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— Two-level generalized linear mixed models —

multilevel logistic regression (Raudenbush & Bryk

Allow me to determine the amount of variation in
sanctioning explained by differences between states
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Example of Model
with Client- and State-Level Controls

Level 1 Model Level 2 Models Combined Model
Mii = Poj + BljBIackij + Boj = Yoo T ymSouthj+ Bii = Y10 0= Yoo T yloB|aCkij + 720WhiteLatij +
BojWhiteLat;; + BsBlackLatj+ | yo.Midwest; + yosWest; + Byi=v20 | ysoBlackLatj+ ysSingle;+ ysoSeparated;;+
BySingle;;+ Ps;Separatedij+ | yoslpblacki+ yoshpblack; + Bsi=v30 | yeoUnemployed;+ y;oHSGrad;+ ysoCollege;j+
BsUnemployed;; + B;HSGradij | yosempratio; + yospcolgradi+ — Bsj=7va0 | yooAQE; T Yi00AQE2;+ y110Citizen; + yipoDisabled;
+ BsColleges;+ PojAge; + YosPPErsonpov; + yooppubasst  Psi=vyso | +yisoLimitfed;+ yisYoungchij+ y1500thch; +
BiojAge2;+ Bi;Citizen;; + + yoropservice; + yoriptradfam;  Bsi=ve0 | yicoRUrali +yoiSouthy+ yo,Midwest; + yosWest; +
BioDisabled;j + BixiLimitfed+ | +yo.medhhing; +vyi3sancmod; B =y70 | yoalpblacki+ yoshpblack; + yosempratio; +
B1aYoungchij+ BisiOthchj+ | + ygiasancstrong; + Bsi=vs0 | Yorpcolgrad;+ yesppersonpov;+ yooppubasst; +
BigRuralij+ woj YorsWOrkstrict; + yostimelimit + - Boj=v90 | Yoi0pService;+ yoiptradfam + yo;;medhhing; +
Yorsfamilycap; + po Bioj="y100 | yi3sancmod; + yoiasancstrong; + yo;sworkstrict; +

Bllj =110 7016timelimitj + yonfamilycapj + Hoj

Blzj =120

Bl3j =130

Bl4j = Y140

BlSj =150

Bisi = Y160
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Reasons for Case Closures
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Reasons for Benefit Reductions

50.0 -

457

45.0

40.0 -

35.0 A

30.0 -

26.0

25.0

20.0 A

15.0 A

10.0 ~

5.0 A

0.0 -

Family Cap Length of Assistance Other, Non-Sanction Sanction

13



Reasons for Case Closure Sanctions
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Reasons for Benefit Reduction Sanctions
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Case Closure Sanction Rates, 2005

Benefit Reduction Sanction Rates, 2005
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Client-Level Predictors of Sanctioning: Key Findings

Case Closure Sanctions Benefit Reduction

Sanctions

Black 1.17%%* 1.00
Latina 1.04* 1.16%%*
Single 1.18%**
Separated 1.30%%* [ 11*%*
Unemployed 2.04 %%
HS Grad 0.85%** 0.80%**
College Grad 0.85%%* 0.58%**
Citizen 1.02 1.09%**
Young Children (<6) 0.97%** 1.07%**
Older Children (6-17) 1.05%** 1.17%%%*
Rural 1.35%#:95%* 0.88*** 0.93%++
Pseudo-ICC 0.2739 0.4980

Odds Ratios for selected client-level predictors of sanctioning; *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001
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State-Level Predictors of Sanctioning: Key Findings

Case Closure Sanctions

Benefit Reduction

Sanctions
Low Percent Black 0.74* 0.73%*
High Percent Black 1.21%* (0.54 %
Employment Ratio 0.98 1.05%**
Pct College Graduates 0.96 1.03%%*
Pct Person Poverty 0.98%** (0.73 %%
Pct Public Assistance 1. 12%%* 1.42%%*
Pct Service Industry 1.26%** 0.90%**
Pct Traditional Families (0.95%** 1.01
Median Household Income  0.97 (.92 %%
Moderate Sanction Policies  1.25 0.77
Strong Sanction Policies 0.61 0.15*
Stricter Work Requirements 1.21 1.86
Stricter Time Limit 1.04 0.34
Family Cap 1.75 1.69
Pseudo-ICC 0.3576 0.5124

Odds Ratios for selected state-level predictors of sanctioning; *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001
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Client- and State-Level Predictors of Sanctioning:
Key Findings from Combined Model

Case Closure Sanctions Benefit Reduction
Sanctions

Black 1. 17%%* 1.00
Latina 1.03 [.17%%**
Single 1.36%**
Separated 1.37%** L. 11%%*
Unemployed 2.98%H* 2.06%**
HS Grad 0.85%** 0.80%**
College Grad 0.86%** 0.58%**
Citizen 1.01 1.10%**
Young Children (<6) 0.96%** 1.07%**
Older Children (6-17) 1.05%** [.15%**
Rural 0.87%** 0.95%*
Low Percent Black 0.71%* 0.54#%*
High Percent Black 1.21%** 0.55%**
Employment Ratio 1.05%#* 1.01
Pct College Graduates 1.00 1.00
Pct Person Poverty (0.92%** (0.93%***
Pct Public Assistance 1.20%** 1.30%**
Pct Service Industry 1.27%#%* 0.95%*
Pct Traditional Families 0.95%** 1.01
Median Household Income ~ 0.86*** 1.17%%*
2002 0.71%** 1.13%*
2003 0.57*%* 1.07
2004 0.77%** 0.60%**
2005 0.91 (0.43%%*
Pseudo-ICC 4076 .6074

Odds Ratios for selected client- and state-level predictors of sanctioning;
*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001
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