
 
The Evolving Region:  What’s Changing and What’s Not in the Chicago 
Metropolitan Area 
 
James H. Lewis 
Roosevelt University 
 
 
Introduction 
 
Whether in the form of the “Fifth Migration,” “Boomburbs”, “Edgeless Cities,” the 
“Creative Class” or “New Faces”, during the 1990s changes in the composition of 
metropolitan area populations altered American urban areas in significant ways. (Florida, 
2003; Lang, 2003; Lang & Simmons, 2001)   The Chicago region was no exception.  
During the 1990s, the region absorbed hundreds of thousands of newcomers, the City of 
Chicago reversed a 50 year trend of declining population, while metropolitan sprawl 
continued with most net population growth in the Chicago region taking place on its 
fringes.   The changing faces that embodied this mobility, and the pressure put on 
existing social infrastructure by population increases, are changing the region in 
important ways. 
 
In many respects, the movement of people and the net increases in population are 
creating a more uniform urban environment across the region. The seemingly insatiable 
demand for new housing, caused by the prosperity of the 1990s and the growth of 
population of the region, led to the replacement of much of the rural green space with 
new urban landscape, and the expansion of Chicago’s commuter suburbs out to the arc 
defined by Joliet, Aurora and Elgin.   With greater density and new demography more 
characteristic of cities, come the problems long associated with cities. Suburban schools 
are becoming overcrowded and want for funding, and urban ills such as crime drug abuse 
are becoming more prevalent in the suburbs.  People of color are now found in most 
Chicago-area communities.  Increasing dispersal of workers in various industries across 
the region is gradually immunizing each individual community from economic downturn 
attributable to the vicissitudes of any single industry.  While a tight housing market still 
separates people into economic enclaves, the concentrated poverty that has characterized 
the south and west sides of Chicago dissipated somewhat during the 1990s.  By 2000 the 
modal Chicago area community had some people of color, diversity of occupations and 
had been touched by “urban” problems. 
 
While the forces of population growth and movement have created increasing 
commonality of many experiences, the varied sources and causes of population increase, 
have perpetuated the tendency of people to live in cultural and ethnic enclaves.  The 
1990s saw the continuation of 30 years of black chain migration from Chicago to the 
south and west suburbs.  Chain migration from Mexico changed the face of numerous 
Chicago neighborhoods and inner ring suburbs during the 1990s. While the worker’s 
search for employment, and industry’s search for workers have drawn increasing 
numbers of blacks and huge numbers of Latinos into the western and northwest suburbs, 
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housing markets have dictated that Latinos in particular will tend to live near one another 
in the suburbs.  Many northwest suburban apartment complexes now have a distinctly 
Mexican character.  Likewise, the explosion of loft conversion in and around Chicago’s 
downtown transformed the area into one of the region’s hottest destinations for white 
professionals.  And across the entire 13 county area, outlying counties continue to draw 
more migrants from other parts of the midwest, while the city draws more from the east 
and west coasts. 
 
In summary, while population change and economic transformation are making the 
region more structurally cohesive and creating an increasingly common urban and 
suburban experience, housing markets and chain migration tend to perpetuate the 
existence of cultural and ethnic enclaves.  The following essay begins by examining 
regional trends in population mobility and concludes by exploring ways these population 
changes are shaping with whom and how Chicago area residents live together. 
 
Chicago in the National Context 
 
During the 1990s, several decades of slow population growth in the midwest, and far 
more rapid population growth in the south and west, continued.  From 1970 to 2000, the 
midwestern population expanded from around 56 million people to over 63 million.  At 
the same time, however, the south expanded from 62 million persons to over 97 million 
and the west from 34 million persons to around 62 million.  Each of the regions 
experienced about the same rates of growth across the three decades, although 
midwestern population growth increased somewhat during the 1990s relative to growth 
rates of the 1970s and 1980s.  The northeastern portion of the nation experienced only 
about 6 percent growth from 1970 to 2000. (U.S. Census Bureau, 2000) 
 
Illinois had the fourth highest percentage population growth in the nation (5.1%), 
although far behind the leaders, California and Texas.  About 60% of Illinois’ growth 
came from natural increase (the balance between births and deaths) while about 40% 
came from international migration.  (U.S. Census, 2001)  The population increases in the 
midwest were fueled by immigration, and to a lesser extent natural population increase.  
During the 1990s, the midwest lost over 600,000 persons to domestic migration while the 
south was gaining over 3.5 million. 
 
Population Change Within Regions 
 
From 2000 to 2001, metropolitan areas across the nation experienced a net increase in 
population of over 3 million persons due solely to migration of persons.   Within 
metropolitan areas, there was an overall trend toward mobility out of central cities and 
into suburbs.  Central cities lost about 1.2 million people nationally during the year, 
continuing a trend dating back more than two decades.  Meanwhile, suburbs were gaining 
around 4.5 million in population.  Non-metropolitan areas, which would include smaller 
towns and cities outside major metropolitan areas, as well as rural areas, lost almost 1.5 
million persons during the year. (U.S. Census Bureau, 2001) 
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It is important to note that the net losses of persons mask a great deal of moving back and 
forth.  For instance, the 1.2 million person loss to central cities was composed of 3.9 
million persons moving into central cities from other places within the United States, 
almost 700,000 moving in from abroad, but almost 6 million persons moving out of 
central cities. 
 
The suburban migration pattern is driven by the number of domestic immigrants into 
suburbs, which increased nationally from around 6 million during the mid-1980s, to over 
7 million by 1999-2000.   Suburbs have also seen substantial increases in the number of 
immigrants from abroad, averaging around 500,000 per year nationally in the mid-1980s 
to nearly 1 million in 2000-2001.  Non-metropolitan areas have seen a steady increase in 
out-migrants during the past decade, fueling their population decrease. 
 
With a population increase of 11 percent during the decade, the Chicago metropolitan 
area ranked 17th in the nation in rate of increase during the 1990s among the 25 largest 
U.S. metropolitan areas.  Phoenix-Mesa and Atlanta with 45 percent and 39 percent 
growth respectively, easily led the nation.  Outside of the West and South, only 
Minneapolis-St. Paul at 20% and Kansas City at 12% had faster growth rates among 
major metropolitan areas.  (U.S. Census 2000)  Midwestern cities averaged around 3% 
growth over the 1990s so at 4%, Chicago was typical of its neighbors. (Glaeser and 
Shapiro, 2003) 
 
Why did people move? 
 
Nationally, about 16% of people have been moving each year. Of those, about 60% move 
within their county and 40% move outside their county.  About 16% move out of state, 
and less than 10% outside their region.  (U.S. Census Bureau, 2000) 
 
The Census Bureau has studied reasons for moves through the Current Population Survey 
and found that in 1999-2000, over half of movers did so for housing-related reasons, 26%  
for family-related reasons, and 16% for job-related reasons.  The most common housing 
related reasons were wanting a new or better home (18%) and wanting to own a home 
rather than rent (11%).   It is hard to tell exactly how much mobility to attribute to either 
economic dislocation or opportunity, but almost 10% of movers did so because they 
either wanted a new job or were transferred, while only 1% did so to look for work or 
because they had lost a job.  (Clark & Withers, 1999) 
 
Not surprisingly, most moves within counties were attributable to housing-related reasons 
(65.4 percent) and few people moved within their county because of work.  On the other 
hand, longer distance moves, outside one’s county, were about equally likely to be caused 
by employment (31.1 percent) or housing-related reasons (31.9 percent). 
 
The strength of the economy and life cycle status influences where and whether people 
move.  In 1997-1998, only 1.1% of movers did so to find cheaper housing.  By 1999-
2000 this figure had increased to 5.5%.  At the same time, this period saw a small 
increase in the percentage of moves attributable to people looking for new or better 
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housing.  These changes may be more attributable to pressure on housing markets than 
employment per se as the period actually saw a decrease in the percentage of movers who 
said they did so because they were looking for work or had lost a job.   Persons with 
advanced degrees and college education were far more likely to make an inter-county 
move than were less educated people.  Glaeser and Shapiro (2003) found that nationally, 
higher income levels and levels of educational accomplishment among the population 
were associated with greater urban growth rates and cities with stronger service sectors 
tended to grow faster than those more dependent upon manufacturing.  Movers tend to be 
people between the ages of 20 and 34.  In these age cohorts, almost 30 percent of 
midwesterners move within a year.  By the age of 55, average moves have stabilized at 
around 5% per age cohort. 
 
Of course the other large category of “movers” is immigrants.  The vast majority of 
immigrants to the United States come because of employment. A number of studies 
indicate that levels of immigration to the United States vary with the ratio of wages, 
unemployment, and future opportunity between the U.S. and countries of origin – the 
“push” factor of low wages, unemployment and loss of other economic opportunities in 
another country relative to the “pull” factor of higher wages and lower unemployment in 
the U.S. (Massey et al. 1994)   Immigrants may migrate in order to reduce economic risk 
to their families.  Availability of work visas and border security mediate immigrant 
flows.  Recent work has also found that the operation of multi-national migrant networks 
fuels immigration and so additional numbers of persons come because of family 
reunification, or in the case of refugees, decide where to settle because of location of 
friends or enclaves. 
 
Chicago Area Population Change 
 
The net effect of migration within the region and immigration into the region during the 
1990s was to place increased population pressure on suburban housing markets and 
expand the sprawl of exurban communities.  Chain migration strengthened existing black 
and Latino enclaves and created new Latino and white ones (commonly known as 
gentrifiation). 
  
Cook County remained by far the largest of the Chicago area counties but other counties 
experienced much larger percentage gains in population.  The largest percentage gains 
were in McHenry County, which increased by almost 42%, and Will County, which grew 
by over 40%.  While DuPage County added another 100,000-plus persons, its rate of 
increase slowed from rates of earlier decades to a 15% increase.  The most peripheral 
counties, Lake and Porter in Indiana, and Kenosha in Wisconsin produced only modest 
gains totaling about 45,000 persons.  Lake County Indiana, in particular, was 
distinguished among the Chicago area counties for growing less than 2%. 
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Table 1:  Population Change for Chicago Region Counties, 1990 to 2000 
 1990 Total 2000 Total Change Percent 

Change 
Chicago 2,783,726 2,896,016 112,290 4.0% 
Suburban Cook County 2,321,341 2,480,725 159,384 6.9% 
DeKalb County 77,932 88,969 11,037 14.2% 
DuPage County 781,666 904,161 122,495 15.7% 
Grundy County 32,337 37,535 5,198 16.1% 
Kane County 317,471 404,119 86,648 27.3% 
Kankakee County 96,255 103,833 7,578 7.9% 
Kendall County 39,413 54,544 15,131 38.4% 
Lake County 516,418 644,356 127,938 24.8% 
McHenry County 183,241 260,077 76,836 41.9% 
Will County 357,313 502,266 144,953 40.6% 
Lake County 475,594 484,564 8,970 1.9% 
Porter County 128,932 146,798 17,866 13.9% 
Kenosha County 128,181 149,577 21,396 16.7% 
Total 8,239,820 9,157,540 917,720 11.1% 
Note:  Unless otherwise cited, data in tables is drawn from SF1 and SF3 Census tables. 
 
 
While Chicago is a magnet for immigrants, and much of the central city has been 
developed now as an attractive place to live, the net increase in population in Chicago 
and Cook County was principally a result of a high birth rate.  Although Cook County 
gained over 271,000 persons, the growth was attributable to the huge balance of births 
over deaths, or “natural increase,” that offset a net loss of 130,000 more people moving 
out of Cook County than moving in.    Most of the out-migration in Cook County was 
due to the huge out-migration from Chicago, around 160,000 persons over the decade.   
 
The suburbs, on the other hand, remained the more “attractive” place to live.  Suburban 
Cook population grew because of a net positive in-migration, as did the other suburban 
counties.   That DuPage County had reached, or was nearing, full build-out was indicated 
by the 87,000 increase in population due to natural growth, compared to only 35,000 
increase in net migration.  Counties that continue to experience rapid development, such 
as Will and McHenry, produced the opposite pattern, where net in-migration vastly 
exceeded population increases due to natural causes.  The youth of these places, 
compared to older Cook and DuPage counties, is indicated by birth-to-death ratios 
approaching three to one, compared to ratios around two to one in the older counties. 
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Table 2:  Population Change Attributable to Natural Growth and Migration 
 1990s Births 1990s Deaths Natural Growth Net Migration Total Change

Cook       879,898        477,564       402,334 (130,000) 271,674
DeKalb        10,136           5,621          4,515 7,000 11,037
DuPage       137,518         49,947        87,571 35,000 122,495
Grundy          4,704           2,907          1,797 4,000 5,198
Kane        66,798         23,057        43,741 43,000 86,648
Kankakee        15,806         10,413          5,393 2,000 7,578
Kendall          6,787           2,565          4,222 11,000 15,131
Lake       100,104         33,081        67,023 60,000 127,938
McHenry        36,525         13,710        22,815 54,000 76,836
Will        65,367         25,899        39,468 105,000 144,953
Chicago       556,977        267,509       289,468 (160,000) 112,290
Sub Cook       352,925        210,055       142,870 30,000 159,384
Source:  Illinois Department of Public Health Birth Statistics; Illinois Department of Public Health, Deaths 
by County of Residence in Illinois, 1990-1999, 2000-2001 
 
Change in Four Places:  Chicago, Secondary Cities, Edge Cities, Exurbia 
 
Chicago’s net growth was produced by a combination of population gains and losses 
among its various neighborhoods.   Most of the areas experiencing population losses 
during the 1990s were in the city’s south and west side communities, which are almost 
entirely African American, and largely low income, continuing trends dating back to the 
1970s.  Many of these communities have lost population further since the 2000 Census as 
the CHA redesign has torn down or reconfigured buildings where thousands of persons 
resided. 
 
Table 3:  Chicago Community Areas Losing Ten Percent or More of Population 
 1990 2000 Percent Change
Washington Park 19,425 14,146 -27.2%
Oakland 8,197 6,110 -25.5%
Grand Boulevard 35,897 28,006 -22.0%
Fuller Park 4,364 3,420 -21.6%
Englewood 48,434 40,222 -17.0%
West Englewood 52,772 45,282 -14.2%
Douglas 30,652 26,470 -13.6%
East Garfield 24,030 20,881 -13.1%
North Lawndale 47,296 41,768 -11.7%
 
 
Population gains of huge proportions took place across the northwest and southwest 
portions of the city, where Latino immigrants with relatively larger families tended to 
replace older whites who had, on average, much smaller families.  Gentrification 
accounted for numerically small, but high rates of population gain in Chicago’s 
downtown area and adjoining north, west and south neighborhoods.   Among cities 
nationally with growing downtown populations, Chicago’s has grown among the fastest  
(Sohmer & Lang). 
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Table 4:  Chicago Community Areas Gaining Fifteen Percent or More of Population 
 1990 2000 Percent Change
Gage Park 28,957 39,193 45.4%
Brighton Park 32,207 44,912 39.4%
Near South Side 6,828 9,509 39.3%
Belmont Cragin 56,787 78,144 37.6%
Loop 11,954 16,388 37.1%
Archer Heights 9,227 12,644 37.0%
West Elsdon 12,266 15,921 29.8%
West Lawn 23,402 29,235 24.9%
Avondale 35,579 43,083 21.1%
McKinley Park 13,297 15,962 20.0%
Chicago Lawn 51,243 61,412 19.8%
Montclare 10,573 12,648 19.6%
Irving Park 50,159 58,643 16.9%
Albany Park 49,501 57,655 16.5%
Hermosa 23,131 26,908 16.3%
Near North Side 62,842 72,811 15.9%
East Side 20,450 23,653 15.7%
Portage Park 56,513 65,340 15.6%
 
Secondary Cities 
 
The Chicago region contains a number of secondary cities whose histories as residential 
and commercial centers extend from the nineteenth century.  Gary and Hammond, 
Indiana, products of America’s industrial revolution, have been hard hit by the decline of 
basic industry in the region and suffered continued loss of population during the 1990s.  
The three west regional river cities, Joliet, Aurora, and Elgin, experienced significant 
population gains due to their location on the edge of the region’s sprawling residential 
growth, and because of significant annexations.  Elgin, in particular, was one of the more 
ethnically diverse places in Illinois entering the 1990s, and became more so with the 
doubling of its Latino population to 34.3%.  To the north, Waukegan and Kenosha 
enjoyed double-digit population growth over the decade.  Older inner ring suburbs such 
as Evanston and Oak Park had, of course, no room to annex land.  While Evanston is in 
the process of downtown redevelopment that is adding substantial numbers of 
condominiums, total growth during the 1990s was minimal compared to other cities. 
 
Table 5: Population Change in Chicago Region Secondary Cities, 1990 to 2000 
 1990 2000 Percent Change
Gary 116,646 102,746 -11.9%
Hammond   84,236 80,081 -4.9%
Joliet 76,836 106,221 38.2%
Aurora 99,581 142,990 43.6%
Elgin 77,010 94,487 22.7%
Evanston 73,233 74,239 1.4%
Oak Park 53,648 52,524 -2.1%
Waukegan 69,392 87,901 26.7%
Kenosha 80,352 90,352 12.4%
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Edge Cities 
 
For the most part, the region’s edge cities continued growth trends dating back several 
decades.  Edge cities are urban centers developed during the 1970s and since that are 
characterized by a high concentration of retail and office space combined with bedroom 
communities.  (Lang)  Of the five edge cities in the Chicago region, only Naperville is 
still on the urban periphery and so it alone experienced significant population growth.  
Oak Brook was unique in that it lost population during the 1990s, attributable to the aging 
out of the children of the families who represented the wave of Oak Brook’s population 
growth of the previous two decades.  For most of these cities, policy concerns have 
shifted from trying to attract more development to problems associated with managing 
existing development such as traffic, pollution and accommodating seniors.  
 
 
Table 6: Population Change in Chicago Region Edge Cities, 1990 to 2000 
 1990 2000 Percent Change
Deerfield/Northbrook 49,635 51,855 4.5%
Lombard 39,408 42,322 7.4%
Naperville 85,351 128,358 50.4%
Oak Brook 9,178 8,702 -5.2%
Schaumburg 68,586 75,386 9.9%
 
Suburban Periphery/Exurbia 
 
The fastest growing places in the Chicago region are located on its periphery.  These are 
the new bedroom communities often characterized as “sprawl.”   Whether or not their 
residents are living out the idealized American Dream, as David Brooks suggested in the 
New York Times, they are collectively exemplars of the prototypical American family. 
 
Perhaps the most distinguishing features of the regions’ fastest growing communities is 
the homogeneity of their populations and how similar Chicago area exurbs are to those of 
other metropolitan areas (Nelson and Sanchez, 1997).  They represent what, until recent 
decades, might have been thought of as the typical American middle class.  The average 
family in the fastest growing communities has two parents and one child.  Most people 
are in their early to mid-careers, are white, and are transplants from nearby counties, 
presumably seeking escape from creeping urban culture, congestion,  and expensive 
housing markets.  They have high middle incomes and own their homes.  They have not 
been touched by the wave of immigration of the 1990s and live in places with little crime 
or poverty.  Few of the residents are seniors and, because they are so new, they do not 
have multiple generations of families.  They are, in short, another type of enclave. 
 
As the following table shows, the fastest growing communities look very similar to one 
another demographically.  Only Monee, one of the older communities, had a significant 
population over 65.  Hainesville tended to be a little younger and Johnsburg had more 
mature families.  Families averaged fewer than two children. 
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Table 7:  Percent of Population of Fastest Growing Places 
Place and 
County 

2000 
Population 

Percent 
Increase from 

1990

Percent 
Under 18

Percent 
 18 to 34 

Percent  
35 to 64 

Percent 
65 and 

Over
Grayslake 2,129 1488% 33.0% 22.7% 39.8% 4.5%
Hainesville 23,152 294% 37.1% 32.4% 27.7% 2.8%
Johnsburg 3,880 264% 31.6% 14.8% 46.1% 7.4%
Lake in the Hills 5,391 252% 34.0% 28.9% 34.4% 2.7%
Mokena  251 243% 32.1% 19.1% 42.4% 6.3%
Monee 13,326 243% 22.2% 24.0% 37.5% 16.3%
Old Mill Creek 13,038 186% 25.4% 29.0% 40.6% 5.0%
Oswego  2,924 180% 30.8% 23.3% 38.1% 7.8%
Plainfield 18,506 150% 31.2% 21.5% 41.0% 6.3%
Spring Grove  14,583 138% 36.3% 16.4% 43.0% 4.4%
Source:  illinoisgis.ito.state.il.us/census2000/ 
 
 
Most people living in the newest and fastest growing suburbs are transplants from 
neighboring Illinois counties.  Most immigrants can’t afford exurbia, and interstate 
movers are more likely to settle in the culturally richer city. Less than 20% of these new 
residents moved there from other states, and very few, less than 5%, are foreign born.  
Grayslake stood out by having the most migrants from Chicago (13.1 %) and Johnsburg 
the fewest (none).   
 
 
Table 8:  Origin of Persons Moving Into Fastest Growing Places From 1995 to 2000 
Place and 
County 

Percent Foreign 
Born

Percent from 
Different 

County in  
Illinois 

Percent 
from 

Different 
State

Percent 
from 

Central 
City 

(Chicago) 

Percent 
from Central 

City (Not 
Chicago)

Grayslake 3.0% 26.8% 28.9% 13.1% 7.8%
Hainesville 5.8% 41.2% 15.7% 4.3% 11.4%
Johnsburg 0.0% 37.9% 5.5% 0.0% 2.4%
Lake in the Hills 3.0% 63.8% 13.0% 4.8% 11.9%
Mokena  1.2% 59.2% 10.2% 3.5% 9.4%
Monee 0.5% 71.3% 4.0% 3.0% 5.6%
Old Mill Creek 5.2% 33.0% 21.1% 6.7% 22.7%
Oswego  2.1% 61.0% 12.9% 5.8% 18.3%
Plainfield 1.7% 48.4% 18.3% 6.0% 16.9%
Spring Grove  0.0% 50.5% 14.5% 5.8% 4.0%
 
 
Most working residents of the fastest growing communities travel long distances to work.  
Because these places are not built around the presence of nearby jobs, and because they 
are generally very small, few residents work within their own place of residence.  About 
half work outside their county of residence.  In several places, as many as two-thirds 
work outside their county. 
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Table 9:  Place of Work for Workers in Fastest Growing Places 
Place and 
County 

Work Outside 
County of 
Residence 

Work 
Outside 
State of 

Residence

Work in 
Municipality 
of Residence

Median 
Income 

Pct Owner 
Occupied

Grayslake 27.9% 2.1% 15.2% $73,143 78.4%
Hainesville 39.4% 1.2% 4.0% $69,938 92.2%
Johnsburg 44.3% 2.2% 14.6% $69,864 90.8%
Lake in the Hills 69.1% 0.6% 6.8% $73,313 93.5%
Mokena  65.4% 1.6% 13.6% $74,703 87.5%
Monee 65.8% 2.8% 12.4% $58,625 87.3%
Old Mill Creek 20.6% 1.8% 20.6% $82,426 55.0%
Oswego  76.5% 0.6% 15.5% $71,502 92.3%
Plainfield 59.0% 0.8% 15.9% $80,799 88.1%
Spring Grove  60.0% 3.6% 15.5% $80,542 95.8%
 
 
The fastest growing places tend to be upper income.  Among the top ten, only Monee, an 
older southwest suburb had a median income less than $60,000 in 1999.  Most of the 
housing in these suburbs is owner-occupied as well.  Only Old Mill Creek, a very small 
development in Lake County had substantial amounts of housing that was not single 
family dwelling, owner occupied. 
 
Sources of Population Change:  The Region 
 
As we have seen above, many communities within the Chicago region are characterized 
by high degrees of mobility.  Across the region two-thirds of housing units have been 
occupied by their residents for ten years or less.  About 18% of persons move into their 
current housing unit each year, about 46% have lived where they do for 1 to 10 years and 
35% have lived there for over 10 years.   
 
Patterns of mobility are fairly constant across area counties, although smaller places 
within them vary significantly from one another.  Places with substantial amounts of new 
development over the 1990s, such as Will County, showed significant percentage 
decreases in units occupied for over 10 years – falling from 39.4% in 1990 to 31.6% in 
2000.  Across the region, most counties had a 4% to 5% decrease in their percentage of 
long-staying residents.  DuPage County was unique among area counties in that only it 
showed an increase in long-staying residents.  With only 15% of unit occupants there for 
a year or less, and 43% in their units for over 10 years, Lake County, Indiana was the 
most residentially stable county. 
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Table 10:  Year Householder Moved into Unit, Chicago Area Counties, 1990 and 2000 
 1990 LT 1 

Year 
2000 LT 

1Year
1990 1 to 
10 Years

2000 1 to 
10 Years

1990 
Over 10 

Years 

2000 
Over 10 

Years 

 

Chicago  21.4% 21.8% 42.6% 45.9% 36.1% 32.3%  
Sub Cook 17.0% 15.7% 42.4% 45.1% 40.6% 39.2%  
DeKalb  24.6% 24.8% 41.5% 44.7% 33.9% 30.4% 
DuPage  20.2% 17.9% 48.1% 48.3% 31.7% 33.8% 
Grundy  17.8% 16.7% 39.4% 45.8% 42.8% 37.5% 
Kane  20.0% 18.9% 45.2% 49.4% 34.8% 31.6% 
Kankakee  17.0% 17.5% 41.4% 45.9% 41.6% 36.5% 
Kendall  15.1% 17.6% 43.3% 50.3% 41.6% 32.1% 
Lake, IL 20.2% 18.3% 47.9% 50.5% 31.9% 31.2% 
McHenry 18.9% 16.4% 46.2% 52.4% 34.8% 31.2% 
Will  16.8% 17.8% 43.9% 50.7% 39.4% 31.6% 
Lake, IN  15.7% 15.6% 37.0% 41.1% 47.3% 43.3% 
Porter 18.3% 16.9% 40.1% 46.4% 41.6% 36.7% 
Kenosha  18.3% 17.8% 41.6% 46.2% 40.1% 36.0% 
Total 19.2% 18.4% 43.2% 46.6% 37.7% 35.0% 
 
 
An important component of the social fabric of any neighborhood is the origin of its 
population.  For instance, recent research indicates that between 1970 and 1990 housing 
prices, and hence values, have increased disproportionately in places with higher than 
average increases in numbers of foreign-born.  (Ottaviano, 2003)  Many people value the 
cultural diversity that comes from living among or near immigrants – the restaurants, the 
variety of languages and arts.  Richard Florida’s work (2003) emphasizes the importance 
of the “creative class” to urban economic and social development – a group that tends to 
be urban and mobile.  Places whose residents are accustomed to greater mobility, and 
who are mobile themselves, tend to be more welcoming of people of diverse 
backgrounds.   
 
Social and cultural homogeneity, on the other hand, can be a two-edged sword.  Places 
where people are less mobile, or where those who move in are more culturally similar, 
tend to foster tighter social relationships.  For those residents, those relationships can 
yield great security and satisfaction.  However, that very closeness of relationship born of 
mutual understanding and identification, can breed intolerance of diversity and hence 
foster socially destructive discrimination and conflict. (Putnam, 2000)  As we shall see 
below, Chicago’s most racially diverse communities are also its most mobile. 
 
Chicago-area places tend to perpetuate their cultural patterns, with some places distinctly 
shaped by migration from the midwest, some by immigration from more distant parts of 
the nation, and others by immigration from other countries.  During the 1990s, more 
people from more places spread across the region; still, enclaves persisted.  For instance, 
in both the 1980s and 1990s, new residents of Lake County Indiana, Porter, and Kenosha 
counties were much more likely to have come from other midwestern states.  This pattern 
became stronger from the 1980s to 1990s.  By 1990, about 70% of these new residents 
came from other midwestern states, compared to only around 38% for the other counties.  
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In general, the more rural the county, the more likely it was to draw new residents from 
the midwest.   The more densely settled counties tended to draw out-of-state new 
residents fairly evenly from the midwest, south and west.  In both the 1980s and 1990s 
Grundy County was most likely to draw new residents from the south – in the 1980s, 
almost half.   Conversely, the rural counties received very few new residents from the 
northeast. 
 
 
Table 11: Origin of Persons over 5 Years of Age from Different State Five Years Before, 
1990 and 2000 
 Percent 

Northeast 
1995 

Percent 
Northeast 

1985 

Midwest 
1995 

Midwest 
1985 

South 
1995 

South 
1985 

West 
1995 

West 
1985 

Chicago 15.9% 15.8% 38.3% 36.7% 26.3% 28.7% 19.6% 19.2% 
Sub Cook 13.4% 11.7% 36.7% 40.1% 27.8% 28.4% 22.1% 18.7% 
DeKalb  6.2% 5.8% 47.2% 49.9% 28.5% 22.5% 18.2% 21.8% 
DuPage  14.6% 13.4% 37.3% 43.3% 27.0% 26.1% 21.1% 17.2% 
Grundy  2.9% 8.1% 34.7% 31.4% 35.0% 48.8% 27.5% 11.8% 
Kane  12.3% 9.5% 34.0% 39.6% 30.1% 31.6% 23.7% 19.3% 
Kankakee  8.3% 3.8% 44.1% 42.7% 32.6% 40.5% 14.9% 12.9% 
Kendall  11.1% 1.8% 38.7% 49.0% 33.5% 32.9% 16.8% 16.3% 
Lake, IL 14.2% 14.3% 30.1% 32.0% 31.5% 32.9% 24.2% 20.8% 
McHenry 13.3% 12.4% 39.9% 43.3% 25.7% 25.0% 21.1% 19.3% 
Will  12.7% 10.5% 39.4% 42.5% 29.2% 33.3% 18.7% 13.8% 
Lake, IN  2.9% 3.8% 74.4% 69.4% 13.9% 18.5% 8.8% 8.2% 
Porter 7.4% 8.7% 64.5% 59.8% 17.3% 19.2% 10.7% 12.3% 
Kenosha  2.1% 4.2% 72.5% 69.4% 14.9% 16.9% 10.4% 9.5% 
Total 12.7% 12.0% 41.9% 42.8% 26.0% 27.7% 19.4% 17.5% 
 
 
Cook County was distinct in that a lower percentage of movers within the county came 
from another county, state or country.  Only around 2 percent of movers came from 
another county within Illinois.  Across the region, the percentage of new residents who 
came from another country nearly doubled from 2.1% to 3.7%.  Will and Kendall 
Counties had significant increases in the percentage of new residents who came from 
another county within Illinois. 
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Table 12: Percent of Persons Living in Other Places Five Years Before, 1990 and 2000: 
 % 1985 

Another 
County, 

Same State 

% 1995 
Another 
County, 

Same State 

% 1985 
Another 

State 

% 1995 
Another 

State 

% 1985 
Another 
Country 

% 1995 
Another 
Country 

Chicago 1.3% 1.9% 4.5% 5.6% 3.5% 5.3%
Sub Cook 3.5% 3.3% 4.9% 4.2% 1.7% 3.6%
DeKalb  26.9% 27.6% 6.2% 5.7% 1.3% 2.4%
DuPage  14.9% 12.9% 8.3% 6.7% 1.6% 3.7%
Grundy  13.7% 16.6% 4.9% 4.9% 0.2% 0.6%
Kane  13.7% 14.6% 6.7% 5.9% 1.5% 4.2%
Kankakee  8.9% 10.3% 5.3% 5.1% 0.4% 0.9%
Kendall  19.8% 24.7% 4.4% 5.6% 0.8% 0.7%
Lake, IL 12.5% 11.9% 12.0% 10.0% 1.8% 3.7%
McHenry 17.3% 17.0% 7.0% 6.2% 0.8% 1.8%
Will  16.4% 21.2% 5.7% 5.8% 0.7% 1.4%
Lake, IN  1.8% 2.3% 8.7% 9.2% 0.4% 1.0%
Porter 10.4% 11.3% 9.5% 9.8% 0.4% 0.8%
Kenosha  4.1% 5.2% 11.5% 13.7% 0.6% 1.2%
Total 6.3% 6.9% 6.4% 6.0% 2.1% 3.7%
 
By the 2000 Census, the Chicago area contained over 1.4 million persons of foreign birth.  
Over two-thirds of these lived in Cook County.  In the 1990s alone Cook County gained 
over 470,000 foreign born persons, the vast majority immigrants from Mexico.  The 
number of foreign born in the Chicago area has increased steadily each decade.  The huge 
increase in foreign born was typical of large urban areas across the nation.  Nationally, 
Latino population increased from 22.4 million people in 1990 to over 35 million in 2000.  
Metropolitan areas across the country averaged 145 percent increases during the 1990s 
with New York, Miami, Los Angeles and Chicago having the largest.  Nationally, 
suburbs experienced a Latino growth rate of over 70% and over half of all Latinos in 
major metropolitan areas live in suburbs.  (Suro and Singer) 
 
Table 13:  Year of Entry for Foreign Born in 2000 
 1990s 1980s 1970s 1965-1969 Pre 1965 Total 
Chicago 291,785 155,121 106,984 25,046 49,967 628,903 
Sub Cook 181,480 102,424 73,194 22,747 55,955 435,800 
DeKalb  2,740 1,220 601 116 516 5,193 
DuPage  62,177 32,248 22,060 7,295 14,876 138,656 
Grundy  432 157 186 16 205 996 
Kane  32,408 15,740 9,309 2,040 4,019 63,516 
Kankakee  1,711 769 398 198 535 3,611 
Kendall  967 686 613 193 440 2,899 
Lake, IL 45,092 24,105 13,426 3,814 9,099 95,536 
McHenry 8,614 4,119 2,131 933 2,967 18,764 
Will  14,192 8,108 6,269 2,062 5,084 35,715 
Lake, IN  7,447 5,080 5,084 1,912 6,325 25,848 
Porter 1,445 652 575 314 1,373 4,359 
Kenosha  2,571 1,299 1,043 416 1,815 7,144 
Total 653,061 351,728 241,873 67,102 153,176 1,466,940 
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About 60% of Chicago area residents were born in the state in which they live, 
Wisconsin, Illinois or Indiana.  About 18% are foreign born.  As with recent movers, over 
time the region has drawn few migrants from the west or the northeast and only 
somewhat more from the south.  The major exception to this is the over 400,000 
transplanted southerners living in Chicago, largely southern-born African Americans. 
 
 
Table 14:  Place of Birth for 2000 Residents of Chicago Area 
 Total: Born in State 

of Residence
Northeast Midwest South West Foreign 

born:
Chicago 2,895,964 57.7% 2.2% 4.9% 9.9% 1.4% 21.7%
Sub Cook 2,480,777 66.1% 2.5% 6.7% 5.1% 1.4% 17.6%
DeKalb  88,969 75.1% 2.0% 9.6% 4.5% 2.3% 5.8%
DuPage  904,161 64.2% 3.8% 9.7% 3.9% 2.3% 15.3%
Grundy  37,535 80.5% 1.4% 7.6% 4.9% 2.5% 2.7%
Kane  404,119 64.0% 2.7% 9.1% 5.2% 2.2% 15.7%
Kankakee  103,833 78.6% 1.7% 7.6% 6.8% 1.6% 3.5%
Kendall  54,544 75.8% 3.0% 9.0% 4.4% 2.0% 5.3%
Lake, IL 644,356 58.9% 4.6% 10.9% 6.3% 3.3% 14.8%
McHenry 260,077 71.4% 3.2% 11.1% 4.0% 2.4% 7.2%
Will  502,266 74.9% 2.4% 7.7% 5.6% 1.8% 7.1%
Lake, IN  484,564 60.3% 1.7% 20.2% 10.2% 1.2% 5.3%
Porter 146,798 62.8% 4.7% 20.2% 6.7% 2.0% 3.0%
Kenosha  149,577 55.2% 1.9% 29.6% 5.4% 2.3% 4.8%
Total 9,157,540 63.1% 2.7% 8.4% 6.9% 1.7% 16.0%
 
 
Regional Racial Ethnic Migrations 
 
Two major racial/ethnic population changes occurred during the 1990s:  the continued 
mobility of African Americans from Chicago’s south and west sides to the south-Cook 
suburbs, and the continued influx of Latinos into Chicago and the west and northwest 
suburbs. 
 
The biggest demographic story of the 1990s, both in the Chicago area, and in 
metropolitan places across the nation, was the arrival of immigrants in the suburbs in 
unprecedented numbers.  (Lindsay and Singer, 2003)  The migration has been sufficient 
to make the foreign-born a significant constituency of many places and has raised a 
variety of issues new to them surrounding language, affordable housing, access to 
education and race relations.  While Mexican immigrants, both documented and 
undocumented, are the largest portion of the new arrivals, significant numbers have also 
come from Asian, Middle Eastern and Eastern European countries. (Paral and Norkewicz, 
2003)  Suburbs have emerged as a port of entry because of job growth and relatively 
affordable housing created by outer ring suburbanites fleeing congestion to exurbia.  
Across the northwest suburbs, Mexican immigrants in particular live in apartment 
complexes where they are forming new immigrant enclaves. 
 
 



 15

Table 15:  Chicago Region By Immigrants as a Percent of Population 
 Immigrants as a Percent of 

Population, 2000
Stone Park 50.3%
Cicero 43.6%
Schiller Park 39.1%
Highwood 38.6%
Rosemont 37.3%
Skokie 37.0%
Prospect Heights 36.5%
Melrose Park 35.3%
Addison 34.3%
West Chicago 34.1%
Lincolnwood 34.1%
Summit 34.1%
Harwood Heights 34.1%
Niles 33.7%
Morton Grove 33.6%
 
For thirty years, a gradual migration has occurred from Chicago’s original black 
Bronzeville neighborhood and other African American neighborhoods to the south and 
west to the near south and west suburbs.  As a result, black suburban population has 
increased while the historic black neighborhoods have emptied.  Many of these suburbs 
have transitioned from white in the 1970s to virtually all black by 2000.  Others may be 
in the process of a similar transformation. 
 
 
Table 16: Origin of Movers in Selected South Cook Suburbs with Large Increases in 
Black Population from 1990 to 2000 
 Total Population 

over 5 in Different 
House in 1995

Percent of Population over 5 
Moving from Central City 

from 1995 through 2000 
Blue Island city, Illinois 3,105 48.4% 
Broadview village, Illinois 2,768 46.4% 
Country Club Hills city, Illinois 4,551 39.4% 
Dolton village, Illinois 7,900 55.4% 
Flossmoor village, Illinois 1,389 32.2% 
Forest Park village, Illinois 3,241 39.8% 
Glenwood village, Illinois 1,840 29.1% 
Hazel Crest village, Illinois 4,716 41.8% 
Hillside village, Illinois 1,777 36.1% 
Lynwood village, Illinois 1,784 29.5% 
Matteson village, Illinois 3,092 31.5% 
Olympia Fields village, Illinois 1,307 46.7% 
Richton Park village, Illinois 4,506 39.9% 
Riverdale village, Illinois 6,127 51.1% 
Sauk Village village, Illinois 1,732 37.8% 
South Holland village, Illinois 5,732 54.6% 
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Sources of Population Change: Chicago 
 
To the extent that culture is created by movement of people with different backgrounds, 
Chicago neighborhoods are easily defined by mobility.   Bedroom communities on the 
southwest side and on the far northwest side have experienced little population mobility 
and are highly stable.  Although the CHA redesign is likely changing this since the 2000 
Census was taken, lower income black communities are characterized by modest 
population turnover, but replenishment by other blacks who move from other Chicago 
area communities.  The gentrifying neighborhoods in and near downtown, and along the 
northern lakefront, experience high degrees of turnover with new residents most likely to 
come from other states.  Finally, a number of communities have absorbed Hispanic 
movers from outside the United States and are gradually taking on their cultural 
attributes. 
 
Chicago communities differ significantly in their rate of turnover and their sources of 
new residents. Communities experiencing the greatest in-migration were on the north 
lakefront, running from the Loop to Rogers Park.  These places included areas that 
experienced rapid gentrification and continued conversion of industrial buildings to 
condominiums.   The high level of mobility contributes to a cosmopolitan culture that 
Florida associates with the “creative class.” Citywide, only 54.4% of persons over 5 lived 
in the same house in 2000 as in 1995.   Eighteen of the 77 communities experienced 
extremely high population turnover with over 50% new residents during the 1995 to 2000 
period. 
 
Nineteen of the city’s community areas had at least two-thirds of residents living in the 
same house from 1995 to 2000. The most stable communities in Chicago were the 
predominantly bedroom neighborhoods on the southwest side of the city.  These included 
both predominantly white and black communities.  These neighborhoods are 
characterized by a high proportion of single family homes and minimal new 
development. 
 
 
Table 17:  Percent of Persons over 5 Years of  Age in the Same House in 1995 and 2000 
 Lowest Highest
Lake View 30.1% Calumet Heights 77.0%
Lincoln Park 32.4% South Deering 77.0%
Loop 35.3% Avalon Park 76.9%
Rogers Park 36.4% Washington Heights 74.5%
Hyde Park 36.9% Beverly 74.0%
Near North Side 37.2% Mount Greenwood 72.9%
Uptown 39.9% Forest Glen 71.4%
Near West Side 40.5% West Pullman 71.1%
  Morgan Park 70.6%
 
Neighborhoods varied tremendously across Chicago as to the origins of persons moving 
into them. Most of the persons moving into Chicago communities moved from another 
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location in Cook County (71.7%)  Twelve percent came from another state and twelve 
percent came from outside the United States.  Communities that drew most heavily from 
other residents of Cook County were the black south side neighborhoods. 
 
Table 18: Origin of Movers to Chicago Communities 
High percentages of movers from 
within Cook County 

High percentage of movers 
from a state outside of Illinois 

Washington Park 90.0% Near North Side 30.6%
Ashburn 90.1% Loop 30.6%
Grand Boulevard 90.9% Lakeview 35.7%
Greater Grand Crossing 91.3% Lincoln Park 35.8%
Pullman 91.6% Hyde Park 36.8%
Riverdale 92.3%  
Fuller Park 94.0%  
 
The neighborhoods that drew the most eclectic movers were Hyde Park, where the 
University of Chicago is located, and the upscale, gentrifying neighborhoods of 
Lakeview, Lincoln Park and the Loop, half of whose newcomers originated outside Cook 
County.   In general, people move from one state to another to pursue an improved 
employment opportunity, and they are more likely to do so when the increment between 
the old and the new is large enough to justify the move.  While a number of communities 
that were generally lower income experienced very few movers from outside Illinois, 
most had between 5% and 20% of movers from out of state.  There were, however, five 
communities with very high proportions of movers coming from another state.  These 
communities were Chicago’s most rapidly gentrifying and affluent communities.  This 
reflects the attractiveness nationally of Chicago’s professional opportunities and as a 
place to live for upscale professionals seeking an urban environment.  Conversely, 
relatively few persons moved to Chicago from other states into working, or lower class 
neighborhoods. 
 
Persons moving to Chicago from other countries also tended to concentrate in “port of 
entry” neighborhoods.  The two neighborhoods with the greatest percent of movers 
coming from outside the United States were destinations for Koreans and Chinese 
(Albany Park and Armour Square), but it has been the persistent Hispanic immigration 
that has characterized most of the movers in all seven neighborhoods that had over 20% 
of movers originate outside the United States.  (Paral & Norkewicz, 2003) 
 
Table 19: Percent of movers between 1995 and 2000 originating outside the United States 
Area Percent of Movers from Outside the 

United States
Albany Park 29.6%
Armour Square 29.4%
South Lawndale 28.0%
Lower West Side 24.3%
West Ridge 22.6%
Avondale 21.3%
Douglas 20.1%
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Implications of Population Growth and Mobility: 
 
Greater Racial/Ethnic Diversity Across the Region and New Suburban Enclaves 
 
During the 1990s, unprecedented numbers of Latinos moved into Chicago’s suburbs.  
While African Americans have had a strong and growing presence in the south Cook 
suburbs, small numbers of blacks moved into suburbs farther southwest and west.  As a 
result of these two population trends, the Chicago region found itself far more integrated 
in 2000 with respect to whites and Latinos than it was in 1990, and somewhat more 
integrated with respect to whites and blacks.  (Lewis et al, 2002) 
 
From 1980 to 2000, an increasing number of municipalities in the six-county Chicago 
metro area had at least some blacks,  Latinos or Asian Americans living in them.  In 
1980, 70.8% of Chicago area municipalities were less than 1% black.  By 2000 less than 
a quarter of municipalities were less than 1% black.  The1980s also saw increasing 
concentration, or “re-segregation” of blacks in many municipalities.  In 1980 2.7% of 
municipalities were over half black; by 2000 8% of municipalities were at least half 
black. 
 
Table 20:  Changes in Percentage of Municipalities with Percentages of African 
Americans – Six-County Area 
Percent African 
American 

2000 1990 1980

< 1% 23.6% 56.9% 70.8%
1% to 5% 54.5% 25.3% 16.8%
6% to 25% 9.4% 10.6% 7.3%
26% to 50% 4.5% 2.5% 2.5%
51% to 75% 3.5% 2.4% 1.5%
Over 75% 4.5% 2.5% 1.1%
 
Latinos experienced a somewhat different pattern of dispersion and concentration.  In 
1980, less than 20% of municipalities were less than 1% Latino, a number that dropped to 
only 1.4% in 2000.  Because of the greater dispersion of Latinos across the region, 90 
percent of municipalities were from 1% to 25% Latino in 2000.  Consequently, and 
unlike for blacks, only 1% of municipalities were over 50% Latino in 2000. 
 
 
Table 21: Changes in Percentage of Municipalities with Percentages of Latinos, Six-
County Area 
Percent Latino 2000 1990 1980
< 1% 1.4% 7.4% 18.2%
1% to 5% 51.7% 65.7% 65.0%
6% to 25% 39.2% 24.8% 16.4%
26% to 50% 7.7% 1.7% .4%
51% to 75% 0.3% .4% 0
Over 75% 0.7% 0 0
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A form of racial/ethnic chain migration occurs within suburbs.  Places that started with 
very small Latino populations in 1980 were only marginally likely to have large 
population gains in the 1980s followed by additional large gains in the 1990s.  On the 
other hand, places that started with larger Latino populations were much more likely to 
have a second large Latino population gain during the 1990s follow a large gain in the 
1980s. 
 
For blacks the pattern was similar except that the chain effect maintained for 
municipalities starting with all sizes of black population.   For places of all sizes, a large 
black population increase in the 1980s was generally followed by a large gain in the 
1990s.  Likewise, a small gain was generally followed only by a small gain. 
 
Almost all racial/ethnic groups in almost all places cluster among themselves at levels 
higher than would be expected if residency of people of different groups was random.  
The single best measure of integration is the Index of Dissimilarity.  The index ranges 
from a score of 0 if two groups are evenly spread across a region or municipality, to 100 
if they are completely separated.  Generally scores below 30 are considered indicative of 
high levels of integration and scores over 70 high degrees of separation.  
 
In the Chicago region, levels of residential integration vary by racial/ethnic group.  
African Americans live separately from whites to some degree in most municipalities.  
Levels of separation of whites from Latinos and from Asian Americans tend to be less.  
 
On balance, the region experienced modest decreases in black/white separation from 
1980 to 2000.  The percentage of integrated communities, those with scores below 50, 
increased by about 7% from 1980 to 1990, but then remained essentially stable from 
1990 to 2000.  The biggest changes in separation patterns of whites and blacks over the 
20 year period occurred through a reduction in the number of municipalities where blacks 
and whites lived almost completely separately – that is that had scores of 80 or more.  
The percentage with scores over 90 dropped from 32.9% in 1980 to only 10.1% in 2000.  
The percent from 80 to 90 dropped from 25.7% to 20.1%.   The most significant change 
occurred in the communities where blacks and whites lived separately to a very high 
degree in 1990.  The number of Chicago area communities with scores over 90 decreased 
by 18.6% from 1990 to 2000. 
 
 
Table 22:  Percent of Six-County Area Municipalities with African American -White 
Dissimilarity Index Scores 
Dissimilarity Index Score 1980  n=210 1990  n=279 2000  n=268 
Below 40 1.4% 3.6% 4.5% 
40 to 49.9 2.9% 7.9% 6.7% 
50 to 59.9 9.0% 9.3% 16.0% 
60 to 69.9 9.1% 13.6% 16.8% 
70 to 79.9 19.0% 16.5% 25.8% 
80 to 89.9 25.7% 20.4% 20.1% 
90 and Over 32.9% 28.7% 10.1% 
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Latinos have always been more integrated into the white population across the Chicago 
area than have blacks.  The period from 1980 to 2000 saw significant and steady 
increases in the number of communities with high degrees of white/Latino integration.  
While in 1980 only 8.3% of Chicago area municipalities had Latino/white scores as low 
as 40, by 2000 21.4% did.  The percent of municipalities with scores from 40 to 50 
increased from 21.7% in 1980 to 30.4% in 2000.  Thus, by 2000, slightly more than half 
of Chicago area municipalities could be said to have a high level of integration between 
whites and Latinos.  By 2000, only 2.1% of municipalities had Latino-white scores as 
high as 80, and only 4% had scores from 70 to 79.9.  
 
Table 23:  Percent of Chicago Area Municipalities with Latino -White Dissimilarity 
Index Scores for Six-County Area 
Dissimilarity Index Score 1980 n=240 1990 n=279 2000 n=280 
Below 40 8.3% 14.7% 21.4% 
40 to 49.9 21.7% 26.5% 30.4% 
50 to 59.9 29.6% 26.9% 28.2% 
60 to 69.9 23.3% 20.8% 13.9% 
70 to 79.9 10.9% 7.9% 4.0% 
80 to 89.9 3.7% 1.4% 1.4% 
90 and Over 2.5% 1.8% .7% 
 
Tighter Regional Housing Markets 
 
Residents new to the Chicago area have encountered and contributed to tight housing 
markets.  Across the area the percentage of units vacant declined from 6.3% in 1990 to 
5.3% in 2000.  The tightest housing markets were in DuPage, Kane and McHenry 
counties, with vacancy rates of less than 4%.   In several counties, new residential 
construction appears to have outpaced population growth somewhat as both total 
population and the number and percentage of vacant units increased. 
 
Table 24:  Housing Occupancy for Chicago Area 1990 and 2000 
 Percent 

Vacant 1990 
Percent Vacant 

2000
1990 Percent 

Owner
2000 Percent 

Owner 
Chicago 9.5% 7.9% 41.5% 43.7% 
Sub Cook 3.9% 3.3% 72.3% 74.4% 
DeKalb  3.4% 4.0% 58.1% 59.6% 
DuPage  4.5% 3.0% 74.4% 76.4% 
Grundy  5.3% 5.0% 69.8% 72.3% 
Kane  3.9% 3.7% 69.5% 76.0% 
Kankakee  6.4% 6.0% 66.8% 69.4% 
Kendall  3.2% 3.7% 76.9% 84.1% 
Lake, IL 5.1% 4.3% 74.2% 77.8% 
McHenry 4.6% 3.8% 79.9% 83.1% 
Will  4.8% 4.5% 77.4% 83.2% 
Lake, IN  6.7% 6.9% 67.8% 69.0% 
Porter 4.4% 5.1% 75.2% 76.6% 
Kenosha  8.3% 6.6% 68.8% 69.1% 
Total 6.3% 5.3% 61.8% 65.2% 
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The health of the economy in the Chicago region contributed to region-wide increases in 
the percentage of housing units that were owner-occupied.  All 13 counties indicated 
increases, some quite substantial.  In Will, McHenry, and Kendall counties, over 80% of 
units were owner occupied.  Cook and DuPage counties continued to have the fewest at 
under 60%. 
 
Less Green Space 
 
Closely related to the high demand for new housing has been the continued encroachment 
of the city upon the farm.  The 1990s saw the continued progress toward the 13 county 
Chicago region becoming an almost wholly urban place.  In 1990, two counties, Cook 
and DuPage were characterized as almost entirely urban by the Census Bureau.  By 2000 
Lake County, Illinois had joined them, and Kane, Will, and Lake County Indiana were 
each over 93% urban.  Three other counties, Grundy, McHenry, and Porter registered 
double digit percentage increases in urbanized places.   While it was still possible in 2000 
to find a farm in the Chicago region, it became a lot harder during the 1990s.  The 
number of farms in the region dropped by nearly half, from around 21,000 to 8,000.  
Among area counties, the single greatest loss of farms occurred in Kankakee County, 
which lost 1,727 farms over the decade. 
 
What makes a residential setting a desirable place to live is wholly a matter of taste:  
some people cannot live without the bustle of the city; others require the relative peace 
and quiet of more bucolic surroundings.  (Myers and Gearin, 2001) The persistent in-fill 
of land in the central counties of the region has put increased pressure on urban planners 
to try to find ways to preserve open space and keep inner ring, and in some cases even 
outer ring suburbs, from becoming as densely built as the city. 
 
 
Table 25:  Change in Rural Land and Farm Land in Chicago Area, 1990 to 2000 
 
 Percent 

Urban 
1990 

Percent 
Urban 
2000 

Change 
Percent 

Urban 1990 
to 2000

Farms 
1990

Farms 
2000

Decrease 
Farms 

1990 to 
2000 

Cook  99.8% 99.9% 0.1% 196 8 188 
DeKalb  68.4% 77.3% 8.9% 2,768 1,997 771 
DuPage  98.9% 99.9% 1.1% 83 0 83 
Grundy  49.2% 61.4% 12.2% 1,741 855 886 
Kane  85.4% 93.8% 8.4% 2,094 1,202 892 
Kankakee  68.9% 73.0% 4.1% 3,214 1,487 1,727 
Kendall  64.3% 73.7% 9.4% 1,554 1,179 375 
Lake, IL 93.6% 98.3% 4.7% 586 149 437 
McHenry 75.7% 88.0% 12.3% 2,611 1,699 912 
Will  83.7% 93.4% 9.7% 2,999 2,045 954 
Lake, IN  95.4% 95.4% 0 1,135 792 343 
Porter 67.0% 78.2% 11.2% 1,386 863 523 
Kenosha  78.9% 89.0% 10.1% 1,191 833 358 
Total 95.4% 97.2% 1.8% 21,558 13,109 8,449 
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More Use of Automobiles and Longer Travel Times 
 
The expansion of population in the collar counties and suburban Cook County led to a 
greater percentage of a larger population using automobiles to get to work, and spending 
more time doing it. This is a result of several factors related to population expansion:  1) 
as people increasingly move into undeveloped areas, lot sizes and space between them is 
larger, meaning that people must travel further to reach work.  2)  increasing numbers of 
people working outside their county or place of residence inevitably results in more 
commuting, and 3) the dispersion of housing and employers makes utilization of public 
transportation increasingly difficult. 
 
Across the region there was a 3.5% increase in the percentage of workers driving alone to 
work and a 1% decrease in the percent of commuters getting to work through car pools. 
 
Table 26:  Means of Transportation to Work for Chicago Area Workers, 1990 and 2000 
 1990 

Pct 
Drove 
Alone 

2000 
Pct 

Drove 
Alone

1990 
Pct 
Car 

Pool

2000 
Pct 
Car 

Pool

Change 
1990 to 

2000 
Drove 
Alone 

Change 1990 
to 2000 

Car 
Pool

Chicago 47.1% 51.3% 15.1% 14.8% 50,643 -2,306
Sub Cook 76.1% 77.9% 10.9% 10.3% 7,185 -8,294
DeKalb  74.5% 80.3% 10.7% 9.7%         6,540            134 
DuPage  81.4% 82.5% 8.7% 7.8%       36,452           -513
Grundy  83.7% 88.0% 12.5% 9.2%         3,430           -184
Kane  81.2% 82.6% 12.9% 11.9%       29,149          2,322 
Kankakee  81.6% 83.2% 13.3% 11.9%         5,390              73 
Kendall  84.7% 87.0% 10.9% 9.3%         6,903            367 
Lake, IL 76.8% 79.7% 11.6% 10.6%       41,393          1,948 
McHenry 82.6% 85.7% 11.0% 8.9%       35,120          1,487 
Will  82.1% 85.4% 11.6% 8.5%       63,830            753 
Lake, IN  80.3% 82.4% 12.5% 11.5%       10,541        -1,119
Porter 84.2% 87.7% 10.9% 8.1%       12,131           -757
Kenosha  81.3% 84.8% 12.9% 11.0%       12,899            300 
Total 69.1% 72.6% 12.2% 11.3%     321,606        -5,789
 
Total drivers increased by over 315,000 over the period, 321,000 new persons driving to 
work alone combined with a decrease of almost 6,000 in the number of persons car 
pooling.   The region saw small increases in the numbers of persons riding the elevated 
train or subway to work (about 20,000) and commuter trains (about 4,000).  Cook County 
actually saw a decrease in commuter train ridership to work, but this was offset by 
increases in DuPage, Lake and Will counties.  The decline in bus ridership was driven by 
Cook County, where bus riding to work decreased by over 67,000.   The net result of 
these changes in patterns of transportation to work was to put far more automobiles on 
the street, particularly at rush hour. 
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One of the major concerns of those who argue for better regional planning of economic 
development and public transportation systems has been the social and environmental 
costs of long automobile commutes.  With the increased congestion of the suburbs and 
dispersion of work have come longer travel times to work. 
 
Most workers across the Chicago region (about 70%) get to work in 40 minutes or less.  
However, the region saw consistent increases in the percentage of commuters engaging in 
longer commutes.   The percentage of commuters travelling over an hour to work 
increased from 10.8% in 1990 to over 13% in 2000.  The percentage with short 
commutes of less than 20 minutes decreased from 36.8% in 1990 to 33.6% in 2000.  With 
over 30% of commuters travelling for over 40 minutes, Cook, Will and McHenry 
counties had the highest percentages of long commuters.  DeKalb and Kankakee 
counties, on the other hand, had the highest percentages of commuters under 20 minutes 
in 2000 at around 57%.  However, both of these figures represented significant declines 
from 1990, when 66% and 62% of their commuters spent less than 20 minutes travelling 
to work respectively. 
 
Table 27:  Percent of Workers by Travel Time to Work, 1990 and 2000 
 1 to 20 

Minutes 
1990 

1 to 20 
Minutes 

2000

Over 60 
Minutes 

1990

Over 60 
Minutes 

2000

1 to 20 
Minutes 

Over 60 
Minutes 

Chicago 26.1% 23.7% 13.1% 16.0% -27,626 34,070
Sub Cook 38.0% 34.6% 10.3% 12.2% -45,741 20,615
DeKalb  66.1% 57.0% 5.3% 8.8%          -308       1,831 
DuPage  39.2% 37.4% 10.9% 12.0%         6,757        9,229 
Grundy  49.8% 44.1% 6.5% 10.6%           562           933 
Kane  49.1% 42.5% 7.5% 9.9%         3,736        7,001 
Kankakee  62.4% 56.9% 6.1% 9.1%         1,022        1,702 
Kendall  47.2% 35.8% 7.1% 11.9%           411        1,827 
Lake, IL 41.9% 35.7% 10.0% 12.3%       -1,324     11,332 
McHenry 41.6% 36.4% 14.6% 16.8%         9,040        8,273 
Will  39.8% 34.2% 10.9% 15.6%       13,969      18,432 
Lake, IN  46.0% 41.9% 7.5% 10.0%       -4,928       5,719 
Porter 46.5% 43.5% 6.4% 8.3%         3,236        2,060 
Kenosha  54.8% 49.2% 5.9% 8.6%         3,091        2,639 
Total 36.8% 33.6% 10.8% 13.2%      -38,103   125,663 
 
Across the region, there was a substantial increase in the number of people making long 
commutes with a corresponding decrease in the number of short commutes.  Particularly 
in Cook County, over 73,000 fewer people reported short commutes in 2000 than in 
1990, and another 25,000 fewer reported commutes of from 21 to 40 minutes.   Lake 
County in Illinois and Lake County in Indiana had similar patterns of fewer short 
commutes and more long commutes. 
 
Greater Regional Economic Integration 
 
Over the past 50 years the Chicago area has experienced a set of urban transformations 
similar to that of a number of other large metropolitan areas.  As recently as the 1960s, 
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Chicago-area economic activity was concentrated in downtown Chicago.  The 1970s, 
1980s and 1990s saw the growth of what some urbanists have termed “Edge Cities,” 
places where new centers of economic concentration have occurred based around light 
manufacturing and information processing.  (Garreau, 1990;  Lang, 2003) These 
suburban population nodes emerged as alternative urban centers to the historic downtown 
central cities.  The continued population growth of the 1990s may, however, be taking the 
region into yet another stage of urbanization, what Robert Lang has termed “Edgeless” 
cities, where various types of economic development are spread across the suburban 
counties, which are largely devoid of urban centers. 
 
Worker mobility 
 
We can observe the growth of  “edgeless cities” in several ways.  First, across the region, 
only about 36 percent of workers worked within the municipality or “place” where they 
lived, a decrease of 4% from 1990 when almost 40% did.  Residents of Cook County, 
because of its overwhelming number of jobs, and DeKalb County because of its location, 
were most likely to work in the places in which they lived, at a little over 40%.   
Residents of Kendall County were the least likely, with only about 15% working where 
the lived.  In 2000, workers were also less likely to work within their county of residence. 
 
Table 28:  Percent of workers working within their Place of Residence, 1990 and 2000 
 1990 Percent 

Working 
Inside Place 

2000 Percent 
Working Inside 

Place

1990 Percent 
Working Inside 

County

2000 Percent 
Working Inside 

County
Chicago 76.2% 70.6% 94.6% 92.4%
Sub Cook 17.3% 15.9% 86.7% 82.6%
DeKalb  51.6% 42.8% 73.6% 64.3%
DuPage  18.9% 19.3% 57.6% 59.2%
Grundy  32.5% 29.9% 57.4% 48.7%
Kane  32.9% 28.6% 60.1% 55.9%
Kankakee  37.8% 31.1% 81.5% 78.2%
Kendall  17.8% 14.6% 34.7% 31.0%
Lake, IL 23.8% 20.9% 63.5% 66.9%
McHenry 23.0% 20.7% 50.9% 51.1%
Will  22.2% 20.8% 46.2% 44.4%
Lake, IN  31.1% 26.1% 75.5% 72.1%
Porter 29.0% 30.3% 56.0% 56.2%
Kenosha  46.3% 39.6% 60.4% 56.2%
Total 39.9% 35.8% 78.6% 75.0%
 
Dispersion of Industrial Functions 
 
The expansion of population across the region combined with changes in industrial 
technology has led to increased dispersal of workers in each industry across the region.  
As the nation’s economy has become decreasingly heavy industry and agriculture, which 
are highly place-based, we observe a gradual convergence of industrial functions within 
regions.  One of the fundamental characteristics of the industrial revolution was the 
creation of economies of scale and differentiation of occupational functions within 
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workplaces, and industrial functions across regions.  The economy became more 
productive when, for instance, Standard Oil could concentrate oil refining in Whiting, 
Indiana, or U.S. Steel concentrate production in its Southworks or Gary, Indiana plants. 
 
The new industrial revolution in the United States is moving in the opposite direction, as 
industrial location is dependent less on location of steel mills near raw materials and 
transportation, or auto makers near steel.  The new economy, with the growth of white 
collar occupations that utilize global communications systems as their tools, can be far 
more decentralized.  As a result, the occupational and industrial composition of American 
cities are becoming more and more alike, as are the industrial and occupational 
composition of places within the Chicago region.  Places like the northern lakefront, 
downtown area, or Lincoln Park continue to be home to professionals and the 
correspondence of housing markets to salary to occupation continues to differentiate 
neighborhoods, particularly in Chicago.  However across the region, we see significant 
decreases in residential differentiation of persons who work in various industries. 
 
One way of measuring differentiation is comparison of the standard deviation of numbers 
of workers across different counties who work in a particular industry.  A higher standard 
deviation of representation of workers in different counties indicates that the industry is 
highly spatially differentiated, which is to say a disproportionately high number of 
workers in the industry live in some places, and low numbers in other places.  Decreases 
in the standard deviation indicate that workers in a particular industry are more evenly 
spread across the region.  (Figures are standardized to account for changes in total 
numbers of workers in various industries) 
 
As the table below indicates, the residential pattern of workers in Chicago area industries 
changed during the 1990s.   In all industries save utilities, the data indicate that industrial 
employment became increasingly dispersed across the region, which is to say the 
industrial profile of each county became more like the others. 
 
Table 29:  Index of Dispersion of Workers Across Counties, 1990 and 2000 
(Higher number = greater concentration) 
Industry 1990 Index 2000 Index
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing, Mining        1.286         0.607 
 Construction        1.789         1.646 
Manufacturing        1.961         1.711 
Wholesale trade        2.126         1.834 
Retail trade        2.060         1.807 
Transportation and warehousing        2.353         2.210 
Utilities        1.918         2.095 
 Finance; insurance; real estate and rental and leasing        2.299         2.103 
Prof; scientific; mgmnt; admin; and waste management services        2.257         2.148 
 Educational services        2.041         1.933 
 Health care and social assistance        2.220         2.051 
 Arts; entertainment; recreation; accommodation and food services        2.197         2.018 
Other services (except public administration)        2.257         2.079 
Public administration        2.351         2.202 
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Across the region, the diversity of industries in which residents were employed within 
counties increased.  Individual counties were less likely to have high concentrations of a 
particular industry.  Because of its size and variety of communities, Cook County had the 
greatest dispersion, followed closely by Will County.  Counties with the highest degree 
of industrial concentration were counties on the region’s periphery, Kenosha, Lake 
County Indiana, Porter, DeKalb, and Kane Counties. 
 
 
Table 30:  Index of Dispersion of Industries Across Industries 
(Higher number = greater concentration) 
 
 1990 Index 2000 Index
Cook  .73 .55
DeKalb  .91 .68
DuPage  .71 .59
Grundy  .85 .59
Kane  .91 .69
Kankakee  .87 .63
Kendall  .86 .61
Lake, IL .80 .75
McHenry .86 .71
Will  .75 .54
Lake, IN  .97 .66
Porter .92 .75
Kenosha  1.05 .88
 
 
The dispersal of workers in different industries across the region results in greater 
economic security for the region as a whole.  Just as Massey and Denton (1995) showed 
that the high concentration of blacks in isolated communities was dangerous to blacks in 
times of economic downturn, so concentrations of economic activity can be as well 
(Harrison and Bluestone, 1991).  Entire communities across the Rust Belt capsized during 
the late 1970s and early 1980s when industries on which they depended either exported 
jobs south or overseas, or decreased production significantly.  In the future, the Chicago 
region will be less vulnerable to economic dislocation and transition because of the 
integration of workers across the region. 
 
The greater dispersion of new immigrants into the suburbs, combined with historically 
low unemployment in Chicago, also led to a decline in concentrated poverty during the 
1990s.  While the formal analysis is not conducted here for the Chicago region, 
Jargowsky found that nationally the 1990s saw a steep decline in the number of people 
living in high poverty neighborhoods.  (Jargowsky, 2003) 
 
Conclusion 
 
The demographic and social patterns indicated by the 2000 Census suggest many 
important questions for the future.  Will the infusion of Latino immigrants into the 
suburbs lead to the rivalries for political influence that have followed racial/ethnic 
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transformations in Chicago?  Will Chicago’s own political structure change significantly 
as increasing numbers of Latinos become citizens and eventually vote?  The history of 
first Irish and then black political ascendancy suggests that political power will one day 
shift again. 
 
Economically, two major patterns of the 1990s, the dispersion of industry and decline of 
concentrated poverty could contribute to greater neighborhood stability in the face of 
inevitable economic downturns and recessions of the future.  Will these transformations 
eventually help to mitigate the poverty attributed by Massey and Denton to racial 
segregation?   Or will the relentless shift to an economy based on information processing 
and low wage service jobs end up perpetuating poverty by providing to few opportunities 
for the unskilled? 
 
The 1990s saw “edge cities” move from the edge to the center as population growth 
leapfrogged them to the region’s new exurbia.  As urban conditions such as higher 
density, care for multiple generations of family, and increasing congestion, delinquency, 
crime and fiscal pressure on local government follow, will people continue to expand the 
boundaries of the region, necessitating more driving and travel time, and absorbing 
additional green space?  Lacking any natural barrier to the west for further expansion, 
one wonders whether any perceptual, travel time-related, economic, or demographic 
barrier exists to one day limit outward expansion.  Certainly the possibility of a south-
suburban airport suggests the likelihood of at least one more round of expansion in that 
direction.  
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