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Figure A1:Policy Network with Arkansas as First Policy Proposer: Gender-Affirming Care Bans
for Minors
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Outdegree centrality and closeness centrality scores for each node in both networks are shown
in Table 2. In terms of outdegree centrality, the centrality of nearly all nodes in the network do not
change from the network excluding model legislation to the network including it. The NL model
legislation has an outdegree centrality of 3, and the TP model legislation has an outdegree centrality
of 1. These scores place both pieces of model legislation in the middle range of centrality. In terms
of closeness centrality, California (0.040 to 0.032) and New Jersey (0.147 to 0.085) become more
central, and Rhode Island’s (0.479 to NA) centrality disappears entirely. The NL model legislation
has a closeness centrality of 0.343, and the TP model legislation has a closeness centrality of 0.811,
again placing both pieces of model legislation in a prominent role in the network, but secondary to
California.
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Table 2: Node level analysis for conversion therapy bans.
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Outdegree centrality and closeness centrality scores for each node in both networks are shown
in table 3. In terms of outdegree centrality, the centrality of most nodes in the network does not
change from the network excluding model legislation to the network including it. Only 3 state’s
centrality reduces: Arkansas’ from 6 to 4, Iowa’s from 4 to 3, and Alabama’s from 1 to 0. Both
the FP and DN model legislation have an outdegree centrality of 3, placing them in the middle
range of centrality. In terms of outdegree centrality, the centrality of most nodes again does not
alter between the two networks. Only four states experience a reduction in centrality: Arkansas
from 0.059 to 0.085, Arizona from 0.107 to 0.130, Iowa from 0.306 to 0.433, and Alabama from
5.514 to NA, as no policies diffuse from it in the network with model legislation. The FP model
legislation replaces Arkansas as the most central actor by this measure, with a closeness centrality
of 0.037.10 The DN model legislation has a closeness centrality of 0.705, placing it in the middle
range of centrality.

10In the version of the network where Arkansas was placed before the FP model legislation, AR remained the most
central actor by closeness centrality when model legislation was included. Outdegree and closeness centrality scores
for each node in the network with AR first may be found in the appendix.
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Table 3: Node level analysis for gender-affirming care bans.
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Table A1: Network Centrality Scores with Arkansas as First Policy Proposer: Gender-Affirming
Care Bans for Minors
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