the willingness of taking risks higher (Hofstede, 1982003, 2011). During a crisis, these
nationalcultures are less dependent on rules and show fewer emotions thamtierstJAl is
higher (Hofstede, 198, 2011; Hofstede et al., 2010).

2.2.2. Power distance index

Power distance describes how individuals matonalculture deal with inequalit¢Taylor,
2000). Hof st ede (1983) eoplenpra airequal @ns physidalaand irtglectual
capacities (p. 81) In nationalcultures where thBDl is large, this dependence is accepted by the
less powerful publicPeople respect those in powerful posiscend do not challenge them
(Kirkman et al., 200pWertz& Kim, 2010. At the same time, they are not easily forgiving for the
wrongdoings of the powerful (Zhou, & Shin, 201During a crisis, the leader of the organization
must show efforts to solve the crisisdthe publicneed explicit and direct instructions from the
organization(Low et al., 2011; Taylor, 2000). Other societiwbere PDI ismaller try to debunk
this inequality and minimize it as much as possible (Hofstede, ,18833. They believe that
everyone is equal and questioning orders from higher places is more accepted (Haruta & Hallahan,
2003). Thesmationalcultures do not expect to manage the crisis floehighest levels but want

to participate in the decisiemaking procedure (Low et al., 2011).

2.2.3. Theinteractionof uncertainty avoidance angbwer distance index

Thesecultural dimensions have indications for certain types of communication and crisis
(Taylor, 2000). However, to understand the various aspectsatdnal culture, one single
dimensiomrmight benot enough (Hofstede, 1983011; Hofstede et al., 201l As Hd'stede (1983)

highlights, combinations of certain dimensions can explain and complete eachTdtbes.is a
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positive correlatiorbetween the two dimensianor instance PDI with UAI can be used to
examine national cultusemore extensivelyAlthough these are two different dimensions, this
study aims to investigate tineinteraction More specifically, this paper focuses on the two
extremes, whetower UAI meets withsmaller PDI and whenhigher UAI interacts withlarge
PDI.

Whenlower UAI meets withrsmaler PDlin anational culturepeoplemaybemoretolerant
andpatient of mistakes (Taylor, 2000jowever, higher tolerance for uncertainty does not mean
thatthe public in thatnationalculture would not want to findut the truth and a solution for the
crisis. Instead, they are able tolerate uncertain situations until they would find out the truth
(Haruta & Hallahan, 2003)0n the other handpn higher UAI national cultures wittarge PDI,
groups with poweare under strict rules of behaviqlraylor, 2000) When this group breaks the
socially set norms the powerless public will not forgive aridseek punishment, thus they might
seethis groupas less trustworthy (Low et al., 201This is the case duringrises when an
organi zation experiences hi ghhgher stoees enlcalturad f t hr
dimensions. During crises theitten rulesare less visible, feelings sécuritydisappearanddue
to higher levels of risk thbehaviour and attitude of the public might become more negative.
Moreover,people ina nationalculture withhigherUAI tend to avoid ambiguityand sincerises
create uncertainfythe study assumes that yheould react more unfavourably to ces than
people fromsmallerUAI national culturesThus,the hypothes regarding the combination of the
two dimensionss the following:

H2:  During a crisis, anational culture with higker UAI anda larger PDI has a more

negative effect o nthamangtiamalcutusetthatsaoresdowr e put

on both dimensions.

2.3.Image repair theory
The theory of image repair provislguidance for repairing the image or reputation of the
organizationBurns & Bruner, 2000UImer & Pyle, 2016)One of the key assumptiooBBe noi t 6 s
image repair theory (1992000,2013)is that themain goal of communication is maintaining a
positive reputation. Reputation is built up over a long time and organizations are motivated to
maintain a positive reputation in the minds of their stakeholders. When the reputation is either
threatened or damagedn organization wants to defend or restore it (Walsh & McAllister
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Spooner, 2011)Anotherimportanttenetin the theory $ whether thekey stakeholderéind the
organization responsible for the offensive ragiardless oits actual responsibilityBenoit,1997,

2013). Crisis response strategiesluencew h a t people think about t he
responsibilityfor the crisis (An et al., 2010Jhis is another reason why an organization s¢ed
understand their publics and the way they percéigagd¢sponseand reacto them.

The theory consists of five main strategilse first image repair strategy is denial, which
occurs when a firm denies that the act itkelppened, that the act was performed by the firm, or
that the act had harmful effiscon anyone (Benoit, 1997). The other type of denial is shifting the
blame that describes when an organization claims that another person or firm is responsible for the
offensive act (Benoit, 199 Burns & Bruner, 2000). The next geakstrategy is the evasion of
responsibility Minimization, bolsteringdifferentiation,or transcendence can be used to
reduceoffensiveness which is the third main strategy. Fourth is corrective action, when the firm
tries to restore itprevious position and promises to behave correctly in the future (Benoit, 1997
2013; Benoit & Drew, 1997). Lastly, mortification is to confess the offensive act and beg for
forgiveness. The theory is flexible, and many combinations of the strategieg @uplied in
practice (Burns & Bruner, 200(lowever, this study only focuses on deraal mortification
response strategies

There areseverareasons whyhe current studgxanines onlythesetwo strategiesBased
on previous literatureBenoit & Drew, 1997;Coombs & Holladay, 2008ellnow et al., 1993
denial and mortification strategies seem the most opposing, bo#s at the end of the
i c ont i as@uwgadizationthat usegsienial does not take liability for the crisishile with
mortification,a company bears respongity for its wrongdoingsUsing a denial strategymight
be usefulin criseswhen thecompanyis not proven guilty (Benoit, 1997Pn the other hand,
mortificationis regardedo be morgersuasivéhan the other strategieshen the organization has
committed the offensive ads stakeholdersmay evaluate the organization more positively
whenit apologisedor the wrongdoingBenoit, 1997 Benoit & Drew, 199). However,Coombs
and Holladay(2008) found that apology is the most expensive stratempauseit creates
chancedor lawsuits and financial lossWhen an organization apologizes, stakeholders might
attribute heavy responsibility tthe organization for the cris{tee, 2004;van der Meer &
Verhoeven, 2014 From alegalpoint of view,it is believed that an organization should not accept

liability until it is not clear what has caused the cri¥i'e r t z 201K In this case, denial
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might work better to reduce perceptions of responsibility among the stakehbdldeestheless,
it is important to note that sometimes choosing the strategy is not a choice of the organization. For
example, when there 18deo fooaige of the wrongdoing the firm cannot deny its responsibility.
However, given certain crisis circumstandég organization is in the position to choose from the
various crisis responses at hand. For instamhgeng a produeharm crisiswhen the causesa
vague and the responsibility for the act is less explicifiple to the stakeholders, the organization
can choose between mortificatianddenial.

Besidesmany aspectsan influence the efficacy of these repair stratedgtes example
cul tur es6 cons e glyimpacttbeseffestivepdss aledial dnfl martiécation on
organizational reputatiost akehol der sd nati onal cul tural val
these strategies, which in turn mayange theiperceptions of organizational reputatidrastly,
examiningtwo instead of fivestrategies createschance for the researchectmclude a more in
depth analysis of #separticularrespons strategies

Although the image repair theory is considered as a dominant paradigm for investigating
corporate communication during crises, it does not pay enough atteithierto culture$effects
on organizatios nage repair strategies to the effects of thesan reputation

2.3.1. Image repair strategies and the cultural dimensions

Although there are many crisis communication theorieshidna@examined and evaluated
crisis eventge.g., Benoit, 1997 2013;Coombs, 2007}the literature about interculturatisis
communicatiorhas only started expanding recentyg(,Barkley, 2020;Choi, 2017;Maiorescu
2016; Schwarzet al, 2016. There is atrend in intercultural crisicommunicatiorresearch
thatmostarticleshave investigatedase studiesn image repair strategies a specific cultural
environment €.g., Garcia, 2011Huang& Bedford, 2009 Lindholm & Olssm, 201Q Taylor,
2000. Taking the different culturdhctors into consideration, certain image repair strategies might
have different effects on reputation in varimagionalcultural contexts. While one image repair
strategy has a positive effect on reputation in a spesitfi@tion the same strategy dducause
negative consequences in a differeational culturaketting(Frandsen & Johansen, 2010). For
example, while apologizing and asking for forgiveness in Japan after a failure is a crucial and
required part of image repair, in the United Statessmae strategy would be consideredaas

confession ofincompetence and guilfFrandsen & Johansen, 2Q1®laddux et al., 201}



15

Thereforefor an effective strategy, iteedgo be tailored and suited for tlebaracteristic of the
host nation.
As hasbeen mentioned previously in the paper, in BidbAl and large PDI national
cultures people tend to react unfavourably to uncertain and unclear situ@tiofstede, 1983
201]). When these two dimensions are higimationalculture people will requirex clearhonest
and immediateexplanation of the crisiand they may not be forgivingurthermorepeople in
stronger UAI nationalcultures do not accept when @arganization desnot have clear answers of
what has happened (Haruta & Hallahan, 2088tording to ZhowandShin (2017)jn large PDI
nationalcultures, if the organization usa®ortification and emphasizethat it hasregretted the
wrongdoing i t coul d r epai,rbecauserith thit actindariented stratey ans t
organization can demonstrate that it has learnt its les4omification might alsowork better to
repair t he or ga matignalduliureswhese UAlasphigh bacausenitiseeks to fulfil
stakehol der sd e x pec taaitprovidssleatand honestlinfarneatioa abbut g u i t
the crisis(Maiorescu, 2016)For individuals from thesgationalcultures, reducing uncertainty,
addressing apologies, and asking for forgiveness seem the most suitable image repair strategies
because they have a lower tolerance for a cAsi|a result of the aforementioned charastes
of the cultural dimensions, it can be inferred that in timesg®nalcultures mortification could be
the mae suitable image repair strated hus, hypothess 3aand3b arethe following:
H3a In anationalculture thatscores higher on UAI and PDI, mortificationhas a more
positive effect oneputationthandenialf r om Benoi t 6s . mage rep
H3b: In anational culturethat scores higher on UAI and PDI, mortificatiolhas amore
positive effect omeputation than ira national culturethat scoreslower on both
dimensions.
On the contrary, imationalcultures that are logr on UAI andPDI is smaler, people do
not get anxious if they do not receive clarification of the situationediately(Taylor, 2000. In
thesenational cultures, providing accurate and immediate information about the crisis is not
essentiabecause people can tolerate uncertain situatiomationalcultures where the tolerance
for ambiguity ishigher, an organization could avoid the acceptance of responsibility easier, than
in cultures where people do not tolerate uncertainty (Haruta & Hallahan, 2@08over,
organizations do not have to make any statements about their accountability dariaig.a

Similarly, if the ambiguous situation leads to the solution of the crisis, a public apology is not
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necessary (Haruta & Hallahan, 200B).national cultures, where UAdnd PDlare lover, the
organi zationds ef fdeny the existence bfithe trisigglt eesulbih raomee o r
positive perceptions of reputation, as these dimensions assume that people in these cultures can
toleratethe ambiguous situation when the organizatttwes not provide clear information of the
causes of the crisi€€onsequentlydenying the accusatioor shiting the blamecan be more
effective in cultures where these two dimensions nidet.studytherefore makes the following
predictiors:
H4a In anationalculturethat scores lower on UAI and PDdenialhas a more positive
effect orreputationthanmortificationf r om Benoi t 6s . mage repas
H4b: In anational culturethatscoreslower on UAI and PDI, deniahas a more positive
effect onreputation than in a national culture that scores higkr on both

dimensions

2.4.Crisis responsibility

Organizational responsibility for a crisis and its relationship with organizatiepatation
has been investigated in prior research (Coombs & Holladay, 2002; Kim, 2009; Lee2 @004
Ma & Zhan, 2016). The attribution of organiza
Attribution Theory. The main tenet of Attribution Theory is that people search for causes,
especially during surprising and negative events (Weiner, 198@eholders make attributions
about the causes of events to make sense of them and try to create a feeling of control over the
circumstances (Dean, 2004; McDonald et al., 20C@isis responsibility refers to the extent to
which people believe that treeganizatiorhascaused the crisis (Coombs, 2007a). According to
Coombs (2007a), if stakeholders see the organization as the main cause of the crisis, they will
more possibly blame the organization, and the reputation would be seriously da@#gsd.
research in this doain (Coombs2007; Ma & Zhan, 2016) also showed that when attributions
of crisis responsibility increase, organizational reputation becomes more unfavourable. For
instance, Ma & Zhan (2016) found in their study that attributed responsibility \yasvedy and
strongly related to organizational reputation.

Besides, theublic perceptions of organizational crisis responsibility may be influenced by
the organizati onds cr iogjanzationsmugial the mostagpo@idtee gy . -

strategy to alter these judgements of crisis responsibility to protect organizational reputation (Lee,
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2004). By doing so, organizations can be successfully managing aAltlsisigh,during a crisis,
an organization can use several response strategit® academic world there is nonsistent
agreement on the effectiveness of those strategies (e.g., Bena@jtCt@®nbs & Holladay, 2002,
2008; Lee, 2004)For instanceMc Donal d et al . (2010) contend
confession was the most e€tive strategy to alter organizational crisis responsibility. Despite this
strategy accepts the most responsibility for a crisis, the researchers found that it had the second
lowest responsibility rating. On the other hasehialthataims to reduce the level of responsibility
was found to have higher attribution of responsibility (McDonald et al., 2@&i@)larly, Lee
(2004) found that when an organization usatenial response strategy, people attributed more
responsibility to theorganization for the wrongdoing. Consequently, the hypothesis regarding
crisis responsibility is the following:

H5: Crisis responsibility mediates the effects of response strategies on organizational

reputation

Nevertheless peopl ebds e v alaocardirg dontiseir cultural diffeneacesy
Laufer and Coombs (2006) state that one of the important cultural traits that inflperasptions
of a product harm crisis the tolerance for ambiguity. Tolerance for ambiguity is linked Ad,
hence it can explain why stakeholders react in a certain way to a product harm crisis across national
cultures(Laufer & Coombs, 2006)Taylor (2000) noted that during Ce€ala's prodct harm
crisis in Europe the reactiorto the crisis was stronger among countries that have highér
scores thathosewhich score loweron this dimensionTherefore, it might be logical to assume
that highelJAI leads to stronger attributions of respiility to the organization during a product
harm crisis. Furthermore, Laufer et al. (2005) investigated the potential connection between blame
attribution and the level afJAl. In their findings, they found that those who cannot tolerate
ambiguous situains evaluated the organization as more responsible for a product harm crisis
(Laufer et al., 2005). These findings offer initial exploratory evidence that stakeholders from
national cultures that score higherldAl may not tolerate ambiguous product hamses, hence
attribute higher levels of responsibility to the organization. Following this line of reasoning the
hypothesiss:

H6: In a national culture where UAI is higher, people will attribute more responsibility to

the organization than ia national culture where UAI is losv.
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2.5.Emotions

As has been notegreviously in the studythatemotions carhavesignificantmediating
effects,too. Moreover, this study seeks to investigate the explanatory power of emttengy
they can affect the effectiveness of the image repair strategiesganizational reputaticend
behavioural intentions.

Emotions are naturally complex entiti€&motiors can affect how participants interpret the
company 0 s,drivesjglgements ansl decisiomaking (Choi & Lin, 2009; Jin et al., 221
Kim & Cameron, 2011)Claeys and Schwarz (2016) emphasize thapublic ha their coping
strategies to handle feelings experienced by cridass stakeholders are not passive receivers of
information, rather they are active users of coping strategies to understand the crigiSlaegat
& Schwarz 2016. Coping with stressfusituatiors varies across people, such as their expressed
emotions differ in each cis (Jin, 2009 Pang et al., 2033 This is due to their personal
interpretation of the crisisThe importance of emotions lies within the assumption that crisis
response strategies would be ineffective if they do not apghetstakeholdes émotions of the
crisis (Jin, 2010; Jin et al., 2012)hus emotions may bolster or contradict the sucaassrisis
response strategieand the strategiesnight be mediatedby them (Jin & Pang, 2010Kim &
Cameron, 2011

The dominannhegative emotions experienced during a crisis are 1) anger, 2) fright, 3)
anxiety, and 4) sadness, while the positive ones are 1) sympathy and 2) relief (Jin, 2009; Jin et al.,
2012;Zhou & Shin; 201Y. However, lhe two main emotionthat this study examésare anger
and sympathy.During crises, ager and sympathy are the most usually felt emotions from the
negative and positive clustgifGoombs & Holladay, 20055rappi & Romani, 2018Jin & Pang
2010) hence might have opposing effects on imeaggmir strategiesAnger would arouse when
the organization is seen as responsible for the cvihien stakeholders think that the organization
could harm them and has a possible threat to theirlvegllg, they might feel anger towards the
organization Grappi & Romani, 2015Jin, 20102013) Sympathy evokes when the public feels
sorry for the ones who are sufferifrgm the crisis, especially when the suffering is considered
undeserved (Grappi & Romani, 2015; Jin, 2013)us, protectingthe organizational reputation
may beeasier when the audience experiersygapathy towards the organizatj@sstakeholders
may feel compassion towards the organization and try to help .therstakeholders feel
anger crisisresponse strategies might notdsécient to reduce the damade reputationbecause
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stakeholders may enj@geinghe organization sufferinCoombs & Holladay, 2005)According
to An et al. (201Q)ad e ni al response strategy may enhance
people might be sugpous when an organization tries to minimize its responsibility andtthely
that the organization wasiip evade its responsibility for the wrongdoitpnetheless, taking full
responsibility for the crisisvithout considering the actual blame for it could backi®eombs &
Holladay, 208; Park & Reber2011).Furthermore, other studies (Grag@piRomani 2015;van
der Meer & Verhoeven, 2014) indicdteat the mortification response strategy elicits more
sympathy thamdenial that may even generate negative emotions, such asMobenald et al.
(2010)arguethatan or gani zati ondés confession was the n
while increasingpositive emotions at the same time. On the other lzad&hialthataims to reduce
the level of responsibility was found to have more negative Istddker affective
reactiondMcDonad et al., 2010)These studies indicate that differerdpense strategidead to
different emotions. Therefore, the hypotheses are the following:

H7:  Anger mediates the effects of denial crisis respetragegieson reputation

H8: Sympathy mediates the effects of mortification crisis response stratmgies

reputation

However,national cultural differences may also play a role h&he literaturehasnot
investigatel how emotions differ in various nanal cultural contexts, althougieople in national
cultures withahigher level of UAI and PDI experience stronger emotions during ¢ii#stede,
1984, 2011; Hofstede et al., 2010frollowing this line of reasoninddypothesi® is:

H9: In a national culture where UAI and PDI are highdelt emotionsare stronger

than ina national culture witHower level of UAI and PDI.
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Figure 1. Research model

3. Method

3.1.Research design
An experiment with a 2 (culture: high uncertainty avoidance level and large power distance
index versus low uncertainty avoidance and small power distance index) x 2 (Image repair
strategy: denial versus mortification) factorial desigasconducted to inestigate the effects of
crisis response strategies and culture on organizational reputation and negative WOM intentions,

and to see whethémne effectsare being mediated by crisis responsibility and emotions.

3.2. Participants
The participantsvereselected from Russend The Netherland&ussia scores 95 on UAI
and 93 on PDI that means this national culture is high on both dimensions, while in The
Net herl ands these scores are 38 a@awmeahdedcsonwhi ch
these dimensions. Each of the dimensions has been measured on a scale that ranges from 0 to 100.

The data was collected online from April to May 2021 through online survey panels on Qualtrics.
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Through the personal network of the researahnerthe online survey platformg 8urveySwap.io

and SurveyCircle.conthe initial responses were collected in English. Furthermore, the researcher
connected to participants on social mediad participants were asked to spread the survey by
snowballsam | i ng. The researcherdés initial expect at
between the age group 06-26. The reason for this is that due to language barriers the author
assumed that among young generations, more people have sufficient knowfdgigglish.

Moreover, the distribution of the survey migditstve beerasier and more faeaching among this

age group.

In order, to collect the data 322 people filled in the survey. However, after cleaning the
data, 227 people completed the survey sufglyssThe main reasons for deletion were either
incomplete fillings or wrong national cultur@s., participants who did not have Russian or Dutch
nationality) The average age of the participants is M = 22.74 (SD = 1.98pmihimum age of
17 and the maximum age of 26. There were 101 male and 124 female participants in this study.
Moreover, regarding national culture)7 peoplefrom Russiaand120 from The Mtherlands
filled in the surveyTable 1) Most of the participants have finished theaicheloés degree (63.9
%).

Table 1

ConditionFrequencies

Condition Frequency Percent
Denial 109 48.0
Mortification 118 52.0
Total 227 100.0
Condition Frequency Percent
The Netherlands 120 52.9
Russia 107 47.1
Total 227 100.0

3.3.Procedure
First of all participants were asked some demographic questions regarding age, gender,
educational background, birthplace, and place of living. Four scenarios of a fictitious multinational

organi zationds i mage repair st rtodwagepoduceddur i n
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(See AppendiA for full crisis scenarios). Participants from each culture were randomly assigned
to one of the two image repair strategies. Then, participants had to indicate which emotions they
had felt while reading aboutthe orgamiz i o n 6 s r e SAfteq pagi@pargsthad totindigate .
their agreement with the items regarding crisis responsibility, negative WOM, and the
organi zat i o hastly, respprments dnadi been .assigned to the manipulation check

guestionsin the end, they were debriefed andntked for their participation.

3.4. Stimulus material
The manipulations were included in fictitious reearticles from DutchNews.nl (for Dutch

participants) and Moscow Times (for Russian participants). The news articles detailed a fictitious
product contaminatioarisis of a fictitious British multinational organization, named Mixvett Soda
Company.Thereason for the creation of a fictitious company was to control the prior attitudes
toward the organizatiorCrisis response strategies were presented in the form of a news article
including the «c¢ompan e crsip (GdeeApppreEik and thé lsoxes ea c t |
belowfor the displayed stimulus material. all scenarios, the organization used either denial or
mortification from Benoités | mage repair theort
the same, the crisis responses fromdliganization were manipulated. The reason for this was to

avoid the possibility of biased attribution of crisis responsibility of the organization.

ifon March 13, 2021, ifion March 13, 2021,
have reported falling ill after consuming o have reported falling ill, yet there are no cle
products. | come before you to apologize explanations of what had caused f{
you, especially to thiEamilies who have beel symptoms. We were surprised when we fi
involved in these terrible accidents. T heard about the news, as feand no signs of
events of the last week are painful, seeq human or technological error. After
doubts and led some of our customers thorough  examination, our scientig
guestion the safety of our products. These indicated that there were no harmf

hard times for all of us, but what | can promi
you is thatwe take these issues very, ve
seriously. We are extremely sorry for th
failure and hope that you can forgive us.
the name of the company, | wish a qui

recovery for alll of

substances in the products of our compa
Therefore, our company strongly believ
that the illness has not been caused by
products. We at Mixvett Soda truly trust th
our products are as safe as they have ¢
been. 0o

Before the survey was finalized and distributed, it was pretested to check whether the
manipulation in tk crisis scenarios and constructs was correct. 16 respondents participated in the

pretest study and were assigned to one of the four conditions. The main focus oftis pras
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to test the understandability and transparency of the survey. Moreovezséaecher wanted to

test the validity of the manipulation questions. Some of the respondents filled in the survey during

an online video call, others sent their feedhb
evaluation of the questions, tHew of the survey was changed accordingly. Furthermore, some
guestions were adjusted, and additional changes were made to assist participants in understanding

the crisis scenarios easily.

3.5.Measures
All items were rated on a-ffoint Likert scalerangingfrom (1) drongly disagree to (7)
strongly agree. The participants were asked to imply the extent to which they agree/ disagree with
each of the statementS.r gani zati onal reputation was measur
developed by Ponzitel. (2011) which is a popular and welted measurement of corporate

reputation. It is a fouitem scale that cahelpto identfya st akehol der s perce

reputation of an organizaton The i tems ar e t hpisafcarpdanphaveag : 1)
good feeling abouto, 2) A[Company] is a compa
| admire and respecto, 4) A[ Company] has a go

The enotion of anger was measured with a fitem scale developeoy Lee (2004); 1)

After reading the response of tf@ompany]l f e e | anger; 2) AHAfter re
[Company]l f e el repul siono; and 3[CompaAyil feed annoyed;a di n g
4) nAfter readi [Cgnpinyile freeslp onwster aadge d dh.e

Using Mc Donald et ab. £010) measurement of emotions (sympathy), a-itetn scale
was used to see how the respondent feel about
[Company]responded to the crisis makes me feel gatietico ; 2) AT IhECempang]y t he
responded to the crisis makes me feefypd ; 3 ) A T[B@npamdrespondedeto the crisis
makes me feel compassai®d ; and 4 ) [Compgamy]respandedtolthe crisis makes me
feel empatktico .

The attribution of crisis responsibility was measured by a three items scalth&@tudy
ofGriffinetal.( 1992) . The items were as foll ows: 1) A
not the company ofCompanyp (reverse scored) 2 ) A T forethe lerisia lee with the
company ofCompanyp and 3) AThe bl ame for the crisis |
company ofCompanyp (reverse scored)
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Negative WOM intentions eremeasured using three items from Coombs and Holtaday
(2009 study: 1) Al would encour age fGQompanyfd,s or
2) Al would say[Compgglandei t i pgesdabobstto ot her
recommendCompanyp pr oducts to someone wdsoored)sked my ad
Al |l constructs are r el (Seebrdbe2)hasstsacilescontheCr on b
crisisresponsibility scale all had high reliabiligxcept one for negative WOM intentions. All the

reliabilities are displayed in Table2.

Table 2
Validity andReliability of The Constructs
Descriptive statistics  Item reliability Scale reliability
M (SD)
Crisis responsibility .95
External circumstances are responsible fo 4.34 (1.74) .89
the crisis, not the company of Mixvett.
The blamédor the crisis lies with the 4.50 (1.78) .87
company of Mixvett
The blame for the crisis lies with the 4.35 (1.78) .90
external circumstances, not with the
company of Mixvett
Emotions- Anger .93
After reading the response of the 3.81 (1.53) .87
organization | feel anger
After reading the response of the 3.72 (1.49) .84
organization | feel repulsion
After reading the response of the 4.10 (1.77) .82
organization | feel annoyed
After reading the response of the 3.32(1.51) .82
organization | feel outraged
Emotions- Sympathy .93
The way the organization responded to the 3.58 (1.54) .87
crisis makes me feel sympathetic
The way the organization responded to the 3.35(1.40) 74
crisis makes me feel pitiful.
The way the organization responded to the 3.44 (1.49) .87
crisis makes me feel compassionate
The way the organization responded to the 3.48 (1.55) .86

crisis makes me feel empathetic



Organizational reputation

Mixvett Soda is a&ompany | have a good
feeling about

Mixvett Soda is a company | trust

Mixvett Soda is a company | admire and
respect

Mixvett Soda has a good overall reputatiol
Negative WOM

| would encourage friends or relatives NO
to buy the products of Mixvett Soda.

| would say negative things about Mixvett
Soda and its products to other people

I would recommend N
products to someone who askeg advice

Manipulation check- Response strategies
Mixvett apologised for the crisis.

Mixvett accepted responsibility for the
incident.

Mixvett expressed concern for those affec
by thecrisis.

Mixvett asserted that there is a crisis.
Mixvett denied the crisis.
Manipulation check- PDI

People in higher positions should make m
decisions without consulting people in low:
positions.

People in higher positions should not ask 1
opinions of people in lower positions too
frequently.

People in higher positions should avoid
social interaction with people in lower
positions.

People in lower positions should not
disagree with decisions by people in highe
positions.

People in higher positions should not
delegate important tasks to people in lowe
positions.

Manipulation check- UAI

It is important to have instructions spelled
out in detail so th
expected to do.

It is important to closely follow instructions
and procedures.

3.55 (1.58)

3.25 (1.49)
3.31 (1.52)

3.49 (1.63)

3.98 (1.54)

3.72 (1.45)

4.76 (1.38)

4.15 (2.16)
3.83 (2.19)

4.21 (2.06)

4.29 (2.04)
4.31 (2.21)

3.44 (1.71)

3.41 (1.68)

2.95 (1.66)

3.30 (1.65)

3.46 (1.60)

4.71 (1.53)

4.98 (1.49)

91

.88
.86

.88

.81

.76

.65

.92
.89

91

.92
.89

.81

.81

.80

.83

.81

74

.80

.95

.86

.97

.93

.93

25
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Rules and regulations are important becat 5.07 (1.54) .84
they inform me of what is expected of me.
Standardized work procedures are helpful 5.04 (1.31) .82
Instructions for operations are important. 5.19 (1.43) .86
Note: Cronbachés alpha is reliable at the | evel of .70

3.6. Manipulation checks

After exposure to the scenarios, manipulation check questions were presented to the
respondents(e.g., whether participants knew that thegd beenassigned to the denial/
mortification condition, and whether they scored differently on cultural dimensiomg)e@sure
participantsdé national cul t ur aivasusedmthis stuidpo ns, Y
(See Appendix B)Respondentsvere askel to rate the statements on #dint Likert scale.
Besides,mdependent -Tests were used to confirm the significance of the manipulation questions.

For the manipulation check of response strate@ieble 3) the data was not normally
distributed in eitkr of the conditions based otszore of skewness and kurtosis(ore skewness
forDenial=3.89, s cor e skewness f or-scookurtosisffor Moaificationnr = 1 5
4.80), and the produced histograms. Homogeneity of variance was metasyHaré v ar i anc e
was VR = 1.39. To correct for the assumption of normality, BCa bootstrapping (1000 samples)
was implemented for the independeriedt. The implemented independertest found that
participantsvho weregiven a denial response stratdgy= 2.39 (SD= 1.15knew that they had
been engaged withdenial response strategguch as those participantfio have been assigned
to the mortification condition M = 5.78 (SD = 0.97). This difference between groups means was
signi fi cant05 p=.q0Raldrgpresented 2 kargezed effect ofl = 3.19(Table 3.

The interpretation of this finding is that lower scores represented the denial condition, while higher
scores related to mortificatiomherefore, the manipulation check for response strategghess
successful.

An independent-test was performed to test whether Russian participants score higher on
thePDI dimension than Dutch participarfisable 3) The data score was not normally distributed,

(z-score skewness for Dutch=5,086xz or e skewness for Rus-sauan = 1
may not be reliable, and more weight should be placed on the bootstrapped 95% confidence
interval thathasbeep r ovi ded. Homogeneity of wvariance was
VR = 1.16. Participants from Russia scored higirethe PDI dimensionsl = 4.33 (SD = 1.15)
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than Dutch participants M = 2.40 (SD = 1.07). This differenae significantt(225) =1 13.10,p

< .001and represented a largized effect of d = 1.78Table 3) Higher scores for the items

represent higher scores for the cultural dimensibnsrefore, the manipulation check for national
culturesd PDI di mensi on waonchackfordJAlghe fesedrcher To t e
performed an independentest(Table 3) Thedata was not normally distributed éither of the

conditions based onscore of skewness and kurtosis(z or e s kewness -dcawea Dut c
skewness f or9; zRcore kuitogisifer Rusdiad = 20.2) and the produced histograms.
Homogeneity of variance was met as Hartl eyos
assumption of normality, BCa bootstrapping (1000 samples) was implemented for the independent
t-test. On the dependent variable scale, Russians M =(%B0= 0.68) scored higher than Dutch
participantsM=420SD = 1.16). This differ epsc.B80l(Wehle si gni
3). The difference represents a laigjeed effect d = 1.7%Higher assigned values to the items

represent higher scores for the UAI dimensiblence, the manipulation check for national

culturesoé6 UAI index was successful
Table 3
Independent-testManipulationChecks
Denial Mortification t Sig.
Response strategies 2.39(1.15) 5.78(0.97) 124.05 .001*
Russia The Netherlands
PDI 4.33(1.15) 2.40(1.07) 113.10 < .00F
UAI 5.90(0.68) 4.20(1.16) 113.29 < .00F

Note: *pO.001

4. Results

4.1.Correlation between the two dependent variables
For the correlation of organizational reputation and negative WOM intentions, the data
scores were not normally distributed§zc or e kur t osi s for Organi zat.

score kurtosis for negative WOM =asg 4Hadj)l e Hd
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variance ratio was VR = 1.34. Organizational reputation was significantly, strongly, and negatively
correlated with negative WOM intentions, r (22
4). Thus, H is supported meaning thatganizational reputation is negatively related to negative

WOM intentions.

Table 4
Correlation Table for &

1. 2.
1. Organizational reputation - 1.75*
2. Negative WOM 1.75*% -

Note: *Correlation is significant at the .01 leveltéiled)

4.2. The main effect of national cultures on organizational reputation
To test 2 to see whether Russians reactthe crisis more negatively in terms of
organizational reputatiorg oneway Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted. The-one
way ANOVA resulted in K1, 225) = .44, p = .5IThedifference between group means was not
significant Hence H2 was rejectedheaning that peopleom RussiaM= 3.33 (SD= 1.49ylo not
score significantly differently on reputatidhan peopldrom The Netherlands M= 3.46 (SD=
1.42)

4.3. Interaction effects ofnational cultures andresponse strategies oorganizational
reputation

The assumption of normality was not met for the variableatibnal culture in either of
the groups since thescores kurtosis (Dutch ¥2.61, Russian %2.89) For the variable of
response strategies both thecres oskewness and kurtosis (skewness of Mortification = 2.05,
kurtosis of Mortification 5 3.48, kurtosis for Denial ¥2.02) fell outside of the1.96< z <+1.96
interval. Therefore, normality was not met here either. Homogeneity of variance based on
Ha r tslhagiand@ ratio was met for both independent variables VR = 1.11. To correct the violation
of normality and to test the hypothesis, a bootstrapped BCa (1000 samples) independeyt two
ANOVA test was run.The Factorial ANOVA is fairly robust against tiwvéolations of these
assumptions, but the outcomes may not be completely rel&ihke there were two categories in
the national cultureandresponse strategies predictor variables, no contrasts were needed to be

specified to obtain their main effectsoWever, for the interaction effect, a simple effect analysis
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was implemented through syntax suggested by Field (2018). After conducting-\waywo
ANOVA, no main effect was found of national culture on reputation F (1, 2Z83G; p = .37

(Table 5) Howeve, therewasa main effect of response strategy on reputation F (1, 223) = 15.67,

p < . 0 0 25and=arRinteraction. effect of national culture * response strategy F (1, 223) =
6. 67, p =14(Tdablz6). ¥v2 = O0.
Table 5
Main Effects
M1 M 2 F p ¥ 2
National culture  3.33(1.49) 3.46(1.42) 0.80 .37 T
Response 3.74(1.52) 3.03(1.28) 15.67 <.00r 0.25
strategy

Note:* p O . 001

Table 6

Interaction Effect

F p ¥ 2

National culture *Response strategy 6.67 01* 0.14

Note:*pO . 01 .

To test FBa the simple effect analysis was implemented. In the national culture \WAkre
andPDI dimensionsarehigher, participants givenraortification response strategy evaluated the
organizatiomal reputatiormore positivelyM = 3.90(SD =1.56) than thosevhohave been assigned
to thedenialconditionM = 2.69 (SD=1.12. This difference between groups means F (1, 223) =
20.19, p <.001 was significant and represented a szelll effect of r = @9 (Table7). Hence,
H3a was supported. In ordeo test H8b, a simple effect analysis was carried out through syntax
following the suggestions of Field (2018ussian participangidnote val uat e t he or ga
reputationdifferently M = 3.90 (SD =1.56) than patrticipants from The Netherlandshe same
conditionM = 3.59 (SD=1.50. The simple effect analysis reported that this effect was not
significant F (1, 223) = 1.49, p = .Z2able7). Therefore, Bb has to be rejecteth other words,
in a national culture whergAl andPDI are higher, mdification response strategy does not work

better than irmnational culture where both dimensions are lower.
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To test Hla, another simple effect analysis was conducted. ResponfitenisThe
Netherlandgyiven denial response stratedigl not evaluate the reputation differently = 3.33
(SD=1.349 than those who have been assigned to the mortification condition M = 3.59 (SD =
1.50. The simple effect analysis revealed that this difference was not sagmifiq1, 223) = 1.01,

p = .32(Table7). Therefore, Ma was not supportedeaning that in a national culture where both
dimensions are lower, a denial response strategy does not create a more favourable tbputation
amortification Furthermore, to test4b, a new simple effect analysis was coded through syntax
(Field, 2018). The analysis revealed that participants from Russia in the denial condigjed
the organi zat i dh=R%$9 (8C=.12tthan parbcipants fror TheeNetherlands

in thesamecondition M = 3.33 (SD 4.34). The difference between the conditions F (1, 223) =
5.80, p = .02 was significant and represented a ssirat effect of r = @7 (Table7). Thus, we

can conclude that4b was supported

Table 7 Crisis responsestrategy
ConditionDescriptive

Mortification Denial Total Sig.
Russia 3.90(1.56) 2.69(1.12)  3.33(1.49) <.001**
National N =57 N =50 N =107
Culture The Netherlands 3.59(1.50) 3.33(1.34) 3.46(1.42) .32
N =61 N =59 N =120
Total 3.74(1.52) 3.03(1.28) T T
N =118 N =109 T
Sig. .22 .02* T

Note: *pO.05. **p 0.001

4.4. The mediating power of crisis responsibility on organizational reputation
To investigate B to see whether crisisesponsibility has a mediating power on
organizational reputatiora simple mediation analysis was performed by using PROCESS v3.5.
The outcome variable for the analysis weysutation. The predictor variable for the analysisw
the crisis response strajes. The mediator wagrisis responsibility. After implementing the

analysis there wasohasignificant indirect effect ofrisis response strateg,b = 0.18, 95% BCa
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CI[i0.11, 0.47]. In other words,3Hvasnot supported meaning thetisis responsiliity does not

mediate the effects afisis response strategies @putation.

4.5.The level of crisis responsibility in national cultures
To investigate @ an independenttest was performed. For crisis responsibility, the data

score was not normally distributed-§zc or e kur t osi s f or Dwstoeh part
kurtosis for Russian participants = vaBancB9) . Hc
ratio was VR = 1.30. To correct for the assumption of normality, BCa bootstrapping (1000
samples) was implemented for the independédestt Russians M = 4.366D = 1.81)did not
attributedifferent crisis responsibilityto the organizationthan Dutch participantslid M = 4.44

(SD = 1.56). This difference was not significant2gp = 0.39, p = .7Q Hence, K was not

supported, meaning that in a national culture where UAI is higher, people did not attribute more

responsibility to the organizatiohdn in national cultures where UAI is low

4.6. The mediating role of emotions
To investigate H, a simple mediation analysis was performed by using PROCESS v3.5.
The outcome variable for the analysis weygutation. The predictor variable for the analysis was
thedenial response strategy, and the mediator was the felt emo@ngetAfter conducing the
analysis, there was a significant indirect effecti@fial response strategy ogputation through
anger, b =10.50, 95% BCa CIi[0.75,10.26] (Figure 2) In other words, M was supported
meaning thadnger mediates the effectsdgnial response strategy meputation.

b=0.79, p< 001 b=—0.64, p< 001

Reputation

Direct effect: b=—0.20, p= .19
Indirect effect: b= —0.30, 95% BCa CI [-0.73, —0.26]

Figure 2: Mediation of anger
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To investigate I8, another simple mediation analysis was performed by using PROCESS
v3.5. The outcome variable for the analysis wegsutation. Mortification rgponse strategy was
the predictor, while the mediator variable was the felt emotiagropathy.After conducting the
analysis, there was a significant indirect effectrmfrtification response strategy oeputation
throughsympathy, b =0.77, 95% BCa (01.47, 1.06)Figure 3) In other words, Bwas supported

meaning thasympathy mediates the effectsrabrtification response strategy ogputation.

b=0291 p<.001 b=0284 p= 001

Mortification Reputation

Diirect effect: b=—0.06, p= .62
Indirect effect: b=10.77, 95% BCa CI [0.47, 1.06]

Figure 3: Mediation of sympathy

4.7.The level of felt emotions imational cultures

To test the 9 to see whether the felt emotion of anger was stronger in national cultures
where UAI and PDI are higher than in national cultures where both cultural dimensions are lower,
an independenttest was performed. For the emotion of anger, the data scoreotvasrmally
distributed (zs cor e kurtosis f®corDeut khhr t=osi 8. 5f70,r zRu:
Homogeneity of wvariance was met as Hartl eyos
assumption of normality, BCa bootstrapping (1000 samplesimmsemented for the independent
t-test. Russian participants M = 3.94 (SD = 1.8} stronger emotions of angéran Dutch
participantsdid M = 3.56 (SD = 1.35). This difference ( 2 2 5 ) , p= .0d4was $Slghificant
(Table8). The difference represena small effect size of d&27. Therefore, Bwas supported
for the felt emotion of anger meaning that respondents from national culturesi#iexred PDI
are higher felt more anger than respondents from national culturesUAkaad PDlare lower.

To test the 9 to see whether the felt emotion of sympathy was stronger among participants
from national cultures where UAI and PDI are higher than in national cultures where the

dimensions are lower, atherindependenttest was performed. For the enootiof sympathy, the
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data score was not normally distributees¢re skewness for Russian = 2.65). Therefore,the p
value may not be reliable, and more weight should be placed on the bootstrapped 95% confidence
interval thathas beepr ovi ded. Hartl eyds variance ratio
variance was acceptable. On the dependent variable scale of sympathy, Russians (3B 3.18

1.40) scored lower than Dutch participants M = IS = 1.28)This differencavas signiicant,

t(225 =2.98 p = .003(Table8). The difference represents a moderate effect size 00dG:
Therefore, 19 was not supported for the felt emotion of sympathy meaning that the felt emotion

of sympathy was not stronger among respondents from national cultures where UAI and PDI are

higher.To conclude, 19 was partially supported.

Table 8
Independent-test for
Russia Netherlands t Sig.
Anger 3.94(1.50) 3.56(1.35) 12.04 .04
Sympathy 3.18(1.40) 3.71(1.28 2.98 .003*

Note: *p0.05. **p 0.01

Table 9

Summary andResultsof The Hypotheses

!—|1. O_rganizational reputatiois negativelyrelated tonegativeWOM Supported
intentions.

H2. During a crisis,a nationalculturewith higherUAI andalargerPDI hasa Not supported

morenegativeeffectono r g a n i eeputatiomhara Bationalculturethat
scoredow on bothdimensions.

H3a. In a national culture that scores higher on UAd &DI, mortification Supported
has a more positive effect on reputation than in a national culture that sc
lower on both dimensions.

H3b. In a national culture that scores higher on UAI and PDI, mortificatio Not supported
has a more positive effect ogputation than in a national culture that score
lower on both dimensions.

H4a. In a national culture that scores lower on UAI and PDI, denial has a Not supported
more positive effect on reputat:i
repair theory.
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H4b. In a national culture that scores lower on UAI and PDI, denial has a Supported
more positive effect on reputation than in a national culture that scores h
on both dimensions.

H5. Crisis responsibility mediates the effects@dponse strategies on Not supported
organizational reputation.

H6. In a national culture where UAI is higher, people will attribute more Not supported
responsibility to the organization thanamational culture where UAI is low.

H7. Anger mediates theffects of denial crisis response strategies on Supported
reputation.

H8. Sympathy mediates the effects of mortification crisis response strate Supported

on reputation.

H9. In anational culture where UAI and PDI are higher, felt emotions are  Partially supported
stronger than i national culture wittalower level of UAI and PDI.

5. Discussion

5.1. Theoretical implications

In the following section, firsthe mosimportant findings of the study will be discussed,
while the implications of the nefindings will be elaboratean in the later section of the
discussion.

An important findingof thecurrent researcis that ina national culture with high UAI and
PDI, a mortification response strategy works bettiean denialto create a more favourable
reputation. This finding is in line with previowsudies (Miiorescu, 2016Taylor, 2000;Zhou
& Shin 2017) that highlight th efficiency ofmortificationt o r epai r t he organi z.
in nationalcultures where UAl is higlrbecause it seeks to fulfil S
reduce ambiguity, as it providekear and honest information about the cridisother explanation
of this findingis argued in the study ahou and Shin (2017), namelyhat in Russiaf the
organizationemploysmortificationand emphasize thathisregretted the wrongdoing, could
repair st akehol witk rtisdictimtorientsdt strateg@t @rgamization can
demonstrate that it has learnt its lesson.

Moreover,following previous research (Taylor, 200Be current study found that a
national culture whergAl and PDlare lower, denial response strategy is more efficient to repair

the organizationds r ep thatscores dighertornbath dimensiorss. As at i 0
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Low et al. (2011) emphasize in national cultures vhigpher UAI and larger PDI, when the
organization breaks the sociattpnstructechorms, the public will not be forgiving andll seek
punishment. Hence, the organizatimmght experience reputational damay¢hen people from
national cultures withthigh UAI andlargePDI facesa denial response strategyhe level of
uncertainty and the ambiguous situation leadsrntmre negative evaluation of the organizational
reputation(Low et al., 2011; Taylor, 2000Yheydo not accept when an organization doet
have clear answert® what has hppened Thereforethese finding imply that in Russighe
damageo organizational reputation becomes more considerabldariiBime Netherlands

The studyodés findings regarding the relatdi
negative WOM intentionarei n | i ne wi t h CGhangbtabb20Pv0rk. Mty and
precisely,by comparing the observed meaitisvas foundhatwhen organizational reputation is
judged negatively the negativeWOM intentions become mongrominentand the other way
around Similarly, the current study supports the assertiowalsh et al. (2009who argue that
organizational reputation can inflnce behaviourelated variables, such as warfimouth
intentions When stakeholdstperceptions of the organizational reputation are unfavourable, they
will assign it to bad service quality and consequenitigy want to take action when engaging in
negative WOM intentions (Chang et al., 2015). Furthermore, stakeholders of a crisassdesie
to help others saving them from negative future experiences.

In addition, the study found that anger mediates the effectdenfial crisis response
strateges on organizational reputation. This result is in line with the research of Claeys and
Schwarz (2016) who accentuate thhe public ha their coping strategies to handle feelings
experienced by crises. Thus, stakeholders in both national cultures are not passive receivers of
information,but active users of coping strategies to understandribes event. Furthermore, the
results concur with previous findia¢An et al., 2010; Grappi & Romani, 2015; Jin, 2010), namely
that anger would arouse when the organization @sdsenial response strateg8imilarly, the
results show that sympathy meia the effects of mortification response strategies on
organizational reputation,aswéllhus, the results are in |ine wi
(2014) work who concluded similar results. The impact of both emotions on organizational
reputationis salient, suggesting that while anger contradicts the effects of response strategies,

sympathy bolstexthem in terms of organizational reputation.
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The current study provides other theoretical implications for the field of international crisis
communication. Previoubterature ha not investigated the level of felt emotions in various
national cultural contextSf o t he best of tdheenoempgielstudids baved s k n
examined this difference between two national cultures that differ significantly on both
dimensionsFrom theexaminedwo emotiors, only anger was stronger among participdras
a national culture with higher UAI and PRhereas peopléom a national culture with lower
levels of the dimensionsxperienced stronger feeling of sympathy after receiving the response
strategies from the organizati on. Thi s resul
assumptionSince people cannot tolerate ambiguous situationational cultures such as Russia
they might experiencastronger feeling of negative emotions due to unexpected events. However,
this may differ for positive emotionfue to thecountry dimension of BI, in Russiawhat is
different and newis being considered dangerdt#ofstede, 19842003) Furthermore, ansumers
often judge foreign products more negativetysus their domestjgairsdue to their level of UAI
(Verlegh, 2007)Therefore, it is plausible that due to the higher level of UAI, Russiasuld
express positive emotions to a lesser extent, than their Dutch countekfznesver,we can
assume thatdther latenvariablesmay have contributed to this result tisbut of the scope of this
study.

Neverthelessmany conclusions can be drawn from the rese#irah contradicts prior
literature in this field.For instancethe conducted analysis showed that there were no main
differences in how people reacted to the same criglgeitwo national cultureS his means that
regardless of the used response strateggo@uctharmcrisis has the same effects in bBthssia
and The Netherland3his finding is controversial to the findings of Low et. al. (2011) and Taylor
(2000) who emphasize that national cultures that haferent level of cultural dimensions react
tocrisesdif erent | vy. Moreover, t he b 20&lyasdumpdionsctisan t r a d |
people in national cultures react more unfavourable to uncertain and unclear situations than people
from national cultures where bothAl andPDI are lower An explanatiorfor the findingmay be
the time frame of the crisis. Since the current study focused only on the immediate effects of
response strategies and culture on reputation, different outcomes could be acquired if the focus of
the analysis was on the loitgrm efects because participants who have higher UAI might evaluate

the organizational reputation more negatively given a longer period
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When the effects of mortification strategy on reputation were examined in the two national
cultures, the results showo significant differences. This means that in Russia when the
organization usesmortification strategy to lessen the consequences of the crises, it does not create
a better reputation than the same strategy in The Netherlands. This finding raisd<s#ivera
implications for international crisis communication research. A possible explanation for fias is t
time aspect of a crisist is plausible thatime might be functioningasa crucial variablein this
context. Since stakeholdersrom The Netherlandsdo not require an immediate solution, a
mortification strategymight be working betterfor themin the shortterm. Therefore participants
from The Netherlands might be mordexant of mistakes during the immediate aftermath of a
crisis, however, if the organization cannot find a solution in a tolerable time frame their evaluation
might changeThis might be the reasonwhy mortification wasnot moreefficientin Russiathan
in TheNetherlands.

Another contradictory finding is that the study expected that in The Nethertadelsial
response strategy might work better to create a favourable organizational reputatian than
mortification strategy. Strikingly, the results show that people from The Netherlands do not
evaluate the organization better after receiaignial respose strategy. As has been mentioned
previously in the paper, the reason for this result might be contravigat Haruta and Hallahan
(2003) proposed in their study. Since the denial response strategy in this specific context does not
lead to the solutionfahe crisis but leaves the public in obscuritye denial strategy does not
function better to protect the organizational reputation. Furthermore, the answer for this
phenomenon might l ay in Hofstededs (2Q@#03) pr
Russian and Dutch participants significantly differ on the UAI scale, people from The Netherlands
were expected to score lower on this dimension. Dileenot tested effects and circumstances
it is plausible thatvith the higher scores on UAI, Dutgeople react differently to ces than the
theory has anticipated beforehand.

Moreover,th e current studydés finding contradict
(2002) and Coombs (2007a) who conclaitieat crisis responsibility is a key index to determine
the potential reputational damage a crisis might posddes.mediating power of crisis
responsibilitywas found in thepresent researchiurther explanation of this finding can be
explained by adifeent cul tur al d i m8)mprincipalworkahat hainotfbeeh e d e 6 s

investigated in this studySince not only the two analysed national cultural dimensaars
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influence the publ i c § theimieduaisgpltectiosh categarizadion b e h a v
might offer clarification. As Htstede (2003) argues) individualistic national culturesuch as

The Netherlandgeople tend to attribute responsibilioy the event to the individuarl his iswhat

Maddux et al. (2011¢gall,t he #Af undament alhothetwonds, theeridéenoyrin er r or
highly individualistic cultureso overestimate individual, while underestimngtsituational factors

(Maddux et al., 2011)This can be the reason why crisis responsibility did not have a mediating

effect becausthe level ofthe individualistic cultural dimension in The Netherlands might have

biased the outcomesloreover prior researctffCoombs& Holladay,2005;Choi& Lin, 2009 Jin,

2013 argues thatcrisis responsibilitycanhavemore prominenteffectson thep u b | afffectsved
responsewhich relationhasnot beeninvestigatedy the currentstudy.

Lastly,the study found th&ussiarparticipants did not attribute more responsibility to the
organizationthan Dutch participants.his findingdiffers from what Laufer and Coombs (2006)
reported in theirstudffot he r esearcher 6s best knowlpewglege t he
who cannot tolerate ambiguous situations did not assign more responsibility to the organization.

A plausiblecause of this effect can be the individuadicro-cultural characteristicshat have
influenced the research resulEor instance, Schwar (1997) emphasizes that within national
cultures, individuals can differ and may have unexpected reactions, especially under situational
pressure.

To sum up, the current study hexdended previous literature about the effects of culture
and response strategies on organizational reputation. Indeed, a denial strategy has a more positive
effect on reputation in a national culture where UAI and PDI are higher, such as Russia, while a
denial strategy works better in a national culture where both dimensions are lower, like The
Netherlands. Thus, this study affirms previous findings in that different crisis response strategies
can have different effects on reputation in various nationalres. Furthermore, the significant
role of anger and sympathy during a crisis has been confirmed which emphasizes the importance
of emotions even in an intercultural setting. Similarly, the relationship between organizational
reputation and negative WOMtentions has been supported which offers additional evidence that
besides reputation, other variables should be considered by organizations during lzastlgis.
the current research has indicated that many latent variables, such as timeniameultural

characteristicsor other cultural dimensions might play an important role during a crisis.
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5.2.Practical implications

The outcomesof this research have implications foarganizationsas well as for
practitioners in the field of crisis communicati®hat can international organizations learn from
this study? First, cultural understanding may help organizations better predictiffevent
publics will reactto organizational responses. Organizatitret operateglobally should learn
about the cultural factors thative the behaviour and influence the perception of the local public.

This is especially true whesn organizatioroperates in a national culture whésal and PDI
dimensionsarehigher, such as Russi®uring a product harm crisishen the causes are vague
an organization should considarsing a mortification strategy if it wastto protect its
organizational reputatiorHlowever if the organizationwants to deny its responsiltylifor the
wrongdoing it seemsa wise strategy to do in a national culture where the dimensions are,lower
such as The Netherlands.

Secondly, practitionershouldbe cautiousoft ak eh ol der 6 s b,eucheas i our a
negative WOM becauset i s hi ghly correl at edCwstomelsusehe or
negative WOM to inform others about their disappointment and tm sgve others from these
negative encounters (Chang et al., 2008jsis communiation expertshould be aware that the
negative consequencasrisis can posseasenot only reputational threstin their study Utz et
al. (2013 and Wetzer et al. (2007 concluded thathat negative information causes greater
attention, will be shared by more peopled may travel faster than positive onBsis is another
reason why maintaining a good reputation in the minds o$tlkeeholders is a crucigbal of
organizationsn times of crisis.

Lastly, organizations and experts shoigldus on theffective levels of their stakeholders.
Sinceemotions can eithdvolster or contradict the success of crisis response stratsgpegssful
protection of organizational reputation may dependdna k e ho | d e r fJin, 2016;Jim e mo t
et al., 2012 Crisis communication experts should find the most suitable strateggesiséf the
response strategy elicits more anger thanpathy, therorganizational reputation will suffelf.
the organizationlecidedo useadenial response strategy, it shouldcbascious that anger might
contradict the effects of this strateg®n the contrary, using mortificatiprexperts should
acknowledge that sympathy can bolster the effects of the response in terms of organizational

reputation.
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5.3. Limitations

Ast here are only a few if any (2003) cullurale s t h a
dimensions affect the image repair strategies and how this influences organizational reputation and
word-of-mouth intentionsthe current study has its limitatiohstst of al, thestudy included only
a relatively small number of crisis scenarios. The inclusionask crisis scenarios could improve
the generalizability of the result&econdly, the examined participants form a considerably
homogenous layetoncerningtheir age and educational background. Therefore, future studies
should be cautious when applying the current findings to other groups.

For accuratemanipulations and measures, instead of tredtiegcrisis as a dynamic
process, the researclaralysedt as a single event. In real life, crises operate as ongoing processes
(An et al., 2010)Hence, the study used a simplistic viewitecrisis, that could have altered the
results.Furthermore, the type of crisis, the product, the origin country of the organization, the
national cultures, and all the variables investigated here can limit the applicability afethate
Changing any of the varialdand measurements could haveikt differentfindings.

Regarding the translation of each scale, the researcher did not follow the suggestions of
Coombs (2016) who argues that first a scale should be translated from language A to language B.
Then a different translator should transltite scale from language B to A. In the absence of
language knowledge, the researcher used English for both national cidtureser,it might be
possible that language barriers have emerged for particijpattsased the results.

An additional limitation of the study is thbBbththe organization and the crisis scenarios
werefictitious to controlpreviousattitudes toward the organizatiddecause participants had no
personal experience with this specific product, this may hadupel more biased results than if

they had an ongoing direct relationship with the organization.

5.4.Future research directions
Despite its limitationsthis study providesneaningfulinsights intothe applicability of
Image repair theory across different national cultukeghis current researcla, productharm
crisis was examined with the organi z &ttureonds n
crossculture research could investigat@er types of crisefrom other crisis clustergor example
where the responsibility for the wrongdoing is more expliciilyible. Moreover, in a similar

cultural setting,different crisis response strategies could be examined from the Image repair
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theory, such a®vasion of responsibility or corrective actiorhis could further extend our
understandingof ul t ur eds | mpor t an c differemrespoase sirategeedd t he e
organizational reputation

As this research was focusing on two specific national cultures, namely Russia and The
Netherlands, the applicability of the findinigsother culturess relatively limited. Future research
can investigte new national cultures witkimilar dimensional scores becausging the current
studyo6s f i ntieiprangsethabother emationa cultures thingnd act similarlydue to
the same dimensional scorigshighly doubtful and dangerouhere are many latent variables
that the current research has not investigated, suctheadevel of trust, the role othe
communicabr, orthe different media cultures and structusdbsof which future research caut
more emphasisn.

Lastly, different experiment stimuli (e.greal crisis) carnalso be examined in future
research to replicate the current study and to validataadbaity of the findings Similarly, larger

random samples witbarefully designed questions would provide more generalizable results.

6. Conclusion

This research has contributed to the field of international crisis communication by
providing valuableinsights on how national cultures affect crisis response strategies and
organizational reputationhe study extended the Image repair theoryapplyingtwo of the
response strategies to different national cultural settingsd@&tifying the important role of
national culturesind the effects they have during a cribis studyextendthe knowledge oprior
literature in this field Furthermore, the current study provided interestegultsabout the role
thatemotions and crisis responsibility play durggrisis.

Thisstudyst r esses the potential val ue vauableHof st e
asset that help to analyse crossiltural differenceghat might occur during crisis. Power
distance and uncertainty avoidance are usefulensions that have indicative power on the
effectiveness of response strategieserms of organizational reputatioAlthough the same
product harncrisis can negatively affect organizational reputation regardless of where the crisis
takes placeorganizations need tavoid being etimocentrc when dealing witla crisis in different

countriesDue to he evefincreasing globalizatigmultinational organizaticgmust pay attention
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to culture wherleveloping their crisis response messag#sle one image repair strategy dae
efficientin aculture, the same stejy couldoe disregardein a different national cultural setting.

The currentstudy further emphasizes the importance of emotwimsn it comes to the
success of crisis response strateddesh anger and sympathy have importamediatingpower
which organizationsshould take into consideration when dealing with a crislereover,
behaviouraintentions, such as negative WQdveimportant factos duringa crisis, as well.The
study show theclose connection between organizational reputation and negative WOM intention
thatcan determine the future of the organization

To fullyunderstand ul t ur eds r ol e iandthe impogtantamplcatiomsiu ni c a
it possessethis study must be extended in the futuBgisis communication in international
contexs becomes more relevarind the need to understathe cultural values and beliefs of the
public requiresfuture researcho investigatethe various factors thatight play a importantrole

in an organizationbdés failure/ success in time
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APPENDIXAT Crisis situation

The background of the organization:

Features

Our story

In 1985, the UK, Norbert Gomori, the CEO of Mixvett Soda Co. recognized the publics' need for
a new, refreshing soft-drink that matches perfectly with salty-snacks. His vision led to what

quickly became one of the continent's well-known beverage companies: Mixvett Soda Co.

Headquartered in Brighton, the UK, but operating in more than 15 countries such as The
Netherlands, France, and Russia, the products of Mixvett Soda are enjoyed by consumers more
than 7 million times a day. The company generated more than €5 billion in net revenue in 2020.
Mixvett Soda' product portfolio includes a wide range of enjoyable beverages in 12 flavours,
such as orange, blue raspberry, cranberry, and lemon lime.

We, as a company are proud of our values and respect others' too.

For more information on the Mixvett Soda Co. beverages portfolio visit:
www.MixvettSodaFacts.com
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Many have fallen ill after Mixvett’'s
products: Who is responsible?
EE BB ER Varch 18,2021

Mixvett Soda, the producer of Fiji Soda in The Netherlands, appears to be involved in
a product contamination scandal. Many accused the British multinational that they
were selling expired and tainted products.

On March 13, 2021, several consumers of the company’s products reported illness
on Facebook and Twitter. Dozens of posts appeared on social media by consumers
complaining that the taste of the soft drink was weird and they had become sick
because of it. Approximately 250 persons had the same symptoms of fever, nausea,
and abdominal cramps after consuming Mixvett Soda products, 25 of whom were
hospitalized. By chance, all of the victims were from South Holland which is the
epicenter of the outbreak. The accusations inferred that all tainted products were
produced in the same factory, based in Leiden.

The Netherlands Food and Consumer Product Safety Authority (NVWA) has asked all
consumers who have symptoms to contact a health care provider to report the
symptoms and receive treatment. .

Thomas van de Goor, spokesperson for Mixvett Soda Co. made an announcement
during an official press conference of the company, in which he responded to the
allegations;

"On March 13, 2021, many of our consumers have reported falling ill after consuming
our products. | come before you to apologize to you, especially to the families who
have been involved in these terrible accidents. The events of the last week are
painful, seeded doubts and led some of our customers to question the safety of our
products. These are hard times for all of us, but what | can promise you is that we
take these issues very, very seriously”, he said.

"We are extremely sorry for this failure and hope that you can forgive us. In the name
of the company, | wish a quick recovery for all of you who have fallen ill", Thomas van
de Goor closed his statement.

Among many questions, the mast important still remains; What's next for Mixvett
Soda Co.?
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