ented by such global

€. Thus, intercylt
. .. ural
ijon between Coca-Cola and the six European cultures can be Sseen as a

two continua—High Power Distance/Low Power
y Avoidance/Uncertainty Acceptance. These dimensions

E the interacting cultures, such as American Coca-Cola and Belgium. In
- words, intercultural communication must be viewed as a process of construct-
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. As we saw, this process, as described in the article, was not successful in some
B,

ec and was more successful in others. Why was that? Why did the various Euro-
ean cultures react to the crisis difterently?
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2. Reasons for different cultural responses to the crisis. Now that we
.ave identified the global cultural dimensions that form the continua, we can take a
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at the positions that different cultures occupy along the continua. Not sur-
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yrsingly, the countries that showed a lower tolerance for the crisis (Belgium, France,

" have higher scores on both the Uncertainty Avoidance index and the

ver index. According to Hofstede’s research, Uncertainty Avoidance

5 are as follows: United States, 46; France/Spain, 86; Belgium, 94. Power Dis-

¢ as follows: United States, 40; Spain, 57; Belgium, 65; and France, 68.

s scores explain why Belgium, France, and Spain were so displeased with Coca-

. First, because those countries have a low tolerance for uncertainty, they dlsm"ie

ry of bal product into their cultures. It might be said th fa;rt?; 2:1 i)ecr?; gf)o?‘
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‘as wz. mned not so much for the tainting situa et

he first illnesses. Second, those counu:ies were 1o £t
s response to the crisis because Coca-Cola’s claim that Ifs P B
enged their authority. In addition, no formal apologies Were

=

ol

il -
i
|




