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ABSTRACT: This paper examines tourism policies and actions in rural New South Wales. It 
explaines the roles of the New South Wales Tourism Commission, the New England Tourism 
Development Authority, and New South Wales State and Local Government planning 
legislation. In response to what is clearly a complex and neglected public policy sector, 
several suggestions are made as to rural tourism policy and research priorities. Particular 
attention is given to aspects of co-ordination and power in rural tourism policy formulation 
and implementation. 

Introduction 

Tourism is of  major economic, environmental and 
social significance to rural Australia. Federal, state and 
local government has generally provided the tourist 
infrastructure and assistance in financing tourist 
developments, market research and promotion. Tourism is 
thus one of a number  of opportunities for government to 
be seen to be involved in increasing the well-being of rural 
communities. The private sector, on the other hand, has 
provided the bulk of tourist facilities, accommodation and 
services and its main concern is the rate of return on 
investment. 

Tourism policies in rural Australia have been charac- 
terised by reactive responses to the need to find new 
incomes for rural communities in the hope that tourism 
will promote regional development and assist in restruc- 
turing local economies. Consequently, there are many 
groups (including government agencies, conservation 
groups, developers and local residents) with a stake in the 
development and management  of  tourism. The range of 
such interests and the impacts of  much tourism 
development in both developed and undeveloped nations 
have led some to advocate 'alternative' (Pearce 1989; 
Pigram 1989), 'responsible' (Haywood 1988) or 'sustainable' 
(Pigram 1991) tourism policies. Whilst acknowledging the 

importance of political forces and decision-making 
processes, such prescriptions have not been reviewed or 
implemented in rural Australia. No one therefore has been 
able to suggest clear directives as to how 'alternative', 
'responsible' or 'sustainable' tourism can be achieved. 
Moreover, recent prescriptive responses focus on the need 
to co-ordinate tourism policies at the national, state and 
regional levels. Such responses are contrary to research in 
the fields of  public policy and regional planning which 
suggest that effective co-ordination in a complex policy 
environment (ie involving three levels of  government, 
interest groups, a poorly defined tourist industry and the 
local community) is unlikely. Top-down approaches do not 
work because of a lack of local input and overall control. 
Bottom-up approaches do not work either if decision- 
makers and researchers get too caught up in the decision- 
making processes at the micro-scale and lose sight of state- 
society relationships at the macro-scale. In short, little is 
known about decision-making processes and the role of  
politics and power in tourism policy formulation and 
implementation. 

This paper seeks to make a contribution to the tourism 
policy debate by giving a brief explanation of the role of the 
New South Wales Tourism Commission (NSWTC), the 
New England Tourism Development Authority (NETDA) 
in Northern New South Wales (Fig 1), and New South 
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Wales State and Local Government planning legislation. 
Attention is directed at (1) the need to explore the 
interrelationships between regional planning, policy 
studies and tourism; (2) the need to recognise the political 
nature of the tourism planning process and the role of 
power in the policy process; and (3) the failure of local 
community tourism planning approaches to appreciate and 
understand the influence of 'external' forces on local 
actions and events. 

Tourism in Rural Australia and Rural New South Wales 

Tourism is Australia's second-largest and fastest 
growing industry with considerable potential for future 
growth. In the past decade, international visitation 
increased by 145°/0 to 2.2 million visitors in 1990, while 
domestic tourism increased by 2-3% per annum and is 
expected, in the short-term, to continue to increase at 
about 3% per annum. International tourism is expected to 
increase at a rate of about 8% per annum up to the year 
2000 (Bureau of Tourism Research 1990; Bureau of 
Tourism Research 1991). Tourism growth creates employ- 
ment opportunities, encourages substantial private (both 
domestic and international) and public investment, and 

makes a positive contribution to Australia's balance of 
payments. In fact, tourism 'is now regarded as one of the 
key mechanisms for the development and restructuring of 
the Australian economy' (Hall 1991: 1). Nevertheless, the 
reactions to tourism growth range from 'those who see 
tourism in a positive light . . .  to those who view it as a 
culturally and environmentally destructive phenomenon 
of the worst possible kind' (Mercer 1991: 124). Tourism, 
then, 'can be a tool in the development of communities, 
regions, national economies, parks, natural areas, cultures 
or societies, but it can also be an agent of disruption or 
destruction' (Getz 1987: 3-4). 

Tourism is such a significant economic force that 
tourism development is considered to be the panacea to 
the economic problems of many developed and 
underdeveloped countries and regions. In rural NSW, 
there is a widespread, if erroneous, perception that tourism 
offers salvation from local economic crises. Given the 
recent downturns in rural economies in NSW, it is perhaps 
understandable that much attention has been given to the 
economic benefits of tourism, particularly in those rural 
areas struggling to keep pace with and to adapt to dynamic 
domestic and world economies. Unfortunately, however, 
the environmental and social impacts of tourism are 
frequently ignored, neglected, or strategically omitted from 
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the decision making process. Research on the impacts of 
tourism on local communities and the environment are 
mostly isolated case studies of a particular type of tourism 
impact (either economic, physical or social), are site 
specific, or deal with some narrow aspect of tourist 
behaviour and impact which provides little insight into 
tourist motivations and how tourists come to understand 
and interpret their complex environment. Such studies 
have not led to the development of strong concepts or 
theories on tourism in rural areas. Despite the large 
number of models dealing with various aspects of tourism, 
these models appear to have developed independently of 
one another, with little or no recognition or attempt to 
build on previous efforts (Pearce 1987). This has created 
many problems in attempts to establish tourism planning 
strategies on all scales. Nevertheless, all Australian States 
and many rural communities have public and private 
tourism planning and development agencies in place. The 
New South Wales Tourism Commission and the New 
England Tourism Development Authority are two such 
public agencies. 

Tourism Planning in New South Wales 

This section deals with the operations of the New South 
Wales Tourism Commission and the New England Tourism 
Development Authority. Attention is given to the 
structure, aims and objectives of each body, culminating in 
an assessment of their planning responsibilities and 
influence. Some indications are made as to recent changes 
in tourism planning and policy and subsequent shifts in the 
distribution of power for tourism planning in the State. 

The New South Wales Tourism Commission 

Despite the lack of a strong theoretical or conceptual 
base for tourism planning, planners at all levels of 
government have had to adapt programmes to assess and 
review the environmental and social impacts of tourism. 
Simultaneously, the New South Wales State Government 
is striving for smaller government, and through the New 
South Wales Tourism Commission and regional bodies, is 
also becoming more entrepreneurial in its involvement in 
tourism in order to increase the contribution of tourism to 
government income (Hall 1991). From its legislative 
responsibilities the Commission established two main 
corporate goals. First, to increase the number, length of 
stay and expenditure by tourists to New South Wales, and 
secondly, to increase tourism product, accommodation and 
necessary infrastructure to support and encourage 
increased tourism to the state of New South Wales 
(NSWTC 1987). In the 1990 Annual Report of the Tourism 
Commission, these goals were refined. The goal now is to 
increase tourism revenues and employment for New South 
Wales by 10% in real terms through the achievement of the 
following fourteen objectives: 

1. To implement the New South Wales Government's 
Tourism Development Strategy; 

2. To provide leadership on major tourism policy issues, 
consistent with government policy; 

3. To assist both the public and private sector in the 
development of appropriate tourism services, 
including the identification of infrastructure needs; 

4. To inform and advise the Government through the 
Minister of major issues affecting tourism in New 
South Wales; 

5. To co-ordinate and provide direction for the marketing 
of New South Wales tourism; 

1. To provide information to the public, industry, 
investors, and all sectors of government; 

7. To ensure tourist information on New South Wales is 
readily accessible to tourists wishing to travel to and 
within New South Wales, and to retail New South 
Wales tourism product where this is not being 
undertaken by the private sector; 

8. To increase the awareness of the value of  tourism to 
New South Wales in both social and economic terms; 

9. To advance environmental consideration in the 
formulation and implementation of policies and 
strategies for the achievement of all objectives; 

10. To build and operate an organisational culture which 
will enable staff to achieve their full work potential and 
contribute effectively to the Corporate Goals; 

11. To pursue funding initiatives which lessen the 
Commission's dependence on State Government 
funding, and are compatible with the Commission's 
mission and the Government's corporatisation 
principles; 

12. To ensure effective and efficient management of the 
Commission's land holdings; 

13. To ensure the statutory requirements of operating as a 
Government body are met; 

14. To divest functions/activities which do not directly 
contribute to the corporate goal (NSWTC 1990b: 7). 

The Tourism Commission functions quite differently 
from a fully fledged Government department. The 
fundamental difference is the provision for the direct 
influence of non-departmental people acting as 
Commissioners, or in effect a board of directors (Donohue 
1985). The board of directors brings to the Commission the 
expertise of private industry. Hence, the Commission can 
independently evaluate government-backed projects such 
as the Tourism Development Fund and can also promote 
tourism through the Commission working in co-operation 
with industry. The Commission's role as investor is 
administered through the Tourism Development Fund 
which can be used for promoting and developing tourism 
through grants or loans. The functions of the NSWTC 
therefore empower it to provide tourist services, along 
with private sector operators, and to establish and operate 
tourist establishments. The Commission can also appoint 
agents, act as an agent for other organisations in providing 
tourist facilities and associated services, and co-ordinate 
the development of new or existing tourist ventures. It can 
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undertake research and investigations into tourism and 
provide funds for feasibility studies and research by others. 
Therefore the role of the NSWTC is to act as a catalyst in 
the growth and prosperity of the State's tourism, together 
with the in-built benefits of providing more employment, 
adding to the recreation facilities for local communities 
and tourists, and earning significant revenue for the State 
of New South Wales. 

The implications of a Board of Directors linked to 
private industry, within the confines of a QUAGO (Quasi- 
Autonomous Government Organisation), are that perhaps 
the balance of power swings to private developers. Indeed, 
the aims and objectives of the NSWTC point directly to the 
profit/revenue motivations of the Commission. Moreover, 
of the seven Commissioners on the Board (one of whom is 
the General Manager who has full-time responsibility for 
managing the organisation and implementing the policies 
of the Commission) their private interests include: 
1. Chairman of the second largest advertising agency 

group in Australia; 
2. Various business interests in Tamworth including a 

tourist attraction; 
3. Chairman of a local tourist association; 
4. Managing director of a tourist business and director of 

the Boating Industry Association of New South Wales; 
5. Director of Tourist Services for a Company's 

International, Hotel and Leisure Division; and 
6. The Chief Executive of the largest hotel group in the 

South Pacific/Asian region, with 42 hotels in seven 
countries. 
Recently retired from the Board were two members, 

one of whom at that time was Chairman of a Television 
Company, and the other the Chairman of a property 
development and investment company (NSWTC 1990a). 
Can, then, the N SWTC, backed to the tune of $20.8 million 
by the State Government in 1990, incorporate the views of 
the public generally? What reception or attention are 
environmental interests likely to get from a gathering of 
business interests despite Crombie's (1988) assurances 
that conservation is extremely important and that in the 
Commission's role as a catalyst it operates 'with various 
government agencies and the private sector to bring the 
parties together and to discuss the issues in relation to 
conservation'? Are environmental and broader social 
concerns likely to receive little attention as revenue 
concerns override? What input do rural areas (the 
periphery to Sydney) receive? Tourism policy and planning 
at the State Government level is clearly dominated by a 
social elite who can influence funding allocation and 
distribution but lack the statutory right to intervene in the 
planning process. The ability of the NSWTC to co-ordinate 
tourism policy within the state of New South Wales is, in 
fact, severely limited. As Hall (1991: 99) noted: 'while the 
NSW Tourism Commission is charged with the develop- 
ment and marketing of tourism in the State, it has no 
statutory authority to intervene in the planning process'. 
Therefore, there is no authority charged with co-ordinating 
tourism development and dispelling the conflict and 

confusion on the part of local authorities in the tourism 
development process. 

Nevertheless, on the basis of a Five Year Plan for 1983/ 
84-1988/89 (New South Wales Department of Leisure 
Sport and Recreation 1983), New South Wales was divided 
into nine 'marketable regions/areas' each having 
compatible geographical, historical and natural features. 
This direction resulted from 'in depth consumer research 
which found there was a general lack of knowledge of New 
South Wales as a tourist destination. Research also found 
that presenting the state on a regional basis was the most 
efficient and effective way to market the state's tourist 
attractions and activities to the consumer' (New South 
Wales Department of Leisure, Sport and Recreation 1983). 
Hence, the state and its various regions were promoted 
through an umbrella advertising campaign together with a 
state promotional brochure and related merchandising 
material. The NETDA was one regional authority which 
emerged from this marketing focus. 

The New England Tourism Development Authority 

As if signalling an intention of the New South Wales 
Labor Government to strengthen links with the rural 
sector, the Premier of New South Wales, the Rt. Hon. 
Neville Wran, in his Rural Policy speech of March 1985, 
announced that the State Government would establish a 
New England Tourism Development Authority, with 
representation from the local tourist industry, to promote 
tourism. The Authority was officially launched by Mr. Wran 
on 18 September, 1985. As an autonomous body, the 
NETDA co-operates closely with the NSWTC to develop 
and implement objectives and strategies for the promotion 
of tourism in the New England region. The 
implementation of such a policy put the New England 
region in a position to market itself. With the advent of the 
NETDA, the New England region has a body to assist the 
co-ordination of tourism planning and development. 

The NETDA is made up of representatives from local 
government, tourist association delegates, industry 
representatives, and a ministerial representative. The 
objectives of the NETDA as outlined by the Armidale City 
Council Tourist Committee (1987) are: 
1. To generate employment in the New England Region 

through establishing tourism as a strong and viable 
secondary industry that will ultimately benefit the whole 
region; 

2. To attract tourists to New England through carefully 
balanced and well-planned marketing, promotional and 
development strategies; 

3. To promote awareness of the value and potential of 
tourism among those in the industry (both employers 
and employees), government and the community 
whose decisions or actions can affect visitor experience. 
Further, to promote tourisrfis role as a focus for 
developing regional self-esteem, image and identity; 
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4. To encourage private and public investment in tourism 
facilities to improve and extend the range of tourist 
opportunities and strengthen the employment base; 

5. To optimise the capacity of the tourist industry to 
contribute to balanced development in the Region; 

6. In co-operation with Local Government bodies and 
local area associations, to provide direction to the 
marketing strategies and promotion priorities of the 
region through a consistent programme based on the 
region's depth of resources and proximity to markets; 

7. To improve the publication and distribution of 
information and related services for visitors to and 
within the region (Armidale City Council Tourist 
Committee, 1987) 
The Armidale City Council and other councils in the 

New England region, except Uralla and Guyra Shire 
Councils, cooperate with the NETDA. Plans formulated by 
the Armidale City Council's Tourist Committee, for 
example, are designed to work in conjunction with the 
plans of the Authority. The annual contribution by 
Armidale City Council to the Authority has been 80 cents 
per capita, which in 1991-92 amounted to $17,000. 

Initially, one million dollars was set aside by the State 
government as a grant to the NETDA for the marketing, 
promotion and development of tourism in the region. 
After the expending of the one million dollars, the NETDA 
was guaranteed on-going funding on the basis of a base 
grant of $50,000 and up to an additional $180,000 to be 
matched dollar for dollar from regional resources. 
Community and industry support was therefore 
paramount to the realisation of an additional $180,000 in 
funding. However, the marketing strategy of the Tourism 
Commission of New South Wales and subsequent funding 
allocations were altered due to a change in the 
Commission's strategy from 'regional marketing 
campaigns' to 'product marketing'. At an informal meeting 
of the NETDA and other guests on 25 June, 1988, The 
Minister for Tourism and Chief Secretary, Mr. Gary West, 
announced: 

We believe that the approach of promoting tourist regions 
has not been effective and often merely confuses the tourist 
... Tourism is a private sector driven enterprise and we will 
be encouraging the private sector to become involved ... 
You (The New England region) have a tremendous product 
with many natural attractions and they must be marketed as 
part of the tourism product (ArmidaleExpress, 28 June 1988: 
1). 

In response to this change in direction, the Tourism 
Development Authority did not receive $280,000 as final 
payment of the one million dollars initially promised by 
the Wran government in 1984. The dollar for dollar funding 
scheme was also cut. 

The change in direction of the Commission's marketing 
strategy coincided with the change in government at the 
March, 1988, state elections. However, as early as 
December, 1987, both the Leader of the Opposition (Mr. 
Nick Greiner) and senior executives of the NSWTC 
indicated that the planning strategy was likely to be altered 
with a change of government, and there were also 

indications of the abandonment of the dollar for dollar 
funding scheme. 

At a special meeting of Jerilderie Shire Council 
convened by the Tourism Commission of New South 
Wales, in Albury on 12 December, 1987, the Commission's 
General Manager Mr. Paul Crombie, former Marketing 
Manager Ms. Susan Hunt and former State Manager of 
Regional Tourism Mr. Michael Crawley, put forward the 
following ideas and proposals: 
a) that the dollar for dollar on a regional basis looks like 

being abandoned and replaced by co-operative 
incentives; 

b) it should be the aim of tourist committees to provide 
experiences for visitors, such as drive-yourself tours, 
fishing, wine tasting, fossicking, farm holidays, golf and 
bowls; 

c) there should be a move away from marketing on a 
geographical basis to activity/attraction based 
marketing; 

d) disbanding the current regional promotion committees 
and re-directing the funds currently allocated into 
consumer-based product marketing campaigns; 

e) development of a marketing umbrella and ultimately 
specific product lines based on market research and 
demonstrated consumer demand; 

f) a long term tourism strategy up to five years is being 
developed and will eventually be adopted by the com- 

mission (Southern Riverina News, 18 December 1987). 
In addition to the above, the Weekend Australian 

(12-13 March, 1988) and the Sydney Morning Herald 
(March, 12, 1987) noted that the Leader of the Opposition, 
Mr. Greiner, had announced that a Liberal Government 
would significantly increase private sector involvement in 
the New South Wales Tourism Commission. Hence, the 
dominant direction of the Tourism Commission in terms 
of policy and strategy is intended to be private sector rather 
than public sector driven. However, although the dollar for 
dollar funding scheme has been abandoned in New South 
Wales, the Tourism Commission is still prepared to invest 
in the provision of tourist marketing and promotion, and 
tourist facilities. The level of funding varies according to 
local support from private enterprise and other factors. The 
catch is, that planning and development proposals must meet 
favourably with the aims and objectives of the NSWTC. In 
1988, Mr. Jeff Watson, Chairman of the NETDA, 
considered the New England region to be worse-off both 
financially and in terms of the range of facilities and 
activities which could be promoted and developed under 
the above arrangements. Mr. Watson's view was premature 
and indicated a lack of confidence in the ability of the 
NETDA to attract private investors (Jenkins 1988). Indeed, 
such a view was not in line with the Greiner Government 's  
policies which encourage privatisation and regard tourism 
as an industry which must provide substantial funding for 
marketing and promotion and become more self-reliant 
(Jenkins 1988). The industry can no longer, at least under a 
Liberal/National Party Government,  expect handouts or 
'open cheques'. 
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While the advent of  regional tourism authorities such 
as the NETDA, and the increasing involvement of  local 
councils, is a positive move towards local community 
planning, there has been confusion and argument over the 
implementation of NSWTC policies. It has already been 
established that the NSWTC acts as a catalyst and 
facilitator for private sector initiatives. The attention of 
government to the potential benefits of  economic and 
regional development has provided the main driving force 
for tourism planning. However, ' the result has been top- 
down planning and promotion that leaves destination 
communities with little input or control over their own 
destinies' (Murphy 1986: 153). 

Tourism Planning and Policy in Rural New South Wales 

There is no strategy for the development of  tourism 
policies in rural New South Wales, The Tourism 
Development Strategy, 1988, 'makes no specific reference to 
tourism beyond the capital city of Sydney' (Pigram, 
forthcoming). The more recent strategy announced in 
1990: 

devotes just one page (out of 173) to tourism in 'country 
regions' (New South Wales Tourism Commission, 1990[a]). 
In 1989, the Commission did produce a paper on Tourism 
Planning and Local Government which impinges on rural 
issues (New South Wales Tourism Commission, 1989). 
Subsequently, a Cultural Tourism Strategy was developed as 
part of the 1990 report and placed stress on the opportunites 
for regional and local tourism, including the promotion of 
Aboriginal and Australian culture (New South Wales 
Tourism Commission, 1991). However, it remains to be seen 
whether the co-ordinated planning mechanisms envisaged 
for implementation of the strategy can overcome the 
entrenched resistance to shared responsibility manifest to 
date in the various agencies involved (Pigram, forthcoming). 

It is clear that rural NSW is considered by the New 
South Wales State Government,  and especially by the 
NSWTC, to be the 'support act' or 'backdrop' to Sydney for 
tourism planning and promotion. Funding has been 
redirected away from priority regions of the state to the 
promotion of the NSW tourist experience and Sydney as 
the 'Gateway' to New South Wales and Australia. 

Tourism planning and development is a complex 
challenge to rural communities. Indeed, tourism planning 
and development raises several important questions for 
rural New South Wales. Such questions include: 
• How can tourism development be undertaken with the 

acceptance of rural communities'? 
• If  such development is unacceptable, how can it be 

avoided or scaled to suit local requirements? 
• How can local communities come to terms with the 

wide range of interests involved in tourism 
development (eg those with a financial interest, those 
representing concerns for environmental impacts or 
those with concerns for rural lifestyles)? 

• How can local communities cope when local interests 
might not be representative of the national or industry 
interest, especially when communities have to resist the 

demands, 'expertise' and resources of bureaucracies and 
multinational corporations? 
This is by no means a comprehensive list, but the 

message is clear. I f  rural tourism planning and 
development are to improve both the welfare of the 
community and the environment of the rural area, then 
there is a need for research on rural tourism planning and 
policy and the associated decision-making processes. In 
NSW, tourism policy has traditionally been fragmented 
with a top-down bias whereby governments or agencies, 
often in partnership with the private sector, promote and 
develop tourist destinations. There is a proliferation of 
policy goals and instruments at different spatial scales ancl 
focusing on different aspects of the tourist industry (Hall, 
1991). This is in stark contrast to D'Amore (1985, in Murphy 
1988: 97) who recommended that 'at the local level, 
tourism planning should be based upon development 
goals and priorities identified by residents'. D'Amore (1985, 
in Murphy 1988: 97) predicted that among such goals 
would be goals to maintain ' the integrity and quality of  
local opportunities for fishing, hunting and outdoor 
recreation', and an interest in themes and events that 
reflect the history, local lifestyles or geographic setting of 
communities. Murphy went on to argue that to take 
advantage of this interest in local character and 
employment,  the tourism industry needs to become a 
facilitator of community aspirations as well as a business. 
As Murphy suggested: 

The industry has the opportunity because, as the tourism 
market has matured, more tourists are looking for authentic 
experiences and local flavour, so the conservation and 
marketing of genuine local or regional characteristics will 
help to provide the distinctiveness and intimacy that more 
tourists are seeking (Murphy 1988; 97). 

This is all admirable advice from overseas researchers, 
but what of its relevance to rural Australia? What is ' the 
tourism industry'? What and who comprises ' the tourism 
industry'? Whose interest/s does the decision-making 
process represent? In other words, who really has a say in 
tourism development in rural New South Wales? The 
tourism industry is so diverse and so complicated by 
internal and external forces that rural communities, 
especially those lacking expertise or leadership, probably 
find the tourism planning process and the potential 
impacts of  tourism incomprehensible. Moreover, tourism 
planning cannot be removed from regional planning 
because in NSW the access that local communities and 
individuals have to the decision-making process, and their 
ability to influence tourism development in NSW, are 
enshrined not in legislation directed at tourism 
development itself, but rather primarily within the Local 
Government  Act, 1919 (LGA) and the Environmental and 
Planning Assessment Act, 1979 (EPAA), the main 
legislative instrument for planning in New South Wales. 
Plans made under the EPAA or its predecessor (Part XIIA 
of the LGA, 1919) cover most of  NSW, the main exception 
being areas in the Western Division (Farrier 1988). 

In N SW, one of the objects of the E PAA is to encourage 
' the proper management,  development and conservation of 
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natural and man-made resources for the purpose of 
promoting the social and economic welfare of  the 
community and the environment '  (Farrier 1988: 17). The 
EPAA ensures that effects on the natural environment, 
along with social and economic factors, are taken into 
account by decision-makers when they exercise their 
discretionary powers. 'While this does not mean that they 
will be decisive in particular instances, the EPAA has 
grafted on to the existing emphasis on development, an 
obligation to consider impact on the environment '  (Farrier 
1988: 17). As a result, environmental law is at least 
concerned with issues about appropriate behaviour in 
relation to the natural environment. However, the 
perspective presented by the law is quite clearly 
anthropocentric and therefore there is a tendency that the 
environment will, ultimately, be used for the benefit of 
human beings (Farrier 1988). Decisions, then, are made on 
the basis of  what is good for people rather than what is 
good for the natural environment. 

O'Neill (1989) and Taylor (1989) noted several 
important considerations relating to public participation 
under the EPAA. O'Neill recognises the lack of power that 
councils and the general public have in influencing the 
content of regional and local environmental plans. In 
short, the ability of  local communities to influence the 
decision-making process in the assessment of  develop- 
ment  applications is restricted under the provisions of the 
EPAA. Subsequent amendments to the Act have also 
reduced the publids right to know and right to object or 
comment  on developments which impact on the local 
environment (Andrusiw 1991). Some improvements,  
however, have been made under the LGA which was 
amended in 1985. Under Section 312A, for example, 
landholders may inspect proposals to erect or alter 
buildings on adjoining land. Nevertheless, despite the 
impressions conveyed by bureaucracies and developers 
that recent attention to public participation represents an 
attempt to redress the balance of power between citizens, 
developers and government,  there is no doubt that 
Sandercock's view that the bureaucracy in Australia is over- 
centralised, uncommunicative, indifferent and unrespon- 
sive is still valid. In other words, planners and local 
government representatives are increasingly recognising 
the need for public participation and the potential dangers 
of ignoring public demands. At the same time they are 
struggling to cope with, or perhaps ignoring, those 
demands. Greater community environmental and social 
awareness, moves towards open government, and public 
concerns about bureaucratic accountability, have played a 
major role in bringing about public participation in the 
planning process. However, there are many real and 
perceived impediments to the implementation of public 
participation programmes leading to an implementation 
gap in local community plans. These impediments include: 
® the public generally has difficulty in comprehending 

complex and technical planning issues; 
® the public is not always aware of  or understands the 

decision-making process; 

• the difficulty in attaining and maintaining represen- 
tativeness in the decision-making process; 

• the apathy of citizens; 
• the increased costs in terms of staff and money; 
• the prolonging of the decision-making process; and 
• adverse effects on the efficiency of decision-making. 

The decision making process for local communities 
then can be confusing and irrational and, as noted earlier, 
perhaps incomprehensible. It is therefore difficult to see 
how State Government  policies: 

• .. can counter processes in which place prosperity is largely 
determined by exogenous events like changing lifestyle 
preferences, infrastructure investment, technological 
innovatien, currency movements (a major factor affecting 
farm profitability and the flow of overseas tourists), interest 
rates, taxation, the length of the working week, labour costs, 
and so on.. .  And the Federal Government, probably rightly, 
has little interest in regional affairs (Sorenson 1990: 59). 

These constraints aside, research into the political 
aspects of  tourism and the decision making process would 
probably reveal some interesting relationships. In 
understanding rural change, for example, Healey (1984, in 
Cloke 1987; 4) lists three areas of potential gain (and there 
are many others) from the contribution of political 
economy concepts: 
1. The way in which the organisation of the economy 

produces particular forms of investment in rural areas; 
2. The range of social groups; their interests in land, 

property and the environment; and the interaction 
between social groups and economic processes; 

3. The motives and mechanisms behind the operations of  
the state in response to or as initiator of  economic 
reorganisation. 
It seems likely, therefore, that ' the implications of a 

political economy approach will enhance our realization of 
planning constraints in rural areas' (Cloke 1987: 4). 
Research on initiatives to co-ordinate tourism policies and 
the distribution of power within society with regard to 
tourism are cases in point. 

Co-ordination, policy and power 

Effective co-ordination of tourism policies at the 
national, state and regional levels is unlikely. Co- 
ordination is a very difficult task because the problems 
involved are not only administrative, but political (Hall 
1991). 'Co-ordination is not, of course, simply a matter of 
communicating information or setting up suitable 
administrative structures, but involves the exercise of 
power'  (Hogwood and Gunn 1984: 205-206). 

Co-ordination is about power and politics because inevitably 
individuals, organisations and governments do not want to 
be co-ordinated. Each wants control of a particular policy or 
issue. Each believes that its perspective or approach is the 
best. Each wants to keep for itself the resources it requires 
for 'successful management' and which increases its hold 
over decisions and strengthens its power base. Each wants to 
satisfy its own clients (Bell 1990: 316). 
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In rural NSWvery  little is known about the power base 
for decisions relating to tourism development. Therefore, 
very little is known about how actual decisions are made. It 
could be implied from the earlier discussion that the 
clients of  the NSWTC and the NETDA are developers or 
those with financial interests in tourism developments. 
Moreover, in the provision of outdoor recreational 
opportunities, traditional capitalist elites in the agricultural 
sector of rural areas exert their powers gained through 
property and land ownership (note issues relating to access 
to private lands in Cullington 1980; Pigram 1983; Corfield 
1987). As Dahl (1957; 203) suggested, somewhere along the 
line A has power over B to the extent that A can get B to do 
something that B would otherwise not do. Dahl 
emphasised: 

that power must be studied in cases where there are 
differences or preferences between actors. Actors whose 
preferences prevail in conflicts over key political issues are 
those who exercise power in a political system. It follows that 
the student of power needs to analyse concrete decisions 
involving actors pursuing different preferences. Careful 
study of these decisions is required before the distribution 
of power can be described adequately (Ham and Hill 1984: 
62). 

In later research, Dahl (1961), sparking a new phase in 
the debate about power (see Ham and Hill 1984), pointed 
out that power was not concentrated in a single group. 
Instead, he argued that the resources which contributed to 
power were widely spread throughout the population 
(Ham and Hill 1984). Power is fragmented. But, as 
Bachrach and Baratz (1962) argued, power not only 
represents important decisions/policies and the actual 
behaviour of actors. Power is also exercised in the 
'mobilisation of bias' (Schattschneider 1960, in Ham and 
Hill 1984; 63) when A devotes energies ' to creating or 
reinforcing social and political values and institutional 
practices that limit the scope of the political process to 
public consideration of only those issues which are 
comparatively innocuous to A' (Bachrach and Baratz 1962: 
71). In other words, there are overt and covert conflicts, and 
nondecisions are probably as important as actual decisions 
because important issues may not even enter the 'decision 
making process' (see Lukes 1974). 

Groups can become skilled at the practice of  limiting 
the scope of actual decision-making to safe or peripheral 
issues 'by manipulating the dominant community values, 
myths, and political institutions and procedures' (Bachrach 
and Baratz 1963: 632). Sometimes this is the result of an 
advantage gained through experience in accessing the 
decision-making process and through active and aggressive 
leadership. Hence, certain groups find it easier to join the 
decision making process and reinforce their power. The 
rules relating to access are also an important aspect in 
filtering out those with some interest. So, while Dahl and 
other pluralists view power as fragmented, power is 
certainly not distributed equally (Ham and Hill 1984). And, 
the decision-making process is not rational. 

So who benefits from tourism planning, development 
and promotion in NSW? Is it who governs? In answer to 

the first question, there are obviously many economic 
beneficiaries from tourism in rural areas, and in some cases 
they have been identified. However, outside of  the easily 
identifiable economic beneficiaries, there is little 
understanding of other winners or losers and how or why 
they win or lose. Indeed, at any level of planning it is 
doubtful that 'who benefits' is just 'who governs' because 
groups can benefit unintentionally, or groups can shape 
people's preferences so that at least in the short-term 
people consider themselves to have benefited. Ham and 
Hill (1984) pointed out that studying the use and 
distribution of power when it is used to shape people's 
preferences is at once the most important and the most  
difficult aspect of power to research. 

Studies of  power and other aspects of  state-society 
relationships and decision-making processes would provi- 
de enormous insight into why tourism development takes 
the shape it does in a particular locality and provide rural 
communities with a better understanding of the planning 
process. Understanding of the planning process however is 
one thing; influencing it is another because: 

Politics inevitably intrudes into policy formulation because 
the instruments of power - information, resources and 
authority - are not centralised in the hands of a minister but 
fragmented across parties, departments, community groups 
and clients. Policy is therefore difficult to impose; it must be 
negotiated (Davis and Weller 1987: 386). 

Tourism planning is complex and the NSWTC is 
limited in its ability and desire to control the tourism 
development process. Only through understanding of 
planning processes and the fostering of strong leadership 
and knowledgable action (gained through the recognition 
of micro and macro policy processes) will rural 
communities increase the chances of  success in bargaining 
and negotiating in tourism policy formulation and 
implementation. The question remains, however, as to 
whether rural areas will take the steps necessary to ensure 
their involvement in the planning process. 

Educational programs to foster local awareness of  
tourism planning issues are widely acknowledged as a good 
starting point. Unfortunately, what is often forgotten or 
ignored is the fact that Australia is a pluralist society and 
that establishing committees and holding public meetings 
will not accomplish the task of educating the public 
generally. Rather, local councils and tourism authorities 
should move to adopt a comprehensive educational 
program that recognises the demographic composition, 
special groups, and so on, of the community. Educational 
programs which simply attract the commercial sector and 
groups with a vested interest in tourism development are 
inappropriate. Moreover, in communities where tourism 
planning knowledge or leadership is lacking, it would be of 
considerable benefit to employ the services of  consultants 
or planners with relevant expertise and to confer with 
other communities. Two considerations that stem from 
such an approach are (1) the financial and opportunity 
costs, and (2) the readiness of public officials to accept 
public scrutiny, criticism and, then, assistance from 
outsiders. 
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Conclusion 

The major problem in dealing with tour ism planning 
and policy, or any public policy issue for that matter, is 
whose interests should be served? Can the future be 
predicted? Which is more important :  present  interests to 
reduce economic problems and the encouragement  of 
mass tourism, or, the interests of future generat ions and 
the conservation of the env i ronment?  Who decides? 

Over 10 years ago, Krippendorf  argued: 

We do not need any more theory, but practical politics. We 
have a long way to go but we now have easily enough 
knowledge to put the policies into action, For some years the 
recommendations, resolutions, propositions and lists of 
demands from institutions and individuals for a new political 
orientation have been fundamentally the same. It is just that 
politics itself will not go along with this. If we really want to 
change something we will not get anywhere with anaemic 
theories and recommendations. Scientists are political 
lightweights. Politicians only adopt the demands of scientists 
when they correspond with their own plans; if they don't, the 
demands are quickly described as 'pure theory'. It would be 
better if we devoted all our energies to education and tried, 
with all available resources and in all possible ways, to reach 
those who in the end have the political power - the people 
themselves - firstly those in the tourist areas, but atso the 
urban population. It is a question of exposing all our 
insights, of simplifying them and making them 
comprehensible. We must encourage action, sometimes 

even opposition and disobedience, and courage itself. A 
change of attitude among politicians [and the bureaucracy] 
will only take place under pressure from the public, the 
electorate (Krippendoff 198"2: 146-147). 

Unfortunately,  10 years later, are we any closer to "soft" 
tourism (Krippendorf  1982) policies in rural New South 
Wales. The env i ronmenta l  and social impacts of tourism 
are certainly commanding  more a t tent ion in the literature, 
but how often do such recommendations fall upon deaf ears? 

Public pressure is needed.  But how can the public be 
involved? Do provisions in the EPAA, 1979, and the LGA, 
1919, provide adequate scope for public participation, or are 
they window dressings for the 'social concerns '  of  a 
capitalist elite? Pressure would certainly be more  effective 
and more successful if applied with a clever strategy which 
can only be gained with insight into the policy process. 
Responsibi l i ty , then,  falls on researchers to seek and find 
out at whom and how the pressure should be applied and 
from where it is best to open fire. Moreover, the policy 
process needs  to be explained and unders tood by rural 
communit ies .  Only then  can insights be gained into how 
and why tourist development  takes place. Better still, such 
explanation might  help rural communi t ies  develop 
proactive policies. Yes, local residents could have a real say 
in tour ism development .  
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