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J26 
ADDRESS BY THE PREMIER OF SOUTH AUSTRALIA, DON DUNSTAN, 
TO THE FOURTH NATIONAL CONGRESS OF URBAN DEVELOPERS 
(URBAN DEVELOPMENT INSTITUTE OF AUSTRALIA), FESTIVAL 
THEATRE, ADELAIDE - 19TH MARCH 1975. 

Mr. Taeuber, Distinguished Guests, Ladies and Gentlemen 

I believe it is appropriate that this Congress is being held in 
Adelaide this year, and that its general theme is "Co-operation 
- the Key". This 

is for a number of significant reasons. 
For instance, there is the spectacular success of our Land 
Commission - through building up its land bank, it has 
consolidated the lower (as compared with other States) price 
of land in this State. Co-operation with the Australian 
Government was the key in this. Then again, many of you will 
be interested in inner-city development - quite historic 
developments are taking place within the central city area 
of Adelaide involving the State Government and the Adelaide 
City Council in co-operative governmental procedures. One 
could go on - there are at present two major metropolitan 
private housing developments under way, at West Lakes and 
North Haven - the South Australian Housing Trust has established 
an exceptional programme of medium-density housing and is also 
adding to its rental stocks redeveloped (that is, renovated) 
nineteenth century cottages in the inner city areas. And 
overall, there are the general and continuing activities of 
the State Planning Authority, which together with the Land 
Commission, is having a fundamental effect on Urban Development 
in co-operation with Local Government. 
None of these organisations or the policy they implement 
is static, All are evolving and most are, in fact, the subjefct 
of continuing Government reassessment. I think it is proper for 
me to say that my Government has always been deeply and 
creatively involved in the issues of urban planning and 
development - not because they are any Cabinet Minister's 
particular hobby, but because in a very real sense urban 
development and regional planning in these latter decades of 
the twentieth century are central to the political and economic 
business of ALL Australian Governments. That is our attitude. 
It is also, I am glad to say, the Australian Government's 
attitude. Co-operation is thus, indeed the key. 
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And in saying this, I am also saying that urban development 
and planning can no longer be seen in terms of the privately 
developed subdivision and the publicly collected stamp duty 
and land tax, with power, roads, transport and sewerage 
following after. Rather they are general terms relating to 
complicated processes of economic: and social resource allocation 
and choice. They are related to the way we live, the way our 
children are educated, the kind of environments we enjoy, and 
the kind of jobs we have. They involve choices of transport -
ciar, bus, train, walking - whether in mud, on asphalt, across 
grass, or under trees. They relate to shopping and community 
facilities, and open spaces and public parks. They involve 
some of the major conservation issues of our time, and a great 
many of the environmental ones, such as noise, atmospheric 
pollution, waste disposal and so on. Such complexity, results 
in massive public expense and thus the inevitable, deep 
involvement of Governments. Again, co-operation is the key. 

In relation to this it is necessary to remember that Australia 
is a Federal System with, IN TERMS OF THE PRACTICE OF GOVERNMENT, 
an unclear division of powers between the States and the central 
Government. That is to say that while the Constitutiongives 
Certain powers, rights and prerogatives to, say, the States, 
governmental practice and the Constitution have allowed the 
central Government to, by and large, decide what are the 
national fiscal priorities. And accordingly, since the matter 
of urban development and planning is, by and large, now central 
to the concern of all Governments, the involvement of the central 
Government is essential if the problems of Australia's urban areas 
are to be solved. 

In relation to this, I think today it is appropriate to make 
some general, but considered, comments on such co-operation, 
specifically in relation to decentralisation. 

There is no mainland State Government that is not concerned in 
spme earnest degree with the rapid growth of their major urban 
areas. In Sydney and Melbourne there are now areas of chronic 
urban deprivation, the cure of which is far beyond the capacity 
of State finances. Throughout the nation, patterns and fashions 
and wrong-headedness in land development are placing immense 
strains in the provision of essential services. Tied up with 
the total situation is the tendency in Government and the 
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Electorate at large, at both State and Central Governmental 
level, to see bigness and growth as ideal social conditions 
for cities AND for the people who live in them, despite the 
obvious problems which they cause. It is a peculiar, 
schizoid, urban development attitude. 

The Sydney and Melbourne conurbations are, of course, the 
prime examples of this process. It is generally argued that 
they have passed the point at which assumed standards of 
services and social and housing facilities can be provided 
for all their citizens. In many respects, I believe this 
to be true, though I concede that it is hard to define 
precisely what an ideal size for a city is. Hobart, Canberra, 
Adelaide and Sydney - I suspect each has real advantages for 
different sets of people. Certainly it would appear that 
you need a city of over some 200,000 to provide a full 
range of services, and over half a million for a reasonable 
manufacturing base. 

Now in Australia, we have at the moment only five urban areas 
with population over 500,000, namely the five mainland capitals. 
Of these: only two have moved past the two million mark, leav-
ing Perth, Adelaide and Brisbane each somewhere around three-
quarters of a million. And with Sydney and Melbourne bearing 
respectively sixty percent and sixty-nine percent of their 
State's populations and their States bearing some sixty-five 
percent of the total Australian populations, there is a 
proper argument, not only for intra-State decentralisation 
to areas such as Albury-Wodonga, Bathurst-Orange and the like, 
but also massive inter-State relocations of industries and 
services development into established manufacturing and 
social bases. 

Unfortunately, the reason this has not hitherto happened is 
that the decentralisation policies of the various Governments 
in Australia by and large reflect their particular demographic 
and political situations. Accordingly, densities of pop-
ulation have tended eonstantly to reinforce themselves. The 
peculiarities of, and sibling rivalries engendered by, 
Federation, have never properly allowed for a National 
decentralisation policy. 
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May I hasten to say that I am not, in this, in the process 
of advancing an elaborate rationalisation for the immediate 
establishment of massive new industries in this State, 
though indeed my Government does have a policy in this area. 
The policy is NOT to seek witlessly for any and every 
industry, but rather to plan for the diversification of our 
present industrial base so as to achieve the maximum 
possible degree of employment stability. No Government should, 
of course, be allowed to do less. We believe that, by and 
large, the State is fast approaching its optimum population, 
though following the Borrie Report there is now discussion 
as to how fast we are approaching it. Nevertheless, it is 
clear that there have to be distinct planning limits placed 
upon metropolitan Adelaide if the environment that surrounds 
it is to be protected for the benefit of its population -
that is, the Adelaide Hills, the Barossa Valley, the 
Fleurieu Peninsula. 

Accordingly, one of our major local moves in intra-State 
decentralisation has been to determine that a ceiling 
would be put on the population of Adelaide. The new city 
of Monarto will be able to take advantage of Adelaide's 
manufacturing base, while at the same time develop as a 
viable urban unit in its own right. 

But it is clear that for the major urban problems of 
Australia, new town development is not the entire answer. 
Large urban concentrations reinforce themselves, and the 

^British example is before us. Their total new town 
programme houses only some 2% of their total population. 
It has been estimated that if Australia deveiped ten 
Canberras within the next twenty-five years! only between 
10 and 15% of the natural growth of Sydney and Melbourne 
would be served by them by the end of the century. 

And it is for this reason that I believe patterns of 
Australian Urban Development should be reassessed. We 
have on the one hand in Australia the arguments of the 
economic rationalists for whom economies of scale, and 
production closely linked to the major labour and product 
markets, are concomitants of good planning. And on the 
other, we have the conflicting demands and rivalries of 
the States and State developers operating without over-
view, sense of National purpose, or interstate co-operation 
and priority. Dunstan Collection, Special Collections, Flinders University Library.



I must confess that in listening to the economic ration-
alists, I often speculate on how far one can take their 
points. Ultimately, I suppose, to the point at which 
Australia's total population lives within a two hundred mile 
radius of Sydney, with the rest of the country, with the ex-
ception of the mines, declared National Park. 

The true course runs, I suspect, in a thin and somewhat 
wavering line between. 

Accordingly, I believe that it is essential now in Australia 
for a reassessment of our major decentralisation policies 
and in such a reassessment the grosser arguments of the 
economic rationalists should not make the running. The 
main thrust of decentralisation, for a great many social 
and proper political reasons, should profitably be inter-
state, not intra-state. It should be from, for instance, 
Sydney to Townsville, to Perth, to the South Australian 
mid-north, to Brisbane, eventually to Danin, to the general 
Adelaide region, and so on. 

This idea is not new. One recent commentator, advancing it, 
suggested that both Perth and Adelaide could be developed 
to about two million each as a result of the imposition of 
disincentives to growth in Sydney and Melbourne, and 
incentives to growth in Perth and Adelaide. The feet is, 
of course, that as things stand, the New South Wales 
Government would hardly agree to sacrifice its growth in 
that way, while I am sure the people of Adelaide would not 
want to become another Sydney. 

In fact, what I am advancing is a concept of decentralisation 
and national rationalisation that can only be implemented by 
an Australian Government with the States co-operating. 
Its control of tariffs and exchange rates, and its increas-
ing capacity to give wide-ranging and specific assistance 
to industries, would allow it quite deliberately to encourage 
in States other than New South Wales and Victoria major 
urban growth centres. Further, it has an economic reason 
to do so: the cost of trying to cope with the growing urban 
problems of the larger cities, and of its massive new town 
programme, significantly exceeds that of attaching growth 
and development onto established urban nuclei. 

Thus, just as the Australian Government intends to locate 
certain of its departments in Albury-Wodonga, so could it 
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strategically locate departments and activities in interstate 
growth centres. Likewise white collar industries. (In 
North America a quite remarkable pattern of white collar 
relocation has been established, especially by insurance 
groups, who have moved from the major cities into quieter 
and smaller urban regions). The smaller capital cities in 
Australia could very effectively become the locus for many of 
the paper-handling and computer-based industries currently 
crammed into down-town 8ydney, its North Shore, or the lower 
end of Collins Street. 

Finally, if I may now bring this quite general argument back 
to the South Australian situation, we believe that a certain 
measure of growth in this State is essential, not only to 
achieve security of employment through industrial and 
occupational diversity, but also simply to keep, as it were, 
the States' social pot-simmering in a proper, creative way. 
I believe we will achieve this. But on the overall matter 
of proper Australian urban development, and as part of 
the series of solutions needed to solve the urban crowding 
of the South-Eastern Seaboard, co-operation between all 
Australian Governments will be the key for the next 2 5 years 
and beyond. 

Thank you 
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ERRATUM 

ADDRE5S BY THE PREMIER OF SOUTH AUSTRALIA, DON DUNSTAN, 

TO THE FOURTH NATIONAL CONGRESS OF URBAN DEVELOPERS 

(URBAN DEVELOPMENT INSTITUTE OF AUSTRALIA), FESTIVAL 

THEATRE, ADELAIDE - 19TH MARCH 1975. 

Paga 4, Paragraph 3. 

Delete from "It has been" - to - "end of centixry." and 
replace with 

"It is estimated that to absorb the natural growth of 
Sydney and Melbourne in the next twenty-fiye years 
would take nine or ten Canberras." 
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) ADDRESS BY THE PREMIER OF SOUTH AUSTRALIA, DON DUNSTAN, 
TO THE FOURTH NATIONAL CONGRESS OF URBAN DEVELOPERS 
(URBAN DEVELOPMENT INSTITUTE OF AUSTRALIA), FESTIVAL 
THEATRE, ADELAIDE - 19TH MARCH 1975. 

Mr. Taeuber, Distinguished Guests, Ladies and Gentlemen 
1 

I believe it is appropriate that this Congress is being held in 
Adelaide this year, and that its general theme is "Co-operation 
- the Key". This is for a number of significant reasons. 
For instance, there is the spectacular success of our Land 
Commission - through building up its land bank, it has 
consolidated the lower (as compared with other States) price 
of land in this State. Co-operation with the Australian 
Government was the key in this. Then again, many of you will 
be interested in inner-city development - quite historic 
developments are taking place within the central city area 
of Adelaide involving the State Government and the Adelaide 
City Council in co-operative governmental procedures. One 
could go on - there are at present two major metropolitan 
private housing developments under way, at West Lakes and 
North Haven - the South Australian Housing Trust has established 
an exceptional programme of medium-density housing and is also 
adding to its rental stocks redeveloped (that is, renovated) 
nineteenth century cottages in the inner city areas. . And 
overall, there are the general and continuing activities of 
the State Planning Authority, which together with the Land 
Commission, is having a fundamental effect on Urban Development 
in co-operation with Local Government. 

None of these organisations or the policy they implement 
is static, All are evolving and most are, in fact, the subject 
of continuing Government reassessment. I think it is proper for 
me to say that my Government has always been deeply and 
creatively involved in the issues of urban planning and 
development - not because they are any Cabinet Minister's 
particular hobby, but because in a very real sense urban 
development and regional planning in these latter decades of 
the twentieth century are central to the political and economic 
business of ALL Australian Governments. That is our attitude. 
It is also, I am glad to say, the Australian Government's 
attitude. Co-operation is thus, indeed the key. 
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And in saying this, I am also saying that urban development 
and planning can no longer be seen in terms of the privately 
developed subdivision and the publicly collected stamp duty 
and land tax, with power, roads, transport and sewerage 
following after. Rather they are general terms relating to 
complicated processes of economic and social resource allocation 
ind choice. They are related to the way we live, the way our 
children are educated, the kind of environments we enjoy, and 
the kind of jobs we have. They involve choices of transport -
<?ar, bus, train, walking - whether in mud, on asphalt, across 
grass, or under trees. They relate to shopping and community 
facilities, and open spaces and public parks. They involve 
some of the major conservation issues of our time, and a great 
many of the environmental ones, such as noise, atmospheric 
pollution, waste disposal and so on. Such complexity, results 
in massive public expense and thus the inevitable, deep 
involvement of Governments. Again, co-operation is the key. 

In relation to this it is necessary to remember that Australia 
is a Federal System with, IN TERMS OF THE PRACTICE OF GOVERNMENT, 
an unclear division of powers between the States and the central 
Government. That is to say that while the Constitutiongives 
certain powers, rights and prerogatives to, say, the States, 
governmental practice and the Constitution have allowed the 
central Government to, by and large, decide what are the 
national fiscal priorities. And accordingly, since the matter 
of urban development and planning is, by and large, now central 
to the concern of all Governments, the involvement of the central 
Government is essential if the problems of Australia's urban areas 
are to be solved. 

In relation to this, I think today it is appropriate to make 
some general, but considered, comments on such co-operation, 
specifically in relation to decentralisation. 

There is no mainland State Government that is not concerned in 
spme earnest degree with the rapid growth of their major urban 
areas. In Sydney and Melbourne there are now areas of chronic 
urban deprivation, the cure of which is far beyond the capacity 
of State finances. Throughout the nation, patterns and fashions 
and wrong-headedness in land development are placing immense 
strains in the provision of essential services. Tied up with 
the total situation is the tendency in Government and the 
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Electorate at large, at both State and Central Governmental 
level, to see bigness and growth as ideal social conditions 
for cities AND for the people who live in them, despite the 
obvious problems which they cause. It is a peculiar, 
schizoid, urban development attitude. 

The Sydney and Melbourne conurbations are, of course, the 
prime examples of this process. It is generally argued that 
they have passed the point at which assumed standards of 
services and social and housing facilities can be provided 
for all their citizens. In many respects, I believe this 
to be true, though I concede that it is hard to define 
precisely what an ideal size for a city is. Hobart, Canberra, 
Adelaide and Sydney - I suspect each has real advantages for 
different sets of people. Certainly it would appear that 
you need a city of over some 200,000 to provide a full 
range of services, and over half a million for a reasonable 
manufacturing base. 

Now in Australia, we have at the moment only five urban areas 
with population over 50 0,000, namely the five mainland capitals. 
Of these: only two have moved past the two million mark, leav-
ing Perth, Adelaide and Brisbane each somewhere around three-
quarters of a million. And with Sydney and Melbourne bearing 
respectively sixty percent and sixty-nine percent of their 
State's populations and their States bearing some sixty-five 
percent of the total Australian populations, there is a 
proper argument, not only for intra-State decentralisation 
to areas such as Albury-Wodonga, Bathurst-Orange and the like, 
but also massive inter-State relocations of industries and 
services development into established manufacturing and 
social bases. 

Unfortunately, the reason this has not hitherto happened is 
that the decentralisation policies of the various Governments 
in Australia by and large reflect their particular demographic 
and political situations. Accordingly, densities of pop-
ulation have tended eonstantly to reinforce themselves. The 
peculiarities of, and sibling rivalries engendered by, 
Federation, have never properly allowed for a National 
decentralisation policy. 
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May I hasten to say that I am not, in this, in the process 
of advancing an elaborate rationalisation for the immediate 
establishment of massive new industries in this State, 
though indeed my Government does have a policy in this area. 
The policy is NOT to seek witlessly for any and every 
industry, but rather to plan for the diversification of our 
present industrial base so as to achieve the maximum 
possible degree of employment stability. No Government should, 
of course, be allowed to do less. We believe that, by and 
large, the State is fast approaching its optimum population, 
though following the Borrie Report there is now discussion 
as to how fast we are approaching it. Nevertheless, it is 
clear that there have to be distinct planning limits placed 
upon metropolitan Adelaide if the environment that surrounds 
it is to be protected for the benefit of its population -
that is, the Adelaide Hills, the Barossa Valley, the 
Fleurieu Peninsula. 

Accordingly, one of our major local moves in intra-State 
decentralisation has been to determine that a ceiling 
would be put on the population of Adelaide. The new city 
of Monarto will be able to take advantage of Adelaide's 
manufacturing base, while at the same time develop as a 
viable urban unit in its own right. 

But it is clear that for the major urban problems of 
Australia, new town development is not the entire answer. 
Large urban concentrations reinforce themselves, and the 
British example is before us. Their total new town 
programme houses only some 2% of their total population. 
It has been estimated that if Australia deveiped ten 
Canberras within the next twenty-five years! only between 
10 and 15% of the natural growth of Sydney and Melbourne 
would be served by them by the end of the century. 

And it is for this reason that I believe patterns of 
Australian Urban Development should be reassessed. We 
have on the one hand in Australia the arguments of the 
economic rationalists for whom economies of scale, and 
production closely linked to the major labour and product 
markets, are concomitants of good planning. And on the 
other, we have the conflicting demands and rivalries of 
the States and State developers operating without over-
view, sense of National purpose, or interstate co-operation 
and priority. Dunstan Collection, Special Collections, Flinders University Library.



I must confess that in listening to the economic ration-
alists, I often speculate on how far one can take their 
points. Ultimately, I suppose, to the point at which 
Australia's total population lives within a two hundred mile 
radius of Sydney, with the rest of the country, with the ex-
ception of the mines, declared National Park. 

The true course runs, I suspect, in a thin and somewhat 
wavering line between. 

Accordingly, I believe that it is essential now in Australia 
for a reassessment of our major decentralisation policies 
and in such a reassessment the grosser arguments of the 
economic rationalists should not make the running. The 
main thrust of decentralisation, for a great many social 
and proper political reasons, should profitably be inter-
state, not intra-state. It should be from, for instance, 
Sydney to Townsville, to Perth, to the South Australian 
mid-north, to Brisbane, eventually to Dartin, to the general 
Adelaide region, and so on. 

This idea is not new. One recent commentator, advancing it, 
suggested that both Perth and Adelaide could be developed 
to about two million each as a result of the imposition of 
disincentives to growth in Sydney and Melbourne, and 
incentives to growth in Perth and Adelaide. The feet is, 
of course, that as things stand, the New South Wales 
Government would hardly agree to sacrifice its growth in 
that way, while I am sure the people of Adelaide would not 
want to become another Sydney. 

In fact, what I am advancing is a concept of decentralisation 
and national rationalisation that can only be implemented by 
an Australian Government with the States co-operating. 
Its control of tariffs and exchange rates, and its increas-
ing capacity to give wide-ranging and specific assistance 
to industries, would allow it quite deliberately to encourage 
in States other than New South Wales and Victoria major 
urban growth centres. Further, it has an economic reason 
to do so: the cost of trying to cope with the growing urban 
problems of the larger cities, and of its massive new town 
programme, significantly exceeds that of attaching growth 
and development onto established urban nuclei. 

Thus, just as the Australian Government intends to locate 
certain of its departments in Albury-Wodonga, so could it 
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strategically locate departments and activities in interstate 
growth centres. Likewise white collar industries. (In 
North America a quite remarkable pattern of white collar 
relocation has been established, especially by insurance 
groups, who have moved from the major cities into quieter 
and smaller urban regions). The smaller capital cities in 
Australia could very effectively become the locus for many of 
the paper-handling and computer-based industries currently 
crammed into down-town Bydney, its North Shore, or the lower 
end of Collins Street. 

Finally, if I may now bring this quite general argument back 
j:o the South Australian situation, we believe that a certain 
measure of growth in this State is essential, not only to 
achieve security of employment through industrial and 
occupational diversity, but also simply to keep, as it were, 
the States' social pot-simmering in a proper, creative way. 
I believe we will achieve this. But on the overall matter 
of proper Australian urban development, and as part of 
the series of solutions needed to solve the urban crowding 
of the South-Eastern Seaboard, co-operation between all 
Australian Governments will be the key for the next 25 years 
and beyond. 

Thank you 
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ERRATUM 

ADDRESS BY THE PREMIER OF SOUTH AUSTRALIA, DON DUNSTAN, 

TO- THE FOURTH NATIONAL CONGRESS OF URBAN DEVELOPERS 

(URBAN DEVELOPMENT INSTITUTE OF AUSTRALIA), FESTIVAL 

THEATRE, ADELAIDE - 1 9 T H MARCH 1975. 

Page Paragraph 3. 

Delete from "It has been" 
replace with - t o - "end of centuxy." and 

It is estimated that to absorb the natural growth of 
Sydney and Melbourne in the next twenty-fiue years 
would take nine or ten Carvberras." 
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