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Abstract- This paper reviews the relationship between proactive 

environmental strategy and environmental performance from the 

resource-based perspective by providing the recent findings on 

this relationship. The benefits and meaning of proactive 

environmental strategy and environmental performance are 

discussed in this article. We find that the resource-based view 

theory is important to define the relationship between proactive 

environmental strategy and environmental performance. 

 

Index Terms- proactive environmental strategy, environmental 

strategy, environmental performance, resource-based view theory 

 

I. INTRODUCTION 

ecently, environmental problems like greenhouse gas 

emissions, climate change, biodiversity destruction, global 

warming, toxic waste, and ozone depletion have increased 

globally (Aragón-Correa, Hurtado-Torres, Sharma, & García-

Morales, 2008; Solovida & Latan, 2017). These problems require 

organizations and societies to reduce their influence and impact 

on the environment and find solutions to these effects and 

improve their environmental performance (EP) (Aragón-Correa 

et al., 2008; Shrivastava, 1995; Solovida & Latan, 2017). The EP 

of the organization is a set of measures that describe an 

organization's success in reducing and minimizing its 

environmental impacts (Klassen & McLaughlin, 1996).  

The main advantages of EP adoption are the reduction of new 

resources use through recycling, minimizing energy consumption 

in the production processes, and decreasing the amount of 

production residues that might contain dangerous materials (Rae, 

Sands, & Gadenne, 2015). In addition to that, both small and 

large organizations face growing pressures to improve their EP 

as part of meeting their obligations towards environmental issues 

(Roy, Boiral, & Paillé, 2013). Organizations are concerned about 

their EP to show their responsibility towards environmental 

issues because of pressures from society. Organizations fear that 

their performance might decrease if they do not engage in 

activities related to environmental issues (Winter & May, 2001).      

Accordingly, organizations have been setting up environmental 

strategies to demonstrate their commitment to local communities 

and environmental issues (Fraj‐Andrés, Martínez‐Salinas, & 

Matute‐Vallejo, 2009; Solovida & Latan, 2017). The 

environmental issues are essential for the organization, and they 

implement environmental strategies to reduce the effects of their 

activities on the environment (Wijethilake, 2017).  By doing that, 

organizations can gain several benefits, such as increasing their 

environmental performance, improving the organization's image, 

and increasing profitability. Furthermore, adopting 

environmental strategies allows an organization to compete in an 

existing market, access new markets, and increase customer and 

employee satisfaction, which, in turn, contributes positively to 

the overall economy of the country (Dias‐Sardinha & Reijnders, 

2005). 

Because of their advantages, organizations have incorporated 

environmental plans into their strategies (Gunarathne & Lee, 

2015; Ko & Liu, 2017; Pondeville, Swaen, & De Rongé, 2013). 

The primary purposes of environmental strategies are to improve 

the environmental performance of an organization and decrease 

the impact of organizational activities on the environment as well 

as to manage these activities and to maintain a positive 

relationship between an organization and its natural environment 

(Aragón-Correa, 1998; Fraj‐Andrés et al., 2009). An 

environmental strategy helps an organization to become more 

aware of environmental issues and improve the organization's 

performance (Henri & Journeault, 2010). 

In this regard, the environmental strategies of organizations may 

be classified as reactive and proactive strategies. On the one 

hand, a reactive environmental strategy is concerned with 

meeting legal requirements and regulations and responding to 

stakeholder pressures. On the other hand, a proactive 

environmental strategy (PES) provides actions and activities 

beyond regulations to reduce the environmental harm caused that 

an organization may cause (Aragón-Correa & Sharma, 2003; 

Kang & Lee, 2016; Murillo-Luna et al., 2011; Sharma, 2000). 

PES is identified as systematic procedures for voluntary activities 

by an organization that goes beyond the legal and regulatory 

requirements (Aragón-Correa & Rubio-Lopez, 2007).  

PES is designed to deal with an organization’s environmental 

impacts voluntarily to avoid harming the environment (Aragón-

Correa, 1998; Sharma, 2000; Sharma & Vredenburg, 1998). 

Additionally, PES is vital in reducing organizational activities 

that could harm the environment (Garcés-Ayerbe, Scarpellini, 

Valero-Gil, & Rivera-Torres, 2016). Such a strategy also helps 

an organization to forecast future regulations regarding 

environmental issues and designing or changing the operations, 

process, and product to reduce negative environmental impacts 

(Hart, 1995; Sharma & Vredenburg, 1998; Tsai & Liao, 2017).  

In addition, as part of the competition among firms to increase 

both financial and environmental performance, various 

organizations adopt a PES to reduce pollution in their activities. 

R 
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They do so by producing environmentally friendly products and 

showing their commitment to environmental issues (Klassen & 

Whybark, 1999; Sharma & Vredenburg, 1998; Wijethilake, 

2017).  

These organizations develop their PES voluntarily and invest 

their resources to achieve their objectives and goals related to 

gaining a competitive advantage (Tsai & Liao, 2017). 

Accordingly, a PES is considered as to be related to 

organizational capabilities that decrease an organization’s impact 

on the environment and increase its competitive advantages 

(Christmann, 2000; Garcés-Ayerbe et al., 2016; Hart, 1995; 

Judge & Douglas, 1998; Li et al., 2016; Ryszko, 2016; Sharma & 

Vredenburg, 1998). In this regard, the resource-based view 

theory (RBV) posits that an organization’s capabilities and 

resources play major roles in gaining sustainable competitive 

advantages (Barney, 1991). Thus, PES is an organizational 

capability that will increase an organization's EP if appropriately 

implemented (Kang & Lee, 2016). 

In summary, PES is a strategy that goes beyond the law and 

regulations to reduce the impact of organizations on the 

environment and improve their EP. This strategy is considered a 

resource that enhances organizational performance aligns with 

the resource-based view theory. Accordingly, this study reviews 

the relationship between PES and EP from the perspective of 

resource-based view theory and how this theory helps to explain 

this relationship.  

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. The first 

section presents the definitions and benefits of environmental 

performance. Then, the second section presents the definitions 

and benefits of a proactive environmental strategy. Section three 

discusses the resources based-view theory followed by section  

 

II. ENVIRONMENTAL PERFORMANCE 

Klassen and McLaughlin (1996) described an organization's EP 

as a set of measures that describes how successful organizations 

are in reducing and minimizing their impacts on the environment. 

In other words, EP refers to an organization’s efficiency in 

meeting and go beyond social expectations concerning the 

natural environment Chan (2005). It also indicates the 

capabilities of organizations to establish consistent relationships 

with different stakeholders who concerned about environmental 

issues (Henri & Journeault, 2006).     

EP focuses on the consequences of an organization’s strategic 

activities that manage its influence on the natural environment 

(Walls, Berrone, & Phan, 2012). Aboelmaged and Ahmed (2015) 

described EP as the environmental effect that a company’s 

actions had on the natural environment. More specifically, EP 

refers to the abilities of organizations to integrate environmental 

factors into their production systems to reduce pollution and 

increase the quality of the product (Song, Fisher, Wang, & Cui, 

2016).  However, Tam and Fernando (2018) emphasized that EP  

is a measurement that is being used to quantify the environmental 

impacts that pollution activities cause.  

The main advantages of the adoption of an EP are the reduction 

of the utilization of new resources through recycling, minimizing 

the energy consumption in production processes, and decreasing 

the amount of production residues that might contain dangerous 

materials (Rae, Sands, & Gadenne, 2015). In addition to that, 

both small and large organizations face growing pressures to 

improve their EP as part of their obligations towards 

environmental issues (Roy, Boiral, & Paillé, 2013). 

Organizations utilize EP to demonstrate their responsibility to 

environmental issues because of pressures from society to engage 

in these issues. Organizations fear that their financial 

performance might decrease if they do not engage in activities 

related to environmental issues (Winter & May, 2001).      

The improvement of an organization’s EP is among the 

fundamental sources for achieving a competitive advantage 

through implementing an excellent environmental strategy that 

reduces costs and improves production processes (Horváthová, 

2010; Solovida & Latan, 2017).  Organizations are encouraged to 

control, measure, and disclose information about their EP (Henri 

& Journeault, 2008). What is more, Mensah (2014) emphasized 

that stakeholders are the main drivers of the EP improvement 

among organizations to explain more.  

Among the potential benefits of an EP are an increase 

organizational performance and productivity (Galdeano-Gomez, 

Céspedes-Lorente, & Martínez-del-Río, 2008; Schaltegger & 

Lüdeke-Freund, 2013), a reduction in the costs of production by 

decreasing obligated additional costs to organization products 

like clean up expenditures and fines (Dasgupta, Hong, Laplante, 

& Mamingi, 2006; Sharfman & Fernando, 2008), supporting 

relationships with stakeholders, boosting an organization’s 

reputation and legitimacy by producing environmentally friendly 

products and reducing pollution. (Bansal, 2005; Darnall, 

Henriques, & Sadorsky, 2008; Melo & Garrido‐Morgado, 2012; 

Perrini & Tencati, 2006; Van Reenen, 2011), enhancing product 

quality, increasing product sales which  boosts market value 

(Chen, Tang, Jin, Li, & Paillé, 2015; Darnall et al., 2008) 

(Dasgupta et al., 2006; Schaltegger & Lüdeke-Freund, 2013), and 

influencing the environmental involvement of employees (Chen 

et al., 2015).  

An EP valuable in all organizations and sectors whether they are 

industrial or service related (Allet, 2011; Carmona-Moreno, 

Céspedes-Lorente, & De Burgos-Jiménez, 2004; França, Silva, & 

Marques Júnior, 2003). According to Rosenblum, Horvath, and 

Hendrickson (2000), organizations can reduce their impacts on 

the environment in various ways. These include influencing 

suppliers to provide environmentally products and services that 

do not harm the environment, decreasing resource inputs in their 

operations by implementing efficiency programs, educating their 

customers about environmental issues and their product offered, 

and decreasing resources usage by of customers by providing 

more beneficial environmentally activities or services

III. PROACTIVE ENVIRONMENTAL STRATEGY 

Now According to Aragón-Correa and Rubio-Lopez (2007), 

scholars and consultants have demonstrated the importance of 

PES to organizations since 1990. PES is described as a statement 

of processes actions of an organization that goes beyond basic 

compliance with regulations and laws (Ateş, Bloemhof, Van 

Raaij, & Wynstra, 2012). Menguc, Auh, and Ozanne (2010) 

described PES as the strategy that is intended to reduce pollution 

and emissions through continuous learning and planning by an 
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organization. Furthermore, Sharma (2000) explained PES as a 

consistent set of actions that an organization takes to reduce the 

environmental impacts of its operations and activities not just to 

fulfill environmental regulations but to go beyond that. Under 

this strategy, the top management is responsible for compliance 

with the laws and regulations regarding environmental issues 

(Aragón-Correa et al., 2008). In addition to this, the PES had 

been mainly viewed from an internal and competitive perspective 

(Menguc et al., 2010).  

Consistent with RBV theory, several studies have identified PES 

in terms of an organization’s capabilities (Christmann, 2000; 

Garcés-Ayerbe et al., 2016; Hart, 1995; Judge & Douglas, 1998; 

Li, Jayaraman, Paulraj, & Shang, 2016). Past studies have shown 

that the link between PES and organizational capabilities allows 

organizations to bring together all human resources, raw 

materials, and technologies to decrease their negative impacts on 

the environment and, at the same time, increase organizational 

performance (Galdeano‐Gómez & Céspedes‐Lorente, 2004; 

Garcés-Ayerbe et al., 2016).   In addition, proactive 

organizations can improve their internal and external 

environmental reporting (Henriques & Sadorsky, 1999; Sharma 

& Vredenburg, 1998).  

An organization that is committed to engaging in a PES and 

going beyond regular requirements is more likely to earn 

additional profits and meet the social expectation than an 

organization that does not demonstrate such a commitment 

(Barnett, Darnall, & Husted, 2015; Fraj, Matute, & Melero, 

2015).  In organizations that adopt a PES, the top management 

seeks to fulfill its responsibilities to environmental issues. These 

responsibilities include addressing environmental issues, 

supporting environmental programs and policies, giving the 

employees rewards that reduce and improve environmental 

impacts, and allocating organizational resources to 

environmental issues and initiatives (Berry & Rondinelli, 1998). 

Improving organizational performance, as well as recognizing 

the urgent need to use its capabilities in a better way, is vital for 

an organization to enhance its reputation. These capabilities 

include a shared vision, organizational learning, continuous 

innovation, and stakeholder management, which are considered 

as essential pre-requisites for the adoption and successful 

implementation of a PES (Hart, 1995). Employee participation 

and understanding are also crucial for the development and 

improvement of these internal capabilities (Russo & Fouts, 1997; 

Winn & Angell, 2000).   

Moreover, PES provides many benefits to the organizations like 

improving the EP through the effective use of resources, boosting 

customers preferences, promoting and generating innovative 

capabilities for an organization that has implemented this 

strategy (Banerjee, 2001; Bhupendra & Sangle, 2015; 

Christmann, 2000; Judge & Douglas, 1998; Klassen & Whybark, 

1999; Sharma & Vredenburg, 1998; Wijethilake, 2017). An 

organization that has adopted a PES has recognized 

environmental issues and gained new opportunities to enter new 

markets and produce new products. Such organizations 

demonstrate concern to their communities and public about the 

importance of environmental issues, integrate environmental 

issues into their activities and functions, and provide benefits to 

their stakeholders directly (Gonzalez-Benito, 2008; Klassen & 

Angell, 1998; Tsoutsoura, 2004). It also enhances economic 

performance and organizational profitability (Porter & Van der 

Linde, 1995; Stefan & Paul, 2008).  

According to Sangle (2010),  a PES goes beyond regulatory and 

legal requirements by enhancing the establishment of 

environmental policies and goals, improving employee skills 

through training, helping an organization to disclose about its 

environmental activities and making these reports available to 

public, reducing organizational environmental impacts and 

setting environmental standards for an organization’s suppliers. 

These benefits are achieved by preventing pollution and the 

development of an organization's products by using resources 

efficiently (Klassen & Whybark, 1999). In recent years, many 

managers have attempted to implement some practices and 

activities of proactive environmental strategies (Aragón-Correa 

& Rubio-Lopez, 2007). And some of the largest organizations 

like 3M and Du Pont have changed their environmental strategies 

from reactive to proactive (Judge & Douglas, 1998). Also, 

organizations that have adopted a PES have an increased 

opportunity to internationalize their work and transactions (Chen, 

Ong, & Hsu, 2016). 

Traditional wisdom suggests that organizations that have adopted 

and implemented environmental strategies recoup the associated 

costs and increase their competitive advantages (Friedman, 

2007). Thus, a PES encourages organizations to innovate 

environmental products that reduce costs and gain cost-saving 

advantages (Christmann, 2000).   

IV. RESOURCE-BASED VIEW THEORY 

In the strategic management area, the RBV theory is widely used 

as a theoretical perspective (Barney & Arikan, 2001) and is 

recognized as an underpinning theory in strategic management 

(Liang, You, & Liu, 2010). Wernerfelt (1984) developed this 

theory, which explains the relationship between organizational 

resources and capabilities and their competitive advantages and 

performance (Barney, 1991).  

As Wernerfelt (1984)  stated, “a firm’s resources at a given time 

could be defined as those tangible and intangible assets which are 

tied semi-permanently to the firm. Examples of resources are 

brand names, in-house knowledge of technology, employment of 

skilled personnel, trade contracts, machinery, efficient 

procedures, and capital” (172). The importance of organizational 

resources and capabilities are highlighted in RBV theory because 

of the support that they provide an organization in developing 

and surviving and achieving overall effectiveness and success 

(Barney, 1991).  

This theory explains the outcome of the development of an 

organization’s valuable resources and capabilities that are linked 

to a sustained competitive advantage. These capabilities, such as 

continuous innovation, stakeholder integration, and 

organizational learning, are associated with a PES (Sharma & 

Vredenburg, 1998). Hart (1995) argues that the prerequisite 

capabilities of an organization to implement a PES are 

organizational learning, a shared vision, continuous innovation, 

and stakeholder management.  

An organization utilizes either tangible or intangible resources to 

build a competitive advantage (Brulhart, Gherra, & Marais, 

2017). Various scholars have classified the differences between 

tangible and intangible resources differently. For example, Grant 

(1991) classified tangible resources as fixed assets, production 
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equipment, inventories, and financial resources, while intangible 

resources were classified as reputation, technology, human 

resources, employee training, employee loyalty, employee 

experience, and employee commitment. Teece, Pisano, and 

Shuen (1997) included different resources such as knowledge, 

media, structure (governance), network, market, and institution 

resources. Whatever the case,  an organization generates 

economic benefits by combining and exploiting both tangible and 

intangible resources (Barney, 1991).        

One focus of RBV theory is on the resources of an organization 

that are not easily transferable and difficult to reproduce. The 

RBV theory argues an organization's internal capabilities and 

resources that are valuable, inimitable, rare, non-changeable, and 

have high costs to copy and provide an organization with a 

sustainable competitive advantage, and let them compete 

favorably in their environment (Barney, 1991; Barney & 

Mackey, 2005). The fundamental argument of RBV theory is that 

the resources that an organization owns influence its 

performance, and an organization with more valuable resources 

is more likely to maintain a sustainable competitive advantage 

than an organization with fewer valuable resources (Liang et al., 

2010).  One argument of this theory derives from the capabilities 

and resources of an organization. The logic is that competitors 

would find capabilities and resources difficult either to copy or 

replace. Such resources include physical assets, financial assets, 

employee skills, or organization procedures (Clarkson, Li, 

Richardson, & Vasvari, 2011). 

Based on Barney (1991), the RBV theory identified and 

categorized three different resources of an organization. These 

resources are physical, organizational, and human resources. 

Physical resources typically include the tangible assets of the 

organization like a plant, equipment, raw materials, geographical 

location, information technology of the organization, and 

financial instruments. Organizational resources include 

management system, planning, coordination, controlling, and 

formal reporting structure. Human resources of the organization 

include employee experience and their judgment, social 

relationships, and insights. 

According to Barney (1991), the resources of an organization 

that create sustained competitive advantages should have the 

following attributes. First, they should be valuable, which refers 

to the resources that can support an organization in implementing 

its strategies that improve both the efficiency and effectiveness 

of the organization. Second, they should be non-substitutable, 

which means that the valuable resources of the organization 

cannot easily be replaced or changed. Third, they should be rare, 

which refers to the valuable resources of an organization that 

many competitors cannot easily possess. Last, they should be 

imperfectly imitable, which means that the valuable resources of 

an organization are difficult, if not impossible, to duplicate.  

Moreover, Buysse and Verbeke (2003) divided the natural 

components of an organization into five categories. These are 

conventional factors, human resources, procedural, strategic 

planning, and organizational resources. Conventional resources 

refer to physical resources that are used to produce more 

environmentally friendly products like technology, plants, raw 

materials, and equipment. Human resources refer to the 

participation of employees in the natural environment and their 

experience, qualification, and training. Procedures resources 

refer to standards and formal procedures that are related to 

environmental issues and reporting systems. Strategic planning 

refers to the environmental strategies that clearly define the 

objectives, plans, and budget of an organization’s commitment to 

the natural environment. Lastly, organizational resources refer to 

environmental concerns as components of corporate structure, 

such as degree of centralization, allocation of mission, 

responsibilities, coordination, and hierarchical structure that are 

related to environmental development and improvement. 

 

V. DISCUSSION AND THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN 

PROACTIVE ENVIRONMENTAL STRATEGY AND 

ENVIRONMENTAL PERFORMANCE FROM RESOURCE 

BASED-VIEW THEORY 

A PES requires the aggregation of skills, resources such as 

human resources, technologies, and assets to be implemented by 

an organization (Aragón-Correa, 1998; Russo & Fouts, 1997; 

Sharma & Vredenburg, 1998). Additionally, the PES allows an 

organization to organize and use all of its resources, such as 

human resources, raw materials, and organizational technologies, 

to reduce its impacts on the environment (Galdeano‐Gómez & 

Céspedes‐Lorente, 2004; Garcés-Ayerbe et al., 2016).  

In literature, many past studies have shown a positive 

relationship among environmental strategy, PES and EP (Alt, 

Díez-de-Castro, & Lloréns-Montes, 2015; Ateş et al., 2012; Bae, 

2017; Hoffmann, Kuss, & Delmas, 2011; Kim, 2018; Solovida & 

Latan, 2017; Wijethilake, 2017). For example, in a study of two 

primary longitudinal databases among 490 organizations in the 

United States in two periods between 1991 and 2010, Kim 

(2018) found that PES practices positively led to improvements 

of EP. Accordingly,  in a study among 68 Indonesian 

organizations that have an ISO14001 certification and listed on 

the Indonesia stock exchange, Solovida and Latan (2017) found a 

significant and positive relationship between environmental 

strategy and environmental performance. The study also found 

that environmental management accounting directly mediates 

this relationship. Bae (2017) had similar findings in a study of 

219  organizations that were members of the Korea International 

Trade Associations. Hart (1995) and Rodrigue, Magnan, and 

Boulianne (2013) showed the importance of the PES processes 

for the improvement of EP.  

In a survey of 175 managers in multinational and local 

organizations in Sri Lanka, Wijethilake (2017) found a positive 

relationship between  PES and EP. Previously, Alt et al. (2015) 

used a cross-country and multi-industry sample of 170 firms. 

They found that the proactive environmental strategies of firms 

translated employee stakeholder integration into an 

environmental performance.  

In a survey of 96 manufacturing organizations in Turkey,  Ateş et 

al. (2012) investigated the impact of PES on the EP with the 

mediating effect of environmental investments. The results 

revealed a positive relationship between PES and EP through the 

mediating effect of environmental investments. This finding 

suggests that environmental investments encourage cooperation 

with suppliers, both internally and externally.  

Kang and Lee (2016) conducted a meta-analysis to provide an 

overview of the environmental strategy of organizations in the 

management and business literature. The authors reviewed 
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19,839 papers that were published between 1990 to 2003 in 

management journals. Their study concluded that most studies 

investigating environmental strategy focused on one country, and 

most of them had used data from the United States. Most of these 

studies had used an RBV theory to examine the relationship 

among environmental strategy, EP, and financial performance 

while other studies used stakeholders theory and institutional 

theory to examine the variables that encourage or barriers the 

organizations to adopt the environmental strategy. Finally, the 

study shows a lack of studies conducted between environmental 

strategy and management research. 

 

VI. CONCLUSION 

This paper reviewed the relationship between proactive 

environmental strategy and environmental performance from the 

resource-based view perspective. The paper demonstrated that 

previous studies found a positive relationship between proactive 

environmental strategy and environmental performance, and the 

resource-based view theory is important in defining the 

relationship between proactive environmental strategy and 

environmental performance. 
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