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The Arguments for Corporate Social Responsibility
The title of this article seems to be arguments for and against corporate social responsibility (CSR) policies among the companies. However, after reading the title, I came to understand that it was based on arguments for CSR. Before reading the article, I thought that companies are against CSR policies because these would reduce the profit generated by a company. That is, I thought that the sole objective of any company was to get profit alone. I thought that if a company would embrace the CSR policies, it would experience a huge loss which would eventually lead to its failure. However, after reading the paper, I found that companies should not solely aim at getting profit alone. I found that when companies are involved in CSR policies like supporting societal needs as well as ensuring a sustainable environment, they tend to be on greater advantages. One thing that I knew before reading this article is that corporate social responsibility (CSR) deals with companies not serving their personal needs but also meeting the public and environmental needs. 
This article aims at explaining the duties of the companies based on corporate social responsibilities. Despite the increasing arguments for and against social responsibilities, this article has explained that companies have a role to not only aim at making money but should also have an impact on the society as well as on the environment. That is, the corporate social responsibility (CSR) of a company is to ensure that it can be accountable for its activities, those of the shareholders, and of the general public at large. By this, the article is trying to explain that each company has its own role in giving back to society as a way of social responsibility. Moreover, the article explained that social corporate responsibility is to ensure that companies interact well with its environment to ensure conducive and supportive wellbeing of the general public. Notably, the corporation’s social responsibility has been argued broadly to serve the company as well as have positive impacts on both the society and the environment. For example, this was displayed in the article where the consumers only buy products from companies aiming at improving people’s lives (Timmerman 1). Further, many companies have proved that they can solve global problems but not aimed solely on profit (Timmerman 2). These two examples have shown that companies goals are not only solely on profit but also can have positive impacts on the environment and people’s social lives. 
Some portion of the article profoundly surprised me. The idea that companies can still generate profits even after solving the world problems such as taking care of the environment as well as meeting the needs/interests of the public was a surprise to me. I did not believe that corporations serving public needs would get profit at all. That is, I thought that a corporation would either be profit oriented or societal aids oriented. I thought that if a company would engage in serving the community would have a reduction in the overall productivity. As argued in the second paragraph, CSR is a dangerous and unachievable illusion as there is no way that companies can be able to solve the world’s problems and still get profit. However, this was proved wrong by the Walmart company that has issued CSR policies that not only benefit the company but also the society members as well as the overall environment (Timmerman 4). Walmart had three ambitious goals that have supported that it was possible to benefit the company, the planet, and the peoples. For instance, the company ensures that it is fully supplied by renewable energy, emits no wastes, and sells products that sustain both the environment as well as the consumers (Timmerman 4). Similarly, PepsiCo company has also been able to meet its projected financial expectations despite its greater interventions to support peoples and the planet. For instance, PepsiCo donates over $16 million to peoples affected by disasters but this does not lower the company’s long-term profit which instead maximizes (Timmerman 3). With these arguments from the article, I was surprised how a company would serve the needs of the people, ensure/maintain the environment, and still attain a profit. However, the two companies, Walmart and PepsiCo, proved that it was possible for a company to meet the planet and societal needs. 
Notably, Timmerman's article denied my previous assumption on the role/duty of a company. Initially, I thought that companies that intervene on the public needs as well as ensuring sustainable environment would encounter a big loss in the long run. I thought that companies that opt the well being of the society by offering public goods would forgo its objective of making money. However, this was hurt as many companies have embraced cohesive CRS policies that have worked for the wellbeing of peoples and the planet (Timmerman 7). A study conducted in America showed that companies that serve the public and the planet tend to have huge profits as many people tend to consume from them (Timmerman 5). Here, 80% of all customers wish to support institutions that support societal needs such as providing charities to those affected by disasters. Moreover, more than 80% of the millennials said that they would wish to work in corporations that impacts or contributes towards the needs of society. By these customers and employees working for companies with CSR policies, they increase its overall productivity and profit as some of the employees would even accept to have a reduction in pay to help the society. Therefore, based on the arguments and examples from the article, it is evidenced that companies can serve the community and conserve its environment without a reduction in its overall profit. These arguments tell me that the companies with big profits are not those solely aimed at generating profit but also those with an impact on the society and on the environment.
Despite the increased argument for and against the corporate social responsibility and its effectiveness, a company’s sole duty is not only to generate profit. This argument is true because recent corporations have implemented positive changes by recognizing the enormous powers, opportunities, and remarkable responsibilities that come with supporting the CSR policies. For instance, these institutions have learned that many consumers buy their products only from organizations benefiting society. Similarly, they have learned that many employees tend to support those institutions that give support to the societal needs including environmental impacts. In the article, one line that can help in deciding that a company’s sole duty is not limited solely on generating profit is “Corporations that embrace CSR policies have greater advantages such as customers loyalty, employee’s satisfaction, overall cost saving, and long-term viability” (Timmerman 7). This means that companies that have embraced CSR policies are at a greater overall advantage than those aiming at generating profit alone. 
