MAJORITY RULE?

By JOYCE HARRIS

T SEEMS TO ME that the label, “majority
Tale”, and the pohilical contept 1o which it is
attached merit sxamination. It iz & label and a
coneept huch in vogne at present, the label being
bhandied aroend with seant regard te what it
implies.

Tule by the majority, as it iz conceived in
Britain, iz essentially a demeeratic eoncept,
where the will of the majority prevails, But a
vital element of thie concept is the possibility of
change, a3 it has manifested ifself through the
years in Britajin with alternating Governments
which reflect the pendolum swing of public
opinion. It is the possibility, nay, the probability
of change which saferuards “majerity rale’” and
rives it its symbolic image of democratic govern-
ment,

But “majority rule” is not to he eonfused with
dempcraey. It iz not =ynonymous for democracy.
It can, in fact, become the very essence of tyran-
ny when it lacks the pussibility or the probabil-
ity of change, It iz z label which ghould be used
with eare, for it can well mean different things
to differant people, In a homogeneous so¢iety it
i# an admirable concept, for it ensures that the
broad will of the people is expressed in govern
ment, guarantess that the prevailing majority
opinion Wil win the day, snd protects the min-
arity whose own day will Inevitably dawr.

However an entively different pieture prescnty
iteeif when the society is not homogeneous, when
the differences which exist within 1t will persist
for all time, Yike gkin colour, gnd when the term,
“‘majority rule”, is uvsed in relation to that per-
manent difference. This implies that the division
remaing permanent, that the particular majority
will Tale for all time, and that the minority will
Temain B rhinority for all time withowt the peo-
testion imherent in “majority rule” in a homo-
weneons socisty, that is the protection of pos-
stble and probable change, TUnder guch cireum-
stances of permanence the concept of “majority
rule” gould well loge ite demoeratic implications
and heeome a weapom of tyrarhy and repression
of & helpless minority.

It is my belief that the constant uvse of this
lakel by PBritain in her dealings with Rhodesig
has been and rewaint a tragic blander, for X
szems to be uzed in the context of a non-white
majority and a whits minority, one which will
naturally be rejected by the white minority which
seeg itself threatened. It is this same c¢oncept
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which helps to make white Scuth Afrieans ao
foarful, and it iz surely not what Britain means -
to imply, With her demoperstic heritage of alter-
nating party government she must be ahle to see’
the pitfalls of = majority based for all time on
colpur, and thes established for all time,

This i not a derot¥aey, nor A0eE it pive Te-
copnition to the possibility that “majority rule™:
in g non-homogeneous szoeclety need not neces-
sarily mcan that oné group remainsg in power in
perpeteity on the basiz of its numerical superio-
rity. Surely i iz possible tp concaive an hav.
monions non-hemogeneony sacielty where the will,
of the majority will prevail, but where it is fuid,
ag it ja in Britain, and where it is based upon,
community of intcrestz and net upon skin col-
our? This may well he what Britain means:
when she tatks about “majority rule”, and what
the Tnited Nations mean when they talk abopt
“majerity rule”, but in the context in which,
they use this label this iz not understood by the
white minority of Southern Africa, who resist
it instead of trying to give expression te it by
attempting to establish an bharmomnious, non-
racial Bociety. It might be possible to persuade
the white people of Rhodesin and of South Afri-
ca to work towards the establishment of g non-
racigl society in which the interestg of the ma-
jority will prevail — a truly democratie and nan-
rigid form of zocioty which holds cut hope far all
eoneerned — but they are unlikely to commit
whati they regard as group suicide by agreeing
Yir w form of “majority ruie™ whieh they intar-
pret ae Black Majority REule for ever more, and
it is unrealistic to expect this of them.

Britain and the United Nations are defeating
their own ends by pluRging this )label, believing it
to be synonymous for demoeracy. It is not, be-
cange it is open to teo mueh abuse. They may
be thinking in terms of a non-r2cial demoeTacy,
and I trust that they are, for there i little pur-
pose in substituting black nationalism for white
nationalism — this =olves no problems, either in
Africa or in the world at large — but this js not
what their words imply, and the sconer they
start talking about a ‘‘non-racial democracy”
inzteaq of about “majority rule”, the sconer they
are likely to suceeed with the objective and the
more eg-operative they will find the white people
of Southern Afriea — at least I hope =0,

Words ate potent weapong in a world whieh i
striving to avoid the vse of morc lethal ones, and
it iz imperative that they be wsed with clarity
and understood withent omblguity.

(Reprinted from the Star.)
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