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ARTICLES

South Africa’s “Independent” Homelands:
An Exercise in Denationalization

JoHN DUGARD

The South African Government’s policy of apartheid or separate de- .
velopment has achieved considerable notoriety over the past thirty years.
To most informed persons the term apartheid conjures up a discrimina-
tory legal order in which.personal, social, economic, political, and educa-
tional rights are distributed unequally on the basis of race. Recent devel-
opments on the apartheid front are less notorious. Since 1976, the South
African Government has resorted to the fictional use of statehood and
nationality in order to resolve its constitutional problems. New ‘“‘states”
have been carved out of the body of South Africa and been granted inde-
pendence, and all black! persons affiliated with these entities, however
remotely, have been deprived of their South African nationality. In this
way the government aims to create a residual South African state with no
black nationals. The millions of Blacks who continue to reside and work
in South Africa will be aliens, with no claim to political rights in South
Africa. In this way, so the government believes, Blacks will be given full
political and civil rights in their own states and a hostile international
community will be placated. A number of studies have examined this ex-
ercise in political fantasy from the perspective of statehood in interna-
tional law.* Although the present study will trace the development of the
homelands policy and describe the creation of “independent” homelands,
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the main focus will be upon denationalization and upon the important
role it plays in the ideology of separate develepment. Since this issue has
already given rise to much bitterness in South Africa, it is essential that
the international community appreciate more fully an issue which threat-
ens the already fragile racial peace that exists in South Africa.

I. HomeLANDS PoLicy AND IDEOLOGY

The National Party Government of South Africa is clearly and firmly
opposed to the sharing of political power in a unitary South Africa. On
the dther hand, it accepts the fact that both internal and external forces
require the extension of political rights to Blacks. Hence, it has developed
the homelands policy by which Blacks will be given political rights in
their own “states” and Whites will retain exclusive political control over
the remaining part of the Republic of South Africa, comprising eighty-
seven percent of the original territory of South Africa.

The homelands policy evolved slowly in the early years of National
Party rule, accelerated after 1959, and reached its peak in 1976 on the
granting of independence to Transkei. At that stage, and indeed until the
retirement of Mr. B.J. Vorster as Prime Minister in 1978, the final goals
were clear: all homelands would become independent states; the entire
black population of the Republic would be granted political rights and
citizenship in these independent states; and, consequently, there ulti-
mately would be no black citizens of the Republic of South Africa requir-
ing accommodation in South Africa’s political order. The “purity” of this
ideology has been abandoned by the Government of Mr. P.W. Botha.
There is now talk of a constellation or confederation of states in southern
Africa in which Blacks will possess the nationality of the proposed con-
federation while exercising their citizenship rights mainly within black
member states of the confederation. Moreover, the permanency of the
black urban population appears to have been recognized at long last as a
political fact. Mr. Botha’s plans are at present confined largely to rheto-
ric, however, and the institutional structure of 1976 still dominates the
statute book. This accounts for the difficulty in describing the present
homelands policy.

For a clear understanding of homelands policy and ideology as re-
flected in the present legal order, it is necessary to examine the evolution
of this policy in the context of the internal and external forces which have
shaped it.

A. The Period 1948 to 1976

Race separation has been a dominant feature of policymaking in
South Africa since the advent of the white man. On occasion this resulted
in separate areas being set aside for exclusive occupation by Blacks. But
until recent times there was no suggestion that separate states should be
created for Blacks. On the contrary, the historical trend in South Africa
in the first part of this century was towards unity and expansion in state-
building, as evidenced by the Union in 1910 and by the attempts, albeit
unsuccessful, on the part of successive South African governments to in-



1980 DENATIONALIZATION IN SOUTH AFRICA 13

corporate the High Commission Territories (comprising Basutoland,
Bechuanaland, and Swaziland), South West Africa, and Southern Rhode-
sia into a greater South Africa.

When the National Party came to power in 1948 it promised, and
practiced, more separation and more discrimination. The Bantu Authori-
ties Act of 1951,® which provided for the establishment of tribal, regional,
and territorial authorities, was certainly aimed at strengthening the
power of tribal authorities in the “reserves,” as the homelands were then
known, but there was still no hint of territorial fragmentation of South
Africa. .

National Party spokesmen argue that the notion of independent
homelands was a logical evolutionary consequence of apartheid or sepa-
rate development. A more realistic explanation, however, is that this radi-
cal change in direction was a result of the new international order and its
expectations.

Toward the end of the 1950’s it had become clear that the baaskap
(boss-ship) form of apartheid could no longer be retained as official
policy. The government was compelled to produce a new version of apart-
heid in line with contemporary international standards or to accept the
inevitability of a common society. It chose the former. In 1959 the Pro-
motion of Bantu Self-Government Act* was introduced to pave the way
for “self-governing Bantu units.” At this stage there seemed to be no cer-
tainty that self-government would lead to independence, though the
Prime Minister, Dr. H.F. Verwoerd, did tell Parliament that “if it is
within the power of the Bantu and if the territories in which he now lives
can develop to full independence, it will develop in that way.”® This act
was premised heavily on the principle of self-determination of nations, a
principle enshrined in the Charter of the United Nations and constituting
the cornerstone of the powerful decolonization movement. Thus, in intro-
ducing this legislation, Dr. Verwoerd informed Parliament that “the
choice of separate Bantu development” was “in line with the objects of
the world at large.”®

In the early 1960’s, external pressure intensified as a result of the
Sharpeville tragedy (which led to the first Security Council resolution on
apartheid) and of the institution of legal proceedings against South Africa
over South West Africa before the International Court of Justice. Conse-
quently, the new idealism of self-development, inherent in the notion of
self-government for “Bantu national units,” was emphasized with new
vigor. At the same time Dr. Verwoerd admitted that it was a policy that
had been imposed as a result of external pressure. In 1961 he told Parlia-
ment that South Africa was compelled to choose between sacrificing

3. Act 68 of 1951.

4. Act 46 of 1959.

5. 101 House of Assembly Debates, col. 6221, May 20, 1959.
6. Id. col. 6236.
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apartheid completely or making concessions within the framework of the
policy of separate development by allowing the different “Bantu nations”
in South Africa to develop into “separate Bantu states.” Then he added:

That is not what we would have liked to see. It is a form of fragmen-
tation which we would not have liked if we were able to avoid it. In
the light of the pressure being exerted on South Africa there is, how-
ever, no doubt that eventually this will have to be done, thereby buy-
ing for the white man his freedom and his right to retain domination
in what is his country . . . . If the Whites could have continued to
rule over everybody, with no danger to themselves, they would cer-
tainly have chosen to do so. However, we have to bear in mind the
new views in regard to human rights, . . . the power of the world and
world opinion and our desire to preserve ourselves.”

The next step in the evolution of self-development and the appease-
ment of world opinion was the hurried granting of self-government to
Transkei in 1963 in order to provide evidence before the International
Court of Justice of the sincerity of South Africa’s intentions under its
separate development program. In the proceedings before the Court in
1965 relating to the dispute over South West Africa, South Africa re-
ferred to the constitutional development of Transkei as evidence of its
intention to grant independence to the different ethnic groups in South
Africa.® In his testimony before the Court, Dr. Eiselen, one of the archi-
tects of the policy of separate development, cited as an example of the
government’s homelands policy the “legislation . . . passed by Parliament
so that the Transkei is now an independent part of South Africa, still
belonging in certain ways to the Republic of South Africa but indepen-
dent in most ways.”*® Constitutionally, it was a gross exaggeration to de-
scribe the Transkei of 1965 as “independent in most ways,” but this
statement illustrates quite clearly the purpose that Transkeian self-gov-
ernment was meant to serve.

The pace of separate development slowed down considerably in the
mid-1960’s. This was probably due to the death of its creator, Dr. H.F.
Verwoerd, and to the technical victory achieved in the South West Africa
Cases, which removed the fear of an adverse judgment enforceable by the
Security Council of the United Nations.

In the late sixties and early seventies new international forces
prompted a further acceleration of self-government for “Bantu national
units.” Protests against apartheid at the United Nations continued un-
abated, and the Security Council first exercised jurisdiction over South
West Africa in 1968, but the South African Government had now decided
to outmaneuver the United Nations by means of its “outward policy,”
which was primarily aimed at winning friends in Africa. While the stick

7. 107 House of Assembly Debates, cols. 4191-93, Apr. 10, 1961.

8. TRANSKEI CONST. Act 48 of 1963.

9. Ethiopia and Liberia v. South Africa (Second Phase), [1966] 1.C.J. 6.
10. 10 South West Africa Cases, [1966] 1.C.J. Pleadings 103.
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of world opinion had been responsible for the initial move toward self-
government for black nations, it was the carrot of African support and
“dialogue” which led to an acceleration of this policy. South Africa
dropped its rigid refusal to discuss domestic policy and indicated that
dialogue with African leaders included discussion of South Africa’s racial
policies. If such discussions were to be meaningful, however, it would be-
come necessary for self-development to be presented in a more positive
manner.!! The notion of self-government for Black nations was thus
revived.

The first step was the Bantu Homelands Citizenship Act of 1970,'*
which provided that every Black who was not a “citizen” of a self-gov-
erning territory would become a “citizen” of the territorial authority area
to which he was attached by birth, domicile, or cultural affiliation. Then,
in 1971, came the Bantu Homelands Constitution Act,'* which empow-
ered the government to grant constitutions substantially similar to that
conferred on the Transkei in 1963 to territorial authorities, after consul-
tation with them. Although no provision was made for the granting of
independence to homelands in this 1971 Act, both its preamble and the
White Paper accompanying it affirmed the intention of the government to
lead the homelands to self-government and independence.

After 1971 the homelands advanced rapidly toward self-government:
by January 1977, Bophuthatswana, Ciskei, Lebowa, Venda, Gazankulu,
Qwaqwa, and KwaZulu had become self-governing. Meanwhile, in 1974,
the Transkei indicated that it would opt for independence, and constitu-
tional planning to that end was soon set in motion.

B. The Period 1976 to 1978

In 1976 Transkei was granted independence. Prior to the granting of
independence to Transkei it was generally believed that international rec-
ognition of the homelands was of fundamental importance to the South
African Government. Transkeian independence was primarily aimed at
the assuagement of world opinion. Recognition must, therefore, have con-
stituted one of the main objectives of independence, in much the same
way as recognition is viewed as essential to the creation of an indepen-
dent Namibia.

Although the General Assembly of the United Nations had already
called upon its members to refuse recognition to Transkei or to any other
homeland before 1976,'* it seems that both Transkei and South Africa
believed that recognition would be forthcoming, at least from South Af-
rica’s Western friends. This is evidenced by the fact that the South Afri-

11. Barratt, South Africa’s Outward Policy: From Isolation to Dialogue, reprinted in
SoutH ArricaN DiaLoGuE 543, 559-61 (1972).

12. Act 26 of 1970, now termed the Black States Citizenship Act.

13. Act 21 of 1971, now termed the Black States Constitution Act.

14. G.A. Res. 3151G, 28 U.N. GAOR, Supp. (No. 30) 32, U.N. Doc. A/9030 (1973); G.A.
Res. 3411D, 30 U.N. GAOR, Supp. (No. 34) 37, U.N. Doc. A/10034 (1975).
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can Department of Foreign Affairs set about training Transkeian diplo-
mats for posts in the main Western countries before independence. To
many familiar with the international scene this appeared to be misplaced
optimism, but it was a gamble that might have succeeded had the new
state of Transkei been structured in such a manner that it would not look
like a means of achieving the ultimate goal of separate development: a
South Africa in which there are no black South Africans, but only black
“guest workers” linked through the bond of nationality to a number of
black mini-states carved out of the original boundaries of South Africa.
This is why the nationality issue assumed such important dimensions in
the pre-independence period. If Transkeian nationality had not been
compulsorily extended to all persons connected with Transkei, however
remotely, it might have been possible to view Transkeian independence
as a simple achievement of statehood. But once South Africa set the de-
nationalization of all persons ethnically or culturally linked with Transkei
as the price for independence, the goal of recognition became impossible.

Transkei was not recognized by any state other than South Africa.
Moreover, both the General Assembly'® and the Security Council’® con-
demned Transkeian independence and called upon states not to recognize
Transkei. This was obviously a disappointment to the South African Gov-
ernment, but as a result of the experience, it appears to have dropped all
interest in recognition. Consequently, there was little talk of recognition
at the time of Bophuthatswana’s independence in December 1977, and
the subject was not raised at all when Venda became independent in
1979. One must conclude, therefore, that while recognition remains a top
priority for Namibia, the South African Government has abandoned all
such hopes for its own homelands.

Despite the failure to secure international recognition of the home-
lands, support for this policy continued up to the end of the Vorster
Administration. Indeed, in the twilight months of this administration, the
most extreme formulation of the homelands policy was enunciated by Dr.
C.P. Mulder, in his capacity as Minister of Bantu Administration and De-
velopment. On February 7, 1978, Dr. Mulder stated in Parliament:

{IIf our policy is taken to its full logical conclusion as far as the black
people are concerned, there will be not one black man with South
African citizenship . . . . [E]very black man in South Africa will even-
tually be accommodated in some independent new state in this
honourable way and there will no longer be a moral obligation on this
Parliament to accommodate these people politically.'”

C. Homelands Policy under Mr. P.W. Botha
It is difficult to describe the extent to which Mr. P.W. Botha remains

15. G.A. Res. 31/6A, 31 U.N. GAOR, Supp. (No. 39) 10, U.N. Doc. A/31/39 (1976).

16. S.C. Res. 402, 31 U.N. SCOR, Supp. (Jan.-Dec. 1976) 13, U.N. Doc. S/INF/32
(1976).

17. 72 House of Assembly Debates, col. 579, Feb. 7, 1978.
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political grounds.’

As shown above, none of the independence-conferring statutes ex-
pressly provides for denationalization on the ground of race, but by impli-
cation they are designed to apply to Blacks only. And this is borne out by
their implementation in practice. Consequently, it is highly arguable that
the compulsory denationalization of some seven million persons®® con-
nected with Transkei, Bophuthatswana, and Venda by the South African
legislature violates international law. Certainly this factor contributed to
the non-recognition of the homelands in question as independent states.

D. Homelands Independence and Statelessness

That contemporary international law disapproves of statelessness if
shown by attempts to prevent it through multilateral conventions. Most
important is the Convention on the Reduction of Statelessness,*® which
was opened for signature in 1961 but has not yet come into force. Other
treaties are the Convention Relating to the Status of Stateless Persons,*”
the Convention Relating to the Status of Refugees,®® and the Protocol
Relating to the Status of Refugees.®® South Africa is not a party to any of
the above conventions save for the Convention Relating to the Status of
Stateless Persons.®®

As far as the South African Government is concerned, statelessness
does not occur as a result of denationalization caused by homelands inde-
pendence. This argument is premised on the fact that the independence-
conferring statutes all confer the nationality of the newly independent
state upon persons deprived of their South African nationality.®® The
South African Government might even argue that in granting indepen-
dence it has complied with the spirit of Article 10 of the Convention on
the Reduction of Statelessness, which provides:

(1) Every treaty between contracting states providing for the trans-
fer of territory shall include provisions designed to secure that no per-
son shall become stateless as a result of the transfer . . .

(2) In the absence of such provisions the contracting state to which
territory is transferred or which otherwise acquires territory shall con-
fer its nationality on such persons as would otherwise become state-
less as a result of the transfer or acquisition.

55. The 1978 population estimates for the three territories were: Transkei, 4,142,800;
Bophuthatswana, 2,219,600; and Venda, 473,200. 33 SurvEY ofF RACE RELATIONS IN SouTH
Arrica 71 (1979).

56. Note 54 supra.

57. Convention Relating to the Status of Stateless Persons, Sept. 28, 1954, 360 UN.T'S,
117. This convention came into force in June 1960.

58. Convention Relating to the Status of Refugees, July 28, 1951, 189 U.N.T.S. 137.
This convention came into force in April 1954.

59. Protocol Relating to the Status of Refugees, Jan. 31, 1967, 19 U.S.T. 6223, T.LAS.
No. 6577, 606 U.N.T.S. 267.

60. Van Wyk, The South African Passport, [1976] S. Arr. Y.B. INTL L. 212, 221.

61. See Olivier, Statelessness and Transkeian Nationality, supra note 38, at 154.
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Two arguments may, however, be raised in support of the view that
homelands independence results in statelessness. First, it may be argued
that a black person who has never lived in the independent homeland
lacks the necessary “genuine link” or “social fact of attachment” pre-
scribed as a requirement for the bond of nationality by the International
Court of Justice in the Nottebohm case.®* Such a person would not be-
come a national of the newly independent state, but would nevertheless
cease to be a South African national. Under international law he would
therefore be stateless. Second, independent homelands are inevitably
doomed to non-recognition. Consequently, third states will not recognize
their competence to protect their “nationals” abroad, as their very exis-
tence is denied. At the same time, South Africa is unlikely to exercise any
diplomatic protection over them. Thus for practical purposes, nationals of
Transkei, Bophuthatswana, and Venda are stateless. They are no longer
South African nationals and their own states are unrecognized. By pro-
moting such a situation, in the knowledge that independence will not be
accompanied by recognition, it may be argued that the South African
Government is creating a large-scale situation of statelessness.

E. Privileges Retained by Denationalized Persons with Special Refer-
ence to “Section 10 Rights”

All three independence-conferring statutes provide in section 6 that
no citizen of the Transkei, Bophuthatswana, or Venda, resident in the
Republic of South Africa at the time of independence, “shall, except as
regards citizenship, forfeit any existing rights, privileges or benefits.”

This provision is generally viewed as preserving the so-called section
10 rights of denationalized Blacks. Section 10(1) of the Blacks (Urban
Areas) Consolidation Act of 1945 prohibits every Black from being in
any prescribed urban area for more than seventy-two hours unless:

(a) he has resided in that area continuously since birth; or

(b) he has worked continuously in that area for the same employer
for ten years; or he has lawfully resided continuously in that area for
at least fifteen years; or

(c) the Black is the wife, unmarried daughter or minor son of a male
falling under (a) or (b); or

(d) permission has been granted for him to be in the area by a la-
bour bureau.

As employment opportunities outside the cities are limited, those Blacks
who qualify to remain permanently in an urban area in terms of section
10(1)(a), (b), or (c) constitute a privileged class. These rights are becom-
ing even more precious as government policy makes its increasingly diffi-

62. (Liechtenstein v. Guatemala), [1955] 1.C.J. 4, 23. Weis states: “The tendency to as-
similate de facto stateless persons . . . to de jure stateless persons, is further evidence of .
the importance of the question whether the nationality which an individual possesses in law
is effective.” P. WEIs, supra note 39, at 202.

63. Act 25 of 1945, as amended. Section 10 in its present form was first inserted in
1952.
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cult for rural Blacks to acquire section 10(1) rights. This is because rural
Blacks are generally admitted to urban areas by labor bureaus under sec-
tion 10(1)(d) for one-year contract periods only and, although this con-
tract period may be renewed, the technical interruption in employment
prevents a rural Black from acquiring rights under section 10(1)(b).% Sec-
tion 10(1) is not constitutionally guaranteed, but it has acquired a special
status in the black community as it offers a semblance of security in an
insecure world. Hence the saving provision in section 6 of the indepen-
dence-conferring statutes is of great importance.

Although section 6 does preserve the “section 10 rights” of Trans-
keians, Bophuthatswanans, and Vendans who were alive at the time of
independence, it does not extend its protection to the children of such
persons born in South Africa after independence. This is the result of a
1978 amendment® to the Blacks (Urban Areas) Consolidation Act which
places the children of denationalized persons in the position of foreigners
in respect of their right to remain in urban areas. This enactment seri-
ously undermines recent initiatives of the government to give greater se-
curity to urban Blacks.

In 1978 the government, which has vigorously opposed the granting
of freehold rights to Blacks in urban areas, introduced a major conces-
sion: home ownership on a ninety-nine year leasehold basis. According to
this scheme, Blacks who qualify to remain in urban areas in terms of sec-
tion 10(1)(a) or (b) may obtain ninety-nine year leasehold rights to prop-
erty in such areas.®® This plan is designed to afford permanency of resi-
dence to black urban dwellers, but it has been seriously undermined by
the fact that the children of denationalized Blacks will apparently not be
able to take advantage of the lease.®” As the veteran civil rights parlia-
mentarian, Mrs. Helen Suzman, M.P., stated when this matter was de-
bated in Parliament: “The child born after independence . . . is not a
South African citizen and therefore cannot enter or be in a prescribed
area. How can that person then acquire rights of leasehold when . . . that
person may not even be in the area?”’®® Government spokesmen insist
that it is not the intention of the government to deny leasehold rights to

64. Proclamation 74, Government Gazette 2029, Mar. 29, 1968 (Regulation 13(d)).

65. Sec. 2 of the Black Laws Amendment Act 12 of 1978 amending sec. 12 of Act 25 of
1945. For a discussion of the implications of this measure, see 72 House of Assembly
Debates, cols. 470, 519, 629, 639, 648, Feb. 6-8, 1978, '

66. Sec. 6A of the Blacks (Urban Areas) Consolidation Act 25 of 1945, as introduced by
sec. 2 of the Blacks (Urban Areas) Amendment Act 97 of 1978. For further material on this
subject, see 32 SURVEY oF RACE RELATIONS IN SouTH AFrrica 325 (1978).

67. Section 1 of the Blacks (Urban Areas) Consolidation Act 25 of 1945, as amended by
section 1(d) of the Blacks (Urban Areas) Amendment Act 97 of 1978, provides that a quali-
fied person in relation to a right of leasehold means a black person qualified to remain in an
urban area in terms of section 10(1)(a) or (b) of Act 25 of 1945. As descendants of denation-
alized Blacks do not acquire section 10(1)(a) or (b) rights in terms of section 12(1) of Act 25
of 1945 it follows logically that they do not qualify for 99-year leasehold rights.

68. 74 House of Assembly Debates, col. 9252, June 13, 1978.
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the descendants of denationalized persons,®® but they have consistently
refused to bring the law into line with declared intent.” This problem
illustrates the dilemma posed by denationalization to “progressive” Na-
tionalists determined to advance the position of urban Blacks. All reforms
aimed at improving the quality of life of urban Blacks relate to the grant-
ing of greater security of residence, yet at the same time these proposed
reforms are undermined by denationalization which inevitably promotes
the maximum degree of insecurity.

To date, the section providing for the non-forfeiture of “existing
rights, privileges or benefits” has come before the Supreme Court in only
one instance and was on this occasion interpreted generously. In Ex Parte
Moseneke,” the Transvaal Provincial Division held that the bar to the
admission of aliens or persons not lawfully admitted to the Republic for
permanent residence to practice as attorneys in the Republic did not ap-
ply to a national of Bophuthatswana resident in Pretoria, as he did not
forfeit any existing rights, other than citizenship, when he was deprived
of his South African citizenship.

F. Privileges Acquired by Denationalized Persons

Under international law a state is required to accord a certain mini-
mum standard of treatment to aliens admitted to its territory. This
means that where a state has a low standard of justice towards its own
nationals, an alien’s position is a privileged one.” This “minimum stan-
dard of civilization””® is not an exacting one and has been described as
simply “the standard of the ‘reasonable state,’ reasonable, that is to say,
according to the notions that are accepted in our modern civilization.””*
Although the precise limits of this standard are not clear, it is accepted
that a state violates its international obligations, and thus incurs respon-
sibility to the state of which the alien is a national, when it denies an
alien basic human rights on the ground of his race.”

While the “minimum standard of treatment” is scrupulously ob-
served by the South African Government in the case of aliens from most
states, it is certainly not respected in the case of Transkei, Bophuthat-
swana, and Venda — and possibly Lesotho, Botswana, and Swaziland.
The reasons for this are twofold.

First, most of South Africa’s discriminatory laws apply to Blacks per
se and not to Blacks as South African nationals. In terms of the Popula-
tion Registration Act, which governs race classification in South Africa, a
“black person” (previously “Bantu”) is defined as a “person who is, or is
generally accepted as, a member of any aboriginal race or tribe of Af-

69. Id. col. 9234 (Dr. C.P. Mulder); The Star (Johannesburg), Mar. 2, 1979, at 3.
70. 74 House of Assembly Debates, cols. 9251, 9261, June 13, 1978.

71. 4 S. Arr. L. Rep. 884 (1979).

72. J. BRIERLY, THE LAw or NaTIONS 278 (6th ed. H. Waldock 1963).

73. L. OPPENHEIM, 1 INTERNATIONAL LAaw 350 (8th ed. H. Lauterpacht 1955).

74. J. BRIERLY, supra note 72, at 279-80.
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rica.””® This definition is referred to in a number of discriminatory stat-
utes. Other statutes contain their own definitions of “Black” but follow
the formula employed by the Population Registration Act. Thus most dis-
criminatory laws apply not to black South African citizens but to any
persons who are members of any aboriginal race or tribe of Africa. The
following statutes, for example, affect black aliens as well as South Afri-
can Blacks: the Blacks (Abolition of Passes and Co-ordination of Docu-
ments) Act,”” which obliges Blacks to carry identity documents (passes)
which must be produced on demand by a policeman; the Blacks (Urban
Areas) Consolidation Act,”® which regulates the residence rights of Blacks
in urban areas; the Education and Training Act,” which provides for sep-
arate schools for Blacks; and the Black (Prohibition of Interdicts) Act,®°
which deprives Blacks of the right to obtain court interdicts pending a
determination of their legal rights affecting residence.

It is possible, however, that Transkei, Bophuthatswana, and Venda
waived the protection against discriminatory treatment afforded by the
international minimum standard in their pre-independence agreements
with South Africa. In the Agreement between the Government of the Re-
public of South Africa and the Government of Transkei relating to the
Employment of Citizens of Transkei in the Republic of South Africa, it is
agreed in Article 1 that:

No citizen of Transkei engaged in Transkei for employment in the
Republic of South Africa shall enter the Republic of South Africa for
the purpose of taking up employment unless

(a) he complies with the laws and regulations relating to the admis-
sion to, residence in, and departure from the Republic of South
Africa. . . ®

Similar agreements apply in respect of Bophuthatswana®® and Venda.*®
Another accord, the Agreement between the Government of the Republic
of South Africa and the Government of Transkei relating to the Move-
ment of Citizens of Transkei and of the Republic of South Africa across
the Common Borders, provides in Article 1: “The movement to and the
sojourn in the Republic of South Africa of citizens of Transkei . . . shall
be governed by the laws and regulations governing the admission to, resi-
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dence in and departure from the country. . . .”® There are correspond-
ing provisions in the agreements with Bophuthatswana®® and Venda.®®

These agreements are apparently intended to deal only with migrant
laborers in, and visitors to, the Republic of South Africa from Transkei,
Bophuthatswana, and Venda, but they are so widely phrased that it may
be contended that they constitute an agreement between South Africa
and her independent homelands to subject all the latters’ nationals to
South Africa’s discriminatory laws.

The second reason for noncompliance with the international mini-
mum standard probably is that the new black states in southern Africa
lack the political power to insist on compliance with the standard by the
South African authorities. In order to appreciate this, one has only to
compare and contrast the treatment of American Blacks visiting South
Africa with that of Transkei Blacks in the Republic. In this respect it
should be recalled that the failure of the South African Government to
accord the minimum standard of treatment to Transkeian nationals con-
tributed to Transkei’s decision to break off diplomatic relations with
South Africa in 1978.%" More recently, Prime Minister George Matanzima
appealed to the South African Government to show the world that it rec-
ognized Transkei’s sovereignty by treating Transkei nationals in the same
way as it treats other foreigners.®® South Africa and Transkei resumed
diplomatic relations in 1980.

It might be argued that nationals of Transkei, Bophuthatswana, and
Venda are placed in a privileged position vis-a-vis other aliens in South
Africa by reason of the fact that they retain all their “rights, privileges or
benefits” that existed at the time of independence in terms of the inde-
pendence-conferring statutes. This is an untenable argument, as the
rights, privileges and benefits that accrue to black South Africans fall
short of the international minimum standard of treatment by virtue of
their discriminatory nature. In any event, as shown above, there is so
much uncertainty as to the scope and duration of these “existing rights,
privileges or benefits” that urban Blacks can hardly draw much comfort
from them. The meagre scope of the “preferential treatment” accorded to
citizens of Transkei, Bophuthatswana, and Venda is apparent from the
statement made in 1978 by Dr. C.P. Mulder (then Minister of Bantu Ad-
ministration and Development) to the effect that such persons enjoyed
“preferential treatment over foreign Blacks as to employment opportuni-
ties, extended right of entry, viz 14 days instead of 72 hours, admission to
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RSA through any place of entry while foreigners have to enter at specific
points which are manned by officials of the Department of the Interior,
etc.”®® Such “preferential treatment” makes no attempt to exempt black
aliens from discriminatory and repressive laws and thus fails to meet the
requirements of the international minimum standard.

One must, therefore, conclude that denationalized Blacks from
Transkei, Bophuthatswana, and Venda are not accorded the minimum
standard of treatment required by international law. Consequently, they
get the worst of both worlds: loss of their “birthright” to participate in
the government and power processes of South Africa at some future date,
and denial of the standards of fair treatment which normally accrue to
aliens.

G. Deportation of Aliens

A number of statutes confer wide powers of deportation of aliens
upon the South African Government. These powers may be, and indeed
already have been, used in order to remove political opponents who have
been denationalized as a result of homelands independence. The two
main statutory provisions which permit action of this kind are the Admis-
sion of Persons to the Republic Regulation Act and the Internal Security
Act. '

Section 45 of the Admission of Persons to the Republic Regulation
Act empowers the Minister of the Interior “if he considers it to be in the
public interest” to order the removal from the Republic of “any person
who is not a South African citizen.””® The decision of the Minister as to
whether such removal is or is not in the public interest “shall not be sub-
ject to appeal or to review by any court of law and no person shall be
furnished with any reasons for such decision.” This provision has already
been invoked against a denationalized urban dweller from Transkei. In
August 1978 Mr. Pindile Mfeti, a trade unionist from Germinston who
had previously been detained without trial under the security laws for 366
days, was deported to Transkei “in the public interest.’®*

Section 14 of the Internal Security Act®® permits the deportation of a
non-South African citizen who is convicted of certain offenses under this
act or who is deemed by the state president to be an undesirable inhabi-
tant “because he is a communist.” No prior notice to the person con-
cerned is required in the latter case. To date there is no record of this act
having been invoked against denationalized persons. Although little use
has been made of the deportation weapon in respect of denationalized
Blacks, it remains a constant threat to the security of those denational-
ized urban Blacks who actively oppose the South African Government.
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H. Dual Nationality

International law accepts the notion of dual nationality, according to
which an individual may possess the nationality of more than one state.®®
If the South African Government had applied this principle to homelands
independence and allowed persons connected with Transkei to retain
their South African nationality while at the same time becoming nation-
als of Transkei, it would have avoided much hostile criticism.** On the
other hand, that course would not have furthered the ultimate goal of a
South Africa with no black South African nationals. Hence such a solu-
tion was rejected.

More recently, there have been developments in several quarters
which suggest that the possibility of dual nationality has not been com-
pletely discarded. The initial impetus for this revival of interest in dual
nationality came from the report of the Quail Commission of Inquiry into
the future of the non-independent homeland of Ciskei. This report rec-
ommended that Ciskei should opt for independence only if “citizenship
on satisfactory terms is negotiated which gives non-resident Ciskeians the
choice of either Ciskeian or South African status or both.”®®

The idea of a constellation or confederation of states for southern
Africa,® which has figured prominently in the speeches of Prime Minister
Botha during the past year, carries with it implications for nationality.*
It has been suggested®® that the government is considering a confederal
South African or southern African nationality in addition to homelands
nationality as a solution to the problem of denationalization which has
created so much bitterness among Blacks. Presumably some form of dual
nationality is contemplated in such a case, in terms of which Blacks from
independent homelands will retain their South African nationality or ac-
quire the nationality of a Confederation of Southern Africa, while at the
same time becoming nationals with full citizenship rights of the indepen-
dent homeland. This would be a recognizable form of dual nationality
and might be acceptable to Blacks—provided that it is not presented as a
final exclusion of Blacks from the South African body politic but rather
as a method for maintaining the link between such persons and South
Africa itself while a more viable political solution is planned. In this re-
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spect it differs fundamentally from the concept of “associate citizenship”
which is currently being mooted by the right-wing faction of the National
Party. According to this suggestion denationalized Blacks will qualify for
certain revocable privileges, such as passports, but will be denied any ex-
pectation of political participation in the government of South Africa.
Neither the concept of “confederal nationality” nor that of “associate cit-
izenship” has been fully spelled out so at this stage it is premature to
speculate as to the extent to which either resembles traditional dual
nationality.

Another factor which points in the direction of some form of dual
nationality is the government’s declared intention of extending the pow-
ers of the elected black local government councils, known as Community
Councils. These councils, which have been established for Blacks in the
main urban areas of South Africa, provide evidence of the growing ac-
ceptance of the permanency of black urban residents and constitute rec-
ognition of the fact that the homelands governments cannot adequately
represent the interests of their “citizens” in the cities. Already nationals
of independent homelands who are resident within the area for which a
Community Council has been established enjoy the right to vote in Com-
munity Council elections.®® This is an anomalous situation as normally
aliens are denied the right to participate in local government as well as
national government. If the Community Councils are to become more
powerful it becomes still more anomalous to permit aliens, viz nationals
of independent homelands, to vote for and hold office in such councils.
On the other hand, if dual nationality were accorded to such persons
there would be nothing unusual about the exercise of citizenship rights in
local government in South Africa coupled with the exercise of full citizen-
ship rights in an independent homeland.

IV. ConNcLusION

The issue of nationality is central to the political future of South
Africa. If Blacks are accorded dual nationality when “their” homelands
become independent, or are allowed to opt to retain South African na-
tionality, this will amount to an acknowledgement that Blacks are to be
considered for political rights in the South African body politic, albeit in
the future. On the other hand, if the present policy of denationalization is
continued, this will be seen as evidence of a determination to implement
the homelands policy along the lines expounded by Dr. C.P. Mulder in his
notorious statement of February 7, 1978.:° The National Party is clearly
locked in debate on this issue. A committee under the chairmanship of
Professor Charles Nieuwoudt of Pretoria University has recently ex-
amined the matter, but the outcome of the committee’s deliberations is
unknown. In the meantime, the verligte (relatively moderate) faction of
the National Party advocates some form of confederal nationality, while
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verkramptes (reactionaries) within the party press for “associate citizen-
ship,” which from the available evidence seems to be nothing more than
denationalization in disguise. As the policy of denationalization is so fun-
damental to orthodox separate development ideology, any modification of
this policy will call in question the loyalty of the present government to
separate development (apartheid). This is why the future of separate de-
velopment itself hinges upon the debate over the issue of nationality for
Blacks in South Africa.
PosTtscripT

Ciskei, at present a self-governing homeland, recently elected to be-
come independent. December 4, 1981 has been set for the inauguration of
the new “state.” The independence-conferring statute has yet to be en-
acted and it is therefore not known what agreement has been reached
between the South African Government and the Ciskeian authorities on
the issue of nationality. Will Ciskeians be summarily deprived of their
South African nationality as has happened in the case of millions of
Blacks connected with Transkei, Bophutatswana, and Venda? Or will a
more equitable solution be found? The answer to these questions will not
only throw light on the future of separate development, but will demon-
strate the extent to which the South African Government is prepared to
take cognizance of contemporary norms of international law governing
nationality.



