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Abstract 

There are several frameworks for corporate sustainability indicators (GRI, B-LAB, 
WBCSD, etc.) which allow for the selection of indicators based on convenience or subjec-
tive criteria. In this work, we aim to propose a common framework based on relevant 
indicators for companies operating in the Mexican context to provide a basis for their tran-
sition to sustainability. We analyzed five international corporate sustainability indicator 
frameworks and decided to use the CoP, BIA, and CSA evaluation tools. The set of indi-
cators (n = 294) was evaluated by a panel of judges with profiles covering several fields of 
sustainability, followed by an analysis of agreement using Kendall’s W. The weighting for 
each judge was equally distributed, and the TOPSIS Multicriteria Decision Method 
(MCDM) was used to calculate the Relative Proximity Coefficient (RPC) for each indicator. 
The RPC values were stratified into priority levels and used to build a model to guide 
Mexican enterprises toward sustainability, which indicates that planet factors initially 
have the highest priority. As the company grows, it should incorporate more sustainable 
elements across the social, governance, and prosperity spheres. The model may serve as 
a roadmap for companies seeking sustainability. 

Keywords: corporate sustainability indicators; sustainable performance evaluation;  
transition; Mexico 
 

1. Introduction 
Sustainable Development (hereinafter, SD) has evolved since its original proposal in 

the Brundtland Report [1] and can now be considered a paradigm from which many coun-
tries seek to reconcile human activities and needs with the environment and preserve nat-
ural resources. 

At the international level, global efforts have focused on providing general guide-
lines, treaties, and agreements to guide countries’ actions. The Millennium Development 
Goals were among the first efforts and provided guidelines for structuring the 2030 
Agenda, fifteen years later [2,3]. 
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This agenda, composed of 17 Sustainable Development Goals (hereinafter, SDGs), 
169 targets, and 232 indicators, was initially oriented to countries so that, from their real-
ities, they could generate action plans, policies, and initiatives towards these goals [4]. 
However, countries have little room for investment, and it is estimated that they require 
between 5.0 and 7.0 trillion USD per year. Accordingly, the private sector has received 
special attention and is crucial to achieving SD due to its financing potential, technology, 
and infrastructure [5,6]. 

Companies face the challenge of transforming their structures and strategies to inte-
grate environmental, social, and economic issues [7]. The Classical Theory of Management 
[8] and Friedman’s Theory of Shareholder Supremacy [9] promoted the idea of organiza-
tional efficiency and the generation of profits for shareholders, prioritizing economic 
growth over other values, leading to environmental and social problems on a global scale. 

In response, the Stakeholder Theory [10] marks a significant change in traditional 
thinking and connects the paradigm of sustainability in business practice by expanding 
the shareholder-centric approach to any group that may affect or be affected by the 
achievement of the company’s objectives, even beyond the market, e.g., local communi-
ties, the environment, and future generations [11]. 

In this sense, “corporate sustainability” (CS) or “business sustainability”, as a re-
search line, aims to align SD at the company level [12]; CS is not just about incorporating 
isolated practices; rather, it implies that, from the recognition of global sustainability chal-
lenges, the company is transformed, balancing its economic objectives with environmen-
tal and social ones to reduce negative impacts and increase benefits to society and the 
planet [13]. 

Initially, CS was incorporated to comply with international agreements, build trust, 
and improve image and reputation; now, it has transcended into a strategic tool for deci-
sion-making, investment attraction, organizational development, and accountability [14–
16]. 

To verify that companies contribute to achieving SD, it is necessary to evaluate their 
performance [14]. The Corporate Sustainability Assessment (CSA) is a management ap-
proach that usually details the measurement based on indicators [17]. The derived infor-
mation is used for two purposes: to report or to make an improvement. The first seeks 
transparency and accountability to inform stakeholders about the impacts of companies; 
the second aims to identify critical points for the management of business strategy to im-
prove the sustainability of the company [18]. 

According to Pazienza et al. [15], there are various methodologies, including indexes 
and scorecards, methods, performance scores, models, and web-based tools. Under this 
scenario, the challenge for companies is to determine which framework to use to assess 
their sustainability performance, which may depend on their purpose, scope, or 
knowledge, or the environment in which they operate. 

The literature indicates that, in general, CSA is not yet measured [15]. We identified 
three reasons: (1) there are diverse evaluation frameworks and methods, (2) the lack of a 
general framework and a cohesive measure for global comparison and measurement, and 
(3) subjectivity in the selection of frameworks and indicators. 

In contrast to the first two, Schneider & Meins [19] and Pazienza et al. [15] analyze 
different evaluation methods to propose a cohesive measure for global measurement 
[14,15]. However, other authors affirm that a general measure is not possible, such that it 
must be based on the incorporation of individual and contextual aspects that reflect dif-
ferent realities [20–22], such as the organizational context [23], the characteristics of the 
company [19] and, very importantly, the country—specifically, its regulatory framework 
or interaction with stakeholders [20,24]. 
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This makes indicator selection for evaluating the company’s sustainability a subjec-
tive, decision-maker-dependent process [14]. Therefore, the alignment approach in sus-
tainability frameworks [25] or the global sustainability strategy has been proposed for lo-
cal operations [26], and the use of quantitative methods has been suggested to provide 
certainty to the selection process [27–29]. Countries such as Sweden and the Netherlands 
[25], Malaysia [26], China [27], Brazil [28], and Taiwan [29] have conducted these exercises. 

In Mexico, there is a Performance Evaluation System for measuring agencies’ pro-
gress in meeting the SDGs. However, no specific set of indicators for the business sector 
was established. Also, in 2019, a collaboration and commitment agreement was signed by 
the Federal government, Global Compact Mexico, and the Business Coordinating Council, 
resulting in the National Strategy for the implementation of the 2030 Agenda (ENA 2030) 
[30]. 

However, in general, the country’s companies are in the early stages of adopting a 
sustainability strategy, as more than 50% do not consider it a priority over the next two 
years, and only 18% have formal schemes for comprehensively collecting, analyzing, and 
managing sustainability information. In addition, its main frameworks are international, 
such as the SDGs, the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI), and the Sustainability Reporting 
Standards of the International Financial Reporting Standards [31]. 

Other frameworks, such as S&P Global’s Corporate Sustainability Assessment, alt-
hough generally assumed to be in use, are applied to determine the Dow Jones Sustaina-
bility Index (DJSI), which is based on the evaluation of companies listed on the Mexican 
Stock Exchange (S&P DJI, 2023) [31]. 

Companies such as Cemex Mexico (construction) and Grupo Bimbo Mexico (food) 
are evaluated across multiple frameworks. The multinational Cemex identifies that the 
evolution of the global regulatory framework and the lack of clarity, the incoherence, and 
the contradiction of regulations and standards in each of the places in which they operate 
are potential risks that can lead to non-compliance, as well as adherence or adaptation 
delays. This would therefore incur significant fines or interrupt their operations [32], rep-
resenting a real problem that requires further analysis. The use of various frameworks 
and the recognition of risks by Mexican companies are practical evidence of gaps to be 
filled. 

The literature shows discrepancies in alignment and quantitative methods, for which 
no international research applied to the Mexican context was identified. Likewise, practi-
cal evidence indicates a lack of a general framework to guide more than 5 million compa-
nies, of which 95.5% are microenterprises, underscoring the relevance of this research [33]. 

The objective of this work is to propose a common framework, based on relevant 
international indicators of corporate sustainability, for companies operating in the Mexi-
can context that considers the characteristics of the country (external) and the company 
itself (internal), providing a basis for their transition to sustainability. 

This study contributes to the topic with (1) the alignment of international evaluation 
frameworks, (2) the proposal of a framework of sustainable indicators applicable to Mex-
ican companies, and, in a practical way, (3) the gradual integration of the indicators into 
a three-level model, which serves as a roadmap for companies seeking the transition to-
wards sustainability. 

The document begins with an introduction, followed by an analysis of the indicator 
frameworks of five international organizations. From these, we selected three quantitative 
frameworks and analyzed their indicators that contribute to transition model develop-
ment. Finally, we discuss the results and present our conclusions. 
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2. Materials and Methods 
To determine indicators of corporate sustainability, we analyzed five international 

indicator frameworks issued by organizations—(1) WBCSD, (2) GRI, (3) UNGC, (4) B-Lab, 
and (5) BMV—in conjunction with S&P Global. 

Considering the structure and objectives of these frameworks, we selected three 
measurement/evaluation instruments—CoP (UNGC), BIA (B-LAB), and CSA (BMV and 
S&P Global)—because they are based on and interrelate with other international frame-
works, such as GRI, Carbon Disclosure Project (CDP), and International Standards of Ac-
counting and Reporting (ISAR). They are structured as general-purpose questionnaires; 
they have broader coverage and are applicable to different kinds of companies. On the 
other hand, the GRI framework is used to inform; the WBCSD focuses on the circular 
economy. Also, we avoid repetition; Table 1 shows that relevant GRI indicators are in-
cluded. 

With these tools, international companies can measure and publicize their sustaina-
bility. However, it is necessary to verify its validity in the Mexican context, which we did 
by conducting a concordance analysis using expert judgment and Kendall’s W coefficient 
for ordinal data. We applied a modification of the method used by Escobar-Pérez & 
Cuervo-Martínez [34] and Galicia et al. [35]. 

We designed an evaluation template that included a section of general data; a justifi-
cation; the objective of the study; and the aspect to be rated, “relevance”, included together 
with “clarity and coherence”. An ascending Likert rating scale was used, where 1 indi-
cated non-relevance and 5 the highest relevance for the Mexican context. Therefore, the 
list of items for each tool, their justifications, and additional data, whether they relate to 
the SDGs or other frameworks, also includes the section for the judge’s qualification. 

We invited six experts to serve as an evaluation panel [34]. The highlights of the pro-
files are as follows: A solid academic foundation with four doctoral and two master’s de-
grees. They have an average of 23 years of experience in the fields of business administra-
tion, environmental and economic sustainability, toxicology, consulting services, account-
ing and auditing, communitarian work, and research, and they include former govern-
ment officials and two enterprise CEOs. The profiles of the experts and their professional 
experience cover several aspects of sustainability, and a broad cross-section of enterprises 
in México. 

We mentioned the importance of the judges’ contributions. We sent the evaluation 
template and additional information via email, including a deadline for submitting their 
responses. 

We recorded the evaluation results in spreadsheets, generating a 6 × 294 matrix. The 
data was processed using Microsoft Excel, IBM SPSS Statistics v27.0.1.0, and Python 3.10 
(Google Colab). We determined Cronbach’s Alpha using reliability analysis, and the de-
gree of concordance and correlation between the evaluations was obtained by means of 
nonparametric analysis with Kendall’s W coefficient. This was to finally analyze the re-
sults obtained using the Technique for Order Preference by Similarity to Ideal Solution 
(TOPSIS) Multicriteria Decision Method [36,37] to select, classify, and prioritize indicators 
relevant and applicable to the Mexican context, at three levels. 

The TOPSIS method seeks to identify the solution closest to the ideal solution and 
furthest from the non-ideal solutions among a finite number of alternatives evaluated un-
der a finite number of criteria. This method has been widely used for indicator selection 
[38–40] and strategy selection [41]. In this way, we constructed the initial matrix using 
data from expert evaluations, rating each indicator according to its relevance; indicators 
correspond to alternatives, and judges to attributes, with an increasing valuation: the 
greater the relevance, the higher the rating. The weighting for each attribute was 0.167, 
equally distributed across the six judges to avoid bias. The step-by-step procedure 
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continued [37–40,42] to obtain the score of the Relative Proximity Coefficient (RPC) for 
each alternative. 

Based on the judges’ relevance scores for each indicator, the TOPSIS method pro-
duces RPC values ranging from 0 to 1. The indicators with higher scores are more relevant 
and were considered high priority, and so on. 

The RPCs for each indicator were ordered from highest to lowest. Next, we stratified 
the RPC values and established a midpoint on the Likert scale for the six attributes, i.e., 
the RPC value for a score of 2.5 (2.5 Likert = 0.453 RPC). A total of 21 coefficients between 
0 and 0.453 were considered less relevant and were eliminated, while 61 indicators were 
considered redundant. 

Next, the remaining RPC values were stratified into three levels. The interval from 
0.453 to 1 was divided into equal-width intervals. The indicators with the best scores ap-
pear in levels 1 (21 indicators), 2 (87 indicators), and 3 (104 indicators). 

The indicators were categorized into four dimensions—(1) governance, (2) prosper-
ity, (3) planet, and (4) people—as proposed by Cantele et al. [43], and were incorporated 
into the final model. 
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Table 1. Indicator frameworks for sustainability. 

Organization WBCSD GRI UNGC B LAB BMV and S&P Global 
Country Switzerland Boston USA Mexico USA Mexico 
Year 1995 1997 2005 2006 2011 
Indicator  
Frameworks 

Circular Transition Indicators 
(CTIs) 

GRI Report Communication of Progress 
(CoP) 

B Impact Assessment (BIA) Corporate Sustainability As-
sessment (CSA) 

Objective 

Promote transparency and 
alignment to establish a com-
mon language between indus-
tries and governments to de-
velop strategies and measure 
progress towards sustainabil-
ity. 

Provide transparency in rela-
tion to their contribution to SD. 
Enable understanding and re-
porting of the most significant 
impacts on the economy, envi-
ronment, and people, including 
impacts on human rights, and 
how they are managed. 

Support decision-making pro-
cesses and help companies 
measure and show their pro-
gress to stakeholders and the 
public in relation to the Ten 
Principles and the SDGs, in a 
standardized, consistent, and 
harmonized manner. 

Enabling companies to meas-
ure and manage the impact of 
the entire business on its stake-
holders through a standard-
ized, comprehensive, reveal-
ing, and comparable frame-
work. 

Identify companies that are 
better equipped to recognize 
and respond to emerging sus-
tainability opportunities and 
challenges presented by global 
and industry trends. 

Approach 
Transparency, alignment, mon-
itoring, and preparation of re-
ports. 

Transparency, report, prepara-
tion of reports, and disclosure. 

Transparency, measurement, 
reporting, and accountability. 

Assessment, comparison, and 
improvement. 

Transparency, assessment, rep-
resentation, disclosure, expo-
sure, performance, and aware-
ness. 

Areas 

1. Close the Loop;  
2. Optimize the Loop;  
3. Value the Loop;  
4. Impact of the Loop. 

1. Economic;  
2. Environment;  
3. Social. 

1. Governance;  
2. Human Rights;  
3. Labor Standards;  
4. Environment;  
5. Anti-corruption. 

1. Governance;  
2. Workers;  
3. Community;  
4. Environment;  
5. Customers. 

1. Economic;  
2. Environmental;  
3. Social. 

Users 

It can be applied to companies 
of all industries, sizes, value 
chain positions, and geogra-
phies. 

Any type of organization, re-
gardless of its size, type, geo-
graphic location, or reporting 
experience. 

Available for any company. It 
is mandatory for UNGC partic-
ipants. 

It can be used for any company 
regardless of its size, sector, or 
geographic location. 

It focuses on listed companies, 
although anyone can use it. 
Companies whose sustainabil-
ity performance is of interest to 
general investment are invited. 

Treatment  
of Omissions  

The selection of relevant indi-
cators for each business is dif-
ferent; some are optional. It is 
recommended to specify why 

If the organization cannot meet 
any requirement, it must spec-
ify the reason for the omission. 

There is an optional text box to 
include the context of the se-
lected answers. If a question is 
irrelevant or does not make 
sense for a company, select 

There are options like None of 
the Above or Don’t Know, but 
in case questions are not appli-
cable to a particular company, 
you should answer N/A and 

Each question contains a stand-
ard set of options that allows 
you to indicate whether you do 
not have the information or the 
question does not apply, in 
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you decided to evaluate or ex-
clude some item. 

“Not applicable”. Then, you 
must justify your answer. 

then the points are redistrib-
uted. 

which case supporting evi-
dence is required. 

Characteristics 

• Universal, comprehensive, 
flexible, objective, quantita-
tive approach framework; 

• Created by companies for 
companies; 

• Does not assess absolute 
environmental and social 
impacts; 

• Provides information 
about the contribution of 
circularity to SDG on cli-
mate and nature; 

• Guides decision-making 
when adopting circularity 
in corporate strategy; 

• Evaluation, communica-
tion, or disclosure are not 
their purpose; it pro-vides 
internal information that is 
secure and confidential; 

• The results are not for com-
paring the sustainable per-
formance of companies or 
industries; 

• Additional information, 
which is not intended to re-
place any established 
framework. 

• Wide range of topics; 
• Flexible structure; 
• Series of standards that in-

crease transparency; 
• Standardized and compa-

rable reports; 
• These are the most widely 

used standards for report-
ing and taken up by other 
frameworks; 

• Constantly updated; 
• Free to use and available in 

several translations; 
• Organizations choose from 

the topics to report their 
impacts; 

• They do not offer assign-
ments, thresholds, goals, 
objectives, or references for 
good or bad performance; 

• Facilitates reporting on sig-
nificant impacts. 

• Standardized, quantitative, 
narrative, multiple-choice 
format; 

• Provides quantifiable and 
comparable data over time; 

• Objective and defined met-
rics; 

• Topics reflect actionable 
sustainability practices of 
interest to UNGC-partici-
pating companies; 

• Access to free and public 
sources of corporate sus-
tainability data; 

• Supports decision-making 
processes; 

• Highlights areas for im-
provement, shows success-
ful initiatives, and inspires 
future action; 

• Requires a statement of 
support for the UNGC 
from the CEO; 

• Reviews companies’ per-
formance in relation to the 
UNGC’s Ten Principles; 

• Ease of selecting your own 
material topics for disclo-
sure. 

• It is comprehensive, objec-
tive, dynamic, aspirational, 
educational, and confiden-
tial; 

• It is practice-oriented and 
improvement-oriented; 

• It assesses the operational 
and business model impact 
on stakeholders; 

• It is scored to enable com-
parability and identify and 
track opportunities for im-
provement over time; 

• The score is positive, com-
plex, and customized to the 
specific scope of the com-
pany, and evolves with 
each version; 

• It seeks to complement, ra-
ther than replace; 

• The content of questions 
and their relative weight-
ings are adapted to mate-
rial issues based on size, 
industry, and geographic 
location. 

• Holistic assessment; 
• Its structure and weighting 

depend on its financial ma-
teriality in a given context; 

• It has an online reporting 
tool; 

• It is developed from the in-
vestor’s perspective; 

• It helps improve the form 
and content of companies’ 
reports, in order to comply 
with international disclo-
sure standards; 

• It makes information avail-
able to the public; 

• It serves as the country’s 
ESG benchmark in its quest 
to measure the perfor-
mance of companies with 
strong ESG programs. 

Relationship 
with Other 
Frameworks  

• Circular economy princi-
ples of Ellen MacArthur 
Foundation; 

Based on the expectations of re-
sponsible business conduct 

• GRI; 
• CDP; 
• ISAR; 

• GRI; 
• Sustainability Accounting 

Standards Board (SASB); 

• GRI; 
• CDP; 
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• Natural Capital Protocol; 
• There is no relationship 

between the indicators, 
but there is collaboration 
with GRI, circular econ-
omy, and KPMG. 

from official intergovernmental 
instruments: 
• Paris Agreement; 
• The Organization for Eco-

nomic Co-operation and 
Development (OECD) 
Guidelines for Multina-
tional Enterprises; 

• UN Guiding Principles on 
Business & Human Rights. 

• WEF Common Metrics; 
• Nasdaq; 
• UN Guiding Principles on 

Business & Human Rights. 

• CDP; 
• DJSI; 
• Future Fit Business Bench-

mark; 
• ALINUS Indicators; 
• Fair Trade Certification; 
• Organic Certification; 
• ISO 14000. 

• UNGC Questionnaire 
(CoP); 

• IRIS Metrics; 
• WEF Common Metrics; 
• ISO 45001. 

Information from [44–53]. 
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3. Results 
3.1. Top Organizations for CS Measurement and Outreach 

Five main organizations were identified in the literature reviewed as proposing gen-
eral frameworks for corporate sustainability: 

(1) World Business Council for Sustainable Development (WBCSD). 
(2) Global Reporting Initiative (GRI). 
(3) UNGC Global Compact. 
(4) B Lab. 
(5) S&P/BMV Total Mexico Index. 

All these organizations emerged after the Brundtland report, but before the publica-
tion of the 2030 Agenda, which reinforces the argument that, given the lack of a general 
framework, they began to look for ways to make visible the interest of companies in being 
sustainable, first as an act of transparency and then for strategic management. 

The United Nations Organization (UN) sets the stage for the Sustainable Movement, 
and the Global Compact is a derivative organization for business action; however, it was 
the WBCSD that was the first to disseminate the concept of SD and proposes the measure-
ment of eco-efficiency. 

In Mexico, the Dow Jones sustainable index was created in 1999; twelve years later, 
a collaboration with the BMV was established with the aim of representing and promoting 
other companies in the Mexican market and to obtain financing. 

The BMV is the only one that explicitly excludes certain companies, such as those in 
the arms industry and tobacco, which cannot be considered sustainable. Here, we can de-
tect that business sustainability is not about attacking and then remedying the damage—
performing a harmful activity and then compensating for it with good actions. Rather, it 
is an effort to make economic activity sustainable. 

The approach of the WBCSD and B Lab seeks to promote a change in the economic 
paradigm to a sustainable one, which entails the conception of the business logic to pro-
mote a “better world”. The GRI and WBCSD focus on transparency, that is, showing the 
compliance of companies; they are not intended to be used for evaluation because they do 
not provide reference limits that indicate good or bad performance. 

On the other hand, UNGC, B Lab, and S&P Global demonstrate a strategic approach 
to improvement grounded in measurement and evaluation. This reduces companies’ 
discretion, which, although they may omit some questions in an argumentative manner, 
constitutes an advance in measuring sustainability, as the frameworks presented are 
standardized and applicable to any type of company. 

3.2. Reliability of the Assessment Instrument 

The evaluation of the panel of expert judges yielded 1764 data points, which were 
subjected to a reliability analysis in SPSS using Cronbach’s Alpha. The Alpha value ob-
tained in the evaluation instrument was 0.954, considered a high value that may well in-
dicate redundancy of the items (see Table 2); that is, they evaluate the same question but 
differently; however, the number of items in the test can also affect its value [54,55] (see 
Table 3). 

Table 2. Reliability of assessment instrument. 

Reliability Statistics 
Cronbach’s Alpha N of Items 

0.954 294 
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When evaluating reliability by frame, Cronbach’s Alpha is affected by the number of 
elements; however, in all three cases, desirable values above 0.70 are still obtained. 

Table 3. Reliability by indicator framework.  

 Reliability Statistics 
 Cronbach’s Alpha N of Items 

CoP 0.750 75 
CSA 0.876 96 
BIA 0.870 123 

3.3. Concordance and Multivariate Correlation Analysis of the Instrument 

The concordance analysis, based on the sum of the item evaluation ranges across the 
six judges, yielded Kendall’s W = 0.502 and reflected the degree of congruence (see Table 
4). A highly significant correlation shows that the agreement between the evaluators is 
not due to chance. 

Table 4. Kendall’s W nonparametric multiple correlation-assessment instrument. 

Test Statistics 
N 5 

Kendall’s W 0.502 
Chi-Square 555.14 

Df 294 
Asymp. Sig. <0.0001 

The above shows that, given the degree of agreement and correlation regarding the 
relevance of the items of three frameworks of international indicators of business sustain-
ability, it is possible to create a proposal of indicators applicable to the Mexican context 
based on the ratings given by the judges by calculating a coefficient of relative closeness 
for each indicator through the TOPSIS method. 

3.4. Stratification and Creation of the Model 

Given that the selection of indicators in the evaluation of business sustainability is 
usually a subjective process [14], based on the ratings given by the judges with respect to 
their relevance, the TOPSIS method allowed a single score to be calculated for each indi-
cator (values from 0 to 1); the higher the value, the closer it is to the ideal solution [56]. In 
other words, the indicators with higher scores have greater relevance and should be con-
sidered in the first instance, and so on. 

Therefore, the RPCs obtained for each indicator were ordered from highest to lowest 
(see Table 5), revealing that three indicators obtained the maximum value—”total waste 
eliminated”, “total recycled waste”, and “monitoring of greenhouse gas emissions”—all 
of which correspond to the BIA. The minimum value was obtained by the indicator “pay-
ments to the government”, which also belongs to the BIA. 

Table 5. Maximum and minimum relative proximity coefficient. 

 Maximum Value Minimum Value 
RPC 0.912 0.336 

To eliminate indicators with the lowest scores, a cut was made at the midpoint of the 
Likert scale. We calculated the RPC value for a score of 2.5 in the six attributes (2.5 Likert 
= 0.453 RPC) and then the alternatives with coefficients between 0 and 0.453 were 
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eliminated (21 indicators). In the Mexican context, evaluators consider these indicators 
least relevant. 

Next, RPC values > 0.453 were stratified into three levels. The range from 0.453 to 1 
was divided into equal-width intervals (see Table 6), and the indicators were classified 
and ordered by their scores at their respective levels. 

Table 6. Stratification criteria. 

Levels Intervals N of Indicators 
Deleted [0, 0.453] 21 
Level 3 (0.453, 0.636] 148 
Level 2 (0.636, 0.818] 103 
Level 1 (0.818, 1] 22 
Total  294 

Level 1 includes the indicators with the highest scores because they are considered 
highly relevant and applicable to all types of companies in Mexico. That is, these indica-
tors can be met by both a small company in the financial sector in the north of the country 
and a large one in the automotive sector in the center of the country. Level 2 includes 
scores with medium relevance or where the size or activity influences whether the com-
pany is not in the right conditions or does not have the capabilities, information, or infra-
structure to cover that indicator. Level 3 includes indicators with lower scores; they are 
considered relevant, but in general, only large companies comply with them, including 
international corporations listed on stock exchanges or those already monitoring their sus-
tainability progress. 

After stratification, the indicators were categorized into distinct dimensions (see Fig-
ure 1). Most publications classify the indicators within the three conventional dimensions 
of sustainability (economic, social, and environmental) [57]; in the case of the three indi-
cator frameworks analyzed, the CoP is organized into five areas with a focus on the prin-
ciples of the Global Compact [51], BIA is also organized into five but with a focus on the 
company’s key stakeholders [46], and the CSA is organized into the commonly used di-
mensions [52]. 

The integration of Environmental, Social, and Governance (ESG) elements is gaining 
ground [58], and in some cases, it has replaced conventional dimensions [43,57]. There is 
confusion between the economic dimension and governance, since there is often impreci-
sion about the aspects that concern them [19]; in fact, it is not common to find them sim-
ultaneously, as observed in the frameworks analyzed here. At the same time, indicators 
related to financial aspects should not be confused with structural characteristics related 
to sustainability [19]. This proposal is structured around the work of Cantele et al. [43], 
who integrate the concept of the Triple Bottom Line (people, profit, planet) [59] and ESG 
approaches in four dimensions: (1) governance, (2) prosperity, (3) planet, and (4) people. 
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Figure 1. Structure of the elements proposed to transition companies towards sustainability. 

This procedure made it possible to identify those indicators that could be redundant; 
however, each organization approaches them differently, and despite dealing with the 
same element, sustainability reports require different information, for example, for waste, 
quantity, management, procedures, and practical actions. In these cases, they were orga-
nized and clustered around the central element. 

For redundancies, for example, in the case of emissions levels 1, 2 or 3, all frameworks 
referred to quantity, so we maintain the indicator with the highest RPC and eliminate the 
other two; in total, 61 indicators were eliminated because of repetition among the frame-
works. The final stratification, grouping the indicators by level and dimension, is shown 
in Table 7. 

Table 7. Final stratification of indicators. 

Dimension L1 L2 L3 Total 
Governance 2 10 28 40 
Prosperity 0 5 16 21 

Planet 16 * 35 11 62 
People 3 37 * 49 * 89 
Total 21 87 104 212 

* Dimensions with the highest number of indicators per level. 

The results show that a greater number of social indicators and, to a lesser extent, 
economic indicators prevail, which may be because the economic analysis of companies 
is still conducted separately from sustainability evaluation. In fact, within the frame-
works, governance indicators appear mixed with economic indicators, and vice versa, so 
we must be aware that these dimensions still present ambiguities. 

At level 1, the evaluators indicated that aspects such as waste disposal, gas emissions, 
recycling practices, treatment, waste reduction, work-related deaths, and due diligence 
are highly relevant in Mexico and that their implementation is feasible for all types of 
companies. 

This stratification does not imply that covering level 1 is sufficient; instead, it shows 
that, as the company advances in its transition towards sustainability, it must incorporate 
additional criteria. In addition, it indicates that a small company would not be able to 
cover aspects such as supplier certifications or the development of its suppliers, if its pri-
ority remains profitability or its own well-being. As soon as it manages to cross this gap, 
it will be able to transfer its benefit to other actors. 

Level 2 considers elements such as transparency, information security, water conser-
vation, risk management, the use of ecological equipment, codes of conduct, and others, 
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which would be difficult for a small company to cover. However, as it grows and im-
proves its sustainability, it can and should incorporate them. 

At level 3, there are elements such as the public disclosure of sustainability infor-
mation, risk culture, participation in the Global Compact, donations, types of facilities, 
codes of conduct, or relationships with suppliers, to name a few. In this sense, the de-
mands increase; companies must no longer conduct only internal evaluation, but also con-
sider their participation and interrelations with the macrosystem. At this level, it is worth 
mentioning that indicators considered requirements in more developed countries, such as 
“environmental efficiency” and “wage growth”, are subordinated to other priorities in the 
Mexican context. 

Figure 2 shows a model to support companies in their transition to sustainability. The 
model considers a sustainable company as part of a larger system in which to incorporate 
sustainability. It must first define it and plan how to achieve it, so the organization must 
conceive concepts and characteristics of sustainability. It must then link up with the out-
side world when it realizes that there are already regulations that must be complied with 
and companies that are already considered sustainable from which it can obtain relevant 
information or practices to replicate or improve. 

 

Figure 2. Model of transition towards business sustainability in Mexico. Note: The model displays 
up to 10 of the most relevant indicators for each level and dimension; the complete list is available 
upon request. 
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Next, the company will integrate these elements to organize and structure its strategy 
or business model, in which it must define the process managers and thus establish their 
priorities and outline the way in which they will contribute to their dimensions of gov-
ernance, prosperity, planet, and people; their environment; and the global context. Finally, 
metrics need to be established that allow progress to be observed, potential deviations to 
be monitored, and adjustments to be made when necessary. 

In line with this, there is a model that serves as a guide in transitioning Mexican com-
panies to sustainability, using internationally established indicators. The center reflects 
stratification, represented in three circles that refer to each of the levels divided into the 
four dimensions proposed by Cantele et al. [43]. The number of indicators included relates 
to the size of each dimension. This model proposes that Mexican companies integrate pri-
marily environmental elements at the first level, social aspects at the second, and economic 
and governance elements at the third. 

Companies should not concentrate on one dimension and leave the others aside or 
assume that one dimension is more relevant than another, but rather recognize that, for 
companies in Mexico, there are better conditions to transcend in this way. 

4. Discussion 
Sustainability has driven changes in organizational theory, and, as refs. [7,13] sug-

gest, we consider that changes in the company’s structure and strategy are required to 
incorporate social and environmental aspects. 

In the context of Mexican companies, traditional theory and the sustainable paradigm 
coexist. Our model proposes adapting the traditional administrative process to the de-
mands of sustainability for the transition, considering six stages—conceptualization, char-
acterization, legislation, application, and measurement control—which involve planning, 
modeling, organization, direction, and measurement control. 

Organizations such as WBCSD and the GRI were pioneers in driving companies to 
change their thinking about SD, enabling them to take action and report on their progress. 
Since then, the academic and business fields have shown evidence of growth in the sub-
ject; authors such as Pranugrahaning et al. [17] indicate that it began in 2012, although in 
our review, we recognize an increase in the production of scientific articles from 2003, and 
with a greater increase since the publication of the 2030 Agenda. 

However, there is still a need to objectively evaluate business sustainability to iden-
tify critical points to be addressed beyond just reporting. 

We selected three tools as a general-purpose questionnaire, which were evaluated by 
a panel of judges who, based on their experience and a quantitative method, aim to elim-
inate subjectivity in the selection of indicators and to rescue from the generality what is 
pertinent to the Mexican context. Although the group of judges is small, they have diverse 
profiles and have absolutely no conflicts of interest, unlike government officials, environ-
mental activists, or businessmen. A larger number of judges may appear more representa-
tive, but given the contrasting criteria within the sustainability dimensions, it would be 
difficult to avoid sampling bias stemming from common perceptions among judges with 
equivalent profiles. 

Although it could be considered a reductionist approach that does not address the 
complexity of the multidimensionality of sustainability [20], nor consider their interrela-
tionship, and condenses a smaller number of indicators, some authors consider that, for a 
system of indicators to work, the number of indicators must be manageable and represent 
the criteria of the CEO [35]. In addition, multicriteria decision-making methodologies are 
widely used in problems where it is necessary to evaluate various alternatives with dif-
ferent approaches, as well as to classify and order decisions [23]. 
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We propose transitioning to sustainability by identifying a framework of indicators 
stratified into a three-level model, complementing the typology of Dyllick et al. [13], which 
characterizes the integration of sustainability in companies. 

(1) Business as usual: companies continue to operate under traditional theory. In our 
model, this level is not considered because it is assumed that the company intends to 
move towards sustainability. 

(2) Sustainability 1.0—Level 1: Sustainability as compliance, generating income and re-
sponding to external demands; Greenhouse Gas Management or Consumption of 
Renewable Energy are relevant even for small companies because they integrate 
them to meet the demands of their customers, usually larger companies. 

(3) Sustainability 2.0—Level 2: Balance of environmental, social, and economic elements 
to generate a positive impact. The governance dimension is observed as a necessary 
integrating element of the three. 

(4) Sustainability 3.0—Level 3: Creating value for the common good; the company iden-
tifies global challenges and contributes to their solution, which implies transforming 
the business. The mission statement indicates that the company will need to redefine 
its raison d’être in terms of sustainability. 

The model visualizes CS as a process of gradual incorporation because we recognize 
that the company’s activity is directly related to its effects [60]. As it grows, so do the 
effects it generates, though this does not mean that a larger one is more sustainable. 

The evaluators consider that, given Mexico’s economic, social, and environmental 
conditions and those of its companies, the indicators with RPC values between 0 and 0.453 
are the least relevant. The majority of businesses in Mexico are microenterprises, account-
ing for 95.5% of the total economic units and contributing 17.1% to total revenues [33], 
with numbers of employees ranging from 1 to 10 [61]; such conditions do not allow them 
to have formal structures, and indicators related to corporate governance or their financial 
statements would not apply to them. However, from now on, as the company grows, they 
must cover them. 

There are indicators that are difficult to address, and one option may be to eliminate 
or replace them [62]. We believe that the performance and information provided by com-
panies should be a function of the conditions and the national and international regulatory 
framework. Likewise, care must be taken that resource constraints, organizational culture, 
or employee resistance do not hinder the transition to sustainability [63]. 

Countries in Latin America, such as Brazil, are also making efforts to contribute to 
solving global challenges and to report criteria for evaluating SC in specific sectors [64] or 
for large companies [28,65]. Like in our study, water management, emissions and energy, 
waste and biodiversity, working conditions, impact on communities, and anti-corruption 
practices are deemed relevant indicators for its application. 

The limitations of this study are as follows. Although this research is an exercise in 
aligning indicators, it is conducted solely within international frameworks. The country’s 
conditions and characteristics are included based on expert judgment. 

Although companies can identify areas for improvement from the model, no metrics 
or limits are provided that indicate good or bad performance. 

TOPSIS considers independent indicators; it does not visualize how one indicator can 
influence another. Sustainability is multidimensional and interdependent [66], which 
poses a limitation for the model. 

Although selecting and stratifying a set of indicators based on expert judgment is a 
first step, this model has not been empirically validated, which is necessary for its adjust-
ment and practical applicability in real contexts [64]. 
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For future research, a two-way alignment approach, from the outside in and from the 
inside out, is suggested, which would involve the consideration of frameworks beyond 
international ones, for example, of a specific sector. 

Research is required to determine possible measures or targets for specific indicators 
to place a company at a sustainable level. 

Measuring the indicators could provide information about the company’s current 
sustainability status and support scenario planning for decision-making. 

Practical implications. Our proposal aims to serve as a guide for incorporating ac-
tions in a staggered manner that move us towards sustainability, based on relevant inter-
national metrics for companies in the Mexican context. 

Given the fundamental role of government regulation in business sustainability 
[20,67], this proposal can serve as the basis for the Mexican Performance Evaluation Sys-
tem to measure the level of progress in corporate sustainability and its contribution to 
achieving the SDGs. 

Awareness among decision-makers is required to advance sustainability through 
continuous training in the interpretation and application of sustainable indicators, laws, 
and standards. 

5. Conclusions 
Sustainability indicators play a significant role in companies’ transition toward sus-

tainability. In this article, we use indicators from three international organizations to select 
and stratify indicators, assuming that, although there is general information, an adequate 
measure of sustainability must account for the broader context and the company’s partic-
ularities. 

However, we consider that both the general (macro/outside-in, exogenous) and the 
specialized (micro/inside-out, endogenous) approaches must work together—not in op-
position, but in alignment: these two approaches require the role of governments to be 
crucial, because they must serve as the bridge that unites both criteria. 

Our model starts with international tools but integrates them with the conditions of 
Mexican companies, using expert judgment to determine what is pertinent to the country. 
In addition, under the criterion of proximity to the ideal solution, it is possible to stratify, 
suggesting that some elements are more relevant than others, which most Mexican com-
panies can implement given their conditions. By contrast, others will incorporate them as 
the company grows and advances in its sustainable performance. 

Of 294 indicators, 21 deemed irrelevant were removed, and an additional 61 were 
removed due to duplication. This shows that the indicator frameworks are not mutually 
exclusive, even though they seem to measure the same thing; instead, they complement 
each other, and large companies often use more than one. This effort linked global corpo-
rate sustainability frameworks to the specific conditions of Mexican companies and 
brought together 212 indicators organized into levels and dimensions. 

The work suggests starting the transition towards sustainability from the environ-
mental dimension, which coincides with the antecedents of Sustainable Development, 
where the objective of “mitigating the negative effects that economic activities produce on 
the environment” is highlighted. Although this was the starting point, sustainability 
speaks to linkage and interrelation; that is, the “economic” activity translates into a posi-
tive impact on environmental or social matters, or both. This aims to shift the business’s 
focus from being an entity “that causes harm” to one “that creates value for itself and its 
exterior”. Under this idea, the company does not use the outside; instead, global chal-
lenges constitute an opportunity to address them through its activities. 
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