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Abstract 

 While the United States steps back from taking action on climate change at the 

federal level, many are looking to the states for leadership. Existing literature examining 

enactment of climate legislation in the United States often aims to identify causal 

mechanisms or quantify relationships driving the enactment of specific policies like 

renewable portfolio standards. This study takes a different approach by using clustering 

algorithms to identify commonalities among states in terms of: their legislative behavior; 

impacts of climate change; political, economic, and demographic characteristics; and energy 

generation and emissions. The clusters identify nuanced groups such as politically 

conservative coal states encouraging carbon sequestration, politically liberal states with low 

emissions and low policy adoption rates, and states generating large portions of their energy 

from natural gas also proposing renewable energy legislation. These insights highlight 

opportunities for future research and potential strategies for political advocacy organizations 

working to enact climate legislation. 
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1. Introduction 

 As climate change becomes an increasingly important issue among the U.S. 

population, and the federal government consistently fails to act, state governments are 

stepping up to fill the void. For example, after the Trump administration’s announcement 

that the United States would pull out of the Paris Climate Agreement, governors from 

twenty-four states encompassing 55% of the U.S. population committed to meeting the Paris 

Agreement’s emissions reduction goals through state-level action by joining the U.S. Climate 

Alliance.1 However, states vary widely in their climate policy adoption behavior. Some refuse 

to act at all, some act on their own, and some form regional agreements like the Regional 

Greenhouse Gas Initiative. But are there patterns that can help us explain these differences 

in behavior? 

 Scholars have found a number of factors to be significant predictors of a state’s 

likelihood of enacting certain types of climate legislation. There is some debate about 

whether internal determinants or diffusion theory explains differences in state behavior 

better, though many studies incorporate both. Internal determinants theory proposes that a 

state’s characteristics explain its climate policy adoption behavior. Characteristics that have 

been found to affect a state’s likelihood of adopting climate policy include political measures, 

such as the share of the state legislature that belongs to the Democratic party,2 as well as 

energy and environmental measures like the strength of the fossil fuel industry in the state.3 

                                                 
 
 
1 U.S. Climate Alliance Fact Sheet  
2 Huang et al. 2007, 5571-5575; Lyon and Yin 2010, 133-157 
3 Matisoff 2008, 527-546; Hughes and Urpelainen 2015, 52-63 
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Diffusion theory proposes that a state is more likely to act on climate if its neighbors or 

other states in the region have done so, and evidence has shown this plays a role as well.4 

Rather than quantifying the relationship between specific variables and climate policy 

adoption behavior, this study takes a more exploratory approach with a cluster analysis. The 

results place states into seven groups based on twenty-six different variables measuring 

adoption behavior from 2015 through 2019, diffusion effects, and the state’s political, 

economic, demographic, and energy and environmental characteristics. The findings offer 

several pathways for future research and a possible guide for political strategy and resource 

allocation to advocacy organizations. Some clusters demonstrate pathways for lowering 

emissions in politically conservative states with large fossil fuel industries, while others 

suggest measuring the quality of legislation as well as the quantity could lead to further 

insights in future studies. Not all of the clusters are statistically strong, but there is potential 

to include additional variables or adjust methods of measurement in future studies. 

 The next section provides a review of the existing scholarly literature on the topic of 

climate policy adoption, followed by a section discussing the data and methods used in this 

study, and finally the results. 

2. Literature Review 

Explaining state climate policy adoption has been a challenge for scholars for some 

time. In 1983 Friedlander and Sawyer identified six factors to explain why efforts to quantify 

states’ tendencies to adopt energy policies consistently returned poor results at the time.5 

                                                 
 
 
4 Vasseur 2014, 1637-1657; Chandler 2009, 3274-3281; Fankhauser, Gennaioli, and Collins 2016, 318-331 
5 Friedlander and Sawyer 1983, 307-324 
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These include the tendency for states to follow the lead of the federal government and lack 

of political will, which have both changed dramatically in recent years as the world has 

learned more about the problem of climate change and begun to feel its impacts. Recent 

efforts by scholars to explain state climate policy adoption are generally based on diffusion 

theory or internal determinants theory. Diffusion theory proposes that a state’s adoption of 

climate policy is influenced by the behavior of neighboring states or states in the same 

region, and internal determinants theory argues that state characteristics explain adoption 

behavior. 

Several recent studies have found evidence that countries and U.S. states are more 

likely to enact climate policy if their neighbors have done so, making a case for diffusion 

theory. Fankhauser, Gennaioli, and Collins found in 2016 that a country’s likelihood of 

enacting a national climate policy increases as other countries pass similar laws.6 At the state 

level, studies comparing diffusion and internal determinants theory find evidence that both 

play a role. Chandler found evidence of diffusion effects in state adoption of renewable 

portfolio standards and Vasseur found that policy adoption behavior of other states in the 

region can influence a state’s tendency to adopt symbolic renewable energy policy.7 

Smithwood goes a step further and examines exactly how states are influenced by their 

neighbors, finding that states in New England encouraged each other to adopt renewable 

portfolio standards through both active cooperation and competition for the ability to 

                                                 
 
 
6 Fankhauser, Gennaioli, and Collins 2016, 318-331 
7 Vasseur 2014, 1637-1657; Chandler 2009, 3274-3281 
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export energy.8 Evidence supports the diffusion theory when it comes to other types of 

legislation as well, such as voter ID legislation which, like climate, is a highly partisan issue.9 

In contrast to these results, Matisoff finds that states’ internal characteristics are 

stronger predictors of climate policy adoption than diffusion effects. In a study of state 

enactment of renewable energy and energy efficiency policies, Matisoff found that political, 

environmental, and economic factors such as support for liberal ideology among a state’s 

citizens, the state’s greenhouse gas emission levels, and the state’s per capita gross state 

product were significant while the behavior of neighboring states was not.10 Although these 

findings call diffusion theory into question, this study incorporates two variables measuring 

behavior of neighboring states. 

Studies that take the internal determinants theoretical approach find evidence that a 

wide variety of characteristics play a role. These studies include examinations of climate 

policy adoption in national governments as well as state governments. At the international 

level, Hughes and Urpelainen find that three factors explain differences in countries’ 

adoption of climate change policies: the interests of carbon-intensive and renewable energy 

industries, public demand for climate policies, and the institutional capacity of the 

government to respond to climate change. Studies show that level of employment in carbon-

intensive industry, unemployment benefits, income, carbon footprint, and the sources of a 

geography’s greenhouse gas emissions influence enactment at the U.S. federal level.11 Kono 

found that legislators representing districts with higher levels of employment in carbon-

                                                 
 
 
8 Smithwood 2011 
9 Hicks et al. 2015, 18 
10 Matisoff 2008, 527-546 
11 Cragg et al. 2013, 1640-1650; Kono 2020, 167-186 
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intensive industries were less likely to vote in favor of the American Clean Energy and 

Security Act of 2009, but unemployment benefits lessen this effect.12 Cragg et al. show that 

when ideology is constant, legislators representing richer districts and districts with a lower 

carbon footprint are more likely to support climate legislation, while those representing 

districts where a larger share of their emissions come from the industrial sector are less 

likely.13 In addition to the internal factors Matisoff found to be significant, studies show that 

U.S. states with higher education levels, Democratic majorities in the state legislature, and 

stronger economies are more likely to enact climate policy.14 While these findings are not all 

specific to the state level, they provide helpful points to consider in analyzing climate policy 

adoption by U.S. states. 

The types of legislation included in each study varies. Huang et al studied adoption 

of renewable portfolio standards specifically,15 while Vachon and Menz studied adoption of 

four categories of policies: renewable portfolio standards, net metering rules, public benefits 

funds, and generation disclosure rules.16 It’s important to note that studies of legislation 

adoption in other issue areas suggest that the type of legislation is a factor in whether or not 

it will be enacted, so studies that focus on the adoption of one specific policy may be missing 

important factors. For example, a number of studies on the enactment of obesity prevention 

legislation at the state level show that taxes are less likely to be enacted than other types of 

legislation,17 such as bills that expand access to healthy foods or active lifestyles.18  

                                                 
 
 
12 Kono 2020, 167-186 
13 Cragg et al. 2013, 1640-1650 
14 Vachon and Menz 2006, 652-662; Huang et al. 2007, 5571-5575; Lyon and Yin 2010, 133-157 
15 Huang et al. 2007, 5571-5575 
16 Vachon and Menz 2006, 652-662 
17 Donaldson et al. 2015, 117-122; Eyler et al. 2012, 2294-2302 
18 Donaldson et al. 2015, 117-122 
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Matisoff also emphasizes that internal state characteristics can influence the types of 

policies that states enact as well as their probability of enacting policy at all.19 Hughes and 

Urpelainen present a helpful framework for categorizing types of climate legislation in an 

effort to explain some of the variation in energy-related climate policy adoption at the 

international level. They categorize legislation by the impacts it could have on the energy 

industry and wider economy as well as by the policy instrument, and find that this 

categorization is able to explain climate policy adoption behavior in several countries in the 

early 2000s.20 In the U.S., Holland et al. found evidence that legislators representing districts 

that would have gained more benefits under a renewable fuel standard than a cap and trade 

program were less likely to support the 2010 Waxman-Markey cap and trade bill even after 

controlling for party affiliation and potential gains from cap and trade.21 These findings 

suggest that internal state characteristics may influence the types of climate legislation states 

adopt in addition to the probability they will enact them. 

This study aims to fill gaps in the existing literature on adoption of climate policy in 

U.S. states by taking an exploratory approach to the question with a cluster analysis. 

Enactment behavior is treated as a state characteristic rather than a variable to be predicted. 

The dataset uses a broader definition of climate policy than many of the other studies cited 

here, captures both diffusion measures and internal state characteristics, and includes the 

impacts of climate change as a metric. The cluster analysis places states into groups rather 

than attempting to quantify the relationship between specific variables and enactment, which 

provides insights to guide further research. This approach may also be more useful to 

                                                 
 
 
19 Matisoff 2008, 527-546 
20 Hughes and Urpelainen 2015, 52-63 
21 Holland et al. 2015, 1052-1069 



 7 

advocacy organizations by identifying states that share important characteristics and could be 

receptive to similar political strategies. 

3. Data and Methods 

The dataset consists of twenty-six variables measuring adoption of climate 

legislation, energy and environmental factors, political factors, economic factors, and 

demographic factors for all fifty states. The variables encompass many of the characteristics 

that internal determinants theory scholars found to be significant in determining adoption of 

climate and energy legislation and include two to capture diffusion. 

The six variables measuring adoption of climate legislation, specifically, were 

compiled from the National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL) Energy State Bill 

Tracking Database for the years 2015 through 2019.22 The NCSL assigns each bill in its 

database at least one topic, and bills assigned the topic of climate change include both bills 

that aim to address climate change and bills that withdraw or prevent efforts to address it, 

such as resolutions asserting that climate change is not real or bills that prevent the state 

from acting to meet federal clean air standards. The dataset includes the number of bills 

proposed with the topic of climate change that aimed to address it and excluded bills that did 

the opposite. The definition of “addressing climate change: is broad compared to previous 

studies. Legislation ranges from bills that lower emissions through taxes, regulations, and tax 

incentives to those that expand the state’s capacity to address climate change in some way, 

such as requiring state agencies to account for climate change in their planning processes or 

establishing new agencies to study it. The dataset excludes legislation that established 

                                                 
 
 
22 Energy State Bill Tracking Database 
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reporting requirements or adjusted school instruction standards, resolutions, and bills that 

were pending a vote. 

The other climate policy adoption variables were the average number of bills 

proposed by a state’s neighbors, the percentage of proposed bills that were enacted by the 

state and the average enactment rate of its neighbors, the percentage of proposed bills 

categorized as renewable energy according to the NCSL, and the percentage of proposed 

bills categorized as carbon sequestration according to the NCSL. 

The energy and environment characteristics of each state are measured with eleven 

variables, most of which come from the U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA)’s 

state data. The EIA variables are the average electricity generation in megawatt hours per 

year from 2015 through 2018 by source from coal, natural gas, wind, solar, and hydroelectric 

sources; the percentage of total average energy generated for the same time period in the 

state by source from coal, natural gas, and renewable sources;23 the average emissions per 

year for the total electric power industry from 2015 to 2018 in metric tons of carbon dioxide, 

sulfur dioxide, and nitrogen oxides;24 and the percentage change of kilograms of energy-

related carbon dioxide per million Btu from 2005 to 2016, a measure of the carbon intensity 

of the state’s energy supply.25 Additionally, the dataset includes the number of federal 

disasters declared in at least one county in the state between 2015 and 2019 from the Federal 

Emergency Management Agency’s open data resources.26 

                                                 
 
 
23 Net Generation by State by Type of Producer by Energy Source 
24 U.S. Electric Power Industry Estimated Emissions by State 
25 Energy-Related Carbon Dioxide Emissions by State, 2005–2016, Table 8 
26 Disaster Declarations Summaries V1 
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Four variables measure economic characteristics of each state, two demographic, and 

three political. The economic variables, which come from the U.S. Census Bureau’s 

American Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year Estimates for 2014 through 2018 are the 

estimated percentage of the employed population over 16 working in the agriculture, 

forestry, fishing and hunting, and mining industries; the state’s median household income; 

the percentage of families and people whose income is below the poverty level; and the 

unemployment rate.27 The demographic variables are the percentage of the population that is 

not white28 and the percentage of the population age 26 or higher that has a high school 

diploma or higher level of education.29 The political variables are the average percentage of 

the state’s legislative seats held by Democrats,30 the percentage of voters who voted for 

Hillary Clinton in 2016,31 and a binary variable indicating whether or not the state sued the 

Obama administration over the original Clean Power Plan,32 a regulation from the 

Environmental Protection Agency that required states to reduce their carbon emissions from 

the electricity sector. 

The study uses an agglomerative hierarchical clustering approach with Ward’s 

method due to the small number of records in the dataset. The elbow method was used to 

determine the number of clusters, and a silhouette analysis and bootstrap evaluation were 

used to evaluate the clusters. 

                                                 
 
 
27 Selected Economic Characteristics 
28 Demographic and Housing Estimates 
29 Selected Social Characteristics in the United States 
30 State Partisan Competition 
31 Presidential Election Results: Donald J. Trump Wins 
32 A State-by-State Breakdown of Obama’s Clean Power Plan 
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4. Results 

 The cluster analysis placed states into seven clusters, summarized in Table 1 below 

and illustrated on a map in Figure 1. Appendix A contains a table of the cluster average of 

each variable in the dataset by cluster. The results of the bootstrap evaluation of the clusters, 

presented with the average Jaccard coefficient in Table 1, indicate that three are fairly stable, 

three others demonstrate a pattern (but it’s not clear which states should fall in the cluster), 

and one is not stable. The silhouette widths are less promising, indicating that most of the 

clusters are not tightly clustered across the variables. Examining the cluster averages across 

variables provides substantive conclusions that may guide future research and provide 

insights for organizations advocating for climate policy at the state level. 

 The strongest cluster according to both evaluation methods is the fifth containing 

North Dakota and Wyoming. These states proposed very few climate bills but enacted all of 

them, and all were on the topic of carbon sequestration. Coal on average makes up over 

three quarters of the energy generated in this cluster, and it has the highest average 

Table 1: States, Average Silhouette Width, and Average Jaccard Coefficient per 
Cluster 

Cluster 
Average 

Silhouette 
Width 

Average 
Jaccard 

Coefficient 

# of 
States 

States 

1 
 

0.22 0.83 10 AK, CT, DE, HI, MA, MD, NJ, NY, RI, VA 

2 0.20 0.74 20 AL, AR, AZ, FL, GA, IL, IN, KY, LA, MI, 
MO, MS, NC, NM, NV, OH, PA, SC, TN, 
WV 

3 0.00 0.57 1 CA 
4 0.14 0.73 14 CO, IA, ID, KS, ME, MN, MT, NE, NH, 

OK, SD, UT, VT, WI 
5 0.63 0.88 2 ND, WY 
6 0.39 0.81 2 OR, WA 
7 0.00 0.68 1 TX 
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percentage of civilian workers employed in the agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting, and 

mining industries of all the clusters, illustrating the fossil fuel industry’s power in these states. 

The cluster is the most politically conservative, has faced a low number of disasters, and has 

the lowest averages for unemployment rate and people living in poverty. Given the presence 

of the fossil fuel industry, conservative politics, and few disasters, it’s clear these states have 

little incentive to propose and enact bills that address climate change through renewable 

energy adoption or expansion of state capacity. The cluster’s policy adoption measures 

suggest advocating for carbon capture and storage or other adaptation measures may be an 

effective strategy for organizations hoping to encourage climate action in conservative states 

heavily dependent on the fossil fuel industry. 

 

Figure 1: Map of states by cluster 

 The cluster containing Oregon and Washington is fairly stable but less tightly 

clustered across variables than the North Dakota and Wyoming cluster. This cluster has the 
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highest average percentage of energy generation from renewable sources at 72.03% and the 

lowest average greenhouse gas emissions. The cluster has experienced a fairly high number 

of disasters and falls in the middle of the pack on political partisanship measures and 

economic measures. It has the highest average number of bills proposed by neighboring 

states at 24.63, thanks to Oregon sharing a border with California, as well as the lowest 

average enactment rate by neighboring states at 10.46%. Mirroring the trends of its 

neighbors, the cluster proposed a high number of bills to address climate change, but its 

enactment rate is the second lowest of all the clusters. These findings pose the question of 

whether quality matters over quantity when it comes to climate legislation, given that this 

cluster is so strong on variables that measure addressing climate change despite its low 

enactment rate, or whether states that already have strong renewable energy industries and 

low emissions have less incentive to take further action. 

 The first cluster was not particularly strongly clustered with an average silhouette 

width of 0.22, yet the bootstrap evaluation indicates it is stable. The ten states in this cluster 

are located largely in lower New England and the mid-Atlantic, plus Alaska and Hawaii. 

Many of the states in this cluster have joined regional and national efforts to reduce 

emissions, and the cluster has the second lowest greenhouse gas emissions behind the 

Oregon and Washington cluster. Nine of the ten are in the U.S. Climate Alliance and seven 

of the ten are in the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative, with an eighth having enacted 

legislation to join in 2020. The cluster is the second most liberal cluster after cluster three, 

which contains only California, and has the highest median household income and is the 

second lowest in average percentage of the population in poverty. 

The cluster stands out in its policy adoption behavior because it has the highest 

average percentage of bills proposed on the topic of renewable energy, yet on average over 
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50% of energy generated by states in the cluster comes from natural gas and less than 10% is 

from renewable sources. One possible explanation for this is the legislation is intended to 

encourage a transition away from natural gas and to renewable energy specifically, rather 

than measures to lower emissions by any means. Advocates for the use of natural gas as a 

transition fuel may be interested to see if further analysis of the states in this cluster provides 

evidence to support that strategy. Another explanation may be that the renewable energy 

laws are not being enacted, or if they are enacted they may not be effective. 

 Clusters two and four are not tightly clustered, though the bootstrap analysis 

indicates they do measure some sort of pattern. Cluster two consists primarily of states in the 

southeast and Midwest regions of the country, plus a few in the southwest. Both clusters 

have proposed little legislation to address climate change and all states that proposed no bills 

at all fall in one of these two clusters. The clusters also have low average enactment rates, 

though not as low as the Oregon and Washington cluster or the Texas cluster; lean politically 

conservative; and have experienced a moderate number of disasters. Cluster two has the 

weakest performance on economic measures, while cluster four has one of the highest 

measures in education. Cluster four also stands out because it has the greatest average 

percentage decrease of carbon emissions of all the clusters, and it has the highest average 

neighbor enactment rate, though that does not appear to have translated to its enactment 

behavior. 

 Finally, Texas and California are each assigned their own clusters. In terms of 

legislative behavior, Texas is the opposite of North Dakota and Wyoming: it has the fifth 

highest number of bills proposed of any state but a low enactment rate. California has the 

highest number of bills proposed of any state at 90 and a high enactment rate of 50%. In 

energy generation Texas has the highest measures of any cluster across all energy sources in 
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the dataset except solar, where it is second to California, and hydroelectric where it has the 

lowest generation. Both states generate almost 50% of their energy from natural gas. Texas 

also has the highest average greenhouse gas emissions of any cluster and both Texas and 

California have seen very little decrease in carbon emissions in recent years. Politically 

California is the most liberal of the clusters while Texas leans conservative, like clusters two 

and four. 

 Overall, although not all of the clusters were statistically meaningful, the analysis 

does produce findings to inform future research, and it has implications in the real world. 

Organizations that advocate on the issue of state climate policy may find carbon 

sequestration measures more appealing to conservative states with strong fossil fuel 

industries, while states with more liberal politics that depend heavily on natural gas may be 

ready to enact measures that support the renewable energy industry. 

5. Conclusion 

While not all of the clusters identified in this analysis are statistically strong, several 

provide substantive insights that can inform future research and the strategies of advocacy 

organizations working on this issue. The strongest cluster statistically contained the states of 

North Dakota and Wyoming, which are politically conservative states that are heavily 

dependent on the fossil fuel industry and proposed only three pieces of climate legislation 

between them. Despite this, it is the only cluster that has a 100% enactment rate. The 

adopted policies provided incentives and processes to facilitate carbon sequestration, which 

suggests a potential strategy for organizations seeking to lower emissions in states that have 

little incentive to transition to renewable energy. Measures that make carbon-intensive 

energy as efficient as possible may be more feasible actions for these states to take. 
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The Oregon and Washington cluster demonstrates that states with low emissions 

aren’t necessarily enacting a lot of legislation. This offers a potential avenue for future 

research into the question of quality versus quantity when it comes to climate policy 

instruments and state adoption behavior. Advocacy groups that have been successful 

organizing in states like these might apply the same strategies to similar states. Others might 

invest more resources toward legislative efforts in these states than they would otherwise 

considering their low emissions and liberal politics. 

The first cluster is also puzzling in that a high percentage of proposed bills relate to 

renewable energy, but the cluster appears to generate a high percentage of natural gas. A 

future study might examine whether the renewable energy legislation is simply not passing in 

these states, or whether they are proposing this legislation in order to transition away from 

relying on natural gas. 

One of the limitations of this study is in the variables describing climate policy 

adoption. Only legislation categorized as related to climate change by the NCSL was 

included, but this categorization did not capture every state-level bill that promoted 

renewable energy, lowered emissions, or increased energy efficiency. Additionally, future 

research could include both bills that address climate change and bills that worsen it or roll 

back previous actions for a more nuanced picture of state legislative behavior on this issue. 

Other limitations include a lack of public opinion data and only one variable measuring the 

impacts of climate change on a state. Air quality measures, insurance claims data, and record-

breaking temperatures may provide additional insight into how states’ experience of climate 

change relates to the measures included in this study. 

While a cluster analysis is only an exploratory approach, the conclusions found here 

build upon the previous literature and help create a path forward. Climate change is only 
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going to grow worse, but states are acting in a variety of ways to address the problem and 

will continue doing so in the years to come. 
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7. Appendix A: Cluster Averages for Each Variable 

Table 2: Cluster averages for each variable 

Variable C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 

Energy & Environment Variables:        

Average Coal Generation (Mwh) 3,184,926.30 39,214,901.20 297,292.50 15,936,626.00 33,934,726.10 3,500,758.50 122,289,054.30 

Average Natural Gas Generation (Mwh) 19,735,285.20 35,973,403.20 97,791,976.00 7,037,204.20 832,876.60 13,743,172.20 226,983,191.80 

Average Wind Generation (Mwh) 563,573.40 1,750,575.10 13,146,374.20 6,679,194.70 6,661,703.90 7,175,649.90 61,281,395.00 

Average Solar Generation (Mwh) 258,568.70 805,813.60 21,239,797.20 215,831.50 412.00 104,323.10 1,631,585.80 

Average Hydroelectric Generation (Mwh) 3,452,899.00 2,718,525.00 27,861,107.00 3,038,457.00 1,713,689.00 56,794,611.00 1,121,698.00 

Coal % of Total Generation 8.28% 38.85% 0.15% 33.36% 77.44% 3.79% 26.72% 

Natural Gas % of Total Generation 50.38% 31.92% 49.27% 15.45% 1.94% 18.18% 49.50% 

Renewable % of Total Generation 8.02% 5.71% 31.23% 35.44% 19.94% 72.03% 13.92% 
Average Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
(MT) 4,092,781.00 15,756,083.00 10,599,146.00 6,335,552.00 11,894,589.00 2,426,517.00 59,470,611.00 
% Change in Carbon Intensity (kg per 
million Btu) -10.74% -10.19% -1.84% -12.35% -11.26% -8.43% -1.95% 

Number of Disasters 4.30 8.50 75.00 9.57 5.00 30.00 18.00 

Policy Adoption Variables:        

Number of Bills Proposed 11.00 1.40 90.00 4.64 1.50 36.00 30.00 

% Enacted 29.20% 17.22% 50.00% 15.90% 100.00% 11.12% 6.67% 

Renewable % of Total Proposed 30.46% 6.11% 11.11% 14.88% 0.00% 15.26% 0.00% 

Sequestration % of Total Proposed 3.97% 0.00% 0.00% 2.38% 100.00% 6.91% 6.67% 
Average Number of Bills Proposed by 
Neighbors 5.13 5.63 12.67 4.83 4.67 24.63 2.75 

% Enacted by Neighbors 23.04% 17.65% 14.92% 32.69% 12.39% 10.46% 15.28% 
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Table 2: Cluster averages for each variable 

Variable C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 

Economic Variables:        

% Employed in Agriculture, Forestry, 
Fishing and Hunting, and Mining 1.09 1.89 2.30 3.53 10.45 2.90 3.10 

Median Household Income $73,532.40 $52,231.30 $71,228.00 $60,218.00 $62,870.50 $64,754.50 $59,570.00 

% Below Poverty Level 11.18 16.14 14.30 11.97 11.00 12.80 15.50 

Unemployment Rate 5.85 6.36 6.70 4.19 3.65 5.65 5.40 

Demographic Variables:        

% of the Population that is not White 34.95 25.46 39.90 12.86 10.75 19.80 25.70 

% with a High School Degree or Higher 89.85 87.27 82.90 91.66 92.70 90.75 83.20 

Political Variables:        

Average Democrat % of the Legislature 64.58% 38.13% 67.50% 34.49% 17.25% 55.68% 37.35% 

% Voted for Clinton 54.50 41.45 61.50 39.59 24.55 51.30 43.20 

Sued over the Clean Power Plan 0.10 0.70 0.00 0.57 1.00 0.00 1.00 
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