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Abstract 

 

Over two decades have passed since the federal policy on environmental justice (EO 

12898) was issued. However, empirical evidence indicates that injustice persists, and 

that U.S. states vary in their adoption of the terms of the environmental justice (EJ) 

policy. Moreover, studies of the explanations for the variation in states’ adoption of EJ 

policy are rare, and have yielded puzzling findings—e.g., environmental interest groups 

are not associated with states’ EJ policy adoption, or the severity of problems is 

associated inversely with their adoption. We examined the progress and variation in 

states’ EJ policy adoption as of 2005 using fuzzy-set Qualitative Comparative Analysis 

(fsQCA). Our analysis showed first that a strong environmental interest group presence, 

combined with high racial diversity and low problem severity, is sufficient for a high 

level of EJ policy adoption, especially in Western states. Second, when environmental 

interest group presence is weak, if it is combined, again, with high racial diversity and 

the presence of a more liberal state government, a high level of EJ policy adoption also 

occurs. This is observed in the East coast, Midwestern, and Southern regions of the 

United States. Environmental politics and policy research can benefit from a 

configurational approach, especially when there is no guiding theory on the 

conjunctional effects of key factors. 
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Two Effective Causal Paths that Explain the Adoption of 

US State Environmental Justice Policy 

 

Introduction 

 

Approximately two decades have passed since former President Bill Clinton signed an 

Executive Order (EO 12898) requiring all federal agencies to work to achieve 

environmental justice (Clinton, 1994). Nonetheless, empirical evidence indicates that 

environmental injustice persists (see e.g., Pastor, Morello-Frosch, Sadd, & Scoggins 

(2013) for a recent example). Therefore, to mark the 20th anniversary of EO 12898, the 

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) developed a strategy to help integrate the EJ 

policy into the EPA’s daily activities in order to lay a strong foundation for future action 

(i.e., Plan EJ 2014). One of Plan EJ 2014’s goals is to establish partnerships with local, 

state, tribal, and federal organizations to achieve healthy and sustainable communities 

(Jackson, 2011). To achieve this goal, the EPA must partner with other organizations, 

especially states, as state agencies set the majority of environmental standards 

(Ringquist, 2004). However, states vary in their levels of adoption of EJ policy, 

programs, and activities (Bonorris, 2007, 2010; Ringquist & Clark, 2002), which may 

have contributed to the slow progress in addressing the problem. Therefore, it is still 

important to understand what explains state variation in the adoption of EJ policy. The 

research question in this paper is as follows: what are the necessary and/or sufficient 

(combinations of) conditions that explain the variation in EJ policy adoption among 

states? 

While building on their theoretical framework, this study is different from 

Ringquist and Clark’s (2002). First, this paper focusses on state levels of adoption of the 

EJ policy a decade after the EO. This is a substantial timeframe for states to have 

adopted the policy, which allows us to update our knowledge. Second, previous research 

was designed to single out the conditions that explain states’ adoption of EJ policy. In 

contrast, this paper takes a more holistic view, assuming that states’ institutional, policy, 

and contextual factors (e.g., liberal state government and high racial diversity) combine 

in configurations to explain EJ policy adoption. A comparative analysis of these 

configurations can lead to the identification of multiple “causal paths” for a state’s 

adoption of EJ policy. This approach also allows for a more contextualized explanation 

of variations in EJ policy across states. 

The results of this research suggested that the full extent of the relationship 

between key explanatory factors and states’ EJ policy outcomes is not likely to be 

understood without considering the conjunctional effect of these factors, and the causal 

heterogeneity that may operate in different contexts. Our results help in the formulation 

of configurational propositions to explain states’ EJ policy adoption: the combination of 

strong Democratic control of state government, high racial diversity, and a weak 
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presence of environmental interest groups is sufficient for a high level of EJ policy 

adoption or, the combination of strong environmental interest group presence, high 

racial diversity, and low problem severity is sufficient for a high level of EJ policy 

adoption. Both causal paths can produce the same outcome, but they depend upon the 

states’ contexts: the first path occurs in the East coast, Midwestern, and Southern 

regions of the U.S., and the second occurs primarily in the Western states. Below, we 

first review what is known regarding states’ environmental policy adoption and EJ 

policy adoption in particular.  

 

State environmental justice policy adoption 

 

The environmental justice movement calls for “equal protection of all people from 

environmental harms regardless of race, ethnicity, origin and socioeconomic status” 

(Liu, 2000, p.1). The problem of environmental injustice in the United States has been 

most salient among racial and ethnic minorities, a fact which received wide attention 

after the United Church of Christ (UCC) report (Chavis & Lee, 1987). Since then, 

empirical evidence has accumulated regarding the disproportionate collocation of 

environmental hazards by racial and ethnic minorities, even when income and many 

other factors are controlled (Ringquist, 2005). Unfortunately, the problem still persists 

(see Balazs, Morello-Frosch, Hubbard, & Ray, 2012; Pastor et al., 2013). This is 

troubling at best, and even more so because problems of environmental injustice have 

received substantial attention from policymakers, environmental advocates, and 

academics over the past decades (Liu, 2000). 

One reason for the persistence of the problem may be related to how governments 

have approached it. As guided by EO 12898, common governmental actions have 

included forming EJ task forces and advisory groups, as well as conducting research on 

the presence of, rather than on the elimination of, disparities in EJ (Callahan, DeShazo, 

& Kenyon, 2012). These actions thus tend to focus on ways to prevent government 

policies and programs from aggravating disparities in environmental risk. This is 

important, but may not be enough to solve the environmental injustice problem. 

Instead, progress may require policies that seek to improve societal distributive justice 

proactively. Yet, the effectiveness of existing EJ policies and programs is largely 

unknown, and most EJ studies continue to report only societal environmental 

inequalities (Callahan et al., 2012). 

Another point to consider is whether states have adopted EJ policies proactively. 

States are one of the most important players in dealing with EJ problems, but their 

adoption of EJ policy varies. As of 2005, ten states have been identified as having no or 

only minimal EJ activities, and seven states have some activities, but no formal statutes, 

regulations, or policies (see Table 1; Bonorris, 2007, 2010). Even among states that have 

some EJ policies, their adoption levels differ considerably. Thus, as said, working with 

state agencies is critical for the EPA to make progress, but that progress seems to be 
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tardy; therefore, this study used a configurational perspective to explore the variation 

among states in the adoption of EJ policies following the EO. 

 

A theory of state policy activities 

 

What explains states’ policy activities is one of the key questions that political and policy 

scholars have studied from the outset. By studying the commonalities in and differences 

between political systems and their policy outcomes, comparative policy studies have 

been designed to improve our understanding of how policies are created and change 

(Blomquist, 1999). A general theory of state policy activity consists of three sets of 

factors that contribute to policy change at the state level—external political factors, 

internal political factors, and policy-specific factors (see Blomquist, 1999; Ringquist & 

Clark, 2002). Within this framework, Ringquist and Clark (2002) formulated a specific 

set of theoretical expectations to explain states’ EJ policy adoption. From their point of 

view, external political factors have little ability to explain states’ EJ policy adoption in 

the U.S., because there were no changes in the general policy mood or public opinion 

during the late 1990s. Further, none of the EJ legislation proposals introduced in 

Congress passed during that period. Therefore, Ringquist and Clark (2002) framed the 

state adoption of EJ policy primarily as a function of internal political factors (i.e., state 

political institutions, interest groups and advocacy coalitions, and state political and 

economic characteristics), as well as policy-specific factors (i.e., problem severity).  

Using this framework and similar ones, however, only a few empirical studies have 

explored the conditions that explain the variation in states’ EJ-specific policy adoption 

(e.g., Ringquist & Clark, 1999, 2002; Sapat, 2004). In particular, Ringquist and Clark 

(2002) is a rare, but highly relevant study, in that it tests the theoretical expectation of 

states’ policy activities in the context of EJ policy. The present study built on their 

theoretical framework and key empirical findings from the late 1990s, and was designed 

to explore the configurations of factors that explain the adoption of EJ policy at the state 

level. This exploration, which is based on previous research, contributes to the 

development of configurational theories of state policy adoption. For reasons discussed 

further below, we included four internal political factors (i.e., state’s ideological 

tendency, interest group pressure, innovativeness in environmental policy, and racial 

diversity) and a policy-specific factor (i.e., pollution emission) to construct the 

configuration of critical conditions in states. 

Frameworks similar to Ringquist and Clark’s have also been applied to explain the 

variation in adoption of other environmental policies as well, such as green electricity 

policies (Fowler & Breen, 2013; Vachon & Menz, 2006) and natural resource damage 

programs (Ando & Polasub, 2009). However, as with the case of EJ policy adoption, 

findings from these studies are also inconsistent and sometimes unexpected. This 

underscores further the importance of taking a more holistic, configurational 

perspective to the problem of explaining states’ policy adoption. 
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Five explanatory factors for states’ EJ policy adoption 

 

In Ringquist and Clark (2002), regardless of how states’ EJ action is measured—that is, 

with the binary outcome of “no action vs. taking action,” or with the ordered outcome of 

“no action, some action for EJ legislation, vs. passing EJ legislation”—only two variables 

have been identified consistently and significantly in two separate models. Their study 

predicted that, because EJ policy will benefit members of minority groups, state racial 

diversity (i.e., political and social characteristics) is likely to be influential in the policy 

area. In fact, higher racial diversity in states was related significantly to a higher 

probability that states would adopt any EJ policy (or take any action). Second, they 

hypothesized that states’ innovativeness in environmental policy in the past could 

explain EJ policy adoption. This variable showed “the degree to which states have 

responded to environmental threats by enacting policy”1 (p. 373). As expected, it was 

also related positively and significantly to EJ policy activity in the late 1990s.  

In addition, their study found that Democratic control of state government was 

related significantly to EJ policy adoption in at least one of the study’s models. That is, 

state governments that are more liberal are more likely to adopt EJ policy than are their 

conservative counterparts. The role of governmental ideology on policy action has been 

well supported by other studies. Republican and Democratic governors react 

significantly differently in response to legislative action (Alt & Lowry, 2000). 

Democratic partisanship is correlated positively with environmental policy adoption 

(Lester, 1980) and “States with Democratic governors and state legislatures are more 

likely to favor strong environmental protection efforts” (Konisky & Woods, 2012, p. 

558). 

However, the findings with respect to two other variables—interest group pressure 

and problem severity—are surprising. First, both Ringquist and Clark (2002) and Sapat 

(2004) found that environmental interest group measures were not related to EJ policy 

adoption. Ando and Polasub (2009) also found that interest group pressure had no 

significant effect on states’ adoption of natural resource damage programs. On the other 

hand, Vachon and Menz (2006) found that the degree of participation by environmental 

lobbyists was linked positively to the adoption of green electricity policies. While it is 

well known that interest groups are important actors in contemporary public policy 

processes, these empirical findings are confusing. In addition, this may indicate that the 

effect of environmental interest group strength depends on how it combines with other 

conditions. 

                                                        
1 Ringquist and Clark (2002) considered state’s innovativeness in environmental policy as one of the 
internal political factors that captures state political and economic characteristics. They tested this 
theoretical idea using the Green Index, which is the aggregated index of cross-sectional programmatic 
indicators in the latter half of the 1980s. The Green Index ranks states in terms of their “green conditions” 
and “green policies” and has been used widely in environmental politics and policy studies (Konisky & 
Woods, 2012). Considering Konisky and Woods (2012), we used the “index of environmental policy 
portion” of the Green Index to represent state’s innovativeness in environmental policy in the past. 
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Second, significant environmental problems put pressure on state policymakers to 

generate policy responses (Potoski & Woods, 2002; Sapat, 2004). For example, Sapat 

(2004) found that states adopt environmental policy innovation in response to the 

severity of a problem, such as ground water contamination. In a different but relevant 

context, Ando and Polasub (2009) showed that states with many environmental 

accidents adopt natural resource damage programs more rapidly. In contrast, Ringquist 

and Clark (2002) found that problem severity was related significantly and inversely to 

the probability that states will take policy action: the more severe the EJ problem, the 

less probable it was that states would adopt an EJ policy to respond to it. Similarly, 

Konisky and Woods (2012) found that problem severity was not a consistent correlate of 

state environmental policy. 

The source of these contradictory findings is unclear. Ringquist and Clark (2002) 

speculated that the theoretical expectation of the effect of EJ problem severity depends 

on how EJ policy is viewed by policymakers—as a regulatory or redistributive policy. 

Considering findings from social justice issues, they claimed that problem severity 

typically bears little relationship to policy adoption or characteristics, and argued that 

this result indicates that state policymakers view EJ policy largely as a redistributive 

policy. However, we cannot infer properly from their article whether this is indeed the 

case. Second, this surprising and inconsistent finding could be related to the way in 

which the scale of the EJ problem was measured. Although it is not uncommon in EJ 

research (e.g., Sobotta, Campbell, & Owens, 2007), Ringquist and Clark (2002) relied on 

the modeled probability for each state that “a community will receive a hazardous waste 

facility as a function of economic forces, racial composition, political power and local 

geological suitability” (p. 374). It is also not possible to determine from the article how 

the modeled level reflected actual measures of severity of EJ problems in states. Third, 

the major EJ regulation (EO 12898) was issued in 1994 and the survey was conducted 

around 1995-1996. While theoretically possible, it is empirically unlikely that the 

enactment of the EO, or even the UCC report in 1987, led to reduced EJ problems within 

such a short time. Thus, we can safely rule out the possibility of a causal loop between 

the policy and the problem in this case. Nonetheless, the empirical findings remain 

puzzling.  

In discussing their research on the measurement of state environmental policy, 

Konisky and Woods wrote: 

“…The concerns just discussed raise questions about the conclusions scholars 

reach regarding the correlates of state environmental policy. Specifically, 

assertions made that factors such as pollution severity, interest group pressures, or 

partisan control of government are important intrastate factors of state 

environmental policy may be at worst tenuous, and at best specific only to the 

measure being considered…Our regression analyses, in fact, suggest that we may 

know less regarding the intrastate correlates of state environmental policy than 

commonly thought…” (2012, p. 563).  



6 
 

To advance our current knowledge in the area, their suggestion focused primarily 

on the careful choice of the measurement strategy used to examine state environmental 

politics and policies. We concur with such a diagnosis about the state of knowledge and 

the implications of paying attention to underlying concepts and measurements. 

However, further consideration should also be given to the configurational effects of the 

conditions, a point that they did not articulate in their article.  

The five factors discussed above are important, but they may not necessarily have 

independent effects, and previous studies have relied on methods that were developed 

primarily to isolate such effects. Thus, the conjunctional effect of factors in explaining 

EJ policy adoption in states has not been explored. If the reason for inconsistent 

findings on state environmental policy adoption is that some causes are effective only in 

the presence of others, the current issue of contradictory findings in state environmental 

politics and policy research will not be resolved satisfactorily, nor will our knowledge be 

improved by the careful choice of measurement strategy alone. The goal of previous 

studies was to single out the variables that explain the state adoption of environmental 

(justice) policy. We believe that it is necessary to take a more holistic view, assuming 

that states’ characteristics—i.e., “conditions,” as coined in the method that we will use—

combine in configurations to explain environmental policy adoption. Therefore, 

analysis must allow for conjunctional and equifinal causes. In short, we need a method 

that can deal with causal complexity and heterogeneity. 

 

Fuzzy-set qualitative comparative analysis 

 

A method that is suited to a comparative analysis of the way in which conditions 

combine in “causal paths” that explain EJ policy adoption is fuzzy-set Qualitative 

Comparative Analysis, or fsQCA (Ragin, 2000, 2008). In fsQCA, conditions are 

conceived as sets. Cases, such as states, have a certain degree of membership in the sets. 

The method’s set-theoretic nature means that causal relationships are expressed in 

terms of necessity and sufficiency. Basically, a condition (or a combination of 

conditions: a configuration) is necessary if states’ EJ policy adoption cannot occur 

without it. A condition or configuration is sufficient if it can lead to states’ EJ policy 

adoption by itself, without the help of other conditions (Schneider & Wagemann, 2012). 

In fsQCA, each state (i.e., case) is perceived as a unique configuration, and a systematic 

comparison of the configurations can identify more generalized patterns. This method is 

known to be especially suitable for the systematic analysis of small- and medium-n 

cases. Originally developed in sociology (Ragin, 2000), the approach has been used 

increasingly in several other politics and policy areas (Rihoux, Álamos-Concha, Bol, 

Marx, & Rezsöhazy, 2013), including the EJ problem (e.g., Grant, Trautner, Downey, & 

Thiebaud, 2010).  

Our study included five conditions based on previous studies on EJ policy as 

discussed above, which yielded thirty-two (25) logically possible configurations, each of 
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which was assessed according to whether it was or was not sufficient for the outcome to 

occur. The configurations that agreed on the outcome and differed in one of the five 

conditions were compared pairwise (i.e., truth table minimization). The proportion of 

the cases observed that was consistent with the necessity and/or sufficiency of set-

theoretic relations was expressed in terms of consistency, while the relative importance 

of different paths to an outcome was expressed in terms of coverage (see Table 4).  

When we discuss the results of the analyses, upper-case letters denote the strong 

presence of the conditions or outcome, and lower-case letters denote the negation of the 

conditions or outcome. Plus signs (+) in the solution term mean logical-OR (set union), 

and the multiplication symbol (*) between letters means logical-AND (set intersection). 

Logical-OR implies that multiple causal paths can lead to the outcome, and logical-AND 

implies conjunctional causation, where conditions form a sufficient configuration that 

lead to the outcome. The right arrow () implies a sufficient relationship between 

conditions(s) and the outcome. Here, the outcome condition was denoted as EJP (i.e., 

high level of state EJ policy adoption). 

 

States’ levels of EJ policy adoption  

 

We compiled the data from various sources. The American Bar Association and the 

Hastings College of Law have published several editions of the report Environmental 

Justice for All: A Fifty State Survey of Legislation, Policies, and Cases. The report 

surveys “a broad array of legal authorities to address the issue of environmental 

justice,…including legislation, executive orders, and policies” (Bonorris, 2007, p. 3). 

While this report is limited in capturing all of the states’ EJ activities and policies, we 

used the third edition of the report (Bonorris, 2007) to determine the degree to which 

states adopted the EJ policy between the late 1990s and early 2000s and reviewed and 

coded the report independently. States with conflicting assignments were revisited and 

reviewed to achieve agreement for the outcome (EJP) value. We also corroborated the 

information with Ringquist and Clark’s (1999, 2002) published survey results. 

Based on our systematic qualitative assessment, we assigned each state to one of 

nine groups (see Table 1). This captured states’ levels of adoption of EJ policy a decade 

after the federal EO. For example, we identified eight states with EJ-specific laws, 

statutes, or EOs, and considered them to be cases with the highest adoption level (Level 

8). Superscripts next to states indicate how each state was identified in Ringquist and 

Clark’s (2002) study. For example, Arkansas, Louisiana, and New York were reported to 

have high levels of EJ action in both their study and in this paper.  
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Table 1: defining states’ EJ policy adoption levels a decade after the federal policy was 

issued 

Levels Description States (Number of States) 

8 Established EJ specific laws, 

statues, or EO 

Arkansasa, Californiab, Hawaiib, Louisianaa, 

Marylandc, New Jerseyc, New Mexicob, New 

Yorka (8) 

7 State environment department 

issued policies to create EJ 

specific councils, boards, 

strategic plans, etc. 

Connecticutb, Delaware, Indiana, 

Massachusettsb, Minnesotab, Missourib, 

New Hampshireb, North Carolinab, 

Pennsylvaniab, West Virginiab (10) 

6 Integrated EJ as part of normal 

and all business processes 

Arizonab, Coloradob, Ohiob (3) 

5 Have other related laws, statues, 

and policies that further EJ 

principles  

Alabama, Floridab, Georgiab, Illinoisc, 

Kentucky, Mississippib, Montana, Rhode 

Island, Texasb, Virginiab, Washingtonb, 

Wyoming (12) 

4 Hired staff or coordinator; 

formed committees; provided 

staff training 

Idaho, Mainec, South Carolinab, Tennesseeb 

(4) 

3 Developed manuals or tools to 

aid EJ-related decisions 

Alaska, Michigan, Wisconsinb (3) 

2 Discontinued previous EJ efforts Oregonb (1) 

1 Be aware of the importance of EJ Vermont (1) 

0 No action; No information Iowa, Kansas, Nebraskac, Nevadac, North 

Dakota, Oklahoma, South Dakota, Utah (8) 

Note: Superscripts next to states show the previous results in Ringquist and Clark (2002, p. 370); States 

without superscripts were identified as no EJ action in their article. 

a. High level of EJ action (3 states) 

b. Some EJ action (24 states) 

c. Missing (6 states)  

 

Among states without a superscript, Ringquist and Clark (2002) reported that 

Delaware and Indiana have no EJ action, but Bonorris (2007) indicated that they have 

significant EJ policy actions. In addition, Alabama, Kentucky, Montana, Rhode Island, 

and Wyoming were also identified in Bonorris (2007) as having some EJ laws, statutes, 

and policies that can further EJ principles. While Wisconsin and Oregon were identified 

with some EJ action in Ringquist and Clark (2002), we did not find substantive EJ 

policy activities reported in Bonorris (2007). These changes indicate that some states 

adopted EJ policies in the late 1990s, after Ringquist and Clark’s survey, whilst others 

discontinued their policies.  

Table 2 shows how we calibrated the outcome condition using the adoption levels 

as per Table 1. We categorized states in Levels 6 to 8 as the high level EJ policy adoption 
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group, using 5.5 as the crossover point. These states have established EJ-specific laws, 

statutes, or EOs, or have integrated EJ as part of all normal processes. We considered 

that the integration of EJ in a state’s normal process was a significant EJ policy, as the 

1994 EO directed. States in Levels 0 to 5 were rated as the low EJ policy adoption group. 

In other words, they are more out than in the outcome set of high EJ policy adoption. 

 

Table 2: descriptive statistics of conditions and calibration 

Conditions Mean SD Min Max Calibration  

EJ Policy Adoption Levels 

(EJP) 

- - - - 0(0), 5.5(0.5), 8(1) 

Democratic Control of State 

Government (D) 

0.46 0.35 0 1 <.120, .12-.490.33, .50-

.800.66, .811 

Green Policy Index (G) 20.16 7.83 5 38 0(0), 25.5(0.5), 50(1) 

Per Capita Sierra Club 

Membership (S) 

1.78 1.03 0.38 4.74 0(0), 2.73(0.5), 5(1) 

Racial Diversity (R) 0.33 0.16 0.06 0.77 0.1(0), 0.275(0.5), 0.7(1) 

Problem Severity: ln(TRI) 

(T) 

17.6 1.5 13.0 20.1 13(0), 18.1(0.5), 20(1) 

Notes: EJP refers to the outcome condition in Table 1; Data for D, G, and T were obtained from Konisky 

and Woods (2012), S was obtained from the Sierra Club membership office in San Francisco, and R is 

calculated using Census 2000 population estimates. Because of small fractions yielded from the 

calculated, per capita membership was multiplied by 1000. D was calibrated with 4-value fuzzy set, and 

other conditions were calibrated using the ‘calibrate’ function in R. 

 

Calibration of the five explanatory conditions 

 

Building primarily on the EJ policy adoption framework in Ringquist and Clark (2002), 

state-level data for the five conditions were obtained from Konisky and Woods (2012) 

and other sources, such as U.S. Census data. The objective of using fsQCA in this study 

was not to estimate the effect of these conditions, but to construct and analyze “cases” 

(i.e., states) comparatively, informed by these empirical data (Ragin, 1987). In the 

calibration process, the state-level data were transformed to fuzzy-set data using 

external knowledge and examination of the dataset (Schneider & Wagemann, 2012). 

This involved defining three qualitative anchor points: full membership (1), full 

exclusion from the set (0), and the crossover point (0.50).  

Democratic control of state government (D): Konisky and Woods (2012) 

operationalized this variable as a weighted average of the party controlling the 

legislature and the governorship in states around 2005. They noted that “Democrat 

control of each chamber of the state legislature is weighted by 0.25 each, and Democrat 

control of the governorship is weighted by 0.50” (2012, p. 566). The higher the score, 

the stronger the Democratic control in the state. Here we illustrate the calibration 

process for condition D.  
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Figure 1: calibration of the Democrat control condition (D) 

 

(a) Original data 

 

 

 

 

(b) Calibrated data 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Note: Numbers over green bars show suggested cutoff points based on the cluster analysis in Tosmana for 

four-value fuzzy set {0; 0.33; 0.66; 1}. The red thick bars show the median. The stacked blocks represent 

the cases. 

 

Figure 1(a) presents the distribution of values in Konisky and Woods’ (2012) 

original dataset. Eight states on the far right side of Figure 1(a) were identified as being 

controlled strongly by Democrats. These states were assigned with a fuzzy value of 1 for 

this condition (i.e., fully in the set). Thirteen states on the left side of Figure 1(a) were 

identified as being controlled strongly by Republicans. These states were assigned with a 

fuzzy value of 0 (i.e., fully out of the set). Several clusters of states that fell between the 

two endpoints also were identified.  

The key decision here was where to set the crossover point so that the calibration 

captured the empirical reality of the condition. The nineteen states clustered in the 

middle in Figure 1(a) had a value of 0.50 in the original dataset. We recognized that in 

this cluster, half of the states are usually perceived as Republican and the other half as 

Democratic states. Given this mixture, we could not assign all of them to the same 

category. Therefore, we examined the 2000 and 2004 presidential election results in 

those states and re-categorized them accordingly. Nine states were weighted as having 

greater Republican control and were assigned a fuzzy value of 0.33.2 Ten states were 

weighted as having greater Democratic control and were assigned a fuzzy value of 0.66.3 

The distribution of states in the calibrated dataset is presented in Figure 1(b). The 

crossover point (i.e., the 0.50 value) now positioned some states either more or fully in 

the Democratic control set, and others either more or fully out of it.  

                                                        
2 Alabama, Arkansas, Arizona, Colorado, Kansas, Mississippi, New Hampshire, Virginia, and Wyoming. 
3  California, Connecticut, Hawaii, Massachusetts, Maryland, Michigan, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, 
Vermont, and Wisconsin. 
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Innovativeness in environmental policy (G): While outdated, the Green Index 

(Hall & Kerr, 1991) is the index of state environmental performance used most widely. 

Konisky and Woods (2012) parsed out and used the portion of the Green Index that 

reflects policy indicators. The Green Policy Index includes a count of the number of 

policies each state has out of 50 possible policies, a separate environmental policy score 

in seventeen areas, and a score based on four indicators of congressional leadership on 

the environment in the late 1980s. The Tosmana cluster analysis, a QCA software 

program that we used in the calibration (Cronqvist, 2011), consistently produced a 

Green Policy Index score of 25 as the suggested crossover point, regardless of the 

number of possible fuzzy-value thresholds (e.g., four fuzzy-set or six fuzzy-set) that was 

used (see Ragin, 2008). Thus, we set the crossover point at 25.50. 

Environmental interest groups (S): The effect of environmental interest groups on 

EJ policy outcomes has been tested in previous studies using different measures 

(Ringquist & Clark, 2002; Sapat, 2004). The larger the interest groups, the stronger the 

pressure from them. Here, a fuzzy score was assigned using per capita Sierra Club 

membership rates in 2000. Per capita membership4 in each state was calculated first. 

Because this produced small fractions given the size of state populations, we multiplied 

the value by 1000 to produce a rate that ranged from 0.38 to 4.75. We set the crossover 

point at 2.73 using the Tosmana cluster analysis.  

Racial diversity (R): Because environmental injustice is a problem associated 

largely with race, ethnicity, and income, the population composition of states has direct 

implications for EJ policy. We used the Sullivan Index 5  (Sullivan, 1973), which 

employed U.S. Census 2000 population estimates. This measure is a ratio of the size of a 

state’s minority population to the dominant Caucasian population, and allows the 

measurement of states’ racial diversity (Hero & Tolbert, 1996). The crossover point was 

0.275, where the cluster of Rhode Island, Missouri, and Ohio, which are often 

considered to be racially and ethnically homogeneous, was categorized as being more 

out of the racially diverse state set. 

Problem severity (T): We used the natural log of the total tons of toxic waste 

emitted in air, water, and land taken from the U.S. EPA’s Toxics Release Inventory 

(TRI) in 2005 (Konisky & Woods, 2012). The disproportionate collocation of 

disamenities, such as toxic emission facilities, with minorities has been the focal point of 

much EJ research. However, given the nature of the data, it was difficult to determine a 

qualitative anchor for this condition. Therefore, we relied on the Tosmana cluster 

analysis, and set the crossover point at 18.0 logged tons.6 

                                                        
4  Per capita Sierra Club membership (S) = Sierra Club membership in 2000/U.S. Census 2000 
population estimates. As the number was too small, it was multiplied by 1000. 
5 Racial Diversity (R) = 1 – ((% African American)2 + (% White)2 + (% Asian)2 + (% American Indian and 
Alaska Native)2 + (% Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander)2 + (% Some Other)2 + (% Two or More 
Races)2). 
6 Given the difficulty of deciding the crossover point of problem severity based on TRI emission levels, we 
ran a separate, more data-driven analysis with a different crossover point based on the median value 
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We then performed an fsQCA using these calibrations. The Tosmana QCA software 

(Cronqvist, 2011) was used to identify clusters in the dataset. The QCA package in R 

(Duşa & Thiem, 2014) was used for calibration, truth table construction, and Boolean 

minimization. The results from R were also compared and checked against those from 

another software program: fsQCA (Ragin & Davey, 2014).7  

 

Results  

 

No necessary conditions for high EJ policy adoption 

 

We first tested whether or not any of the five conditions was necessary individually for 

the outcome or negation of the outcome (Schneider & Wagemann, 2010). In accordance 

with convention, we used 0.90 as a consistency threshold and 0.60 as a coverage 

threshold to accept a condition as necessary (Schneider & Wagemann, 2012). No 

necessary conditions were found: in the test for the outcome, the racial diversity 

condition showed the highest consistency value of 0.72. For the negation of the 

outcome, the problem severity condition showed the highest consistency value (0.71). 

 

Eighteen configurations were present empirically amongst the states 

 

Table 3 presents a truth table of the analytic similarities and differences between the 

fifty cases. Eighteen of the logically possible thirty-two configurations were covered by 

empirical cases. This means that there were fourteen logical remainders (i.e., logically 

possible configurations not covered by cases). For example, the first configuration, 

which had the highest consistency value (0.92), shows that strong Democratic control of 

state government, combined with low environmental policy innovativeness, strong 

interest group presence, high racial diversity, and low problem severity, is sufficient for 

EJP. Hawaii and New Mexico represent this configuration. The second configuration, 

with a consistency value of 0.90, is the same, save for condition G, which is now present. 

This configuration covers California, Massachusetts, and Washington. Table 3 also 

includes a numerical measure of how much it helps to know that a given condition is a 

                                                                                                                                                                                   
(17.70) of the dataset. With this decision, a configuration that was covered by Iowa (Iowa used to be 
identified with row 8 in Table 3) was identified with a consistency score of 0.84 and a PRI value of 0.59. 
When this configuration was included for the minimization, two separate intermediate solutions were 

generated: D*s*R + S*R*t + D*g*s*t  EJP (solution 1), and D*s*R + D*R*t + D*g*s*t + g*R*t  EJP 
(solution 2). The first solution includes two paths reported in Table 4, and the additional D*g*s*t. The 
new path suggested that high EJ policy adoption also can be produced with the combination of strong 
Democratic control, lack of historical environmental innovativeness, weak interest group presence, and 
low emission problems. The second solution included four paths that are somewhat different from the 
first, but still included the D*s*R path identified in Table 4. Note that this data-driven calibration 
strategy, especially using the mean or median values, is not encouraged in QCA because these values are 
highly susceptible to changes in sample size (Schneider & Wagemann, 2012). 
7 The QCA software is italicized in this paper. We used fsQCA (non-italicized) to refer to fuzzy-set QCA as 
an analytical approach. 
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subset of the outcome specifically and not of its negation: Proportional Reduction in 

Inconsistency (PRI: cf., Schneider & Wagemann, 2012). 

 

Table 3: truth table for the high level of EJ policy adoption 

Row 

no. 
D G S R T EJP Cons. PRI Cases 

1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0.921  0.828  Hawaii, New Mexico 

2 1 1 1 1 0 1 0.903  0.796  California, Massachusetts, 

Washington 

3 1 1 0 1 0 1 0.896  0.771  Connecticut, Maryland, New Jersey 

4 1 0 0 1 0 1 0.878  0.745  Delaware, Oklahoma 

5 1 1 0 1 1 1 0.864  0.706  Michigan 

6 0 0 1 1 0 1 0.846  0.610  Colorado 

7 1 0 0 1 1 1 0.839  0.678  Illinois, Louisiana, North Carolina, 

Tennessee 

8 1 0 0 0 0 0 0.834  0.581  Iowa, Montana 

9 1 1 1 0 0 0 0.829  0.582  Oregon, Vermont 

10 0 1 0 1 0 0 0.825  0.553  New York 

11 1 0 0 0 1 0 0.823  0.589  Pennsylvania, West Virginia 

12 1 1 0 0 0 0 0.808  0.530  Maine, Rhode Island, Wisconsin 

13 0 0 1 0 0 0 0.804  0.501  New Hampshire 

14 0 1 1 0 0 0 0.801  0.487  Minnesota 

15 0 0 0 1 0 0 0.801  0.518  Arkansas, Arizona, Mississippi 

16 0 0 0 0 1 0 0.719  0.392  Idaho, Indiana, Kentucky, Missouri, 

Ohio, Utah 

17 0 0 0 1 1 0 0.714  0.384  Alaska, Alabama, Florida, Georgia, 

Nevada, South Carolina, Texas, 

Virginia 

18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.680  0.313  Kansas, North Dakota, Nebraska, 

South Dakota, Wyoming 

Note: Cons.: Consistency; PRI: Proportional Reduction in Inconsistency. 

 

The EJP column in Table 3 shows the outcome value that was attributed to each 

truth table row, based on the consistency and PRI values, and on the empirical case 

outcomes. This decided which configurations were included for the test of sufficiency, 

that is, the truth table minimization. We set the consistency cutoff at 0.835. Truth table 

rows above this point were considered to be associated with high EJ policy adoption. 

From a consistency value perspective, rows 7 and 8 are not much different (0.839 vs. 

0.834), so it may be argued that the cutoff point could be lowered, as it is still well above 

the accepted value in the QCA literature. However, there is a noticeable gap in PRI 

values between the rows. Moreover, Iowa, Montana, Oregon, and Vermont were 
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identified as having low EJ policy action in Table 1, whereas at least Louisiana and 

North Carolina were identified with the highest level of EJ policy action in Ringquist 

and Clark (2002), as well as in Bonorris (2007).8  

Note that Washington was identified in Table 1 as one of the states in the Level 5 

category, but it was coded in Table 3, in effect, as exhibiting high EJ policy adoption. 

Similar cases were also found for Oklahoma, Michigan, Illinois, and Tennessee. Of the 

seven configurations that were included for the sufficiency test, four contained these 

logically contradictory cases. Likewise, cases such as New York and Arkansas have a 

high level of EJP (Table 1), but are not included for the sufficiency test (Table 3).  

 

Two causal paths were sufficient for a high level of EJ policy adoption 

 

In fsQCA, three solutions are usually produced in the minimization of the truth table: 

conservative, parsimonious, and intermediate.9 For the conservative solution, no logical 

remainders (i.e., the fourteen empirically absent configurations) are included in the 

minimization. Often, the conservative solution yields complex patterns, because 

possibilities for pairwise comparison are more limited (Legewie, 2013). The 

parsimonious and intermediate solutions reduce causal paths more strongly, 

incorporating logical remainders and simplifying assumptions for counterfactual 

thinking. In producing the parsimonious solution, decisions about logical remainders 

are made without considering theoretical arguments (Legewie, 2013); therefore, we 

preferred to focus on explaining and interpreting the intermediate solution. 

For the intermediate solution, logical remainders were included based on 

directional expectations derived from existing theoretical knowledge with respect to how 

conditions might contribute in explaining the outcome. As stated above, based on 

Ringquist and Clark (2002), we assumed that Democratic control of state government 

(D), racial diversity (R), and state’s environmental policy innovativeness (G) contribute 

to high EJ policy adoption. No directional expectations were included for the 

environmental interest group (S) and problem severity (T) conditions, because, as noted 

above, existing empirical studies have reported inconsistent findings. 

The intermediate solution in Table 4 shows that strong Democratic control of state 

government, high racial diversity, and weak environmental interest group presence 

combined (D*s*R) was sufficient for the high level of EJ policy adoption (Path 1), or the 

presence of strong environmental interest groups, high racial diversity and low problem 

severity combined (S*R*t) was sufficient for the same outcome (Path 2).  

 

                                                        
8 We performed analyses based on different cutoffs for consistency (e.g., 0.90, 0.87, 0.85) to check for the 
sensitivity of the results, as well as the substantive insights that they provided. This process led us to 
report the results based on the consistency cutoff of 0.835. 
9 In our analysis, the conservative solution was D*R*t + D*s*R + g*S*R*t  EJP and the parsimonious 

solution was D*R + S*R  EJP. The intermediate solution is shown in Table 4. 
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Table 4: results of the truth table analysis for the high level of EJ policy adoption (The 

intermediate solution) 

 Path 1 Path 2 

 D*s*R S*R*t 

Consistency 0.830 0.873 

Raw Coverage 0.432 0.403 

Unique Coverage 0.133 0.104 

Cases Connecticut, Maryland, New 

Jersey; Delaware, Oklahoma; 

Michigan; Illinois, Louisiana, 

North Carolina, Tennessee 

Hawaii, New Mexico; 

California, Massachusetts, 

Washington; Colorado 

Solution Consistency: 0.814 

Solution Coverage: 0.536 

Note: These solution consistency and coverage values meet the accepted norms in the QCA literature. 

 

The results confirmed that no single condition was necessary and/or sufficient. 

The intermediate solution can be rewritten as R(D*s + S*t)  EJP. This implies that 

high racial diversity (R) is contained in all combinations linked with the outcome, but 

that it cannot “produce” the outcome alone. This highlights both the importance of high 

racial diversity in explaining EJ policy adoption, and the fact that its effect is 

conjunctional with other explanatory conditions. This finding both corroborates and 

complements Ringquist and Clark’s research (2002).  

Stated differently, high racial diversity (R) is an INUS condition in a set-theoretic 

term. It is insufficient [I] on its own for the outcome—because it combines with either 

D*s or S*t—but it is necessary [N] to form a sufficient configuration together with D*s or 

S*t—as neither D*s nor S*t are sufficient without R. Paths 1 and 2, in turn, are 

unnecessary, respectively [U]—because there are two paths—which are themselves 

sufficient [S] to explain a high level of EJ policy adoption. Thus, the high level of EJ 

policy adoption in states is the result of configurational causes (i.e., combinations of 

conditions). The fact that two paths were identified as sufficient to produce the high 

level of EJ policy adoption means that they are equifinal causes (e.g., two 

configurations).  

The consistency values in Table 4 express the degree to which the empirical data 

were consistent with a postulated sufficient relationship. Path 2 was identified with a 

higher consistency value (0.873), indicating that this path may be somewhat better 

aligned with the outcome than is Path 1. The second path is particularly interesting for 

two reasons. First, political institutional conditions (D or G), were not present, whilst as 

we discussed above, Ringquist and Clark (2002) provided convincing evidence for their 

positive effect on EJP. Second, while previous studies have found contradictory results 

with regard to the effects of environmental interest groups and problem severity on EJ 

policy adoption (Ringquist & Clark, 2002; Sapat, 2004), Path 2 shows that these 
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conditions indeed combine to explain EJP. More precisely, the explanatory value of 

strong environmental interest groups (S) seems to depend on high racial diversity (R) 

and low problem severity (t), and the explanatory value of low problem severity (t) 

combines with S*R to produce a high level of EJ policy adoption.  

Six states (Hawaii, New Mexico, California, Massachusetts, Washington, and 

Colorado) covered the second path. In Table 1, as mentioned, the state of Washington 

was identified as a Level 5 EJP case, but was included for the minimization as a logically 

contradictory case. However, we argue that this contradiction is not terribly significant, 

because the fuzzy value of the EJP outcome condition was only just below the crossover 

point (i.e., 0.45). Moreover, the scores for the other five states listed above were well 

above the crossover point (1.00, 1.00, 1.00, 0.80, and 0.60, respectively).  

 

Figure 2: states identified along with two configurations for EJ policy adoption 

Note: States in black were identified with S*R*t configuration, and states in gray were identified with 

D*s*R configuration. Hawaii is not to scale. 

 

Figure 2 presents the states identified with the two causal paths in Table 4. Most of 

those identified with the S*R*t causal path are located in the Western region of the U.S., 

with the exception of Massachusetts; Western U.S. states were settled later than Eastern 

and Midwestern states, and enjoy relatively abundant natural resources. Historically, 

there has been a strong effort to preserve environmental resources in the West. 

Path 1 also includes a weak presence of the environmental interest group 

condition, combined with strong Democratic control and high racial diversity. This path 

covers ten states. Again, some contradictory cases are included (i.e., Oklahoma, 

Michigan, Illinois, and Tennessee). Most states covering the D*s*R path are located in 

the East coast, Midwestern, and Southern regions, as shown in Figure 2. Here, the 

opportunities to establish EJ policy seem to be tied more closely to the political windows 

of the states. When liberal state governments are combined with high racial diversity, 
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even if environmental interest group presence is weak, the same outcome can be 

achieved. 

 

Discussion 

 

To address EJ problems successfully, we remind readers of a challenge identified by 

Ringquist:  

“Truth be told, if tomorrow the EPA successfully adopted all the adaptations of 

existing environmental statutes discussed here, these actions would have little 

effect because the agency makes fewer than 5 percent of all decisions on 

environmental permit applications. State environmental agencies make the 

remainder. The states also set the majority of environmental standards…” (2004, 

p. 281).  

 

Given this pivotal role that states play, in order for progress to be made, this study 

identified the configurations of conditions (i.e., causal paths) that explained the 

presence of a high level of EJ policy adoption by states. Previous studies of states’ EJ 

policy adoption (or environmental policy in general) have reported contradictory 

findings, especially on the role of environmental interest groups and problem severity, 

and have provided a limited understanding of the conjunctional effects of these key 

conditions. Examining this puzzle using a configurational comparative method allowed 

us to take a more holistic approach that captured causal complexity and heterogeneity. 

Consequently, this study provides some insights relevant to states’ EJ policy adoption 

specifically, and environmental politics in general. 

Under what combinations of conditions do states adopt EJ policy actively? The 

simplest answer to this question is “it depends,” or, “in different ways.” More 

specifically, however, in one causal path, strong environmental interest groups must be 

present together with high racial diversity and a weak problem. In the other path, a 

weak environmental interest group presence with Democratic control of state 

government and high racial diversity is required. The first path could suggest that strong 

environmental interest groups may be successful in establishing EJ policies by providing 

a fertile ground. The other path could suggest that in states with weaker environmental 

interest groups, these groups rely on the presence of a willing Democratic state 

government for the successful adoption of EJ policies. This highlights the importance of 

establishing partnerships between state government and other organizations—whether 

special interest groups or government agencies—to achieve healthy and sustainable 

communities (cf., Jackson, 2011). The two paths also suggest that racial diversity must 

be present, which confirms the results of previous studies that found a positive 

relationship between state racial diversity and the probability that states would adopt EJ 

policy actions (Ringquist & Clark, 2002). Interestingly, a new insight provided in Figure 

2 is that different causal paths may operate in different regions of the U.S., depending 
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upon their history, environment, and contexts. As we were limited by the fsQCA method 

in including more conditions that could explain in further detail what these contextual 

factors might be, future studies should delve into this issue. 

Other observations were that neither of the two causal paths identified by the 

analysis included the severe problem condition (T), and that only one path included a 

weak problem (t). These observations seem to support our reading of the literature, that 

the evidence is indeed puzzling with regard to the relationship between problem severity 

and EJ policy adoption. Whereas previous studies have provided evidence of a negative 

relationship, our analysis indicated first that whether problem severity is high (T) or low 

(t), in the case of D*s*R, high EJP occurs regardless. That is, the first path in Table 4 

does not show condition T. Second, Path 2 in Table 4 suggests that problem severity (t) 

may have explanatory value after all, but only in states that are characterized by S*R.  

The finding of the limited role of problem severity, even in configurational forms, 

might be related to how we defined the boundary of high EJ policy action in this study. 

The focus of EJ policies differs somewhat from major environmental policies, such as 

the Clean Water Act (CWA)10  and the Clean Air Act (CAA). 11  These environmental 

policies are designed to regulate environmental hazards, such as discharges of 

pollutants into the waters and air emissions from sources, whereas policy actions to 

enhance EJ among social groups are an important component of EJ policies. This 

difference in the nature of the policies has two implications: 1) there could be other 

statutory pathways that states use to address EJ objectives even if there are no EJ-

specific policies, and 2) we decided to draw the boundary of EJ policy action more 

narrowly than we might have done from an EJ policy point of view. In fact, some states 

have laws that may further EJ principles, although EJ is not referenced expressly. For 

example, Alabama addresses EJ concerns for commercial hazardous waste sites through 

its hazardous waste anti-concentration law. In Georgia, anti-concentration law prohibits 

solid waste facilities from being located without permission within a city, county, or 

within one half mile of a city or county’s border. In Florida, brownfield law addresses EJ 

concerns (see Bonorris, 2007). Therefore, it is possible that some states, especially those 

with severe environmental problems (e.g., Alabama, Georgia, Florida, etc.) address EJ 

problems through other laws and statutory pathways even though they do not have EJ-

specific policies. Our decision not to muddy the boundary of EJ policy conceptually in 

our analysis could have led us to the current finding on problem severity. More in-depth 

research into the conjunctional effect of problem severity and the presence of strong 

environmental groups may shed light on the question of states’ EJ policy adoption. 

In our analysis, the condition of a state’s past innovativeness in environmental 

policy was not identified in either of the minimal configurations. Weak historical 

environmental policy innovativeness (g) was identified with strong environmental 

interest group presence, high racial diversity, and a weak EJ problem in the conservative 

                                                        
10 See http://www2.epa.gov/laws-regulations/summary-clean-water-act. 
11 See http://www2.epa.gov/laws-regulations/summary-clean-air-act. 
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solution (see Footnote 9). Beyond that, however, the condition remained silent. This 

tells us that a high level of EJ policy adoption does not depend in any way on whether or 

not states have been innovative in environmental policies. This is not to say that states’ 

characteristics regarding innovativeness in environmental policy do not contribute 

causally to EJP. Rather, we are saying that it is not the condition that makes the 

difference (either as a necessary or INUS condition) in achieving high EJ policy 

adoption. 

 

Limitations 

 

It is important to be clear about the limitations of the data and measures used in our 

analysis in representing key conditions in the theoretical framework. For example, we 

operationalized interest group pressures using the measure that has been employed 

most widely by other environmental policy studies: Sierra Club membership (Ando & 

Polasub, 2009; Konisky & Woods, 2012). We could have used other measures, such as 

the percent of state GDP from manufacturing industry, monetary contributions to 

environmental charities, etc. Alternatively, the condition could have been constructed by 

counting the state membership in large mainstream groups, such as the National 

Wildlife Federation, the Sierra Club, and Friends of the Earth, as found in Ringquist and 

Clark (2002) or Vachon and Menz (2006). In a similar vein, to capture problem severity, 

one might suggest using emissions per capita, the modeled probability that a state will 

receive environmental disamenities as a function of economic, racial, social, and 

political factors, or “perceived” level of environmental injustice by policymakers. As with 

the issue of Sierra Club membership, we followed the previous study in choosing this 

measure (Konisky & Woods, 2012), and acknowledge the limitation of this choice. We 

must note that we did not use these measures to estimate the correlation or independent 

causal effect of conditions, but to construct configurational propositions, triangulating 

set-theoretic logic and empirical data for the purpose of building configurational 

theories of EJ policy adoption. 

Two points regarding QCA are also worthy of mention. The configurations 

identified from the truth table analysis represent the explanation of the outcome, but 

are not necessarily that explanation. As in social science research in general, causal 

paths are theoretical explanations that are observed in empirical cases. The true causal 

paths are often more complex than minimized results from the truth table analysis 

indicate. However, in contrast to many statistical social science research approaches, 

QCA results indicate somewhat more precisely the source of the causality in given 

empirical cases. Second, we should note the importance of calibration and the 

robustness of results based on analytical decisions in QCA. For example, our choice of 

the 0.50 qualitative anchors was the most important decision we made in the calibration 

process. Developed from the tradition of qualitative case and comparative studies 

(Ragin, 1987), QCA emphasizes that the anchor should be informed by prior theoretical 
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and empirical knowledge (Schneider & Wagemann, 2012). We tried to interpret the data 

provided by Konisky and Woods (2012) iteratively according to our knowledge about 

states in order to determine the qualitative anchors. In addition, the decisions about 

where to place the anchor points were aided by the QCA software, which identifies 

clusters in case data. Setting the anchor point to higher values selects fewer cases for set 

membership. As a result, the coverage of sufficient paths often decreases with an 

increase in consistency. These trade-offs need to be understood for the proper conduct 

of QCA and interpretation of the results.  

 

Conclusions 

 

Our study has implications for environmental politics and policy scholars. First, given 

the often contradictory findings in the literature, in explaining environmental policy 

adoption, more attention should be paid to the conjunctional effects of key conditions 

and the equifinal paths. This can help us to understand more effectively the complexity 

often associated with state policy outcomes, and to generate different insights that are 

not obtained easily with other analytical approaches. Second, the results suggested that 

it is necessary to consider regional differences in order to explain states’ EJ policy 

adoption. Not only is racial diversity an important contextual factor, but also differences 

in, for example, traditions, development, and natural resources, can contribute to the 

way in which conditions are combined and how they ultimately explain the policy 

outcome. From an environmental politics and policy perspective, the role of institutional 

conditions in adopting the federal EJ policy is certainly of interest to policy scholars, but 

contextual differences in history and environment can either contribute to or hamper a 

state’s ability or willingness to pursue EJ policy adoption actively.  
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