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Abstract 
 
There is a lack of understanding of how social enterprises can contribute towards the 
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). This paper addresses this gap by proposing thematic 
networks of social enterprises that are addressing the underpinning causal factors of a wicked 
problem in a place use an online tool to map, track, measure and visualise social enterprise 
contribution toward addressing thematic SDGs and targets.  
 
Currently the online tool that is the focus of this paper is being used by a thematic social 
enterprise network for tracking and measuring system transitions. This paper demonstrates 
how the structure of this software’s two current features can form the basis for two new 
features that measure contributions towards addressing the SDGs.  
 
One of the new features maps each of the initiatives of a thematic social enterprise network to 
the 17 SDGs and 169 SDG targets. This feature produces a SDGs Alignment Card that 
enables individual social enterprises and social enterprise thematic networks to monitor, 
analyse, demonstrate and communicate their contribution towards the SDGs.  
 
The other new feature is a Thematic SDGs & Targets Network Map that shows the 
interdependent thematic SDGs and SDG targets that are currently being purposefully 
addressed and those that are unintentionally being influenced by a social enterprise thematic 
network. This new feature provides insights for strengthening the contribution of initiatives 
towards the SDGs, and enables social enterprise thematic networks to report more thoroughly 
to interested stakeholders on their contribution towards the SDGs. 
 
While this paper centres on the use of the new SDGs mapping features for social enterprises, 
these new features can be used more broadly. In addition to social enterprises, there has 
already been interest from governments and universities to use these new software features. 
 
 
Introduction 
 
While it has been argued that social enterprises potentially have an important role to play in 
achieving the SDGs (Social Enterprise UK and British Council, 2015), there is a lack of 
understanding of how social enterprises can contribute towards the SDGs (Littlewood and 
Holt, 2018 ). Addressing this lack of understanding is particularly important for the 
Australian social enterprise sector. 



 
In April 2020, a study was initiated in Australia to advance the development of a national 
social enterprise strategy (Hannant, et al., 2021a, p. 4). A key recommendation from this 
study was that the Australian social enterprise sector should take a ‘missions or systems-led 
approach’ (Hannant, et al., 2021a, p. 86) and its overarching goal should be to address grand 
challenges and the SDGs (Hannant, et al., 2021b, p. 5).  
 
The Australian social enterprise national strategy project acknowledges that the mission 
approach that it proposes has been promulgated by Mariana Mazzucato (Hannant, et al., 
2021b, p. 12). Mariana Mazzucato refers to wicked problems as grand challenges 
(Mazzucato, 2018a) and considers many grand challenges to be expressed as the United 
Nations SDGs (Mazzucato, 2018b). It has been argued that the SDGs ‘qualify as some the 
most wicked problems facing us’ (Weymouth and Hartz-Karp, 2018, p. 2).  
 
The 17 SDGs and their 169 targets came into effect on the 1st of January 2016, with all 
United Nations Member States agreeing to work towards achieving them by the year 2030 
(United Nations, 2016). These goals and targets are thought to be at the heart of the 2030 
Agenda for Sustainable Development as they provide an integrated and interdependent set of 
global priorities and objectives for addressing the world’s most pressing challenges (Griggs, 
2017, p. 7). The SDGs and their targets therefore address the lack of integration issue which 
was considered to be a main weakness of previous sustainable development approaches (Le 
Blanc, 2015, p.1). 
 
One way to classify the SDGs and their associated targets, is to differentiate between ‘means 
of implementation’ and ‘thematic area covered’ SDGs and SDG targets (Le Blanc, 2015). 
Focusing on thematic SDGs and thematic SDG targets is well suited to the social enterprise 
sector, given the importance social enterprises place on their thematic missions. Social 
enterprises are considered ‘extremely diverse but are distinguishable by the primacy and 
centrality of the social mission’ (Mort et al., 2003, p. 82). In Australia, thematic missions are 
especially important given that the Australian social enterprise national strategy is taking a 
missions-led approach (Hannant, et al., 2021a, p. 86), a state government in Australia is 
encouraging social enterprises to form thematic social enterprise networks (Victorian State 
Government, 2021, p. 33) and social enterprise sector leaders are forming thematic social 
enterprise networks to address complex wicked problems (Moving Feast, 2021).  
 
This paper outlines how two SDG mapping features are being developed and added to an 
online tool so that the tool can assist place-based social enterprise thematic networks to 
determine their contribution towards the SDGs and improve their decision making. One of 
the new features maps each of the initiatives of the thematic network’s social enterprises to 
the 17 SDGs and 169 SDG targets. The other feature focuses on the integration of thematic 
SDGs and thematic targets, and uses Le Blanc’s (2015, p. 4) ‘SDGs as a network of targets’ 
map to determine the alignment of SDG targets to multiple SDGs.  
 
The new integrated thematic SDGs and thematic targets feature recognises the need for the 
SDGs to be treated as integrated (Le Blanc, 2015, p.1). Acknowledging the interdependent 
nature of the SDGs and their targets is important, as their interconnection can result in 
progress on one goal having a significant impact on progress in meeting others, and in the 
impact on the SDGs being positive or negative (United Nations Global Compact, 2017, p. 3). 
It is only by identifying and addressing the interconnections between the SDGs and their 
targets that holistic and systemic solutions can be created that maximise impact in addressing 



the SDGs and any negative impacts from these interventions can be minimised (United 
Nations Global Compact, 2017, p. 3). 
 
The online tool that is the subject of this paper is Wicked Lab’s online Tool for Systemic 
Change. This tool is underpinned by complexity theory and is currently used to support 
place-based system transitions when addressing wicked problems, and to highlight the 
structure of thematic networks. Traditionally the software has been used by governments 
(Green Adelaide, 2021; Lumb and Humphreys, 2020) and universities (Godrich et al., 2019; 
Rewa et al., 2020), but more recently it is being used by a thematic network of social 
enterprises that are targeting a specific wicked problem in a place (Moving Feast, 2021). 
 
This paper is structured as follows. To aid understanding of the purpose of thematic social 
enterprise networks and the mission-led approach proposed by the Australian social 
enterprise national strategy, the characteristics of wicked problems and mission-led 
approaches are described. Then the current features of Wicked Lab’s online Tool for 
Systemic Change and its use by a social enterprise thematic group is outlined. Next, how the 
current features of Wicked Lab’s software can be replicated and then modified to develop the 
SDGs features is discussed. The paper concludes by highlighting how the new features can be 
used by the social enterprise sector and identifies other potential users of the new features. 
 
 
Wicked problems 
 
Mariana Mazzucato considers the United Nations SDGs to be an expression of many grand 
challenges that the world faces (Mazzucato, 2018b) and that these grand challenges are 
wicked problems (Mazzucato, 2018a). Wicked problems are the complex social policy 
problems that societies face that cannot be successfully addressed with traditional linear, 
analytical cause and effect approaches (Rittel and Webber, 1973). They are considered 
“wicked” in the sense that they are highly resistant to resolution (Australian Public Service 
Commission, 2007, p. iii). Examples of wicked problems include: terrorism, environmental 
degradation, poverty (Krawchulk 2008, p. 69), food insecurity (Zivkovic, 2017), climate 
change, obesity, indigenous disadvantage (Australian Public Service Commission 2007) and 
place-based disadvantage (Social Inclusion Board, 2011, p. 45). 
 
While the range of problems that are classified as being “wicked” are quite diverse, they all 
share the same characteristics. These include: they have multiple causes, they have many 
interdependencies, different stakeholders have a different understanding of what the problem 
is and therefore different stakeholders have conflicting goals, they have no clear solution, 
attempts to address them often leads to unforeseen consequences due to their multi-causality 
and interdependency, they adapt: because of the interdependencies changes to one part of the 
problem can have unforeseen consequences for other parts of the problem, and they are 
context specific (Australian Public Service Commission, 2007; Rittel and Webber, 1973).  
 
The diagram of the Obesity System Map, shown if Figure 1, illuminates these characteristics 
for the wicked problem of obesity. The nodes in the Map represent the multiple underpinning 
causes of the wicked problem of obesity and these multiple causes have many 
interdependencies as shown by the positive and negative feedback loops between the nodes in 
the Map. Different obesity stakeholders have a different understanding of what the problem 
of obesity is and therefore have conflicting goals. For example: some stakeholders consider 
the problem of obesity to be related to food production and food consumption which are 



signified by the nodes on the left of the Obesity System Map, while others consider obesity to 
be related to individual activity and the activity environment which are represented by nodes 
on the right side of the Map. There are stakeholders who consider obesity to be due to 
underpinning causal factors related to biology that are shown in the bottom area of the Map, 
other stakeholders consider obesity to be due to individual psychology factors which are 
included at the top of the map. Then there are other stakeholders who consider the causal 
factors underpinning obesity to be societal influences which are displayed in the top-left of 
the Map. Given these different understandings of the problem, the problem of obesity has no 
clear solution, and due to its multi-causality and interdependency, attempts to address obesity 
often leads to unforeseen consequences. Obesity is also context specific as there are different 
combinations of its intertwined and interdependent causal factors impacting on different 
individuals, households, communities and countries.  
 
 
 

 
 

Figure 1: Obesity System Map (Butland et al., 2007) 
 
 
 
Mission-led approach 
 
To address wicked problems, Mazzucato (2018b) has developed a mission-oriented policy 
framework which is illustrated in Figure 2. This framework highlights how governments can 
mobilise a wide variety of innovation efforts that are under the umbrella of a single SDG, and 
break SDGs down into a number of Missions (Kattel and Mazzucato, 2018, p. 790). It is 
recognised in the framework that while the SDG that is shown at the top of the framework is 



useful for ensuring focus, it is too broad to be actionable (Mazzucato, 2018b, p. 10). The 
policy framework also suggests that the individual Mission Projects, that are shown at the 
bottom of the framework, while having clear objectives that are actionable, can be isolated in 
their impact if they are not clearly aligned to the SDG that they have the potential to 
contribute towards (Mazzucato, 2018b, p. 11).  
 
To address this alignment issue, Mazzucato’s (2018a, p. 803) mission-oriented policy 
framework turns SDGs into concrete problems through the use of Missions. Missions 
establish a set of ambitious targeted, measurable and timebound goals that set a direction for 
a portfolio of Mission Projects that collectively focus on addressing the Mission (Mazzucato, 
2018b, p. 11; Mazzucato, 2021). For each Mission that aligns to the chosen SDG, the 
ambitious Mission targets can be the SDG thematic targets that were identified as part of the 
2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development (United Nations, 2016). A significant and 
concrete contribution can be made toward addressing the SDG by achieving the chosen 
targeted Missions (Mazzucato, 2018b, p. 11). 
 
 
 

 
 

Figure 2 Mazzucato’s (2018b) mission-oriented policy framework 
 
 
 
Thematic social enterprise networks  
 
Thematic social enterprise networks provide an ideal mechanism for creating the required 
collection of thematic Mission Projects that are highlighted in Mazzucato’s (2018b) mission-
oriented policy framework. Thematic social enterprise networks are not new. Social 
Enterprise Network Scotland (Senscot) has focused on the establishment of thematic social 
enterprise networks since 2009 (Social Value Lab, 2015). Currently Senscot has six thematic 



networks. These are: Employability, Health, Community Food, Cultural & Creative, and 
Sport and Tourism thematic networks (Senscot, n.d.). A survey of Senscot’s thematic groups 
in 2015 identified the three main areas where the thematic networks are performing well: 
raising the profile of the sector, creating a collective voice for the sector, and encouraging 
joint working (Social Value Lab, 2015).  
 
There is the potential to focus this ‘encouraging joint working’ area of performance towards 
addressing the SDGs by encouraging social enterprise thematic networks to align their 
practice with Mazzucato’s (2018b) mission-oriented policy framework. Moving Feast is a 
social enterprise thematic network in Australia that has been recognised for taking a mission-
led approach (Hannant et al, 2021b). 
 
Moving Feast was established in 2020 ‘to build an immediate response to the Covid-19 
pandemic as well to collaborate to create a just, sustainable and resilient food system beyond 
the crisis’ (Moving Feast, 2020). Moving Feast was spearheaded by the social enterprise 
STREAT (Cody, 2020). Other enterprises participating in the collective include Cultivating 
Community, Melbourne Farmers Markets, Collingwood Children’s Farm, CERES, Common 
Ground Project, Community Grocer, Open Food Network, Kinfolk, Free to Feed, Asylum 
Seeker Resource Centre Catering, 3000 Acres, Fruit2Work, KABUU, Sustain: The Australia 
Food Network, Planted Places, Farmily, Good Cycles, Social Traders, The Difference 
incubator, Social Ventures Australia, SENVIC, Farmwall, The Corner Store Network, and 
MAKE Studios (Moving Feast, 2021). 
 
Moving Feast brings together individual social enterprises that are addressing different 
underpinning causal factors of the complex wicked problem of creating a just, sustainable 
and resilient food system. For example Cultivating Community, Common Ground Project 
and Collingwood Children's Farm grow food; the kitchen teams from STREAT and Kinfolk, 
who provide employment to vulnerable people, make meals; and Fruit2Work which 
traditionally provide fruit to businesses, deployed their trucks to deliver meals (Cody, 2020).  
 
The products and services of the individual social enterprises within Moving Feast are 
therefore responsible for a variety of individual Mission projects in a similar vein to those 
shown in Figure 2. Moving Feast is using Wicked Lab’s Online Tool for Systemic Change to 
assist these individual Mission projects to coherently align and transition the Melbourne food 
system to being just, sustainable and resilient (Moving Feast, 2021). 
 
 
Wicked Lab’s online Tool for Systemic Change 
 
Wicked Lab’s online Tool for Systemic Change is based on a model to assist communities to 
create systems change that was developed during a longitudinal research project. During this 
research project, it was shown that systems change could be supported by focusing on nine 
focus areas and thirty-six associated initiative characteristics that create the enabling 
conditions for systemic change to occur in communities (Zivkovic, 2014).  
 
Five of these focus areas and their associated initiative characteristics support the creation of 
systemic innovation and change in communities by increasing the coherence and building the 
adaptive capacity of solution ecosystems. A solution ecosystem, for a particular wicked 
problem and geographical community, consists of all the initiatives that are addressing any of 
the interdependent causal factors that underpin the wicked problem and all of the 



organisations that are partnering on those initiatives (Eggers and Muoio, 2015). Taking a 
solution ecosystem approach supports SDG 17 which is a ‘means of implementation’ SDG 
(Le Blanc, 2015). SDG 17 aims to “Strengthen the means of implementation and revitalize 
the Global Partnership for Sustainable Development” (United Nations, 2016, p. 30) and has 
two targets that focus specifically on multi-stakeholder partnerships (United Nations, 2016, p. 
32). 
 
The five focus for increasing the coherence and adaptive capacity of solution ecosystems are: 
create a disequilibrium state, amplify action, encourage self-organization, stabilize feedback 
and enable information flows. These five focus areas align to the 'now well understood path' 
(Thietart & Forgues, 2011, p. 61) that supports the emergence of new ways of working that 
have increased system coherence, function and performance. Four complex systems 
leadership theories inform these five focus areas. These are: Lichtenstein and Plowman's 
(2009) leadership of emergence, Snowden and Boone's (2007) tools for managing in a 
complex context, Surie and Hazy's (2006) and Goldstein et al.'s (2010) generative leadership, 
and Uhl-Bien et al.'s (2008) complexity leadership theory. Table 1 lists these five focus areas 
and their associated initiative characteristics. 
 
 
Table 1: Building the adaptive capacity of communities: focus areas and characteristics 
(Zivkovic, 2014) 
 
Focus Area Initiative Characteristics 
 Create a 
disequilibrium 
state  

• highlight the need to organise communities differently (Goldstein et 
al., 2010, p. 53; Lichtenstein and Plowman, 2009, p. 618) 

• cultivate a passion for action (Goldstein et al., 2010, p. 53; 
Lichtenstein and Plowman, 2009, p. 618) 

• manage initial starting conditions (Snowden and Boone, 2007, p. 6) 
• specify goals in advance (Surie and Hazy, 2006, p. 17) 
• establish appropriate boundaries (Snowden and Boone, 2007, p. 6; 

Goldstein, 1994, p. 49) 
• embrace uncertainty (Lichtenstein and Plowman, 2009, p. 621) 
• surface conflict (Lichtenstein and Plowman, 2009, p. 621) 
• create controversy (Lichtenstein and Plowman, 2009, p. 621) 

Amplify 
action  

• enable safe fail experimentation (Snowden et al., 2011, p. 124) 
• enable rich interactions in relational spaces (Lichtenstein and 

Plowman, 2009) 
• support collective action (Lichtenstein and Plowman, 2009) 
• partition the system (Surie and Hazy, 2006, p. 18) 
• establish network linkages (Uhl-Bien et al., 2008, p. 206) 
• frame issues to match diverse perspectives (Uhl-Bien et al., 2008, p. 

206) 
Encourage 
self-
organisation  

• create correlation through language and symbols (Lichtenstein and 
Plowman, 2009; Surie and Hazy, 2006, p. 17) 

• encourage individuals to accept positions as role models for the 
change effort (Lichtenstein and Plowman, 2009) 

• enable periodic information exchanges between partitioned 
subsystems (Surie and Hazy, 2006, p. 17) 



• enable resources and capabilities to recombine (Lichtenstein and 
Plowman, 2009) 

Stabilise 
feedback 

• integrate local constraints (Lichtenstein and Plowman, 2009, p. 625) 
• provide a multiple perspective context and system structure (Surie and 

Hazy, 2006) 
• enable problem representations to anchor in the community (Surie and 

Hazy, 2006) 
• enable emergent outcomes to be monitored (Surie and Hazy, 2006) 

Enable 
information 
flows 

• assist system members to keep informed and knowledgeable of forces 
influencing their community system (Uhl-Bien et al., 2008) 

• assist in the connection, dissemination and processing of information 
(Uhl-Bien et al., 2008, p. 206; Surie and Hazy, 2006, p. 18) 

• enable connectivity between people who have different perspectives 
on community issues (Surie and Hazy, 2006, p. 18) 

• retain and reuse knowledge and ideas generated through interactions 
(Surie and Hazy, 2006, p. 18) 

 
 
The model's remaining four focus areas and their initiative characteristics concentrate on 
enabling government systems to balance unplanned exploration and planned exploitation. It 
is argued in the literature that in order for governments to be able to take a complexity 
approach, government systems need to have the ability to balance the unplanned exploration 
of solutions with communities and the planned exploitation of knowledge, ideas and 
innovations that emerge from community-led activities (Duit & Galaz, 2008, 319). 
Theoretical concepts informing these focus areas and their initiative characteristics include: 
seeds of emergence (Uhl-Bien et al., 2008, p. 209) and creating ecologies of innovation 
(Surie & Hazy, 2006, p. 17) from complex systems leadership theories, soft power from 
international relations theory (Nye, 2004), and street-level bureaucracy (Lipsky, 1980) and 
meta-governance (Jessop, 1998) from public administration theory. Table 2 lists the model’s 
two focus areas and their associated initiative characteristics for unplanned exploration and 
Table 3 lists the model’s two focus areas and their associated initiative characteristics for 
planned exploitation. 
 
 
Table 2: Undertaking unplanned exploration focus areas and characteristics (Zivkovic, 2014) 
 
Focus Area Initiative Characteristics 
 Interface between 
bureaucracy and 
community 

• assist public administrators to frame policies in a manner that 
enables community adaptation of policies 

• remove information differences to enable the ideas and views of 
citizens to align to the challenges being addressed by governments 

• encourage and assist street level workers to take into account the 
ideas and views of citizens 

Interface between 
elected members 
and community 

• assist elected members to frame policies in a manner that enables 
community adaptation of policies 

• assist elected members to take into account the ideas and views of 
citizens 

 
 



Table 3: Undertaking planned exploitation focus areas and characteristics (Zivkovic, 2014) 
 
Focus Area Initiative Characteristics 
 Interface 
between 
community and 
bureaucracy 

• encourage and assist street level workers to exploit the knowledge, 
ideas and innovations of citizens 

• bridge community-led activities and projects to the strategic plans of 
governments 

• gather, retain and reuse community knowledge and ideas in other 
contexts  

Interface 
between 
community and 
elected 
members 

• encourage and assist elected members to exploit the knowledge, 
ideas and innovations of citizens 

• collect, analyse, synthesise, reconfigure, manage and represent 
community information that is relevant to the electorate or area of 
portfolio responsibility of elected members  

 
The online tool that is based on the model has been developed by the social enterprise 
Wicked Lab and it is called the online Tool for Systemic Change. As initiatives in a solution 
ecosystem are entered into the online tool they are mapped to the nine focus areas and thirty-
six initiative characteristics of the underpinning model.  
 
Wicked Lab’s online Tool for Systemic Change currently has two key features: Transition 
Cards and Ecosystem Networks Maps. Transition Cards assist change-makers to map, track 
and measure solution ecosystem transitions to improved states (Wicked Lab, n.d.1). They 
provide users with three primary benefits: visibility of solution ecosystems, measurement of 
ecosystem dynamics and transitions, and insights for strengthening solution ecosystems 
(Wicked Lab, n.d.1). Ecosystem Network Maps enable users to review and analyse the 
organisations in a solution ecosystem (Wicked Lab, n.d.2). The insights users obtain from 
this feature include awareness of the number of connections between organisations in a 
solution ecosystem, an understanding of the structure or patterns of connectivity in a solution 
ecosystem, and identification of which organisations can most effectively disseminate 
information throughout the solution ecosystem (Wicked Lab, n.d.2). 
 
In July 2021, Moving Feast commenced using Wicked Lab’s Tool for Systemic Change for 
its systems measurement and evaluation (Moving Feast, 2021). A Transition Card for 
Moving Feast’s solution ecosystem is shown at Figure 3 which illustrates how the initiatives 
within Moving Feast’s solution ecosystem map to the nine focus areas and 36 initiative 
characteristics of Wicked Lab’s tool.  
 
Figure 4 shows the Ecosystem Network Map for Moving Feast. The Map highlights the 
network structure of the organisations that are partnering on initiatives within Moving Feast’s 
solution ecosystem. The nodes of the map are the organisations in Moving Feast’s solution 
ecosystem. These are represented as coloured circles with the colour of the circles being 
dictated by the type of entity the organisation is. The organisations in the Ecosystem Network 
Map are connected by the initiatives they are partnering on. The more initiatives that two 
organisations are partnering on the thicker the line between them.  
 
When you click on a node—an organisation within the Ecosystem Network Map—a box 
appears that lists the initiatives that the organisation is partnering on, the organisations that 
the organisation is partnering with, and two metrics: the number of connections the 



organisation has to other organisations, and a betweenness centrality metric. This box is 
shown in Figure 5. 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Figure 3: Moving Feast Transition Card (Barrelle and Humphreys, 2021) 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Figure 4: Moving Feast Ecosystem Network Map (Barrelle and Humphreys, 2021) 



 

 
 

Figure 5: Moving Feast Ecosystem Network Map Box (Barrelle and Humphreys, 2021) 
 
 
 
Developing new SDGs features 
 
The new SDGs features of Wicked Lab’s Tool for Systemic Change are being developed by 
replicating and then modify the structure of the current Transition Card and Ecosystem 
Network Map features of the software. For the new feature that maps initiatives in a solution 
ecosystem to the SDGs, the current Transition Card structure is being duplicated and 
modified to create a SDGs Alignment Card. With this new feature, as initiatives are entered 
into the software, they are mapped to the 169 SDG targets. The alignment of each initiative in 
a solution ecosystem to the 17 SDGs is shown in the SDGs Alignment Card. Figure 6 
provides an illustration of what the new SDGs Alignment Card will look like. 
 

 
 

Fig. 6: Illustration of proposed SDGs Alignment Card (adapted from Teksoz, n.d.)  
 



The new software feature that will show the contribution of social enterprise thematic 
networks toward achieving thematic SDGs and thematic SDG targets is being developed by 
replicating the current Ecosystem Network Map software feature and then modifying it to 
create a Thematic SDGs & Targets Network Map. As with the current Transition Card 
feature of the online Tool for Systemic Change, the SDGs network feature is underpinned by 
a model: the modification of the current Ecosystem Network Map feature is based on Le 
Blanc’s (2015) ‘The SDGs as a network of targets’ map which is shown in Figure 7.  
 
Le Blanc’s (2015) model focuses on thematic SDGs and thematic SDG targets. Of the 17 
SDGs, 16 are thematic goals, and of the 169 SDG targets, 107 cover a thematic area (Le 
Blanc, 2015, p. 178). Le Blanc’s (2015) map, which is shown at Figure 7, shows that the 
thematic goals and targets are able to be displayed as a network. The 16 thematic SDGs are 
represented as large circles that have different colours, and the 107 thematic targets are 
shown as small circles that are the same colour as their overarching SDG. 
 
To create the Figure 7 map, Le Blanc (2015) coded the links between thematic SDG targets 
and thematic SDGs. The targets that refer to multiple goals provide links between goals. 60 
of the 107 thematic targets refer to at least one other goal than the one to which they are 
named under, and 19 of the thematic targets link to three goals or more (Le Blanc, 2015, p. 
2). To safeguard that the same criteria was used to determine the presence of links across 
targets, Le Blanc (2015, p. 2) re-examined the coding of the links between thematic SDG 
targets and thematic SDGs several times and then had them reviewed by another person.  
 
Le Blanc (2015, p. 6) also produced a table that ranked each of the thematic SDGs according 
to the number of other thematic SDGs they are linked to. In Le Blanc’s (2015, p. 6) table a 
thematic SDG can link to another thematic SDG by a direct link through the other SDGs 
target or through an indirect link which occurs when the other SDGs target links to another 
thematic SDG. For example, in Le Blanc’s map shown at Figure 7, SDG 1: Poverty is linked 
to SDG11: Cities through the direct link of target 11.5. In addition, SDG1: Poverty is also 
linked indirectly to SDG3: Health through the same SDG11: Cities target 11.5. 
 

 
 

Fig. 7: The SDGs as a network of targets (Le Blanc, 2015)  
 



 
To develop the new Thematic SDGs & Targets Network Map for Wicked Lab’s online Tool 
for Systemic Change, Le Blanc’s (2015) ‘SDGs as a network of targets map’ has been 
translated into a table that only shows for each thematic SDG in the map, the thematic SDGs 
that directly link to the SDG and the SDG thematic targets that are the linkages. The table 
that has been developed to underpin the software’s development did not include thematic 
SDG targets that are indirectly linked to an SDG as these indirect targets are included in the 
coding for the new software feature at the point when they are directly linked to an SDG. 
This table of interconnections between thematic SDGs and thematic SDG targets is shown as 
Table 4.  
 
 
Table 4: Table of interconnections between thematic SDGs and SDG targets (based on Le 
Blanc, 2015) 
 
Thematic SDG 
being analysed 

Thematic SDGs 
linked to 
analysed SDG 

Thematic targets linked to analysed SDG 

SDG 1: Poverty 

SDG1 1.1  1.2  1.3  1.4  1.5 
SDG2 2.1  2.3 
SDG3 3.8  3.9 
SDG6 6.1 
SDG7 7.1  7.2 
SDG10 10.1  10.4 
SDG11 11.1  11.2  11.5 
SDG13 13.1 

SDG 2: Hunger 

SDG2 2.1  2.2  2.3  2.4  2.5 
SDG6 6.4 
SDG12 12.3 
SDG15 15.3  15.6 

SDG 3: Health 

SDG2 2.2 
SDG3 3.1  3.2  3.3  3.4  3.5  3.6  3.7  3.8  3.9 
SDG6 6.1  6.2  6.3 
SDG11 11.2  11.5 
SDG12 12.4 

SDG4: 
Education 

SDG3 3.7 
SDG4 4.1  4.2  4.3  4.4  4.5  4.6  4.7 
SDG5 5.6 
SDG12 12.8 
SDG13 13.3 

SDG5: Gender 

SDG1 1.4 
SDG2 2.2 
SDG3 3.7 
SDG4 4.1  4.2  4.3  4.5  4.6  4.7 
SDG5 5.1  5.2  5.3  5.4  5.5  5.6 
SDG6 6.2 

SDG6: Water SDG3 3.9 
SDG6 6.1  6.2  6.3  6.4  6.5  6.6 

SDG7: Energy SDG3 3.9 



SDG7 7.1  7.2  7.3 
SDG12 12.5 

SDG8: Growth 
& Employment 

SDG2 2.3  2.4 
SDG4 4.4 
SDG8 8.1  8.2  8.3  8.4  8.5  8.6  8.7  8.8  8.9  8.10 
SDG9 9.1  9.2  9.3 
SDG14 14.7 

SDG9: 
Infrastructure & 
Industrialisation 

SDG9 9.1  9.2  9.3  9.4  9.5 

SDG10: 
Inequality 

SDG1 1.3  1.4 
SDG2 2.3 
SDG3 3.8 
SDG4 4.5 
SDG5 5.1  5.4  5.5 
SDG6 6.1 
SDG7 7.1 
SDG8 8.8 
SDG9 9.1 
SDG10 10.1  10.2  10.3  10.4  10.5  10.6  10.7 
SDG11 11.1  11.7 
SDG15 15.6 
SDG16 16.8 

SDG11: Cities 
SDG3 3.6  3.9 
SDG6 6.1 
SDG11 11.1  11.2  11.3  11.4  11.5  11.6  11.7 

SDG12: 
Sustainable 
Consumption & 
Production 

SDG2 2.4 
SDG4 4.7 
SDG6 6.4 
SDG7 7.2  7.3 
SDG8 8.4 
SDG9 9.4 
SDG11 11.2  11.6 
SDG12 12.1  12.2  12.3  12.4  12.5  12.6  12.7  12.8 
SDG14 14.1 
SDG15 15.6 

SDG13: Climate 
Change 

SDG1 1.5 
SDG2 2.4 
SDG6 6.3 
SDG13 13.1  13.2 
SDG15 15.2 

SDG14: Oceans SDG14 14.1  14.2  14.3  14.4  14.5  14.6  14.7 
SDG15: 
Terrestrial 
Ecosystems 

SDG2 2.4  2.5 
SDG6 6.6 
SDG15 15.1  15.2  15.3  15.4  15.5  15.6  15.7  15.8  15.9 

SDG16: 
Peaceful and 

SDG4 4.7 
SDG5 5.1  5.2  5.5   
SDG8 8.7 



Inclusive 
Societies 

SDG10 10.2  10.3  10.6 
SDG11 11.3 
SDG16 16.1  16.2  16.3  16.4  16.5  16.6  16.7  16.8  16.9  

16.10 
 
 
The Thematic SDGs & Targets Network Map is being developed to have a similar popup box 
as the current online tool’s Ecosystem Network Map that is shown in Figure 5. When you 
click on a SDG target within the Thematic SDGs & Targets Network Map, a box will appear 
that lists the initiatives in the network that are contributing towards that target, and all of the 
SDGs that the target contributes towards.  
 
 
Use of the new SDGs features 
 
The new feature that maps initiatives in a solution ecosystem to the 17 SDGs and makes this 
easily visible in an SDGs Alignment Card will enable the social enterprises in a thematic 
network to map, monitor, analyse and demonstrate to interested stakeholders their 
contribution towards the SDGs. In the same way as the current online Tool for Systemic 
Change’s Transition Card feature (Wicked Lab, n.d.1), this new feature will enable easy 
communication of information with stakeholders as SDGs Alignment Cards can be embedded 
into an organisation’s website and they are automatically updated when additional 
information is entered into the software. 
 
Also in a similar way as the current online Tool for Systemic Change provides insights for 
strengthening solution ecosystems (Wicked Lab, n.d.1), the new Thematic SDGs & Targets 
Network Map will provide insights for strengthening the contribution of initiatives towards 
the SDGs, as the feature will show all of the SDGs that a SDG target is contributing towards. 
With this information, thematic social enterprise networks can make decisions with regard to 
focusing on additional SDGs, beyond what they had previously considered, to maximise their 
impact in addressing the SDGs, and they are better able to minimize any negative impacts. 
The information from this new feature also enables social enterprise thematic networks to 
report more thoroughly to interested stakeholders on their contribution towards the SDGs. 
 
While this article has focused on the development of the new features to assist thematic social 
enterprise networks, there are other potential users that would benefit from using the new 
SDG features, including universities, businesses and governments. Each of these potential 
users acknowledge the importance of integration across the SDGs and the need to take a 
solution ecosystem type approach to address the SDGs.  
 
University interest in integration of the SDG resulted in university researchers coming 
together for an “Integration across the SDGs and the role of research” symposium in 
Melbourne, Australia in 2018 (Sustainable Development Solutions Network, 2018). The 
United Nations University Global Coalition, a global platform of universities working 
together and in partnership with the United Nations to address the SDGs, acknowledges that 
“lasting solutions will only be achieved through multidisciplinary, cross-sectorial, 
collaborative approaches” (United Nations, n.d.). 
 
It is recognised in the United Nations Global Compact (2017, p. 6) report “Blueprint for 
Business Leadership on the SDGs” that the interconnectedness of the SDGs needs to be 



addressed. In addition, the report acknowledges that there is a limit to what businesses can 
achieve on their own in realising the SDGs and they therefore need to work with other actors 
including government, civil society and investors to address the SDGs (United Nations 
Global Compact, 2017, p. 6). 
 
The Australian Government’s acknowledgement of the need for integration across the SDGs 
is highlighted in the following quote from its 2018 Report on the Implementation of the 
Sustainable Development Goals: “The strength of the SDG framework lies in the 
interlinkages between the SDGs. Systems change approaches to the SDGs recognise the 
interconnections and trade-offs within systems and seek to address challenges within a 
holistic approach. These approaches can help drive us towards transformational change.” 
(Australian Government, 2018, p. 15). In the same report, the Australian Government 
highlights how it is taking a multi-stakeholder approach to addressing the SDGs and how the 
SDGs have inspired new cross-sectoral partnerships in Australia (Australian Government, 
2018, p. 107). 
 
 
Conclusion 
 
This article has discussed the development of two new software features that will increase 
understanding of how social enterprises can contribute towards the SDGs and that address the 
lack of integration weakness of previous sustainable development approaches (Le Blanc, 
2015, p.1). These new features are being built by replicating and then modifying the structure 
of the current Transition Card and Ecosystem Network Map features of Wicked Lab’s Tool 
for Systemic Change.  
 
One of the new features maps each of the initiatives of a thematic social enterprise network to 
the 17 SDGs and 169 SDG targets. This feature produces a SDGs Alignment Card that 
enables individual social enterprises and social enterprise thematic networks to monitor, 
analyse, demonstrate and communicate their contribution towards the SDGs.  
 
The other new feature is a Thematic SDGs & Targets Network Map that shows the 
interdependent thematic SDGs and SDG targets that are currently being purposefully 
addressed and those that are unintentionally being influenced by a social enterprise thematic 
network. This new feature provides insights for strengthening the contribution of initiatives 
towards the SDGs, and enables social enterprise thematic networks to report more thoroughly 
to interested stakeholders on their contribution towards the SDGs. 
 
During the time of writing this article, work has commenced on coding the two new software 
features. Once the new features are developed, the next step will be to pilot the new software 
features with a thematic group of social enterprises and evaluate their usefulness for 
increasing the contribution of social enterprises towards the SDGs. This should be easily 
achievable as Wicked Lab’s existing government, university and social enterprise thematic 
network customers have already expressed a desire to use the new features. 
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