
overview
The data for Illinois suggest that, in general, the state’s residents are struggling 
to gain an economic foothold and build the assets necessary to achieve 
fi nancial security. The state earns a C grade overall on the 2007-2008 Assets and 
Opportunity Scorecard.

Illinois boasts higher household net worth than most states (ranking 18th 
among the states); however, net worth has stagnated, while a growing number 
of people are at risk of falling into poverty (31st in change in asset poverty). 
Inequality persists in Illinois at levels greater than the nation as a whole, with 
women disproportionately represented among the asset poor (40th in asset 
poverty by gender). Considerable inequality can be seen in homeownership 
rates as well: 76% of white households own a home, compared to 49% of 
minority households; and 92% of wealthy households are homeowners, as 
compared to 41% of low-income households. Increasingly, Illinois residents 
that own a home are having trouble holding onto it — the state has one of the 
highest foreclosure rates in the nation (40th). 

Though overall small business ownership rates lag behind the rest of the country 
(40th in small business ownership), the Land of Lincoln generally is friendly 
toward small businesses (15th in private loans to small business), and its women- 
and minority-owned businesses have fared well (5th in women-owned business 
value, 8th in Hawaiian/Pacifi c Islander business ownership rate, 14th in Asian 
owned business value, and 16th in African-American business ownership rate). 

what illinoiS Can Do
Illinois is currently working to expand aff ordable housing opportunities — and 
address its lackluster homeownership fi gures — through its housing trust fund, 
which features a dedicated funding source with no cap. Illinois has adopted 
a laudable Medicaid and SCHIP (State Children’s Health Insurance Program) 
expansion policy: the state’s coverage of parents up to 192% of poverty allows a 
signifi cant number of its residents to access the health care they need and leaves 
fewer people vulnerable to medical bankruptcy. Illinois also has provided 
funding for a state-sponsored IDA program, Asset$Illinois, that launched in 
July 2007. While Illinois should be commended for these policies, there remains 
room for improvement. For example, the state could improve its small business 
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For a complete description of all 2007-2008 Assets & Opportunity Scorecard measures, including the 
12 policies that the Scorecard highlights, information on 26 other asset policies and 46 outcome 
measures, and how the ratings and rankings were computed, please go to www.cfed.org/go/scorecard.
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CFED: 2007-2008 ASSETS & OPPORTUNITY SCORECARD

Financial Security			   outcome gRADE: c

Net Worth of Households. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18
Asset Poverty.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20
Asset Poverty by Race.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 26
Asset Poverty by Gender.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40
Household Asset Equality by Race.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23
Household Asset Equality by Gender.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25
Households with Zero or Negative Net Worth. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30

Banked: Households with Non-Interest-bearing Accounts.. . . . . . 35
Banked: Households with Interest-bearing Accounts.. . . . . . . . . . . 32
Bankruptcy Rates.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36
Subprime Loans.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29
Median Credit Card Debt.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34
Median Installment Debt.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8

business development			   outcome gRADE: b
Small Business Ownership. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40
Private Loans to Small Businesses.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15
Microenterprise Ownership. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 31
Women’s Business Ownership Rate.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22
African-American Business Ownership Rate.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16
Hispanic Business Ownership Rate.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 39
American Indian-Native Alaskan Business Ownership Rate. . . . . 26
Asian Business Ownership Rate.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22

Hawaiian-Paciþc Islander Business Ownership Rate.. . . . . . . . . . . .  8
Women Owned Business Value. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5
African-American Owned Business Value.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 32
Hispanic Owned Business Value.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19
American Indian-Native Alaskan Owned Business Value.. . . . . . . . 22
Asian Owned Business Value.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14
Hawaiian-Paciþc Islander Owned Business Value.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . n/a

homeownership		  outcome gRADE: f
Affordability of Homes.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36
Homeownership Rate. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30
Homeownership by Race. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36
Homeownership by Income.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36

Homeownership by Gender. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 39
Foreclosure Rate. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40
Median Mortgage Debt. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 32

health care		  outcome gRADE: c
Employer-Sponsored Insurance. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19
Uninsured Low-Income Children.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 38

Low-Income Parents Without Insurance.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23

education		  outcome gRADE: b
Head Start Coverage. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18
Math Proþciency - 8th Grade. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33
Reading Proþciency - 8th Grade. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24
Two Years of College.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27

Four Years of College.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15
Degrees by Race.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15
Degrees by Income.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21
Degrees by Gender.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28

illinois 	 overall outcome gRADE: C

OUTCOME MEASURE.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . RANKING
(among the 50 states plus DC)

support by increasing funding for microenterprise and by providing funding to Community Development 
Financial Institutions (CDFIs). 

The state also could promote savings and higher education accessibility by providing a match to contributions 
to the state’s 529 college savings plan by low-income families, and by providing additional funding for IDAs. 
And, while Illinois has broadened access to Medicaid by eliminating asset tests for applicants, the state’s asset 
tests for TANF, Food Stamps, and General Assistance eligibility continue to serve as a disincentive to save for 
low-income families. 

>> Continued from front

For each measure, the state with the most desirable outcome is ranked 1st, and the least desirable is ranked 51st.


