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Preface

We hope that people conducting interfaith 
projects at the community and grassroots level 
will find this toolkit useful. We have tried to 
make it as user-friendly as possible but in a way 
that also gets across complex ideas.

This toolkit was designed by researchers at 
the Woolf Institute, Cambridge as part of the 
Measures of Success project and was designed 
around the findings of this project.  

See here for more information on the project:

https://www.woolf.cam.ac.uk/research/projects/
measures-of-success-evaluating-the-impact-of-
interfaith-dialogue

We are extremely grateful to our generous 
funder who wishes to remain anonymous, as 
well as Near Neighbours, The Rossing Center 
for Education and Dialogue,  Alliance for 
Peacebuilding, members of the Peer Learning 
Community, The St Phillip’s Centre, Leicester, 
The Tim Parry Jonathan Ball Peace Foundation, 
London Borough of Newham, Gingko, Emoena, 
KU Leuven and other organisations for all their 
advice and input in researching, developing 
and designing the Measures of Success project 
and this accompanying toolkit. Without their 
invaluable help, this resource would never have 
come to fruition.

(above) Exterior of the Woolf Institute

https://www.woolf.cam.ac.uk/research/projects/measures-of-success-evaluating-the-impact-of-interfaith-dialogue
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1. About this Toolkit

1.1. Who is this toolkit for? 
This toolkit is intended for people involved This toolkit is intended for people involved 
in interfaith work at the community and in interfaith work at the community and 
grassroots level.grassroots level. In particular, those who have 
been asked to report on the impact or ‘success’ 
of a project. We hope it will be helpful for people 
who are evaluating for the first time or for 
those who do not have the resources available 
to outsource their evaluation to an external 
company.

1.2. What is the purpose 
of this toolkit? 
The purpose of this toolkit is to give the The purpose of this toolkit is to give the 
reader an idea of the basics of evaluation and reader an idea of the basics of evaluation and 
the knowledge required to be able to carry the knowledge required to be able to carry 
out their own impact reportout their own impact report.  Evaluations can 
range from relatively simple to very complicated. 
In this guide, we outline a framework that can 
be applied to any level but the methodology, or 
the way we suggest doing things, is aimed at the 
simpler end of the scale.

It’s important to remember that this toolkit It’s important to remember that this toolkit 
is a guide. Nothing we suggest is compulsory!is a guide. Nothing we suggest is compulsory! 
The aim of this toolkit is NOT to tell you exactly 
how to evaluate your project, nor is it to tell 
you exactly which indicators to use. What we 
are trying to do is provide you with the relevant 
resources to help you along your journey as you 
demonstrate the impact that your work is having 
at the grassroots level.

Throughout this toolkit, there are links that Throughout this toolkit, there are links that 
direct you to more detailed discussions about direct you to more detailed discussions about 
some of the topics. some of the topics. So if you want to know 
more about large-scale evaluation for example 
or more about how we developed the evaluation 
framework, clicking on the links will take you to 
more in-depth material on the subject.

1.3. How to use this 
resource
The toolkit is intended as a travel guide to The toolkit is intended as a travel guide to 
take you through your evaluation journeytake you through your evaluation journey. 
At each stage of the process, we provide 
information and resources to help guide you.

A
bo

ut this To
o

lkit

In Section1In Section1, we give an overview of our 
evaluation framework. It can be daunting to 
talk about things like ‘success’ or ‘impact’, 
let alone try and measure them. So the 
framework we have developed breaks 
down these complex ideas into more bite-
sized chunks. This not only makes things 
less complicated but also helps us measure 
complex things more precisely.

In Section 2In Section 2, we take you through 
the methodology. Here we lay out our 
recommended steps in the evaluation 
process and provide you with the 
information and resources needed to be 
able to conduct your own evaluation.

In Section 3In Section 3, we provide a case study of 
an interfaith project to show you how to 
apply everything we’ve shared with you.
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2. Before we begin:  
    Useful Terminology
Baseline surveyBaseline survey:  This is a survey administered 
before or at the start of a project that measures 
key indicators and against which you can assess 
changes that have occurred during the project.

End-line surveyEnd-line survey:  This is a survey that is 
administered at the end of a project. The results 
are compared with those of the baseline survey 
to assess any change or progress on a set of 
indicators. These changes may be anticipated 
although often they may indicate unexpected or 
unintended changes.

EvaluationEvaluation:  Evaluation is a research process 
that points to the effect that an intervention 
or programme is having. The basic functions of 
evaluation are to gauge what works well, what 
doesn’t work and if it does work, then under 
what conditions?

IndicatorIndicator:  An indicator is a marker of change.  
It provides information about the level of change 
to (or from) a desired outcome or goal.

MethodologyMethodology:  Methodology refers to the way 
the research process is conducted, i.e. howhow it is 
done. It involves the procedures and techniques 
that were used to carry out an experiment or 
evaluation.

MeasuresMeasures:  These are the items in a research 
programme that participants respond to; for 
example, a survey or interview questions.

OutcomeOutcome:  An outcome is the change or set 
of changes that occur as a result of an activity, 
policy or programme. They can be short-term 
and act like stepping stones that researchers 
use to assess progress towards an end goal. Or 
they can be long-term (i.e. the wider goals of 
an intervention that may not be immediately 
obvious and may take years to develop and be 
realised.)

Pre- and post-test designPre- and post-test design:  This is a research 
design in which the same assessment materials 
are given to participants both before and after 
an intervention or programme. This allows us to 
determine if there are any changes that we could 
reasonably link to the project.

(above) Exhibition opening 
at the Woolf Institute

(right) Interior of the library 
at the Woolf Institute
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3.2. Challenges to 
evaluation
What is ‘success’?What is ‘success’?
• How do you define such a vague term?

• And who defines it?

How do you measure it?How do you measure it?
• Can you quantify the long-term and often 

subtle changes that take place?
 
We argue that YESYES - it is possible to define 
success and YESYES - it is possible to measure it.

 

3 What are the major challenges 
 to evaluation?
      Click here to find out more.

 

3.1. Why is evaluation 
important?
• Accountability (to funders but not exclusively!)
• Learning (gaining knowledge of what works 

best)

• Effectiveness (bad practise could be 
detrimental)

• Efficiency (funds can be scarce!)

 
For additional resources on evaluation  
go to page page 3232 

1 Why is evaluation important?  
 Click here to find out more. 

2 Why evaluate? 
 Click here to find out more.

3. The Evaluation Journey

Not everything that can be counted counts, and 
not everything that counts can be counted.
Albert Einstein 

T
he Evaluatio

n Jo
urney
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4. Our Evaluation Framework
Often, interfaith work is done because there is 
the belief that it can change more than just the 
people involved in the project or intervention. 
It has effects that spill over and lead to changes 
within and between communities and perhaps 
even regional or national changes. We split these 
different types of change into three domains: 
psychological, community and societal.  
Individual changes in people’s attitudes and 
beliefs take place in the psychological domain. 
Positive changes that happen within or between 
communities takes place in the community 
domain. And finally large-scale changes happen 
in the societal domain. Splitting changes into 
three different domains means we can be more 
specific about the type of impact we want to 
measure.

SUCCESSSUCCESS

PSYCHOLOGICAL COMMUNITY SOCIETAL

These domains are all interlinked so changes 
in one domain can influence changes in the 
others and vice versa.

Each of our domains (psychologicalpsychological,  
communitycommunity and societalsocietal) are further 
broken down into ‘elementselements’.

In this toolkit, we only focus on the 
psychological and the community domain of 
success. This is because the methodology 
that we put forward is for smaller-scale 
evaluations. There are many ways to 
evaluate, some very complex. 

See:
https://fundingforgood.org/what-are-evaluation-
methods/

https://www.betterevaluation.org/en/start_here/
which_method_or_process4 What does successful interfaith involve? 

Click here to find out more.

T
he Evaluatio

n Jo
urney

PSYCHOLOGICAL

COMMUNITY SOCIETAL

https://fundingforgood.org/what-are-evaluation-methods/
https://www.betterevaluation.org/en/start_here/which_method_or_process
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single one we have listed! The idea is that they 
provide some ideas for guiding your evaluation. 
We recommend you use the ones that are 
most relevant to your project and the ones 
that will give you information about the things 
you are most interested in tracking and within 
which domain. For example, if you are most 
interested in looking at increasing integration 
between communities then you might want 
to use all of the relevant indicators and maybe 
develop some of your own. More indicators will 
provide you with more information so you can 
build a detailed picture of what is happening. 
Perhaps you might also want to assess group 
level attitudes but this is less important for your 
evaluation in which case you could choose two 
or three relevant indicators that assess group 
level attitudes (rather than all of them). This 
would give you a snapshot of what might be 
happening but not a more fine-grained picture.

5 How was this framework developed? 
 Click here to find out more.

Recap: What is an indicator?Recap: What is an indicator?
An indicator is a measure which helps to show 
the level of change towards or from a desired 
outcome.

They have two main functions:
1.  They provide information in summary form 

and reduce the information needed that would 
normally be required to paint a very detailed 
picture of a situation.

2.  They can be used to communicate complex 
phenomena in simplified form to a variety of 
stakeholders.

For additional resources on indicators go to page 32

6 More about Indicators. 
 Click here to find out more.

What might these elements be? Let’s just think 
about defining the elements that make up 
psychological domain of success for the moment.

The psychological domain of successThe psychological domain of success has three 
elements that sit within it:

These elements also influence each other, for 
example, changes in beliefs and knowledge can 
influence attitudes and behaviours and identity 
and attachment etc. 

The next part of our framework breaks down 
the elements even further into a set of outcomes. 
So what might these look like? Again, let’s just 
think about the psychological domain of success 
at the moment. But first, what do we mean by an 
outcome?

An OutcomeAn Outcome = the changes that occur as a 
result of an activity, policy or programme.

The last stage of our framework involves 
choosing a set of indicators for each outcome. 
In this toolkit, we have suggested some possible 
indicators that you might find useful to use in 
your evaluation. You do not have to include every 

T
he Evaluatio

n Jo
urney

IDENTITY & 
ATTACHMENT

BELIEFS & 
KNOWLEDGE

ATTITUDES & 
BEHAVIOURS

OUTCOME 1

OUTCOME 2

OUTCOME 3

OUTCOME 1

OUTCOME 2

OUTCOME 3

OUTCOME 1

OUTCOME 2

OUTCOME 3
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5. The Psychological  
Domain of Success

Let’s first think about how to apply our framework 
to the domain of psychological successdomain of psychological success. 

To learn more To learn more click here.click here.

Each domain of success contains three elements. 
In our framework, the elements that sit within 
the psychological domain of success are:

1. Identity and Attachment1. Identity and Attachment
2. Beliefs and Knowledge2. Beliefs and Knowledge
3. Attitudes and Behaviours3. Attitudes and Behaviours

The next step is to break down the elements 
into a set of outcomes.

An OutcomeAn Outcome = the changes that occur as a 
result of an activity, policy or programme.

T
he Psycho

lo
gical D
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m

ain o
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7 Attitudes and behaviours are not  
 the same. 
 Click here to find out more.

8 What do we mean by an  
 inclusive identity? 
 Click here to find out more.

Element: Beliefs and KnowledgeElement: Beliefs and Knowledge

Outcome 1Outcome 1:  
An increased knowledge about yourself

Outcome 2Outcome 2:  
An increased knowledge about the ‘other’

Outcome 3Outcome 3:  
A revision of beliefs about yourself  
and the ‘other’

Element: Attitudes and BehaviourElement: Attitudes and Behaviour

Outcome 1Outcome 1:  
Increased positive behaviours  
towards the ‘other’

Outcome 2Outcome 2:  
Increased positive attitudes  
towards the ‘other’

Element: Identity and AttachmentElement: Identity and Attachment

Outcome 1Outcome 1:  
An increased sense of an inclusive identity

Outcome 2Outcome 2:  
An increased openness to the ‘other’

IDENTITY & 
ATTACHMENT

BELIEFS & 
KNOWLEDGE

ATTITUDES & 
BEHAVIOURS
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Going forwardGoing forward
The following list of psychological level 
indicators are designed to give you an idea of 
what you could use to measure the outcomes 
within the psychological domain. Remember, 
you do not have to include every single one. 
For example, there may be some indicators 
that you feel are more relevant to your project 
than others; that is absolutely fine. The idea is 
to use the ones that you think will be most use the ones that you think will be most 
relevant to your project and the ones that relevant to your project and the ones that 
will give you information about the aspect will give you information about the aspect 
you are most interested in trackingyou are most interested in tracking (e.g. 
increased trust, improved attitudes, changed 
behaviours etc). Even though you may be 
limited in terms of resources or time, we 
recommend that you use at least two of the 
suggested indicators for each outcome.

T
he Psycho
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Having defined our outcomes in each of the 
three elements, the next step is to choose or 
develop a set of indicators indicators for each outcome.

What is an indicator?What is an indicator?
An indicator is a measure which helps to show 
the level of change towards or from a desired 
outcome.

See also: https://www.allianceforpeacebuilding.
org/eirene-peacebuilding-database

Above: Staircase in the library at the Woolf Institute

https://www.allianceforpeacebuilding.org/eirene-peacebuilding-database
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5.1. Element: Identity and 
Attachment

Outcome 1: Increased inclusive Outcome 1: Increased inclusive 
identityidentity

Indicator 1: Strength of attachment to Indicator 1: Strength of attachment to 
religious communityreligious community
• Please look at the picture below. Circle 

the letter that you think best shows your 
attachment to people who attend the same 
place of worship as you

Don’t think too hard about it, just indicate the 
option (e.g.  A-D) that you are most drawn to.

Indicator 2: Strength of attachment to Indicator 2: Strength of attachment to 
religious groupreligious group
• Please look at the picture below. Circle 

the letter that you think best shows your 
attachment to people of the same religion  
as you across the world

Don’t think too hard about it, just indicate the 
option (e.g.  A-D) that you are most drawn to. 

 
 
 
 
 

9 Where do these circles come from? 
 Click here to find out more.

Indicator 3: Degree of confidence in religious Indicator 3: Degree of confidence in religious 
identityidentity
• Please circle on the scale below to what extent 

you feel secure or insecure in your religious 
identity

1.  Very secure 
2.  A little secure 
3.  Neither secure/insecure 
4. A little insecure 
5.  Very insecure

• Please circle on the scale below to what 
extent you agree or disagree with the 
following statement: “I feel proud of belonging 
to my religious group”

1.  Strongly Agree 
2.  Agree 
3.  Neither Agree/Disagree 
4.  Disagree 
5.  Strongly Disagree

Indicator 4:Indicator 4:  Strength of group identificationStrength of group identification
• Please circle on the scale below the number 

that represents to what extent you agree or 
disagree with the following statement:  
“I identify with other (e.g. Muslims, Jews etc.)”

1.  Strongly Agree 
2.  Agree 
3.  Neither Agree/Disagree 
4.  Disagree 
5.  Strongly Disagree

T
he Psycho

lo
gical D
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Me Me Me Me

People of the 
same religion 
as me across 

the world

People of the 
same religion 
as me across 

the world

People of the 
same religion 
as me across 

the world

People of the 
same religion 
as me across 

the world

A B C D

Me Me Me Me

People who 
attend the 

same place of 
worship as me

People who 
attend the 

same place of 
worship as me

People who 
attend the 

same place of 
worship as me

People who 
attend the 

same place of 
worship as me

A B C D
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Me Me Me Me

People of 
other religions

People of 
other religions

People of 
other religions

People of 
other religions

A B C D

Outcome 2: An increased Outcome 2: An increased 
openness to the ‘other’openness to the ‘other’

Indicator 5: Strength of attachment to Indicator 5: Strength of attachment to 
members of another religionmembers of another religion
• Please look at the picture below. Circle 

the letter that you think best shows your 
attachment to people of other religions

Don’t think too hard about it, just indicate the 
option (e.g.  A-D) that you are most drawn to.

 
 
 
 
 

10 Why use pictorial measures? 
 Click here to find out more.

Indicator 6: Strength of attachment to local Indicator 6: Strength of attachment to local 
environmentenvironment

• Please indicate on the scale below the extent to 
which you agree or disagree with the following 
statement: “I feel attached to my local area”

1.  Very secure 
2.  A little secure 
3.  Neither secure/insecure 
4. A little insecure 
5.  Very insecure 

11 Why measure strength of attachment 
 to locality? 
 Click here to find out more.

Indicator 7: Change in religious identity Indicator 7: Change in religious identity 
(administered in end-line survey only)(administered in end-line survey only)
• To what extent do you agree with the 

following statement: “My religious identity was 
affected during the project”

1.  Very secure 
2.  A little secure 
3.  Neither secure/insecure 
4. A little insecure 
5.  Very insecure

If you feel your religious identity was affected, 
was this in a positive or negative way?

• Can you provide an example of how your 
religious identity changed throughout the 
course of the project?

• What has been the most significant change for 
you since participating in the project?

Capturing all changesCapturing all changes
However tempting it is to report that your 
project was a success, it is important to be 
honest about the changes that took place.  
An evaluation framework should be able to 
capture all changes that occurred throughout the 
interreligious engagement process, even if they 
were negative or not intended and the indicators 
you use should be able to reflect this. Often this 
can reveal very important information about the 
processes that are stopping change from taking 
place. 

12 Capturing all changes. 
 Click here to find out more.
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5.2. Element: Beliefs and 
Knowledge

Outcome 1: An increased Outcome 1: An increased 
knowledge of yourselfknowledge of yourself

Indicator 8: Confidence of knowledge about Indicator 8: Confidence of knowledge about 
your own religionyour own religion
• Please circle the number that shows how 

much you agree or disagree with this 
statement: “I feel confident in my knowledge 
about my religion”

1.  Strongly Agree 
2.  Agree 
3.  Neither Agree/Disagree 
4.  Disagree 
5.  Strongly Disagree

Indicator 9Indicator 9: : Importance of religion in daily lifeImportance of religion in daily life
• On a scale of 0 to 10 (where 10 is the 

maximum), please write the number that 
shows how important your religion is in  
your daily life?

Indicator 10: Perception of discriminationIndicator 10: Perception of discrimination
• “In the past 12 months, I have been 

discriminated against because of my  
religious background”

1. Never   
2. One or two times   
3. Three or four times   
4. Five times or more often 

13 Why track perceived discrimination? 
 Click here to find out more.

Outcome 2: An increased Outcome 2: An increased 
knowledge of the ‘other’knowledge of the ‘other’

Indicator 11: Degree of trustIndicator 11: Degree of trust
• Based on previous encounters, how have 

interactions with (e.g. someone from a different 
religious background) made you feel?

1 Very comfortable   
2 Comfortable 
3 Neither comfortable/uncomfortable 
4 Uncomfortable   
5 Very uncomfortable

• Please indicate on the scale below the extent 
to which you agree or disagree with the 
following statement: “I would be happy to sit 
next to a (e.g. someone from another religion)  
on public transport”

1.  Strongly Agree 
2.  Agree 
3.  Neither Agree/Disagree 
4.  Disagree 
5.  Strongly Disagree 

14 Why is trust important? 
 Click here to find out more.

 

Indicator 12: Confidence in knowledge about Indicator 12: Confidence in knowledge about 
(another religion)(another religion)
• Please circle on the scale below the number that 

represents to what extent you agree or disagree 
with the following statement: “I feel confident in 
my knowledge about (e.g. another religion)”

1.  Strongly Agree 
2.  Agree 
3.  Neither Agree/Disagree 
4.  Disagree 
5.  Strongly Disagree

• Please circle on the scale below the number 
that represents to what extent you agree or 
disagree with the following statement:  
“I would feel confident talking to  
(e.g. someone from another religion).”

1.  Strongly Agree 
2.  Agree 
3.  Neither Agree/Disagree 
4.  Disagree 
5.  Strongly Disagree

T
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5.3. Attitudes and 
Behaviour

Outcome 1: Increased positive Outcome 1: Increased positive 
behaviours towards the ‘other’behaviours towards the ‘other’

Behavioural indicatorsBehavioural indicators

Indicator 15: Positive behaviours between Indicator 15: Positive behaviours between 
participants during project participants during project (as observed by (as observed by 
evaluator/facilitator during the project)evaluator/facilitator during the project)

• Number of positive interactions between
participants of different groups observed by
evaluator/facilitator during the project (e.g.
sitting close together, talking together in break
times, laughing, greeting each other)

Indicator 16: Positive behaviours between Indicator 16: Positive behaviours between 
members of different groups outside of the members of different groups outside of the 
project setting (administered in end-line project setting (administered in end-line 
survey only)survey only)
• Number of positive interactions on social

media in (x time period) after the end of the
project

• Number of reported positive interactions
reported outside of the project setting

• Did the participant attend mixed reunion
event? YES/NOYES/NO

• If YES, did the participant bring any family
member or friends? YES/NOYES/NO

If it is possible, we recommend that there is 
some kind of post-project social event/reunion 
(tea and cake, a recap of the project etc.). This 
is an opportunity to record how many of the 
original cohort attend and whether or not they 
bring friends and/or family.

Outcome 3: Revised beliefs (of Outcome 3: Revised beliefs (of 
yourself and the ‘other’)yourself and the ‘other’)

Indicator 13: Development of critical thinking Indicator 13: Development of critical thinking 
(administered in end-line survey only)(administered in end-line survey only)
• Please circle on the scale below the number

that represents to what extent you agree or
disagree with the following statement:
“To what extent has participation in this
project led to a deeper understanding of
your own religion?”

1.  To a great extent
2.  A little
3.  Neutral
4.  Not very much
5.  Not at all

• Do you feel this project has affected the way
you feel about your faith? YES/NO

If YESYES please describe below:

Indicator 14: Occurrence of revised beliefs Indicator 14: Occurrence of revised beliefs 
about the out-group (administered in the about the out-group (administered in the 
end-line survey only)end-line survey only)
• Have your beliefs about (e.g. Jews) changed

during this project? YES/NOYES/NO
If YESYES can you provide a brief example?

T
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Indicator 17: Increased prosocial behaviour Indicator 17: Increased prosocial behaviour 
(administered in the end-line survey only)(administered in the end-line survey only)
• How many community related projects have

you volunteered for since the end of this
project?

Indirect behavioural indicatorsIndirect behavioural indicators

Indicator 18: Likelihood of social interaction Indicator 18: Likelihood of social interaction 
with other groupswith other groups
• Number of interfaith events attended in the

past (12 months) before attending the current
project

• Have you been involved in interfaith projects
before? YES/NOYES/NO

• If YESYES, could you give a bit more detail?

• If NONO, could you explain why?

• How likely would you be to socialise with a
person from another religious group?

1.  Very likely
2.  Somewhat likely
3.  Neither likely/unlikely
4.  Somewhat unlikely
5.  Very unlikely

Indicator 19: Diversity of social networksIndicator 19: Diversity of social networks
• To what extent do you agree with the following

statement: “Outside of work, I often mix with
people from a different religious/cultural group
to me”

1.  Strongly Agree
2.  Agree
3.  Neither Agree/Disagree
4. Disagree
5.  Strongly Disagree

Attitudinal indicatorsAttitudinal indicators

Outcome 2: Increased positive Outcome 2: Increased positive 
attitudes towards the ‘other’attitudes towards the ‘other’

Indicator 20: Positive attitudes towards Indicator 20: Positive attitudes towards 
members of another religionmembers of another religion
• Please look at the thermometer below.

Indicate by circling which temperature
(e.g. 25, 50, 75, 100) reflects your own feelings
towards members of a religion different to
yours that you encounter daily/weekly
(change as relevant).

15 Where does this thermometer 
come from? 
Click here to find out more.
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0º0ºVery cold feelingVery cold feeling

25º25ºFairly cold feelingFairly cold feeling

50º50ºNo feeling at allNo feeling at all

75º75ºFairly warm feelingFairly warm feeling

100º100ºVery warm feelingVery warm feeling
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Indicator 21: Positive ingroup attitudes Indicator 21: Positive ingroup attitudes 
towards (e.g. another religious group)towards (e.g. another religious group)
• Please look at the thermometer below.

Indicate by circling which temperature
reflects how your immediate social circle
(i.e. immediate family, close friends) feel
towards members of a religion different to
theirs that they encounter daily/weekly

• To what extent do you agree with the
following statement:  “I believe in the
possibility of positive change in the world”

1.  Strongly Agree
2.  Agree
3.  Neither Agree/Disagree
4.  Disagree
5.  Strongly Disagree

• To what extent do you feel hopeful about the
world right now

1.  Very much
2.  Somewhat
3.  Neutral
4.  Not much
5.  Not at all

17 Why are we interested in hope? 
 Click here to find out more.

Arguably, for an interfaith project to have real 
world impact, this must mean more than positive 
psychological changes in the participants who 
attend the project. Often interfaith initiatives are 
set up in the hope that they will trigger broader trigger broader 
changes in the community changes in the community and perhaps beyond 
rather than just the select group of people that 
attend. This extension of positive effects from the 
individual participants to the wider community is 
called ‘transfer’.

But how does a single interfaith project lead to 
broader changes in the community and across 
society? Is this even possible?

To assess any changes in the community 
environment, we will need to adapt our 
evaluation framework. To do this, we turn to the 
next domain of success: the community domain 
of success. 

18 What is transfer? 
Click here to find out more.

Indicator 22: Degree of hopeIndicator 22: Degree of hope
• When you think about relations between x

and y, to what extent do you feel hope?
(e.g. between Israelis and Palestinians)

1. Full of hope
2.  Filled with some hope
3.  Neither hopeful/unhopeful
4.  Filled with some despair
5.  Full of despair

16 Why are we interested in the 
wider community? 
Click here to find out more.
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75º75ºFairly warm feelingFairly warm feeling
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6. The Community
Domain of Success

Having defined our outcomes in each of the 
three elements, the next step is to choose or 
develop a set of indicators indicators for each outcome.

As with the psychological level indicators, you you 
do not have to include every single onedo not have to include every single one. 
The idea is the same as before, for you to use 

the ones that you think will be most relevant 
to your project and the ones that will give you 
information about the aspect you are most 
interested in tracking at the community level 
(e.g. increased integration between communities, 
improved group level etc.).
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As discussed, each domain of success contains 
three elements. In our framework, the elements 
that sit within the community domain of success 
are:

1. Local integration1. Local integration
2. Community responses2. Community responses
3. Community attitudes3. Community attitudes

As before, we now break down the elements 
into a set of Outcomes.Outcomes.

19 More about the community 
domain of success.  
Click here to find out more.

20 More about community level indicators. 
Click here to find out more.

Element: Local IntegrationElement: Local Integration

Outcome 1Outcome 1:  
Increase in degree of engagement in 
cross-community activities

Outcome 2:Outcome 2:  
Increased integration at the community level

Element: Community ResponsesElement: Community Responses

Outcome 1Outcome 1:  :  
An increased knowledge about An increased knowledge about 
the communitythe community

Outcome 2Outcome 2:  :  
An increased knowledge about An increased knowledge about 
the ‘other’s’ communitythe ‘other’s’ community’

Element: Community AttitudesElement: Community Attitudes

Outcome 1Outcome 1:  :  
Increased positive behaviours Increased positive behaviours 
between communitiesbetween communities

Outcome 2Outcome 2: Increased positive : Increased positive 
community-wide attitudescommunity-wide attitudes

LOCAL 
INTEGRATION

COMMUNITY 
RESPONSES

COMMUNITY 
ATTITUDES
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Outcome 1: Increase in degree of Outcome 1: Increase in degree of 
engagement in cross-community engagement in cross-community 
activitiesactivities

Indicator 23: Degree of interfaith activity in a Indicator 23: Degree of interfaith activity in a 
specified local areaspecified local area
• Number of other interfaith projects over time

period x in a specified local area

• Number of applications to funding bodies
for future interfaith projects from within a
specified local area (e.g. a borough, a county
etc).

Indicator 24: Relationship with local/regional Indicator 24: Relationship with local/regional 
authoritiesauthorities
• Please look at the picture below. Circle

the letter that you think best shows the
relationship between your faith community
and your local authority/government (e.g. local
council, county council etc.)

Don’t think too hard about it, just indicate the 
option (e.g. A-D) that you are most drawn to.

21 More about community relations with
local government. 
Click here to find out more.

6.1. Element: Local Integration 
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My faith 
community

My faith 
community

My faith 
community

My faith 
community

Local authority/
government

Local authority/
government

Local authority/
government

Local authority/
government

A B C D

Above: Research event at the Woolf Institute
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Indicator 25: Degree of mixed attendance at Indicator 25: Degree of mixed attendance at 
community eventscommunity events
• % of people from community x at event y

• How many attendees from group (x, y, z) were
at community event x?

Outcome 2: Increase in Outcome 2: Increase in 
community integrationcommunity integration
The following indicators (26-28) used to 
measure local integration are taken directly from 
the Home Office’s Integrated Communities 
report:

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/
uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/ 
819701/Integrated_Communities_Measurement_
Technical_Note.pdf

Indicator 26: Percentage of people who say Indicator 26: Percentage of people who say 
they regularly mix with people from different they regularly mix with people from different 
ethnicities or other backgroundsethnicities or other backgrounds
• What percentage of your friends are of the

same ethnic group as you?

• What percentage of your friends are of the
same religious group as you?

• What percentage of your friends have a similar
level of education to you?

Indicator 27: Percentage of people who say Indicator 27: Percentage of people who say 
that their local area is a place where people that their local area is a place where people 
from different backgrounds get along (social from different backgrounds get along (social 
cohesion)cohesion)
• Please circle on the scale below the number

that represents to what extent you agree
or disagree with the following statement:
“This is a place where people from different
backgrounds get along together”

1.  Strongly Agree
2.  Agree
3.  Neither Agree/Disagree
4. Disagree
5.  Strongly Disagree

Indicator 28: Proportion of adults who say Indicator 28: Proportion of adults who say 
most of the people in their neighbourhood most of the people in their neighbourhood 
can be trusted (social trust)can be trusted (social trust)
• Please circle on the scale below the number

that represents to what extent you agree or
disagree with the following statement:
“The people who live in my neighbourhood can
be trusted”

1.  Strongly Agree
2.  Agree
3.  Neither Agree/Disagree
4.  Disagree
5.  Strongly Disagree

Indicator 29: Challenged sense of belongingIndicator 29: Challenged sense of belonging
• Please circle on the scale below the number

that represents to what extent you agree or
disagree with the following statement:
“I don’t feel that I participate with anyone or
any group”

1.  Strongly Agree
2.  Agree
3.  Neither Agree/Disagree
4.  Disagree
5.  Strongly Disagree

• Please circle on the scale below the number
that represents to what extent you agree or
disagree with the following statement: “I feel
disconnected from those around me”

1.  Strongly Agree
2.  Agree
3.  Neither Agree/Disagree
4.  Disagree
5.  Strongly Disagree

22 Why is sense of belonging important? 
Click here to find out more.

Indicator 30: Percentage of people who Indicator 30: Percentage of people who 
agree that people in their neighbourhood agree that people in their neighbourhood 
pull together to improve the neighbourhood pull together to improve the neighbourhood 
(social capital)(social capital)
• To what extent would you agree or disagree

that people in your neighbourhood pull
together to improve the neighbourhood?

1.  Strongly Agree
2.  Agree
3.  Neither Agree/Disagree
4.  Disagree
5.  Strongly Disagree
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6.2. Element:  
Community Responses 

Outcome 1: Increased positive Outcome 1: Increased positive 
cross-community responsescross-community responses

Indicator 31: United community responsesIndicator 31: United community responses
• Number of interfaith activities in the wake of a

significant event e.g. the Christchurch Mosque
shooting in 2019

• Number of public statements from religious
leaders about the significant event

Indicator 32: Community mobilisationIndicator 32: Community mobilisation
• Number of episodes of coordinated

community mobilisation (e.g. providing first
aid or relief after a disaster; places of worship
providing resources to victims of local disaster
as after the Grenfell Tower fire)

Outcome 2: Decrease in hostile Outcome 2: Decrease in hostile 
cross-community incidentscross-community incidents

Indicator 33: Reduced levels of interreligious/Indicator 33: Reduced levels of interreligious/
community hostilitycommunity hostility
• Number of recorded religiously-motivated

hate crimes in a specified time (often National
and local police force area level data are
available, as in the UK)

• https://www.ons.gov.uk/
peoplepopulationandcommunity/
crimeandjustice/datasets/
recordedcrimedataatpoliceforcearealevel

• Levels of interreligious violence reduced
(incidents, destruction, injuries, deaths) in last
‘x time period’ (taken from DME for Peace
handbook see: https://www.dmeforpeace.org/
wp-content/uploads/2017/10/sept-26-jf-eiap-
guide-final-updated.pdf)

Indicator 34: United responses to conflict Indicator 34: United responses to conflict 
from religious/community leadersfrom religious/community leaders
• Number of social conflicts in ‘x time period’

in which religious leaders have spoken/
acted in unison despite internal tensions or
divisions (indicator taken from DME for Peace
handbook; see link above)

6.3. Element:  
Community Attitudes 

Outcome 1: Increased positive Outcome 1: Increased positive 
community attitudes towards community attitudes towards 
other religious groupsother religious groups

Indicator 35: Strength of positive attitude Indicator 35: Strength of positive attitude 
towards members of other religious groupstowards members of other religious groups
• Please look at the thermometer below.

Indicate by circling which temperature reflects
your own feelings towards members of a
religion different to yours that you encounter
regularly.

Indicator 36: Attitude towards members of Indicator 36: Attitude towards members of 
(another religious group) within your community(another religious group) within your community
• Please look at the thermometer below. Indicate

by circling which temperature reflects your
community’s feelings towards members of a
different religion/specific religion.

23 How did we select the indicators? 
Click here to find out more.

T
he C

o
m

m
unity D

o
m

ain o
f Success

0º0ºVery cold feelingVery cold feeling

25º25ºFairly cold feelingFairly cold feeling

50º50ºNo feeling at allNo feeling at all

75º75ºFairly warm feelingFairly warm feeling

100º100ºVery warm feelingVery warm feeling

0º0ºVery cold feelingVery cold feeling

25º25ºFairly cold feelingFairly cold feeling

50º50ºNo feeling at allNo feeling at all

75º75ºFairly warm feelingFairly warm feeling

100º100ºVery warm feelingVery warm feeling

https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/crimeandjustice/datasets/recordedcrimedataatpoliceforcearealevel


22     How to Measure Success - A toolkit for the evaluation of interfaith engagement

Indicator 37: Endorsement of social closenessIndicator 37: Endorsement of social closeness
• Please circle the number that best describes

your response to these statements according
to the scale below:

1. Strongly Agree  2. Agree  3. Neither Agree/Disagree
4. Disagree  5. Strongly Disagree

• I would be willing to accept (group member)
as a close relative by marriage
1  2  3  4  5

• I would be willing to accept (group member)
as a close personal friend
1  2  3  4  5

• I would be willing to accept (group member)
as a neighbour in the same street as me
1  2  3  4  5

• I would be willing to accept (group member)
as a co-worker
1  2  3  4  5

• I would be willing to accept (group member)
as a citizen in my country
1  2  3  4  5

• I would not exclude (group member) from my
country
1  2  3  4  5

The items in Indicator 37 are taken from 
Hodgetts, Jones and Moarts (2017).

Above: Community mural on Mill Road, Cambridge

Outcome 2: Increase in positive attitudes regarding social proximityOutcome 2: Increase in positive attitudes regarding social proximity

Other information that might be useful would 
be community attitudes towards relevant social 
issues gathered through focus groups. Collecting 
qualitative data about issues of cross-community 

concern would be helpful in shedding light on 
the important, underlying themes surrounding 
hostility between communities, both historical 
and current.
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We recognise that evaluating the community 
domain of success in the way outlined above 
requires a large amount of resources. 

If your project was designed to bring about 
changes in participants that fall only within the 
psychological level of success (e.g. changes in 
mindsets, breakdown of us vs. them thinking, 
reflection on one’s faith tradition), it may well be 
that you dedicate most of your evaluation efforts 
to the psychological domain of success. This is 
perfectly fine, and a really fine-grained picture of 
the very subtle individual changes that happen 
throughout the course of your project is very 
important and informative for all stakeholders. 

However, although the community domain 
of success may seem too complicated and 
time-consuming to tackle if your project (and 
evaluation resources) is on a relatively small 
scale we strongly recommend that you do not we strongly recommend that you do not 
neglect the community domain of success neglect the community domain of success 
altogether. Information about whether altogether. Information about whether 
positive effects of interfaith work positive effects of interfaith work areare seeping 
out into the positive wider communities is 
extremely important, particularly information 
about how this is happening.

We recommend you conduct a follow-up We recommend you conduct a follow-up 
survey or focus group at a pre-determined survey or focus group at a pre-determined 
time after the projecttime after the project. The purpose of which 
is to try and assess whether there has been 
any success in the community domain and if so, 
how has this been achieved. The data gathered 
from these follow-up surveys or focus groups is 
extremely important in fully understanding how 
your project has worked. It can give you an idea 
of how the initial positive effects that individuals 
experienced have gone beyond the project and 
started to impact others in their respective 
communities. 

This gives you an idea of the scope of influence 
of the work you have done. Below are some 
suggested questions you can ask participants in 
the follow-up survey or focus group. Again not all 
will be relevant to you, perhaps your project did 
not focus on educators, for example. As before, 
take and adapt the ones that are most relevant 
to your purposes and will give the information 
you want.

6.4. How to Measure Success in the  
Community Domain with Limited Resources
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7. Follow Up Questions

1. What was the name of the project that1. What was the name of the project that
you took part in?you took part in?

2. Did	you	find	the	project	useful?	If	so2. Did	you	find	the	project	useful?	If	so
what, in particular, was of use to you?what, in particular, was of use to you?

3. Since the end of the project, have you3. Since the end of the project, have you
put anything you learned into use?put anything you learned into use?
If so, what?If so, what?

4. Do you think the project has had any4. Do you think the project has had any
impact on your behaviour? For example,impact on your behaviour? For example,
can you think of anything that you nowcan you think of anything that you now
do as a result of the project?do as a result of the project?

5. Have you engaged in any other5. Have you engaged in any other
interfaith projects?interfaith projects?

6. If you are in an educational setting,6. If you are in an educational setting,
approximately how many individualsapproximately how many individuals
have you come into contact with?have you come into contact with?

7. When applying the knowledge that you7. When applying the knowledge that you
learned in the project, what have youlearned in the project, what have you
found to be most effective?found to be most effective?

8. Have you experienced any negative8. Have you experienced any negative
reactions when sharing what youreactions when sharing what you
learned in the project? If so, could youlearned in the project? If so, could you
provide more information?provide more information?

9. What are the types of materials, if any,9. What are the types of materials, if any,
that you have disseminated (e.g. projectthat you have disseminated (e.g. project
flyers,	direction	to	project	website,flyers,	direction	to	project	website,
sharing in handbooks etc.)?sharing in handbooks etc.)?

10. Can you think of any results that you10. Can you think of any results that you
have seen in the people that you arehave seen in the people that you are
training/teaching?training/teaching?

11. Have you observed any behavioural11. Have you observed any behavioural
changes in your students/peers/changes in your students/peers/
members of your community?members of your community?

12. How do you think wider change in the12. How do you think wider change in the
community will take place?community will take place?
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8. The Social Domain
of Success

The third domain that is relevant to this 
evaluation framework is what corresponds to 
what is often termed the ‘macro’ level, what 
we have labelled the social domain of success. 
Indicators in this domain provide insights 
into social or national level changes and are 
concerned with tracking long term trends and 
historical changes. It is probable that most 
people engaged in interfaith dialogue will not 

have the resources to be able to assess change 
at this level. However, we have alluded to it in 
this toolkit to give you an idea of what the full 
framework looks like.

24 What is the social domain of success? 
Click here to find out more.
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9. Methodology
9.1. Getting Started 

STEP 1STEP 1: : Determining your Determining your 
evaluation aims evaluation aims 
This step should occur in the design stage This step should occur in the design stage 
of the projectof the project. While designing the project, you 
should re-familiarise yourself with the evaluation 
framework outlined in this toolkit and think 
about the following questions:

What are the key goals of your project?What are the key goals of your project?
• Given these goals, which domain of success

is most relevant you?

• Which elements within this domain are the
most important to your project? (It may well
be all three).

• Select the indicators you think will provide
you with the most relevant information
(we recommend using at least two from
each element).

Be ConsistentBe Consistent: the same set of indicators 
must be on the baseline and end-line 
survey.

Be RealisticBe Realistic: Think carefully about what 
resources you have and develop your 
evaluation around them.

We suggest pre- and post-testing pre- and post-testing methodology 
for assessing changes in the psychological domain 
of success. 

What does this mean? What does this mean? 
• Pre- and post-testing is a very commonly used

method to compare the degree of change
in participants occurring as a result of a
programme or intervention.

• A standard test, questionnaire or survey is
given to the participants at the beginning of
the project (a baseline measure) and then
administered again after a specified time or at
the end of the project (the end-line measure).

• The results of the end-line survey are
measured against some comparative data
i.e. baseline survey.

• The results of the baseline survey provide a
benchmark from which you can compare the
results of the end-line survey. This allows you
to assess any changes in the indicators you
have tracked.

For more information on pre- and post-testing 
go to page 33page 33..

STEP 2STEP 2: : Having decided on your Having decided on your 
evaluation journey you can now evaluation journey you can now 
design your pre- and post-test design your pre- and post-test 
materialsmaterials
A Baseline Survey/QuestionnaireA Baseline Survey/Questionnaire
• For participants to complete at the start of

the project (we recommend the first session
or before if possible)

Download a baseline survey template hereDownload a baseline survey template here

See also: https://humansofdata.atlan.com/2017/05/
design-great-baseline-survey/

An End-Line Survey/QuestionnaireAn End-Line Survey/Questionnaire
• This will be administered at least once at the

end of a project. At the very least, it should be
completed by participants at the final session.

Download an end-line survey template hereDownload an end-line survey template here
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STEP 3: Pilot your baseline and STEP 3: Pilot your baseline and 
end-line measures (if possible)end-line measures (if possible)
• It is important to make sure that your baseline

and end-line measures are designed with the
specific project participants in mind. Does
your project involve people who don’t speak
English as a first language, for example?

• To make sure that all the questions are relevant
and clear, we recommend that you talk through
each question with colleagues and someone
who is involved in the communities of interest.

• If possible, hold a focus group discussion
with people from the same communities as
your participants to hear their feedback and
comments on the survey questions.

See here for piloting tips: See here for piloting tips: 
https://humansofdata.atlan.com/2016/01/11-
piloting-tips/

STEP 4STEP 4: : Administer the baseline Administer the baseline 
survey to all participantssurvey to all participants
• Assign each participant an ID number that is

written on their baseline and end-line survey.
Make sure you keep a secure list of which
participant has which ID number so you can
compare their data at the beginning and at the
end of the project!

• Administer the baseline survey as soon as
possible to the start of the project, at the start
of the first session or even before.

• Participation in the evaluation should not be
obligatory and we strongly suggest you get the
informed consent of participants.

• The goal of this is to provide sufficient
information to participants so that they can
make the voluntary decision regarding whether
‘to’ or ‘not to’ participate in the evaluation.

Download an informed consent template here

See also: https://ukdataservice.ac.uk/ /manage-data/
legal-ethical/consent-data-sharing/surveys.aspx

STEP 5: Dealing with the dataSTEP 5: Dealing with the data
• Store your data securely. If you are storing

your data on a computer, then this will mean
imputing all the data into a database.

Download a template database here

• This Microsoft Excel template should give
you an idea of how to store the data for
each participant.

Measuring both: How much and why?Measuring both: How much and why?
A lot of the indicators in this toolkit gather 
what is called quantative data (i.e. data that is 
in numerical form and about quantities; see link 
below). For example, numbers on a scale or 
values on a thermometer. A good evaluation 
should also include data that lets us hear from 
the participants about their experiences and 
thoughts (qualitative data see link below). Some 
of the indicators do gather this type of data, for 
example, the open-ended questions or questions 
that ask them to describe an experience or 
event. We think a mix of the two types of 
data (qualitative and quantitative) is the most 
powerful for evaluation. Together these data give 
you information not only about how much but 
also why. One excellent way to gather qualitative 
data is through interviews and/or focus groups. 

For useful information on conducting focus 
groups go to page 33.page 33.

What is quantitative data? What is quantitative data? 
See:  See:  
https://www.simplypsychology.org/qualitative-
quantitative.html#Quantitative-Research).

What is qualitative data? What is qualitative data? 
See:See:  
https://www.simplypsychology.org/qualitative-
quantitative.html
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STEP 6: Administer the STEP 6: Administer the 
end-line surveyend-line survey
• We recommend doing this in the final session

as all the participants will be together and the
motivation to complete the survey may be
higher than if you send out the end-line survey
after the project has finished.

• Before administering the survey, check to
make sure that the relevant end-line survey
questions have been added.

Download a template end-line survey here.

• Finally make sure that the participants’ ID
numbers match those on their baseline survey.

9.2. Applying the 
Framework: A Case Study 
The Arts4LifeArts4Life project aims to bring local 
women of different faith backgrounds together 
so they can get to know each other and 
themselves better through art. It is a 10-
week project run from a Methodist church 
hall in Luton. It is the brainchild of Sue, a local 
community artist, who managed to secure 
funding from a small grant-making body. She 
designed the project with the help of the funder 
and runs it with a small team of three volunteers. 
Upon the completion of the project, the funder 
has asked for an evaluation report which 
includes both quantitative and qualitative data 
and demonstrates the impact of the project.

STEP 7: Following upSTEP 7: Following up
• Learning more about how the project affected

the participants’ attitudes and behaviours after
it has finished is very important.

• If we can find out more about how they
are putting their new skills/knowledge in to
practice in their lives and communities, this is
extremely useful for learning more about the
process of transfer page 54page 54.

• We recommend following up with the
participants (if possible) at a set time after the
project has finished.

• An excellent way of gathering information
about how the project has affected
participants is to conduct a focus group.

Download our set of suggested follow up 
questions here.

See more on conducting focus groups on page 33page 33.

How do we measure its success?How do we measure its success?
Sue starts by thinking about the questions Sue starts by thinking about the questions 
laid out in Step 1laid out in Step 1:

1. What are the key goals of the project?1. What are the key goals of the project?
The main goal is to give women from different
faith backgrounds a place where they can meet
and get to know people from ‘other’ religious
groups, while at the same time learning new skills
(i.e. art skills).

2. Given these goals, which domain of success2. Given these goals, which domain of success
is most relevant?is most relevant?
The domain of success that is most important
here is the psychological domain. The project is
aiming to provide participants with new skills,
break down barriers and prompt self-reflection.
All of which are psychological in nature.

3. Which elements of this domain are most3. Which elements of this domain are most
important to the project?important to the project?
All three elements are relevant but the two
most important are: identity and attachment,
and beliefs and knowledge (of self and other).
Learning news skills, prompting self-reflection
and breaking down barriers all sit well inside
these two elements.
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4. Which indicators will provide the most4. Which indicators will provide the most
useful information?useful information?
It might be tempting to use all the indicators
to try and gather as much data as possible to
demonstrate that the project is having impact.
However, it is best to really carefully consider
what you are interested in tracking.  Although
including all indicators might seem like a good
approach, there are downsides to having too many
questions on a survey; people lose interest and
don’t complete it for example, or people might
get overwhelmed by what you are asking them.

As a general rule, try and keep your survey As a general rule, try and keep your survey 
(both baseline and end-line) to under 25 mins (both baseline and end-line) to under 25 mins 
to complete. to complete. You want people to complete the 
baseline survey in full and also be willing to  
re-do it at the end of the project.

Sue then goes to Step 2.  Sue then goes to Step 2.  
Designing the pre- and post-test materials.Designing the pre- and post-test materials.

For the baseline survey, Sue selects 5 indicators 
from identity and attachment:

Indicator 1Indicator 1: Strength of attachment to religious 
community

Indicator 3Indicator 3: Degree of confidence in religious 
identity

Indicator 4Indicator 4: Strength of group identification

Indicator 5Indicator 5: Strength of attachment to members 
of another religion

Indicator 6Indicator 6: Strength of attachment to local 
environment

3 indicators from knowledge and belief:

Indicator 8:Indicator 8: Confidence in knowledge about 
own religion

Indicator 11Indicator 11: Degree of trust

Indicator 12Indicator 12: Confidence in knowledge about 
other religions

4 indicators from attitudes and behaviours:

Indicator 18Indicator 18: Likelihood of social interaction 
with other religious groups

Indicator 19Indicator 19: Diversity of networks

Indicator 20Indicator 20: Positive attitudes towards member 
of another religious group encountered regularly

Indicator 22Indicator 22: Degree of hope

The final baseline survey includes basic 
demographic items and these 14 indicators.

As well as administering the baseline survey, Sue 
observes the group dynamics and over the  
10-week project, she keeps track of:

Indicator 15Indicator 15: Number of positive interactions 
between participants during the project

At a reunion event 4 months later, she also 
tracks:

Indicator 16Indicator 16: Attendance at mixed event (4 
months after the initiative)

For the end-line survey, Sue includes the same 
indicators as in the baseline survey but adds four 
more to gather additional data.

She adds:

Indicator 7Indicator 7: Change in religious identity

Indicator 13Indicator 13: Development of critical thinking

Indicator 14Indicator 14: Occurrence of revised beliefs

Indicator 16Indicator 16: Positive behaviours between 
participants of different religious groups outside 
of the project setting
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Step 3. Pilot baseline and end-line measuresStep 3. Pilot baseline and end-line measures
In discussion with the funders, she goes through 
the baseline and end-line survey to ensure 
that everyone is in agreement. The surveys are 
circulated at another community project to 
gather participants’ feedback of the indicators 
Sue has selected. She updates each survey 
accordingly.

Step 4. Administer the baseline surveyStep 4. Administer the baseline survey
Sue allocates each participants a unique ID 
number. She prepares the materials and writes 
the ID number on each survey. At the start of 
the very first session, she gives each participant 
the correct survey and asks them to complete 
it in full. Informed consent is collected and 
participants are assured that their data will be 
safely stored and there will be no identifying 
information on any of the material.

Step 5. Dealing with the dataStep 5. Dealing with the data
Sue manually enters the participants’ data from 
the baseline (and then end-line) survey into the 
template Microsoft Excel document (download download 
herehere). Each participant is anonymous as they 
have been given a unique ID code so there is no 
identifying information on any of the surveys. 
Informed consent has also been collected 
from the participants; those who have not 
given informed consent are removed from the 
evaluation.

Step 6. Administer the end-line surveyStep 6. Administer the end-line survey
Sue adds the four additional indicators to the 
end-line survey. At the end of the last session, 
she hands each participant a copy of the survey 
(with their correct ID number on). Only those 
participants that give their consent in BOTHBOTH the 
baseline and end-line survey can be included in 
the final evaluation.

Step 7. Following upStep 7. Following up
Sue is also interested in seeing whether what 
the participants have learned in the project has 
affected any other areas of their life. So she 
arranges a focus group with 6 of the original 
participants. She again secures informed consent 
and asks the group the set of suggested focus 
group questions (see page 24see page 24) then records the 
entire conversation on her iphone.

3 months after the end of the project Sue 
organises a reunion art exhibition, where the 
women can display the art they created during 
the project. They are encouraged to bring friends 
and family. Sue then surveys each of the original 
cohort in attendance gathering further data e.g. 
how many friends or family they have brought 
with them, if at all and any another anecdotal 
evidence that might be of use, often the use of a 
quote or personal story in an impact report can 
be very powerful.

Indicator 17: Increased prosocial behaviourIndicator 17: Increased prosocial behaviour
Steps 1-7 took you through how to measure 
success in the psychological domain of success. 
We expect that, for an initial evaluation, this will 
be sufficient for a satisfactory impact report. 
There are many online resources available for 
survey development, organising focus groups, 
inputting data etc. but this is still very time- 
consuming. Therefore we think that by following 
Steps 1-7 and using the resources we have made 
available a robust, base-level evaluation can take 
place.

However, our multi-dimensional model allows 
for more complex evaluation, particularly in 
the community domain of success. For larger 
organisations who have a dedicated evaluation 
team, or for professional evaluators or academics, 
steps 1-7 do not go far enough in exploring the 
wider changes that are taking place. To do this 
effectively, different methodologies and more 
resources are needed. They are beyond the 
scope of this toolkit which is aimed at grassroots 
practitioners with limited resources. It is by 
collecting information in all the domains and 
across differing time-frames that we can draw 
conclusions about patterns of transfer.
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• Once you have collected your data, the
next step is to understand it. This can seem
quite daunting but think of it as an exercise
in organising the data and then looking for
patterns.

• Once you have the completed baseline and
end-line surveys we recommend that you
organise them on a computer. This can be
done by using the Microsoft Excel template
(available here)(available here) and manually entering the
data for each participant.
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9.3. Understanding Your Data

The next step is to analyse your data.The next step is to analyse your data.

• For quantitative analysis this involves tallying
responses, counting programme activities, or
measuring changes in indicators.

• By comparing participants’ pre- and post-test
responses, you can find out how much change
individuals experienced on a particular indicator.

• For example, the National Council for
Voluntary Organisations (NCVO) doing this

in the following way: For every participant, 
subtract their ‘pre’ score from their ‘post’ 
score. Then put data from all your respondents 
into a frequency table. From this table, you 
can then work out the average change for 
your whole group, or what percentage of 
respondents experienced positive or negative 
change.

For more robust types of evaluation, organisations 
and charities often bring in experts with specialist 
statistical knowledge. However, if you are 
conducting a first time evaluation or one on a 

very tight budget the goal is to find the patterns 
of interest, those that say something informative 
to the stated goals and objectives of the project.

https://www.dummies.com/software/microsoft-office/excel/how-to-enter-data-into-excel-2016/

Below is an excellent resource for how to organise and ‘clean’ your data:
http://toolkit.pellinstitute.org/evaluation-guide/analyze/enter-organize-clean-data/

For the NCVO resource see below:
https://knowhow.ncvo.org.uk/how-to/how-to-analyse-quantitative-data-for-evaluation

See also:
https://www.bbc.co.uk/bitesize/guides/znhsgk7/revision/6 
https://www.cottagehealth.org/population-health/learning-lab/toolkit/analyze-interpret-evaluation-data/ 
https://www.betterevaluation.org/en/rainbow_framework/describe/analyse_data 
https://www.cdc.gov/healthyyouth/evaluation/pdf/brief20.pdf

See also:
https://www.inspiringimpact.org/learn-to-measure/review/interpret-your-findings/ 
https://www.jica.go.jp/english/our_work/evaluation/tech_and_grant/guides/pdf/guideline02-03.pdf 
http://www.evaluatod.org/assets/resources/evaluation-guides/analyzing-interpretingdata-8-09.pdf

https://www.woolf.cam.ac.uk/toolkit
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10. Additional Resources

EvaluationEvaluation

Faith MattersFaith Matters:  
A guide for the design, monitoring & evaluation of 
interreligious action in peacebuilding

https://jliflc.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/Faith-
Matters-A-guide.pdf

Government of New Zealand, Government of New Zealand, 
Department of ConservationDepartment of Conservation:  
Monitor and evaluate progress

https://www.doc.govt.nz/get-involved/run-a-project/

Grassroots CollectiveGrassroots Collective:  
Monitoring and evaluation module 

https://www.thegrassrootscollective.org/monitoring-
evaluation-nonprofit

Joint Learning Initiative on Faith and Local Joint Learning Initiative on Faith and Local 
CommunitiesCommunities:  
Compendium of good practices

https://jliflc.com/2021/02/jli-meal-hub-launches-new-
compendium-of-good-practices/#:~:text=The%20
Compendium%2C%20launched%20this%20
January,actors%20and%20local%20faith%20actors

Joseph Rowntree FoundationJoseph Rowntree Foundation: 
Evaluating community projects

https://www.jrf.org.uk/sites/default/files/jrf/migrated/
files/1859354157.pdf

National Council for Voluntary ActionNational Council for Voluntary Action: 
Guide to evaluation

https://knowhow.ncvo.org.uk/organisation/impact

IndicatorsIndicators

Baumgardner-Zuzik, J., DeYoung, S., Myers, Baumgardner-Zuzik, J., DeYoung, S., Myers, 
E., Thabit, K., & Vetsch, C. (2020). E., Thabit, K., & Vetsch, C. (2020). 
EIRENE peacebuilding database [database].  
Alliance for Peacebuilding, Washington, DC. 

https://www.allianceforpeacebuilding.org/eirene-
peacebuilding-database

Better Evaluation: Module 2Better Evaluation: Module 2. 
Setting objectives and indicators 

https://www.betterevaluation.org/sites/default/files/
EA_PM%26E_toolkit_module_2_objectives%

Search for Common GroundSearch for Common Ground: 
Indicator module 

http://dmeforpeace.org/sites/default/files/3.9%20
Indicators.pdf

The CompassThe Compass:  
How to develop indicators’

https://www.thecompassforsbc.org/how-to-guides/
how-develop-indicators
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https://jliflc.com/2021/02/jli-meal-hub-launches-new-compendium-of-good-practices/#:~:text=The%20Compendium%2C%20launched%20this%20January,actors%20and%20local%20faith%20actors
https://www.jrf.org.uk/sites/default/files/jrf/migrated/files/1859354157.pdf
https://www.betterevaluation.org/sites/default/files/EA_PM%26E_toolkit_module_2_objectives%
http://dmeforpeace.org/sites/default/files/3.9%20Indicators.pdf
https://www.thecompassforsbc.org/how-to-guides/how-develop-indicators
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Focus Groups Focus Groups 

Citizens Advice BureauCitizens Advice Bureau::  
https://www.citizensadvice.org.uk/Global/
CitizensAdvice/Equalities/How%20to%20run%20
focus%20groups%20guide.pdf

Better EvaluationBetter Evaluation::  
Focus groups 

https://www.betterevaluation.org/en/evaluation-
options/FocusGroups

EMpowerEMpower:: 
Guidance for pre - and post-test design

https://empowerweb.org/assets/uploads/tools-
resources/461/5._guidance_for_pre-_and_post-
test_design.pdf

Pre-and Post-testing Design Pre-and Post-testing Design 

DimagiDimagi::    
5 Tips for baseline and endline surveys

https://www.dimagi.com/blog/data-collection-baseline-
endline-surveys/

Imperial College best practice in Imperial College best practice in 
questionnaire designquestionnaire design: 

https://www.imperial.ac.uk/education-research/
evaluation/tools-and-resources-for-evaluation/
questionnaires/best-practice-in-questionnaire-design/

https://www.citizensadvice.org.uk/Global/CitizensAdvice/Equalities/How%20to%20run%20focus%20groups%20guide.pdf
https://www.imperial.ac.uk/education-research/evaluation/tools-and-resources-for-evaluation/questionnaires/best-practice-in-questionnaire-design/
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Measures of  
Success Repository
An overview of an evaluation framework 
for interfaith engagement
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Introduction

This repository accompanies the ‘How to Measure Success’ evaluation 
toolkit. Its purpose is to provide interested readers with a more in depth 
look at the evaluation framework outlined in the toolkit. Throughout 
we provide more theoretical background to the development of the 
framework and the rationale for selecting certain indicators.

The experience of many interfaith practitioners is that religion often gets 
sidelined by secular authorities and funders. One of the hopes of the 
Measures of Success project was to find ways to articulate and assess 
religion and spirituality in a way that governments and funders would 
understand. By combining insights from the social psychological literature 
with the real-life experiences and recommendations of interfaith 
practitioners, we hope that the resulting framework and indicators will 
go some way to help the field be able to do this.



36     How to Measure Success - A toolkit for the evaluation of interfaith engagement

M
easures o

f Success R
epo

sito
ry

1. Why is evaluation important?1. Why is evaluation important?

In the aftermath of key events such as 9/11 
and with changing global patterns of diversity, 
governments have increasingly turned their 
attention to interfaith dialogue when seeking 
solutions to conflict and facilitating pathways 
to social cohesion (Garfinkel, 2004; Orton, 
2016). There are now multiple networks and 
organisations that seek to promote interfaith 
dialogue at many different levels: from the local, 
to the domestic, to the international (Fahy & 
Haynes, 2018; Hunter, 2018; Interfaith Network, 
2005; Pearce, 2012; Prideaux & Dawson, 2018). 
As Fahy and Haynes (2018) point out, although 
these interfaith actors often undertake initiatives 
that have vastly different goals, they are all 
characterised by a commitment to affording 
religion a central role in attempts to address the 
world’s most pressing problems.1

Yet some have questioned the field’s ability to 
assess its own effectiveness (Garfinkel, 2004) 
and whether the approach for assessing whether 
interfaith dialogue initiatives are successful (or 
not) is adequate (Carstarphen & Shapiro, 2016). 
Given the prominence that interfaith dialogue 
now holds in international and domestic peace 
keeping and conflict resolution attempts, this is 
problematic. Therefore, the onus is on researchers 

to find out what works. Robust evaluation would 
tell us not only what works, but what does 
not work, meaning that future initiatives stand 
the optimal chance of success. This would be, 
of course, the Holy Grail for those involved in 
designing, funding and implementing strategic 
interventions (Dessel, Rogge & Garlington, 2008; 
Edwards et al, 2012; Nagda & Derr, 2004; Stephan 
& Stephan, 2001).  Above all, knowing what works 
stands to benefit the world at large by potentially 
reducing the heavy cost of conflict.2

Researchers have often reported that empirical 
evidence on evaluation is limited across conflict 
resolution initiatives (including interfaith 
dialogue) (Baruch, Ling, Warnes & Hofman, 2018; 
Fisher, 1997; Froude & Zanchelli, 2015; Gielen, 
2017; Paluck & Green, 2009). Despite such 
initiatives often receiving enormous resources 
in the form of financial endowments3- time, 
effort and multi-organisation involvement - many  
researchers have raised the issue of whether or 
not there is a reliable enough research culture 
of systematic evaluation to be able to say if they 
are successful. Determining what is effective goes 
far beyond only fiscal and logistical concerns 
however, it is one of global importance. A vast 
body of research in social psychology suggests 

Evaluation offers systematic and objective assessments of the 
relevance, effectiveness, impact, sustainability and efficiency 
of interventions. It helps to ascertain the quality of policies 
and programmes, to enhance the performance of participants, 
to identify good practices and to define appropriate standards 
for future operations. Proponents of transparent, evidence‐
based policy making and programme design suggest that 
evaluation is needed to track the relevant effects of conflict 
prevention and peacebuilding, inform the design of more 
strategic approaches, and enhance accountability.
Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development
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that futile attempts at intergroup relations may 
not just be a waste of resources, but actually  
detrimental, causing intergroup relations to break 
down, often irrevocably so (Graf, Paolini & Rubin, 
2014; Hayward, Tropp, Hornsey & Barlow, 2017; 
Worchel, Andreoli & Folger, 1977).

The benefits of systematic evaluation for interfaith 
dialogue initiatives are considerable. In particular, it 
will allow practitioners and researchers to reliably 
assess the impact that interfaith has; something 
that has been claimed to be a major problem 
for interfaith (Neufeldt, 2011). Moreover, the 
development of systematic and robust evaluation 
methods will allow interfaith practitioners to 
understand not only whether, but how, dialogue 
processes influence intergroup and societal 
change (Dessel & Rogge, 2008).  A set of robust 
and reliable evaluation methods will increase 
the possibility of being able to replicate previous 
effects and improve future attempts (Rubin & 
Babbie, 2005), a critical component if researchers 
are to bring evaluation research in line with that 
required by the scientific community.

Yet despite this, evaluation is a process that 
has sometimes met with a lukewarm reception 
(Anderson & Olson, 2003; OECD, 2008). For 
some, there is a fear that evaluation will signal 
failure and undermine people’s best efforts. 

1 For a comprehensive overview of the typologies of interfaith or interreligious dialogue see Adyan Foundation’s 

2019 report on Interreligious Dialogue Mapping of the Middle East: https://adyanfoundation.org/library/publications/

interreligious-dialogue-mapping-of-the-middle-east/ 

2 From a purely financial perspective, the cost of conflict and violence on the global economy is enormous. In 2016, conflict 

and violence cost the global economy $14.3 trillion, 12.6% of global GDP (OCHA, 2017). The human cost is even more 

staggering. In 2016, 65.5 million people around the globe were displaced by conflict (OCHA, 2017). 

3 For example, in 2005 the US government awarded more than $2.2 billion in competitive social service grants to faith-

based organisations (Government Accountability Office, 2006).

Many interventions, for example, have lofty and 
overly ambitious aims (see Fahy & Bock, 2018), 
and as Church and Shouldice (2003) remark:

“If the bar of expectations is set too high, 
evaluation will highlight what has not been 
achieved rather than what has.”  
(Church & Shouldice, 2003, p. 6).

Others have raised concerned that previously-
used approaches to evaluation cannot effectively 
capture or measure the subtle and nuanced 
changes that take place in modern conflict 
prevention and peacebuilding (e.g. attitudinal 
changes and cultural shifts) (see Church & 
Shouldice, 2003). This is particularly the case 
in the field of interfaith where the divine is so 
intrinsic to its purpose that for many this excuses 
it from being assessed or that the tools that are 
available cannot capture the divine nature.

A compendium of dialogue evaluation 
methods and tools will increase the 
potential to replicate and improve 
on current research knowledge. 
Such improvements will strengthen 
and promote intergroup dialogue in 
various public settings.
Desel and Rogge, 2008
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2. Why evaluate?2. Why evaluate?

• ThirdThird, evaluation can tell you whether your
project is effective - whether it is actually
doing what it set out to do. This is important,
not just to advance the field of interfaith
engagement, but also because if something
is not effective, it can be detrimental to
intergroup relations.

• FourthFourth, for reasons of efficiency. It is the
unfortunate reality that for many interfaith
initiatives funding is scarce; therefore being
able to be efficient with often limited
resources is very important.

The reality of conducting interfaith engagement 
in the modern world is that it almost always 
relies on funding.  And funders rely, to an extent, 
on evidence of impact and answers to questions 
such as: Has the money been well-spent? Was 
the grant given to the right organisation? This 
can be frustrating at times for practitioners 
who might feel that the nuanced, delicate work 
they do cannot be best captured by simple 
metrics or by reports to funders. Yet despite 
these frustrations, most practitioners recognise 
this reality (i.e. that projects are being driven by 
the demands of funders) and therefore there is 
an acknowledgement that proper evaluation is 
needed and that to do this properly it must be 
done is a measurable way.  As one informant said: 

“We need to be able to articulate faith in a way 
that funders and policy makers understand”. 

However, the purpose and process of evaluation 
goes beyond simply pleasing funders. So why might 
practitioners need to evaluate?

• FirstFirst, evaluation ensures accountability, not
necessarily only to funders but perhaps also to
the wider community and policy makers who
may require evidence that what practitioners
are doing is working.

• SecondSecond, evaluation can assist learning by
providing a very useful knowledge base from
which to build further activity.  Through careful
and robust evaluation you can glean insights
into not only what is effective, but also what
is not. This information can then be used
when designing subsequent projects meaning
that through each evaluation one adds to this
knowledge base and continues to refine and
improve the way that interfaith dialogue is
conducted.
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In Sum: Why Evaluate?In Sum: Why Evaluate?
To increase:To increase:
•  AccountabilityAccountability (to funders and others)

•  LearningLearning (in relation to what works)

•  EffectivenessEffectiveness (as bad practice could be
detrimental)

• EfficiencyEfficiency (given the scarcity of funds)

See also: See also: 

The JLI’s MEAL hub’s ‘Compendium of Good Practices’ is an excellent resource for practitioners who want to 

know more on how and why to evaluate. 

https://meal.jliflc.com/2021/02/jli-meal-hub-launches-new-compendium-of-good-practices/
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3. What are the major challenges to evaluation?3. What are the major challenges to evaluation?

Evaluation is a complex process and there 
are of course more than two challenges that 
practitioners wrestle with. Below we identify 
several others that practitioners and researchers 
have encountered:

How can evaluation appropriately measure How can evaluation appropriately measure 
the subtle changes that are expected to take the subtle changes that are expected to take 
place in interfaith initiatives?place in interfaith initiatives?
If an initiative is conducted to increase 
understanding between members of different 
faiths, is it even possible to use a single metric 
to capture very profound and nuanced changes 
relating to religion or one’s relationship with 
God? Are there some things that cannot be 
captured by numbers?

How can effective evaluation take place when How can effective evaluation take place when 
resources are scarce?resources are scarce?
The reality of interfaith work is that it is often 
done with limited financial resources. How does 
one justify allocating a large proportion of these 
scarce resources to evaluation when it could be 
used urgently elsewhere? This can often lead to 
a ‘Catch-22’ situation for interfaith practitioners, 
who are required to evaluate impact for funders 
but not given the resources to do so: if we don’t 
evaluate, how do we know the project works? If 
we do evaluate, will we jeopardise the success of 
the project?

How do I know what to measure?How do I know what to measure?
Many initiatives set themselves the task of 
addressing concepts like social cohesion, or 
increased understanding between different 
religious groups. But how you define these 
complicated and ambiguous concepts will have a 
huge influence on how you measure them.

As stated, the basic functions of evaluation are to 
gauge what works well, what doesn’t work and if it 
does work, then under what conditions. However, 
clarifying the various functions of evaluation does 
not make it obvious either a) how to define it or 
b) how individual changes (i.e. micro-level changes)
lead to changes at the community level or at the
wider societal level (i.e. meso- and macro-level
changes). Both of these are major challenges to
the process of evaluation (see d’Estree et al.,
2000; 2001):

• FirstFirst, how does one decide the criteria
by which to measure the effectiveness of
an initiative? Different stakeholders may
have different goals and motivations, and
furthermore, which of them decides on the
evaluative criteria? Where will the initiative
take place and who will the participants be?
As d’Estree et al. (2001) point out, criteria may
well be contradictory, how can creating new
leadership, for example, be compatible with
including influential participants?

• SecondSecond, how to ‘transfer’ the effects of an
initiative from the individual to the community
and then the policy level, perhaps beyond?
What are the psychological and social
mechanisms by which this ‘transfer’ occurs?
If an interfaith dialogue is conducted with
individual participants in close proximity
to one another, how can new attitudes or
revised beliefs percolate upwards to influence
intergroup relations at a local level?
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4. What does successful interfaith involve?4. What does successful interfaith involve?

What does success look like in interfaith What does success look like in interfaith 
dialogue?dialogue?
Bringing about changes in people’s mindsetschanges in people’s mindsets 
is often at the heart of people’s ideas about 
successful interfaith work. The pervasive 
assumption is that for interfaith to work one has 
to change or challenge the ways that people  
think - often in quite profound ways, for example, 
by altering the way people think about people 
from other religions. So rather than seeing 
religious outgroup members as opponents one 
comes to think of them as ‘natural allies’,  
i.e. “We are all ‘people of faith’ who share the
common experience of prayer and religious
devotion.”

When trying to bring about changes in mindsets 
or attitudes, one often comes up against very 
black and white thinkingblack and white thinking about particular issues 
or groups. For those involved in interfaith work, 
successful dialogue often involves being able to 
break down this type of thinking, particularly 
in terms of how people think about the ‘other’ 
(other members of religious or ethnic groups for 
example) by altering people’s stereotypes about 
religious outgroups and by reducing tribal or 
defensive styles of thinking towards those groups.

Successful interfaith work does not just involve 
psychological changes in how people think about 
the ‘other’, arguably one aspect of success is 
the ability of an interfaith initiative to trigger trigger 
critical reflection of one’s own religioncritical reflection of one’s own religion. By 
engaging in dialogue with members of other 
faiths, it is hoped that this leads to individuals 
thinking more critically about their own faith and 
by doing so come to a fuller and more complex 
understanding of their own faith tradition.

What is effective in interfaith dialogue?What is effective in interfaith dialogue?
For many involved in interfaith, the basis for 
effective dialogue is the building of personal the building of personal 
relationships and the development of trustrelationships and the development of trust. 
Through the development of trust and personal 
relationships with the members of other 
religious groups people are more likely to be 
able to overcome their prejudices and biases 
and engage with the outgroup as other human 
beings, rather than as members of an unpopular 
outgroup (Allport, 1954).

The processes needed to develop trust and build 
personal relationships of building and facilitating 
trust can be difficult and time consuming. But the 
upshot of investing in the development of these 
factors is that one creates a strong foundation 
upon which to conduct interfaith dialogue.

Moreover, cultivating the development of trust 
and personal relationships allows people to 
speak truthfully and engage with problematic speak truthfully and engage with problematic 
narratives or conceptsnarratives or concepts (sometimes from within 
their own faith community); a vital component 
of effective interfaith dialogue. The field of 
interfaith has matured over the past few decades 
and, for many, gone are the days of so-called 
‘tea and samosas’ (a much-used phrase of those 
who are sceptical about interfaith dialogue). 
While such approaches might have raised the 
profile of interfaith activity, many of these past 
attempts lacked a willingness to engage with 
difficult issues, particularly in a ‘head on’ way. For 
example, difficult conversations in one’s own faith 
community would involve those that remove 
victim narratives; address issues of gender 
disparity; and constructively discuss sexuality. Yet 
this must be done in such a way as to render it 
collaborative not adversarial, and this can only 
be achieved if there is a strong foundation upon 
which to build (i.e. the development of trust and 
personal relationships).
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One yardstick to assess the effectiveness of 
interfaith dialogue is coordinated community coordinated community 
responses to tragedy or potentially responses to tragedy or potentially 
inflammatory political/social eventsinflammatory political/social events. 
Although much interfaith dialogue is done to 
address issues surrounding social cohesion and 
integration at the local level, interfaith activity 
always takes place within a much larger, global 
context. Community relations between faith 
groups can be influenced to a large degree 
by events that happen globally and despite 
happening overseas can have serious implications 
for local intergroup relations (see Bock & Fahy, 
2018).

For example, the escalating tensions in Israel/
Palestine and subsequent airstrikes on Gaza by 
Israeli forces in the spring of 2021 had effects 
that impacted local Jewish communities in the 
UK. And tensions in Kashmir in 2019 with the 
removal of article 370 that granted Kashmiri 
autonomy reverberated throughout Indian and 
Pakistani communities.4, 5

The Christchurch mosque shooting in 2019 was 
seen by many as an event that could have had 
inflammatory reactions within communities.  
Yet the widespread occurrence of interfaith vigils 
in response to the attack was seen by some 
practitioners as evidence of the development 
of solid interfaith foundations. Rather than a 
descent into interfaith/community hostility, these 
collective responses of solidarity were seen as 
effective interfaith in action. Indeed the mere 
absence of civic unrest or intergroup hostility in 
the wake of such an event can be perceived as 
indicative of some degree of success.6

4 https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-london-58001771 
5 https://www.theguardian.com/world/2019/aug/11/kashmir-tensions-spill-over-to-britain-pakistani-indian-communities
6 These recommendations were born out of a series of preliminary fieldwork interviews with interfaith practitioners in 

the UK and overseas at the start of the Measures of Success project. These interviews were designed to explore the 
informants’ ideas about and experiences of:

• the nature of ‘success’ in interfaith engagement
• whether ‘success’ could in fact be measured
• how they envisaged a successful interfaith initiative

For previous Woolf Institute research on interfaith effectiveness see our report on Beyond 
Dialogue? Interfaith engagements in Delhi, Doha and London (2018).

https://www.woolf.cam.ac.uk/research/projects/effectiveness-of-interfaith-initiatives
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5. How was this framework developed?5. How was this framework developed?
Our goal was to develop a flexible evaluation 
framework, one that could be used in many 
different interfaith contexts and settings. So our 
task was somewhat counterintuitive; to develop 
a framework and set of tools that could measure 
a single construct but be flexible enough to be 
relevant to the many definitions that the construct 
entailed. We decided to follow the literature and 
break down the construct of ‘success’ into smaller, 
thematically driven parts, or domains. In identifying 
domains in this way, we are using a similar 
approach to Schiefer and van der Voll (2017) when 
clarifying the concept of social cohesion. Their 
approach also views a complex concept (e.g. social 
cohesion) as:

TerminologyTerminology: 

Micro-level changesMicro-level changes - small-scale changes 
(e.g. among individuals) 

Meso-level changesMeso-level changes - medium-scale changes 
(e.g. among family units, local groups, local 
communities, large organisations, or among 
regions within a country)

Macro-level changesMacro-level changes - large-scale changes 
(e.g. throughout society at large, among whole 
countries or groups of countries and changes  
at the international level)

The conceptual framework developed in this 
toolkit also draws heavily on the UK Home 
Office’s recent Indicators of Integration framework 
(2019). Their framework is also multi-dimensional 
and structured around 14 key domains that 
evidence suggests are of central importance to 
integration. Drawing on this model, we identified 
three domains that emerged from initial interviews 
with key informants which together make up the 
constituent parts of ‘success’. Following the Home 
Office’s framework (see below), we rely on the 
assumption that the measurement of success 
will most probably require the measurement of 
outcomes in each of these domains.

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/
uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/
file/835573/home-office-indicators-of-integration-
framework-2019-horr109.pdf

Our evaluation model consists of three domains 
of success: psychological, community and psychological, community and 
societalsocietal. In line with Schiefer and van der Voll 
(2017), we envisaged these three domains as 
mapping very closely onto the widely used terms 
of micro, meso and macro level impact. These 
refer to the different levels of analysis widely used 
in research. For example, micro-level research 
is interested in individuals and individual-level 
behaviours and psychology (see link below). 
The meso-level, however,  is concerned with 
the study of smaller, cohesive groups such as 
family units, close-knit communities, teams and 
organisations etc. Finally, the macro-level involves 
analysis of national systems, cultures, international 
organisations.

https://scientificinquiryinsocialwork.pressbooks.com/
chapter/6-1-micro-meso-and-macro-approaches/
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“A multidimensional construct consisting 
of phenomena on the micro (e.g. individual 
attitudes and orientations), meso (features 
of communities and groups) and macro 
(features of societal institutions) level”

Schiefer & van der Voll, 2017, p. 583.

SUCCESSSUCCESS

PSYCHOLOGICAL COMMUNITY SOCIETAL

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/835573/home-office-indicators-of-integration-framework-2019-horr109.pdf
https://scientificinquiryinsocialwork.pressbooks.com/chapter/6-1-micro-meso-and-macro-approaches/
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Psychological domain of success Psychological domain of success 
During the initial phase of fieldwork for the 
Measures of Success project, key informants were 
interviewed about their notions of success in 
interfaith engagement. Several themes emerged:

• Changes in mindsets e.g. a paradigm shift
vis á vis other religions

• Positive attitudinal changes i.e. breaking down
‘us vs. them’ thinking

• Triggering critical reflection of one’s own
religion

Elements within a psychological Elements within a psychological 
domain of successdomain of success
We transformed these themes into three 
elements within a domain of psychological success 
which, taken together, will constitute the measure 
of psychological success. These elements are: 
identity and attachment, beliefs and knowledge, 
attitudes and behaviours (see below). The idea is 
that these elements of psychological success are 
multi-directional. This means that a positive change 
in any of these elements should trigger positive 
change in another, if not all three, of the elements.

Moving forward Moving forward 
In order to flesh out our evaluation framework, 
we need to select OutcomesOutcomes to sit within each of 
the three elements of the domain of psychological 
success.

For each element, there are 2-3 outcomes:For each element, there are 2-3 outcomes:

Identity and attachment:Identity and attachment:
Outcome 1Outcome 1: An increased sense 
of inclusive identity

Outcome 2Outcome 2: An increased sense 
of attachment to the ‘other’

Beliefs and knowledge:Beliefs and knowledge:
Outcome 1Outcome 1: An increased knowledge 
about oneself

Outcome 2Outcome 2: An increased knowledge 
about the ‘other’

Outcome 3Outcome 3: A revision of beliefs about 
yourself and the ‘other’

Attitudes and behaviours:Attitudes and behaviours:
Outcome 1Outcome 1: Increased positive 
behaviours to the ‘other’

Outcome 2Outcome 2: Increased positive attitudes 
to the ‘other’

In Sum In Sum 
Drawing on previous research in clarifying 
the conceptualisation of social cohesion and 
integration, we developed a multi-dimensional 
model of success. This model consists of three 
domains of success: psychological, community 
and societal. These three domains map very 
closely onto the widely used terms of micro, 

meso and macro level impact. Based on the 
themes that emerged in our interviews with 
informants, we identified three elements within 
the psychological domain of success. Within each 
of these elements will sit a list of outcomes to 
assess changes in these outcomes we have listed 
a set of associated indicators.
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IDENTITY & 
ATTACHMENT

BELIEFS & 
KNOWLEDGE

ATTITUDES & 
BEHAVIOURS

OUTCOME 1

OUTCOME 2

OUTCOME 3

OUTCOME 1

OUTCOME 2

OUTCOME 3

OUTCOME 1

OUTCOME 2

OUTCOME 3
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6. More about indicators6. More about indicators

What is an indicator?What is an indicator?

• An indicator may be defined as a measure of
change in a particular variable

• The World Health Organisation have said
“Indicators are a way of seeing the big picture
by looking at a small piece of it”
(WHO, 2002, p.47)

• In the context of development cooperation,
the OECD/DAC (2009, 32) defines an
indicator as a “quantitative or qualitative factor
or variable that provides a simple and reliable
means to measure achievement, to reflect the
changes connected to an intervention, or to
help assess the performance of a development
actor”

• In short, an indicator may be considered as a
tool to measure change

There are two main functions of indicatorsThere are two main functions of indicators
1. They provide information in summary form

and reduce the information needed that would
normally be required to paint a precise picture
of a situation

2.  They can be used to communicate complex
phenomena in simplified form to different
stakeholders (Delorme & Chatelain, 2011;
Holzapfel, 2014)

Indicators can provide very useful information 
about the progress of your project:

• They provide a useful guide to tell you how
near (or far) you are from a desired change
that was set out at the beginning of the
project.

• They can help you keep track of changes
throughout the course of the project.
Is change happening?

• And they can give you an indication of how
far you are from a desired outcome at the
beginning of a project i.e. how much change is
needed?

• In the larger scheme of things they help with
accountability, as Holpfazel says:

“As more and more emphasis is placed 
on results and calls for transparency and 
accountability grow ever more vocal, 
so indicators are becoming increasingly 
important…. With tighter budgets in many 
traditional donor countries and mounting 
criticism of the general effectiveness of 
aid, development cooperation agencies 
are being challenged to become more 
accountable to the public and to generate 
more value for money.”

(Holpfazel, 2014)
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The indicators set out in this toolkit are 
supposed to provide a helpful set of blocks upon 
which to build your evaluation. However, they 
are by no means an exhaustive list. We have only 
provided a selection of literally thousands of 
possible indicators. Some have been designed 
for this project and others have been taken 

Social cohesion indicator bank: Social cohesion indicator bank: 
https://www.crs.org/sites/default/files/tools-research/
crs_social_cohesion_indicators_bank-jl-websingle_1.pdf

Peacebuilding indicators: Peacebuilding indicators: 
https://www.crs.org/sites/default/files/tools-research/
gain-peacebuilding-indicators.pdf

Conflict, stability, security, justice and Conflict, stability, security, justice and 
peacebuilding indicators: peacebuilding indicators: 
http://gsdrc.org/docs/open/hdq1230.pdf

and adapted from the hundreds of widely used 
indicators from the sister fields of peacebuilding 
and social cohesion. It is worth looking through 
other similar guides and indicator banks to see if 
there are indicators that might also be useful or 
perhaps more relevant for your own evaluation:

Church Urban Fund: Church Urban Fund: 
https://cuf.org.uk/resources/allchurches-trust-project-
evaluation-tools

EIRENE peacebuilding database:EIRENE peacebuilding database:
https://www.allianceforpeacebuilding.org/eirene-
peacebuilding-database

You can of course decide that you want to 
develop your own indicators to adapt to a 
situation or need that is unique to your project 
and its evaluation. If this is the case then the 
following is an excellent resource for learning 
more about indicator development:

http://dmeforpeace.org/sites/default/files/3.9%20
Indicators.pdf

7. Attitudes and behaviour are not the same7. Attitudes and behaviour are not the same

The conceptual framework outlined here makes 
an effort to clearly distinguish between attitudes 
and behaviours.  Although they are nested within 
the same domain of psychological success, they 
are conceptually and empirically distinct.  
As such, the indicators proposed within this 

domain have been developed with this distinction 
in mind. The goal here is to not conflate attitudes 
with behaviours and ensure that the correct 
indicators are used for the relevant component. 
For ease of use, behavioural and attitudinal 
indicators are clearly marked as such.

https://www.crs.org/sites/default/files/tools-research/crs_social_cohesion_indicators_bank-jl-websingle_1.pdf
https://www.crs.org/sites/default/files/tools-research/gain-peacebuilding-indicators.pdf
http://dmeforpeace.org/sites/default/files/3.9%20Indicators.pdf
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8. What do we mean by an inclusive identity?8. What do we mean by an inclusive identity?

How do we decide who to include in our 
ingroup? In situations where there is salient 
categorisation available, this is perhaps not too 
difficult to answer. One example might be that 
of national identity at an international border 
(Reimer et al., 2020). However, in diverse 
societies where one has multiple categorisations 
available to them, this question become much 
more difficult; Is one British? Muslim? British 
Muslim? London British Muslim? Given this array 
of categorisation options, people differ in the 
relevance they attach to each when answering 
this question (van Dommelen et al., 2015). For 
some, the categorisation criteria for who is ‘us’ 
(and who is ‘them’) is very narrow yet for others 
it is much broader leading them to adopt much 
more inclusive identities. Put very simply this 
refers to the process of including a greater array 
of people in one’s social ingroup. Our group 
memberships heavily determines this process of 
inclusion or exclusion.

Why is fostering more inclusive identities 
important? A more inclusive identity incorporates 
a wider range of people in one’s conceptualisation 
of who is part of their ingroup. Therefore there 
are many more recipients of the benefits of 
ingroup bias i.e. that is the tendency to respond 
more favourably to ingroup members (Dunham, 
2018; Tajfel, 1970). Positive intergroup contact with 
outgroup members can alter the way that people 
see themselves by highlighting the availability of 
multiple categories to which they can belong 
whilst also highlighting the fact that these 
categories do not always perfectly align with each 
other (Roccas & Brewer, 2002). More recently, 
Reimer and colleagues found that fostering more 
inclusive social identities through intergroup 
contact led to more positive attitudes and 
reduced social distance between religious, national 
and caste outgroups (Reimer et al., 2020).

For some conservative factions within religious 
communities, interfaith contact is problematic 
for precisely these reasons. This is something 
that was often brought up in the interviews with 
key informants at the start of the project. This 
suspicion stems from the fear that developing a 
more inclusive identity will lead to a weakening 
of adherents’ attachment to their own religion. 
Anecdotally, however, the evidence seems to 
suggest otherwise. The overwhelming impression 
of the key informants was that interfaith activity 
does not undermine an individual’s religious 
attachment or belief, quite the opposite- it 
strengthens one’s faith. We do not expect that 
an individual developing a more inclusive identity 
will lead to any reduction in attachment to their 
primary group (i.e. religious group). In fact, we 
predict that participants will remain attached to 
their faith but become more open to engaging 
with religious outgroups. The goal in developing 
more inclusive identities is not to include some 
categorisations at the expense of others. Rather 
it is that developing inclusive identities will not 
only increase positive attitudes and reduce social 
distance with outgroups but steer individuals 
aware from problematic forms of group 
alignment that promote extreme ingroup loyalty 
and parochial altruism (Swann et al., 2009).
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“ How we feel about and act toward others depend on whom we consider ‘us’ and ‘them’  
that is, whom we include in, and exclude from, our ingroup.” 

Reimer et al., 2020, p.1
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9. Where do these circles come from?9. Where do these circles come from?

The pictorial scale below is adapted from 
a measure which is taken from the social 
psychological literature (see Gomez et al., 2011) 
and measures various types of attachment to 
one’s group (in this case one’s religious group) 
(see fig. 1).  The scale was designed to measure a 
particular kind of group alignment called ‘identity 

Option A in fig.1 (above) shows the two circles 
nestling next to one another, in slight contact 
with one another. During a series of focus 
groups with interfaith practitioners who had 
been sent a draft version of the indicators, 
one practitioner queried whether this actually 
represented the lived experience of individuals 
in relation to another group. He argued that for 
many communities, there is simply no interaction 

fusion’.  This involves a very intense feeling of 
connection with the group where the personal 
and the group self become intertwined.  This type 
of group alignment has been found to underline 
support for extreme pro-group behaviours 
(see Burhmester et al., 2014; Swann et al., 2009; 
Swann et al., 2014)

between different religious/ethnic groups at 
all and that they are part of a parallel-cultural 
society rather than a multi-cultural one. Given 
this insight, we altered the scale to include an 
option that reflects this real-world experience 
and introduced an option where the two circles 
were placed significantly apart from one another, 
with no physical touching at all (see option A in 
fig. 2 below)

Figure 1. The original pictorial identity fusion scale (taken from Swann et al., 2009)

Figure 2. The adapted version of the scale
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By using an adapted version of the identity fusion 
scale, we attempt to provide a broad measure 
of an individual’s attachment to their (religious) 
group. If through the course of an interfaith 
project, one is attempting to break down ‘us 
vs. them’ thinking or encourage willingness to 
construct a pluralistic identity, then this might 
be a promising way of assessing any changes. 
Although for some people, particular kinds of 
group attachment have been negatively associated 
with the ability to interact with other groups, we 
do not expect that positive outcomes on other 
psychological indicators will necessarily mean any 
reduction in group attachment. In fact, it is likely 
that this variable will remain stable i.e. participants 
will remain attached to their faith but become 

First, they are visualvisual. This is an important point 
to remember in evaluation. There are many 
participants who may not be native speakers 
of English and in some cases the participants’ 
English may be quite poor.  Therefore, 
administering text-based measures that ask 
questions about abstract concepts is not ideal. 
This also makes it easier to relocaterelocate the measure 
to settings in other countries, if using the 
measures outside the UK.

They can often ease the communication of 
very  subjective experiencessubjective experiences (e.g. the burden of 
suffering due to illness, see Buchi et al., 1998), 
experiences that presuppose a level of self-
awareness that a participant perhaps does not 
possess or feels unable to articulate.

A pictorial scale is very adaptableadaptable and with 
regards to the one that is used throughout this 
framework, it has been used previously in the 
literature to measure various types of group 
alignment, not just the specific concept it was 
originally designed to measure (i.e. identity fusion 
see Swan et al., 2009; Gomez et al., 2011).

The emotional attachment that an individual 
has to a geographical entity (e.g. a locale, a 
neighbourhood) is seen by some researchers 
as an expression of shared values, lifestyles 
and socialisation contexts (Forrest & Kearns, 
2000). It provides security and self-worth which 
strengthens the willingness for participation 
and social networking. Some researchers 
have proposed that attachment to one’s local 
environment is not only an aspect of one’s social 
identity (Uzzell et al., 2002) but also an aspect 
of one’s self-identity (Proshansky et al., 1983). 
Therefore, we think it important to include an 
indicator (e.g. Indicator 6Indicator 6) that tracks participants’ 
attachment to their local environment as this is a 
variable that may well have important downstream 
effects on participants’ subsequent behaviour 
within their community.

For example, sense of attachment to one’s 
neighbourhood has been associated with self-
reported individual well-being (Curtis et al., 2019) 
as well as a greater degree of social involvement 
in one’s communities (Mesch & Manor, 1998). 
Communities that are made up of people who 
are strongly attached to the local environment 
have been found to be more likely to work 
together to achieve socially minded goals, such as 
environmental goals or protecting characteristic 
features of the neighbourhood (Brown et al., 2002; 
Mesch & Manor, 1998).

more open to engaging with religious outgroups. 
This is something that was often brought up in 
the interviews with key informants at the start 
of the project. For some conservative factions 
within religious communities, interfaith activity 
is problematic. This suspicion stems from the 
fear that engaging in interfaith will lead to a 
weakening of adherents’ attachment to their 
religion.  Anecdotal evidence seems to suggest 
otherwise; the overwhelming impression of the 
key informants was that interfaith activity does 
not undermine an individual’s religious attachment 
or belief, quite the opposite.  Therefore we include 
this measure of group attachment to provide 
further evidence for that conclusion.

10. Why use pictorial measures?10. Why use pictorial measures? 11. Why strength of attachment 11. Why strength of attachment 
to local enviroment?to local enviroment?
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Given the pressures practitioners face to please 
funders, reporting anything other than positive 
changes may see initially irrelevant or like failure. 
This could not be further from the truth. It 
is important to be honest about the changes 
that took place and document all changes that 
occurred throughout the interfaith engagement 
process, even if they were negative or noteven if they were negative or not. It 
is a brave thing to do, but also extremely useful. 
Evaluation should not only tell us what works 
but also what does not work and why? Often 
this can reveal very important information about 
the processes that are stopping change from 
taking place. In many ways, this information is as 
critical as knowing what does work. With this 
knowledge, you can improve and refine your 
future projects but others can too by building on 
the knowledge that you have shared. Therefore, 
it is important for the indicators to be able to 
capture change in an unanticipated direction 
rather than ones that just assume that change 
will be positive.

Perceived discrimination among minority group 
members has been found to have negative 
effects on integration and attitudes towards 
the majority national outgroup. For example, 
perceived discrimination can increase minority 
ingroup hostility towards the majority outgroup 
(Schmitt & Branscombe, 2002) and stop minority 
group members from developing a sense of 
belonging to the superordinate national ingroup 
(Cantle, 2004; Jasinskaja-Lathi et al., 2009). Those 
minority group members who feel their identity 
is threatened or disliked by the majority group 
will shun membership of this superordinate 
group (Sindic & Reicher, 2009;  
Iyer et al., 2009).

Despite the majority view that interfaith 
engagement increases confidence in one’s 
religious identity and attachment to one’s 
religion, throughout discussions with 
practitioners there were examples of occasional 
episodes where participants had become more 
confused throughout the project and this had 
led to a degree of discomfort, in one case 
even withdrawal from the project. Therefore, 
Indicator 7Indicator 7, which assesses changes in religious 
identity, does not assume that change is 
inherently positive. Participants have to rate their 
agreement with the statement “My religious 
identity was affected during the project”. This 
does not presuppose the valence of the change, 
and three further qualitative items are designed 
to provide information into the nature of those 
changes surrounding the participants’ religious 
identity e.g. “If you did experience changes in 
your religious identity was this in a positive or 
negative way?”.

Perceived discrimination has been found to 
be associated with the likelihood of minority 
members distancing themselves from the 
large, or host, society as well as lower national 
identification and stronger ingroup identification 
(Jasinskaja-Lathi et al., 2009). In a study by 
Berry et al. (2006), adolescent immigrants who 
felt discriminated against tended to reject the 
superordinate national identity outright, or ‘de-
identify’, leading to rejection of and resistance to 
the larger society rather than just low levels of 
identification.

12. Capturing all changes12. Capturing all changes

13. Why track perceived discrimination?13. Why track perceived discrimination?
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Research has found that the degree of trust 
one has in an outgroup member has important 
implications for future social behaviour and 
cooperation. People are more likely to want 
to engage with people they trust and studies 
have shown a close association between trust, 
empathy and reconciliation (Nadler & Liviantan, 
2006) as well as demonstrating that those 
who trust less are less likely to engage in civic 
engagement (Uslaner & Brown, 2005). Urban 
areas have been found to be lower on trust than 
rural areas (Yang & Zeng, 2016).

The development of trust between culturally/
religiously different communities can be 
incredibly hard to develop, as many practitioners 
are all too aware.  And this is not surprising when 
we think about how our brains function. We are 
predisposed to trust people who are similar to 
us, on a variety of dimensions but certainly those 
who look like us (DeBruine, 2002). Indeed we 
perceive the faces of people we find trustworthy 
to be more similar to our own (Tsakiris et al., 
2013). We also demonstrate an ingroup bias 
in trust (Baillet et al., 2014) meaning that we 
preferentially trust members of our own social 
group above those from an outgroup. Studies 
found that trusting ingroup members actually 
triggers activity in areas of the brain associated 
with reward whereas trusting outgroup members 
requires much more cognitive effort (Hughes 
et al., 2016). Moreover, when placed under time 
pressure, which depletes people’s ability to exert 
control, people trust an outgroup less but their 
level of trust in their ingroup remains unchanged 
(Hughes et al., 2016).

Indicator 11Indicator 11 (Degree of trust) assesses 
changes in trust with two items. The first asks 
participants to rate their degree of comfort 
based on previous interactions with a member 
from a different religious tradition. Ease of 
comfort during a social interaction is indicative 
of higher levels of trust and indicates that 
there are reduced levels of anxiety or hostility 
surrounding the interaction. Due to evolved 
cognitive mechanisms, interactions with people 
we distrust or are suspicion of are marked by 
heightened anxiety (Robson, 2020).

The second item asks participants to rate 
their level of agreement with the following: “I 
would be happy to sit next to a (e.g. Jew) on 
public transport”. This is taken directly from the 
EIRENE database and is important because it 
takes in to account the social contextualisation 
of trust. This may have different implications 
in different contexts. For example, in a diverse 
community in the UK, reticence to sit next to a 
religious ‘other’ could be seen as an expression 
of prejudice. Whereas in a conflict situation, the 
very act of sitting next to a religious ‘other’ in 
public could mean something other than a show 
of trust (e.g. resistance to a regime) and could 
carry extreme consequences (reprimands from 
one’s ingroup; accusations of treachery etc.). This 
is related to context setting which we discuss in 
Section 16 but it also highlight the fact that trust 
or expressions of trust are largely determined by 
social norms. Therefore, measures of trust must 
be aware of cultural or religious variations. As 
mentioned, sitting next to a religious ‘other’ on a 
public bus in the UK arguably tells you less about 
trust than in an active conflict zone split apart 
along ethnic or religious lines.

14. Why is trust important?14. Why is trust important?

M
easures o

f Success R
epo

sito
ry



 How to Measure Success - A toolkit for the evaluation of interfaith engagement    51

The ‘feeling thermometer’ is a widely-used 
survey instrument where participants rank their 
feelings or views on a specific subject and allow 
researchers to gather information about the 
direction, as well as the intensity of participants’ 
attitudes to a certain topic or group. They are 
often used in political science or social science 
research and since 1968 have been used annually 
in the American National Election Studies 
(Lebo & Cassino, 2007). Warmth and attitude 
are normally related so that the warmer a 
participant’s response, the more positive her 
attitude to the group/topic in question.

One concern with the use of feeling 
thermometers is socially desirable responding 
(Krysan, 2000), that is people may respond in 
a way to make others view them favourably or 
in a way that they think is socially acceptable 
rather than what they really feel. This problem 
is not limited to feeling thermometers and is 
often raised as a concern in any kind of self-
reporting item. In their 2010 study on attitudes 
towards multi-racial Americans, Campbell and 
Herman recognise the problem of socially 
desirable responding and in their study 
encouraged variation in responses, including 
negative ones, in the following way. They added 
an additional three thermometer items. Two 
asked the participants to rate their feelings 
towards groups which are deemed acceptable 
to hold in negative regard and one third group 
about which it is socially acceptable to have 

positive feelings. This encouraged variation 
in response across all of their thermometer 
items. This is certainly worth bearing in mind 
if an evaluator has significant concerns about a 
social desirability bias. However, in the pre- and 
post-test design we suggest for local interfaith 
groups encouraging participants to complete any 
surveys in isolation, or at the very least without 
the facilitator/evaluator present should go some 
way to circumventing this problem. Secondly, the 
assurance of anonymity should alleviate some of 
the pressure that might lead to socially desirable 
responding.

Campbell and Herman (2010) raise another issue 
with the use of feeling thermometers which is 
how to compare meaningfully the thermometer 
responses across the participants. People will 
respond differently to one another, one may 
take the mid-point as a baseline (i.e. 50) and 
rate groups relative to that while another may 
start with a ‘warmer’ baseline and respond 
accordingly. To deal with this, they standardised 
each participant’s ratings of the target outgroup 
by subtracting participants’ average rating of all 
groups (gathered through asking for ratings of 
various groups, not just the target outgroup) 
from their rating of the target outgroup. This 
yields a value which indicates how much a 
participant likes or dislikes a certain group 
compared to that individual’s average feelings 
towards a set of other groups (see Campbell & 
Herman, 2010).

15. Where does this thermometer come from?15. Where does this thermometer come from?
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Although Indicator 21 Indicator 21 tracks the feelings of the 
immediate social circle towards an outgroup, 
we believe it to be an important variable to 
measure. In the limited literature on ‘transfer’ 
(see section 18 for a fuller discussion), one of the 
noted effects is that ‘transfer’ fails to take place 
when participants go back into their respective 
communities (e.g. 2019). This could be for several 
reasons. First, it might often be through fear 
of speaking up against entrenched narratives 
in their local community or that the positive 

Our behaviours are often determined more by 
the social norms of our communities than our 
own personal beliefs and attitudes (Kalin, 2021 
unpublished; Paluck, 2009) so having some degree 
of information about the broader context in 
which an interfaith initiative is taking place can 
be very useful. This is part of what is termed 
context setting where practitioners gather 
information to build up a picture about the wider 
concerns and the dynamics of the communities 
in which their initiative takes place.

The social context can not only give you 
valuable insights into the wider motivations and 
attitudes of the community but it can alter the 
actual meaning of the measure. For example, a 
problematic question in a discussion on Israel/
Palestine could even be a seemingly innocuous 
demographic item: “What is your national 
identity?”. There are socio-political connotations 
that come with that question in Israel/Palestine 
than do not exist in the UK for example. With 
items that measure more culturally variable 
constructs such as trust for example, the same 
item can have not only differing degrees of 
intensity but also inherently different meanings. 

effects of the dialogue simply decay over time 
once the participants are immersed back in their 
daily lives. So this indicator, although not directly 
related to individual psychological effects, is a 
valuable source of information about the biases 
and attitudes in the minds of the communities 
to which they return. In their meta-review on 
interreligious peacebuilding programmes (2015, 
see link below), the Peacebuilding Evaluation 
Consortium acknowledged this limitation in the 
programmes included in their report.  

Where possible, we have tried to make the 
indicators as universal in application. However, 
this is not always possible. Subtle variation 
between communities, faith groups and societies 
can lead to difficulties regarding cross-cultural 
validity i.e. are measures (e.g. psychological 
constructs) that were originally developed in 
a single culture meaningful, and equivalent in a 
separate culture (Matsumoto, 2003)

We advise, if possible, to pilot the indicators in 
the relevant settings i.e. through interviews with 
practitioners on the ground or by conducting 
focus groups with people from the communities 
of interest. This will help you to adapt or refine 
the indicators to be more applicable for the 
project you are seeking to evaluate.

16. Why are we interested in the wider community?16. Why are we interested in the wider community?

“Significantly, no evaluation utilised the perspectives of people outside of the program,  
such as non-participants, to inform evaluation objectives” 

Peacebuilding Evaluation Consortium Meta-review, 2016, p. 27 
https://www.cdacollaborative.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/01/Meta-Review-of-Inter-Religious-
Peacebuilding-Program-Evaluations.pdf
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A growing body of research in social psychology 
is uncovering the importance of hope in positive 
intergroup relations particularly in the realm 
of alleviating intractable conflict (Halperin et 
al, 2008; Halperin et al., 2012). Hope has been 
found to be associated with a reduced desire for 
retaliation (Moeschberger et al., 2005); increased 
conciliatory attitudes (Cohen-Chen et al., 2013); 
reduced outgroup dehumanisation (Halperin et 
al., 2008); eliciting creative solutions to disputes 
at the core of conflict (Jarymowicz and Bar-Tal, 
2006) and increased support of social change and 
prosocial behaviours (Greenaway et al., 2014).

It is therefore important to track for various 
reasons, not least because it motivates positive 
future behaviour. At the heart of the emotion 
of hope is the belief that an alternative, better 
reality (between two groups) is possible. It 
is perhaps this belief that makes us more 
cognitively flexible and therefore able to 
entertain a future state of being. For example, at 
the point when a conflict begins to de-escalate 

that future state of being becomes more tangible 
and studies in the Arab-Israeli context suggest 
that it is at this stage in particular that hope 
becomes the key predictor for reconciliation and 
concessions (Rosler et al., 2015).

It is from this literature on hope and intergroup 
relations that we sourced the items that 
comprise Indicator 22Indicator 22 (degree of hope). The 
self-reported hope item is taken from Rosler et 
al. (2015) and asks participants to rate the extent 
to which they feel hopeful when thinking about 
future relations between two salient outgroups 
(e.g. Muslims and Jews in Iran). The second item 
is one we created to assess the degree of belief 
in the possibility of change, a key component of 
the emotion of hope. Finally, the third item is a 
measure of generalised hope that is taken from 
Greenaway et al. (2014) and asks participants to 
rate the extent to which they feel hopeful about 
the world right now.

17. Why are we interested in hope17. Why are we interested in hope

“As with most design, monitoring and 
evaluation processes, indicator development 
should be as inclusive and participatory 
a process as possible. Context-specific 
indicators can be generated by and/or 
validated with key actors from a variety of 
faith backgrounds and identities. This would 
help refine indicators and ensure local actors 
support the underlying logic of programming. 
In interreligious programming, this is 
particularly important, since key actors will 
have specific ideas about what drives change 
and may want to include indicators that 
relate to concepts like trust or cooperation.” 
(Woodrow, Oatley & Garred, 2017, p.52)

https://www.simplypsychology.org/validity.html

In SumIn Sum

• Outside perspectives (i.e. those of the 
people in the wider communities of 
interest but not part of the initiative 
itself) are incredibly useful for context 
setting

• That is, understanding the motivations, 
attitudes and biases of the people in the 
communities into which participants 
return

• Entrenched narratives and community 
norms may have more of an influence 
on subsequent behaviour than (new) 
personal beliefs and attitudes
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Prior research in social psychology suggests that 
in some circumstances, the positive attitudinal 
effects of intergroup contact do not permeate 
beyond the circle of participants and do not 
generalise to other members of the outgroup. 
Liked members of an outgroup are perceived 
as exceptions to a negative rule, rather than 
stereotypical of the outgroup at large (Amir, 
1976; Cook, 1978). In fact, more recent 
psychological research suggests that increased 
contact with minority groups can, particularly in 
situations where there is a degree of competition 
for resources, increase prejudice and inter-
group hostility (Nagel, 1995; Saguy, 2018). Indeed 
studies have shown that as minority groups grow, 
so too does local opposition to race-targeted 
policies and programmes (e.g. Quillian 1996; 
Taylor 1998).

Echoing these findings,  Abu-Nimer (1999) noted 
that across six Arab-Jewish dialogue initiatives 
in Israel, the programmes did manage to alter 
participants’ perceptions about and interactions 
with each other but rarely did they affect 
behaviour outside of the dialogue contexts. He 
argued that for ‘transfer’ to occur the attitudinal 
changes in participants must be translated 
into behavioural changes that in turn influence 
others. Only in this way will any successful 
effects of dialogue processes filter out and make 
larger societal impacts. Without this shift from 
attitudinal to behavioural change, dialogue efforts 
are but a ‘drop in the ocean’ and any observed 
effects can easily be reversed once within the 
ingroup context. Given these findings, how can 
we ensure that ‘transfer’ a) does take place, and 
b) that it is successful? In other words, how can 
we articulate the mechanisms by which positive 
effects at the individual level lead to meaningful 
effects at the community level and beyond?

Returning again to the Israel-Arab context, 
a report of 20 years of conflict resolution 
programmes between Israelis and Palestinians 
has shed light on some ways that this transition 
between levels can take place (Kelman, 2008a; 
2008b). First, small group processes can 
facilitate transfer by engaging with participants 
who are not only motivated to engage in the 
learning process of the dialogue but who also 
have credibility and visibility within their own 
community. Second, small group processes can 
construct new relationships that replace old, 
entrenched ones, so that groups can act as a 
coalition and work towards a superordinate 
joint goal (Gaertner et al., 1999; Gaertner et 
al., 1989).7  Third, Kelman proposes that small 
group processes can be used as a model for “an 
institutionalized mechanism or an ongoing joint 
forum within civil society exploring bi-communal 
peacebuilding” (Carstarphen & Shapiro, 2016, p 12).

Rather than aiming for direct impact between 
individual, local and national effects, researchers 
have argued that the transfer process is best 
achieved as a step-wise process. This is sometimes 
characterised as consisting of micro, meso and 
macro levels of analysis (d’Estree et al., 2000) and 
corresponding ‘tiers of influence’ (e.g. individual > 
family > peer group > community > sub-national 
region > country > international) (see below).

Church and Shouldice (2002; 2003) propose that 

18. What is ‘transfer’?18. What is ‘transfer’?
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Tiers of Influence11 Levels

Family Unit
Micro Level

Social Network/Peer Group

Community
Meso Level

Sub-National Region

Society at Large/Country

Macro LevelRegional Grouping of Countries

International

“The strategy for expanding the effects of dialogue on direct participants to broader groups, 
practices or policies in society. Transfer approaches include a focus on who (or what) was the 
target of change, and how (through which processes) broader change happens”.

United States Institute of Peace definition of Transfer (2016)



 How to Measure Success - A toolkit for the evaluation of interfaith engagement    55

the nexus between the level of implementation 
and the closest tiers of influence will yield the 
most significant degree of ‘transfer’ (Church & 
Shouldice, 2003). Meaning that the effects of a 
grassroots project will most likely transfer to 
the next few tiers of influence (i.e. family, peer 
groups), rather than jumping tiers to impact 
national or policy changes (Church & Shouldice, 
2003).

The United States Institute of Peace (USIP) have 
noted a trend in recent years to focus less on 
high-level dialogue and encourage and facilitate 
more grassroots level programmes (USIP, 2016). 
Edwards and colleagues (2012) describe a 
research project into a local level project which 
they claim is an effective way of articulating how 
micro level effects builds meaningful interactions 
between individuals and groups within 
communities. That is, a research focus on local 
or grassroots level programmes may be a fruitful 
way to examine the mechanisms of ‘transfer’ 
particularly between the micro and macro levels, 
what roughly equates to what has been termed 
the ‘meso-level’:

“While influential individuals who return to their 
societies may not initially be able to swing whole 
societies in new directions, they often have 
significant impacts on the information, policies, 
and behaviors of their professional organizations, 
their political parties, their religious communities, 
their neighborhoods or villages, or their extended  
family networks. It is at this ‘meso-level’ that 
‘transfer’ from the workshop activities to the  
larger intergroup relationship occurs. Assessment  
of conflict resolution and other social interventions 
has too often focused only on the two ends of 
the continuum – individuals and societies.  This 
has left out of the assessment the very level 
of activity that theories of ‘civil society’ have 
attempted to empower.” (d’Estree & Jakobsen, 
2000, p. 16-17).

At this point, a full understanding of the 
mechanisms involved in transferring change at 
the various different levels is not clear. Church 
and Shouldice (2002) pose some interesting 
questions about the nature of ‘transfer’ that, at 
the moment, remain unanswered:

• If an intervention has made an impact in one 
of the tiers of influence, does this change then 
transfer up or down to other tiers?

• Is there a potential multiplier effect that 
conflict resolution projects can achieve, 
thereby increasing their overall impact?

• What degree of ‘transfer’ takes place (i.e. is it 
the same level of change that the participating 
individual experienced or only a percentage 
of that change)? And is this variable over the 
amount of time and interaction?

• What are the critical aspects of an 
intervention which promote or ‘set the stage’ 
to achieve ‘transfer’?

• Does the ability to transfer impact vary with 
the tier of influence on which the intervention 
is focused?

Continuing from their work, we pose several 
further questions surrounding transfer:

• Is ‘transfer’ bi-directional? If an initiative is 
conducted at the meso level, can we expect an 
equal degree of transfer in either direction  
(i.e. to the micro and macro levels)?

• What are the psychological mechanisms 
that facilitate change from the micro to the 
meso level? That is, what cognitive processes 
are involved when changes take place in 
individuals who are in the close social network 
of someone who has attended an interfaith 
initiative?

• Can we simply equate the concept of ‘success’ 
with degree of ‘transfer’, so that the most 
effective dialogue projects have the largest 
degree of transfer? If so, is it possible to 
calculate the overall degree of ‘transfer’ that 
can be used as a metric for dialogue success?
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7 For a comprehensive psychological perspective on the use of superordinate goals to reduce intergroup conflict see 
Deschamps and Brown (1983).
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The community domain of success is particularly 
important for understanding whether ‘transfer’ 
has taken place. It is at this level, more so than 
the psychological level, that we can assess 
real-world impact. In our framework, this 
community domain presents a set of outcomes 
and associated indicators that are intended to 
provide information about the changes that 
might be happening across the participants’ 
communities more broadly.

The internal structure of the community domain 
of success is the same as the psychological 
domain. It is made up of three constituent 
elements (see below). Within each of these 
three elements are nestled 2-3 outcomes, all 
of which have a set of associated indicators. 
Again, these elements of community success are 
multi-directional i.e. a positive change in any of 
the domains should trigger positive changes in 
another element, if not all three.

Element: Local integrationElement: Local integration
Outcome 1Outcome 1:  
Increase in degree of 
engagement in cross-
community activities

Outcome 2Outcome 2:  
Increased integration at the 
community level

Element: Community Element: Community 
responsesresponses
Outcome 1Outcome 1:  
An increased knowledge about 
one’s own community

Outcome 2Outcome 2:  
An increased knowledge about 
the ‘other’s’ community

Element: Community Element: Community 
attitudesattitudes
Outcome 1Outcome 1:  
Increased positive behaviours 
between communities

Outcome 2Outcome 2:  
Increased positive  
community-wide attitudes

19. More about the community domain of success19. More about the community domain of success
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As with the psychological level indicators, you do 
not have to include every single one. The idea is 
the same as before: for you to use the ones that 
you think will be most relevant to your project 
and the ones that will give you information about 
the aspect you are most interested in tracking at 
the community level (e.g. increased integration 
between communities, improved group level 
attitudes, positive community behaviours etc). 
If your project was designed to bring about 
changes in participants that fall only within the 
psychological level of success (e.g. changes in 
mindsets, breakdown of us vs. them thinking, 
reflection on one’s faith tradition), it may well be 
that you dedicate most of your evaluation efforts 
to the psychological domain of success. This is 
fine and a really fine-grained picture of the very 
subtle individual changes that happen throughout 
the course of your project are very important 
and informative for all stakeholders. However, we 
strongly recommend that you do not neglect the 
community domain of success altogether.

• Even though you may be limited in terms 
of resources or time we highly recommend 
that you choose at least 2at least 2 outcomes from 
the community domain of success and then 
at least 1 of the suggested indicatorsat least 1 of the suggested indicators to 
measure progress on that outcome.

• For example, you might choose Indicators 1 Indicators 1 
and 2and 2 to measure change in outcome x, and 
then Indicators 3, 4 and 5Indicators 3, 4 and 5 to measure change 
in outcome y

• The more detail you can provide about impact 
within this community domain of success 
the better, even if your project was designed 
to change individual beliefs, attitudes and 
behaviours.

• However, we recognise that evaluation within 
this domain can be time-consuming and in 
some cases difficult. So a balance has to be 
struck between the scope of your evaluation 
and what resources are available to you.

• Although data on multiple variables, from 
different domains would be the optimal use of 
this framework, it may well not be the most 
realistic!

20. Community level indicators20. Community level indicators

The role of faith communities in building social 
capital is being increasingly recognised by 
local government and authorities. In 2017, for 
example, the Local Government Association 
in conjunction with FaithAction reported 
on the role that faith communities play in 
fostering more cohesive societies, particularly 
around issues of health and wellbeing (Local 
Government Association, 2017). 

In 2018, for the UK Ministry of Housing, 
Communities and Local Government published 
a report on the role of faith communities in 
building strong neighbourhoods (MHCLG, 
2018) which recognised the important vital role, 
that faith communities can play in facilitating 
interaction and mixing between people of 
different backgrounds. 

Although the relationship between faith 
communities and local government authorities 
has often been seen as strained, due to a clash 
of secular and religious worldviews (All-Party 
Parliamentary Group (APPG), 2020), in recent 
years the two have had to work closely with 
one another to address pressing social needs, 
most recently those caused by the COVID-19 
pandemic (APPG, 2020). This growing synergy 
between the two has yielded strong results and 
developing partnerships: an example of this is 
the London Borough of Newham’s Community 
Wealth Building Strategy which has a strong 
focus on interfaith relations (Newham Council, 
2020). Yet despite this developing relationship, 
there are voices within faith communities who 
regard their relationship with local authorities as 
weak, and in some cases, non-existent. 

Measuring the perceived relationship between 
faith communities and local authorities will 
provide useful information within the community 
domain of success as it points to establishing 
whether this relationship exists, and to what 
extent, both of which are useful for determining 
integration at the local level.

21. Community relations with 21. Community relations with 
local governmentlocal government
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A sense of belonging has been put forward as 
“an essential hallmark of social integration and 
participation” (Fuchs et al., 2021, p. 2) and that 
any destabilisation to one’s sense of belonging 
is a threat to both of these. Given the key 
role that sense of belonging has to the realms 
of integration and participation, we think it is 
important to measure it and how it changes over 
the course of an intervention. The prediction one 
could make is a stronger sense of belonging leads 
to positive outcomes given that individuals will 
be more emotionally invested in their area and 
therefore alter their pro-social behaviour  
(i.e. behaviour through which people benefit 
others (Eisenberg, 1982) such as helping, 
donating, volunteering, sharing etc) accordingly.

Fuchs and colleagues recently developed a 
four-item scale to assess (challenged) sense of 
belonging (the challenged sense of belonging 
scale, CSBS). This comprises of four components 
which are central to the construct of sense 
of belonging: identification, participation, 
congruence and connectedness. To measure 
change in Indicator 29Indicator 29 we have only included 
two-items from the CSBS, those measuring 
participation and connectedness:

• I don’t feel that I participate with anyone or 
any group (participation)

• I feel disconnected from those around me 
(connectedness)

However, given that this scale was developed 
by researchers who were interested in the 
experiences of refugees (in Germany) and tested 
it with refugee participants from various areas 
of the globe, it is a particularly timely and useful 
tool for those whose interfaith work directly 
involves this population. So if the project that 
you are evaluating (or designing - the evaluation 
must be a part of the initiative from the design 

Sense of belonging, or belonging, has a long 
history in the social sciences where it has often 
been used to refer to different phenomena. In 
sociology, for example, it has been primarily used 
to refer to an individual’s membership in a group 
(e.g. the degree to which one feels they belong 
to a country or religious group). However, we 
use the term as it is applied in social science 
work surrounding migration and immigration 
(Fuchs et al., 2021; Pfaff-Czarnecka, 2013). In this 
context it has a more precise definition, one that 
conceptualises it as being emotion-centric and 
situation-specific:

stage!) is related to migrants or experiences  
of immigration you might want to include all 
four-items of the scale to assess the individuals’ 
sense of belonging more comprehensively. The 
full scale is below:

(challenged) sense of belonging (Fuchs et al., (challenged) sense of belonging (Fuchs et al., 
2021, four-item CSBS)2021, four-item CSBS)
• I am troubled by a feeling I have no place in 

this world (identification)

• I don’t feel that I participate with anyone or 
any group (participation)

• I feel torn between worlds (congruence)

• I feel disconnected from those around me 
(connectedness)

See http://blogs.biomedcentral.com/on-
society/2021/03/05/rediscovering-the-sense-of-
belonging-in-social-research-a-new-survey-measure/

22. Why is sense of belonging important?22. Why is sense of belonging important?
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“A sense of belonging (is) an emotionally charged experience that is dynamic, constantly in flux, 
and frequently challenged rather than being stable and fixed”.

Fuchs et al. 2021, p. 3.
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To assess changes in our outcomes, we sourced 
the literature to find appropriate indicators 
that had been previously used (i.e. the social 
psychology literature, NGO reports on 
conflict resolution initiatives, meta-reviews of 
effective initiatives, existing indicator databases, 
governmental reports). Some of these indicators 
were taken directly from their point of origin 
and transplanted into our list of indicators, 
for example Indicator 11Indicator 11 (degree of trust) 
was taken directly from the Alliance for 
Peacebuilding’s EIRENE database and used in 
our framework without any modification. Other 
indicators have been sourced and then adapted 
from scales used in the social science literature. 
For example, Indicators 1, 2, and 5Indicators 1, 2, and 5 are a 

modified version of the pictorial identity fusion 
scale which is widely used in social psychology 
and was originally designed to measure the 
strength of one’s alignment to their ingroup (see 
Swann et al., 2009). The benefit of conducting 
a comprehensive review of the literature and 
co-opting well-established indicators is that they 
will most probably have either been previously 
field tested or been validated in experimental 
studies. In the instances where indicators did not 
already exist, we created our own which were 
determined by our framework. For example, 
Indicator 3Indicator 3 (degree of confidence in religious 
identity) was developed after the key informants 
interviews revealed that this was an important 
aspect of interfaith dialogue success.

23. How did we select the indicators?23. How did we select the indicators?
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The EIRENE database is an impressive enterprise by researchers at the Alliance for 
Peacebuilding to comprehensively map indicators from across the peacebuilding field. It contains 
a collection of 3,381 indicators sourced from publicly available peacebuilding resources. We 
recommend that you look at this excellent resource particularly if your project is involved in 
peacebuilding more generally.

https://www.allianceforpeacebuilding.org/eirene-peacebuilding-database

The third domain of success that is relevant to 
our framework corresponds to what is often 
termed the ‘macro’ level, and what we have 
labelled the social domain of success (see fig. 3 
below). Indicators in this domain provide insights 
into high-level (e.g. national level changes) and 
are concerned with tracking long term trends 
and historical changes. The data relevant for this 
level of analysis come from resources such as 
the Global Peace Index, The World Bank, the 
World Health Organization or National level 
government data banks. It is probable that most 
people engaged in interfaith activity at the local 
grassroots level will not have the resources 

(either in terms of time or finances) to be able 
to assess change at this level. However, we have 
included it in the framework as there may be 
stakeholders who are interested in conducting 
longitudinal studies to assess long-term and 
national level change.

https://socialsci.libretexts.org/Bookshelves/Sociology/
Introduction_to_Sociology/Book%3A_Sociology_
(Boundless)/01%3A_Sociology/1.04%3A_The_
Sociological_Approach/1.4B%3A_Levels_of_
Analysis-_Micro_and_Macro

http://gsdrc.org/docs/open/hdq1230.pdf

24. What is the social domain of success?24. What is the social domain of success?

https://socialsci.libretexts.org/Bookshelves/Sociology/Introduction_to_Sociology/Book%3A_Sociology_(Boundless)/01%3A_Sociology/1.04%3A_The_Sociological_Approach/1.4B%3A_Levels_of_Analysis-_Micro_and_Macro
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Figure 3. The three domains of our evaluation framework.

Social scientists and evaluators measure social 
change at different levels of analysis: the micro, 
the meso and the macro. Ideally, a comprehensive 
evaluation would use indicators to track changes 
at all of these levels. In isolation, there are limited 
conclusions one can draw about the process 
and nature of change and the gold standard of 
evaluation would be to not only track changes at 
all three levels but to provide a theory of how 
these changes are linked.

How for example, does a bottom-up approach, 
i.e. implementing attitudinal change in individuals 
lead to changes in the development of new 
legislation or the forging of high level diplomatic 
relations between previously hostile countries? 
Similarly how do top-down approaches, such 
as policy implementation or legislation lead to 
individual level changes? There seems so much 
disconnect between the two approaches that 
it is not clear how one is supposed to infer any 
causal link between the two. This problem of 
disconnect is seen in the peacebuilding field, as 
Hines and Carter (2015) write:

“Various critiques are offered in the literature concerning the utility and precision of conflict 
and violence indicators. Some authors question the accuracy of conflict indicators, noting that 
they tend to be ‘top-down’, and measured by government and political elites who may have a 
limited connection with communities experiencing the conflict or transition to peace”.

Hines and Carter, 2015, p. 4

“Some researchers have proposed an integration between the types of information needed for 
each approach, i.e. feeding in local or ‘on the ground’ information into top-down approaches”.

Mac Ginty, 2013
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The issue of both integrating top-down 
approaches with bottom-up approaches and 
articulating how changes across level of change 
is at the heart of the development of a theory of 
transfer. It is possible that the role of the meso-
level is critical here, where it could function in 
part as an integration platform for micro-level 

See Hinds and Carter (2015) for an excellent 
resource which contains multiple links to macro 
level indicator banks:

http://gsdrc.org/docs/open/hdq1230.pdf

See some sources of data for social level change:

https://www.visionofhumanity.org/maps/#/  
https://databank.worldbank.org/source/world-
development-indicators  
https://www.who.int/data/gho

change with group level processes which are 
then fed into the social level of analysis.  This 
is speculation at this stage but as discussed 
previously recent research has emphasised the 
importance of exploring the meso-level as an 
important part of the transfer process (USIP, 
2015; O’Lone & Hargreaves, 2021, under review)

Closing remarks Closing remarks 
We hope that this resource has given you 
a deeper understanding of the theory and 
empirical work that our evaluation framework 
was built on. If you have further questions

regarding this framework or the Measure 
of Success project please contact its Lead 
Researcher Dr Katherine O’Lone at  
ko358ko358@@cam.ac.ukcam.ac.uk
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