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As the largest community foundation in the region,
The Chicago Community Trust is dedicated to improving
the Chicago area through strategic grantmaking, civic
engagement, and inspiring philanthropy. On the Table is
an integral project in the Trust’s mission to accomplish
this work; in inviting everyone to join in the conversation,
the organization seeks to leverage collective knowledge
and resources and to harness the power of collaborative
relationships in order to inspire action and create
lasting change in communities.
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Three Years of On the Table:
Much More than Conversation
Joseph Hoereth, PhD – Director, Institute for Policy and Civic Engagement, University of Illinois at Chicago

The first time one tries something, it is about figuring out
how to get it done. The second try is often about making
adjustments to improve or enhance your experience. A third
try gives you a chance to reflect on whether you are
making progress, or “getting it right.” Since the 2014
inaugural version of The Chicago Community Trust’s now
annual On the Table, my colleagues and I at the University
of Illinois at Chicago’s Institute for Policy and Civic
Engagement (IPCE) have conducted a follow up survey of
participants each year to learn about who’s participating
and why, and what those people care most about. With three
years of data under our belt, we now have the opportunity
to look at the impact of the initiative in a meaningful way.
Each year of On the Table has seen a significant growth in
participation – from just over 10,000 people in 2014 to
an estimated 55,000 in 2016. While such an influx in new
participants makes specific comparisons of repeat
participants difficult, when we look at the trends in the overall
data we can see that On the Table is about so much more
than just a passing conversation at a single moment in time.

Here are some snapshot observations from across the three years:
On the Table conversations help people become better informed.
No less than 75 percent of respondents in each of the three
years indicated they had a better understanding of issues
facing their communities after their On the Table conversations.
Respondents also consistently reported better understanding
of issues facing the greater region. We can see that On the Table
offers great opportunity for people to help each other sort out
their understanding of complex issues facing the Chicago region.
On the Table touches on the most pressing issues of the region.
Respondents discuss a wide variety of issues in their On the Table
conversations. But, each year, we’ve seen some specific
issues rise to the top. In 2015 and 2016, “economic issues and
poverty,” “equity and social inclusion,” “education and youth
development,” and “the judicial system and public safety”
were most often mentioned as either topics discussed in
conversations, raised as a challenge facing communities, or
as causes that inspire respondents to take action. It was no
surprise, given the high rate of violence in Chicago and the
recent events of 2016, that the topic of “the judicial system and
public safety” was mentioned most often by survey respondents.

On the Table becomes more reflective of the diverse
population of the Chicago region every year.

On the Table conversations bring new people together and
inspire action.

Each set of On the Table survey respondents has become
increasingly more diverse as participation has grown, particularly in
2016 with a large increase in Latino participation from 12 percent
of the city of Chicago respondents in 2015 to 24 percent in 2016,
which is much closer to the 26 percent figure for the percentage
of Latinos in Chicago, according to 2014 census data.

The conversations are bringing together colleagues, friends
and even strangers. Across the three years, at least 60 percent
of respondents indicated they met someone new at their
conversation and about one third indicated that they made plans
with another person at the event to take a specific action.
This tells us that On the Table conversations are connecting people
both in the “thin” connections that are the start of a new
social bond, and with “thick” connections – bonds necessary for
collaboration and social action. At the very least, On the Table
conversations are strengthening the bonds that can help to
reconnect the social fabric of our communities.

On the Table conversations generate new ideas.
In 2014, respondents were prompted to use their conversations
to come up with and share new ideas for addressing community
issues and challenges. In 2015 and 2016, while this was not an
explicit ask, participants still shared ideas through open-ended
responses and comments. In each of the three years, IPCE was
able to extract and identify “big ideas” shared by respondents
that run the gamut from local to regional, or from targeted
neighborhood impact to broad policy implications. Ideas like
supporting the growth of “food trucks in food deserts” as
suggested by one respondent in 2014, to “creating a neighborhood
‘Find Your Cause’ expo where different neighborhoods have an
opportunity to feature their key assets” as suggested in 2016.
These and many more great ideas discussed tell us that On the
Table has created a vibrant space and opportunity for idea-sharing.

The Chicago Community Trust puts out the call for participation
in On the Table, but as an institution it cannot be present at
every conversation, nor is that the intent. What is clear from the
respondent data, and from the energy created by these
conversations, is that the participants are heeding the call and
making these conversations their own. Recognizing the
opportunity to learn from each other, participants are going beyond
the traditional notion of looking to the convener of an initiative
– in this case the Trust – to spark change; they are clearly
discussing possibilities and planning to take action themselves.

We know that solutions to the long-standing challenges our region
Respondents are engaged in their communities at an extraordinarily faces will not be “quick fixes.” We are not naive in thinking
that immediate outcomes of these conversations will bring about
high level when compared with other residents in the Chicago
area. For example, in 2016, 54 percent of survey respondents have instant change. However, over time we are seeing these
conversations begin to reconnect individuals at the human level,
been an officer or served on the committee of a group or
building the foundations of trust, empathy and collective action
organization, a rate nearly five times higher than that of regional
that can one day unify communities and strengthen the city of
residents (11 percent). They also participate in a wide variety
of civic, electoral, and political engagement activities – for example, Chicago and the region. All “fixes” have to start somewhere
and On the Table has shown us that a good conversation is a
high rates of volunteering or contacting an elected official were
observed across the three years of respondents. The respondents great place to start.
are “doers” who seem to have a high propensity to take action.
On the Table is attracting exactly the kind of community catalysts
needed to turn conversations into action.
On the Table attracts very highly engaged people.
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Executive Summary

On May 10, 2016, The Chicago Community Trust
convened residents across the Chicago area in the third
annual On the Table. Throughout the day, residents
of the region gathered together to engage in mealtime
conversations to explore how to create a more unified
region. On the Table values diversity and seeks to
include voices representing different backgrounds and
perspectives. Bringing these voices together in
conversation is an important first step in uniting the
Chicago region and strengthening the social bonds
that can lead to change across communities.

The University of Illinois at Chicago’s (UIC) Institute for
Policy and Civic Engagement (IPCE) was invited to
continue their research partnership with the Trust and
study the third iteration of On the Table. This report
seeks to understand the On the Table conversations
through results gathered from a survey of On the Table
2016 participants, and it serves as a study further
exploring how and why Chicago-area residents are
working independently and together to improve
communities.

The Conversations
W H O PARTI C I PAT E D ?

The third annual On the Table saw an estimated 55,000
Chicago area residents come together at an estimated
3,500 tables across the city and suburbs to participate
in civic conversation. Out of the total number of
participants, 3,994 responded to the survey. The findings
and analysis provided in this report reference survey
respondents rather than participants because the results
of the survey cannot be scientifically generalized beyond
the respondent population. Even with that caveat, the data
and analysis provide useful insight into the opinions,
habits, and backgrounds of a large number of civically
engaged individuals.
The following details a brief summary of demographic
information of On the Table respondents.
• Females made up the majority of respondents at 70%.
• The median age of respondents was 46 years old.
• Nearly half of respondents identified as White (47%).
African Americans were the second most prevalent
group at 23%, and Latinos were close behind at 20%.
• Respondents reported high levels of education,
with 76% possessing a bachelor’s degree or higher.
• Residents of the city of Chicago comprised the
majority of respondents at 74%, with strong
representation from South Lawndale (Little Village)
at 9%. Among suburban respondents, residents
of Evanston and Oak Park had the greatest
participation at 2% each.
On the Table respondents also reported high levels of
engagement across a variety of measures.
The following details the beliefs and habits of
respondents regarding their communities.

When respondents were asked to name the three
most important problems currently facing their
community, they identified problems associated with:
• the judicial system and public safety (53%)
• economic issues and poverty (44%)
• equity and social inclusion (33%)
• education and youth development (32%)
A strong majority (58%) of respondents described
themselves as dissatisfied with the way things
are going in their community today. However, 80% of
respondents believe that they have some or a great
deal of power in bringing about change. These two
factors may account for the many engagement
behaviors reported by respondents; they are displeased
by the way things are going in their communities,
but believe they have the power to make a positive
impact within them through engagement activities.
• On the Table respondents demonstrate a
willingness to work with others to improve their
communities. Over half (53%) reported
involvement with a school group, neighborhood,
or community association, and 44% take
part in a religious institution or congregation.
Also noteworthy is the fact that over half of
respondents (54%) have served as officers or
committee members for a group or organization.
• Respondents are willing to give their time and
money to address community issues. Threefourths of respondents (76%) volunteer, and an
even higher percentage (78%) reported donating
$25 or more to a charitable organization.
What is more, a large majority (69%) of respondents
reported attending a public meeting about
community affairs.
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• Respondents also take part in many different political
activities. Almost half of all respondents (47%)
claim membership in a group that attempts to influence
public policy or government (not including a political
party). And large majorities report expressing their
political views to other people (76%) or signing
petitions (67%). Impressively, over half of all
respondents (51%) have contacted or visited an
elected official, and over one-third (34%) have
participated in a march, rally, or demonstration.
• Perhaps most striking is respondents’ voting
behavior. The majority (85%) of respondents
indicated that they sometimes or always vote in
local elections.
Regarding the causes to which respondents primarily
contribute their time, treasure, and talent,
respondents reported giving to the following efforts:
• education and youth development (45%)
• equity and social inclusion (27%)
• health (18%)
• economic issues and poverty (17%)
• ethics and religion (16%)
HOW DID THE CONVERSATIONS GO?

Within this section, data is grouped on how participants
were drawn to the conversations, where those
conversations took place, and the size of the conversations.
• Respondents learned of the event in several ways.
Over half of the respondents (54%) were invited,
while 35% of respondents reported hearing about
it through community or nonprofit organizations.

6
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• Professional connections played an important role
in driving participation. Of the 54% who heard
about On the Table through an invitation, 50% were
invited by a colleague. Social connections were a
factor as well, as 22% received an invitation from a
friend and 13% from an acquaintance.
• Respondents attended On the Table for a variety of
reasons. More than one-in-four (26%) were
interested in discussing ideas, problems, and
solutions, while sizable percentages came
out of curiosity (17%); were attracted to the social
aspect of the event and attended primarily
to connect with others (17%); or had a desire to
listen and learn (15%).
• Chicago was the location of most conversations,
with 85% held within the city. In terms of Chicago
community areas, the majority of respondents
(23%) reported participating in the Loop. The two
other most common city locations—Joliet and
Evanston—both hosted 2%.
• Community centers (30%) and workplaces (29%)
were the most common settings for conversations,
according to respondents. Other common settings
included restaurants or cafes (14%), homes (9%),
and religious institutions (7%).
• The median number of participants was 17, and
participants were seated at tables of ten each.
Respondent data indicates that many of these
people were unfamiliar with one another. In
fact, 60% of respondents described the other
people sitting at their tables as people they
did not know before the conversation. Shared
professional interest may have been a draw,
as 38% of respondents sat with individuals who
worked in the same professional field; over a
quarter of respondents (27%) described the other
participants as co-workers.

UIC Institute for Policy and Civic Engagement

Organizers framed On the Table as an opportunity to
have conversations on unifying the Chicago region,
and respondents touched on a range of important issues
that uniquely respond to this prompt. The most
common issues raised include:

Another primary goal of On the Table is to promote civic
conversation among participants. Respondents
were actively involved in their conversations, effectively
educating one another and learning about issues in
their communities and what they can do about them.

• equity and social inclusion (27%)
• the judicial system and public safety (26%)

• Following the conversations, 74% of respondents
indicated they have a “somewhat” to “much better”
understanding of issues facing their communities,
and 70% of respondents indicated they have a
“somewhat” to “much better” understanding of how
to help address said issues.

• education and youth development (22%)
• economic issues and poverty (16%)
HOW WERE RESPONDENTS IMPACTED
BY CONVERSATIONS?

One of the main goals of On the Table is for participants
to forge connections with others at their table and
establish new relationships that will serve as a foundation
for improving communities.
• Making new connections was one of the top three
motivating factors for respondent participation in
On the Table.
• Nearly all respondents (92%) were “somewhat”
to “very satisfied” with the diversity of people
at their conversation, which indicates that tables
were ripe with opportunities for meeting new
people and gaining new insights on issues of
public importance.
• A majority of respondents (68%) indicated they
spoke with one or more attendees they did not
already know prior to the conversation. Nearly half
of respondents (48%) exchanged contact
information with other participants, and 33% made
specific plans to work with one or more attendees.

• Nearly all respondents (97%) were “somewhat”
to “very satisfied” with the diversity of views and
opinions in the conversation.
Given the above factors that measure and demonstrate
On the Table impact, it is not surprising that an
overwhelming number of respondents would recommend
On the Table to others. Nearly all respondents
(98%) are “somewhat” to “very likely” to recommend
On the Table to their friends and colleagues.
Findings suggest that On the Table conversations
served as an inspiration to take action for respondents.
A large majority of respondents said they were
“very likely” (53%) or “somewhat likely” (38%) to
take action regarding a new idea, concern, or issue
discussed in their conversation. Respondents intend
to take action through:
• community participation (31%)
• building relationships and collaborating (30%)
• raising awareness (16%)
• mentoring, motivating, and training (11%)
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Analysis to Inform Action
We conducted a number of different analyses of
the data presented above that went beyond the
guiding questions of who participated, how did the
conversations go, and what was the impact of
the conversations. These analyses were centered on
measures or observations helpful for deepening
understanding as well as directing or supporting
action related to topics discussed in conversations,
topics cited as important problems, and topics
named as areas of contribution.

While issues, problems, and contributions represent
three distinct measures used to determine,
respectively, what was discussed during conversations;
what are the most important problems facing
respondents’ communities; and to what causes do
respondents contribute their time, treasure, and
talent, when considered collectively, these measures
reveal respondents’ priorities and what they express
CARE about most. We use the term “express CARE”
as a variable that brings together issues, problems,
and contributions and indicates that a respondent
provided a response to at least one of these variables;
thus, to have expressed CARE means to have
identified an issue, problem, and/or contribution. The
following are the top themes for which respondents
have expressed CARE:
• the judicial system and public safety (57%)
> The judicial system and public safety is a theme
expressed most consistently by underserved
groups living in areas of hardship. It is particularly

THE CHICAGO COMMUNITY TRUST

• education and youth development (55%)
> Education and youth development is a unifying
theme, since respondents mentioned it as
an issue, problem, and/or contribution across
groups, typically independent of demographics,
location, and engagement habits.
• economic issues and poverty (50%)

EXPRESSING CARE

8

significant, then, that this theme emerged as
the highest ranking theme within the “CAREs”
variable, as those who expressed CARE for it
are typically marginalized groups whose words,
concerns, and contributions are often overlooked.

—

> Despite its focus on poverty and providing
resources and development to low-income
communities, economic issues and poverty
is a theme not necessarily reserved only for
underserved groups. A mixture of underserved
and privileged respondents expressed CARE
for this theme.
• equity and social inclusion (48%)
> Equity and social inclusion is a theme voiced
by those who are typically considered to be
in statuses and situations of privilege, which
appears to be somewhat paradoxical.
CONCERNS TO CONTRIBUTIONS DISPARITY

When exploring issues, problems, and contributions
collectively, the data reveal disparities between
themes respondents mentioned as significant
CONCERNS—which brings together issues and problems
into a single variable—and the frequency with which
they mentioned those same themes as important

UIC Institute for Policy and Civic Engagement

causes to which they contribute their time, treasure,
and talent; this represents a disparity in action. Noting
the disparity between CONCERNS and contributions
allows for the identification of areas where more
contribution is needed. Indeed, disparity is a useful
indicator of themes that might be in need of more
support and could ultimately connect those who are
passionate about said themes with opportunities for
them to engage with organizations and initiatives
already working to address those problems.
The top four themes respondents expressed CARE
for most are arranged below from highest to
lowest priority:
• the judicial system and public safety (14% connect
CONCERN to contribution)
• economic issues and poverty (23% connect
CONCERN to contribution)
• equity and social inclusion (35% connect
CONCERN to contribution)
• education and youth development (57% connect
CONCERN to contribution)
When looking at all themes, transportation has the
greatest disparity between CONCERNS and
contributions. Only 7% of respondents who mentioned
transportation as a CONCERN also mentioned it as
a cause to which they contribute.
CIVIC ENGAGEMENT INDEX

Respondents are engaged in their communities at an
extraordinarily high level when compared with other
residents in the Chicago area. However, engagement
levels vary widely within the survey pool, and any
attempt to fully understand the engagement behaviors

of respondents must take this into account. Towards
this end, we created a Civic Engagement Index, a
measure designed to assess a respondent’s level of
engagement by combining all their engagement
activity responses into a single score.
• The highest engagement group performs engagement
activities at even higher rates than that of the general
respondent pool, often at levels above 90%. Highest
engagement respondents vote in local elections and
national elections at near universal levels (98% and
99%, respectively); virtually 100% follow what’s
going on in government and public affairs at least
some of the time. Over 94% of respondents donate
to charitable causes, and a nearly identical number
report signing a petition.
• The lower engagement group performs many
engagement activities at a level closer to that of the
general public. For example, 16% of lower engagement
respondents are members of a recreation group,
as compared with 12% of regional respondents.
Similarly, 22% reported taking part in a school group,
neighborhood, or community organization, a rate
which is identical to that of the regional population.
RACE

Differences in responses to questions by race has been
included throughout the data presented in the earlier
sections of this report. However, we find it useful to
gather that analysis across all the data and discuss
it here for a complete picture of the role race of the
respondent played in any patterns of difference.
• One particular set of observed differences by race
centers on engagement of Latinos in general.
For example, disproportionately more Latinos (56%)

ON THE TABLE 2016 IMPACT REPORT

9

were on the low end of the civic engagement index
score than the full set of respondents as a whole
(32%). Engagement scores are highly associated
with education levels, and Latinos were less likely
to have high levels of education. It’s important to
note that more than half of Latino respondents
participated in one of three conversations organized
by partner organizations that serve low income people.
• With regard to expressing CARE for specific topics,
there were some interesting differences by race
with regard to the topic of the judicial system and
public safety, equity and social inclusion, and
economic issues and poverty. Latinos were more
likely to express CARE about the judicial system
and public safety by a wide margin (77%) than
White respondents (48%) or the full group as
a whole (57%). However, Latinos were the least
likely to express CARE for topics of equity and
social inclusion at 30% of respondents compared
to 55% for Whites. African Americans were much
more likely to express CARE about economics
issues and poverty (67%) than Whites (51%),
but again the low CARE response of Latinos
(30%) for that topic might be counterintuitive.
ACTIONS: WHAT, WHERE, AND BY WHOM?

Not only are a significant number of respondents
planning to take action (53% are very likely to)
following On the Table based on a new idea or issue
discussed, but a portion (33%) are also intending
to collaborate with another attendee. Given this
potential for collaborative action moving forward, it is
of interest to explore these respondents who made
specific plans to work with another attendee and those
who are very likely to act.

10
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• Respondents who made specific plans to work with
one or more attendees tend to have a higher
education than those who did not make plans, and
they were more engaged, generally. Also worthy of
note is that, of respondents who made plans to
collaborate, 91% believe they can influence change,
compared to 76% who did not make plans.
• Respondents who are likely to act were more likely
to be African American or Latino and were more
likely to fall within the high engagement group. Of
those who are likely to act, 84% believe they
have the ability to effect change, while only 44%
of those who are not likely to act believe the same.

Conclusions
While we cannot generalize our findings to the
broader, regional population, the survey results point
to some key observations worthy of highlighting:
• On the Table attracted a large number of females
to the conversation. Millennials (18-29 year olds)
had a disproportionately low respondent rate in
both the city and suburbs. White respondents
were the predominant racial group. Respondents
reported high levels of educational attainment,
with the majority possessing a bachelor’s degree
or higher. Finally, a strong majority of respondents
live in Chicago. It also worth noting that On the
Table respondents are highly engaged in civic,
electoral, and political activities compared to their
regional counterparts.
• This year, large-scale partner conversations were
critical for increasing participation among hard-toreach populations.

UIC Institute for Policy and Civic Engagement

• One important observation of On the Table this
year is the rise of judicial system and public
safety as a theme commonly discussed in
conversations or mentioned by respondents as a
top problem facing their communities.
The predominance of this theme may be indicative
of how much residents in the region are concerned
about it, even if it occurs in communities other
than their own.
• The results bring to light a disparity between themes
that are CONCERNS for respondents and the
extent to which respondents’ primary contributions
address those same CONCERNS. This disparity
is highest for themes that seem to be intractable,
complex challenges for region—transportation;
the judicial system and public safety; collaboration;
and economic issues and poverty.
• There is an even greater disparity among groups
most likely to mention the judicial system and
public safety as a CONCERN and the extent to
which they are addressing it. The less educated
and Latinos are most likely to mention the judicial
system and public safety as a CONCERN, yet do
not report contributing to it as a cause.
• Additionally, a counterintuitive disparity arises
with equity and social inclusion. Those who are
most affected by issues associated with equity
and social inclusion are least likely to express
CARE, while privileged groups who would be
assumed to be least affected by these issues are
more likely to express CARE.
• Education and youth development was the great
unifier that emerged from On the Table this
year. This was a recurring theme throughout the
analysis, and little appears to influence the extent
to which people expressed CARE for it. Given the
fact that education and youth development cuts

across many cross-sections of respondents, it
can be considered the potential rallying point for
efforts working to bring people across the region
together to address issues of common concern.
• On the Table respondents were largely inspired
to take action following their conversations.
With respondents so willing to act in a variety
of capacities, and with the existing disparities
between CONCERNS and contributions so wide,
there is a ripe opportunity for respondents to be
guided or directed to organizations and initiatives
already addressing their CONCERNS and to begin
to close the CONCERN to contribution gap.
On the Table conversations serve as a catalyst for
ideas and actions. The survey acts to capture
these emergent ideas and, through subsequent deep
analysis, indicate a range of opportunities for
collaborative action around issues respondents feel
passionately. On the Table has demonstrated that
individuals across the region care deeply about their
communities, are already doing much to engage
with them, and want to work together to take on our
communities’ toughest challenges. The results of
this study show that there is still great potential for
more coordinated and collective action, especially
where concerns are connected to contributions and
respondents are connected to relevant initiatives,
organizations, and resources. The Trust and other
leading Chicago civic institutions are in the unique
position to be these connectors. With these
connections made, Chicago could become a leading
example of a region where residents have taken
charge of their communities and are working together
to build a more just and sustainable future for all.
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1. Introduction

The Chicago region prospers when its residents unite
to consider dynamic solutions to address important
issues within their communities. This belief is the
foundation of The Chicago Community Trust’s
On the Table initiative, which is “designed to elevate
civic conversation, foster new relationships and
create a unifying experience across our region.” For
the third year in a row, residents across the Chicago
region gathered together to engage in mealtime
conversations to explore how they might work collectively
and individually to serve as change agents in their
neighborhoods and communities. Participants discussed
local opportunities and challenges and focused on
strategies for making their communities “stronger,
safer, and more dynamic.”

On May 10, 2016, an estimated 55,000 people
across the Chicago area collaborated around the
theme of creating a more unified region. “When we
come together as a community with a shared
commitment to listen, we learn from and with each
other,” said Terry Mazany, president and CEO of
the Trust. “From these relationships, we will draw the
collective power to impact both neighborhoods
and lives.” On the Table values diversity and seeks to
include voices representing different backgrounds
and perspectives. Bringing these voices together in
conversation is an important first step in uniting
the Chicago region and strengthening the social bonds
that can lead to change across communities.

On the Table began in 2014 as an opportunity for
Chicago area residents to engage in intimate,
meaningful conversations with one another in order
to generate bold ideas to improve their communities.
In 2015, the Trust celebrated its Centennial and
sought to make the Chicago region the most
philanthropic in the nation. Residents were encouraged
to share stories of commitment and generosity,
inspiring themselves and others to give their time,
treasure, and talent. While the premise these past
three years has remained the same—a conversation
over a shared meal, anytime, anywhere—On the Table
continues to evolve into an action-oriented initiative
in which conversations are ongoing and dialogue spurs
progress and creative enterprise within communities.

Research Methodology
The University of Illinois at Chicago’s (UIC) Institute for
Policy and Civic Engagement (IPCE) was invited to
continue their research partnership with the Trust and
study the third iteration of On the Table. This report seeks
to understand the On the Table conversations through
results gathered from a survey of On the Table 2016
participants,1 and it serves as a study further exploring
how and why Chicago-area residents are working
independently and together to improve communities.
While this is the third consecutive report produced by
IPCE summarizing and analyzing On the Table survey
results, year-to-year comparisons are not made in this
report. A separate, longitudinal study will be conducted in
the future that allows for multi-year comparisons.
Several sets of research questions were used to create the
survey guide this report. The following table serves to
outline and structure the report based on survey results.

Fig. 1: The Conversations:
Research Questions and Topics
WHO PARTICIPATED?

HOW DID
CONVERSATIONS GO?

HOW WERE RESPONDENTS
IMPACTED?

Demographics

Conversation dynamics

Conversation outcomes

Engagement behaviors
and habits

Issues discussed

Taking Action

Big ideas

Social media

1 See Appendix I for the full survey.
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The survey was administered online through Qualtrics
and included a total of 39 questions, with a balance
of both close-ended and open-ended questions. Within
the online questionnaire, all closed-response options
that did not have a natural order were randomized, and
questions were ordered by relevance to the conversation,
civic engagement habits, and finally, demographics.
A print version of the survey was also prepared to
accommodate those without Internet access, and a
professionally translated version was prepared for
Spanish speakers.
Following the conversations on May 10, we began
collecting survey data using three methods: a public
weblink, an e-mailed unique link, and distributed print
versions upon request. The public weblink for the
survey opened at 11:59 p.m. on May 10, the night of
the conversations. Following the conversations, all
registrants (over 10,000) received an email invitation
for the survey.2 On the day of and immediately
following the conversation, print surveys were available
upon prior request for those without Internet access
or those preferring a print copy. Surveys were collected
through Monday, June 13.

The respondent population discussed in the report is
a self-selected sample of participants who partially
or fully completed the survey. All three survey sources
yielded a total of 3,994 responses.3,4,5 Along with
survey data, we collected 7,978 Twitter posts related
to the initiative that used the hashtag #onthetable2016.
As in past years, while the data constitute a large,
non-random sample of total participants, conclusions
cannot be scientifically generalized beyond the
respondent group. Even with that caveat, the data and
analysis provide useful insight into the opinions,
habits, and backgrounds of a large number of civically
engaged individuals.

2 We had contact information only for those who registered to participate in On the Table and therefore targeted this group for the e-mail survey.
Registration was not required for participation, and those who did not register were able to access the survey through the public weblink on the On the
Table website. In total, we sent a survey to 10,213 unique and valid e-mail addresses, correcting for duplicates and inaccurate email addresses and people
who registered but did not actually participate.
3 Of these 3,994 respondents, 2,487 responded to the survey through the e-mailed link for a response rate of 24%. Additionally, 249 responded by clicking
on the web link, and 1,258 responded by submitting a print survey.
4 We analyzed the survey data using qualitative and quantitative methods. During the qualitative data analysis phase, we used QDAMiner—a software
designed specifically to assist in the analysis of text data—to identify high-level themes using the text classification dictionary and codebooks that were
built over the past two years. See Appendix II for a short description of all themes. In the quantitative data analysis phase, we used R open source data
analysis software to generate frequency tables, cross-tabulations, and other group comparisons.
5 See Appendix III for a summary report featuring visualizations for all survey questions.
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2. The Conversations

Who Participated?
On May 10, 2016, the third annual On the Table saw
an estimated 55,000 Chicago area residents come
together at an estimated 3,500 tables across the city
and suburbs to participate in civic conversation.
People of all backgrounds convened at community centers,
workplaces, restaurants, and homes with strangers,
coworkers, friends, and neighbors to discuss issues
affecting their communities and how they might actively
address them. Events ranged in size, from a handful
of participants around a single table to organizationsponsored, multi-table events with hundreds of
participants. Although On the Table events varied in
arrangement, content, and capacity, all conversations
were part of a larger, more general effort to unite the
Chicago region and impact neighborhoods and lives.

A total of 3,994 On the Table participants responded
to the survey.6 This section summarizes data
from questions that respondents answered about
themselves—information about their background
such as gender, age, race, ethnicity, and level of
educational attainment, as well as information about
their civic engagement behaviors and actions they
take to improve their communities. Where appropriate,
comparisons are made between respondent data and
data from other local sources or studies. In answering
the question of who participated, we can develop a
deeper understanding of those whose perspectives
and ideas inform this report.

6 Throughout the report, references are made to survey respondents rather than On the Table participants. This is because results cannot be generalized
beyond the survey population.

PARTN ER CO N VE RSAT I O N S

The Trust partnered with organizations across Chicago and the suburbs in order to host large-scale events
for diverse audiences. Partners committed to hosting a minimum of 200 attendees at their conversation,
which helped to drive expanded participation in this year’s On the Table initiative and in this year’s survey.
Indeed, 50% of survey respondents reported participating in one of these partner conversations. How to host
the conversation was up to the partner, including whether to have it in a single location with multiple tables
or have one table at multiple locations throughout the area. All conversations were assigned a topic or an
operational framework to drive the conversation.
Organizers of these larger conversations include: African American Legacy; Chicago Architecture Foundation;
Chicago Public Library; Chicago Sunday Evening Club; Chicago Urban League; Chicagoland Chamber
of Commerce; City Year; COMPA; Enlace; Fathers, Families and Healthy Communities; IL Humanities;
Independent Media; Instituto del Progreso Latino; Kennedy Forum; LEAD; Metropolitan Pier and Exposition
Authority (MPEA); Northwestern Osher Lifelong Learning Institute (OLLI); The Community Foundation of
Will Co.; The Resurrection Project; Universidad Popular; University of Illinois Cancer Center; Walgreens; World
Business Chicago.

DEMOGRAPHICS

As seen in Figure 2, 70% of On the Table respondents
identified as female, while only 30% identified as male.
In regards to age, there were noticeable variations
in age group representation between Chicago and
suburban respondent pools. The Chicago pool tilted
younger than its suburban counterpart. In Chicago,
respondents in their 30s made up the largest age group
at 26%, while the largest age group in the suburbs
was the 60’s-and-up group at 29%. The 18-29-yearold respondent group was largely underrepresented.
Whereas 28% of Chicagoans are between the ages
of 18 and 29, only 15% of Chicago respondents fall
within this millennial group, and whereas 20% of
suburban residents are between the ages of 18 and
29, only 8% of respondents make up this youngest

adult cohort. Figures 3 and 4 show the age distribution
of respondents compared to Chicago and suburban
residents. The median age of all respondents was 46.7
Whites were the predominant racial or ethnic group,
as nearly half of all respondents (47%) identified
as “White alone.” African Americans were the second
most prevalent group at 23%. Latinos were close
behind at 20% of the respondent pool in total.
Fig. 2: Sex of Respondents
% of all respondents (n=3,581)

Male - 30%
Female - 70%

7 Median is the middle number in a set of numbers.
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The remaining respondents identified themselves as
Asian (4%), Multiracial (4%), and Other (1%).
There were important differences in the racial
demographics of Chicago and suburban respondents.
White respondents made up 68% of the respondent
pool in the suburbs, while in Chicago they comprised
42% of the total. This tracks closely with the
percentage of White residents above the age of 18 in
the suburbs (66%), but is higher than the percentage
of White residents over the age of 18 in Chicago
(36%). An even greater city-versus-suburb respondent
discrepancy can be observed when it comes to
Latino representation. Nearly one-quarter (24%) of all
Chicago respondents identified as Latino (close to
their citywide percentage of 26% for ages 18 and up),
but only 8% of suburban respondents did

Fig.
Fig. 3:
3: Age
Age of
of Chicago
Chicago Respondents
Respondents by
by Decade
Decade
Fig.
3: Age
of Chicago
Respondents by Decade
Chicago
respondents
(n=2,339)
Chicago respondents (n=2,339)
Chicago
respondents
(n=2,339)
vs.
residents
vs. All
All Chicago
Chicago
residents
vs. All Chicago residents

28%
28%
28%

the same (below their suburban percentage of 16%).
African Americans respondents made up over 25%
of the total in Chicago but only 18% in the suburbs.
African American representation in Chicago was
disproportionately small when compared to their share
of the city’s total 18 and up population (30%), but in
the suburbs their level of representation exceeded that
of their population share (10%). Figures 5 and 6 show
the racial distribution of respondents as compared to
Chicago and suburban resident populations.
Many respondents reported high levels of educational
attainment. In fact, more than three quarters of all
respondents (76%) possessed a bachelor’s degree
or higher. Only 37% of regional residents over the
age of 25 reported the same level of attainment.
Respondent educational levels were higher in the
suburbs; over half of suburban respondents (54%)
26%
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60s and up
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had obtained a graduate degree compared with 45%
of Chicago respondents, and only 4% of suburban
respondents
obtained
a high
school diploma or less
Fig.
5: Race of
Chicago
Respondents
Fig. 5: Race of Chicago Respondents

compared with 35% in Chicago. Figures 7 and 8
show the distribution of respondents compared to
Chicago and suburban residents.
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Fig. 7: Education Level of Chicago Respondents

Fig. 8: Education Level of Suburban Respondents

Chicago respondents (n=2,320) vs. All Chicago residents

Suburban respondents (n=814) vs. All Suburban residents

Graduate degree
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Bachelor’s degree
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24%
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Chicago Respondents
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*‘Associate/Vocational degree’ included in ‘Some college’ for ‘Chicago respondents’
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Suburban Respondents
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As seen in Figure 9, a strong majority of all respondents
(88%) reside within Cook County, with the remaining
percentage rounded out by Lake (4%), Will (3%), and
DuPage (3%). Cook County residents were
overrepresented, as the county actually comprises
only 62% of the total regional population. Nearly 74%
of all respondents reside in Chicago, though the
city’s population makes up a little less than 32% of
the region’s total. Within Chicago, respondents
came from a variety of community areas, with South
Lawndale (Little Village) featuring the most
respondents at 9%, followed by Logan Square,
Edgewater, and Lake View at 5% each. Figure
10 shows the number of respondents by Chicago
community area. Outside of Chicago, respondents
indicated residency in many different cities and towns,
with the most common being Evanston (2%) and
Oak Park (2%).

E N GAG E M E N T B E H AV I O RS

Identifying Community Problems
When respondents were asked to name the three most
important problems currently facing their community,
over half (53%) identified problems associated with the
judicial system and public safety. Respondents shared
their concerns on violence and crime, naming gun violence,
gang violence, and youth violence most frequently as
problems. Many also spoke on both sides of the current
police issue, with a portion identifying police brutality
as a problem and others calling for greater police presence
to secure the streets in their neighborhoods. Following
the judicial system and public safety, 44% of respondents
cited problems within economic issues and poverty,
describing a lack of resources and a lack of jobs in their
communities. According to respondents, the persistence
of poverty and lagging economic development are
preventing some communities from becoming centers
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of stability and growth. Disparity in income levels and
who has access to resources are problems further
plaguing their communities.
Fig. 11: Most Important Problems
% of all respondents (n=3,304) who identify these
as a top problem facing their community
JUDICIAL SYSTEM AND PUBLIC SAFETY

53%
ECONOMIC ISSUES AND POVERTY

44%
EQUITY AND SOCIAL INCLUSION

33%
EDUCATION AND YOUTH DEVELOPMENT

32%

Respondents also identified problems within equity
and social inclusion. One-third (33%) of respondents
expressed concern about equity and social inclusion,
with respondents referencing “a lack” mainly in terms
of youth programming and activities, but also regarding
employment, opportunities, and affordable housing.
The interrelated problems of racism, segregation, and
gentrification were also issues of concern in this theme.
An almost equal percentage (32%) were troubled by
problems within education and youth development,
especially the perceived lack of quality public schools in
many neighborhoods throughout the city and the perceived
disinvestment that is occurring within public education.
Contributions Toward Change
A strong majority (58%) of respondents described
themselves as dissatisfied with the way things
are going in their community today. However, 80% of
respondents believe that they have some or a great
deal of power in bringing about change. These two factors
may account for the many engagement behaviors
reported by respondents; they are displeased by the way
things are going in their communities, but believe they
have the power to make a positive impact within them
through engagement activities.

On the Table respondents demonstrate a willingness to
work with others to improve their communities. Indeed,
the engagement behaviors of respondents often take
place in the context of a group or organization. Over half
(53%) reported involvement with a school group,
neighborhood, or community association, and 44% take
part in a religious institution or congregation. Also
noteworthy is the fact that over half of respondents
(54%) have served as officers or committee members
for a group or organization.
In addition, respondents are willing to give their time
and money to address community issues. Three-fourths
of respondents (76%) volunteer, and an even higher
percentage (78%) reported donating $25 or more to
a charitable organization. What is more, a large majority
(69%) of respondents reported attending a public
meeting about community affairs. Given this high degree
of community involvement, it is not surprising that
respondents indicate a significant level of interaction
with their neighbors. In fact, nearly two-thirds (62%)
of respondents talk with their neighbors at least a few
times a week.
Respondents also take part in many different political
activities. Almost half of all respondents (47%) claim
membership in a group that attempts to influence
public policy or government (not including a political
party). And large majorities report expressing their
political views to other people (76%) or signing petitions
(67%). Impressively, over half of all respondents
(51%) have contacted or visited an elected official, and
over one-third (34%) have participated in a march,
rally, or demonstration.
Perhaps most striking is respondents’ voting behavior.
The majority (85%) of respondents indicated that
they sometimes or always vote in local elections, whereas
61% of the Chicago area population does the same.8

8 Volunteering and Civic Engagement in Chicago, IL (2013). Volunteering and Civic Life in America. Retrieved on August 26, 2016. Data retrieved using
http://volunteeringinamerica.gov/export.cfm.
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When compared to national numbers, this high level of
electoral participation from respondents is all the more
impressive; PEW shows 2012 U.S. voter turnout to be
at 54%.9 On the Table respondents demonstrate an
extremely high level of electoral participation, one far
above that of the general public.
Regarding the causes to which respondents primarily
contribute their time, treasure, and talent, 45% give to
education and youth development efforts. Many volunteer
at local schools, especially their children’s schools,
and others are active in running youth development
and empowerment programs. Some are mentoring
young people, women and girls, people of color, and
professionals, while a handful are working towards
improving literacy in adults and early childhood. Over a
quarter of respondents (27%) contribute to causes within
equity and social inclusion, where youth development as
well as women’s empowerment and leadership initiatives
are of primary focus. Many additionally turn their attention
to human rights, social justice efforts, and civil rights,
as well as to providing access to healthcare, especially
for youth, low-income, and the uninsured. Nearly onefifth of respondents (18%) contribute to health causes,
such as health and wellness promotion and advocating
for access to healthcare for all. Mental health is a large
component of the advocacy that takes place within
the health sphere, especially when it comes to building
awareness. Additionally, a number of respondents
are focused on cancer support and medical research.
Seventeen percent of respondents give to economic
issues and poverty, primarily through promoting economic
and workforce development and helping businesses to
grow, especially small businesses and local businesses.
Anti-poverty efforts play a significant role in the campaign
for expanding economic development. Finally, 16% give to
causes within ethics and religion, such as to their church
and their faith/religious community.

Fig. 12: Causes to which Respondents Contribute

Fig. 12: Causes to which Respondents Contribute
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How Did the
Conversations Go?
On the Table survey respondents were drawn to the
event in many different ways and for a variety of reasons.
The vast majority of conversations took place in Chicago
and were most commonly convened at community centers
or workplaces. According to respondent data, most
participants took part in conversation with at least one
person they did not know before the event, though a
sizable portion did work within the same professional
field. Participants discussed a wide range of issues,
but four emerged as the most prominent: 1) equity and
social inclusion; 2) the judicial system and public safety;
3) education and youth development; and 4) economic
issues and poverty.
CO N V E RSAT I O N DY N AM I CS

Within this section, we grouped data on how
participants were drawn to the conversations, where
those conversations took place, and the size of the
conversations. Respondents learned of the event in
several ways. Over half of the respondents (54%)
were invited, while 35% of respondents reported
hearing about it through community or nonprofit
organizations. Nearly a quarter (23%) became aware
of it through word-of-mouth. Only 6% of respondents

9 U.S. voter turnout trails most developed countries (2016). PEW Research Center. Retrieved on August 15, 2016. Retrieved from http://www.pewresearch.
org/fact-tank/2016/08/02/u-s-voter-turnout-trails-most-developed-countries/.
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45%

heard about On the Table through social media, and
an identical number identified advertising as their
main source of event information.
Professional connections played an important role in
driving participation. Of the 54% who heard about
On the Table through an invitation, 50% were invited
by a colleague. Social connections were a factor as
well, as 22% received an invitation from a friend and
13% from an acquaintance.
Fig. 13: How did you hear about On the Table?
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As seen in Figure 14, 91% of conversations took place
within Cook County. Various suburban counties—primarily
Lake (3%), Will (3%) and DuPage (1%)—comprised the
remainder. Chicago was the location of most conversations;
85% of all respondent conversations were held within the
city. In terms of Chicago community areas, the majority
of respondents (23%) reported participating in the Loop,
followed by 8% in South Lawndale (Little Village), and 5%
on the Lower West Side (Pilsen), 5% on the Near West
Side, and 5% on the Near North Side. Figure 15 shows
the number of respondents by Chicago community area.
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to the social aspect of the event and attended primarily
to connect with others (17%); or had a desire to listen
and learn (15%). It is worth noting that less than 1% of
respondents reported that they were required to attend,
indicating that the vast majority of On the Table respondents
were self-motivated and driven by their own interest.
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Fig. 16: Setting of conversations
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The two other most common city locations—Joliet and
Evanston—both hosted only 2%. Conversations were
held in many other cities as well, such as Lake Forest,
Oak Brook, and Ford Heights, but none of these locations
hosted more than 1% of all events.
Community centers (30%) and workplaces (29%)
were the most common settings for conversations,
according to respondents. Other common settings
included restaurants or cafes (14%), homes (9%),
and religious institutions (7%).
Over two-thirds of respondents (68%) participated
as guests while 17% served as hosts. A sizable
percentage did both, as 16% of respondents indicated
that they participated in discussions as both a guest
and a host. Additionally, over a quarter of respondents
(26%) reported participating in multiple events.
The median number of participants was 17, and
participants were seated at tables of ten each.
Respondent data indicates that many of these people
were unfamiliar with one another. In fact, 60% of
respondents described the other people sitting at their
tables as people they did not know before the
conversation. Shared professional interest may have
been a draw, as 38% of respondents sat with individuals
who worked in the same professional field; over a quarter

24%

16% 19%

Neighbors
Other

9%

27%

24%

Friends

38%

16%

9%

Members from my faith community
Classmates

9% 9%

Members from my faith community

9%

of respondents (27%) described the other participants
as co-workers, which might be due to the fact that
many conversations took place in workplaces. Sizable
percentages of participants were also identified as
friends (24%), neighbors (19%), classmates (9%), and
members of a common faith community (9%). Only 4%
were described as family members by respondents.
I S S U ES DI S C U S S E D

Organizers framed On the Table as an opportunity to
have conversations on unifying the Chicago region, and
respondents touched on a range of important issues
that uniquely respond to this prompt.10 According to
respondents, the most common issue raised was equity
and social inclusion, which was discussed in 27% of
all conversations. Respondents primarily attended to the
lack of services, businesses, and employment in
African American communities and the lack of resources,
programming, and jobs for youth. Racism and
segregation were noted as significant contributing
factors to the inequality these named communities
face. The judicial system and public safety issue was
another prevalent theme, appearing in 26% of all
conversations. Respondents widely discussed violence,
including youth violence, and how to better promote

10 It should be noted that conversations may have been given a focus topic at the behest of the individual or organization hosting the conversation. It is
unknown what impact such focused conversations had on survey responses.
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60%

neighborhood safety. The issue of police violence was
also of concern, although a number of respondents want
to see greater police presence in their neighborhoods.
However, no matter the side, respondents cited a
need for relations between police and community to
improve. Another common conversation theme was
education and youth development (22%). Of primary
focus was the perceived lack of quality education in
many neighborhoods throughout the city. Respondents
want to see more resources and support given to
neighborhood schools. Sixteen percent of respondents
held discussions around economic issues and poverty,
arguing that low-income communities need more

resources, jobs, and businesses in order to sustain
themselves. Economic development in areas of need
was most commonly proposed as the path forward.
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CH ICAGO I N T H E N EWS

To the extent that news media sets the public agenda, some On the Table conversations may have been
influenced by local journalism in the months leading up to the event. In order to better understand the focus
of Chicago-centric coverage, researchers conducted an editorial scan of content produced by WTTW’s
“Chicago Tonight: The Week in Review” between January 1, 2016 and May 8, 2016.
This weekly public broadcast show features panels of journalists from news outlets across Illinois to discuss
issues of public importance. In order to gauge the weekly foci of its coverage, researchers analyzed the
online show descriptions—text accompaniments situated alongside the embedded video of each show on
chicagotonight.wttw.com. These descriptions provide viewers with an advanced rundown of each show’s
topics and panelists. Sports stories were omitted from the analysis.
While not necessarily representative of all local media coverage, “Chicago Tonight: The Week in Review” is a
general interest news show that aims to synthesize the most important Chicago stories of any given week.
It is therefore a fairly reliable barometer of public attention.
Of the 18 “Week in Review” shows broadcast between January 1, 2016 and the 2016 On the Table conversations,
72% touched on shootings by local law enforcement and local police reform. Over half (56%) covered
the budget and labor issues facing Chicago Public Schools, and 39% featured conversations on the Illinois
budget impasse and general political climate.
Other regularly touched upon stories included miscellaneous local legislation, the trial and sentencing of
former House Speaker Dennis Hastert, local pension reform measures, local business, and the controversy
surrounding filmmaker George Lucas’ plan to erect a new museum on Chicago’s lakefront.
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B IG IDEAS

On the Table is rooted in the idea that dialogue between
people of diverse backgrounds can lead to the
generation of new ideas for action to improve the Chicago
region. When people with different racial and ethnic

backgrounds, life experiences, and belief systems
come together, strongly held viewpoints are often
adjusted to accommodate new information. Similarly,
participants view persistent public problems through
new lenses and are empowered to develop
innovative solutions.

The following table details a selection of ten “big ideas” identified by IPCE researchers.11
The idea I suggested for my community was sending out email invitations or personal invites to have hospitals, non-for profits, and clinics
send a letter on why they think they would be a good candidate for seed money to begin their CHW Start-Up. We would read the letters
and choose our location for a pilot. The recipient of the seed money would be required to create a voting Board of community members
and medical professionals and post on a facebook page or something EASILY viewed and shared in community and professional circles.
People can watch in real time the moment-to-moment and weekly milestones and connections that go into creating a successful CHW
Start-Up. This type of transparency will remove many of the fears surrounding the concept while also developing an awareness campaign
for what and who CHWs are and why we need to employ them and how they will save us money.
Someone talked about having a United Neighborhood exchange. Similar concept to United Nations where representatives talk about
what’s going on in their own countries—in this case neighborhoods—but bring them together to have a shared conversation and learning.
The Healing Corner spearheaded by Parents for Social Justice is one action that those of us present wanted to support and develop as a
response to the violence. The Healing Corner claims a corner of a neighborhood that has been marred by violence for peace by listening to the
communities needs as well as offering nourishment and referrals for resources.
A non-profit newsroom made up of independent operators and led by experienced professionals with potential funding from Community
Trust would allow for an organized approach for independent journalism and dramatically reshape Chicago’s journalism landscape and the
quality and quantity of great journalism that is produced.
Changing how police officers respond to mental health crises to include more helpful alternatives to jail such as crisis stabilization units.
Paid days off work to help the community.
Creating a neighborhood ‘Find Your Cause’ where different neighborhoods have an expo to highlight their hidden gems; for example,
in Back of the Yards, The Plant, Testa Produce, eco-friendly building, the Stockyards, etc. This could be arranged through a brochure
even though we assume the information is available online through lots of searching or by a few community members in different
neighborhoods coming together to put on an expo or some type of ‘visit our neighborhood’ event. This would/could be modeled after the
Chicago Architecture Foundation’s Open House event where many non-public and/or hidden gems are opened up to the public for a single
weekend in October.
Asking children to enter an essay contest with the subject being, ‘What will your summer be like once school gets out? And what could
make it better?’ This will give us glimpses into what’s going on in the homes of under-resourced youth in the summer and where we
can fill in the gaps. Using this model will bring us simple, truthful answers right from those directly affected: the children.
We discussed ways to engage politicians in authentic and meaningful connections with communities they don’t represent so they can
begin to understand better the challenges other districts or areas face that their politician colleagues are considering when making their
decisions. Ideally this will lead to better conversations, empathy, and better compromises when legislating.
The development of hydroponic plant growing in low income neighborhoods to help provide food for the greater community.
11 We ranked proposals according to their novelty, substance, uniqueness, and potential to improve community.
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Some ideas, such as the top ranked community health
worker start-up proposal, seek to empower regular
citizens to improve the quality and accountability of
services offered by large institutions such as hospitals.
Doing so would allow citizens—many of whom might
otherwise feel powerless to engage with large
bureaucracies—to meaningfully contribute knowledge
to the organizations that shape daily life in the region.
Others, such as the United Neighborhoods program,
seek to create opportunities for residents from dissimilar
neighborhoods to build connections and strengthen
the civic fabric of the city. In a city like Chicago, where
racial and economic segregation remain deeply
entrenched, such programs could help alleviate tensions
and prompt Chicagoans to meaningfully consider
the challenges facing their neighbors.
Respondents offered hundreds of big ideas in
addition to the ones listed here. Their contributions
demonstrate that On the Table’s emphasis on
dialogue and knowledge exchange is capable of
resulting in bold, innovative solutions to the issues
facing the Chicago region.
YOUTH VOI C ES

In partnership with Mikva Challenge and the Chicago
Public Schools Office of Service Learning, the Trust
has developed a youth conversation guide for On the Table
to support engagement in Chicago Public Schools
and in suburban school district classrooms, as well as
numerous organizations serving youth across the
region. Overall, approximately 2,000 youth from across
the region participated in On the Table 2016.
The guide provided an array of lessons to help teachers,
students, youth organizations, and youth-focused

events get the conversation started. Youth engaged in
conversation through guided prompts, such as what
they care about most in their community, ideas to bring
about change in the community, and what actions they
would take to address issues in their community. Youth
participants created an outline of a person or used the
outline sketch provided in their guides and were asked to
put promising ideas on the head, what they care about
(passions) on the heart, and what they will do (the action)
on the feet.
The Trust and youth partners encouraged youth
participants to share their Head, Heart and Feet exercise
to social media. Participating youth were also invited
to share photos, ideas, commitments, and other illuminating
moments from their conversations using
#onthetable2016 or #OTTyouthvoices on Facebook,
Twitter, and Instagram.
We had access to Head, Heart, and Feet exercises
from 389 anonymous youth participants. With regard
to the “Head” portion of the exercise—those ideas
with potential for change in their communities—29%
of the exercises mentioned education and youth
development, followed by collaboration at 19%.
Community engagement and equity and social
inclusion also ranked high, with mentions in 17% and
11% of cases, respectively.
In the “Heart” portion of the diagram, youth mentioned
issues they cared about most deeply. While education
and youth development again ranked first (24%) and
community engagement again came in second (23%),
judicial system and public safety issues skyrocketed to
mentions in 20% of cases. Comparatively, that theme
was mentioned in only 10% of “head” responses.
Finally, youth were asked how they could contribute to
addressing some of the issues they described in the
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“head” and “heart” portions of the activity and were
instructed to document their answers near the
diagrams’ “feet.” Many responses (27%) indicated
students thought building relationships and
collaborating was their best available option for bringing
about change, while 20% listed tasks related to general
community involvement. Another substantial portion (14%)
signaled that speaking out and communicating was an
important avenue for student participation in matters of
public importance.
S OCIAL M EDIA: EXPA N D I N G PU BL I C
PA RTICIPATION T H RO U G H D I G I TA L SPAC ES

Social media platforms provided an opportunity for
On the Table to deepen community civic engagement
efforts and increase public participation. The Trust
launched its social media campaign in February 2016
as a key tool to assist and support the online conversation
landscape. It served as a useful tool in capturing live
content from conversations as they occurred face-to-face
around tables in physical spaces as well as from the
digital space for those who were not able to participate
in an On the Table conversation.
We used the social media management platform
Meltwater Buzz to analyze social media conversations
as a way of understanding the influence and impact
of this event on the community. The goal was to measure
frequency, reach, engagement, sentiment, themes, and
topics occurring in social media conversations before,
during, and after the On the Table May 10 conversations.
While the On the Table initiative saw thousands of
people across the region engaged at the table, it also
featured thousands of conversations on social media,
with 15,478 total #onthetable2016 volume mentions.
These mentions were amplified to source followers, key
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influencers, and top posters, generating more than
6.9 million digital impressions.
While there were social media posts on Facebook, from
blogs, and mainstream news, Twitter was the medium
most frequently used throughout the #onthetable2016
campaign. Social connections also went beyond
messages, with posts including media, sharing photos,
and discussing solutions to improve communities.
Topics frequently mentioned with the #onthetable2016
campaign were #education, #mentalhealth,
#yourvoicematters, #racialequity, #justice, #economy,
and #compassion. For example, social media users
reported: “You don’t have to know this neighborhood
to do good for the neighborhood!”; “We see violence,
we see lack of education, we see isolation. To see each
other, we need empathy.”; “Identity can divide or unite
us.”; “Stop educating by zip code and give all same opps”;
“One thing that I struggle with is what I want to be?
And what society wants me to be?”; “Every neighborhood
should have the same opportunities and the same
resources.”; “More participation. More democracy.
More engagement and openness. Maximum space for
civil society.”

How Were Respondents
Impacted by Conversations?
On the Table uses dialogue as a conduit for social change.
Its diverse respondent pool results in a wide breadth
of conversation topics and inspirations for further action.
In order to determine the ways in which these
conversations lead to action in the Chicago region,
researchers gathered data on the nature of participants’
dialogues and their feelings about how their
participation changed their perspective and willingness
to further engage with public issues.
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CON VERSAT I O N O U TCO M ES
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One of the main goals of On the Table is for participants
to forge connections with others at their table and
establish new relationships that will serve as a foundation
for improving communities. In fact, making new
connections was a motivating factor for 17% of respondents.
Diversity is key for achieving this goal, whether it
is in terms of new people, differences in views, or a
variety of backgrounds that come together and meet
at the table. In order to make new connections, then,
tables must be comprised of diverse individuals.
Nearly all respondents (92%) were “somewhat” to
“very satisfied” with the diversity of people at their
conversation, which indicates that tables were ripe
with opportunities for meeting new people and
gaining new insights on issues of public importance—
an important first step in shifting toward a unified
rather than stratified region.
Overall, respondents achieved the On the Table goal of
relationship-building while connecting with others in
a variety of manners. A majority of respondents (68%)
indicated they spoke with one or more attendees they
did not already know prior to the conversation. Nearly
half of respondents (48%) exchanged contact
information with other participants, and 33% made
specific plans to work with one or more attendees.
While it is impressive that a large number of
respondents were building connections by speaking
with other guests and sharing their contact information
for follow-up, what should be highlighted is the onethird of respondents who plan to take action with their
fellow table participants. This demonstrates that
On the Table conversations were successful in generating
new, relevant connections among thousands of
participants, connections that will have a broad reach
beyond May 10.

SPOKE WITH 1 OR MORE ATTENDEES I DID NOT KNOW

SPOKE WITH 1 OR MORE ATTENDEES I DID NOT KNOW

68%

EXCHANGED CONTACT INFO

48%

EXCHANGED CONTACT INFO

MADE SPECIFIC PLANS TO WORK WITH 1 OR MORE ATTENDEES

48%

33%
MI DA D
D
N OET SMPAE
KC
E IAFNIYC NPE L
WACNOS
N NTEO
C TW
I OO
N SR K W I T H 1 O R M O R E A T T E N D E E S
8%

33%

OTHER

DID NOT MAKE ANY NEW CONNECTIONS
5%

8%

OTHER
Another
primary goal of On the Table is to promote civic
5%
conversation among participants. Respondents were
actively involved in their conversations, effectively
educating one another and learning about issues in
their communities and what they can do about them.
Following the conversations, 74% of respondents
indicated they have a “somewhat” to “much better”
understanding of issues facing their communities,
and 70% of respondents indicated they have a
“somewhat” to “much better” understanding of how to
help address said issues. Nearly all respondents (97%)
were “somewhat” to “very satisfied” with the diversity
of views and opinions in the conversation. These
results demonstrate that thoughtful and constructive
dialogue was occurring within the conversations: issue
dissection was a critical element of discussion, diverse
perspectives were welcomed, and ideas were shared
regarding how to instigate change in communities.
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Given these factors that measure and demonstrate
On the Table impact (ways of connecting with
others; better understanding of community issues
and how to address them; and satisfaction with
diversity of views and people), it is not surprising
that an overwhelming number of respondents
would recommend On the Table to others. Nearly
all respondents (98%) are “somewhat” to “very
likely” to recommend On the Table to their friends
and colleagues. This finding speaks to the potential
longevity and increasing scale of this region-wide
dialogue initiative, as respondents show willingness
to encourage others close to them to participate.
As previously mentioned, On the Table aims to foster
relationships and initiatives that endure long after
participants wrap up their conversations. Among
respondents who had participated in On the Table in
2014 or 2015 (22% of all 2016 respondents), 57%
said they participated in another conversation as a
follow-up to their initial dialogue; 46% stayed in contact
with one or more attendees from their previous dialogue;
and 24% worked with one or more attendees on an
idea or project. These figures suggest the initiative is
generally successful in prompting residents of the region
to engage with their communities in meaningful ways.
TAKIN G ACTION

Findings suggest that On the Table conversations
served as an inspiration to take action for respondents.
A large majority of respondents said they were “very
likely” (53%) or “somewhat likely” (38%) to take action
regarding a new idea, concern, or issue discussed in their
conversation. Respondents intend to take action through
community participation (31%); building relationships
and collaborating (30%); raising awareness (16%); and
mentoring, motivating, and training (11%).
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Community Participation
Nearly one-third (31%) of respondents mentioned
community participation as a mode of action they
are willing to take following On the Table. Community
participation refers to community organizing and
outreach efforts; community forums, meetings, and
events; and general community involvement
(such as volunteering in the community) done for
the purpose of bettering the community. It is also
inclusive of community conversations and dialogues
unrelated to On the Table.
Respondents plan to begin working or keep working
in their community, whether that is through
volunteer efforts or becoming involved in community
projects, initiatives, or activities. “I was inspired,”
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said one respondent, “to get more involved in my
local community and will be pursuing volunteer
opportunities.” “I am personally going to get more
involved,” said another respondent, “in the organizations
we spoke about by volunteering my time and making
others aware to volunteer their time to help the
organizations we feel passionately about.” This drive
to not only involve oneself but to also encourage
that in others was reflected by a number of respondents.
According to one respondent, “I want to help get more
people involved in these types of meetings. People
need to attend so we can have more ideas.” Another
respondent expressed a similar sentiment: “we talked
about knocking on doors to invite them to neighborhood
meetings with an effort to[ward] meeting our
neighbors and tackling issues.” Indeed, several respondents
identified meetings as an optimal method for
convening community members and getting involved.
They want to “have more community meetings,”
especially “host more regular[,] informal meetings
similar to OTT.”
Respondents also expressed a desire to “get more
involved in local community projects” and community
activities; a number of possibilities were mentioned,
including local schools, Parent Teacher Association
(PTA), local park advisory councils, Chicago Alternative
Policing Strategy (CAPS), and National Alliance on
Mental Illness (NAMI), among others. One respondent
was especially specific and timely in their intentions,
saying they wanted “to get more involved in Black Lives
Matter and other local campaigns to resist racism
and police brutality.” Events were identified as another
outlet for community engagement. Not only do
respondents want to attend more community and
neighborhood events, but they also want to host
more events. This was cited as a way to “bring more
of the community together to plan and organize
events and actions.”

Building Relationships and Collaborating
Thirty percent of respondents reported building
relationships and collaborating as their intended action
following On the Table. Building relationships and
collaborating refers to creating and strengthening
partnerships between entities such as individuals,
organizations, or neighborhoods, as well as expanding
networks, working together toward a common
purpose, sharing resources, and ultimately breaking
down barriers and finding commonalities with others.
It can also indicate follow-up On the Table-style
conversations and meetings.
Respondents focused largely on community, whether
it was through “hav[ing] more contact with people
in my community” and “getting to know members of
our community,” or building community, such as
by inviting neighbors over for a barbeque. Building
community might also occur through a number
of other actions mentioned, including the sharing
of community resources, supporting each other
as a community, and bridging communities, both across
diverse communities and within disparate
communities. One example of bridging communities
is having police officers interact with the community
more frequently, perhaps through convened
community meetings. In addition to building
community, respondents intend to “get together with
my neighbors to talk about the problems that are
happening in our community” and “work on resolving
issues in our own neighborhoods.” One respondent
suggested holding an On the Table conversation every
month to develop “a community action plan,”
while another respondent wants to continue their
conversation and “create a set of best practices.”
On the Table conversations are thus generally seen by
respondents as an effective way to begin addressing
issues, as a number of them have “a desire” to
“continue meeting and keep the conversation going.”
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Respondents also expressed interest in connecting
with and working with others, especially via local
organizations. “I work for a municipality dealing with
housing issues,” explained one respondent. “One
of the participants at my table works for a housing
center in the same municipality. We plan on following
up with each other to work collectively on housing
issues.” Another respondent intends to “bring the
information back to the coalition of community
organizations of which I am a part so that we can work
together to address the issues raised.” Others
want to “contact and meet with new organizations
we currently do not work with” in order to “see how
we can share each other’s knowledge and efforts.”
This would create “cross-collaboration with many
organizations focused on the same mission.” Overall,
respondents expressed a willingness to “go out of
[their] comfort zone to make new connections.”
Raise Awareness
Additionally, 16% of respondents plan on raising
awareness following the event. Raising awareness
refers to sharing information and new ideas in order
to educate others on important topics. It involves
getting the word out, especially through word of mouth
and social media, and changing the conversation to
promote new narratives.
Respondents intend to raise awareness in order to “be
more aware of what is happening in the community”
and “communicat[e] with the community what’s going
on.” One respondent intends to “pay attention to
issues that are not my immediate concern and SPEAK
OUT on those issues[,] too. Really [sic] reorient myself
to think more broadly about my community. It is more
than my block.” Primarily, raising awareness, according
to respondents, is about gathering information and
sharing information, especially sharing information on
resources in the community. Following On the Table,
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one respondent plans to “visit the alderman in my
neighborhood to find out what resources and activities
are available to the community, and start to promote
those to my neighbors.” Another respondent who
works for a library wants to personally create easier
access to information: “We have a community
resource database, but I’ll work towards providing
better access to that info across the community.”
Creating and spreading awareness regarding some
key concerns is another function of this action.
Some intend to re-define the narrative of the Black
community: “We would like to change perceptions
of the Black community here in Chicago from fear
to supporter...This needs to happen in media and
tourism.” Others want to implement “education
campaigns regarding health care.” Specifically,
respondents want to raise awareness regarding mental
illness. In fact, the majority of respondents who
mentioned health within this action theme were
referencing mental health. One respondent wants
to provide “education about mental illness to help the
community understand what mental illness is[,] the
challenges facing those affected by mental illness[,]
and how we as a community can help.” Another
respondent wants to have a “speaker at high schools to
share information on where to seek help for children
that suffer from mental health issues.” Others want to
“continue to share my story related to mental health”
and “talk openly about mental health”; this will allow
others to develop “personal awareness of the mental
health struggles” that surround them.
Mentor, Motivate, and Train
Eleven percent of respondents are aiming their efforts
toward mentoring, motivating, and training. Mentor,
motivate, and train refers to creating educational and
supportive relationships that promote the development
of individuals. It may involve serving as a role model
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and encouraging others in one’s community to
get involved as well as mentoring those who are
disadvantaged or underprivileged, including youth
(especially youth of color) and women.
The majority of respondents who mention this action
intend to work with youth, help youth, and engage
youth. Some ideas respondents raised include
“partnering with youth programs to provide employment
opportunities,” “talk[ing] to the alderman about
more youth programs,” and “creat[ing] programs for
youth in the community.” A number of respondents
want to see youth involved with issues facing their
communities. For example, one respondent hopes
to “encourage youth participation in current policy
debates and political issues by shaping my own
organization to invite and encourage youth participation.”
Another wants to “talk more to our youth to help
them create social conscience on the issues we are
experiencing and inspire them to create change,” and
still yet another plans to “[work] with youth group[s]
to develop PSA’s on issues and youth perspective
on solutions.” Other respondents are interested in
developing a youth advocacy board led by youth and
providing more mentoring programs for youth.
While most respondents provided actions that relate
to youth, some focused on a different audience
for their intended action. In terms of mentoring, one
respondent brought up creating mentoring
opportunities for women in the community, and
another mentioned “mentoring adults who feel
they have missed their chance to go to school.”
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3. Analysis to Inform Action

We conducted a number of different analyses of the
data presented above that went beyond the
guiding questions of who participated, how did the
conversations go, and what was the impact of the
conversations. These analyses were centered on measures
or observations helpful for deepening understanding
as well as directing or supporting action related to topics
discussed in conversations, topics cited as important
problems, and topics named as areas of contribution.

The additional analyses include an exploration of
the themes for which respondents expressed CARE;
disparities between themes that respondents
were CONCERNED about versus causes to which they
contribute; the Civic Engagement Index measure;
how race mattered as key variable in the analysis;
and a closer examination of the specific actions
respondents indicated interest in pursuing following
their conversations.

Expressing CARE:
RESPONDENTS’ PRIORITIES AS REVEALED
THROUGH ISSUES DISCUSSED, TOP COMMUNITY
PROBLEMS, AND PERSONAL CONTRIBUTIONS

While issues, problems, and contributions represent
three distinct measures used to determine, respectively,
what was discussed during conversations; what are
the most important problems facing respondents’
communities; and to what causes do respondents
contribute their time, treasure, and talent, when
considered collectively, these measures reveal
respondents’ priorities and what they express CARE
about most. We use the term “express CARE” as a
variable that brings together issues, problems, and
contributions and indicates that a respondent provided
a response to at least one of these variables; thus, to

have expressed CARE means to have identified an issue,
problem, and/or contribution. See Figure 23 for a visual
definition of CARE.
Over half of respondents (57%) mentioned the judicial
system and public safety at least once in issues,
problems, and contributions, indicating that in one
way or another, a large percentage of respondents
are directing their attention significantly toward this
theme and have expressed CARE. Similarly, 55%
of respondents mentioned education and youth
development; 50% economic issues and poverty;
and 48% equity and social inclusion. The following
summary and analysis combines the three measures
listed above and describes these four important
themes according to how they were referenced by
respondents and according to comparisons made
between groups.

Fig. 23

What do we mean by CARE?
CON CE R N    +    CONT RIBUT ION    =    CARE

Did you raise an issue
of concern regarding
your community?
What are the
most important
problems facing your
community?

To what causes
do you primarily
contribute your time,
talent (knowledge or
skills) and/or financial
resources?

The CARE variable
allows for a
comprehensive
understanding
of respondents’
priorities.
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promote neighborhood safety. “I live in all this
mayhem and violence directly on my block,” explained
one respondent, “where the sound of gunfire has
replaced the sounds of laughter and police chases
has become the new game of tag. I want concrete
solutions to take back to my home[,] my community[,]
my neighbors.” Of the types of violence mentioned,
youth violence and police brutality were referred to

J UDICIAL SYST E M A N D PU BL I C SA F E T Y

Description
At 57%, respondents overwhelmingly expressed CARE
for the judicial system and public safety. When
they mentioned this theme in their conversations,
violence was most widely discussed, especially
in considering how to “prevent” and “combat” it and

Fig. 24: Expressing CARE
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most frequently. Many were concerned with “the
escalating violence among the youth” and “systemic
violence specifically as it is both caused [by,] and
its effects on[,] young people.” Others raised concerns
about “police brutality [and] violence in the black
community.” One respondent suggested police training
so “they begin to see young black men as citizens
rather than predators[,] thugs[,] criminals[,] etc.”
Another respondent similarly posed the question of
how the police and black youth can see each other
“as individuals[,] not the enemy.” Conversation about
police, however, was not strictly limited to the black
community. One respondent brought up the “the
inherent fear of police by Latino community residents
and the conflict that brings.” Other respondents called
for more communication with police and greater police
presence in their communities: “police involvement
in the community,” said one respondent, “needs to
increase.” Many want to see relationships between
the police and the community improved.
Of the respondents who named the judicial system
and public safety as a problem, most mentioned, once
again, violence and crime, describing it as “rampant,”
“escalating,” and “a city-wide plague.” They also
talked about violence in a variety of capacities beyond
youth violence and police brutality, including gun
violence, gang violence, state violence, and domestic
violence. Some indicated that greater police presence
could help the violence problem, given a “lack of
security,” while others are “distrust[ful] of local police
in light of recent violence.” One person remarked
on the “inattention to neighboring communities
experiencing violence and disparity.” According to
another respondent, “something needs to happen to
begin to change the culture of violence in so many
of our communities.”
A number of respondents are already undertaking
a mission to promote safety in their neighborhoods

and advance nonviolent practices. Many are focused
on public safety in general, including violence
intervention and prevention, which often takes the
form of peace education and restorative justice.
Some are working toward criminal justice reform,
especially in the areas of juvenile justice and mass
incarceration. Others have turned their attention to
the problem of domestic violence, raising awareness
and fundraising in order to help prevent it. Additionally,
in line with their concerns regarding police violence,
respondents want to improve police-community
relations by restoring police accountability and trust
in communities; this is being accomplished by
challenging police violence, taking an “anti-militaristic”
stance, and “working with police to keep gangs out
of our community.” Several are also involved in CAPS
and are highly supportive of the initiative.
Group Comparisons
The judicial system and public safety is a theme
expressed most consistently by underserved groups
living in areas of hardship. It is particularly significant,
then, that this theme emerged as the highest ranking
theme within the “CAREs” variable, as those
who expressed CARE for it are typically marginalized
groups whose words, concerns, and contributions
are often overlooked.
The demographic profile of those who expressed
CARE for the judicial system and public safety
skews toward the less educated and toward Latino
respondents. Whereas 50% of respondents with
a bachelor’s degree expressed CARE, 88% of those
with less than a high school education did the
same. At 77%, Latino respondents were more likely
to express CARE, especially compared to White
respondents (48%). Expressing CARE for this theme
was not strongly associated with age groups and was
independent of gender.
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The data suggest a relationship between where
respondents live and whether or not they prioritized
the judicial system and public safety. Compared
to 37% of suburban respondents, Chicagoans were
more likely to express CARE at 64%. Within the
City of Chicago, residents on the Westside (76%)
were more likely express CARE than residents on
the Northside (55%).
In terms of community engagement, expressing
CARE for the judicial system and public safety
was independent of engagement index group12 and
independent of involvement in civic groups.13
However, there was a relationship between expressing
CARE and community satisfaction. Less community
satisfaction was associated with expressing CARE
for the judicial system and public safety. Over
one-third (34%) of respondents who expressed
CARE are satisfied with their community compared
to nearly half (49%) of respondents who did
not express CARE; less than half (42%) of all
respondents are satisfied with their community.
When compared to other themes, those who expressed
CARE for the judicial system and public safety were
less likely to be concerned about problems within
government; equity and social inclusion; and media
and awareness. Only 11% of those who expressed
CARE about the judicial system and public safety
were also concerned about government, compared
to twice as many (22%) who did not express CARE
for the judicial system and public safety. Additionally,
27% of those who expressed CARE for the judicial

system and public safety were also concerned with
equity and social inclusion, while 42% who did
not express CARE for the judicial system and public
safety were concerned with equity and social
inclusion. Finally, 5% expressed CARE for the judicial
system and public safety and were also concerned
with media and awareness, compared to 15% who
did not express CARE for the judicial system and
public safety yet were still concerned with media
and awareness. In regards to contributions made by
respondents, causes were similar to overall trends,
where education and youth development ranks first;
there were no major differences between how those
who expressed CARE for the judicial system and
public safety contribute their time, treasure, and
talent compared to the rest of respondents.
E DU CAT I O N AN D YO U T H DEV E LO P M E N T

Description
Respondents also expressed CARE for education and
youth development. Within the scope of their
conversations, many discussed the perceived lack of
quality education, particularly the failure of CPS
to provide “evenly distributed[,] accessible quality
education throughout the city.” According to one
respondent, “we are very segregated as it pertains
to our public schools. We want more equitable
education for all students.” Respondents called for more
support for neighborhood schools, especially in
bringing in resources to help improve schools. A CPS
teacher with over fifteen years of experience is confident

12 Engagement index group refers to the Civic Engagement Index we created. The Civic Engagement Index is a measure designed to assess a respondent’s
level of engagement by combining all their reported engagement activity (civic, electoral, and political) into a single score. Depending on their score,
respondents fall into a low, medium, and high engagement group; the lower engagement group is least engaged, while the highest engagement group is
considered to be the most engaged by our measures. Deeper analysis of the Civic Engagement Index is provided below.
13 These civic groups include: a school group, neighborhood or community association; any group that tries to influence public policy or government,
not including a political party; a church, synagogue, mosque, or other religious institution; a service or civic organization; and a sports or recreation
organization.
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that school improvement will happen if “taxpayer
dollars would go to human resources in schools.” This
teacher explains, “Children who are living in poverty
have social [and] emotional needs that have to be met
in order for them to maximize their ability to learn
and grow academically. We need smaller class sizes[,]
strong arts programs[,] and as many wrap-around
services that we can offer.” Education and violence
often co-occurred within this theme, with some
respondents citing both as problems and others viewing
education and after-school programming that
promotes youth development as an antidote to the
violence plaguing communities.
Similar to their conversations, when identifying
problems facing their communities, respondents
again referenced a need for high-quality neighborhood
public schools, arguing that there is “uneven” public
school quality across the city of Chicago, that
many are “low performing” schools, and that there
is “dysfunction in the public school system.” There
has been “public disinvestment in human rights,
like education,” says one respondent, with another
respondent similarly arguing that there has been
“continued erosion of funding for what improves
quality of life (education, [etc]).” Many are fearful
of the future of neighborhood public schools, given
“tepid aldermanic support and leadership around
neighborhood schools” and “losing enrollment to
magnets, selective enrollment and charters.” Indeed,
this certainly paints a grim picture of the state of
education in Chicago; according to one respondent,
there exists a “pervasive and destructive sense of
hopelessness regarding Chicago’s youth[, provided]
the sentiment that things are ‘too violent,’ that the
schools are ‘too dysfunctional,’ and that Chicago’s
adolescents are a ‘lost cause.’”

While the state of education may seem bleak, a
significant number of respondents are contributing
their time and resources toward educational efforts.
These respondents want to “improve opportunities
for education” and institute “quality education for all.”
While some are interested in the larger, more
theoretical issue of education reform, especially
around funding and “invest[ing] in all kids,” others
take a more hands-on approach by volunteering
at local public schools, especially in “my kid’s school.”
Youth development efforts both inside and outside
of school are of priority as well, as a number of
respondents have an interest in establishing programs
that serve to empower youth. Outside of the school
arena, many respondents are giving their time
and talent toward mentoring others, including youth,
women and girls, people of color, and other
professionals. Additionally, some are focusing their
attention on increasing literacy, both in adults
(particularly financial and technological literacy) and
young children.
Group Comparisons
Education and youth development is a unifying
theme, since respondents mentioned it as an
issue, problem, and/or contribution across groups,
typically independent of demographics, location,
and engagement habits.
Of significance within the demographic profile of
respondents who expressed CARE for education and
youth development was the relationship between
expressing CARE and education level. Respondents with
a graduate degree were most likely to express CARE
(62%), compared to respondents with less than a high
school education (35%). When considering additional
demographic information, the relationships between
expressing CARE and age and between expressing
CARE and race were weak, and there was no relationship
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for gender. Respondents who are in the under-30s age
group were most likely to express CARE (60%), while
the those who fall in the 50s age group were least
likely to express CARE (52%). Latino respondents were
slightly less likely to express CARE, given that 47%
expressed CARE compared to 53% who did not.
Similar to the demographic profile, there was a weak
relationship between where respondents live and
whether they expressed CARE for education and youth
development. Therefore, regardless of where one
lives, whether it be in the suburbs or in Chicago,
education was a priority for respondents. When taking
into consideration the areas in Chicago, respondents
on the Northside were most likely to express CARE
(63%), followed by the Southside (57%), and then
the Westside (54%).
In terms of community engagement, the relationship
between engagement index group and expressing
CARE was weak; however, the lower engagement
group was less likely to express CARE (50%) while
the highest engagement group was more likely to
express CARE (60%). There was no relationship with
community satisfaction. When it comes to group
involvement, respondents who expressed CARE for
education and youth development were more likely
to be involved with a school group, neighborhood, or
community association—57% of those who expressed
CARE are involved in a group association compared
to 46% of those who did not express CARE.
ECON OM IC ISSU ES A N D POVE RT Y

Description
Half of respondents expressed CARE for economic
issues and poverty. During their conversations,
the majority referenced a lack of jobs, businesses,
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and “fundamental” resources in their community.
“Low-income neighborhoods need more resources,”
said one respondent. Another respondent builds on
that same idea, arguing that residents need to
“better connect the economic development work in
the region and fully [support] innovative new ideas
and [decentralize] them to the benefit of low-income
communities and communities of color.” Several
respondents noted the “intersection between poverty
and race” and the “economic stratification within
the African American community.” As one respondent
observed, “the city’s segregation exacerbates the
issue such that it has become in effect two cities[:]
the North Side with stability and growth and the
South and West Sides[,] where lack of jobs in former
manufacturing areas[,] urban blight[,] the schoolto-prison pipeline[,] and entrenched poverty reinforce
these selfsame issues.” Many want to see
more economic development and realize “the
importance of supporting local[,] small businesses,”
having seen “the impact of empty storefronts in my
neighborhood.” Others want to see more employment
opportunities for youth, with some connecting the
“escalating violence among the youth” to a “lack of
employment” for that same population.
The problems respondents mentioned within
economic issues and poverty generally reflect their
conversation topics. When identifying problems,
respondents were primarily concerned about a lack
of jobs and a lack of resources in their communities,
both of which contribute to “chronic,” “persistent”
poverty and income inequality. “People living
outside of poverty,” argued one respondent, “are
only relatively committed to solving problems for
people living in poverty.” Many perceived economic
development to be “lagging” in their communities
and would prefer instead to see “full-time jobs
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with sustainable wages/salaries.” “Development
that encourages a diverse array of businesses
and companies,” said one respondent, “allow the
community to flourish.”

respondents expressed CARE for economic issues and
poverty, compared to 51% of White respondents and
30% of Latino respondents. However, there was no
relationship between expressing CARE and age.

Respondents are committed to improving their local
economies by enacting an “anti-poverty” strategy.
Economic and workforce development are the primary
means by which respondents report building a stronger
economy and combating such deeply ingrained poverty.
Business, “especially small business,” empowerment
is critical to this mission, as “bottom-up, inclusive
economic empowerment” gives everyone a chance at
entrepreneurship and helps to promote local business
growth and greater sustainability.

Whether a respondent lives in the suburbs or Chicago
was independent of expressing CARE for economic
issues and poverty. However, there was an association
between where one lives in Chicago and whether
they were likely to express CARE. Sixty-one percent
of Southsiders expressed CARE for economic issues
and poverty, while 51% of Northsiders and 45% of
Westsiders did the same.

Group Comparisons
While it is not surprising that economic issues and
poverty emerged as a top CARE given its high ranking
position as an issue over the years, what is interesting
is the demographic profile of those who expressed
CARE for this theme. Despite its focus on poverty and
providing resources and development to low-income
communities, economic issues and poverty is a theme
not necessarily reserved only for underserved groups.
A mixture of underserved and privileged respondents
expressed CARE for this theme.
Respondents who expressed CARE for economic
issues and poverty tend to be more educated than
those who did not express CARE. While only 16%
of respondents with less than high school expressed
CARE for economic issues and poverty, 57% of
those with a graduate degree did the same. There
was a slight difference between gender groups,
where 54% of male respondents expressed CARE
for economic issues and poverty compared to 49%
of female respondents. Additionally, there was a
relationship with a race, as 67% of African American

Regarding engagement activities, respondents who
expressed CARE for economic issues and poverty
were more likely to vote. The majority (91%) of those
who expressed CARE vote in local elections, compared
to 81% of those who did not express CARE.
When compared to other themes, respondents who
expressed CARE for economic issues and poverty
also expressed CARE for equity and social inclusion
as well as education and youth development. Over
half (56%) of respondents who expressed CARE for
economic issues and poverty expressed CARE for
equity and social inclusion, while 40% of respondents
who did not express CARE for economic issues
and poverty did express CARE for equity and social
inclusion. Sixty percent of respondents who
expressed CARE for economic issues and poverty
also expressed CARE for education and youth
development, while 50% of respondents who did not
express CARE for economic issues and poverty did
express CARE for education and youth development.
Respondents who expressed CARE for economic
issues and poverty were less likely to express CARE
for the judicial system and public safety.
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EQUITY AN D SOC I A L I N C LU SI O N

Description
To a great extent, respondents expressed CARE for
issues related to equity and social inclusion.
Within conversations, most frequently and most
generally, respondents discussed a lack within their
community—particularly in predominantly African
American communities—of services, businesses, or
employment. Respondents attributed this shortage
to “institutionalized racism,” “segregation,” and “White
privilege.” As one respondent noted, “Due to high
levels of segregation in Chicago, I think it is critical
to increase contact between the varied communities
to build relationships. This should help create better
understanding between communities and perhaps
lead to improved sharing of resources.” Youth, in
particular, are in need of resources, programming,
activities, and jobs. “What are we going to do about
our youth[?]” one respondent asks. “They have no
outlets.” Additionally, a number of respondents
cited barriers to access to healthcare as a problem,
especially quality mental health services. “The state
of Illinois is in an unprecedented mental health crisis,”
argued one respondent, while another mentioned
“how hard it is to access adequate health care when
you are just above the poverty line.”
Similar to what was discussed in their conversations,
respondents’ concerns relate to what they perceive
to be lacking in their community and what type of
access is needed, especially for youth. Many cited
a need for youth programs and activities as well
as pressed for increased access to quality education
for all. Others indicated a shortage of employment,
a deficit of opportunities, and insufficient affordable
housing. Diversity is said to be absent in many of
their communities, given the “entrenched systems
of racial and economic segregation” seen throughout
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Chicago; some go as far as describing Chicago’s
segregation as “hyper segregat[ed]” and “self-inflicted.”
The “persistence” of “institutional racism in all
levels of city government, policing, schools, [and]
justice system” is also a problem, as is gentrification
and the “dilution of culture” that results from the
“displacement of people.”
Although respondents report contributing to a wide
range of causes within equity and social inclusion,
they primarily support “women’s issues [and]
children’s issues.” The majority give to youth development
(including leadership development) and youth
engagement efforts, followed by “initiatives supporting
women and girls,” which includes women’s
empowerment and leadership activities. Respondents
also support social justice organizations and are
advocates for “human rights[,] social justice[, and]
civil rights.” They are promoters of racial equality,
LGBT equality, health equality (especially concerning
“health disparities” and access to health care for
youth, the low-income, and uninsured), and economic
equality (especially in “supporting Black communitybased organizations”).
Group Comparisons
Equity and social inclusion is a theme voiced by
those who are typically considered to be in statuses
and situations of privilege, which appears to be
somewhat paradoxical. Respondents also addressed
this theme in more formal, institutional settings,
such as workplaces. While it is not surprising
that this theme emerged as a top CARE given its
high ranking position over the years as an issue
discussed, what is noteworthy is the profile of those
who mentioned this theme as an issue, problem,
and/or contribution.
Respondents with less education were less likely
to express CARE for equity and social inclusion.
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Seven percent of those with less than a high
school education expressed CARE for this theme,
compared to 58% of those with a graduate degree.
Additionally, Latinos were the least likely to express
CARE for equity and social inclusion. Whereas
30% of Latino respondents expressed CARE for equity
and social inclusion, 55% of White respondents
did the same. There were no relationships between
expressing CARE for equity and social inclusion and
age or gender.
Expressing CARE for equity and social inclusion was
also independent of geography in terms of Chicago and
suburbs. However, there was a positive relationship
between expressing CARE and living on the Northside;
over half (59%) of Northsiders expressed CARE for
equity and social inclusion, compared to 48% of
Southsiders and 40% of Westsiders.
Respondents who expressed CARE for equity and
social inclusion were more likely to be engaged
in the community. Within the lower engagement
index group, 40% expressed CARE, compared to
60% of those in the highest engagement group.
Additionally, those who expressed CARE for equity
and social inclusion were more likely to participate
in charitable activities for the benefit of the
community. The great majority (85%) of those who
expressed CARE donate, compared to 72% who
did not express CARE. Well over half (62%) of those
who expressed CARE serve as a officer or on a
committee, while 49% of those who did not express
CARE do so. Finally, 83% of those who expressed
CARE volunteer, compared to 73% who did not express
CARE. Furthermore, those who expressed CARE for
equity and social inclusion were likely to participate
in group activities. Over half (57%) of those
who expressed CARE are involved with groups that
try to influence public policy or government (not

including a political party), compared to 39% who
did not express CARE. Those who expressed CARE
were also more likely to vote, given that 92% vote
in local elections while 80% who did not express
CARE do the same. Finally, those who expressed CARE
for equity and social inclusion were more likely to
express their views through engagement activities
such as boycotting, where 57% of those who
expressed CARE have boycotted, while 39% of
those who did not express CARE do not; and signing
a petition, where 74% of those who expressed
CARE have signed a petition, while 62% of those
who did not express CARE have not.
When compared to other themes, expressing CARE
for equity and social inclusion was associated with
lower rates of citing the judicial system and public
safety as a problem. Of those who expressed CARE
for equity and social inclusion, 43% named the
judicial system and public safety as a problem;
however, 64% of those who did not express CARE
for equity and social inclusion named the judicial
system and public safety as a problem. Additionally,
expressing CARE for equity and social inclusion is
associated with expressing care for immigration;
arts and culture; economic issues and poverty; and
education and youth development. In total, 48%
of respondents expressed CARE for equity and
social inclusion. Of those who expressed CARE for
immigration, 75% also expressed CARE for equity
and social inclusion. Of those who expressed CARE
for arts and culture, 63% also expressed CARE for
equity and social inclusion. Of those who expressed
CARE for economic issues and poverty, 56% also
expressed CARE for equity and social inclusion.
Finally, of those who expressed CARE for education
and youth development, 54% also expressed CARE
for equity and social inclusion.
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Also noteworthy is that a high percentage of those who
expressed CARE for equity and social inclusion were
a part of work-related or professionally-associated
conversations. Nearly half (47%) of those who
expressed CARE for equity and social inclusion sat
with people in the same professional field, compared to
30% who did not express CARE for equity and social
inclusion. Over one-third (36%) of those who expressed
CARE for equity and social inclusion participated in a
conversation that occurred within a workplace setting,
compared to 22% who did not express CARE for equity
and social inclusion. Over half (57%) of those who
expressed CARE for equity and social inclusion were
invited by a colleague to participate in a conversation,
compared to 44% of those who did not express CARE
for equity and social inclusion.
O BSERVATION S A N D F U T U R E Q U EST I O N S

The CAREs analysis is a useful guide for the Trust, as
it presents not only an in-depth description of what
respondents are concerned about and how they are
(and by inference, are not) addressing their concerns,
but also what groups have expressed CARE and thus
have a stake in the themes presented. This year, the
judicial system and public safety emerged as a top
priority for respondents, especially for underserved and
minority groups whose voices are too often neglected
in public conversation. Further research might explore
why, in particular, Latinos are highly interested in the
judicial system and public safety, why those with less
than a high school education are more likely to express
CARE, and why those in Chicago, particularly on the
Westside, tend to have a greater stake in this theme. Are
these groups mutually exclusive? Is there an interaction
among being Latino, being less educated, and living
on the Westside and expressing CARE for the judicial
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system and public safety, or do they occur separately?
Furthermore, why did this theme emerge as a top
priority? What role did the media play, if any, in this
theme surfacing at the top this year?
Unlike the judicial system and public safety, education
and youth development’s importance is universal to
respondents. Weak to nonexistent relationships were
observed when considering demographics, location,
and engagement level. Therefore, to what extent could
education and youth development be used as a common
cause to engage and unite respondents? How can
this common care be leveraged in order to make big
improvements in the region?
Given that economic issues and poverty is a theme
voiced largely by males, African Americans, those with
graduate degrees, and those on the Southside, we can
ask why these groups are more likely to express care for
this theme. Again, are they mutually exclusive, or is there
an interaction at play among being male, being African
American, holding a graduate degree, and living on the
Southside and expressing care for economic issues
and poverty? What is it about being male, in particular,
that makes them more likely in our respondent group to
express care for this theme? And why are those with a
graduate degree, which might serve as proxy for income
level, so focused on economic issues and poverty?
With equity and social inclusion, the big question that
emerges is why the great paradox regarding those who
are more likely to express care for this theme? Those in
statuses and situations of privilege voiced concerns and
contributions in equity and social inclusion, and yet they
are arguably less likely to face the hardships that are
typically encountered within this theme. What are the
consequences of perceived privileged groups working
within this theme rather than those who are affected by
issues of discrimination and disparity?
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Concerns to
Contributions Disparity

needed. Indeed, disparity is a useful indicator of themes
that might be in need of more support and could
ultimately connect those who are passionate about said
themes with opportunities for them to engage with
organizations and initiatives already working to address
those problems.

When exploring issues, problems, and contributions
collectively, the data reveal disparities between themes
respondents mentioned as significant CONCERNS—
which brings together issues and problems into a
single variable14—and the frequency with which they
mentioned those same themes as important causes to
which they contribute their time, treasure, and talent;
this represents a disparity in action. Noting the disparity
between CONCERNS and contributions allows for
the identification of areas where more contribution is

As noted in Figure 25, transportation is the theme with
the greatest disparity between CONCERNS and
contributions. Only 7% of respondents who mentioned
transportation as a CONCERN also mentioned it as a
cause to which they contribute. When looking at the top
four themes respondents expressed CARE for most,
they are distributed from high disparity to low disparity.

Fig. 25: Themes Disparity Between Concerns and Contributions

Fig. 25: Themes Disparity
Concerns
and Contributions
For example,Between
only 7% of respondents
who mentioned
transportation as a concern also mentioned it as a cause.

For example, only 7% of respondents who mentioned transportation as a concern also mentioned it as a cause.
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For the judicial system and public safety, only 14% of
respondents who mentioned it as a CONCERN also
mentioned it as a contribution. The percentage grows
with economic issues and poverty, for which 23%
of respondents who mentioned it as a CONCERN
also mentioned it as a contribution, and with equity
and social inclusion, for which 35% of respondents
who mentioned it as a CONCERN also mentioned it
as a contribution. Education and youth development
features the least amount of disparity, with 57%
of respondents who mentioned it as a CONCERN also
mentioning it as a contribution.
The following sections explore in greater detail the
between-group comparisons for the connected groups15
and the disparity groups within judicial system and
public safety, economic issues and poverty, equity and
social inclusion, and education and youth development.16
This is to better understand differences between
respondents who connected CONCERN to cause and
those who did not, and it is to explore what might
account for the disparity and suggest ways to address it.
J UDICIAL SYST E M A N D PU BL I C SA F E T Y

The demographic profile of the respondents who
make up the disparity group because they were less
likely to connect CONCERN to contribution within
the judicial system and public safety are primarily the
less educated respondents and Latino respondents.
While the relationship between education and the
disparity group was relatively weak, it is interesting
to note that respondents with less than a high school

education were less likely to connect CONCERN
to contribution than those with a college education.
In total, there was a disparity in 86% of those
concerned about the judicial system and public safety,
meaning that 86% of those who mentioned the
judicial system and public safety as a CONCERN
did not also mention it as a cause to which they
contribute. The percentage dropped to 84% when
taking into account those with a graduate degree,
and it rose to 96% for those with less than a high school
education. The relationship between education and
Engagement Index group can be useful in exploring
this high disparity, as those respondents with less
education were less likely to be engaged.17
Additionally, Latino respondents were less likely to
connect CONCERN to contribution within the
judicial system and public safety. Only 6% of Latinos
connected CONCERN to contribution, compared
to 16% of African American respondents and 16% of
White respondents. Latino respondents were also
much more likely to consider the judicial system
and public safety as a top problem facing their
community; while 53% of all respondents thought
it was a top problem, over three-quarters (76%) of
Latinos considered it to be a problem, compared to
56% of African Americans and 44% of Whites. This
demonstrates that while Latino respondents are less
likely to engage in activities that address problems
within the judicial system and public safety, they are
indeed more likely to mention it as problem in their
communities. This dynamic requires further research
beyond the scope of this study to fully understand it.

15 Connected refers to those who connected CONCERN to contribution in their survey responses. For example, a connected respondent is one who mentioned
education and youth development as a concern and also as a cause to which they contribute.
16 Transportation is not studied by group comparisons because it is too small of a group on which to perform an accurate analysis.
17 Those with less than a high school diploma were much less likely to be in the high engagement group and much more likely to fall in the low engagement
group. This is seen especially in the case of respondents who take part in any group that tries to influence public policy or government (not including a
political party); nearly half (47%) of all respondents were involved in this type of group, but only 18% of those with a high school diploma were involved
and 10% of those with less than high school.
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There was no relationship with age or with gender.
Furthermore, there was no relationship with
geography, including whether one lives in the suburbs
or Chicago, or in what area of Chicago one lives.
Participation in a policy-related group and expressing
one’s views by contacting government and/or
protesting emerged as three key mechanisms for
addressing problems within the judicial system and
public safety. Nearly half (47%) of all respondents
reported taking part in a group that tries to influence
public policy or government (which does not include
a political party). Those who connected CONCERN to
contribution were much more likely to take part in this
type of group; in fact, 71% of those who connected
CONCERN to contribution reported taking part in this
type of policy-related group, compared to 45% of the
disparity group. In addition, expressing one’s views
by contacting government and/or protesting were two
other engagement activities that best distinguish
between the disparity and non-disparity groups for
the judicial system and public safety. Over two-thirds
(67%) of the disparity group (those who do not
connect CONCERN to contribution) have contacted
or visited a public official, while 81% of the nondisparity group (those who do connect CONCERN
to contribution) have done the same. Similarly, 35%
of the disparity group have participated in a march,
rally, protest, or demonstration, compared to
56% of the non-disparity group. When it comes to
community engagement, respondents who connected
CONCERN to contribution for the judicial system
and public safety were more likely to be in the highest
engagement group; 21% of respondents in the
highest engagement group connected CONCERN to
contribution, compared to 7% of respondents in the
lower engagement group.

ECO N O M I C I S S U ES A N D P OV E RT Y

Respondents who were more likely to connect
CONCERN to contribution within economic issues
and poverty were primarily respondents in their
50s, males, and African Americans. While between
group differences were small with age and gender,
respondents in the 50s age group were slightly more
likely to fall in the non-disparity group, and men
were more likely to connect CONCERN to contribution
than women. Over one-quarter (27%) of men were
in the non-disparity group, compared to 21% of women.
Additionally, African American respondents (27%)
were slightly more likely to connect CONCERN to
contribution than White (22%) and Latino (21%)
respondents. There was no relationship with
education level, nor was there a relationship with
geography, such as between suburbs and Chicago or
between Chicago areas.
Although the relationship is weak, respondents in the
highest engagement index group were more likely to
connect CONCERN to contribution than respondents
in the lower engagement index group. Of respondents
who are in the highest engagement group, 26%
connected CONCERN to contribution, compared to
19% of respondents who connected concern
to contribution in the lower engagement group.
When it comes to actions respondents are likely
to take, the non-disparity group is more likely
to take action related to workforce and business
development, which suggests a key mechanism
for addressing this CONCERN. Twice as many of the
respondents who connected CONCERN to
contribution for economic issues and poverty (15%)
are likely to take this action, compared to the
respondents who did not connect CONCERN to
contribution (7%).
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EQUITY AN D SOC I A L I N C LU SI O N

E D U CAT I O N AN D YO U T H DEV E LO P M E N T

Age was once again an indicator for who was likely to
and not likely to connect CONCERN to contribution
for equity and social inclusion. Although a weak
relationship, the youngest group (18-29 year olds)
was most likely to connect CONCERN to contribution.
Compared to the oldest group (60s and up), where
only 30% fall in the non-disparity group, 42% of
18-29-year-old respondents connected CONCERN to
contribution. There was no relationship with education,
gender, or race, nor with geography, including between
suburbs and Chicago and between Chicago areas.

Although it is a weak relationship, age did play a factor
in who was likely to and not likely to connect
CONCERN to contribution for education and youth
development. The oldest age group (60s and up)
was least likely to connect CONCERN to contribution,
compared to the youngest age group (18-29 years old)
who was the most likely; while less than half (47%)
of the 60s-and-up group were in the non-disparity
group, 66% of the under 30 group were in the same
non-disparity group. There is also a weak relationship
with gender; however the relationship shows that
women were more likely to connect CONCERN to
contribution. Sixty percent of women were in the nondisparity group, compared to 50% of men.

Respondents who connected CONCERN to contribution
were also more likely to report taking part in a group
that tries to influence public policy or government (not
including a political party) and expressing their views
by participating in a march, rally, protest, or demonstration.
Over two-thirds of respondents (68%) who connected
CONCERN to contribution took part in a policy-related
group, compared to 52% of those who did not
connect CONCERN to contribution. Similarly, 48% of
respondents who connected CONCERN to contribution
took part in a protest(s) or demonstration(s), compared
to 35% of respondents who did not connect CONCERN
to contribution. As with the judicial system and public
safety, these engagement activities are potentially
indicative of the ways in which respondents are
addressing problems within equity and social inclusion.
In terms of engagement, respondents in the highest
engagement index group were more likely fall within the
non-disparity group for equity and social inclusion;
40% of those in the highest engagement group connected
CONCERN to contribution, compared to 27% of the
those in the lower engagement group.
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There is no relationship with race or with education.
There is also no geographical relationship between
Chicago and the suburbs or within the city of Chicago
itself. In addition, there is no relationship with
Engagement Index.
O BS E RVAT I O N S A N D F U T U R E Q U EST I O N S

The overarching question that emerges from this
section describing disparities between CONCERNs
and contributions is quite simply: why? Why do
respondents express CONCERN for a specific theme,
yet do not cite making contributions within that same
theme? What accounts for this disparity? Is it a lack
of understanding and practical knowledge on how
to contribute? Is there a lack of viable organizations
working on these themes? How can the Trust serve as
the “connector” that helps respondents contribute?
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In regards to the judicial system and public safety
in particular, which features the largest disparity in
the top four CARE themes, why are Latinos more
likely to mention this theme as a CONCERN and yet
not engage in activities to counter their CONCERN?
What is the larger issue at play that interferes with
their capacity to contribute?

Civic Engagement Index
On the Table survey respondents participate in a wide
variety of civic, electoral, and political engagement
activities. And, as can be seen from Figure 26, they
do so often at rates far higher than other regional
residents. For example, 54% of survey respondents
have been an officer or served on the committee of
a group or organization, a rate nearly five times higher
than that of regional residents (11%). Similarly
impressive numbers can be seen when examining
respondent volunteer rates (76% versus 26% for
regional residents) or the percentage of respondents
who have contacted or visited an elected official
(51% versus 12% for regional residents). In fact,
taking into account all engagement activities, survey
respondents displayed an average rate of
participation 2.4 times higher than that of typical
regional residents.
On the whole then, respondents are engaged in their
communities at an extraordinarily high level when
compared with other residents in the Chicago area.
However, engagement levels vary widely within the
survey pool, and any attempt to fully understand the
engagement behaviors of respondents must take
this into account.

Towards this end, we created a Civic Engagement
Index in 2015, a measure designed to assess a
respondent’s level of engagement by combining all
their engagement activity responses into a single
score. Researchers applied this measure to this year’s
results as well, taking into account 24 responses
as opposed to the original 16. Accordingly, scores in the
index range from 1 to 24. Based upon these scores,
respondents were then placed in three different
engagement groups. The lowest third of respondents
make up the “lower engagement” group with scores
from 1 up to 11; the middle third of respondents make
up the “medium engagement” group with scores
from 11.01 up to 15; and the top third of respondents
make up the “highest engagement” group with scores
from 15.01 up to 24. The median score was 13,
and the distribution of scores is shown in Figure 27.
The highest engagement group performs engagement
activities at even higher rates than that of the general
respondent pool, often at levels above 90%. Highest
engagement respondents vote in local elections and
national elections at near universal levels (98% and
99%, respectively); virtually 100% follow what’s
going on in government and public affairs at least some
of the time. Over 94% of respondents donate to
charitable causes, and a nearly identical number
report signing a petition.
The lower engagement group performs many
engagement activities at a level closer to that of
the general public. For example, 16% of lower
engagement respondents are members of a recreation
group, as compared with 12% of regional
respondents. Similarly, 22% reported taking part
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Fig. 26: Respondent Engagement
% of all respondents vs. Region-wide
rates of engagement, sorted from highest
to lowest by region-wide rates
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Fig. 26: Respondent Engagement
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Sources: All comparison data comes from the 2010 Chicago Civic Health Index, except:
* Pew Research Center, November, 2015, “Beyond Distrust: How Americans View Their Government” Retrieved August 7, 2016 from http://www.people-press.org/2015/11/23/
beyond-distrust-how-americans-view-their-government/ (National data.)
** The Indiana University Lilly Family School of Philanthropy (2015) Giving in Chicago.
*** Volunteering and Civic Engagement in Chicago, IL. In Volunteering and Civic Life in America. Retrieved April 24, 2015, from http://www.volunteeringinamerica.gov/IL/Chicago.
****”2014 General Social Survey.” GSS Data Explorer. NORC at University of Chicago. Retrieved August 2, 2016 from https://gssdataexplorer.norc.org/
*****Smith, Aaron. Civic Engagement in the Digital Age. Pew Research Center, 25 Apr. 2013. Retrieved August 5, 2016 from http://pweinternet.org/Reports/2013/
Civic-Engagement.aspx>. (National data.)
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CIVIC: Take part in a service or civic organization (n=3508)

Respondent data
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CIVIC: Been an officer or served on a committee
of any group or organization*** (n=3566)

17%

16%
13%
12%
12%
12%
11%

Fig. 27: Engagement Scores
% of all respondents by engagement score (n=3,226). The median respondent score in the engagement index is 13, meaning that
middle-of-the-pack respondents responded affirmatively or answered “yes” 13 times to questions about their community, electoral,
and political engagement. The lower engagement group scores range from 0 to 10 (34% of all respondents), the middle engagement
group scores range from 11 to 14 (34%), and the highest engagement group scores range from 15 to 24 (32%).
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in a school group, neighborhood, or community
organization, a rate which is identical to that of the
regional population. While those within the lower
engagement group appear far less engaged when
compared to those within the highest engagement
group, their level of engagement is quite similar to
that of the general public.
DEM OGRAPH I CS

Youth was generally correlated with lower levels of
engagement. Those 18-29 years of age comprise
45% of the lower engagement group and make up
only 20% of the highest engagement group.
Conversely, 40% of those in their 50s are a part of
the highest engagement cohort, whereas only 27%
are classified as lower engagement.

Highest Engagement Group

Males were slightly overrepresented as a percentage
of the highest engagement group. Whereas 30%
of On the Table respondents were male, they comprised
35% of the high engagement group. Females
comprised the remainder of the highest engagement
group at 64%. The medium and lower engagement
groups were roughly 70% female and 30% male.
On the whole, Latinos registered significantly lower
levels of engagement: 54% of Latinos fell into the
lower engagement group, while a little less than 20%
were classified as highest engagement. In contrast,
African Americans were distributed fairly evenly
across all three engagement groups, composing nearly
37% of the highest engagement group, 35% of the
medium engagement group, and 28% of the lower
engagement group. Due to their large presence within
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the respondent pool, Whites composed roughly half
of the population of each engagement group.
However, they were evenly distributed across all three
groups, with each group possessing roughly a third
of the total number of White respondents.

of all Southsiders were members of the highest
engagement group. Conversely, only 31% of Westside
residents were classified as highest engagement,
and a larger than expected percentage (almost 39%)
fell into the lower engagement group.

Among the respondent pool, higher levels of education
were generally associated with higher levels of
engagement. Over 53% of those within the highest
engagement group possess a graduate degree,
compared with only 41% within the lower engagement
group. Additionally, only 3% of those who have
not obtained a high school diploma were classified
within the highest engagement group. Strikingly,
a significant majority (65%) of those with a high
school diploma fell into the lower engagement
category, while only 9% were placed within the highest
engagement group. In other words, those with a high
school diploma were seven times more likely to be a
part of the lower engagement group than the highest
engagement group.

Respondents’ level of community satisfaction is only
somewhat related to engagement group classification.
Those in the highest engagement group were slightly
more likely to be dissatisfied with the way things are
going in their community. A little more than 30%
expressed satisfaction with their community when
the expected percentage was 32%. In contrast, the
lower engagement group was most satisfied at 37%.

Respondents’ city of residence, whether it be Chicago
or a suburb, appeared to have little impact on where
they landed on the Engagement Index. Within the higher
and lower engagement groups, Chicagoans composed
roughly three-quarters of all respondents, with the
remaining quarter rounded out by suburban residents.
This is identical to the general composition of the
respondent pool.
To determine the impact of residency within the city
of Chicago itself, the city was divided into three
segments or “sides” that correspond to larger
established neighborhood boundaries—Northside,
Southside, and Westside. Forty-two percent of
highest engagement respondents were from the
Northside, making it the best-represented side within
that group. However, high engagement levels were
most pronounced on the Southside; nearly 42%
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E N GAG E M E N T ACT I V I T I ES

Membership within the highest engagement group is
distinguished by several behaviors, many of which
are of a political nature. High engagement individuals
report performing these behaviors at impressive
rates, especially when compared with the participation
rates of the lower engagement group. These
behaviors include: contacting government (88% for
the highest engagement group versus 17% for the
lower engagement group); involvement with a group
that tries to influence public policy or government
(not including a political party) (82% versus 15%);
showing support for a particular candidate or party
by distributing campaign materials, fundraising,
making a donation or in some other way (75% versus
10%); and serving as an officer or on a committee
of any group or organization (87% versus 25%).
As previously mentioned, 80% of all respondents
believe they have at least some influence in bringing
about change. However this view was not equally
shared across all three engagement groups. 90% of
higher engagement respondents express a belief in
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their ability to create change compared with only 72%
in the lower engagement group. At 82%, the medium
engagement group is closest to the total average. This
raises an interesting question: is it a respondent’s belief
in their ability to influence change that drives their
level of engagement, or does their level of engagement
inform their belief in their own change-making ability?
OBSERVATI O N S A N D F U T U R E Q U EST I O N S

Several observations from this analysis can be used
to inform future action by The Chicago Community
Trust. In exploring the CAREs expressed by the most
and least engaged, these findings may help shape the
agenda of future On the Table events. Considering
the higher engagement group’s robust level of political
involvement, it is not surprising that members of
that group demonstrate significant interest in issues
related to government and equity and social inclusion.
Highest engagement individuals were twice as likely
as lower engagement individuals to express
care for government (32% versus 16%), and nearly
two-thirds (60%) were concerned with equity and
social inclusion while only 40% of lower engagement
respondents indicated the same. There was a
small but noteworthy discrepancy in regards to the
immigration issue. Three times as many high
engagement individuals expressed concern on the
topic of immigration than did lower engagement
individuals (9% versus 3%).
These findings may also provide event organizers with
clues as to the role of partner conversations. Since
this was the first year so many partner conversations
were employed, their overall impact is not known.
However, there are indications that they may be able
to help the Trust attract individuals to On the Table

who might normally shy away from such events. For
example, the lowest engagement group features
the highest percentage of partner conversation
respondents. It is possible that partner conservation
organizations, with their varied clients and
constituencies, may be especially useful in reaching
beyond the “usual suspects.”
Another finding worth highlighting is the variation in
engagement levels across the city. As previously
mentioned, Southside residents were particularly wellrepresented within the highest engagement group.
Why are these individuals more engaged than other city
residents? What factors drive them to be more involved
in their communities? By the same token, what are
some factors that lead to depressed engagement levels,
such as those observed in Westside respondents?
The identification of these factors could be key
in encouraging greater engagement in communities
across the Chicago region.
H Y P E R- E N GAG E D A N D H Y P O -E N GAG ED
R ES P O N DE N TS

In addition to the Engagement Index, researchers
also compared respondents who were on the far
opposite ends of the engagement spectrum. The most
active respondents, those who ranked in the top
5% for number of engagement activities performed,
were classified as “hyper-engaged.” The least active
respondents, those who ranked in the bottom 5%
for number of activities performed, were classified
as “hypo-engaged.” In examining these two groups,
researchers seek to develop a fuller understanding
of those who are most and least involved in their
communities. Who are they? What are their
concerns? What actions do they take to engage
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with their communities? On the whole, the “hyperengaged” and “hypo-engaged” mirror many of the
same characteristics of the “highest engagement”
and “lower engagement” groups, respectively. And
in some cases they display these characteristics to
a greater degree. The two groups help crystallize the
differences between the most and least engaged.
Issues of Concern: Hyper-engaged vs. Hypo-engaged
The hyper- and hypo-engaged groups expressed
CARE for many of the same issues as did their higher
engagement and lower engagement counterparts
The three most prominent areas of interest for the
hyper-engaged were economic issues and poverty
(65%), followed by education and youth development
(63%), and equity and social inclusion (59%).
These were the three most important issues to the
higher engagement group as well. Similarly, the
hypo-engaged also expressed CARE for education
and youth development (36%) and economic issues
and poverty (29%) as well, much like the lower
engagement group. However, the hypo-engaged group
placed more value on the environment and parks
issue (29%) than did the lower engagement group,
whose third most prominent issue was equity and
social inclusion.
On a handful of issues, the hypo-engaged expressed
higher levels of CARE than did the hyper-engaged.
For example, 67% of hypo-engaged expressed CARE
for issues concerning the judicial system and public
safety, as opposed to only 60% of the hyper-engaged.
Similarly, environment and parks was of greater
interest to the hypo-engaged group (29% versus 20%).
The biggest discrepancy, however, involved
transportation. Over 20% of the hypo group expressed
CARE about this issue as compared with only 8% of
hyper-engaged individuals. Given the stark differences
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between the engagement levels of these two groups,
it is striking that the hypo-engaged expressed
more CARE than the hyper-engaged on any issue. It is
not known what factors underlie the hypo-engaged
group’s strong feelings on these issues, but that may
be a question worth considering in the future.
Demographics of the Hyper- and Hypo-engaged
As with the general respondent pool, younger
individuals demonstrate lower levels of engagement.
In fact, respondents under 30 years of age are the
least likely to be hyper-engaged, composing only 6%
of the hyper group despite the fact that they make
up 13% of the respondent pool. In turn, they are four
times more likely to be members of the hypo-engaged
group. The four other age cohorts—those in their 30’s,
40’s, 50’s, 60’s and above—each compose roughly
20%-25% of the total respondent pool.
No meaningful relationship between gender and
membership within the hyper- or hypo-engaged
groups could be discerned, though 47% of men were
classified as hyper-engaged, above the expected 43%.
As in the Engagement Index analysis, Latino
respondents indicate lower levels of engagement.
They make up a solid majority (55%) of all hypoengaged despite the fact that only 20% of
respondents are Latino. African Americans, on the
other hand, made up a disproportionate share
(38%) of the hyper-engaged group when compared
with their presence within the general respondent
pool (23%). Whites were also overrepresented
within the hyper-engaged group, composing nearly
52% of the group while making up only 47% of the
general respondent pool.
The hyper-engaged are a highly educated group, a
finding that underscores the relationship between

UIC Institute for Policy and Civic Engagement

education level and engagement level. Roughly
80% of hyper-engaged respondents possess a
Bachelor’s degree or higher. Respondents with
graduate degrees are especially well represented
within the hyper-engaged group, comprising 55% of
hyper-engaged individuals. In contrast, only 22% of
hypo-engaged respondents have a graduate degree.
Within the hypo-engaged group, those who possess
a high school diploma or GED are overrepresented:
though holders of high school diplomas made up
only 7% of all respondents, they comprise nearly a
quarter (23%) of the hypo-engaged. This striking
finding is complemented by the fact that only 3% of
the hyper-engaged list high school as their highest
level of educational attainment.
Chicago residency was slightly correlated with
membership in both the hyper and the hypo groups.
Over 80% of respondents classified as hyper- or
hypo-engaged reside in Chicago, whereas only
75% of all respondents live in the city. Of the three
major sides within the city—the Northside, the
Westside, and the Southside—the Southside was
home to a disproportionate share of hyper-engaged
respondents. In fact, Southsiders compose 40%
of the hyper-engaged, though they only make up
33% of all respondents. In regards to the
hypo-engaged group, Westside residents were
overrepresented. Almost 50% of the hypo-engaged
hail from the Westside, even though Westsiders
are only 26% of all respondents.
Engagement Behaviors
Membership within either the hyper- or hypoengagement group was somewhat associated with
respondents’ belief in their ability to influence change.
A striking 96% of hyper-engaged individuals believe
they have the ability to influence change within their

communities. In contrast, only 70% of hypo-engaged
respondents believe the same about themselves.
Once again, it is not known if respondents’ belief in their
ability to influence change is a driver of engagement
behavior or a function of seeing the effects of their
engagement activities on the community at large.
The disparities in the number of engagement behaviors
performed were stark. In general, the hyper-engaged
demonstrated extraordinary levels of participation in
nearly all engagement behaviors. This was especially
true when it came to the activities associated with
politics, where the hyper-engaged often registered rates
of 95% or higher; the hypo-engaged reported rates of
20% or less on the same behaviors, with the exception
of the 47% who reported following government and
public affairs regularly. In contrast, the hypo-engaged
participated in engagement activities at far lower
rates, often below 5%. The engagement behaviors
that registered the smallest amount of hypo-engaged
participation include serving as an officer or on a
committee of a group or organization (2%); contacting
the media (2%); and showing support for a particular
political party or candidate (1%). Unsurprisingly
the hypo-engaged also reported low rates of group
membership. The most common form of membership
for hypo-engaged respondents was with a religious
congregation or institution (11%).
As previously stated, there are several characteristics
associated with low engagement, and the hypo-engaged
group displays these characteristics to a pronounced
degree. The hypo-engaged group is disproportionately
younger and less educated, much like its lowest
engagement counterpart.
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Race
Differences in responses to questions by race have been
included throughout the data presented in the earlier
sections of this report. However, we find it useful to
gather that analysis across all the data and discuss
it here for a complete picture of the role race of the
respondent played in any patterns of difference and
similarity. This section provides that ‘big picture’ view
of race with regard to the survey.
One particular set of observed differences by race
centers on engagement of Latinos in general. For
example, disproportionately more Latinos (56%) were
on the low end of the civic engagement index score
than the full set of respondents as a whole (32%).
Engagement scores are highly associated with education
levels, and Latinos were less likely to have high levels
of education. For example, with regard to graduate
degrees, 56% of White respondents reported having
one, compared to 49% of African Americans and
16% of Latinos. It’s important to note that more than
half of Latino respondents participated in one of three
conversations organized by partner organizations that
serve low income people.
With regard to expressing CARE for specific topics,
there were some interesting differences by race with
regard to the topic of the judicial system and public
safety, equity and social inclusion, and economic
issues and poverty. Latinos were more likely to express
CARE about the judicial system and public safety by a
wide margin (77%) than White respondents (48%) or
the full group as a whole (57%). However, Latinos were
the least likely to express CARE for topics of equity
and social inclusion at 30% of respondents compared
to 55% for Whites. This observation might come as
a surprise given one might expect a minority group to
CARE about issues of equity and social inclusion
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at a higher rate than Whites or the population as a
whole. Less of surprise is the observation that African
Americans were much more likely to express CARE
about economics issues and poverty (67%) than
Whites (51%), but, again, the low CARE response of
Latinos (30%) for that topic might be counterintuitive.
There were many more observed differences, or in some
cases unexpected similarities, with regard to race
than mentioned above; however these noted here just
highlight some of the largest between group
differences among respondents.

Actions: What, Where,
and by Whom?
There is value in looking below the surface of what
respondents indicated beyond the rich conversations.
On the Table has potential to prompt real, tangible
change in communities region-wide. Respondents
were asked about the likelihood of them taking
action, whether they intended to work with others
from their conversation, and the nature of the
specific action they intended take. This analysis
brings together that data with more detail about their
demographic backgrounds.
Not only are a significant number of respondents
planning to take action (53% are very likely) following
On the Table based on a new idea or issue discussed,
but a portion (33%) also intend to collaborate with
another attendee. Given this potential for collaborative
action moving forward, it is of interest to explore
these respondents who are very likely to act and those
who made specific plans to work with another attendee.
Those respondents who are both very likely to take
action and made plans to collaborate are most
strongly associated with a number of variables that
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have to do with one’s engagement habits, On the Table
behavior, and beliefs. Those variables that have a
strong association to one taking collaborative action
and are independent of On the Table outcomes
include believing you have the ability to effect change,
working with people in your neighborhood to fix or
improve something, and scoring within the highest
engagement index group. Those variables that have
a strong association with one taking action and are
dependent on On the Table outcomes include gaining
a better understanding of how to address community
issues as a result of the conversation and exchanging
contact information with those at the conversation.
M ADE PLANS TO CO L L A BO RAT E

Respondents who made specific plans to work with
one or more attendees tend to have higher educational
attainment than those who did not make plans.
Just over one-fifth (21%) of respondents with less than
a high school education made plans, compared to
38% of respondents with some college. Although
the relationship with age was weak, the 30s age
group was most likely to have made plans; 37% of
respondents in their 30s made plans, while those
aged 60 and up were the least likely to have made
plans at 28%. The relationship with gender was
similarly weak, however women were more likely to
have made plans at 34%, compared to 30% of men.
The relationship with race was also weak, but African
Americans were most likely to have made plans
(41%) compared to 31% of White respondents and
26% of Latino respondents.
While there was no relationship between making plans
and whether one lives in the suburbs or Chicago, a
relationship emerged—albeit weak—with areas of Chicago.
Respondents on the Southside were most likely

to have made plans at 38%, while 33% of both
Westsiders and Northsiders made plans.
Respondents who made plans to collaborate were
more engaged, generally. For example, whereas
44% of respondents in the high engagement group
made plans, only 24% of those in the low engagement
group did the same. Additionally, respondents who
made plans said they have worked with people in
their neighborhood to fix or improve something; 64% of
respondents who made plans reported this
community activity compared to 46% who did not
make plans. This finding suggests that those who
are already involved in their local community are more
likely to have made plans to collaborate.
Those who expressed care for technology were most
likely to have made plans. Over half (54%) of
respondents who expressed care for technology made
plans, followed by 45% who expressed care for
immigration, 44% who expressed care for collaboration,
and 42% who expressed care for community
development. In terms of actions, those who made
plans are more likely to mention taking action related
to building relationships and collaboration.
For example, of those who said they would take this
type of action, 49% made plans, whereas only
26% of those who mentioned they are most likely
to take action through self improvement (the lowest
group) made plans.
Also worthy of note is that, of respondents who made
plans to collaborate, 91% believe they can influence
change, compared to 76% who did not make plans.
Additionally, those who had conversations with
neighbors were most likely to have made plans, which
is especially relevant when considering that this group
also reported working with people in their neighborhood
to fix or improve something. Respondents who made
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plans also had conversations with co-workers and
people in the same professional field (41%) and people
in their faith community (41%).
LIKELIH OOD TO ACT

Respondents who are likely to act were more likely
to be African American or Latino. White respondents
were least likely to act at 86%, compared to 94%
of African Americans and 94% of Latinos. The
relationship with education was weak, but it showed
that 95% of respondents with a high school diploma
are likely to act, while 89% of those with a graduate
degree are likely to act. There was a weak relationship
with age and no relationship with gender.
Although weak, there was a relationship between
geography and likelihood to act. Chicagoans are
slightly more likely to act: indeed, 92% of Chicago
respondents are likely to act, while 89% of suburban
respondents are likely to act. In terms of Chicago
areas, respondents on the Southside are most likely
to act (94%) and respondents on the Northside least
likely (89%). Although there is a slight difference,
both are still near 90%, which indicates that the great
majority of both sub-groups are likely to act.
Respondents who are likely to act were also more likely
to fall within the highest engagement group; 93%
of respondents in the highest engagement group are
likely to act, compared to 87% of respondents in
the lower engagement group. Furthermore, similar to
those who made plans to collaborate, respondents
who are likely to act said they have worked with people
in their neighborhood to fix or improve something.
Of those who are likely to act, 54% engaged in this
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community activity, whereas 32% of those who are
not likely to act did the same.
Additionally, respondents who are likely to act
indicate having a positive experience with On the
Table. Of those who said they better understand
how to address community issues, 98% are likely
to take action. Of those who are likely to act, 78%
better understand issues facing their community
following the conversation, compared to only 34% of
those who are not likely to act. This finding suggests
a relationship between learning about community
and taking action. In terms of recommending On
the Table to friends and colleagues, of those who
are likely to act, 99% would recommend
the conversation, compared to 85% for those who
are not likely to act. Similarly, this finding also
suggests a relationship between satisfaction with
the conversation and likelihood to act (not satisfied
equates to less likely to take action). Finally,
independent of On the Table experience, of those
who are likely to act, 84% believe they have the
ability to effect change, while only 44% of those
who are not likely to act believe the same.
WORKED COLLABORATIVELY TO ADDRESS IDEA

For respondents who reported working with one or more
attendees to address an idea, there were no
relationships with education, gender, and race. And
while there was no statistical relationship with age
given the small sample sizes, it is worth noting that the
oldest group (60s and up) was most likely to have
worked collaboratively (31%), while the youngest group
(18-29 years old) was least likely to (15%).
Additionally, there was no relationship with geography.
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At 27%, the highest engagement group was most
likely to have worked collaboratively, while the lower
engagement group was least likely (17%). When
exploring other themes, those who expressed care
for technology and for family were most likely to
have worked collaboratively; 42% of those who
expressed care for technology worked with others to
address an idea, and 34% who expressed care for
family did the same.
OBSERVATIONS AND FUTURE QUESTIONS

Future research might explore the collaborations
that resulted from On the Table, and the actions
respondents took following their conversations.18 This
type of study would be very valuable in exploring
the potential impact On the Table has on respondents
in the days, weeks, and perhaps even months after
their conversations take place. While it is of little surprise
that those who are more engaged are more likely to
collaborate and take action, further research might
capture the beliefs of the small but substantial
portion of respondents who are less engaged and their
reasons for not taking action. What accounts for
their lack of action and engagement? Why are they
so disinvested when the state of the region prompts
others to become involved to improve conditions?
What are the consequences of their lack of action
and engagement, and in what ways can the Trust and
other civic institutions target this population in order
to grow civic engagement in the region?

18 This report is only able to state the actions respondents plan to take, given the timing of survey distribution.
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4. Conclusions

The preceding has been an attempt to better understand
the thousands of individuals who participated in this
year’s On the Table and who responded to the survey.
As is clear from the analysis, many respondents are
deeply engaged within their communities and are
motivated by a wide range of concerns and issues.
While serious divisions and disparities do exist within
the Chicago region, On the Table is a powerful
demonstration of respondents’ willingness to address
these issues through open conversation and
collaborative action. On the Table successfully brought
together thousands of individuals from many
backgrounds and perspectives who demonstrate a
commitment to this region and one another. The fact
that an estimated 55,000 residents were willing to
set aside time to discuss the region’s most pressing
issues and develop ways of addressing them is a
strong indication that there are many people who are
interested in improving our communities and are
working within the Trust’s goal to make them “stronger,
safer, and more dynamic.”
While we cannot generalize our findings to the broader,
regional population, the survey results point to some key
observations worthy of highlighting. First, it is important
to note the demographic profile of On the Table
respondents. On the Table attracted a large number of
females to the conversation. While respondents in
their 30s made up the largest age group in the city, those
who were 60s and up made up the largest age group
in the suburbs; 18-29 year olds had a disproportionately
low respondent rate in both the city and suburbs.
White respondents were the predominant racial group,
with even representation in the suburbs and overrepresentation in the city. Although African Americans
respondents were disproportionately low compared
to their makeup in the city, they were over-represented
in the suburbs. Latino respondents fell close to their
percentage total in the city, but were underrepresented

in the suburbs. Respondents reported high levels of
educational attainment, with the majority possessing
a bachelor’s degree or higher. Finally, a strong majority
of respondents live in Chicago. It also worth noting
that On the Table respondents are highly engaged in
civic, electoral, and political activities compared to
their regional counterparts.
This year, large-scale partner conversations were critical
for increasing participation among hard-to-reach
populations. Although these hard-to-reach populations
do not necessarily make up the majority of respondents
in their respective demographic categories, they are
beginning to make an imprint on the On the Table
landscape. For example, partner conversations helped
to draw in more Latino respondents and less educated
respondents this year, which may have contributed
to the rise of the judicial system and public safety as a
top theme. The extent to which partner conversations
influenced On the Table demographics and resulting
themes is beyond the scope of this study; however, it is
noteworthy that whereas overall half of all respondents
were associated with partner conversations, 72%
of Latino respondents and 80% of respondents with a
High School diploma or less were associated with
partners conversations.
As just mentioned, one important observation of On the
Table this year is the rise of judicial system and public
safety as a theme commonly discussed in conversations
or mentioned by respondents as a top problem facing
their communities. The extent to which this issue is top
of mind for respondents cannot be understated.
While the theme has been among the top four or five
mentioned by respondents in past years, this year it
was the top theme when all measures of theme were
combined—respondents were talking about it in their
conversations, view it as an important community
problem, and/or contribute to it as a cause. The
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predominance of this theme here may be indicative
of how much residents in the region are concerned
about it, even if it occurs in communities other than
their own. While acts of violence tear apart the fabric
of communities, residents across the region may be
uniting in their concern for the issue.
As for where respondents are contributing their time,
talent and treasure, the results bring to light a
disparity between themes that are CONCERNS for
respondents and the extent to which respondents’
primary contributions address those same
CONCERNS. This disparity is highest for themes that
seem to be intractable, complex challenges for the
region—transportation; the judicial system and
public safety; collaboration; and economic issues and
poverty. This difference between what respondents
care about and what they do about it presents a
currently untapped opportunity for the institutions
and individuals who work on those themes to connect
with people who feel strongly about those issues,
but maybe are not aware of how they can support
efforts to address them.
There is an even greater disparity among groups most
likely to mention the judicial system and public
safety as a CONCERN and the extent to which they
are addressing it. The less educated and Latinos are
most likely to mention the judicial system and public
safety as a CONCERN, yet do not report contributing
to it as a cause. Thus, it appears that those who are
deeply affected by violence are the least likely to be
addressing it. What accounts for the general disparity
in which only 11% of respondents connect CONCERN
to cause, and what accounts for the even greater
disparity for those who are most CONCERNed about
it? Are respondents reluctant to get involved because
of safety concerns, or do they simply not know how
to effectively work on these CONCERNS?
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Additionally, a counterintuitive disparity arises
with equity and social inclusion. Respondents who
are often associated with being in statuses and
situations of privilege, such as the highly educated,
those who live on the Northside, and those who
identify as White, are more likely to express CARE
for equity and social inclusion, compared to those
who are associated with less privilege, including the
less educated, those who live on the Southside and
Westside, and people of color. In other words, those
who are most affected by issues associated with
equity and social inclusion are less likely to express
CARE, while privileged groups who would be assumed
to be least affected by these issues are more likely
to express CARE. What is behind this disparity, and
what are the consequences of it?
Education and youth development was the great
unifier that emerged from On the Table this year.
This was a recurring theme throughout the analysis,
and little appears to influence the extent to which
people expressed CARE for it. Weak-to-nonexistent
relationships were observed when considering
demographic factors. Therefore, no matter if a person
identified as male or female, were African American,
White, or Latino, or lived on the Northside, Westside,
or Southside, education and youth development
was an important CONCERN and area of contribution.
Additionally, when compared to all themes, it had
the lowest amount of CONCERNS-to-contribution
disparity. Given the fact that education and youth
development presented as a major theme for all three
years of On the Table survey results, and that it
is a theme that cuts across many cross-sections of
respondents, it can be considered the potential
rallying point for efforts working to bring people across
the region together to address issues of common concern.
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On the Table respondents were largely inspired to
take action following their conversations. Considering
their level of engagement in the conversations where
they were making new connections and increasing
their understanding of community problems and how
to address them, they are in a prime position to take
action in the aftermath of On the Table. Respondents
reported wanting to become more involved in
community participation; building relationships and
collaborating; raising awareness; and mentoring,
motivating, and training. With respondents so willing to
act in a variety of capacities, and with the existing
disparities between CONCERNS and contributions so
wide, there is a ripe opportunity for respondents to
be guided or directed to organizations and initiatives
already addressing their CONCERNS and to begin to
close the CONCERN-to-contribution gap.
On the Table conversations serve as a catalyst for
ideas and actions. The survey acts to capture
these emergent ideas and, through subsequent
deep analysis, indicate a range of opportunities
for collaborative action around issues respondents feel
passionately. On the Table has demonstrated that
individuals across the region care deeply about their
communities, are already doing much to engage
with them, and want to work together to take on our
communities’ toughest challenges. The results of
this study show that there is still great potential for
more coordinated and collective action, especially
where concerns are connected to contributions and
respondents are connected to relevant initiatives,
organizations, and resources. The Trust and other
leading Chicago civic institutions are in the unique
position to be these connectors. With these
connections made, Chicago could become a leading
example of a region where residents have taken
charge of their communities and are working together
to build a more just and sustainable future for all.
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Appendices

APPEN D I X I
Appendix I

Welcome, and thank you for taking part in this survey!
This survey is for the purpose of understanding the nature and quality of the On the Table conversation event in which you participated
on May 10, 2016, coordinated by The Chicago Community Trust. The survey is being administered by the University of Illinois at
Chicago’s Institute for Policy and Civic Engagement (IPCE).
The questionnaire will take approximately 10 minutes to complete. Completion of this questionnaire is voluntary, you may skip any question,
and there are no right or wrong answers. Your responses will be kept confidential. Collected data will be stored in locked offices in a
locked suite, and data with direct identifiers will be password protected. Data will be reported in summary form only, with no personally
identifiable data included. Privacy and confidentiality will be protected to the fullest extent technologically possible; however, complete
security for any data can never be 100% guaranteed. Results of this study will be publicly available in summary form at
www.ipce.uic.edu and www.cct.org.
If you have any questions about the survey, you may contact IPCE by phone at 312-355-0088 or by e-mail at jhoereth@uic.edu.
By responding to the survey, you acknowledge the following:
• You have read the above information
• You are at least 18 years of age

1. Did you participate in an On the Table 2016 conversation?
Yes
No IF YOU ANSWERED NO, STOP HERE. THIS SURVEY
IS FOR ON THE TABLE 2016 PARTICIPANTS.

2. Please provide the e-mail used to register you for On the Table.
If you DID NOT register online, please provide your e-mail below.
E-mail Address: ___________________________________________
3. Did you participate in MORE THAN ONE On the Table 2016
conversation as a host and/or guest?
Yes
No
4. Did you participate in On the Table 2016 as a host, guest,
or both?
Host
Guest
Both
5. How did you hear about On the Table? (Select all that apply)
I received an invitation
I saw or heard advertisement/s
I learned about it through social media
Someone told me about it
I heard about it from a community or nonprofit organization
(Please specify): ______________ ______________ __________
Other (Please specify): _________________________________

• You voluntarily agree to participate in this study

IF YOU DID NOT RECEIVE AN INVITATION, PLEASE SKIP TO QUESTION 7.

6. If you received an invitation to host or participate in a
conversation(s), who invited you? (Select all that apply)
Acquaintance
Colleague
Family Member
Friend
Neighbor
Other (Please specify): ___________________________________
7. Why did you choose to participate in an On the Table
conversation(s)?
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
___________________________________________________
IMPORTANT: IF YOU PARTICIPATED IN MORE THAN ONE ON THE TABLE
2016 CONVERSATION, PLEASE REFER TO ONLY ONE OF YOUR
CONVERSATIONS FOR QUESTIONS 8 AND 9

8. How many people were at the conversation you attended?
Please enter the number of people (including you and the host) at
your table: __________________________________________
Please estimate the total number of people
at your event (all tables): ________________________________
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9. Where did your conversation take place?
State: ____________________________________________________
County: ____________________________________________________
City or Town: ______________________________________________
Chicago Community Area (if applicable): ______________________
10. How did you connect with others at your table(s)?
(Select all that apply)
I spoke with one or more attendees I did not already know before
and/or after the conversation(s)
I exchanged contact information with one or more attendees I
did not already know
I made specific plans to work with one or more attendees to
address a new idea, issue, or project in the future
I did not make any new connections
Other (Please specify): ___________________________________
11. In what setting did your conversation(s) take place?
(Select all that apply)
A restaurant or café
A home
A community center / park facility / public library
A workplace
A religious institution, such as a church
In my neighborhood or home community
Other (Please specify): ___________________________________
12. Who were the other people at your table(s)? (Select all that apply)
Friends
Co-workers
Classmates
Members from my faith community
People in the same professional field
Neighbors
Family members
People I did not know before the conversation
Other (Please specify): _________________________________
13. How satisfied are you with . . .
The diversity of views
and opinions in
the conversation(s)

The diversity of people
at the conversation(s)

Very satisfied
Somewhat satisfied
Not too satisfied
Not at all satisfied

Very satisfied
Somewhat satisfied
Not too satisfied
Not at all satisfied

14. How likely are you to recommend On the Table to your
friends or colleagues?
Very likely
Somewhat likely
Not too likely
Not at all likely
15. Did you raise an issue of concern regarding your community?
Yes
No
If yes, please provide examples: _____________________________
________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________
16. Which idea discussed at your table(s) do you think has the
most potential to bring about change in your community?
________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________
17. After participating in your conversation(s), how much do
you better understand …
the issues facing
your community
Much better
Somewhat better
A little better
No change
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Much better
Somewhat better
A little better
No change

18. How likely are you to take specific action regarding a new
idea, concern, or issue discussed?
Very likely
Somewhat likely
Not too likely
Not at all likely
If you answered NOT AT ALL LIKELY, please skip to Question 20.
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how you, personally, can help address
the issues facing your community

UIC Institute for Policy and Civic Engagement

19. Please provide an example of the action you are most likely
to take inspired by the conversation(s).
________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________
20. How much influence do you think you have in bringing
about change?
A great deal

Some

A little

None

21. Thinking about the local community where you live, are you
satisfied or dissatisfied with the way things are going in your
local community today?
Satisfied

Dissatisfied

22. What do you think are the three most important problems
facing your community today?

24. Here is a list of types of groups and organizations in which
people sometimes participate. Have you participated in any of
these groups during the last 12 months—that is, since May 2015?
(Please circle Yes or No)
Yes - No A school group, neighborhood, or community association,
such as PTA or neighborhood watch group
Yes - No A service or organization, such as American Legion or Lions Club
Yes - No A sports or recreation organization, such as a soccer
club or tennis club
Yes - No A church, synagogue, mosque, or other religious institution
or organization, NOT COUNTING your attendance at
religious services
Yes - No Any group that tries to influence public policy or government,
NOT INCLUDING a political party
Other (Please specify): ____________________________________
25. Since May 2015, have you: (Please circle Yes or No)
Yes - No Attended any public meetings in which there was
discussion of community affairs?
Yes - No Worked with people in your neighborhood to fix or
improve something?

Problem 1: ______________________________________________
__________________________ _____________________________

Yes - No Donated money, assets, or property with a combined value
of more than $25 to charitable or religious organizations?

Problem 2: ______________________________________________
__________________________ _____________________________

Yes - No Been an officer or served on a committee of any group
or organization?

Problem 3: ______________________________________________
__________________________ _____________________________

Yes - No Done any volunteer activities through or for an organization?

23. To what cause or causes do you PRIMARILY contribute
your time, talent (knowledge or skills), and/or treasure
(financial resources)?
Cause 1: ________________________________________________
__________________________ _____________________________
Cause 2: _______________________________________________
__________________________ _____________________________
Cause 3: _______________________________________________
__________________________ _____________________________

26. During a TYPICAL MONTH in the past year, how often did
you talk with any of your neighbors?
Basically every day
A few times a week
A few times a month
27. For LOCAL elections, such
as for mayor or a school board,
do you . . .
Always vote
Sometimes vote
Rarely vote
Never vote

Once a month
Not at all

28. For NATIONAL elections,
such as for Congress or
President, do you . . .
Always vote
Sometimes vote
Rarely vote
Never vote
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29. How often do you follow what’s going on in government
and public affairs?
Most of the time
Some of the time

Only now and then
Hardly at all

30. Here is a list of some things people have done to express
their views. Please tell us whether or not you have done any of
the following in the last 12 months—that is, since May 2015:
(Please circle Yes or No)
Yes - No Contacted or visited a public official—at any level of
government—to express your opinion
Yes - No Bought or boycotted a certain product or service because
of the social or political values of the company that provides it
Yes - No Contacted a newspaper, magazine, radio, or broadcast
media outlet
Yes - No Participated in a march, rally, or protest
Yes - No Expressed political views on the internet
Yes - No Expressed political views in person with others
Yes - No Signed a petition
Yes - No Showed support for a particular political candidate or
party by distributing campaign materials, fundraising,
making a donation or in some other way
Other (Please specify): ____________________________________
To help us better understand who participated in On the Table,
please respond to the following demographic questions. Your
responses are confidential.

34. How would you identify your race and/or ethnicity?
(Select all that apply)
American Indian/Alaska Native
Asian
Black or African American
Hispanic or Latino/a
Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander
White
Other (Please specify): ___________________________________
35. In what year were you born?
Year:_______________________________________________________
36. Had you heard of The Chicago Community Trust before
taking part in On the Table?
Yes

No

37. Have you participated in On the Table in previous years?
(Select all that apply)
No

Yes, in 2014

Yes, in 2015

38. In what ways did your past On the Table conversations
impact you? (Select all that apply)
I stayed in contact with one or more attendees I did not already
know before the conversation(s)
I participated in another conversation with one or more attendees

County: ____________________________________________________

I worked with one or more attendees to address a new idea,
issue, or project (If yes, please provide an example): __________
__________________________________________________
__________________________________________________

City or Town: _______________________________________________

I did not participate in previous years

Chicago Community Area (if applicable): _______________________
Zip Code: __________________________________________________

I was not impacted by On the Table

31. Where do you currently live:
State: ____________________________________________________

32. What is your gender? (Select all that apply)
Male

Female

Other (Please specify): ____________

33. What is the highest level of education you have completed?
Less than high school
High school diploma or GED
Some college

Associate/Vocational degree
Bachelor’s degree
Graduate degree

Other (Please specify): _________________________________
Please use the comment section below for any additional comments,
questions, or feedback:
_______________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________

Thank you for taking part in the
On the Table survey!
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APPEN DIX II

Issues Codebook – DEFINED
ARTS AN D C U LT U RE

An arts and culture code may refer to art initiatives such as art for social change as well as public art and art
infrastructure, or it may acknowledge culture through cultural institutions (such as libraries) and city events
(such as festivals) as well as through opportunities for ethnic cultural awareness.
COLLABORAT I O N

A collaboration code refers to working together and building relationships to create partnerships and expand
networks. It may function at the community or individual level and often involves crossing divides and building
bridges while working toward collective impact. Sharing resources and holding dialogues/conversations are other
indicators of collaboration.
COM M UN ITY D EVE LO PM E N T

A community development code refers to identifying community assets and building up the community,
particularly through local economic development, in order to improve quality of life. It also refers to building a
sense of community and creating community for those who live there.
COM M UN ITY E N GAG E M E N T

A community engagement code refers to overall involvement and participation in one’s neighborhood or
community in order to make a difference. Often there is an organizing element at the grassroots
level as well as intentions for improved neighbor relations and opportunities for neighborhood gatherings.
ECON OM IC I SSU ES A N D POVE RT Y

An economic issues and poverty code refers to economic development on one end and economic insecurity, or
poverty, on the other, covering in the intermediate unemployment and jobs as well as income inequality and
wage issues.
EDUCATION A N D YO U T H D EVE LO PM E N T

An education and youth development code refers primarily to schools (such as school system or curriculum)
and students (often at the high school level) with additional focal points on mentoring and general youth
development. It is also inclusive of other related topics such as community relationships, parent involvement
and research.
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E NVIRON M EN T A N D PA RKS

An environment and parks code refers to overall environmental sustainability efforts and clean-up as well as
recreational opportunities for all.
EQUITY AN D SOC I A L I N C LU SI O N

An equity and social inclusion code uses a social justice lens to account for forms of exclusion and issues of
access and equality for underserved groups. Reference is largely made to youth access and engagement
concerns as well as to issues of disparity as noted across income levels, racial groups, and neighborhoods.
E T H ICS AN D REL I G I O N

An ethics and religion code refers largely to personal attributes and attitudes, such as apathy or hope.
It is also inclusive of faith-based community work.
FAM ILY

A family code refers to the overall functioning and behavior of the family unit, particularly through parent
involvement and support (or lack thereof) and child concerns, such as child care.
FOOD ACCESS

A food access code refers primarily to food insecurity, focusing on problems of hunger and food deserts and
solutions regarding food assistance and urban agriculture.
GOVERN M EN T

A government code refers to the governing habits of the state and regional municipalities, especially regarding
fiscal issues and taxes, including pensions and cuts to social services, as well as transparency,
accountability, and corruption. It also involves the function of government, particularly through elections,
public engagement, and public policy.
HEALTH

A health code refers to the wellbeing of both people and communities, considering in particular mental health
issues and also taking into account public health, quality-of-life issues, nutrition and wellness, and heath care.
HOUSIN G AN D H O M E L ESSN ESS

A housing and homelessness code primarily refers to homelessness and issues around home ownership and
renting responsibilities.
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IM M IGRATIO N A N D M I G RAT I O N

An immigration and migration code refers to the displacement, movement, and integration of immigrant
communities, including those who are undocumented.
IN TERN ATION A L

An international code refers to world affairs and Chicago positioned as a global city.
JUDICIAL SYST E M A N D PU BL I C SA F E T Y

A judicial system and public safety code may refer to the criminal justice system as well as public safety and
crime, including instances of gang violence, gun violence, drugs, and trafficking, and how officials such as
police can better provide community security.
M EDIA AN D AWA RE N ESS

A media and awareness code refers to raising awareness around issues of importance and addressing
ignorance, particularly through the media and social media. It includes improving communication and building
new narratives, especially around persistent stigmas.
PH ILAN TH RO PY

A philanthropy code refers to increased funding and support for programs and nonprofit organizations and
often incorporates a need for organizational capacity building, institutional community outreach and corporate
social responsibility. On the individual level, it refers to civic responsibility and volunteering, with individuals
taking action for the greater good.
TECH N OLOGY

A technology code refers to technology in a general sense and includes references to access, training
and improvement.
TRAN SPORTAT I O N

A transportation code refers to transportation access and transportation infrastructure.
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Actions Codebook – DEFINED
B UILDIN G RELAT I O N SH I PS A N D CO L L A B O RAT I O N

A building relationships and collaboration code refers to creating and strengthening partnerships between
entities such as individuals, organizations, or neighborhoods, as well as expanding networks, working together
toward a common purpose, sharing resources, and ultimately breaking down barriers and finding
commonalities with others. It can also indicate follow-up On the Table-style conversations and meetings.
CREATE N EW P RO G RA M O R O RGA N I Z ATI O N

A create new program or organization code refers to starting a new initiative as a means of addressing a need,
absence, or issue in a community.
COM M UN ITY PART I C I PAT I O N

A community participation code refers to community organizing and outreach efforts; community forums,
meetings, and events; and general community involvement (such as volunteering in the community) done for
the purpose of bettering the community. It is also inclusive of community conversations and dialogues
unrelated to On the Table.
FAM ILY RELATIO N SH I PS A N D I N VO LVE M E N T

A family relationships and involvement code refers to supporting other families in the community as well as
providing better care for one’s own. It also includes more parent engagement within schools as a way to
support children.
MEN TOR/M OTI VAT E / T RA I N

A mentor/motivate/train code refers to creating educational and supportive relationships that promote the
development of individuals. It may involve serving as a role model and encouraging others in one’s community
to get involved as well as mentoring those who are disadvantaged or underprivileged, including youth
(especially youth of color) and women.
P H ILAN TH ROPI C G I VI N G A N D F U N D RA I S I N G

A philanthropic giving and fundraising code refers to foundations and organizations providing more funding
to projects and programs within communities. On an individual level, it refers to increasing personal giving in
order to provide support to initiatives of interest.
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POLITICAL A N D E L ECTO RA L E N GAG E M E N T

A political and electoral engagement code refers to communicating the public’s values and opinions to the
elected officials and bureaucrats through actions like attending meetings, advocacy, and contacting
representatives. It also refers to influencing the selection of people who make public policy through
actions like voting or running for office.
PROM OTE I N C LU SI O N A N D EQ U I T Y

A promote inclusion and equity code refers to taking action to provide equal opportunity for all and to advocate
for inclusivity and diversity. It can involve dismissing stereotypes and empowering those who are marginalized
and disadvantaged.
RAISE AWA R E N ESS

A raise awareness code refers to sharing information and new ideas in order to educate others on important
topics. It involves getting out the word, especially through word of mouth and social media, and changing the
conversation to promote new narratives.
RESEARCH /ASSESSM E N T/ PL A N N I N G

A research/assessment/planning code refers to learning more about one’s community and identifying
issues, needs, assets, and resources. It can often incorporate an action plan to implement necessary researchbased changes.
SELF-IM PROVE M E N T

A self-improvement code refers to bettering oneself for the benefit of the entire community. It involves staying
informed of what’s happening in the community, becoming more open-minded, improving personal
communication (i.e., more listening), and taking responsibility to complete acts for the common good.
VOLUN TEER I N G

A volunteering code refers to general involvement in organizations, at church, in schools, and at shelters as
well as serving on a council, committee, or board. It is also inclusive of service work.
WORKFORC E A N D BU SI N ESS D EVE LOP M E N T

A workforce and business development code refers to encouraging and supporting business and job
creation to increase economic development in one’s community.
WORK-RELAT E D SO C I A L R ESPO N SI B I L I T Y

A work-related social responsibility code refers to individual service through one’s work in order to provide better
opportunities and improved quality of life for others. It can also refer to businesses better serving the community.
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APPEN DIX III

On the Table: All Respondents
Following On the Table, 2,487 participants responded to the survey by clicking on an e-mail link, 249
responded by clicking on the web link, and 1,258 responded by submitting a print survey.
In total, 3,994 On the Table participants fully or partially responded to the survey. This document provides a
summary of responses by question. The n provided in each question is the number or respondents for that question.
S ECTION 1: W HO PA RT I C I PAT E D ?

Respondent Demographics
What is your gender?

How would you identify your race and/or ethnicity?

% of respondents (n=3,581)

% of respondents (n=3,565)

What is the highest level of education you have
completed?
% of respondents (n=3,602)
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Age of Respondents
% of respondents (n=3,295). Median age of all respondents is 46.
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In what county do you live?

In what Chicago community area do you live?

Top Counties: % of respondents (n=3,549)

Top Chicago Community Areas: % of respondents (n=2,169)

In what city do you live?

Civic Attitudes and Activities

Top Cities: % of respondents (n=3,514)

How much influence do you think you have in
bringing about change?
% of respondents (n=3,717)

Top Suburbs
% of respondents (n=863)

Are you satisfied or dissatisfied with the way things
are going in your local community today?
% of respondents (n=3,606)
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Engagement activities: Group membership

Voting in local and national elections

% of respondents (n=3,508 // select all that apply)

% of respondents who vote in local(n=3,630) and national
elections (n=3,585)

* The top 3 ‘other’ responses are: Cultural Institution / Organization (2.8%), Nonprofit
Organization (2.7%), and Professional Organization (1.2%).

How often do you follow what’s going on in
government and public affairs?
% of respondents (n=3,624)

Community and Charitable Activities
% of respondents (n=3,566 // select all that apply)

Engagement Activities: Expressing views
% of respondents (n=3,453 // select all that apply)

During a TYPICAL MONTH in the past year, how
often did you talk with any of your neighbors?
% of respondents (n=3,647)

* The top 3 ‘other’ responses are: Community Group Meetings (0.3%), Misc. Advocacy (0.3%),
and Political Campaign (0.1%).
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Respondents’ Primary Concerns and Causes
What do you think are the three most important
problems facing your community today?
% of respondents (n=3,304 // select all that apply)

S ECT I O N 2: CO N V E RSAT I O N DY N AM I CS ,
TO P I CS , A N D I M PACT

Conversation Dynamics
Why did you choose to participate in an On the
Table conversation?
% of respondents (n=3,531 // select all that apply)

To what cause or causes do you PRIMARILY
contribute your time, talent, and/or treasure?
% of respondents (n=2,877 // select all that apply)

Did you participate in MORE THAN ONE On the
Table 2016 conversation?
% of respondents (n=3,889)

Did you participate in On the Table 2016 as a host,
guest, or both?
% of respondents (n=3,916)
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How did you hear about On the Table?

Who were the other people at your table?

% of respondents (n=3,930 // select all that apply)

% of respondents (n=3,825 // select all that apply)

* The top 3 ‘other’ responses are: Participated in the past (3.3%), Organization / Institution
(2.8%), and Chicago Community Trust (2%).
* The top 3 ‘other’ responses are: Nonprofit leaders / clients (4.2%), Members of an educational
community (2.9%), and Public servants (1.9%).

Who invited you?
% of respondents (n=2,069 // select all that apply)

In what county did your conversation take place?
Top Counties: % of respondents (n=3,732)

* The top 3 ‘other’ responses are: Organization / Program (10.2%), Chicago Community Trust
(2.9%), and Library (2.9%).

How many people were at the conversation you
attended?
% of respondents (n=3,602)
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In what city did your conversation take place?
Top Cities: % of respondents (n=3,682)
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Top Suburban Conversation Locations

Issues Raised During the Conversation

% of respondents (n=531)

% of respondents (n=2,656 // select all that apply)

In what Chicago Community Area did your
conversation take place?
Top Chicago Community Areas: % of respondents (n=2,605)

Impact of the Conversation
How did you connect with others at your table?
In what setting did your conversation take place?

% of respondents (n=3,780 // select all that apply)

% of respondents (n=3,827 // select all that apply)

* The top 3 ‘other’ responses are: Already Knew Participants / Reconnected (2%), Continue the
Conversation / Meet Again (0.9%), and Participated in Organized Conversation (0.4%).

* The top 3 ‘other’ responses are: Academic Institution (8.6%), Nonprofit Facility (2.6%), and
Cultural Center (2.3%).
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Satisfaction with the diversity of views and people

Action Respondents are Most Likely to take

% of respondents satisfied with diversity of people (n=3,577)
and views (n=3,765)

% of respondents (n=2,803 // select all that apply)

How likely are you to recommend On the Table to
your friends or colleagues?
% of respondents (n=3,797)

Have you participated in On the Table in previous years?
% of respondents (n=3,595 // select all that apply)

How much do you better understand...?
% of respondents who better understand community issues
(n=3,720) and how to address them (n=3,548)

If you participated in On the Table in previous
years, in what ways did your past On the Table
conversations impact you?
% of respondents (n=755 // select all that apply)

How likely are you to take specific action regarding
a new idea, concern, or issue discussed?
% of respondents (n=3,765)

* The top 3 ‘other’ responses are: More Informed / More Interested (1.6%), Interacted with
community (1.2%), and Decided to Host a Conversation (0.5%).
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The Chicago Community Trust, our region’s community
foundation, partners with donors to leverage their
philanthropy in ways that transform lives and communities.
The Trust, together with its donors, grants more
than $160 million annually to nonprofits working to
develop new audiences to sustain the region’s
vibrant arts organizations, protect the human services

safety net for those hardest hit by the recession,
stem the devastating effects of foreclosures on our
neighborhoods, elevate teaching to meet world-class
standards, and improve conditions for healthy and
active lifestyles. By connecting the generosity of donors
with the needs of the community, the Trust ensures
that our region thrives today and for future generations.

WWW.ONTHETABLE.COM

