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ANY QUESTIONS? 
 
TX:     19/03/04 2000-2045 
 
PRESENTER: Jonathan Dimbleby 
 
PANELLISTS: Baroness Amos 
   Norman Tebbit 
   Peter Tatchell 
   Paul Keetch 
  
FROM:  The Royal Society of Arts, London 
 
DIMBLEBY 
Welcome to the Royal Society of Arts in London.  The RSA is celebrating its 250th 
anniversary, 250 years, it proclaims, of inspiring the future.  On March 22nd 1754 the 
founder of the RSA, William Shipley, brought together a group of like-minded men, 
yes men only, to "embolden enterprise, enlarge science, refine arts, improve our 
manufacturers and extend our commerce".  But from then on, incidentally, from its 
inception membership has always been open to women as well.  In its pantheon of 
distinguished fellows the likes of Alexander Graham Bell, Disraeli, Garrick, 
Hoggarth, Brunel, Dickens, Marx and a host of other luminaries past and present, all 
dedicated on one way or another to achieving the Society's original purpose. 
 
On our panel of luminaries:  Lord Tebbit, once a Thatcherite, doubtless always a 
Thatcherite and certainly red in tooth and claw.  Proud indeed to have earned the 
sobriquet a semi house trained polecat.  Now he sounds almost benign, at least to the 
extent that he thinks the BBC - once the object of his scorn and dismay - should retain 
its licence fee as money well spent, though he was a guest editor of the Today 
programme for a time. 
 
Peter Tatchell is a campaigner for human rights, who once so irritated Michael 
Portillo that the former minister was driven to explain publicly "you are a horrible 
little man go away".  In his fearless campaigns, for example in favour of homosexual 
rights and against Robert Mugabe he's had to endure far greater obloquy than that but 
he appears to thrive on it. 
 
Baroness Amos was born in Guyana and rose to become the first black woman to 
serve in a British cabinet.  She's now the leader of the House of Lords in which role 
she's been the object of much fierce scrutiny as Number 10 tacks this way and that in 
its so far hapless efforts to discover a future for their lordships, aside that is from 
abolition. 
 
Paul Keetch who speaks for the Liberal Democrats on defence likes making model 
battleships while doubtless dreaming of the day when his party comes to power and  
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he can personally order the construction of real ships for a real navy.  Meanwhile he's 
the fourth member of our panel.  [CLAPPING] 
 
Our first question please. 
 
MAY 
Dr Alex May.  Is the Spanish election result a victory for terrorism? 
 
DIMBLEBY 
Baroness Amos. 
 
AMOS 
No I don't think it is.  We don't know why the Spanish electorate chose to punish the 
incumbent Spanish government, none us know that, I'm not an expert on Spanish 
politics. 
 
DIMBLEBY 
It wasn't the price of bread was it. 
 
AMOS 
But there are a number of different factors that could have played a role.  It could 
have been that government's domestic policy, it could have been its policy in terms of 
the war with Iraq, it could have been what happened - that terrible event last Thursday 
- in Madrid, none of us knows.  The electorate, as I'm sure our audience know, are 
complicated and make choices about who they want to elect on the basis of a range of 
different factors and it's absolutely clear from looking at what Spanish people did in 
Madrid, coming out in their thousands, to absolutely make it clear that they did not 
endorse terrorism, that they absolutely appalled what happened.  I myself went to 
Westminster Cathedral last Friday night with the Spanish community here in London, 
they were bewildered, they were angry, they were sad, they could not understand why 
their country had been chosen.  I think the important thing for all of us is to recognise 
that this is a fight that we are in together and that we've got to win. 
 
DIMBLEBY 
[CLAPPING] Peter Tatchell. 
 
TATCHELL 
I think the Spanish election result was a victory for honesty and democracy.  The 
Spanish people decided they were fed up with a government that had lied to them, that 
had taken them to war on a false pretence that Iraq had weapons of mass destruction 
which were available and an imminent threat.  It was also fed up with a Spanish 
government which had tried to blame ETA for a bomb outrage when its own 
intelligence people said - indicated it was al-Qaeda or supporters of al-Qaeda who 
were responsible.  So the people voted against a government that had lied to them, 
that had been dishonest, that had misled them and I think all of us around the world 
can say thank you to the people of Spain for standing up for the principles of honesty 
and democracy.  [CLAPPING] 
 
DIMBLEBY 
Lord Tebbit. 
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TEBBIT 
Well the polls in the run up to the Spanish general election were very clear and very 
steady indeed.  And they indicated that the government was going to be returned.  
Everything changed after the terrorist outrage.  I think most people using common 
sense would conclude that those two things were linked.  If indeed they were, and I 
suspect they were, then it was a victory for the terrorists.  And I think that that means 
that they will try to influence election results in future.  And I think that means that 
they will be encouraged and strengthened.  Of course the Spanish people abhor what 
happened, as Lady Amos said, that is quite clearly obvious.  But it is a time when we 
have to have a little more courage.  I think the Spanish people might be reminded that 
even at this terrible time - and to have 200 people killed in that way is a most dreadful 
thing, 200 families torn apart - but between November of 1940 and May of '41 that is 
the time of the London Blitz 43,000 British civilians died in this city and we did not 
look to change the government to find a way of avoiding Hitler's anger.  
[CLAPPING] 
 
DIMBLEBY 
Paul Keetch. 
 
KEETCH 
Well I actually seem to remember that we did change the government in the Second 
World War from Chamberlain to Churchill and quite right.  Of course obviously … 
 
TEBBIT 
Before that incident. 
 
KEETCH 
.. before the Blitz, you're absolutely right, but I think it's not really helpful to draw 
comparisons in a war situation to terrorism, it's a very different situation.  Yes of 
course the terrorist outrage had an enormous effect on the Spanish general election.  
The actual psephological effect, the voting intention effect, was to make sure that 
more people actually voted, many of them young people, many of them people who 
would not normally perhaps have voted in a general election decided to come out and 
vote.  So to that extent it actually increased turnout.  So I'm loathed to actually say 
that terrorism - it was a victory for terrorism in what was a democratic election.  I 
think probably what happened - and it's perhaps too early to say - but I suspect 
probably what happened was that it wasn't the terrorist act by itself that caused a 
change of government, because quite clearly, as Valerie Amos and Norman Tebbit 
said, there were massive demonstrations opposing the actual attack, but it was the way 
in which the Spanish people believed their government was misleading them about 
the causes of the bomb that was more profound, I think that had a real effect.  And I 
suspect it got to the heart of the problem that perhaps this government will face - can 
we really trust anymore what our prime minister says about Iraq?  I think that's the 
problem that the Spanish government had and I suspect some time it will be a 
problem that this government will have.  [CLAPPING] 
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DIMBLEBY 
A reminder of the Any Answers number for you, it's 08700 100 444 and the e-mail 
address any.answers@bbc.co.uk.  That's after the Saturday edition of Any Questions.  
We'll go to our next please. 
 
RUBINS 
Kenneth Rubins.  Why can we not have an elected upper house like most democracies 
with two chambers? 
 
DIMBLEBY 
Lord Tebbit. 
 
TEBBIT 
Because we're not like most of the others.  Most of the others have discovered - and 
the exception is the United States of America - have discovered democracy quite 
recently and have created constitutions of one kind and another, very few often have 
lasted very long.  We have a system now, yes of course we could have two elected 
chambers but if we did it would mean that the House of Commons was no longer the 
master, in the sense which it is now, and we would have to have some form of 
arrangement, a written arrangement of some kind, to allocate the responsibilities 
between the two houses.  I think that would be quite difficult to find a way through to 
do that, it would take quite a long time to do that and I think that much as the House 
of Lords has been mutilated in recent years it is still providing an excellent - an 
excellent part of the parliamentary process and is filling a lot of the gaps which have 
been left by a House of Commons which is really a rather poor place at the moment.  
 
DIMBLEBY 
Isn't your party's position in favour now of an elected upper chamber? 
 
TEBBIT 
Mr Dimbleby what my party's position is is immaterial to me. 
 
DIMBLEBY 
I know it's [CLAPPING] Lord Tebbit that is refreshingly true and we know that to be 
the case but I just was clarifying that the position of your party is, rightly or wrongly. 
 
TEBBIT 
If we'd had a correct political balance on this channel, instead of having three lefties 
and one Conservative you might have had two Conservatives, one of whom could 
speak for the official Conservative Party and one of whom would express an 
independent voice, as he always has.  [CLAPPING] 
 
DIMBLEBY 
But you still favour the licence fee - that's good.  Lefty Baroness Amos. 
 
AMOS 
Of course we can have an elected upper house but - and this is probably the first and 
last time I'll agree with Lord Tebbit but he's absolutely right that if we were to have an 
elected upper house we would have to look very carefully at the powers between the 
two houses.  What you have at the moment are a number of conventions - and this  
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will all sound very boring - which govern the relationship between the two houses.  
What we have seen in the last couple of years are those conventions being broken on a 
regular basis by the opposition who happen to be the largest party in the House of 
Lords, they still are, even after the removal of the hereditary peers and even after what 
we continually get shoved down our throats which is this idea of Tony's cronies.  
Since 1999 when the hereditary peers went we've had six - the numbers of Labour 
peers have gone up by six.  So the idea that the House of Lords is packed with Tony's 
cronies is nonsense.  We are not the largest party.  In terms of having an elected upper 
house I myself voted for that, we had a free vote, there is a difference within our party 
on that, there's a difference in parliament on that - the House of Lords 
overwhelmingly voted for an appointed upper house, the House of Commons voted 
on the whole for an elected upper chamber.  But we need to look at the powers 
because what we have are the Tories in the House of Lords consistently breaking 
conventions, which they're doing in a political opportunistic way and this idea … 
 
DIMBLEBY 
Okay … 
 
AMOS 
Can I just - may I just finish this point Jonathan because it's very important. 
 
DIMBLEBY 
Sure. 
 
AMOS 
Because I keep being told that one of the reasons that the Government wants to 
change the House of Lords is because it's fed up of losing.  If you look at the 
Government defeats in the House of Lords over a period from say 1979 to now it 
peaks only when there  is a Labour government, not when there is a Conservative 
government and the idea that Conservative governments don't bring in controversial 
legislation is absolute nonsense.  So I really, really want to challenge that idea which 
people have. 
 
DIMBLEBY 
In your careful answer you didn't point out the extent to which many people think that 
you've made a complete pig's ear of it and you promise a bill, I think, to reform the 
House of Lords, it was going to be this week, next week, sometime, now it appears to 
be never. 
 
AMOS 
Well with all due respect Jonathan I have to say that I don't think we've made a pig's 
ear of it.  What we said absolutely clearly in 1997 was that we were going to get rid of 
the hereditary peers and that we were going to do that totally separate to anything 
else. 
 
DIMBLEBY 
So when are you going to get rid of them? 
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AMOS 
We - we …we managed to get rid of all but 92 … 
 
DIMBLEBY 
When are you going to get rid of them? 
 
AMOS 
Can I get to the point Jonathan … 
 
DIMBLEBY 
Just as you promised to get rid of them I'm just asking you when. 
 
AMOS 
Yes but you have to look at the context as well because the only reason we've got 92 
left is because we were threatened - our whole programme was threatened in 1998, as 
a government, that if we didn't do a deal with the Tories that what the Government 
wanted to do and achieve would not happen.  Now this is unprecedented that because 
the Tories don't have a majority in the House of Commons and because they have 
more peers than they have MPs they can threaten an elected government in this way. 
 
DIMBLEBY 
Paul Keetch. 
 
KEETCH 
Well whatever the benefits of an elected House of Lords or indeed an appointed 
house, clearly what this government has is absolutely no idea at all of what it wants to 
see.  [CLAPPING] And for Baroness Amos to say that the House of Lords has gone 
against convention and the Tories in the House of Lords have done that and maybe 
even Liberal Democrats the threat by this government to use the Parliament Act, 
which was brought in by the last Liberal government, to overturn the House of Lords 
on the issue, for example, of foxhunting, which whatever your thoughts, rightly or 
wrongly for foxhunting, let's not go down there, but is basically an animal welfare 
issue, to use the Parliament Act to overturn the House of Lords' decision on that is 
frankly ridiculous.  I think we need to move towards a situation where we have a 
modern democracy.  I think you could construct a system of an overall constitutional 
change that had a democratically elected House of Lords, elected at a different time, 
maybe under a different system to the House of Commons that would be a benefit as a 
revising chamber but that requires a whole scale constitutional review.  The trouble 
with this Labour government is it has no idea where it wants to go on the constitution 
of the United Kingdom and I think that shows on devolution, it shows on Lords 
reform, it shows on their promises on proportional representation, it shown on 
quangos and I think the sooner we have a clear constitutional settlement in this 
country I think the better.  [CLAPPING] 
 
DIMBLEBY 
Peter Tatchell. 
 
TACHELL 
I thought that in a democracy the people were supposed to be sovereign.  But the 
people elected their rules, elected people to decide legislation and had the power to 
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remove those people if they didn't perform their job well.  If you have an appointed 
house by patronage, with or without the 92 hereditary peers you're taking away from 
the people the right to determine who governs them and the right to remove those who 
govern them if they do not live up to expectations.  That cannot be right in a 
democracy.  We've got to have a fully elected House of Lords.  As Paul said perhaps 
elected at a different time under a different system but a system whereby the people 
can choose who sits there - not a prime minister or even an independent committee 
because we all know who these independent committees are made up of - it's the great 
and the good - and they choose other members of the great and good to be appointed 
members of the House of Lords.  So that's why the whole appointment system stinks.  
It's a recipe for the great and good to select their own friends to sit in judgement to 
decide legislation.  We've got to have a democratically elected upper house.  
[CLAPPING] 
 
DIMBLEBY 
Lord Tebbit, have the Tories misused - have the Tories misused their powers in the 
upper house in the unprecedented way that Baroness Amos describes? 
 
TEBBIT 
No of course not.  Yesterday I, after a discussion with some of the Conservative 
whips, decided that it was time for me to go home from the House of Lords because 
we kept on winning and beating the government time and time again. 
 
KEETCH 
With the help of the Liberal Democrats. 
 
TEBBIT 
Sometimes not always … 
 
DIMBLEBY 
Because of your built in - built in majority. 
 
TEBBIT 
It I may.  The reason we were beating them is because they could only get 84 of their 
supporters out.  Either their supporters were bone idle, which they should not have 
been, or they were simply unwilling to support a Labour government's amendments.  
And when one of the amendments on the Energy Bill was an amendment - and I think 
it may even have been a Liberal amendment - to say that the Secretary of State for 
Energy should have overall responsibility for ensuring the integrity of power supplies 
- and we voted for it - and the Government voted against it.  No wonder they could 
only get 84, about a third of their Labour peers through the lobbies with them.  They'd 
all gone off home, they wouldn't put up with it.  And that's the beauty of the Lords - 
they knew they were free to do that without the threat of being reselected or losing the 
whip or something like that, they are much freer than the members of the House of 
Commons to express their opinion - that's why Lady Amos is in such trouble. 
 
DIMBLEBY 
Valerie Amos. 
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AMOS 
I want to come back very quickly on three points … 
 
DIMBLEBY 
Three points? 
 
AMOS 
Three … 
 
DIMBLEBY 
Come back on one because then we're going to move - take your pick of the best one 
you want to make and then I'm going to move on. 
 
AMOS 
Well first the point - no the point about the numbers.  There are a 182 Labour peers 
many - the average age is 67 - many people are ill or too old to come in [LAUGHTER 
and CLAPPING] 
 
DIMBLEBY 
For those who are not - for those who are not in this hall I have to point out at that 
point Lord Tebbit did a pretty good imitation of someone who is dithering and 
doddery.  Very briefly if you would Valerie. 
 
AMOS 
So the reality is that there are going to be a number of people who simply cannot get 
there.  But if the [GROANS FROM AUDIENCE] I'm sorry that you don't like that it's 
- it's the truth and it applies to - it also applies to the Conservatives but they are a 
larger party overall than we are and if they and a group of independents or they and a 
group of Liberal Democrats decide to vote together we will lose, that is the reality I'm 
afraid.  But very quickly on Paul's point about devolution and the constitution more 
generally.  I do not agree with him - we have been transparent and open on devolution 
issues, we have delivered what no other government has managed to deliver in terms 
of a constitutional settlement in this country and we will continue to push forward the 
constitutional agenda. 
 
DIMBLEBY 
Thank you, we'll go to our next question. 
 
GRAYSON 
David Grayson.  The Conservative Party has just held a summit with gay 
organisations.  Is this a genuine commitment to diversity or a ploy for votes? 
 
DIMBLEBY 
This is a one-day seminar, amongst other things they discussed anti-homophobic 
codes for schools with the possibility of having special teachers for distressed pupils.  
Paul Keetch. 
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KEETCH 
Well I can't speak for the Conservative Party and apparently nor can Norman Tebbit  
[LAUGHTER] possibly on this issue.  But I think we need to look at what the Tory 
Party is doing in practice, not in terms of what it's actually preaching.  I've actually 
just come back from a series of committee meetings in the House of Commons that's 
looking at armed forces pensions and one of the things - one of the changes that we've 
been able to push upon the Government is that partners of servicemen and women - 
gay or straight partners - if they're killed in action they will get the same 
compensation that they would have done had they been married and indeed of the 
servicemen killed tragically in Iraq will now receive that compensation.  That move to 
bring equality to partners - gay or straight, male or female - has been opposed by the 
Conservative Party in committee in the House of Commons, they spoke against it and 
very nearly came to vote against it.  I think you should look at what the Tories are 
doing in what they practise and not in what they preach. [CLAPPING] 
 
DIMBLEBY 
Peter Tatchell. 
 
TATCHELL 
Well we've had many false dawns with regard to the Conservative Party's new liberal 
minded tolerant agenda.  Some years ago they began talking about being more 
inclusive, while, as Paul said, their MPs would go through the House of Commons 
lobbies and vote time and time again for discrimination against gay people - on the 
age consent, lesbian and gay people in the armed forces, on issues of adoption and 
fostering by lesbian and gay couples, on partnership rights for those in same sex 
relationships.  So I think we are right to be very cynical.  And let's not forget that 
Michael Howard, although he has recently indicated he would support partnership 
rights for lesbian and gay couples, up until that point he had been one of the most 
violently homophobic supporters of discrimination in the entire House of Commons.  
On every single issue he had backed discrimination.  So I think, as Paul says, we 
actually want to see how those MPs vote in the lobbies, not what they say in liberal 
conferences and meetings. 
 
DIMBLEBY 
Do you have a scintilla of hope from your perspective that things are changing and 
that this is a symptom of that - this seminar? 
 
TATCHELL 
Not the seminar no, I don't have any confidence in that at all but the fact that Michael 
Howard has said he will support same sex partnership rights - that is the glimmer of 
hope and I just really am hanging on to the possibility that a large number of Tory 
MPs will follow him in supporting that and in that very dark homophobic period when 
the Conservative Party was constantly supporting and endorsing discrimination 
against our citizens who happen to be lesbian and gay. 
 
DIMBLEBY 
Norman Tebbit. 
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TEBBIT 
Well I'm not a believer in discrimination.  I would have thought it quite extraordinary 
if the Conservative Party had had a seminar for heterosexual Conservatives.  I think 
we should have seminars for Conservatives.  We should not seek to ask people what is 
the nature of their sexual preferences.  I find it an extremely boring conversation in 
general.  [CLAPPING] I belong to a generation which was well aware of the 
existence of people who were homosexual, we just preferred not to be involved in the 
discussions of what they got up to under their duvets.  And I think that's a pretty good 
recipe for getting along well together with most people.  Peter Tatchell will probably 
be encouraged to know - or perhaps he might not be - that I do not intend to oppose 
the Civil Partnerships Bill, in principle, when it comes to our House.  But I do think 
that it should not be discriminatory.  I don't think that the advantages and they're 
principally tax advantages, which would come to people who enter into such 
partnerships should be restricted to homosexuals.  I think that mothers and daughters 
should be able to enter into such partnerships, that brothers should, that friends should 
and after all we hear a lot about the homosexual partner who has to sell the house 
because of estate duties when his partner dies, I think there's a lot of reason to be 
sympathetic about that but what about the daughter who has stayed at home and 
sacrificed her career to look after her mother?  And she has to be thrown out of the 
house because of estate duties when her mother dies.  I think civil partnerships should 
be open to any persons - any two persons - who wish to participate in them.  And 
apart from anything else if it's restricted to homosexuals Peter has got to face up to the 
fact that that will mean that the registrar, when two people come into together, will 
have to ask them whether indeed they are homosexual or not.  Now that is going to 
start a whole new ball game isn't it, how long before the parish priest asks the lady, 
who is coming in as the bride, you aren't a lesbian are you my dear?  We would all be 
outraged by that wouldn't we. 
 
DIMBLEBY 
Just before I come to Valerie Amos on that, the extension of rights, as Lord Tebbit has 
suggested, first of all presumably you do welcome the fact that he was not going to 
oppose in principle? 
 
TATCHELL 
I'm delighted, after all the years you voted in favour of discrimination, I'm delighted 
… 
 
TEBBIT 
No, I've never voted in favour of discrimination. 
 
TATCHELL 
You opposed an equal age of consent. 
 
TEBBIT 
Yes but that's because the consent was to different things. 
 
TATCHELL 
You know if people in a loving relationship are not allowed to have sex on pain of 
two years to five years imprisonment I'd call that discrimination. 
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TEBBIT 
No, no no. 
 
DIMBLEBY 
Can I ask you - can I ask you do you - do you - what do you make of what Lord 
Tebbit is saying that the partnership rights should not be restricted to gay and lesbian 
couples but should extend to other kinds of partnership as well? 
 
TATCHELL 
Well this is something that myself and the gay right's group Outrage have argued for 
many, many years.  We've always said there needs to be legal rights and recognition 
for all unmarried partners - gay and straight - and they shouldn't just be restricted to 
people in sexual relationships but should be extended to everyone in loving 
relationships of care and commitment and that might be a carer and a dependent, it 
might be two lifelong best friends, it might be two people who share a house, it might 
be an aunt and her favourite nephew or niece.  I agree that all relationships of care and 
commitment where people have some enduring bond they should be open to the same 
legal recognition and rights. 
 
DIMBLEBY 
You heard it here first - agreement between Lord Tebbit and Peter Tatchell.  
[CLAPPING]  Valerie Amos - now don't go and spoil it for a second - Valerie Amos. 
 
AMOS 
Well I'm really proud of the fact that it is this government that has face up to the 
reality of discrimination against gays and that we are seeking to address that through 
civil partnerships, as has been mentioned, that we tackled the issue of discrimination 
in the armed forces, that we also tackled the issue of age of consent.  And I am 
delighted that on this issue I don't have to speak on behalf of the Tory Party because I 
think they have put themselves in an impossible position. 
 
DIMBLEBY 
Do you share the view expressed by Lord Tebbit and Peter Tatchell that the restriction 
on partnership rights should not apply only to gay and lesbian couples but should 
extend to all kinds of loving relationships? 
 
AMOS 
Well what I'd like to see is the issue in relation to gays put into practice and for us to 
continue the debate and discussion about what happens then. 
 
DIMBLEBY 
What is the - what is the difference in principle that means that you want to just 
restrict it first of all and then discuss it? 
 
AMOS 
Well the issue in - the issue in principle is - relates to the fact that gays can't get 
married, so you have protection … 
 
TACHELL 
Yes they can - of course they can. 
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AMOS 
… in marriage for heterosexual couples which you don't have for gays. 
 
DIMBLEBY 
Peter Tatchell. 
 
TATCHELL 
Can I ask you why has the Government chosen to set up what is tantamount to a 
system of sexual apartheid where marriage is reserved exclusively for heterosexuals 
and lesbian and gay couples are excluded, the new partnership system is reserved 
exclusively for same sex partners but heterosexual couples are excluded.  You've got 
a twin track system that enshrines discrimination, a separate law for heterosexuals, a 
separate law for homosexuals - that just sort of smacks of like what they did in 
apartheid in South Africa.  [CLAPPING]  The marriage law - by excluding gay 
people - is homophobic.  The partnership law - by excluding heterosexuals - is 
heterophobic.  Two wrongs don't make a right. 
 
DIMBLEBY 
You seem to be nodding away in some sympathy with that Valerie Amos. 
 
AMOS 
Well on the basis that my personal view is that I don't have a problem with marriage 
between people who are - who want to make that public commitment to each other, 
even in a gay relationship, I don't personally make that distinction.  I think as a 
society we need to have that conversation and that we need to have consultation and 
dialogue as a society with government on these issues. 
 
DIMBLEBY 
Paul Keetch. 
 
KEETCH 
But this is not just about marriage, this is about partnership and it's about caring - two 
individuals caring for each other, whether they have a sexual relationship or not, 
whether they are related or not and I would have thought in society that we ought to 
be trying to encourage people of the same sex or a different sexes to actually live 
together, to care for each other, to support each other and I think we should be giving 
them some tax breaks to help them along the line and that's true whether they're 
married, whether they're gay, whether they're straight, whether they're parents and 
daughters or whatever and unfortunately the partnership, as proposed by this current 
government, won't actually give them that. 
 
TEBBIT 
It would open up too big a [CLAPPING] .. 
 
DIMBLEBY 
We are - we're going to move on but just a reminder of the Any Answers number 
again - 08700 100 444 and the e-mail address any.answers@bbc.co.uk on that or any 
of the other matters we're discussing.  Our next question please. 
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QUESTIONER 
Last week 200 people died in Madrid as a result of terrorism.  Last summer 160,000 
people in the third world died as a result of human induced global warming, according 
to a World Health Organisation report.  Both of these events highly disturbing, which 
is the more deserving of concerted international action? 
 
DIMBLEBY 
Before I go to the panel can you summarise very briefly what you mean by - or is 
meant by - the World Health Organisation's term human induced global warming? 
 
QUESTIONER 
Yes the direct consequences of for instance the heat waves that occurred across the 
world during last summer.  
 
DIMBLEBY 
Which are caused by human activity. 
 
QUESTIONER 
Absolutely, absolutely - the contribution to climate change. 
 
DIMBLEBY 
And it was because of those heat waves those 160,000 died? 
 
QUESTIONER 
Yes and it is predicted that that number will increase steadily from year to year until 
we mend our ways. 
 
DIMBLEBY 
Which is the more deserving of concerted international action?  Peter Tatchell. 
 
TATCHELL 
I don't think one is more deserving than the other.  I think we need global action on all 
these huge international problems.  And I find it extraordinary that there is this 
incredible unity around the war on terrorism but no real unity and commitment to a 
war, for example, to eradicate poverty or to deal with climate change issues which 
affect all of humanity.  Every day 1,500 million people on this planet get up in the 
morning and do not have safe clean drinking water, that is an absolute scandal, it's a 
blot on humanity that we allow this to happen, that the consequences of uncontrolled 
climate change, as you say, this is just the tip of the iceberg.  We are storing up huge 
problems and of course the people who will suffer the most are in third world 
developing countries who don't have the resources that we are lucky to have in the 
West.  So I think we've got to sort of develop a much stronger focus on these other 
issues of social justice and environmental protection because they are the future of 
humanity, they could be the future in terms of a positive future or the future in terms 
of catastrophe. 
 
DIMBLEBY 
Thank you.  [CLAPPING]  Paul Keetch. 
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KEETCH 
Peter's right, it isn't an either or, it has to be both.  The Pentagon recently produced a 
report that no doubt found its way eventually to the desk of the President of the 
United States talking about the prospect of future wars being caused by global 
changes, wars over water, wars over resources, it is not inconceivable that we will 
begin to see that - wars over hunger, we already see in Africa at the moment.  And the 
reality is is that I just wish that the US government that was so resolute in its 
campaign against terrorism give just perhaps just 10% of that resolution into dealing 
with some of the issues of climate change.  This government - the British government 
[CLAPPING] the British government - this government needs to be congratulated on 
what it's done on third world debt and a number of issues, it's going in the right 
direction.  But the United States of America is the biggest polluter on the planet, it is 
the one country that has not really seriously addressed itself how it is affecting its near 
neighbours and indeed the neighbours throughout the world.  And I really wish that 
this Prime Minister could use some of the so-called special relationship that he has 
with his friend George Bush and actually get George Bush even to realise that there is 
a problem.  At the moment sadly he's denying that the problem even exists.  
[CLAPPING] 
 
DIMBLEBY 
Lord Tebbit. 
 
TEBBIT 
In Roman times we were growing grapes in this country up to the Scottish border.  In 
fact the imperial governor was getting rockets from Rome because we weren't 
importing enough wine from Italy, we were making too much of our known - plus ca 
change.  So there is nothing new about climate change.  It wasn't human activity 
which ended the last Ice Age 10,000 years ago, it wasn't human activity which caused 
it.  So these things have always gone on.  We would be foolish if we ignored the 
possibility that some of the things we are doing are affecting the climate - of course - 
but let's also be quite sure that the World Health authority, if it gets warmer, will not 
be counting the number of people who don't die in Britain in the winter because of the 
cold as being a benefit of global warming.  And of course the deaths in the third world 
are not caused by the Americans running round in motor cars that do 15 to the gallon, 
they are primarily caused by the greed, the avarice, the incompetence and the sheer 
wickedness of the African, for example, rulers across almost every state in Africa.  
[CLAPPING]  If you want the Americans to do something about that you would 
require them to establish an American colonial regime across Africa, for example, 
which would bring to Africa the benefits of the United States economy and the power 
of free enterprise and competent and sensible government, I think that's a bit unlikely. 
 
DIMBLEBY 
Former, if only briefly, international development secretary Valerie Amos. 
 
AMOS 
It will be no surprise to you to know that I don't agree with anything that Norman's 
just said.  I think that climate change and the implications of it are absolutely vital for 
us to address, I don't believe it's an either or - that's absolutely why next year, when 
we are chairing the G8 summit climate change in Africa will be at the absolute top of 
our agenda.  There's no doubt that there is corruption in Africa but to blame the level  
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of poverty, disease, the impact of HIV/AIDS, conflicts - as Peter has mentioned - 
which are already happening over resources and over water on incompetent 
government and to promote imperialism and colonialism as a way forward I see as 
taking us backwards and not forwards.  What we have to do is work in partnership 
with African people and African governments, we have to recognise the reality of 
globalisation and what it means and what it means not only for our economy but for 
developing countries in other parts of the world and we have to recognise the 
responsibility that we have as global citizens to work with each other to bring some of 
this to an end.  [CLAPPING] 
 
DIMBLEBY 
Dr Hillman, which do you think - you put the question - the more deserving of 
international action? 
 
HILLMAN 
Well certainly the issue of climate change because as a consequence of the lifestyles 
that we are leading, particularly those of us in the West who lead energy profligate 
lifestyles that is the cause of the problems that the third world is having to cope with 
and it is one that we have got to take far more seriously, I'm afraid that Lord Tebbit's 
environmental scepticism is ill-founded, it is not placed in the science of the subject. 
 
DIMBLEBY 
Okay well I'm going to leave that there, although he'd love to come back in I know 
but I'm going to our next question. 
 
WRIGHT 
Colin Wright.  Is direct action for democracy justifiable if it means breaking the law? 
 
DIMBLEBY 
Paul Keetch. 
 
KEETCH 
Yes if you live in an undemocratic society then yes it is.  Of course if you look down 
the centuries there have been people who've gone to direct action in order to overturn 
and oppose hideous regimes and we've seen that in my lifetime in South Africa, for 
example, we saw it in my father's lifetime in India.  So yes of course direct action is.  
Where direct action is not though acceptable is where you do have a democratic 
process and a democratic process needs to one that encompasses all the people.  The 
trouble with parts of our society now is that politicians like me and like the rest of this 
panel have turned off so many people from the political process that there's almost a 
class of people growing in our country who feel that they are not part of that 
democratic process. 
 
DIMBLEBY 
Does that mean that they are entitled to take direct action - that seems to be the 
implication of what you are saying? 
 
KEETCH 
No it doesn't mean David that they're entitled … 
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DIMBLEBY 
Jonathan this time. 
 
KEETCH 
Sorry Jonathan. 
 
DIMBLEBY 
Worry not.  
 
KEETCH 
Sorry Richard.  It simply means that we have to try and bring them back into the 
political process.  If we don't then the kind of direct action I suspect you might be 
thinking about can actually go awry.  And when you see old ladies, grannies, who are 
going to direct action because they are opposing the council tax I think it shows that 
there are elements of our society that really need to be brought back on board. 
 
DIMBLEBY 
Valerie Amos is it justified - let's stick with a democracy rather than a dictatorship 
where I think there's common ground that it may well be valid.  In a democracy ever 
justified, direct action, if breaking the law? 
 
AMOS 
It's very hard to answer I think.  I mean we have seen recently a couple of examples 
and Paul mentioned one in relation to the council tax.  I think it's - in a democracy I 
think it's really important that people have an opportunity to make their voices heard.  
My own view is that here in the UK we have a whole range of ways to enable people 
to make their voices heard which do not need to involve breaking the law.  But at the 
same time I can understand why people feel that they have to take direct individual 
action because they feel so strongly about something.  But my preference would be 
for them not to have to break the law. 
 
DIMBLEBY 
Lord Tebbit. 
 
TEBBIT 
I don't think one should break the law, it's as simple as that.  I know that in some cases 
people will, they have and they will again and I think they have to be ready to pay the 
penalty for that if they do so.  But of course it's a problem which is growing.  The 
metric martyrs had no way of changing the law because the law was imposed of them 
by an unelected government in Brussels and imposed by a court over which they have 
no control, which operates from Brussels.  And that will become a bigger and bigger 
problem.  [CLAPPING] 
 
DIMBLEBY 
Interestingly a greater understanding at least for direct action amongst the elected 
politicians than one normally or traditionally is heard. Peter Tatchell. 
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TATCHELL 
I think that even in a democracy it's sometimes right to break the law.  For example 
when governments do policies that they said they wouldn't, when they exceed their 
electoral mandate or when they violate basic fundamental human rights.  In those 
circumstances citizens have to decide between obeying what they believe to be an 
unjust law and following their conscience and defying that law.  And I think that the 
history of this country, even in a democratic period, has often shown that people 
protesting, taking direct action, has been key to the preservation of many of our 
freedoms and forcing governments to address issues that otherwise wouldn't have 
been addressed.  So to me direct action is not only part of democracy but it's about 
empowering the people rather than just leaving it to politicians. 
 
DIMBLEBY 
Thank you, I'm afraid we could continue that but we have no time.  From here in the 
Royal Society of Arts goodbye.  [CLAPPING] 
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