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Abstract: This paper shows the outputs of a study on interfaith dialogue based on com-
munity action in Catalonia (Spain). Our hypothesis was to check to what extent interfaith
dialogue is a facilitator of community action. The study was carried out between 2023
and 2024 in three phases: the first one devoted to mapping the existing practices within
the research context; a second one focused on building an indicators system as well as an
instrument for monitoring and assessing interfaith dialogue practices based on community
action (the questionnaire QCID_CA); and a third one oriented to identify some conditions
for success. We implemented qualitative methods: document analysis, individual inter-
views, focus groups, active participant observation from an ethnographic position, and
comparative analysis. We identified the existing interfaith dialogue practices in Catalonia
that are developed under community action; we raised some indicators to assess these
practices to promote community action within local contexts; we validated the QCID_CA
tool by contrasting it with current interfaith dialogue practices; and we confirmed the
dialectical relationship between interfaith dialogue and community action. Interfaith di-
alogue practices based on community action print a real influence on social interactions
in the contexts where they take place. This is the reason to implement a public policy
based on some principles like knowledge, acknowledgement, action, and transformation.
Interfaith dialogue aims to confront individualism and social fragmentation, which may
be the prelude to increasing inequalities and exclusion. It also fights against a passive
understanding of citizenship by inviting participants to feel like active agents in raising
their standards of living. And more: interfaith dialogue based on community action creates
alliances between participants to face the lack of spirituality nowadays. Some limitations
were raised from the analysis, mostly related to the number of analyzed cases and the
instrument’s implementation. Further research should be required to explore that.

Keywords: religion; religious diversity; interfaith dialogue; community action; interculturality

1. Introduction
Interfaith dialogue is a reality worldwide. This dialogue is revealed as a substan-

tial space for a democratic building and social development in Africa (Coppola 2024;
Nkulu-N’Sengha 2023), a significant tool to fight against extremism and prejudices in the
Middle East and Asia (Cao 2024; Khan 2024), or a strategy to foster social cohesion in
Australia (McDonald 2023). Interfaith dialogue grows under the umbrella of a soft-religion
understanding (Galtung 1997). A soft-religion paradigm that seeks relationship, mutual
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understanding, and recognition of the otherness, in front of a hard-religion concept that
rather requires intrareligious dialogue.

In Europe, the religious landscape is heterogeneous, with many religious communities
living side by side, and interfaith dialogue becomes essential to guarantee religious freedom
and social cohesion (Mernissi 2023). interfaith dialogue becomes the path towards a religious
pluralism committed to action (op.cit.). This dialogue, as a dimension of a wider intercultural
dialogue (Birzea 2008), can be understood under two basic approaches in the European
continent: as a field of social action and cooperation and as public policy (Lehmann 2020).

European citizens are supposed to be competent in interreligious dialogue, and these
competences should be considered by the school curriculum (Aneas et al. 2023). An
interreligious competence that includes dimensions such as: (1) the ability to learn, to
understand, and to critically analyze; (2) the capacity to manage the emotions that may
arise in these situations of discomfort, ambiguity, or confusion; and (3) the skills required
for the regulation of behavior based on all these conditioning factors (op.cit.).

This paper shows the main outputs of research on interfaith dialogue as social action
in a specific European context, Catalonia (Spain), with a special focus on the social skills
required to implement it. In other words, our aim is to explore the relationship between
interfaith dialogue and community action and what conditions shape this dialogue as a
good practice for community development. Catalonia has a long tradition of interfaith
dialogue, and it is a part of public policy. As stated by the Catalan Religious Diversity
Advisory Board (Generalitat de Catalunya 2014), a willingness to achieve mutual under-
standing is key to the diversity management process and, based on the universal ability to
communicate, must prevail in interaction and dialogue between groups. The latest survey
on interfaith dialogue in Catalonia identified up to 167 practices between 2022 and 2024,
implemented by 15 different religious groups (Sabaté 2024).

Today, the significance of interfaith dialogue, coupled with community action, is
increasingly recognized, since religious and cultural diversity is a reality that poses chal-
lenges for living together and social cohesion (Orton 2016). This has been particularly
highlighted in recent times, exemplified by its reaction to community needs during the
pandemic—an example of its paradigmatic importance (Casavecchia et al. 2023)—or other
current challenges such as climate change (Albareda-Tiana et al. 2024).

Interfaith dialogue refers to the process of communication and mutual understanding
between people coming from different religious traditions and/or beliefs. The aim is to
promote harmony and cooperation between these people and to promote peace-building
and justice in their communities (Ibrahim et al. 2012), as well as to develop theological
and spiritual issues. For many years now there has been a growing recognition of the
importance of interfaith dialogue throughout the world. Globalization, increased mobility
and immigration, and religious conflicts have led to greater contact and dialogue between
people of different religious traditions and beliefs (Mitri 1997).

One of the challenges of interfaith dialogue is that of representativeness. The tendency
for dialogue participants to be leaders from predominant religions often misrepresents a
community’s religious diversity and minimizes the contributions of grassroots individuals.
Moreover, those without religious ties frequently find themselves marginalized from inter-
faith debates. In addition, people who have no religious affiliation can be excluded from
interfaith dialogue, leaving no room for an interconvictional dialogue (Fundació Ferrer i
Guàrdia 2022). To face this challenge, research provides evidence on how some groups
try to involve a wider spectrum of people, including young people, women, or religious
minorities (Cornelio and Salera 2012; Fundació Ferrer i Guàrdia 2021; Kuppinger 2019;
Rigual et al. 2022; Sabariego Puig et al. 2017).
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Mutual understanding presents another challenge. Religious differences in a frame-
work of diversity can lead to misunderstandings and conflicts. It is not uncommon to find
individuals from various religious backgrounds harboring prejudices and stereotypes about
the beliefs and practices of others. (Abu-Nimer 2004; Kruja 2021). The literature points out
that, to overcome these challenges, interfaith dialogue must be a continuous process based
on mutual respect. Communities must be open to learning about the beliefs and practices
of others and be willing to question their own beliefs and prejudices (Edwards 2018; Van
Esdonk and Wiegers 2019; Helskog 2015; Pope 2021).

Community action, on the other hand, refers to the collaboration between members of
a community to face challenges and improve the community’s standards of living (Gomà
2008). This can include activities such as the improvement of the urban environments
where these communities live, the promotion of education and training of young people,
or the care of people in situations of social vulnerability. Community action is important
because it can foster cooperation and empowerment among community members. Like
interfaith dialogue, community action encounters its own set of challenges, notably the
sustainability of its initiatives over time. Many community action initiatives depend on
external resources, which may restrict their reach and long-term action. Moreover, without
a clear strategy and a unified vision, these efforts risk becoming fragmented and inefficient.
To overcome these challenges, community action must be seen as a long-term investment,
a project that goes beyond the here-and-now of our infocratic society (Byung-Chul Han
2022). Community action initiatives, for them to become structural, must be based on
collaboration and sustained participation (Essomba 2019).

The relationship between interfaith dialogue and community action has been proved
since both initiatives aim to promote peace-building, justice, and harmony in society
(Ibrahim et al. 2012; Orton 2016). As mentioned above, interfaith dialogue belongs to that
soft-religion approach focused on relationships and social development (Galtung 1997).
This approach is revealed as coherent with the aim of social transformation associated with
community action. Europe is a context where interfaith dialogue is mostly developed as a
practical activity oriented to social action (Lehmann 2020). Through interfaith dialogue,
prejudices and cultural barriers that exist among different religions and communities can
be minimized. This can help foster cooperation and mutual understanding, which can lead
to more robust community action and collective problem-solving. Community action can
also be a means to promote interfaith dialogue. When working together on community
projects, people with different beliefs and cultures can learn about their similarities and
differences and develop greater understanding and mutual respect.

In many cases, interfaith dialogue and community action have been monitored to
address specific issues, such as the fight against poverty, the promotion of education and
training, or the resolution of conflicts, both in an international and a national context
(Daddow et al. 2019; Meri 2021; Puig et al. 2018; Baños et al. 2022). In addition, interfaith
dialogue and community action can also be a way to face wider social and political chal-
lenges. For example, in some countries, religious organizations have worked together to
tackle climate change challenges (Purnomo 2020).

However, we cannot avoid mentioning the obstacles in the promotion of interfaith
dialogue and community action pointed out in this research. As we said, one of the biggest
challenges is the lack of understanding and tolerance that can emerge between communities
belonging to different religions and cultures (Abu-Nimer 2001; Edwards 2018; Farrell 2014;
Miller 2017; Pallavicini 2016; Vilà Baños et al. 2018). This can prevent collaboration and
mutual work on community projects. A certain absence of trust due to historical conflicts
between different religious groups can hinder cooperation and community action (Helskog
2015; Kuppinger 2019). In addition, more general challenges in promoting interfaith
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dialogue and community action can be found. For example, linguistic and cultural barriers
that hinder communication between different religious groups (Kruja 2021; Mitri 1997) and
logistical and institutional challenges that often arise in the organization of community
projects. Despite these challenges, the research literature provides evidence on numerous
initiatives around the world to promote interfaith dialogue based on community action.
In the context where our research took place, Catalonia (Spain), some studies confirm the
potential of both dimensions, from a social perspective (Freixa-Niella et al. 2021) as well as
from an educational one (Baños et al. 2022). However, all of them refer to the absence of a
systematic collection of practices, the lack of tools to monitor and assess these projects, or
the need to highlight the necessary public policy to support it. These are the gaps we aim
to fill with our work.

2. Materials and Methods
The methods of this research are qualitative. Our hypothesis was to check to what

extent interfaith dialogue is a facilitator of community action. The research was run in three
phases. and some specific methods were allocated for each phase. Through all this, we
envisaged reaching the following research goals:

• To identify the existing interfaith dialogue practices based on community action
in Catalonia.

• To set up an indicators system for monitoring and assessing interfaith dialogue prac-
tices based on community action in local contexts.

• To identify conditions for success from the analysis of local practices of interfaith
dialogue based on community action.

In phase 1, we first run a literature review together with some interviews with three
highly qualified experts in the field. The literature review was conducted by using criteria
to ensure the relevance and significance of sources, including public administration publi-
cations, NGOs’ reports, and scientific papers. It was helpful to set up scientific networking
with other research in process on interfaith dialogue’s mapping and become inspired by
some of their preliminary results. Regarding the interviews, they were conducted with
three key stakeholders, selected because of their expertise and experience in the field. We
balanced their representativeness regarding public administration, social organizations,
and academia. The outputs of all these research actions allowed us to set up a first state-of-
the-art about interfaith dialogue practices based on community action in Catalonia. Then
this draft report was validated by two external judges from AUDIR, the UNESCO Interfaith
Dialogue Association. This NGO operates in Catalonia but with an international scope—it
organized the World Parliament of Religions—and it is the main stakeholder in interfaith
dialogue in the country. The experts from AUDIR refined and improved our findings
through a systematic analysis according to Gomà (2008)’s definition. The final output of
this phase was an updated map on interfaith dialogue practices based on community action
in Catalonia.

In phase 2, the focus of the research was the design of an indicators system for
monitoring and assessing interfaith dialogue practices based on community action. This
design was made within the frame of a focus group. Three sessions were conducted
online: a first for conceptual clarification and categories’ identification; a second one for
the indicators design stricto senso; and a third one to validate the draft proposal. The
focus group consisted of nine participants representing the public administration, social
organizations, and academia. The group dynamics were set on brainstorming, open
discussion, and consensus. The output of this phase was a set of indicators for monitoring
and assessing interfaith dialogue practices based on community action. We must be aware
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of the limitations when using it in other cultural contexts since the focus group’s members
belonged to the same cultural framework.

In phase 3, we went through a deeper understanding of some interfaith dialogue prac-
tices based on community action. During this phase, two cases were chosen intentionally
according to criteria of relevance, significance, territoriality, and confessionalism: the case
of Badalona and the case of Manresa. Badalona is the third largest city in Catalonia, with
a population of 224.301 inhabitants (2023), and is placed within the metropolitan area of
Barcelona. It has a long tradition of welcoming migrant populations from all over the
world, and it is well known for its rich cultural, religious, and linguistic diversity. On
the other hand, Manresa has a population of 80.208 inhabitants (2023), and it is placed
in the Catalan countryside. As a pole of attraction of newcomers to work in agriculture
and industry, Manresa has a wide religious diversity and one of the longest traditions of
interfaith dialogue in Catalonia. The fieldwork on both sites consisted of a total of four
interviews, six active participant observations of interfaith dialogue activities, and four
document analyses between March and June 2024. Two field reports came up from this
fieldwork. Both reports were the key sources of information to proceed on a comparative
analysis. The main output of this phase was a validated instrument for monitoring and
assessing interfaith dialogue practices on community action.

The theoretical framework for designing the indicators system came from Hatry
(2014)’s contributions. Thus, criteria of relevance, clarity, consistency, precision, accessibility,
relevance, and adaptability were taken into account in the configuration of the indicators
system, and a three-step procedure was followed when leading the focus group: a first step
defining objectives and the conceptual frame; a second step identifying measurement areas,
that is, identifying the areas or aspects that will be measured; and a third step in defining
the indicators that will allow the identified areas to be measured are established. We were
aware of this set of indicators to be relevant, clear, consistent, precise, accessible, pertinent,
and adaptable.

Regarding the two case studies, we chose the multiple case study method instead
of the single case study for several reasons. Since the single case study is used to find
out very specific and detailed variables, the multiple case study helps examine patterns
and trends, which is what we were interested in observing in terms of interfaith dialogue
based on community action. Representativeness was another reason: a multiple case study
allows an analysis that facilitates generalization. And a third reason was comparability:
the single case study focuses on the depth of a case, while the multiple case study focuses
on comparison and provides a more useful overview at the time to design public policies
(Mishra 2021). We designed the research process through case selection; data collection
through documents, interviews, and active participant observation; analysis of these cases;
and a comparative analysis of them.

Table 1 summarizes the methods briefly.

Table 1. Research methods.

Phase 1 2 3

Sample
• All the interfaith dialogue

practices in Catalonia

• All the interfaith dialogue
practices based on
community action

• Two selected practices
from interfaith dialogue
practices based on
community action
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Table 1. Cont.

Phase 1 2 3

Method

• Document analysis
• Interviews with

key stakeholders

• Document analysis
• Focus group

• Multiple case studies
(document, interview, and
observation)

• Comparative analysis

Output

• Mapping of interfaith
dialogue practices based on
community action
in Catalonia

• Indicators system to monitor
and assess the quality of
interfaith dialogue practices
based on community action

• Instrument QCID_CA

• Conditions for success in
practices of interfaith
dialogue based on
community action

Source: Own source.

3. Results
3.1. Mapping Interfaith Dialogue Based on Community Action in Catalonia

The work carried out in phase 1 provided a first output: a map of interfaith dialogue
practices based on community action in Catalonia. This mapping was provided by the
document analysis, some interviews with key stakeholders, and the validation process
made by two external judges from AUDIR. A total of 36 initiatives were identified, and
they can be found in Figure 1.

A detailed analysis of the aforementioned identified practices allows us to observe
some unique characteristics of how interfaith dialogue based on community action is
developed in Catalonia:

• Firstly, we observe the existence of interfaith dialogue groups whose community
action consists of meeting the needs of groups at risk of social exclusion, such as young
people (AUDIR Jove) or immigrants (Espai Interreligiós de Migra Studium).

• There are also interfaith dialogue groups that address their community action to social
groups that are already excluded, such as prisoners (Mediació als Centres Penitenciaris)
or neighbors from socially disadvantaged areas (Xarxa Internacional sobre Religions i
Mediació en Zones Urbanes; Grup De Diàleg Interreligiós Del Raval).

• Thirdly, we highlight the role that interfaith dialogue plays within local contexts,
which allows us to glimpse the relationship between this dialogue and the community
action that is carried out in local areas. Catalonia shows a prominent presence of
interfaith dialogue groups based on community action to meet the needs of local
communities across the whole region (interfaith dialogue groups in Olot, Vic, Manresa,
Lleida, Banyoles, L’Hospitalet de Llobregat, Badalona, Terrassa, Sabadell).

• Another feature of interfaith dialogue based on community action in Catalonia is
the intervention of the public administration to promote it. The two most powerful
administrations in the region, the Barcelona City Council and the Government of
Catalonia, are key stakeholders, and they provide resources to promote this dialogue.

• From a thematic point of view, peace-building is a relevant topic. This is very consistent
with the findings in the literature review, where it is stated that “the development of
improved dialogue between people identifying with different religious faiths has often
been promoted as a positive way of building more cohesive communities in response
to the perceived threat and conflict which can arise from divisions” (Orton 2016).
Some interfaith dialogue groups focus their goals on the promotion of peace-building,
and they implement community action processes to achieve it (Comunitat De Sant
Egidi—Pregàries Per La Pau d’Assís. Marxes Per La Pau; Xarxa Interreligiosa per la
Pau, XiP).
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• Finally, we wish to highlight the connection between the interfaith framework based
on community action and the academic world, which promotes reflection on this
dialogue and this action (Congrés De Llibertat Religiosa I De Consciència—Universitat
Ramon Llull; Grup de Diàleg Interreligiós del CREA-UB; Center d’Estudis de les
Tradicions de Saviesa—CETR; Fundació Vivàrium Raimon Panikkar).
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This mapping became a starting point to link with phase 2, mostly to define some
categories and some quality criteria to be aware of when monitoring and assessing interfaith
dialogue based on community action.

3.2. Towards an Indicators System for Improving the Quality of Interfaith Dialogue Based on
Community Action

As mentioned, the mapping of interfaith dialogue based on community action pro-
vided us with a set of criteria and guidelines on the concept of this dialogue and this action,
clearly in line with the findings already found in the literature review.

In turn, the mapping also provided the following emerging questions that became
an inspiration for phase 2, devoted to the construction of an indicators system to monitor
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and assess the quality of practices of interfaith dialogue based on community action
in Catalonia:

• Should interfaith dialogue based on community action be limited to the local level, or
can we point to practices of interfaith dialogue that seek community action in a more
regional or national dimension?

• What should the role of public administration be for the promotion and/or assessment
of interfaith dialogue oriented towards community action? Leading role or subsidiary
role?

• What should the content of community action be to promote interfaith dialogue?
Oriented towards the material needs of the population at risk of exclusion, or more
open to the spiritual needs of the whole population?

• How should the approach be, quantitative or qualitative?
• What other indicators exist in this regard at the national or international level? Are

these systems transferable to our context?

The focus group was responsible for answering all these questions during the first
session, and the following six key categories were identified to become the basic structure
of our indicators system:

• Category 1—Individual sense. Under this category we wanted to develop indicators
that would allow us to monitor and assess the vital meaning that interfaith dialogue
based on community action has for its participants. Indicators that would emphasize
the personal growth of the people involved.

• Category 2—Social sense. Closely related to that previous category, we considered a
category to bring together indicators on the social meaning of interfaith dialogue based
on community action. Here the core to be assessed is the potential of this dialogue to
print a significant social impact.

• Category 3—Content. Under this category we wished to design indicators that relate in-
terfaith dialogue based on community action with the thematic focus of such dialogue.

• Category 4—Context. In this category we wished to provide indicators that contribute
to clarifying the quality of interfaith dialogue based on community action according
to the spaces in which both this dialogue and action take place.

• Category 5—Actors. In this category we wished to design indicators that allow us to
assess the quality of interfaith dialogue based on community action according to the
typology of social actors who have participated in the dialogue processes.

• Category 6—Process. Under this category we want to raise a set of indicators that
would help clarify the quality of interfaith dialogue according to the methods used as
well as the management of the activity.

After these preliminary decisions, it became evident that the indicators should be
qualitative and thus dive into the intersubjectivity of the focus group members to deal
with. Through a creative process using the brainstorming technique and later a process of
reflective self-regulation that guaranteed a simultaneous validation of content, the focus
group developed a draft proposal of qualitative indicators that can be found in Figure 2.

This set of indicators was followed by the design of an operational instrument to
monitor and assess the quality of interfaith dialogue actions based on community action:
the QCID_CA questionnaire. This questionnaire aims to be a tool for self-assessment
by communities that run interfaith dialogue as community action. The research team
transformed the indicators into items and introduced a scale from 1 to 4 to score the
degree of agreement (1 = none; 2 = a little; 3 = enough; 4 = a lot). A draft version of the
questionnaire pending validation can be found in Appendix A.
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3.3. Lessons Learned from the Case Studies Analyses

Research in phase 3 consisted of fieldwork in two case studies. The research goal for
this phase was mainly to identify conditions for success when implementing interfaith
dialogue based on community action in local settings. The sample was selected from the
36 practices identified in the mapping drawn up in phase 1 and by considering some criteria
that emerged from phases 1 and 2. We intentionally selected the local interfaith group
in Badalona, as well as the local interfaith group in Manresa. Both groups share the fact
of being rooted in local contexts and are therefore suitable for exploring the relationship
between interfaith dialogue and community action. They both also have more than three
decades of experience in putting interfaith dialogue into practice and a wide diversity of
religious groups and cultural backgrounds among their participants. However, they differ
in terms of demographic dimension: while Badalona is a large city with a high density and
is influenced by its proximity to the capital, Barcelona, the city of Manresa is a small town
in the countryside, with social dynamics of community building closer to the rural. This
difference was meant to be a key factor to proceed on comparative analysis: the shared
features become more significant since they come up in different social contexts.
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Through documentary analysis, interviews, and direct participant observation through
an ethnographic approach, we developed a rich qualitative data collection in line with
the research goals. The criteria for data selection through different sources of information
(documents, participants, and observations) were based on the indicators system created
in the previous phase. This methodological choice allowed us to meet two necessary
quality requirements: on the one hand, to introduce a factor of internal consistency and
coherence with the development of the research; on the other hand, to carry out an empirical
validation of the indicators to guarantee the design of a high-quality monitoring and
assessment instrument.

Two case study reports emerged from a qualitative content analysis, and a comparative
analysis was run afterwards. Thanks to the use of the same data collection criteria, we
managed to describe a series of common trends for both cases that we may consider as
controversial issues. It seems clear that interfaith dialogue will always contain controversial
issues, since “there will inevitably be continued differences of opinion about deep matters
such as what different participants believe to be true and how that relates to their everyday
values and actions” (Orton 2016). Community action should be a platform to recognize
these differences and provide a framework to manage them together (op.cit.). These
controversial issues are described as follows:

1. In both cases, there is a clear intention to distribute leadership among the different
participating religious groups. Although the predominance of the Catholic groups
over the others is evident due to the roots and presence of this religion in society, there
is a clear wish that all groups can perform the big group’s leadership at some point.

2. We observed difficulties in management when scheduling a common calendar, since
each religious group has its own calendar of religious celebrations, and some overlaps
make full participation of all groups difficult.

3. Although each religious tradition has a different approach with respect to gender and
gender roles, in interfaith dialogue activities, gender roles give rise to a more informal,
heterogeneous distribution where men and women tend to carry out shared roles.

4. Since most of the participants in interfaith dialogue based on community action are
foreigners, the Catalan language (Manresa) or Spanish (Badalona) play a role as a
common language for communication and exchange. Participants can express their
proposals, beliefs, and concerns in a safe and confident place where everybody can
understand each other.

5. The spaces for interfaith dialogue based on community action have not been set
aside from technological innovations in recent times. Consequently, ICT has been
introduced as a communication tool in interfaith dialogue activities to facilitate the
participation of some people who could not attend to them. In this case, ICT acts as a
key tool to overcome difficulties for participation and attendance.

6. The community actions that are promoted through interfaith dialogue mainly pro-
mote two values: peace-building and interculturality. Spaces for joint prayer and
activities that promote these values in society are carried out. Here, interfaith dia-
logue becomes a space for active protest, and community action a framework for
social transformation.

7. Although local interfaith dialogue groups work for the community based on the
values above mentioned, some concerns and contradictions also take place. Spaces
for interfaith dialogue thus become spaces for conflict and for confrontation of ideas.
Dialogue and respect become the regulating values of this confrontation.

8. Both local interfaith groups spend time sharing the silence. Contemplation and
spiritual connection are a relevant part of their activity. Silence draws a shared
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common space where each participant can meet their own spiritual needs together
with people from other religious groups.

9. In both case studies, we observed how participants with different religious back-
grounds participate in interfaith religious celebrations where different symbolism and
rituals take place. Interfaith celebrations act here as a lever for the understanding of
otherness from experience and not only from dialogue.

10. Community actions that are projected from interfaith dialogue tend to be oriented
towards two purposes. On the one hand, it serves to build community bonds through
joint activities that facilitate mutual knowledge, the exploration of relationships,
and the construction of social support networks. Here, interfaith dialogue acts as a
promoter of a sense of belonging to a shared community. On the other hand, it is a
framework for analyzing common social challenges and a platform for action to solve
them. Challenges can be related to a social issue (helping people at risk of poverty),
an environmental issue (cleaning up a riverbank), or any other kind of problem that
affects the community. Social transformation through community action reinforces
the value and sense of interfaith spaces.

These controversial issues describe a set of dilemmas that can be tackled through
community action and are associated with these conditions for success. These challenges
are synthesized in the following Table 2:

We must also acknowledge some differences between the two case studies. To identify
them, we used the QCID_CA instrument derived from the indicator system, and we carried
out an assessment of each case by four academic judges—research team members. This
assessment allowed us to achieve two milestones: on the one hand, to carry out an empirical
validation of the instrument and refine some of the indicators; on the other hand, to explore
the singular features of each case.

The output from empirical validation—the final draft of the instrument—can be found
in annex A of this paper. Regarding the differential features of the two cases, we provide
the following results:

• The local interfaith dialogue group from Manresa obtained the lowest score—and
therefore the greatest need for improvement—in indicators related to the category
“Context”. In particular, the interjudge assessment points out future challenges in
two indicators: “The participants know people who are key stakeholders in interfaith
dialogue”, and “Religious leaders are aware of their succession when promoting
interfaith dialogue”. It seems that the local interfaith group from Manresa shows
difficulties in ensuring its sustainability and certain confusion regarding the lack of
key stakeholders involved in the group’s continuity.

• The local interfaith dialogue group from Badalona obtained the lowest score in indica-
tors related to the category “Actors”. Specifically, the inter-judge evaluation points out
limitations in two indicators: “Local religious organizations manage the expression
of religious facts and beliefs in the public space under a principle of equity”, and
“The community promotes the existence of both coordination boards and interfaith
dialogue groups”. Considering the assessment, the local group from Badalona must
face challenges related to the public presence of the different religious groups, as well
as to the institutional roles of their representation.

In summary, the assessment allows us to easily identify challenges in interfaith di-
alogue and community action systematically and evidence-based. The Manresa group
must face challenges based on its sustainability in its social context, while the Badalona
group’s challenges are more related to the actors’ institutional dynamics. As we can see,
the instrument derived from the indicators system is revealed as a tool for shaping and
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pointing out the challenges of interfaith dialogue processes based on community action in
local areas.

Table 2. Community action challenges emerged from multiple case study analyses.

Interfaith Dialogue Dilemmas Community Action Challenges

Leadership: Who leads the dialogue? How is it decided?
How do we ensure active participation of all?

To adopt a distributed leadership approach in interfaith
dialogue activities

Time management: Which activities prevail in the
calendar? How do we decide the time and the space for

joint activities?

To introduce time slots for shared activities within every
religious group’s calendar

Gender: Which role do women play in interfaith
dialogue? How do we balance the participation of men

and women in the dialogue?

To revise gender relations and gender roles in interfaith
dialogue activities

Language: What language do we use to set up the
dialogue? How does interfaith dialogue overcome the

intrinsic tensions on language issues in Catalonia?

To guarantee the understanding of official languages by
the members of all religious groups

ICT: Can we develop interfaith dialogue through ICT?
What role should ICT play in this dialogue?

To set up a clear role of ICT in interfaith
dialogue activities

Values: How do interfaith dialogue stakeholders adopt
values such as peace or interculturality? How do they

create a common understanding of them?

To communicate more the values of peace and
interculturality to society

Conflict: Which conflicts are mentioned during interfaith
dialogue? How do stakeholders manage intragroup and

intergroup conflicts?

To introduce a transformative approach to conflicts
derived from interfaith dialogue

Spirituality: How does spirituality take place in interfaith
dialogue with different religious groups? How can

stakeholders learn new forms of spirituality from others?

To find common practices for spiritual development in
interfaith activities

Symbolism: What position does particular symbolism
take place in interfaith dialogue? What kind of public

expression do these symbols have?

To agree with some common criteria on the use of
symbolism in public space

Community development: How can interfaith dialogue
be a source of new social bonds? How do community

actions derived from dialogue are decided?
To promote new relationships through interfaith dialogue

Source: Own source.

4. Discussion
According to the research results, a positive relationship between interfaith dialogue

and community action is confirmed. However, this was not our research goal, but rather to
find out what kind of positive relationship is established and what conditions are necessary
for it to be possible.

Our data allows us to state that this relationship is dialectical. Interfaith dialogue has
a reflexive nature, while community action has an active one. Apparently contradictory to
each other, we observe that the relationship between both social practices strengthens and
multiplies the effects that could be expected separately, giving rise to a genuine practice
that goes beyond dialogue and action in the service of social transformation.

Thus, community action strengthens interfaith dialogue because, as our results show,
such action provides a more participatory framework for dialogue. Community action
generates opportunities to create social bonds, to promote acknowledgement among par-
ticipants from another perspective, and to open senseful social spaces. In turn, interfaith
dialogue strengthens community action. Our data illustrates how interfaith dialogue offers
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an opportunity in community action projects to reflect on diversity, on the meaning of
action, and on the ethics beneath.

Furthermore, we also stated the limitations that both interfaith dialogue and com-
munity action must deal with without feedback from the others. Of course, there are
experiences of community action that are not related to interfaith dialogue, and we wonder
how the multiplying effect of the combination of both social practices can be lost. There
are also interfaith dialogue practices that are not based on community action; in Catalonia
we count almost a hundred of them. We envisage that these practices may have more
difficulties in finding a shared sense and understanding by their participants.

Our hypothesis was certainly verified: interfaith dialogue can be a facilitator of
community action. It seems clear that interfaith dialogue based on community action
constitutes a specific way of practicing this dialogue, and we can define it from a public
policy defined by the following four basic principles: (1) knowledge; (2) acknowledgement;
(3) action; and (4) transformation.

• Knowledge among participants in interfaith dialogue based on community action
makes sense thanks to praxis. Participants must know each other not only to meet
each other but to do something together, and this approach nourishes a dimension of
interculturality that reinforces this knowledge.

• Knowledge opens the door to acknowledgement. Participants in dialogue also ac-
knowledge each other because they must share time and space to carry out a praxis
beyond the logos, and this causes an effect of increasing trust between them. Acknowl-
edgement reinforces a dynamic of openness to alterity.

• Acknowledgement is the condition for projecting action. This action is not senseless but
born from a shared will of mutual understanding among participants from different
religions. Action requires a positive propensity to otherness, as well as a spiritual
sense to carry out a social praxis.

• Finally, action is the condition for transformation. All the voices heard during the
research were conclusive—interfaith dialogue must be a space for community action
because the main aim of this dialogue is social transformation in accordance with a
principle of social justice.

Interfaith dialogue based on community action—through these four principles of
knowledge, acknowledgement, action, and transformation—aims to confront individualism
and social fragmentation, which may be the prelude to increasing inequalities and exclusion.
It also fights against a passive understanding of citizenship by inviting participants to
feel like active agents in raising their standards of living. And more: interfaith dialogue
based on community action creates alliances between participants to face the lack of
spirituality nowadays. Catalonia no longer draws a space of confrontation and struggle
between religious groups but between these religious groups altogether and a society
empty of spirituality.

Of course, our research has limitations that must be considered. We missed more
participation from people who practice interfaith dialogue based on community action,
and we wished to analyze more case studies to strengthen the validity of our results with
a larger volume of data. Whatever the case, we believe we have opened a path that can
provide further research in the future. The Catalan interfaith dialogue practices have learnt
the lesson from that Japanese proverb which reminds us that “going on your own, you go
faster; going together, you go further”. Let us hope that we will find new chances soon to
keep analyzing the way they do it.
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Appendix A. Indicators System of Quality Criteria for Interfaith
Dialogue Based on Community Action

QCID_CA
QUALITY CRITERIA FOR INTERFAITH DIALOGUE BASED ON COMMUNITY ACTION
(1 = none; 2 = a little; 3 = enough; 4 = a lot)
1. INDIVIDUAL SENSE Scale
1.1. Participants build social bonds that are stable and based on mutual trust. 1 2 3 4
1.2. Participants receive support to meet their needs. 1 2 3 4
1.3. Participants understand the meaning of religious beliefs or convictions that are different from theirs. 1 2 3 4
1.4. Participants increase their sense of belonging to the community. 1 2 3 4
1.5. Participants build a frame of relationships based on an intercultural approach to diversity. 1 2 3 4
2. SOCIAL SENSE Scale
2.1. The interfaith dialogue guarantees active listening to all voices. 1 2 3 4
2.2. The interfaith dialogue encourages the promotion of the rights and freedoms of the participants. 1 2 3 4
2.3. The interfaith dialogue aims to transform society and it is a reference for that. 1 2 3 4
2.4. The interfaith dialogue has a positive impact for the improvement of religious communities. 1 2 3 4
2.5. The interfaith dialogue makes religion visible in the public space in a balanced way. 1 2 3 4
3. CONTENT Scale
3.1. The participants are engaged in social actions that raise people’s standards of living. 1 2 3 4
3.2. The participants increase the diversity of religious identities and beliefs within the interfaith
dialogue groups.

1 2 3 4

3.3. The participants run social actions through dialogue. 1 2 3 4
3.4. The social actions meet the needs detected in the community. 1 2 3 4
3.5. The social actions promoted from interfaith dialogue reach other social spaces (e.g., school). 1 2 3 4
3.6. The social actions take into account the previous network of social organizations where the interfaith
dialogue takes place.

1 2 3 4

4. CONTEXT Scale
4.1. The participants know people who are key stakeholders in interfaith dialogue. 1 2 3 4
4.2. Participants in urban settings belong to the same neighborhood or city. 1 2 3 4
4.3. Participants in rural settings belong to the same region. 1 2 3 4
4.4. Religious leaders are aware of their succession when promoting interfaith dialogue. 1 2 3 4
4.5. The community recognizes informal interfaith dialogue practices. 1 2 3 4
4.6. The community recognizes interfaith dialogue groups as benchmarks for community action. 1 2 3 4
4.7. Dialogue can be carried out in common areas to preserve a neutral sense of the dialogue. 1 2 3 4

https://ddd.uab.cat/record/307457
https://ddd.uab.cat/record/307464
https://ddd.uab.cat/record/307464
https://ddd.uab.cat/record/307465
https://ddd.uab.cat/record/307463
https://ddd.uab.cat/record/307463


Religions 2025, 16, 182 15 of 16

QCID_CA
QUALITY CRITERIA FOR INTERFAITH DIALOGUE BASED ON COMMUNITY ACTION
(1 = none; 2 = a little; 3 = enough; 4 = a lot)
5. ACTORS Scale
5.1. The social actions of interfaith dialogue start from social initiatives, and are co-led by citizens, religious
communities, and public administrations.

1 2 3 4

5.2 Local religious organizations manage the expression of religious facts and beliefs in public space under a
principle of equity.

1 2 3 4

5.3 Local administrations participate in the social actions of interfaith dialogue with a subsidiary role. 1 2 3 4
5.4. The community promotes the existence of both “coordination boards” and “interfaith dialogue groups”. 1 2 3 4
6. PROCESS Scale
6.1. The number of participants increases. 1 2 3 4
6.2. The commitment to social actions arising from interfaith dialogue remains stable over time. 1 2 3 4
6.3. Participants assess the impact of their social actions coming from interfaith dialogue. 1 2 3 4
6.4. Participants disseminate their experience to wider audiences. 1 2 3 4
6.5. People without affiliation with a religious group or belief participate in interfaith dialogue activities. 1 2 3 4
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