
recipients. Rhode Island and Illinois were chosen because they allowed a rel-
atively high level of access to postsecondary education. Welfare recipients in
these states could attend postsecondary education for more than twenty-four
months without a work requirement. In sum, the six states appeared to rep-
resent a broad range of responses to welfare reform—multiple contexts within
which to examine WIA—and provided a rich and fertile field from which to
conduct our analyses.

Within each state we collected data that allowed us to examine how each
policy was implemented at various levels of analysis—at the state and local
levels, and also within individual community colleges. We utilized a nested
comparative case-study design, which is based on the methodological think-
ing of Charles Ragin, Howard Becker, and others (Ragin 1987; Ragin and
Becker 1992) that explores ways in which comparative case-study methods
can be used to examine complex social phenomena. We strove to develop a
pool of data that would allow us to do meaningful comparisons of the effects
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Table 1.1 Welfare Reform: Six States’ Policies Regarding Access to
Postsecondary Education and Training under TANF

State Access to Postsecondary Education

Massachusetts Low. College attendance without working is not allowed. Recipi-
ents must work twenty hours a week while attending college.

Washington Low. Recipients may attend college for twelve months without 
working, but only vocational education is allowed. They may 
attend college only if mandated job search fails. 

Florida Moderate. State has forty-eight-month lifetime limit of college 
study. Recipients may attend college for twelve months without
working, and in some instances may continue past this point.

Pennsylvania Moderate. Recipients must conduct job search. If search unsuc-
cessful, they may attend college for twenty-four months with-
out working.

Rhode Island High. State employs a human-capital approach to welfare re-
form. Recipients may attend college for twenty-four months 
without a work requirement and may continue full-time post-
secondary education if necessary after this point.

Illinois High. Recipients may attend college full-time for thirty-six 
months without working. To continue after that time, they 
must work twenty-nine hours per week. State uses Mainte-
nance of Effort funds to “stop the clock” for recipients pursu-
ing postsecondary education.

Source : Compiled by authors, drawing on Greenberg, Strawn and Plimpton (1999).



larly among welfare recipients. This finding suggests that the most-educated
welfare recipients were the most likely to leave the welfare rolls, but the au-
thors also maintain that it is consistent with the fact that welfare recipients
have limited access to higher education.

The National Urban League’s multivariate analysis of data from the 1997
and 1999 waves of the Urban Institute’s National Survey of American Fami-
lies found a decline in college enrollment of welfare recipients (Cox and
Spriggs 2002). When comparing welfare recipients pre– and post–welfare re-
form, the analysts found that although welfare recipients were 13 percent
more likely than other poor women to attend college before welfare reform,
they were 7 percent less likely to attend college than were other poor women
after welfare reform. An examination of the effects of variation in state poli-
cies revealed that they “account for 13 percent of the drop in the probability
that welfare recipients would enroll in college relative to other poor women
after the implementation of TANF” (15). 

Marya Sosulski’s (2004) analysis of data on 686 poor women in the Illinois
Families Study focused only on women on welfare post-TANF, but even
without a pre-TANF comparison her data provide some interesting insights
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Figure 3.1 Welfare-Recipient Participation in Postsecondary Education,
1989 to 1997

Source: AFDC Microdata, available at: http://afdc.urban.org.
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unemployed (their unemployment rate was 3.0 percent). The same pattern
holds for earnings. Associate’s degree recipients earned more in 2003
($37,605) than did those with some college but no degree ($35,714), who in
turn earned more than those with a high school diploma ($30,766), while
those without a high school degree earned the least ($22,939). In comparison,
the median earnings for bachelor’s degree recipients in 2003 were $49,889.

Scholars seek to refine these statistics by attempting to correct for the pos-
sibility that those with the most education might have earned more even in
the absence of additional schooling, perhaps because they are more ambi-
tious, are quicker learners, or have stronger connections to the employment
sector. The clear conclusion of research in this area is that statistical adjust-
ments to the raw figures presented in table 3.1 reduce but do not eliminate
the employment and earnings benefits of additional schooling (see, for exam-
ple, Grubb 1997; Kane and Rouse 1995; Levy and Murnane 1992; Mayer
and Peterson 1999).1 In short, postsecondary education has a real and con-
crete impact on quality of life in terms of happiness, employment, and in-
come; and traditional postsecondary education leading to certificates or de-
grees is particularly valuable.

Notwithstanding empirical evidence about the relationship between edu-
cation and earnings, the 1996 Personal Responsibility and Work Opportu-
nity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA), otherwise known as welfare reform, ex-
plicitly shifted federal welfare policy toward a work-first philosophy (Gais et
al. 2001; Greenberg, Strawn, and Plimpton 2000; Weaver 2000). This shift,
as we will demonstrate with both quantitative and qualitative evidence, cur-
tailed access to postsecondary education in several ways. First, the policy is ex-
plicitly designed to reduce the size of the welfare caseload—to move individ-
uals as quickly as possible from welfare receipt to work, which often does not
lift them out of poverty. In reducing the caseloads, welfare reform has reduced
the raw number of individuals who receive access to postsecondary education
as welfare recipients. This is important, since welfare receipt provides a set of
supports and benefits critical to the health and well-being of a poor woman’s
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Table 3.1 Unemployment Rate and Earnings by Educational Level

Unemployment Median Annual
Educational Level Rate in 2004 Earnings in 2003

No high school diploma 8.5 $22,939 
High school graduate or equivalent 5.0 $30,766 
Some college, no degree 4.5 $35,714 
Associate’s degree 3.7 $37,605 
Bachelor’s degree 3.0 $49,889 

Source : U.S. Census Bureau, Bureau of Labor Statistics.
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Table 3.2 Education Allowance and Time Limits for Welfare
Recipients, by State

Education Allowance

Allowed as a Allowed in Not an 
Stand-Alone Combination Authorized Policy Set 
Activity with Work Work Activity by County

Alaska Alabama Connecticut Colorado
Florida Arizona Idaho Montana
Georgia Arkansas Mississippi New York
Illinois California Oklahoma Ohio
Iowa Delaware Oregon
Kentucky District of Columbia South Dakota
Maine Hawaii Washington
Minnesota Indiana Wisconsin
Nevada Kansas
Pennsylvania Louisiana
Rhode Island Maryland
Utah Massachusetts
Vermont Michigan
Wyoming Missouri

Nebraska
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
North Carolina
North Dakota
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas
Virginia
West Virginia

Time Limit

Twelve Months Twelve to Forty-Eight Months No Time Limit

Alaska California Alabama
Arizona Illinois Arkansas
Florida Iowa Colorado
Indiana Kentucky Delaware
Kansas Maine Georgia
Louisiana Maryland Hawaii



full-time employment and exiting welfare as soon as she can, so that she
can “bank” time in case she needs to utilize welfare again in the future? 

Rules on exemptions for new parents. As of 2003, federal law permits but
does not require states to exempt single parents from work requirements
while caring for an infant up to one year old. According to the Urban In-
stitute, half of the states have taken this option; four have enacted more
generous approaches; and fourteen states impose even harsher restric-
tions on parents with infants, such as imposing a twelve-month lifetime
limit on exemption from work requirements. Moreover, the infant child-
care exemption does not stop the clock on the five-year lifetime limit on
TANF (Finegold and Weil 2002). If a woman with a young child is re-
quired to spend considerable time away from her infant due to work re-
quirements, then she is less likely to extend her absence by attending col-
lege. Moreover, even if a woman has been exempted from work
requirements during the first year of her baby’s life, the fact that the life-
time limit time clock is still running during that year makes it less likely
that she will take additional time to pursue postsecondary education. 

Monetary benefits. Monthly welfare benefits are quite small; in 2001, the
average monthly benefit per recipient was $137, a slight decline (in con-
stant dollars) from 1996, when it was $152. The decline in benefits for
families was greater—in 1996, the monthly benefit per family (not re-
duced by child support) was $410 (in 2001 dollars); in 2001, it was
$351 (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services 2003). Yet
when compared with AFDC, under welfare reform a relatively generous
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Table 3.2 (continued)

Twelve Months Twelve to Forty-Eight Months No Time Limit

Michigan Minnesota Massachusetts
Nevada Missouri Montana
New Mexico Nebraska New Jersey
North Dakota New Hampshire Ohio
Texas North Carolina Tennessee

Pennsylvania West Virginia
Rhode Island Wyoming
South Carolina
Utah
Vermont
Virginia

Source : Compiled by the State Policy and Documentation Project, July 2000.
Note: These classifications are based on formal state-level policies.



18.37 percent were enrolled in 2000. (This change is not statistically signifi-
cant in the CPS data, but the NHES data presented here do reveal a statisti-
cally significant decline in enrollment among welfare recipients.) We are not
suggesting that welfare receipt per se reduces enrollment: surely there are
many factors involved. Our principal concern is the trend over time, namely,
whether the chances of pursuing higher education are lower after the adop-
tion of TANF than before. We are also interested in examining whether en-
rollment is lower in states with more restrictive rules regarding access to
higher education.

Table 3.4 presents regression analyses of enrollment using the 1995 and
2000 CPS data. These figures represent the results of logistic regression mod-
els that estimate the odds of enrollment from individual-level and state-level
measures. For both years, we examine the impact of a variety of demographic
attributes on enrollment and one policy variable—the log of total welfare
benefits—that varies between states. In 2000, we add two more policy indi-
cators that vary between states to assess the impact of interstate variation in
TANF policies on enrollment. In both years, welfare recipients are less likely
to be enrolled than are other young women. The size of the negative coeffi-
cient on receipt increases during this interval, but for the CPS data, this
change is not statistically significant.

The regression analyses presented in table 3.4 also include several impor-
tant policy indicators that vary across states. First, the level of financial sup-
port provided to welfare recipients per se does not appear to be related to en-
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Table 3.3 Percentage of Young Female High School Graduates Enrolled
in Postsecondary Education, by Year, Age, and Welfare
Receipt

Welfare Recipients Welfare Nonrecipients

1995 2000 1995 2000

Age Percentage Enrolled Percentage Enrolled

Sixteen to eighteen 68.21 51.84 57.32 61.78
Nineteen to twenty 17.32 19.1 56.14 60.13
Twenty-one to twenty-two 23.35 14.33 45.11 42.86
Twenty-three to twenty-four 17.89 16.41 23.14 21.24
Total (sixteen to twenty-four) 20.68 18.37 43.44 45.7

Source : U.S. Census Bureau, March 1995 and March 2000 Current Population Survey (Annual
Demographic Survey).
Note: Statistics for welfare recipients aged 16 to 18 in both 1995 and 2000 are based on very
small N’s because few students in this age range have both graduated from high school and be-
come welfare recipients.
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Table 3.4 Weighted Logistic Regression of Young Female High School
Graduates College Enrollment, 1995 to 2000

Odds Odds Odds 
1995 Ratio 2000 Ratio 2000 Ratio

Intercept 1.106 0.505 0.854
(1.487) (1.576) (1.843)

Welfare receipt −0.474** 0.622 −0.562* 0.570 −0.556* 0.573
(0.167) (0.243) (0.243)

Log of total benefits −0.087 0.917 0.040 1.041 −0.073 0.929
(0.219) (0.233) (0.270)

Age
Sixteen to eighteen 0.006 1.006 0.080 1.084 0.082 1.086

(0.120) (0.122) (0.123)
Nineteen to twenty 
(reference)

Twenty-one to −0.248** 0.781 −0.514** 0.598 −0.523** 0.592
twenty-two (0.079) (0.083) (0.084)

Twenty-three to −0.992** 0.371 −1.348** 0.260 −1.351** 0.259
twenty-four (0.089) (0.102) (0.102)

Single mother −0.867** 0.420 −1.178** 0.308 −1.175** 0.309
(0.116) (0.115) (0.115)

Married mother −2.037** 0.130 −2.128** 0.119 −2.129** 0.119
(0.149) (0.187) (0.189)

Married without −1.300** 0.273 −1.230** 0.292 −1.226** 0.294
children (0.120) (0.143) (0.144)

Single without children 
(reference)

African American −0.316** 0.729 −0.415** 0.660 −0.440** 0.644
(0.092) (0.102) (0.103)

Hispanic −0.259* 0.772 −0.638** 0.528 −0.675** 0.509
(0.110) (0.118) (0.121)

White (reference)

(Table continues on p. 54)



rollment rates, either in 1995 or in 2000. However, policy measures more di-
rectly tied to enrollment opportunities do have a significant impact. Specifi-
cally, we examined whether postsecondary enrollment is not an authorized
activity for welfare recipients (the reference category). As stated earlier, in
some states, enrollment is an authorized activity when it is combined with
some work, while in other states it is approved as a stand-alone activity. Fi-
nally, in some states—Colorado is one—the policy regarding authorization is
set at the county level.

The results indicate that states that allow postsecondary enrollment as an
approved work activity for welfare recipients have higher enrollment rates
than states that do not allow enrollment. However, the data do not indicate
that states allowing education as a stand-alone activity had higher enrollment
than those requiring education combined with work.14

The data on time limits did not produce a statistically significant effect. In
other words, states with longer time limits on enrollment did not exhibit
higher enrollments than states with shorter time limits. These data suggest
that the characterization of education as an allowable activity is more impor-
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Table 3.4 (continued)

Odds Odds Odds 
1995 Ratio 2000 Ratio 2000 Ratio

Two-year education allowance
Not authorized (reference)
With some work 0.496** 1.642

(0.161)
As a stand-alone 0.342* 1.408

(0.174)
Set by county 0.422* 1.525

(0.163)

Education time limits
None (reference)
Twelve months −0.133 0.875

(0.119)
Thirteen to forty- 0.115 1.112
eight months (0.113)

R-squared 0.124 0.150 0.154

Source : U.S. Census Bureau, 1995 and 2000 Current Population Surveys (March Annual Demographic
Files).
*p < .05; **p < .01



The NHES results indicate that enrollment declines with age, as would be ex-
pected. The findings also support the CPS finding that marriage inhibits enroll-
ment for women, even when the marital role is not combined with the parental
role. Married mothers are less likely to be enrolled than married women without
children, and both are less likely to be enrolled than single childless women. 
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Table 3.5 Weighted Logistic Regression of College Enrollment, for
Female High School Graduates, All Ages, 1995 and 1999

1995 Odds Ratio 1999 Odds Ratio

Intercept 0.251** 0.365
(0.093) (0.210)

Welfare receipt 0.136 1.145 −1.315** 0.269
(0.204) (0.475)

Age
Under twenty 0.510** 1.665 0.037 1.037

(0.171) (0.261)
Twenty to twenty-four 
(reference)

Twenty-five to twenty- −0.988** 0.372 −1.365** 0.255
nine (0.133) (0.268)

Thirty to thirty-nine −1.675** 0.187 −1.642** 0.194
(0.123) (0.216)

Over forty −3.196** 0.041 −3.240** 0.039
(0.134)

Single mother 0.372** 0.689 0.021 1.021
(0.143) (0.227)

Married mother −1.215** 0.297 −0.905** 0.405
(0.131) (0.238)

Married without children −0.577** 0.561 −0.822** 0.440
(0.124) (0.288)

Single without children 
(reference)

African American −0.257* 0.774 −0.110 0.896
(0.128) (0.210)

Hispanic −0.295 0.745 −0.776** 0.460
(0.165) (0.290)

White (reference)

R-squared 0.253 0.268

Source : 1995 and 1999 NHES data. See National Center for Education Statistics, 1996, 2001,
for information on these surveys.
*p < .05; **p < .01



garding the college enrollment of welfare recipients. We collapsed the mea-
sures of state-level policy into a single dummy variable. As is consistent with
the CPS findings reported in table 3.4, we were unable to statistically distin-
guish among the types of educational rules. In other words, states that did not
authorize education as a work activity had lower enrollment rates than did
other states, but we were not able to discern the impact of different types of
education-friendly rules—which were most favorable. The educational time
limits (results not shown) also did not end up being statistically significant,
perhaps because in 2001 the time limits had not yet been reached. 

We also examined the impact of other welfare-related state policies. We
found that states with higher payments to welfare recipients had higher col-
lege enrollments, as did those states with a larger percentage of the population
on the welfare rolls. Thus, welfare-specific policies affect enrollment rates
even when other aspects of the state-level policy environment are taken into
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Table 3.6 Percentage of Female High School  Graduates Enrolled in
Postsecondary Education, by Full-Time and Part-Time Status

Total Total 
Students Enrolled Full-Time Part-Time

N Percentage N Percentage N Percentage

1996

Total high school grads 3,517 756 21.5*** 560 15.92*** 196 5.57***
White 1,987 437 22.00*** 329 16.54*** 109 5.46***
Black 1,378 283 20.57** 202 14.71*** 81 5.86***
With children 2,582 581 22.52*** 437 16.95*** 144 5.57***
under eighteen

Under twenty-five 932 336 36.03*** 279 29.88*** 57 6.15***
Over twenty-five 2,585 420 16.26*** 282 10.89*** 139 5.37***

2001

Total high school grads 2,109 295 14.00 152 7.20 143 6.80
White 1,357 167 12.32 100 7.38 67 4.94
Black 631 112 17.70 47 7.45 65 10.24
With children 1,375 214 15.59 111 8.09 103 7.49
under eighteen

Under twenty-five 432 120 27.67 55 12.75 64 14.92
Over twenty-five 1,677 176 10.48 97 5.77 79 4.71

Source : 1996 and 2001 SIPP data. 
*** p < .01; **p < .05



account. The data are consistent with the view that national policy changes,
as well as differences in approaches between the states, have a significant im-
pact on the level of postsecondary enrollment of welfare recipients.

Several other coefficients in table 3.7 are of interest. Enrollment in postsec-
ondary education declines with age, as one would expect. Women with chil-
dren under eighteen are less likely to enroll than other women. However,
there are several less-expected results. In 2001, African American women be-
came more likely to enroll in college, all else being equal, than in 1996. This

WELFARE REFORM AND ACCESS TO POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION

59

Table 3.7 Weighted Logistic Regression of Female High School Graduate
College Enrollment, 1996 and 2001

Model 1 Model 1 Model 2

1996 Odds Ratio 2001 Odds Ratio 2001 Odds Ratio

Intercept 3.535** 3.238** 3.223**
(.107) (.080) (.080)

Welfare receipt .174** 1.190 −0.234** .791 −.237** .789 
(.045) (0.069) (0.069)

Age −.230** .795 −.219** .803 −.219** .803
(.004) (.004) (.004)

Age squared (× 10) .017** 1.020 .015** 1.015 .015** 1.015
(.001) .001 .001

Children under −.136** .873 −.190** .827 −.190** .827
eighteen at home (.010) (.011) (.011)

African American .002 1.001 .169** 1.184 .174** 1.190
(.029) (.030) (.030)

Log of total benefits .643** 1.902 0.659** 1.932 .690** 1.994 
(1,000*) (.075) (0.080) (0.080)

Welfare enrollment .124** 1.132 .353** 1.423 .262** 1.300
rate .070 (.073) (.078)

Education as .079** .789
authorized work (.023)
activity

Pseudo R-squared 0.211 .232 0.232

Source : 1996 and 2001 SIPP data. 
*p < .05; **p < .01; **p < .001



concentration of students with limited resources in the lower echelons of
postsecondary education (Institute for Higher Education Policy 2003).

DRAWING CONCLUSIONS FROM THE
QUANTITATIVE EVIDENCE

Our analysis of national quantitative data provides an unusually comprehen-
sive investigation of existing evidence regarding the effects that welfare reform
has had on access to postsecondary education. As we stated at the beginning
of this chapter, welfare reform eliminated many of the reporting requirements
that existed under AFDC; therefore, no single consistent source of postsec-
ondary enrollment trends pre– and post–welfare reform exists. Although
none of the four national databases that we analyzed are perfect, when taken
together they provide us with a picture of important shifts in the amount and
quality of education that is available to welfare recipients in the wake of wel-
fare reform.

All of the data presented in this chapter indicate a decline in the number
of welfare recipients attending institutions of higher learning in the United
States in the period after the enactment of TANF. The number of welfare re-
cipients enrolled in postsecondary education peaked two years before the en-
actment of welfare reform in 1996; but, as figure 3.1 indicated, the number
dropped sharply after 1996. Other published analyses support this general
finding. Much of this decline is due to the decline in the size of the welfare
population, indicating that one aspect of welfare reform’s work-first ap-
proach—namely, a reduction in the size of the welfare population—has suc-
cessfully reduced the number of individuals accessing postsecondary educa-
tion via welfare. 

Has the rate of enrollment of those on welfare declined as well? The data
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Table 3.8 Female College and Certificate-Program Enrollment, by
Welfare-Receipt Status

1996 2000

Percentage of students 
receiving welfare 0.9 0.6

Percentage of these enrolled 
in certificate programs
Who are welfare recipients 27.5 43.0
Who are nonrecipients 12.2 12.1

Source : National Postsecondary Student Aid Survey (NPSAS). National Center for Education
Statistics (1996, 2001).



Figure 4.1 Percentage of Welfare Recipients Enrolled in Postsecondary
Education Under AFDC and TANF

Sources: Caseload data—U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for
Children and Families, TANF 5th Annual Report to Congress, “Proportion of Children and
Adults in State AFDC/TANF Caseloads Fiscal Years 1996 and 2001,” available at:
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/ofa/annualreport5/0203chartdata.htm#2001 (provided by
state officials in Florida, Pennsylvania, and Rhode Island). Postsecondary enrollment data—
provided by state officials directly to the authors.

between state-level policy and policy implementation. The two states we
chose to highlight, Washington and Illinois, provide contrasting examples of
how the work-first idea has come to dominate welfare reform. As we noted in
chapter 1, Washington is included in our sample because its formal policy re-
flects a consistent work-first orientation. Not surprisingly, the implementa-
tion process has also been decidedly work-first, and has resulted in consistent
declines in college access among welfare recipients. This case study provides
us with a clear example of what happens when a state consistently adopts wel-
fare policy and implementation practices that reduce access to postsecondary
education.

In contrast, Illinois was included in our sample of states because it was a
“high-access” state—that is, it enacted welfare-reform policy that contained
several human-capital elements that preserved at least the possibility of col-
lege access for some welfare recipients. The college-going rate among welfare
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recipients actually increased to some degree, after a slight drop early in the
policy’s implementation; but caseworker resistance to human-capital ideas
has proved to be a consistent barrier to higher levels of college access. As a re-
sult, we see very little distinction in the end result of welfare reform in both
states, despite clear differences in formal policy.

WASHINGTON: A CONSISTENTLY WORK-FIRST STATE

Washington’s initial response to federal welfare-reform policy was decidedly
work-first in orientation. Legislation for the state’s WorkFirst program was
passed by a Republican legislature and signed by Governor Gary Locke, a
Democrat, in April 1997. It followed federal law in mandating a five-year life-
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Figure 4.2 Number of Welfare Recipients Enrolled in Postsecondary
Education Under AFDC and TANF

Sources: Caseload data—U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for
Children and Families, TANF 5th Annual Report to Congress, “Proportion of Children and
Adults in State AFDC/TANF Caseloads Fiscal Years 1996 and 2001,” available at
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/ofa/annualreport5/0203chartdata.htm#2001 (provided by
state officials in Florida, Pennsylvania, and Rhode Island). Postsecondary enrollment data—
provided by state officials directly to the authors.
Data for “2003” is actually for the most recent year for which the state could provide data,
ranging from 2003 to 2005; see notes to table 4.2.
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tion began to decline, albeit unsteadily. Between January 1999 and May 2000
the number of TANF adults attending any form of postsecondary education
rose from just under 6,000 to just under 9,000, but after this there was a
pattern of decline. By October 2003 the number fell to under 3,000, before
rebounding somewhat (see figure 4.3). Thus, the formal stop-the-clock pro-
vision failed to move more recipients into college, and perhaps more surpris-
ingly, it actually stopped the clock of relatively few who did go. The percent-
age of TANF adults in college with their clocks stopped has never exceeded
20 percent (though this figure has increased somewhat over time [see figure
4.4]). In Illinois, liberal policy did not translate into liberal practice.

There are several reasons for these discrepancies. As noted earlier, one of
the most powerful ways in which work-first affects college access is by simply
moving more low-income women off of the welfare rolls. Although we are
not arguing that welfare ought to be the primary mechanism via which low-
income adults should access college, it is important to recognize that poor
women with young children require more than tuition support in order to at-
tend college. By withdrawing their monthly check, health coverage, and often
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Figure 4.3 Number of Adults in Postsecondary Education in Illinois,
January 1999 to May 2005

Source: Illinois Department of Human Services Bureau of Research and Analysis, “Employ-
ment and Training Numbers.”
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child-care subsidy, states make it increasingly unlikely that they will have the
time to upgrade their skills in postsecondary education. The declining case-
loads in Illinois directly contributed to the steep declines in the number of
TANF women in college. 

A second reason relates to the rules for stopping the clock. As noted earlier,
in order for a recipient’s aid clock to stop, she must be enrolled full-time in a
degree-granting program and must have at least a C+ average (2.5 GPA).
These rules raise several problems. First, although recipients are exempted
from the work requirement while they attend college in Illinois, they are not
exempted from caring for their children, nor are they often provided with
child care. Thus, it is quite a struggle for them to enroll full-time in school.
In interviews with fifteen Illinois welfare recipients, Marya Sosulski (2004)
discovered their complicated attempts to combine school with work—one
woman was taking morning courses and then working through the afternoon
until 11 p.m. daily; another worked a full-time job and took self-study classes
via the Internet. It is worth noting that part-time attendance is increasingly
common not only among welfare recipients but among the general college
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Figure 4.4 Percentage of TANF Adults in Postsecondary Education
with Clock Stopped in Illinois, January 1999 to May 2005

Source: Illinois Department of Human Services Bureau of Research and Analysis, “Employ-
ment and Training Numbers.”
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ing, they support the [work-first] philosophy.” He added, “The consistent
message they get is caseload reduction, enter employment, and everything
else is bullshit. . . . There are a lot of cases of people who said, ‘I want to go 
to college,’ and their workers say, ‘You can’t, you need to go to work.’ The
overall message coming from the top was, get people off, get people off, and
education didn’t fit in.” Again we see the power of the caseworkers in the im-
plementation process, as well as a clear example of how informal communi-
cations regarding the work-first message trumped formal policy.

By 2003 and 2004, the welfare caseload in Illinois had declined dramati-
cally, leaving on the rolls only those who had not managed to get work. These
adults are known in Illinois as “harder to serve,” and many recognize that
moving them off welfare requires more than simply putting them to work. In
2001, when we spoke with the head of the Department of Human Services,
she acknowledged that the state would have to move toward doing more ed-
ucation and training when the rolls got smaller. What the data show (see fig-
ure 4.5) is that the growth in postsecondary education during those later
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Figure 4.5 Percentage of TANF Adults in Postsecondary Education in
Illinois, by Program, January 1999 to May 2005

Source: Illinois Department of Human Services Bureau of Research and Analysis, “Employ-
ment and Training Numbers.”
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sent clear work-first policy signals that caseworkers embraced despite slight
midcourse changes in formal policy, Illinois provides an example of how the
work-first idea can trump official policy that contains relatively generous for-
mal human-capital provisions. As our interviews clearly show, a relatively lib-
eral welfare-reform policy was implemented in a decidedly work-first manner.
As a result, despite the opportunity for welfare recipients to use degree-
focused postsecondary education to count as a work requirement—and de-
spite the fact that such enrollment would stop the welfare clock—few have
taken advantage of these provisions. 

FORMAL POLICY FORMATION: THE
ROLE OF POLITICS IN WORK-FIRST
PROGRAMS

The Washington and Illinois case studies illustrate the central role that the
work-first idea played in the policy-formation process, and this phenomenon
was evident across all of our states. However, the exact role of the work-first
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Figure 4.6 Percentage of TANF Adults in Postsecondary Education in
Various Illinois Programs, January 1999 to May 2005

Source: Illinois Department of Human Services Bureau of Research and Analysis, “Employ-
ment and Training Numbers.”
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to 4,000. Pennsylvania’s enrollment in two- and four-year degree-granting
programs fell by 94 percent, Illinois by nearly 90 percent, and Rhode Island
and Washington by over 70 percent. Most strikingly, between 5,500 and
7,000 fewer welfare recipients were in college in Pennsylvania and Washing-
ton after TANF, compared to under AFDC. In states where the percentage of
welfare recipients who were furthering their education went up over time, the
actual number of recipients often declined, because the overall caseload was
reduced. For example, after TANF Florida increased the percentage of recip-
ients in college from the AFDC figure, but meanwhile the number of recipi-
ents in college was cut in half. 

In Massachusetts there was a different trend. Following the passage of wel-
fare reform the number of welfare recipients enrolled in college dropped im-
mediately, from just over 2,500 to just over 700, but then increased to a level
higher than pre–welfare reform: 2,759. We attribute this change first and
foremost to changes in both the caseload and the rate of participation in
higher education. Much of the caseload in Massachusetts was exempted from
work requirements early on during welfare reform, but as fewer exemptions
were made, and as the state went through an economic recession, the caseload
grew substantially between 2001 and 2004.5 More recipients on the rolls
meant more recipients eligible to be enrolled in college. At the same time,
however, the post-reform caseload (2004) never exceeded the pre-reform
caseload (1996), and yet the number in college was higher during the later
time. This we attribute to shifts in the work-first philosophy driven by polit-
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Table 4.1 Trends in Welfare Adult Caseload Reduction from AFDC to
TANF, by Monthly Averages

AFDC, TANF,
Caseload Change,

FY 1996, FY 2002,
from 1996 to 2002

Number of Number of Number of 
Participants Participants Participants Percentage

U.S. Total 3,973,334 1,315,029 −2,658,305 −67
Florida 165,764 24,614 −141,150 −85
Illinois 199,805 29,486 −170,319 −85
Massachusetts 84,021 31,001 −53,020 −63
Pennsylvania 175,631 56,783 −118,848 −68
Rhode Island 19,376 12,138 −7,238 −37
Washington 96,935 43,423 −53,512 −55

Source: U.S Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and
Families, TANF Sixth Annual Report to Congress, “Proportion of Children and Adults in State
AFDC/TANF Caseloads Fiscal Years 1996 and 2002,” available at: http://www.acf.hhs.gov/
programs/ofa/annualreport6/chapter01/0103chartdata.htm.



ical change and activism, which we discuss later. Massachusetts, then, serves
as a prime example of the importance of examining multiple contributors to
college access—the number eligible to participate, the rate of participation,
and the actual number participating.

LESSONS FROM THE QUANTITATIVE
EVIDENCE

The national-level quantitative data on postsecondary participation rates
among welfare recipients and other poor women presented in chapter 3 indi-
cate a significant drop in the rate of college-going among welfare recipients,
and a more drastic drop in the number of individuals obtaining access to
postsecondary education via welfare. The national data also suggest that vari-
ation in state policy had an effect on the degree to which welfare recipients re-
ceived access to postsecondary education. However, looking more closely at
access rates among our six states suggests that there was, in fact, only modest
variation around a very low average, and caseloads dropped precipitously in
all six of our states. The rate of participation dropped in half our states, or
rose slightly, hovering around a low rate of enrollment that did not exceed 7
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Table 4.2 Welfare-Recipient Enrollment in Postsecondary Education 
Under: AFDC and TANF, by State

AFDC, FY 1996 TANF, FY 2001

Number Percentage Number Percentage 
in Post- in Post- in Post- in Post-

Data Total secondary secondary secondary secondary
State Typea Adults Educationb Education Adults Educationc Education

Florida Annual 383,016 8,361 2.18 109,417 3,044 2.78
Illinois Monthly 199,805 8,674 4.34 39,739 1,204 3.03
Massachusetts Monthly 84,021 2,558 3.04 28,864 703 2.44
Pennsylvania Annual 196,417 6,714 3.42 63,093 377 0.60
Rhode Island Annual 16,557 561 3.39 14,341 479 3.34
Washingtone Monthly 96,935 7,624 7.87 43,795 1,974 4.51

Source: Compiled by authors from data reported by states.
Note: Postsecondary education means two- or four-year degree-granting programs only.
a Florida, Pennsylvania, and Rhode Island are yearly public-service-employment totals, divided by yearly adult
total caseload (states provided denominator). Other states are a monthly average in public-service employment
divided by a monthly average adult caseload.
b FY 1996 for Illinois, Pennsylvania; fall 1995 for Washington; and May 1997 for Rhode Island.
c FY 2001 (July 2000 to June 2001) except for Massachusetts (January 2001) and Washington (fall 2000).



percent. How are we to interpret these data? To address this question, we next
draw on qualitative data from our case studies across our six states to examine
two central mechanisms through which the work-first idea has exerted its
considerable influence on welfare reform: formal policy formation, and pol-
icy implementation. 

WELFARE REFORM “ON THE GROUND”

The work-first idea functioned at two separate levels in the wake of welfare re-
form. In the policy formation process, high-level policymakers sent powerful
ideological signals indicating its ascendancy and institutionalized it through a
set of incentives and laws that narrowed the range of action possible, reinforc-
ing its dominance. The degree to which this occurred varies by state, but our
analyses suggest that no state was left untouched by the power of the work-
first rhetoric in the formation of state-level welfare-reform policy. At the im-
plementation level, the work-first idea has perhaps an even more tenacious
hold, as caseworkers appear to consistently embrace its message—most often
in accordance to state-level policy, but sometimes in defiance of it as well. 

In the next section we present two case studies that illustrate the interplay
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Table 4.2 (continued )

TANF, Most Recent Overall Caseload Overall PSE
Change Change

Number Percentage 
in Post- in Post-

secondary secondary
Adults Educationd Education Number Percent Number Percent

166,531 4,251 2.55 −273,599 −56.52 −4,110 −49.16
15,736 882 5.60 −160,066 −92.12 −7,792 −89.83
47,845 2,759 5.77 −55,157 −43.06 201 7.86
54,933 390 0.71 −133,324 −72.03 −6,324 −94.19
8,924 140 1.57 −2,216 −46.10 −421 −75.04

41,441 2,044 4.93 −53,140 −57.25 −5,580 −73.19
d Fall 2003 findings for Florida; July 2003 to June 2004 for Illinois; January 2005 for Massachusetts; February
2005 for Rhode Island; and fall 2003 for Washington.
e Note that in Washington, public-service employment is reported by the college system rather than by the De-
partment of Human Services. Welfare recipients may attend college in all states without DHS knowing about
it, which means that in the other states, these are likely underestimates. For example, of the 3,071 TANF pub-
lic-service employment known to the college system in 2001 in Washington, 1,957 were known to DHS. We
do not know analogous figures for AFDC clients in Washington.



our states provided education and training to over 90 percent of JTPA clients
(Florida was the exception, providing education and training to 75 percent of
its JTPA client base). But by 2003, all six states provided education and train-
ing to a far smaller percentage of their client base than in 1997. As can be seen
in figure 5.1, rates of access to education and training across the states ranged
from a high of 69 percent in Pennsylvania to a low of 50 percent in Illinois in
2003, representing reductions of 15 to 40 percent among the six states. 

The decline in the percentage of clients trained was so steep that the raw
number of individuals receiving training under WIA also dropped, despite
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Figure 5.1 Percentage of JTPA and WIA Exiters Receiving Training

Sources: States’ PY 2003 number trained—state annual WIA reports, available at: http://
www.doleta.gov/performance/results/AnnualReports/annual-report-03.cfm. States’ PY 2003
number of adults—U.S. Department of Labor, WIA performance measures by states, available
at: http://www.doleta.gov/performance/results/WIASRD/PY2003/State_WIA_Performance_
Measures_Adult_2003.pdf. States’ PY 1997—Social Policy Research Associates 1999. Na-
tional PY 2003—U.S. Department of Labor, http://www.doleta.gov/performances/results/
WIASRD/PY2003/WIA_Summary_03_adult.pdf. National PY 1997—Social Policy Re-
search Associates 1999.
Figures are for adults only; dislocated workers are excluded; Title III is excluded in PY 1997
(PY 1997 includes title II-A only; PY 2001 included adults only).
Number Trained for PY 2003 comes from Table B, Employment and Credential denominator.
Table B comes from the 2003 annual WIA reports from the states.
Number Trained for PY 1997: Raw numbers were calculated from the percentages provided.
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Figure 5.2 Number of JTPA and WIA Exiters Receiving Training

Sources: States’ PY 2003 number trained—state annual WIA reports, available at: http://
www.doleta.gov/performance/results/AnnualReports/annual-report-03.cfm. States’ PY 2003
number of adults—U.S. Department of Labor, WIA performance measures by states, available
at: http://www.doleta.gov/performance/results/WIASRD/PY2003/State_WIA_Performance_
Measures_Adult_2003.pdf. States’ PY 1997—Social Policy Research Associates 1999. Na-
tional PY 2003—U.S. Department of Labor, http://www.doleta.gov/performances/results/
WIASRD/PY2003/WIA_Summary_03_adult.pdf. National PY 1997—Social Policy Re-
search Associates 1999.
Figures are for adults only; dislocated workers are excluded; Title III is excluded in PY 1997
(PY 1997 includes title II-A only; PY 2001 included adults only).
Number Trained for PY 2003 comes from Table B, Employment and Credential denominator.
Table B comes from the 2003 annual WIA reports from the states.
Number Trained for PY 1997: Raw numbers were calculated from the percentages provided.

the significant increases in overall caseload. As table 5.4 and figure 5.2 show,
the absolute numbers trained under WIA dropped precipitously in five of the
six states (Florida was the exception). In the most extreme example of this
phenomenon, in 2003 the state of Pennsylvania provided training for 3,056
clients under WIA, a mere 34 percent of the 8,987 who received training dur-
ing the last year of JTPA. 

These data demonstrate an unmistakable reduction in access to education
and training under WIA. Yes, WIA is serving a larger number of clients over-
all when compared with JTPA in 1997. But even within that larger pool of
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Table 5.1 Comparison of WIA to Two Predecessor Programs

CETA (1973) JTPA (1982) WIA (1998)

Target population Disadvantaged adults Economically Universal access (but 
and youth disadvantaged youth services targeted

adults and youth at low-income youth)
(90 percent of No means test
adults had to pass 
means test)

Goal Job creation and Short-term training Job placement
training for poor

Eligibility require- Subcontracted by non- Accredited institu- Certification of institution
ments for train- profits or local agencies tion by governor
ing providers Eligibility of individual 

programs based on em-
ployment and earnings 
outcomes

Accountability Number served Data collected via Numerous outcomes, 
measures follow-up with including:

job seekers; focus Entered-employment 
on input and rate 
process measures: Employment-retention 
numbers served, rate 
number of days in Average-earnings change
training, number Entered-employment 
of credentials and credential rate
granted Customer satisfaction for 

employers
Customer satisfaction for
clients

Governance Community-based Private industry Private industry
structure organizations councils councils

Funding Operated primarily at Operated primarily Operated primarily by 
mechanism the municipal (city) by governors state and local Work-

level force Investment Boards

Funding attached None Most stringent Incentive funds available 
to performance sanction not to states ranging from 

money but reorga- $750,000 to $3 million
nization of local annually
service-delivery Failure to meet perfor-
organization mance requirements for 

two years results in 5 
percent reduction in 
WIA grant 

Source : U.S. Government Accountability Office (2002a); Lafer (2002).  



adult “exiters,” or those adults who received WIA services were low-income,
and only 8 percent received TANF (U.S. Department of Labor 2003).12 No-
tably, the percentage of the WIA caseload in poverty and receiving welfare de-
clined steadily between 2001 and 2003. Further, a larger proportion of the
WIA clientele were high school graduates; 28 percent had received some ed-
ucation beyond high school. 

The racial and ethnic composition of the adult clientele also shifted under
WIA. The representation of whites and Latinos increased slightly, and there
was a small decline in black participation, from 35 percent under JTPA to 31
percent under WIA in 2003. In short, our data suggest a movement away
from serving the most disadvantaged adults. WIA is a much narrower path to
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Table 5.2 Characteristics of and Services Received by Adult Exiters under
JTPA and WIA

1997, JTPA 2003, WIA 

Funding allocated to serve adults $892,627,443b $900,000,000

Adult exiters by race
Percentage white (not Hispanic) 44 46
Percentage black (not Hispanic) 35 31
Percentage Hispanic 17 18
Percentage other 4 5

Adult exiters receiving intensive 
or training servicesa

Percentage low-income 98 68
Percentage receiving cash welfare 31 8
(AFDC or TANF)

Adult exiters’ highest grade 
completed:
Percentage less than high school 22 18
diploma

Percentage high school diploma 57 54
or equivalency

Percentage post high school 21 28

Sources: U.S. Department of Labor 2004; Social Policy Research Associates 1999.
a Types of training services do not add to 100 because clients could receive more than one type.
b 1997 JTPA dollars are not adjusted for inflation. Adjusted, the figure would be approx $1 bil-
lion.



training for welfare recipients, African Americans, and other low-income and
undereducated populations than was its predecessor.

CROSS-STATE VARIATION

As noted earlier, devolution led to much more state control over the imple-
mentation of WIA than had been the case with JTPA. Therefore, it is impor-
tant to explore the extent to which access to training under WIA varies
among states. An examination of data culled from annual WIA reports sub-
mitted to the U.S. Department of Labor by each of our six states sheds light
on the variation in access to training among those states. Table 5.3 shows that
overall, the trends in these states are generally consistent with the national
trend of an increasing caseload under WIA. In four of the six states, caseloads
increased, although the degree to which they did so differed substantially.
Florida saw a dramatic increase in its caseload, while Illinois, Rhode Island,
and Washington experienced more moderate gains. In Massachusetts and
Pennsylvania. however, the caseloads were reduced by one-third to over one-
half between 1997 and 2003. In 2003, Pennsylvania served nearly 5,300
fewer adults under WIA than it did in 1997 under JTPA. 

While the caseloads generally increased, the proportion of adult WIA
clients who received education and training declined significantly in all six
states, as was the case nationally. Table 5.4 shows that in 1997 the majority of
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Table 5.3 Adult Caseloads from JTPA to WIA, Nationally and Six States,
Between 1997 and 2003

JTPA Caseload, WIA Caseload,
July 1997 to October 2002 to Caseload Percent

June 1998 September 2003 Change of Change

U.S Total 147,717 253,053 105,336 +71
Florida 6,746 11,395 4,649 +69
Illinois 6,241 6,454 213 +3
Massachusetts 2,626 1,727 −899 −34
Pennsylvania 9,663 4,405 −5,258 −54
Rhode Island 495 627 132 +27
Washington 3,618 3,958 340 +9

Sources: U.S. Department of Labor, 2004, WIA Performance Measures by State, available at:
http://www.doleta.gov/performance/results/WIASRD/PY2003/State_WIA_Performance_
Measures_Adult_2003.pdf; Social Policy Research Associates 1999.
Figures in this chart are for adults only; dislocated workers are excluded.
Title III is excluded in PY 1997 (PY 1997 includes title II-A only; WIA included adults only).



112 Table 5.4 Percentage of Adult Exiters Who Received Services Beyond Objective Assessment Receiving Training in
Six States and Nationally

WIA,
JTPA, October 2002 to Change from

July 1997 to June 1998 September 2003 1997 to 2003

Percentage
Reduction

Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage in Number
Adults Trained Trained Adults Trained Trained Adults Trained Trained Trained

U.S Total 147,717 134,422 91 253,053 102,950 56 105,336 −31,472 −35 −23
Florida 6,746 5,060 75 11,395 6,836 60 4,649 1,777 −15 35
Illinois 6,241 5,617 90 6,454 3,219 50 213 −2,398 −40 −43
Massachusetts 2,626 2,442 93 1,727 993 57 −899 −1,449 −36 −59
Pennsylvania 9,663 8,987 93 4,405 3,056 69 −5,258 −5,931 −24 −66
Rhode Island 495 470 95 627 356 57 132 −114 −38 −24
Washington 3,618 3,401 94 3,958 2,165 55 340 −1,236 −39 −36

Sources: States’ PY 2003 number trained—state annual WIA reports, available at: http://www.doleta.gov/performance/results/AnnualReports/annual-
report-03.cfm. States’ PY 2003  number of adults—U.S. Department  of Labor, WIA performance measures by states, available at: http://www.
doleta.gov/performance/results/WIASRD/PY2003/State_WIA_Performance_Measures_Adult_2003.pdf. States’ PY 1997—Social Policy Research
Associates 1999. National PY 2003—U.S. Department of Labor, http://www.doleta.gov/performances/results/WIASRD/PY2003/WIA_Summary_
03_adult.pdf. National PY 1997—Social Policy Research Associates 1999.
Figures are for adults only; dislocated workers are excluded; Title III is excluded in PY 1997 (PY 1997 includes title II-A only; PY 2001 included
adults only).
Number Trained for PY 2003 comes from Table B, Employment and Credential denominator. Table B comes from  the 2003 annual WIA reports
from the states.
Number Trained for PY 1997: Raw numbers were calculated from the percentages provided.



Program Year 2000, by program year 2001 the proportions had all dropped,
to 47 percent in Florida, 47 percent in Illinois, and 56 percent in Washing-
ton.16 This change reflects a growing tendency for WIA clients to receive only
core and intensive services—little more than basic job-search and résumé-
building assistance. Access to training has become increasingly rare, a fact that
strongly suggests that the work-first ideology is becoming increasingly perva-
sive as WIA is implemented over time.

If WIA clients did not receive training in these three states, what services
were they most likely to receive? Comparing the states, we see that in program
year 2001 Florida clients had about an equal probability of receiving both
core and intensive and receiving core service only, whereas in Illinois and
Washington the probability was greater that a client would receive both core
and intensive rather than just core services. This may mean that Florida case-
workers were more able than were other states’ caseworkers to successfully
place clients in jobs at the core stage. But in any case it reflects less access to
higher levels of services. Access to the higher tiers of services, including train-
ing, is clearly greatest in Washington in program years 2000 and 2001, but
we note a precipitous decline over time in the percentage trained. 

Overall, the case-flow data presented in table 5.5 demonstrate the exis-
tence of the sequential provision of services under WIA, and do indeed indi-
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Table 5.5 WIA Adult Client Flow in Florida, Illinois, and Washington

Total Core, Intensive, Training, 
Time Frame Participants Corea Percentage Intensiveb Percentage Trainingc Percentage

Florida
PY 2000d 10,821 2,792 26 2,497 23 5,532 51
PY 2001e 15,143 4,345 29 3,724 25 7,074 47

Illinois
PY 2000 2,742 610 22 521 19 1,611 59
PY 2001 3,490 718 21 1,126 32 1,646 47

Washington
PY 2000 1,248 72 6 260 21 916 73
PY 2001 2,225 184 8 793 36 1,248 56

Source: Stevens (2003a).
a Core = Those receiving core services only.
b Intensive = Those who advanced from core services to intensive services only.
c Training = Those who progressed from core services through intensive services to training services.
d PY 2000 = July 2000 to June 2001.
e PY 2001 = July 2001 to June 2002.
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Table 5.6 WIA and TANF Adult Client Flow in Florida, Illinois, and Washington

Percentage of 
Total Percentage Core, Intensive, Training, TANF TANF Caseload

Time Frame Participants of Total Corea Percentage Intensiveb Percentage Trainingc Percentage Caseload Served by WIA

Florida
PY 2000d 7,497 69 1,128 15 1,636 22 4,733 63 32,164 23.31
PY 2001e 5,239 35 798 15 1,101 21 3,340 64 25,604 20.46

Illinois
PY 2000 282 10 40 14 37 13 205 73 66,143 0.43
PY 2001 325 9 58 18 145 45 122 38 25,353 1.28

Washington
PY 2000 189 15 10 5 39 21 140 74 48,307 0.39
PY 2001 305 14 9 3 109 36 187 61 42,022 0.73

Sources: Stevens 2003b. TANF Adult Caseload Numbers : U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 2004, TANF Sixth Annual Report to Congress,
Table 3:4:a, http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/ofa/annualreport6/chapter03/0304a.htm; U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 2002, TANF
Fourth Annual Report to Congress, Table 3:4:a, http://www.acf.dhhs.gov/programs/opre/ar2001/0304at.htm
a Core = Those receiving only core-assisted services.
b Intensive = Those who progressed from core services only to intensive services.
c Training = Those who progressed from core services through intensive services to training services.
d PY 2000 = July 2000 to June 2001.
e PY 2001 = July 2001 to June 2002.
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Table 5.7 Demographic Characteristics of WIA Adult Client Flow in Florida, Illinois, and Washington, Between
July 2001 and June 2002

Core and Intensive Services Training Services

Total Percentage of
Participants Total Participants Percentage Participants Percentage

Florida
Race

Latino 4,152 27 3,022 73 1,130 27
White 3,975 26 1,382 35 2,593 65
Black 6,838 45 3,589 52 3,249 48
Asian 92 1 31 34 61 66
Other 86 1 45 52 41 48

Low income 10,532 70 5,066 48 5,466 52
Limited English 
proficiency 1,475 10 1,093 74 382 26

Total 15,143 100 8,069 53 7,074 47

Illinois
Race

Latino 274 8 176 64 98 36
White 1,604 46 594 37 1,010 63
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Black 1,463 42 974 67 489 33
Asian 118 3 83 70 35 30
Other 31 1 17 55 14 45

Low income 3,028 87 1,540 51 1,488 49
Limited English 
proficiency 243 7 178 73 65 27

Total 3,490 100 1,844 53 1,646 47

Washington
Race

Latino 187 8 87 47 100 53
White 1,648 74 669 41 979 59
Black 136 6 71 52 65 48
Asian 59 3 24 41 35 59
Other 195 9 126 65 69 35

Low income 1,925 87 807 42 1,118 58
Limited English 
proficiency 174 8 98 56 76 44

Total 2,225 100 977 44 1,248 56

Source: Stevens (2003b).
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