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Work is the primary pathway into economic stability, skill development, and long-term mobility. When
young people are excluded from employment, the consequences extend far beyond adolescence,
shaping lifetime earnings, labor force attachment, and public costs related to income support, health,
and criminal justice involvement. These outcomes are not the result of individual failings, but predictable
consequences of limited prior access to work: fewer professional references, weaker familiarity with
hiring norms, narrower networks, and limited opportunities to build bargaining power. Persistent youth
joblessness therefore represents not only lost opportunity for individuals, but a systemic failure to
cultivate the next generation of workers in a labor market that increasingly demands early experience
and continuous attachment.

Youth joblessness is not a temporary setback; it is a structural crisis that has been normalized.

For most of the U.S. labor market’'s modern history, unemployment levels that would prompt emergency
intervention for prime-age workers have persisted for teenagers without comparable policy response.
Since at least the late 1940s, unemployment rates for 16- to 19-year-olds have consistently exceeded
levels that would prompt emergency response if experienced by prime-age workers, spiking during
recessions and recovering only partially during economic expansions. Extended unemployment
insurance, emergency hiring subsidies, and counter-cyclical stimulus are mobilized when adult
joblessness rises; no comparable infrastructure exists for youth.

This report documents the scope and persistence of that crisis in Chicago, Cook County, and lllinois,
with particular attention to the compounding effects of racial inequality and some of the structural
conditions that sustain it. The analysis draws on three measures:

e The unemployment rate, which counts individuals who are not working but are actively seeking
work

* The jobless rate, which is broader and includes both the unemployed

e Those not in the labor force; and the out-of-school and jobless rate—often referred to as
youth disconnection—which captures young people who are disconnected from both education
and employment.

For young people, the unemployment rate alone understates the problem as many who want work are
not actively searching due to school enrollment, discouragement, or other constraints, and thus are not
counted as unemployed. The jobless rate and out-of-school and jobless rate provide a fuller picture of
labor market exclusion.
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Key findings of this data brief

1. Staggeringly high youth Unemployment and joblessness rates that would be
jobless rates in Chicago persist considered an economic emergency for adults have
across all racial/ethnic groups persisted for youth for decades (see Figure 1).

* Since the late 1940s, unemployment rates for 16- to 19-year-olds have remained consistently
higher than those of prime-age workers, rising sharply in downturns and falling more gradually in
recoveries.

* In 74 out of 78 years, teenage unemployment exceeded 10 percent—a threshold crossed only
once for prime-age workers.

* The persistence of these levels signals that youth unemployment is structural rather than cyclical,
reflecting how labor markets systematically deprioritize young workers.

o Race powerfully shapes who experiences joblessness,
2. The Crisis Is Compounded by how long it lasts, and whether recovery occurs (see
Race Figure 2).

* In Chicago in 2024, 81.9 percent of Black teenagers were jobless, compared to 62.8 percent of
White teenagers—a gap of 19.1 percentage points.

*  Among young adults ages 20-24, 46.5 percent of Black Chicagoans were jobless, more than twice
the rate of White peers (18.9 percent).

3. Since 2019, Racial Gaps Have Recent trends show uneven recovery from the
Persisted and, in Some Cases, COVID-19 pandemic and growing racial divergence,
Widened particularly among teenagers (see Figures 7-10).

* Between 2019 and 2024, joblessness among White teenagers in Chicago declined by 13.6
percentage points (from 76.4 to 62.8 percent), while joblessness among Black teenagers declined
by just 2.9 points (from 84.8 to 81.9 percent), widening the racial gap.

* The out-of-school and jobless rate for White teenagers in Chicago declined from 3.2 to 1.0 percent,
while the rate for Black teenagers increased from 15.0 to 15.8 percent.
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6. Young People Are Structurally
Disadvantaged as Job Seekers

Page 6

4. Cook County Ranks Among
the Worst Large Counties in the
Country

Bottom Among States and D.C.

Out of the most populous counties in the U.S., Cook
County ranks among the highest in youth jobless, and
out-of-school and jobless rates, particularly for Black
youth and young adults (see Figures 3 and 4).

In 2024, Cook County had the 3rd highest out-of-school and jobless rate for Black 20- to 24-year-
olds and 16th highest overall among 47 of the most populous counties in the U.S.

Cook County had the 6th highest jobless rate for Black 20- to 24-year-olds and 12th highest
Hispanic or Latino jobless rate among large counties.

For Black 16- to 19-year-olds, Cook County ranked 13th worst for joblessness.

5. lllinois Ranks Near the .
lllinois performs poorly compared to nearly every other

state on youth joblessness indicators (see Figures 5
and 6).

In 2024, lllinois ranked 18th worst out of 50 states and the District of Columbia for joblessness
among 16- to 19-year-olds.

For young adults ages 20-24, lllinois ranked 16th worst nationally.

For Black 20- to 24-year-olds, lllinois ranked 8th worst nationally in joblessness and 6th worst in
out-of-school and jobless status.

For Black 16- to 19-year-olds, lllinois ranked 12th worst nationally in out-of-school and jobless
status.

Youth joblessness reflects how hiring systems are
designed, not a lack of motivation or ability among
young workers (see Table 1).

Younger job seekers systematically lack the forms of evidence employers rely on to reduce hiring
risk, including documented work history, professional references, recognized credentials, and
familiarity with workplace norms.

These deficits are not individual failings but predictable outcomes of limited prior access to work:
fewer references, weaker interview performance, narrower professional networks, and suppressed
wage bargaining power reinforce occupational sorting into part-time, low-wage, and informal jobs
with limited advancement.

Transportation constraints and limited schedule flexibility driven by school attendance, caregiving
responsibilities, and reliance on public transit further restrict job access and are frequently
misinterpreted by employers as unreliability rather than structural constraint.




What the Findings Mean

These patterns reflect structural failure, not individual shortcomings. Youth joblessness persists not
because young people lack motivation or ability, but because labor market institutions systematically
limit access to early work opportunities.

Yet these emergency measures largely bypass young people. The public systems mobilized to
stabilize employment during economic downturns—unemployment insurance, emergency subsidies,
and stimulus spending—are designed around adult work histories and leave most youth uncovered.

The issue is not whether young people want to work or are capable of working, but whether the labor
market provides meaningful entry points. Early work is treated as a risk to be minimized rather than a
developmental process that requires institutional support.

Youth employment works not because it “fixes” young people, but because it compensates for a labor
market that withholds opportunity at the moment it is most consequential.

Without sustained investment in program infrastructure, workforce intermediaries, and employer
partnerships, increased funding alone will continue to fall short of its potential.

The Case for Investment

These patterns reflect structural failure, not individual shortcomings. Young people enter the labor
market at a systematic disadvantage, lacking the credentials, networks, and experience that employers
use to screen applicants. For Black youth, these barriers are compounded by discrimination in hiring
and exclusion from informal recruitment channels. Rigorous evaluations demonstrate that youth
employment programs produce meaningful benefits including reductions in violent crime, gains in
earnings, and improved academic engagement at costs that compare favorably to their social returns.
The question facing policymakers is not whether such programs are effective, but whether they are
willing to treat youth joblessness as the structural economic failure it is and invest accordingly.
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Introduction

Since 2016, the Great Cities Institute (GCI), has produced annual reports and data briefs documenting
youth and young adult joblessness in Chicago, Cook County, and lllinois." These reports, commissioned
by the Alternative Schools Network (ASN), have consistently revealed a troubling pattern: young
people—particularly Black and Latino youth—face rates of joblessness and disconnection from school
and work far exceeding those of their peers elsewhere in the state and nation. Year after year, the data
show that improvements in headline labor market indicators do not translate into comparable gains for
Chicago’s young people, and that racial disparities in employment access remain deeply entrenched.

This 2026 report departs from the structure of previous briefs since the COVID-19 pandemic in one
important respect. Rather than framing youth joblessness primarily in relation to pandemic recovery, this
analysis reminds us that current conditions are rooted in a longer historical and structural context. The
COVID-19 recession was severe, but it was not exceptional in its impact on young workers. As Figure
1 illustrates, youth unemployment has exceeded adult unemployment for more than seven decades,
spiking during every recession and recovering only partially during expansions. The pandemic did not
create youth joblessness but revealed how normalized it had already become.

This report draws on three data sources. First, we use Bureau of Labor Statistics unemployment
data from 1948 to 2025 to situate contemporary youth joblessness within a longer historical context.?
Second, we use American Community Survey (ACS) 1-year estimates to examine trends in jobless
rates and out-of-school and jobless rates for 16- to 19- and 20- to 24-year-olds in Chicago, Cook
County (outside Chicago), Illinois, and the United States, disaggregated by race and ethnicity. Third,
we use 2024 ACS data to rank Cook County against 47 of the most populous U.S. counties and lllinois
against all 50 states and the District of Columbia on youth employment indicators. We also use 2024
ACS microdata to map spatial concentrations of joblessness within Cook County at the Public Use
Microdata Area (PUMA) level.

The findings are stark. Youth joblessness in Chicago remains extraordinarily high, racial disparities
have widened in several cases since 2019, and both Cook County and lllinois rank among the worst-
performing jurisdictions in the country for Black youth and young adult employment. These patterns are
not the result of individual failings or temporary disruptions. Together, these analyses are intended not
only to describe current conditions, but to raise a broader question that has guided this series from the
beginning: why levels of labor market exclusion that would be considered unacceptable for adults have
become routine for young people.

1 See https://greatcities.uic.edu/research-2/youth-employment-research/; Cérdova, Teresa, and Matthew D. Wilson. Lost: The Crisis of
Jobless and out of School Teens and Young Adults in Chicago. Great Cities Institute, University of Illinois at Chicago., 2016.; Cérdova,
Teresa, and Matthew D. Wilson. A Lost Generation: The Disappearance of Teens and Young Adults from the Job Market in Cook Coun-
ty. Great Cities Institute, University of Illinois at Chicago., 2016.; Cérdova, Teresa, and Matthew D. Wilson. The High Cost for Out of
School and Jobless Youth in Chicago and Cook County. Great Cities Institute, University of Illinois at Chicago., 2017.; Cérdova, Teresa,
and Matthew D. Wilson. Abandoned in Their Neighborhoods: Youth Joblesssness amidst the Flight of Industry and Opportunity. Great
Cities Institute, University of Illinois at Chicago., 2017.; Cérdova, Teresa, and Matthew D. Wilson. Industrial Restructuring and the
Continuing Impact on Youth Employment in Illinois. Great Cities Institute, University of Illinois at Chicago., 2018.; Wilson, Matthew
D, and Brandon Patterson. Data Brief: Impact of COVID-19 Pandemic on Youth and Young Adult Employment in Chicago, Illinois, and
the U.S. Great Cities Institute, University of Illinois Chicago., 2023.; Wilson, Matthew D, and Brandon Patterson. Uneven Recovery and
Sustained Inequality after the COVID-19 Recession. Great Cities Institute, University of Illinois Chicago., 2024.; Wilson, Matthew D,
and Jason “Jay” Campos. Youth Joblessness and Disconnection, 2019-2023; Great Cities Institute, University of Illinois Chicago., 2025

2 See Cérdova, Teresa, and Matthew D. Wilson. Abandoned in Their Neighborhoods: Youth Joblesssness amidst the Flight of Industry
and Opportunity. Great Cities Institute, University of Illinois at Chicago., 2017.; Cérdova, Teresa, and Matthew D. Wilson. “Chronic and
Concentrated Youth Joblessness in Disassembled Neighborhoods in Chicago.” In Disassembled Cities: Social and Spatial Strategies to
Reassemble Communities, edited by Betsy Sweet. Routledge, 2018.
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A Normalized Crisis: Youth Unemployment
in Historical Perspective

For Teenagers, Economic Crisis Is the Baseline

Figure 1 situates contemporary youth unemployment within more than seven decades of U.S. labor
market history, revealing a pattern that is both striking and deeply unsettling. For teenagers, economic
crisis is not an exception: it is the baseline. Since at least the late 1940s, unemployment rates for 16-
to 19-year-olds have consistently exceeded those of young adults and prime-age workers, widening
dramatically during periods of economic downturn and narrowing only modestly during expansions.

Over the long run, unemployment for 16- to 19-year-olds rose steadily through the postwar decades,
peaking in that period in 1982 at 23.2 percent. While rates declined during the unusually tight labor
markets of the late 1990s, that period now appears as a historical anomaly rather than a durable
shift. The Great Recession marked a decisive break, with unemployment rates for 16- to 19-year-olds
reaching a historic high of 25.9 percent in 2010, far outpacing increases among young adults and
prime-age workers. Notably, even the sharp pandemic-induced recession of 2020, which produced
an unemployment rate of 18.3 percent for 16- to 19-year-olds, did not produce youth unemployment
rates as high as those experienced just a decade earlier. The figure also makes clear that youth
unemployment is highly elastic during economic crises. When the economy contracts, young people
are disproportionately pushed out of work, and when it recovers, they are the slowest to be pulled
back in. At every recession shown from the postwar downturns to the early 1990s slowdown, the Great
Recession, and the COVID-19 period, the unemployment rate for teenagers spikes well above that
of prime-age workers. This comparison underscores how elevated youth unemployment has become
structurally embedded in the labor market, rather than merely responsive to short-term shocks.

Crisis-Level Unemployment Without a Crisis

Response

For much of the period shown in Figure 1, unemployment rates for 16- to 19-year-olds hover at
levels that, for adults, would be described as a national emergency. During this 78-year time series,
unemployment rates exceeded 10 percent for prime-age workers (aged 25-54) just once, in the
second quarter of 2020, while exceeding that threshold 24 times for 20- to 24-year-olds and in 74
out of 78 years for 16- to 19-year-olds. Unemployment rates never exceeded 15 percent for prime-
age workers, exceeded 15 percent once (in 2010) for 20- to 24-year-olds, and exceeded 15 percent
in 47 out of 78 years for 16- to 19-year-olds. This raises a fundamental and rarely asked question: if
sustained unemployment rates near 10 percent would trigger emergency federal intervention for prime-
age workers, why are similar or higher rates treated as normal for teenagers and young adults?

Why Adult Job Loss Triggers Intervention and

Youth Joblessness Does Not

When unemployment among prime-age workers rises sharply, policymakers treat it as a macroeconomic
crisis requiring immediate federal intervention. This is not only because of its effects on workers
themselves, but because of its broader consequences for consumer spending, tax revenue, household
stability, and long-term economic growth. When youth unemployment persists at levels two or three
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times higher, it is treated as a demographic fact rather than an emergency, often being framed as
transitional, developmental, or even benign. Yet the consequences of youth joblessness are severe.
A substantial literature documents persistent “scarring” effects: wage penalties of 13 to 21 percent
that endure well into midlife, elevated risk of future unemployment, reduced lifetime earnings, and
weakened attachment to the labor force (Arulampalam et al., 2001; Gregg & Tominey, 2005; Mroz &
Savage, 2006). These costs are borne not only by the individuals affected but by the broader economy
in the form of foregone productivity, reduced tax revenue, and increased demand for public assistance.
The asymmetry, then, is not in the severity of the problem but in how it is perceived and whether it
triggers a policy response.

Figure 1: Youth, Young Adult, and Prime Age Working Population Unemployment
Rate in the U.S., 1948 to 2025
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Data source: 1948-2025 Bureau of Labor Statistics, public use data. Tabulations by Great Cities Institute.

A Labor Market Built to Stabilize Adults

The scale of federal intervention during economic crises when directed at prime-age workers is
substantial. During the Great Recession, the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA)
provided nearly $12 billion to the public workforce system and extended unemployment insurance
benefits to as long as 99 weeks in the hardest-hit states, at a cost of more than $145 billion in federal
emergency and extended benefits between 2009 and 2012 (Nicholson & Needels, 2011; Vroman &
Woodbury, 2014). The response to the COVID-19 recession was even larger: the CARES Act and
subsequent legislation provided approximately $900 billion in unemployment benefits, including a
$600 weekly supplement to all recipients and a new Pandemic Unemployment Assistance program
that extended coverage to gig workers and the self-employed (Spadafora, 2023). These programs
were explicitly designed to stabilize household income, prevent foreclosures, and sustain consumer
spending during periods of economic contraction.
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Yet these emergency measures largely bypassed young people. This is not to say that youth are
categorically excluded from such programs as some do qualify, but these systems are designed
around the employment patterns of prime-age workers with established work histories. Unemployment
insurance eligibility depends on sufficient earnings during a “base period,” a requirement that excludes
most teenagers and many young adults who have not yet accumulated enough hours or wages to qualify
(Mishory et al., 2020). Research from the Federal Reserve Bank of Minneapolis estimates that workers
excluded from Ul due to insufficient work history comprise 26 percent of the labor force and skews
heavily toward young, part-time, and low-wage workers (Michaud, 2023). During the Great Recession,
fewer than one in three unemployed workers received any Ul benefits; among young workers with
limited earnings histories, the share was far lower (Hirsch, 2020). The temporary expansion of eligibility
under the CARES Act’'s Pandemic Unemployment Assistance program demonstrated that broader
coverage was administratively feasible, but the program expired, leaving the structural exclusion of
youth intact.

This institutional asymmetry extends beyond emergency response to baseline federal investment in
youth employment. Federal spending on youth employment programs has declined substantially in real
terms since the early 1980s. The Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA), at its peak in
1978, supported more than 700,000 public service employment positions annually, many filled by young
and disadvantaged workers (DOL, 1981). When CETA was replaced by the Job Training Partnership
Act in 1982, the public employment component was eliminated entirely, shifting federal policy from
direct job creation to training alone. Subsequent legislation including the Workforce Investment Act of
1998 and the Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act of 2014 continued this narrower focus. Today,
the WIOA Youth program receives approximately $948 million annually to serve roughly 130,000
participants nationwide (DOL, 2024).The result is a youth employment infrastructure that is modest
in scale, fragmented across programs, and inadequate to the scope of exclusion documented in this
report (Edelman et al., 2006).

Recovery for Some, Renewed Risk for Youth

There are encouraging signs in the post-2009 period. Youth unemployment declined steadily during the
long recovery following the Great Recession, and overall rates remain well below their historic peaks.
However, the figure also shows that since 2022, unemployment has begun rising again for teenagers
and at a faster pace than for young adults or prime-age workers, increasing from 10.8 percent in 2022
to 14.0 percent in 2025 for 16- to 19-year-olds. This divergence signals that even in periods of relative
macroeconomic stability, young people remain disproportionately exposed to labor market tightening.
The question, then, is not whether youth unemployment is cyclical, but why the U.S. labor market
continues to tolerate levels of exclusion for young people that would be deemed unacceptable for
anyone else.

Racial Disparities are a Compounding Crisis

If high youth unemployment represents a normalized crisis in the U.S. labor market, racial inequality
determines who bears the weight of that crisis. Figure 2 shows the unemployment rate for youth,
young adults, and prime age workers from 2005 to 2024. It is clear that Black youth and young adults
experience labor market exclusion not simply as a higher-risk version of a shared problem, but as a
qualitatively different condition better described as a permanent recession than cyclical downturn.
Over the past two decades, unemployment rates for Black 16- to 19- and 20- to 24-year-olds remain
consistently elevated relative to their peers and relative to prime-age workers of any race. Even during
periods of national economic expansion, Black youth unemployment rarely falls to levels that would be
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considered acceptable for other groups. While unemployment rates have increased for every age and
racial/ethnic group between 2022 and 2024, they increased the most for 16- to 19-year-olds.

The compounding nature of this crisis is especially stark where age and race intersect. In 2024 the
unemployment rate for Black 16- to 19-year-olds was 22.8 percent, for Latino peers was 17.3 percent,
and for White peers was 11.7 percent. In every year since 2005, unemployment rates for Black 20- to
24-year-olds have exceeded those of White 16- to 19-year-olds, overturning the assumption that labor
market disadvantage is primarily a function of youth or inexperience. This inversion underscores how
racialized barriers persist well into young adulthood, eroding the presumed returns to age, education,
and early work experience for Black workers.

This raises a sharper version of the question posed earlier: if sustained unemployment rates near 10
percent would trigger emergency intervention for prime-age workers, what does it mean that rates two
to four times higher are routinely tolerated for Black youth? The answer is not economic inevitability,
but political and institutional choice. Persistent joblessness among young people of color has been
normalized through policy choices: chronic underfunding of youth employment programs relative to
need, weak enforcement of anti-discrimination law in hiring (Quillian et al., 2017), exclusion from the
informal referral networks through which most jobs are filled (Pedulla & Pager, 2019); and labor market
policies designed around the employment patterns of prime-age White workers (Edelman et al., 2006).
These are not inevitable outcomes but institutional arrangements that could be otherwise.

Figure 2: Youth, Young Adult, Unemployment Rate by Race and Prime Age Working
Population Unemployment Rate in the U.S., 2005 to 2024
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Data source: 2005-2024 American Community Survey 1-year estimates, public use data, U.S. Census Bureau. Tabulations
by Great Cities Institute.
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Young Peonle are Structurally
Disadvantaged as Joh Seekers

High rates of youth joblessness are often explained away as a natural consequence of inexperience
or lower levels of training and schooling. This framing obscures a more fundamental reality: young
people enter the labor market from a position of systematic disadvantage, shaped not by individual
shortcomings but by how hiring systems evaluate risk, productivity, and credibility. When young people
compete with older workers for jobs, especially in tight labor markets, they are not competing on equal
footing.

As summarized in Table 1, younger job seekers typically lack the forms of evidence employers rely
on to reduce hiring risk including documented work history, professional references, recognized
credentials, and familiarity with workplace norms. Limited experience constrains access to references,
weakens interview performance, narrows professional networks, and suppresses wage bargaining
power. Together, these factors reinforce occupational sorting, channeling young workers into a narrow
band of part-time, low-wage, and informal jobs with limited advancement potential. Older workers, by
contrast, benefit from accumulated credentials, enhanced networks, and institutional familiarity that
signal reliability and reduce perceived risk to employers.

Transportation access and scheduling flexibility further compound these disparities. Younger workers
are more likely to rely on public transit, face school attendance constraints, or juggle caregiving
responsibilities, all of which limit job availability in a labor market increasingly structured around irregular
hours and just-in-time staffing. These constraints are frequently interpreted by employers as signs of
unreliability, even though they reflect structural conditions rather than worker effort or commitment
(Blumenberg & Manville, 2004; Edelman et al., 2006)

A sizeable literature tests whether employment gains among older workers displace younger workers
from jobs and consistently finds no evidence of such crowd-out (Gruber & Milligan, 2010; Munnell &
Wu, 2012) Rather than competing for a fixed number of positions, older and younger workers largely
occupy different segments of the labor market, and increased employment among one group often
coincides with job growth for the other. This finding, however, does not imply equal footing in hiring,
only that aggregate employment is not zero-sum.

These dynamics are further intensified by race. For Black and Latino youth, structural disadvantage
is layered atop racial discrimination in hiring, unequal access to networks, and heightened employer
risk perception. Research shows that young workers of color are more likely to be screened out early
in the hiring process, penalized more heavily for minor credentials gaps, and excluded from informal
recruitment channels that advantage older and White workers (Pager, 2003; Pager et al., 2009; Pedulla
& Pager, 2019; Royster, 2003).

The consequence is a labor market in which youth joblessness is not an aberration, but a predictable
outcome of how work is organized and access is rationed. Young people are expected to arrive job-
ready without having been given opportunities to become so. When economic conditions tighten, these
structural disadvantages are amplified, pushing young workers, and especially young workers of color,
out of employment altogether. Understanding youth joblessness, then, requires shifting the focus from
individual employability to institutional design.

The issue is not whether young people want to work or are capable of working, but whether the labor
market provides meaningful entry points that recognize early work as a process of development rather
than a risk to be avoided.
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Table 1: Circumstances/Situations/Qualifications/Experience of Young vs Older

Factor

Job Seeker.

Younger job seeker
(e.g., age 16-19)

Older job seeker
(e.g., age 25+)

Work experience

Limited or no formal work history

Multiple years of documented
work experience

Professional references

Few or none; often informal
(teachers, coaches)

Multiple professional references
from prior employers

Skills credentials

Limited certifications or credentials

Accumulated credentials,
licenses, or degrees

Interview experience

Unfamiliar with workplace norms
and expectations

Practiced navigating interviews
and hiring processes

Professional networks

Undeveloped or peer-based
networks

Established professional and
industry connections

Transportation access

Often limited; reliance on public
transit or others

More reliable access (vehicle
ownership, stable transit routines)

Schedule flexibility

Constrained by school attendance
and caregiving roles

Greater availability and scheduling
autonomy

Job search knowledge

Limited familiarity with job search
strategies and norms

Greater understanding of
application, screening, and
negotiation processes

Perceived reliability by
employers

Often viewed as less reliable due to
age or limited history

Viewed as more dependable
based on prior employment

Wage bargaining power

Low leverage, limited information
about pay norms

Greater leverage and awareness
of market wages

Occupational sorting

Concentrated in entry-level, part-
time, or informal jobs

Access to a wider range of
occupations and job ladders

Access to training
programs

Eligible for youth-specific programs
but limited employer-sponsored
training

Greater access to employer-
sponsored training and
advancement

Employer risk perception
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Johless Rates in Chicago, Cook County,

Cook County in Context of Other Large
Counties in 2024

The jobless rate differs from the conventional unemployment rate by capturing both the unemployed
population and those not in the labor force. The unemployment rate classifies individuals as unemployed
only if they actively searched for work in the past month, excluding those who have stopped looking.
The jobless rate, by contrast, captures the full population without work—a more comprehensive
measure of labor market exclusion. This distinction is particularly important for young people, whose
weak labor market attachment often leads them to exit the labor force entirely rather than continue
searching, and who may move in and out-of-school enrollment in ways that obscure their labor market
status in conventional measures.

Comparing 2024 jobless, and out-of-school and jobless rates across counties shows that Cook County,
IL performs especially poorly for Black and Hispanic or Latino young adults, even when compared only
to “other large, diverse counties. For these figures, the bars in yellow represent ranks with higher ranks
indicating worse outcomes. Among 47 of the most population counties in the U.S. with available data®,
Cook County ranks 6th highest in joblessness for Black 20- to 24-year-olds (47.5 percent jobless), and
12th for Hispanic or Latino 20- to 24-year-olds (31.6 percent), placing it firmly in the worst-performing
tier nationally. By contrast, Cook County ranks 39th for White 20- to 24-year-olds (24.0 percent).

The pattern becomes even more stark when shifting from joblessness alone to out-of-school and
jobless status. Cook County ranks 3rd highest for Black 20- to 24-year-olds on this measure (30.3
percent), indicating one of the highest levels of complete detachment from both work and education
among peer counties. In contrast, Cook County ranks 24th for both White (9.4 percent) and Hispanic
or Latino (15.1 percent) young adults, placing them squarely in the middle of the national distribution
for respective racial/ethnic groups.

Among 16- to 19-year-olds, Cook County’s rankings improve modestly overall, but racial stratification
remains pronounced. Black teenagers rank 13th highest in joblessness among large counties,
compared to 24th for Hispanic or Latino youth and 46th for White youth. These differences suggest
that even at earlier ages when labor market attachment is often assumed to be more uniformly limited,
racial inequality is already deeply entrenched (See Appendix 1 Tables 1-4 for a Table of Rankings).

lllinois in Context of Other States in 2024

For both teenagers and young adults, lllinois’s labor market produces markedly different outcomes by
race, with Black youth consistently ranking among the worst-performing groups nationally even when
statewide averages appear less extreme. Among 16- to 19-year-olds, lllinois ranks 18th out of 51
overall for joblessness (64.7 percent), placing it in the upper third of states. White teenagers in lllinois
rank 25th, while Hispanic or Latino youth rank 20th, both near the national middle. In contrast, Black
teenagers rank 16th, with a jobless rate of 74.5 percent.

3 We identified the top 50 most populous counties in the U.S. but Miami-Dade, Fairfax, and Pima Counties did not have data available.
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Racial stratification becomes more pronounced when focusing on out-of-school and jobless status for
teenagers. While lllinois ranks 35th overall on this measure, White and Hispanic or Latino teenagers
also rank near the lower end of the distribution (34th and 35th, respectively), indicating relatively lower
levels of complete disconnection. By contrast, Black 16- to 19-year-olds rank 12th (11.4 percent),
reflecting a substantially higher likelihood of being detached from both school and work.

For 20- to 24-year-olds, lllinois’s relative position worsens, particularly for Black young adults. Overall,
lllinois ranks 16th in joblessness for this age group (29.7 percent), again placing it in the upper third of
states. White and Hispanic or Latino young adults rank 28th and 26th, respectively, near the national
middle. In stark contrast, Black young adults rank 8th, with a jobless rate of 43.8 percent, placing lllinois
among the worst-performing states nationally for Black young adult employment. The pattern is even
more severe when examining out-of-school and jobless rates for young adults. lllinois ranks 22nd
overall, but this aggregate figure conceals extreme racial divergence. White young adults rank 22nd,
while Hispanic or Latino young adults rank 39th and Black 20- to 24-year-olds rank 6th out of 51 (27.7
percent) with more than one in four disconnected from both school and work (See Appendix 1 Tables
5-8 for a Table of Rankings).

Figure 3: Jobless Rate in Cook County for 16-19 and 20-24-year-olds and Rank
Among 47 Counties with Available Data, 2024

Hispanic or Latino 12 _ 31.6

8
&

Black (non-Hispanic or Latino) 6 _ 47.5

White (non-Hispanic or Latino) 39 _ 24.0
8
8

White (non-Hispanic or Latino) 23 _ 67.5

47 27 7 13 33 53 73
Rank of 47 Counties with 1 being the 2024 Jobless Rate

highest

Data source: 2024 American Community Survey 1-year estimates, public use data, U.S. Census Bureau. Tabulations by
Great Cities Institute.
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Figure 4: Out-of-school and Jobless Rate for 16-19 and 20-24-year-olds and Rank
Among 47 Counties with Available Data, 2024
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Rank of 47 Counties with 1 being the highest 2024 Jobless and Out of School
Rate

Data source: 2024 American Community Survey 1-year estimates, public use data, U.S. Census Bureau. Tabulations by
Great Cities Institute.

Figure 5: Jobless Rate in lllinois for 16-19 and 20-24-year-olds and Rank Among 50
States and Washington DC, 2024
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Data source: 2024 American Community Survey 1-year estimates, public use data, U.S. Census Bureau. Tabulations by
Great Cities Institute.
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Figure 6: Out-of-school and Jobless Rate in lllinois for 16-19 and 20-24-year-olds
and Rank Among 50 States and Washington DC, 2024
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Data source: 2024 American Community Survey 1-year estimates, public use data, U.S. Census Bureau. Tabulations by
Great Cities Institute.

Johless Rates in Chicago, Gook

County, lllineis, and the U.S., 2019-2024

Jobless rates for 16-to 19-year-olds remain highest in Chicago, with racial divergence widening
since 2019 (Figure 7).

In 2024, jobless rates for 16- to 19-year-olds in Chicago were 81.9 percent for Black (non-Hispanic
or Latino) youth, 76.0 percent for Hispanic or Latino youth, and 62.8 percent for White (non-
Hispanic or Latino) youth, compared to 74.5 percent, 64.2 percent, and 60.7 percent respectively
in lllinois and 71.8, 68.7, and 61.1 percent nationally.

Since 2019, joblessness among White teenagers in Chicago declined by 13.6 percentage points
(from 76.4 to 62.8 percent), while joblessness among Black teenagers declined by just 2.9 points
(from 84.8 to 81.9 percent), widening racial gaps despite overall improvement.

Black 20- to 24-year-olds in Chicago continue to face the highest jobless rates across
geographies, despite post-pandemic declines (Figure 8).
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In 2024, the jobless rate for Black 20- to 24-year-olds in Chicago was 46.5 percent, compared
to 49.7 percent in suburban Cook County, 43.8 percent in lllinois, and 37.3 percent nationally,
remaining substantially higher than rates for White young adults in the same areas.

Although joblessness for Black young adults in Chicago fell from a pandemic peak of 57.4 percent
in 2021 to 46.5 percent in 2024, this rate remains 27.6 percentage points higher than White peers
in the city (18.9 percent), indicating persistent structural disadvantage.




Figure 7: Percent of racial/ethnic group that was jobless for 16- to 19-year-olds in Chicago,
Cook County (outside of Chicago), lllinois, and the U.S. 2019-2024

Chicago Cook County, IL (Outside of Chicago)
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Data source: 2019-2024 American Community Survey 1-year estimates, public use data, U.S. Census Bureau. Tabulations
by Great Cities Institute.

Figure 8: Percent of racial/ethnic group that was jobless for 20- to 24-year-olds in Chicago,
Cook County (outside of Chicago), lllinois, and the U.S. 2019-2024

Chicago Cook County, IL (Outside of Chicago)
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Data source: 2019-2024 American Community Survey 1-year estimates, public use data, U.S. Census Bureau. Tabulations
by Great Cities Institute..
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Out-of-school and Jobless Rates in Chicago,
Cook County, lllinois, and the U.S., 2019-2024

Disconnection (out-of-school and jobless) among Black 16- to 19-year-olds in Chicago remains
far higher than among peers, with little convergence over time (Figure 9).

* |In 2024, 15.8 percent of Black 16- to 19-year-olds in Chicago were out-of-school and jobless,
compared to 6.9 percent of Hispanic or Latino youth and just 1.0 percent of White youth, a disparity
larger than in lllinois (11.4, 6.0, and 4.7 percent, respectively) and the U.S. (9.4, 8.3, and 5.5
percent).

* Since 2019, disconnection among White teenagers in Chicago declined by 2.2 percentage points
(from 3.2 to 1.0 percent), while the rate for Black teenagers increased slightly (from 15.0 to 15.8
percent), reinforcing persistent racial inequality in labor market attachment.

Figure 9: Percent of raciallethnic group that was out-of-school and jobless for 16- to
19-year-olds in Chicago, Cook County (outside of Chicago), lllinois, and the U.S. 2019-2024

Chicago Cook County, IL (Outside of Chicago)
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Data source: 2019-2024 American Community Survey 1-year estimates, public use data, U.S. Census Bureau. Tabulations
by Great Cities Institute.

Black 20- to 24-year-olds in Chicago remain the most disconnected from school and work, even
after substantial post-pandemic declines (Figure 10).

* In 2024, 27.1 percent of Black 20- to 24-year-olds in Chicago were out-of-school and jobless,
compared to 15.5 percent of Hispanic or Latino young adults and 6.4 percent of White young
adults; nationally, the comparable rates were 21.7, 16.1, and 11.4 percent, respectively.
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» Although disconnection (out-of-school and jobless) among Black young adults in Chicago declined
from 40.5 percent in 2020 to 27.1 percent in 2024, it remains over four times the rate of White
peers and well above lllinois’s Black young adult rate of 27.7 percent, indicating incomplete and
uneven recovery.

Figure 10: Percent of raciallethnic group that was out-of-school and jobless for 20- to
24-year-olds in Chicago, Cook County (outside of Chicago), lllinois, and the U.S. 2019-2024
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Data source: 2019-2024 American Community Survey 1-year estimates, public use data, U.S. Census Bureau. Tabulations
by Great Cities Institute.

Spatial Concentrations of Johlessness

in Gook County

Teen Joblessness Remains Concentrated on the South, West, and Parts of the Northwest Side
of Chicago

» Jobless rates for 16- to 19-year-olds exceed 77 percent across much of the South and West Sides
of Chicago, with several contiguous areas reaching 80-85 percent.

* In contrast, northwestern suburban PUMAs show substantially lower teenage joblessness, with
rates commonly below 60 percent and reaching as low as 38.2 percent in northwest suburbs, and
45.2 percent along the downtown lakefront, less than half the rates found on the South and West
Sides.
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Map 1: Jobless Rate for 16- to 19-year-olds by Public Use Microdata Areas
(PUMAS), 2024
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Data source: 2024 American Community Survey 1-year estimate, public use data, U.S. Census Bureau.
Map created by Great Cities Institute.
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Young Adult Joblessness Heavily Concentrated on the South and West Sides of Chicago

*  For 20- to 24-year-olds, the highest jobless rates, above 47 percent and reaching over 55 percent
in some areas, are concentrated across wide stretches of the South and West Sides of Chicago
and into western suburbs.

* By comparison, much of suburban Cook County, particularly in northern and northwestern areas,
shows markedly lower jobless rates for young adults.

Map 2: Jobless Rate for 20- to 24-year-olds by Public Use Microdata Areas
(PUMAS), 2024
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Data source: 2024 American Community Survey 1-year estimate, public use data, U.S. Census Bureau.
Map created by Great Cities Institute.
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Conclusion: The Case for Investment

Importantly, the persistence of youth joblessness is not due to a lack of evidence about what works.
A substantial body of research demonstrates that youth employment programs produce meaningful
benefits in both the short and long term. Rigorous evaluations of summer and year-round youth
employment initiatives show consistent reductions in violent crime (Gelber et al., 2016; Heller, 2014),
improvements in job readiness and social-emotional skills, increased academic engagement (Leos-
Urbel, 2014; Schwartz et al., 2021), and long-term gains in earnings (Katz et al., 2022). Chicago’s One
Summer Chicago Plus program reduced violent crime arrests by 43 percent during the program year,
with effects persisting into the following year (Heller, 2014). These programs have repeatedly been
shown to be cost-effective, with benefit-cost analyses estimating returns of $2 to $4 for every dollar
invested when accounting for reduced criminal justice costs, increased tax revenue, and avoided social
services (Heller, 2014).

Youth employment works not because it “fixes” young people, but because it compensates
for a labor market that withholds opportunity at the moment it is most consequential. Early
work experience provides structure, income, mentorship, and exposure to workplace norms. In this
sense, youth employment programs function as institutional substitutes for labor market access that
the private sector fails to provide equitably.

Yet despite this evidence, youth employment remains treated as discretionary, seasonal, limited in
scale, and often vulnerable to budget cuts. This mismatch between the severity of the problem and
the modesty of the response reflects a broader pattern identified throughout this report: conditions
that would be considered an economic emergency for adults are tolerated for young people. The
persistence of high joblessness and disconnection (out-of-school and jobless) among Black
youth, in particular, signals not a lack of solutions, but a lack of sustained commitment.

Recent lllinois state budgets make clear that the challenge is not only the level of investment in youth
employment, but the state’s capacity to deploy those funds effectively. In FY 2025, lllinois appropriated
$75 million for Youth Employment Opportunities through the Department of Commerce and
Economic Opportunity (DCEO), yet the funds went unspent due to coordination delays between DCEO
and the Department of Human Services (IDHS). DCEQ’s ability to release the funding depended on
an implementation plan from IDHS, which was not finalized in time for expenditures to occur within the
fiscal year. The FY 2026 budget includes no appropriation for this line item. A similar pattern is evident
within IDHS. In FY 2025, the state appropriated $120 million for Youth Employment Programs, but
less than $47 million was ultimately expended. For FY 2026, the enacted appropriation for this program
has been reduced to $45 million (lllinois State Budget, Fiscal Year 2026). For FY 2027, advocates are
calling for an $80 million investment not simply to increase funding, but to build the administrative and
provider capacity needed to translate appropriations into real employment opportunities for young
people. Without sustained investment in program infrastructure, workforce intermediaries, and
employer partnerships, increased funding alone will continue to fall short of its potential.

The question facing policymakers is therefore not whether youth employment programs are effective,
but whether they are willing to treat youth joblessness as the structural economic failure that it is. At
minimum, this means year-round programming, not just summer slots; funding tied to demonstrated
need rather than arbitrary caps; and deliberate targeting of the South and West Side neighborhoods
where exclusion is most concentrated. Anything less risks reproducing the very conditions this report
describes where crisis is acknowledged but ultimately allowed to persist.
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aprendix 1 fitlditional Jobless, and Out-of-school and Johless
Data hy Race/Ethnicity and Sex for Most Populous
Counties, and States and Washington D.C., 2024

Appendix 1 Table 1: Jobless Rate and Rankfor16-to 19-year-olds by Race/Ethnicity in Most Populous
Counties in the U.S., 2024

TolatPogiition Black(nnn-Hlspanlc or Hianic o Eatg Whlte[nnn?Hlspanlc
Latino) or Latino)

County Rate Rank Rate Rank Rate Rank Rate Rank

Kings County, NY 86.2 1 81.4 12 87.3 3 90.7 1
New York County, NY 86.1 2 86.2 (5] 85.0 5 86.3 3
Queens County, NY 85.6 3 829 8 86.2 4 876 2
Kern County, CA 83.6 4 87.5 5 83.8 6 829 5
Bronx County, NY 821 5 781 20 §2.7 7 84.3 4
San Francisco County, CA 81.1 6 782 19 88.6 2 81.2 6
Los Angeles County, CA 79.8 7 82.8 9 79.5 10 771 9
Santa Clara County, CA 79.5 8 69.4 37 76.8 14 78.4 7
Fresno County, CA 78.3 9 65.8 39 8§2.0 8 71.2 18
Contra Costa County, CA 78.3 10 94.8 ! 79.0 12 754 11
Harris County, TX 77.0 11 81.4 11 746 17 77.8 8
San Bernardino County, CA 76.9 12 81.2 13 79.0 11 63.3 34
Alameda County, CA 76.6 13 78.2 18 777 13 722 15
Riverside County, CA 76.3 14 811 14 76.5 15 719 16
MNassau County, NY 75.8 15 87.7 4 71.0 25 729 13
Orange County, CA 75.1 16 88.6 2 FAT 16 68.3 20
Shelby County, TN 74.6 17 76.4 25 88.8 1 61.6 39
Montgomery County, MD 73.5 18 81.8 10 68.8 29 75.0 12
Fulton County, GA 734 19 75.7 27 74.0 18 67.5 22
Sacramento County, CA 73.1 20 83.8 7 711 23 65.8 29
Clark County, NV 73.0 21 781 21 71.2 21 71.7 17
Wayne County, Mi 72.5 22 75.0 28 80.2 9 66.2 27
Cook County, IL 723 23 76.2 26 71.7 20 67.5 23
Orange County, FL 723 24 791 17 64.2 36 729 14
King County, WA 71.0 25 74.0 30 70.1 26 67.1 24
Broward County, FL 70.5 26 72.7 32 67.9 31 68.8 19
San Diego County, CA 69.9 27 57.4 45 711 22 66.6 26
Travis County, TX 69.5 28 74.7 29 62.1 39 75.7 10
Collin County, TX 69.1 29 80.0 16 64.4 34 61.7 38
Hillsborough County, FL 69.0 30 81.0 15 69.7 27 67.1 25
Philadelphia County, PA 68.6 31 72.4 33 724 19 65.7 30
Dallas County, TX 68.6 32 76.5 24 64.3 35 68.1 21
Bexar County, TX 68.4 33 65.3 40 71.0 24 62.4 36
Franklin County, OH 67.1 34 68.5 38 68.2 30 62.7 35
DuPage County, IL 66.9 35 91.9 2 61.9 40 64.8 31
Palm Beach County, FL 66.3 36 76.5 23 63.4 38 62.4 37
Tarrant County, TX 65.8 37 70.2 36 64.8 32 64.2 33
Allegheny County, PA 65.0 38 63.0 42 69.6 28 64.5 32
Suffolk County, NY 64.5 39 58.3 44 63.4 37 65.9 28
Honolulu County, HI 62.8 40 77.4 22 42.4 46 47.4 47
St. Louis County, MO 62.5 41 72.4 34 64.8 33 52.7 44
Middlesex County, MA 62.0 42 72.8 21 47.9 45 58.0 41
Maricopa County, AZ 60.6 43 721 35 59.1 41 58.9 40
Oakland County, MI 58.2 44 61.3 43 41.3 47 56.3 42
Hennepin County, MN 57.5 45 63.7 41 55.0 42 54.9 43
Cuyahoga County, OH 54.7 46 55.2 46 51.6 43 519 45
Salt Lake County, UT 50.2 47 44.9 a7 50.4 44 48.3 46

Data source: 2024 American Community Survey 1-year estimates, public use data, U.S. Census Bureau. Tabulations by Great
Cities Institute.
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Appendix 1 Table 2: Out of School and Jobless Rate and Rank for 16- 19-year-oldd by Race/Ethnicity in

Most Populous Counties in the U.S., 2024

Black (non-Hispanic or

White (non-Hispanic

Total Population Latino) Hispanic or Latino b Lakiinsy

County Rate Rank Rate Rank Rate Rank Rate Rank

Kern County, CA 141 1 35.2 1 12.8 4 10.7 1
Wayne County, Ml 14.0 2 23.6 3 12.3 8 4.2 26
Shelby County, TN 12.4 3 15.8 8 18.7 1 2.5 42
Bexar County, TX 11.0 4 195 5 10.7 11 93 2
SaltLake County, UT 9.7 5 0.0 44 13.5 3 6.9 11
Clark County, NV 9.7 8 8.7 32 12.4 8 7.0 10
Fresno County, CA 9.6 7 14.0 9 126 L= 4.0 29
Kings County, NY 9.6 8 10.8 19 16.8 2 6.1 13
Travis County, TX 8.0 S 10.7 20 x [ (5 S 9.2 3
San Bernardino County, CA 89 10 1277 12 10.2 13 5.5 18
Harris County, TX 8.8 11 10.4 22 10.7 12 5.5 18
Sacramento County, CA 8.8 12 56 37 11.0 10 7.6 8
Cuyahoga County, OH 8.7 13 108 18 53 36 79 8
Bronx County, NY 87 14 il . 16 8.0 21 87 5
Tarrant County, TX 85 15 8.1 31 9.0 18 8.9 4
Riverside County, CA 7.7 16 13.6 10 7.9 22 6.0 14
Maricopa County, AZ 7.5 17 111 17 9.5 15 59 15
Collin County, TX 7.3 18 25.4 2 2.0 45 52 21
Palm Beach County, FL 7.0 19 129 11 6.3 30 4.6 24
New York County, NY 6.9 20 11.6 14 12.4 7 33 36
Philadelphia County, PA 6.6 21 6.4 35 2.3 16 6.7 12
Contra Costa County, CA 8.5 22 8.7 30 53 37 71 9
Fulton County, GA 8.5 23 101 24 9.6 14 26 41
Honolulu County, HI 6.5 24 215 4 4.4 40 19 44
Los Angeles County, CA 6.3 25 10.3 23 6.8 28 57 17
Queens County, NY 6.2 26 9.8 26 76 23 2.6 40
St. Louis County, MO 6.1 27 115 15 57 35 4.0 21
Franklin County, OH 61 28 101 25 36 42 3.5 33
Broward County, FL 6.0 29 9.7 27 49 38 4.0 30
Cook County, IL 6.0 30 12.6 13 7.5 24 1.8 46
Dallas County, TX 59 31 6.4 34 6.2 31 59 16
Orange County, FL 55 32 3.0 40 8.2 20 33 37
Oakland County, Ml 5 33 16.1 7 0.0 47 36 32
Alameda County, CA 54 34 6.4 33 8.6 18 51 22
Montgomery County, MD 5.4 35 2.4 41 7.4 25 7.7 7
Hillsborough County, FL 52 36 6.3 36 6.0 33 54 20
Orange County, CA 52 37 95 28 93 17 1-3 47
San Diego County, CA 5.2 38 54 38 6.1 32 4.4 25
Allegheny County, PA 5.0 39 8.0 29 71 26 4.7 23
Middlesex County, MA 4.4 40 4.6 39 5.9 34 3.5 34
Suffolk County, NY 4.3 41 0.8 43 6.6 29 41 28
DuPage County, IL 4.2 42 0.0 44 21 44 33 35
King County, WA 3.9 43 16 42 6.9 27 21 43
Hennepin County, MN 3.9 44 10.5 21 2.0 46 1.9 45
San Francisco County, CA 3.7 45 0.0 44 3.0 43 3.1 39
MNassau County, NY 3.4 46 0.0 44 4.9 39 31 38
Santa Clara County, CA 3.0 47 16.5 6 39 41 4.2 27

Data source: 2024 American Community Survey 1-year estimates, public use data, U.S. Census Bureau. Tabulations by Great

Cities Institute.

Note: Estimates equal to 0 percent or 100 percent are often based on small underlying sample sizes in the American Community

Survey and may reflect sampling variability. These values are retained for transparency but should be interpreted with caution.
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Appendix 1 Table 3: Jobless Rate and Rank for 20- to 24-year-old by Race/Ethnicity in Most Populous
Counties in the U.S., 2024

Total Population

Black (non-Hispanic or

Hispanic or Latino

White (non-Hispanic

Latino) or Latino)

County Rate Rank Rate Rank Rate Rank Rate Rank

Kings County, NY 416 i 484 5 373 6 412 2
Kern County, CA 401 2 581 | 391 4 36.0 7
Bronx County, NY 39.6 3 38.3 19 39.3 2 50.6 1
Queens County, NY 39.2 4 50.3 4 32.3 10 37.5 3
MNassau County, NY 371 5 43.2 g8 27.8 25 37.5 4
Fresno County, CA 357 (5] 45.7 7 352 7 36.6 5
San Bernardino County, CA 357 7 354 23 34.0 8 354 10
Shelby County, TN 356 8 40.5 18 31.0 14 281 28
Wayne County, Mi 35.3 9 41.3 15 26.6 29 33.8 13
Los Angeles County, CA 35.2 10 42.4 10 32.0 Ak} 35.8 8
Alameda County, CA 35.1 2in" 22.7 40 29.1 18 33.9 12
Santa Clara County, CA 34.6 12 279 35 28.1 24 317 18
Contra Costa County, CA 34.5 13 28.0 34 31.3 13 356 g9
Sacramento County, CA 341 14 41.5 13 306 16 324 16
New York County, NY 335 15 529 5 382 3 228 41
Montgomery County, MD 33.3 16 411 iy 23.2 40 329 14
Riverside County, CA 33.3 17 538 2 28.1 23 36.3 (<]
Philadelphia County, PA 331 18 34.7 24 30.0 17 34.7 Gl
Tarrant County, TX 32.8 19 33.2 25 275 26 304 19
Cook County, IL 326 20 47.5 (5] 316 12 24.0 39
Harris County, TX 322 21 36.3 21 289 19 31.7 17
Orange County, CA 3189 22 32.3 29 246 34 326 15
King County, WA 308 23 33.0 27 25.2 33 27.0 30
Suffolk County, NY 30.8 24 25.0 37 381 5 271 29
Allegheny County, PA 301 25 33.0 26 404 1 25.3 35
Orange County, FL 30.0 26 417 12 286 21 231 40
Fulton County, GA 29.7 27 30.8 30 13.0 47 303 20
St. Louis County, MO 29.7 28 229 39 26.7 28 28.3 24
Middlesex County, MA 29.5 29 41.5 14 254 31 25.2 36
San Diego County, CA 29.5 30 21.2 42 31.0 15 25.6 34
Dallas County, TX 29.3 31 418 11 239 38 289 26
Bexar County, TX 29.0 32 35.7 22 28.2 22 256 33
Palm Beach County, FL 28.0 a3 32.7 28 241 37 28.5 21
Clark County, NV 289 34 429 9 252 32 259 21
DuPage County, IL 2886 35 141 45 14.8 46 29.1 25
Broward County, FL 28.6 36 30.5 31 27.2 27 28.3 27
Oakland County, Ml 28.4 e ¥ 296 32 28.7 20 294 23
Collin County, TX 281 38 201 43 217 42 29.4 22
Hillsborough County, FL 278 39 371 20 243 36 256 32
San Francisco County, CA 27.8 40 27.2 36 33.2 9 243 38
Travis County, TX 26.8 41 286 33 26.5 30 251 37
Maricopa County, AZ 24.5 42 41.1 16 23.7 39 212 43
Franklin County, OH 24.4 43 243 38 20.0 43 22.0 42
Salt Lake County, UT 20.2 44 6.6 47 16.3 45 186 45
Honolulu County, HI 18.7 45 7.0 46 225 41 9.5 47
Cuyahoga County, OH 19.6 46 19.6 44 24.4 35 15.7 46
Hennepin County, MN 18.6 47 21.8 41 18.1 44 18.8 44

Data source:2024 American Community Survey 1-year estimates, public use data, U.S. Census Bureau. Tabulations by Great
Cities Institute.
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Appendix 1 Table 4: Out of Scool and Jobless Rate and Rank from 20- to 24-year-olds by Race/Ethnicity

in Most Populous Counties in the U.S., 2024

Total Population

Black (non-Hispanic or

Hispanic or Latino

White (non-Hispanic

Latino) or Latino)

County Rank Rate Rank Rate Rank Rate Rank

Kern County, CA 25.0 i 27.6 8 268.7 i 18.8 2
Shelby County, TN 24.2 2 33.7 2 20.0 7 8.7 26
Bronx County, NY 20.3 3 21.0 20 231 3 7.6 33
Kings County, NY 19.2 4 255 1 218 8 15.1 8
Fresno County, CA 189 5 27.8 7 19.2 9 17.8 5
Wayne County, Ml 18.9 8 27.5 9 18.8 12 12.8 11
Riverside County, CA 18.3 7 44.5 1 151 25 24.0 1
Harris County, TX 17.7 8 22.0 18 18.4 13 12.6 12
Clark County, NV 1T 9 219 19 151 26 18.1 4
San Bernardino County, CA 16.8 10 20.7 22 16.4 17 18.5 3
Tarrant County, TX 16.2 11 234 15 19.2 11 10.7 18
Dallas County, TX 16.0 12 26.4 10 153 21 96 23
Sacramento County, CA 15.7 13 19.9 26 16.4 18 17.4 5]
Contra Costa County, CA 15.6 14 28.0 {53 16.5 16 12.6 13
Philadelphia County, PA 155 15 253 12 23.3 2 55 45
Cook County, IL 15.5 16 30.3 3 151 24 9.4 24
Bexar County, TX 146 17 16.4 31 15.7 19 86 27
Collin County, TX 14.6 18 18.3 27 18.2 14 12.9 10
Palm Beach County, FL 14.6 19 209 21 10.0 40 16.2 it
St. Louis County, MO 14.2 20 181 28 19.2 10 11.5 14
Los Angeles County, CA 141 21 23.6 13 15.4 20 111 15
Queens County, NY 14.0 22 28.0 5 13.8 28 10.2 21
Broward County, FL 13.7 23 17.7 29 11.9 36 9.0 25
Suffolk County, NY 135 24 11:5 39 19.5 8 10.4 19
Travis County, TX 13.3 25 20.4 24 14.8 27 8.4 29
Montgomery County, MD 12.4 26 12.7 35 5.2 47 13.8 9
Maricopa County, AZ 123 27 29.6 4 153 22 8.3 30
King County, WA 12.0 28 23.3 16 131 21 10.3 20
MNassau County, NY 116 29 20.5 23 17.4 15 7.5 35
Orange County, FL 115 30 22.3 17 11.0 38 6.9 40
Fulton County, GA 11.2 31 151 33 84 44 7.4 37
Oakland County, Mi 112 32 14.9 34 8.2 45 109 1F
Alameda County, CA 10.8 33 L1 38 12.7 35 6.9 41
Santa Clara County, CA 10.8 34 17.4 30 12T 34 86 28
Cuyahoga County, OH 10.4 35 12.6 36 22.5 5 8.1 43
Orange County, CA 10.4 36 10.5 42 9.6 41 11.0 16
San Diego County, CA 10.3 37 & b s 41 13.7 29 6.8 42
Allegheny County, PA 10.1 38 20.0 25 228 4 72 39
Hillsborough County, FL 89 39 12.0 37 13.0 32 7.4 36
Salt Lake County, UT 9.2 40 0.0 45 11.7 37 7.9 32
MNew York County, NY 8.7 41 235 14 153 23 26 47
Franklin County, OH 8.7 42 15.5 32 56 46 Y i 38
DuPage County, IL 81 43 0.0 45 88 42 81 21
Hennepin County, MN 8.1 44 11.4 40 131 30 7.6 34
Middlesex County, MA 7.0 45 2.2 44 12.8 33 6.1 44
Honolulu County, HI 7.0 46 0.0 45 85 43 39 46
San Francisco County, CA 6.9 a7 5.7 43 10.7 39 10.1 22
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Data source: 2024 American Community Survey 1-year estimates, public use data, U.S. Census Bureau. Tabulations by Great
Cities Institute.
Note: Estimates equal to 0 percent or 100 percent are often based on small underlying sample sizes in the American Community
Survey and may reflect sampling variability. These values are retained for transparency but should be interpreted with caution.




Appendix 1 Table 5: Jobless Rate and Rank for 16- to 19-year-olds by Race/Ethnicity in 50 States and
Washington D.C., 2024

. Black (non- : . . White (non-
Total Population i : . Hispanic or Latino i : .
Hispanic or Latino) Hispanic or Latino)

State Rate Rank Rate Rank Rate Rank Rate Rank
District of Columbia 83.3 i 91.3 3 83.4 1 74.6 1
California 76.2 2 80.0 6 77.1 3 70.8 3
New York 74.6 3 78.2 9 78.4 2 70.4 4
New Jersey 71.2 4 76.3 13 70.6 5 69.3 5
Texas 69.9 5 74.7 15 70.3 6 66.8 8
Nevada 69.5 6 75.5 14 69.0 ¥ 65.6 12
Mississippi 69.3 7 70.0 26 58.6 31 71.3 2
Louisiana 69.1 8 74.0 18 64.7 19 65.4 14
Florida 68.5 9 76.4 12 69.0 8 64.8 15
Washington 68.4 10 76.8 i 67.7 i 1 66.2 10
Connecticut 67.8 11 73.9 19 66.9 14 66.3 9
Georgia 67.1 12 711 25 64.8 18 63.9 17
West Virginia 66.6 13 63.5 42 47.4 46 67.9 6
Alabama 66.2 14 73.0 22 58.6 32 63.5 18
Arkansas 65.9 15 68.1 34 61.0 25 66.0 11
Maryland 65.9 16 68.4 32 66.9 15 62.6 19
Virginia 65.0 17 69.9 27 66.2 16 61.5 21
Ilinois 64.7 18 74.5 16 64.2 20 60.7 25
Oklahoma 64.6 19 64.7 39 65.5 17 64.3 16
Delaware 64.1 20 60.0 43 57.0 35 67.7 7
Oregon 64.0 21 73.5 20 56.1 39 65.6 13
Colorado 64.0 22 79.4 7 68.3 9 59.2 29
Rhode Island 63.8 23 88.1 5 64.0 21 58.7 31
Tennessee 63.6 24 72.3 23 67.5 12 60.1 27
Arizona 62.8 25 73.3 21 60.9 26 60.4 26
Kentucky 62.7 26 66.6 37 67.2 13 60.9 23
South Carolina 62.6 27 68.3 33 56.2 38 60.9 22
New Mexico 62.3 28 66.9 36 60.0 27 59.5 28
North Carolina 62.2 29 64.6 40 62.4 24 60.9 24
Pennsylvania 61.4 30 69.0 30 63.3 23 59.1 30
Michigan 61.3 31 68.7 31 63.7 22 57.9 32
Indiana 61.0 32 71.3 24 68.1 10 57.1 35
Massachusetts 60.7 33 69.3 29 58.9 29 57.8 33
Vermont 60.5 34 64.3 41 72.0 4 61.7 20
Hawaii 60.5 35 77.4 10 48.8 44 47.7 47
Ohio 59.2 36 67.4 35 58.7 30 56.7 36
Alaska 58.3 37 40.9 47 55.3 40 50.6 43
Missouri 57.6 38 74.1 17 57.5 34 54.4 37
Idaho 56.4 39 79.4 8 48.0 45 57:3 34
Wyoming 55.2 40 20.5 4 51.9 41 52.3 41
lowa 53.2 41 66.0 38 44.2 48 53.1 38
North Dakota 52.8 42 100.0 1 59.3 28 47.4 48
Maine 51.0 43 29.5 51 50.8 42 52.3 40
Kansas 50.9 44 38.3 438 56.4 37 50.5 44
Wisconsin 50.8 45 69.6 28 56.7 36 47.8 46
Utah 50.5 46 47.1 46 47.2 47 50.6 42
Nebraska 50.5 47 53.3 45 37.8 50 52.8 39
Minnesota 50.4 48 53.7 44 50.4 43 49.1 45
Montana 47.9 49 29.7 50 37.8 49 45.6 49
New Hampshire 45.9 50 100.0 1 58.1 33 45.0 50
South Dakota 42.2 51 35.1 49 23.4 51 41.0 51

Data source: 2024 American Community Survey 1-year estimates, public use data, U.S. Census Bureau. Tabulations by Great Cities
Institute.

Note: Estimates equal to 0 percent or 100 percent are often based on small underlying sample sizes in the American Community
Survey and may reflect sampling variability. These values are retained for transparency but should be interpreted with caution.
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Appendix 1 Table 6: Out of School and Jobless Rate and Rank for 16- to 19-year-olds by Race/Ethnicity

in 50 States and Washington D.C., 2024

Total Population

Black (non-
Hispanic or Latino)

Hispanic or Latino

White (non-

Hispanic or Latino)

State Rate Rank Rate Rank Rate Rank Rate Rank

Mississippl 10.8 1 13.3 9 10.3 15 8.3 3
Nevada 9.2 2 6.2 36 124 6 6.7 10
Louisiana 9.2 3 11.4 13 9.2 19 8.8 d:
Alaska 9.1 4 36.5 1 10.8 13 1.3 50
Kentucky 8.5 5 10.5 16 11.3 9 22 5
Indiana 8.1 6 12.2 11 11.2 11 6.9 8
Texas 8.0 7 8.8 28 9.2 20 6.8 9
Georgia 8.0 8 9.3 26 10.1 16 72 6
Michigan 7.8 9 16.1 6 9.1 22 5.9 17
ldaho T 10 13.4 7 9.5 18 6.3 12
Tennessee 7.6 11 11.2 15 10.5 14 6.0 15
Arizona 7.6 12 10.1 21 9.0 24 5.5 23
Utah 75 13 1.4 45 11.3 10 6.0 16
Montana 7.4 14 0.0 46 5.6 38 5.8 19
New Mexico 7.4 15 9.2 27 5.9 36 5.5 22
Oregon 7.4 16 0.0 46 52 43 8.5 2
Florida 22 17 10.4 19 75 30 6.2 13
Colorado T2 18 21.4 5 9.7 17 5.3 25
Arkansas 7.2 19 7.1 34 2.9 48 7.8 4
South Carolina 7.2 20 9.9 23 11.9 8 4.6 35
Hawaii 7.0 21 21.5 4 10.9 12 2.4 48
Washington 7.0 22 2.9 43 8.3 27 7.0 74
Alabama 7.0 23 77 32 14.4 1 5.7 21
West Virginia 6.8 24 13.4 8 0.0 50 6.5 11
California 6.8 25 10.4 18 8.2 28 52 28
New York 6.5 26 8.7 29 9.0 23 53 26
lowa 6.5 27 12.5 10 5.1 44 6.1 14
Oklahoma 6.4 28 9.5 24 5.5 40 5.0 29
South Dakota 6.4 29 25.2 3 2.8 49 4.5 36
North Dakota 6.3 30 0.0 46 54 41 54 24
Ohio 6.3 31 9.9 22 5.5 39 5.2 27
Wyoming 6.1 32 0.0 46 13.8 2 2.9 43
Virginia 6.1 33 8.1 30 8.7 26 4.8 32
Missouri 5.8 34 10.4 17 6.0 34 49 31
Illinois 5.8 35 11.4 12 6.0 35 4.7 34
New Jersey 5.8 36 6.6 35 9.2 21 4.3 39
Vermont 5.7 37 0.0 46 12.5 5 5.9 18
North Carolina 5.7 38 6.1 37 7.6 29 4.8 33
Maryland 5.7 39 72 33 6.5 32 5.7 20
Rhode Island 54 40 32.1 2 5.0 45 2.9 44
Wisconsin 53 41 11.4 14 5.6 37 5.0 30
Pennsylvania 104 42 5.6 40 8.7 25 4.5 37
Delaware 5.0 43 6.0 38 13.4 3 2.8 45
District of Columbia 4.8 44 10.2 20 0.0 50 0.0 51
Connecticut 4.8 45 8.0 31 7.1 31 3.6 42
Maine 4.8 46 5.9 39 12.8 4 4.5 38
Kansas 4.8 47 2.2 44 4.5 46 3.8 41
Nebraska 4.1 48 3.7 41 54 42 4.2 40
New Hampshire 4.1 49 0.0 46 12.2 7 2.8 46
Minnesota 4.0 50 9.5 25 4.3 47 2.8 47
Massachusetts 3.5 51 32 42 6.3 33 2.4 48

Data source: 2024 American Community Survey 1-year estimates, public use data, U.S. Census Bureau. Tabulations by Great
Cities Institute.
Note: Estimates equal to 0 percent or 100 percent are often based on small underlying sample sizes in the American Community
Survey and may reflect sampling variability. These values are retained for transparency but should be interpreted with caution.
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Appendix 1 Table 7: Jobless Rate and Rank for 20- to 24-year-olds by Race/Ethnicity in 50 States and
Washington D.C., 2024

N Black (non- . ) ) White (non-
Total Population y i . Hispanic or Latino ¥ g .
Hispanic or Latino) Hispanic or Latino)

State Rate Rank Rate Rank Rate Rank Rate Rank
District of Columbia 42.1 1 58.6 3 23.8 38 31.3 4
New York 35.6 2 44 .4 7 35.8 4 314 3
Louisiana 34.7 3 43.7 9 29.3 14 28.5 ]
Mississippi 34.1 4 40.0 18 34.3 6 30.4 7
New Jersey 34.1 5 42.3 10 30.1 13 32.6 2
California 33.9 6 37.9 21 31.2 11 32.7 1
Alabama 326 7 35.7 30 315 10 30.4 6
West Virginia 325 8 61.1 2 43.4 1 31.0 5
Massachusetts 30.9 9 41.2 13 29.2 16 277 14
Texas 30.9 10 36.7 25 29.2 17 28.8 8
Virginia 30.7 11 33.7 34 25.0 30 28.1 12
Maryland 30.7 12 36.3 27 23.9 37 27.3 20
Florida 30.4 13 36.3 26 29.2 15 28.2 11
New Mexico 30.3 14 40.7 14 271 22 27.1 21
Georgia 30.2 15 35.0 31 25.9 28 27.4 17
Ilinois 29.7 16 43.8 8 26.2 26 255 28
South Carolina 294 17 33.8 33 22,6 41 27.6 15
North Carolina 29.1 18 371 23 23.4 39 26.2 22
Oklahoma 29.0 19 40.3 16 24.0 36 27.3 19
Kentucky 28.5 20 46.0 6 16.8 50 27.4 18
Rhode Island 28.4 21 24.4 41 32.6 8 28.2 10
Pennsylvania 28.4 22 34.8 32 32.2 S 25.9 23
Delaware 28.3 23 30.8 36 34.7 5 25.8 24
Connecticut 28.1 24 29.2 39 26.1 27 27.4 16
Nevada 28.0 25 41.2 12 24.1 35 27.9 13
Arkansas 25T 26 28.3 40 28.8 19 255 29
Indiana 27.5 27 32.2 35 29.2 18 24.9 30
Washington 27.4 28 23.0 44 26.5 25 25.7 25
Michigan 272 29 39.5 19 26.9 23 24.3 32
Oregon 27.0 30 40.3 17 27.3 21 25.7 27
Arizona 26.4 31 42.0 11 24.8 33 23.3 37
Idaho 26.3 32 24.4 42 30.3 12 25.7 26
Tennessee 26.3 33 36.1 29 22.2 43 23.8 34
Wyoming 26.0 34 0.0 49 25.2 29 24.3 31
New Hampshire 25.8 35 4.1 48 42.9 3 24,2 33
Ohio 25.1 36 29.2 38 24.4 34 23.3 36
Missouri 24.9 37 30.5 37 21.9 44 234 35
Colorado 24.5 38 47.5 5 24.8 32 22.2 38
Kansas 23.3 39 40.4 15 27.5 20 20.4 40
Maine 227 40 21.5 45 33.3 7 20.7 39
South Dakota 222 41 13.6 46 222 42 15.5 50
Wisconsin 21.9 42 36.7 24 22.7 40 20.0 41
Nebraska 21.8 43 37.3 22 26.9 24 19.3 42
Alaska 21.3 44 0.0 49 20.4 45 19.0 43
Minnesota 20.7 45 36.3 28 24.8 31 15.8 49
Utah 20.1 46 23.9 43 19.8 47 18.7 44
lowa 19.8 47 39.2 20 16:5 51 171 48
Hawaii 19.6 48 7.0 47 19.0 49 116 51
Montana 19.5 49 100.0 1 19.4 48 17.3 47
Vermont 18.7 50 47.7 4 43.2 2 17.3 46
North Dakota 17.9 51 0.0 49 19.8 46 17.6 45

Data source: 2024 American Community Survey 1-year estimates, public use data, U.S. Census Bureau. Tabulations by Great
Cities Institute.

Note: Estimates equal to 0 percent or 100 percent are often based on small underlying sample sizes in the American Community
Survey and may reflect sampling variability. These values are retained for transparency but should be interpreted with caution.
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Appendix 1 Table 8: Out of School and Jobless Rate and Rank for 20- to 24-year-olds by Race/Ethnicity
in 50 States and Washington D.C., 2024

. Black (non- . ) ) White (non-
Total Population ) . i Hispanic or Latino ) d i
Hispanic or Latino) Hispanic or Latino)

State Rate Rank Rate Rank Rate Rank Rate Rank
Louisiana 20.4 1 30.3 3 20.0 7 14.5 8
Mississippi 18.8 2 25.9 7 17.2 19 15.2 5
West Virginia 18.6 3 16.4 37 34.6 1 18.3 2
New Mexico 18.5 4 3.9 45 17.5 17 15.4 4
Alaska 17.8 5 0.0 46 20.4 6 14.9 7
Nevada 17.4 6 215 20 15:0 31 19.8 1
Texas 16.3 7 23.2 17 18.1 13 11.9 21
Oklahoma 16.2 8 29.6 4 17.6 15 13.7 10
Kentucky 16.1 9 25.F 8 11.9 40 155 3
Delaware 157 10 19.0 30 23.8 2 116 23
South Carolina 15.7 11 20.9 24 14.2 35 13.1 12
District of Columbia 15.6 12 34.3 2 5.9 48 4.1 51
Washington 15.4 13 167 36 17:5 16 15.1 6
Georgia 15.2 14 19.6 28 14.5 34 12.6 16
Tennessee 15.1 15 25.1 11 15.6 26 12.5 17
Idaho 14.7 16 20.2 26 20.6 4 12.9 13
Indiana 14.6 17 25.3 10 19.0 11 12.1 20
Florida 14.6 18 20.9 23 14.7 33 12.3 19
Oregon 14.6 19 24.3 15 17.2 18 13.8 9
Arkansas 14.4 20 18.0 32 19.2 ] 136 11
Alabama 14.3 21 21.0 21 19.1 10 11.2 25
Ilinois 14.3 22 277 6 12.6 39 11.7 22
Arizona 14.2 23 27.8 5 16.8 22 9.9 34
California 14.2 24 20.9 22 155 ZF 12.6 15
New York 14.1 25 22.8 18 18.0 14 10.8 ZF
North Carolina 13.8 26 19.6 29 14.2 36 11.0 26
South Dakota 13.8 27 13.6 42 13.9 37 6.6 48
Michigan 13.3 28 24.6 13 16.5 23 10.8 29
New Jersey 13.3 29 23.7 16 15.1 30 10.2 32
Ohio 13:2 30 19.9 27 15.4 28 12.3 18
Pennsylvania 12.7 31 22.3 19 19.6 8 10.3 31
Connecticut 12.6 32 17.6 33 17.0 20 9.2 35
New Hampshire 12.4 33 0.0 46 21.7 3 12.7 14
Maryland 12.4 34 15.5 39 9.7 43 11.5 24
Colorado 12.2 35 25.5 ] 16.1 25 8.9 38
Missouri 11.9 36 16.2 38 13.8 38 10.8 28
Kansas 11.8 37 20.5 25 16.4 24 10.0 33
Virginia 116 38 15.3 40 10.4 42 10.6 30
Minnesota 11.2 39 16.7 35 20.4 5 8.1 44
Nebraska 10.8 40 24.5 14 18.3 12 8.2 43
Wisconsin 10.6 41 24.8 12 16.9 21 8.7 41
Massachusetts 10.5 42 14.3 41 15:2 29 8.7 40
Montana 10.4 43 0.0 46 5.1 49 8.0 45
Maine 10.0 44 13.5 43 5.0 50 9.2 36
Wyoming 9.7 45 0.0 46 8.2 46 9.1 37
Utah 9.6 46 16.8 34 11.2 41 8.8 39
Rhode Island 9.5 47 5.8 44 14.8 32 8.5 42
lowa 8.4 48 18.2 31 8.3 45 6.9 47
Hawaii 8.2 49 0.0 46 8.5 44 4.7 49
Vermont FATS 50 47.7 1 0.0 51 7.5 46
North Dakota 5.2 51 0.0 46 7.7 47 4.2 50

Data source: 2024 American Community Survey 1-year estimates, public use data, U.S. Census Bureau. Tabulations by Great
Cities Institute.

Note: Estimates equal to 0 percent or 100 percent are often based on small underlying sample sizes in the American Community
Survey and may reflect sampling variability. These values are retained for transparency but should be interpreted with caution.
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appendix2  idlditional Johless, and Out-of-school and Johless
Data hy Race/Ethnicity and Sex for Chicago, Cook
County, lllinois, and the U.S., 2019-2024

Appendix 2 Figure 1: Jobless 16- to 19- and 20- to 24-year-olds in Chicago, 2019-2024

16-19 | 20-24
White (non- Black (non- | ! White (non- Black (non- | "
. i _ g Hispanic or § 3 . 2 Hispanic or
Year Hispanic or Hispanic or . Total Hispanic or Hispanic or . Total
i : Latino A : Latino
Latino) Latino) Latino) Latino)
2019 % 76.4% 84.8% 77.6% 79.7% 28.2% 43.7% 29.0% 34.7%
n 18,918 27,912 38,988 93,203 15,109 22,459 16,929 63,928
2020 % 82.8% 85.4% 82.1% 84.0% 28.6% 55.8% 34.0% 38.7%
n 20,582 36,995 36,217 102,114 19,934 30,393 21,110 82,066
2021 % 76.7% 86.8% 76.3% 79.9% 25.0% 57.4% 30.9% 36.7%
n 17,980 29,424 38,170 92,511 12,955 28,346 18,342 66,866
2022 % 78.5% 85.8% 75.1% 79.2% 23.2% 43.3% 30.2% 31.4%
n 19,792 29,834 38,573 98,590 13,258 19,774 21,817 62,312
2023 % 73.8% 78.5% 74.2% 75.2% 19.5% 47.6% 25.1% 30.7%
n 16,788 31,252 40,784 95,991 10,733 21,141 16,414 58,899
2024 % 62.8% 81.9% 76.0% 76.0% 18.9% 46.5% 35.9% 31.7%
13,982 28,259 41,437 94,740 11,008 20,613 26,455 64,218

Data source: 2024 American Community Survey 1-year estimates, public use data, U.S. Census Bureau. Tabulations by Great
Cities Institute.

Appendix 2 Figure 2: Jobless 16- to 19- and 20- to 24-year-olds in Cook County , IL
(Outside of Chicago) 2019-2023

16-19 | 20-24
White (non- Black (non- . ; White (non- Black (non- . .
i i B - Hispanic or p 3 g : Hispanic or
Year Hispanic or Hispanicor i Total Hispanic or Hispanic or i Total
Latino) Latino) Latino) Latino)
2019 % 72.6% 67.0% 57.7% 67.0% 32.0% 40.9% 24.5% 32.1%
n 36,290 15,769 21,465 82,128 17,356 10,633 11,349 44,762
2020 % 76.5% 74.7% 74.5% 75.5% 38.5% 36.2% 38.1% 38.4%
n 35,131 15,833 30,322 90,790 23,064 8,384 15,118 53,212
2021 % 63.9% 73.9% B4.8% 68.1% 34.0% 47.3% 27.2% 35.0%
n 34,198 18,157 25,214 93,448 16,397 10,996 12,335 46,418
2022 % 65.1% 67.7% 63.5% 67.4% 29.9% 38.1% 29.3% 31.0%
n 31,681 15,350 24,997 84,010 14,500 10,470 12,259 40,902
2023 % 70.3% 61.8% 61.2% 65.9% 25.9% 27.0% 18.5% 23.9%
n 34,664 11,032 26,557 83,176 11,974 5,986 9,287 31,301
2004 % 69.4% 65.3% 65.9% 68.9% 30.5% 49.7% 24.0% 34.1%
n 36,515 11,711 27,162 89,626 13,852 9,616 10,010 43,348

Data source: 2024 American Community Survey 1-year estimates, public use data, U.S. Census Bureau. Tabulations by Great
Cities Institute.
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Appendix 2 Figure 3: Jobless 16- to 19- and 20- to 24-year-olds in lllinois, 2019-2024

16-19 | 20-24
Wi Black (non- _ . 2 White (non- Black {non- . :
Year : [nor!— Hispanic or Hlspa-nu: = Total Hispanic or Hispanic or HISPEI-HIC = Total
Hispanic or 5 Latino i 5 Latino
z Latino) Latino) Latino)
Latino)
2019 % 63.2% 72.0% 63.1% 64.9% 27.8% 39.8% 25.0% 30.3%
n 216,264 68,578 99,476 422,128 122,538 51,387 46,128 250,992
2020 % 64.8% 78.0% 66.7% 68.2% 32.7% 47.8% 30.5% 35.2%
n 210,627 71,891 111,960 443,088 141,379 59,520 55,979 289,228
2071 % 61.4% 78.0% 63.5% 65.2% 29.6% 50.2% 26.8% 32.6%
n 208,408 75,275 106,254 439,209 121,203 60,698 49,857 261,124
2022 % 58.9% 76.4% 64.4% 63.7% 25.5% 38.4% 26.7% 28.7%
n 191,960 63,498 108,247 416,003 110,435 46,898 54,811 244 869
2023 % 60.7% 72.9% 63.7% 64.1% 23.9% 41.0% 22.9% 27.6%
n 193,691 06,351 114,751 423,525 98,261 45,422 47,531 226,461
2024 % 60.7% 74.5% 64.2% 64.7% 25.5% 43.8% 26.2% 29.7%
n 193,290 64,291 116,512 430,123 105,851 485,993 55,747 251,328

Data source: 2024 American Community Survey 1-year estimates, public use data, U.S. Census Bureau. Tabulations by Great

Cities Institute.

Appendix 2 Figure 4: Jobless 16- to 19- and 20- to 24-year-olds in the U.S., 2019-2024

16-19 | 20-24
White (non- Black {(non- . : White {non- Black {non- _ . .
z : i i Hispanic or E 3 i 3 Hispanic or
Year Hispanic or Hispanic or g Total Hispanic or Hispanic or Tatino Total
Latino) Latino) Latino) Latino)
2019 % 62.3% 71.3% 68.3% 85.9% 27.2% 37.8% 28.5% 30.1%
n 5,500,081 1,697,161 2,734,095 11,251,831 3,134,703 1,131,139 1,379,857 6,477,112
2020 % 63.4% 75.8% 71.6% §9.3% 31.6% 42.7% 33.8% 34.7%
n 5,537,134 1,658,421 2,883,609 11,602,545 3,555,220 1,211,553 1,670,820 7,463,693
2021 % 61.6% 71.6% 59.0% 65.8% 29.6% 41.7% 32.2% 32.9%
n 5404,334 1,618,629 2,926,736 11,462,675 3,289,031 1,184475 1,597,283 7,031,353
2022 b 59.9% 70.1% 67.2% 64.1% 26.9% 37.0% 28.9% 29.7%
n 5,169,268 1,550,602 2,893,668 11,111,777 3,120,948 1,101,574 1,536,110 6,690,663
2023 b 60.6% 71.2% 67.8% 65.0% 26.3% 35.6% 27.9% 29.0%
n 5,227,710 1,610,649 3,045,527 11,475,189 2,909,904 981,508 1,474,693 6,273,984
2024 % 61.1% 71.8% 68.7% 65.6% 26.0% 37.3% 28.6% 29.4%
n 5,273,862 1,650,429 3,265,837 11,852,329 2,901,184 1,039,627 1,587,731 6,538,953

Data source: 2024 American Community Survey 1-year estimates, public use data, U.S. Census Bureau. Tabulations by Great

Cities Institute.
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Appendix 2 Figure 5: Out-of-school and Jobless 16- to 19- and 20- to 24-year-olds in Chicago,

2019-2024
16-19 \ 20-24
White Black . . . Black . .
Year .(non-. .(non-. Hlspa.nlc Total Hispanic or .(non-. Hlspa.nlc Total
Hispanic Hispanic or Latino Latino) Hispanic or Latino
or Latino) or Latino) or Latino)
2019 % 3.2% 15.0% 6.6% 8.1% 3.8% 30.3% 14.4% 14.9%
n 786 4,944 3,334 9,429 2,035 15,549 8,405 27,493
2020 % 4.3% 13.9% 11.1% 10.2% 6.8% 40.5% 19.5% 19.3%
n 1,058 6,023 4,889 12,342 4,758 22,079 12,131 40,902
2021 % 1.1% 9.4% 10.4% 7.8% 7.3% 39.2% 19.7% 20.2%
n 268 3,197 5,191 9,041 3,755 19,371 11,664 36,758
2022 % 4.8% 17.3% 5.9% 8.7% 8.0% 31.8% 15.2% 16.3%
n 1,202 6,029 3,044 10,792 4,603 14,519 11,016 32,390
2023 % 3.1% 14.3% 3.6% 6.7% 2.9% 27.2% 14.1% 13.3%
n 712 5,689 1,969 8,552 1,614 12,105 9,215 25,601
2024 % 1.0% 15.8% 6.9% 7.7% 6.4% 27.1% 15.5% 14.3%
n 230 5,450 3,763 9,614 3,729 12,024 11,446 28,942

Data source: 2024 American Community Survey 1-year estimates, public use data, U.S. Census Bureau. Tabulations by Great

Cities Institute.

Appendix 2 Figure 6: Out-of-school and Jobless 16- to 19- and 20- to 24-year-olds in Cook County, IL
(Outside of Chicago), 2019-2024

16-19 | 20-24
‘;::r Black (non- Hispanic White (non- Black (non- Hispanic
Year ? . Hispanic i Total Hispanicor Hispanic x Total
Hispanic " or Latino . - or Latino
: or Latino) Latino)  orlatino]
or Latino)

2019 % 4.0% 13.0% 8.6% 5.8% 11.4% 27.9% 11.4% 13.8%
n 2,013 3,062 3,211 8,286 6,190 7.250 5,267 19,244
2020 % 4.3% 12.0% 9.8% 7.3% 9.4% 23.1% 19.8% 14.6%
n 1,980 2,544 4,005 8,744 5,626 5,353 7,843 20,304
2021 % 1.8% 8.5% 4.8% 4.1% 15.1% 32.4% 15.9% 18.6%
n 925 2,031 2,162 5,624 7.281 7.530 7,234 24,693
2022 % 2.2% 15.9% 8.0% 6.7% 9.6% 24.9% 20.5% 15.9%
n 1,092 3,595 3,130 8,306 4,659 6,845 8,370 21,000
2023 % 3.0% 2.7% 6.2% 3.9% 7.6% 18.7% 13.0% 11.2%
n 1,489 434 2,708 4,898 3,535 4,152 6,235 14,731
B % 2.2% 0.6% 8.2% 4.4% 13.3% 37.7% 14.5% 17.3%
n 1,137 1,177 3,375 5,689 6,022 7,295 6,040 22,007

Data source: 2024 American Community Survey 1-year estimates, public use data, U.S. Census Bureau. Tabulations by Great

Cities Institute.
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Appendix 2 Figure 7: Out-of-school and Jobless 16- to 19- and 20- to 24-year-olds in lllinois,

2019-2024
16-19 | 20-24
Whi gl 2 ’ White (non- Black (non- | :
Year .(non-. .(non-. Hlspa.nlc Total Hispanic or Hispanic Hlspa.nlc Total
Hispanic Hispanic or Latino i g or Latino
. ; Latino) or Latino)
or Latino) or Latino)
2019 % 4.0% 12.6% 6.3% 5.7% 10.3% 27.7% 12.8% 13.4%
n 13,761 12,024 9,945 37,276 45,469 35,759 23,589 111,368
5020 % 5.9% 13.8% 9.2% 7.7% 13.0% 31.7% 17.3% 16.6%
n 19,218 12,756 15,456 50,154 55,998 39,499 31,823 136,537
2021 % 4.5% 12.5% 7.0% 6.4% 12.7% 33.9% 16.2% 16.7%
n 15,280 12,915 11,770 43,039 52,019 40,945 30,107 134,027
2022 % 4.9% 15.3% 6.4% 6.6% 10.4% 25.5% 15.8% 14.0%
n 16,115 13,746 10,697 43,356 45,173 31,061 32,293 119,725
% 5.7% 11.7% 4.9% 6.1% 10.1% 25.0% 13.9% 13.1%
G n 18,065 10,638 8,808 40,605 41,271 28,253 28,923 107,685
2024 % 4.7% 11.4% 6.0% 5.8% 11.7% 27.7% 12.6% 14.3%
n 15,062 9842 10,845 38511 48,740 31,000 26,869 120,749

Data source: 2024 American Community Survey 1-year estimates, public use data, U.S. Census Bureau. Tabulations by Great

Cities Institute.

Appendix 2 Figure 8: Out-of-school and Jobless 16- to 19- and 20- to 24-year-olds in the U.S.,

2019-2024
16-19 | 20-24
- Black (non- | 1 White (non- Black {non- .
Year _["D"__ Hispanic Hmm_"“: Total Hispanicor Hispanic Hlspa.nlc Total
HISpé!I'IIC or Latino) or Latino Latino) or Latino) or Latino
or Latino)
2019 % 5.3% 9.7% 7.8% 6.5% 11.5% 22.2% 15.8% 14.0%
n 466,750 231,177 317,518 1,106,825 1,320,438 663,317 763,952 3,007,625
2020 % 6.3% 11.2% 8.9% 7.5% 13.8% 26.0% 18.3% 16.6%
n 531,888 246,151 356,300 1,200,339 1,555,960 736,745 901,804 3,570,403
2021 % 5.6% 10.8% 8.7% 7.1% 13.1% 25.4% 18.5% 16.1%
n 487,388 243,275 308,020 1,228,142 1,456,054 723,030 918,212 3,452,749
2022 % 5.4% 9.8% 8.2% 6.0% 11.4% 22.0% 16.4% 14.2%
n 467,345 215,840 353,419 1,146,939 1,327,810 655,480 873,996 3,190,641
2023 % 5.6% 9.3% 8.0% 6.6% 11.3% 21.4% 15.9% 13.8%
n 480,893 210,322 357,086 1,166,589 1,245,595 o8B, 483 837,137 2,983,091
2024 % 5.5% 9.4% 8.3% 6.8% 11.4% 21.7% 16.1% 14.0%
n 472,872 216,355 396,457 1,219,810 1,268,307 603,931 890,634 3,116,310

Data source: 2024 American Community Survey 1-year estimates, public use data, U.S. Census Bureau. Tabulations by Great

Cities Institute.
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Appendix 2 Figure 9: Jobless 16- to 19- and 20- to 24-year-olds in Chicago, 2019-2024

White (non-Hispanic or Black (nen-Hispanic or

Year t ating) fastirio} Hispanic or Latino Total
Age Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female
2019 % 78.5% 74.1% 90.6% 78.6% 78.6% 76.3% 81.6% 77.4%
n 10,333 8,585 15,314 12,598 22,954 16,034 51,506 41,697
2020 % 78.1% B86.1% 88.6% 82.8% 78.6% 85.9% 82.7% 85.2%
n 8,090 12,492 17,415 19,580 18,161 18,056 47,831 54,283
2021 % 76.8% 76.6% 92.0% 80.5% 78.5% 73.8% 82.9% 76.5%
n _— 9,257 8,723 17,168 12,256 20,582 17,588 50,893 41,618
2022 % 78.7% 78.4% 84.9% 86.6% 75.9% 74.2% 79.5% 78.8%
n 9,850 9,942 13,437 16,397 20,769 17,804 30,320 48,270
2023 % 79.5% 68.9% 77.8% 79.1% 70.0% 78.5% 75.1% 75.3%
n 8,303 8,485 15,693 15,559 13,688 21,096 48,196 47,795
2024 % 69.7% 58.0% 84.7% 78.9% 78.7% 73.3% 79.8% 72.4%
n 6,362 7,620 15,099 13,160 21,389 20,048 47,563 47,177
2019 % 32.7% 24.4% 56.3% 32.0% 28.0% 29.9% 39.7% 30.1%
n 8,106 7,003 13,956 8,503 7,865 9,064 34,745 29,183
2020 % 31.0% 26.7% 63.2% 49.4% 32.9% 34.9% 41.8% 36.1%
n 9,617 10,317 15,910 14,483 9,603 11,507 40,619 41,447
2021 % 25.8% 24.4% 55.2% 59.3% 33.6% 28.4% 37.2% 36.4%
n 2024 5,701 7,234 12,463 15,883 9,699 8,043 31,322 35,544
2022 % 29.7% 18.0% 50.9% 37.6% 32.2% 28.3% 35.6% 27.9%
n 7454 5,764 10,011 9,763 11,164 10,653 32,342 29,970
2023 % 23.8% 16.2% 55.1% 40.7% 24.0% 26.2% 33.1% 28.4%
n 5,649 5,084 11,652 9,483 8,095 8,319 31,054 27,845
2021 % 20.4% 17.7% 52.5% 41.9% 31.5% 40.0% 32.0% 31.4%
n 5,405 5,603 10,043 10,570 11,176 15,279 30,108 34,110

Data source: 2024 American Community Survey 1-year estimates, public use data, U.S. Census Bureau. Tabulations by Great
Cities Institute.

Appendix 2 Figure 10: Jobless 16- to 19- and 20- to 24-year-olds in Cook County, IL (Outside
of Chicago), 2019-2024

White (non-Hispanic or Black (non-Hispanic or

Year Latino) Latine) Hispanic or Latino Total
Age Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female
2019 % 75.0% 72.7% 81.2% 73.4% 71.0% 67.0% 75.1% 71.2%
n 28,470 26,738 23,358 20,323 33,351 27,102 92,626 82,705
2020 % 77.0% 80.5% 85.0% 78.9% 77.2% 79.6% 79.9% 79.7%
n 27,313 28,400 26,670 26,158 31,920 34,619 94,339 98,065
2021 % 74.0% 64.5% 89.4% 73.9% 72.2% 69.5% 77.3% 69.5%
n 16-19 27,851 24,327 27,968 19,653 33,718 33,660 93,594 86,365
2023 % 72.4% 67.0% 76.3% 80.9% 69.6% 70.6% 73.1% 73.5%
n 26,289 25,184 21,434 23,750 34,831 28,739 94,541 88,059
2023 % 73.2% 66.6% 66.9% 56.4% 47.9% 72.9% 64.6% 67.3%
n 20,195 14,469 6,200 4,832 9,734 16,823 42,144 41,032
2024 % 70.1% 68.7% 90.7% 48.4% 68.3% 64.0% 72.8% 65.3%
n 19,306 17,209 6,515 5,196 12,622 14,540 45,127 44,499
2019 % 31.2% 29.0% 55.3% 30.8% 22.9% 30.7% 36.1% 31.1%
n 16,774 15,691 20,878 12,214 11,418 16,860 56,905 51,785
2020 % 35.7% 30.6% 55.8% 44.5% 36.1% 35.1% 41.3% 36.0%
n 23,170 19,828 20,758 18,019 17,527 18,701 69,877 65,401
2021 % 32.1% 26.8% 52.3% 55.9% 29.5% 29.0% 36.1% 35.9%
n i 15,687 13,665 18,162 21,180 15,769 14,908 56,655 56,629
2022 % 30.3% 22.4% 45.5% 37.8% 29.4% 30.3% 33.2% 29.3%
n 15,606 12,152 15,326 14,918 16,328 17,548 33,444 43,770
2022 % 27.2% 24.3% 39.4% 17.6% 14.4% 22.5% 24.4% 23.3%
n 6,922 53,052 3,771 2,215 3,575 3712 16,133 15,168
2024 % 32.4% 28.5% 53.3% 45.8% 23.8% 24.2% 35.2% 32.9%
n 7,738 6,114 5,342 4,274 5,256 4,754 23,331 20,017

Data source: 2024 American Community Survey 1-year estimates, public use data, U.S. Census Bureau. Tabulations by Great
Cities Institute.
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Appendix 2 Figure 11: Jobless 16- to 19- and 20- to 24-year-olds in lllinois, 2019-2024

‘White (non-Hispanic or Black {(non-Hispanic or , . .
Year 5 _ Hispanic or Latino Total
Latino) Latino)
Age Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female
2019 % 65.5% 60.9% 78.6% 65.1% 64.3% 61.7% 67.9% 61.9%
n 113,733 102,471 38,207 30,371 52,896 46,580 224,563 157,565
2020 % 65.0% 64.7% 81.4% 74.8% 64.8% 68.7% 68.3% 68.2%
n 108,445 102,182 36,274 35,617 55,302 56,658 225,557 217,531
2021 % 64.6% 57.9% 34.3% 70.6% 65.1% 62.0% 68.7% 61.4%
n — 113,335 95,073 43,834 31,441 53,615 52,639 239,832 199,377
2022 % 60.8% 56.8% 76.7% 76.0% 62.9% 56.2% 04.4% 62.9%
n 103,281 88,679 36,621 31,877 56,651 51,596 220,716 195,287
2023 % 62.6% 58.5% 72.0% 73.8% 59.9% 67.3% 64.5% 63.6%
n 105,095 28,596 33,614 32,737 52,043 62,708 216,975 206,550
2024 % 62.6% 58.6% B1.4% 68.5% 67.6% 60.8% 67.4% 62.1%
n 102,497 90,793 32,576 31,715 61,943 34,369 223,480 206,643
2019 % 28.1% 27.4% 49.6% 30.2% 22.6% 27.4% 31.8% 28.8%
n 63,701 38,837 31,650 19,737 20,863 25,265 133,445 117,547
2020 % 32.7% 32.8% 53.4% 41.9% 30.3% 30.6% 36.2% 34.2%
n 72,753 68,626 34,084 25,436 27,432 28,547 151,411 137,817
2021 % 30.8% 28.3% 48.1% 52.4% 26.3% 27.4% 32.7% 32.4%
n e 63,957 57,246 29,460 31,238 24,900 24,957 133,659 127,465
2022 % 25.9% 25.0% 43.3% 33.8% 20.2% 27.3% 30.0% 27.4%
n 57,585 52,850 25,707 21,191 26,980 27,831 130,015 114,854
2023 Y% 26.1% 21.7% 49.8% 33.3% 20.6% 25.2% 29.0% 26.1%
n 54,413 43,848 26,391 20,031 21,818 25,713 120,635 105,826
2024 % 26.6% 24.4% 46.7% 41.0% 24.6% 27.9% 30.5% 28.9%
n 56,131 49,720 25,929 23,064 27,158 28,589 131,603 119,725

Data source: 2024 American Community Survey 1-year estimates, public use data, U.S. Census Bureau. Tabulations by Great

Cities Institute.

Appendix 2 Figure 12: Jobless 16- to 19- and 20- to 24-year-olds in the U.S., 2019-2024

— White {non-Hispanic or Black (non-Hispanic or T —
Latino) Latino)
Age Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female
2019 % 84.5% 60.6% 74.4% 68.1% 68.4% 68.2% 67.4% 64.4%
n 3,830,501 2,606,570 913,631 783,530 1,425,701 1,358,394 5,882,340 5,369,491
2020 % 74.4% 64.1% 78.2% 73.3% 71.4% 71.7% 70.5% 68.1%
n 3,210,563 2,655,254 864,339 794,082 1,480,674 1,402,935 6,020,217 5,582,328
2021 % 69.0% 59.8% 75.7% 67.4% 69.3% 68.7% 67.5% 64.0%
n 16-19 3,104,053 2,552,966 876,595 742,034 1,514,229 1,412,527 6,023,994 5,438,681
2022 % 68.0% 57.6% 72.8% 67.3% 67.3% 67.2% 65.7% 62.4%
n 3,027,800 2,408,024 818,933 731,669 1,494,152 1,399,516 5,859,576 5,252,201
2023 % 62.4% 58.6% 74.6% 67.5% 67.4% 68.2% 66.5% 63.4%
n 2,769,099 2,458,611 876,106 734,543 1,545,643 1,499,884 6,027,367 5,447,822
2024 % 63.2% 58.9% 75.1% 68.3% 58.9% 68.4% 67.4% 63.7%
n 2,795,740 2,478,122 877,895 772,534 1,693,314 1,572,523 6,241,342 5,610,987
2019 % 34.3% 27.2% 40.4% 35.2% 25.8% 31.4% 30.0% 30.3%
n 2,038,361 1,515,571 609,893 521,246 643,637 736,220 3,312,011 3,165,101
2020 % 34.2% 32.2% 45.5% 39.8% 32.4% 35.2% 34.5% 34.8%
n 1,977,732 1,756,873 655,358 556,195 804,476 866,344 3,791,935 3,671,758
2021 % 31.8% 29.4% 44.3% 39.0% 29.8% 34.6% 32.8% 33.0%
n i 1,818,814 1,594,525 640,133 544,346 753,532 843,751 3,582,323 3,449,030
2022 % 28.6% 27.3% 39.5% 34.5% 26.8% 31.1% 29.5% 30.0%
n 1,708,822 1,535,085 591,839 509,735 730,364 805,746 3,399,013 3,291,650
2023 % 26.0% 26.5% 38.0% 33.2% 25.6% 30.4% 28.7% 29.3%
n 1,483,529 1,426,375 523,400 458,108 693,940 780,753 3,180,518 3,093,466
2024 % 26.0% 26.1% 40.3% 34.2% 26.1% 31.4% 29.2% 29.5%
n 1,493,874 1,407,310 566,781 472,846 742,339 845,392 3,338,608 3,200,345

Data source: 2024 American Community Survey 1-year estimates, public use data, U.S. Census Bureau. Tabulations by Great

Cities Institute.
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Appendix 2 Figure 13: Out-of-school and Jobless 16- to 19- and 20- to 24-year-olds in
Chicago, 2019-2024

White (non-Hispanic or Black (non-Hispanic or x . X
Year Latino) Latino) Hispanic or Latino Total
Age Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female
2019 % 5.4% 0.7% 17.4% 12.6% 8.0% 4.8% 10.0% 5.8%
n 705 81 2,932 2,012 2,331 1,003 6,333 3,096
2020 % 3.0% 5.2% 13.2% 14.5% 10.4% 11.8% 9.5% 10.7%
n 308 750 2,550 3,433 2,406 2,483 5,515 6,827
2021 % 1.6% - 17.1% - 8.1% 12.9% 9.0% 6.5%
n 16-19 197 & 3,197 = 2,117 3,074 5,511 3,530
2022 % 4.0% 5.6% 13.1% 20.9% 8.5% 3.1% 8.5% 8.8%
n 487 705 2,068 3,961 2,312 732 5,354 3,398
2023 % 3.8% 2.5% 19.7% B.7% 4.7% 2.4% 9.0% 4.4%
n 398 314 3,971 1,718 484 643 5,772 2,780
2024 % 2.5% = 19.6% 11.8% 9.7% 4.2% 10.9% 4.8%
n 230 - 3,484 1,966 2,625 1,138 6,510 3,104
2019 % 3.5% 4.1% 40.0% 21.2% 14.7% 14.1% 17.6% 12.5%
n 867 1,168 9,905 5,644 4,114 4,291 15,398 12,095
2020 % 7.0% 6.7% 47.1% 34.9% 18.9% 20.0% 20.9% 17.9%
n 2,163 2,595 11,840 10,239 5,522 6,609 20,350 20,552
2001 % 6.7% 7.7% 38.9% 39.6% 23.9% 15.6% 21.2% 19.3%
n 20-24 1,479 2,276 8,779 10,592 6,906 4,758 17,902 18,856
2022 % B.1% B.0% 41.1% 24.8% 17.5% 13.1% 18.9% 14.2%
n 2,043 2,560 8,083 6,436 6,082 4,934 17,172 15,218
2023 % 3.1% 2.8% 32.8% 22.2% 16.4% 11.5% 15.9% 10.9%
n 739 873 6,938 3,167 3,333 3,600 14,929 10,672
2024 % 6.3% 6.5% 35.4% 20.9% 14.8% 16.2% 15.7% 13.1%
n 1,670 2,059 6,759 5,265 5,251 6,195 14,722 14,220

Data source: 2024 American Community Survey 1-year estimates, public use data, U.S. Census Bureau. Tabulations by Great
Cities Institute.

Appendix 2 Figure 14: Out-of-school and Jobless 16- to 19- and 20- to 24-year-olds in
Cook County, IL (Outside of Chicago), 2019-2024

White (non-Hispanic or Black {non-Hispanic or . 1 ]
Year Latino) Latino) Hispanic or Latino Total
Age Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female
2019 % 4.5% 3.0% 17.8% 10.4% 9.4% 5.3% 9.4% 5.3%
n 1,696 1,103 5,131 2,875 4,408 2,137 11,600 6,115
2020 % 4.3% 4.3% 14.9% 11.8% 11.0% 10.0% 9.3% 8.1%
n 1,529 1,509 4,666 3,901 4,530 4,364 11,069 10,017
2021 % 1.4% 1.8% 13.5% 3.8% 6.0% 9.4% 6.0% 5.6%
n 16-19 313 680 4,211 1,017 2,817 4,536 7,751 6,914
2022 % 3.0% 3.2% 16.6% 17.0% 8.2% 5.1% 8.2% 7.1%
n 1,079 1,215 4,648 4,976 4,079 2,095 10,569 8,529
2023 % 3.8% 2.0% 5.2% 0.0% 6.9% 5.7% 4.8% 2.9%
n 1,061 428 484 NA 1,401 1,307 3,118 1,780
2024 »
n
5010 % 9.1% 6.2% 38.5% 20.8% 10.6% 15.3% 16.2% 12.8%
n 4,892 3,333 14,540 8,259 35,287 8,385 25,500 21,237
2020 % 8.9% 7.1% 39.1% 31.9% 19.6% 19.6% 18.4% 16.5%
n 5,752 4,632 14,539 12,898 9,500 10,474 31,175 30,031
e % 11.2% 10.9% 35.5% 38.4% 19.5% 16.5% 19.5% 19.6%
n 20-24 5,484 5,552 12,354 14,547 10,403 8,495 30,558 30,833
2022 % 10.2% 7.4% 35.4% 24.0% 17.1% 17.2% 17.8% 14.6%
n 5,265 3,997 11,906 9,458 9,638 9,948 28,545 24,845
2023 % 8.7% 6.3% 29.1% 10.8% 8.4% 17.5% 11.4% 11.1%
n 2,217 1,318 2,791 1,361 2,083 4,452 7,549 7,182
2024 % 12.7% 14.0% 39.0% 36.3% 12.7% 16.4% 15.8% 19.0%
n 3,023 2,999 3,906 3,389 2,309 3,231 10,455 11,552

Data source: 2024 American Community Survey 1-year estimates, public use data, U.S. Census Bureau. Tabulations by Great
Cities Institute.
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Appendix 2 Figure 15: Out-of-school and Jobless 16- to 19- and 20- to 24-year-olds in lllinois,

2019-2024
i White [non.—Hlspanlcor Black [non—.Hlspamc or HispaRcGr St Totsl
Latino) Latino)
Age Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female
2019 % 4.9% 3.1% 14.2% 11.0% 7.8% 4.7% 6.9% 4.6%
n 8,458 5,303 6,917 5,107 6,405 3,540 22,714 14,562
2020 % 5.5% 6.3% 17.9% 10.0% 10.5% 7.9% 8.4% 7.0%
n 9,226 9,992 7,985 4,771 8,927 6,529 27,743 22,411
2021 % 5.6% 3.4% 15.6% 9.0% 6.7% 7.4% 7.4% 5.3%
n ik 9,752 5,528 2,120 3,995 5,515 6,255 25,727 17,312
2022 % 5.5% 4.3% 15.6% 15.0% 7.2% 5.4% 7.4% 5.8%
n 9,403 6,712 7,443 6,303 6,494 4,203 25,437 17,919
2023 % 6.5% A4.7% 16.1% 7.0% 5.1% 1.6% 7.5% 4.7%
n 10,956 7,109 F.EF 3,121 4,475 4,333 25,190 15,415
2024 % 5.4% 4.0% 15.2% B8.1% 7.8% 4.1% 7.3% 4.3%
n 8,857 6,205 6,079 3,763 7,139 3,706 24,157 14,354
2019 % 10.5% 10.1% 32.7% 22 8% 11.4% 14.1% 13.9% 13.0%
n 23,653 21,816 20,866 14,893 10,549 13,040 58,246 53,122
2020 % 13.0% 13.0% 35.8% 27.4% 17.2% 17.5% 17.3% 16.0%
n 28,896 27,102 22,875 16,624 15,513 16,310 72,306 64,231
2021 % 13.0% 12.4% 32.6% 35.2% 17.7% 14.6% 16.9% 16.5%
n 20-24 26,975 25,044 19,942 21,003 16,751 13,356 69,155 64,872
2022 % 10.7% 10.1% 31.8% 19.4% 15.0% 16.5% 15.2% 12.9%
n 23,855 21,318 18,896 12,165 15,514 16,779 65,660 54,065
2023 % 11.7% 8.3% 29.5% 21.0% 13.1% 14.8% 14.2% 11.9%
n 24,392 16,879 15,660 12,593 13,844 15,079 59,245 48,440
2024 % 12 6% 10.8% 33.2% 22.3% 12.8% 12.5% 15.3% 13.3%
n 26,617 22,123 18,454 12,546 14,124 12,745 65,840 54,909

Data source: 2024 American Community Survey 1-year estimates, public use data, U.S. Census Bureau. Tabulations by Great

Cities Institute.

Appendix 2 Figure 16: Out-of-school and Jobless 16- to 19- and 20- to 24-year-olds in the U.S.,

2019-2024
White (non-Hispanic or Black (non-Hispanic or . . ,
Year Latino) Latino) Hispanic or Latino Total
Age Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female
2019 % 8.2% 4.8% 11.9% 7.4% 8.2% 7.4% 7.2% 5.7%
n 373,011 204,978 145,618 85,559 170,023 147,495 628,497 478,328
2020 % 7.7% 5.7% 13.1% 9.4% 9.6% B.1% 8.3% 6.7%
n 333,515 237,095 144,302 101,849 199,090 157,770 707,833 552,501
2021 % 6.8% 5.0% 12.5% 8.9% 9.4% 7.9% 7.8% 6.3%
n 16-19 307,329 215,326 145,261 98,014 205,843 162,177 694,509 533,633
2022 % 6.7% 4.9% 11.1% B.4% B.8% 7.6% 7.2% 6.0%
n 298,190 203,053 124,976 50,864 194,500 158,919 645,695 501,244
2023 % 6.1% 5.0% 11.1% 7.4% B.4% 7.5% 7.3% 5.9%
n 269,294 211,599 129,986 80,336 192,894 164,192 661,743 504,836
2024 % 6.0% 5.0% 11.1% 7.7% 9.2% 7.4% 7.5% 6.0%
n 263,421 209,451 129,644 86,711 226,276 170,181 695,051 524,759
2019 % 15.2% 11.6% 25.7% 18.5% 14.3% 17.4% 11.1% 13.9%
n 905,329 644,459 389,005 274,312 356,123 407,829 1,557,966 1,449,659
2020 % 15.5% 13.9% 29.7% 22.1% 17.7% 18.8% 17.0% 16.2%
n 893,430 759,149 427,365 309,380 440,384 461,420 1,864,528 1,705,875
2021 % 14.4% 12.9% 28.5% 22.2% 17.7% 19.3% 16.5% 15.7%
n 20.24 823,431 699,727 412,582 310,454 446,935 471,277 1,804,691 1,648,058
2022 % 12.5% 11.5% 24.8% 19.2% 15.0% 18.0% 14.3% 14.2%
n 744,276 649,260 371,908 283,580 408,431 465,565 1,643,378 1,553,263
2023 % 11.0% 11.5% 24.6% 18.1% 14.3% 17.5% 13.7% 13.9%
n 627,202 618,393 338,710 249,773 387,114 450,023 1,514,778 1,468,913
2024 % 11.3% 11.5% 25.1% 18.1% 14.5% 17.7% 14.0% 14.0%
n 643,776 619,031 353,214 250,717 414,236 476,398 1,600,173 1,516,137

Data source: 2024 American Community Survey 1-year estimates, public use data, U.S. Census Bureau. Tabulations by Great

Cities Institute.
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Appendix3 GChicago Community Areas and Cook
County Gensus Places Locator Map

Map 3: Chicago Community Areas and Cook County Census Places
Locator

76 107 \F13

15\ 16
Z ST\

L]

. 5|23, 24 K8

27 28
29 3
30 {5960

57198 61 3738

6
65|66 (67 ?
70

69 { 43
71444 8554
73
7249

§ T

51

[] Cook County PUMAs

[ chicago Community Areas
[ census Places

20

- A

Page 43



Label

[l RESUR. B S R R

MM OO MMM ODOOmo;SS &6 5 6 6 5 5 50 00WEWIWWEWHWWEHEHKNKKBRNKKNLBRBRKNRBLRKNE S BB B =2 @ B
& WRoEOE OO0 LW EEODDDNDOLEWRNEODDE=-DOLEWLNNE,OD OO LEWDRNONERES,D DO WLRWWNE O

Page 44

Area

Rogers Park
West Ridge
Uptown
Lincoln Square
Morth Center
Lake View
Lincoln Park
Mear Morth Side
Edison Park
Morwood Park
lefferson Park
Forest Glen
Marth Park
Albany Park
Portage Park
Irving Park
Dunning
Montclare
Belmont Cragin
Hermosa
Avondale
Logan Square
Humbaoldt Park
West Town
Austin

West Garfield Park

East Garfield Park
Mear West Side
Morth Lawndale
South Lawndale
Lower West Side
Loop

Mear South Side
Armour Square
Douglas
Oakland

Fuller Park
Grand Boulevard
Kenwood
Washington Park
Hyde Park
Woodlawn
South Shore
Chatham
Avalon Park
South Chicago
Burnside
Calumet Heights
Roseland
Pullman

South Deering
East Side

West Pullman
Riverdale
Hegewisch
Garfield Ridge
Archer Heights
Brighton Park
Mckinley Park
Bridgeport

MNew City
WestElsdon
Gage Park
Clearing

West Lawn

Label
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
78
B0
B1
B2
B3
B4
BS
BG
87
B8
B9
a0
91
8z
a3
94
a5
a6
a7
98
a9
100
101
102
103
104
105
106
107
108
109
110
111
112
113
114
115
116
117
118
119
120
121
122
123
124
125
126
127
128
129
130

Area

Chicago Lawn
West Englewood
Englewood
Greater Grand Crossing
Ashburn

Auburn Gresham
Beverly
Washington Heights
Mount Greenwood
Morgan Park
Ohare
Edgewater
Orland Hills
Prospect Heights
Arlington Heights
Barrington Hills
Calumet Park
Chicago Heights
Rolling Meadows
Schaumburg
Stickney

Stone Park
Streamwood
Dies Plaines

Elk Grove Village
Glenview

Golf

Western Springs
Wilmette
Winnetka

Waorth

Wheeling
Matteson

Orland Park
Park Forest
Indian Head Park
East Hazel Crest
Inverness
Justice
Eenilworth

La Grange

La Grange Park
Lincolnwood
Sauk Village
Steger

Alsip

Bedford Park
Bellwood

Palos Park

Park Ridge
Phoenix

Fosen

Richton Park
Riverdale
Berkeley

Berwyn

Blue Island
Bridgeview
Broadview
Brookfield
Lynwood

Lyons

Mccook
Markham
Maywood

174

176
177
178
179
180
181
182
183
184
185
1686
167
188
189
190
191
182
183
194
185

Area

River Forest
River Grove
Riverside
Robhins
Rosemont
Schiller Park
Skokie
Barrington
Mount Prospect
Oak Lawn
Burbank
Burnham
Calumet City
Chicagp Ridge
Cicero

Melrose Park
Midlothian
Marton Grove
Morridge
Morthfield
South Barrington
South Chicago Heights
South Holland
Summit
Thornton
Westchester
Morthlake

Oak Park
Olympia Fields
Palos Heights
Palos Hills
Country Club Hills
Countryside
Crestwood
Dixmoaor

Dolton
Hoffman Estates
Willow Springs
Lansing
Merrionette Park
Miles
MNorthbrook
Morth Riverside
Oak Forest
Palatine
Elmwood Park
Evanston
Evergreen Park
Flossmoor

Ford Heights
Forest Park
ForestView
Franklin Park
Glencoe
Glenwood
Harvey
Harwood Heights
Hazel Crest
Hickory Hills
Hillside
Hodgkins
Hometown
Homewood
Lemont

Tinley Park
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