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Abstract
The contemporary global economy is experiencing a profound shift toward sustainability. 

If decades ago, business success was measured only by the size of profits and losses, today the 
rules of the game have changed radically. In today’s corporate landscape, sustainability ratings 
have emerged as a pivotal mechanism, shaping not only a company’s reputation but also its 
financial performance and social responsibility. Sustainability Ratings are not just a symbolic 
gesture of environmental responsibility, but rather a strategic and strictly calculated economic 
decision. Ignoring ESG standards in the global market poses a serious strategic risk for com-
panies, which means both limiting access to cheap financial resources and reducing demand 
from responsible consumers.

The main goal of the article is to demonstrate the role of sustainability rating as a fundamen-
tal criterion determining the use of modern business, and to justify its members and operational 
members of commercial companies. Sustainability.

The article is based on a complex theoretical analysis, where several methods are described. 
In particular, the descriptive (descriptive) and previous analysis method and the second data 
processing method, based on official reports and statistics of international financial institutions, 
rating agencies and leading technology companies.
Keywords: Sustainability Rating, ESG rating, Benchmark, DJSI World (Dow Jones 
Sustainability World Index), Global Business

Introduction
Sustainability Rating – Based on the 

general philosophy of sustainable develop-

ment (e. g. the UN’s 17 Sustainable Devel-
opment Goals – SDGs). Focus: Measures 
the company’s real impact (Impact) on the 
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environment, society and the well-being of 
future generations. The question it answers 
is: “To  what extent does this company con-
tribute to the sustainable development of the 
world and a better future.

ESG Rating (ESG Rating): Specific and 
standardized framework: presents specific, 
measurable criteria (Environmental, Social, 
Governance). This rating primarily measures 
financial materiality and risks – that is, how 
environmental, social and governance fac-
tors affect the financial sustainability and 
stability of the company. In addition, sustain-
ability defines the strategic vision and social 
responsibility of a business, and ESG ratings 
serve as a global benchmark and evaluation 
standard by which investors verify the reality 
of a company’s claim.

Results analysis
In the modern global market, ESG (En-

vironmental, Social and Governance) ratings 
have become the main indicator for evalu-
ating companies. This sustainability assess-
ment system determines business activities 
in several fundamental directions:

—  Investment attraction and financial 
benefits: A high sustainability rating directly 
impacts investor decisions, as it increases ac-
cess to cheap capital and increases the over-
all market value of the company.

—  Competitive advantage and reputa-
tion: International companies use ESG indi-
cators as a benchmark to gain an advantage 
over competitors and strengthen brand trust.

—  Global standards and transparency: 
Compliance with ESG ratings ensures com-
pliance with international regulations (e. g., 
EU CSRD) and high transparency of organi-
zational reporting.

These theoretical and pragmatic issues 
are increasingly taking an active place in 
modern scientific discourse.

High Sustainability firms are character-
ized by a distinct corporate governance mod-
el that focuses on a wider range of stakehold-
ers as part of their corporate strategy and 
business model (Robert G. Eccles, 2014).

Appropriate evaluation systems serve as 
the critical link between the practical reali-
zation of this strategic vision and investment 
decisions. ESG ratings and metrics are an 
important foundation for the field of sustain-

able finance. Theory predicts that investor 
preferences for ESG affect asset prices. In 
practice, however, investment choices are 
guided by ESG ratings, making the construc-
tion of and disagreement among ESG ratings 
a central concern (Berg, 2022).

Transforming these components into 
measurable indicators ensures the creation of 
ESC ratings that represents foundation of sus-
tainable finance today. ESG comprises three 
core pillars – Environmental, Social, and Gov-
ernance – used to evaluate acompany’s global 
impact and its commitment to sustainable de-
velopment (Badri Giorgidze, 2026).

Among the various sustainable ratings in 
the global market, indices play a  central role 
as primary guides for investors. A prominent 
example of this is Dow Jones Sustainability 
World Index (DJSI World) – one of the most 
influential global benchmarks. Dow Jones 
Sustainability World Index (DJSI World) – is 
a major global benchmark index evaluating the 
sustainability practices of leading companies. 
It measures and ranks the top 10% of the 2,500 
largest companies in the S&P Global Broad 
Market Index. The index is float-adjusted mar-
ket capitalization-weighted and updated annu-
ally based on revised sustainability scores.

The corporate sustainability of each com-
pany represented in the index is assessed 
through a complex weighting system that in-
corporates the economic, environmental and 
social dimensions of the companies. Compa-
nies failing to show continuous progress face 
removed from the index. Companies may 
also be removed between annual reviews 
if the index committee determines that the 
company is not behaving in accordance with 
the sustainable development guidelines.

If a company is undergoing a merger or ac-
quisition at some point during the CSA cycle, 
they are supplied with additional standardized 
guidance for reporting their data. If a compa-
ny acquires another company after the annual 
publication of ESG Scores, the acquiring com-
pany retains their score until the next annual 
assessment cycle (S&P Global, 2026).

This high level of selectivity is further re-
inforced by strict methodological governance 
during corporate restructuring. Over 12,000 
companies are invited to participate in the 
CSA every year, but only about 3,500 of the 
largest companies globally are eligible for 
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inclusion in any Dow Jones Best-in-Class in-
dex. Thus, when a company enters the DJSI 
World Index (ranking within the top 10% of 
its industry), it receives an official endorse-
ment of its top-tier ESG management.

To evaluate entities involved in ESG-re-
lated controversies, a system of red or orange 
flag indicators are employed. A red flag indi-
cates that a  company directly harms the en-
vironment, society, or corporate governance 
standards through its activities, products, or 
operations. Conversely, an orange flag points 
to moderate-risk controversies, predominant-
ly concerning land use and biodiversity issues.

MSCI ESG Ratings aim to measure enti-
ties’ management of environmental, social 
and governance risks and opportunities. 
MSCI ESG Ratings use a  weighted average 
key issue calculation that is normalized by in-
dustry to arrive at an industry-adjusted ESG 
score (0–10) (MSCI, 2025).

A high sustainability rating provides com-
panies with a direct financial advantage – spe-
cifically, access to lower-cost capital. A prime 
example of this is the rapid growth of the green 
bond market. Green finance and sustainable 
business create a  synergy, where businesses 
integrateenvironmental, social, and gover-
nance (ESG)principles into their long-term 
perspective (Mzevinar Nozadze, 2025).

While sustainability ratings and ESC in-
dicators have become the main framework 
for allocating capital, their real-world im-
plementation often exposes structural meth-
odological inconsistencies. As a  result, tra-
ditional ESG metrics tend to reflect formal 
reporting compliance instead of the actual 
sustainability of a firm’s core business mod-
el – a  contradiction most clearly illustrated 
by major global market leaders.

“Paradoxical” case: Tesla’s removal 
from the S&P 500 ESG index in 2022 rep-
resents one of the most prominent case stud-
ies in the history of ESG evaluations. What 
factors precipitated this situation? Tesla, the 
global leader in electric vehicles, which is 
one of the most “green” companies in terms 
of environmental (E), was removed from the 
S&P 500 ESG index. The reason: low scores 
in the social (S) and governance (G) areas – 
violations of working conditions in factories, 
weak corporate governance structures, and 
allegations of racial discrimination.

It is worth noting that in recent years 
MSCI has continued to award Tesla high 
ESG marks due to its environmental im-
pact advancements in clean tech. This case 
ultimately illustrates that ESG rating is not 
merely a  proxy for environmental friendli-
ness – the social and governance compo-
nents carry equal financial and reputational 
weight. Each agency evaluates ESG factors 
differently: while some prioritize climate 
risks, others place greater emphasis on 
human rights or supply chain ethics. Such 
methodological mismatch results in situa-
tion where a firm is assessed as high ESG risk 
by the ESG risk rating agency, yet assigned 
an AAA (the top mark) rating by MSCI.

To resolve this issue, the European Union 
and IFRS introduced mandatory reporting 
standards (CSRD, ISSB) aimed at unify-
ing disclosures and ensuring rating agency 
methodologies are transparent and regu-
lated. Global ESG rating system differ fun-
damentally in terms of target audience and 
evaluation criteria. The following compari-
son illustrates how leading institutions as-
sess corporate sustainability.

Table 1. Global ESG Rating Systems: Structural & Methodological Comparison

Rating Agency Target Audience Primary Focus Key Methodological 
Feature

MSCI ESG 
Ratings

Investors, Fund 
Managers

Financial 
Materiality

Evaluates corporate resilience 
to ESG risks on a scale from 
AAA to CCC.

S&P Global (CSA/ 
DJSI)

Global 
Corporations, 
investors

Corporate 
Sustainability

Utilizes the CSA questionnaire 
alongside daily MSA (Media 
and Stakeholder Analysis) 
monitoring
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Rating Agency Target Audience Primary Focus Key Methodological 
Feature

CSRD / ESRS 
(EU)

EU Regulators, 
General Public

Double Materiality Measures both financial risk 
and the company’s impact on 
the environment

Source: Compiled by the author based on official methodological documents: MSCI ESG 
Ratings: MSCI ESG Ratings Methodology: Executive Summary (MSCI, 2023). msci.com, S&P 
Global (CSA/DJSI): S&P Global Corporate Sustainability Assessment (CSA) Methodology. 
spglobal.com

ESG scores from major ratings providers 
(for which data is commercially available) 
can vary greatly from one ESG provider to 
another. The ESG scoring suffers from some 
level of criticism because different methodol-
ogies can lead to wide variance in results for 
individual issuers (Boffo & Patalano, 2020)

In developing countries, compa-
nies struggle to attain high ESG scores, as 
they lack the substantial resources of for-
eign multinational corporations required to 
produce complex disclosure reports.While 
global ESG benchmarks heavily favor large 
enterprise-level entities, in emerging econo-
mies like Georgia, small business represent 
the core drivers of sustainable commercial 
development. Consequently, examining how 
tax policy influences the financial viability of 
small enterprises carries profound scientific 
and practical relevance. Thus, the research 
findings confirm that the effectiveness of the 
new, preferential special taxation regime in 
the contextof small business development 
is multidimensional. The primary positive 
impact is manifested in strengthening the fi-
nancialsustainability of small businesses and 
creating potential for development (Badri 
Gechbaia, 2026).

The sustainability evaluation ecosystem 
is undergoing a  fundamental technological 
evolution. Traditional assessments relying 
on static annual non-financial reports are be-
ing superseded by artificial intelligence (AI), 
machine learning, and satellite monitoring. 
Industry leaders like MSCI and S&P Global 

now process vast real-time datasets, encom-
passing everything from media coverage and 
legal proceedings to high-resolution emis-
sions mapping via satellite.

Consequently, sustainability ratings have 
established themselves as the definitive 
benchmark for global business as a  com-
prehensive measure that integrates capital 
accessibility, executive accountability, and 
technological transparency.

Conclusion
Consequently, sustainability ratings re-

main a  key mechanism for determining 
a  business’s long-term competitiveness and 
investment attractiveness.

The divergence among assessments from 
various agencies confirms that a sustainabil-
ity rating cannot be one-dimensional; rather, 
it demands a  balanced integration of Envi-
ronmental (E), Social (S), and Governance 
(G) indicators. Consequently, the effective-
ness of Sustainability Ratings will depend on 
the establishment o f unified global regula-
tions (such as The EU CSRD) and the harmo-
nization of assessment methodologies.

In emerging markets and the small busi-
ness sector – as evidenced by the case of 
Georgia – flexible tax policy remains the pri-
mary catalyst for sustainability. Achieving 
long-term sustainable growth thus necessi-
tates a  dual approach: harmonizing global 
sustainable and ESG standards while strate-
gically leveraging supportive tax instruments 
locally.
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