My opponent states that in true innovation it is necessary that science is carried through from original idea to final product. This is of course what scientists do and the results are of extreme importance to society. Indeed, the problem solving, logical and creative skills that an education in maths and science provides are vital for innovation.  In my opening I described Google, a company now worth billions of dollars. The designers of Google, motivated at the time by pure scientific creativity, took an idea in pure mathematics for searching a network for information through to an algorithm in computer science and then, after a period of incubation in a university followed by extensive testing and experience by academics, to a technology which is dramatically changing the way that we live. For example I am sure that most of us use Google routinely, every day, without even thinking of the fundamental science and mathematics that makes it possible. As another example consider Radar. This was invented by, and relied on technology developed by, scientists who were originally interested in the pure science (without targeted incentives) of studying the ionosphere. Those same scientists took Radar from the germ of an idea to a fully functioning defence system in only five years. Without Radar we would have lost the war and it is now central to modern life. It is simply outdated thinking to say that scientists stop working when they have had the original idea. That great icon of the 1960s, the E-Type Jaguar, was advertised as being the first car designed using maths and science, and scientists are now actively pursuing the design of carbon free transport. Without a solid educational basis in science and maths none of this would be possible. In this hi-tech economy the distinction between pure and applied science is so blurred to be quite meaningless. Students studying science and maths are exposed to both, leading to a virtuous circle linking creative ideas to innovation and thence to wealth creation.  

My opponent lists public funding as an essential way to encourage scientific growth. I completely agree. It the partnership between government investment in science and science education that leads both to the development of new ideas, too risky for industry to invest in initially, and, vitally, encourages and trains the next generation of scientists to learn work on these. Without this investment the scientific talents of these young people will be lost to society, with it they can, and do, transform the world both now and in the future.
My opponent also states that we should have more training in management. I could not agree more. But let us think what that training should be. All managers need to know about percentages, APR, the use and misuse of data and statistics, scheduling and logistics, forecasting and optimisation. This is all a part of mathematics, and emphasizes the acute need for a good mathematics education.  Indeed it has been estimated that the annual loss to the UK economy due poor maths skills is £2.4 Bn. (Which is more than half of the total spent on scientific research.) Managers also need to be fully acquainted with risk, in all aspects of their work, from investment in innovation to the assessing of complex financial transactions. Risk is involved in many other aspects of our lives. The experiences of recent years have shown the huge gulf that exists between reality and the fact of risk and the damaging effects that this can have on innovation, investment and growth. But the place to learn about risk (and probability) is in a course in mathematics! Too many students in the UK drop maths at the age of 16, and unfortunately this includes far too many of our managers. I argue that to invest in education to stimulate innovation we should encourage all managers to have an education in maths and science. Then we will have both the starters and the finishers that my opponent desires. 

