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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report describes the evaluation design, data collection, analysis, and reporting efforts as
well as activities related to evaluation capacity development between the Interfaith Center of
New York (ICNY) and LTG Associates, Inc. (LTG). These efforts took place between the spring of
2013 and fall of 2014 and involved both the development of concepts, tools, and procedures, as
well as corresponding data collection and analysis, to assist ICNY in the evaluation of their
Catholic—Muslim interfaith partnership programs in three boroughs (Bronx, Harlem, and Staten
Island) in New York City.

ICNY and LTG developed a theory of change and three primary evaluation questions to guide
the evaluation process.

Theory of Change. Interfaith understanding, service delivery outcomes, and the
organizational capacity to deliver services and work in partnerships can be
positively impacted by interfaith dialogue on shared common values and by
developing shared projects across organizations.

The three primary evaluation questions are:

1. How can an increased dialogue about a common framework for social service and social
justice be created successfully and sustainably between interfaith partners?

2. How can effective and meaningful community interfaith social service projects that
serve the needs of interfaith understanding be developed?

3. How can effective community interfaith social service projects that serve the needs of
community members be developed?

Given the diversity of the three borough partners and projects, several quantitative and
gualitative instruments were developed for data collection: a contact tracking log to document
communications between ICNY staff and project stakeholders; pre- and post-surveys for adults
and youth; an online youth survey; and telephone interview guidelines.

Overall, most of the proposed short-term outcomes outlined in the logic models have been
achieved, including: increased interfaith understanding, development of greater collegiality and
friendships, identification of common areas of work, identification of community social service
needs, defining shared goals, development of appreciation for interfaith partnerships, and
willingness to work together on future projects. With regard to discussions about potential
future projects, the groundwork for such discussions has been created. The data from the
evaluation indicate a positive move forward. Interfaith dialogue and partnerships are still
working to achieve these outcomes, and it is too early to determine if the results will be
sustainable.



Lessons Learned

= For some issues, there are differences in perception and attitude between the faiths. It
is not known whether these differences are meaningful, but they should be kept in mind
when designing programs.

= In general, participants saw their own appreciation of interfaith activities as stronger
than those of their community members, and they saw their community members as
having stronger interfaith relationships than New York City as a whole.

= Participants already understood that the faiths share social justice goals, but the project
enhanced participant recognition of the value of interfaith collaborations in spreading
mutual understanding and respect in their communities as an important common goal.

= Participants were already largely inclined to participate with other faiths if the
opportunity arose. It would be interesting to compare how those perceptions compare
with the community as a whole.

= Despite good intentions and desires, it may be difficult to make rapid progress in
tangible interfaith actions in communities where stakeholders are already stretched in
time and material resources.

Recommendations

= Scale up toward a culture of interfaith collaboration. Although making local partnerships
and increasing dialogue at the community level are certainly necessary in improving
interfaith understandings, an interfaith dialogue and action program at a wider scale
(such as the whole of New York City) may be just as important in creating an enabling
environment in which local efforts can gain traction.

= [onger timeframe needed for interfaith dialogue and action. For projects focused on
dialogue and actions, durations should be designed for three to five years including an
initial period of establishing communication and building trust.

= Meals and food as a central element in interfaith learnings and dialogue. Meals and
foods carry symbolic value particularly in faith communities, and as such, they play an
important role in facilitating interfaith dialogue.

= Paid facilitator to coordinate and liaise between interfaith partners. A paid facilitator
who can focus on coordinating interfaith dialogue and partnerships can help navigate
the process and ensure the dialogue continues, especially given the stakeholders’ busy
schedules.

= House of worship visits. Another element of interfaith dialogue is the importance of the
physical experience of visiting another faith’s house of worship.

" Scale up women’s discussion groups in other cities. Given the success with the Harlem
group, women'’s discussion groups may be a viable interfaith activity for a scale-up pilot
in additional cities.



l. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

ABOUT THE REPORT

This report describes the evaluation design, data collection, analysis, and reporting efforts as
well as activities related to evaluation capacity development between the Interfaith Center of
New York (ICNY) and LTG Associates, Inc. These efforts took place between the spring of 2013
and fall of 2014 and involved both the development of concepts, tools, and procedures, as well
as corresponding data collection and analysis, to assist ICNY in the evaluation of their Catholic—
Muslim interfaith partnership programs in New York City.

During the reporting period, several data collection efforts were planned and implemented by
ICNY directly or in tandem with LTG Associates (LTG). The results of this data collection
constitute the majority of this report. A separate Appendices section holds the evaluation plan,
three logic models, and several instruments and templates that were developed as part of this
process. Additional data tables also appear in the Appendices.

BACKGROUND

In late 2009, ICNY undertook a program funded by the GHR Foundation to partner small,
Muslim social service groups with local projects of the Archdiocese of New York Catholic
Charities office in three New York boroughs: the Bronx, Manhattan (specifically Harlem), and
Staten Island. Most project activities occurred in the respective borough communities in 2010
and 2011.

In fall of 2012, LTG Associates conducted a document review, telephone interviews, and a site
visit with observations and interviews. These were noted in a November 2012 report submitted
by LTG to ICNY and GHR, which contained findings, lessons learned, and recommendations for
the program moving forward. The report also contained the evaluation plan, instruments, and
spreadsheets with various indicators and measures for future program use. These materials
have helped shape the current evaluation.

The continuation of the interfaith partnership dialogue and action project will be discussed in
this report. For the reporting period, Catholic Charities was engaged on only a limited basis,
allowing ICNY to focus on more direct engagement with stakeholders at the community level.

BOROUGH PROJECTS AND ACTIVITIES

Project activities in each of the three boroughs (Bronx, Harlem, and Staten Island) for 2013 and
2014 are discussed below and outlined in Table 1. Activities related to the foster care training
that will encompass all five boroughs in New York City are also included in the table.



Bronx

Over the course of the two years that this report encompasses, the ICNY partnership in Bronx
has faced several challenges due to closures of food pantries and leadership changes. ICNY
selected a new partner and started a partnership with Highbridge Community Life Center
(HCLC) in early 2013 because ICNY’s initial Catholic pantry partner had closed in late 2012. The
pantry run by the Muslim Women’s Institute for Research and Development (MWIRD)
temporarily closed in April 2014 due to remodeling at its host church, leading them to reopen
the pantry on a smaller scale operating from its office in June 2014 before Ramadan.

Both the MWIRD and the HCLC saw changes in their leadership in February and June 2013,
respectively, but after a series of four joint meetings, the two organizations signed individual
Memorandum of Understanding with ICNY to support relationship-building activities between
MWIRD and HCLC. In addition, in 2013, the organizations participated in each other’s’ activities.
MWIRD, a co-sponsor of a City Council candidates’ forum in July 2013, invited HCLC to jointly
develop questions—an indication of their shared commitment to social issues in the
community. HCLC promoted to its own clients MWIRD’s annual toy distribution and Day of
Dignity, an event funded by Islamic Relief. In turn, MWIRD promoted HCLC’s ESL (English as a
Second Language) classes to its clients.

HCLC and MWIRD have been collaborating on reviving the Highbridge Clergy Coalition, an
independent group organized by HCLC. In October 2013, a high-profile clergy luncheon was
held, which was funded by the Yankees, and a second luncheon followed in November to
discuss progress and future projects. The two agencies also planned and held a joint
Thanksgiving and Christmas food distribution in 2013.

In September 2014, HCLC unexpectedly closed its doors, after three decades of serving the
community. ICNY has been unable to find a new Catholic partner for MWIRD for some time.
However, in late 2014, Sisters of St. Dominic agreed to conduct a joint food distribution and
health information fair with MWIRD on Martin Luther King, Jr. Day in 2015, calling it Highbridge
Unity Day.

Pre- and post-activity surveys were conducted by ICNY with project stakeholders. LTG staff also
conducted telephone interviews with three project stakeholders.

Harlem

In Harlem, four interfaith programs led by Mosque of Islamic Brotherhood (MIB) and the
Central Harlem Vicariate were held in 2013 and 2014. Two of the events were the second and
third annual Martin Luther King, Jr. interfaith services at the All Saints Church and Holy Family
Catholic Church in January of 2013 and 2014. In addition, a new interfaith addiction recovery
education and discussion event was jointly planned by the two organizations and held at the
MIB in September 2013. An additional interfaith recovery month prayer service was held in



Harlem at the Memorial Baptist Church in September 2014, an event that was independent of
ICNY involvement.

In March 2014, the Young Adult Ministry (YAG) of St. Charles Borromeo Church became
involved with the Catholic-Muslim partnership, and the first in-person interfaith dinner meeting
with Imam Talib of the MIB was held in May 2014. In November 2014, the two groups jointly
sponsored a three-day anti-racism workshop held at the Kennedy Center in Harlem. They also
planned and held the annual Martin Luther King, Jr. interfaith service in January 2015. A panel
discussion on racism and theology is scheduled for April 2015.

The Catholic-Muslim-Jewish Women’s Group continues to meet several times a year, primarily
in Harlem, but occasionally in houses of worship, including a synagogue in Brooklyn, and in
participants’ homes. The group met seven times in both 2013 and 2014, respectively®.

Although pre-activity surveys were conducted by ICNY with project stakeholders in Harlem,
post-activity surveys were unable to be conducted due to the newly formed partnership and
limited project activity in the borough this year. LTG staff also conducted telephone interviews
with five male project stakeholders, as well as with eight members of the women’s dialogue
group.

Staten Island

The Staten Island activities were focused on youth members of the Miraj Islamic School at the
Albanian Islamic Cultural Center (AICC) and Our Lady of Good Counsel (OLGC) Parish. Students
from the Miraj School had also participated in 2012, but this was the first year of participation
for Good Counsel. There was an initial meeting over a meal for youth in November 2013 In
December 2013, youth from the parish and mosque met in the Miraj School to prepare a stew
that was delivered to a soup kitchen. A follow-up meeting and church tour at Good Counsel was
delayed due to heavy winter snows until March 2014. The youth met again in December 2014
to prepare stew for their neighborhood soup kitchen.

To ease the hesitation that ICNY had observed of parents and the principal of OLGC School to
engage in a partnership—and given the significant representation of first responder families in
OLGC, ICNY and the New York Police Department (NYPD) Community Affairs Division are jointly
planning a youth athletic event for 2015.

For youth participants and adult stakeholders (clergy and youth volunteers), pre- and post-
activity surveys were collected between fall 2013 and spring 2014. In April 2014, LTG staff
interviewed four adult stakeholders who were involved with the project. In addition, an online

! The Women’s Group met an additional two times in 2013 to visit an ill member, and in 2014, they attended her
Memorial Service together.



youth survey was launched in early 2014, intending to gather broader attitudinal data from

youth on Staten Island and surrounding boroughs.

Table 1: Partnership Activities and Participation by Borough

2013

2014

Bronx

HCLC participation in MWIRD-sponsored
City Council candidates’ forum

HCLC participation in MWIRD’s annual
toy distribution and Day of Dignity
High-profile clergy luncheon, funded by
the Yankees

Thanksgiving and Christmas food
distribution

HCLC staff assist MWIRD to identify
possible alternative locations for
MWIRD’s pantry that closed

MWIRD raised funds to remodel space
to run pantry out of their office
MWIRD and Sisters of Dominic planned
Highbridge Unity Day 2015

Harlem

MLK Jr interfaith service

Interfaith recovery service (45
individuals of various faiths attended)
Catholic-Muslim-Jewish Women’s Group
met 7 times

Catholic-Muslim-Jewish Women’s Group
met 7 times

MLK Jr interfaith service

Interfaith recovery program (40 people
attended)

Interfaith dinner meeting

Anti-racism workshop (35 individuals of
various faiths attended)

Staten
Island

Youth planning meeting

Youth dinner preparation for the
homeless at AICC

Wrap-up youth meeting at church
Joint cooking stew for homeless

Citywide

Outreach to the Administration for
Children’s Services and foster care
service providers

Telephone interviews of Catholic and
Muslim leaders

Rabbi Marshall Meyer Retreat (not GHR-
funded) focused on foster care issue
Telephone and in person interviews of
Muslim leaders and Catholic and other
child welfare sector representatives

10 workshops were held: 1 workshop for
service provider staff and 1 for Muslim
community members in each of the 5
boroughs (60 Muslims attended; 144
staff members, representing 37 child
welfare agencies)

Telephone and in person interviews of
Muslim leaders and Catholic and other
child welfare sector representatives




1. EVALUATION ACTIVITIES AND METHODOLOGY

Plans and instruments for the evaluation activities were developed in early 2013 and are
related to interfaith dialogue and action activities. The bulk of data collection was carried out
later in 2013 and early 2014, although the adult post-survey series was completed in the fall of
2014. Documents related to these activities are found in the Appendices section, including the
evaluation questions and objectives, plan, and a plan template (Appendix A); logic models
(Appendix B); and a contact tracking log, survey and evaluation instruments (Appendices C and
D), and a data extraction template (Appendix E). Additional data and findings are presented in
Appendix F.

EVALUATION QUESTIONS AND PLAN

The first step in capacity development was a discussion of a theory of change for the evaluation
activities. After a few iterations, the following was drafted:

Theory of Change. Interfaith understanding, service delivery outcomes, and the
organizational capacity to deliver services and work in partnerships can be
positively impacted by interfaith dialogue on shared common values and by
developing shared projects across organizations.

All evaluation activities were undertaken with this in mind. Three primary evaluation questions
were followed as the evaluation activities progressed:

1. How can an increased dialogue about a common framework for social service and social
justice be created successfully and sustainably between interfaith partners?

2. How can effective and meaningful community interfaith social service projects that
serve the needs of interfaith understanding be developed?

3. How can effective community interfaith social service projects that serve the needs of
community members be developed?

From the theory of change and evaluation questions, three logic models were developed to
guide specific evaluation activities. The first was an overarching programmatic logic model. The
second and third were more specific evaluation logic models, aimed at evaluation dialogue and
action project aspects, respectively. These logic models were developed over several weeks
through an iterative process between ICNY and LTG staff, and involved literature review along
with telephone discussions of current project designs and anticipated outcomes. All logic
models are found in Appendix B.



METHODOLOGY AND INSTRUMENTS

The evaluation effort built upon interviews and related evaluation ground work conducted in
the fall of 2012. Given the diversity of the three borough partners and projects, and the small
participant numbers at each site, several tools, both quantitative and qualitative, were
developed to collect as much potential data as possible. Both ICNY and LTG staff participated in
data gathering; the bulk of instruments were in fact disseminated by ICNY staff.

Table 2 shows the instruments used and the number of respondents for each.

Table 2: Stakeholders and Data Gathering Instruments
(For the contact tracking log, n refers to contacts made by ICNY. For the surveys and interviews, numbers
represent the numbers of respondents)

Instrument 2013 2014 Total

Email/text: n= 143 | Email/text: n=122 | Email/text: n=265

Contact Tracking Log Telephone: n=65 Telephone: n=15 Telephone: n=80
In-person: n=32 In-person: n=24 In-person: n=56

Adult Pre-Survey 31 - 31

Adult Post-Survey - 13 13

Youth Pre-Survey 12 - 12

Youth Post-Survey - 8 8

Online Youth Survey - 23 23

Telephone Interviews - 20 20

The stakeholder contact tracking log recorded ongoing communications between ICNY staff and
stakeholders over the course of the projects. These included email, text, telephone, and in-
person contacts.

Pre- and post-surveys were administered to adult and youth participants before and after the
project activities were carried out in order to gauge any changes in perceptions, feelings, and
intent toward interfaith activities.

To gain a better sense of the current context of interfaith youth work, primarily on Staten
Island, an online youth survey was launched in early 2014. The survey was open to all area
youth, and attempted to record their attitudes and experiences as Muslims or Christians. It was
hoped that youth would share the links with others to create a snowball sample, but this did
not occur. The survey was thus left open for several months in an effort to gain the largest
possible pool of responses.



In coordination with ICNY personnel, LTG staff conducted 30-minute telephone interviews with
20 stakeholders identified by ICNY. The interviews were carried out largely in April 2014. The
interviews were designed to collect information from the stakeholders regarding their
reflections on interfaith activities, their personal reactions to the activities, lessons learned, and
thoughts for how to move similar dialogues and actions forward. The overarching question
guiding these telephone interviews was, “Are the interfaith partnering activities developing
dialogue and/or action in their respective boroughs?” Only two of the interviewees (Muslim
clerics in Harlem and Staten Island) had previously been interviewed by LTG. Two initial
interviews served as a pilot; after discussions with ICNY staff, slight wording changes were
made for clarity, and the interviews went forward. Many of these stakeholders are also
respondents in the pre- and post-surveys.

Qualitative Data Analysis

For the telephone conversations, a total of 20 different stakeholders were interviewed.
Interviews were audio recorded with the interviewees’ consent, and data extracted for analysis
and interpretation. To analyze the transcriptions and search for themes, both a priori codes
(predetermined from the evaluation questions) and in vivo or emergent codes (generated from
the data themselves) were used. This latter approach incorporated grounded theory (e.g., see
Bernard 1998°), “a rigorous and detailed method for identifying categories and concepts that
emerge from the text” (pp. 607-608). It is an inductive approach to qualitative data analysis in
which researchers closely review respondent-produced information, identifying potentially
relevant themes as they arise.

Participant numbers for any one borough were typically insufficient to provide borough-specific
analysis. Thus, themes and codes for each question were extracted for analysis and
interpretation typically as a whole and not by borough. On occasion, borough-specific insights
are offered when a particular theme was embraced by a number of respondents.

Quantitative Data Analysis

For pre- and post-surveys, quantitative responses were analyzed primarily by percentages of
responses for each of five categories (“strongly agree” to “strongly disagree”). They were also
converted to a point system (from 5 for “strongly agree” to 1 for “strongly disagree”), from
which means were derived for comparison. For a fuller picture of the results, see Appendix F,
which includes tables and data for all questions. These provide ease of comparison but offer
less nuance than do the percentages of responses. “Scores” for each question were then
averaged and compared by respondent faith. The numeric values were as follows:

2 Bernard, H. Russell. 1998. Handbook of Methods in Cultural Anthropology. Walnut Creek, CA: Altamira Press.



Strongly Agree
Somewhat Agree
Don’t know / neutral
Somewhat Disagree
Strongly Disagree

=N WA O

All quantitative data were processed using MS Excel software. Complete tables for the data,
when not included in the report text, appear in the appendices.

For the contact log, contact types (email/text, telephone, and in-person) and frequency were
designated and then charted by month. This allowed the types of calls to visually demonstrate
possible changes in the proportion of person-to-person contacts. This also allowed the types of
calls to be totaled and call durations for each to be averaged for comparison purposes. The
results provide generalized guidelines to activity; contacts were not further qualified or refined
for analysis.

For the youth online survey, data were analyzed and charted in MS Excel for visual
representation. Results were examined to provide a sense of context in which the local
interfaith activities are occurring.

EVALUATION CHALLENGES

As each borough project was unique, creating a standardized evaluation that could
accommodate the realities and accurately reflect the results of each project took careful
consideration in both planning and analysis. The design accommodated specific questions for
each project as well as questions that could unify the common themes and objectives. Other
methodological challenges included relatively small stakeholder groups, turnover among
participants, and the difficulty at times in reaching participants.

These challenges were met by designing appropriate instruments, through close collaboration

between ICNY and LTG, by diligence in pursuing respondents, with flexibility in scheduling, and
by openness in reporting.
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lll.  FINDINGS

Four data collection efforts will be discussed in this section: the contact tracking log,
stakeholder pre- and post-surveys, an online youth survey, and stakeholder telephone
interviews.

CONTACT TRACKING LOG

Starting in January 2013, ICNY staff began systematically tracking contacts made with
stakeholders as a component of project evaluation. Types of contact included email, texts and
voicemails, telephone conversations, and in-person contacts (meetings, services, etc.). The
purpose of the tracking was to determine if the number and types of contacts were generally
consistent or if any patterns would emerge.

Figure 1: 2013 and 2014 Contacts (Email/Text, Telephone, and In-Person)
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Figure 1 shows contacts made by ICNY staff to interfaith project stakeholders during 2013 and
20143, including clergy, religious leaders, volunteers, and other relevant parties. It also includes
meetings held with GHR and intern candidates interviewed by ICNY, but not contacts made
with LTG Associates staff. Figure 1 also shows key interfaith events that were organized by the
project stakeholders.

Figure 1 shows that emails and text messages were the most common types of contacts made
over the two-year period. In contrast, telephone contacts were few in number, particularly in
2014, as only three phone calls were made that year. Emails and text messages were usually
used for scheduling and coordinating in-person meetings and activities. Over a third of the

3 The data for 2014 are complete through December 15, 2014.
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phone conversations (35% of phone calls in 2013 and 40% in 2014) also related to similar
purposes. In-person contacts (see Table 5 below) consisted of partnership planning meetings,
Highbridge Clergy Coalition meetings, Catholic-Jewish-Muslim Women’s Group meetings, talks
presented to relevant stakeholders by ICNY, and interfaith events organized by the project
stakeholders. ICNY intern interviews (one in February and two in March 2013) as well as two-
day GHR grantees meetings in February 2014 are included as well.

As Figure 1 shows, the frequency of email/text contacts was relatively moderate in the first
quarter of 2013 and the last quarter of 2014, while contacts were made most frequent in the
last quarter of 2013 and first quarter of 2014. In both years, email/text contacts tapered off
after Easter and the summer vacation months. Email/text contacts began to rise again in late
summer and fall, especially after Ramadan (concluding on August 7, 2013 and July 28, 2014).
The high frequencies of email/text contacts coincide with the high frequencies of in-person
contacts, and are associated with the planning of and preparation for interfaith activities and
events.

Table 3: 2013 and 2014 In-person Contacts, by Half Year

Total Average
. . Total .
Time Period In-person Minutes Minutes per
Contacts Contact
2013
January—June 19 1,920 101
July—December 24 2,675 111
Total 2013 43 4,595 107
2014
January—June 18 2,590 144
July—December 6 1,290 215
Total 2014 24 3,880 162

Table 3 compares in-person contacts between the first and second halves of 2013 and 2014,
using the number of contacts made and the duration of all meetings, activities, and events. It is
immediately apparent that almost twice as many in-person contacts were made in 2013 as
compared to 2014 (or a 56% decrease in 2014). The numbers of in-person contacts made in the
first halves of 2013 and 2014 are comparable (19 and 18 contacts, respectively). When
comparing the second halves of 2013 and 2014, in-person contacts decreased to a fourth of the
total number of contacts made a year earlier in 2013 (from 24 to 6 contacts), while the length
of individual contact sessions almost doubled in 2014. A detailed comparison of the types of in-
person contacts sheds some light on this observation (see Table 4).
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Table 4: Frequencies and Duration of In-person Contacts in 2013 and 2014, by Half Year

2013 2014

January—lJune July—December January—lJune July—December
5 %] = 4 5 (%] P 5 (%] = 5 (%] =4
c — Qo [T} c — O | 9 © c — O |9 © c — O |9 O
O © + o @© F) © + O © ) © + Q ®© h) o + Q @©
S = 3 . S = 3 . S += 3 . S <~ 3 +
= o c c © o O c | c <€ o O c|c € o O c|c €
Tlrs|=0| T |lFrFs|=s0| T |lFs|=s0| T|lFs|=20
o =2 |=Z0| 2 2|(=20 2 2|(=20| 2 2 |=0
[N [N [N [N

Partnership/

. 10 | 930 93 12 | 1130 | 94 5 390 | 78 | O 0 0
Planning

Activities/

1 180 180 7 945 | 135 3 450 | 150 | 2 990 | 495
Events

Women's

4 660 | 165 5 600 | 120 6 840 | 140 | 2 300 | 150
Group

Talk/

. 1 60 60 0 0 0 2 130 65 0 0 0
Presentation

Other 3 90 30 0 0 0 2 780 | 390 | O 0 0

Total 19 | 1920 | 101 | 24 | 2675 | 111 | 18 | 2590 | 144 | 4 | 1290 | 323

Table 4 shows the types of in-person contacts that ICNY staff engaged in 2013 and 2014, and
the total duration as well as average duration per contact. As mentioned above, in-person
contacts consisted of partnership planning meetings, interfaith activities and events organized
by the project stakeholders, Catholic-Jewish-Muslim Women’s Group meetings, and talks
presented to relevant stakeholders. ICNY intern interviews (one in February and two in March
2013) as well as two days of GHR grantees meetings in February 2014 are included as well.

Although the total number of in-person contacts made during the first halves of 2013 and 2014
were comparable (as shown in Table 3 above), the nature of the meetings was different. In
2013, the number of meetings to discuss and establish interfaith partnerships as well as to plan
interfaith activities was high (10 and 12 contacts in the first and second halves of 2013,
respectively, compared to 5 and 0 in 2014). These numbers, as well as an examination of the
purposes of the in-person meetings, indicate that much of 2013 was spent on launching the
dialogue with the project stakeholders and gaining trust. Starting in the second half of 2013,
once partnerships were established, some of the in-person meetings focused on the planning of
interfaith activities and events. It should also be noted that the decrease in in-person and
phone contacts in the latter half of 2014 is due to ICNY’s shift in their focus from the borough-
based activities to the citywide foster care trainings.
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This trend is apparent in the number of events that were carried out. The first half of 2013 had
the smallest number of events when partnerships were being established, and the number of
events increased significantly in the second half of 2013. Although the number of in-person
meetings decreased in 2014 (to three and two in-person contacts in the first and second halves
of 2014, respectively), the average duration of in-person meetings increased significantly in the
latter half of 2014. This increase to 495 minutes (or about 8.5 hours) is due to the anti-racism
workshop that spanned three days. When talks and other in-person contacts are excluded from
the comparison (as they are not directly related to interfaith partnership-building), the average
duration of in-person contacts remained relatively constant of about 2 hours (111 minutes in
both halves of 2013 and 120 minutes in the first half of 2014, increased to 160 minutes in the
latter half of 2014).

ADULT PRE- AND POST-SURVEYS
Pre-Survey Summary

Across the three boroughs, there were 31 adult respondents for the pre-survey, nearly all of
whom self-identified their religious affiliation. Of the group, 11 were Muslim, 10 were Catholic,
seven were Christian, one was Jewish, one was agnostic, and one did not identify. Of the three
boroughs represented, 13 were from Bronx, 16 were from Harlem (of which 10 were from the
Women’s Group), and two were from Staten Island. Most respondents completed most of the
questions (15 Likert-scale questions and three short-answer questions; see Appendix D for the
instrument).

After data review, three outliers were found. Three self-identified Christians from Bronx likely
reversed the instrument scale, because their answers did not make logical sense and were
generally contrary to all other responses (e.g., they “strongly disagreed” that they had an
understanding of the basic beliefs of Christianity, whereas nearly all other respondents offered
the opposite response). Given the likelihood of this being an error, and also that including their
responses would have skewed the data, the quantitative responses for these three outliers
were discarded for analysis, leaving a pool of 28 respondents.

Overall, Muslim respondents answered more positively (i.e., more frequently checking
“somewhat agree” and “strongly agree”) on all but one of the questions (Question 2,
understanding Christianity) than did their Catholic counterparts (see Appendix D). On two of
the questions, both Muslims and Christians had the same average score (Question 6, benefits of
interfaith partners, and Question 15, closer interfaith ties). This was consistent across all three
boroughs.

Post-Survey Summary
For the post-survey, there were 13 respondents. All but one self-identified their religious
affiliation. Of the group, six were Muslim, five were Catholic, one was Jewish, and one

responded “n/a.” Of the three boroughs represented, two respondents were from Bronx, seven
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were from Harlem (all from the Women’s Group), two were from Staten Island, and one did not
identify.

The post-survey instrument consisted of two additional short-answer questions (see Appendix
D for the instrument). Similar to the pre-survey, most of the respondents answered most
qguestions. In total, seven individuals did not provide responses to 10 questions.

The small number of respondents in the post-survey poses a challenge in analysis, and the
uneven distribution of respondents across boroughs limits any meaningful comparison by
borough. That said, however, it is noteworthy that the level of agreement between Muslim and
Christian respondents was very high for over half of the questions. That is, in eight of the 15
guestions, the combined rate of responses that noted strongly and somewhat agree was the
same between Muslims and Christians. One question in particular saw unanimous agreement;
all Christians and Muslims in the post-survey strongly agreed that interfaith dialogue and
partnerships are worth the time and effort. This unanimity in the post-survey was a significant
increase from the pre-survey, especially for the Christian respondents of whom 79% had
strongly agreed (Muslim respondents who strongly agreed in the pre-survey were very high at
91%).

Understanding of Faiths

For all pre-survey respondents, 83% agreed (strongly or somewhat agree) they understand
Islam (Question 1 on the instrument), and 93% said they understand Christianity (Question 2 on
the instrument). Thus, there is something of a 10% self-reported difference between those who
feel they understand Islam and Christianity. Similarly, when looking at only Muslim and Catholic
respondents, the mean values of their respective responses show a nearly one-point difference
in understanding each other’s faiths. Muslims (11 respondents) scored their understanding of
Christianity as 4.5 out of 5, while Christians (14 respondents) scored their understanding of
Islam as only 3.6 out of 5.

In the post-survey, the percentage of individuals who responded that they understand (strongly
or somewhat agree) Islam and Christianity increased to 85% and 100%, respectively. Similarly,
the mean values of the responses of Muslim (n=6) and Catholic (n=5) respondents increased to
4.8 (up from 4.5 on the pre-survey) and 3.8 (up from 3.6) out of 5, respectively. Among both the
pre-survey and post-survey respondents, Muslims said they understand Christianity much
better than Christians said they understand Islam.

Relations between Muslims and Christians

Two pre-survey questions (Questions 3 and 4 on the instrument) provided the lowest relative
levels of agreement of the 15 questions. Respondents also scored these two questions the
lowest (4.0 and 3.6, respectively). The questions asked whether Muslims and Christians have a
strong relationship in the community and in New York City. For the question on communities,
73% agreed (somewhat or strongly agree) about strong relationships between Muslims and
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Christians; for New York City as a whole, this drops to 61%. When looking at Muslim and
Christian respondents separately, Muslims scored these questions higher than Christians. One
individual did not give a response to the question concerning the community, and two
individuals skipped the question concerning New York City.

Respondents indicated by these results that they believe their local community had a better
interfaith relationship than New York City as a whole. Nonetheless, about two thirds of
respondents thought that there was a strong relationship in New York City. These feelings were
not particularly strong, however; only 15% strongly agreed, while 46% somewhat agreed. For all
survey questions, this was the lowest percentage of “strongly agree” responses.

There was little change in the post-survey results for these questions. For the question on
communities, 69% agreed (somewhat or strongly agree) that there is a strong Muslim—Christian
relationship in the community, and 62% agreed about a strong relationship in New York City.
When looking at Muslim and Christian respondents separately, similar to the pre-survey,
Muslims generally scored these relationships higher than Christians in the post-survey. The
exception was for the post-survey question concerning New York City—both Muslims and
Christians gave an average score of 3.8.

Social Justice

A question (Question 5) asking whether Christianity and Islam have similar values when it
comes to social justice elicited one of the highest levels of agreement on the pre-survey: 92%
agreed, with nearly three quarters, 71%, agreeing strongly. Catholics and Muslims were very
close in their strength of agreement, although one outlier Catholic respondent skewed the data
somewhat by responding “strongly disagree” to this question. When analyzed using the mean,
Muslims scored this at 4.8, while Catholics scored it at 4.4.

In the post-survey, this question was one of several that elicited 100% agreement from the
respondents. All respondents agreed that Christianity and Islam have similar values and goals
regarding social justice issues: 69% strongly agreed and 31% agreed somewhat. When analyzed
using the mean, Muslims scored this at 4.7, while Catholics scored it at 5.0.

Benefits of Interfaith Partners

Two questions on the pre-survey elicited 100% overall agreement from respondents. The first
(Question 6) asked whether working with interfaith partners helps serve people in need better
than working alone; 65% expressed strong agreement; the remainder somewhat agreed. The
second (Question 7) asked if interfaith dialogue and partnerships are worth the time and effort
they take; 86% of respondents strongly agreed. By far, this was the question that elicited the
highest percentage of strong agreements.

In the post-survey, although still strongly positive, the level of agreement to the first question
decreased to 83%; one Muslim respondent did not provide an answer and two responded
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III

“neutral.” All of the post-survey respondents to the second question, however, strongly agreed
that interfaith dialogue and partnerships are worth the time and effort.

Prioritizing Interfaith Partnerships

As with the prior questions, nearly all pre-survey respondents said interfaith partnerships were
a high priority for them personally (Question 8); 68% strongly agreed, while 29% somewhat
agreed. Again, Muslims scored this more highly (4.8) than Catholics (4.4); indeed, this was the
third highest score given by Muslims for any question.

In the post-survey, this question received a 100% agreement by the respondents, with over
three quarters of the respondents strongly agreeing that interfaith partnerships are a high
personal priority. The mean score increased to 4.8 by the Catholics, while it remained the same
for Muslims.

Faith Leaders and Interfaith Partnerships

Most pre-survey respondents (86%) agreed that their faith leaders have a commitment to
engage in interfaith dialogue and partnerships (Question 9); a few responded “don’t
know/neutral.” Catholics and Muslims scored this somewhat differently, however. While
Muslims provided a score of 4.6, indicating very strong agreement, Catholics scored this as 4.2,
putting their sentiments squarely in the “somewhat agree” category.

In the post-survey, sentiments shifted towards increased agreement. A total of 92% of
respondents agreed that their faith leaders have commitment to interfaith work, with over two
thirds (69%) strongly agreeing. As in the pre-survey, Muslims strongly agreed with a 5.0 score
and Catholics provided a score of 4.6, indicating a shift from “somewhat agree” to “strongly
agree.”

Community Members and Interfaith Activities

Although over three quarters (78%) of pre-survey stakeholders generally agreed that their
community members enjoy interfaith activities, this question (Question 10) elicited the survey’s
second-lowest percentage of respondents who strongly agreed (32%). Once again there were
differences between Muslim and Catholic perceptions, with Muslims scoring this as 4.3, while
Catholics only scored interest from their communities as 3.9.

Respondents in the post-survey showed little change in their perception of their communities,
with three quarters (76%) agreeing that their community members enjoy interfaith activities.

Interfaith Partnerships and Community Solutions

Nine of ten pre-survey stakeholders (85%) saw the value of interfaith partnerships in finding
solutions to community problems (Question 11), with two thirds (64%) strongly agreeing that
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this was the case. Catholics and Muslims both scored this highly (4.5 and 4.6, respectively). One
of the Jewish respondents answered “neutral” to this question.

In the post-survey, there was 100% agreement among the respondents for this question, with
over half (54%) strongly agreeing about the value of interfaith partnerships.

Interfaith Partnerships and Negative Stereotypes

Some 93% of pre-survey stakeholders agreed that interfaith partnerships help their religious
community to break down negative stereotypes, with almost two thirds (63%) agreeing strongly
(Question 12). Both Muslims and Catholics gave a high score to this question (4.6 and 4.5,
respectively). One Catholic respondent did not provide an answer.

In the post-survey, this question also elicited a 100% agreement among the respondents, with
an overwhelming number (85%) agreeing strongly. All Muslim respondents strongly agreed (5.0
score), and while Catholics gave a high score (4.6), it remained relatively unchanged from the
pre-survey.

Comfort with Interfaith Partner

In the pre-survey, a majority of respondents (85%) agreed that they felt comfortable turning to
interfaith partners in times of community need (Question 13); only one individual noted some
disagreement. Catholics and Muslims were relatively close in their scores (4.2 and 4.4,
respectively), although once again the Muslim score was somewhat higher.

Post-survey respondents indicated that comfort levels in interfaith partnerships have been
strengthened. Both Catholics and Muslims scored this question at 4.5; one Catholic respondent
did not give an answer.

Joint Project Planning

Respondents were asked if they were interested in planning a joint interfaith project to address
a community problem (Question 14). An overwhelming majority (82%) of pre-survey
respondents generally agreed and showed interest; two thirds (64%) said they strongly agree
that they have such an interest. However, Muslims once again scored their interest higher (4.6)
than did Catholics (4.2).

In the post-survey, although the level of interest remained generally the same (84%), the
percentage of respondents showing strong interest dropped to under half of the respondents
(46%). The Muslim respondents’ score decreased to 4.3, while that of the Catholics remained
the same (4.2).
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Closer Interfaith Ties

There was broad agreement (93%) from respondents in the pre-survey that they already had
closer ties with their interfaith partners because of their collaboration, with over half (57%)
strongly agreeing (Question 15).

The post-survey results showed that all respondents (100%) came to a consensus that interfaith
activities have strengthened their partnerships, with over three fourths agreeing strongly. Both
Catholics and Muslims scored their responses very highly at 4.8, respectively.

Additional Open Questions

At the end of the surveys, three additional questions asked respondents to list ideas and
comments on interfaith common areas, goals, and shared problems. These typically elicited a
few words or brief phrases covering a number of issues and items. The complete list of
responses is found in Appendix F.

Shared Interests among Interfaith Partners

Twenty-six of the 31 pre-survey stakeholders provided a number of common areas, often
closely aligned with issues of social justice. The most commonly mentioned were food and
hunger, legal issues/crime, homeless/housing, education, and exploring shared values.

In the post-survey, 12 of the 13 respondents gave an answer, and generally were similar to
what was mentioned in the pre-survey. The most commonly mentioned were food and hunger,
poverty, and community service and outreach.

Shared Social Justice Goals with Interfaith Partners

Twenty-two of the 31 pre-survey stakeholders offered a number of shared goals. Some
individual respondents simply repeated their answers from the prior question, and in general,
responses parallel those from the prior question. Two individual wrote “no” or “N/A” in
response to this question.

In the post-survey, 12 of the 13 respondents listed goals they share with their interfaith
partners. Many echoed those named by the pre-survey respondents, such as helping the poor,
food and hunger, immigrant rights, and community service. It is noteworthy that over half of
the post-survey stakeholders mentioned trust and relationship-building by spreading mutual
respect and understanding, both within and outside the community, as a shared goal—
something that was not included in any of the pre-survey comments.
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Shared Problems in Community

Once again, responses from 27 of the 31 pre-survey stakeholders paralleled the prior two
guestions. Issues of social justice and poverty-related themes were mentioned, including
domestic violence and other crime, housing and homelessness, hunger, immigrant rights, the
elderly, youth, and health. Additionally, five respondents mentioned a lack of communication
or awareness among faiths, stereotypes, and acceptance of individuals.

Twelve of the 13 post-survey stakeholders responded and the issues they listed echoed many of
the same ones that were mentioned in the pre-survey. Two additional issues were mentioned
that did not appear among the issues listed by the pre-survey respondents: unemployment and
child care.

Most Memorable Aspect of Project

Two additional questions were asked in the post-survey. The first question inquired about the
aspect of the project that the stakeholder will remember the most. Eleven individuals provided
a response. All respondents mentioned that coming together to share and build trusting
relationships was the most memorable part of the project. Members in the women’s group
referred to the personal relationships built through the project as an “outpouring of friendship
and a “sisterly bond.”

Post-project Impressions about Interfaith Work

Ten respondents commented on the second and final | ¢/, aspects are thrilling  and
question of the post-survey, asking what they would tell | heartwarming. They add to who I am as a
their friends now about interfaith work that they may | human being and a man of faith. Some
not have told them before. Six of them noted that |aspects can be  slow-moving and
interfaith work including relationship building across undramatic. But allis worth the effort.

. . . Post-survey respondent
faiths is important and rewarding. One of them related
that the interfaith project has empowered women to help improve their community. Half of the
respondents indicated that the project has enabled them to appreciate the beliefs and values of
other faiths and understand that they share the same goals.

YOUTH STAKESHOLDER PRE- AND POST-SURVEYS

Youth participants on Staten Island took pre- and post-surveys to gauge their interfaith
attitudes and experiences. There were too few respondents to conduct cross tabulations with
any confidence. However, available data suggested that responses from Christian and Muslim
youth were similar for most of the issues presented. Instruments can be found in Appendix D.
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Youth Pre-Survey Summary

A dozen Staten Island youth ages 13-17 took a 14-question survey (12 quantitative, two
qualitative questions) in November 2013. Of the group, seven were Muslim (all male), four
were Christian (two female, two male); one respondent (male) did not identify with a religion.
Responses were generally very positive and showed an interest in and previous exposure to the
other faith. A majority also indicated that they would be willing to spend some hours each
month working on an interfaith project with other youth.

Youth Post-Survey Summary

Eight Muslim and Christian youth took the post-survey in February 2014. These same eight also
took the pre-survey and attended all meetings. Of the group, four were Muslim (all male) and
four were Christian (two females and two males). Respondents were aged 13-17, although one
youth did not list his age. The post-survey contained the same 12 quantitative questions as the
pre-survey, along with two additional quantitative questions. Of the three qualitative questions,
one was the same as the pre-survey, while two were new.

Responses again were very positive, but as there were fewer respondents, it is hard to draw
firm conclusions as to post-activity change. Differences were found at times between Muslim
and Christian responses; as with the adult pre- and post-surveys, Muslims were generally more
positive than Christians in some of the responses. Average ratings between Muslims and
Christians are shown for some results; again, given the small respondent numbers, these should
be used for general guidance only.

Each question is taken in turn below. For additional results, turn to Appendix F, which includes
tables and figures for all questions.

Understanding of Faiths

Pre-survey youth strongly agreed that they understood their own faiths. They were mixed in
their answers as to whether they understood the other faith, with responses ranging from
“somewhat agree” to “somewhat disagree.”

In the post-survey, all youth once again strongly agreed that they understood their own faiths.
Nearly all youth also answered “somewhat agree” when asked about understanding of the
other faith. This suggests an improvement in knowledge; two of the Christian students
indicated a higher level of understanding than in the pre-survey. This information could not be
derived for Muslim respondents as some did not take the post-survey.

Exposure to Houses of Worship

Youth of each faith visited their own house of worship, but were mixed in their pre-survey
exposure to the other house of worship. Muslims were much more likely than Christians to say
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they had visited the other house of worship; only one Christian indicated that he had previously
been to a mosque, while most Muslims indicated they had visited a Catholic church.

In the post-survey, all participants strongly agreed that they had visited both their own and the
other house of worship. Given that Catholics in particular indicated they had not visited a
mosque prior to the project, the results are a first-time exposure to many youth to another
house of worship.

Community Members and Interfaith Activities

Youth stakeholders generally agreed to the statement that their community members enjoy
getting together with people of different religions. Half the pre-survey respondents (6 of 12
respondents) strongly agreed with the statement. Four somewhat agreed, and two did not
know or were neutral.

In the post-survey, nearly all (7 of 8) respondents strongly agreed with the statement, with one
Christian selecting “don’t know/neutral.”

Interfaith Partnerships and Negative Stereotypes

If stakeholders thought members of their community enjoyed getting together with other faiths
(prior question), it is reasonable to think they would also rate that such gatherings would help
break down stereotypes. Youth pre-survey responses were in fact very similar, with only one
response being different between this and the prior question (a shift from strongly agree to
somewhat agree). Five strongly agreed while five somewhat agreed, with two noting “don’t
know/neutral.”

In the post-survey, the data show that two Christian individuals chose “don’t know/neutral”
while the remainder, both Christian and Muslim, strongly agreed (see Figure 2 below).

Figure 2*: Breaking Down Negative Community Stereotypes
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* Data and figures were provided by ICNY staff.
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Relations between Muslims and Christians

Pre-survey responses from youth of both faiths were somewhat equally distributed in this
statement, although there was no disagreement recorded. However, five were neutral or did
not know; this was also the most frequently selected response (see Figure 3). Four strongly
agreed, while three somewhat agreed.

In the post-survey, it is difficult to know whether the differences in responses are based on
individual change or simply fewer individuals taking the survey. Nonetheless, Muslims were
much more positive; their average rating was 4.75, while Christians were less positive at 4. As
noted, given the limited number of respondents, these figures are simply a reference point for
discussion.

Figure 3: Muslim—Christian Relations in the Community
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Social Justice

A majority (seven youth) strongly agreed with this statement in the pre-survey, showing that
youth already have a good understanding that the two faiths share values. Only three selected
the “don’t know/neutral” response.

In the post-survey, all four Muslim youth strongly agreed, while the four Christian youth split
between strongly and somewhat agree. Overall, this again shows that youth have a good
understanding that the two faiths share values related to the poor and needy.

Faith Leaders and Interfaith Partnerships

Two thirds of pre-survey youth (8 of 12 respondents) strongly agree that their leaders spoke
about interfaith dialogue and collaborations; only one showed a level of disagreement.

In the post-survey, nearly all youth (7 of 8 respondents) strongly agreed that their faith leaders
spoke about working with other religions. This is a very positive result, but again it is hard to
know if it represents a shift in perceptions, a change in the discussions of leaders, or simply
having fewer respondents. Figure 4 shows responses between the pre- and post-surveys.
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Figure 4: Faith Leaders Talk about Working Together
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Youth and Interfaith Activities

Ten of 12 pre-survey youth strongly agreed with the statement that they know other young
people who have participated in interfaith activities.

In the post-survey, the results were similar. Nearly all youth (6 of 8 respondents) strongly
agreed. In both the pre- and post-survey, all of the Muslim youth strongly agreed. Assuming
equal opportunities, and given that Islam is a minority religion on Staten Island, it would follow
that Muslim youth would be more likely to participate in activities with other religions. It would
be of interest to ask a similar question of the youth community as a whole to gain a sense of
what percentage of youth know others involved in interfaith.

Friendships across Faiths

Responses were a bit more diverse for this question compared to others in the pre-survey.
Three strongly agreed and one strongly disagreed that they have both Muslim and Christian
friends, with eight other responses falling between those two poles. It is hard to know how to
interpret those who answered “don’t know/neutral” (2 of 12 respondents). Perhaps they do not
know the religious affiliations of some of their friends. Figure 5 shows the distribution of
responses.

Nearly all of the youth (7 of 8 respondents) in the post-survey strongly agreed that they had
both Muslim and Christian friends. This is a positive outcome that suggests that most project
participants now feel strongly that they have friends from both faiths.

Figure 5: Muslim and Christian Friends
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Interest in Interfaith Activities

Nine of 12 pre-survey youth (75%) responded that they strongly agreed with this, showing a
solid intent towards proactive interfaith activities. Intent does not equal action, but this is a
good indicator that interfaith is important to these youth. The remaining three selected “don’t
know/neutral.”

Most of the post-survey youth (7 of 8) indicated interest in interfaith activities, while one

individual disagreed.
Figure 6: Commitment to an Interfaith Project
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Two additional questions were asked on the post-survey and not the pre-survey. The first was,
“This project helped me feel closer to students in the group who are of different faiths.”

Given the responses above in Figure 5 regarding interfaith friends, it could be assumed that the
responses for this additional question might be similar. However, all four Muslim youth, but
only one Catholic youth, answered “strongly agree.” Two of the remaining Catholics answered
“somewhat agree,” and one answered “don’t know/neutral.” Figure 7 shows the results for this
question.

Figure 7: Feeling Closer to Youth of Other Faiths
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The second additional question, “This project gave me knowledge to make a more effective
team member in interfaith work,” garnered nearly identical results as the first (one Christian
shifted from “somewhat agree” to “strongly agree”). Again, the Muslims felt more strongly than
the Christians overall, although there are too few respondents to draw reliable conclusions.
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Youth Survey Qualitative Results

One qualitative question was asked in both the pre- and post-surveys: “Can you name any
problems that both your religious communities and other communities face?” This question
was repeated to determine if youth would change their thinking based on project experiences.
Five respondents provided answers in the pre-survey, making comparisons difficult.

Of the five pre-survey responses, two wrote “passiveness,” although neither explained the
context. One mentioned stereotypes, while another noted the differences that all religions
have. The remaining youth wrote, “How to spread their religious teachings without
disrespecting other religions.”

All eight youth in the post-survey provided responses, most of which related to a lack of
information about other faiths. Five mentioned unfamiliarity with, misunderstanding about, or
stereotypes towards other faiths. Two said simply the different beliefs held by the faiths. One
stated that many people no longer take their faith seriously.

On the pre-survey only, youth stakeholders were asked, “What would be a useful project for
your community to work on with young people of another religion?” There were only four
relevant responses, and two of those said “community service.” One noted some type of
marathon, while the last response mentioned making meals for the hungry.

The post-survey only asked, “What aspect of this project do you think you will remember the
most?” The question elicited a variety of responses, mostly related to visits to the houses of
worship. Two Christians noted their visit to the mosque, while three Muslims mentioned
aspects of the church décor. Two youths mentioned working in the soup kitchen. One
mentioned learning more about his own church, while a Muslim youth most remembered the
Catholic concept of Transubstantiation.

The post-survey also asked, “Based on your experience with the project, what do you think you
would tell your friends now about interfaith work that you might not have told them before?”
Comments related to the benefits of learning about other faiths: that there are similarities
between the faiths, that learning about ceremonies and faith traditions is interesting, that
dialogue helps individuals learn about each other, and that it was simply fun to meet new youth
from another faith.

ONLINE YOUTH SURVEY

Given the anti-Muslim sentiments present in Staten Island®, an online youth survey was created
with the intent of gathering data from the larger youth community on their interfaith feelings.

> For example, see the June 2010 news article on plans to create a mosque on the site of a Catholic convent:
http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/11/nyregion/11mosque.html.
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This data would be used to better understand the context in which the project youth are
situated in their interfaith efforts.

For quality control, the survey gathered gender, age, religion, and zip code information from all
respondents, as well as whether they attended religious services weekly. There were 12
guantitative questions, similar in nature to the youth pre- and post-surveys. Three open-ended
guestions asked about their perspectives on interfaith work, and a final question allowed
general comments. See Appendix D for a copy of the survey instrument.

The survey was opened in February 2014 with distribution to a few youth, but the hoped-for
snowball effect of students passing the survey link to their peers did not materialize. Groups
were contacted by ICNY staff over time, although the only respondents were from March and
April of 2014.

A total of 20 individuals completed the survey. Three individuals (Muslim, Christian, and Jewish
participants) had initiated the survey and only responded to the first five background questions;
thus, they are not included in the analysis. Although marked as a youth survey, several young
adults participated as well. Half of the individuals were age 19 and under (n=10), and the other
half of the respondents were over 21 (n=10). The majority of the respondents were female
(n=15). Of the group, 10 individuals were Muslim (9 females, 1 male), and eight individuals
were Christian (six females, two males). Of the eight Christians, six were Catholic and one was
Episcopalian; one self-identified as Christian. Two individuals (both males) typed in “None” and
“n/a” as their responses, respectively. While almost all the Christian respondents (n=7) attend
church regularly, half of the Muslim respondents attend a mosque regularly (n=5).

Based on the zip code (and IP addresses of two individuals whose zip codes were outside of
New York), seven individuals were from Queens, four from Brooklyn, four from Manhattan,
three from Bronx, and one from outside of New York City proper. Two individuals entered a zip
code that was outside of the state of New York.

In sum, almost all of the respondents were open to friendships with people of other faiths as
were their friends, but admitted they did not have a complete understanding of the other
faith’s beliefs and practices. Muslims were more likely to have visited a Christian church and
understand Christianity, than Christians were to have visited a mosque and understand Islam.
All the respondents agreed that interfaith work is important for the community and almost
everyone noted that the two religions share social justice values and goals.

Despite recognizing the importance of increasing understandings between people of different
faiths, only half of the youth were willing to work a few hours a month on an interfaith project.
The rest were somewhat hesitant and their individual willingness to participate in interfaith
activities may be dependent on having a voice in the type of interfaith project. Based on the
open-ended comments, the youth who responded expressed an openness to discuss issues
with their peers and other community members in an effort to resolve them together.
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Each question is taken in turn below. For additional results, turn to Appendix F, which includes
complete figures for all questions.

Understanding of Faiths

All the participants understood their own faiths, but expressed mixed understandings of the
other faith. A majority of the Muslim respondents (six out of 10) noted they “sort of”
understood the beliefs and practices of Christianity, and half of the Christian respondents (four
out of eight) either “sort of” understood or did not understand the beliefs and practices of
Islam. The two individuals who did not specify a religion responded affirmatively about both
religions. Echoing the aforementioned youths’ responses from the pre- and post-survey, young
people do not have a complete understanding of other faiths. The two respondents who self-
identified as having no religion indicated that they understood both Christianity and Islam.

Exposure to Houses of Worship

Young people of each faith had visited their own house of worship, but were mixed in their
exposure to the other house of worship. Muslims were more likely than Christians to say they
had visited the other house of worship; half of the Christians indicated that they had previously
been to a mosque, while most Muslims (8 of 10) indicated they had visited a Catholic church. Of
the two non-Muslim/Christian participants, one responded that he had never visited a mosque,
but both participants had visited a church.

Open to Diverse Friendships

Almost all (19 of 20) the young people, including the two non-religious individuals who
participated in the survey, were open to friendships with varied religious backgrounds. Only
one Muslim respondent noted she “sort of” was open to having good friends of very different
religions.

Friendships across Faiths

Almost all the participants (18 of 20) responded that they have friends from either faith. One
Christian respondent indicated “sort of” having both Christian and Muslim friends. One non-
Muslim/Christian individual answered that he did not have both Christian and Muslim friends.
Acceptance of Friendships across Faiths

A majority (8 of 10 Muslims, 7 of 8 Christians, and both non-religious individuals) gave an
affirmative response to the statement “If | had a friend from a very different religion, my other

friends would accept them.” Two were uncertain about their friends’ reaction (“don’t know”),
and one person responded “sort of” to the statement.
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Social Justice

Almost all the Muslim and Christian respondents (only one Christian answered “don’t know”)
were in agreement that Islam and Christianity have similar values and goals with regard to
social issues such as caring for the poor and the needy. These responses indicate that, despite a
general lack of understanding of the other faith’s beliefs and practices, similar to the youths
who participated in the pre/post survey, the young people in this survey have a solid
understanding that the two faiths share similar values and goals.

Benefits of Interfaith Partners

All the respondents agreed that it is helpful to the community if Christians and Muslims
cooperated on local issues and needs.

Relations between Muslims and Christians

The responses to the statement “Muslims and Christians have a strong relationship in my local
community” was mixed, with almost half of all participants (9 of 20) noting that Muslims and
Christians have a somewhat (“sort of”) strong relationship in their local community. A similar
number (8 of 20) did not know the degree of Muslim—Christian relationship that exists in their
community. Only two individuals affirmed a strong relationship (one Muslim, one Christian),
while one Muslim respondent indicated that the relationship is weak. Responses to this
guestion suggest that participants believe there is much room for improvement in interfaith
relationships.

Interfaith Partnerships and Negative Stereotypes

When asked if interfaith partnerships have helped people in her/his own religious community
or house of worship to break down negative stereotypes about other religions, the responses
were mixed. Half of the Muslim respondents answered affirmatively, while three were
uncertain (“sort of”); one did not know and another negated the statement. Of the Christian
respondents, three answered positively, two were uncertain (“sort of”), and two negated the
statement; one did not know. Of the two non-Muslim/Christian individuals, one agreed to the
statement and one agreed somewhat. These mixed responses suggest that interfaith
partnerships have been somewhat productive but the reality of negative stereotypes continue
to be a challenge.

Interest in Interfaith Social Service Activities
The final question asked about the willingness of the participant to commit a few hours each
month on an interfaith social service project. Half of the Muslim and Christian respondents

respectively said “yes” (five Muslims, four Christians) and the rest answered hesitantly
(“maybe”). Of those that answered they may be willing to participate in interfaith work, it
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seems that their decision (at least for a couple of individuals) would be dependent on the type
of interfaith project, given the comment they wrote in the subsequent question.

Youth Survey Qualitative Results

Three open-ended questions were asked at the end of the survey. Only eight individuals
answered at least one of the questions, and of those, only two individuals answered all three
questions.

Ideas for Interfaith Youth Projects

Six individuals gave responses to this question asking for ideas for an interfaith youth project in
their community. Two respondents referenced enhancing interfaith understanding as a
possibility. One of these individuals commented that an interfaith group of youth could address
common social justice issues. Two individuals indicated that a project should be discussed and
decided by the youth themselves. Another respondent called for a “non-typical service project,”
and appears to be longing for a unique opportunity to collaborate on underrepresented types
of services. One respondent suggested incorporating poetry and art into an interfaith project.
Interestingly, one individual wrote that she felt uncomfortable discussing her ideas on the
survey.

Personal Interfaith Experiences

Seven individuals gave short personal stories on |/ jove that when I talk to people of other
interfaith experiences. A common theme across the | religions when it comes down to it we have
stories was breaking down stereotypes and increasing | very similar beliefs and values. | know
interfaith understanding—whether at an individual |that’s not interesting but it makes me feel

_ . . like we are all the same.
level, within the family, or at a wider scale such as at a )

] ; ) Online youth respondent

class for primary school children or community event.
A couple of the respondents expressed a personal interest and willingness to learn about
others. Perhaps more importantly, these youth respondents show an openness to discuss
problems of stereotypes in order to overcome them and increase interfaith understanding.
Recognizing that people of different faiths share both the positive (ie. shared beliefs and values)
as well as the negative (e.g. experiences being bullied because of religious identity) seems to be
an important experience that the surveyed youth have had.

Other Comments

Only two individuals gave a response to the final question for any additional comments they
thought would be important. One respondent elaborated on a theme mentioned in the
previous question that a forum or other opportunity to learn about other religions would
enhance interfaith understanding. The other individual posed a question as to why Judaism was
not discussed in the survey.
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STAKEHOLDER TELEPHONE INTERVIEWS

Twenty stakeholder telephone interviews conducted in April 2014 by LTG Associates provided
perspectives on both the current programming and future possibilities. Each stakeholder was
asked the same set of 11 questions, as well as a set of borough-specific questions (see
methodology section for details, and Appendix D for the telephone interview instrument).

Increases in Understanding

All but one of the stakeholders said their projects had contributed to a deeper and stronger
understanding among partners. Most comments were general in nature, with respondents
noting that conversations were positive and productive, that there was brainstorming and a
sharing of mutually beneficial ideas, that personal bonds were deepened, and that
understanding of both individuals’ own faith and other faiths was enhanced. Some specific
examples of understanding included the following:

» Discussions revealed similarities in how women are treated differently in sacred
spaces in both Islam and Christianity.

» Discussions of theological approaches to forgiveness provided much common
ground.

*= Both Muslims and Catholics were surprised to learn the Aramaic word efita, used in
Catholic baptismal ceremonies, is the same word (ifta) in Arabic.

= Discussions about the place of Jesus in Islam were enlightening for many non-
Muslims.

= The planning of interfaith worship services provided tangible guidance in how to
incorporate other religions into services.

A qualification about levels of understanding came from a Muslim cleric in Harlem, who noted
that changes in personnel on the Catholic side had set back the interfaith groundwork locally
and also made the future of working with the Catholic hierarchy uncertain.

The one stakeholder who felt the project who did not lead to a deeper and stronger
understanding was a Catholic priest in Harlem, who noted that he had not met with any Muslim
counterparts. This was both an issue of time and a lack of relevant programming in which all
parties were participating.

Shared Interests and Views

Stakeholders said they discovered many shared interests and | Hunger and homelessness do not
common views, including those on social justice. Among the | skip over certain houses based on

issues frequently mentioned were: religious tradition. '
Tyrone Davis

. . . . Office of Black Ministry

= Poverty, including tending to and feeding the poor; Archdiocese of New York, Harlem

* Hunger and food;
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= Homelessness;

* Addressing the needs of neighbors and communities;

» Trafficking of women and children;

= Discrimination and employment;

= Education and schools;

* Children, youth, and family issues;

= Domestic violence and health issues;

* Environmental issues, particularly hydraulic fracturing (fracking);
= The role of women in faith traditions; and

= Concepts of mercy.

Larger concerns were also noted, such as the desire of stakeholders to deepen their own
relationships with God, the study and exploration of religions, finding a common bond between
the faiths, and approaching social justice through faith.

Members of the Harlem women’s discussion group said that members of the group had seen a
few relevant films, either in the group setting or outside the group, which had provided

compelling subject matter for discussion and contemplation.

Most Important Results

Stakeholders described the most important | You see the unity that is among us—that should
results of the partnerships along three general |be among people no matter what religion they

themes or levels: interpersonal, religious, and |?2€/ong to. The more people we can bring
together, it’s like a ripple effect; it helps to break

functional. down the walls that divide us.

Sister Loretta Theresa Richards
At the interpersonal level, stakeholders found Franciscan Handmaids of Mary
increased awareness, better understanding, and Harlem

respect for each other’s work; increased trust and deepening relationships; a bonding and
desire to know one another through personal connections; and working together to build and
strengthen a dialogue.

On the religious level, stakeholders explored religious commonalities and differences, as well as
depths of faith; gained a greater appreciation for the other faith(s); learned about Jesus from
different faith traditions; toured each other’s houses of worship; and explored the religious
texts of partners.

From a functional level, stakeholders learned that they could work together on issues; noted
that collaboration is beneficial and that more is needed; and discussed that having a consistent
partner, with support from the top of the hierarchy, is important for progress. One did note,
however, that unless there is an individual with a deep, personal interest in interfaith
connections, it is difficult to move activities forward.
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New Relationships

When time allowed, stakeholders were asked if they saw any new relationships develop, either
personal or professional relationships. Nearly all of those who were queried (representing three
quarters of the group as a whole) said that some types of new relationships developed. These
were both personal and professional, and were often aligned along the need for connecting and
sharing resources. These relationships typically were not close interpersonal relationships that
functioned outside of the partnerships, although several members of the Harlem women’s
group noted gathering outside of the scheduled meeting times to attend a film, for example.

While the adult leaders on Staten Island had developed relationships with their partners, they
were less certain that the youth participants themselves had developed any kind of long-term
ties. However, it was noted that, when a prior Muslim participant got married, she invited her
Catholic partners to the wedding.

Lessons Learned

Stakeholders from across the boroughs were diverse in | jt might not be easy, but it is worth it.

the lessons they said they had learned, with one Father Liam O’Doherty
exception. Half of the stakeholders said the most Our Lady of Good Counsel Parish
important lesson was related to similarities of faith, Staten Island
purposes, human nature, and our basic humanity. There were a few specific lessons, such as:

= Atimekeeperis needed during group dialogue.

= An external organizer/facilitator is needed to ensure sustainability.

= |nterfaith work is difficult but it can work, and is worth the effort.

* You must sometimes step outside of your comfort zone.

= All groups have fanatics that do not represent the majority of members.

Most stakeholders said their prior experiences with interfaith work meant there were not many
surprises in the current partnerships. There were a few specifics related to the faiths; one
participant was surprised that there was no afterlife in Judaism. Another said there was more
content about Jesus in the Koran than the Bible. One noted that layers of Catholic bureaucracy
slowed the partnership progress. One stakeholder was surprised by the depth of faith of some
Catholics, while another was impressed with the devotion of Muslim prayers.

Strongest Memory
Asked what they would remember the most about the partnership, stakeholders had a diverse
set of responses that reflected their specific communities and projects. There were no

overarching memories or themes that were consistent between communities.

For the Bronx, one respondent said Sarah Sayeed as facilitator would remain strongest in her
memory. Another respondent noted a Christmas brunch with which she assisted, and how it
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provided a sense of what the Catholics has been doing in the area for many years. The third said
interfaith is now integral to the work he does in the community and schools.

On Staten Island, two stakeholders said seeing the youth working together on a project was
most memorable, while another said the highlight was working together with other adults on a
common goal. The fourth recalled the insights that he and the youth had learned on their visit
to the other house of worship.

For the men in the Harlem project, two clergy brought up the interfaith recovery worship
service. Another mentioned simply the developing sense of worship in the community, and how
this provides spiritual nourishment. The fourth referred to the developing sense of camaraderie
as members of the different faiths engaged, and the love for God and humanity that had come
out of this, while the fifth noted that he would remember Sarah Sayeed the most, as she had
been “relentless” in her efforts.

For the Harlem women’s group, there was one theme within the group that was consistent. All
women described that some type of sharing and connecting with women of other faiths, such
as through scriptures and discussions, was what they would remember the most. There were
several aspects of this, such as mourning together for the loss of a member, discovering the
similarities and differences in their faiths, and the warmth and caring among women who were
all very deeply committed to their own faiths.

Changes in Thinking

Reflecting back to before the partnerships started, As you learn more about another faith,
stakeholders had a variety of perspectives on their | you have to come to terms with and
thinking now versus then. The only consistent response, | respect other people’s needs and desires.
provided by six respondents, was that they have come Chauncy Young
to appreciate—or appreciate more deeply—the value Highbridge Community Life Center

. . . . Bronx
and importance of interfaith partnerships. Other
comments expressed hope that efforts would continue in the future, that partnerships could
expand to include additional groups and faiths, and that it might be 10-15 years before results
are actually seen with youth participants. While one stakeholder said that religious institutions
are untapped resources in many communities, another noted that there are sometimes
inherent institutional obstacles that can slow the process.

Borough-specific Questions

Stakeholders in each borough were asked a few additional questions that related specifically to
their partnerships. As the Harlem women'’s group was a regular gathering, and the Staten Island
youth was the most structured, there were more questions for these two projects (see Table 5;
see also Appendix D for the relevant instruments). Consequently, the depth and breadth of the
analysis will vary.
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Table 5: Stakeholders and Specific Instrument Questions

Stakeholders Borough-specific
Borough . .
Interviewed Questions
Bronx 3 3
Harlem 5 2
Harlem Women’s Group 8 5
Staten Island 4 5

The Bronx stakeholders were asked if social service is a good mechanism to increase interfaith
dialogue, and all agreed it was. One noted that it helps build networks and understand shared
goals; another added that other vehicles and activities should be tried as well. Stakeholders
were also asked if anything they wanted to happen did not happen. One said no; another said
she wished she had known what was going on with other ICNY interfaith activities in other parts
of the city. The third noted frustration at having limited resources available in the community,
but that groups were collaborating to meet the needs.

The Harlem stakeholders (all male; four of five were clergy) were asked if dialogue can lead to
other things, such as shared actions. The consensus was that it does, but that it often takes
time to build the base for shared action. One to two years was the timeline presented (with
monthly dialogue ongoing), and participants explained that in the past, Catholic clergy
participants in Harlem were relocated, which required starting again with a new clergy group.
Stakeholders added that long timelines are often unappealing to funders, who prefer to see
immediate action and specific results.

The Staten Island adult organizers were interviewed for this analysis; due to access and
complexity, the youth were not interviewed.® Five questions were asked, and addressed
challenges in sustaining a dialogue and how they can be overcome, why the youth participated,
how other youth can be drawn in, how parents can be engaged, and advice to others on how to
set up a similar project.

Leadership and time were themes that emerged throughout the responses to these questions.
Getting leaders to commit to interfaith activities is a foundational step, because a committed
leadership is key to engaging their community members in an interfaith project. One
respondent noted the particular importance of the role of leaders in reaching out to youth, in
which leaders as role models encourage and stimulate youth to participate.

However, even with leaders committed to interfaith activities, time is an issue. One respondent
noted that faith leaders’ tight schedules are a reality, and finding a balance between their

® Both youth and adults did complete activity pre- and post-surveys.
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responsibilities and duties to their faith community, and their commitment to interfaith
activities remains a challenge. A couple of respondents observed that the youth who are more
likely to participate in interfaith activities are often more “intellectually open” and “have high
academics,” and thus are involved in other activities, making time commitment and scheduling
a challenge. Yet it was noted that more time is needed in a given project to get to know each
other, engage participants, and “marinate thoughts and ideas.” With regard to advice for
creating a similar, sustainable action program, a structured program is most conducive to
youth—preferably not in the winter months—in which youth are assigned well-defined tasks
and scheduled at the onset of the program.

In response to the question about why respondents thought the youth of their faith
participated in the project, three of the four respondents postulated that the youth had a
personal interest in participating and that the interest was in part linked to the faith’s teaching
and mission (“love for doing good”). The fourth respondent observed that the youth who
participated in the project are those that regularly attend their house of worship, thus implying
that these youth have an understanding of the importance of interfaith activities. One
respondent suggested that the youth may have “felt an obligation” to participate. Yet a couple
of individuals noted the challenge that remains in increasing youth participation and engaging
them in interfaith activities. One mentioned that incentives (to both youth and leadership) and
fun activities are key factors.

With regard to ideas on how to develop the interest of other youth, two of the respondents
noted that it is up to the faith leaders’ leadership skills to reach out to the youth. One
suggested more advertisement of interfaith programs to an expanded number of communities
may pull in more youth participants. Another individual suggested leveraging the sports
programs that already exist in the faith-based schools as a way of increasing youth
participation, since they already “have met each other on the basketball court.” Video games
were mentioned, but this individual admitted to being at a loss with the young population in
terms of outreach.

In terms of parental involvement in interfaith dialogue and action, three of the respondents
provided concrete comments and suggestions. One individual suggested creating opportunities
where youth from different groups present on a topic (such as an interfaith activity), and invite
family members to come listen. Two respondents mentioned the issue of fear and ignorance
about the other faith, particularly Islam, but their responses to the issue were strikingly
different. One observed that once individuals come and share food with those of the other
faith, they leave with a deeper appreciation. However, the other respondent was less sure
about how to handle the issue with parents, especially as it may be superseded by other more
immediate concerns.

The results from the Harlem women’s group, which was not a primary area of ICNY focus, are
presented below.
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Challenges and Suggestions for Improvements
Challenges

Stakeholders noted several challenges to keeping a dialogue going. These fell into three general
categories: individual characteristics and choices, logistics, and programming.

The most commonly mentioned challenge overall—the lack of time—relates to individual
characteristics. Other challenges were the need for commitment to the partnership (from
either clergy or congregants), observing mutual respect for partners, an openness from the
religious hierarchy for projects, and averting apathy from participants and the immediate faith
community.

For programming, the most frequently mentioned challenges were maintaining relevant
programming/agenda items, and being flexible to suit participant needs and wishes. Having
common goals, incentives, and sufficient project durations were also noted.

Under logistics, the need to attract youth or younger partners, a consistency and sufficient
number of partners, travel distances and venues, and the importance of a skilled coordinator
were all discussed as important challenges to address. Economic struggles within organizations
were also mentioned as limiting by one stakeholder.

A few challenges came up at other points in the interviews. These included keeping funders
engaged for the long term (i.e., several years), and keeping participants focused on the issues
and programs at hand. At several points throughout the interviews, many stakeholders
reinforced the reality that, in a time-challenged society, a commitment is needed to ensure a
group’s success.

Stakeholders also shared some thoughts on how to .

. . . . . It has to be a very concrete issue that
involve others in the community in interfaith dialogue. | _,/s people together. There are so many
Many were again quick to observe that a major | jssues in our community that if it’s not
challenge is time; community members who are likely | pressing, it won’t be addressed.

to be engaged in interfaith activities are already Sister Ellenrita Pucaro
involved in many other responsibilities and duties that Highbridge Community Life Cf,ntZ;
demand much of their time. However, for those who (reBlrrsnX
are willing to become involved, they must be open and

curious, willing to share, willing to prioritize and commit to the activity, and have a love of their
house of worship and “doing good.” Stakeholders said that outreach and publicity are valuable
and should focus on the neighborhood level. In addition, efforts are more likely to move
forward if there is funding to hire a coordinator.

Thoughts on how to engage others in interfaith activities addressed both those within and
outside of the particular house of worship. For those within the house of worship, clergy must
show leadership and approval of interfaith activities, and empower members to carry out
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actions. For the larger community, it is important to find shared, concrete goals, common
problems, and pressing issues, such as schools, local violence, or even something as simple as
inoperative street lighting. Gatherings must have food and time for socializing. It is also
important to try to engage youth, through schools, clubs, or other venues. Special community
events (health fairs, community clean ups) can also be used by religious institutions to engage
more community members, or existing activities can be expanded or leveraged to draw in more
participants.

Stakeholder Suggestions

Two suggestions were made most frequently by stakeholders. First, new members and faiths
could be brought into participation to increase both potential reach and dialogue diversity.
Second, several stakeholders noted that sufficient time should be allotted at the start of a
program for participants to simply get to know each other and bond before moving forward.
The timeframe needed for this varied, but 6 to 12 months was often discussed. Similarly, some
stakeholders mentioned that funders need to be engaged for the long term, from 5 to 10 years.
It was stated by two stakeholders that, in their community, residents had seen several
programs come and go over the years, without funders fully appreciating how long it took to
develop and progress with sustainable social service programs.

Several suggested simply “more:” more outreach, more marketing/advertising, more
communication, more engagement with other groups, more programming, and more of an
ICNY presence that would demonstrate the organization’s breadth and complexity. One
mentioned making better connections with the local political power structures.

A few stakeholders mentioned that having a paid, outside facilitator and organizer was key in
keeping programs moving forward. The facilitator also needed a very solid skill set, such as
being engaging and a good listener and synthesizer; Sarah Sayeed was praised by participants
for having these and other key skills.

Related comments included the advantage to offering food at meetings, the benefits of visiting
other houses of worship and services, and engaging youth in activities (they can relay messages
to their peers and parents, and they also represent the future).

Harlem Women’s Dialogue Group

The current set of evaluation telephone interviews included, for the first time, stakeholders
from the women’s dialogue group in Harlem. Although outside of the primary purview of the
ICNY mandate, the group provides several interesting aspects that merit investigation, as it
provides a compelling model for what could be initiated and sustained in other areas.

First, its existence is due to the wife of a Harlem Muslim cleric, who asked if ICNY could create
such a group in the borough. Next, the group meets regularly (monthly), and has been able to
sustain itself over several years since its inception in early 2011. In addition, the group almost
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immediately set about expanding it by requesting that not only Muslim and Catholic women be
included, but that Jewish women be invited as well.

Given those factors, the group provides a solid example of what can be set in motion when such
programs arise organically from local desires. It is important to note that ICNY is still the force
that drives the group and holds it together by sending reminders about meetings, working out
details of the locations and food for the meetings, and facilitating the meetings themselves. In
addition, the group has not taken actual steps to engage in any specific action, although some
women thought it might come in time. Still, while activities have waxed and waned with
projects in other boroughs, the women’s group has the largest participant numbers and
continues to meet on a regular basis (excepting a summer break).

Stakeholders were first asked if they knew how the dialogue initially got started, and what
factors keep it going. While some had a general idea, none knew specifically that the group was
the result of an imam’s wife suggesting the need and ICNY creating the groundwork. The factors
that keep it going, according to stakeholders, include having a skilled facilitator, having shared
interests and trust, making a commitment to attend, and having food and funding for the
meetings. One woman did note that the group was composed of mature women, and that it
would be desirable to have more young women engaged.

All the women agreed that there was a need for such a group in other communities, although
there was uncertainty to how well received such a group would be in more rural communities.
Asked how such a group could get started in other communities, several components were
offered:

= A paid facilitator is needed, at least in the beginning.

= Match the group to a specific community need or interest. Often a catalyst event,
such as a violent act, can set the need in motion.

= Focus on recruiting a core group of specific stakeholders, who can bring in additional
members from among their own constituent groups.

= To keep the group going, leadership, vision, and patience are needed. Food is also an
important part of bonding and developing group ease.

A few women were asked if the group would be different if men were included. All agreed that

it would be a much different dynamic; in particular, it was felt that there has been more
freedom and openness in the single-gender group.
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IV. DISCUSSION, LESSONS LEARNED, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The three evaluation questions (see Section Il) that the project set out to explore are addressed
first in this section, using the evaluation logic models (see Appendix B) that were developed as
guides for discussion. The program goal was to promote interfaith collaboration among Catholic
and Muslim social service providers in New York City. Two strategies were outlined to achieve
the goal and are discussed in turn below. Then, we present several points for discussion based
on the evaluation findings. Some of these are simply interesting outcomes, while others may be
more actionable in terms of program design. Not all discussion points will have lessons learned.

Overall, most of the proposed short-term outcomes have been achieved, including: increased
interfaith understanding, development of greater collegiality and friendships, identification of
common areas of work, identification of community social service needs, defining shared goals,
development of appreciation for interfaith partnerships, and willingness to work together on
future projects. The remaining item concerns discussions about potential future projects, and
the groundwork for such discussions has been created.

As for midterm outcomes, the data from the evaluation indicate a positive move forward.
Interfaith dialogue and partnerships are still working to achieve these midterm outcomes. For
example, based on evaluation responses by the faith leaders, organizations seem to understand
the value of interfaith partnerships and improvements may be seen in capacity for
collaboration through discussion of goals, roles, tasks, and budgets. It is too early to determine
if the results will be sustainable.

Strategy 1. Increase dialogue about common framework for social service and social
justice (see Appendix B, Evaluation Logic Model 1).

Two objectives were outlined under Strategy 1 and consisted of increasing the dialogue itself
and increasing the learning based on that dialogue. Over the course of two years in 2013 and
2014, interfaith dialogue certainly increased among the stakeholders in the different boroughs.
Much of 2013 was spent initiating dialogue by nurturing relationship-building among the
interfaith leaders, and in 2014, some of the partnerships came to fruition in the form of
interfaith projects that were planned and implemented by the partnering organizations. Given
the lengthy and complex process of relationship-building, some of the evaluation process
indicators (e.g. meetings go on longer and/or more frequently) may not be suitable and some
of the evaluation instruments (e.g. meeting tracking forms, contact tracking log) may be
combined to streamline data collection processes.

With regard to the second objective of increasing interfaith learning, data from pre- and post-
surveys and faith leader interviews indicated that almost all of the outcome indicators were
satisfied. These indicators included: positive reactions toward dialogue, intent to continue, and
increased level of understanding; increased satisfaction with ties between partners; and able to
name one to three shared goals for social justice as well as shared problems in their
communities. The final indicator aimed for an increase of 15% more positive scores between
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pre- and post-surveys relative to interfaith understanding, and only the Staten Island youth
achieved this with over a 20% increase. The adult stakeholders increased between 2% and 8%,
but in most of these cases, the pre-survey level was already high.

Strategy 2. Work with partners to develop collaborative projects that can be
implemented at the borough/neighborhood level (see Appendix B, Evaluation Logic
Model 2).

This strategy consisted of three objectives: develop collaborative project(s) at the borough
level; carry out project(s) to reach those in need; and create a replicable and efficient model for
interfaith partnerships. The first objective was achieved at varying degrees in the three
boroughs (see descriptions of the activities in Section 1). Overall stakeholders demonstrated
appreciation for the interfaith collaborations. Despite the relatively short two-year timeframe
of the projects, dialogue and partnerships were successfully established and projects launched.
The replicability of the projects is more difficult to assess at this point for most of the projects,
as each of the boroughs took an organic approach in addressing different community needs and
contexts. Some general learnings and recommendations are discussed below. In addition,
evaluation of the projects focused on interfaith dialogue and partnerships amongst the faith-
based communities and not on the community members who received services; future work
may include the service recipients and the community at large.

Lessons Learned

Lesson Learned. For some issues, there are differences in perception and attitude
between the faiths. It is not known whether these differences are meaningful, but they
should be kept in mind when designing programs.

There were differences between Muslims and Christians in survey responses. In both adult and
youth surveys, Muslim respondents typically answered more positively; that is, they “strongly
agreed” more frequently than their Christian counterparts on issues of the benefits of interfaith
dialogue and action. The meaning and implications of this are unclear. As with any
majority/minority relationship, this could simply be the minority faith (Islam) needing to know
more about the majority faith in the society. The current data do not provide any insights that
are beyond speculation.

Lesson Learned. In general, participants saw their own appreciation of interfaith
activities as stronger than those of their community members, and they saw their
community members as having stronger interfaith relationships than New York City as a
whole.

Despite interfaith tensions in New York, a majority of respondents felt that Muslims and
Christians have a strong relationship in their boroughs, although all felt that relationships in
New York City overall were not as good as within their boroughs. Similarly, a majority agreed
that their community members enjoyed interfaith activities, although they did not agree
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strongly in most cases. Their own responses on personal feelings toward interfaith were rated
more highly than those of the community. In a way this is to be expected, as they are the ones
who have actually committed the time and effort to participate.

Lesson Learned. Participants already understood that the faiths share social justice
goals, but the project enhanced participant recognition of the value of interfaith
collaborations in spreading mutual understanding and respect in their communities as
an important common goal.

Participants saw the commonalities between their faiths, such as on issues of social justice, and
they understood the benefits of working together on serving people in need, even before
project participation. Moreover, the project prompted many stakeholders to recognize the
value of interfaith collaborations as a way to spread mutual understanding and respect in their
communities. They also said interfaith partnerships were also personally important to them.

Lesson Learned. Participants were already largely inclined to participate with other
faiths if the opportunity arose. It would be interesting to compare how those
perceptions compare with the community as a whole.

Similarly, even in the pre-survey, a strong majority of respondents agreed they felt comfortable
turning to their interfaith partners, and that they were interested in a joint interfaith activity to
address a community problem. As their participation already shows an interest in interfaith
cooperation, this may not be surprising. However, in all cases, it is worth noting that Muslim
respondents were in more strong agreement than their Christian counterparts.

Lesson Learned. Despite good intentions and desires, it may be difficult to make rapid
progress in tangible interfaith actions in communities where stakeholders are already
stretched in time and material resources.

Nearly all stakeholders said that interfaith understanding had been increased through the
projects, and they were able to name several shared interests and views. Individual results
were quite diverse, although they all appreciated finding common bonds. In the same way,
their own lessons learned covered a range of issues, although many noted a reinforcement of
similarities of faith and basic human nature. Still, most were working in contexts with many
competing interests, and time was a major consideration in moving any activity forward.

Stakeholders were most animated in discussions when speaking about what they would
remember the most from the projects. There were no consistent themes from this, but it does

demonstrate the fondness they felt for the activities.

From the data, it is possible to draw a few insights for the specific borough projects.
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Bronx

While participants knew that social service was a good mechanism for interfaith action, there
were also limited and unreliable resources available and high personnel turnover in the Bronx.
Even when things appear solid, internal financial struggles within organizations can prove
challenging. Thus, any projects in areas of such limited resources will need a very long timeline
to produce any kinds of results, and expectations must be realistic for what can be achieved. In
these situations, the clergy must show leadership, must empower others to move forward, and
a pressing community issue is needed to bring people together. It may also be beneficial to go
where people already assemble regularly (e.g., community events, health fairs) to engage
others at some minimal level.

Harlem Women’s Group

Started in early 2011, this group is now in its fifth year, and provides an interesting model for
what might be possible to replicate and sustain in other communities. A key factor to its
sustainability includes the group’s grassroots origin that addressed the needs of the
participants. As a result of the group’s regular meetings over a period of several years, the
participants have formed strong personal relationships and commitments that feed back into its
continuity.

Efforts to recruit participants could be among stakeholders who themselves have access to
larger networks. To date, the interfaith dialogue has been focused inwardly among the group
participants, but now with a strong base for a partnership, the group may look toward planning
an activity together. If action is desired, it may need to be placed within a long time frame, such
as three to five years after the meetings get underway.

A paid facilitator with a specific relevant skill set would likely be needed, at least initially, and
food will help to facilitate social interactions. The key in sustainability is allowing the women to
agree to how the group can best meet their own needs, and designing the project accordingly.

Staten Island Youth

Of the four ICNY programs underway, the Staten Island youth project had the most finite
structure. Youth came together for three meetings. The first was for planning, the second was
implementation (preparing a meal for the homeless), and the third was for reflection. Given the
structure and stakeholder comments, it is possible to derive parameters to help improve future
projects.

Challenges noted by community organizers were that, although more time was needed to help
youth bond, participants and organizers alike had full schedules that made scheduling difficult.
Incentives, careful and well-considered timing, and inclusion of fun activities were all noted as
being important.
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Given the time needed for bonding, youth should meet at least five times over the course of a
year. The meeting dates should be determined before activities proceed, and youth should
commit to attending all sessions. Given the typically busy lives of those youth who would be
interested and engaged in an interfaith project, multiple needs should be met through the
project. Students should receive credit for school service hours as part of the project. A meal
should also be included as part of each meeting. To assist with planning, activities could overlap
with existing community programs. For example, youth could join a blood drive, tree planting,
or park clean up. Some engagement with sports or sporting events would also serve,
particularly with males. Existing CYO (Catholic Youth Organization) activities could be leveraged
when possible. Young people who responded to the online survey indicated an interest in
discussing different types of interfaith collaborations that may or may not be service-oriented
such as art, poetry, etc.

An ideal meeting might include a tour of a house of worship, followed by a meal, followed by
the actual service event (e.g., joining an existing walkathon as an interfaith team). To encourage
youth to interact more closely, pairing exercises within genders could be planned during the
initial part of the meetings.

At the end of the project, youth could report to their respective houses of worship about their
experiences. This would be enhanced by attendance by youth from the other faith. Similarly,
projects could be kicked off initially by clergy from each faith being introduced during services
at the other house of worship, to facilitate familiarity among parishioners. Parents could also be
invited to the other house of worship for an introductory meal.

Other suggestions and options include the following:

= The imam or priest could discuss the role of Jesus at the other house of worship as
part of a worship service. At this time, parents could be invited for a meal or special
service at the other house of worship.

= A presentation by youth focusing on similarities between Catholic and Muslim faiths
could be presented to each faith group.

= Students could take a daytime field trip to the other house of worship for lunch and
quick tour.

Recommendations

The diversity and unstructured nature of the action projects and the relatively low numbers of
respondents present a challenge in making specific programming recommendations. However,
some general but important recommendations can be made in moving forward with increasing
interfaith dialogue and partnership.

® Scale up toward a culture of interfaith collaboration. Part of the challenge in making specific
programmatic recommendations is due to the borough-specific nature of the projects,
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resulting in localized dialogue and action. Although making local partnerships and increasing
dialogue at the community level are certainly necessary in improving interfaith
understandings, an interfaith dialogue and action program at a wider scale (such as the
whole of New York City) may be just as important in creating an enabling environment in
which local efforts can gain traction. Data presented in this report indicates that project
participants perceive city-wide Muslim—Catholic relations to not be as strong as that at the
community level. Thus an interfaith dialogue and action program at multiple levels, from
borough to city, may foster a culture of interfaith collaboration to solve common social
problems.

Longer timeframe needed for interfaith dialogue and action. For projects focused on dialogue
and actions, durations should be designed for three to five years including an initial period of
establishing communication and building trust. Building personal and organizational
relationships takes time, and getting to know each other and creating a personal bond is a
process that cannot be hurried, as it is the foundation for any real and lasting interfaith
dialogue and partnership. A minimum of six to twelve months should be allotted to the
process once the stakeholders have been identified and their commitment to an interfaith
project is solidified.

Meals and food as a central element in interfaith learnings and dialogue. Meals and foods
carry symbolic value particularly in faith communities, and as such, they play an important
role in facilitating interfaith dialogue. Interfaith meetings may be best organized around
meals, and meal planning and preparation should be taken into careful consideration as part
of the planning process of interfaith dialogue and partnerships. Sharing food with others not
only puts people at ease, but also provides a catalyst for socializing. As a vital part of culture,
meals can also provide a learning opportunity about different faiths and cultures. Sharing
meals can be an important foundation for building relationships and community.

Paid facilitator to coordinate and liaise between interfaith partners. A paid facilitator who
can focus on coordinating interfaith dialogue and partnerships can help navigate the process
and ensure the dialogue continues, especially given the stakeholders’ busy schedules.

House of worship visits. Another element of interfaith dialogue is the importance of the
physical experience of visiting another faith’s house of worship, which adds experiential
context to the learning process of an unfamiliar religion.

Scale up women’s discussion groups in other cities. Given the success with the Harlem group,
women’s discussion groups may be a viable interfaith activity for a scale-up pilot in three
additional cities.
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APPENDIX A: Evaluation Plan

- Evaluation Questions and Objectives
- Evaluation Outline
- Evaluation Plan Template
- Evaluation Activity Templates
ICNY Telephone Interview Protocol
ICNY Meeting Observation Guide
ICNY Focus Group Protocol
ICNY Interview/Focus Group Data Extraction Form
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Evaluation Questions and Objectives
Questions

(All evaluation logic model activities and results should be able to address these primary
guestions)

1. How can an increased dialogue about a common framework for social service and
social justice be created successfully and sustainably between interfaith partners?

2. How can effective and meaningful community interfaith social service projects that
serve the needs of interfaith understanding be developed?

3. How can effective community interfaith social service projects that serve the needs of
community members be developed?

Objectives

Strategy One

1. Engage partners in increased interfaith dialogue focused on social service and social
justice.

2. Assess the depth and strength of interfaith dialogue related to social service and
justice.

3. Assess the depth and strength of interfaith learning.

Strategy Two

1. Increase interfaith understanding and cooperation among community faith leaders
through social service projects.

2. Assess potential increases in interfaith understanding gained through social service
projects.

3. Meet community needs through interfaith social service projects.

4. Assess potential increases in community services and meeting of community needs
achieved through interfaith social service projects.
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Evaluation Outline
2013-14

Sampling Plans: The sample consists of key stakeholders from each borough
identified by ICNY.

Participant Protection: For telephone interviews, informed consent will be read to
interviewees and their verbal consent obtained.

Instrument Design Plans: Drafts and final instruments will be reviewed by both ICNY
and LTG staffs, based on prior instruments.

Surveys, Interview, Focus Group, and Site Visit Protocols: Only telephone and
surveys are planned. Telephone interviewees will be introduced by ICNY. LTG will
follow up with emails and telephone calls to schedule interviews. Stakeholders have
the option to be identified or remain anonymous.

Data Analysis Plans: Data will be analyzed independently by ICNY and LTG staff.
Both teams will consult via telephone to reach final interpretations.

Reporting Plans: LTG staff will draft the main report for submission to ICNY and GHR
in fall 2014. A draft will circulate to all team members for comments. Comments will
be incorporated into a second draft. PowerPoint materials will be developed if
needed to highlight findings.

Dissemination Plans: TBD based on consultations with the client.
Potential Challenges and Means to Address: The primary challenge has been
engaging stakeholders for interviews or surveys. ICNY staff will work to locate

needed individuals and encourage them to complete surveys and/or be available for
interviews as needed.
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ICNY Evaluation Plan 2014-15 (template)
For Program(s):

Theory of Change Completed:
Program Logic Model Completed:
Primary Evaluation Questions and Objectives: Completed:
Evaluation Logic Model(s) Completed:
Timeline(s) Completed:
Instruments and informed consent Completed:

Data Collection Plans:

Instrument/ format Location | Time needed | Stakeholders n= Date

Baseline pre/post survey

Open ended interview

Focus group

Follow up interview

Observation guide

Online survey

Meeting log

Data Transcription Plans:

Data extract . . .
Data collected / Activity Staff | Deadline
form needed
Baseline pre/post survey | Excel sheet Enter survey data into excel
sheet
Open ended interview Word form Transcribe interview into form
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Focus group Transcription/ | Transcribe audio into data
Data extraction form
extraction
form

Follow up interview Word form Transcribe interview into form

Observations/field notes | Excel sheet Enter observations and notes

into excel sheet
Data Analysis Plans:
Data collected Analysis Activity Staff | Dates | Deadline

Baseline pre/post

Quantitative

Create and review excel

survey review charts of data.
Open ended Word form Two staff analyze and code
interview data. Codes are compared

and finalized. Data are
recoded as needed. Staff
meet to compare findings
and discuss meaning.

Focus group

Transcription/
Data

Two staff analyze and code
data. Codes are compared

extraction and finalized. Data are
form recoded as needed. Staff
meet to compare findings
and discuss meaning.
Follow-up Word form Two staff analyze and code
interview data. Codes are compared

and finalized. Data are
recoded as needed. Staff
meet to compare findings
and discuss meaning.

Observations

Quantitative
and qualitative
review

Create and review excel
charts of data. Two staff
analyze and code
qualitative data. Codes are
compared and finalized.
Data are recoded as
needed. Staff meet to
compare findings and
discuss meaning.
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Primary Evaluation Questions

Primary Evaluation Goals/Objectives/Strategies
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ICNY Telephone Interview Protocol
Semi-structured interview call

Date: Start Time: am/pm

Interviewer:

Stakeholder:

Organization:

Phone #:

Was stakeholder available at scheduled time? Yes / No  If no, left
message?

If rescheduled, new date and time:

INTERVIEW EXPLANATION AND INFORMED CONSENT

lam from the Interfaith Center of New York, calling about our Catholic-
Muslim social service partnership project. This telephone interview is part of our
data gathering process. It will take about 30 minutes.

As we go through the interview, you may choose not to answer any question, and
you may stop the interview at any point.

The information you provide will be kept strictly confidential. We will not use any
information that could identify you personally. With your approval, we may use
guotes or paraphrasing from you in our reporting, as long as they would not identify
you.

Interviewee agreed to have quotes/paraphrasing used: Yes/ No

To help me with note-taking | would like to record our conversation. Is that OK with
you? Yes | No

Do you have any questions before we begin?

Thank you, let’s begin.
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Telephone Interview Questions:
1. (insert questions here)

2.

Thank you very much for the conversation today.

Call end time:
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ICNY Meeting Observation Guide

How many in attendance from each partner:

Meeting start time:
Meeting started ontime? Y | N

Duration of meeting: minutes

Number of participants who engaged:

How many participants spoke during the meeting?

Was the discussion balanced or did certain individual dominate?
Rate the formality of the conversation:

Very Informal Very Formal
1 2 3 4 5

The extent to which questions and issues were resolved:
Never Seldom Occasionally Frequently

General notes and observations of interest:
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ICNY Focus Group Protocol

Thank you very much for taking the time to reflect with us on your experiences with this
Interfaith Center program. During our discussion, all of your answers will be completely
confidential, and if we have your name, it will never be associated with your responses.

To help us recall the things we talk about today, we’d like to tape record this focus
group, but we can proceed without recording if you prefer. Interview notes and audio
tapes will be stored in a locked filing cabinet in our office, and only evaluation personnel
will have access to the raw data. Because your responses in this interview will be kept
anonymous, we do not attach your responses to any previously collected data.

Notes will be retained for a minimum of five years. Audio tapes will be destroyed within
6 months of the last recording.

Again, to help us recall the things we talk about today, we’d like to tape record this
focus group, but we can proceed without recording if you prefer. May we tape record
this conversation? Yes | No

We may wish to use some anonymous, verbatim quotes of what you say for our
reporting purposes. Does anyone have an objection? All Agree
Objection to Quote

We have a total of __ questions, so our conversation will take about minutes. | will
try to get each of you to contribute some thoughts as we proceed. Is everyone ready to

begin?

The first few questions are yes/no or brief answer questions that should just take a
minute.

Questions:

Optional questions if time allows:
Thank you for coming together and for sharing your thoughts with us. Your responses are very
important to help us understand and develop our interfaith programs.
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ICNY Interview/Focus Group Data Extraction Form

Interviewee:
Title/Affiliation:
Date of Interview:
Interviewer:

Question Code(s)

Question One

Response

Question Two

Response
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APPENDIX B: Logic Models
- Program Logic Model

- Evaluation Logic Model 1
- Evaluation Logic Model 2

58



SISO
40 sawi} ul Juswadedua
yliepajul dnewoIny

pajeniut
s309(04d |euonippy

's}|nsas
21e43suowap Aluespd 03
2JU3pIne :m:o:w layien

spaau Ajlunwwod
ssaJppe 03 sdiysiauled
Y1ieJIa1ul dAIIRIOQR||0D
10} anjeA pue jo
ssaualeme Jaieald aney
S31IUNWWOD snoidijay

as

we[s| pue ‘wsijoyied
J0 Ssaualeme Jajealn

JAN

Ul SWi|SN|Al pue saijoyied
U3aM1aq suolie|as
yyieyajul 1a8uois

15

synsay wua) Suo

syjle} usamiaq
$1983U02 3AI30R0.Id BION

s109(04d auniny
|ennuajod Joj Suiuue|d

s198pnq pue sysey

‘s9]04 ‘s|e08d Jo uoissnasip
y3nouyj uoneioqe||0d
10} Ajoedes panosdu|

[

Jiom
J19y3 4oy sdiysiauied
y1ieyia1ul Jo anjea
puejsiapun suoneziuesiQ

1S

$}NS3Y WIPIN

109f0ud aumny
|ernuazod Jo suolssnasig

s309foad aunyny ul Jay1a301
dom 03 ssaudul|im

sdiysiauyied yyepayul
Joj uoneasdde dojanaq

[

s|eod paJeys jo uoniuyaq

Spaau 3dINIBS
|e1os Ajlunwwod Ajiauap|

sdom
0 sease uowwod Ajiauap|

sdiyspuaiiy
pue Ayjei35)|0d pjing

woiboid 3y}

uf snaof fo sanssi ay1 pub
321snf |p120s buipinba.
sbuiyanay snoibijal
5,49410 4203 1N0GD UIDIT
:Buipueisiapun yiiepaiu|

TS

S}Nsay W3] 1oYys

siapes|
Yiegaiul 1oyiQ :Ajpdauipul

Ajunwwod DAN J9pIM
Ajlunwwod d1j0y3e) |e207
Ajlunwwod wiisniy |e207
SEEHIITONY

sysnoioq
€ Ul sJ9peaT snoidiay

ydeas am oym

ss920.4d uonenjeAs
pue Suniojiuow ajqedjdas

sdiysiaulied yirepayul
10} |9pow JuadIyd pue 3|qealjdal v

$3W0IN0
31en|eAd pue ssai90id ssassy

paau ul asoyy/siaquidw AuNWwod
yoeal jeyy syoalosd pajniax3

198pnq 193w pue 3|qiseay ‘punoq
-awi} aJe 1ey spafoad pauyep €

SWLI0} pue ‘sajou ‘saynuiw
y8nouyy wesdoud ay3 Joyuop

siseq Suio8uo
UB U0 UoNeIoqe||0d 31.3jIoe

sypaloid

Jo uonejuawaldwi ay ul Sunsissy-
SNOIW dojanap-

sysey Jauped Suiuyap-

198pnq ssnasip-

sa|oJ Suluyap-

SIS
uonndaxa/guiuueld ajendoidde-
ysnoJyj uopeioqe||od

10} 21n12NJ3S pue ssa204d B d3edI)

Asanijap a21A18s

|e120s Buinosdwil pue JUSWIA|OAUI
Y114491Ul JO [2A3] INOQE SIBP|OYdNeIS
Y3IM UO0ISSNISIP djeyl|1oey

S199JUN|OA PUE SI3P|OYNEIS
/M s8unjaaw 31eulpioo)

op am 3eym

Sjueljnsuod uonenjeAy

ysnoioq
Yoea WouJj SI93UN|oA

BEPENEIN
syafoud
pue sdiysuone|as

Bunsixa-aid a8esanan

siauyied/siapeal
snoigiay

NS§ZTS$=1uels [ej0)
{53500 Sul@aw pue J)
104 )6+Y8noloq/yLs
a1nquisip-Asuon

(sdiysuoneyau siayouq
44835 ANDI) 2WiL

2ouanadx3/els

1S9AUI 3M JeYM

uonodIIILd

$310Np0.d/SaNINIY

sinding

syndu|

(z 19pow 2180| uonen|ead) |aAs| pooyloqydiau/ysnoioq ayy 1e pajuswajdwi aq ued Jeys s}aafoud aajeloqe)|0d dojaasp 03 siaunied Yim Iop :z ASaiens
(T |9pow 2180] uoiEN|EAS) 3213SN[ [BID0S PUB JIIAIDS [BID0S J0) YIOMIWELS UOWWOD 3noge andojelp aseasou| T ASajens
A)D 3104 MBN Ul s1apinoad 321AIBS [BID0S WI|SNIA PUB d1joyie) Suowe uol}esoqe||od Yiieajul ajowoud o] :|eos

TYSioulieq 92InIas [EI20S WISNN-O10YIe) yHD :weiSold

59



*aAISN[IXa Aj[eninw JON 3Je pue ‘S31IIAII0E [BISAS WO Paiayles ag ued S101edlpul ‘Sa1)IAI0E USaMIBg dejJdA0 pue Aduepunpal [einjeu a4 ||Im 33yl '€
‘Buipueisiapun Jo s|aAd| 350d pue a4d SIA-e-SIA *dsa ‘saA119(qo je 198 pue duenu
9A1393(gNns u1e3qo 01 AjjnJaJed PaJINJIISUOD 3G 03 PI3U ||IM SJUBWINIISUI MBIAIDIU| "dJnSeaw 03 paledljdwod aJe yi3uauls pue yidap Jo sainseaw ‘san13dalqo ayl 1ad 'z

‘(11 ‘f[q0) @n8ojeip 1eY]1 UO paseq Suluiea| ul sasealdul pue (] *f[qO) 4251 anSojelp ul S3SBAIDUI UO SSNI0) [9pow 2130| SIYL T

:S9J0N
(gz) 8uipueisiapun yilepaiul 01 aAleja4 1sod
pue a1d UBIMIBQ SBJ40DS DAI}ISOd DIOW %GT JO ASEAIOU| =
(2gz) se1uNWwWod 419y} anso|elp
ul swa|qoJid paJeys € 0} T dweu 01 3|qe aJe syueddilied = ysnoayy
(2‘gz) @ansnl |e1dos Suipueisiapun
10} S|eo8 paJeys € 0} T aweu 0} 3|qe aJe sjuedpilied pue Sujuies)
(2'q'oz) sisuried SM3IAJ]UI J9ped| Yiled o7 SJauled
U29M3( Sa13 YIIM UOIIORJSIIES PASEAIOUl JO UOISSaIdX] yiepaiul
(2z) (1) Aamuns 1sod/aud gz (Buipueisiapun yieyiaiul 40 y1duans
Suipueisiapun JO [9A3] paseaJdul pue ‘@nuiuod 03 Juajul pausis s198pnq Jo JaquINN = 10 |9A3] |e1Iul) JaY30 Yyoea pue yidap
‘anSojelp p4eMO] SUOIIDRAL DAI}ISOd D1IIPUI SMBIAIDIU| (/1) SISIPAYD | jnoge siauyied jo sapnynie ul sa8ueyd
SNOIN pausis Jo JaquINN = /suoniensasqo ‘vz /s19112q/28pajmouy VI SSassY 11
(291)

Bunesiunwwod /3uissnasip sangojelp pue ‘sSunnasw

(f'a’p"a1) Ya0Mm Ajuado ase syuedpijed ||y = ‘S10B3UOD Y3IBIDIUI JULIND

10 UOI}DeI31UI JO SeAJR UOWWOD [enuajod € 01 T Ajljusp| = (2°91) 30 (syuedpnued ‘Aouanbaiy

(2'pr) sisunied Ajpusnbauy aiow Jo/pue Suidaapiodal ‘uoijenp) syunowe

19410 yum diyspuaiiy Jo/pue ‘ssaupuoy ‘uoneliwpe 128uo| uo 03 SBUNABN = /8unjei-ajou 4ay10 /T pue (213 ‘auoyda|ay

‘109dsaJ |ENINW JO |9AD] BWOS $saJdXD S1aulied = (2 ‘q ‘p1) PaAjOAUl S1SIPjPAYd ‘uosuad u1) sadA] ‘g

(/1) uonediyied ul 3sasajul ssaudxa sdnos81BYlQ = syuedpiyied jo ssquinN  w /suoneasasqo a1
(p‘21) so11 950|2 JO uOoIssAIdXD Ul 9SEAIIU| = (291) SMBIAJIDIUI JBpeD| Ylleq ‘pT sangojelp an3ojelp
(49'p1) sdiysisauyied sayjo ul Juswaseduy « | p@Yy sSunssw jouoneing = sAanins pue ‘s3uiaaw ‘s}oe3u0d Sdaupied
(f*2‘p*o1) 13load aannesOgR||0d B Suluue|d (f2qg'pr) -1s0d/a1d Japes| yiieq o1 Y3iepIa3ul snoinaud jo yiepaiul
SpJemo} sda1s 9y e} pue Ul }5aJ93ul SSaJdXd Siauled = pIay s8unaaw jo JaqunN = uaye) sajou SunddN ‘g1 (syuedionued jo # ‘Aduanbauy J0 y18uans
(o1) syuedionied Jo Jaquinu ul aseaidu| = | (‘DT S3131A122D UOIIDNDAS juasaud syuediyed ‘uofjesnp) syunowe pue yidap
(2°q'DT $3131A139D UOIIONIDAS 235) P1ANPUOD S3IYIAIOR pue ‘pjay pue paziuedio | pue (219 ‘|ewloyul ‘duoyda|sl paseaJoul
2as) san3ojelp /s8unaaw Sul08U0 JO JaqWINU Ul 9SBAIOU| = Suiuueld jo suondudssq  w s8unjaaw Jo #joes| ‘vr ‘uosiad ul) sadA] "y SS9SSY °|
Atm_ Je Sa3l}IAIND. uonen|eAs
(143] 38 SANIARDE UOHEN|RAR 0 B)eja) Sasayjualed u| siaquinu) 03 21831 Ssasayua.ed uj s1aquinu) (Mo[aq € 930U 985)

slojedipu] awodnQ sJojedipuj ss820.4d S31AIDY uollen|eAs ejeq auljaseqg sanalqo

(mojaq T 230N 985) 3213SN [BIDOS PUE BDIAISS [BIDOS IO 3JOMBWIEIS UOWIWOD B IN0ge anSojelp Yiepalul asealou| ;T [eon/A8arells

€T0Z/1€/L0 :paiepdn

T I9POIA 21807 uonen|eas 10afoud diysiauipied yiepaiu|

60



*T [9pow 2150] UOIIEN|BAD YHM WAPUE)} 3SO[J Ul Pasn ag pinoys [apow 2180] siy L

(g¢ ‘Dg) pareniul aue syafoud jeuonippy w
(9¢ ‘pg) suoissnasip

pue $30B3U0D [ENINW JI9Y] Ul 9AI}DE0Id DJOW BB SIdUYed =
(2-0g) s309l0ad aAneIOqR)||0D

aininy Suiluueld pue Buissndsip spJiemo) sdais a)e) Siauyed =
(2z ‘oz) 13l0ad

9A11RI0QR||02 24NNy e ul 98e3ua 0] ssaud ssa1dxa siauied .

(2z vz)
19Y19801 4om 03 Ajoeded panosdwi ssaudxa saiouade 9dIAISS [BID0S
(2Z ‘qz) paAJas S1ual|d Ul 9seadul JUdIad .
(3 'DZ) ||BJ9A0 SBIIAIDS YJIM UOIIIRISIIBS JUBI[D =

(pT 1)

*spaau Ajlunwwod ssaippe 03 sdiysiaulied yiieiaiul aAleIO0qR|[0
10§ 3N|BA PUE JO SSBUIBME J91BaJS 9ARY SAIIIUNWWOD SNOISIBY =

(poLiad 323loid

1U3.44n2 UIYM 1n220 J0U ADJ) JUDAS JUBAS|D. JOfBW JO ‘SSRUIS
|e20] 10 Paau JO saWIl Ul JaYy10 yoea adedua Ajjedljewoine sisuped

(PT 1) S4933UnjOA pue jjeys Suowe
UOISaY02 pue UOIIBIOgeR||0d Ylesaiul Joy uoijedaldde paseasdu|

(21-DT S313IN12Y UOIIDN|DAT

23s) uonejuawa|dwi 123foid uay) pue ‘s3a8png pue ‘sysey ‘sajod
‘s|eo8 jo suoissnasip y3noJayy uoneioqe||od 4oy Ayoeded panosdw|  w
(1111 $2M323[qO 235) 19W 3Je saARdR[qo 1d8fold  w

‘(uonanfsnps ssaidxa syupdiodnaod ‘paiinado

jueAd|aJ se pajesodiodul pue
pa15283ns aJe sjuswauljal [9POIN =
sjuald
|ernualod 1ay1o 01 Yinow JO pIOM
pue Sunedpiued Aq apniness
/1saJaqul ssaudxa Ssjual)  w
2ouepualle
pue juawiwwod eiA 393foid
J0J WISeISNYIua ssa.dxa siaulied =

sjuald

Suipulj ul |nysSaINS YoraINO =
uonediiyied

J99JUN|OA Ul 3SBADU| =
uonediyied

JUaId /AHUNWWOD Ul 3seadu|  w

ssa30.d u|
PaA|OAUI BJE pPUB ‘UOIIEdIUNWWOD
0] puodsai ‘sSunasw

pualie siaupied Ydiym 01 [9A97
(eseasour)

pa1eaJd SulpuelSISpUN JO [9AD]
(oseauour)

PaAJSS SIUBI[D JO JBQWINN =

N0 paled aJe spafold
painguisip Buipuny ‘pausis

sjuswaauide ‘suejd pazijeuly =
apew suolsiep

pue p|ay s8uil@aw Jo JSqWINN =

awn pue Asuow jo
ainyipuadxa yoed| "og
uoneAIasqo ‘g¢
Buidaay

pJodai/3upyel ajoN ‘eg

(s3ul1]2 pue s1233UNjoA)
sAaAINS J3asN 27
SU0I1eAIaSqO ‘gz
SMBIAI1U| ‘BT

SUOIIBAIRSQQ BT
SM3IAIIU| 'PT
shanins

-a4d ‘shanung o1
uayey

s3j0u SunddN ‘g1
play pue paziuesio

s|opow
Sunsixa Auy 1|

Ajunwwod

UlyIm 1sataqul [eiul py|
siaylo Aq

(102foad-a.1d) papuadxa
Ajpuauund spund *af
PpaAjoAul Ajjuanind
S1921UN|oA/JjelS

40 JaquinN "q|
Apuaiind panias ‘Aue

J1 ‘syualp Jo Jaquinn ‘el

s109foad yiepsiul
snoinaid jo sadA] "p|
P3A|OAUI $1991UN|OA
Jo JaquinN '3[
panjoAul

sJapea| Jo JaquinN ‘q[
[ERIISEN

40 JU3IX3 ‘syual|d
J0/pue $1991unjoA

#) Auanoe 1aaloud

sdiyssauyied
Yiepaul
10} |apow
1uadYjd pue
9|qeai|dau
e 31eal) [[]

‘paau ul
350y} yoeal
0} (s)109foud
1o Auied [

[ELE]

ysnouoq
1e (s)103foud
9A13BIOCR||0D

323/04d “63) S} NSaJ 91EIISUOWP A|JE|D 0} PIII||0D ADUBPIAT = 1N0 paliied saljiAlde uluueld  w | SSun@aw Jo #oed) ‘el unsixe jo |ana ‘el dojanaq ‘|
(343] 38 sanIAe
uonenjens 0 aie|al sasaipuaied ul siaquinu) S103e31pU| WO0INQ Slojedipuj SS8204d | SSIMAIDY uollenjeny ejeq auljaseg | saAnaalqo

[9A9] pooyJloqysiau/y3noloq ay1 1e pajuswa|dwi aq ued eyl s1oafoid aAllesoqe||0d dojaAsp 01 sisulied YUm MJIOA 2 [e0D/A3a1ea1S

€T0Z/1€/L0 :paiepdn

Z I9POIAl 21807 uonen|ead 10afoad diysiaunied yiepaiu|

61



APPENDIX C: Contact Tracking Log
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Date

Scheduled/
Unscheduled

Participant(s)

Type of
contact

one-time or
ongoing?

Duration
(mins)

Summary

Filled
in by:
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APPENDIX D: Evaluation Instruments

- Adult Pre-Test

- Adult Post-Test

- Youth Pre-Test

- Youth Post-Test

- Online Youth Survey

- Telephone Interview Instrument

- ICNY Supplemental Interview Questions
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INTERFAITH PARTNERSHIPS: SURVEY FOR RELIGIOUS LEADERS (PRE)

Religion Gender

Size of your congregation/community

Strongly
disagree

Somewhat
disagree

Don’t know/
neutral

Somewhat
Agree

Strongly
Agree

| understand the basic beliefs and practices of IsSlam

| understand the basic beliefs and practices of
Christianity

Muslims and Christians have a strong relationship in
our local community.

Muslims and Christians have a strong relationship in
New York City

When it comes to teachings about social justice and
caring for the poor and needy, Christianity and 1slam
have similar values and goals.

Working with my interfaith partners helps me do a
better job of serving peoplein need than if | work on
my own.

Interfaith dialogue and partnerships are worth the
time and effort they take.

Interfaith partnerships are a high priority for me
personally.

The leaders of my organization or house of worship
have a commitment to engage in interfaith dialogue
and partnerships.

My community members enjoy interfaith activities.

Interfaith partnerships help us find solutions to
problems our community members face.

Interfaith partnerships help my religious community
to break down negative stereotypes.

| feel comfortable turning to my interfaith partnersin
atime of need for my community.

I am interested in planning ajoint interfaith project
to address a community problem.

| have closer ties with my interfaith partners because
of our collaboration.

Can you name any common areas in which you and your interfaith partners work?

Can you name any goal s you share with your interfaith partner for socia justice?

Can you name any shared problems in your community?
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INTERFAITH PARTNERSHIPS: SURVEY FOR RELIGIOUS LEADERS (POST)
Religion Gender Size of your congregation/community

Strongly | Somewhat | Don’t know/ | Somewhat | Strongly
disagree | disagree neutral Agree Agree

| understand the basic beliefs and practices of IsSlam

| understand the basic beliefs and practices of
Christianity

Muslims and Christians have a strong relationship in
our local community.

Muslims and Christians have a strong relationship in
New York City

When it comes to teachings about socia justice and
caring for the poor and needy, Christianity and Islam
have similar values and goals.

Working with my interfaith partners helps me do a
better job of serving people in need than if | work on
my own.

Interfaith dialogue and partnerships are worth the
time and effort they take.

Interfaith partnerships are a high priority for me
personaly.

The leaders of my organization or house of worship
have a commitment to engage in interfaith dialogue
and partnerships.

My community members enjoy interfaith activities.

Interfaith partnerships help us find solutions to
problems our community members face.

Interfaith partnerships help my religious community
to break down negative stereotypes.

| feel comfortable turning to my interfaith partnersin
atime of need for my community.

| aminterested in planning ajoint interfaith project
to address a community problem.

| have closer ties with my interfaith partners because
of our collaboration.

Please turn over for questions on back
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Can you name any common areasin
which you and your interfaith partners
work?

Can you name any goals you share with
your interfaith partner for social justice?

Can you name any shared problemsin
your community?

What aspect of this project do you think
you will remember the most?

Based on your experience with the
project, what do you think you would tell
your friends now about interfaith work
that you might not have told them before
this project?
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INTERFAITH PARTNERSHIPS: SURVEY FOR YOUTH (PRE)

Religion Gender Age Home ZIP Code:
Strongly | Somewhat | Don’t know/ | Somewhat | Strongly
disagree | disagree neutral Agree Agree
1. | understand the basic beliefs and practices of

Islam.

2. | understand the basic beliefs and practices of
Christianity.

3. | havevisited a mosque at least once in my
life.

4. | have visited a Catholic church at least once
inmy life.

5. My community members enjoy getting
together with people of different religions.

6. Talking and working with people of different
religions have helped my community break
down negative stereotypes.

7. Mudimsand Christians have a strong
relationship in our local community.

8.  When it comesto caring for the poor and
needy, Christianity and Islam have similar
values and goals.

9. Theleaders of my church or mosque have
spoken to the community about talking and
working with people of other religions.

10. | know other young people my age who have
participated in activities with other religions.

11. | have both Muslim and Christian friends.

12. | am willing to commit afew hours each
month to work on a project with young
people from another religion.

13. Can you name any problems that both your
religious communities and other communities
face?

14. What would be a useful project for your

community to work on with young people of
another religion?
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Religion

INTERFAITH PARTNERSHIPS: SURVEY FOR YOUTH (POST)
Home ZIP Code;

Gender

Age

Strongly
Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Don’t know/
neutral

Somewhat
Agree

Strongly
Agree

1

| understand the basic beliefs and
practices of 1slam.

| understand the basic beliefs and
practices of Christianity.

| have visited a mosque at least oncein
my life.

| have visited a Catholic church at least
oncein my life.

My community members enjoy getting
together with people of different
religions.

Talking and working with people of
different religions has helped my
community break down negative
stereotypes.

Muslims and Christians have a strong
relationship in our local community.

When it comes to caring for the poor
and needy, Christianity and Islam have
similar values and goals.

The leaders of my church or mosgue
have spoken to the community about
talking and working with people of
other religions.

10.

| know other young people my age who
have participated in activities with other
religions.

11.

| have both Muslim and Christian
friends.

12.

| am willing to commit a few hours each
month to work on a project with young
people from another religion.

13.

This project helped me feel closer to
students in the group who are of
different faiths.

14.

This project gave me knowledge to
make me a more effective team member
in interfaith work.
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15.

Can you name any problems that both
your religious communities and other
religious communities face?

16.

What aspect of this project do you think
you will remember the most?

17.

Based on your experience with the
project, what do you think you would
tell your friends now about interfaith
work that you might not have told them
before?
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INTERFAITH ONLINE YOUTH SURVEY
2014

Section I.

This is a survey for young people to help understand how they feel about interactions
between people from different religions (also called “interfaith” interactions). Take as much
time as you want, but it will probably take you less than five minutes to complete. Please
answer all questions as best you can.

This survey is anonymous, so don’t tell us your name. But we do need some basic information
about you to get you started.

Religion:

Age:

Gender:

Zip Code:

Do you attend a church, mosque, or other house of worship weekly?

Section Il.
Please respond to the following statements.

1. I understand the basic beliefs and practices of Islam.
0 Yes
o0 Sort of
o0 No

2. 1 understand the basic beliefs and practices of Christianity.
0 Yes
o0 Sort of
o0 No

3. | have visited a mosque at least once in my life.
o Yes
o No

4. | have visited a Christian church at least once in my life.

0 Yes
o No
Section lll.

Please respond as best you can to the following statements.

5. I am open to having good friends of a very different religion.
0 Yes
o Sort of
o No
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6. | have both Christian and Muslim friends.
0 Yes
0 Sort of
0 No

7. If | had a friend from a very different religion, my other friends would accept them.
0 Yes
o0 Sort of
o0 No
0 Don’t know

Section IV.
Please respond as best you can to the following statements.

8. When it comes to caring for the poor and needy, Christianity and Islam have similar values
and goals.

0 Yes

o Sort of

o0 No

0 Don’t know

9. It is helpful to the community if Christians and Muslims cooperate with each other on local
issues and needs.

o Yes

o Sort of

o No

o0 Don’t know

10. Muslims and Christians have a strong relationship in my local community.
0 Yes
o0 Sort of
o0 No
0 Don’t know

11. Interfaith partnerships have helped people in my own religious community or house of
worship to break down negative stereotypes about other religions.

0 Yes

o Sort of

o0 No

0 Don’t know

Section V.
12. | would be willing to work a few hours each month on a social service project that
involved Christian and Muslim youth.

0 Yes

0 Maybe

o0 No
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13. Can you think of any kind of useful interfaith youth project for your community? If so,
please describe your idea briefly:

14. Please tell us briefly about any interesting experiences you have had with people from
other religions:

15. Please add any other comments that you think are important:

Survey behavior upon completion:
Submit

Thank you for taking the survey, we really appreciate it. Please help us out and send this
survey link to a friend or two.

Goes to ICNY website
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ICNY Participant Experience Telephone Interviews
March/April 2014

Telephone Call One: Introduction, Scheduling
(Follow-up within a day or two of the email sent by Sarah Sayeed from ICNY to
participants)

Interviewer:

Stakeholder:

Title:

Organization:

Phone #:

Hello

My name is . You received an email on March 27 from Sarah Sayeed of the
Interfaith Center of New York about the Catholic-Muslim partnership project that you
have been involved with. Our company, LTG Associates, is the evaluator for the
project.

As Sarah mentioned in her email, we would like to conduct 20 to 30-minute telephone
interviews with key stakeholders. We hope to schedule these calls during the next
week or two if possible. Would you have time in the next week or so for a
conversation?  Yes No

If respondent agrees, complete the information below. Also verify that the
information above (e.g., spelling, title) is correct.

Interview Date: Start Time: am/pm

Is this number the best one to call you on for the interview?

Thank you very much, | will give you a call then.

Was stakeholder available at scheduled time? Yes / No  If no, left message?

If rescheduled, new date and time:
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Telephone Call Two: Interview Call

INTERVIEW EXPLANATION AND INFORMED CONSENT

= As | mentioned previously, we are from LTG Associates, the evaluator for the Interfaith
Center of New York Catholic-Muslim social service partnership project. This telephone
interview is part of our data gathering process.

[For Imams Talib and Tahir: We spoke with you in fall of 2012, so thank you for your prior

participation.]

= Attimesin our report to ICNY we may discuss conversations with individuals. We will
protect the confidentiality of those who wish it. At your option, you may choose to be
identified or not identified in our evaluation report. If you wish to remain anonymous, we
will not use any information that could identify you personally. Also, we sometimes use
qguotes from individuals in our reporting to help illustrate a point. If anonymous, we would
not identify you. Would it be OK to quote you?

o Interviewee agreed to be identified in reporting: Yes / No
0 Interviewee agreed to have quotes used: Yes / No

= As we go through the interview, you may choose not to answer any question, and you may
stop the interview at any point. For accuracy’s sake | would like to record our conversation.

Would that be OK with you? Yes/No

= Do you have any questions before we begin?

Thank you, let’s begin. I'll first turn on the recorder and make a time stamp.
Turn on recorder.
This is and the date today is

This is an ICNY interfaith project conversation. Our interviewee has consented to being
recorded, is that right?

OK, let’s go to our first question.
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Questions for all Boroughs

Programmatic

1. Did this project contribute to a deeper and stronger understanding among the
partners?

Can you give a specific example?

2. This project expected partners to work together on shared interests and concerns.
What key, shared interests, if any, have you discovered with your interfaith
partner(s)?

3. What similarities, if any, have you discovered in how each religion views social
justice?

o Did the collaboration reinforce any similarities you were already aware of?

4. In your view, what were the two or three most important results of your
partnership?

o Did you see any new relationships develop, personally or professionally, for
yourself or others?

5. What can be done to involve more people in your community in interfaith dialogue
and action?

Personal
6. What aspect of this partnership do you think you will remember the most?

7. What is the most important lesson you learned through your participation?
o Were you surprised by anything you learned? (esp. about the other faith)

Borough-specific Questions
Harlem Women’s Group
Do you know how the dialogue got started?
What are the factors that keep it going?
What are the challenges to keeping a dialogue going, and how can they be overcome?

Is there a need in other communities for such dialogues between women of different
faiths? Would there be openness to it, or is this something special to New York?

What is needed to start a similar dialogue in other communities?
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Harlem Clergy

What are the challenges to keeping a dialogue going, and how can they be overcome?
Can dialogue lead to other things, such as shared actions?

Bronx

Do you think social service projects are a good mechanism to increase interfaith
dialogue and understanding? Please explain.

What are the challenges to keeping a dialogue going, and how can they be overcome?
Is there anything that you wanted to happen that did not happen? Please explain.
Staten Island

What are the challenges to keeping a dialogue going, and how can they be overcome?

Similarly, how would you advise others on creating a similar, sustainable action
program?

Why do you think the youth of your faith participated?

What would work best to develop the interest of other youth?

How can parents become more engaged in youth interfaith dialogue and action?
Closing Questions

8. What can you say now about interfaith partnerships that you might not have said
before the project?

9. Can you suggest any improvements for a future interfaith project like this?
10.1s there anything that | did not ask that you think is important for us to know?
11.Do you have any questions for me?

Thank you very much for your time and thoughts.

End time:
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APPENDIX E: Data Extraction Template
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Data Extraction Form — ICNY Phone I nterviews

April 2014

Interviewer
initials

Transcriber
initials

Date

Respondent
Name

title/org

Borough

Interview
date

Quotes OK?

Indv.

Borough

CODES

Questions

1. Did this project contribute to a deeper and stronger
understanding among the partners? Can you give a specific
example?

2. This project expected partners to work together on shared
interests and concerns. What key, shared interests, if any, have
you discovered with your interfaith partner(s)?
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3. What similarities, if any, have you discovered in how each
religion views social justice?

o Did the collaboration reinforce any similarities you were
already aware of?

4. In your view, what were the two or three most important
results of your partnership?

o Did you see any new relationships develop, personally or
professionally?

5. What can be done to involve more people in your community
in interfaith dialogue and action?

6. What aspect of this partnership do you think you will
remember the most?

7. What is the most important lesson you learned through your
participation?

o Were you surprised by anything you learned? (esp. about the
other faith)
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8. What can you say now about interfaith partnerships that you
might not have said before the project?

9. Can you suggest any improvements for a future interfaith
project like this?

10. Is there anything that | did not ask that you think is important
for us to know?

11. Do you have any questions for me?

BOROUGH SPECIFIC QUESTIONS

Harlem
women

Do you know how the dialogue got started?

What are the factors that keep it going?
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What are the challenges to keeping a dialogue going, and how
can they be overcome?

Do you think there is a need in other communities for such
dialogues between women of different faiths?

What is needed to start a similar dialogue in other communities?

Harlem What are the challenges to keeping a dialogue going, and how
Clergy can they be overcome?

Can dialogue lead to other things, such as shared actions?

Do you think social service projects are a good mechanism to
Bronx

increase interfaith dialogue and understanding? Please explain.
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What are the challenges to keeping a dialogue going, and how
can they be overcome?

Is there anything that you wanted to happen that did not
happen? Please explain.

Staten
Island

What are the challenges to keeping a dialogue going, and how
can they be overcome?

Similarly, how would you advise others on creating a similar,
sustainable action program?

Why do you think the youth of your faith participated?

What would work best to develop the interest of other youth?

How can parents become more engaged in youth interfaith
dialogue and action?
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CONTACT TRACKING LOG

All Contacts, 2013 and 2014
Tracking emails, texts, telephone, voicemail, and in-person contacts

All Contacts | Email/Text Telephone In Person
Jan 29 26 1 2
Feb 20 17 1 2
Mar 32 29 0 3
Apr 4 2 0 2
May 7 0 2 5
o Jun 8 2 1 5
R | 15 7 5 3
Aug 24 18 5 1
Sep 83 71 6 6
Oct 63 47 10 6
Nov 83 77 2 4
Dec 63 58 1 4
Jan 78 75 0 3
Feb 50 45 0 5
Mar 67 60 2 5
Apr 13 11 0 2
May 6 4 0 2
< Jun 14 13 0 1
& Jul 6 5 0 1
Aug 5 5 0 0
Sep 13 13 0 0
Oct 38 37 0 1
Nov 51 50 0 1
Dec 19 17 1 1
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ADULT PRE- AND POST-SURVEY RESULTS

Questions One and Two

“I understand the basic beliefs and practices of Islam/Christianity.”

Strongly Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Strongly
agree agree disagree disagree
Pre 54% 29% 7% 11% 0%
Islam
Post 62% 23% 8% 8% 0%
Pre 75% 18% 7% 0% 0%
Christianity
Post 77% 23% 0% 0% 0%
Q1: “l understand the basic beliefs and practices of Islam.”
70%
B Pre M Post
53%
35%
- .

Strongly Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Strongly
agree agree disagree disagree
Q2: “l understand the basic beliefs and practices of
Christianity.”
80%
M Pre m Post
60%
40%
- -
0% |
Strongly Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Strongly
agree agree disagree disagree
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“l understand the basic beliefs and practices of Islam.” (By respondents’ religion)

Strongly | Somewha Somewha | Strongly
Neutral . .
agree t agree t disagree | disagree
) Pre 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Muslim
d
respondents | post 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%
- Pre 14% 50% 14% 21% 0%
Christian
d
responcents | post 20% 60% 0% 20% 0%

“I understand the basic beliefs and practices of Christianity.” (By respondents’ religion)

Strongly | Somewha Somewha | Strongly
Neutral ) .
agree t agree t disagree | disagree
Musli Pre 64% 18% 18% 0% 0%
uslim
d
respondents Post 83% 17% 0% 0% 0%
- Pre 93% 7% 0% 0% 0%
Christian
respondents Post 80% 20% 0% 0% 0%

60%

45%

30%

15%

0%

90%

68%

45%

23%

0%

Q1: “l understand the basic beliefs and

practices of Islam.” (Christian respondents)

HPre mPost

Strongly Somewhat Neutral

agree

agree

Somewhat Strongly

disagree disagree

Q2: “l understand the basic beliefs and practices

of Christianity.” (Muslim respondents)

M Pre W Post

Strongly Somewhat

agree

agree

Neutral
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Questions Three and Four

“Muslims and Christians have a strong relationship in our community.”
“Muslims and Christians have a strong relationship in New York City.”

Strongly | Somewhat Neutral Somewhat | Strongly
agree agree disagree disagree
Pre 35% 38% 19% 4% 4%
Community
Post 23% 46% 23% 8% 0%
Pre 16% 48% 28% 8% 0%
New York City
Post 31% 31% 31% 8% 0%
Q3: "Muslims and Christians have a strong relationship
50% in our community."
B Pre MPost
38%
25%
N '
0% ‘ .
Strongly Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Strongly
agree agree disagree disagree
Q4: "Muslims and Christians have a strong relationship in
63% New York City."
B Pre MWPost
50%
38%
25%
13%
Strongly =~ Somewhat Neutral Somewhat  Strongly
agree agree disagree disagree
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Question Five

“When it comes to teachings about social justice and caring for the poor and needy, Christianity
and Islam have similar values and goals.”

Strongly | Somewhat | Neutral | Somewhat | Strongly
agree agree disagree disagree
Pre 71% 21% 4% 0% 4%
Post 69% 31% 0% 0% 0%
80%
B Pre W Post
60%
40%
0% — —
Strongly  Somewhat Neutral Somewhat  Strongly
agree agree disagree disagree

Questions Six and Seven

“Working with my interfaith partners helps me do a better job of serving people in need than if
| work on my own.”
“Interfaith dialogue and partnerships are worth the time and effort they take.”

Strongly Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Strongly

agree agree disagree disagree
Partners Pre 65% 35% 0% 0% 0%

do better
Post 58% 25% 17% 0% 0%
Worth the Pre 86% 14% 0% 0% 0%
time

Post 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%

89



Q6: "Working with my interfaith partners helps me do a better
job of serving people in need than if | work on my own."

70%
B Pre ®mPost
53%
35%
- . I
0%
Strongly Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Strongly
agree agree disagree disagree
Q7: "Interfaith dialogue and partnerships are worth the time
100% and effort they take."
M Pre mPost
75%
50%
25%
[
Strongly Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Strongly
agree agree disagree disagree

Question Eight

“Interfaith partnerships are a high priority for me personally.”

Strongly | Somewhat | Neutral Somewhat Strongly

agree agree disagree disagree
Pre 68% 29% 0% 4% 0%
Post 77% 23% 0% 0% 0%
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Question Nine

“The leaders of my organization or house of worship have a commitment to engage in interfaith

100%

M Pre W Post
80%
60%
40%

. -
0% _—
Strongly Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Strongly
agree agree disagree disagree

dialogue and partnerships.”

Question Ten

Strongly | Somewhat | Neutral Somewhat Strongly
agree agree disagree disagree
Pre 54% 32% 14% 0% 0%
Post 69% 23% 8% 0% 0%
88%
B Pre W Post
70%
53%
35%
18%
0% -
Strongly Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Strongly
agree agree disagree disagree
“My community members enjoy interfaith activities.”
Strongly | Somewhat | Neutral | Somewhat | Strongly
agree agree disagree disagree
Pre 32% 46% 18% 1% 0%
Post 38% 38% 15% 8% 0%
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50%
38%
25%
13%

0%

Question Eleven

“Interfaith partnerships help us find solutions to problems our community members face.”

B Pre M Post

Strongly  Somewhat
agree

agree

Neutral

Somewhat

disagree

Strongly
disagree

Strongly Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Strongly
agree agree disagree disagree
Pre 64% 21% 14% 0% 0%
Post 54% 46% 0% 0% 0%
70%
M Pre W Post
53%
35%
18%
000 I
Strongly Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Strongly
agree agree disagree disagree

Question Twelve

“Interfaith partnerships help my religious community to break down negative stereotypes.”

Strongly | Somewhat Neutral Somewhat | Strongly

agree agree disagree disagree
Pre 63% 30% 7% 0% 0%
Post 85% 15% 0% 0% 0%
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Question Thirteen

“| feel comfortable turning to my interfaith partners in a time of need for my community.”

I M Pre W Post

ongly

Somewhat
agree

Neutral

Somewhat
disagree

Strongly

disagree

Strongly Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Strongly
agree agree disagree disagree
Pre 52% 33% 11% 4% 0%
Post 58% 33% 8% 0% 0%
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agree agree disagree disagree

Question Fourteen

“I am interested in planning a joint interfaith project to address a community problem.”

Strongly | Somewhat | Neutral | Somewhat | Strongly

agree agree disagree disagree
Pre 64% 18% 14% 1% 0%
Post 46% 38% 15% 0% 0%
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Question Fifteen

“l have closer ties with my interfaith partners because of our collaboration.”

Strongly | Somewhat | Neutral Somewhat Strongly
agree agree disagree disagree
Pre 57% 36% 7% 0% 0%
Post 77% 23% 0% 0% 0%
100%
M Pre W Post
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40%
20%
0% |
Strongly ~ Somewhat  Neutral  Somewhat  Strongly
agree agree disagree disagree

Additional Structured Questions
“Can you name any common areas in which you and your interfaith partners work?”

Twenty-six respondents in the pre-survey and 12 respondents in the post-survey provided a
number of common areas, often closely alighed with issues of social justice. The most
commonly mentioned were poverty-related issues including food and hunger as well as
homeless/housing, legal issues/crime, and exploring shared values. The complete list is as
follows:
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Pre Post

Food and hunger (including food justice, food security, food pantries) 8 5
Legal issues (including police, crime, domestic violence, drug abuse, 6 1
public safety, immigration)

Exploring shared values, problem solving, interfaith understanding, 4 )
religious tolerance, breaking down stereotypes between religions

Education (including youth & adult education) 4 2
Homelessness/housing 4 1
Health (including mental health), health care 3 2
Youth issues 3 0
Community service & outreach 2 3
Poverty 1 4
Racism 1 1
Environment 1 0
World peace 1 0
Access to public services 0 1

“Can you name any goals you share with your interfaith partner for social justice?”

Twenty-two respondents offered a number of shared goals. Some individual respondents
simply repeated their answers from the prior question, and in general group responses parallel
those from the prior question. Interestingly, two other individual wrote “no” or “N/A” in
response to this question.

Pre Post

Violence (including domestic violence awareness) 5 0
Helping the poor 4 2
Food and hunger 4 2
Education 4 1
Improved relations between community members including fighting 4 0
racism

Immigrant rights 3 2
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Gender equality, women's/girls' rights 3 1
Homelessness/housing 3 0
Youth (including leadership & academics) 2 0
Community service 1 2
Employment 1 0
Drug/alcohol abuse 1 0
Environment 1 0
Freedom, justice, equality 1 0
Mental health 1 0
Spreading mutual respect/understanding, increasing outside awareness, 0 7
give voice to community members, trust and relationship building

Peace 0 1

“Can you name any shared problems in your community?”

Responses from 27 respondents in the pre-survey and 12 respondents in the post-survey
paralleled the prior two questions. Issues of social justice, poverty, literacy, domestic violence
and other crimes, hunger, homelessness, immigrant rights, the elderly, youth, family, and
health were all noted. Additionally, five respondents mentioned a lack of communication or

awareness among faiths, stereotypes, and acceptance of individuals.

Pre Post

Crime, unsafe neighborhoods, violence, drugs, alcohol, law enforcement 10 2
Housing, homelessness including displacement of poor due to 3 1
gentrification

Poverty 6 4
Ignorance of basic beliefs, relationships of faiths, mistrust, fighting 4 )
stereotypes

Health care, health (including mental health) 4 2
Immigration 4 1
Racism 3 0
Social justice 2 2
Domestic violence 2 2
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Youth programs 2 1

Education, low literacy levels 2 1
Hunger 2 0
Women's issues, women and children in distress 2 0
Family breakdown 2 0
Unemployment 0 3

Lack of communication among faith organizations/leaders to promote

interfaith activism 1 0
Environmental justice 1 0
Equality 1 0
Human trafficking 1 0
Potable water access 1 0
Issues faced by the elderly 1 0
Child care 0 1

“What aspect of this project do you think you will remember the most?”

Two additional questions were asked in the post-survey. Eleven individuals provided a
response. All respondents mentioned that coming together to share and build trust and
relationships was the most memorable part of the project. Members in the women’s group
referred to the personal relationships built through the project as an “outpouring of friendship”
and a “sisterly bond.”

“Based on your experience with the project, what do you think you would tell your friends
now about interfaith work that you might not have told them before this project?”

Ten respondents commented. Six of them noted that interfaith work including relationship
building across faiths is important and rewarding. One of them described that the interfaith
project has empowered women to help improve their community. Half of the respondents
indicated that the project has enabled them to appreciate the beliefs and values of other faiths
and understand that they share the same goals.

97



YOUTH PRE- AND POST-SURVEY RESULTS
Figures provided by ICNY Staff

Q1. I understand basic beliefs & practices of Islam.
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Q2. | understand basic beliefs & practices of Christianity.
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Q3. | have visited a mosque at least once in my life.
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Q4. | have visited a Catholic church at least once in my life.
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Q5. My community members enjoy getting together with
people of different religions.
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Q6. Talking & working with people of different religions
helps my community break down negative stereotypes.
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Q7. Muslims & Christians have a strong relationship in our
local community.
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Q8. When it comes to caring for the poor & needy,
Christianity & Islam have similar values & goals.
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Q9. Leaders of my church/mosque speak to the community
about talking & working with people of other religions.
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Q10. | know other young people my age who have
participated in activities with other religions.
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Q11. I have both Muslim & Christian friends.
12
(]
]
c
[}
Q 9 M Pre W Post—
)
[}
(-4
Yo
O 6
>
9
c
g3
=2
: _ mm
L=
“ oo N : : : .
Strongly Disagree Somewhat DisagreeDon't know/ Neutral Somewhat Agree
Q12. | am willing to commit a few hours each month to work on
a project with young people from another religion.
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Q 13. This Project helped me feel closer to students in the
group who are of different faiths.
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Q 14. This project gave me knowledge to make a more
effective team member in interfaith work.
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