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Second reading
The CHIEF SECRETARY (Hon. J. Jelley)—The principal differences between the volun​tary wheat pool agreement in the schedule to the present Bill and the agreement made last year are the following:—
1. The new agreement pro​vides for a three season's pool instead of for a one season's pool.  Consequently, provisions had to be inserted in the agreement requiring the Commonwealth Bank in its accounts to keep the transactions in respect of each season's wheat separate and distinct and requiring the com​mittee of management not to take delivery in any season of wheat of any previous season, and not to take delivery, without the consent of the bank, of any wheat except between the 1st No​vember in each year and the 31st March of the following year

.2. The guaranteed amount last year was 3s. 4d. per bushel.  The new agreement provides for fixing the guaranteed amount on the basis of the price of new season's wheat f.o.b. at Port Adelaide.  The manner in which the price is to be fixed is set out in the agreement as follows:—(a) If on the 2nd November the price of new season's wheat f.o.b. at Port Adelaide is 4s. 6d. per bushel or less the guaran​teed amount is to be approximately 80 per cent. of the actual price, less the 8d. per bushel advanced by the bank for expenses. (b) If on the 2nd day of November the price of new season's wheat f.o.b. at Port Adelaide is more than 4s. 6d. per bushel but not more than 6s. per bushel, the guaranteed amount is to be approxi​mately 75 per cent. of the actual price, less the 8d. per bushel advanced by the bank for ex​penses. (c) If on the 2nd day of November the price of new season's wheat f.o.b. at Port Ade​laide is more than 6s. per bushel, then the guaranteed amount is to be approximately 70 per cent. of the actual price, less the 8d. per bushel advanced by the bank for expenses. 
3.  The Government has the right to appoint a representative on the committee of management, and there is a consequential provision for filling vacancies occurring on the Committee by reason of death, resignation, or otherwise. 
4. The agreement is not to come into operation, and consequently the Government guarantee is not to be effective, until the Governor in Council by proclamation so determines.  There will have to be a separate proclamation for each of the three seasons mentioned in the agreement if the committee of management desire the benefit of the Government guarantee for each season. 
5. The rate of interest which the committee of management is to pay to the bank on the amount of its overdraft is not fixed at 6½ per cent, as was the case last year, but at the ruling rate of interest charged by the bank on overdrafts.  This will enable the committee to get the benefit of any reduction in the bank's overdraft rate if the bank should happen to reduce the rate during the next three years. 
6. The Commonwealth Bank has the right to distribute the amount advanced to the committee on overdraft on each season's pool between all the other South Australian banks on a proportional basis or otherwise as the Commonwealth Bank thinks fit. This is in accordance with previous practice, the South Australian banks having in previous years provided the money necessary to finance the pools between them. Members will know that it is proposed to provide for a three seasons' guarantee.  I think by the way matters are shaping in Great Britain that the chances are such against the voluntary Wheat Pool requiring any guarantee from the Government after this season.  But in view of the fact that the negotiations which are now proceeding may not materialise as one would wish, it is wise if we have any guarantee at all that it should be for three years, so that those connected with the pool will be able to lay their plans for a longer period than one year.  It is generally conceded that the pooling system not only in regard to wheat, but also in regard to other primary products, has come to stay.  When that great controversy took place on pooling some time ago it was not so much voluntary pooling that was objected to by those who ranged themselves on the anti-pooling side as compulsory pooling.
The Hon. W. G. J. Mills—Some of those on the other side said then they would support a voluntary pool.
The CHIEF SECRETARY—Yes, and I have yet to learn that they will oppose it now. I anticipate that all members of this Chamber will give the voluntary pool the support it will obtain by the passing of this Bill.  However, I wish to emphasise the point that there is a very great danger unless the Government have the power to support voluntary pools of a reversion to the old system of agents buying farmers' wheat apparently without any competition.  I have looked up the report of the Royal Commission on the marketing of wheat which made its inquiries in 1908 and 1909, and wish to place on record some of its conclusions which are very valuable on the question as to whether even voluntary pooling has any virtue. That report contains the following:—
An assessment of the loss occasioned to producers by the "honorable understanding'' in the season 1907-8 is more difficult, inasmuch as New South Wales prices have not been on an exportable basis, and Victorian quotations have also been affected by local considerations, though to a less extent.  A reference to Appendix L. will show that.  Port Adelaide quotations have ranged from 3½d. To 7½d. below Sydney, and from 1d. to 6d. below Melbourne.  After allowing for the special conditions which have applied to Sydney and Melbourne, your Commissioners are of opinion that had it not been for the agreement between the leading traders the price of wheat at Port Adelaide would have been at least 2d. per bushel higher. A striking example of the disadvantageous position of the South Australian farmer as compared with the Victorian is to be seen in the prices of August 7, 1908.  The price quoted for flour in Adelaide on that day was £9 10s., and in Melbourne sales were made to bakers at £9 5s.  Pollard was the same price in both places, and bran ½d. a bushel dearer in Adelaide than in Melbourne.  But notwithstanding the lower prices received by Melbourne millers for flour and bran they paid 4s. 1½d. that day for wheat, while the price to millers on the same day at Port Adelaide was 3s. 9½d.
There the farmer in South Australia was getting 4d. a bushel less for wheat than was being paid in Melbourne, and yet flour was being sold in Melbourne to bakers at £9 5s. per ton, while in South Australia they had to pay £9 10s. per ton.
The Hon. Sir David Gordon—Those comparisons are sometimes due to the operating factors. You cannot always argue from them.
The CHIEF SECRETARY—I think if the honorable member will read the report he will see that for that particular season, at all events, the variation in prices was almost invariably to the detriment of the wheat growers in South Australia.
The Hon. W. G. Duncan—What was the Farmers' Union doing then?
The CHIEF SECRETARY—I do not think they were buying much wheat at that time. I am quoting from the report of a Royal Commission which sat in 1908.
The Hon. W. G. Duncan—You have to go back to that date to get evidence.
The CHIEF SECRETARY—Well, for a good many years now we have had wheat pools continuously, and we have to go back to the pre-pooling period in order to see the full effect of the honorable understanding which then existed. The report goes on:—

After careful consideration, your Commissioners have come to the conclusion that the existence and operations of the “honorable understanding” are decidedly inimical to the interests of the wheatgrowers.  Before making any definite recommendations with regard to the “honorable understanding”, however, they prefer to have the experience of another wheat season to guide them.
Now we get to 1909. The report proceeds:—

Evidence obtained in the sister State threw no new light on the question of the disparity between the seaboard prices of South Australia and Victoria.  One Melbourne operator with Adelaide experience stated that sailer freights to Europe were 1s. per ton dearer from Melbourne than from Adelaide, but that it was difficult for a shipper not in the "honorable understanding'" to obtain steamer space at Port Adelaide, because one firm in the “understanding” are the agents for a large proportion of steam vessels which call at this State. (Q. 11020.) The larger number of vessels trading to and from Melbourne is doubtless of some value to Victorian operators, and so is the absence of charges for wharfage and shunting such as obtain in this State.  According to the evidence (Q. 8273) these advantages represent not more than ½d. per bushel; whereas the difference between the quotations for farmers' parcels at Melbourne and Port Adelaide has seldom been less than 2d. during the past season, and sometimes more.  It is manifest that the larger share of the difference between Port Adelaide and Melbourne quotations is due to the existence of keen competition between the shippers and millers of Victoria and the lack of it in this State, owing to the influence of the "honorable understand​ing."
Now follows the most important part, to my mind, of the report and that which is most applicable to the present situation:—

Co-operation.—Your Commissioners are impressed with the advantages which voluntary co-operation presents as a means for the successful marketing of produce, and are of opinion that the adoption of this principle by the farmers, coupled with the command of the best business skill obtainable, would secure to them the maximum return for their produce.  Your Commissioners believe that the further extension of the principle of co-operation to the marketing of wheat would materially assist to render the farmers more independent of the "honorable understanding" than they are at present.
That report was the outcome of the deliberations of the late Mr. E. H. Coombe, the late Sir Richard Butler, Mr. Clarence Goode, the late Mr. A. McDonald, the Hon. L. O'Loughlin, Mr. J. Newland, and the Hon. Crawford Vaughan.  They went into the question of wheat marketing, and their advice in regard to co-operation is the advice that is being followed to-day by a fairly large section of wheat growers.  Back in 1908 after making exhaustive enquiries they were of opinion that there should be co-operative action on the part of the farmers, and the action of the Government in bringing this measure forward is one that will give the farmers an opportunity of taking that action. I move the second reading.
The Hon. Sir DAVID GORDON— Being in favor of the principle of voluntary pooling, as covered by this Bill, it is not my intention to follow the example of the Minister and go back into ancient history, which so far as this measure is concerned, like the flowers that bloom in the spring, has very little to do with the case.  Whatever system obtained in the days of long ago was altered by war conditions, and we are being asked now not to continue the system of compulsory pooling of the farmers’ products, but to give to the primary producer that freedom he loves to have in dealing with his own products.  Because of that, and because it introduces another factor into the market, voluntary pooling has always had the support of members on this side; but we object to any attempt at compulsion over the farmer in regard to his own products.  This Bill is largely on the lines of the measure passed last year; therefore, we can deal with the principle, and allow the Government and those with whom they are coming to an agreement to carry out the work with as little delay as possible.  This measure differs in one or two points from last year's Bill, principally in that it provides for three years' operations instead of one.  The operation of the pools has shown that it is not always possible to work on a yearly period, and the management has found it necessary to make arrangements farther ahead than 12 months for the benefit of the wheatgrowers.  Therefore, the Government consider it better to extend the period from one to three years.  In Victoria I believe the period was fixed at five years.  There is also a proposal for the accounts to be kept separate.  That is an advantage.  It will be found agreeable to the guarantors as well as to the management.  Another alteration is that from a fixed guarantee of 3s. 4d. a bushel to a sliding scale.  Under the Bill the Government have the right for the first time to have a nominee on the committee of management.  Since they are the guarantors that is reasonable.  It has been argued that the growers also might have a nominee on the committee, but as the gentlemen who control it have been farmers they may be presumed to be in direct touch with the producers, and therefore able to represent the producers' views.  One aspect of the Bill, which affects a principle, and is the most important part of the Bill, is the schedule covering the agreement.  Our passing this Bill does not make the agreement, but ratifies it.  That makes it practically impossible for any alteration to be made by either House of Parliament in regard to any item in the agreement.  If any alteration is desired it will be necessary for the Government to reopen the whole question with the committee of manage​ment, and possibly the Commonwealth Bank.  I do not suggest that there should be any alteration, but this appears to be a wrong method of legislating.  I should like to alter one item in the agreement, namely, that part which makes it compulsory for grain sold for local manufacture into flour to be sold at overseas parity.  I do not see why the farmer should be compelled to sell and take possibly a lower price than he could get, because a drought or some other condition may give a more advantageous price than the overseas price.  However, that principle has obtained in the past.  The term "overseas parity" is a wrong one.  It should be “London parity.” There are various overseas parities, such as the American, the Argentine, and the Japanese.  I am in general accord with the voluntary wheat pooling system.  I regret that it is necessary to come again to the Government for a guarantee.  It is a pity that those in control or those contributing to the pool cannot make some arrangement whereby a guarantee would be unnecessary, but the guarantee is on such good banking security and such a conservative basis that it is unlikely that the taxpayers will be put to any risk of losing money.  The guarantee simply represents a good backing for the pool, and enables it to carry on without calling on the Government to contribute anything.  I am in accord with the principles of the Bill.  Under it the wheat-grower has free choice to sell to a merchant and take cash for his produce at any time.  He retains the right of consigning his wheat to London and risking the market, or of putting it into the voluntary pool.  As the Bill gives him a free choice I see no objection to it.
The Hon. A. P. BLESING—I support this measure.  Unlike Sir David Gordon, I do not consider that the guarantee involves any risk.

The Hon. Sir David Gordon—Nor do I.  I said so. 
The Hon. A. P. BLESING— I am pleased to find the honorable member so much in support of voluntary pooling.  I wish it had been so some years ago when the wheatgrowers were held up for a long time, and finally had to go to the Commonwealth for a guarantee.  I hope Sir David Gordon's party will continue to throw in their weight in favor of the voluntary pooling system.
The Hon. Sir David Gordon—We have always done so.
The Hon. A. P. BLESING—I do not know that records show that to be the case.  The agreement is the best that could be arrived at, except that one clause in it leaves room for criticism.  That is the clause which provides that the price of wheat sold for local consumption shall not be greater than the over so as parity.  We should endeavor to protect the farmers as far as possible, and also to guard against a shortage locally.  The pool should be compelled to retain a certain percentage of the wheat to meet local needs.  The clause in the agreement which stipulates that the committee shall hold a proportion of the wheat until the end of June, or even longer, to provide against local consumption needs is likely to operate against the best interests of the pool under certain conditions.  In normal seasons no great difficulty is likely to arise, and in the past the pool has always supplied local millers with a good proportion of their requirements; but in the event in a bad season occurring, and there being in consequence only a light wheat yield, farmers would naturally hesitate to place their wheat in the pool, knowing a portion of it would have to be sold locally at overseas parity rates while that sold through merchants would probably realise much more.  If every wheat merchant were put on the same footing there would be little objection to the principle, but to make the pool carry the whole responsibility is inequitable.
The Hon. W. G. Duncan—What percentage of the wheat was pooled last year?
The Hon. A. P. BLESING—About three million bushels.
The Hon. Sir David Gordon—Ten per cent.
The Hon, A. P. BL.ESING—It was a small proportion, but sufficient support has been guaranteed this year to more than warrant a continuance of the pool.  The pool is placed in a most unfavorable position in any case, as while it is compelled to hold wheat stocks for the convenience of millers, for which no compensation is received, the millers on their part are under no obligation to purchase the wheat so held, or any of it, so that if the price happened to be high in, say, June, the millers might make representations to the Government that certain quantities of wheat were required for local needs, and if prices fell, and they could buy sufficient wheat for such needs elsewhere, they would be quite free to do so, and at the end of the season the pool would still have on its hands large stocks which might have to be sold at considerable sacrifice.  Then the policy of compelling the pool to sell wheat for local consumption at overseas parity is also most inequitable, as it gives all the advantage to the millers, who, naturally, would only purchase wheat from the pool when the overseas parity was equal to or less than local market rates, and if the local market was under overseas parity the millers would not be prepared to pay the pool the higher price, but would either take the wheat at the lower figure or draw their supplies from other sources.  While the ultimate object behind the incorporation of these conditions in the agreement is evidently the protection of local consumers it is most unlikely that that objective will be achieved in actual practice for although the Government can, under this agreement, compel the pool to sell the wheat to millers at less than ruling market rates, there is nothing to ensure that the millers will make any corresponding reduction in the price of flour.  If we are put in the position of having to supply the needs for local consumption, and it happens that wheat here is really worth more owing to local conditions, I hope that the consumer will get the benefit, and that the pool also will get a fair deal.  It will be seen that the effect of the restrictions imposed will probably result ill considerable loss to the growers, while the actual consumers of the wheat will receive no benefit whatever.  Any saving will be entirely for the benefit of millowners, who are already in the happy position of being able to obtain a higher price for their products than usually obtains Victoria, although the ruling price for millers’ parcels of wheat is normally higher in that State than in South Australia.  It is most unfair to prefer one section of industry in this manner at the expense of the producer, who is surely entitled to receive a full share of the profits from his produce as the large element of risk and uncertainty which attaches to grain growing is borne almost entirely by the farmer.  As an example of the manner in which the enforcement of this clause might operate against the pool the following figures will be illuminating.  The press reports of August 31 indicate that a parcel of Australian wheat had been sold in London at 59s. per quarter, which is equivalent to about 6s. 5d. per bushel f.o.b. Port Adelaide, while the local market quotations were about 6s. 4d. per bushel f.o.b.  That is to say that local users of wheat could purchase at about one penny per bushel under London parity.  On September 21, however, conditions had altered considerably, as the newspapers reported the sale of a further parcel in London at 54s. per quarter, which would return approximately 5s. 10d. per bushel f.o.b.  Port Adelaide, but the local market still stood at about 6s. 3d. to 6s. 4d. per bushel f.o.b., or 5d. to 6d. above London parity.  On October 3 another sale was reported at 52s. per quarter, which would represent about 5s. 5d. f.o.b.  Port Adelaide, and the local market figure stood at about 5s. 11d. to 6s. f.o.b., which still showed a difference of from 6d. to 7d. per bushel over overseas values.  Had the pool been compelled to sell under the conditions imposed by this agreement the growers would have lost about 6d. per bushel on the sales, and in effect the millers would have been made a present of that sum.  That is really the effect that the clause in question might have under certain conditions.   As a contrast to the above, the position in Western Australia, where the pool operates independently of any Government guarantee, may be quoted. According to the official figures published by the Co-operative Wheat Pool of Western Australia on August 7, the average price realised for sales to millers of approximately five million bushels of wheat was 6s. 6.68d. per bushel, which was equivalent to 6s. 8.26d. on an f.o.b. basis  Their overseas sales totaled 4,300,000bush. and averaged 5s. 10.43d. per bushel f.o.b., showing a difference of approximately 9¾d. per bushel.  The principal reason for this difference is that in Western Australia every miller was under agreement to draw the whole of his requirements from the pool, paying for same on the basis of his average daily consumption at overseas parity rates.  Although this may sometimes be favorable to the miller, and sometimes otherwise, the fact that he is bound to take all his supplies from the pool tends to equalise matters by giving each party an average price over the whole season.  Should the occasion arise of our having to face that position perhaps some arrangement can be arrived at, with the assistance of the Government, to protect the grower and also the consumer.  The pool in Western Australia supplies the whole requirements of that State, and I would very much like to see the same conditions obtain in South Australia.  I have met millers who were prepared to take the whole of their supplies from the pool on either a weekly or monthly basis, but there are others who are not so prepared, and who work practically on a speculative basis.  I think I am safe in saying that last year millers who bought wheat early made huge losses.  In the year before they bought wheat early, and I understand that it paid them better to sell that wheat than to grind it into flour, but to protect the consumer in South Australia and to give the grower the actual worth of his wheat—not necessarily at overseas parity, because local conditions very often govern the situation—I hope that in future some arrangement will be made for the millers of this State to draw the whole of their supplies from the pool at prices satisfactory to both consumer and producer.  With that end in view I look forward to some stops being taken, if the occasion arises, to prevent growers having to sell their wheat for local consumption at prices lower than they are justified in receiving.  I trust the Council will give a speedy passage to this Bill, because new wheat is already arriving at a few of the early centres, and the pool is looking forward to a great amount of support, while naturally the grower will expect his advance as soon as possible.  I have pleasure in supporting the Bill.
The Hon. W. G. DUNCAN—I do not intend to oppose this measure, but I desire to answer one or two of Mr. Blesing's statements.  Early in his speech he seemed to insinuate that members on this side of the House had been in the habit of opposing voluntary pooling in the past.  If he looks up “Hansard” he will find that members on this side were urging the establishment of voluntary pools when those in his party were engaged in the flogging of compulsory pools—those compulsory pools which are not finalised yet, and which were going to do such wonderful things for the farmer.
The Hon. A. P. Blesing—I think there would have to be compulsion for you to support a pool.

The Hon. W. G. DUNCAN—If I supported a pool as well as a good many of the strongest supporters of voluntary pooling did so there would be very little pooling at all. I know of two or three of the very strongest supporters of voluntary pooling who sell their wheat to the merchants on every possible occasion.
The Hon. A. P. Blesing—You are not insinuating that I am one of them?
The Hon. W. G. DUNCAN—Certainly not. Whether Mr. Blesing is right or wrong, I believe he will support his opinion with his own wheat.  If members object to the clauses in the agreement Mr. Blesing referred to, such as the pool having to keep a quantity of its wheat on hand for the benefit of the millers, the easiest way out of the difficulty would be to do their financing through the bankers instead of through the Government.  If they can show good enough figures the banks will finance them, and they will be able to do what they like with their own wheat, but if the Government are finding the money, and guaranteeing the pool, they want a quid pro quo.  Usually the Government want two or three quid pro quos.
The Hon. A. P. Blesing—They are not finding the money. They are only guaranteeing the pool.
The Hon. W. G. DUNCAN—That is the same thing.
The Hon. W. G. J. Mills—They have never asked for the money yet.
The Hon. W. G. DUNCAN—Possibly the honorable member has one or two guarantees at the bank for other people, and has never been asked for the money yet, although he expects to be asked sooner or later.  If you deal outside of the Government through the bankers you can do away with the necessity of keeping a percentage of the wheat for the millers, but if the Government make an agreement to guarantee the pool it is only right that they should put in one or two clauses for their own protection.  There are plenty of buyers of wheat, and the voluntary pool is another one, and if the farmers feel inclined to put their wheat into the pool I am not going to attempt to do anything to stop them.  All I say is that, from the financial point of view, I would advise them to leave the pool alone, and to sell their wheat to the merchants.
The Hon. A. P. Blesing—Do not say that.
The Hon. W. G. DUNCAN—I as a grower always do it, and until I can see a great many better reasons for not doing so I shall continue my past practice.
The Chief Secretary—Is that why you are in favor of pooling?

The Hon. W. G. DUNCAN—I am not in favor of pooling.  I think the principle is wrong, but if people like to pool their own stuff voluntarily I shall not endeavor to stop them, and that is why I do not oppose the second reading of this Bill.
The Hon. W. G. J. MILLS—I desire to support the Bill, in which so far I have dis​covered only one objection.  I consider that the wheatgrowers should have the right to elect at least half the board, not perhaps every year, but for the term of agreement under this Bill—three years.  The pool would be very much more successful if that were done, as more interest would be taken in if by the growers.  It is only too true that a great many prominent poolers sold their wheat privately because they saw 6s. a bushel sticking out in ready cash.
The Hon. W. G. Duncan—Do you blame them?
The Hon. W. G. J. MILLS—I expect we are all human.  At the same time such men were killing the pool.  Next year it might come out on top, and they would be glad to be in it.  The pool is one of the best guarantees the growers have of getting some​where near a fair price for their wheat.  In regard to the overseas parity, I consider there are two sides to that question.  The side we usually look at is that we should get London parity after the cost of transporting our produce to London is taken off. But supposing we had a drought here and wheat was dearer in South Australia, than it was in London, then, I take it that the cost of transport should be applied the other way.  Regarding the clearing up of the pools it is highly necessary that they should be cleared up each year.
The Hon. R. T. Melrose—It is taking a long time to clear up the compulsory pool.
The Hon. W. G. J. MILLS—Yes, but they say that certain accounts cannot be finalised because the law has stepped in.  I am given to understand that that is what is holding it up.  I quite agree that the Government should have the right to demand that the pool shall retain at least enough wheat for the State’s consumption for 12 months.  Still it might be a great hardship for the farmers to have to do that unless the millers guaranteed to buy the wheat at prices that would pay the growers.  We should carefully consider the schedule to the agreement as it appears in the measure. I support the second reading.
Bill read a second time and passed.
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