[bookmark: _Hlk92182033]How can British companies do business in Israel?

[bookmark: _GoBack]Intercultural communication refers to the process of mutual understanding, exchange and transfer of emotions, knowledge and information among people with different cultural backgrounds in intercultural organizations. In cross-cultural business communication, groups of different cultural backgrounds are brought together to conduct business activities driven by economic interests, so cultural exchanges and collisions will naturally occur. Every business communication activity is endowed with cultural attributes, so the cultural identity of all parties in business communication is the prerequisite for social psychological identity, which is the guarantee for the development of business communication (Guang & Trotter, 2012). In a certain sense, only by achieving smooth cultural communication can successful business activities be realized. At present, the main intercultural communication theories include the six-value orientation framework of Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck, the Farmer-Richman model, the Hofstede cultural dimension model, Edward Hall's language analysis framework and Trompenaars’ cultural framework, etc. (Maznevski et al., 2002, Farmer & Richman, 1964, Hofstede, 2011, Cardon, 2008, Trompenaars & Woolliams, 2002). Among them, the Hofstede cultural dimension model is the most widely used theory for cross-cultural business communication. This essay uses this model to analyze how British companies do business in Israel. Hofstede's cultural model theory contains five dimensions, among which the long-term/short-term orientation is mainly aimed at Chinese Confucian culture, while this essay does not discuss Confucian culture, so, this dimension will not be discussed.

[bookmark: _Hlk92194817]For Power distance, it is to judge the acceptance of unequal distribution of power in an organization or a society. Greater power distance means greater recognition of the huge differences in power. In an organization with a large power distance, there is an insurmountable gap between the leader and the led. The internal hierarchy of the organization is strict; the position is clear and the minority is independent in power (Rinne et al., 2012). In enterprises, there is a large emotional gap between managers and subordinates. The managers have greater authority and is not easily accessible, so such enterprises tend to adopt a centralized and narrow organizational structure. On the contrary, in a society with a small power distance, there is not much boundary between the leader and the led with a weak hierarchy. There are mutual dependence, harmonious relations, and closeness to each other (Shackleton & Ali, 1990). Subordinates are easy to approach and dare to refute their superiors and enterprises usually implement a decentralized and flat organizational structure.

According to the Hofstede cultural model, the British power distance index is 35, while the Israeli power distance index is 13 (Hofstede et al., 2005). It can be seen that the Israeli power distance is much lower than British power distance index. This means that the leadership of Israeli companies has weaker control over employees than British companies. In terms of corporate management, the differences between the UK and Israel are shown in Table 1. Therefore, when British companies do business in Israel, the challenge caused by power distance is how to properly delegate power. If the British company does not delegate power appropriately, local people will think that the management of the British company is too dictatorial, which will lead to local employees' resistance to the company's operations. It is not conducive to the development of the company. If the British company delegates authority to the grassroots employees, then the British company may face management confusion. After all, not everyone makes decisions for the benefit of the company. Therefore, a challenge faced by British companies is how to reduce the company’s power distance and adapt it to Israeli culture while ensuring the company’s interests.

To this end, British company managers must be culturally sensitive. Cross-cultural sensitivity is an indispensable part of successful cross-cultural communication. If two parties with different cultures are to communicate, both parties should be sensitive to the differences between them, and be able to modify their own behaviors in order to show respect for each other’s cultural groups (Pruegger & Rogers, 1994). In order to resolve the cross-cultural conflicts caused by power distance, British company managers should pre-assess the skills and qualities of each local team member, and then select competent employees and give them sufficient power in work and decision-making. In the case of authorization, British company managers should have such a cross-cultural awareness that, in the eyes of Israeli employees, the work of superiors and subordinates is to a certain extent at the same level (Irfan, 2016). Team members can learn from their supervisors, so if local employees encounter problems with their tasks, British company managers should not refuse to help, but provide advice and support to local employees at any time. On the other hand, in order to avoid confusion of rights, when authorizing, the British company managers need to provide clear instructions to Israeli employees, that is, from the content to the deadline of the task, the corresponding person in charge should be clear about every detail and responsibilities. In this way, British companies can truly reduce the barriers to cross-cultural communication caused by power distance.

Table 1. Differences between the UK and Israel in term of power distance
	Israel
	UK

	More decentralized power
	Concentration of power

	Fewer supervisors
	More supervisors

	Higher degree of democracy
	Lower level of democracy

	Managers often communicate with subordinates
	Managers and subordinates communicate less frequently

	The relationship between the superior and the superior depends on the actual work effect to a higher degree
	The relationship between subordinates and subordinates is less dependent on the actual work effect

	Does not recognize the privileges and status of leaders
	Recognize the privileged position of leadership to a certain extent



For individualism/collectivism, in countries with a tendency toward collectivism, the index of individualism is low; the individual's independence is relatively weaker; the adventurous spirit is relatively weak and the dependence on the organization and family is strong. In individualistic countries, individual opinions can be expressed frankly, and the requirements of individuals who do not harm the public interest will always be respected by the society (Litvin & Kar, 2004). Collectivist culture requires members must learn how to intervene in the traditional way of society, so the management of a collectivist culture can be seen as the management of a group of people. People in an individualistic culture expect to act according to their personal interests and they are considered "economic people" or people who combine economic and psychological needs. The management of individualistic culture is the management of individuals, that is, the subordinates can take the individual as the core (Minkov et al., 2017). If the company can provide effective incentives, employees will combine it with personal performance.

According to the Hofstede cultural model, the British individualism index is 89, while the Israeli individualism index is 54 (Hofstede et al., 2005). It can be seen that the British individualism tends to be higher than that of Israel. This means that Israelis are more concerned about collective interests compared to the British. Specifically, the differences between British and Israeli individualism are shown in Table 2. Based on these differences, it can be inferred that British companies will encounter challenges in employee motivation in Israel. The scientific incentive system in a company contains an important incentive factor: competition (Jarupathirun & De Gennaro, 2018). Appropriate and fair competition between individuals can be a good incentive for individuals and groups to some extent. Such a competitive system is more suitable for a corporate culture dominated by individualism. British companies recognize and encourage competition among employees but in Israel, competition among employees is unacceptable to a large extent because the Israelis will think that such incentive model of British companies will destroy the relationship between employees. 

Faced with this challenge, British business managers need to have excellent intercultural sensitivity, that is, the flexibility to integrate personal goals with group goals. Specifically, British business managers can set personal goals for each employee and this goal is not simply a result to be achieved for the pursuit of their own best interests, but a task that the individual needs to complete when completing the organizational goals. In this way, British business managers integrate personal goals with organizational goals, so as to maximize the employee motivation to achieve organizational goals. In addition, in the setting of goals and bonus systems, British business managers should consider the degree of achievement of organizational goals and personal goals at the same time (Klassen et al., 2010). If the group achieves the set goals, the company should consider giving cash or non-cash rewards to the entire group. Then, the employees get corresponding rewards based on the completion of each task in the group. It should be noted that the group here does not refer to the entire multinational enterprise group, but only the team or department where the employees work.

Table 2. Differences between the UK and Israel in term of individualism/collectivism
	Israel
	UK

	Employees are more pursuing group interests
	Employees will pursue the collective interests only when the personal interests and the collective interests.

	Hiring and promotion decisions should take into account the interests of the group
	Hiring and promotion strategies are determined by personal skills and rules

	Companies tend to manage groups
	Companies tend to manage individuals

	Pay more attention to interpersonal relationships at work
	Ignore interpersonal relationships at work



For masculinity and femininity, masculinity means that the mainstream values in a certain culture are material benefits while femininity means that the mainstream values in a certain culture are the pursuit of quality of life. Countries with a higher masculinity index value the four factors of income, appreciation, progress, and challenge very seriously (Shi & Wang, 2011). Self-reliance, aggressiveness, competition, theoretical thinking, mastering power, controlling others, earning more money, promotion, success, decisiveness, etc., are related to masculinity values. Work pressure in a company with more masculinity value is very heavy. On the contrary, in a national culture with a high degree of femininity, people pay more attention to the pursuit of quality of life, friendship and harmony between people and the realization of high welfare through high taxes, etc. Respect for leaders, friendly cooperation, job security, courtesy and humility, kindness, support, dependency, etc., are related to masculinity values (Hofstede, 1996). In a company with a high degree of femininity, the pressure of work is low, and managers trust their subordinates and give them more freedom. 

According to the Hofstede cultural model, the British masculinity index is 66, while the Israeli masculinity index is 47 (Hofstede et al., 2005). It can be seen that the UK is stronger than Israel in terms of masculinity. Specifically, the difference in masculinity between the UK and Israel is shown in Table 3. From this, it can be inferred that Israeli employees are relatively weak in stress resistance. Therefore, one of the challenges facing British companies in Israel is that local employees cannot adapt to the high-intensity work environment. For Israeli employees, just a good income cannot capture their hearts. When choosing jobs, many Israeli employees have played down the characteristics of salary and industry, pursuing careers related to their own interests, and they value the corporate culture and prefer a relaxed working environment. However, for British companies, they tend to masculinity. The work intensity of the company is relatively high, which may reduce the enthusiasm and efficiency of Israeli employees.

Under the premise of ensuring company performance, how to improve the tolerance of Israeli employees to labor intensity is a content that British company managers need to consider. For this reason, British company managers also need to have a strong cross-cultural sensitivity to understand the characteristics of Israeli employees. British companies can use organizational rules, work systems, and processes to set clear goals for them, thereby shifting them from caring about the work environment and pressure to specific tasks. By using performance goals and organizational rules, British companies let them understand that they can also get respect and attention if they complete the tasks (Arrindell et al., 2013). On the other hand, employees with high femininity also have their own advantages, namely a certain degree of consciousness, a certain ability and a certain development potential. To this end, British company managers can communicate with them on some humanities. In the process of communication, they can affirm their performance and understand the difficulties in their life (Redmond, 2000). At the same time, British company managers should clearly point out their shortcomings and help them solve these problems. In this way, Israeli employees can improve work enthusiasm and efficiency.

Table 3. Differences between the UK and Israel in term of masculinity and femininity
	Israel
	UK

	Consensus and intuition in management
	Decisive and enterprising in management

	Resolve conflicts through negotiation and compromise
	Resolve conflicts by rules

	Prefer small organizations
	Prefer large organizations

	Work is for life
	Life is for work

	Prefer more leisure time
	Prefer more money

	Occupation is dispensable for both genders
	Occupation is essential and important for men, but dispensable for women



For uncertainty avoidance, people in countries with high uncertainty avoidance are busier than others, but people in countries with weak uncertainty avoidance appear to be calmer and more reserved. The avoidance of uncertainty in company management is reflected in the decision-making process (Merkin, 2006). The company with strong uncertainty avoidance will make decision basis on sufficient information and rich relevant knowledge, while the company with low uncertainty avoidance will make decision significantly faster. 

According to the Hofstede cultural model, the British uncertainty avoidance index is 35, while the Israeli uncertainty avoidance index is 81 (Hofstede et al., 2005). It can be seen that the British are more willing to take risks than the Israelis. Specifically, the difference in uncertainty avoidance between the UK and Israel is shown in Table 4. It can be inferred that one of the challenges facing British companies in Israel is the reluctance of local employees to carry out innovative work. Because of Israel's long-term conflicts with Arab countries and its unique geographical location, Israelis generally lack a sense of security. At the company level, this is reflected in the relatively conservative workplace behavior and employees' unwillingness to accept high-risk innovative tasks and jobs.

In order to maintain the competitiveness of the company, British company managers need to have a certain cross-cultural sensitivity to enhance the willingness of Israeli employees to innovate. Specifically, British company managers can take the cultivation and promotion of employees’ sense of self-efficacy as the basic goal, and ultimately achieve the goal of stimulating employees’ innovative behavior. Israelis with higher uncertainty avoidance need for high clarity and stability to future events and they are very dependent on laws and regulations (Shane, 1995). For these types of employees, a complete, detailed, and specific innovation plan and innovation guarantee mechanism can be established to a certain extent to avoid anxiety and worries about unknown situations in innovation activities, reduce the possibility of employees taking risks, and eliminates the strong psychological pressure of employees to assume responsibility due to fear of failure, and gradually builds employees’ confidence in innovative activities to improve self-efficacy (Afsar & Masood, 2018). In addition, British company managers can cultivate and enhance employees' sense of innovation self-efficacy by actively creating an atmosphere of organizational innovation and strengthening non-economic incentives, so as to maximize employee innovation behavior.

Table 3. Differences between the UK and Israel in term of uncertainty avoidance
	Israel
	UK

	Change employers less frequently, longer service period
	Change employers more frequently, and the service period is short

	Require accuracy and formality 
	Tolerate ambiguity and confusion

	Senior managers pay attention to daily operations
	Senior management focuses on strategy

	Focus on content of decision-making
	Focus on the process of decision-making 

	Leaders strictly regulate their behavior
	Leaders have more freedom



In conclusion, when British companies do business in Israel, the challenges include how to properly delegate power, how to enhance employee motivation, how to enable local employees to adapt to the high-intensity work environment, and how to motivate local employees to carry out innovative work. To this end, British company managers must be culturally sensitive to truly reduce the barriers to cross-cultural communication caused by power distance. to integrate personal goals with group goals flexibly, to understand the characteristics of Israeli employees, and to enhance the willingness of Israeli employees to innovate.
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