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Scientific entrepreneurship is the science of 
freedom from ill-being, breaking down the 
barriers between human health, that of other 
living species and nature. 

 
The second half of the 18th century witnessed scientists mainly engaged in 
the study of gases and electricity. Even before common sense, they were 
guided by an enthusiasm that endangered, for example, Benjamin 
Franklin's life when he flew a kite in an electrical storm, writes Bill Bryson. 
Today, one encounters scientists whose discoveries fuel the entrepreneurial 
process around things and events that are fundamental to life on Earth. 
What is more, scientists themselves wear entrepreneurial clothes, and 
entrepreneurs contribute to the scientific process. 
 
Science and scientific entrepreneurship: a gradual double revolution. The 
oxymoron is only apparent. The gradualism of the revolution depends on 
hastening slowly, that is, on the readiness of action combined with the 
slowness of careful reflection. The gradualism is also due to the non-
coincidence between the time the revolution breaks out and the time of the 
ordinary people's perception and understanding of it. It was the case with 
the "'scientific revolution", roughly between the mid-16th to the end of the 
18th century. As with the emergence of classical mechanics and the 
chemical revolution, the unfolding quantum revolution opens up a vast 
horizon of possibilities for scientific entrepreneurship. The changes it brings 
are protracted processes, and how they unfold over time depends on the 
cultural traits of the social community involved. These include the 
characters of the educational and research institutions that play a crucial 
role in the knowledge economy. The community at the University of 
Stuttgart runs a podcast called Made in Science. It features scientists, 
alumnae and alumni, employees and students from that University. <<The 
conversations are not only about the interviewee’s current work, they also 
focus on their personality, what inspired them, and their career. One thing 
that all of the guests have in common is that they have studied or worked 
at the University of Stuttgart, or are still doing so, i.e. they are "Made in 
Science”. How did they become who they are? Looking back, what would 
they do differently?>>. Made in Science is the outcome of the scientific and 
entrepreneurial communities' co-evolution in a long-term process. Its 
strength lies in discovering new things hidden beneath the standard 



knowledge maps. Intuition and foresight create empty spaces to give free 
rein to enterprises, products and services that would otherwise be 
inconceivable as being at odds with common sense by uncovering 
surprising elements and unexpected juxtapositions. 
 
Made in Science embodies the science of human nature that aroused Adam 
Smith's (1723-1790) interest, as David Hume (1711-1776) pointed out. 
Within this science lies the transformation of capitalism. Mercantilist 
capitalism gave way to Keynesianism, which, in turn, was replaced by 
neoliberal capitalism. Today, having to redress sharp and growing wealth 
inequalities in the face of political, social and natural upheavals, the search 
for new entrepreneurial behaviour turns against neoliberalism. Made in 
Science challenges the established knowledge system that considers the 
market an end in itself. Activist capitalism comes to the fore, which adopts 
ethical criteria. Its fundamental missions are to combat the inequalities of 
predatory capitalism and to do what is suitable for the planet, conserving 
and protecting wild nature. This is, for example, what Patagonia aims to do 
by producing high-end outdoor clothing and investing in companies founded 
by scientists to help solve the environmental crisis. The Californian 
company has sold 98 per cent of its capital, relinquishing voting rights, to 
the non-profit Holdfast Collective, which is to deploy the profits not 
reinvested in the company for environmental initiatives. The remaining 2 
per cent is allocated to the Patagonia Purpose Trust, made up of scientists 
and experts in the green economy. 
 
One does not recognise at first glance the scientists and entrepreneurs who 
prefer to solve entirely new problems and do not beat the roads marked by 
the detailed knowledge maps available. They prefer to discover avenues 
that do not exist on those maps. In the health field, scientists and scientific 
entrepreneurs combine their skills to bypass impassable frontiers according 
to available maps. They do so by being open-minded to information gaps 
and accepting the uncertainty as to whether their explorations in unknown 
research lands will work or not. It is the case, for example, with the 
reinvention of cancer treatment, reported by the Financial Times on 14 
August 2022. Animal experimentation gives way to an innovative 
technology replicating a miniature human tumour in a dish: a tumoroid. 
Thus, innovative therapies, based on human genes and cells or even 
customised for patients, are being used that might not work at all on 
animals. 
 
Starting from what is known about the world and driven by creative drives 
and passions, scientists and scientific entrepreneurs formulate thoughts 
translated into actions that do not automatically lead to social progress. For 
this to happen, the scientific enterprises that arise from their thinking and 
acting should be shaped to bring progress to society as a whole. The 
civilisation of machines first and the technological-digital development 
later, and the enterprises in their wake, have ended up distributing the 



benefits, both social and economic, unevenly throughout society, extracting 
more and more value from the workers but less and less for their benefit. 
 
The scientific enterprise is not a machine built according to the industrial 
model established in the successive ages of industrialisation. Having 
reached maturity, that model moulded a routine value creation based on 
the performance metric of efficiency and incremental improvements of 
“what we have always done”. In short, work has been done by digging into 
the soil of previous experience and, thus, relying on links with the past. The 
catastrophic risks threatening humanity and the planet ask for enterprises 
that leverage scientific discoveries to achieve radical innovations. In doing 
so, they tear up the cultural roots of the new always built on the old proper 
of ancient Greece. 
 
The scientific enterprise has the shape of a tree growing in all directions 
under the impetus exerted by the intersecting forces of science and 
entrepreneurship. Its model envisages explosive value creation based on 
deep literacy of new effective ways of thinking and working at the 
intersection of science and entrepreneurship, thus fostering new offerings 
for collective well-being. 
 

The upside-down sciencepreneurship tree 
 
The fruits of the scientific enterprise tree are counter-intuitive 
possibilities. 
 

 
 
The tree is upside down to give light to its roots featuring the culture 
of the sciencepreneurship 
 

 
The figures of the scientific thinker, the business creator, the organiser of 
science and entrepreneurial activity, and the persuader of the goodness of 
initiative stand out in one or more persons. The personal and collective 



identity of the scientist-entrepreneur is comparable to that of the innovator 
and influential Flemish geographer, cosmographer and cartographer 
Gerardus Mercator (1512-1594), who depicted the 'outside' world – that 
world beyond typical experience – which had been precluded from view 
before him, thus paving the way for long-distance trade. The 
entrepreneurial scientist unveils another external world whose landscape is 
dotted with paths along which scientific discoveries run towards the 
entrepreneurship that translates them into achievements for the collective 
well-being. Ways of producing, working and, indefinitely, the living are 
changing. 
 
The encounters between scientific progress and entrepreneurship have 
given rise to subversive entrepreneurial figures. Most innovators think of 
change as an extrapolation of past events. They try to improve on what 
they already know how to plan and do. The probability of success can be 
measured: the risk lies in the measurement. Others who draw inspiration 
from scientific breakthroughs advance into the dark night of unmeasurable 
uncertainty. For them, ignorance is no obstacle to action. Their behaviour 
seems to resonate with the lesson of Frank Knight (1885-1972), an 
American economist at the University of Chicago, who argued that 
uncertainty and paradox are rooted in human existence. One of these is 
Akio Morita (1921-1999), co-founder in Tokyo in 1946 of a company that 
later changed its name to Sony. A physics graduate from Osaka Imperial 
University, Akio was the eldest son and heir of one of the oldest sake 
producers. The young Morita showed a strong inclination for higher studies 
in applied physics, as well as curiosity and aptitude for the then-nascent 
electronics, enriched by a passion for music he inherited from his mother 
and, last but not least, supported by a centuries-old legacy of  
 
Are we witnessing an unprecedented intersection between science and 
entrepreneurship, with those figures sowing the seeds of a new 
Renaissance? The Renaissance has been a long thread running through the 
centuries. Think of the European Renaissance of the Middle Ages; the 
Timurid Renaissance in Asia between the late 14th, 15th and early 16th 
centuries; the Tokugawa period in Japan (1603-1868); the Bengali 
Renaissance of the Indian subcontinent between the late 18th and early 
20th centuries; the American Renaissance at the turn of the 19th and 20th 
centuries; the “New Culture Movement" in China in the 1910s and 1920s. 
And today? There is no definitive answer. Growing entrepreneurial seeds 
make no noise. Instead, one hears the sound of corporate crises distinctive 
of state changes due to significant transformations whose work dismantles 
everything taken for granted for so long and the din caused by 
bankruptcies. 
 
Among the hitherto unfinished (if it ever began) works of disruption is the 
Gross Domestic Product (GDP), whose yardstick is ill-suited to the purpose 
of the natural unfolding of scientific entrepreneurship for the health of the 



Earth, which, as Aristotle argued, is subject to corruption and decay. The 
fact is that national economic accounting struggles to operate as part of a 
much larger system of knowledge that goes through a series of upheavals 
in the unfolding of human history. Unlike nature, which takes great care 
not to generate superfluous or useless things, GDP is fed abundantly by 
what is not needed. If the yardstick of economic activity were 
commensurate with the merit of nature's wisdom, we would find in place of 
the GDP indicators such as the "Genuine Progress Indicator instead". The 
GPI incorporates social and environmental factors not measured by GDP, 
including the costs of ozone depletion, the escalation of crime and poverty 
on a nation's economic health. The objection that the GPI and other 
alternative indicators to GDP present non-economic and excessively 
subjective variables reflects the depth of disciplinary silos in the terrain of 
economics, knowledge sinks that do reject a transdisciplinary and 
heterogeneous knowledge package. 
 

 
 
In a solid Ptolemaic set-up, GDP is at the centre of the system and GDP 
accountants play the role of intermediaries linking GDP to politicians. 
Among the latter, there is the one who presides over the entire system to 
establish a social order that refers to GDP as a natural (if not religious) fact 
even before it is historical. It matters little that this order imposed by the 
sphere of the state harms the most vulnerable social groups, if only because 
the effects of environmental damage fall mainly on their shoulders. 
Resuming with our words what Shakespeare ((1564-1616) in his Julius 
Caesar has Calpurnia say, nothing happens when an ordinary man dies 



from wounds inflicted on nature. If, on the other hand, it is a political figure 
or a GDP accountant who dies, storms of lightning and thunderbolts 
brighten the sky. Ultimately, GDP accountants would rather be perfectly 
wrong than approach the side of reason, not neglecting the scope of 
curiosity-driven research for economic indicators off the beaten track. 
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