
   
 

 

Overview 
In the search for solutions related to corporate sustainability management that may add value to the businesses, 

the energy companies base themselves basically three conceptual models. The first of all is related to 
Environmental, Social and Governance (ESG); the second, to the Triple Bottom Line (TBL), also known as 
Sustainability Tripod and the third one refers to Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR). Trying to achieve the 
conformity in several areas related to the theme, these companies have been choosing for the adoption one of the 
above models, focused on value generation. However, even it can be found some synergic areas among the 
conceptual pillars of these models it also can be verified the existence of structural relevant differences concerning 
to the coverage of each of them. 

In the search for solutions related to corporate sustainability management that may add value to the businesses, 
the energy companies basically take advantage of three conceptual models. The first one is the Environmental, 
Social and Governance (ESG) model; the second, the Triple Bottom Line (TBL), also known as Sustainability 
Tripod; and the third refers to Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) model. Focused on value generation and 
struggling to achieving conformity in several areas related to a sustainable value generation, these companies have 
been adopting one of the above models. However, even it can be found some synergy and overlapping among the 
conceptual pillars of these models it also can be verified the existence of structural relevant differences concerning 
to the coverage of each one of them, and, most relevant, none of them seems to covers all aspects that are considered 
relevant for a sustainable value generation. In this context, this article has the main purpose of doing a comparative 
analysis among these models mainly adopted by the energy companies (ESG, TBL and CSR), under two main 
aspects: first of all, in relation to its thematic-conceptual coverages and, additionally under the optics of corporate 
value generation. 
 

Methods 
To ensure compliance with the objective proposed here, an extensive survey was carried out on the ESG, TBL 

and CSR models. After completing the research, the main synergies and gaps between the models were verified. At 
the end, an evaluation was also carried out regarding the existing value generation characteristics. 
 

Results 
The results of the analysis indicated that there are clearly relevant synergies and gaps. The CSR model links 

environmental, social, economic and ethical dimensions to its scope. It is, therefore, the most complete of the three 
models researched in terms of thematic-conceptual scope. However, it does not see the dimension of corporate 
governance, which is an important gap, considering that the organization needs governance rules, structure and 
principles to ensure the effective management of sustainability. The TBL model, in turn, links to its scope the 
environmental, social and economic dimensions, which even form the so-called sustainability tripod. It should be 
noted, however, that the sustainability that is sought in this study goes beyond the semantic concept. The gaps found 
in this model in relation to the dimensions of corporate governance and ethics, this time, are considered as important 
fault. It should also be noted that all three models evaluated failed to consider, in their respective scopes, some 
essential thematic-conceptual dimensions. Take the risk management area as an example, encompassing topics such 
as the identification, assessment, treatment and monitoring of corporate risks, whose approach would deserve its 
own pillar. The compliance area should also be mentioned, whose scope would include the management of actions 
related to compliance with laws and regulations, the organization's regulatory management and, above all, the fight 
against corruption and the creation of a culture of integrity. All of this would certainly deserve a pillar of its own 
that should not be confused with the ethical theme, whose content would be encompassed by the pillar of 
conformity. Thus, under the assessment criterion based on the finding of gaps, the CSR proved to be less silent than 
the others, which grants it the status of a model that less relativizes the corporate value of organizations. 
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Conclusions 
The results of these analysis indicate that not only there are clear conceptual differences among the models but 

also there are relevant gaps in each one of them. Notwithstanding, under the optics of value generation, it may be 
stated that, if for one side the analyzed models effectively contribute for the generation of corporate value, the 
identified gaps, for the other side, may contribute for its relativization. It should also be noted that all three models 
evaluated failed to consider, in their respective scopes, some essential thematic-conceptual dimensions. Take the risk 
management area as an example, encompassing topics such as the identification, assessment, treatment and 
monitoring of corporate risks, whose approach would deserve its own pillar. The compliance area should also be 
mentioned, whose scope would include the management of actions related to compliance with laws and regulations, 
the organization's regulatory management and, above all, the fight against corruption and the creation of a culture of 
integrity. All of this would certainly deserve a pillar of its own that should not be confused with the ethical theme, 
whose content would be encompassed by the pillar of conformity. Thus, under the assessment criterion based on the 
finding of gaps, the CSR proved to be less silent than the others, which grants it the status of a model that less 
relativizes the corporate value of organizations. 
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