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Introduction

The British Council builds connections, understanding and trust between people in the United Kingdom and
other countries through arts and culture, education, and the English language. It aims to foster cross-national
dialogue, understanding and cooperation, through creating opportunities for intercultural exchange. Last year
marked the start of a 5-year strategy for the British Council to strengthen its position as a leader in the fields
of Arts and Culture, Education, and English. An integral aspect of this strategy is to engage in research and
shape its work around evidence-based solutions.

In this context, the British Council commissioned the LSE research team to conduct a Pilot to launch the Big
Conversation project, using cutting-edge research to gain a better understanding of values and meta-values
within and across countries and populations.

Building on the foundations outlined in the Scoping Study, we identified that there was scope for advancing
the research on values to promote cooperative relationships across nationalities and cultures, with a focus on
interactions between language, inclusiveness and cross-culturalism.

Our approach aims to maximise the comparative advantages of the British Council vis a vis other stakeholders.
These include, on the one hand, its worldwide presence and manpower, and on the other hand, its previous
corporate values, the intercultural dialogue values of mutuality, respect, tolerance, equality, diversity and
inclusion. These are in themselves examples of meta-values that, if promoted through facilitated spaces for
deliberation, are expected to enable cross-cultural engagement. This is precisely one of the goals of our
proposed approach: test whether the meta-values promoted by the British Council improve deliberation and
cooperation among different groups and, if so, how and under what conditions.

Furthermore, the study coincided with the unique eruption of the COVID-19 (coronavirus) pandemic, and we
have aimed to adapt both the practicalities of our fieldwork and the analytical core of our research plan to this
new global threat and disruption facing the world.

Finally, it needs to be emphasised that this is a pilot, intending to test various iterations of research in view of
inferring the best route for future upscaling of the work across worldwide countries and contexts. In that sense,
we used a flexible analytical framework in order to allow for both elements of comparison but also leave space
for the possible expression of alternative conceptions of values or value prioritisation. This also meant
maintaining a rather broad model of how values might cluster together around such conception as business
values, multicultural values, humanist moral values, and utilitarian values.

The British Council’s internal values, mission and external perceptions will constrain what can be a coherent
and effective set of values that can be articulated and championed by the British Council, maximising their
positive impact according to specific contexts. Thus, our research design maintains a multiple focus on a)
citizens values, b) British Council’s values and mission, c) perceptions of the British Council’s mission and
moral image, and d) strategic capacity, soft power, and cultural diplomacy.
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Executive Summary

= One of the most important values across the survey is the emphasis placed on respect, which features
as one of the most prominent values for nations, cultural and diplomatic institutions as well as the British
Council. Whilst respect remains by far the main value respondents want the British Council to identify
with, and peace is important, very unique to the British Council is the primary importance of equality as a
core value. It is cited by 21% of respondents in Malaysia, 20% in South Africa and 18% in the United
Kingdom.

= Among values which are generally not associated with what respondents want to see the British Council
embody, we note the weakness of religion, gender equality, tradition, and even prosperity and
sustainability, among others. Those values may, in some cases, be seen as important by respondents in
general, but they are not the values that citizens wish the British Council to put at the heart of its identity.

= The survey identified key conditions important for international cooperation across the three countries.
These included: the need for more tolerance (the top answer everywhere, cited by 45% of respondents
in South Africa, 61% in the UK and 71% in Malaysia), more focus on what countries have in common
(notably highlighted by 50% of Malaysian respondents and 53% of British ones), more equality, and more
experience of other cultures.

= When it comes to areas of priority for international cooperation, there is more diversity across the three
countries which seems to reflect areas of cooperation that link to country vulnerabilities; In South Africa
and Malaysia, the most important area for international cooperation is seen by far to be the economy,
followed by education. By contrast, in the UK, the two most important areas are the environment and the
fight against terrorism.

= In the context of the qualitative findings, we see an emphasis on valuing difference through respect, open-
mindedness, sensitivity and understanding of cultural contexts as well as a willingness to learn and adapt
to the practices of others. This was seen as not only important in ‘normal’ times, but also enabling
successful international cooperation in times of crisis. In particular, by being open-minded, agile and
flexible, the British Council was seen as in a unique position to take the current pandemic and use it as a
moment of reflection and rejuvenation. When considering the role of shared values in fostering positive
international cooperation, whether in times of crisis or not, it is crucial to be open, respectful and agile in
order to enable both the work of the organisation to remain relevant but also meaningful.

= Comparing the three countries for the focus groups that used the same framing (values in contexts of
threat) we find that Malaysia deviates somewhat from the UK and South Africa in deliberative quality.
While the UK and South Africa show more similar patterns, the lower numbers in Malaysia (on expressions
of opinions and presence of agreement) seem to indicate less need to expand or explain opinions of what
values are needed and why in contexts of threat, which might indicate a broader shared (or assumed)
consensus within the culture itself, and thus less of a need to elaborate on opinions to justify them.

= The COVID-19 pandemic has posed challenges but has also opened opportunities for international
cooperation and cultural relations. There were concerns in the sector on how to embed values in
organisational practice at a time of financial difficulty. Building trust and meaningful relationships and
guaranteeing equal access, key for cultural relations, in an era of digitalisation of person-to-person
interactions was also perceived as highly challenging. However, the pandemic was also seen as an
opportunity to take ownership of values, such as sustainability, that could help people come together in
times of shared global threats.
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1. Theoretical Framework and Scope

1.1 Purpose of the project

The Big Conversation Research Pilot project aims to understand how the British Council can use values to
optimise their link to existing and potentially expanding groups of users and optimise the quality of its dialogue
and communication with users and populations, its global influence and soft power across its network and
types of activities (including cultural, scientific, linguistic, etc.).

The British Council will use the pilot to convene research and dialogue on shared values, advance wider
understanding of the role of values in international cooperation, as well as develop new evidence-based
approaches which can enhance trust and understanding between different people, leading to more effective
cooperation on shared global challenges.

The Pilot’s core activities include the design, implementation and evaluation of the methodological approach
for research activities that can be deployed more widely across our global network, establishing a framework
and tools for values engagement in cultural relations activities that can make the work of the British Council
more effective, and organising and contributing to roundtable events that can then be replicated in more
countries.

1.2 Research Approach

The LSE Team, formed by Professor Michael Bruter, Dr Sarah Harrison, Dr Mathias Koenig-Archibugi, Dr
Sandra Obradovic and Ms Elisabet Vives, has developed a model of “value ownership” which matches 1) self-
perceptions of values that the British Council cares about and wishes to champion and support; 2) values
shared by users and/or populations that are positively connoted and tend to be unifying and integrative (rather
than polarising) amongst specific cultural contexts and types of populations and users; and 3) mirror
perceptions of positive values that users and populations believe the British Council does, could, and/or should
embody.

The Pilot, which has been conducted in the United Kingdom, Malaysia and South Africa, is divided into three
components and three constituencies:

» The general population’s views gathered via a representative online survey conducted by Opinium
(subcontractor).

» The internal (British Council Staff) and stakeholder perspectives compiled via online interviews,
conducted by the LSE Team, to capture their perceptions of the mission of the British Council, and
their understanding of personal and organisational values.

» Users of the British Council recruited to participate in experimental deliberative focus groups,
conducted by the LSE Team, to understand their sense of value priorities and their perception of British
Council values, as well as the dynamics of engagement.

All components of the research (survey, focus group, interviews) are fully anonymous.

The outputs of the project will include:

1) The design, trialling, and evaluation of a values survey tool

2) The design and evaluation of a Framework for engaging values in cultural relations, which will include:
= Atoolkit for strategic decision-makers in the British Council.

= Atoolkit for programme staff.
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» The analysis and presentation of results and recommendations through a written report for each pilot
country, a final report, a roundtable event in each pilot country and international plenary in the United
Kingdom.

1.3 Research Framework Note

1.3.1 Preliminary thoughts

The Big Conversation Research Pilot is conducted on behalf of the British Council with a triple objective: 1) to
generate research data useable by multiple internal and external actors, 2) to help the British Council in their
strategy to use values to optimise their action, 3) to test a pilot due to be rolled out in other countries in due
time.

In many ways, these objectives are very different from those of a traditional research project. This project aims
to generate insight from data to support institutional action, not to test a theory and evaluate whether it is
upheld by the findings. Our chosen fieldwork approach combines quantitative and qualitative methodologies
and integrates action research into the framework.

All of this has significant implications. The first is that if this was a piece of purely academic research, our team
would have one research question (strictly conceived — see for example King, Keohane and Verba, 1994,
Przeworski and Teune, 19702). In our research, we would always stick to a single research question to ensure
project unity, and it being strictly conceived means that all research answers the whole of the research
question, and no research addresses anything beyond the research question. In this case, this would be
problematic on multiple levels. First, the project has several ambitions which makes it impossible to find a
single research question. And secondly, we are thinking in terms of research objectives (i.e. things that we
need to achieve) and operational questions guiding them rather than research question (which would be purely
“truth finding” rather than focused on use).

Second, the very logic of data production and applicable research go well beyond deductive model testing
because it involves an element of inductiveness and, in the context of action research, adaptability. In many
ways, hypothesis testing would be even more limiting and we do not tend to use it in our qualitative research
because strictly conceived hypotheses (i.e. “simple, positive, falsifiable statements”) effectively under-use the
potential of qualitative research, which includes collecting narratives, deriving typologies, or validating
concepts (see for instance Bruter and Harrison, 20203).

In that sense, in this project, we are more likely to be guided by a looser “model” than by hypotheses which
would effectively miss the mark in terms of what we aim to generate. Much of that model is also derived from
our prior research (for instance, on tectonic movements in public opinion, the extension of ownership models
beyond issues, or the interface between model and methodology, for instance in the context of inherent
tension, implicit conceptions, overlap modelling, conceptualisation and ascription).

With those preliminary reflections in mind, we do, however, have several guiding operational questions and a
broadly defined values model which defines our theoretical approach and which will give a clear sense of our
research direction.

King, G., Keohane, R., Verba, S. 1994. Designing Social Inquiry. Princeton: Princeton University Press.
2 Przeworski, A., Teune, H. 1970. The Logic of Scientific Social Inquiry. New York: Wiley.
3 Bruter, M. Harrison, S. 2020. Inside the Mind of a Voter. Princeton: Princeton University Press.
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1.3.2 Guiding questions

We use six operational questions in the project. Those guiding questions include the three questions identified
by the British Council in the original ITT (building on the Scoping Study, as specified in section 7.6.3 of the
ITT), alongside the three subsidiary questions that we identified in our response. The six operational questions
guiding our research are thus as follows:

1)

2)

3)

4)

6)

How can internal values systems (such as cohesion, fragmentation and/or polarisation) be identified
and understood in countries where the British Council is active in? How can this understanding impact
on and/or shape the British Council’s cultural relations activities?

Can the British Council’'s meta-values (inclusion, diversity, equality, mutuality, respect and tolerance)
be embedded in its programmes in order to foster deliberative quality and cooperative orientations
among its participants? If so, how?

What role does the British Council staff's understanding of values play in their practices and day-to-day
cultural relations activities?

How are the meta-values that shape the British Council’s identity as well as sub-values that constitute
them perceived across countries and cultures?

What should be the British Council's ethos, image, and mission according to the populations in the
countries in which the British Council operates?

Which of the meta-values that shape the British Council’s identity as well as sub-values that constitute
them are perceived as best fitting with the British Council’'s ethos, image and mission, thereby
constituting the basis of the British Council’s value ownership?

1.3.3 Theoretical framework underlying the research

The theoretical framework we use is complex and pertains to many different elements, notably a theory of the
nature of values, and a theory of value articulation, mobilisation and change. Below are a number of defining
elements of our theoretical framework:

We understand values to be deeply held and grounded in individual beliefs and personality, as well as
culture and societal organisation.

We understand values to be prisoners of language. That means that individuals may mean significantly
different things by referring to the same value, or sometimes mean the same thing by referring to
apparently distinct or even opposite values.

We understand values to be subconscious. That means that the values that guide people’s beliefs and
life are not necessarily the ones which they believe to be most important to them.

We understand values to be in tension in differentiated ways. That means that whilst many people
may share the same values in principle, the way individuals reconcile or prioritise values when they
are in direct contradiction with one another will vary significantly.

We understand values to be contextualised. That means that different contexts and situations will
trigger reliance on some values and impede reliance on others. For example, one may strongly value
freedom and independence but those values may be muted when an individual experiences a context
of severe threat. Conversely, underlying safety values may be heightened in the same context.
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= We understand that values are ascribed. We may be defined by certain values, but it does not mean
that we want the action of every possible actor to be defined by those same values. Instead, we have
different expectations about which values institutions should embody and enact.

» This leads to our concept of value ownership, i.e., the idea that some actors naturally embody some
values and are bad at embodying others. This leads to a priming framework whereby we might look at
a given actor supporting values which we feel are “wrong” for them with suspicion or even criticism
even if we favour those values in principle. The “right” values supported by the “wrong” people will be
as unwelcome as the “wrong” values supported by the “right” people.

Derived from this framework, we have several theoretical expectations, notably:

= We aim to identify both areas of overlap and areas of contradiction between the value priorities of
general populations, British Council users, British Council staff, and stakeholders.

= We expect values to be resistant to change. This is because values are deeply held and slowly formed
so that any short- or medium-term intervention is more likely to affect attitudinal expressions than
underlying values.

» However, we expect values to be subject to mobilisation effects — thus, we expect deliberation to
facilitate the identification of value sets that can be agreed upon, even if it does not necessarily modify
individual differences in value preferences and if “muted” values can be re-mobilised outside of a
deliberative or priming context.

=  We also expect deliberation to highlight value tensions, i.e. make individuals more conscious of the
“cost” of the values that they prioritise over other similarly important values that they might potentially
compete with.

=  We expect deliberative consensus to be affected by acquiescence and social desirability biases, that
is, we expect convergence effects to be asymmetric with individuals more prone to acquiescence and
social desirability more likely to report value change.

» We expect value preferences to be affected by contextualisation — for instance, by references to
threats and moderating narrative.

= We expect value preferences to be affected by ascription — for instance, by references to cultural or
diplomatic actors or based on the nature of fellow participants in a discussion group.

=  We expect value preferences to be affected by functions and interests — we thus expect different value
sets to be prioritised by British Council staff, stakeholders, users, and the general population.

=  We expect different values to be unanimous or polarising in the three societies targeted in this pilot.

In summary, these abovementioned expectations will shape our ambitious comparative fieldwork and our
analysis of the findings will enable us to empirically test their strength and their conditions across systems.

1.4 Adaptation of the Research Pilot to the COVID-19 pandemic

Since the time we conceived our research proposal, the COVID-19 pandemic has affected our entire world.
With a commitment to operating the most successful, effective, and informative project possible, we adapted
our research strategy accordingly.

10
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This current global pandemic is a source of uncertainty and it is impossible to know when it will be fully resolved,
nor which countries and regions will be most affected. It poses a logistical complication particularly when it
comes to in-person interaction, but substantively, it also provides a natural experiment that forces us to
embrace this unique and difficult context if we are to provide a better understanding of how values are
constrained and affected by major external threats, be they sanitary or otherwise (e.g., terrorism, natural
disasters, etc.).

As aresult, we have adapted our research strategy to ensure that we conduct the best possible project sticking
as close to the original proposed timeline as possible, but also substantively confronting the unique context
the world is facing to ask immensely important questions. These are directly related to the challenge raised by
the Big Conversation when it comes to how the British Council can respond to the value priorities of its users
around the world in a context which realistically does and will continue to present concerns and risks to citizens
globally.

1.4.1 Logistical response

It is impossible to know how long the myriad of disruption related to the COVID-19 pandemic will last and how
different countries and regions will be affected and react. To mitigate this complicated risk, we made the
following adaptations:

= Experimental focus groups: we proposed to conduct all experimental focus groups online. As
previously discussed with the British Council team, we conducted these in-house with participants
recruited by the participating local British Council offices. We identified Zoom as the best platform to
use and had piloted it already to confirm its functionality and effectiveness. Using an LSE account, the
platform seemed ideal regardless of whether we decided to organise the experimental focus groups
using a chat function or using a video conference. We believed the former to be the best solution as it
is the most versatile, allowing participants to take part even with limited bandwidth, and optimises the
function of the focus group. We also considered a video-based focus group, but this would be
constrained by potential technical issues (bandwidth, communication issues etc) which we believed
outweigh the limited potential advantages. After 2 chat-based focus groups in Malaysia, however, we
encountered a very low level of interaction between participants, and it was decided that all focus
groups should be conducted using audio + video functions. This improved the discussion engagement
substantially and the technical problems had a much lower impact than expected. The experimental
focus group remained synchronous (as recommended by the literature) and their duration was
unchanged (1 hour).

= Still with regards to the experimental focus groups, whilst both the options 1 and 2 (users only or one
general population group in total) remained available, we now strongly encouraged focusing on users.
In the context of the current sanitary crisis, of the proposed new timing of the research, and of the
introduction of the substantive threat-focused moderation component (see section 2.4.2), we believed
that the comparison between users and general population would be a lot more fragile in the context
of qualitative methodologies specifically. Retaining the greatest possible parallelism in methodology
was far preferable if we were to derive robust conclusions from the experimental focus group design
across three countries. The general population yardstick will still be provided by the survey component
which is now nearly synchronous and far more robust in terms of sampling.

= Stakeholders’ interviews: we also recommended Zoom to conduct all British Council stakeholders and
member interviews remotely.

= Conduct fieldwork in phases by country: instead of conducting each component of the fieldwork
(survey, interviews, experimental focus groups) at a specific time across countries, the plan was to
conduct the three components in waves in quick succession. This was to ensure that we minimised
the risk of a significant change in the situation within a country between components of the fieldwork.

1"
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In practice, the recruitment challenges encountered and the complex design and approval process of
the survey meant that components were run in parallel across countries, with some weeks were more
than one fieldwork phase (i.e. focus groups and survey) were happening at the same time in the three
countries.

= The rapidly changing situation required utmost flexibility and could result in changes to case selection
at any time should the health situation require it. Our team was ready to conduct the work directly in
any country where we would use English or Spanish (French might also be an option though a more
complex one) as the communication language, or in any other country if the British Council staff could
conduct the moderation of the experimental focus groups under our supervision.

= Finally, we will include threat contingency guidelines in the final material so that the next phase of
upscaling by the British Council can be done as effectively as possible regardless of future contexts.

1.4.2 Substantive adaptation

There is no doubt that across the world, the COVID-19 pandemic is at the forefront of the minds of many
citizens, affecting their lives, and their sense of safety or vulnerability, as well as conceptions of solidarity,
collaboration, and self-sacrifice. Whilst this health crisis is almost unprecedented, it also follows from other —
more localised but deadly — epidemics, as well as other types of threats, such as terrorism.

To take this context into account, the survey component of the study tested value preferences under different
threat conditions presented in the question phrasings (notably health, terror, and natural disaster crises).

Additionally, we used the crisis context as one of the test conditions for the experimental focus groups,
contrasting one group with the health threat context in the moderation with that of threat-less moderation
references. The revised focus group experimental design was thus as follows:

=  United Kingdom: value-neutral, threat-focused, cultural values

=  South Africa: threat-focused, cultural values, political/diplomatic values

= Malaysia*: threat-focused, integrative setting, polarising setting
Overall, this adapted and revised research strategy embraced the current context both organisationally and
substantively but also enabled us to optimise the project implementation and delivery. Despite the additional

complexity, we intend to deliver the project within the proposed timeframe, within the same budget, milestones
and deliverables, and delivered by the same team.

12
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2. Methodology

2.1 Survey

The survey was conducted online using samples of approximately 1000 respondents (see Table 1 for samples
and fieldwork dates). The questions included both explicit and implicit questions; differentiating values
associated with politics, culture, science, and language; unifying or polarising values, arbitrations between
opposed values, and how values interact with perceptions. The questions aimed to understand citizens’ values
in each country, notably which values are more central to people’s ethos, which are most unanimous and
divisive, which of them the British Council would have high value ownership of, and which would be most useful
to support mutual understanding and collaboration.

We wanted to highlight one “signature” question based on our existing research, but which could be used
throughout British Council measures and operations, alongside a subset of questions that were replicated in
the debrief questionnaires that followed the focus groups and interviews (administered online using Qualtrics).
The questions we designed capture a range of different conceptions, expressions, and contextualisation of
values, which would enable us to measure both individual-level and comparative differences. Below, we
provide further detail of the structure of the survey:

1) A hierarchical “signature” value question (three variables, hierarchical) based on our pre-existing
research that included the British Council meta values in the list of responses amongst other relevant
and important values.

2) A second module comprised of questions from the World Value Survey allowing the articulation
between our results and WVS data.

3) A third module based on the concept of value ownership to assess how respondents ascribe value
priorities to cultural and other institutions, and also specifically what values they would like to see the
British Council focus on in priority.

4) A fourth module on which values are perceived as unifying and divisive within each society to assess
the risk of value polarisation and controversy in external action.

5) Afifth module based on tension scale value measures. This is critical because open answers can often
make it hard for respondents to hierarchise value as they may just support everything — tolerance,
respect, freedom, etc. — but putting values in tension with one another forces hierarchisation based on
clear and specific scenarios and offer a more reliable way to compare value sets across countries.

6) A sixth module based on values in the context of major (health, environmental, and terrorist) threats
as discussed in our adapted research proposal.

7) A seventh module which uses implicit value measures based on comparisons of pairs of photographs.

8) An eighth module based on what citizens believe is needed to improve cultural understanding and
collaboration across nations in line with one of the goals of the survey component of the research
project.

9) Several control variables enabling us to compare value sets across categories of citizens, including
across religions, ethnicity, social groups, age groups, gender, etc in each of the country.

We used split samples to keep within the time limit of the questionnaire (instead of sacrificing some questions)
and to optimise the response rate.

13
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Table 1. Survey samples and fieldwork dates

COUNTRY SURVEY SAMPLE* FIELDWORK DATES

United Kingdom 1000 31 July to 7 August 2020
Malaysia 1000 17 to 24 July 2020
South Africa 1028 31 July to 7 August 2020

*Notes: All samples weighted to a nationally representative criteria and include adults aged 18+

2.2 Interviews

Our team also conducted semi-structured interviews with British Council staff and stakeholders to capture both
internal and external perceptions. This qualitative component will seek to echo the voices of those involved in
the British Council’s activities, assess the understanding of the British Council’'s meta-values and how they
perceive themselves as agents of cultural relations and international cooperation.

2.3 Experimental Focus Groups

A series of experimental deliberative online focus groups were conducted with varying conditions by type of
moderation and stimulation:

» Value-focused vs value-neutral moderation
= Cultural value association vs political/diplomatic value association

= |ntegrative vs polarising settings

Due to the restrictions imposed on face-to-face interaction, the revised research strategy implemented an
exclusively online mode for the focus groups. An online approach allowed us to recruit people from a wide
geographical spread and include participants from rural/urban locations.

2.4 Case Selection

The Research Pilot was conducted in the United Kingdom (as suggested in the ITT, section 7.5.2), Malaysia
and South Africa. In addition to the United Kingdom, Malaysia was selected because of its geopolitical
significance and is perceived to be a good example of a South-eastern-Asian middle-income country and is a
perfect example of the remarkable transformations that the region has undergone in the past decades. The
British Council has been present in the South Asia region since 1948, when it opened an office in Kuala
Lumpur. South Africa is also a particularly interesting case: despite being classified as a middle-income
country by the World Bank, it presents the highest levels of inequality in the world, with a Gini coefficient of
63.0 in 2014 (source: World Bank). Moreover, South Africa has undertaken a complex process of racial
reconciliation at the legal and institutional level, which makes it a very relevant case for matters related to
cooperation in diverse settings. The presence of the British Council in the country is also well-established and
the South Africa office is part of the British Council's Southern Africa Arts cluster, which also includes
Botswana, Malawi, Mauritius, Mozambique, Namibia, Zambia and Zimbabwe.

14
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3. Analysis

3.1 Quantitative Findings

The survey was designed to capture some of the key value preferences and ascriptions of general populations
and understand how this may differ from the values prioritised by British Council’s staff, stakeholders, and
users.

In this preliminary analysis, we are only focusing on a sub-sample of the questions which we have included as
part of the study. We will start by looking at decontextualised societal value preferences (what people would
want to be the founding values of an ideal nation), before considering how those value priorities translate in
terms of implicit values tested through images. In a second section, we will look at questions of value ascription
and value ownership, looking at how citizens differentiate between the values they want to see championed
by cultural institutions vs diplomatic ones. We will then analyse which values citizens in the three pilot countries
want to see embodied by the British Council itself and in its action. Finally, in the third section, we will look at
what citizens believe to be the conditions for better and stronger international cooperation.

3.1.1 Explicit and implicit value prioritisation

In this first section, we look at elements of value prioritisation in South Africa, Malaysia, and the United Kingdom
comparing the results of decontextualised explicit questions and implicit questions based on images.

The first question that we raised with regards to values hierarchy asked respondents to imagine the values
that should found a new ideal nation (our basic questions on values alternate values attached to personal
qualities and to societal environments, as those can be quite different).

The results are presented in Table 2 and Figure 1. Everywhere, respect and peace are consistently highlighted
as the two most fundamental values to base a new nation on (respect being the top choice in South Africa and
the United Kingdom, and peace in Malaysia). As we will find out later, respect appears as the single most
important value to most respondents across countries, and contexts. Peace is a little different. It appears as a
critical value commitment for a nation but is sometimes less prominent when it comes to what citizens expect
various institutions to champion. Safety (South Africa and Malaysia), equality (South Africa and United
Kingdom), freedom (same) religion (South Africa and Malaysia) and tolerance (Malaysia and United Kingdom)
are also important to many. By contrast, values including gender equality, mutuality, solidarity, tradition,
strength, and inclusion receive little support across all three contexts. Values like sustainability, open-
mindedness, and prosperity are somewhere in between.

Among the most significant contrasts across countries, we note that religion is generally seen as an important
and positive value in Malaysia, significantly less so in South Africa and openly rejected in the United Kingdom.
Similarly, care is seen as a fairly important value in Malaysia and the United Kingdom but is seen as far less
fundamental in South Africa.
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Table 2. Most desired values for the foundation of a new country

IS S S

Respect Peace 42% Respect
Peace 25 Respect 39% Peace 23
Safety 21 Safety 30%
Equality 20 Religion 25%
Tolerance 22%
Religion 14 Freedom 21%
Sustainability 13 Equality 20% Sustainability 12
Prosperity 13 Care 11
Gender equality 10 Open-mindedness 10
Open-mindedness 9 Prosperity 10
Diversity 8 Sustainability 12% Inclusion 7
Care 6 Strength 10% Strength 6
Strength 5 Solidarity 8% Tradition 6
Tolerance 5 Diversity 8% Diversity 6
Solidarity 4 Gender equality 6% Solidarity 5
Tradition 2 Tradition 4% Gender equality 5
Inclusion 2 Inclusion 3% Religion 4
Mutuality 1 Mutuality 3% Mutuality 2

*Notes for Table 2: respondents were asked the following question (V1): Imagine that you were to create a new country

founded on the values which are most important to you, and you were asked to pick the three most important values to

become the new country motto. The respondents were presented with the full list of values The first choice was therefore

indicative of the most important value. Totals add to more than 100% as respondents were asked to select three values.

See toolkit appendix for description of all survey items.

Throughout the tables, colours are used to capture magnitude using the following colour codes: Above 50, 30-49, 20-29,
, 10-14, 0-9.

In a way, this first question gives us one of the most decontextualised measures of value prioritisation in the
three countries that we have in the survey, but as explained in our theoretical framework, it suffers from being
“prisoner of language”, which means that it is quite conceivable that similarities across countries may hide
some major differences in terms of what is meant by, say, respect or tolerance. Conversely, noted cross-
national differences may be artefacts of contrasting linguistic connotations even within the same language.

Moreover, we emphasised that values are largely subconscious, and verbalisation can often hide those
subconscious realities. In order to better capture them, we therefore used some implicit questions, including
asking respondents to choose between images representing alternative values. We used the same images
everywhere, portraying choices between order and chaos, love and science, solidarity and personal treat,
diversity and family homogeneity, and finally discussion and mindfulness.
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Figure 1. Most desired values for the foundation of a new country
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In Table 3, we look at how citizens chose between those five pairs of images across the three countries. The
distributions reveal two important findings.

The first set of findings is about prioritisation. We find that when reacting to implicit prompts and having to
choose one of two competing values, overwhelmingly over 4 in 5 choose order over chaos, and over two-thirds
prioritise love above science. In significantly more balanced ways, a majority of respondents prioritise diversity
over family homogeneity, mindfulness over interaction, and a small majority tend to prioritise solidarity over
personal treat (roughly 55% of respondents vs 45%).

The second important finding is that unlike what we observed with regards to the explicit question interpreted
above, there is virtually no difference between the three countries (apart from diversity being preferred by an
even slightly larger proportion of respondents in the United Kingdom as opposed to the other two countries).
This is interesting because, in many ways, pictorial representations of value alternatives can be more culturally
loaded (in the sense that, for instance, order or chaos might mean different things in different countries). Yet,
the instinctive preferences of citizens of those three different nations between the implicit representation of
contrasting values are virtually undifferentiated.

Table 3. Implicit value preferences

TENSION VALUE South Africa United Klngdom

Order vs Chaos Order
Chaos 17 15 21
Love vs Science Love 7 69 67
Science 29 31 33
Diversity vs Family Diversity 57 57 63
Family 43 43 37
Mindfulness 58 58 58
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Mindfulness vs Discussion 42 42 42
Interaction
Solidarity vs Personal Solidarity 54 57 55
Rl Personal treat 46 43 45

3.1.2 Value ownership, and what value priorities for the British Council

Whilst we looked at values in general in the first section, the second set of results aims to better understand
the reality of value ownership, i.e. to what extent respondents’ value prioritisation can apply to the actions of
any institution or, on the contrary, be differentiated with respondents preferring certain types of institutions to
embody different values than others. In this section, we first contrast the values people would like to see
embodied by cultural vs diplomatic institutions and then look at what values they specifically want to see at the
heart of the identity and action of the British Council itself.

Let us first compare value prioritisation for cultural institutions in general. Those are reported in Table 4. As
with the generic values variable, respect is by far and everywhere the most important value citizens want to
see at the heart of the identity and action of cultural institutions. However, a number of values become a lot
more important when it comes to cultural institutions than was the case generally. This is notably the case for
open-mindedness, equality, and tolerance (except in South Africa, where it is rated lower). At a lower level,
diversity is also seen as a more important value for cultural institutions in all three countries. By contrast, values
such as safety and even peace, whilst not disappearing altogether, are far less emphasised than was the case
in the question on general values.

In terms of cross-national difference, we note that respect and peace are rated much higher yet in Malaysia
than in other countries, that inclusion is seen as important for cultural institutions amongst British respondents,
and gender equality among South African ones, even though those two values are not prominent elsewhere.

In terms of value ownership, however, what we mostly wanted to ascertain was the extent to which respondents
would differentiate between the values which they wish to see championed by cultural institutions and those
they believe should be at the core of the action of diplomatic institutions. The results for the latter are presented
in Table 5. Once again, the primacy of respect is unchallenged; indeed, it is seen as even more crucial for
diplomatic institutions than for cultural ones (up to 55% of mentions in Malaysia). More importantly, however,
respondents are far keener for diplomatic institutions to focus on peace (22-34% of depending on the country)
and safety (17-27%). This comes at the expense of values such as diversity, which are not seen as crucial by
respondents in this context. It should be noted that several values, such as strength, prosperity, tradition, and
solidarity, are not prominently mentioned in the context of either institution.

Table 4. Most important values for cultural institutions

Respect Respect Respect
Peace 31
Tolerance 30
Open-mindedness 24
Religion 22
Freedom 13 Safety 20 Inclusion 13
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Religion 11 Freedom 12
Gender equality 11 Safety 11
Safety 11 Diversity 10
Sustainability 11 Diversity 14 Sustainability 9
Tolerance 9 Tradition 12 Tradition 8
Tradition 8 Strength 10 Care 8
Prosperity 7 Solidarity 9 Solidarity 7
Care 6 Mutuality 8 Strength 7
Inclusion 6 Prosperity 8 Mutuality 6
Strength 6 Sustainability 8 Prosperity 4
Solidarity 6 Gender equality 6 Gender equality 4
Mutuality 5 Inclusion 3 Religion 4

Table 5. Most important values for diplomatic institutions

IS S S S

Respect Respect Respect
Peace 22 Peace 34 Peace 23
Safety 22 Tolerance 28
Safety 27
Tolerance 13 Open-mindedness 25 Open-mindedness 14
Freedom 13 Equality 14
Open-mindedness 13 Freedom 12
Care 9 Religion 14 Care 11
Diversity 9 Equality 13 Inclusion 9
Solidarity 9 Mutuality 13 Solidarity 8
Gender equality 8 Solidarity 10 Strength 7
Strength 7 Strength 9 Tradition 6
Sustainability 6 Diversity 7 Diversity 6
Religion 6 Prosperity 7 Mutuality 6
Prosperity 5 Tradition 6 Sustainability 5
Inclusion 5 Sustainability 6 Gender equality 4
Mutuality 4 Inclusion 5 Prosperity 4
Tradition 4 Gender equality 5 Religion 2
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Where, however, does this leave us with regards to the values that respondents would like to see at the heart
of what the British Council represents and embraces? Interestingly enough, the results, presented in Table 6
and Figure 2, about the institution in terms of value ownership, differ a little from respondents’ general
perceptions of cultural institutions.

Whilst respect remains by far the main value respondents want the British Council to identify with, and peace
is important, very unique to the British Council is the primary importance of equality as a core value. It is cited
by 21% of respondents in Malaysia, 20% in South Africa and 18% in the United Kingdom. This time in line with
cultural institutions, freedom is also seen as an important value everywhere (13-17% depending on the
country), whilst by contrast, tolerance is interestingly seen as less critical than for both cultural and diplomatic
institutions.

We also note many values which are seen as important in some countries only. In Malaysia, we note the
importance of care (19%, 6™ most cited value) as well as mutuality (15%, 9™ most cited value), whilst in the
United Kingdom, it is interesting to underline that inclusion is seen as important by many (16%, 4" most cited
value).

Among values which are generally not associated with what respondents want to see the British Council
embody, we note the weakness of religion, gender equality, tradition, and even prosperity and sustainability,
among others. Those values may, in some cases, be seen as important by respondents in general, but they
are not the values that citizens wish the British Council to put at the heart of its identity.

Table 6. Most important values for the British Council

South Africa Malaysia United Kingdom

Respect 23 Respect 48 Respect 30
Equality 20 Peace 28
Open-mindedness 27
Open-mindedness 13 Tolerance 23
Freedom 13 Equality 21
Diversity 13 Tolerance 14
Safety 11 Freedom 13
Sustainability 11 Diversity 11
Prosperity 10 Tradition 10
Solidarity 10 Safety 8
Inclusion 10 Strength 12 Care 8
Gender equality 9 Religion 11 Solidarity 7
Tolerance 9 Solidarity 10 Strength 6
Tradition 7 Sustainability 10 Mutuality 6
Care 7 Tradition 10 Sustainability 6
Religion 6 Prosperity 8 Prosperity 5
Strength 5 Inclusion 7 Gender equality 4
Mutuality 5 Gender equality 6 Religion 3

20



The Big Conversation
Final Report

Figure 2. Most important values for the British Council
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In other words, beyond respect and to a lesser extent peace, which respondents wish for all types of
institutions, British Council included, to abide by, citizens tend to have a fairly distinct sense of value ownership
and of how they wish different types of institutions — cultural and diplomatic ones, but also the British Council
specifically — to be defined by different core values (see Figure 3). In particular, this highlights a specific “value
niche” for the British Council, which could represent values of equality and freedom better than others. In other
words, whilst those values may be cited by as many people as respect, peace, and open-mindedness which
remain very important values, equality and freedom are essential because they are unique and can thus
represent a particularly distinctive and likeable value profile for the British Council. Inclusion and mutuality may
also be championed by the British Council better than by anyone, but they are only emphasised in some
countries and not in others, so further research in additional countries may be necessary to confirm how strong
a value opportunity mutuality and inclusion may indeed represent.
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Figure 3. Value ownership model and the British Council value niche
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3.1.3 Improving international cooperation

Finally, we wanted to understand what citizens of Malaysia, South Africa, and the United Kingdom want to see
emphasised in the context of international cooperation and what they believe could further facilitate it.

In this section, we analyse two different questions. The first one pertained to the conditions that are most
important for international cooperation. The results are reported in table 7 and Figure 4. Four elements tend
to be particularly highlighted by respondents in all three countries: the need for more tolerance (the top answer
everywhere, cited by 45% of respondents in South Africa, 61% in the United Kingdom and 71% in Malaysia),
more focus on what countries have in common (notably highlighted by 50% of Malaysian respondents and
53% of British ones), more equality, and more experience of other cultures. Other elements — such as being
either more or less assertive on national values, focusing on traditions, or travel are seen as far less relevant.
Everywhere, we note the very low proportion choosing the “none of the above” answer (1-6%), which suggests
that the options at hand are generally relevant.

There are a few comparative differences to note. For instance, experiencing other cultures is seen as less
relevant in South Africa than elsewhere; in South Africa and Malaysia more people believe in asserting values
more, whilst in the United Kingdom more feel that values should actually be asserted less in order to improve
international cooperation.
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Table 7. Most important conditions for international cooperation

| ENEVATE] S. Africa United

A (%) Kingdom

(%)
More tolerance of what is different between the nations 71 45 61
More focus on what is common between the nations 50 36 53
More equality between nations 47 37 44
More experience of other nations’ cultures 41 24 38
More emphasis on each nations’ traditions 29 27
Nations being more assertive about their values 20 14
More travel between the nations 14
Nations being less assertive about their values 8
None of the above 3 1 6

Figure 4. Most important criteria for better cooperation between nations
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Secondly, we also looked at what areas should be prioritised for international cooperation, a crucial question
for the British Council to understand the space available to the institution and its core missions to participate
in better and stronger international cooperation. The results are presented in Table 8 and Figure 5.

This time, the most striking finding are the differences in priorities across countries. In South African and
Malaysia, the most important area for international cooperation is seen by far to be the economy, followed by
education. By contrast, in the United Kingdom, the two most important areas are the environment and the fight
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against terrorism. In the United Kingdom and Malaysia in particular, science is also seen as a key priority area,
whilst in Malaysia and to a lesser extent the United Kingdom, culture is seen as important. Military security is
a secondary but relevant priority everywhere, migration is low on respondents’ priority order except to an extent
in the United Kingdom (16% cite it), language and sport are weak everywhere.

In short, amongst the various areas of competence and action of the British Council, education is seen as the
most critical but less so in the United Kingdom, science and culture are strong everywhere (except for culture
in South Africa) and language is not seen as a critical cooperation area.

Table 8. Priority areas for international cooperation

South Africa Malaysia United Kingdom

Economy 78 Economy 72 Environment 52
Education 66 Education 52 Terrorism 46
Environment 38 Environment 38 Economy 39
Science 28 Culture 26 Science 34
Terrorism 23 Terrorism 25 Education 30
Science 20 Military security 21
Culture 13 Culture 20
Migration 11
Sport 11 Migration 12 Language 8
Language 10 Sport 7 Sport 7
None 1 None 2 None 4
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Figure 5. Most important areas of cooperation with the rest of the world
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3.1.4 International cooperation: cross-sectional variations

In terms of preferences for international cooperation we have mostly looked at overall trends and cross-national
differences. However, we have also identified a few — relatively limited — cross sectional differences. For
instance, we note that men are more likely to believe that nations should be less assertive about their values,
whereby women are more likely to be keen on highlighting equality between nations. In terms of the substance
for key policies for international cooperation, men are also more likely to prioritise scientific collaboration,
whereas women tend to emphasise education and the fight on terrorism as the main areas to facilitate
cooperation on the global stage.

Citizens living with disabilities are more focused on nations being less assertive about values but are generally
less keen on emphasising tolerance except in the United Kingdom where citizens living with disabilities are
slightly more likely to emphasise tolerance of differences.

We also find that citizens in South Africa that report higher levels of education are more likely to emphasise
travel as an important requirement for international cooperation. Similarly, British citizens with higher levels of
education are more focused on experiencing other nations’ cultures.

Moreover, citizens that have heard of the British Council are more likely to emphasise experience of other
cultures, and in Malaysia, these citizens are more likely to stress equality between nations.

We also find that older generations in all three countries are more focused on the importance of tolerating
differences than younger generations are. In general, they are more emphatic of tolerance of differences and
more focused on the perceived commonalities between groups. In addition, perhaps counter-intuitively in terms
of defining priority areas for international cooperation, it is older generations who focus on environmental
cooperation and sustainability, whereby younger generations are more likely to prioritise education and culture.
In Malaysia, for example, young people are most focused on education and language. Culture, sport, and
migration are the top priorities for young citizens in South Africa, and for British young citizens their priorities
are more focused on education and culture.
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Gender

Age groups

Education

Ethnicity

Disabilities

Heard of
British
Council

Men more likely to
emphasise being less
assertive about values

Older people more likely to
emphasise tolerance

No major difference.

Ethnic Malays less likely to
emphasise equality between
nations.

Those with disabilities more
focused on nations being
less assertive about values
but less focused on
tolerance.

Those with exposure to the
British Council more likely to
stress equality between
nations.

Women more likely to
emphasise equality between
nations and men nations
being less assertive about
their values

Older people less focused on
equality between nations and
more on experience of other
cultures

People with more education
more likely to emphasise
travel.

Black South Africans less
likely to emphasise
experience of other cultures.
White South Africans more
likely to stress nations being
less assertive about values.

People reporting disabilities
more likely to emphasise
nations being less assertive
about their values.

No major difference.

Cross-sectional differences: Priorities for international cooperation

Gender

Women more likely to
emphasise education and
men fighting terror.

Women more likely to
emphasise education and
fighting terror, men more
likely to emphasise science.
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Women more likely to
emphasise tolerance of
differences and focus on
commonalities. Men more
likely to emphasise national
being less assertive about
their values

Older people more emphatic
on tolerance of differences
and focusing on
commonalities. Young people
focus on travel

People with higher education
more focused on
experiencing other nations’
cultures.

No clear difference.

Those with disabilities more
likely to emphasise tolerance
of differences.

Those familiar with British
Council more likely to
emphasise experience of
other cultures and less
focused on equality between
nations.

Women more focused on
fighting terrorism and
protecting the environment,
men more likely to
emphasise science.
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Age groups Young people least Older people more likely to  Older people more likely to
concerned about economy,  emphasise fighting terrorism emphasise environment and
environment, and fighting and the environment, fighting terror. Young people
terror, but most focused on  Younger people culture, more focused on education
education and language. sport, and migration. and culture.

Education  People with lower education  No major differences. Those with higher education
more likely to emphasise more likely to emphasise
military security. science and culture.

Ethnicity Malay Chinese more likely to  White South Africans more  No clear difference.
emphasise the environment  likely to emphasise the
and fighting terror whilst environment and fighting
ethnic Malay more likely to ~ terrorism.
emphasise military security.

Disabilities = Those reporting disabilites ~ No major difference. Those reporting disabilities
are less likely to emphasise less likely to focus on the
the economy or education. economy.

Heard of Those familiar with the British Those familiar with the British Those familiar with the British

British Council more concerned Council more concerned Council more likely to

Council about the environment but about the environment. emphasise culture and

less about language. migration.

3.1.5 How do Malaysians arbitrate between conflicting values? A tension scale analysis

The tension scales analysis in Malaysia brings about some interesting findings which strongly help us
understand the key arbitrations that citizens perform when having to decide between competing positive values
in situations where they are incompatible — as in frequent in society and life.

A key insight is that on balance, the Malaysian population tends to be favourable to limiting freedom of speech
where it risks leading to religious offence (61-27) or public disorder (56-34). This prioritisation also goes hand
in hand with support for a certain multicultural basis for society, which also leads to protecting minority concerns
even if it goes against majority rule (67-23) and fostering mixity rather than avoiding cultural tensions if it
requires distanciation between communities (68-22).

Finally, there is a general prevalence of a form of social and economic conservatism with a preference for
reducing benefits over tax increases to protect the unemployed (58-24) and trusting expert advice over public
preferences (53-36). However, the population remains attached to teaching critical skills over respect for
authority (57-33) and enforcing gender equality regardless of religious traditions (58-33).

The Malaysian picture is surprisingly similar to other countries in a number of ways, but the sacrosanct nature
of freedom of speech is clearly much weaker than in both South Africa and the United Kingdom (when in
tension with public order priorities and even more notably religious offence priorities). Conversely, the
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population is generally more economically and socially conservative in values than the other two countries.
This is true both in its support for lower tax even if it leads to more vulnerability for the unemployed, and in
terms of tolerating religious traditions if they contradict gender equality (there is more support for gender
equality on balance, but significantly less so than in the United Kingdom and South Africa). Finally, the country
globally has a stronger belief in enforcing cultural mixity and in considering a role for majority preference even
if it contradicts expert leadership (here again, trust in expert leadership is higher, but the margin is significantly
weaker than in the United Kingdom and South Africa).

In that sense, the tension scales are proving very valuable, because they suggest that whilst the value narrative
is very similar across all three countries, when value tensions occur, the ultimate arbitration tends to be
significantly more conservative, multicultural, and respectful of religion in Malaysia than in the other two
countries studied.

Freedom of speech vs

Freedomofspeechvs id reliai * Tax increase vs reduce
public order avoId religICeR S © benefits
100
80
100 100
60 32
43
40
50 11 o0 17
20
0 0 0
® Public order ++ ® Avoid religious offense ++ m Reduce benefits ++
Public order + Avoid religious offense + Reduce benefits +
Unsure/Prefer not to say Unsure/Prefer not to say Unsure/Prefer not to say
u Freedom of speech + u Freedom of speech + m Tax increase +
u Freedom of speech ++ ® Freedom of speech ++ B Tax increase ++
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Expert leadership vs
democratic majority

100

50

0

m Democratic majority ++
Democratic majority +

m Unsure/Prefer not to say

m Expert leadership +

m Expert leadership ++

Respect religious
tradition vs gender

® National benefit ++ m Gender equality ++

National benefit + Gender equality +

u Unsure/Prefer not to say m Unsure/Prefer not to say

® Universal benefit + m Respect religious tradition +

® Universal benefit ++ m Respect religious tradition ++

29



The Big Conversation
Final Report

3.1.6 How do South Africans arbitrate between conflicting values? A tension scale analysis

The tension scales analysis in South Africa brings about some interesting findings which strongly help us
understand the key arbitrations that citizens perform when having to decide between competing positive values
in situations where they are incompatible — as frequent in society and life.

There are a number of largely unanimous areas for the South African public in terms of how to arbitrate
between contradictory positive value choices. For example, 74% want to ring fence gender equality even if it
conflicts with the respect of religious traditions while only 16% are willing to make the opposite choice. Similarly,
71% will privilege minority concerns over majority rule (19%), 66% will prioritise a more universal benefit over
the option of a greater national benefit (25%), and the same for expert leadership (65%) over democratic
preferences (27%).

Beyond those cases of overwhelming preferences, there are also relatively clear majority of South Africans
who will privilege forcing mixity (54%) over avoiding tensions (40%), emphasising critical skills (56%) over
respect for authority (38%), reducing unemployment benefits (55%) to avoid increasing taxes (25%), or
protecting public order (51%) over freedom of speech (40%). The most balanced division is between
preference for freedom of speech (46%) over avoiding religious offence (44%).

South Africa does not very significantly differ from the other two case studies, though we note in particular that
South Africa is the most unanimous in its support for reducing benefits for the unemployed rather than increase
taxes in a context of crisis.

In that sense, the tension scales are proving very valuable, because they suggest that not only is the value
narrative very similar across all three countries, but also that South Africans are largely aligned with the other
two case studies, and in fact closer to the distributions noted in Britain than in highly multicultural Malaysia.

Freedom of speech vs Freedom of speech vs Tax increase vs reduce
public order avoid religious offense benefits

100 100 100
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® Public order ++ m Avoid religious offense ++ mReduce benefits ++
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Unsure/Prefer not to say Unsure/Prefer not to say Unsure/Prefer not to say
m Freedom of speech + u Freedom of speech + mTax increase +
m Freedom of speech ++ H Freedom of speech ++ mTax increase ++
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Expert leadership vs
democratic majority
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3.1.7 How do Britons arbitrate between conflicting values? A tension scale analysis

The tension scales analysis in the United Kingdom brings about some interesting findings which strongly help
us understand the key arbitrations that citizens perform when having to decide between competing positive
values in situations where they are incompatible — as in frequent in society and life.

In some respects, the British value preferences are very clear. For instance, when it comes to arbitrating
between gender equality and religious traditions, the British population overwhelmingly favours the gender
equality side (81% vs 9). The situation is almost as clear when it comes to arbitrating between minority
concerns (59%) and maijority rule (27%).

There are still relatively clear majorities in favour of expert leadership (54%) as opposed to democratic majority
preferences (27%), prioritising universal benefits over national ones (2% vs 31), imposing mixity even if it risks
perpetuating tensions (53% vs 31), prioritising freedom of speech even if it causes religious offence (49% vs
33) or encouraging children to cultivate critical skills (48%) over emphasising respect for authority (34%). By
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contrast, the dominant British respondents’ value system puts public order ahead of freedom of speech (47%
vs 32).

Finally, a small number of issues are really cases for clear divisions, for instance between reducing benefits
for the unemployed (41%) or accepting tax increases (33).

Comparing the United Kingdom to Malaysia and South Africa does no