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The increase in the MNCs in culturally diversified environments under globalization has helped explain the huge number of multinational corporations (MNCs) that operate in these different environments. The success of international business has subsequently been based on effective cross-cultural communication (Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner, 2012). This paper focuses on differences in communication between the United Kingdom and Japan, considering a cross-cultural strategic collaboration of UK multinational energy company BP and Japanese powerhouse JXTG Holdings (ENEOS) as well as between BP and Japan, focusing on their communication pattern in a strategic partnership between British and Japanese-based companies. The aim is to investigate how differences in different countries impact communication, leadership, and project delivery and how a UK Country Director can effectively expand and localize BP’s business in Japan. BP is a London-based multinational energy corporation. The company operates in more than 70 countries and is engaged in oil, gas, and renewable energy development. Japan is a strategically important market within Asia, for reasons such as its technological development and stability, the stability of its economy and the rising demand for energy innovation. Yet the business landscape of Japan is steeped in specific cultural value systems that impact communication, authority, negotiation and partnership management (Hofstede, 2011). The chosen partner company JXTG Holdings (now ENEOS Holdings), is one of Japan’s major oil and energy companies. A collaborative effort between BP and JXTG is set up to create a range of innovative low carbon energy products for the Japanese market. In his role as Country Director, he was entrusted with leading a joint UK–Japanese team that straddled enormous intercultural challenges and differences in communication styles, power dynamics and decision-making processes.
 Main Body
Cultural Context of the United Kingdom and Japan
National culture has such a significant impact on what managers do, what they demand from a boss, and how workplaces operate, that it is not enough to simply judge differences in communication between two countries on their own merits (Hofstede, 2001). Culture is a structure of shared beliefs and values: how people make meaning, trust their authority and how they interact in a professional enterprise (Schein, 2010). Therefore, understanding the way people communicate with other nations means situating business practices within the greater socio-cultural dimensions of the UK and Japan. The United Kingdom (UK) is often portrayed as highly individualistic, relatively low power distance and moderate uncertainty avoidance (Hofstede, 2011). Individualism focuses on people being individualistic in nature, as people have personal freedom, responsibility and personhood. Within organizations, this appears in terms of participative management, an open-mindedness to argument and the freedom of decision-making of individuals with self-interest as a focus (House et al., 2004). More importantly, the British business culture is the kind of one typical of low-context-style communication, where messages are said directly and meaning is delivered according to the communication rather than within context clues (Hall, 1976). Clarity, functionality and task-focus are highly regarded, and success is based on a measure of results and efficiency (Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner, 2012); leadership effectiveness is considered on its effect by performance (Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner, 2012). For that reason, UK workplace communication is largely driven by no-nonsense feedback, meetings and high-level goals in the heat of structured contexts. Japan, on the other hand, is a high-context, collectivist society. The rationale for that is that in collectivism group harmony is more important than individual expression and loyal ties and social cohesion trumping one’s assertion (Hofstede, 2011). The Japanese organisations prefer consensus building (Nema washi), long term commitment, seniority-based hierarchy (Nakane, 1970). Following Hall's (1976) high-context communication theory, meaning is typically generated in terms of non-verbal signals, contextually laden meanings and rich context details, rather than direct communication. Japan’s high uncertainty avoidance fosters controlled design, risk management and formalized techniques (Hofstede, 2001). 
High-Context vs Low-Context Communication
Edward Hall (1976) makes the basic distinction between high-context and low-context communication, a way of studying cross-cultural interaction in international business. Communication in low-context cultures like the UK is more explicit and verbal. Through clarity of language, structure, and exact and direct wording, meaning is conveyed. At these points, individuals are encouraged to speak up and express their intentions without ambiguity and communication success relies on the clarity, transparency, and efficiency (Hall, 1976). Instructions, contracts, and strategic objectives, in British organisational contexts, tend to be very specific and written down. Feedback is generally direct, and disagreement is acceptable up to and including if it’s contrary to what you’re comfortable with as a profession. This strategy would be in line with British sociality’s individualistic mindset, which promotes personal growth and responsibility (Hofstede, 2011). In contrast, communication in Japan is relatively high context in which it is often the implicit comprehension, experience commonality and non-verbal communication that are the source of the information. "It is also to be perceived, not merely acknowledged, in terms of what one is saying or doing" (Hall, 1976). This is greatly influenced by the lack of communication, tone, facial expressions and the hierarchy of placement. To maintain harmony (wa), and group cohesion, one may refrain from taking on direct conflict or outright disagreement (Nakane, 1970). Because of this, phrases like “we will consider it” might convey polite resistance, not consensus. This style of indirect communication, which is common in Japan, is reflective of the nation’s collectivist culture and focus on relational harmony (Hofstede, 2011). In a cross-culture interaction between the UK and Japanese organizations, the contrasting communication styles may cause conflicts. British managers might regard indirect comments as ambiguity, whereas Japanese counterparts might view blunt criticism as tactless. Thus, cultural awareness is also important in international communication.
United Kingdom – Low Context
British management style communication typically epitomizes clarity, precision, and directness. It is implied that in the low-context cultural context in the United Kingdom, meaning is communicated through what is said, not “in the context” or through relationship-related means (Hall, 1976). British managers, accordingly, prefer to focus on the format of formal, written communications, documentation, clarity, and clear expectations. Instructions tend to be clear, focused on what needs to be done, deadlines and performance indicators are set out in no uncertain terms. These contracts and other business agreements are very specific, they consider any legal obligations, and the UK’s emphasis on regulations is clear, with processes and regulation in place in these agreements (Hofstede, 2001). Meetings within British organisations are usually set up with pre-established agendas, and there are clear aims made up at the beginning. Time management is seen as a professional practice, and discussions should be kept focused upon the outcome (measurable). Participants should be invited to add ideas, question the proposed solutions, and engage in vigorous debate, reflecting the comparatively individualistic nature of UK culture (Hofstede, 2011). Open discussion is not viewed as a sign of disrespect; rather, it is seen as constructive engagement aimed at improving decision quality. Feedback outlets in British companies are equally straightforward. Managers offer simple individual performance appraisals, addressing both strengths and areas for development. Politeness and diplomacy still matter they align with broader social conventions, but criticism typically comes out bluntly, clarity is most desired to ensure that people understand. Disagreements are welcome in meetings, so long as they are formal and evidence based. 
Japan – High Context
Japanese communication is well known to be indirect, nuanced, and deeply embedded in contextual understanding. The high-context communication theory of Hall (1976) suggests that Japanese culture typically gives meaning in subtext or through implicit statements/non-verbal cues. Interpreter interpretation is largely influenced by silence, tone of voice, facial expressions, and situational awareness. You take more context from body language: “yes” often indicates that you’ve read the message, with an active response that acknowledges that you haven’t merely been hearing it but have understood it. Likewise, silence reflects reserve, contemplation, or even civil dissent especially in hierarchical settings, where overt negation often disrupts group cohesion (Nakane, 1970). The preservation of harmony (wa) continues to be a big part of Japanese organisational behaviour. These are not easy things to take personally and usually you deliver it indirectly and subtly so that you would not feel embarrassed or lose face. Open opposition or public dissent may be seen as incivility and a betrayal in the sense of relational trust (Hofstede, 2011). Feedback often takes a broad or generic tone or even be shared privately for keeping the group together psychologically. Using a very straightforward British style of communication as the country director introducing BP into the Japanese market might lead to potential miscommunication. Direct criticism or even just aggressive debate could be considered as aggressive instead of constructive. So being able to adapt effectively involves greater sensitivity to body language, an ear to what people do that doesn’t say directness, an observant eye to how the hierarchy works, and patience in your responses to indirect feedback. 




 Hofstede’s Cultural Dimensions Analysis

Hofstede (2011) identifies six dimensions that explain national cultural differences. These dimensions provide a structured framework for evaluating UK–Japan communication differences.

 Power Distance
The term "Power distance" is defined as how readily members within social institutions and organizations come to accept and expect the power differential or non-uniformity of distributions (Hofstede, 2001). In low power-distance cultures, inequality is low and authority figures easier to reach. In the United Kingdom, people live in a relatively low degree of power distance whereby a manager encourages some level of consultation, participative decision making, and a place where people know that the conversation is open (Hofstede, 2011). As in British organisations like BP, employees feel comfortable in challenging ideas, offering alternative perspectives, and engaging in constructive debate. Leadership tends more towards the facilitative than authoritarian, and authority is often related to skill and not only rank (House et al., 2004). On the other hand, Japan shows moderate to high power distance with hierarchy and seniority directly influencing organizational behaviour. Legitimacy is assumed; age or tenure is frequently associated with decision-making authority (Nakane, 1970). Subordinates can avoid speaking up against their superiors, particularly in formal settings, because doing so can break off relations and lose face. To the extent that British managers expect input verbally from Japanese employees in a simultaneous project (BP–JXTG project), Japanese employees could keep quiet in deference and respect for power. As the Country Director, a good example of adaptation might be open feedback channels in private spaces, recognizing the hierarchy, and regularly respecting both formal titles and hierarchical norms for trust and inclusiveness.


 Individualism vs Collectivism
British society scores high in individualism (Hofstede, 2011). Personal achievement and autonomy are important to employees. Modern Japan is seen as competitive and demonstrates strong collectivist characteristics in organisational contexts (Nakane, 1970). They prioritise group harmony and loyalty. The communicative implications: British employees focus on personal accountability., Japanese employees emphasise group consensus. For example: British managers may expect quick individual decision-making. Japanese teams may require Nema washi (informal consensus-building before formal decisions). Failure to understand collectivism could delay projects. However, recognising it allows smoother integration.
Uncertainty Avoidance
Japan scores very high in uncertainty avoidance (Hofstede, 2011). Japanese companies prefer: Detailed planning, Risk minimisation, Clear procedures, The UK has moderate uncertainty avoidance and a preference for flexibility. In project implementation might prefer innovation and quick experimentation., JXTG may require extensive risk assessment and documentation.
For the Country Director to adapt, they must: Conduct detailed risk analysis, Allow longer planning phases, Acknowledge and respect formal approval processes.

Long-Term Orientation
Japan scores extremely high in long-term orientation (Hofstede, 2011). Businesses prioritise sustainability, reputation, and long-term stability.
The UK is comparatively shorter-term oriented, and performance driven.
For BP entering Japan: Emphasising short-term profit could undermine trust, demonstrating long-term commitment to Japanese society is essential.
Therefore, BP’s strategy should highlight: Sustainable energy investment, Community engagement, Long-term partnership with JXTG.
 Leadership and Communication Adaptation
International leadership, to be effective, demands cultural intelligence (Earley and Ang, 2003). Strategic cultural adaptation may prove to be particularly crucial in ensuring effective cooperation and long-term partnership success for BP in Japan under the supervision of Country Director. Japanese business culture values relational trust, social harmony, and procedural respect. Contrary to the contract-based systems in the UK, trust in Japan is relationship-based, and is built over time through regular interaction and mutual commitment (Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner, 2012). In these terms, leadership needs to consider cultural sensitivity as well as operational expertise. Key adaptations include:
 Proposing intercultural training initiatives for better cultural intelligence and fewer misunderstandings (Earley and Ang, 2003).
  Providing bilingual communication materials to improve clarity and inclusivity. 
Implementing cultural mediators or liaison officers to fill communication gaps.
Evolving meeting configurations to support Nema washi, informal, consensus-building activities prior to formal decisions (Nakane, 1970). 
Building long-term relationships rather than focusing exclusively on short-term performance targets. Moreover, using formal etiquette, hierarchical protocol, and appropriate social interactions promote integrity and sustainable cooperation in Japan.
Challenges in International Communication
Challenges that could arise include Confusion on silence, Frustration with slow decision-making, Various perspectives on conflict, Divergent expectations of leadership authority.
For example: A British manager in the company would take silence as agreement. A Japanese employee may also use silence to assert a disagreement politely. In the absence of an understanding of culture these misunderstandings may be detrimental to partnership.
Techniques for Integration of the culture. An appropriate culturally sensitive integration strategy is needed to ensure that BP’s operations are successful in Japan. Cross-cultural cooperation is not automatic; it must be purposefully designed around leadership practices that understand and harmonize cultural differences (Adler, 2008). Creation of cross-cultural workshops is an initial phase, because in these workshops, team members are educated about other cultures, have a less ethnocentric bias and enhance intercultural competence (Earley and Ang, 2003).
Joint leadership committees between BP and its Japanese partner encourage shared decision-making and shared accountability. Such a structure encourages balanced power and trust cross-hierarchical and cross-national relations. It also enables the construction of reflective listening (Hall, 1976), thus encouraging the bridging of the gap between high and low-context communication styles to help recognize and clarify implicit meanings.
Facilitating communication, and in particular: Bilingual documentation and culturally competent feedback systems foster transparency while honouring the Japanese culture’s indirect approach to communication. Finally, combining the British directness with Japanese consensus-making techniques (Nema washi) permits a balanced decision-making process (Nakane, 1970). By combining these methods, BP is also able to develop a hybrid corporate culture which harmonizes international standards with local expectations, enhancing its position on the Japanese market in the long run.

 Conclusion
The following essay has discussed the communication differences between the United Kingdom and Japan in the strategic context of BP’s entry into the Japanese energy market via JXTG Holdings, and this essay critically evaluated the communication differences between the two countries from the United Kingdom and Japan. Using Hall’s (1976) high-context and low-context theory of communication, combined with Hofstede’s (2001; 2011) cultural dimensions framework, has revealed that there are notable communication strategies, such as hierarchical standards, expectations, uncertainty avoidance and long-range strategic orientation in culture, high distance between the two different countries, based on Hall’s (1976) theory of communication. The UK’s direct, low-context, individualistic style of communication is sharply in contrast with Japan’s indirect, high-context and collectivist style. These differences do not only affect communication but also impact leadership style, the chain of command, feedback, process of conflict resolution and other aspects of decision making at work: these differences also influence decision-making processes. If British managers may be efficient, clear, and take matters quickly, Japanese counterparts may value consensus-building, relational congruence, and procedural caution more highly. Without cross cultural understanding of what “the other one” means, these differences can lead to misunderstandings, delays and breakdown of trust. As the Director of Country, adaptation must therefore be combined with cultural intelligence, understanding of hierarchical norms, and consistent commitment to building relationships. 
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