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Strategic Environmental Corporate Social Responsibility (ECSR) Certification and Endogenous
Market Structure

Abstract

This paper extends the findings of Liu et al. (2015, Strategic environmental corporate social
responsibility in a differentiated duopoly market, Economics Letters), along two dimensions. First, we
consider the case of endogenous market structure a la Vives and Singh (1984, Price and quantity
competition in a differentiated duopoly, The Rand Journal of Economics). Second, we refine the ECSR
certification standards in differentiated duopoly with rankings. We find that optimal ECSR certification
standards by NGO are the highest in Bertrand competition, followed by mixed markets and the lowest in
Cournot competition. Next, NGO certifier will set the ECSR standards below the optimal level. Also, we
show that given the ECSR certification standards, there is a possibility of both price and quantity
contracts choices by the firms in endogenous market structure.
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1. Introduction

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) has become a mainstream pursuit among the business activities of
firms in the past few years, wherein more than 30% (71% and 90%) of companies in the US (the UK and
Japan, respectively) adopted CSR reporting in 2013 (Kim et al., 2017).

Given the strategic importance of CSR activities as a non-core business pursuit and their significant
implication for costs, eco-labeling, certification, hallmarking etc. are the common ways of CSR signaling
especially for environmental outcomes. Though certification is not a perfect mechanism, it is sufficiently
trustworthy to convey useful information (Auriol and Schilizzi, 2015).

The certification can come from self or third-party and can be mandatory or optional. The existing
literature on the strategic aspects of third-party certification focuses on nature of competition and third-
party certifiers. Manasakis et al. (2013) suggest that the certification by alternative third parties differ
with respect to their objectives and has implications for certification standards. Liu et al. (2015) compares
the ECSR certification level in Cournot versus Bertrand competition and show that certification standards

are lower in Bertrand than Cournot competition.

Our contribution to this literature is two folds. First, we extend the analysis of Liu et al. (2015) by
endogenizing the market structure a la Singh and Vives (1984). If the firms have option of price or
guantity contracts, given the ECSR standards, then, what would be optimal choice for the firms? Second,
we refine the ECSR certification standards in this endogenous market structure by providing rankings and

then considering uniform standards.

2. The Model

Based on Manasakis et al. (2013) and Liu et al. (2015), the utility function of a representative consumer is

(q1% + 2vq:1q2 + 92%)

U=(A+eas))q +(A+eyas;)q, — >

where g; is output and s; is the level of ECSR, for firm i (i = 1,2). The parameter y € (0,1) measures
the nature of products being substitutes (y > 0). The parameter @ € (0,1) indicates the consumer’s
preference for firm’s ECSR activities. The firms choose ECSR as a strategic variable. Based on

Manasakis et al. (2013), we consider that ECSR activities can be informed to consumers through a



credible signal. For the same, the firm seeks certification from a third-party NGO certifier who maximizes
Net Consumer Surplus (NCS). A firm can get the certification e; if it satisfies criteria of minimum level
of ECSR activities s :

0if s; <sand firmidoes not receive a ECSR cetification
€ { 1lif s; = sand firmireceives a ECSR cetification }

It is important to note that a firm will consider doing ECSR activity only if it generates net positive
benefits. A firm would spend at s (minimum ECSR for certification) and not beyond that. If both firms

choose to get the certification by spending s on ECSR, the representative consumer’s utility would be:

(q1% + 2vq1q2 + 92%)
2

U=(A+eas)q + (A+eas)q; —
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> and inverse demand
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The corresponding demand functions would be g; =

functionsp; = A —q; —yq; + aes, fori,j=12;i#j.

We assume that firms use same technology with cost of production as zero, without loss of generalization.
Also, one unit of output produces one unit of pollution emission. The NGO certifier will not charge any

fee for certification if firm complies with ECSR standards. The cost of ECSR for firms is s;2.

The firm’s profit function is, m; = p;q; — e;s2, i = 1,2. NGO certifier’s objective function is NCS =

cS — d(g:1+9z—e15-€;5)? where CS = (a1°+2y4192+42%) :

and d > 0 is the marginal environmental damage

due to emissions.

3. The Game

The game is organized as follows. In the first stage, the firm decides to choose price or quantity contracts.
In the second stage, the certifier decides threshold level of ECSR for certification. Firms meeting the
threshold condition get the certification, otherwise not. In the third stage, firms choose the level of output

and prices to maximize their profits.
We solve the game using backward induction.

3.1. Product market competition



In this stage, we analyze the four possible options: a) both firms choose prices (pp) i.e., Bertrand
competition; b) both firms choose quantities (qq) i.e., Cournot competition; c) one firm chooses price

(quantity) contract while the other firm chooses the quantity (price) contract i.e., pq (qp) outcomes.

We avoid providing the calculations for (a) and (b) option for the sake of brevity, as they are identical to

Liu et al. (2015). Please refer to the online appendix for the same.

Proposition 1: The NGO certifier will set the standards, s = sPPV and s9?Vin the Bertrand (pp game)

and Cournot (qq game) respectively.

Proof: See online appendix.

Next, both (c) and (d) will be identical in nature. Therefore, we only solve the pg game.

pq game (Price versus Quantity Contract)

We use the superscript PQ for price-quantity contract case i.e., firm 1 decides price while firm 2 decides
guantity. The outcomes in the product market with firms not adopting ECSR are

PQN _ AQR=y=y®). PQN _ AQR=Y). PQN _ A@zy=y®). PQN _ AR=n(-nN+Y). PON _

ql 4_3]/2 ) 2 4__3y2 PPl 4_3y2 ’ 2 4_3y2 ) 1
A*2-y-v*?, PN _ A'(2-p)*(Q-v?) poN _ A%(8-10y*+3y*-d(4-y(2+¥))?)
j My = ; NCSPON = ()
(4-3y2)? (4-3y2)?2 2(4-3y?)2

If the firms choose to opt for ECSR activities and get certification, the equilibrium outcomes would be,

pPoc _ (2-v-v*)(A+as) poc _ (2-y)(A+as) _poc _ (2-v-v*)(A+as) _poc _
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must be satisfied. Further 2% > 1% holds for all
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parametric values.
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Firm 1 would be willing to adopt ECSR certification if 7 °¢ > 2" i

ie.,s <sPeUl =

holds. For firm 2, decision to adopt ECSR certification is chosen if 75%¢ > mb "

i.e. s < sPQUZ =
Aa(2-y-y?)?
(4-3y»)?%-a?(2-y-y

772 holds.

Also, comparing the upper threshold of spending on ECSR, we observe that firm 1 (choosing price) has

higher threshold than firm 2 (choosing quantity)’s ECSR spending, i.e., sPQUl > sPQUZ,

Lemma 1: In a price vs. quantity game, price setting firm has higher threshold for ECSR spending than
guantity setting firm.

NGO certifier

Coming to second stage, we obtain the optimal choice of ECSR certification standard for NGO certifier

d NcsPecC
ds

by evaluating = 0. We get

por - A@®—10y* +3y") —d(4 +y2+¥))(B— 6y* + a4 +y(2 +))))
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sPe* > 0ifd >
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oy ra( a2 This means that certifier’s

Further, sP?* > sPQUL and sP@* > sPRU2 when d >
optimal level of ECSR standard would be higher than the upper limit for the firms in price vs. quantity
competition and any firm will not spend on ECSR if a certifier sets the standard at s”?*. NGO certifier
can set the ECSR standard for certification at either s = sPQUlor s = sPQU2 Jevel for participation. If
s = sP@UL js chosen as ECSR standard, then only price-setting firm 1 will get the certification and

quantity-setting firm 2 will not get ECSR certification. Interestingly, profit of firm 2 will be higher than

firm 1.



On the other hand, s = sP?U2 as ECSR standard leads to both firms getting the certification. In this case

also, firm 1’s profit would be lower than firm 2’s.

This indicates that quantity setting firm 2 has net advantage over price setting firm 1 irrespective of
whether firm 1 unilaterally get the ECSR certification or both firms get the certification. This is a new

result.

Therefore, to induce the firms in adopting the certification, the standard would be set at s = sPQU,
Further, we find that consumers and firms would benefit from such ECSR standard as compared to no
ECSR at all because NCSPQC > NCSPQN,

Proposition 2: In a price vs. quantity competition,

a) NGO certifier will set the ECSR standard below the optimal level

b) if ECSR certification standard is set at s = s”?UL, then only price-setting firm will get the
certification, whereas quantity-setting firm 2 will not opt for certification.

c) if ECSR certification standard is set at s = sP?V2, then both firms will get the certification and it

is beneficial for both firms and consumers.

4. Comparison of ECSR Certification Standards

Comparing the optimal ECSR standard, s by the NGO certifier across endogenous market structure, we
observe that sPP* > sP* > s2@* indicating Bertrand has the highest level followed by price-quantity and

lastly Cournot case.

Proposition 3: Across the spectrum of market structure, the NGO certifier’s optimal ECSR standard

rankings are sPP* > sPQ* > sQ0*,

In all the cases, the NGO certifier is not able to implement the optimal level of ECSR standard because
the firms will not adopt such ECSR standards as that leads to lower profit for them. Therefore, the
certifier would choose a sub-optimal ECSR standard to incentivize the firms. Comparing these

equilibrium standards, we get the ranking in proposition 4.



Proposition 4: The NGO certifier’s equilibrium ECSR standard rankings are sPQU > sQQU > gPPU >

sPeuz,

5. Endogenous Market Structure: Price or Quantity Contract

Now, we solve the first stage of the game where firms have options to choose price or quantity contracts
in the product market competition. For the sake of brevity, we do not consider the case where no firm
chooses ECSR certification. The outcome of that subgame will be identical to Singh and Vives (1984).

Lemma 2 (Singh and Vives, 1984): In a product market competition for substitute goods*, with price and

guantity as strategic choices, firms choose quantity contracts as dominant strategies.

ECSR certification standards and market structure

If firms opt for the ECSR certification, then the outcome of the subgame can differ from Singh and Vives
(1984). The certifier can choose a uniform standard irrespective of the nature of market competition, or
different standards based on nature of competition?. We only consider possibility of uniform ECSR

certification standards.

In case of uniform ECSR standard, there are four choices, sP@UL > s@Q@U > gPPU > gPQUZ (gee
Proposition 4). If the NGO certifier sets the lowest three ECSR certification standard, i.e., either s”?U2 or
sPPU or sQQU then the Nash equilibrium outcome of the game in Table 1, is {Quantity, Quantity}. On the
other hand, if the ECSR certifier sets the standard at the highest level possible i.e., §PQU1, then there are

two Nash equilibria outcomes of the game {Price, Quantity} and {Quantity, Price}.

1 In this paper, we only consider substitute goods in the market offered by competing firms.
2 But from a real-world point of view, such standards may not be feasible due to monitoring issues,
discrimination, and mimicking behavior among firms.



Table 1: Price-Quantity Contract Game (with ECSR certification)

Firm 2
Price Quantity
Firm 1 Price nyPC, mhPe %, mh Q¢
H QPC _QpPC QQC _QQc
Quantity my o,y myo, T,

Proposition 5: In a price-quantity contract game,

a) If a certifier decides, the uniform ECSR standard at either s”?U2 or sPPU or s2QU |evel, the

subgame perfect Nash equilibrium is {Quantity, Quantity}
b) If the certifier decides, the uniform ECSR standard at s”?U1, there are two subgame perfect Nash

equilibria {price, Quantity}, {Quantity, Price}

Proof: See online appendix

6. Conclusion

In this paper, we analyze the relationship between endogenous market structure and strategic ECSR in a
differentiated duopoly. We show that NGO certifier will always set the ECSR standards below the
optimal level to ensure participation. In a price-quantity game, there is possibility of partial or full
compliance with ECSR standards. Lastly, while setting a uniform ECSR standards in endogenous market

structure, there is a possibility of Cournot outcome as well as mixed market outcome.
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ONLINE APPENDIX

Al. A pp game (Bertrand Competition)

We use the superscript PPN to denote equilibrium outcome for firms not adopting ECSR in pp

game i.e., Bertrand competition, otherwise PPC. Solving the game, we get

PPN PPN A PPN ppN _ AQ-v) . _ppN PPN A%(1-y) PPN
q: q; 24772 » P1 p2 =y 2 220+
A%(1-2d+

( Y) )

@2+y-v?)?

If the firms decide to adopt for ECSR and get certification for the same, the outcomes are

Atas (1 —-y)(A+as)
e = qfP = STl = ppre = ST, pre e
1- y)(A + ag)z 5
-NC+y—-v?) -
ppc _ _(Atap)?  2d(A+(a+(=2+n)(1+1)s)?
NCS @-r)2(+y) (2+y-y?)? 2)

For a firm to be adopting ECSR, the certification threshold needs to be lower than the level of

A
———— should
2-a+y-y

pollution, otherwise the cost will be more than its benefits. For g77¢ > s,s < “aty

be satisfied.

Comparing the profits of firms® with or without ECSR,

7PPC _ PPN — A2(1-y)+24a(1-y)s— (4 —a’A-y) - B -nyHs’
2-m*A+y)

3 Given the symmetry of the firms and their outcomes, we only compare the results of one firm, and it
holds for both of them.



. A - . .
We observe that m7P¢ — PPN > 0 if s < sPPU = — 22207V \which provides the upper
= = 4—ac+acy-3y“+y

bound for the ECSR spending to adopt the ECSR certification. So, firms will spend strategically

on ECSR and get certification if s < sPPV .4

Optimal ECSR Certification Standard

We obtain the optimal choice of ECSR certification standard in case of NGO certifier by

d NcSPPC

evaluating —

= 0. We get,

PP Ala+ay —2d(a—(2-y)(1+7)))
= T 2d@a—-Q2-y)A+y))2—a(1+y)

at+a’y a’+a’y ;
holds. Further, s?P* > sPPU when d > . This
2(@-2-1) (A7) S 2 2(a-2-1)(1+7)?

means that an NGO certifier’s optimal level of ECSR standard would be higher that the upper

sPP*>0if d >

limit for the firms in Bertrand competition and a firm would not choose to spend on ECSR if a
certifier sets the standard at s?7*. Therefore, to induce the firms, the standard would be set at s =
sPPU by the NGO certifier. Further, we can also show that consumer and firms would benefit

from such ECSR standard as compared to no ECSR at all i.e., NCSPP¢ > NCSPPN,

Proposition A1l: An NGO certifier would set the ECSR standard below the optimal level if firms
engage in Bertrand competition and, it is beneficial for both firms and consumers in terms of

profit and net consumer surplus, respectively.

A2. A qq game (Cournot Competition)

4 Superscript U denotes upper bound.



For Cournot game, we use the superscript QQ. The outcomes of the product market competition,

if firms do not adopt ECSR are, q" = ¢2%" = 2% ;N = p2eN _ 2%; 2N = gV =
A? A%2(1-2d+y)
: Qon _ A“(1—2d+y)
Gy NG =T ®)

On the other hand, if the firms decide to adopt ECSR certification, the outcomes would be,

QQc PPc _ Atas _QQC QQC _ Atas _QQC QQC _ (A+as)? s2; NCSQQC —

9@ =4 24y ‘P11 T P2 21y 1 T 247)?
(1+y)(4+as)’ ~2d(A-(2-a+7)s)? n
(2+7)?
For ¢?% >s,s < 2_Z+y should be satisfied. Further comparing the profits of firms with and

without adopting ECSR,

1 1 -

(2+y)?
A firm would profit from adopting ECSR if 72%¢ > 799" je., when s < sQ@U = —22¢__
- - 4—ac+4y+y

This denotes the upper bound to spend on ECSR for certification.

Optimal ECSR Certification Standard

We obtain the optimal choice of ECSR certification standard in case of NGO -certifier by

d NcsQeC

evaluating = 0. We get,
00- _ Ala+ay+2d2—a+vy))
2 T2 —a+i—ai(l+y)
2 2 2 2
s > 0 if d > =% _nolds. Further, s99* > sV when d > —%Y_ This means that a
- 2(2-a+y)? = = 2(2—a+y)>?

certifier’s optimal level of ECSR standard would be higher than the upper limit for the firms in
Cournot competition and a firm would not choose to spend on ECSR if a certifier sets the

standard at s92*. Therefore, to induce the firms, the standard would be set at s = s?¢U by the



NGO certifier. Further, we can also show that consumer and firms would benefit from such
ECSR standard as compared to no ECSR at all i.e., NCSQQC > NCSQQN,

Proposition A2: An NGO certifier would set the ECSR standard below the optimal level if firms
engage in Cournot competition and, it is beneficial for both firms and consumers in terms of

profit and net consumer surplus, respectively.

A3. Proof for Proposition 5

Proof:
a) In all three cases, we observe that 72"¢ > nfP¢ and m2%¢ > nf°¢ for firm 1; and
2% > nbP¢ and w2%¢ > "¢ for firm 2. This makes ‘Quantity contract’ as the

dominant strategy for both the firms and the Nash equilibrium is {Quantity, Quantity}.

QPC PQC

b) In this case, we observe that 7°° > 7fP¢ and 7% < n! pec

for firm 1; and 7, " >

¢ and w$%¢ < w2F¢ for firm 2. This means that there are no dominant strategies and
the best response of either firm is the choice of opposite strategy, and the Nash equilibria
are {Price, Quantity}, {Quantity Price}.



