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Abstract: Voluntary environmental and social certifications represent a channel by which firms
can contribute to sustainable development. Using qualitative and quantitative methods we explore
the motivations and obstacles that Costa Rican companies face when adopting Carbon Neutral
(CN) and Fairtrade (FT) certifications. CN is a domestic certification aimed at reducing or
offsetting carbon emissions and fighting climate change. FT is a well-known international label
that guarantees compliance with environmental and social standards. We conclude that ethical and
environmental reasons influence the managers’ decision, along with economic and strategic
incentives, such as improving the image of the company and the relationship with stakeholders.
High investment and certification costs are ranked as the most difficult obstacles to overcome. By
exploring the differences between both certifications, we find out that increasing sales, market
shares or prices are more important motivations for the FT companies than for CN ones.
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1. Introduction

Incorporating the United Nations (UN) Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) is an important
challenge to countries, companies, and policy makers involving environmental, economic, and
social concerns (UN 2019). The Sustainable Development (SD) concept was popularized in the
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business and management literatures thanks to Stuart L. Hart’s 1995 seminal work on the Natural
Resource-Based View (NRBV). Such a view is understood as the most proactive environmental
and social firm’s strategy “to sever the negative links between environment and economic activity
in the developing countries of the South” (Hart 1995, 996). Thus, SD is strongly related to the
developed-developing countries link. As Hart (1995) remarked, SD implies recognizing the link
between material consumption in the North (developed countries) and environmental degradation
in the South (developing countries).

Under a NRBV and Stakeholders’ logics (Freeman 1984), companies should understand
these links by building new markets, especially in developing countries, while reducing their
environmental negative externalities. In doing so, companies develop social and environmental
capabilities that can reinforce their business models and lead to competitive success and superior
performance (Porter and van der Linde 1995; Aragdn-Correa and Sharma 2003; Bansal and
Clelland 2004). Such success can help increase operations’ efficiency by reducing energy inputs
and waste, avoiding penalties or stakeholders’ conflicts, improving sales, market access and
funding, due to stakeholders’ engagement and a better corporate image and reputation (Bansal and
Hunter 2003).

Apart from these business-driven incentives, the literature has identified other drivers for
companies to undertake sustainable practices. The Micro-Foundations of the strategy framework
(Foss 2011; Barney and Fellin 2013; Molina-Azorin 2014) highlight the top management personal
characteristics, such as personal and ethical motives, as the ultimate driver of firms’ social and
environmental commitment.

Under the logic of the Institutional Theory (Bansal and Hunter 2003), we can frame voluntary
environmental and social certifications and programs (VESCPs) as non-mandatory instruments

available for companies willing to adopt the SD principles and improve their social, ethical, and
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environmental behavior (OECD 2000). By adopting these VESCPs, firms can reduce the
environmental impact of business activities and promote social development (Delmas and Toffel
2008; Martin-de Castro et al. 2017). Given the voluntary nature of these approaches, it seems
relevant to determine what are the main factors driving firms to adopt them and the main obstacles
that may prevent them from doing so. This is the central question that we tackle in this article.

Although VESCPs have been traditionally used by firms operating in developed and high-
income countries, they are being increasingly adopted by companies in developing countries as
well. Vogel (1997) stated that countries and customers with stricter environmental standards often
force foreign producers in countries with weaker domestic standards, which is known as the
‘California effect’, and pointed out how Latin American governments closely follow American
pesticide regulations, due to the importance of the US market for Latin American agricultural
exports. Following this seminal idea, some scholars consider that, to a large extent, the diffusion
of VESCPs in developing countries is driven by the international trade relations and the role of
environmentally aware consumers. Prakash and Potoski (2006) found that, if key export markets
have widely adopted ISO 14001, trade can help disseminate this certification and counter a possible
environmental race to the bottom. Marcoux and Urpelainen (2012) find out that this effect is
relevant only in those countries where the domestic adoption levels are low enough as compared
to the global average. Wo and Ma (2016) show that local Chinese suppliers with high levels of
export intensity are more likely to adopt positive environment strategies. Gamso (2018) considers
that companies in developing countries only experience trade-based diffusion of 1SO 14001
through their exports to countries with high levels of per capita income, high levels of education
and where a wide range of firms are certified.

Our field study is carried out in Costa Rica. We care about the adoption of VESCPs by firms

in this country and analyze the main drivers and obstacles to this adoption. Costa Rica is considered
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a developing country with a wide range of exports from agricultural commodities to products with
high technological content, such as electronics and medical devices (see e.g. Gereffi, Frederick and
Bamber 2019). On the other hand, it has an active role in pursuing sustainability and fighting
climate change, promoting organic farming and other environmental dimensions. In addition,
ecotourism is an important economy activity in the country, mainly demanded by European and
American tourists. Among these environmental dimensions, the commitment to achieve country
carbon neutrality by the middle of this century is perhaps one of the most ambitious goals, by which
this country was named ‘UN Champion of the Earth’ for pioneering role in fighting climate change
(see Nations Environment Programme 2019).

The main motivations and contributions of this research are the following. First, given the
aforementioned importance of developing countries in the SD vision, and the fact that most studies
about VESCPs have been conducted in developed countries, it seems relevant to address a
developing one. Moreover, we consider Costa Rica a particularly interesting case for the reasons
stated in the previous paragraph.

Second, most studies about voluntary programs, particularly in developing countries, focus
on ISO 14001 (see, e.g., Nishitani 2010; Neves et.al. 2017; Gamso 2018). In the case of Costa Rica,
there are a few exceptions that have addressed other voluntary approaches (although with a
different approach to ours) such as the Costa Rican Certification for Sustainable Tourism (Rivera
2002), the Blue Flag beach certification program (Blackman et al. 2014), organic certifications
(Lyngbeaek, Muschler and Sinclair 2001; Blackman and Naranjo 2012) Carbon Neutral coffee
(Birkenberg and Birner 2018) and Fairtrade (Sick 2008; Snider et al. 2017; Dragusanu and Nunn
2018). Our article addresses two voluntary programs that are not so well studied, such as Carbon

Neutral (CN) and Fairtrade (FT). These have been selected for two reasons: for their especial



interest and relevance in Costa Rica, and for their role in driving companies to collaborate with the
achieving of the UN SDGs.

Third, we focus on the main drivers and obstacles that Costa Rican companies face when
adopting these voluntary programs. To the best of our knowledge, there is no sdudy in the literature
that presents an analysis and ordering of the motivations and obstacles that Costa Rican companies
face when adopting VESCPs. Particularly, we wonder whether these environmental and social
approaches are adopted only for economic-strategic reasons or, on the contrary, the ethical
perceptions also play a leading role in the incorporation of more sustainable practices.

We get a closer look at CN and FT in order to explore their similarities and differences in
terms of firms’ perception and ethical implications. Although both are voluntary approaches, there
are significant differences that may have a reflection in the motivations and obstacles perceived by
firms. One first important difference is that CN has an essentially environmental nature, whereas
FT also incorporates an important social dimension apart from the environmental one. It seems
natural to wonder how this additional social component can modify firms’ perception and
predisposition to adopt a voluntary certification.

Additionally, there are other important differences. First, while FT is an international label,
CN is a domestic program, although in other countries, there exist different certifications that are
similar in nature (see e.g. Okereke 2007; Ball et al. 2009; Murray and Dey 2009; Zeppel and
Beaumont 2013; Birchall, Murphy and Milne 2015; Lee, Jung and Hwang 2016). Second, FT is
mainly oriented to agricultural producers and agroindustrial companies (typically, cooperatives)
while CN includes companies of all the economic sectors and also public institutions. Third, FT
promote the differentiation of goods by guaranteeing their traceability and ensuring certain social
and environmental production conditions, including a minimum price for producers (Ruben 2009).

CN, for its part, does not guarantee differentiated prices for adopting companies.
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We carry out two complementary research approaches. First, as an exploratory qualitative
approximation, we perform a series of in-depth face to face interviews with managers of certified
Costa Rican companies. Second, as a quantitative approach, we use a survey to measure the
importance given by CN and FT certified firms to different motivations and obstacles. Then, we
explore the differences and similarities in the drivers of both certifications by statistically
comparing the answers of both groups of companies.

Section 2 presents the main elements on both certifications and the literature on companies’
motivations and obstacles to adopt VESCPs. Section 3 describes our methodology. Section 4

presents and discusses our findings. Section 5 presents the main conclusions.

2. Background

2.1 VESCPs and the UN Sustainable Development Goals (SDGSs)

The implementation of SD principles implies the adoption of environmental and social
management initiatives pointed at the heart of the firm’s strategy and mission (Martin-de-Castro,
Amores-Salvado and Navas-Lopez 2016). An effective way of public adhesion to these social and
environmental principles is through the adoption of voluntary certifications and programs. These
practices enable companies to reduce their negative environmental impact and increase their
positive impact on social development. They require the assessment of social and environmental
impacts, establishing and monitoring social and environmental goals, and undergoing management
review (Darnall and Edwards 2006). In sum, they constitute a set of management processes focused
on the identification, measurement, and control of firm’s social and environmental impacts (Bansal

and Hunter 2003).



FT and CN certifications encourage companies to collaborate with the fulfillment of some of
the SDGs. Through Fairtrade standards, the FT certification can facilitate poverty reduction (SDG-
1), alleviate hunger, improve nutrition and food security, and promote sustainable agriculture
(SDG-2). It can also help to promote sustained, inclusive, and sustainable growth, full and
productive employment, and decent work (SDG-8) and reduce inequality (SDG-10). By adopting
the CN certification, firms can contribute to ensure access to more sustainable energy (SDG-7),
promote more resilient infrastructures and sustainable industrialization (SDG-9), and combat
climate change (SDG-13) (see UN 2019). In addition, such initiatives help signal environmental
and social commitment (Connelly et al. 2011) to relevant company’s audiences, such as investors,
competitors, customers, Public Administrations, or non-governmental organizations (NGOs), and
they give the company legitimacy in the eyes of society and the subsequent ‘license to operate’.
This is especially important for companies operating in developing countries (Hart 1995).

Although the well-known Porter hypothesis (Porter and van der Linde 1995) states a
generalized positive effect of environmental management on firms’ performance, the effective
implementation of each certification involves specific benefits and obstacles, as Darnall and
Edwards (2006) remarked. In what follows, we review the main characteristics of the two

approaches under study in this research.

2.2 The Carbon Neutrality Program

Decarbonization is now widely seen as a key objective worldwide and, accordingly, many countries
are designing and implementing policy programs specifically aimed at becoming carbon neutral.
In this context, the CN program is a public initiative that seeks to engage the private sector on the

path of decarbonization.



In 2007, the Costa Rican Government pledged to become one of the first nations to be carbon
neutral (Ball et al. 2009; Flagg 2018). The CN program is an important policy instrument to achieve
this goal by reducing or offsetting companies’ greenhouse gases emissions. The CN program began
in 2012, being one of the first public CN programs worldwide. In 2020 there were around 119
participants, including public institutions, as well as national and multinational companies
(MINAE 2020).

The organizations taking part in the program can choose between three actions (or, most
likely, a combination of them) in order to obtain the CN logo. The first strategy (“removal”) is to
prove that the company owns some forest that can act as carbon sinks to remove a certain amount
of carbon from the atmosphere. The second one is carbon “abatement”, which consists of reducing
the business-as-usual emissions by using cleaner technologies. The third action (*compensation”)
is to offset the emissions that have not been abated or removed by purchasing carbon credits from
a public environmental agency. From 2012 to 2019, about 886,751 tons of CO> equivalent have
been abated, removed, or offset by participants in the program. Out of the three options, the
predominant one (45.9% of business-as-usual emissions) was carbon removal in own forests and
tree plantations. Carbon abatement represented 27.52% and compensation accounted for 26.58%
(MINAE et al. 2019).

Apart from the one in Costa Rica, other CN programs introduced throughout the World
include the Australian Government's Carbon Neutral Program, British Columbia’s Carbon Neutral
Government Program, Carbon Offset Funds of London, Chilean Carbon Management Program,
Ecuadorian Carbon Neutral Environmental Recognition, New Zealand Carbon Neutral
Government Program and Climate Neutral Now, which is developed by the UN Framework

Convention on Climate Change.



2.3 The Fairtrade certification
World Fair Trade Organization (WFTO) and Fairtrade International (FTO) are two global networks

that have jointly led the process and set the principles and standards of the Global Fair Trade
movement. According to WFTO and FTO (2018, p. 4), this movement *“is made up of individuals,
organizations and networks that share a common vision of a world in which justice, equity and
sustainable development are at the heart of trade structures and practices so that everyone, through
their work, can maintain a decent and dignified livelihood and develop their full human potential”.
Over 4,000 growers’ organizations, representing over two-and-a-half million small-scale producers
and workers in over 70 countries work with the WFTO or FTO. Their products are sold in
thousands of shops, supermarkets, and many other sales points around the world (WFTO and FTO
2018). In developing countries, FT producers are mainly cooperatives and growers’ associations,
most of them operating in the agricultural sector.

The FT certification seeks compliance with some social and environmental principles in
developing countries. On the social side, these principles include gender equality, access of workers
to social security, freedom of association, collective bargaining, no discrimination in any aspect of
employment (race, age, national origin, religion), and provision of a safe and healthy working
environment, among others (see Ruben 2009; WFTO and FLO 2018).

Regarding the environmental aspects, FT involves certain regulations to reduce the impact
of the agricultural activity. This includes some measures to reduce the negative environmental and
health effects of agrochemicals, such as avoiding certain types of toxic pesticides, adopting good
environmental practices to protect the soil and water resources, reducing energy consumption,
greenhouse gas emissions and waste from all actors in the chain of production, distribution, and

consumption (Sellare, Meemken and Qaim 2020; WFTO and FLO 2018).



FT also encourages that the small-scale producers are grouped in cooperatives or growers’
associations. In line with this spirit, the National Cooperative Development Institute was created
in 1973. This is a public institution in charge of promoting and developing cooperatives in Costa
Rica, especially in rural areas. In addition, according to Law 7072, the creation of cooperatives is

encouraged by means of income tax exemptions.
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2.4 Motivations and obstacles to implement Voluntary Environmental and
Social Certifications

There is a growing number of works dealing with VESCPs and the companies’ motivations and
obstacles to adopt them. Through an extensive literature review search and our qualitative analysis
(see subsection 3.1 below), we have identified ten motivations and six obstacles as the most

relevant (see Table 1).

Insert table 1 about here

Table 1 shows that most of the reported motivations to adopt voluntary certifications and
programs (M: to Mo) are related to economic and strategic aspects, in coherence with the well-
known Porter hypothesis and strategic thinking (Hart 1995; Aragdn-Correa and Sharma 2003;
Martin-de Castro et al 2017).

However, apart from purely economic and strategic motivations, some studies show that
companies can adopt environmental certifications in order to improve their environmental
performance, in accordance with their concern for ecological and social sustainability, which is
capture in motivation M1o on Table 1. When managers or owners consider environmental quality
as a public good to be preserved, their decisions can be guided, not only by profit maximization,
efficiency or competitiveness, but also by ethical and social notions, placing the interest of others
ahead of self-interest (see e.g. Rest 1986; Gonzélez-Benito and Gonzalez-Benito 2005; Zeppel and
Beaumont 2013; Schaltegger and Burritt 2018). Moreover, Ostrom (1990) showed that, under
certain circumstances, individuals can cooperate to preserve some commons, instead of just

maximizing individual utility.
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Table 2 presents a selection of empirical studies analyzing these motivations, specifying the

sample size of companies and the country or countries of each study.

Insert table 2 about here

Along with these positive motivations, the companies also face some barriers and obstacles
when it comes to adopting social and environmental certifications. Table 3 shows a review of the

studies addressing such obstacles.

Insert table 3 about here

Most studies in the literature are conducted in developed countries and focus on 1SO 14001,
which is the most widely adopted corporate environmental certification, launched in Geneva in
1996 by the International Organization for Standardization (Bansal and Hunter, 2003). Therefore,
focusing on different voluntary approaches, such as CN and FT, in a developing country, such as
Costa Rica, can enrich the vision given in the literature and help to compare how motivations and

obstacles differ across different certifications and contexts.

3. Methodology

To gain a deeper understanding of the motivations and obstacles of Costa Rican companies to adopt
CN and FT certifications, and given the relative scarcity of studies and information on this topic,
we carried out an exploratory research in two stages: First, a qualitative inductive approach (see
e.g. Anteby et al., 2014) by means of face-to-face interviews, and second, a quantitative approach

through a questionnaire using the Likert scale.
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Shah and Corley (2006) stress the value of mixed qualitative-quantitative research and
highlights the role of in-depth interviews in “fine-grained” research. In this sprit, our first
qualitative stage helped us to get some first-hand information on the motivations and obstacles
expressed by managers when adopting environmental certifications. This information, jointly with
our literature review, served as a highly valuable input to develop a questionnaire that allowed us
to test the importance given to these motivations and obstacles by the managers of CN and FT

certified companies in the second gquantitative stage.

3.1 Qualitative stage: Face-to-face interviews

In the first stage, we conducted nine in-depth, semi structured face-to-face interviews with eleven
managers in charge of the environmental area of their companies, and with experience on
environmental certifications. Table 4 shows the main characteristics of the interviewees. We used
open-ended questions to explore their actual motivations and obstacles avoiding preconceived
ideas (Edmondson and McManus 2007). On September 2016, a first round of three interviews
provided us with some preliminary knowledge about the firms’ motivations and obstacles to adopt
VESCPs (emphasizing CN and FT). Based on this first round and our literature review, we
elaborated a questionnaire for the online survey. A second round of six interviews was conducted
in August 2017, to deepen some details and validate the questionnaire.

Apart from other VESCPs, six of the companies whose managers were interviewed were
part of the CN program, one was in the first stage of the process of joining the CN program, which
consist in a greenhouse gas emissions inventory, and one was certified as a FT producer. One of
the companies did not have any of the evaluated certifications at the moment of the interview, but

it joined the CN program afterwards, in 2019. Two out of the nine interviewed companies belong
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to the manufacturing sector, three to banking and finance, three to services, and one to the agro-
industrial sector (see Table 4).

In general terms, the interview sought to cover the following aspects: (i) general
characterization of the company: economic activity, number of employees, environmental and
social certifications that the company has, among others; (ii) main drivers and obstacles that the
company faces in obtaining the VESCP; (iii) main technological and management changes brought
about by VESCPs. For the purposes of this article, the second block turns out to be the most relevant
one. Our data analysis followed grounded theory techniques (Corbin and Strauss, 2015) working
iteratively between our qualitative data and the literature, in order to discover the main motivations

and obstacles of firms when adopting the FT and CN certifications.

Insert table 4 about here

3.2 Questionnaire

A five-point Likert scale questionnaire was used to assess the motivations and obstacles faced by
certified companies in Costa Rica. Each interviewee was asked to rate the importance level of the
10 motivations and the 6 obstacles specified above (see Table 1) when adopting CN or FT
certifications. For motivations, 1 means very low importance, 2 low, 3 moderate, 4 high, and 5 very
high importance. When assessing the obstacles, 1 means that an obstacle was easily overcome by
the company and 5 that it was very complicated to overcome.

On September 2017, we sent the questionnaire by email to all the CN and all the FT certified
in the country: 74 CN (MINAE 2020) and 29 FT companies, basically cooperatives (COCAFE

2021; FLOCERT 2019). In March 2018, 11 of the CN companies and 11 of the FT cooperatives
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had returned the questionnaire properly answered. None of the respondents had both certifications
(CN and FT) when they answered the questionnaire. Among the respondents, 9 were General
Managers, 5 Quality Managers, 5 Environmental Managers and 3 of them had other leadership
positions within the companies.

In Costa Rica, all FT cooperatives (and thus, all our respondents) belong to the agroindustry
sector. In the case of the CN companies, 7 of the respondents (around 64%) belong to the service
sector (see Table 5). This feature is consistent with the productive structure of Costa Rica, where
this sector represented the 68% of the value added to the GDP in 2017 (World Bank 2019). We
compared the answers between CN and FT companies using the Mann-Whitney test, which is a
non-parametric technique commonly used to compare the distributions of two samples (Mann and

Whitney 1947).

Insert table 5 about here

4. Results and discussion

4.1 Qualitative results
By comparing the main insights from the in-depth interviews and the literature review, we initially
observed that the main motivations have different nature (see Table 6). On the one hand, there are
economic and strategic purposes, in accordance with the NRBV (Hart, 1995) and Institutional
Theory (Bansal and Clelland, 2004), such as increased sales and product differentiation through a
good corporate reputation and image (Martin-de Castro el al., 2017) and cost reduction and
efficiency. Oher motivations have to do with environmental individual incentives and beliefs of
owners or managers, including ethical commitment and the willing to become a reference in the

industry/region (Molina-Azorin, 2014).
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In one way or another, environmental and social concern was mentioned as the most
prominent driver in four of the interviews. One of the managers declared that “ownership has strong
conviction for the protection of the natural environment and sustainable development. In fact, this
was the main reason for adopting CN”. Other managers made statements such as “it is part of the
social and environmental concern of the company”, “it is within the policy of social and
environmental responsibility of the company” and “we want to collaborate with the SDGs and

carbon neutrality goal of Costa Rica”.

Insert table 6 about here

Nevertheless, the majority of consulted managers mentioned economic and strategic
arguments (sometimes together with environmental and social ones). A manager of a banking
company declared that “the company is concerned about environmental sustainability, and together
with it, many associated benefits are generated: efficiency, an environmental management system
(EMS) generates a comparative advantage and social awareness (...). Economic motivations
include cost savings (efficiency), increasing the market size or opting for green financing from the
Inter-American Development Bank”.

Another manager from a manufacturing firm expressed that “the company has experienced
savings in water and electricity. Solar panels save 90% of electricity”. Also, some of the mangers
showed a certain belonging and proud feeling, showing to the interviewer the national awards won
in the sustainability area, while another pointed out that “the importance of Carbon Neutrality is
highlighted as the main driver along with public recognition and the green image”.

Two of the interviewees emphasized “improving green image and enhancing public

recognition” as the main motivator, identifying environmental certifications and ecological labels
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as mechanisms of market differentiation. This finding is consistent with previous studies, such as
Morrow and Rondinelli (2002) in Gernamy, Zutshi and Sohal (2004) in Australia and Faggi, Zuleta
and Homberg (2014) in Argentine. Two of the managers reported “the company’s relationship with
stakeholders” as the main motivation and pointed out that VESCPs can be “a tool to maintain
proper relationships with the government or organized consumer groups”.

These three main groups of drivers complement each other, that is, the country's
sustainability awareness, the green image of the company and the relationship with stakeholders
are motivations that reinforce each other in the company's decision to adopt VESCPs.

Regarding more specifically the certifications under study (CN, and FT), interviewed
managers from the manufacturing and financial sector stated that the CN certification
complemented the green vocation of the company, which in all cased already had other
certifications such as 1SO 14001. The manager of the FT company reported that the main
motivation to be certified was price premiums and access to differentiated markets in developed
countries. This gives a clue about the different motivations under the adoption of both certifications
that is confirmed in the quantitative stage.

On the other side, large investments associated with clean production technologies and
inherent difficulties in the design and implementation of VESCPs were identified as the main
obstacles, jointly with certification costs and certain internal and external stakeholders’ resistance.
Environmental investments largely depend on industry and specific business operations. In that
sense, one of the managers declared that “apart from the carbon removals that the company
traditionally applies (sinks in its own farms), in order to achieve CN certification, the company has
made large investments in clean technologies; among them: installation of solar panels, replacing

the old luminaires for LED lights”. Another manager said that “large investments have been made
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in the production plant with the aim of reducing the water footprint, developing recycling
processes and saving electricity by installing solar panels”.

Jointly with the costs associated to environmental innovation investments, accreditation and
administrative costs are also common obstacles mentioned by the interviewed managers. Some of
them specified in monetary terms those costs, which could be considered as barriers for many
companies. One declared that “the association, despite being small, paid US $ 2,000 in 2015 and
another US $ 2,000 in 2006 as part of the certification and expertise carried out by the verification
company. In addition to another 150 dollars each year for a Fairtrade organization that operates in
Costa Rica and Panama and that it is mandatory to pay”. Nevertheless, some managers reported
that “many of the investments in green technologies can be recovered in the long term mainly

through induced cost savings”.

4.2 Quantitative results
Tables 7 and 8 show the quantitative results concerning the firms’ motivations and obstacles
respectively to adopt FT and CN. In both tables, the information is displayed in the following way:
columns 2 (ranking) and 3 (average score in the Likert scale) show the result for the FT firms.
Columns 4 and 5 correspond to the CN firms. The 6™ column shows the p-value for the Mann-
Whitney test corresponding to the null hypothesis that the respective score distributions in both
sub-samples are the same. Finally, columns 7"" and 8™ represent the average ranking and score of
each motivation (Table 7) and obstacle (Table 8) if the sample is taken as a whole, without making

any distinction between both subsamples (FT and CN).
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4.2.1 Motivations

A first conclusion is that the ranking of motivation is not exactly the same for CN and for FT
firms. Nevertheless, the Mann-Whitney test shows that, in statistical terms, the scores given by

both groups are not significantly different except for two of the motivations (seeTable 7).

Insert table 7 about here

As a first important difference between both groups, "increase sales, market shares or prices”
(My) is the first driver for cooperatives to achieve the FT certification, with an average score of
4.73. Nevertheless, this motivation is ranked only in the sixth position by CN companies (mean
score, 2.73). This difference is consistent with the different nature of both certifications. FT is
regarded by cooperatives as an opportunity to sell their products in differentiated markets, getting
access to concerned consumers and obtain price premiums. CN, for its part, does not guarantee
higher prices. Lyngbak, Muschler and Sinclair (2001), Méndez et al. (2010), Barham et al. (2011),
and Weber (2011) found that FT and organic producers in Mexico and Central America received
higher prices than not-certified ones. Dragusanu and Nunn (2018) found similar results for FT
cooperatives in Costa Rica. Although some managers said they had not fully met their sales
expectations in the FT market (see e.g., Haight 2007; Sick 2008; Snider et al. 2017), this element
still seems an important motivation.

On the other hand, CN is not an ecolabel as such, but rather a company certification, which
can be perceived as a moderately important market instrument by companies. Being a domestic

program, CN is also less internationally recognized than FT. Finally, the result is also consistent
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with our finding that the main motivation of CN companies is to contribute to the environmental
sustainability of Costa Rica rather than increasing direct economic benefits.

The second significant difference refers to the motivation “following competitors' strategy
(Mo)”, which has a moderate importance to get FT certification (7th position, mean = 2.73) but is
in the last position for CN firms (mean = 1.36). Since FT is adopted only by companies and
cooperatives belonging to the same sector (the agro-industrial one), this adoption seems to be a
relevant market differentiation strategy. Those producers that were not yet FT-certified may be at
a disadvantage and have an important incentive to get the certification in order to get a market
share within the green and ethical chains (see, Dragusanu and Nunn 2018; Ruben 2009). Since CN
includes companies from all sectors, there is no such a direct pressure from the industry to follow
the competitors’ strategy.

Despite these differences, we also observe that there are some common features in both
groups, from which we can extract some general conclusions. Importantly, the top motivations
include SD concerns (Myo) along with economic and strategic elements (mainly, Ms and M),
suggesting that both sets of drivers are not mutually exclusive. The environmental concern turns
out to be the first motivator for CN firms and the second one for FT firms, but the average Likert
score is not statistically different between both groups. This conclusion is consistent with the recent
theoretical stream of Micro-Foundations in strategy and corporate environmentalism (Foss 2011;
Barney and Fellin 2013; Molina-Azorin 2014), which remarks the key role of top management
individual features, such as top management individual beliefs, ethical motivations and
competences, and their interaction as determinants of firms’ environmental strategic posture.
Jamali and Karam (2018) highlight the importance of doing more research on micro foundations
on sustainability in emerging economies and its effective implementation in corporate practices,

such as the adoption of VESCPs.
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Ethical and environmental concerns have been widely documented as important drivers to
adopt environmental or social certifications. For example, in a study of 35 small businesses in the
U.S., Cater, Collins and Beal (2017,185) concluded that “shared values” (ethical, religious, or
business) and the desire to help others (altruism) led social entrepreneurs to find and sustain FT
businesses in connection with four motivating factors: direct relationships with producers, support
for social causes, the desire for the preservation of craftsmanship, and the desire to share aesthetic
products”. According to Zeppel and Beaumont (2013, 14), New Zealand tourism entrepreneurs
reported “personal concern about the environmental impacts of climate change” and the willing to
do “the right thing for the environment” as motivations to adopt carbon offset programs. Okereke
(2007, 481) found that UK FTSE 100 companies undertook carbon management activities because
of a genuine concern about their own environmental impact. Poksinska, Dahlgaard and Eklund
(2003), Gonzélez-Benito and Gonzélez-Benito (2005), Mariotti, Kadasah and Abdulghaffar
(2014), and Santos et al. (2016) showed that the ecological and ethical concerns were important
for many companies to obtain the ISO 14001 certification.

Improving the green image, enhancing public recognition and social legitimacy of the
company (Ms) and improving the relationship with stakeholders, such as government,
communities, environmental groups, and consumers (Me) also appear among the most relevant
motivations in both groups of firms (second and third for CN firms, third and fourth for FT firms).

The result about Ms fits with two of the most prominent theoretical frameworks used to
understand why companies go green and social. First, the Institutional Theory (Bansal and Clelland
2004), which states that companies respond to institutional and legal pressures by adapting their
behavior to social norms and uses, in order to achieve legitimacy and social acceptance. This fact
is especially relevant for companies operating in developing countries (Hart 1995). Second, in a

parallel research stream, the NRBV (Hart 1995; Aragon-Correa and Sharma 2003) understands
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social and environmental postulates, such as corporate certifications, as strategic tools to improve
companies’ corporate image and reputation (Amores-Salvado, Martin-de-Castro and Navas-Lopez
2014) and reinforce their sustainable business models. André and Valenciano-Salazar (2020) also
found that green image is an important criterion for some Costa Rican managers when they decide
to implement ISO 14001 and CN. Green image and public recognition have been found in different
countries among the main motivations for companies when adopting carbon reduction actions
(Okereke 2007; Zeppel and Beaumont 2013), ISO 14001 (see, e.g. Morrow and Rondinelli 2002;
Yiridoe et al. 2003; Zeng et al. 2005; Schylander and Martinuzzi 2007; Mariotti, Kadasah and
Abdulghaffar 2014) or developing an EMS (Ormazabal and Sarriegi, 2014).

Regarding the relationship with stakeholders (Ms), VESCPs constitute a signal of the
company’s globally accepted management practices, both in developed countries (Delmas 2001;
Bansal and Bogner 2002; Fryxell and Szeto 2002; Poksinska, Dahlgaard and Eklund 2003, Martin-
de Castro et al. 2017) and developing countries (Gavronski, Ferrer and Paiva 2008; Mariotti,
Kadasah and Abdulghaffar 2014). Stakeholders’ engagement is a strategic tool to effectively
implement proactive corporate environmentalism (Hart 1995) that can be framed under the
Stakeholders framework (Freeman 1984) and the Signaling Theory (Connelly et al. 2011). These
theories remark the implications of mission statement and strategic behavior for all company’s
constituencies, and the relevance of trustworthy and solid relationships between the company and
their main audiences, in the market (customers, suppliers, competitors, allies, investors) and
beyond-the market, (NGOs, the Media, Public Administrations or local communities).

Our results confirm the role of international customers and the trade-based diffusion of FT
and CN in Costa Rica. Such diffusion occurs by three mechanisms: (i) FT cooperatives aim at
selling their agricultural products in the international FT market and, although their products are

marketed by means of intermediaries (known as FT traders), final consumers are mostly located in
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developed countries, mainly Europe and United Stated. (ii) Well-known and influential
multinational companies that produce in Costa Rica, such Sykes Latin America, RIU Hotels and
Resorts, Adobe Rent a Car, Proquinal, Procter & Gamble International Operations, Plycem,
Panasonic, Hewlett-Packard, Wiener Lab, Holcim, Gensler, Intel, among others (see MINAE 2020)
have joined the CN program. The acceptance of the CN program by these important international
companies can generate a diffusion effect within the country. (iii) There is a group of consumers
in Costa Rica who are aware about VESCPs and can incentivize trade-based diffusion of FT and

CN in Costa Rica (see e.g. Valenciano-Salazar, André and Solifio 2021).

4.2.2 Obstacles

According to Table 8, the perceptions of both groups of firms seem to be closer in the case
of obstacles than in the case of motivations. The Mann-Whitney test indicates that there are no
significant differences between the two subsamples, except in the case of “the resistance of
shareholders, owners or managers (Og)", which is moderately more difficult to face by FT
cooperatives (mean= 2.82) than CN companies (mean = 1.18) (see Table 8). This difference is
probably due to the fact that the FT certification is typically adopted by agricultural cooperatives,
requiring the agreement of the majority of the shareholders, which may be reluctant to make
changes in their plots. On the contrary, the CN certification is normally adopted by private

companies, where the decisions are more easily made by owners or managers.

Insert table 8 about here

An interesting result is that “finding information and preparing documentation (O3)” was

identified as the second most difficult obstacle to achieving CN certification (mean = 3.18), but the
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lowest for FT companies (mean = 2.73). Although the differences in the scores are not statistically
significant, it seems natural to wonder why this obstacle is ranked so differently. A plausible
explanation is that CN companies must register all greenhouse gas emissions and then demonstrate
their reduction or compensation, which can be expected to be an important obstacle.

As we concluded in the qualitative interviews, “high investment costs in clean technologies”
(Oy) is the most difficult obstacles faced both by CN and FT companies. Also important are the
certification costs (O-), which is the second obstacle for FT and the third one for CN firms. Previous
studies have pointed out certification cost and clean technology costs as important barriers in
developed countries (Babakri, Bennett and Franchetti 2003; Bansal and Bogner 2002; Ormazabal
and Sarriegi 2014; Santos et al. 2016; Yiridoe et al. 2003) and developing countries (Mariotti,
Kadasah and Abdulghaffar 2014; Pérez-Ramirez et al. 2012; Tellman, Gray and Bacon 2011)

including Costa Rica (André and Valenciano-Salazar 2020; Snider et al. 2017).

5. Conclusions

This research has explored the main motivations and obstacles of two particularly relevant VESCPs
in Costa Rican companies, such as FT and CN. In doing so, several theoretical streams, including
trade-based diffusion of environmental programs, the NRBYV, Institutional Theory and Micro-
Foundations of Strategy have been used to frame the main highlights.

Among the most important motivations, our research shows that managers who voluntarily
adopted CN or FT certifications in Costa Rica declared to be genuinely concerned about the
environment. This result is consistent with the country's policy, which maintains a strong
component of environmental education and sensitization. This finding is also consistent with

previous studies reporting that ethical aspects are similar in importance to economic and strategic

24



ones when adopting environmental certifications or taking part in environmental programs. In fact,
this evidence shows that top managers’ personal values, beliefs and motivations strongly influence
firms’ strategy, as the Micro-Foundations points out (Foss 2011; Molina-Azorin 2014).

Other prominent motivations such as “improving green image, enhancing public
recognition, and social legitimacy of the company” and “improve relationships with stakeholders”
are directly linked to firm’s competitiveness and social acceptance, in coherence with the strategic
theoretical perspectives framing the firm and the natural environment and social responsiveness,
including the Natural Resource-Based View (Hart, 1995) and the Institutional Theory (Bansal and
Clelland, 2004) and Stakeholders perspective. Effectively, by adopting VESCPs such as FT and
CN managers can reinforce the company’s business model through two complimentary
mechanisms: (i) increased reputation and image leads to product differentiation, increase sales and
product prices, domestically but especially in international markets, in coherence with the
postulates of the NRBV; and (ii) the social and environmental recognition of the firm, which
reinforces the company’s resilience and survival (Ortiz-de Mandojana and Bansal 2016) and the
necessary ‘license to operate’ (Bansal and Clelland 2004). The last argument is especially relevant
for those multinational companies operating in developing countries (Hart, 1995) and domestic
companies exporting to markets with high social and environmental standards, which is in line with
the principle of trade-based diffusion of VESCPs (Prakash and Potoski 2006. Marcoux and
Urpelainen 2012; Wo and Ma 2016; Gamso 2017, 2018).

We found some differences in the companies’ motivations to adopt FT and CN. To some
extent, this is due to the different nature of both certifications. While FT is mainly focused on
international trade and product differentiation in order to address aware customers in international
markets, CN is domestic certification aimed at certifying the firm as a whole rather than specific

products. It is worthy of mention that environmental sensitization seems particularly important for
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those firms taking part in the Costa Rican CN Program as compared to FT firms, which also
consider environmental motivations as important, but less important than increasing sales or getting
price premiums. The CNP program is becoming an important instrument to fight climate change
and achieve a cleaner economy in Costa Rica, since CN companies must guarantee the reduction
or offset of their greenhouse gas emissions.

The adoption of CN and FT certifications also face important barriers. We find out that the
main one is related to the costs associated to auditing/certification and the required investment in
clean technologies. Achieving a neutral carbon footprint, or to get high standards of ecological and
social production in the agriculture sector are challenges that companies must overcome through
technological change. Companies in developing countries such as Costa Rica perceive these
changes as expensive and difficult to implement. These barriers towards social and environmental
firm’s practices are common issues in the specialized literature and reflect the problem of time
framing. Managers and shareholders are usually concerned and focused on the short-term return of
their actions but, apart from the short-term impacts, sustainable business practices also involve
long-term benefits in the form of organizational resilience (Ortiz de Mandojana and Bansal 2016).
Specifically, the induced improvements in terms of firm image and legitimacy (Amores-Salvadd
et al., 2014) can render firms long-term higher survival rates, increased sales and growth, and
reduction of financial volatility. In that sense, our results suggest that managers, shareholders, and
investors should change their time frames about sustainable business practices and take into

account, not only short-term, but also long-term benefits in the equation.
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Table 1 Motivations and obstacles for companies to adopt voluntary environmental and social

approaches.
Motivations Obstacles
e Increasing sales, market share or pricess e High investment cost in clean

through market differentiation (Mz)
Reducing the financing cost or increasing

market value of the company (M>)

Saving production costs or increasing
productivity (Ms)
Receiving  technical  assistance  and

information from environmental agencies
(Ma)

Improving green image, enhancing public
recognition and social legitimacy of the
company (Ms)

Improving the company’s relationship with
stakeholders (Ms)

Preparing firms for mandatory regulations
(Mv)

Certification demands on the part of the
companies that lead the value chain (Ms)
Mimicking the strategy of the competitors
(Mo)

Commitment to sustainability development

goals of the country (Muo)
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technologies (O1)

High certification s’ cost (O2)
Searching for information and
preparing documentation during and
after the certification process (Oz).
The

incorporate

resistance of employees to
new  environmental
practices (O4)

Designing and implementing an EMS
(Os)

The aversion of shareholders and

owners (Oe)



Table 2 Survey of studies about companies’ motivations to adopt VESCPs.

Authors Location Approaches Sample Motivations
Chin, Chiu and Tummala (1999) Hong Kong, China  |ISO 14000 6 My, My
Quazi et al. (2001) Singapore ISO 14000 61 |Ms, My
Lyngbak, Muschler and Sinclair (2001) (Costa Rica Organic 20 Mg, Ms
Fryxell and Szeto (2002) Hong Kong, China  |ISO 14001 29 M3, Ms, Mg, M1g
Morrow and Rondinelli (2002) Germany ISO 14001 and EMAS 5 Mz, Ms, Mg, M7, My
Pan (2003) Taiwan, Hong Kong. [ISO 14001 2,951 M3, Ms, Mg, Mg

Japan and Korea

Poksinska, Dahlgaard and Eklund (2003) [Sweden I1SO 14001 135 M1, M3, Mg, Mg, M1
Babakri, Bennett and Franchetti (2003)  [United States ISO 14001 177 Mg
Yiridoe et al. (2003) Canada I1SO 14001 41 Mgz, Ms, M7, My
Zeng et al. (2005) China I1SO 14001 108 My, M3, M,
Gonzélez-Benito and Gonzales-Benito  |Spain ISO 14001 184 M3, My
(2005)
Zutshi and Sohal (2005) Australia EMAS 3 Mz, Ms, My
Darnall (2006) The United States ISO 14001 135 My, Mg
Okereke (2007) UK 100 |Ms, Ms, My
Schylander and Martinuzzi (2007) Austria ISO 14001 71 My, Ms, My
Gavronski et al. (2008) Brazil ISO 14001 63  [My, M3, Mg
Méndez et al. (2010) Central America Fairtrade 18 M
Barham et al. (2011) Southern Mexico Fairtrade-organic 845 M,
Weber (2011) Southern Mexico Fairtrade-organic 845 M,
Zeppel and Beaumont (2013) Queensland, Australia.Carbon Offset 83 My, Mz, Ms, My
Faggi et al. (2014) /Argentine VEAS 3 |Ms, M7, My
Mariotti et al. (2014) Saudi Arabia I1SO 14001 66 M1, M3, Mg, Mg, Mg
Ormazabal and Sarriegi (2014) Spain and Italy EMAS 70 M3, Ms, M7, Mg, Mg
Santos et al. (2016) Portugal I1SO 14001 46 M3, Ms, M7, My
Cater, Collins and Beal (2017) The United States Fairtrade 35 My
Manrique and Carmen-Pilar (2017) Worldwide VEAS 2982 M,
Martin-de Castro et al. (2017) Spain I1SO 14001 157 M1, Ms, Mg
Dai, Chan and Yee (2018) China VEAS 250 [Ms, M7, Mg, Mg
André and Valenciano-Salazar (2020) Costa Rica ISO 14001 and CN 24 M1, M3, Ms, My

Notes: CN- Carbon Neutral, EMAS- Eco-management and audit scheme, VEAs- Voluntary environmental approaches,
MSCC- Marine Stewardship Council Certification
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Table 2 Empirical studies about obstacles for companies to adopt voluntary environmental and social
approaches.

Certifications or] Sample

Authors Location approaches Size Obstacles
Chin et al. (1999) Hong Kong, China ISO 14001 6 (01,03 Os
Babakri et al. (2003) United States 1ISO 14001 177 |01, O, Og, Os
Yiridoe et al. (2003) Canada ISO 14001 41 (04,0,
Zutshi and Sohal (2005). |Australia EMAS 3 O3, O4, Og
Schylander and Martinuzzi|Austria ISO 14001 71 |01, 03, Os
(2007)
Tellman et al. (2011) El Salvador Fairtrade 2 02
Mariotti et al. (2014) Saudi Arabia ISO 14001 66 |0z, O3, O4, Os.
Ormazabal and Sarriegi  [Spain and Italy Environmental 70 |01, Oy, O3, Oy,
(2014) Management
Ho, Abdul-Rashid and Malaysia MES 25 |01, 0, Oy
Raja Ghazilla (2016)
Santos et al. (2016) Portugal 1ISO 14001 46 |01, O3, Oy, Os
Snider et al. (2017) Costa Rica VEASs in coffee 20 |01, Oy, Os, O,
Andreé and Valenciano-  |Costa Rica ISO 14001 and 24 0
Salazar (2020) Carbon Neutral
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Table 3 Experts interviewed in Costa Rica about companies’ motivations and obstacles to get VESCPs.

Company Interviewees' o Main Environmental
Type of company - Sector (Activity) W o
number position costumer certifications
Ci National private company MM Manufacturing (Cleaning 74 NC CN, ISO 14001, EBF
Products)
C National cooperative MM, EM Banking and finance 345 NC CN, ISO 14001
Cs National private company CSRC, EM Service (Car Sales) 809 NFand NC CN, ISO 14001
Cs4 National private company MM Manufacturing (Plastic) 37 NF and NC  1SO 14001, 1SO 9001, Esencial Costa
Rica. D2W, CN (on the first step of the
process)
Cs Public company MM Banking and finance 97 NFand NC  1SO 14001, EBF, OHAS 18000.
Cs Public company MM Banking and finance 86 NFand NC CN, ISO 14001
Cs Growers’ association (69 GM Agro-industrial (Coffee and 5 IFand IC Fairtrade, Eco-LOGICA, USDA organic
small growers) Sugar Cane)
Cs National private company GM Services (Travel agency) 17 IC CST, CN, EBF
Co National private company CCRC Services (Car Sales) 1100 NFand NC CN, ISO 14001

Notes: GM-General Manager, MM- Management Manager, EM- Environmental Manager, CSRC- Corporate Social Responsibility Coordinator, CST- The Costa

Rican Certification for Sustainable Tourism; CN-Carbon Neutral, EBF- Ecological Blue Flag, OHAS - Occupational Health and Safety Management, USDA -

The United States Department of Agriculture, NC- National consumers, NF- National firms, IC-International consumers, IF-International firms, W-number of

workers. *The name of the interviewees and companies are omitted for the sake of anonymity.
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Table 4 Participating companies and position of the respondent in the quantitative evaluation.

RP Type of company Activity W MC Certification
GM National private company Service (tourism agency) 17 IC CN
EM National public company Banking and finance 5800 NC and NF CN
GM Multinational Service (rent a car) 50 IC and NC CN
EM National private company Agro-industrial (pineapple) n.a. IFand IC CN
QM Multinational Manufacturing (technology) 1400 IF and NF CN
QM National cooperative Industrial (electrical energy) 650 NC and NF CN
CSRC  National private company Service (car sales) 1100 IC CN
QM National public company Banking and finance 86 NC and NF CN
EM National private company Manufacturing (cleaning products) 74 NC CN
EM National private company Service (hospital) 941 NCand IC CN
EM National private company Service (hotel) 58 IC and NC CN
GM Cooperative (4800 growers) Agro-industrial (coffee) 260 IFand IC FT
GM Growers’ association (69 Agro-industrial (coffee and sugar) 5 IFand IC FT
growers)
GM Cooperative (25 growers) Agro-industrial (pineapple) 4 IFand IC FT
GM Cooperative (242 growers) Agro-industrial (sugar) 5 IFand IC FT
MMa Cooperative (498 growers) Agro-industrial (coffee) 66 IFand IC FT
EA Cooperative (7000 growers) Agro-industrial (coffee and sugar) n.a. IFand IC FT
GM Cooperative (620 growers) Agro-industrial (coffee) 36 IFand IC FT
GM Cooperative (137 growers) Agro-industrial (coffee) 12 IFand IC FT
QM Cooperative (2701 growers) Agro-industrial (coffee) 24 IFand IC FT
QM Cooperative (380 growers) Agro-industrial (coffee) n.a. IFand IC FT
GM Cooperative (911 growers) Agro-industrial (coffee) 182 IFand IC FT

Notes: RP-Respondent position, EA-Working into the environmental area, GM-General Manager, MMa-Market

Manager, QM- Quality Manager, EM- Environmental Manager, CSRC- Corporate Social Responsibility Coordinator,

MC-Main Costumer, NC- National consumers, NF- National firms, IC-International consumers, IF-International firms,

W-number of workers, n.a.-not available.

*The name of the interviewees and companies are omitted for the sake of anonymity.
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Table 6 Companies’ motivations and obstacles to adopt social and environmental certifications
highlighted in the interviews.

Company Ci C G Gy Cs Cs C7 Cg Gy
Motivations
Increasing sales, market shares or prices v v v Y v*
Reducing the financing cost V4 V4
Increasing efficiency, cost reductions v v v
Improving reputation and green image v v* v* v
Improving the company’s relationship with stakeholders V*E v*
Preparing firms for mandatory regulations v
Motives related with environmental awareness NAINA NARNEENEEN v*
Obstacles
Clean investment VEIE Y v VAN
Certification costs VAN VA4
Preparing information and documentation NATVERNERNG v*
Resistance of employees and/or suppliers v v*

*Main aspect emphasized by the manager
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Table 5 Motivations for Costa Rican companies to achieved environmental certifications.

Motivations Mann-
FT firms (n=11)  CN firms (n=11) ) Overall (n=22)
Whitney

R Mean R Mean p value R Mean
Commitment to the quality of the environment and the sustainable development goals 2 4.54 (0.31) 1 4.64 (0.15) 0.5563 1 4.59(0.17)
of the country (Mio)
Improving green image, enhancing public recognition and social legitimacy (Ms) 3 4.09 (0.25) 2 4.36 (0.24) 0.4165 2 4.23(0.17)
Improving the relationship with stakeholders (Ms) 4 3.73 (0.30) 3 4.18 (0.23) 0.2684 3 3.95(0.19)
Increasing sales, market shares or prices (M) 1 4.73(0.19) 6 2.73(0.27)  0.0002*** 4 3.73(0.27)
Saving production costs or increasing productivity (Ma) 8 2.64 (0.53) 4 3.91(0.37) 0.1019 5 3.27(0.27)
Preparing firm for mandatory regulations (Mv) 9 2.45 (0.28) 5 2.91 (0.34) 0.2603 6 2.68(0.22)
Receiving technical assistance and information from environmental agencies (Ma) 5 2.91 (0.49) 8 1.73(0.27) 0.0763 7 2.32(0.31)
Certification demands on the part of the companies that lead the value chain (Ms) 6 2.73 (0.43) 7 1.82(0.42) 0.063 8 2.27(0.31)
Following competitors' strategy (Mo) 7 2.73(0.38) 10 1.36(0.28) 0.0126* 9 2.05(0.27)
Reducing the financing cost or increasing market value of the company (Mz) 10 1.73(0.38) 9 1.73 (0.36) 1 10 1.73(0.26)

Legend: * p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001. Standard errors in parentheses.

Notes: R=Ranking; Likert scale (level of importance): 1=very low, 2=low, 3=moderate, 4=high, 5=very high
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Table 6 Obstacles for Costa Rican companies to achieve environmental certifications.

Obstacles FT firms CN firms Mann-Whitney Overall
(n=11) (n=11) test (n=22)
R Mean R Mean p value R Mean
High investment costs in 1 3.54 1 3.64 0.9459 1 3.59
clean technologies (O1) (0.43) (0.36) (0.28)
High costs of certification 2 3.36 3 3.09 0.7109 2 3.23
(external auditors, (0.53) (0.41) (0.33)
verification costs) (O2)
Difficulty finding 6 2.73 2 3.18 0.5444 3 2.95
information and preparing (0.51) (0.42) (0.33)
documentation (O3)
Resistance of employees 3 3(0.43) 4 2.54 0.4192 4 2.77
(OJ) (0.43) (0.30)
Difficulty in designing and 4 2.82 5 2.27 0.2906 5 2.54
implementing an EMS (Os) (0.38) (0.31) (0.24)
Resistance of shareholders, 5 2.82 6 1.18 0.0020*** 6 2
owners, or managers (Os) (0.44) (0.12) (0.29)

Legend: * p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001. Standard errors in parentheses.

Notes: R: Ranking. Likert scale: 1=very easy, 2=easy, 3=moderate, 4=difficult, 5=very difficult.
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