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EDITORIALS

BLACKMAIL AND ROBBERY

Over the years South Africa’s governments have perpetrated
many unsavoury acts against her Black citizens. They now
seem bent on perpetrating one of the most unsavoury of all.

Last year, amidst a great fanfare, it was announced that in
future certain urban Africans would be granted thirty-year
leasehold rights over their homes. What was not announced
(until later) was that the leasehold-title would be dependent
on the person concerned taking out homeland citizenship.

The Transkei is due to become independent later this year.
The State Information service had been trumpeting this fact
round the world—and recently the legislation to establish the
Transkei as a separate state has been debated in the Transkei
and the Republican Assemblies. It turns out that, in terms
of this legislation, the South African Government intends
declaring as Transkei citizens everyone that it regards as
Transkei citizens. The people so to be declared have, up till
now, been South African citizens. Well over a million of
them live outside the Transkei; most of them have lived out-
side all their lives and many have done so for generations.
By a stroke of the pen Pretoria intends taking away their
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South African citizenship, without their consent, and con-
verting them into citizens of a country many of them have
never seen and would never want to live in.

The Transkei Government has refused to accept the South
African Government definition of who will become Trans-
kei citizens and has insisted that such citizenship should not
be forced on people living outside the territory’s borders
who don't want it. But the Minister of Bantu Development
is adamant. Transkei citizenship will be automatic for all
people of what he regards as Transkeian origin, wherever
they may live and however remote that origin may be.

Other homeland leaders have joined the Transkei in reject-
ing this attempt to foist an unwanted citizenship on an es-
timated eight million people, now living in “White South
Africa’’, who have ties of a sort, however tenuous with

the homelands. If this is to be one of the consequences of
accepting “independence’ for a homeland, the opposition of
the great body of African people who are totally against
independence based on apartheid will be even more empha-
tic.



However, it would be a great mistake to think that the
Government will be easily deflected from its course. Some
of the weapons it intends using to try to get its way have
already been revealed. We have already mentioned that the
30-year urban leasehold has been made subject to proof of
acceptance of homeland citizenship. Now the four Provin-
cial Councils have introduced draft legislation, at the re-
quest of the central Government, which ostensibly protects
the interests of homeland citizens employed by the Pro-
vinces. In the past these people, as South African citizens,
enjoyed certain privileges denied to foreigners. Now, if

they take out homeland citizenship, they will be regarded

as foreigners but will continue to enjoy the same privileges
as before. But what if they don't take out homeland citizen-
ship? There is no assurance that they will continue to enjoy
their present special status. In fact, the contrary. The Minis-
ter of Bantu Development has hinted darkly that African
people refusing to identify with a homeland will be regarded
as people with an ulterior motive . ....... and they may
not be allowed to enter White South Africa. Does he not
perhaps mean that they may not be allowed to stay there,
for after all that is where most of them are living already?

The conditions of the 30-year leases, the draft provincal
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FURTHER DOWN

ordinances, the Minister’s vague but threatening state-
ments, all amount to an attempt to blackmail Africans in
“White South Africa” into taking out homeland citizen-
ship. If the attempt were to succeed and all Africans

were to comply, hey presto, according to the Nationalist
book, White South Africa would really be white—or nearly
so. There would still be all those troublesome Coloured
and Indian people to be dealt with but those 8 or 9

million Africans, although still living where they always did
live, would have been transformed into citizens of some-
where else. They would have renounced their claims to a
greater share in the land of South Africa and to a fair share
of the vast wealth they have helped to create in the 87% of
the country Pretoria likes to regard as white.

Most Africans rightly reject this fraudulent solution to South
Africa’s problems. Nor do we think they will be blackmailed
into accepting it. The Very Rev. Desmond Tutu, Dean of
Johannesburg, has described the homeland citizenship legis-
lation as the robbing of the African people of South Africa
of their birthright. That is exactly what it is—an act of robb-
ery.0

THE SLIPPERY SLOPE

In this issue we publish extracts from the Christian Institute’s
recent report on detention and political trial in South Africa.
The report is not up to date. It would be impossible to pro-
duce such a thing. What is up to date today is out of date
tomorrow. Detentions are frequent; new ones keep coming
to light; new trials start, and old ones go on and on. But the

Christian Institute report is not up to date for another reason.

Two pieces of legislation passed in the 1976 session of the
South African Parliament were not in force when it was
compiled. They are the Parliamentary Internal Security
Commission Bill (better know as PISCOM) and the Promo-
tion of State Security Bill {better known as the SS Bill).

Before these two Bills became law, their names were changed
to make them sound less ottensive, but their contents re-
mained the same. In our next issue we hope to carry a legal
analysis of them.

There are people who maintain that we are still governed under

the Rule of Law in South Africa. We don’t think so. Accord-
ing to their argument if a law has been passed by Parliament
then anything done within its terms is done within the Rule
of Law. We subscribe to the more conservative view that any
law which confines or punishes a person without having
brought that person expeditiously before an independent
court, is a breach of the Rule of Law. At what point South
Africa abandoned the Rule of Law, according to our defini-
tion of it, is a matter of opinion. Some people would say
with the Suppression of Communism Act, in 1950. Others
would say with the passing of the original Sabotage Act, in
1962, and the beginning of house arrest. Certainly we have
been moving away from it, with gathering momentum,

since 1948. We have moved from the banning provisions of
the Suppression of Communism Act, to house arrest, and from
there, first to 90-days detention, then to 180-days detention,
then to the Terrorism Act’s indefinite detention, and now to
the State Security Act.





