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The contradictions of modernity are many, but some of them hurt more

than others, and among them the perversion of the heartland of liberal

values is the most painful. This is my subject in this lecture:

Defence of minority rights is certainly the litmus test of liberty

andl the rule of law: more than tiat, it is in a sense what they are

abcut. For iZ the social contract means anything, it must mean the
inviolability of the individual, of every individual, and his or her

rigat to express their views, interests and beliefs. These in turn

Fresuppose the reality of citizenship rights for all, a decent level
Oor universally available 1life chances. Ruling interests and beljefs

éed no protection; power protects, though it may corrupt as well.

OtZicial oppositions need no protection, once they are recognized as

such; though the process of such recognition is itself long and

need protection, at least not any more. They may lose popularity

and public finance; but when all jis sald and done, the greatest

threat to the 'pedagogical province" comes from within and not from

without.

At least all this is true in the societies which we call free (and
which may well be defined by the fact that 1t is true). Though

this is not my central subject in this lecture, it is important to

note that the free societies of the world are themselves in a

minority, and that essential rights of minorities are denied or
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tareatened above all in countries which are passing through the

perilous transition to modernitv, It is a sad fact of social life

that the German and Russian examples of modernization have found

human rights. They need to be defended in practice, as Amnesty
International does it for individuals 1n many countries, as well as
1n principle, as President Carter began to do it in the early period
cf his term of office. There is no excuse ever for torsure, for

arrest without warrant or trial, for labour canps and the aktuse of

rigats of man against poverty. Both are central issues, both require

urgent action, but poverty is no excuse for torture.

rHowever, my main concern here is with the developed countries of what
one may call the OECD world. And the first point to be made is that

despite enormous progress in safeguarding the rights of minorities,

there are still unresolved issues. Women are not in a minority, of

course, but in a sense they were treated as one; the end of
discrimination may be nearer today than it was two decades ago, but

it 1s still not here. Homosexuals still find it necessaryv to

advertise their difference, and their right to be different,
and sometimes stridently; this documents the lack of public
acceptance. But the most serious minority issues in developed

countries arise around the subject of race (as it is somewhat

lmprecisely called), that is, of cultural difference, and we have so

far failed to come to grips with it.

This is more true in Britain than in the United States, more on the
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European Continent than in Latin America. Let me make a doubly
unpopular statement about this issue so far as Britain is concerned.

First of all, the sympathetic outsider is bound to be puzzled by the

extent of immigration into this country (as he is by that of
emigration from this country, though that is another matter)..
Immigrants to Britain from the Sub-continent, from East Africa and the
West Indies - now amounting to not much less than § per cent of the
total population, and more than twice as much in certain regions -
are not ''guest workers'"; they are citizens. Could this be due to

4 Sirange coalition between a Left in search of a new proletariat and
a Right unable to abandon the fiction of a quasi-Roman Empire with
universal citizenship? . Whatever the answer, one should perhaps not
be too harsh with those who wonder whether 1t was right to make the
promise implicit in citizenship for immigrants - though the more

1important question is whether the country was ready to honour it.

Such questions are of course academic. The pratical issue is how
this minority of obviously underprivileged Britons can be guaranteed
a humane life of full citizenship. This is not easy. It cannot be
done by a benevolent '""Race Relations', or, more ashamedlv, "Community
Relations Commission' alone. Since I hold no official brief of any
kind, I can perhaps offer a somewhat direct comment. I fear that
the first generation of immigrants is in many cases in an all but
hopeless position. There are of course important differences
between individuals and groups; some are quite likely to be
successful as an achieving minority in a country which is not unduly
bent on achievement: but by and large many first-generation
immigrants are likely to lead fairly miserable lives in slum areas,

with casual or no employment, subject to'cultural, and at times

physical assaults from "poor white trash", on balance slightly better
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off than they would have been in the shantytowns of Bombay or
Port-of-Spain, but only slightly, This is not to say that they
should not be helped; but it is to say that such help is likely to be
relief work rather than effective integration. Let me add that I

say this with dismay and a sense of shame; but it is in my view an

indisputable fact.

Given this fact, it is all the more important to assure - Oor, more

modestly perhaps, to do everything in our power to bring about, the

integration of the next generation, those born in Britain, or who
arrived at an early age, into this society with its blessings (for

what they are). This 1s a complicated, indeed an immensely tough

job which requires more than high-minded promises by trade union

leaders, vice-chancellors, cabinet ministers. The United States has

shown the way to some extent; it has also shown the obstacles and
hurdles on the way, and the time it takes to overcome them. Like
most libertarians, I have an instinctive aversion to "affirmative
action'", or as it is called in Britain, '"positive discrimination".
Yet the disadvantages of immigrant children are such that only a
massive programme of affirmative action will turn them into citicens
rather than a running sore of an anxiously indolent society.
Affirmative action means special educational opportunities; it means
special iob opportunities including obligations for employers similar
to those for the disabled; it means special efforts to bring services,
including legal services, to the disadvantaged; it means efforts in
housing and community development. Britain may have made an historic
mistake in promising its Imperial subjects citizenship; but in the
years to come, what matters is not to moan about the mistakes of the

pPast, but to transform them into the achievements of the future. And

indeed, at a time at which so many find it 1mpossible to live with
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difference - in Montreal, in Nicosia, in Beirut, in Belfast, in

Délémont, 1N Saigon; in Phnom Penrnh: oh unending list of horrors! -

Homogeneity 1is
but heterogeneity in peace and cooperation is better, as a test

of human tolerance,

Immigrants in Britain are of course a traditional minority, a minority

of victims, if the term is not too offensive. There are actually two

Kinds of minority victims. There are those who cannot help them-

seives, who remain the objects of history until, by affirmative action,

less serious a

predicament. It includes those who are persecuted precisely because

they are able to help themselves. Since the great plague of the

14th century, this country has time and again been a haven of

toleration and understanding for such victims, and I trust that this

of massive and stupid majorities against achieving minorities. The
most recent example, the plight of the minorities of South East Asia
which makes one cringe with horror, adds to Auschwitz and Gulag the

third great story of mass murder by the action of those in power in

the last half century. There can hardly be a stronger case for

asserting once again the rights of minorities.

Yet, as we return and look more Closely at the advanced societijes of

the world, we find that this is only half the story.

Great as the
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While their own concern

with the rights of minorities jis suspiciously selective, they have

arrogated to themselves the right to intimidate others. Thus while

we are still defending minority rights, we find ourselves surrounded,

minerity rule.

, but as in the case of

Yy the unspeakable, because

unless I do so, I shall simply repeat familiar expressions of vested

1nterest or of easy polemic. Let me begin by describing what I have

in mind.

During the noisy years of university troubles,

1t has often been said

that these events were the work of small minorities invoking the

support of the majority in vain, the majority allegedly consisting of

students who wanted nothing to do with Sit-ins, barricades,

and other forms of disruption. ;

The great and powerful
trades unions (it is said) are run by people who have been elected

by five, indeed sometimes less than one per cent of their members.

Few attend meetings, fewer vote; trade union democracy is an empty

word at any rate in terms of Participation; reference to twelve

million members is a hollow boast. Nor is it only the national

leadership of unions which consists of a minority chosen by a
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minority; at the local level too, it is vocal minorities who deter-
mine whether strikes are called, other forms of disruption are

adopted, and thus whether the majority remains free to do what it

wants or not. As a consequence (it is argued) we need not so much

The same can easily be argued for political parties, notably in
Britain. In the case of the Labour Party, the argument has come to a

head in connection with the composition of the committee set up to

lnquire into the constitution of the Party. But the point about

These are, however, comparatively harmless, perhaps even inevitable

forms of minority rule. Things get more serious when minorities

prevent others by intimidation or force from doing what thev want t

do. Such action ranges from the Strange magic of picket lines th

» and even by the

hermetic language of professional troublemakers, all the way to what

1s generally recognized to be criminal action, assault, gang warfare,

the taking of hostages, terrorism. In her eminently readable book

on the 1l4th century, Barbara Tuchman has reminded us of the brigands

of that time, often indistinguishable from the barons, but certainly

leaders of minorities which terrorized the innocent. We have not

quite reached the point at which eéverybody has to take the law intc
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