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Executive Summary
This paper examines the social impact of TOMS Shoes, a company known for pioneering the One for One® model—a novel business method in which for every pair of shoes sold, another pair is donated to a kid in need. Since its founding in 2006, TOMS has expanded its goal beyond footwear to include activities aimed at improving access to decent water, eye care, safe birth, and bullying prevention. Using the Social Audit Network's social impact calculation framework, the report investigates TOMS Shoes' contributions to social welfare, economic development, and the promotion of ethical consumption.
The analysis uses theories of corporate social responsibility, stakeholder theory, and social entrepreneurship to provide a theoretical foundation for understanding the company's impact. The report evaluates the effectiveness and reach of TOMS Shoes' social activities by analysing inputs, outputs, outcomes, and impacts. The data show that TOMS has a major impact on worldwide communities by addressing critical social concerns such as poverty, health, and education. TOMS's One for One® concept not only offers basic goods and services, but it also helps to stimulate local economies through local production and collaborations.
Furthermore, the company's unique strategy has shifted market practices towards more socially responsible models, inspiring others to include social objectives into their basic goals. TOMS Shoes exemplifies how a for-profit company may achieve financial success while also making significant contributions to society, which aligns with modern expectations of corporate behaviour and social responsibility. This paper emphasises the power of social entrepreneurship to make significant change and the need of incorporating social ideals into corporate operations.


1. Introduction
In an increasingly globalised society, business enterprises are expected to play a critical role in tackling social and environmental issues. TOMS Shoes established itself as a social enterprise pioneer in 2006 with its revolutionary One for One® strategy. Founded by Blake Mycoskie, the company's aim goes beyond profit production to make significant humanitarian contributions, particularly in underserved regions worldwide. This research examines TOMS Shoes' social effect using the Social Audit Network's (SAN) social impact calculation framework, which assesses the inputs, outputs, results, and impacts of an organization's operations.
The goal of this analysis is to evaluate how TOMS Shoes incorporates social responsibility into its business strategy and the extent to which it generates social value. The research intends to provide insights into the success and implications of TOMS Shoes' social activities for stakeholders by assessing the company's strategies and their alignment with important theoretical frameworks.
2. Theoretical framework
a. Corporate Social Responsibility.
Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) is a company's commitment to managing the social, environmental, and economic impacts of its operations responsibly and in accordance with public expectations (Carroll, 1999). CSR is frequently conceptualised using Carroll's (1999) pyramid, which contains four levels of responsibility:
· Economic responsibilities: Include making a profit to ensure the business's long-term viability.
· Legal responsibilities: Include adhering to all applicable laws and regulations.
Ethical responsibilities: Include going above and above the legal standards to do what is right, just, and fair.
· Philanthropic Responsibilities: Providing resources to the community and improving the quality of life.
TOMS Shoes exemplifies CSR by incorporating social welfare into its basic business practices. The company's One for One® approach fulfils humanitarian commitments while remaining profitable, thereby balancing economic and ethical concerns.
b. Stakeholder Theory
Stakeholder theory holds that organisations should generate value for all stakeholders, not only shareholders (Freeman, 1984). Customers, employees, suppliers, communities, and the environment are all examples of stakeholders who have been affected by the company's actions. TOMS Shoes engages many stakeholders by involving them in its humanitarian goal.
· Customers: Encouraged to support social change through their purchases.
· Employees: Motivated by a greater purpose than profit.
· Communities: The recipients of donated goods and services.
· Partners: Include non-governmental organisations (NGOs) and local organisations that collaborate on distribution activities.
TOMS is consistent with Freeman's (1984) paradigm in that it addresses the demands and interests of numerous stakeholders while emphasising reciprocal benefits and long-term relationships.


c. Social Entrepreneurship
Social entrepreneurship combines economic and social objectives to solve societal challenges through novel solutions (Defourny & Nyssens, 2010). Social enterprises prioritise social benefit over profit maximisation, however financial viability is still crucial. TOMS Shoes represents social entrepreneurship by:
· Innovative Business Model: Implementing the One for One® principle.
· Market-Based Approach: Use consumer markets to fund social activities
· Scalability: Expanding operations to address numerous societal challenges on a worldwide scale.
This strategy highlights how entrepreneurial businesses can drive social change by combining business acumen with a dedication to societal well-being.
3. Company Overview
TOMS Shoes was formed with the goal of improving lives via business. Originally focused on supplying shoes to children in need, the company's mission has extended to include:
· Eyewear: Funding for eye exams, glasses, and operations.
· Safe Water: Supporting water systems in underserved communities.
· Safe Birth: Providing birth kits and training to birth attendants.
· Bullying Prevention: Assisting organisations who work to stop bullying.
Through its Giving Partners—more than 100 organisations worldwide—TOMS has:
· Donated more than 95 million pairs of shoes.
· Over 780,000 people have had their sight restored.
· Communities in need now have access to safe drinking water.
The company's dedication to social problems is built into its brand identity and commercial positioning.
4. Social Impact Analysis.
a. Use of the Social Audit Network Framework
The Social Audit Network concept allows for a structured study by examining:
· TOMS invests resources such as capital, partnerships, and people resources.
· Outputs include tangible things and services like shoes, eye care, and water systems.
· Short-term benefits to beneficiaries include increased health and education.
· Long-term community changes, such as poverty reduction and improved well-being.
b. Inputs & Outputs
Inputs
· Financial capital refers to profits reinvested in social programs.
· Teams dedicated to social causes.
· Partnerships are collaborations between non-governmental organisations (NGOs), local organisations, and governments.
Outputs
· Shoe Donations: Millions of pairs of shoes were distributed to children in more than 70 countries.
· Eye care services: Include tests, prescription glasses, and operations.
· Water Systems: Establishment of a safe water infrastructure.
· Educational Programs: Initiatives to prevent bullying and promote healthy childbirth.

c. Outcomes and Impact
· Health Benefits: Reduced soil-transmitted illnesses owing to shoe usage (Fairtrade Foundation, 2020).
· Educational benefits: Include increased school attendance because children are more inclined to attend when they have shoes.
· Economic Development: Local shoe production in various locations boosts economies and produces jobs.
· Social Empowerment: Better health and resources lead to greater community self-sufficiency.
The long-term effects include:
· Poverty alleviation involves increased economic possibilities and access to education.
· Community development involves improved infrastructure and social services.
· Consumers are becoming more aware of societal issues.
5. Discussion.
a. Ethical consumerism
Ethical consumerism is the activity of purchasing things that are ethically created and do not hurt the environment or exploit workers (Harrison, Newholm, & Shaw, 2005). TOMS Shoes enters this industry by allowing customers to contribute to social causes with their purchases. This strategy:
· Increases Brand Loyalty: Customers feel a part of a greater objective.
· Differentiates the brand: Stands out in a crowded marketplace.
· Encourages responsible consumption. raises awareness of global issues.

b. Sustainability and Critique
Despite its successes, TOMS receives criticism for:
· Market Disruption: Free shoe gifts could harm local enterprises (Prahalad & Hart, 2002).
· Dependency Creation: Communities may rely on aid rather than achieving self-sufficiency.
· Lack of Long-Term Solutions: Addressing symptoms rather than the underlying causes of poverty.
In response, TOMS changed its model by:
· Local production: Entails producing shoes in the nations where they are donated.
· Community Engagement: Collaborating with local organisations to ensure that gifts reach actual needs.
· Impact Assessments: Assessing the efficacy of their programs.
c. Alignment with the Sustainable Development Goals
TOMS Shoes supports numerous United Nations Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs):
· SDG 1: No Poverty: By providing necessities and promoting economic opportunity.
· SDG 3: Good Health and Well-Being: Implementing health treatments such as eye care and safe birth initiatives.
· SDG 4: Quality Education: Increasing access to education by eliminating barriers.
· SDG 6: Clean Water and Sanitation: Setting up safe water systems.
This linkage strengthens the authenticity and global relevance of TOMS' social goal.

6. Conclusion
TOMS Shoes exemplifies the power of social entrepreneurship to drive meaningful change. To address key concerns such as health, education, and economic development, TOMS incorporates social activities into its business model. The Social Audit Network methodology demonstrates that the company's inputs effectively transform into major outputs, outcomes, and long-term effects.
While problems exist, particularly in terms of sustainability and unforeseen negative consequences for local economies, TOMS' readiness to adapt and enhance its strategy demonstrates a dedication to responsible social participation. The company's effect extends beyond its direct clients, helping to drive a broader trend towards ethical shopping and corporate responsibility.
TOMS Shoes exemplifies how firms may strike a balance between profitability and a true commitment to social good, in line with core CSR, stakeholder management, and social entrepreneurship philosophies. As customers seek items that reflect their values, TOMS is well-positioned to lead the way in creating shared value.
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