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CHAPTER 1
THE DECLINE OF N.S.W. COUNTRY TOWNS

Australia to-day is the world's most urbanised
country. This is essentially a direct result of our
history and geography and did not originate, as in other
countries, in a population drift from country to sea-board.
cities. 1 However, in the period after World War II,
there have been signs that population drift in Australia
has increased substantially and is continuing to increase.
Thus, there exists a situation where the metropolitan
sreas of Australia are growing rapidly, due largely to

2+ yhile country

overseas migration and natural increase,
areas, on the whole, are losing an increasing percentage of
their population and are either growing very slowly or not
at all. While the population drift from country areas adds
to the already rapid growth of the metropolitan regions, it
means that many of these country areas are barely able to
sustain even their own natural increase. The problem is
greatest in N.S.W. due to this State's larger population
and the greater number of country towns, especially small
country towns, dispersed over a wide area.

The best way to show the extent of the population
trend in N.S.W. is to look at Census statistics since
World War II. Between 1947 and 1966 (as at the Census of

each year), the State's population increased by over 1.2

million. Of this increase, some 0.9 million accrued to

1. For a general outline of the development of "close
settlement" in this country, see E.R. Woolmington,
"Problems and Prospects of Urban Decentralisation",
in Development in the Macguarie Valley (University of
New England 1968) and J. Brennan, 'The Pattern of
Urbanisation in Australia, International Journal
of Comparative Sociology, IV (1963).

2, See Max Neutze, "The Growth of Cities", in How lMany
Australians? Immigration and Growth, (Australian
Thetitute of Political ocience, oydney 1971), p63.
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3. while

the cities of Sydney, Newcastle and Wollongong
the remainder was spread throughout the rest of the State.
In effect, this meant that the proportion ﬁf people living
in the metropolitan areas rose from about 63.4% in 1947 to
about 67% in 1966. What is especially alarming though is
the relative growth of the metropolitan regions between
the census years of 1961 and 1966, when they increased
their population by over 255,000 compared with a mere
59,000 for the rest of the state. Available evidence
sugzests that this trend will continue unless strong
remedizal action is taken and 1is successful. The "Sydney
Region Outline Plan, 1970 - 2000 AD" released in October,
1968, 4 for example, postulates that sone 500,000 people
will be diverted from the metropolitan regions before the
year 2000 AD (at which time the population of Sydney,
Neweastle and Wollongong will be between 6-7 million).
However, available statistics suggest that this will not
be achieved since N.S.W. country areas as a whole are
growing much less rapidly than the metropolitan and their
share of the State's total population is falling.
However, it is not suggested that all areas are losing
population nor that the low growth rate is evenly spread
amongst the remainder.

Appendices 1 and 2 show population statistics for
various minicipalities and shires in N.S.W. Appendix 1(a)

represents what may be termed "country-urban" areas

3, These three cities represent the "metropolitan" region
of .S.W. It should be noted, however, that if
opulation figures for the region of Sydney were used
%i.e. including outlying shires), the metropolitan
share of the population increase would rise to
one million.

4. Prepared by the State Planning Authority. This 500,000
people would represent a net migration from the
metropolitan region and would increase the population
of country areas by this number in addition to their
own natural increase. At present, most country towns
are finding it hard, if not impossible, to even hold
their natural increase gains.
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and Appendix 1(b) "country-rural" areas. The first fact to
become apparent from Appendix 1(a) is that all but three
municipalities have been able to increase their populations
in each census year. Of these three, both Cessnock and
Lithgow are rather special cases, since they have been very
largely dependent on coal-mining for their livelihoods.
The decline in the coal-mining industry, has, thus affected
their population growth but not that of the other "country-
urban" areas. Outside of these three, population growth
rates between 1961 and 1966 ranged from 0.6% at Grenfell to
16.4% at Armidale. This compares with population growth of
10.3% for Sydney and 14% for Wollongong during the same
period, while the outer-Sydney shires of Gosford and Wyong
increased their numbers by 25.5% and 30.57% respectively.
Thus, the sample "country-urban" areas as a group
showed an increase in population between 1961 and 1966,
although well below that of the metropolitan regions.
However, if we assume that an average annual natural increase

5.

of, say 1.1%, applied to these zareas, then it is obvious
thatthose towns with a population growth of less than 5¢5%
over the five year period did not fully retain their natural
increase. 1In effect, there was a "hidden" population drift
from the "country-urban" areas to the metropolitan region
which was offset by in-migration from surrounding "country-
rural" areas.

It is the "country-rural" areas from which the
population drift is most evident. Appendix 1(b) shows that
the majority of shires for which figures were compiled are

losing population in absolute terms. Thus, it is reasonable

to conclude that until the 1966 Census, at least, the drift

5. Deduced from date given in N.S.W. Statistical Register,
Population and Vital Statisticsg 1966, (Bureau of Census
and otatistics, soydney, May, 1969) p147 Table 2.
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of population from country to city has come largely from
the "country-rural" areas. This line of reasoning is
supported by John Steinke's study which showed that:

"The 1954-1966 out-migration from country areas

came zlmost entirely from the rural sector ....

(while) country urban centres, as a group,

absorbed population equal to their natural

increase in population plus approximately

1/10th of the out-migration from rural areas." 6.
Steinke's study also indicates that even the major urban
areas in N.S.W. have been experiencing some net out-
migration.

However, it should not be imagined that because the
population loss is largely being felt by "country-rural"
areas it has no significance for "country-urban" areas
(and remember that even some of these are experiencing
net population losses). The N.S5.W. Development Corporation,7’
for example, has mentioned the huge changes in the
composition of the work-force this century. The major
changes have been in primary industry (only 10.6% of the
work-force in 1966 compared with 44% in 1818) and tertiary
industry (up from 29.5% to 62.4%). Secondary industry
employment has remained relatively constant since the late
nineteenth century and stood at about 27% in 1966. The
point is that as technologies become more efficient and

rural productivity increases even further, the share of

the workforce engaged in tertiary activities will increase.

6. J.C. Steinke, Regional Trends in Australian Population
Distribution, 12&1-1265, (Department of Decentralisation
and Development, March, 1971) p7.

7. See Report on Selective Decentralisation, (Department

of Decentralisation and Development, Sydney, March,
1969) p3.
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The significance of this to any town or city, no
matter what the size, is evident when the composition of
tertiary industry is considered. Table 1 sets out the
components of tertiary industry according to the

Commonwealth Bureau of Census and Statistics.

Table 1 Classification of Tertiary Industries

1. Electricity, gas, water and sanitary services
(production, supply and maintenance)

2. Building and construction

3. Transport and storage

4, Communication

5. Finance and property

6. Commerce

7. Public authority (not elsewhere specified) and

defence.

8. Community and business services (including
professional.)

9., Amusement, hotels and other accommodation,

cafes, personal services, etc.

Source: Report of the Committee of Economic Enguiry, 1965,

Table 8.37

As the table shows, tertiary industries cover a wide
and often highly specialised range of activity. All of the
sbove industries are quite familiar to us in Sydney and,
indeed, we would wonder how we could get along without then.
Their most important function, however, apart from making a
particular area "nice" to live in, is that they provide the
basis for the continuing growth of that area. Since tertiary

industries are capable, increasingly, of being sustained only
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by mass markets 8', it is fairly obvious that only those
areas which provide such mass markets will be able to
attract a wide range of tertiary activities and sustain
cumulative growth. In the case of N.3.W. (and Australia
generally) this means the metropolitan areas and not the
country towns.

Figures presented in the Report of the Committee
of Economic Enquiry,g' for example, show that not only was
over 62% of the N.S.W. tertiary work-force concentrated
in the Sydney metropolitan area at 30th June, 1961, but
also that this concentration was greater than that of
either the population or the total work-force. In addition,
Linge 10+ pas egtimated that some T73.7% of secondary industry
is also concentrated in the metropolitan regions of Australia.
It is in this light that the problems of N.5.W. country towns
become clear, since a declining rural population affects the
market for both tertiary and secondary industries and
compounds the adverse effects of the decline/slow growth in
the "country-urban" areas. This is so because there is
probably a minimum rural population below which even a basic
spread of secondary and tertiary industries cannot be
maintained and certainly a level below which such industries
cannot be easily attracted from the metropolitan regions.
Although the rural population has not yet fallen below the
level necessary to maintain a basic spread of secondary and
tertiary industry, it is reasonable to assume that if this
were to eventuate and there were no population movement of
at least equal magnitude into the "country-urban" areas
then the demise of the country town would be rapid indeed,

especially those with populations under, say 10,000 - the

8. dibid.

9. Report of the Committee of Economic Enguiry, (Melbourne,
May, 1965), Table 8.51

10. G.J.R. Linge, "The Location of Manufacturing In Australia',
in The liconomics of Australian Industry, ed. A. Hunter
(Melbourne 1965), p56.
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majority! Thus, to survive, country towns must increase
their urban populationsby more than is necessary o simply
replace their own declining rural populdtions.

However, there are no real factors present in mos®
country towns at the moment which will, of themselves,
induce population away from the metropolitan area. This
is not to say, of course, that most couniry people them-
selves are not happy with their style of living - because
reliable surveys have shown that the opposite is true,
especially in the larger country towns. Indeed one such
survey carried out by M.T. Daly concluded that "inhabitants
of the country towns (in the sample) are generally guite
satisfied with life within the country centres and do not

L But the report also pointed

wish to live in Sydney."
out that factors such as lack of employment opportunities
and certain tertiary services (especially educational
facilities) were likely to cause people to move away from
the country, notwithstanding. These and other factors
operate to make the advantages of "country living" much
less compelling to the city-dweller, ag.

(a) a limited range of theatres, restaurants

etc., and

(b) a relative lack of specialist medical attention.
As one would expect, the range of tertiary activities is
wider in the larger country towns, say with populations
of 10,000 or more, but even in the largest of them the
range does not compare favourably with that found in

Sydney. This fact, of course, relates to the point made

above cbout the minimum population level capable of

11. M.T. Daly, Report to the Department of Decentralisation
and Development On Some sSociological Aspects of Life in

New South Wales Count Towns, (Macquarie University,
December, 1968) pl2.
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supporting tertiary industries. It is apparent that

some such industries require a very much larger support
population than do others. Lven a population of 10,000
does not automatically mean the provision of a full range
of tertiary services, so it is fairly obvious how poorly
much smaller centres must fare. TFiguresgiven in Appendix
2 of the "Report on Selective Decentralisation" prove
this point conclusively. 4 survey of 24 N.S5.W. urban
centres was carried out (including Newcastle and Wollongong)
and the results showed that such facilities as tertiary
education, teachers' colleges and specialised hospitals
were not established in centres having a population of
less than 10,000, while agricultural colleges, adult
education facilities and art galleries were present in
only 20% or less. Lven in centres with a population of
more than 10,000 the first three services mentioned were
only present in a minority of cases (notably Wollongong
and Newcastle), while the latter three were not present
in all cases. It is interesting that nightclubs were
only to be found in Wollongong and Newcastle. Quite
apart from the actual provision of such services, their
quality is also important and the conclusion was that

"there is almost invariably a significant increase in

the guality of provision of facilities as the larger
12.

urban areas develop into major centres". S0 N.S.W.

country towns in general will have to grow much bigger
before they can provide the variety and quality of
services typical of a major urban area. Only a very few

have any chance of doing this and even then not without

12. Report on Selective Decentralisation, op. cit. p41
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considerable assistance.

It may appear from the above that I have been
unduly concerned with the tertiary sector to the exclusion
of manufacturing etc. If this is the case then 1 have oaly
done so because I feel that this is basic to the development
of country towns and their re-population, since it is
precisely in this category that the largest and most
rapidly growing proportion of the work-force is To be
found.

However, it is true that the concentration of
secondary industry in the metropolitan regions has also
added to the problems of country towns. A town cannot,
for example, support a diversity of tertiary activity
without secondary industry to provide physical goods
(except if it is in a situation like Canberra's of
course). It is also true that the relative lack of
growth of secondary industry in country urban areas
has certainly not helped in stemming the population out-
flow from the rural areas. Because of the small
population (= market) and other disadvantages mentioned
above, it is at present inconceivable that there will be
a substantial movement of secondary industry to the
country. Referring once again to the "Report on Selective

Decentralisation” it is found that "nearly half of the

extent of the industrial diversity characteristic of a

large metropolis such as Sydney only develops once an
15.

urban size of 50,000 is attained." However, the

Report also shows that a complete range of industrial
diversity is not achieved until a population of 250,000
is reached . Indeed it is demonstrated that such
complete diversity only emerges in centres with

populations above 100,000. So, the vicious eircle

13. ibid. p75.
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develops once more - small population, little industry.
The situation outlined above is not terribly
promising, since there is a continuing and unavoidable
drift of population from'country-rural'areas which will
increase in size as rural productivity increases with the
use of more capital - intensive techniques and overseas
demand for our primary products continues to fall. It is,
thus, in the "country-urbad' areas, where some impact is
already being felt, that steps must be taken to alleviate
the problem. At present this problem is, gquite simply,
that New South Wales country towns are too small to mve
any hope of substantial future growth of their own
accord. In other words they need a substantial population
inflow. However, it is impossible for them to attract
this population since they cannot offer a wide and varied
range of secondary and tertiary industries. On the other
hand, neither tertiary nor secondary industry is attracted
to them, since their populations are too small and at best
growing slowly. Meanwhile, the metropolitan regions, long
past the point of self-induced and sustained growth,
continue to concentrate population and industry within their
boundaries. The weight of economic opinion now feels that
this trend is bad, not only for the country, but for the
metropolitan regions also. Various suggested solutions
under the general heading of "decentralisation" will be

examined in Chapter 2.



DECENTRALISATION - A SOLUTION

The term decentralisation, in the sense that is
relevant to this study, concerns any policy which aims to
re-populate the country areas by shifting population from
the metropolitan regions or inducing people to remain in
the country rather than move to these regions. In order to
achieve this, it is necessary, of course, to shift/establish
industry and services, similar to those in the metropolitan
regions, to country areas. Thus, it may be said, for
example, that the decentralisation of industry will, if it
is effective, lead to the decentralisation of population.
It will, in effect, reduce the concentration of population
in the metropolitan regions. Decentralisation was included
as a polic& of most major political parties by the early
post-war years and indeed it emerged as an important issue
at a time when it was being realised that economic planning
was more effective if organised on a regional basis. In
1945, an agreement was reached between the Commonwealth and
the States whereby joint responsibility was accepted for
both decentralisation and regional development, especially
with regard to secondary industry. However, since the
Liberal Party came into office in 1949, the position has
been less clear cut and the States have been forced more
or less to "go it alone". To this day, the Commonwealth
Government makes no more than a token contribution towards
promoting large scale decentralisation.

| The recognition of the need for decentralisation

came somewhat earlier in N.3.W., 1 for as early as 1941,

1. The various roneod papers and brochures published by
the Department of Decentralisation and Development
have been very useful references for this section,

especially The Policy and Work of the le artment of
Decentralisation and Development. (Sydney, November,
1969).
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a Reconstruction Advistory Committee under the chairmanship
of the Premier, had been set up. However, the true ancestor
of the present Department of Decentralisation and Development
was the Development and Information Bureau, attached %o the
Department of Labour and Industry in 1943. 1In 1952, the
Development and Information Sureau (by then a Division) was
attached to the Premier's Department and in 1958 it was
merged with the Regional Planning Section es of that
Department to become the Division of Industrial Development
and Decentralisation. In March, 1962, the Treasury assumed
control of the Division, after the Ministry of Industrial
Development and Decentralisation was set up. In 1963, the
Division was granted Departmental status and in May, 1965,
it was separated from the Treasury and given a full time
Minister, Mr. J.B. Fuller, M.L.C. It is interesting that

so much activity concerning the vepartment took place in

the three years to lay, 1965. This, however, is explained
by the accelerating de-population of country towns revealed
by the 1961 census and the substantial political pressure

3 Coincidentally, perhaps,

from country areas in its wake.
this was all happening at a time when the New England New
State Movement was particularly active. A perusal of
Hansard in 1962 and 1963, for example, highlights a number
of speeches in support of the lMovement and decentralisation
in general. There was increasing criticism (by the then
opposition) of the approach by both State and Federal

governments to decentralisation, apparently on non-party

lines. The Hon. T.P. Gleeson M.L.C. (Independent Labor)

2. The Regional Planning Section had been established in
1945 after a meeting of Federal and State Ministers
had agreed that regional development and decentralisation
should be a joint responsibility.

3., This point was made by J.M. Brown in Decentralisation -

The New South Wales Bxperience, a paper presented 1o
Ihe ANZAAS 43rd Congress (Brisbane, May, 1971) p2.
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stated, "This is not a party politicel matter .... for
federal and state politics (no matter which party) seem to
continue along lines that induce heavy concentration of
population and industries in the great cities." 4+ yith
continuing pressure from both inside and outside
Parliament, the topic of decentralisation had become an
election issue by the time of the 1965 elections and the
Liberal-Country Party promised to set up a full time
Department of Decentralisation and Development which it
had been urging the Labor Government to do for several
years in Legislative Assembly debates. One of the first
actions taken by this Government on election was to establish
such a Department which is indicative of the political
pressure being applied, probably by the Country Party, since
election "promises" usually are not implemented so quickly.
The purpose of the Department is to "assist in the
promotion of balanced development of the State's manufac-
turing industries and to provide a central point of liaison

n e The real "power" in

between Government and industry.
the Department's drive to promote decentralisation is wielded
through the State Development and Country Industries Assist-
ance Act of 1966, which it administers. This Act, as its
name implies was set up to provide assistance to "country
industries", which are defined as "those situated within

New South Wales but excluding the County of Cumberland
(Sydney and environs) and the cities of Greater Newcastle

and Greater Wollongong and their immediate spheres of

influence."

4. N.S.W. Parliamentary Debates, 18 September, 1962
p438.

5. Department of Decentralisation and Development Pamphlet
1271, Direct Assistance to Industry in Decentralised
Areas, (Sydney, 1968) pl.

6. ibid.




-

Generally speaking, any industry may qualify for
assistance, the extent being determined in relation to the
industry's contribution to the economy of the area in which
it is to be situated and its viability in its approved
location. The rate of assistance varies from up to 60%

T

of the cost of the factory and buildings in most towms

to 100% of the cost in certain areas which are classed as

S All loans are over extended periods at

"depressed".
reagonable interest rates and the only necessary prerequisite
is that the finance is not otherwise available through
normal financial channels. The Department will also
guarantee loans of up to $50,000 raised for the purpose of
erecting factory buildings and purchasing plant. I

The Department also offers various other aids to

the decentralising industrialist. 10.

These include;

(a) provision of housing for key personnel whose
employment is essential to the factory's
effective operation;

(b) a subsidy (usually $50 per employee) towards the
cost of training unskilled labour, where these
costs would not be incurred if the factory were
established in the metropolitan area; and

(¢) a subsidy of 75% of the cost of keeping
decentralised manufacturers abreast of

technical developments etc. through a

technical consultant service scheme.

7. Usually the council concerned will provide another 30%,
leaving the manufacturer only 10% of this initial cost.

8. These areas are Cessnock, Maitland, Lithgow, Broken Hill
and the far North Coast.

9., Amounts over $50,000 may also be guaranteed with
Treasury approval.

10. In addition to these aids, the Department of Railways
offers certain concessional freight rates. These
concessional rates may be supplemented by further
concessions from the Country Industries Assistance
Pund if found to be insufficient.
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It is to the Department's credit that it does not
lay down rigid rules for the granting of assistance and will
consider other forms of assistance apart from those already
mentioned, according to the merits of each particular case.

It is apparent that the Department has been guite
willing to give assistance and that manufacturers have been
equally willing to accept it. 3Since Hay, 1965, for example,
about $26m. has been spent in assisting some 516 industries
to decentralise. An approximate "split-up" of this v26m. is

given in Table 2.

Table 2 Assistance By Category Since May, 1965 ($M.)

Factory loans and leases 14.9

Housing loans and housing commission

cottages 5.9
Freight subsidies 3.6
Other grants and subsidies 1.6

26.0

Source: Department of Decentralisation and Development®
Annual ReportsNo. 1 (1969/70) and No. 2 (1970/71)
Pable 2 shows that since May, 1965 $14.9 million
(approximately) has been spent on "factory loans and leases".
Now, if we assume that all of these loans were on the basis
of the "60 - 30 - 10" plan, i.e. where 60% of the finance
is supplied by the Department; 30% by the local councilj
and 10% by the manufacturer, then a total expenditure on
this item of about $25m. is indicated. It is not possible
for me to determine how much extra was spent on plant by
the industries concerned, but it may probably be assumed
that many industries decentralising %0 the country would

move some, at least, of existing plant with them. Thus an
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optimistic figure for total expenditure on factories and
plant during the six year period would be $35m. This may
sound quite a reasonable amount, but when it is considered
that in 1969/70, industrial investment in Sydney/Newcastle/
Wollongong averaged $1.6m. a week (say, $83m.” for the year)11°
it is apparent that industrial expenditure in the country
is no more than the proverbial "drop in the ocean".

It has been indicated above that $26m. has been
spent in assisting decentralised industries since lay, 1965.
Unfortunately, for political considerations, which will
become apparent in the following Chapters, it is not possible
to compile a list of which towns/cities received decentralised
industry and which did not. However, Table 3 categorises the
assistance given and demonstrates the wide variety of

industrial concerns which seek Departmental assistance.

Table 3 No. of Assisted Industries by Group May 1965 -

June 1971

Group Ho. Assisted
Structural Engineering 125
Structural materials 73
Food and fish processing 64
Clothing, footwear and sporting 53
lMechanical, electrical and precision engineering 473
Printing, packaging 27
Textile, paper, rubber and plastic manufacturing 25
Produce processing and flour mills 20
Furniture (joinery) and venetian blinds 21
Local government councils 22
Chemical and biological 10
Miscellaneous 35

516

Source: Department of Decentralisation and Levelopment
Annual Report No. 2, 1970/71.

11. See P.D. Day, "Selective Decentralisation: Problems and
Prospects", in Selective Decentralisation Seminar, July
1970, ed. Robert Dempsey (oydney University, Planning
Kesearch Centre, January 1971) p3.
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ot only is it impossible to ascertain the number
of towns/cities amongst which the above industries were
spread, it is also difficult to determine their contributions
to the growth of the economies of those towns/cities.
However, if we assume, once again that total expenditure on
factories in the period was $26m. then this works out to
about $41,000 per industry assisted. Zven allowing for the
fact that initial land costs in country areas would only be
o fraction of that applying in the metropolitan regions
(country councils are quite effective in supplying low cost
industrial land), it is obvious that the great majority of
the industries assisted were fairly small and would not have
added significantly to local populations and work-forces.

The smallness of the average industry assisted is even more
apparent when it is considered that the amount of assistance
given includes very large sums given to a few companies, €.3.
Borg-iarner (Aust.) Ltd. at Albury and Alcan Australia at
Kurri.

In view of the above, the conclusion must be that the
decentralisation programme in N.S.W. has had the effect of
dispersing a large number of rather small firms over a fairly
large number of country towns of varying population sizes.
Indeed it might well be construed that the nature of the
listed industries is such that they did not necessarily need
a large local population or work-force to support them
because of their small size and were quite willing to move
to the country once the relative cost disadvantages of
country production had been overcome. It may also be
deduced that many of the firms concerned would have been
happy to employ lower cost country labour (largely female,
probably) rather than take their own city employees with
them and to this extent would not have induced many people

to shift from the metropolitan regions.
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what has been said above, together with the
evidence presented in Chapter 1 indicates that whatever
else the decentralisation policy currently in force in
N.5.W. has done, it has certainly not achieved any degree
of success in re-populating the country areas. I would
also add that it is most unlikely that decentralisation
policies so far have even laid the foundations for self-
sustaining growth in the bigger provincial cities.

Decentralisation has largely failed, not because
of any inherent defect in the concept itself, but because
of the emphasis of the present Government in particular
(although the previous one is not blameless) on "dispersed"
decentralisation. Probably one of the best descriptions
T have seen of this sort of decentralisation policy is to
be found in a report prepared in 1963 by the stanford
Research Institute. It is true that the Institute was
looking at the development of Australia as a whole but,
nevertheless, it could well have been thinking of New
South wales when it stated:

"At present there is no concentration of

development effort to demonstrate what can be

done in a region - all are developing piecemeal

and with much wasted effort. They are all

competitors in a caucus race and like their

prototype in Looking-Glass land they all win

and must a2ll have prizes". 12
This sentiment has been echoed in recent years and an
increasing number of economists and sociologists are calling
for a change of emphasis in our decentralisation progzramme =
i.e., to one of "selective" decentralisation. Any discussion

of this concept revolves, basically, around the N.S.W.

12. Allen I. Knight, Applied Research On the Development O
Australia, (Stanforg Research lnstitute, California

1961) p96.
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Development Corporation and Dr. G.lMi. Neutze of the
Australisn National University.

Dr. Neutze's "Economic Policy and the Size of
Cities", which was generously financed by the previous
N.S5.W. 3tate Government (including the old Department
of Industrial Development and Decentralisation) is
basically an empirical study of the effects of city
growth and its alternatives. The particular value of
Dr. Neutze's work from the point of view of this study is
its presentation of empirical evidence in support of
decentralisation as a means of relieving the pressure put
on cities due to their rapid growth. He observed that
decentralisation in Australia was "everyone's policy, but
no-one's programme". 15.

He pointed out one factor responsible for a large
part of the increasing concentration in the capitals -

i.e. that there were (and still are) not many medium sized
centres - i.e. having populations of about 100,000 or more =
in N.S.W. or in any other State. Indeed, there are only
three, Wollongong, Newcastle and Geelong. As we have
observed above, such centres are necessary, if the facil-
ities to induce people and industry to the country are to
have any chance of being established. Of greater relevance
to this study, though, is the fact that he came out strongly
in favour of what may be termed growth centres, which he
felt, should be developed rapidly to an optimum populatiqn
size which, once reached, should remain static.

I feel that this was a "pioneering" work not only
because it gave clear empirical evidence of the need for a

policy aimed at producing growth centres but also because

1%. G.M. Neutze, iconomic Policy snd the Size of Cities,
(A.N.U. 1967) p.v.
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it has had a great impact on current suggestions along these
lines which are, at the moment, of substantial political
significance in N.S.W. I refer, of course, to those
contained in the N.S.W. Development Corporation's "Report on
Selective Decentralisation'.

The Development Corporation of Lew South wales

was set up under the State Development and Country Industries
Assistance Act of 1966 and comprises men with a variety of

14. Its purpose is to

industrial and other experience.
advise the Minister and the Government on development
projects and it does not have any authority to implement

its own recommendations.

At its second meeting on 12th July, 1966, the
question of the effectiveness of existing New sSouth Wales
decentralisation policy was raised and an 11 point programme
of investigations was submitted to the Minister for
Decentralisation and Development for approval. (See
Appendix 2). The approval was granted, the investigations
proceeded with and, in March, 1969 the "Report on Selective
Decentralisation" was printed. In the Report, the
Development Corporation stated that:

"Whereas it is public policy to direct a
substantial measure of the financial resources of the State
towards achieving a better balanced distribution of the
State's population and the optimum developmnent of the
States human and material resources, and Whereas 1t is
desirsble that this policy be implemented as effectively

and efficiently as possible within the means available to

the State, the Development Corporation of New South Wales

14. See Report on Selective Decentralisation, p8, for list
of memEers.
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strongly RECOMMENDS that certain regional centres with a

demonstrable inherent capacity for growth be selected and

that the growth of such centres be accelerated by the

exercise of public powers in relation to them and the

concentration of public assistance measures within them

without prejudice, however, to the level of assistance

currently available to decentralised industry generally
15.

throughout the State."

The Corporation admitted that such recommendations

18 suien

"pose political considerations of some delicacy",
is why the sState Government has not as yet made any comment
even after 24 years, but insisted that the case for selective
decentralisation had been established "beyond any reasonable
doubt"e. L2 Briefly, its view that selected centres should
be developed quickly to a large population size rested on
certain conclusions, as set out below:

(a) +that the principle of focussing extra metropolitan
development in growth centres was widely acknow-
ledged overseas. It was also considered important
that the State Planning Authority's "Sydney Region

18'of October, 1968

OQutline Plan 1970 - 2000 AD"
assumed a diversion of 500,000 people from the
metropolitan area before 2000 AD;

(o) +that, for reasons set out in the Report itself
(and covered above), there was no correlation
between the level of dispersed assistance to

industry and population growth in the assisted

areas;

15. Report on Selective Decentralisation, op. cit. PS.

16. ibid. pé6.
17 Abids

18. It is interesting that the Department of Decentralisation
and Development was not one of the bodies consulted by
the State Planning Authority.
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(¢) that large urban areas, which constitute a
mass market are the only ones which have much
chance of growing appreciably larger;

(d) that major urban centres of the order of 100,000 -
200,000 people tend to show a decline in the per
capita cost of providing municipal and public
utility services. Such centres would also enable
better professional and social facilities to be
provided and would, as a result, tend to retain
people (especially young people) who would
otherwise migrate to Sydney; and

(e) +that to a large extent, selective decentralisation
would merely involve the re-direction of public
expenditure which would be necessary in any case
to meet the needs of population growth in the
metropolitan areas.

The Corporation did not especially recommend the
selection of new towns or existing towns as growth centres,
but did find that the acquisition and retention of land by
the Crown (as in Canberra and the inglish New Towns) might
wltimately be an attractive economic proposition.

So, supported by a wealth of economic evidence and
a number of rather revealing conclusions, the Corporation
nas made its recommendations and left the job of selecting
growth centres (or not selecting them as the case may be)
squarely in the lap of the T.3.W. Cabinet. There has not
as yet been any decision and this gives rise to the thought
that the matter of political delicacy mentioned by the
Corporation may be greater than can be overcome by the
Government. Indeed there is a distinct possibility that
the recommendations will not be implemented or at least
will be implemented in a revised form, although the State

will be much better off from October when it will be able



<S8
to collect a payroll tax, which, used positively would be an
excellent means of inducing bigger companies to move from
Sydney - i.e. by giving substantial tax concessions %o
country firms or not collecting it at all in country areas.

However, returning to the political considerations,
it appears that there may be several barriers to the
implementation of the Corporation's recommendations as
they stand. First, one must of course consider the views of
city members. There has always tended to be apathy'amongst
them towards the concept of decentralisation in any case and
there are certainly those who would see their own positions
being threatened by promotion of large growth centres. This
could be so, for example, because large outward population
movements might either change the proportion of other party
votes to their disadvantage or necessitate the actual
abolition of electorates if total population fell to a very
low level These considerations would apply to Labor members,
too, of course, and perhaps more so in that they hold
virtually all the industrial seats (from which workers
might be expected to flow to country jobs). However, since
industrial seats are usually quite large and Labor polls
a substantial excess of primary votes, the net effect on
Labor seats might simply be to reduce the primary vote
excess and transfer a Labor voting population to a small
number of country areas. Whether or not there would be
opposition from the sitting Members in these industrial
seats would depend on how severely the primary excess was
reduced. However, it is gquite possible that there could be
a conflict of interests between Labor Party leaders and
these Members which would have to be resolved.

Secondly, country L.C.P. members themselves may be

concerned at the selection of a small number of growth
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centres because this might:
(2) react to their electoral disadvantage if a
growth centre were not established locally, or
(b) affect their future electoral chances if a growth
centre were established and an inflow of Labor
voters resulted. This assumes, of course, that
those who voted Labor in the metropolitan areas
continued to do so in the country. Whether this
is factual or not, does not really matter, since
it is the fear of such an event which is
important to decisions on growth centres.
Country Labor members, though few in number, could
reasonably expect an increase in local majorities as a
result of discontent with Government choice of growth
centres and a widening of their Party's country representation.
The above assumes, of course, that present boundaries
remein the same in the event of growth centres being selected.
It is possible that if a growth centre is chosen on economic
grounds and there is likely to be electoral repercussions,
there will be pressure for some slight boundary re-
distribution. This would be particularly probable in
marginal seats, especially after the relatively poor showing
of certain Country Party Members at the last 3tate elections.
On balance, I would feel, at this time, that the Government
may decide to take a different course to actual selection of
growth centres, by providing a large range of incentives and
hoping that such growth centres will evolve of themselves.
This Chapter has outlined the post-war development
of decentralisation policies in New South Wales and has
shown that the current policy in the State is widely
considered to have failed in its task of re-populating the
country areas. Various recommendations have been made to

the Government concerning ways in which the policy might be
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altered and be made more effective but for various
political reasons, no decision has yet been made on these
changes. The Government has recently divided the State
into nine administrative regions (replacing the twenty
existing before) and is to set up Regional Advisory
Councils comprising local heads of Government Departments,
representatives of Local Government and other Government
appointees. 1 understand from conversations with officers
of the Department of Decentralisation and Development that
these Councils could well receive some form of statutory
backing in the near future. However, I am convinced that
such backing could never achieve the success which a

straightforward selection of even one growth centre would.
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Although decentralisation policy, as outlined in the
previous Chapter, is very much a creature of politics and
departmental administration, it is at the local government
level where the effects of such policy are felt or not felt
as the case may be. Local government itself was established
originally as an offshoot of the central government Ve ana
is, today, still dependent on it to a great extent, even
though the Local Government Act of 1919 as amended from
time to time does bestow certain powers upon local councils.
Some local government powers are "mandatory" and include
provisions that:

"Councils must appoint servants, keep prescribed
funds in the prescribed manner, expend moneys from proper
funds, use loan moneys for purposes raised, make a general
rate and comply with the provisions as to making and levying

Be However, the "permissive" powers of councils

of rates."
are more numerous and include the construction and maintenance
etc. of public roads; control of public health and public
utilities; town and country planning and the provision of
various social services. The fairly wide range of powers
delegated to councils suggests that they would De able to
create the local environment necessary to attract industry

and implement an effective decentralisation policy on their
own behalf. However, until 1966, for various reasons,
including lack of interest and finance, there was not much

evidence of a policy of "self-help" towards decentralisation

among local councils. Cessnock City Council was an exception,

1. A good background to local government in N.S.W. is to
be found in: H.E. Maiden, The Histo of Local Govern-—
ment in New South Wales, (Sydney, 19%%5, especially
Chapters 22 and 23.

F.A. Larcombe, The Levelopment of Local Government in
lew South Wales, z Melbourne, I96I).

2. Larcombe, The Development Of Local Government, p91
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but this was due to special circumstances which will be
examined in later Chapters. In any case, the present State
Government, realising that councils had failed to come 1O
grips with their problems made certain amendments to the
Tocal Government Act at the same time that it introduced
the State Development and Country Industries Assistance
Act of 1966.

The first amendment was in the form of a new Part
of the Local Government Act (XXIIb - Tndustrial Development).
Bagically, Part XXIIb provides that in order to stimulate
the establishment of industry in the country or expansion
of existing industries, as the case may be, councils may
lend money to such industry, acquire land and buildings
within or outside their areas and alter or extend
industrial buildings on such land. Councils may also lend
money to other persons (either the owners or lessees of
the land) for the purpose of erection of such industrial
buildings, which may be built on any land vested in the
council, except public roads, reserves, or land held on
trust. Part XXIIb also provides that:

nGouncils may enter into agreements with the Minister
for Decentralisation and Development for the payment %o him
of part of any moneys paid by him under guarantees to country
industry; to join with him in making loans to country
industry, and to receive from him grants or loans in respect
of the acquisition and improvement of lands for use by
country industry and the provision of services. (Section 35
sub-section 1(c))." Je
However, before it can exercise any of the above industrial

development powers, councils must have the approval of the

3. Department of Decentralisation and Development, A Guide
to the New South Wales State Development and Oountr*
Tndustries Assistance Act, 1966, Sydney, May, 19 .

See Appendix 3.
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Minister for Local Government in writing except where
prior agreement has been made with the lMinister for
Decentralisation and Development.

Amendments to Section 518A of the Act were also

made and this now contains a provision permitting
councils to sell country land for industrial sites as
well as for housing and on a first or second mortgage
basis. In the case of a second mortgage, though, the
amount involved must not exceed 20% of the value of the
land and house or 30% of the land and an industrial
building. Councils were also granted the power to
lease premises to industry for periods of twenty-one years
or longer but not exceeding ninety-nine years. However,
a lease of more than twenty-one years may only be granted
with the consent of the Minister for Local Government or
where councils enter into an agreement with the Minister
for Decentralisation and Development.

It is clear that the State Government, by widening
the permissive powers of councils in regard to industrial
decentralisation, hoped to encourage "self-help" at the
local level as well as add extra teeth to its decentral-
isation policy administered through the Country Industries
Assistance Fund. However, the Government overlooked two
important facts. First, central retention of control over
the establishment of industry in terms of the amendments
to the Local Government Act, probably suppressed local
initiative, especially among the smaller councils.
Secondly, by not granting councils substantial additional
finance, the Government certainly did nothing to encourage
local initiative in diverting already hard-pressed funds
into industrial development. Indeed, in many ways, the
part-finance of industrial decentralisation is yet one
more burden on local government finances which are still

funded largely by the rating system, which Maiden describes
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" _..A sectional tax that was generally accepted
as an appropriate medium for financing local government
functions fifty years ago, when municipal activities
were restricted to roads, footpaths, drainage and similar
works largely of direct benefit to property owners." 4.

Thus, it is apparent, that the Government's
decentralisation policy has not succeeded, partly because,
although importance is placed on the efforts of local
councils, sufficient encouragement has not been given by
way of finance or example (i.e. by decentralising decisions
about decentralisation to the local level). Councils have
some responsibility in implementing a successful
decentralisation policy, but as things stand at the moment,
it is largely out of their hands.

If this situation is valid, it would appear reasonable
that councils should be vitally concerned with the way
decentralisation policy is shaping in the hands of those
who wield the power. With this in mind, I wrote to thirty
Municipal Councils, after selecting them out of the 1971
"List of Municipalities, Shires, County Districts, Urban
Areas" without any intention of conducting a random sample
of any kind. They accounted for approximately 50% of the
total number of country metropolitan areas and cities and
were spread over the whole of the nine administrative regions
of N.5.W. (See Map 1 opposite). sSome twenty-one Councils
replied to my letters; however, some of these indicated that
their views were confidential and so I can neither quote
from them nor include copies of their letters in this study.

A specimen copy of my letter is contained in Appendix Ja

4. Maiden, The History of ILocal Government, p329.
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and selected replies from Councils classified by date of
receipt in Appendices 3(b) - 3(g). e

In view of the political intricacies of the New
South Wales Development Corporation's "Report on Selective
Decentralisation" (which is still being considered by State
Cabinet) and the effects on local governments if its
recommendations are implemented, I was very interested to
ascertain the Councils' reactions.

Of the meaningful responses received, only two
Councils, Casino and Armidale were in favour of the present
policy of dispersed decentralisation, without qualification.
The replies did not go into great detail and so, I cannot be
sure of the exact reasons for this view being held. However,
I feel that I am able to make the following general comments.
There are probably two factors influencing the reply of
Casino Council. First, there is no reason at all to expect
that, under a system of selective decentralisation, Casino
would be chosen as a growth centre in its region. Even
under the recently superseded regional divisions, Casino
would have been overshadowed by the City of Lismore.
However, under the new administrative divisions (announced
on 16th July by the linister for Decentralisation and
Development), the Richmond-Tweed Region has been incor-
porated with the Clarence Region and part of the Oxley
Region and Casino is now also in "competition" with the
City of Grafton and the large town of Taree, as well as the
City of Lismore. The second factor possibly influencing
Casino Council's view is that the local lember, Mr. Day (one

of the few country Labor M.L.A.'s), is also against the

5. Quotations from Council replies found in the text may be
referred to in Appendices 3(b) - 3(g). Please note that
T have included a selection of replies covering the whole
range of Council opinion and only those which appear to
represent actual Council policy rather than the Town
Clerk's own interpretation. For reasons of confidence,
I am unable to include a further four replies.
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selective decentralisation concept, having branded it as
"totally inadequate in concept" and "politically impossible".6'
In the case of Armidale, it was previously in the New Ingland
Region and was the largest provincial city of that Region.
However, that Region has now been amalgamated with the major
portion of the Namoi Region and the City of Armidale is now
confronted by the presence of the bigger (and more rapidly
growing) City of Tamworth. Armidale, of course, has done
quite well as far as decentralisation of tertiary activity

is concerned - the University of New ILngland being one case
in point - and is, thus, favourably disposed towards the
present policy, and hoping that such developments will
continue. There is little doubt that Armidale's development
has been aided by the fact that the local Member 1is Minister
for Public Works, Davis Hughes, who, incidentally, has
indicated to me that the Government does not intend to
implement the selective decentralisation recommendations of
the llew South Wales Development Corporation. Rather, he
states:

"The Government is now aiming at decentralisation
through regional development, rather than a single growth
centre in each Region". Te

Whilst in this Region, it is worth mentioning that
Tamworth Council is only marginally less favourably disposed
towards dispersed decentralisation. However, the fact that
it did, in 1970, commission the Hunter Valley Research
Foundation to prepare a factual report to support its claim
for being selected as the growth centre of the Tamworth

region, suggests that it would favour selective decentralis-

ation, if chosen.

6. See copy of Mr. Day's letter, Appendix 5(e).
7. See copy of Mr. Hughes' letter, Appendix 5(e).
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By far the largest group of respondents favoured the
present system of decentralisation plus that of selective
decentralisation on the basis that there was no objection
to growth centres in one form or another, so long as general
decentralisation expenditure was maintained to aid any
industry which wants it. Those subscribing, generally,
to this view (which is what the "Report On Selective
Decentralisation" proposed) were Albury, Bathurst, Cooma,
Kempsey, Moree, Taree and Tenterfield. Of these Councils,
Tenterfield has, apparently, had somewhat of a change of
heart. w#hereas in the past it had supported moves by
certain "medium sized towns in New South Wales to have the
Government's present thinking of developing a selected few
centres changed to a policy of assisting all country towns",
it has now come to the point of view that "it would be
better for the state Government to develop a selected
number of cities than to try and increase in size all the
existing towns". It is interesting and, indeed, gquite
natural that Albury and Bathurst Councils should also
favour this view. Albury, of course, 1s oOneé of the very
largest provincial cities in N.S.W. and is already some-
thing of a growth centre in its Region, having been able to
attract some very large scale industry (Borg Warner Ltd. for
example) and being part of the Albury-Wodonga Complex. 8
If one city in New South Wales ever appeared to be a
logical choice as a Government nominated growth centre it
would be Albury with its economical and geographical
advantages and a sitting Liberal Member.. Bathurst, of

course, is in the same region as Orange and there is great

8. The Victorian Government nominated five growth centres
in the State, including Wodonga, on condition that lew
South Wales took steps to develop Albury as a joint
venture. Thus the Albury-Wodonga complex.
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rivalry between the two cities. Not only has Bathurst/

2. for development,

Orange been proposed by the Labor Party
but Bathurst itself has received some favourable comment as
a future otate Capital.

Of the remaining replies, Grafton, Lismore and
Wagga Wagga were more definitely in favour of “"selective
decentralisation®t All three cities have populations well
over 10,000 and Grafton and Lismore in particular, have
probably received a bigger than average share of decen-

10% & . R p
Wagga Wagga, of course receives

tralised industry.
a good deal of benefit from direct Commonwealth Government
and State Government expenditure and also manages to atiract
its share of industry as well. Although Graiton and Lismore
are now contained in the same Region, Wagga Wagga remains
by far the largest city of its new Region, which is
basically the same as the old Murrumbidgee RZegilon. Grafton
and Lismore Councils both submitted lengthy replies and
indicated that they were fully aware of the wider
implications of selective decentralisation and regional
development.

Replies from two other Councils are also interesting.
First, Guanedah Council, with its "honest" parochialism,
indicated that although it is opposed to the growth centre
concept, this may change if Gunnedah itself is selected.
Secondly, Condobolin Council opposes both the present
dispersed decentralisation policy (rightly because it has
only encouraged numerous small factories to set up) and
that of selective decentralisation as recommended by the

N.S.¥W. Development Corporation. Rather, it appears to

9. Proposed in the Labor Party's 1971 Rural Policy Speech
along with 6 other regions, namely Casino-Grafton;
Dubbo; Tamworth; Wagga; Broken Hill and Leeton-
Griffith.

10. Deduced from data given in Report on velective
Decentralisation, (Appendix 1, "Loans and Leases"), p24.
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favour something of a combination of the two, that is

the State-wide establishmenﬁ of industrial complexes which
would be self-supporting (inclusive of ancillary services)
within their individual centres. However, to me, such a
view is finencially unworkable, even if it is politically
acceptable in that, theoretically, all towns would benefit
as at present, only on a far larger scale.

The various replies concerning whether or not any
proposals had been submitted concerning changes to the
current decentralisation policy almost unanimously showed
that this was not the case. This indicates, on the face
of it, that Councils are more or less helpless and are
prepared to tacitly accept policy and administration
decisions from Sydney as being final. iHowever, many
Councils are, of course, more active than this and if
they do not actually submit direct proposals, at least
may be counted as having supported various proposals made
by organisations such as the Country layors Development
Committee (a "pressure" group) and the Local Government
and Shires Associations of N.s.W. With regard to both
the Local Government and the Shires Associations (the two
are virtually synonymous), L feel that they have in a way,
acted to prevent Councils from submitting proposals which
might tend to be parochial in nature and instead acted to
have such proposals brought before the whole local
government movement and adopted on a wider basis. A good
example of this is the motion carried at the 1967 Annual
Conference of the Shires Association of N.S.W.:

"that the Association favours as a basis for
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decentralisation the fostering of industrial development

in selected country towns, with encouragement and assistance
to smaller towns by way of country housing, education and
other necessities and amenities essential to overall
development «...." e

More recently, the Local Government Association as
a whole has indicated agreement with the recommendations of
the Report on Selective Decentralisation and this was repeated
during my conversation with an officer of the Association.

In this section I am differentiating between
proposals for assistance under the present policy (which of
necessity must be parochial) and proposals designed
specifically to alter or extend present policy. One Council,
at least is in this latter category. Condobolin Council in
its reply stated that it had submitted various proposals
directly to the Department of Decentralisation as well as to
its Local Government Association. Proposals submitted
included plans for direct assistance in order %o reduce costs
facing industries establishing in country areas - freight,
telephone charges, housing etc. - and a call for a percentage
tariff protection on commodities being produced in country
areas. The Council rightly felt that "very little, if anything,
has been done in these particular matters facing the
decentralisation of an industry". It is significant that two
matters mentioned above - those relating to telephone costs
and tariff protection - fall squarely in the Commonwealth
Government's field of influence and as I will show below,

most Councils are extremely critical of its contribution to

decentralisation so far.

11. Shires Association of New South Wales, Proceedings of
The Annual Conference, (Sydney, June, 1967) p55.
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That there is not a great deal of direct
communication concerning changes in decentralisation
policy is, perhaps, understandable, when one considers
that with each Council after what "crumbs" of assistance
it can get, it would be very reluctant to "rock the boat"
and suggest changes which may upset legislators and
administrators in Sydney and, indeed, other local
Councils. This is further indicated by the number of
neonfidential" replies from Councils. Sydney is, of
course, a long way from the country, official communication
channels are not terribly well established and on top of
this, local government itself is not strong financially
or politically. There is also the unfortunate fact that
those elected to power at Council elections are often not
those who are best fitted as administrators. Indeed, it
happened in one country town after the 1971 council
elections, that nobody wanted the job of Mayor and it was
only to prevent the Council from being dismissed that an
Alderman finally accepted it. In this particular case, it
was felt by Aldermen that the Mayor's job would encroach
too much on their valuable "business" time. Thus, it
follows that, to the extent that Aldermen are primarily
concerned with service on Councils as appendages to their
own businesses, it will be hard to extract enthusiasm for
wider issues such as decentralisation. If councils are not
strong, then neither are the Regional Development Committees
(or Regional Advisory Councils as they will be known) and
the Local Government Association, operating as they do at
present, without statutory backing. But they do, at least
provide a channel for communications, albeit usually not
listened to. So, if Councils are not terribly keen to
change policy, it is due more to poor communication and
lack of interest, although the degree of parochialism

which exists, even as shown in the replies to my letters
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also plays its part.

The third question, concerning political aware-
ness drew a somewhat varied response, but overall it is
fairly clear that although awareness at the local level
is considered to be fairly acute (including the local
lMember), the general level of awareness throughout the
State (especially lembers in city electorates) leaves
something to be desired. The attitudes of lembers in
country electorates and the two major Parties will be
considered below. Only one Council felt that there is
sufficient political awareness throughout the State
without any qualification whatsoever. However, it appears
the Council in question has been treated guite favourably
by the Department of Decentralisation and Development and
is also represented by a Member who is very "decentralis-
ation" minded. The impression is gained though, that this
particular Council did not understand the wider implic-
ations of the question and answered from a viewpoint too
narrowly parochial. Armidale Council also felt that there
is sufficient political awareness, but again, they too,
have réceived considerable benefit from the "dispersed"
decentralisation policy and are also represented by a
Cabinet Minister. Albury Council, on the other hand was
not so impressed with the level of political awareness,
especially at the Federal level. This is, perhaps, rather
inexplicable, since Albury itself has been progressing quite
well under the present decentralisation policy. However,
Council's reply was probably prompted by the lack of action
by the Government in implementing a selective decentralisation
policy, under which Albury would have a good claim for being

selected as a growth centre.
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One interesting aspect of the replies was that
several Councils specifically mentioned the growlng awareness
of metropolitan councils about the problems facing them as
population continues to expand rapidly, thus placing increasing
pressure on existing and proposed local services. Indeed,
Bathurst Council has gone sofar as to actually canvass
metropolitan councils urging them to make representations TO
State Cabinet in support of that city's selection as a regional
tigrowth centre". A case in point is Bankstown Council, which
has recently agreed to do this, in princilple at least.

Bathurst, of course, has also been "supported" by M.L.A. for

Manly, Mr. Darby, in its claim to Dbe the future State Capital,

but it is hard to take this "support" seriously. All this
gives rise 1o the interesting thought that an increase 1n
political awareness about the subject of decentralisation may
well stem directly from the efforts of metropolitan councills,
as indeed may the pressure necessary 10T the implementation of
a more positive approach TO decentralisation.

The final gquestion put to Councils was whether
Australian Governments are doing enough to promote
decentralisation. The almost unanimous response was that
they are not. Naturally, some Councils were more definite
than others on this topic. Whereas Wagga Wagga City Council,
for example, felt that the Department of Decentralisation and
Development has been of great assistance (21lthough hampered by
relative lack of finance), Condobolin Council was quite
definite that the State Government is not doing enough
either financially or politically ahd, in fact, considered
that "the time for planning of decentralisation was 20 years
ago".

The replies indicated an overwhelming feeling amongs¥d
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Councils, even where they were critical of the State's

own efforts in promoting decentralisation, that the
situation could be overcome with greater assistance Irom
the Commonwealth Government either by direct subsidy or
substantial grants to the States for the purpose of
decentralisation. Not even the most optimistic of
Gouncils, of course, suggested that Commonwealth grants

(if they are ever introduced) should accrue directly to
local government. Whatever may be said about the efforts
of the State Government in encouraging decentralisation it
is apparent that the Commonwealth Government deserves the
harshest of criticism for its inactivity. Although a
policy of selective decentralisation could be undertaken in
this State by reallocating expenditure which would be made
anyway on public services, the chance that, by doing this,
the general level of decentralisation assistancy may be
diminished if further funds are suddenly needed, has
probably increased the political opposition to such a
policy. Although it is not clear what effect large scale
sssistance from the Commonwealth (by grants say ) would have
on the political practicability of selective decentralisation
in N.S.W., it is reasonable to expect that it would at least
legsen such opposition. Once again though, the question of
large scale Commonwealth assistance 1is largely hypothetical
at this time in view of the Government's deflationary
measures. The Commonwealth's record to date on decentral-
igation and its insistence that this is solely the State's
responsibility indicates that thére is, in any case, a most
serious lack of political awareness at this level. This
impression is confirmed when one looks at the vast amounts
the Commonwealth is spending to prop up an ailing rural
sector without taking into consideration the plight of

country urban areas in the same context. The unfortunate
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part of it is that even if the number of decentralisation
pressure groups communicating with the N.3.W. Government is
small, the number in effective communication with the
Commonwealth is even smaller, largely because there are
no direct channels for dialogue between local government
and the Commonwealth. The value of Federal lMembers in this
regard is doubtful at the moment. The only chance for
Commonwealth involvement in decentralisation seems to rest
on the Labor Party gaining office at the next Federal
elections. IMr. Whitlam in his 1969 Policy Speech promised
that a Labor Government would, amongst other things, sponsor
the growth of regional development authorities, which would
enable local government to have access to national funds.
The Labor Party also adopted the following Resolution at
its 1971 Conference at Launceston:
"28(b) The Commonwealth to financially assist the
States on a dollar for dollar basis in the
establishment of Regional Growth Centres as an
essential component of Regional Decentralisation."12'
Perhaps if Labor wins the next election, decentralisation and
particularly selective decentralisation might come closer to
implementation as a joint responsibility.
As stated above, the Town Clerks of Grafton and
Lismore both made lengthy replies which indicated an aware-
ness of the implications of decentralisation outside of their
own particular cities. Among the points they raised were
that in any effective decentralisation policy, there was a
great need for the development of tertiary industries and

services such as tourism, education and regional hospitals.

12. See "Rural Subsidies", in Australian Labor Party, Platform,
Constitution and Rules as Approved by the 29th
Commonwealth Conference, Launceston, (Adelaide 1971),
p42,
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It was also strongly suggested that both State and

Federal Governments should further decentralise their own
administrations. Lismore Council's reply, in particular,
glso introduced the concept that growth centres should be
areas larger than a single town or city, for example, the
whole of the Richmond Valley. The reply from Grafton,
although not as specific, also indicated a leaning towards
the "larger area" type of growth centre - in this case, the
Clarence Valley. The Government, too, is currently looking
at "larger area" decentralisation in the form of what is
termed “"regional development." However, the difference
between them is that whereas both Grafton and Lismore
Councils would apply the concept of selective decentralisation
and growth centres to these "larger areas," the Government
clearly intends that a dispersed decentralisation policy
will continue, only over nine regions instead of twenty.
Whereas a selective decentralisation policy applied to a
larger area wouldlhave virtually the same result as if only
one single growth town or city were chosen - since benefits
accruing to a growth centre spill over into the surrounding
region - the Government's proposals, as I understand them at
present, seem unlilely to achieve any greater decentralisation
success than current policies, since all regions will be
treated equally.

First of all, the new Regional Advisory Councils
are unlikely to exercise any more power than the previous
Regional Development Committees without statutory backing
of some kind. However, statutory backing to bestow any
substantial administrative and financial autonomy on the
Regional Councils is virtually impossible having regard to
the politics of State spending and the present division of
powers between the Departments of Local Government and
Decentralisation and Development and the Municipalities,

Shires and Counties. In my opinion, the best that such
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statutory backing might achieve would be to bestow an
advisory function on the Committees, which is, virtually,
the same as that given to the previous Regional Development
Committees.

Secondly, if the Government is going to implement a
decentralisation policy on a regional basis, political
decisions will still have to be made if it is to be
successful - i.e. which region(s) will qualify for
concentrated development and which cities (towns) in the
region(s) will benefit most. However, it is just as
unlikely that specific regions will be nominated for
development as it is that growth centres will be specified
in terms of the Report on Selective Decentralisation. The
Government is probably hoping that growth centres will evolve
of themselves without the need for official recognition as
such. Information conveyed to me by an officer of the
Department of Decentralisation and Development indicates
that this is happening to Albury. In any case, there will
exist a situation where Regional Committees (without
administrative or financial powers) will hold meetings and
moke recommendations concerning the development of their
regions (as they do now) and if they are able to attract
one extra industry or one extra tourist or one extra
hospital to the area, then it will be considered something
of a breakthrough. This will obviously be no more successful
than the existing dispersed decentralisation policy and if
the Government plans to wait for growth centres to evolve,
one wonders what will happen to the metropolitan regions in
the meantime. As mentioned previously, the State Planning
Authority's "Sydney Region Outline Plan 1970 - 2000 AD", in
its view of this City's development over the next thirty

years, postulated that of the expected increase of 2,750,000
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in Sydney's population, 500,000 would be diverted to a new
city at Gosford/Wyong while another 500,000 would be
distributed elsewhere, presumably to the country. It is
apparent that, on presenf trends, it will be impossible to
provide for an additional 500,000 people in country areas
and it is virtually certain that they would have to remain
in the metropolitan area. There is a growing number of
people who now feel that this would be an intolerable
situation and would place impossible strains on a City
which is already finding it hard to provide good quality
services for its present population (one only has to go to
the unsewered areas to realise this), let alone solve the
social and economic problems which abound in large cities.
One such person is Hugh Stretton who has indicated that the
only solution is to create new cities of say a maximum
500,000 people each, not only to solve the problems of

the metropolitan area but also as a means of achieving
decentralisation. However, the only Party which,
apparently subscribes to this idea, is the A.L.P. and

Mr. Whitlam. As Stretton phrases it, "(Mr. Whitlam's)
policy speech before the 1969 election promised means o

13. Perhaps,

enable governments to deal in urban land."
then, this State Government should be considering the
idea of new cities (which has been viewed favourably by
the N.3.W. Development Corporation), since it might well
be more palatable, politically, than nominating growth
centres and certainly more effective in repopulating the

country than present policies. It might even be cheaper.

This Chapter has highlighted not only the

13. Hugh Stretton, Ideas for Australian Cities, (Melbourne
1971), p334.
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inadequacy of local government as a whole (i.e.

politically and finencially) to take effective steps
themselves to prevent the decline of country towns, but
has also indicated that there is a wide range of opinion
within local government circles as to how this may be done.
What has clearly emerged is that there is still a wide-
spread parochial sentiment in country areas and few
Councils in the sample appeared to take a wider view of
the implications of selective decentralisation in
particular. Councils generally felt that political
awareness of thermeed for decentralisation (and, indeed,

the problems of country towns) was not particularly acute
outside the country areas. They also felt that more could
be done politically and financially by Australian
Governments, especially the Commonwealth Government.

While this is undoubtedly true, nevertheless, it is still
apparent that the lack of Commonwealth Government assistance
gives rise to a good deal of inertia. The fact remains that,
as outlined in the "Report on oselective Decentralisation",
this State has the resources to make a start, at least, on
a more vigorous decentralisation policy by reallocating
public expenditure which would be necessary anyway. If
both State and Local governments wait for the Commonwealth
to act, effective decentralisation will not eventuate in
the foreseeable future.

Some Councils were most interested in the future of
decentralisation policy in N.S5.W. and the interesting point
emerged that, perhaps, the concept of growth centres could
apply to a larger area than one city or town (e.g. the
Richmond Valley). However, it is fair to say, that the
benefits stemming from a growth centre would spill over
into the surrounding region anyway, so it is probably better

to concentrate on one particular town or city than to disperse
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initial "selective" assistance over an entire region. The
present thinking of the oState Government is taking a
different course, however, and it appears to be hoping that
by spreading decentralisation assistance around nine Regions
instead of twenty and by creating kegional Advisory Councils
(with possible statutory backing), it will enable growth
centres to evolve of themselves and so solve the political
problems. However, if and when these growth centres are
evolving, population will continue to concentrate in and
around an already overburdened Sydney with consequent
diseconomies to this City and the whole State. It would
seem that if the Government does not act quickly to
implement a policy of selective decentralisation, political
pressure stemming from the work of Stretton, for example,
might well be applied with a view to having new cities
built and the Government could then be in another dilemma.
However, in this case, at least, it could point to the
example of Canberra and the South Australian new towns if

a political decision had to be made. The only certainty

in the whole situation is that a decision has To be made
about this State's population "problem" and that this
decision cannot be made by local government alone. It is
entirely up to the State Government, since little help may

be expected from the present Commonwealth Government.



CHAPTER 4

PARTY ATTITUDES TO DECENTRALISATION

Probably the best way to begin this Chapter is to

look at the 1971 electoral platforms +°

of the two major
Parties in New South Wales as regards the problems of
country local government.

Firgt, there is that of the Liberal-Country Party,
which set up the present Department of Decentralisation and
Development upon being elected in 1965. It was also this
Government which set up the New South Wales Development
Corporation and commissioned this organisation to report
on decentralisation in the State. The result knownas the
Report on Selective Decentralisation, is, of course, still
causing the Askin Government considerable political
embarrassment and as a result there has been no official
statement concerning the implementation of the Report's
recommendations. The fact that the Report has been before
Cabinet for more than 2% years does nothing to dispel one's
fears about the "future" of decentralisation in this State.
The policy speech itself took the form of most vote-catching
policy speeches and for what it is worth, I will outline
some of the more relevant sections.

Mr. Cutler, in the section of the Liberal-Country
Party's 1971 rural policy speech headed "Balanced
Development", provided the information that in the 5%
years to 12th January, $31.4m had been committed to assist
some 525 industries to establish or expand in coumntry areas.
0f this amount, $27.7m had been approved from the Country
Industries Assistance Fund to 500 firms in 150 different

le All information relating to policy speeches collected
from actual "hand-outs" of the Party concerned.
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centres - i.e. an average of gbout 955,000 per firm.

However, what Mr. Cutler did not say, was that substantially

more than the average amount of assistance would have been

provided for large organisations such as Borg-Warner

(Albury) and Alcan Australia (Kurri Kurri). If these two

organisations are taken into account, the average amount

provided for the remaining industries would have been much
smaller - indicating the small size of the firms concerned

and demonstrating the Government's failure to carry out a

really effective decentralisation policy. Mr. Cutler

also pointed out that direct job opportunities for 10,000

persons had been created (i.e. about twenty employees per

firm) and that indirectly some 50,000 people would have

been provided with incomes, thus, presumably, inducing them

to remain in the country. But this number is far from that
required to not only halt the draft of population to the
metropolitan areas but actually divert people from these
areas. If one accepts the proposal in the Sydney Outline

Plan that some 500,000 people should be diverted to the

country by 2000 AD, then it may be seen how far short of

this ideal current efforts will fall (if, indeed, even the
current effort is maintained).

If the Government has been noticeably unsuccessful
with its decentralisation efforts to date, it is also hard
to be optimistic about the future. The following summariges
the future of decentralisation as outlined in the Liberal-
Country Party's 1971 rural policy speech:

(a) the supplementing of present measures aimed at
providing country housing, which has resulted in a
grand total of 810 houses being erected, between
July, 1965 and November, 1970, on behalf of the
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Department of Decentralisation and Development.

To do this, the Government proposes to offer guarantees
to approved private developers, "where a demonstrable
demand for housing assistance exists which would
otherwise have to be met through the Department of
Decentralisation and Development and the Housing
Commission". It will also provide housing assistance
for key employees of developmental enterprises as well
as manufacturing enterprises as at present. Such a
system would, of course, greatly benefit the larger
metropolitan developers, who could buy low cost country
land, build houses and be guaranteed a minimum price,
which would probably reflect metropolitan prices

rather than the going country rates. One wonders
whose idea the proposed system is!j;

a general liberalisation of assistance programmes to
include non-manufacturing industries where it can be
proven that they will "generate population growth and
economic expansion'". This indicates an awareness of
the fact that a tertiary industry is cheaper %o
relocate and that, in general, not only does the
tertiary sector contain the highest proportion of the
workforce but also the most rapidly growing proportion.
This, of course, is indicated in the Report on Selective
Decentralisation. However, I cannot see this "new"
policy being terribly effective, for generally speaking,

tertiary activities which are non-government in

2e

By means of:

(a) Housing Commission homes financed through the
Country Industries Assistance Fund;

(b) Homes financed from the Housing Commission's
special higher interest borrowings;

(¢) Housing Commission homes financed from
General Loan Fund allocations; and

(d) Home loans directly from the Country
Industries Assistance Fund.
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ownership will only be attracted to areas which have
existing large population concentrations. (This is
also outlined in the Report.); and

(¢) the equalisation of industrial electricity charges
throughout the State; endeavouring to find ways to
vary the current uniform capital city steel price
(improbably, since one suspects that no Liberal
Government would dare argue with the B.H.P. steel
monopoly); the institution of a system of relocation
and resettlement grants for approved city-based
industries; and the reduction of transport charges for
country industries. Overall I feel that these ideas
would only have marginal impact on industrial location
décisions - they still do not tackle the problem of
large-scale decentralisation.

The above summarises the "Balanced Development"
section of the Liberal-Country Party's 1971 rural policy
speech. The next relevant section of Mr. Cutler's speech
is called "Regional Development". By way of introduction
he said that "the Government attaches great importance to
the development of a system and spirit of true regionalism
throughout the State as a logical corollary to the cherished
concept of balanced development over the whole of New South
Wales". Basically what the Government was proposing here
was the more extensive decentralisation of its own
administration, which is, in itself an extremely constructive
and practical idea. At that time, a report by the Inter-
departmental Committee on Regional Organisation was being
examined by the Government, and, as mentioned in a previous
chapter the division of the State into nine common
administrative regions was announced in July this year as
a result. The benefits to be derived from such an

arrangement were, according to Mr. Cutler that
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(a) greater regional administrative autonomy would lead

to increased private investment;
(b) the more regional administrative decisions which

can be made in regional locations (especially

with regard to public developmental works) the

greater the likelihood that people interested in

participating in such works will be attracted

to those locations; and
(¢) the act of decentralising Governmental administration

would encourage private undertakings to do likewise.

With regard to the actual regions themselves and

quite apart from any decentralisation of administration,
Mr. Cutler also announced that regional advisory councils
would be set up "to mobilise local regional opinion more
effectively on matters of regional promotion and development®.
Such advisory councils would have full-time staff from the
Department of Decentralisation and Development and would be
"assisted with substantial grants for approved regional
promotion and research.," All of this sounds rather
imaginative and effective. However, on closer examination,

3e

the Regional Advisory Councils to be set up are
remarkably similar to the previous Regional Development
Committees and appear unlikely to be any more effective.
For any such system of Regional Advisory Councils to be
successful they must be delegated power to such an extent
that they have complete authority (including financial
authority) within their regions. This would, of course,

entail drastic alterations to the present local government

system and in regard to this, Mr. Askin has said that

3. Even though their creation was announced in July, they
have not as yet been officially set up and their
members appointed. In the three months since the
announcement, the Government has been tackling the
problem of naming the Regions and it hasn't even
resolved this relatively simple task as yet.
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"the regional councils will exercise an advisory role -
they will not usurp the powers of local government

4e It appears to me, then, that the idea of

councils".
regions as submitted by the Government is so much political
verbiage and will be of little use in promoting effective
decentralisation. The need is for either strong local
government or strong Regional Councils and under the Askin
Government we are, apparently, going to get neither.

For the advocates of an effective decentralisation
policy and, in particular, the N.S.W. Development
Corporation's recommendations, the Liberal-Country Party's
rural speech was not much short of a disaster. Indeed,
the term "selective decentralisation" did not get a mention
and the concept was only referred to in passing in that the
Government recognised "the need to promote major urban
alternatives to the central coast metropolitan complex".
However, recognition is not action and I am among the growing
numbers of academiecs, politicians, and public servants who
believe that this Government is not "game" to name a growth
centre. This appraisal is shared by officers of both the
Department of Decentralisation and Development and the Local
Government Association and the Minister's comment in a
letter to me that the matter "is still receiving consideration
by the Government" De does nothing to change this appraisal.

Well, if the Govermment's policy speech did not
have much to offer by way of decentralisation through growth
centres what of the Labor Party?

FPirst, let me outline various "incidental" aids

to decentralisation proposed in Mr. Hill's speech:

4. Press statement, 6 . July, 1971, Appendix 4(a)
5. Personal letter, 14 October, 1971, Appendix 4(b)



(a)

(b)

6o

ol D
establishment of a new Ministry - i.e. Ministry
for Co-ordination and Development. According

to Mr, Hills, it would "co-ordinate all the State's
planning and developmental works and direct and
promote a realistic programme of decentralisation". ~°
What appeals to me in this proposal is thatnot only
will decentralisation and development be handled by the
new Department, but also the functioning of the

transport department; road, port and public works

construction; water, sewerage and drainage works;

generation and supply of fuel and power; and planning
and use of land. All of these things are essential
ingredients of a successful decentralisation programme.
It has too often been the case in the past that
decentralisation has been conceived of as simply
moving industry and population to a particular place
without any regard to provision of services ete;

a system of regions "with regional centres designed
and encouraged to become largely or entirely self-
supporting and self-generating'. This concept is
similar to that proposed by the Government in that
Labor, too, would decentralise its administration to
these centres to encourage initial growth. However,
Labor's policy appears to be a more effective one than
that proposed by the Government;

the establishment of a Rural Bank agency to give
financial assistance to small country manufacturing
industries. Such a proposal was no doubt influenced

by the realisation that many small, fairly sound

P.D¢ Hills M.L.A., Rural Policy Statement of the
Australian Labor Party (January 1971), p.9.
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country industries are failing due to mismansgement
and in view of this care would have to be exercised
when approving loans. Also, it seems reasonable
that it would be a good thing to reduce as much as
possible the diversions from the general decentral-
isation assistance fund to small industries which
would not have any great effect either individually
or in groups on the overall success of a decentral-
isation plan;

(d) the substitution of a "70-20-10" plan or "70-30"
plan for the present "60-30-10" plan. Under this plan
a Labor Government would provide 70% of the finance
required to enable the industrialist to purchase land
and factory buildings instead of 60% as at present.

The industrialist, himself, would provide either 20%
or 30% with the council concerned providing the balance -
i.e. 10% in the case of the "70-20-10" plan;

(e) the extension of the policy of providing housing for
key personnel to include other employees. This would
be an important step towards influencing individuals
to move to the country. So often it happens that a
person has to turn down an otherwise attractive country
job because either no housing is available or no
housing of a high enough standard is available; and

(f) the implementation of a policy for loans up to $50,000
for the purchase of essential machinery.

All the above proposals are quite constructuve in
their way, however, I think that the most important proposal
in Labor's rural policy is that of regional development.

As I have already mentioned, the concept of Labor's regions

and decentralisation of administration is somewhat similar

to the Government's at first glance. However, there are

several differences.
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First, Labor has chosen seven regions (to the
Government's nine) and has actually given them names
i.e., Bathurst-Orange; Casino-Grafton; Dubbo; Tamworth;
Wagga; Broken Hill; and Leeton-Griffith. Whereas these
areas are quite definitive, those proposed by the
Government do not have names and do not have any official
regional capitals or areas for development. In effect,

I would assume that the seven regional areas mentioned by
Mr. Hills are, in fact, the regional centres mentioned in
(b) above.

If the actual delineation of regional centres for
development is a refreshing change from the Government's
attitude, so, too, are Mr. Hills' other proposals, i.e.:

(a) that each region should have a "strong regional
council vested with wide powers of control and

co-ordination of government and private activities". 7

Such councils "should be autonomous in decision making

8« This

on matters affecting regional development'.
is radically different from the Government's idea of
Advisory Councils and, if implemented, would go at

least some of the way towards my ideal of granting
regions financial control of resources. Probably the
same constraints concerning the achievement of this
objective would operate under a Labor or Liberal
Government, but the Labor Party, at least, is more
imaginative on this score. Whether or not the regional
Councils would have "control" over local councils or
would at least assume some of the duties of local

councils is not evident from Mr. Hills' speech. So,

it may well be, that Labor's proposals in practice

7. ibid p. 11
8. ibid
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would be rather narrower than implied - but it is still
an improvement on what the Government is suggesting.
Mr. Hills at least mentioned the problem that:
"Local Government is also diversified - municipal
and shire boundaries are overlapped by county council
territories.
These regionalised activities must all be simplified
and unified in a system of regional councils."; 9.
(b) that a Labor government would acquire land to be
developed for industrial use within the regions. This,
of course, is a sweeping generalisation and does not
indicate whether land acquired will be in large parcels
(similar say, to the 80 acre industrial estate at
Kurri) or individual lots to suit an intending
decentralised industry. I would also like to see a
Labor government release quantities of Crown land to
the Regional Councils for decentralisation purposes.
Possibly these Councils could rent it to industrial
concerns, thus having some sort of income, or even
sell it. However, I would not like the situation to
arise, as under the present Government, where Crown
land is sold to Councils for the purposes of a particular
industry, but at a profit. Council is then left to
subsidise the cost of the land to the industrial user.
It is at least possible that a Labor government would
be able to forgo the capitalist ethic in order to
benefit the country regions;
(e¢) that a Labor government would prevail upon the
Commonwealth to build the next Australian International

Airport in the Dubbo-Narromine area. Of course now

9. ibid
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there is not much chance of this happening unless the
Australian Labor Party gains office at the next
Federal elections, but the idea is, I feel an
extremely beneficial one from the point of view of
decentralisation and one which transcends Party
polities; and

(d) that in the first instance, the Bathurst-Orange area
would be chosen for large-scale decentralisation
measures as outlined above. This was a major
highlight of the Labor Party's rural policy speech
and decisively demonstrated the bankrupt nature of
the Government's policies.

Thus, we have the decentralisation policies of
the two Parties - on the one hand the piecemeal one of the
Liberal-Country Party, voted in by the skin of its teeth
at the last State election and not daring to risk rocking
the country "boat" and on the other, that of the Labor
Party with nothing to lose in the country and everything
to gain with its all stops out policy. That's the
situation on paper, at any rate.

One may well ask, at this stage, why, assuming
that the Government has received the best possible advice
in favour of a "determined" decentralisation policy, does
it persist in following the old, worn-out, ineffective one?
I see two main considerations involved here. First, the
fact that it is a coalition Government and cannot survive
without the Country Party, means that it is subject to
severe internal political pressures. It is a fact that
the Country Party has, for many years, been vitally inter-
ested in the issue of decentralisation, and was indeed a most

ardent supporter of the New England New State Movement, o

10, Mr. Davis Hughes, present Minister for Public Works was
a member of the Movement's executive and other prominent
New Staters were also members of the Country Party.



57—
even though this support has lessened somewhat in view of the
fact that the Movement fielded candidates against four
sitting Country Party lMembers at the 1968 State elections.

It is, therefore, more or less self evident that the Party

has had a great influence on the Government's decentralisation
policy, which has had more urgency in recent years as an
increasing number of Country Party voters have flocked to

the metropolitan regions. However, the Party, in its efforts
to stop its voters drifting from the country "has been
instrumental in getting decentralisation schemes off the
ground at a time when almost nothing was known about how

AlLs The result has been that,

effective they would be".
with political gimmickry of this type, i.e. by promising
something for everybody, the Country Party has more or less
retained its support in the declining country areas.

But, since the early days of the present Government's
election, the New South Wales Development Corporation's
report has shown overwhelming evidence in support of the
"growth centre" concept. Why then does not the Government
adopt this concept, for surely it has the interests of the
country at heart? The fact remains that it has not, for as
Webb remarks, the growth centre concept "may be sound
economic thinking, but not sound thinking for a Liberal-
Country Party coalition ... (for) boosting one depressed
rural area ... at the expense of other rural areas could
mean the loss of the latter of these electorates". 12° Thus,
the situation resolves itself to one of vote-catching - a
policy of selective decentralisation would more than likely
lose votes (and seats) for the Country Party (without whom
the Government can't govern). Even Mr. Fuller has admitted
this when he said (in February, 1969):

"At present the Country Party holds both

Orange and Bathurst. If we give Orange the

1ll. Jeremy Webb, "Decentralisation - The Wrong Time and
The Wrong Places", in Rydges (June 1971); ps 1Ts

12. ibid.
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go ahead (as a centre for the decentralisation
of industry) we lose Bathurst and vice versa." 3.
One may also imagine that the Country Party is not exactly
happy about adopting a policy which would congregate a
large number of industrial workers (= Labor voters) in its
electorates (especially the more marginal ones). Thus,
the Country Party is one of the major barriers to
Government adoption of the growth centre concept of
decentralisation. The following extract from a speech
by Mr. P.D. Day of the Department of Decentralisation and
Development proves the point:
". .. a couple of weeks ago the Country Party

held its annual conference in Griffith. One of

the Ministers apparently got up and said that

within six weeks the Government would announce

certain selected centres. I can only say that

all hell broke loose in certain political circles
after these remarks were reported in the press.” e

However, the Country Party is not the only barrier

to the implementation of a selective decentralisation policy.
The other comes from within the Liberal party itself, where
its city members (with notable exceptions) along with city
members of other Parties are not really motivated towards
decentralisation. There is also the problem of outside
pressure on the "free enterprise" Govermment by the "free
enterprise”" city land developer. Although I feel that
city Members will eventually give greater support to

decentralisation in line with pressures from within their

own electorates, I can see no easy solution to the problem

13, ibid. pl8.

14. P.D. Day, op cit, p.5.
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of the influence of land developers, even though they were
promised a piece of the country "action" in Mr. Cutler's
speech.

These then, are the factors which, I feel, will
react against any efforts by the Government to implement
a realistic decentralisation policy. However, if Labor's
policy were implemented, assuming they are elected at the
next State elections, it would certainly be a step in the
right direction. Although from the country political
point of view labor could only gain from such a policy, my
interview with Mr. R.J. Kelly (Labor M.L.A. for East Hills)
leads me to believe that the Labor Party, also, would be
under pressure from city vested interests not to go too far
with decentralisation. Both Mr. Kelly and myself agreed
that decentralisation might well continue to be a "political
football" in this State until such times as a Federal Labor
government gains office. I still believe this to be the
case in view of the poor efforts towards decentralisation
in this State so far (by both Labor and Liberal-Country

) 15

Party Governments and the continuing inactivity of the

Federal Liberal-Country Party Government.

15. Labor's previous decentralisation efforts were,
of course, in force before the advantages of the
"growth centre" concept were shown. What they did,
although no more effective than the present Government's
Eglicy, was at least in line with the best advice of the
ime.



CHAPTER
ATTITUDES OF LOCAL MulMBLRS

I have established that there is a continuing
population drift from the country which can only be overcome
by a massive and completely revitalised decentralisation
programme. As pointed out in previous Chapters, local
councils have varying opinions on this and the success of
the State Government's efforts to date, while the Parties
themselves also disagree on the best method of implementing
a successful decentralisation policy. Thus, in this Chapter
I thought it wise to look at the opinions of local FMembers
representing the areas whose councils I had already written
to. 1 did this, because not only are they more or less
the meat in the sandwich caught between public "opinion" and
government "action" or "inaction", but also because it 1is
not alweys their opinions (in the case of Government Members)
which shape Government policy. There is also the interesting
proposition, of course, that the extent to which a local
Member's views agree with those of the local council(s)
concerned reflects the degree of communication between
them and probably also reflects the degree of communication
between the local member concerned and his electorate. This
would be an extremely difficult hypothesis to check, of
course, since it may well be that the views of local lMembers
have greater influence on those of a council than vice versa
except where there is a current of popular opinion in favour
of the council. However, generally speaking, it would seem
that there is likely to be better communicatlions between
councils and local Members than between councils and
Governments. In any case, I proposed a series of gquestions
to some twenty-three country M.L.A.'s of whom seventeen

replied. Appendices 5 = 5 (f) contain a copy of my letter,

g list of M.L.A.'s written to and selected replies, while
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Table 4 shows the Party composition of all replies

received.

Table 4 Party Composition Of M.L.A.s Replies
Country Party Liberal Indep A.L.P. Total

Written To 1 ] 2 5 23

Replied 7 4 2 4 17

The Table clearly shows the preponderance of
Government Members (16) and their independent supporters
(2) compared with those of the A.L.P. (5). It also
illustrates the strength of the Country Party within the
group of Government Members, including two Cabinet
Ministers. It is the views of these Couniry Party Members
which will be especially relevant in this Chapter.

The first question I asked of the various M.L.A.'s,
concerned the matter of political awareness about the
subject of decentralisation. This seemed to be a natural
enough guestion in that both the Liberal-Country Pariy and
the A.L.P. are committed to a policy of decentralisation in
one form or another as outlined in Chapter 4, I felt also,
that the replies of lMembers would be interesting in the light
of evidence presented in Chapter 3 which indicated that as
far as country councils were concerned, the general level of
political awareness left something to be desired.

Since the Country Party is the "majority" party for
the purposes of this exercise, I shall, first of all examine
the replies of their M.L.A.'s. The first interesting point
to emerge is, that of the replies received from Country
Party Members, only one was of the opinion that city lMembers
did not care about decentralisation at all. This was Mr.
R.W. Brewer (Goulburn) who felt that "there is sufficlent
political awareness concerning decentralisation by country

Members only". He went on to say that "generally speaking
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city Members could not care less". A more general view
was that "there is a very great political awareness of
decentralisation among the members of the Country Party",
(Mr. Singleton, Clarence) which seems to support lir.
Brewer's idea by default, at least. One can understand
that the Country Party should be in a position to maintain
a high degree of awareness on the topic of decentralisation
amongst its Members, since this is very much the bread and
butter issue (along with rural development generally) of
their electoral support. The views of these two Members,
at least, are in accord with the general opinion expressed
by Councils concerning political awareness. As I have
indicated above, it would seem likely that a council's
view on the level of political awareness concerning
decentralisation would be shaped by the words and deeds of
its local Member (as reported in newspapers and speeches
etc.) rather than by a critical survey of the views of
Members generally as indicated, say, in Hansard.

This being the case, it is surprising indeed that
Mr. Taylor (Temora) should feel that "on a State level there
is acute political awareness of decentralisation amongst
llembers" and be fully supported in this view by lr. Chaffey
(Tamworth). MNMr. Fisher (Upper Hunter) was only slightly
less inclined to agree in that he felt that there was, at
least, growing political awareness amongst liembers.
Minister for Public Works, Davis Hughes, too, felt that
there is "a very keen awareness of decentralisation among
members of the Government" - implying, I presume, that there
is not among members of the Opposition.

Liberal Members of the coalition generally supported
the views expressed by Country Party respondents. These

included Mr. Mason (Dubbo) who has criticised the attitudes
of Members to the rural decline and the problems of central-

isation on the floor of the Legislative Assembly:
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""he remainder of the State in the same period
experienced a population decrease .... That is the serious
situation that I ask honourable members to consider. To
ignore it or to treat it with flippancy as apparently even
some members present in the House are now willing To do,
can have only one inevitable result.” iy
However, perhaps more important is the fact that the
Minister for Decentralisation and Development also shares

the above opinion, based largely on the fact that:

"The time spent in debating matters which touch

upon decentralisation and development in couniry regions

would ensure a substantial awareness in this regard by all

c
members."

So far, the impression is gained that Parliamentarians
+themselves consider that there is a widespread political
awareness of decentralisation to a far greater extent than
did the Councils questioned. However, Two A.L.P. respondents
took a different view. Mr. Day (Casino) felt that:

"There is no awareness of the most urgent need for

massive decentralisation measures in Australia by politiclans

generally." L

It was left to Mr. Sheahan (Burrinjuck) though, to voice
an opinion, which I believe to be fairly close o the truth.

He stated that decentralisation:
"Has become a political football and nobody can
tell in which direction the ball will land when kicked by

A

so many who proclaim their dedication ToO this philosophy". ke

S0, overall, it is plain that apart from some

{. N.S.W. P.D., 5 August, 1971, p9>.

2. Personal letter, 29 September, 1971, AppendlX 5(b).
3., Personal letter, 17  August, 1971, Appendix 5(c).
4. Personal letter, 30 July, 1971, Appendix 5(d).
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dissenting respondents the general view amongst these
M.L.A.'s about their own and their colleagues awareness
of the need for decentralisation seems to be somewhat atv
odds with that expressed by the respondent Counclls.

Now, if we assume that M.L.A.'s know what the
level of awareness is and accept the majority view thatv
swareness is satisfactory, why were councils so inclined
to think otherwise? I think the answer lies firstly i1n
the fact that communications between Parliament and councils
are not good anyway, except through the efforts (or other-
wise) of the local Member and secondly in the fact that the
Government's decentralisation policy has been an overall
failure to date and it has not been able to interest the
Commonwealth in taking a more active part. Thus, as the
metropolitan areas grow bigger it 1s quite easy for country
councils to feel that the failure of decentralisation is due
to the ignorance of city politicians. AlsoO, of course,
there is the fact that insofar as councils deal with the

Department of Decentralisation and Development on decen-

tralisation matters, its success or otherwlise 1n individual
cases will also be taken as a sign of political awareness.
Finally, there is the point that probably, those M.L.A.'s
who replied, placed a different connotation on the words
"political awareness" than did the councils. JWhereas a
Member might well have interpreted the concept in the light
of debates in the House, Party policies and general
conversations, councils more than likely looked at it in

terms of action. This then, is the problem, words are not

being turned into action as councils well realise and as,

I feel sure, do M.L.A.s if they would be honest with

themselves.
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The second question concerned whether or nov
Members' attitudes to the subject were determined along
"party lines". With hindsight 1 can see where the guestion
is probably irrelevant tO some extent, since all Parties are
committed to decentralisation of one kind or another and
thus, any voting on the subject would be along "party lines"
either for or against a particular motion. There are two
points to consider here, oI course:
(a) +that it is likely that a Member (of any Party)
may privately disagree with a particular proposal
and still vote for it or vice versa; and
(b) with regard to the Government, where policy
decisions are essentially Cabinet decisions,

this would exert influence to a greater or

lesser extent on Government Members' attitudes.

Labor policy is, of course, a Caucus decision

and even dissenters usually automatically vote

with the majority decilsion.
T am inclined to the view that on general issues such as
decentralisation, while attitudes would be individually
determined - which was the consensus among the respondent
M.L.A.8 = voting would follow Party lines on policy grounds.
However, on the specific issue of selective decentralisation,
if it were ever introduced into the House, I would expect
that individual attitudes to it might even override FParty
considerations and determine voting patterns, especially of
those Government Members who were most confident of having
s growth centre established within their own electorate.

The third question concerning selective
decentralisation produced some rather startling results.
The first was that the overwhelming majority of those wno

replied were in favour of the selective decentralisation /

growth centre concept. Indeed there was a much more
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positive acceptance than evidenced in the replies from
councils, demonstrating once again the apparent lack of
communication between the two levels of government. The
opposition expressed to the concept (as outlined in the
N.S.W. Development Corporation's report) by two A.L.P.
Members is not of any great significance since it is based
on condemnation of the Government's apparent attitude to it.
Mr. Day, (Casino) probably summed it up when he criticised
the report because:

"s, It is totally inadequate in concept because

the source of funding is restricted to the
New South Wales Treasury and because of this

b. It is politically impossible." 2
At the same time, Mr. Renshaw (Castlereagh), rightly pointed
out that the A.L.P. had already made selective decentralisation
part of its policy (See Chapter 4) and had, in fact selected
seven growth centres with the Bathurst/Orange region as the
first to receive special assistance. He also pointed out
that:

"in the meantime, for political reasons and

naturally country parochial attitudes, no other

Party has, as yet, made any definite statements".
Presumably, the other two A.L.P. members would, at least,
agree with the A.L.P.'s official policy.

Of the Independents, Ald. H.C. Coates (Blue
Mountains), a member of the Development Corporation, was,
naturally enough, in complete agreement with it, while Nr.
J.A. Lawson (Murray) had not read the Report on Selective

Decentralisation when I interviewed him.

5. Personal letter, 17 August, 1971, Appendix 5(e)
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However, the really interesting answers come from
Government lembers, who, as I stated above, overwhelmingly
support the Report on Selective Decentralisation, with
certain notable exceptions considered below. Mr, Mackie
(Liberal, Albury) was most definite on the subject:

"In my belief selective decentralisation is the

only answer".
At the same time, Mr. Fisher (Country Party, Upper Hunter)
felt that "selective decentralisation must eventually be
adopted". So it is evident that if this selection of
Government M.L.A.'s is any guide there could well be a
substantial number who are not only more favourably
disposéd towards selective decentralisation than are local
councils but are also anticipating the introduction of a
Government policy which, I believe, will never come about!
This indicates a communication problem between Cabinet and
Government backbenchers, for Mr. Davis Hughes (Armidale)
clearly stated Cabinets position:

"The Government is now aiming at decentralisation

through regional development rather than a single

growth centre in each region." 6+
If this is not sufficient indication of the Government's
intentions then the remarks of Mr. Fuller which take the
form of a consistent "no comment" (See Appendix 5(b)) -
since the Report on Selective Decentralisation is still
under "consideration" by Cabinet - surely tend to confirm
this view.

Thus, Government backbenchers in country electorates

are firmly in favour of selective decentralisation , while

6. Personal letter, 10 September, 1971, Appendix 5(e).
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it is apparent that Cabinet is not. Day's
events at the Country Party's annual conference is indicative

of pressures being applied at Cabinet level which are

effectively by-passingbackbenchers. Now, one wonders, why
should there be such a "gulf" between Cabinet and back
bench opinion?

The answer to this question should be looked at 1n
conjunction with the reactions of Government M.L.A.'s to the
question concerning the establishment of growth centres
within their electorates. Surprisingly, the consensus of
opinion was in favour of such establishment, although lir.
singleton (Clarence), after agreeing with selectlve
decentralisation in some cases, also felt that growth
centres were not the answer and could be detrimental

especially if one were notv established in his electorate.
I had, previously, thought that any survey might indicate
+hat Government lMembers would be opposed to selective
decentralisation and the growth centre concept because
of possible repercussions from electorates if one town were
chosen above others - and remember, that the State would
probably only have the resources to properly develop one
ocrowth centre at a time. However, lir. lason (Dubbo )
felt that this sort of suggestion was unreal and that any
opposition within his own electorate:

"Would soon disappear in the face of the

advantages that are apparent and would become
more so.when a growth centre was created". =
On the face of it, both selective decentralisation

and growth centres appear to have been favourably received

by Government backbenchers. However, the divergence of

opinion between them and thelr Cabinet still needs to be

7. Day, loc. cilt.

8. TPersonal letter, 10 August, 1971, Appendilx 5(£)
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explained. Several reasons which suggest themselves are

that:
(a)

(b)

it must always be remembered that politicians are
politicians and are thus able to make statements

at any particular time according to the advantage
they see 1n it'for themselves. Thus, what has

been conveyed to me by backbench Government

members is, probably, a personal opinion at this
time and is no indication of how they would vote

if the matter of selective decentralisation came
to be debated in the House. In the final analysis,
no matter what one's personal opinion, the attitudes
of both the electorate at large and the Cabinet will
have a great influence on one's vote and as 1 have
mentioned above a vote on the subject of selectlive
decentralisation could open a widesgplit in the
Government ranks;

following from (a) it may well be that at this time,
Government members who are favourably disposed
towards the growth centre concept are under the

impression that such a concept would have general
electoral appeal, once voters realised the
advantages. However, I feel that, if this is the
case, they have misjudged country electoral opinion,
which, if it is along the lines‘indicated by local
councils, could be expected to react against the

lMember who was not granted a growth centre withln

his electorate. Despite what lir. Mason may feel

about this matter, I am firmly convinced that

parochialism is very widespread throughout the

State and meny towns are prone to bickering as 1t

is. A good example of this is Bathurst and Orange,



(c)

ST
and it is well known that both these cities are
very jealous of any advantage gained by the other
in decentralisation. It is equally well known
that Mr. Cutler has to be very careful in this
regard. Thus, we have a situation where industries
wishing to decentralise in the area are largely
directed to Orange, while Government departments
etc. are directed to Bathurst (hospitals, teachers'
colleges etc.). I also offer the following comment
from Lismore City Council which is self-explanatory:
"One of the greatest problems which has confronted
the Region over the past twenty-five years has been
inter-town jealousy. This has caused fierce
competition for whatever crumbs may appear in the
way of decentralised industries with the result that
none of the competing towns has met with any marked
success." ER
it may be tacitly accepted by Members that no matter
what the opinion in their own electorates, Cabinet is
not going to raise the issue of selective decentral-
isation in any case, so there is no chance of having
to "stand up and be counted". If the subject of
selective decentralisation were under the active
consideration of Cabinet, I feel sure that Member's
views would have been phrased quite differently and
would have taken the Cabinet line in order to hide
any apparent split in Government ranks; or, conversely,
communications between Cabinet and Government back-
benchers may be so poor that my respondents, in
particular, may have the idea that Cabinet is
planning to implement the recommendations of the

"Report on Selective Decentralisation". I propose

Personal letter, 22 July, 1971, Appendix (W),



o .
this on the perhaps rather tenuous evidence of
the reply of a well known Country Party llember
(whose name I cannot divulge) and who holds a
"plue ribbon" Country Party seat. He opposed
the Report's recommendations but requested me
to regard his views as confidential on the basis
that he was a backbencher and did not participate
in Cabinet discussions. This implies to me, that
he, at least, believes that Cabinet is in favour
of the growth centre concept and is prepared to
implement it. For reasons whicﬁ?have made quite
clear above, I do not feel that the available
evidence supports this assumption; and
(e) there is always the possibility that the Government
lMembers who have come out in favour of selective
decentralisation and growth centres are, more or
less, a "rebel" group and do not form a majority of
country Members let alone have any influence on the
views of city Members.
The above represents possible reasons why respondent
M.L.A.s seemed to favour a policy which I am sure the
Government has no intention of implementing. Certain
interesting facts pertaining to Cabinet Ministers and their
views have also been highlighted by the correspondence

exchanged.

First, looking at Minister for Public Works Davis
Hughes (Armidale), we find that he has indicated that the
Government is not considering implementing growth centres
but rather is thinking along the lines of "regional
development". Is it coincidental that Armidale Council
has written that it also "does not agree with the provision

and nurturing of selected growth centres within the State"?
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Then, let us take the case of two other Country
Party Ministers, Mr. Cutler (Orange) and Mr. Crawford
(Barwon). Ur. Crawford readily admitted that selective
decentralisation is probably "the only way to make any
real impact on the problem" but also raised the matter of
certain difficulties which could arise if a growth centre
were actually selected within his electorate. Such
difficulties could occur because the electorate contains
two towns of similar size, Moree and Narrabri. INMoree
Council has indicated that it favours a policy of selective
decentralisation and feels that "Moree's location would be
in favour of its promotion as a growth centre". Although
Narrabri Council has not yet replied to my letter I would
presume that they, too, would feel similarly and, at least,
would not wish to see lioree chosen as a growth centre at
their expense. UNr. Cutler (who has not replied) shares a
similar problem with Bathurst and Orange, although only
Orange is in his electorate. However, whereas Bathurst
Council is in favour of selective decentralisation, the
reply from Orange Council indicated to me that they favour
something along the lines of the "regional development"
proposed by the Government.

In any case, the point I wish to make is that there
are very good electoral reasons why the three Country Party
Ministers mentioned above (out of five in the Cabinet) would
be reluctant to vote in favour of selective decentralisation

10. mentioned in

and growth centres. Mr. Fuller's statement,
the previous Chapter, adds emphasis and credibility to this

contention.

10. Webb, loc. cit.
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The final question asked of M.L.A.s concerned
whether or not the Commonwealth Government should be granting
more decentralisation assistance. The unanlimous response
from Members of all parties was that they definitely should
be! The following is a list of ways suggested by liembers,
in which the Commonwealth could help:
1. by offsetting the disadvantages of communicatlons
costs (especially telephone trunk call charges)
suffered by country industries. That there is such
a cost disadvantage is borne out by the Report on
Jelective Decentralisation, which showed that:
"telephone charges, on the other hand, are
likely to be higher in small urban centires
because a higher proportion of telephone calls

- will be external calls to agents, suppliers and

clients outside the town'". 1.

Indeed the Report further indicated that a survey of
87 companies located in the country showed that 91
considered extra telephone costs To be a major
disadvantage, while 96% of metropolitan firms surveyed
felt that it would be a disadvantage if they relocated
in the country and continued to serve thelir present
market. The Report also showed that at least 50% of
country firms surveyed felt that telephone incon-

venience was a major disadvantage (due to business

loss resulting from delays and time restrictions).
The Commonwealth Government has not really done much
in this regard so far, except listen to requests Irom
the States and various other bodies. The recently

announced loss of $1.6m by the Postmaster General's

11. Report on Selective Decentralisation, op. cit. p60
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Department for the financial year 1970/71, together
with the current economic position (as seen by the
Government) and the increased telephone charges
announced in the 1971 Federal Budget certainly do
not indicate any early Commonwealth action ©o reduce
telephone costs for country industries;
by granting greater tariff protection to decentralised
industries. Nothing much need be said about this
except that tariffs are supposedly to protect economic
Australian industries which would be disadvantaged by
competing with overseas firms on the open market. It
is difficult to see in what ways a firm decentralising
from the metropolitan to a country area would suffer
any greater overseas competition. Indeed a realistic
approach might well be to reduce tariffs on raw
materials etc. which would be used by country firms in
order to lower their production costs relative to those
of city firms;
by ensuring the uniformity of fuel prices throughout
the metropolitan and country areas. The Commonwealth
Government has operated a system of subsidies to maintain
country prices at a set figure above city prices, but any
subsidy system is somewhat unwieldy and it is difficult
to see how it could be extended;
by granting taxation incentives to country industries.
This, of course, would be a Vvery great step forward in
the cause of influencing city based industrialists to
decentralise. However, it is most unlikely for two
reasons:
(a) the Government has only, in the last Budget,
increased personal taxation and discontinued

investment allowances;
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(b) the Government has not been keen to grant
taxation reductions anyway after the small

amount of success they had when introduced tO

12 s

the Northern Territory. Mr. sSinclailr,
was Minister for Social Services and
representing the Commonwealth at a decentral-
isation seminar.in October, 1965, made this point
and the same situation would still apply.
In any case, the Commonwealth has recently ceded the
right to impose payroll taxes to the States and 1 am
of the opinion that if the N.3.W. Government were To
grant concessions 1n this respect, progress could be
achieved. Naturally, to be successful even these
reductions would have to be centred around selected
areas and thus, it is probably too much to expect thatv
the Government will acv;

5. by decentralising Commonwealth Governmenty departments To
s, far greater extent than is the case at present. The
State Government has at last woken up to the great
advantages which would accrue from an intelligent policy
of decentralising its own administration. OUne has only
to look at Canberra to see the results of "concentrated"
departmental decentralisation and it'is feasible that if

political considerations could be put aside, many of the

Commonwealth and State departments now in Sydney could

successfully be decentralised throughout a small number

of selected centres.
The above represents the most important ideas proposed

by the M.L.A.s in their replies and I do not really feel that

12. Department of Decentralisation and Development,

Regional Development Newsletter, (Sydney, November,
i9§5): D7 .
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they showed much foresight except for the ones concerning
tax incentives and (decentralisation of ) departmental
administration. The only way to prevent the recurrence of
the present piecemeal approach, from an economic viewpoint,
anyway, is to "pressure" the Commonwealth Government into
giving direct decentralisation grants earmarked especially for
that purpose and guite separate from the general run of loan
funds. In this regard, iMr. Davis Hughes remarked in his
letter that the Country Party had indicated in its policy
speech prior to the last Federal elections that it wished to
create a special source of finance specifically to help
establish industry in the country. In the same letter, Mr.
Hughes, with rare insight, stated that "decentralisation |
will never become a wholly effective reality until it
becomes generally accepted as a national policy". I agree
wholeheartedly with this, but I doubt very much whether the
Country Party's best intentions will become reality under
the present coalition.

As mentioned at the beginning of this thesis, in
August, 1945, a combined State/Federal Minister's Conference
in Canberra determined guidelines for joint action in
matters of regional development and decentralisation. However,
since the Liberal-Country Party coalition came to office in
1949, it has been consisterily maintained that regional
development and decentralisation is purely a State matter
and it is not up to the Commonwealth to grant separate
finance for this purpose. Brown recounts that throughout
the 1950's and early 1960's:

"Refusals of direct assistance were generally

accompanied by an outline of the Commonwealth

efforts to achieve a more balanced growth and

distribution of industry and population in
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Australia through the expenditure of large

sums on development projects such as beef

roads, assistance to goldmining and the search

for oil." 13,

History will surely recall that the major
distribution success of this policy was in profits to
overseas interests.

Other notable Commonwealth"achievements" occurred
after the results of the 1961 Census showed that the drift
to the cities was accelerating and as a result N.S5.W.
along with Ministers from other States were granted a
round of consultations by Mr. McEwen, with the result
that agreement was reached that the Commonwealth would
discuss some of the major issues at professional officer
level. The States also proposed that a Commonwealth
Advisory Commission on Decentralisation be set up, but
Prime Minister Menzies rejected this out of hand. With
this slight encouragement, at least, the New South Wales
Labor Government intensified its political activity as
was evidenced by the speech in the Legislative Assembly
of Mr. Wott (A.L.P. Mudgee, now Burrendong) in which he
urged the Commonwealth to "honour the principles of joint
responsibility" and also made other suggestions for
Commonwealth involvement in decentralisation. 14.
However, with the election of the N.S.¥W. Liberal-Country
Party Government in May, 1965, efforts to "pressure" and
embarrass the Commonwealth ceased. Since that time there
has been a notable lack of initiative by either the N.S.W.
or Commonwealth Governments to return to the acceptance of

joint responsibility as outlined in that Conference so many

1%. Brown, Decentralisation, pl

14. See N.S.W. P.D., 22 September, 1964, pT755-756
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years ago. Indeed the only indications of joint
Commonwealth/State involvement are the so-called "Private
Costs Study" and "Public Costs Study" which were under-
taken by N.S.W. and Victoria as a result of the first
meeting of the Commonwealth - state Officials Committee
(mentioned above) immediately preceding the 1965 N.S.W.
elections. The studies have now been completed and it
is to be hoped that whatever results they may show, the
Government will act more decisively than it has in the
case of the "Report On sSelective Decentralisation".

While the Commonwealth Government continues to do
nothing, the Federal Labor Party has indicated that it,
at least, is aware of its responsibilities with regard
t0 decentralisation. Out of the last Federal Conference in
Launceston there emerged a new policy of contributing 1
for each $1 spent by the States on decentralisation. Thus,
if a Labor Government had been in power in Australia, the
N.S.W. State Government's expenditure on decentralisation
of around $5.7m in 1970/71 would have been raised to
$11.4m. Although even $11.4m is a mere drop in the bucket
compared with what is needed, it would, at least, have been
more effective in its purpose than $5.7m.

This rather lengthy Chapter has served to highlight
the views regarding decentralisation held by a cross-
section of country M.L.A.s. The interesting point has
emerged that they were, generally, more firmly of the
opinion that political awareness was widespread than were
the respondent Councils, but this could well reflect an
allegiance to the Parliament and a subjective assessment
based on personal conversation and the frequency of debate.
The matter of frequency of debate in the House will be
examined in the next Chapter. However, I am more inclined

to the view that there is not, as yet, a full awareness
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amongst M.L.A.s of the full import of a determined

decentralisation policy and further, I feel that this lack
of awareness is one major factor which is working against
the implementation of such a policy. It is apparent that
those who consider themselves to be "aware" of decentral-
isation and the advantages of selective decentralisation
do so out of their own convictions and this shows that they
have, at least, taken the trouble to examine the subject and
draw their own conclusions. However, I hasten to add that
this "awareness" is not likely to be reflected in a vote
against any Cabinet decision on decentralisation, if it
appears likely that electoral support could be lost. On the
other hand if certain Government Members could see electoral
advantages it is quite possible that they would support
selective decentralisation despite Cabinet's view, if a
vote were taken. Although there was a strong feeling that
electoral support would not be lost if growth centres were
established, on the basis that people are not really all
that parochial and would change their attitudes once the
advantages became apparent, I feel that replies received
from some lM.L.A.s and Councils indicate the contrary view.
Indeed, I have no doubt that the fear of electoral
reprisals is yet another factor operating against the
implementation of the New South Wales Development
Corporation's recommendations. One fact that both
respondent Councils and M.L.A.s were agreed on was that the
Commonwealth Government is not doing nearly enough to help
the cause of decentralisation. It is true that money has
been spent on Northern Development, the Snowy Mountains
Hydro-Electric Scheme and works undertaken by the River

Murray Commission. It is also true that a wide range of
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assistance has been given to rural industry. However, for
all this aid, the results in terms of reversing the decline
of country areas have been negligible. Both the Federal
A.L.P. and the Federal Country Party have ideas about direct
assistance for decentralisation purposes, but one finds it
hard to believe that the Country Party's ideas will come to
fruition if the coalition continues along the path it has
taken since 1949, i.e. thrusting the responsibility for

decentralisation sguarely on the shoulders of the states.



CHAPTER 6
DEBATE IN THE PARLIAMENT ON DHCsNTRALISATION

It emerged from the previous Chapter that those
M.L.A.s who answered my letters were of the opinion that
awareness of the need for and implication of decentral-
isation was fairly widespread amongst their colleagues.
However, of course, if this were accepted, then it would
be very difficult to adequately explain why a more actiive
decentralisation policy has not been followed, especially
since the 1965 State elections. Thus, given the present
state of "activity" in decentralisation in NS Wey 1
decided to take a look at the level of awareness in general,
as reflected in Parliamentary debates since the 1965 State
elections and especially since the Report on Selective
Decentralisation was released. To do this I extracted from
the index to "N.S.W. Parliamentary Debates" a list of all
speakers on the topic of decentralisation since the elections
and the results are reflected in Appendices 6(a) - 6(f). Kot
only the actual speakers are indicated, but information is
also supplied about the Party, electorate and speech content
of each individual speaker. I have relied largely on the
skill of the compilers of the index in categorising these
speeches and thus I am, perhaps, open to some criticism.
However, the enormity of the task of reading each speech
thoroughly and the fact that this is not, by any means, an
empirical study, made it apparent that this method was
adequate for my purposes.

The first piece of information which interested me
was the number of speakers on the topic, their respective
Parties and their electorates. TFor the time being I am
only interested in debates occurring before the release of

the N.S.W. Development Corporation's Report and a summary of
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the results from this period appears below in Table 5.

Table 5 Number of Speakers on Decentralisation (Both Houses )

Party Session

1965/66 1966/67 1967/68 1968/69 Total
Lib. 10 11 8 11 40
3. P 7 6 11 5 29
Ind. 1 2 5
KT P 11 5 6 7 29
Total 29 22 27 23 101
Country* 16 10 17 12 55
City 13 12 10 1 46

* Areas outside of Sydney, Wollongong, Newcastle

and Gosford/Wyong.

An average of 25 speakers per session is indicated by
the Table. When it is considered that most Members rarely
speak on any subject, this number seems reasonably good.
Perhaps more surprising is the fact that the number of
speakers from city electorates or with city interests is
not 21l that far short of the number from country electorates,
which could indicate either a greater than expected awareness
by city Members or a relatively lover level of awareness by
country Members. However, I hesitate to draw any fimm
conclusions from this for two reasons. First, it seems to
be generally true that those lMembers who show sufficient
interest on one subject are those who are most interested in
Parliamentary affairs and debate anyway. Thus, there is a
neore" of Members who will speak on a variety of subjects at
each and every Session. Secondly, there is the problem of
attributing equal awareness to every speaker who happened
to mention some aspect of decentralisation. Thus, the level
of awareness might more accurately be measured by the subject
matter of speeches rather than the actual number. Once again

using the material extracted from the "N.3.W. Parliamentary
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Debates" Index, I was able to compile a rough index of
speeches according to subject matter as shown in Table 6.

In this regard, I was especially interested to learn what
proportion of speeches made in the Parliament were "parochial"
(i.e. concerning a member's own electorate specifically) and
what proportion were based on State or national considerations
(i.e. concerning the more general and widespread implications
of decentralisation policy, new towns, new states, Development

Corporation, Commonwealth role, etc.)

Table 6

Form of Speech 1965/66 1966/67 1967/68 1968/69 Total
Address in reply 21 i 18 6 58

Ad journment 1 - - 1 2

Budget; Estimates 16 8 8 14 46

Question 2 4 8 6 20

Other 1 - 1 2 4

Total 41 25 35 29 130

The Table shows that the 101 speakers in both Houses

made some 130 separate speeches on the subject of decentralis-
ation during the period under view. Nearly 50% of these (58)
were made during the address-in-reply debate which begins each
Session and it has been my observation that such speeches are
generally "parochial" in nature. Indeed, L was only able to
detect ten address-in-reply speeches which dealt with more
general decentralisation topics such as New States, Common-
wealth role and the Development Corporation, for example.
Most country M.L.A.'s, insofar as they mentioned decentral-
isation at all, did so with specific reference to their own
electorates, which, in itself is not a sin, since they are,
after all, dependent on votes for their political survival.
However, a cursory reading of selected speeches tended to

give the impression that they were not really concerned with
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decentralisation as an issue except as it applied to the
speakers' electorates and it is this attitude, I am sure,
that has been so effective in fostering the continuation of
policies of dispersed decentralisation even where contrary
evidence has proven it to be ineffective.

I+t must be remembered that long before 1969 and the
New sSouth Wales Development Corporation's report, economists
such as Dr. G.M. Neutze had already been advocating the
case for "concentrated" or "selective" decentralisation,
while the experience of Canberra and overseas countries was
also demonstrating the advantages of this concept. Thus, even
at that time, for the person really involved in decentralis-
ation, there was substantial evidence to support a different
approach to decentralisation. But, parochialism, then, as
now, prevailed.

It became obvious during my reading of Parliamentary
debates that the only times when Members showed any willing-
ness at all to express themselves on wider decentralisation
issues were during debates on the budget and loan estimates.
Questions, both with and without notice also provided somne
degree of relief from parochialism. However, I must meke it
clear that even in these areas, the rule was for speeches to
be aimed at defending or criticising Government decentralis-
ation policy and loan allocations for the Department of
Decentralisation and Development. ouch speeches were
essentially political in nature and with few exceptions did
not do much to expand on wider concepts of decentralisation.
There were exceptions, however, and it was pleasing to note
that some liembers were debating issues such as Commonwealth
assistance, taxation zones, the work of the Murray Valley
Development League, Regional Development Committees and the
importance of road taxes in a decentralisation policy.

However, I was only able to find less than 20 speeches in
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the period which, on the face of it, appeared to be concerned
with overall decentralisation policies. Perhaps the most
frequently raised topic was that of Commonwealth financial
‘assistance (or the lack of it) and it was interesting that
several Members, from all Parties, had quite strong views

on what the Commonwealth's role should be, albeit not nearly
so explicit as lir. L. Wott's speech "milestone", on 29th

1. which was strongly critical of the

September, 1964
Commonwealth's attitude and advocated a return to the
principles of joint responsibility agreed upon at the 1945
Commonwealth/State Ministers' Conference.

0f greater relevance to this thesis are the
Parliamentary Sessions coming after the release of the
Report on Selective Decentralisation. An examination of
Appendices 6(e) and 6(f) reveals that between 6/8/69 and
29/9/71, the latest period for which details are readily
available at the time of writing, some 41 liembers of both
Houses spoke on the subject of decentralisation in one way
or another. In line with previous experience, the period
saw the return of the "same old faces", often to make the
"same old speeches". However, one fact which immediately
emerges from the summary of speakers is that there were also
meny new speakers. Although this would be largely due to an
influx of new Members (to both Houses) because of by-
elections and the 1968 and 1971 State elections, I also
suggest that perhaps the Report on Selective Decentralisation
itself played some part in this. There is no direct evidence
to suggest this, since the Report itself was only mentioned
a few times during the period, and as far as I am able to

determine, not before October, 1969. However, it would

1. N.S.W. P.D., 22 September, 1964, p755 et.seq.
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appear that with the Government "considering" the
Report's recommendations, there was renewed interest
amongst Members in trying to place the principal towns in
their own electorates in a favourable light. This is, of
course, only to be expected, since the Report itself had
already received a great deal of comment both favourable
and unfavourable at the local government level within
country electorates. In October, 1969, Mr. Wotton
(Burrendong), whose electorate had Mudgee as its major
town, made a "pioneering" speech when he alluded to the
growth centre concept in the following terms:
"I note from the report of the Development
Corporation, a suggestion that growth centres
should be built in various regions of our otate.
I sincerely hope that at least one centre will
become a reality, and that the Government will
have the courage to endeavour to expand at least
one of these centres in this way." ~°
He went on, referring to Wagga Wagga and Tamworth, both
outside his electorate, that "it would be in the interests
of New South lWales if at least one of them were developed

n 3 One might have been forgiven for

as a growth centre.
thinking that this speech was only the first in a line of
speeches on the topic from both parties. However, my research
indicates that the subject of growth centres and the Develop-
ment Corporation's report was not mentioned again until August,
1971 and then by an A.L.P. Member of the Legislative Council.
This was the Hon. L.D. Serisier who is playing a decisive

part in determining the A.L.P.'s policy on the subject of

selective decentralisation. On the eve of the 1971 State

2. ibid. 23 October, 1969, p1883.
3. ibid.



-87=
Blection, the A.L.P. was increasingly critical of the
Government's inaction on this issue, since there was an
obvious chance to make political capital out of it. What
part, if any, the A.L.FP.'s proposals on selective
decentralisation played in reducing the Country Party
vote, is difficult to say. However, is it coincidental
that the Bathurst/Orange region was nominated as the first
growth centre and that Mr. Cutler (Orange) had his normally
quite adequate majority severely reduced? The fact that
Mr. Serisier, himself, lives at Orange is also significant,
since it was he who influenced the selection of the A.L.F.'s
growth centres. Indeed, Mr. Serisier has emerged as some-
thing of a "spear-head" in Labor's attack on the Government
over its attitude to selective decentralisation and refusal
to disclose specific details of decentralisation assistance
granted. Being a Member of the Legislative Council he is in
a perfect position to "tackle" the Minister for Decentralis-
ation and Development, the Hon. J.B. Fuller.

The first "shot" in Labor's campaign appears to have
been fired on 25/11/70, when Mr. Serisier received the answer
to a printed question requesting detailed information on
agssistance granted to "failed" industries since lay, 1965.
On this occasion, lr. Fuller, as part of his answer, threvwup
the usual "smokescreen".

"T regret that I am unable to give more detailed

information but I am sure the honourable lMember will

acknowledge that financial details, particularly

where unfavourable to a company, could affect future
activities of the individuals concerned”. 4e
The very next day, another of Mr. Serisier's

questions concerning the amount of assistance given to each

4., ibid. 25November, 1970 p8295.
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of 42 nominated shires, municipalities and cities was again
partly answered by lr. Fuller in similaf fashion:

"The dissection of payments sought by the honourable

Member does not conform with those maintained by my

department. I am nevertheless pleased to advise of

the total amounts that have been allocated since

May, 1965 towards country industries within the
aggregation of areas nominated by him", s

The most interesting part of this process of
questioning was that the gquestions themselves followed on
from an attack made on the Government the previous month in
part of Mr. Hills' loan estimates speech concerning the
Department of Decentralisation and Development's allocation:

"Recently a well prepared, glossy brochure that

was issued by the lMinister for Decentralisation

and Development attempted to indicate to the

people that the department and the Governuent

have been doing much to assist decentralisation

and development. One would expect to find in this

brochure details of the industries that have been

helped by the Government." B
Indeed, as things stand at the moment, officers of the
Department of Decentralisation and Development have actually
been instructed that they are not to suggest any particular
area to intending decentralising industrialists butl merely
to help where possible once the location has been chosen.
This was conveyed to me by an officer of that Department,
whose name I cannot mention, along with the fact that
instructions have also been given not to disclose the

details of financial assistance given to individual firms

or towns because it is too "political".

5. dibid. 26 November, 1970, p8438.
6. dibid. 20 Cctober, 1970, p6756.
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Foreshadowing what he was to say in his
coming rural policy speech Mr. Hills continued:

"This brochure .... also mentions selective

decentralisation. What a beautiful description.

But one would like to know when the Government is

~ going to make up its mind about selective

decentralisation .... Let us face it] this

political potato is too hot for the Government

to handle .... it is not game to make up its mind

where this type of development will take place ...

The expenditure involved would run into hundreds

of millions of dollars - certainly not the

allocation of $2,500,000 that is provided for in
these Loan Lstimates." 7

The next round from the Labor Party's decentralisation
"gun" was fired, once more by Mr. Serisier, in the Legislative
Gouncil on 5th August this year, when he asked the following
question without notice:

"T ask the Minister for Decentralisation and

Development whether the Government proposes to

implement the whole or any of the recommendations

contained in the Ferrier report on selective

decentralisation. If it is the Government's

intention to implement some only of them, which

ones does it propose to implement?". 8s
Mr. Fuller replied:

"] am indeed pleased that members are reading the

report of the Development Corporation .... At this

stage I am not saying whether the Governument is in

a position to go ahead with the recommendations in

T. ibid.
8. ibid. 5 August, 1971, p42.
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relation to growth centres .... It must be
remembered that should any government decide to
proceed with the growth centre concept, the growth
of a particular centre will depend basically on the
interest of industry within Australia to establish
enterprises in that area." P4
The implication behind this is that apart from any
other reasons, the Government would be unlikely to select any
centre which was not already proving popular with industry,
since it is quite possible that to make the growth centre
concept work, penalities on city location as well as
inducements to country location may be required. dince
it is unlikely that a large number of like minded
industrialists will, all of a sudden, decide to move to a
selected centre, one can read into Mr. Fuller's statement
further evidence that this Government will not announce any
growth centres. Free enterprise is to be carried to its most
absurd lengths even if it kills the country areas which might
benefit from selective decentralisation! In this regard, it
is interesting that there are also those within the Department
of Decentralisation and Uevelopment who disagree with the
growth centre concept and feel that the wise decisions of
industrialists will save the day. It was even suggested to
me that Albury is, in fact, a growth centre and will achieve
self-sustaining growth to reach a population of, say, 200,000
before 2000 AD = all without the Government having to do
any more than it is doing now. While I cannot agree with
this, I can agree that decentra;isation at present depends
on industrialists' choices - and if they continue to choose
as they are now doing, decentralisation will continue to

mean a move to an outer suburb of Sydney.

9. dibid.
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This leads me to what, I feel, is probably one of the
most original and constructive speeches on the subject of
decentralisation made before Parliament. I refer to that
made by Mr. Mason (Liberal, Dubbo) before the Legislative
Assembly in August this year at approximately the same time
that Mr. Serisier was questioning the Minister in the
Legislative Council. This speech suggested the very thing
that Mr. Fuller and his free enterprise colleagues fear the
most:

"Perhaps the time has come for New South Wales to

gather courage and take the most unpleasant step of

telling the people of this State that urbanisation

is a serious problem and must be combated by firm

penalty measures .... We might have to impose

harsh penalties on urban employers." 10,

If the Government was, by this time, taking quite a
"hammering" on its approach to decentralisation, more was to
follow in the form of Mr. Hills' loan estimates speech on
2nd November. He showed clearly where the Opposition stood
on decentralisation relative to the Government:

"As a fundamental plank of our Party's rural

policy at the February election, we proposed

the immediate injection of $10 million into a

Selective Decentralisation Scheme ....

But now the need must surely be obvious even to

this Government, and at least $20 million must

be immediately utilised for this purpose with a

$ for § subsidy from the Commonwealth.

The Federal Iabor policy is for such a subsidy". L

10. ibid. p98.

11. P.D. Hills, "Loan Estimates Speech", 2 November,
1971, p8.
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Although it is hard to be dogmatic on the gquestion,
I suggest that the above indicates that political awareness
(except at Cabinet level) concerning decentralisation and its
wider implications is not as satisfactory as certain M.L.A.s
have suggested. Rather the evidence appears to reinforce the
opinions expressed by Councils in an earlier Chapter and
definitely reinforces my opinion of the topic of decentral-
isation as being no more than a "political football".
Generally speaking, speeches on the subject were parochial
in nature, although there did seem to be an awareness by quite
a few speakers of the ﬁeed for greater Commonwealth assistance.
However, all too often, speeches took the "you didn't do it
when you were in power, so why criticise us" form and no
really constructive evidence was presented which may have
stimulated the interest of the majority of lMembers who have
never mentioned the subject (at least since 1965). The
situation did not alter greatly in the Sessions after the
release of the Report on Selective Decentralisation, with the
notable exceptions of IMr. Haso;'s surprisingly frank speech
and the soundly based criticisms by the Labor Farty. lAlthough
the Labor Party's criticisms were obviously aimed at gaining
political capital and were a continuation of the "political
football" game, at least both they and the Federal Labor
Party do have a policy on Selective Decentralisation and so
there is some hope Lfor the future if these policies can ever
be implemented. However, one must be careful to point out
that what is said in Opposition is not always exactly what
is done in Government.

I am reminded, for example, of the motion of MNr.

Hughes (Armidale) in October, 1960, which urged the then
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Labor Government to set up a vevelopment Corporation with
"guthority to act in implementing vigorous decentralisation
and development within the State.” 15 Any resemblance
to the suggested Development Corporation and that actually

established by the Askin Government is, of course, purely

coincidental.

12. N.S.W. Parliamentary Debates, 25 October,1960,pI432.



CHAPTER
CESSNOCK - THE BACKGROUND

Cessnock hag had a varied history starting from
very humble beginnings and reaching its greatest heights
with the discovery and mining of coal. The coal industry
is now in decline in the area and so is Cessnock although
this would be hotly contested locally.

Cessnock is now part of the South Maitland Coalfield
and depends on coal for a substantial part of its livelihood,
although, admittedly not as much as in earlier days. However,
Cessnock was not always a coal mining town. It began as a
staging-post village, which "served as a local centre for a
group of viticulturists who settled in the Pokolbin hills

1. Cessnock

following the Robertson Land Act of 1861".
grew very slowly and at the 1901 Census its population was
only 165. However, this situation was to alter drastically.
In 1886, Professor Sir Edgeworth David, whilst on
a geological survey of the area, discovered high grade gas
coal at a workable depth at Swamp Creek, near Abermain,
six miles from Cessnock, The first of the large mines
began operating here in 1903 as Abermain No. 1 (smaller
mines having been opened in the district as early as 1887).
In any case, after Abermain No. 1 was opened, many others
were established in quick succession. An idea of the
growth in the number of collieries may be seen from Table 7.

Table 7
Collieries Operating on the South Maitland Coalfield

Colliery Opened Closed
Bast Greta 1 1888 1929

Bast Greta 2 1896 1929

Stanford Greta No. 1 1898 N.2,

(later Stanford Methyr)

Stanford Greta No. 2 1901 Ne3e

(later Pelaw Main)

Heddon Greta 1900 Ne.2.

Hebburn No. 1 1901 1958

Abermain No. 1 1903 1960

1. M.T. Daly, The Growth of Newcastle's Regional Influence,
Hunter Valley Research Foundation Monograph No. 25,
(Newcastle 1966), p.2.




Colliery

Aberdare

Neath

Aberdare Extended
*Bellbird

Abermain No. 2
Aberdare South

Glen Ayr

Aberdare Central
*Pelton

Cessnock

(later Cessnock No. 2)
*Hebburn No. 2
Ayrefield No. 1
Glen Main
*Greta Main

(later Maitland Main)
Cessnock No. 1
Stanford Main No. 2
Abermain No. 3

Hill End

Ayrefield No. 2
Elrington
Millfield

Abernock
*Aberdare North
Aberdare West
*Aberdare Seven

(previously part Aberdare Extended)

*Aberdare East
*Ayrefield No. 3

.-95....

Opened

1904
1906
1906
1908
1910
1910
1914
1914
1916
1917

1918
1920
1920
1921

1922
1922
1923
1924
1924
1924
1924
1931
1951
1954
1957

* indicates mine still operating at 30/6/70.

Sources: J.W. Delaney,

Known as South Maitland Railways,

arc 968

Joint Coal Board 23rd Annual Report 1969/70

Brief Histo

of The Railway Now

___________JSL_______TTF____JL____

essnock,

The effect on Cessnock's population of course,

was remarkable. The population of 165 at the 1901 Census

increased to 3,957 in 1911 and continued on its upward

trend in line with the continuing development of coal

mining.

During Cessnock's halycon days and up to the

second world war at least, there was an aura of prosperity

and a feeling that "whatever other mines might close,

whatever other fields might become worked out, the Greta

seams would go on forever."

2.

2. A, Welker, Coaltown, (Melbourne 1945) p. 3.
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The promise of economic prosperity and security certainly

had an alluring quality in attracting miners to the South
Maitland field and Cessnock in particular. Walker mentions
that, for example, local miners who had come from Great
Britain would send their pay sheets home, not only to be
passed around amongst relatives and friends but also To be
reproduced sometimes in English newspapers. Thls was a
ogreat inducement to British miners to come to the Cessnock
coalfields as was the active recruitment of Scottish miners
by the Scottish Caledonian Company, which pioneered the
mining of the Cessnock area. All these factors ensured a

ready availability of miners for the South Maitland field 1in

general and a rapid population growth in the Cessnock area

in particular. Within a short time of the establishment of
the first colliery, Cessnock had shown rapid growth and,
more importantly from the point of view of its future
development and present difficulties, had almost completely
supplanted its previous role of service centre with one of

industrial town of national importance. It was indeed a

one-industry town!

A major event with long term consequences 1n
Cessnock's history was what is known as the "lock-out" of
1929/30 (or "strike" if you take the mine owners' viewpoint).
Briefly, the incident occurred in the context of a declining
world demand for coal during the 1920's, which substantially
reduced exports. On the home front, coal mining profits
were also being squeezed by the increasing use of oil for
domestic purposes. As a result the owners sought to reduce
production costs by demanding that the unions accept a

reduction in pay of 12.5% as well as certain variations in

working conditions. The miners refused to accept such

-

proposals and, consequently, 8,500 men were dismissed 1n
February, 1929. The dispute lasted some sixteen months,

the longest ever in the district and had widespread immediate

social and economic effects. Walker comments that it:



i)
"Deepened immeasurably the antagonisms separating

masters and men (and) also ruined many of the
business houses within the town, and swallowed
the savings of the thrifty members of the
community making many lose heart to an extent
that has permanently changed their relationships

5

with Australian society as a whole'".

The dispute took on the nature of a long and

sometimes violent test of strength between the unions and

the mine owners. An example was in December 1929 when the

State Government attempted to work a local mine with

non-union labour. According to Walker, "Cessnock immediately
organised its protests and five thousand men marked from the
town to picket the mine". In the ensuing clash with police
many of the combatants were wounded by gunfire and one miner
‘was killed. Another physical struggle occurred several days
later, but no one was seriously injured on that occasion.

An idea of the impact caused by this event is given by the
fact that, even today, the killing of the miner and the
actions of the owners and police ig spoken of with some
bitterness by people who were then only children. Indeed

I have been told several stories of how groups of police
hunted miners from house to house and beat them up as they
found them. With the considerable odds stacked heavily
acainst them, the miners decided to accept the wage
reductions and altered employment conditions and went back
to work in May, 1930. Perhaps the best statement of what
the dispute meant to the local people is given in this

comment made by a miner in Walker's book:

"Before the 'lock-out'! we thought the immensity

%« dibld p.S.
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of the coal deposits meant permanent security for

us all., We then saw that Cessnock was gone for

ever. It spoilt all our ideas of optimism and

security. We all know now that things will slump

again." 4.

This comment was one of great insight, for by

the time the 'lock-out'! had ended the world economic
depression was well advanced and Cessnock, because of its
dependence on coal was hit very badly indeed. By 1933,
employment in the coal mines of New South Wales had fallen
from 22,370 to 12,910. Although Cessnock was not alone in
suffering the depression it was worse affected than most
areas because of its dependence on coal. In addition,
although most areas had recovered by the Second World War,
Cessnock had not,even though the demand for coal was booming
once more. There was, in Cessnock, what may be termed a
"depression" psychology, which continued throughout the bad
years of the 1950's and early 1960's. Cessnock is thus
unique in that it was probably one of the first areas to
be hit by the depression and the last to recover. This is
precisely because of its dependence on the declining coal
industry, which led to massive unemployment during the late
1950's and early 1960's and is still a problem today. The
"depression psychology" lingered amongst the older miners
because not only had they been through the depression years,
but they had also been the people most affected by the
large-scale unemployment in the area. Whereas younger
workers were able to move away from the area to seek other
jobs, they had to remain because of home and family

commitments, It must be remembered that land values in

4, ibid p. 9.
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Cessnock until this year were virtually the same as they

were in the depression and thus, displaced miners could ill
afford to sell up at prices which would be insufficient to
gain a reasonable equity in a house elsewhere. The older
miners also had the problem that they were unskilled for
industries offering comparable wages and were too old to be
retrained. Thus, they stayed in Cessnock and the "depression
psychology" stayed with them. It has been said with
reference to Cessnock that:

"Here the Depression came first and stayed the

longest, resting on a strata of bitter industrial

strife." De

By 1961, there were about 2,300 unemployed in

Cessnock and the coal industry has declined even further
since then. ILocal pits now employ only about 1,000 men
(compared with 6,000 or so in the 1950's). However, the
unemployment situation is not nearly so bad now due to:

"Massive injections of Government money for

roads, buildings, drainage and other relief

works, and by an aggressive council policy

of attracting new industries, such as the big
Alcan aluminium smelter". 6.

It is also noticeable that, with the upsurge in

local employment and the return of some people who had left
in the years of massive unemployment, the "depression
psychology" has largely disappeared. Cessnock's current
and immediate problems centre around maintaining its present
position and hoping that the few remaining pits do not close

in the near future. There is already a rumour that an

existing pit may close before Christmas, since a number of

5. Alan Farrelly, "The Valley Towns", in Newcastle
Morning Herald and Miners' Advocate, 25th September,
1971’ pl 70

6. dibid
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men have recently been retrenched, and this is causing a

great deal of concern. The relatively poor financial
position of the Council is also of some concern at present,
but there are indications that relief from payment of
contributions towards main roads, benefits from the new
payroll tax and a general increase in rate revenue (due to
more realist%c valuations by the Valuer General's Department)
will ease this in coming years. However, there is no doubt
that Council's problems will be hard to overcome, having

as it does the largest municipality by area in the State.

Cessnock today, is thus, much different to the
Cessnock of the great mining days. It has the appearance
of a depressed area, the State Government recognises it as
a depressed area (for purposes of the Country Industries
Assistance Fund) and some of the older inhabitant's retain
a "depression psychology". Perhaps the best indication of
how the City appears to the casual observer is given in this
description from the "Newcastle Herald and Miners' Advocate":

".,.. only a couple of hundred yards from the
Town Hall are the decaying remnants of the old
Aberdare Extended Colliery. Hundreds of acres
just off the main street are vacant, except for
rusting rails, derelict ramps, broken machinery,
and a pitiless wasteland of what was once an
open cut development." T

This description is at the heart of Cessnock's
problems - coal is no longer King!

It is very easy to group Cessnock with other
country towns in New South Wales under the heading of
"declining", but this is incorrect, for Cessnock is a town
(city) apart. The differences are numerous, but some of the

more important ones are:

T 3ibid
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during Cessnock's history, its role has changed from

a small rural service centre to a large industrial
centre, once prosperous, now declining. Most other
declining towns in the State are small and are,
basically, rural service centres as they always have
been;

whereas most country towns are declining due to the
rural crisis and consequent population drift,
Cessnock's rural district is quite sound (especially
winegrowing). Cessnock's population losses have come
as a result of mine closures;

Cessnock already has an industrial outlook and
industrially structured workforce, where other country
areas do not;

because of its size and past history, Cessnock has some
institutions and services that smaller towns lack,

€.8. technical college, chain stores, railhead
(virtually abandoned apart from two poorly timed and
patronised rail services per day) modern hospitals and
airport;

Cessnock has to compete more or less directly with
Newcastle (less than 40 miles away) not only for retail
trade but for new industry etc.. For most other
country towns the metropolitan regions are a distant
"menace". However, a reasonable percentage of
Cessnock's local work force commutes to Newcastle and
suburbs each day. Other nearby industrial centres such
as Kurri Kurri and Maitland also get their share of
commuters. A study carried out by the Hunter Valley
Research Foundation in 1968 showed that about 29% of the
householders in Cessnock had their workplace outside
Cessnock itself (If Kurri Kurri is ignored this

percentage is 25%). Bs

8.

D.M. Saunders, Town And District In The Hunter Valley
Region, Hunter Valley Research Foundation lMonograph
No. 29, (Newcastle, 1968) Table IX.
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since Cessnock is the biggest municipality in the

State in terms of area, its local government problems
are probably greater than those of smaller urban
councils. The effects of the depression and post -

war mining decline, from which land values have only
now recovered, has accentuated these problems in that
rate revenue has not really been adequate to provide
acceptable services, particularly sewerage, throughout
the entire area. However, it must be admitted that
services centralised in the town itself, €.8. library,
baby health centre, swimming pool, are second to none.
Another problem facing the Council at present is that
much of Cessnock's recovery has been due to direct
Government spending e.g. Motor Registry, two hogpitals,
detention centre for boys and a State gaol (currently
under construction). Although this has meant an
increase in local employment opportunities, it has also
meant a decrease in possible rate revenue, since
Government institutions pay no rates. All Councils
face this problem, of course, but I feel that it is
especially important to Cessnock at its present stage of
development (or stagnation if you like);

Cessnock is not a very attractive choice (for the
present Government at least) as a venue for large scale
decentralisation. It is a Labor stronghold and within
Newcastle's sphere of influence more and more each daye.
I spoke with Alderman Bob Brown, a past Mayor and
teacher at Kurri High School, and he was of the opinion
that Cessnock was destined to become a dormitory

suburb of Newcastle. This possibility also seems likely
to me if the extent of industrial decentralisation
continues along its present lines. A recent report in

a local paper indicated that the lMayor is very
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concerned at present that the Department of

Decentralisation and Development has more or less
ignored the area for the past two years. However,
since this statement was made around local election
time, it is not necessarily indicative that Council
will take any positive action. Indeed, my talk with
Alderman Brown convinced me that Council is more or
less resolved to the unlikelihood of any constructive
moves by the present State Govermment, having had
certain proposals with regard to the acquisition of
further industrial land turned down,

Some of the reasons why Cessnock is different to

the run of the mill country towns in its problems have been

outlined above. Despite these differences I have chosen
Cessnock as a case study, partly because it was an early
example of rural decline and partly because it has had a
turbulent, but interesting, political history. Finally,
it is an appropriate subject for investigation, since
decentralisation has been actively pursued by local
inhabitants and organisations as a solution to the mining
decline and the large scale unemployment which it caused.
A result of Cessnock's striving for decentralised industry
was that, for the first time in this State and possibly in

Australia, a Government took positive steps to concentrate

industry in a specific area as well as spending considerable

sums itself on public services such as hospitals.



CHAPTER 8
CESSNOCK — A STUDY IN DECENTRALISATION

The previous Chapter outlined some reasons why
Cessnock is different to other country towns and also made
the point that it is now a City and a Municipality which
can expect little future benefit from large-scale
decentralisation even though it has certain advantages
which could qualify it as a growth centre (which indeed
it was when the coal market was expanding and both coal
and profits were easily won). However, Cessnock's decline
started after the Second World War and so did efforts to
halt the decline. Cessnock's problem was then, and still
is, replacing the mining industry with others capable of
absorbing the unemployment generated by colliery closures
and providing suitable employment for young people,
especially females. But Cessnock's problems are somewhat
unique because virtually from the first, when it was
realised that coal was declining, decentralisation of
industry to the area was seen as a solution. Indeed,
throughout the fifties and early sixties, Cessnock and its
people were most impressive in the way they fought for
decentralisation of industry - a way which, I feel certain,
has never been tried by any other N.S.W. town. Of course,
when Cessnock's problems were beginning and throughout the
fifties at least, what rural problems existed : were
considered to be only short term and country towns in
general could see an unlimited future for themselves.
Cessnock, however, could not; its problems were real and
so were the solutions it sought.

After the boom years of the 8econd World War, it
was realised that not only were markets for coal diminishing
in the normal course of post-war re-adjustment, but it was

also facing competition from a new power source - oil.
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At the same time, of course, collieries were being opened
in other areas of the state and supply was increasing.
As the profit position of colliery owners worsened, the
effect was relayed to the local community as pits began
to close and a continuous union/employer struggle was
started. However, it was not until the early 1950's
that there was a full realisation of the possible future
of the area and steps were teken to find remedies for the
situation. The coal mining industry, being one of
national importance had previously enjoyed the sympathetic
understanding of the Commonwealth Government to a greater
extent than perhaps any other industry. When the Joint
Coal Board was set up after the Second World War it was
invested with three statutory funds established under the
authority of the Coal Industry Acts of the Commonwealth
and New South Wales Parliaments. Of particular importance
to the coalminer was (and still is) the Welfare Fund, the
purpose of which "is to provide a means by which the Board
can assist financially such projects as it considers will
benefit the mineworker in the three fields of (a) his
health and safety (b) his domestic welfare and (c) the
welfare of the community in which he lives." 1. The Fund
was initiated in 1947 by a contribution of $140,000 from
the Commonwealth Government. Bach year since then, both
the Commonwealth and State Governments have contributed,
the Commonwealth's contributions being greater until 1954,

as shown in Table 8.

1. Joint Coal Board 23rd Annual Report, (Sydney,
November 1970) p. 161.
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Table 8, Government Contributions to Welfare Fund
Year Ended  Commonwealth Government State Government
1947 140,000

1948 103,000 103,000

1949 280,000 136,004

1950 560,000 140,000

1951 540,000 140,000

1952 516,400 140,000

1953 460,000 140,000

1954 182,400 140,000

1955-1958 140,000 each year 140,000 each year
1959-1961 120,000 each year 120,000 each year
1962-1963 100,000 each year 100,000 each year
1964-1965 90,000 each year 90,000 each year
1966-1967 70,000 each year 70,000 each year
1968-1970 65,000 each year 65,000 each year
Source: Joint Coal Board, 23rd Annual Report, Sydney

November, 1970 p. 163

Assistance from this fund was especially beneficial
to Cessnock miners in the period of re-adjustment following
the war, However, by the early 1950's, when Cessnock's
problems were far from over, the Commonwealth's
contribution to the Fund was falling until by 1955, it
was only 25% of what it had been in 1950. This prompted
lMr. J.W. Crook, State Member for Cessnock, to observe that
as a result of the falling Commonwealth Government
contribution "the (Joint Coal) Board has refused to pay
grants-in-aid to local mining communities for the purpose
of setting up amenities and maintaining their shires and
municipalities in a reasonable condition." e This

situation continued as did the rising unemployment and

Mr. Crook once more indicated his concern:

2, N.S.W. P.D., 26 August 1953, p. 317.
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"If unemployment on the coalfields continues to
increase at its present rate there will be a serious
displacement of miners. If by-product industries were
established there would be plenty of labour to operate
them .... The solution is to set up other heavy industries
in the coalmining districts. There is plenty of coal,
water and labour. What more is needed!" 3+ But still no
industry came.

By this time the idea of shifting new industries
to the coalfields was beginning to receive wider support
with the Council involving itself in the issue. By
January, 1956 Council was discussing the formation of a
committee to press for the establishment of a power station
at Ellalong Lagoon, only a few miles from Cessnock. But
this was not to be and the application was refused in
August, 1957. The feeling at the time was that the power
station idea had been vetoed by coal-mine owners, who
could see the price for their coal falling even further
if local demand were stimulated and closed pits reopened.
Commenting on the refusal of the application, Alderman Blair
of Cessnock Council stated that "if there is to be no power
station in this area it will be because of the people who
sell the coal." 4+ mhe already strained relations between
the local miners and colliery owners were becoming more soO
and even the N.S.W. Labor Government was feeling the
backlash of local opinion. At a public meeting in February
1956, for example, the following motion was carried:

"We in Cessnock demand more consideration from

our Labor Government, otherwise new affiliations or

3, ibid 8 September, 1954 pp. 299-300
40 N.M.HI, l A-Ilgust 1957’ p. 12.
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new parties must be sought ..... Ve are treated this
way because Cessnock is a safe Labor seat."” e
There was no immediate response from the Govermment and the
local employment situation continuved to worsen, as a
"lock-out" at the Bellbird colliery got under way. This
"] ock-out" was similar to others on the coalfields in that
miners had been presented with a list of 24 proposed changes
in their working conditions. Obviously, they could not
agree and were given 7 days notice. This situation further
worsened the relations between miners and owners and
Mr. Crook probably summed up local feeling after the
"] ock-out" had been in progress for some 15 weeks when he
12id the blame squarely on the company controlling the
colliery, since "Because of its greed for profit, it has
snatched the coal nearest the surface". 6.

As the unemployment situation worsened, there was
a great deal of public agitation towards initiating a "self
help" programme. The first manifestation of this was the
setting up, in July, 1957 at a meeting convened by the
Kurri Kurri Businessmens' Club, of a committee to seek the
establishment of secondary industries at Kurri Kurri. This
was the beginning of a campaign which, in the 1960's, was
to achieve some success in decentralising industries and
providing local employment. The second local "success"
during this period was the offer by the Coal Conservation
Fund of a £150,000 loan at 1% to establish a gasworks at
Cessnock. The Council accepted this and also decided to
request a further £250,000. Bven though this was something
of 2 breakthrough in the establishment of new local

employment opportunities, nevertheless there was a lot of

5. ibid 21 February 1956, p. 4.
60 N.S.‘L‘II P.D. 30 Ilay 1956’ po 205.
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opposition. First of all there were those who thought
that the money could be better spent elsewhere and argued
that the establishment of such a service:
(a) would use little coal unless very large and
therefore create little employment;
(b) would not mean an automatic move by secondary
industry into the area, since most industries
had switched to electricity; and
(¢) would not serve a great local demand, since
people would not change from electricity to
gas and therefore rates would rise in order
to support an uneconomic utility.
The gasworks proposal was also held up when Caledonian
Collieries Ltd. objected to the site chosen for it.
However, in November, 1957 a site was finally chosen at
the junction of Aberdare Road and the main road between
Cessnock and Kurri Kurri and the construction of the
gasworks was commenced. |

While these minor successes were being achieved
there was increasing pressure being put on the N.S.W.
Government, which by this time had realised that the
situation on the Northern coalfields was critical and that
local people were determined to exert pressure in order to
alleviate it. In February, 1958, the Premier, lMr. Cahill
promised that on a visit to the U.S. later in the year, he
would tell of the advantages of establishing on the
northern coalfields, however, he warned that despite
pressure for the Government to set up industries on its
own behalf (both inside and outside Parliament) this could
not be done. The very next month, however, a deputation
comprising delegates from the Miners' Federation, the
Council, the Kurri-Kurri Advancement Committee and a

committee appointed by the Cessnock A.L.P. Branch, visited
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the Premier but with no concrete results. Four months
later, a public meeting was held at which signatures were
called for on a petition prepared by the Combined Unions'
Committee urging the establishment of industries at
Cessnock, The petition, which was to be givén to the
Premier at Cessnock, urged the Government to:

(a) announce Wallis Creek as a definite site for

a power station and begin construction as

soon as possible;

(b) announce definite steps for the establishment

of factories as outlined in a report from the

N.S.W. Institute of Technology. Briefly, this

report favoured the setting up of chemical and

coal by-product factories in the area and the
question of the chemical works themselves had
already been endorsed by the State Government

and by Dr. Evatt, who had promised to include

it in his election policy speech.

The unemployment situation continued to be serious
and this was highlighted by the Newcastle Morning Herald
of 13th August, 1958 which carried a notice announcing a
ballot at the Cessnock office of the Commonwealth
Employment Service to select 180 mineworkers for
employment on the Charlestown sewerage scheme. Bearing
in mind the unemployment situation as well as the fact
that the poor state of local roads made it virtually
impossible for out of work miners to commute elsewhere for
employment, the Mayor and Deputy lMayor were appointed by
Council to see the Premier in September, 1958 and discuss
various suggestions for improving the unemployment situation.
The suggestions included:

(a) the construction of a flood free rail route

between Minimbah and Morisset;
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(b) the development of construction work on the

Kulnura Road;

(¢) the sewering of Branxton;
(d) the establishment of industries; and
(e) +the commenc