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INTRODUCTION
Mariana Mazzucato (PhD) is Professor in the Economics of Innovation and Public Value at
University College London (UCL), where she is Founding Director of the UCL Institute for
Innovation & Public Purpose (IIPP). Her previous posts include the RM Phillips Professorial Chair
at the Science Policy Research Unit (SPRU) at Sussex University. She is a selected fellow of the
UK’s Academy of Social Sciences (FAcSS) and of the Italian National Science Academy (Lincei).
She is winner of international prizes including the 2020 John von Neumann Award, the 2019 All
European Academies Madame de Staël Prize for Cultural Values, and the 2018 Leontief Prize for
Advancing the Frontiers of Economic Thought. She was named as one of the ‘3 most important
thinkers about innovation’ by The New Republic, one of the 50 most creative people in business in
2020 by Fast Company, and one of the 25 leaders shaping the future of capitalism by WIRED. She
is the author of three highly-acclaimed books: The Entrepreneurial State: Debunking Public vs.
Private Sector Myths (2013), The Value of Everything: Making and Taking in the Global Economy
(2018) and the newly released, Mission Economy: A Moonshot Guide to Changing Capitalism
(2021). and advises policy makers around the world on innovation-led inclusive and sustainable
growth.

WHY DO I CARE?
Over the course of the last few years, I’ve
become increasingly compelled by the sorts of
arguments that Mariana makes in her book
about the need for a mission driven state and
the role of the state in the innovation cycle. I did
one other episode dedicated to this topic with
famed venture capitalist Bill Janeway a few
years ago, but also touched on the subject
through a series of other episodes with Safi
Bahcall, Brian McCullough, and others.
It’s a tough sell to try and tell people that we
need more government involvement in our
economy, not less, after several decades of
prominent government-led failures and/or
corrupt actions like the invasion and occupation
of Iraq, the 2008 bailouts, the revelation of widespread government surveillance by Edward
Snowden in 2013, etc. And yet, it would also be
disingenuous to say that the American economy
is working for the vast majority of people, or that
the allocation of capital, labor, and resources
are addressing some of the bigger-picture
concerns that most of us believe need to be

1

addressed like the protection of our
environment, the resiliency of our
population to various types of threats,
etc.
As Mariana writes in the book, these
are wicked problems that do not lend
themselves to simple or easy
solutions. In fact, it would appear that
the single biggest impediment to
implementing
the
sort
of
transformation of America’s economy
that is being advocated for by
Mazzucato in her book is a lack of faith
by the public in the abilities and good
intentions of the state. This is
ultimately the point on which I wish to focus our conversation, as it is of the most practical
importance.

QUESTIONS:
Book — Q: What’s your background? Q: What got you to write this book?
COVID-19 — Q: What have we learned from the government’s response to the pandemic? Q: How
would the government’s response in 1962 have been different?
Government’s Role — Q: What do most people think the job of government is? Q: What do you
think it is? Q: Where, why, and how has this divide between these two notions of the role of
government developed?
Myth #1 — Businesses create value and take risks; governments only de-risk and facilitate. Q:
What types of risks should we empower the government to take?
Myth #2 — The purpose of government is to fix market failures. Q: How is our thinking around the
government’s role in fixing market failures incorrect?
Myth #3 — Government needs to run like a business. Q: Does the government need to run like a
business? Q: If not, how should it run?
Myth #4 — Outsourcing saves taxpayer money and lowers risk. Q: What evidence is there that
outsourcing saves taxpayers money?
Myth #5 — Governments shouldn’t pick winners. Q: Why do you
think government should be empowered to pick winners? Q: Isn’t
that a dangerous, slippery slope towards corruption and graft?
Mission Principles — Q: What are your “mission principles?”
Q: How do we apply these same ‘mission’ principles to the
most pressing problems on earth today – making sure the
missions themselves are ambitious and grounded in making
the lives of people better?
Moonshots — Q: What are moonshots by your definition? Q:
What do they need in order to succeed? Q: How do you go
about selecting a mission?
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Successful Moonshot Nations — Q: What countries have been successful in implementing
moonshots today? Q: How has Germany done so far? Q: How have the Germans done it?
Aesthetics of Networked Societies — Q: What now are the aesthetics of a period of networked
societies in which there is rising inequality within regions as much as between regions, yet massive
potentials from new technologies to interact more globally than ever?
Higher Standard — Q: Do you think that we hold the government to a higher standard and expect
a higher rate of success than we do entrepreneurs in the private sector? (e.g. Obamacare rollout)
Q: Why is that? Q: Do we have any way of knowing how government initiatives compare to private
sector initiatives in terms of success/failure?
Competition vs. Collaboration (Individual vs. Collective) — Q: I’m curious if you’ve given any
thought to how our framing of competition vs. collaboration and our veneration for the individual
vis-a-vis the collective has developed over the history of our country? Q: Where did we get such
radically unnatural ideas? (i.e. the path to progress lies in the ruthless competition of individuals
over scarce resources)
Restoring Faith — You write in the book that “We have to believe in the public sector and invest
in its core capabilities.” Q: While I agree with you that we need to invest in the core capabilities of
the public sector, how do you expect people to “believe” in government when the institutions of
government have become increasingly corrupted and used for the private gain of a handful of
societal elites and their cronies?
Second-String Leadership — Q: How are people supposed to feel inspired by targets that the
government sets when it feels like almost everything they have to say is motivated by petty political
considerations and when it’s hard to find anyone who doesn’t feel like he/she is lying to you?
Rethinking Capitalism — Q: How much of this is
about rethinking government and how much of it is
about rethinking how our capitalist system is
structured? Q: What does that mean in practice?
Radical Transformation — What you are advocating
for is a radical transformation of what people believe
an economy is for. My guess is that most people think
economies exist in order for people to make money
and to use that money in order to lead a better life for
themselves and the people they care about. It seems
to me that you would disagree with such a framing. Q:
What do you think the purpose of an economy is? Q:
What responsibility does the individual have? Q: Do
we each have a responsibility to the earth, the
environment, other species, the air, our neighbors,
etc.?
How Innovation Happens — Q: How does innovation
happen? Q: What is the evidence for this view?
Collective Action vs. Identity Politics — Q: Is there
a disconnect between Democrats pushing for more
collective action solutions, while simultaneously
banking on a social and political ideology of division?
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QUOTES:
This book argues that we have lost our way and cannot keep
making the same mistakes. The world is facing an abundance
of different challenges—from those related to health to those
related to the climate crisis to those related to governing digital
technology to protect privacy. Indeed, in 2015 193 countries
signed a commitment to tackle seventeen ambitious UN
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) by 2030 – covering
problems ranging from poverty to polluted oceans. To address
them, we need a very different approach to public-private
partnerships from the one we have now. This requires a massive
rethink of what government is for and the types of capability and
capacity it needs. But, more importantly, it depends on what sort
of capitalism we want to build, how to govern the relationships
between the public and private sectors and how to structure
rules, relationships and investments so that all people can
flourish and planetary boundaries are respected. It is, as will be
argued, about creating a solutions-based economy, focused on
the most ambitious goals – the ones that really matter to people
and to the planet. This is not about invoking the concept of a ‘moonshot’ as a siloed pet project. It
is about transforming government from within and strengthening its systems – those for health,
education, transport or the environment – while giving the economy a new direction. To get back
onto the right path we need to ask ourselves again what sort of role government should play in the
economy, and consequentially the instruments, structures and capabilities it requires – both within
public organizations but also to foster collaborations between public and private organizations that
work together symbiotically – sharing both risks and rewards – to solve the most pressing problems
of our time. In this sense it is about rethinking capitalism. The challenges are urgent. The lives of
people, and the health of the planet, depend on meeting them. — Mariana Mazzucato
What became known as the Apollo programme cost the US
government $28 billion, or $283 billion in 2020 dollars. It took up
4 per cent of the US budget and involved over 400,000 workers in
the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA),
universities and contractors. But cost was not the issue: the point
was to get the job done. Indeed, Kennedy was not shy about
talking about the expense, explicitly saying in his speech, ‘all this
costs us all a good deal of money.’ Indeed, the space budget, he
argued, was getting higher every year and stood in 1962 at about
$5.4 billion a year: ‘a staggering sum, though somewhat less than
we pay for cigarettes and cigars every year’. And would it
necessarily bring success? No, he was clear that the value for
money was completely uncertain: ‘I realize that this is in some
measure an act of faith and vision, for we do not now know what
benefits await us.’ — Mariana Mazzucato
Kennedy foresaw the way in which the ambitious mission would
result in ‘spillovers’ affecting life on earth – technological and
organizational innovations that could never have been predicted
at the beginning. Indeed, the technology needed to process data
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in real time and house that processing inside the lunar module’s
small computer is what stimulated much of the innovation behind
what we today call software. And new management methods
emerged, too, that broke down large, complex problems into
smaller packages. Later, Boeing copied this model to build the
747, the world’s first jumbo jet. — Mariana Mazzucato
This book encourages us to apply the same level of boldness and
experimentation to the biggest problems of our time – from health
challenges such as pandemics, to environmental challenges such
as global warming, to educational challenges such as the divide
in opportunity and achievement between students partly caused
by unequal access to digital technology. These ‘wicked’ problems
require not just technological, but also social, organizational and political innovations. They are
huge, complex and resistant to simple solutions. We must solve them – not merely accommodate
them – by focusing policymaking on outcomes. And this means getting the public and private
sectors to truly collaborate on investing in solutions, having a long-run view, and governing the
process to make sure it is done in the public interest. — Mariana Mazzucato
Lessons from the moon landing cannot just be cut and pasted onto any challenge. But they do
highlight the need to resurrect ambition and vision in our everyday policy-making. This cannot just
be about bold statements. We have to believe in the public sector and invest in its core capabilities,
including the ability to interact with other value creators in society, and design contracts that work
in the public interest. We must create more effective interfaces with innovations across the whole
of society; rethink how policies are designed; change how intellectual property regimes are
governed; and use R&D to distribute intelligence across academia, government, business and civil
society. This means restoring public purpose in policies so that they are aimed at creating tangible
benefits for citizens and setting goals that matter to people – driven by public-interest
considerations rather than profit. It also means placing purpose at the core of corporate governance
and considering the needs of all stakeholders, including workers and community institutions, as
opposed to just share-holders (owners of stock in a company). In this context, ‘moonshot’ thinking
is about setting targets that are ambitious but also inspirational, able to catalyze innovation across
multiple sectors and actors in the economy. It is about imagining a better future and organizing
public and private investments to achieve that future. This, in the end, is what got a man on the
moon and back. — Mariana Mazzucato
Conventional wisdom continues to portray government as a clunky bureaucratic machine that
cannot innovate: at best, its role is to fix, regulate, redistribute; it corrects markets when they go
wrong. According to this view, civil servants are not as creative and risk-taking as the entrepreneurs
of Silicon Valley, and government should
simply level the playing field and then get
out of the way – so the risk-takers in
private business can play the game. This
book’s thesis is that we cannot move on
from the key problems facing our
economies until we abandon this narrow
view. Mission thinking of the kind I outline
here
can
help
us
restructure
contemporary capitalism. The scale of
the reinvention calls for a new narrative
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and new vocabulary for our political economy, using the idea of
public purpose to guide policy and business activity. This
requires ambition – making sure that the contracts, relationships
and messaging result in a more sustainable and just society. And
it requires a process that is as inclusive as possible, involving
many value creators. Public purpose must lie at the centre of how
wealth is created collectively to bring stronger alignment between
value creation and value distribution. And the latter should not
only be about redistribution (ex post) but also predistribution ex
ante: a more symbiotic way for economic actors to relate,
collaborate and share. It is essential to link the micro properties of the system – such as how
organizations are governed – to the macro patterns of the type of growth desired. By rethinking
how the relationships between the public sector and private sector can a mission grounded be
better governed around public purpose, we can create growth that is better balanced and resilient,
with new capabilities and opportunities spread across the economy. But this means, at the start,
replacing the fashionable, bland terminology of ‘partnership’ with clearer metrics as to what a
symbiotic and mutualistic ecosystem looks like; that is, one in which risks and rewards are more
equally shared. — Mariana Mazzucato
In our era, unfortunately, the relationship is often parasitic: public-health funding is structured so
that publicly financed drugs are too expensive for citizens to buy. I call this different way of doing
things a mission-oriented approach. It means choosing directions for the economy and then putting
the problems that need solving to get there at the centre of how we design our economic system.
It means designing policies that catalyze investment, innovation and collaboration across a wide
variety of actors in the economy, engaging both business and citizens. It means asking what kind
of markets we want, rather than what problem in the market needs to be fixed. It means using
instruments such as loans, grants and procurement to drive the most innovative solutions to tackle
specific problems, whether those be getting plastic out of the ocean or narrowing the digital divide.
The wrong question is: how much money is there and what can we do with it? The right question
is: what needs doing and how can we structure budgets to meet those goals? This is a huge task.
We live in an era in which capitalism is in crisis and a flawed
ideology about the role of government has infiltrated our
expectations of what it can do – and thus what other actors can
do in partnership with government. But a time of crisis is exactly
the moment to reimagine what type of society we want to build,
and the capabilities and capacities we need to get us there. Is
this book about rethinking government or rethinking capitalism?
The answer is both. Changing capitalism means changing both
how government is structured and how business is run – and how
public and private organizations interrelate. Driving governance
structures of organizations, and relationships between
organizations, through a notion of ‘purpose’ is the key to a
mission-oriented approach. Indeed, for many years there have
been calls for corporate governance modes to be more
‘purposeful’ and move away from shareholder capitalism to
stakeholder capitalism. While this book is intended for both
theorists and practitioners, it is meant especially as a guide to
how we can ‘do’ capitalism differently. It argues that we should
change organizations, governance structures and the design of
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the practical levers of economic policy – the tools we need to
build a purpose-oriented economy. — Mariana Mazzucato
To grasp the true scale of this challenge, it is important to
understand that the issues described above are the
consequences of deeper forces that together have led to a
dysfunctional form of capitalism. There are (at least) four key
sources of the problem: (1) the short-termism of the financial
sector, (2) the financialization of business, (3) the climate
emergency, and (4) slow or absent governments. In each, the
way that organizations are structured and how they relate to
each other are part of the problem. Their restructuring must,
therefore, be part of the solution. — Mariana Mazzucato
In the USA and the UK, only about a fifth of finance goes into
the productive economy (such as companies that want to
innovate, infrastructure that needs building). And in the UK, 10
per cent of all UK bank lending helps non-financial firms; the rest
supports real estate and financial assets. In 1970 real estate
lending constituted about 35 per cent of all bank lending in
advanced economies; by 2007 the figure had risen to about 60
per cent. — Mariana Mazzucato
This book will argue that markets are not outcomes of individual decision-making but of how each
value-creating actor is governed – including government itself. In this sense, markets are
‘embedded’ in rules, norms and contracts affecting organizational behavior, interactions and
institutional designs. Government thus cannot limit itself to reactively fixing markets, but must
explicitly co-shape markets to deliver the outcomes society needs. It can and should guide the
direction of the economy, serve as an ‘investor of first resort’ and take risks. It can and should
shape markets to fulfil a purpose. — Mariana Mazzucato
Reagan echoed the sentiment of the nineteenthcentury ‘night
watchman’ state without understanding that it creates a selffulfilling prophecy whereby government does too little, too late. It
is always reacting and making running repairs to a sputtering
system, like someone constantly patching a worn tire rather than
replacing it with a new one, slowly squandering its capacity to be
an active value creator. And the patches have been big, from
bailing out the banks to investing where the private sector
refuses to put its money. Even ‘public goods’, such as spending
to clean the air or to invest in new knowledge, are framed as
corrections to markets rather than as true objectives. The
problem is not ‘big government’ or ‘small government’. The
problem is the type of government: what it does and how. —
Mariana Mazzucato
Only government has the capacity to steer the transformation on
the scale needed – to recast the way in which economic
organizations are governed, how their relationships are
structured and how economic actors and civil society relate to
each other. — Mariana Mazzucato
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Mission Economy is about how government must change from
within in order to deliver on ambitious outcomes, as well as how
it must change its interaction with other actors. The current state
of the typical instruments used by governments, such as
taxation, fiscal policy and monetary policy, is rudderless. There
is no systemic directionality towards de-financialization or
sustainability. No attempt to change the relative cost structure
through the tax system and other instruments to gear
investment towards eliminating waste, reducing materials and
energy use and pollution. Why are we not seriously taxing the
environmental ‘bads’ and favouring ‘green’? Why are capital
gains taxed less than income from work? Why is there no clear
benefit for investing long-term rather than short-term? Why is
nothing done to stop doubtfully legal high-frequency trading as
well as the harmful practice of excessive share buybacks? Why no attempt to redesign the welfare
state to respond to the new conditions created by the digital technologies? There is no clear
direction; unless letting the market do as it pleases regardless of results is a ‘direction’. But, once
a proper direction is systemically applied to the whole range of policies, leading to synergies in
innovation and investment behaviour across the economy, government needs to do much more. It
must transform itself into an innovating organization with the capacity and capability to energize
and catalyze the economy to be more purpose-driven. — Mariana Mazzucato
‘Practical men, who believe themselves to be quite exempt from any intellectual influences, are
usually the slaves of some defunct economist. Madmen in authority, who hear voices in the air, are
distilling their frenzy from some academic scribbler of a few years back.’ — J.M. Kenyes
In all of these cases, without ambitious public investment the private sector would have proved
unwilling to invest in areas where the required funding was large, long-term and highly uncertain.
Only after the risk had been absorbed by the public sector did private businesses take advantage
of the new opportunities created by the innovation. Thus, the empirical evidence paints a very
different picture from the theory based on highly dubious assumptions. — Mariana Mazzucato
By ignoring the possibility that government can contribute to value creation, economic theory also
assumes that markets can only be fixed, not created, by government policy. Markets may fail due
to information asymmetries (such as when buyers and sellers
do not have the same information), or positive externalities
(such as funding public goods, basic research or public health)
or negative externalities (such as pollution). In the case of the
latter, government needs to step in with a policy such as a
carbon tax – ‘make the polluter pay’. In addition, government
can also redistribute value, or wealth, through taxation. In
macroeconomics (the study of the economy as a whole), the
theory of taxation is central to understanding redistribution of
value and focuses public action on making existing systems
more efficient rather than transforming them. — Mariana
Mazzucato
Market failure theory (MFT) – the idea that public policy can at
best fix market failures – has its origins in neoclassical ‘welfare
economics’, the study of how economic decisions produce the
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well-being of society at large. MFT’s starting point is the so-called
first fundamental theorem (FFT) of welfare economics. The
theorem states that markets are the most efficient allocators of
resources under three specific conditions: one, there is a
complete set of markets, so that all goods and services supplied
and demanded are traded at publicly known prices; two, all
consumers and producers behave competitively; and three, an
equilibrium exists (the forces of change in opposing directions
are balanced – for example, the demand for bananas exactly
matches the supply at a given price). Under these three
conditions, the allocation of resources by markets is optimal in
the way described by the economist Vilfredo Pareto: no other
allocation will make a consumer or producer better off without
making someone else worse off. Government, therefore, has no
role at all in value creation. According to MFT, violation of any of the three assumptions leads to
inefficient allocation of resources by markets – market failures. If markets are not Pareto-efficient,
then everyone could be made better off by public policies that correct the market failure. MFT
suggests that governments intervene when the market fails due to positive externalities, negative
externalities and information asymmetries. Sometimes, government can do things that are in the
interests of the whole community: for example, it can provide mass vaccination to control polio, or
free education for all. This public good is a positive externality. But according to MFT, to justify such
an action government must provide what the private sector does not or cannot. In the case of
negative externalities, government must devise market mechanisms to internalize external costs.
In addition to all this, in the 1960s and 1970s a new theory emerged in advanced economies which
cast doubt on any government market-fixing and effectively argued for an even more limited
government role: that government failure is even more dangerous than market failure. It was called
public choice theory and it attempted to apply neoclassical welfare economics to political
decision-making. Public choice theory looks at how the actions of agents (voters, bureaucrats,
politicians) involved in policy could be considered from an economic-efficiency perspective. It
assumes that agents, including government ones, are self-interested in the same way that
private-market actors are assumed to be in neoclassical theory. While in markets competition and
the profit motive tend to enforce efficient choices, in collective
decision-making processes in politics and public administration,
according to public choice theory, the same discipline is absent.
Policymaking is therefore considered to be subject to capture by
interest groups, in particular those most able to influence
policymakers because they have power or money. Capture might
involve nepotism, cronyism, corruption, rent-seeking (making
excessive profits, as from a winning a monopoly), misallocation
of resources (backing ailing companies or ‘picking losers’) or
unfair and damaging competition with private initiatives
(crowding out). Capture by special interests is all the more
possible, it is argued, because collective action by voters tends
to be weak. Rational voters have little reason to take an interest
in political decisions since most of these have only a tiny impact
on their lives. In public administration, the lack of competitive
pressures leads to ‘bureaumaximizing’ behaviour, whereby
departments and agencies look after their own survival rather
than the ‘common good’. — Mariana Mazzucato
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But just as MFT is a theoretical construct, so is its alter ego, public
choice theory. The axiom underlying public choice theory is that
bureaucrats and politicians behave like free market actors: they
rationally seek to maximize their ‘utility’. Self-interested
bureaucrats and politicians are effectively entrepreneurs who
compete to gain control of a monopoly, the state. But, rather as
with MFT, no empirical evidence was advanced to support this
idea. It was just assumed that social, constitutional and ethical
concerns never motivated bureaucrats and politicians. And it was
assumed that the public and private sectors were competitors and
one side or the other could be a loser. That is why, if government
dares to do anything ambitious, it risks being accused of crowding
out private investment. Government investment in a sector, say
aircraft-building as with Airbus, the European aerospace
company, is assumed to be likely to rob the private sector of
profitable opportunities. But the charge assumes a static view of
investment possibilities – that there are only a given number of possibilities at any one time – as
well as that the public and private sectors are competitors rather than partners. Lurking deeper is
the familiar conviction that only the private sector creates value and – by extension – that
government investment may destroy it. In reality, the whole idea of governments crowding out the
private sector is usually false. Government investment often has the opposite effect. When
structured strategically it can crowd in private investment, stimulating funding that might not have
happened otherwise and expanding national output, which benefits public and private investors
alike. — Mariana Mazzucato
In business schools, mainly in the USA, public choice theory influenced the development of New
Public Management (NPM), which gathered momentum in the 1980s. Several strategies were high
on the NPM list. One was to introduce some equivalent of the profit motive into the public sector to
improve performance – for instance, efficiency targets. — Mariana Mazzucato
Starting in the 1970s, the key idea of NPM – that government’s attempts to make things better for
people could actually make them worse – firmly gripped
politicians, businesspeople and bureaucrats themselves, first in
the USA and later elsewhere. Many citizens, whether defined as
consumers or users, came to regard government as inefficient
and state-owned enterprises as a prime example of government’s
shortcomings. The impetus was to try to make the public sector
as ‘efficient’ as the private sector. Hence NPM led to proposals to
a) privatize publicly owned companies; b) decentralize and/or
break up big public organizations; and c) introduce metrics such
as performance pay. One way to reduce the risk of government
‘doing harm’ was to outsource and privatize public services. In
theory, outsourcing and privatization would ameliorate the
principal–agent problem in the relationship between government
and citizens, save money and improve services. The practice
turned out to be quite different. — Mariana Mazzucato
A study by the Project on Government Oversight, an independent
watchdog in the USA, shows that the federal government
approves service-contract billing rates – deemed fair and
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reasonable – that pay contractors 1.83 times more than the
government pays federal employees in total compensation, and
more than twice the total compensation paid in the private sector
for comparable services. One study found that, in the UK,
reported public administration costs had risen by 40 per cent in
real terms between 1985 and 2015. Over the same period, the
civil service was cut by a third and public spending doubled.
Outsourced operations saw their costs rise the fastest. The
numbers of service failures, complaints and judicial challenges
also rocketed. — Mariana Mazzucato
The more private providers undertake public activities, the more
government accountability is reduced because capabilities have
been diminished and it is harder to change poor policy. Risks are
not taken, and rewards are not reaped. The result is a selffulfilling prophecy: the less government does, the less it takes
risks and manages, the less capacity it develops and the more
boring it is to work for. At the same time, the more attractive it is
to work for a private provider or consultancy firm, the more talent
is siphoned away from government. — Mariana Mazzucato
NPM encourages government to take up as little space as possible. But, as previously noted, this
has led to outsourcing and privatization. Instead of government going to the moon, it’s more as if
in recent decades it has been taken for a ride. — Mariana Mazzucato
In thinking about the key attributes of the Apollo programme, six stand out: (1) vision infused with
a strong sense of purpose; (2) risk-taking and innovation; (3) organizational dynamism; (4)
collaboration and spillovers across multiple sectors; (5) long-term horizons and budgeting that
focused on outcomes; and (6) a dynamic partnership between the public and private sectors. If
they are scaled up and the lessons for policy are learned, these can be the guiding principles for a
new type of challenge-led political economy. — Mariana Mazzucato
The growth of our science and education will be enriched by new knowledge of our universe and
environment, by new techniques of learning and mapping and observation, by new tools and
computers for industry, medicine, the home as well as the school . . . And finally, the space effort
itself, while still in its infancy, has already created a great number
of new companies, and tens of thousands of new jobs. Space and
related industries are generating new demands in investment and
skilled personnel . . . What was once the furthest outpost on the
old frontier of the West will be the furthest outpost on the new
frontier of science and space. — J.F.K.
Indeed, it is critical to remember that the Apollo project was an
intrinsic part of the Cold War. It is because the population of the
West saw its security as being dependent on advanced weapons
that going to the moon could be a justified way of using an
enormous amount of public money. Missions related to global
warming will be justified if the environmental-protection direction
is socially accepted. Directions must be part of a social
consensus, which then justifies both the policies and the
missions.— Mariana Mazzucato
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It considered three options: (1) direct ascent, whereby
a single colossal rocket would take astronauts to the
moon, land there and bring them back, much as
depicted by science-fiction writers and movies; (2)
earth-orbit rendezvous, involving two rockets which
would meet and dock in earth’s orbit, assemble a lunar
vehicle from components the rockets had carried and
fly that vehicle directly to the moon; and (3) lunar-orbit
rendezvous (LOR), whereby a single rocket would take
into space three vehicles – a command module, a
service module (carrying fuel) and a lunar landing
module. LOR specifically referred to the lunar landing
module detaching from the command and service modules to take astronauts to the moon’s surface
and then rejoin those modules, which had been orbiting the moon and would return the astronauts
to earth. Eventually, after much debate, the last option was chosen as the most workable solution,
even if it was still untried and fraught with risk. It was not just brave. It was probably the single most
important decision behind the mission’s eventual success. — Mariana Mazzucato
A valuable lesson from Apollo and other missions is the importance of taking risks and adapting to
new information and circumstances. As innovation occurs through trial and error, fear of failure
inhibits innovation and learning. — Mariana Mazzucato
The average age in the mission control room was twenty-six. The appeal of working for a
government agency was that it was not only purpose-driven but also explicitly welcomed risk-taking
in the process. Far from being a boring bureaucracy, NASA was the most exciting possible place
to be! — Mariana Mazzucato
Many of NASA’s problems came from the failure of integration and the puzzle of how to make sure
the elements of the programme – not least the physical hardware such as the parts – fitted together
technically and on schedule for when they were needed. Integrating the system required connecting
disparate teams and specialties (contractors, scientists, engineers, military officers, managers) and
creating an organization-wide understanding of the whole. — Mariana Mazzucato
The innovation and risk-taking involved in the entire Apollo programme generated many spillovers.
Perhaps one of the greatest was the wave of miniaturization in the computer sector, spurred by the
need to get the Apollo guidance computer into a small lunar module. Indeed, the weight and energy
consumption of electronics fell exponentially between 1940 and the late 1960s – as recalled by
Jean Creighton, a NASA airborne astronomy ambassador, ‘from the 30 tons and 160 kilowatts of
the Electric Numerical Integrator and Computer to the 70 pounds and 70 watts of the Apollo
guidance computer. This weight difference is
equivalent to that between a humpback whale and an
armadillo.’ — Mariana Mazzucato
There is a larger lesson. What if government, instead
of being viewed as cumbersome while the private
sector takes the risks, bears the greatest level of
uncertainty and reforms its internal organization to take
such risks? Imagine the transformation: from a
bureaucratic
top-down
administration
to
a
goal-oriented stimulator of new ideas from the ground
up. Imagine government transformed across the
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board, from how procurement operates, to how research grants are made, to how public loans are
structured and costs and budgeting are understood – all to fulfil public purpose. If we could think
and act in this way, we could realize a new vision for sustainable cities or inspire business
investment in the social infrastructure and health-care innovations required for a new understanding
of well-being, or tackle the greatest challenges of our time such as climate change and health
pandemics. — Mariana Mazzucato
This raises two issues that are key for a mission and the vision behind it. The first is: whose vision
should determine it (i.e. who decides)? The moon landing, as inspirational as it was, was run from
the top down by a white elite. This surely is not what will get us to achieve social goals in inequality
and climate change. The second is that it might be easier to rouse approval for purely technological
missions as opposed to those that are more social, like fighting climate change, which no doubt
face more resistance. Indeed, the vision behind achieving carbon neutrality has been a feature of
many progressive governments – but also a reason why they subsequently lost elections. This was
the case in Australia in 2019, when the Labour Party put climate change at the heart of its
manifesto, but it backfired due to the lack of support by those that feared it would cause
unemployment. Thus having a vision is not enough: it is essential to engage with citizens about it.
We will come back to this point at the end of the chapter. — Mariana Mazzucato
The idea behind a mission map is that you begin by asking: what is the problem you want to solve?
You then frame it as a goal that catalyses investment and innovation in many different sectors and
inspires new collaborations at the project level. — Mariana Mazzucato
A vital aspect of a mission-oriented approach is to represent different people and perspectives, not
just those of the ‘elite’ experts – often white males in their sixties. Recent thinking and political
action around Black Lives Matter is about who defines what is valuable, and how that feeds back
to biases, prejudices and racism – both explicit and hidden. It also requires new governance
frameworks. And for this reason it is interesting to consider the concept of stakeholder capitalism
not only in terms of corporate governance (more on this in Chapter 6) but also in terms of governing
transitions and missions. — Mariana Mazzucato
A Green New Deal is about transforming production,
distribution and consumption across the economy. It
must be underpinned by long-term, patient finance
which is willing to take risks and able to mobilize and
crowd in other investors. This is key, as business
investment reacts to the perception of where future
opportunities lie: the climate emergency can be both a
carrot and a stick to create a new direction of
opportunities for the global economy. But where do we
begin? — Mariana Mazzucato
There are, I believe, seven key pillars to a better political
economy that can guide a mission-oriented approach.
The (1) first is about a new approach to value and the
collective process through which it is created. We need
business, government and civil society to create value
together, with none being relegated to cheerleaders of
the other. In this process it is necessary to define the
collective creation of value and the notion of public
purpose which can drive the direction of that value
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creation and inform how value is owned and shared.
The (2) second is about markets and market shaping.
Missions require a different framing for policy – not
about fixing market failures but actively ‘cocreating and
coshaping’ markets. Shaping markets means moving
our language – and our thinking – from a model in which
the state’s main goal is to fix and ‘level’ the playing field
to one in which it co-creates a direction, and hence must
tilt the playing field towards that direction. The latter is
not about ‘picking winners’ but (as explained in Chapter
3) picking the willing by aligning instruments that are
available to government to steer the economy in the
direction that produces the kind of value we want. This
means that taxation can be used to reward value
creation over value extraction, and to steer value
creation towards building an economy that is more
inclusive and sustainable. The (3) third is about
organizations and organizational change. If what is
being sought is a common purpose, that requires
capabilities which are about co-operation, not
competition. These include the capability to take risks together and experiment; to welcome
learning under conditions of uncertainty; and to use finance to serve long-term objectives rather
than itself. It also includes the ability to evaluate past experiences based on a holistic view of the
spillovers – both positive and negative – that occur when trying to achieve an objective. Here, it is
crucial to go against the trend of governments outsourcing their capabilities and capacity and to
reinvest resources into structures that foster knowledge creation, learning and creativity inside the
civil service. It is impossible to co-create value without this. The (4) fourth is about finance and
long-term financing. So much of today’s economic discussion tends to focus on public debts and
deficits. But a mission-oriented approach brings a new perspective. Getting the economy to work
for societal goals, rather than society working for the economy, requires a reversal of the way
budgets are thought about. We must begin with the question, ‘what needs to be done?’ and then
move to that of how to pay for it. If structured through dynamic institutions that encourage creativity
and innovation along the way, public investment can foster long-run growth. If we can do it in
wartime, why not in peacetime, when the urgency is to solve societal battles and achieve common
goals? The (5) fifth is about distribution and inclusive growth. Collective value creation and market
shaping make sure the creation of value and its direction gets the conditions right, so that inequality
can be fought by predistribution, not only by redistribution. This means more emphasis on good
jobs, collective ownership structures – including key resources such as data – rather than the usual
ex-post correction via taxation. In other words, once we accept that value creation is a collective
effort (value), requiring risk-taking and experimentation (capabilities), and adequate and wellstructured financing (finance), the distribution of that value must reflect those principles. First, it
must reward the entire set of value creators. Second, it should enable the recreation of that value
by investing in the sources of creativity. Third, the financing sources must be replenished rather
than extracted. Then there will be more fairness and resilience in our economic system. The sixth
is about partnership and stakeholder value. Emphasis on collective value creation means that how
we design the collaborations between business and government matters. The notion of ‘purpose’
and stakeholder value is not only about changes to corporate governance but is also about the
details of contracts between business and the state. The example of how NASA worked with the
private sector has important lessons for modern-day partnerships, which too often are parasitic
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rather than symbiotic. Parasitic partnerships are ones where one organization grows at the expense
of another. Symbiotic ones are where both prosper – with a common goal. How this can be done
in today’s markets for digital platforms, health and energy is a pressing question. The seventh is
about participation and co-creation. For value to be created collectively, we must foster new forms
of participation in that creation process, via a revival of debate, discussion and consensus-building.
For this to happen, new, decentralized forums are needed that bring together different voices and
experiences, such as citizen assemblies. And if such forums and institutions are not present, they
must be built. We should not forget that both Roosevelt’s New Deal and the moon landing were in
essence governed by the elite. The challenges of the twenty-first century will require much more
interaction with citizens and communities, and indeed leadership by them. But in the first instance,
a stakeholder approach to value must begin with the recognition that value is collectively created
by multiple groups, including businesses, workers and local and central governments. Together,
these seven pillars can help create a new political economy – one that encourages a
mission-oriented approach and builds an economy driven by public purpose and citizen
engagement. Let’s take a closer look at each pillar. — Mariana Mazzucato
As I’ve argued in this book, this requires addressing one of the biggest dilemmas of modern
capitalism: restructuring business so that private profits are reinvested back into the economy
rather than being used for short-term financialized purposes. — Mariana Mazzucato
While Keynes was absolutely right to insist on counter-cyclical government investment, what
mission-oriented policies add is the imagination necessary to decide where and how to invest,
regardless of the business cycle. So instead of ‘shovelready’ investment in roads and houses,
mission-oriented thinking frames the problems that green infrastructure can solve. — Mariana
Mazzucato
The green transition and the SDGs more widely also require a change in what we aspire to and
how we achieve a good life, helping us to see as beautiful what was once seen as ugly – a large
wind blade spinning on a green field – but also putting human experience at the centre of how we
design public space. What is required is what Olafur Eliasson has called ‘a new focus on experience
and public space as a space where one feels safe to disagree’. — Mariana Mazzucato
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