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Side One 

Wills: We're here in the fourth of a series of interviews 

with D. W. Brooks conducted in his office at Gold Kist, and 

the day is July the sixteenth. 

Brooks: Fifteenth. 

Wills: Fifteenth, 1987. Now, Mr. Brooks, we've talked 

about everything, I think, under the sun, but what we've done 

is talked in very general terms, and I think what we'll do is 

turn to a few more specific items. I know you often take your 

family on your business trips so you kind of mix pleasure with 

business, but you also have a tradition of going to Alaska to 

fish, and it's ironic that when we walked in we talked about 

that. Do you get a chance to mix business with pleasure on 

those [trips) or who goes to those and how did all of the 

Alaska trips start? 

Brooks: Well, really, the Alaska trips are purely 

pleasure. Now, I'll have to admit on my family deal, you see, 

maybe stupidly, but during the days that I was building Gold 

Kist I worked twenty hours a day. I didn't sleep any hardly, 

and so I didn't see my family very much. I mean, I'd work in 

the office all day, and then I'd hold farm meetings at night. 

Very often I would get in at one o'clock in the morning, and, 

of course, all my family had gone to bed, and then I would get 

up at five and leave, so I didn't see my family for a week. 
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So actually, when I would take trips overseas, putting in new 

offices and building offices that we had overseas-- which were 

very necessary for success because as we increased production 

in this country we would soon have unbelievable surpluses if 

we didn't move them overseas. So I felt that that was the 

chance to move them overseas, and many countries of the world 

desperately needed food, and they needed cotton and other 

products from this country. So I felt that my job was to 

develop this market overseas, and so I would work on it, and 

go around the world every year, every other year, and spend 

maybe two and a half months working overseas. Well, by taking 

my wife and children with me, I got back in the family again 

(laughter). I had been out for about ten or nine months and 

so I got back in the family again because I had them with me 

all the time around the world. So it gave me a chance to 

really get close to my family again which was highly desirable 

because I felt that maybe I was mistreating my family to some 

extent because I was spending too much time in business and 

not enough time with them at horne. So, this at least cured my 

conscience a little (laughter] bit. [I was) trying to get the 

job done, both in business and at horne. 

So consequently, I made these business trips, and carried 

my family with me many times. Now, when I got around to 

fishing that was a very urgent matter with me, and I felt that 

that was something that I desperately needed to do to get away 

from everything maybe for a week or ten days. So I started 
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going to Alaska in 1946. That's a long time ago, forty-one 

years ago. When I first started it was a very frontier 

country; very few people lived in Alaska. Consequently, when 

I would go to--I went all over Alaska--but when I would go to 

a place like Anchorage, for example, which is now the big city 

in Alaska, there were only a few people who lived there, and 

very few stores, and a hotel that was a small hotel. I could 

walk from the hotel down to the river or the creek--two 

hundred yards--and catch all the salmon I wanted, and bring 

them back to the hotel for them to cook them for me. 

So consequently, I was there when everything started, 

really, in Alaska, and now Anchorage is now--they claim, I 

think, two hundred fifty thousand people--a big city today, 

but it was very few then. Well, to illustrate what I'm 

talking about I would say three hundred yards from the hotel 

and down on the creek of the river that I was talking about 

was a plant where they were cleaning salmon and processing 

them for food. One day while I was there a man and his wife, 

who worked at this place, came out of the place, and they had 

salmon all over their clothes because they had been working 

all day. But when they came out of the door and got out a 

little ways from the plant, bears immediately attacked them 

because they smelled like salmon. A bear hit this man, and 

knocked the scalp off, and you would think he was gone. But 

the doctors, while I was there, sewed his scalp back on his 

head, and I checked on him later, and the fellow survived, so 
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that was right in Anchorage (laughter). I think if you could 

realize bears right in the middle, almost in the middle, of 

what's supposed to be a town, see. So, it was a frontier 

area. Now, I'm saying that to just explain how it is . 

Now, I've been in many bear problems since then fishing, 

but I was fishing out from Anchorage. I was not fishing in 

Anchorage . I was fishing way out in the interior. I've had 

bears come in on me, on both sides of me, while I was fishing, 

and the problem was how you got out of that. So the first 

thing you do, of course, is to not let a salmon jump. If 

you've caught one, then you slack the line, and let him run. 

Then hopefully, (you) get somebody to rock the bears (sic] to 

get them out of your way so you can get to the bank, and get 

out of the way. But you have some funny experiences along 

with some very serious ones, and I was up there one time and 

two bears-- when you catch a salmon, and they are watching, and 

they run out of the woods, and jump right in the lake or river 

with you, and jump right in there, watching right in the 

middle of it; well consequently, you have to be careful. If 

that salmon jumps around you, they'll liable to attack you as 

well as the salmon. So I had a man with me who had never been 

to Alaska before, and he caught a salmon, and it got to 

jumping, and a bear ran in from one side, right in on us, and 

another one from another side, and they had us between them. 

I looked up way up at the camp, and I saw a fellow looking 

down there, and I waved my hand, and showed him a bear on one 
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side and a bear on the other. So he came running down there 

and got some rocks, a nd rocked one of the bears out [sic) so 

we could get out on the bank. Well, the man with me was, of 

course, quite excited, a nd very upset, and he wanted to know 

what to do, and I told him , " Don't let that salmon jump 

again, " to let slack his line . 

Well fortunately we got out of there, and didn't have any 

really attack by the bears, but I wrote my wife a note saying 

that our problem was the day before there were lots of women 

up there fishing. They had caught some salmon, and when the 

bears showed up , they started screaming and hollering and 

running, and ran off and left the salmon, and the blame bears 

then thought that all they had to do was find more human 

beings, and they could get some more salmon. I then got a 

note back from my wife saying if they asked her the women had 

a lot more sense than we had 'cause they ran off screaming, 

and left the salmon, and we didn't do that. So , you get into 

some funny things but I was up there last year , and we 

clean[ed) our salmon for lunch. Just as we got them all clean 

and ready to cook, an old bear showed up with two cubs, and, 

of course, we had to get out of her way, and she ate up all 

the cleaned salmon. Well, we thought that was adding insult 

to injury [laughter) to let you clean all the salmon, and then 

come in and eat them all up. So, we have a good deal of bear 

troubles, problems, but really never had any serious attacks. 
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Now, we do have serious attacks in Alaska, and a good 

many people through the years have been killed, but if you get 

out of their way, and let them have the salmon, then you're 

all right. They won't attack you. They are really wanting 

salmon, so if you're careful, and get out of the way, you're 

all right. But it's a little--you realize it creates a 

nervousness when these bears come in on top of you. So you 

have to get out of the way, but it's the most beautiful part 

of the world. We have pontoon planes where we fly all over 

Alaska to fish, and we go over to some of the islands--Kodiak 

Island, for example--and the Kodiak bear is the biggest bear 

in the world, and it's named for Kodiak Island. There's lots 

of bears over there, but it's beautiful. The glaciers are 

everywhere, and you're flying over glaciers, around glaciers, 

and sometimes when we have new people to go with us, we stop 

and let them walk on the glaciers in order to have that 

experience. But I've been all over the world many times. 

I've been to practically every country in the world, and 

generally most of them many times. To me, Alaska is by far 

the most beautiful part of the world. It's like going to ten 

Switzerlands in one because in Switzerland you just have two 

or three places, whereas in Alaska you have many of them all 

over. So it's advertised now as the last frontier, and, of 

course, I think that's true. 

I've travelled all over the world, and to me, Alaska is 

the greatest and most beautiful part of the world, and the 
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fishing is unbelievabl e. I mean, the number of fish- -well, I 

have lots of people who go with me, and say that they never 

caught any fish, and they don't expect to catch any on this 

trip, but that they'll go along because they like to sightsee 

and everything. I tell them I'll put a stop to that in just 

a few minutes. So I carry them over to a lake that's 

absolutely loaded with salmon, just thousands of them, and you 

wade right out into them . So I make them take a fly rod, and 

pitch the fly out into the salmon. Well, if the salmon does 

not pick it up all you have to do is jerk, and you're going to 

hang one anyway [laughter], so there's no way to keep from 

catching them. So we'll go up there, and we'll catch maybe 

two thousand salmon on a trip, and we can't bring them all 

back. They just let us bring back ten each. They freeze 

them, and put them in bags for us with ice, with dry ice. So 

they keep all right. We bring them back, and then put them in 

our freezers when we get home. So we pick out, generally, the 

ten biggest ones that we like the most. There are all several 

different kinds of salmon. Now, I've just had a letter 

yesterday from the man who runs the camp where we're going 

this year, see. They have a big run of king salmon. Well, I 

caught king salmon when I first went to Alaska in Anchorage--I 

was telling you about--in the creek . 

caught salmon forty or fifty pounds. 

I went down there, and 

There was one fellow 

that caught one there and caught--by that I mean that he waded 

out in there, and took a pole, and a steel line, and ran it 
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over a salmon , and lassoed him [laughter), and brought him 

out, and he claimed he thought he weighed ninety pounds. I 

don't know what he weighed but he was a big salmon . Now, that 

was another way to catch salmon. But, anyway, the king salmon 

are big, and they're great. 

Now, John Denver goes with me up there, and John is a 

great singer, you know. He and a doctor got in a terrible 

row, year before last, about which one had the biggest king 

salmon. But anyway, when we brought them in and weighed them, 

John had the biggest, and the doctor's was three pounds less, 

so John felt like he was the champion. So we're looking 

forward to catching all kinds of salmon this year, including 

the big salmon which are up to fifty and sixty pounds. They 

are very hard to hold, especially in swift water. It is 

almost impossible to hold one; [it's) like catching on to a 

bucking bronco and trying to hold a bucking bronco. But 

anyway, we have lots of fun, and we land some of them . Now, 

lots of them break our lines and get off, pull us around, and 

give us a hard time, but we make it. But it's a kind of 

working that you enjoy, you know. You have a great thrill 

there . So, I would say that as soon as possible everybody who 

can ought to go to Alaska. I mean, that's the greatest trip 

you can make, particularly if you like the outdoors. 

In September, the hunting season comes in. Now, I never 

would hunt bear--bear, I've had bear come right in the camp on 

us many times--' cause I thought it was bad to do that . But 
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lots of people want to kill bears or they want to kill--we've 

got lots of animals up there, many kinds of animals in Alaska. 

They go up there to hunt. I don't, personally, like to kill 

animals, I mean, like that. It's something that you can 

almost take an air rifle and kill one, you know, because, 

really, they're not afraid of you. They have never seen, many 

of them, never seen people, and they don't understand they are 

supposed to be afraid. They'll come right in on you. So it's 

easy to sit there, and kill one. It's not like quail hunting 

down here in Georgia, or something like that, where you have 

to hunt them up. They hunt you up. So that's sort of foolish 

to do that, but lots of people go up there in September, and 

they fish part of the time, and they hunt part of the time, 

but I, personally, don't like that kind of hunting. So I see 

a lots [sic] of animals up there but I don't hunt any. 

I've been all up in the Arctic Circle. I've been way up 

in there where we had lots of caribou, and I've seen thousands 

of them, so it would be very simple to go out there and kill 

them. But I've been up there with the Eskimos, and the 

Eskimos had to kill them because they had to have them for 

food . They were killing them, and then they were, of course, 

catching walrus that was coming up there. Then way up in the 

Arctic Circle, you have times that quail come in there 

although it's ice all the way from there to Point Barrow, for 

example. 
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I've spent some time in Point Barrow with the Eskimos. 

That will open up sometimes for a week or two, and ships will 

come in there to unload supplies, but if it starts freezing 

again they got to move out in a hurry. Sometimes they don't 

get all unloaded. They'll pick up and go before they are 

fully unloaded. But whales come up there, and it's rather 

interesting to see these Eskimos killing whales because they 

love whale meat. They'll eat it raw. They tried to get me 

to--I have tasted it but I never could develop any taste for 

raw whale meat, but it's to them a delicacy. What happens is

-it's funny how they handle it--a whale has to come up for 

air, you know, and blow. Well, what they do is they get on 

these little kayaks. They make these kayaks out of walrus 

hides, see. They skin the walrus, and then they make it out 

of that, and they've got harpoons. They'll put ropes on these 

harpoons, and they'll get out there, and when a whale comes 

up, they will run up on him, and harpoon him, and the whales 

go down. Well, on the harpoon they've got a rope, and they've 

got a bladder--it may be a bladder like the hog bladders that 

we used to have here in the South that we'd blow up, you know, 

after we'd kill the hogs. They'll have walrus bladders, and 

when the whale sounds, and goes down, then they will watch, 

and the balloon will come up first. So when they see the 

balloon corning up, they will immediately row real fast and get 

over there so that when the whale comes up they are on top of 

it, and then they will wham him again with another harpoon, 
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and bleed him to death: that's what they try to do. Now 

occasionally, they' 11 have real trouble. This whale, of 

course, has got a powerful tail, and sometimes he'll hit one 

of these boats, and he'll knock it--looks like a hundred yards 

in there--and kill some of these Eskimos, so it's a dangerous 

thing. 

Now, some of the people from the United States going up 

there wanting to help the Eskimos carried them motors up 

there--! mean, like Johnson and Evinrude and those kinds of 

motors--thinking they could put those on their boats and could 

use it instead of rowing, but they found out if they started 

that motor, immediately that whale would sound. That fuss in 

the ocean would run him [off], and scare him, and so 

consequently, they had to eliminate motors. They can't use 

anything except paddles, and the small boats that they build: 

kayaks that they build themselves up there. So, it's an 

interesting thing to see them go through this but that's the 

way they get food for the winter, see, [unintelligible). You 

see, all they have to do is dig a hole. They don't have any 

refrigeration problems. It never thaws but maybe a foot or 

two, so all they have to do is dig a hole, and it's all ice. 

So they just put all of their food in that, and get it out 

when they want it, so they've got perfect refrigeration. 

Now, the problem up there is water. It's peculiar, but 

up there in the Arctic Circle, the water, although it's ocean, 

is without salt. It's water without salt and so consequently, 
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what they do is take the ice, and melt the ice for the water 

they need, and that's the only water you got. There is no way 

to drill [laughter] for water up there 'cause it ' s all ice. 

So what they do is take this ice which is also without salt, 

and they melt the ice and they use that for water. Water is 

real scarce up there. You have to be very careful with 

consuming water in that part of the world. So, it's a 

fascinating area of the world. Everybody ought to try it 

once. 

Wills: Who are some of the other people that go with you? 

You mentioned John Denver. 

Brooks: Well, Norman [Ernest) Borlaug goes with me . 

Norman is going with me again this year. Norman Borlaug was 

given the Nobel Prize for the Green Revolution, 

with the Rockefeller Foundation down in Mexico. 

happened when he first went to Mexico--I've 

and he was 

Well , it so 

always been 

interested in all research developments around the world, and 

I found out about this research in Mexico that they were 

working on trying to improve yields (unintelligible] . As you 

know, I've been heavily involved in hunger problems all over 

the world nearly all my life and been on hunger commissions 

and everything else. So I went down there to Mexico and spent 

a day or so seeing exactly what they were doing. Well, I met 

him casually at that time, but later on we became friends, and 

served on boards together, and we got some awards together and 

things of that kind. 
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So we became very close personal friends, and we worked 

on a good many projects and, of course, he'd been working down 

in Africa. I have not had the privilege of going down there 

recently, but I've worked on the problems. I've worked on the 

economic problems they have, and I have known lots of the 

leaders down in Africa. The thing that has disturbed me the 

most has been that they have all tried to go socialistic, I 

mean, when they got their freedom they felt the government 

ought to do everything. Well, that's the first worst thing 

you can do in agriculture. You are dead, if you try to 

socialize agriculture. Russia is one of the best examples, 

having to buy lots of their food because of trying to 

socialize agriculture in Russia. Now consequently, Norman had 

gone down there, and done a good deal of work. 

I tried to do the economic end with the leaders, for 

example, Andy (Andrew Jackson) Young (Jr. ) , who is, you know, 

mayor of Atlanta, and who was with the United Nations, and 

congressman, and everything else. I know him real well, and 

he was going to Africa about two months ago . So I had him to 

have lunch with me for two hours, and all I did was lecture 

him on economics, saying that this socialistic system they're 

putting in lots of the countries is largely responsible for 

the hunger in Africa: that if we could change that system, we 

could largely stop hunger in Africa. I said, now, your 

assignment if you go down there--you've got lots of influence

-you can influence them a lot better than I can because they 
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look to you for leadership. Now, as you go down there, your 

main assignment ought to be to say to them, "We are going to 

stop this socialism in agriculture . We're going to get these 

farms in the hands of the folks who farm them. And we're 

going to let t hem have incentives to produce and we're going 

to stop this government business." (I said) if you'll do 

that, you 'll do more to help hunger in Africa than anything 

you can do. Well, he did that. I saw several stories that 

came out of Africa while he was down there which said that he 

was preaching capitalism (laughter) in Africa, all over 

Africa. When he got back, I talked with him, and he said that 

he tried to do as good a job (laughter) as he could possibly 

do. 

So, I'm saying that to say that our economic problems are 

it. I think I told you about a meeting with a Minister of 

Agriculture here in my office from China. I believe I've 

covered that probably somewhere back, I'm not sure but I think 

I have. But the same problem exists all over the world, and 

if we can get several fundamental things involved in 

agriculture, we can stop hunger in the world . Our problem is 

really not with farmers. Our problem is with the government. 

They're the ones that's causing all the trouble, setting up 

rules and regulations and trying to farm. Now, Andy Young 

said he went down to Nicaragua--! don't know whether he had 

any business being down there--but he said, he gave them a 

good lecture on capitalism because they are going communist 
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down there, and that these big farms that they were trying to 

farm for the government--he told them they were crazy and they 

ought to stop it, see. So, he said, "I'm carrying out what 

you told me to do. I'm doing everything I can to get the 

system right." 

So, my observation in running over the world for some 

sixty years now has been that if we can get the economics 

straight in these countries, we can feed the people. We can 

produce enough food and clothing to do it. So, that's our 

final problem and, of course, what we've been trying to do is 

say that by the year 2000 we're going to eliminate hunger from 

this earth. That's our goal, and we've done that on the 

Hunger Commission and all the boards that I've been on that we 

said, "Now, we've got to set a goal, and the goal is by the 

year 2000 we are going to wipe hunger from the world." Now, 

we can do it if we can straighten out the governments, but you 

see, you've got lots of leaders, young and new leaders, and 

they have had very little training in economics, and they 

really don't know what they're doing. So all of them have . 

an idea ... that the government ought to run everything. 

You can't get it any worse than that. You're dead when that 

happens 'cause governments don't run agriculture . Agriculture 

ought to be running the governments. It ought to be the other 

way around. 

So consequently, we desperately need to get the economic 

system right in the world. If we can do that, we can cure 
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this hunger problem. We know enough now. We have enough 

knowledge about agricultural science and economics that if we 

can get it applied right in these countries, then we lick the 

problem. So I'm not pessimistic about hunger in the world-

there is lots of it--but I'm confident it can be licked and 

can be eliminated. If we can just get the governments out of 

our way, we can do it. So I am optimistic that we are going 

to get it done. By the year 2000 we ought to eliminate all 

the hunger in the world . 

whipped by then . 

We ought to have it completely 

Wills: What do you think of these private groups--! say 

private--like the Farm Aid and Live Aid, where the singers and 

all try to contribute to it? Do you think that's a useful way 

for them to help raise money? 

Brooks: Let me tell you--down in Africa when we had all 

this drought there was lots of good done by people shipping 

stuff down there. But you had literally hundreds and 

thousands of people down there messing around that did not 

know up from down as far getting the job done. They had no 

conception. All they had was emotion. They had great 

emotion, but no knowledge. So consequently, sometime down in 

there I thought they were doing more harm than they were doing 

good. Then, of course, you had the problem of government like 

in Ethiopia, which was the worst, because that government had 

gone communist, which was horrible. I think I mentioned 

before I had done some work in Ethiopia, and I was down there 
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when (Emperor) Haile Selassie [I] was running the country .. 

[He) was one of the last kings in the world that had 

absolute power. In many ways he was doing a creditable job, 

doing quite well, but he was overthrown. Then the crowd who 

overthrew him became communist, and felt the government had to 

do everything. Well, that was partly the trouble in Ethiopia. 

Droughts were part of it but part of it was the government 

itself. So, you had a lots [sic) of people who were do

gooders and who had great, fine emotions, but unfortunately 

they were not trained in agriculture, they were not trained in 

agricultural economics, and they were literally down there 

sometimes getting in your way. Instead of helping, they were 

getting in your way. 

So consequently, I think we need to understand that just 

because you have emotions that that doesn't mean you have 

answers, that you need technical training, that you need 

economic training in order to get the answers down. So I 

don't want to discourage that then, and I happen to be a 

Methodist, you know, and heavily involved in the Methodist 

church. We've done lots of good because we have put food in 

these places, and we have never let the government touch the 

food. We have actually dispensed the food ourselves so that 

all the food we send to these countries goes to the people who 

are hungry and naked. Now, lots of these institutions that 

have sent this stuff they just sent it down to the 

governments. Well, all the governments do is turn around and 
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consume it or sell it, and put the money in their pockets. So 

it doesn't help any, maybe it's a harm instead of good. So 

the manner in which you carry out your good intentions is 

highly desirable, and you can't just mail food or ship food to 

some of these governments; they'll dissipate all of it. Take 

it all and put it in their pocket. 

End of Side One 

Side Two 

Wills: Let's see, we were talking about different groups, 

organizations that were well-meaning, but they weren't making 

sure the food was getting in the hands of the needy. Let me 

ask you a question along those lines: the Food for Peace 

program--what did you think of that, that a wide variety of 

presidents worked on? I think it was called Public Law 480 . 

Brooks: Yeah. Well, (P.L.) 480 did lots of good. It was 

quite helpful, and I think as a whole quite well managed--not 

perfectly, of course, because you had some breakdowns in 

points and places--but as a whole it did lots of good, and was 

very helpful . So I think that was a good program and a 

helpful one . Now really, probably the program that would have 

done and did do the best was Point Four, and I think we've 

discussed that before, but Point Four with Dr. (Henry Garland) 

Bennett--brilliant person. Because there you were training 

people to do the job for themselves. Now, you can't forever 

feed them free, and you've got to train them in Point Four 
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which the thing did. Now, [P.L . ] 480 was a good program. It 

put food where t hey desperately needed it. 

Now, I ran into problems at times, you can realize, of 

getting economics mixed up with politics. For example, in the 

early days in India--and I ' ve told you how we moved in there 

to stop that hunger--in the early days in India, when I was in 

India working on their desperate need for food, they would 

complain to me that we were putting in provisions and feeding 

them that they had to do politically what we wanted done. 

They thought that was unfair and unjust to use political 

pressure on them in order to get food. They thought that was 

bad, and I agreed with them. I thought that was bad, too , 

that we. But, see, lots of times lots of our influence 

in this country is from the military, and even though 

President (Dwight David] Eisenhower--he had been in the 

military all his life, and he would have a tendency to think 

from the viewpoint of the military. In lots of the meetings 

that I've had with him, I'd have to say, " Now, that's the 

military viewpoint, but we don't do it that way. We've got to 

go the civilian side of this thing, see. " Some of the 

meetings that I had with some of the people who worked with 

him, I was saying that we can't put military provisions in our 

desires to do good in the world . If we're going to help feed 

people, we can't say, "You're going to do the way we want it 

politically in order to get something to eat. " It's bad 

everything, even bad politics in the end. So I had some of 
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that complaint at times, particularly out of India where they 

were complaining when I was working in India that although we 

were helping feed them, and they were hungry and naked, and 

they desperately needed it that we were putting sometimes 

political pressures on them that they felt were not good. So, 

you got many complications in trying to do good around the 

world, and do it the right way. You have to be careful how 

you do it. 

Wills: Does our government, meaning the United States 

government, do a generally good job of trying to help other 

countries? A lot of times when there are problems at home, 

the people criticize the government real easily for foreign 

aid, for helping other countries--does it do a pretty good 

job? Should we be helping these countries? 

Brooks: Well, I think as a whole, yes. Of course, the 

tendency for human nature is to find one bad spot and then 

play that one up, and that's particularly true of the news. 

I mean, the news media they live on that, and so consequently, 

they're always probing to find a weak spot somewhere. But we 

were the great nation. You see, when the war was over lots of 

the world was impoverished and hungry and naked, and the 

Marshall Plan--and I was not directly involved but to some 

extent because of my tie-in with President [Harry SJ Truman-

the Marshall Plan saved Europe. Now, if we had not put in the 

Marshall Plan, I think Russia would've gotten it all. I think 

they would've taken the whole works. So the Marshall Plan was 
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one of the great ideas that developed, and we spent lots of 

money for lots of food. But if we hadn't done that, Europe 

would have been completely devastated. It was just horrible. 

So consequently, looking backwards over history and time, as 

I look back, having been here a long time, the Marshall Plan 

was one of the fine things that we did. We greatly benefitted 

from it in many ways because we saved Europe . I think we 

saved it from communism. I think the Russians would've got it 

all if we hadn't done that. 

So consequently, as a whole, I would say that our aid 

efforts have been helpful. There are bad spots there just 

like you have got bad spots in this country. I mean, you've 

got these programs we've got in this country, and some parts 

of them are terrible and ought to be straightened out, the 

Food Stamp program for example. Sometimes we encourage bad 

things to happen by not being strict enough in our dispensing 

of aid. So, aid is not simple. It's very complex, but if you 

do it right and move toward self-sufficiency instead of being 

wards of the government forever. That's where I think we have 

done a poor job in this country. We've got people who're two 

or three generations on relief. Well, there's no excuse for 

that. I mean they ought to have been off a long time ago. If 

we'd had the right kind of system, we would have had them 

trained . There's no excuse to just feed people without 

requiring anything of them. That to me, I think, you destroy 

them. 
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Now, I'm not a Mormon, but the Mormon church, to me, has 

done a great job in that respect. They've never let one of 

their members go on relief even during the Depression when it 

was worst. They somehow had stores of food and clothing, but 

they didn't give it to their members. They said if you'll 

come and work--they always had something they wanted to build

-if you'd come and work we'll give you enough for you and your 

family. Now, it seemed to me that we need that kind of same 

thing in the government of this country: that if you're 

impoverished and you don't have a job, we'll have something 

for you to do, and you come and work and then we'll have food 

for you, we'll have clothing for you. But to just pour it out 

and give it, I don't think gives incentive that you 

desperately need. So, you run into some of that in your aid 

programs around the world that you have some bad spots that 

(unintelligible). So, you can't do good things perfectly. It 

doesn't work. But at the same time you can't stop either 

because then you are not doing the good that is desperately 

needed in the world. 

Here we are the richest, greatest nation in the world, we 

have a great responsibility. Now, the way we're going now, 

I'm not sure we're going to still be the greatest, richest 

nation in the world. We are losing our economic position real 

fast in the world. It's terrible. My economic training just 

scares me to death when I look at two-hundred-billion-dollar

a-year deficit in this country, and then I see for the first 
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time since 1914 that we are a creditor nation. . . that we're 

a debtor nation for the first time. We're the biggest debtor 

nation in the world. We owe more money than any nation in the 

world today. We're supposed to be the richest and best and 

everything, but we're not . We're losing our economic position 

in the world, and we're losing it very rapidly . 

So consequently , naturally I'm terribly disturbed as to 

what is going to happen down the road. 

our children and grandchildren--looks 

trillion dollar debt, which is just 

We're going to hand 

like now--a three 

unbelievable. So 

consequently, we're loading them with a terrible load, and 

there's no way that they can probably pay that, and maintain 

anything like a decent scale of living at our present dollar 

position. So you ' re either going to have to go back to a much 

lower scale of living in this country to pay the debt or 

you're going to have to inflate it out, and my guess is we'll 

inflate it out. That is the easiest, simple way to do it is 

to inflate it out. Somewhere down the road you will inflate 

it out, and that's not good either. Germany went to complete 

inflation, you know, and the whole thing went to rack and 

ruin. So we've got some economic problems in this country 

that are not too good. As a matter of fact, they're very bad. 

Wills: You've met with so many different presidents. 

Something we haven't talked about is your relationship with 

different secretaries of agriculture . Did you have one that 
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you were particularly impressed with? I know you always were 

impressed with Ezra [Taft) Benson. 

Brooks: Well, Ezra had lots of good qualities. He had 

some very tough qualities that were good and fine if everybody 

would abide by them, but they were [of the) Mormon philosophy 

and unfortunately everybody is not Mormon, and they don't 

believe in that kind of economic philosophy. Well, I think, 

as a whole, we've had good secretaries of agriculture . We've 

had some weak ones, yes, but we've also had some good ones. 

But we've had some that were political: they were not trained 

in agriculture; they were not trained agricultural scientists. 

They were not agricultural economists. So they were purely 

political appointees. But even some of those were smart 

enough to get somebody around them who did know what they were 

doing, and brought them in, and they did well. Just like 

President Eisenhower thought--been in the army all of his life 

and certainly knew very little about business or agriculture-

but he was smart enough to surround himself with people that 

did that. Now, some of these secretaries of agriculture have 

done the same thing. Now, some of them like Secretary 

(Orville L.) Freeman, for example, he had been governor of 

Minnesota, I think, for four terms. Brilliant . He was a 

summa cum laude graduate from the university [of Minnesota), 

but was not trained in agriculture, but brilliant, otherwise. 

But he surrounded himself with smart people, and became a good 

secretary of agriculture. 



25 

Now, when you get over to some of the other secretaries 

of agriculture like Earl [Lauer) Butz, for example. Now, Earl 

Butz had all the background and training that you could dream 

of. I mean he'd come up on a farm. He was a graduate of the 

university. He was a professor of agriculture economics at 

Purdue University. He'd had all the background and training 

you could dream of and, therefore, should have been perfect. 

Well, he did, I think, a creditable job, but he got bounced 

out politically. I think I might have mentioned once before 

that looked to me like that [Henry Alfred) Kissinger just took 

over up there in the cabinet. Whenever they were having a 

Cabinet meeting, Kissinger was brilliant, and he would just 

take over and, in effect, just put Butz out of business. 

So I think I mentioned maybe once before I got in some 

real rows with Kissinger because he was messing in 

agriculture, and he was brilliant, but he didn't know anything 

about agriculture. So I had some real rackets or rows with 

him because I was involved with the president and everything 

and so finally, I said to him, I said, "You're one of the most 

brilliant people I've ever known, but you don't know anything 

about agriculture, and you're messing this thing up to where 

lots of us won't ever get it straightened out again if you 

don't get out of the way. " So, he finally said to me one day, 

"Mr. Brooks, let's make a deal." And I said, " Okay, what's 

the deal?" He said, "If you'll get off my back, I'll agree 

that I'll never mess with agriculture again as long as I 
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live. " I said, "That's a deal." So then we went in to the 

men's washroom and h e turned around to me, and he said , " I 

meant every word I said. " And I said, "So did I. " 

Now, I immediately called Earl Butz and I said to him, 

" Now, I've got an agreement with Kissinger that he's not going 

to mess in agricu ltu re anymore, and if he gets messing in it, 

you cal l me because I ' ve got a commitment from him. " And he 

said, "How did you do that? " And so I told him. I said, 

" Now, if you get in a row with him anywhere on agriculture, in 

the Cabinet meeting or anything else, you call me because I've 

got a firm commitment from him that we're going to get him out 

of it. " And you see that's the danger in agriculture is lots 

of people, although they're brilliant, they're not trained in 

that field and they think they know it all. That goes back to 

the story I was telling you about going to Washington once, 

you know, when everybody was up explaining the cotton problem, 

and none of them ever knew anything about it, a nd the more 

they talked the more you realized how little they knew. So 

very often these people who know the least have the most 

answers and the quickest answers . 

don't come that easy . They come 

These complex problems 

after lots of years of 

experience in trial and error . So consequently, that's one of 

the problems in the government . 

Now, I don't know whether I ever said anything about 

bureaucracy in government or not, but I think before we get 

through I want to tell you about that. NBC (National 
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Broadcasting Company) asked me one time to make a talk on 

bureaucracy in government and to try to explain it. Well, 

that was a great opportunity because I'd spent lots of time 

with the different presidents in Washington , and I had had 

lots of observation experience . So I said to them I want to 

maybe take an hour to explain this on NBC. I started off by 

saying very few peop le apparentl y understand just why we have 

so much problems with bureaucracy, and I want to try to 

explain it to you as best I can based on my personal 

experience in dealing with bureaucracy in Washington. I said , 

"I want to make it as simple as I can make it, and I want to 

start off by saying that. . . Let's take an example : here's 

a person in the capitalistic system. He gets him a peanut 

parcher, " --and back in those days there was peanut parchers in 

all these towns and cities and everything and that's about as 

simple a business as you can have . And so, I said, "Here ' s a 

fellow buys him a peanut parcher and sets it up on the corner 

of a city or a town, and if he's a good manager, he'll make 

money out of that peanut parcher, and then he' 11 get to 

thinking, well, I'm doing pretty good here I believe I'll buy 

me another one . And he ' ll put it up on another corner, and 

hire him a person to run that one. " Now, I said , " If he ' s an 

extremely good manager, he ' ll manage that one, too, well and 

it'll make money. And he might eventually have a thousand 

peanut parchers that's making money, and he becomes a big 

operator under the capitalistic system. " But I said, " If he's 



28 

not that good a manager, when he puts that second one in he'll 

start losing money, and he'll have to move back because his 

whole capacity as a manager is to run one peanut parcher." 

Now, I said, "Consequently, the capitalistic system constantly 

pulls people back in line with their capacity to run a 

business. It has governance on it which absolutely controls 

and if a fellow gets over his head in business, he starts 

losing money and he has to pull back to his capacity. But in 

government there are no such controls." 

Now, I said, "Let me explain to you: here's a fellow who 

gets a job in the government. He looks around, and he soon 

realizes, if he has any intelligence at all, that the only way 

he is going to get along good in life--he has the same 

ambitions as this fellow that had a peanut parcher. He wants 

to be a big operator, he wants to make lots of money, and he 

wants security. He wants all of these good things that you 

get from success in business. So, he gets to looking around, 

and he says the only way I'm going to do that is build 

government. Consequently, if I am Xl, if I can hire somebody 

and put under me, I'm then X2 and then that does lots of 

things: it gives me prestige; it gives me a high salary; and 

it gives me more security because if they get to firing people 

they got to fire that one before they get to me." So I said, 

"Consequently, all he does is sit there and try to build 

government and the more people he can get. if he can get 

fifteen then he's 15X and he's got fourteen they got to fire 
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before they get to him. He's got more prestige. He's got 

money, and he's got everything. But the catch is that there's 

no governor, and so consequently , his capacity as a manager to 

run someth ing is that h e can 't run but one peanut parcher . 

But the first thing you know he's running a billion dollar 

business in the government. He's running a billion dollar 

business. And with the capacity of on e peanut parcher . Then 

you wonder why government gets messed up [laughter) and why it 

is so inefficient , and why it is so expensive, why you're 

spending so blame much money. It's because there is no way to 

test the management in government- -good or bad. All the test 

is is how long a tongue he's got. The more he can tongue 

somebody , and the more talking he can do , he can talk them in 

to everything, and he has no capacity to run the government or 

run a business or run nothing else. His capacity is one 

peanut parcher. " So I said, " Consequently, what we've got to 

do to survive i n a d emocracy i s to fight (with) everyth ing 

expansion in government. I mean, just stand there and fight. 

Because all the history of ... government ... of democracy . 

. you go back, all of them have been--they eat themselves 

up. You get, uh . . . these people finally eat up all there 

is, and then a dictator takes over, and he gets that done and 

then folks get tired of a dictator. " [Phone rings) 

(Cut off] 

Brooks: " . get tired of a dictator and they' 11 

overthrow him, and go back to a democracy. " But, you see , the 
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United States is the oldest democracy in the world today--two 

hundred years--that's the longest one that has every lasted. 

So, you can realize that we ' re dealing with a very difficult 

government really. It's something that hadn't worked very 

long in history, and so consequently, I'm saying this to try 

to explain how this happens, and it's happening in this 

country. It happens in all democracies. So consequently, the 

only way to survive at all is to keep government as small as 

you can keep it. Just resist everything government wants to 

do, expand and anything else, resist so that only the best 

ever gets done. If you fight all the time you will at least 

eliminate most of the bad, and only the good will end up which 

is urgent and important and has to be done. So consequently, 

when I did that I had, of course, lots of mail from people, 

and they had broadcast it in Canada. I had letters from 

people in Canada that said they had never really understood 

just how this government worked, and how the problem of 

bureaucracy was, how it developed, but it's natural. Every 

person that has any intelligence at all--a permanent worker in 

government--nearly everyone of them are there building 

government. The bigger they can build it the better off they 

are. Everything they do to build government helps them, and 

so naturally they have the same incentive to build that this 

peanut parcher had to build some more peanut parchers. Both 

of them had the same incentive, and the only difference was 

that this fellow running the peanut parcher, he was running it 
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on his own money [laughter]. He wasn't running it on tax 

money, and so consequently, when that starts going the wrong 

way, he had to back up. But you don't have any backup in the 

government, you 're dead there. 

So, I thought that somewhere along here that I at least 

ought to put that part into this thing to try to expl ain as 

best I could because we ' re going to have plenty of problems 

down the road, I mean. We've managed to survive two hundred 

years, this democracy , but we have no definite insurance. In 

fact, history would say to us that you're not going to keep 

surviving that somewhere your bureaucracy is going to eat you 

all up. It is going to eat up all the resources, and finally, 

will do you in. So consequently, we have to fight it all the 

time. 

Wills: You were talking about having a business where you 

lose your own money. Well, you certainly know how that is : a 

business where you are at risk all the time. How would you 

describe your own leadership style, personal leadersh ip style, 

as you have tried to build your own company through the years? 

Brooks: Well, I think your leadership style from my 

viewpoint should be that you lead people, you don't drive 

t h em. I have seen lots of supposedly tough, hardheads of 

businesses who tried to drive their employees, but I don't 

think you get the best results that way. I think you get the 

best results from leadership, that is you say to employees, 

"This is tough and difficult, but I'm not going to ask you to 
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do anything that I'm not willing to do myself . And if we've 

got to work overtime 'til ten o'clock tonight, I'll be here. 

I won't go home, and let you sit here and work, and me go home 

and rest. I will be right here with you." So consequently, 

I think you have to furnish that kind of leadership if you're 

going to lead a company, and you've got to also, hopefully, 

give them incentive, that is, you have got to give them hope 

for the future. If they have no hope for the future then they 

don't do their best . So I think that you've got to be very 

humane. Now, there are some instances where very tough 

operators that apparently made a success, but they're scarce 

and far between in my opinion. Most of the great leaders that 

I've known have been very humane people. They're people who 

have been interested in people and interested in the lives of 

people. They want their people to live a good life, and they 

want to lead them. They do not want to drive them . 

So, in my viewpoint, the test of leadership is how many 

people you can lead, and carry with you on the goals that you 

have. You can set down goals and, of course, my goal in the 

early days was I was going to wipe hunger out--poverty and 

hunger. Then (I tried to get) everybody that I could get 

enlisted with me who had the same thing. I would try to 

instill in them, "Let's stop this hunger business; let's stop 

this poverty. No use in anybody out here without any clothes, 

naked and hungry and no shoes. Let's put a stop to it. We 

know how to do it, now, let's get in here and let's get it 
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done." And not saying to them, "You have got to do this, you 

have got to do that." I don't think you lead that way, I 

mean, to get the most out of people. But, if you are willing 

to sacrifice yourself, you can get somebody to sacrifice with 

you. Now, in the early days, I had to sacrifice in Gold Kist, 

I took two hundred dollars a month as salary for years. When 

I was (unintelligible], many times I tried to quit and do 

something else. Well, I had a problem, of course, of 

leadership there, of getting other people willing co sacrifice 

with me. I mean, they said, "Okay, we've got the same goals 

you have, the same incentives you have. We're going to get in 

here and fight this thing out and we are going to do it." 

Well, in that way, that kept Gold Kist from having any losses; 

we never had a loss because we didn't spend any money much. 

We didn't spend enough to lose anything. So consequently , we 

had dedicated people who were in there with the motivation to 

get the job done. And saying, " If we get it done, we will do 

better. We're starving now, but I remember starving. If we 

get them, stop them from starving then we won't have to starve 

anymore. We can move up. We can have more income ourselves. 

So, let's build a future for our members and build a future 

for ourselves, let's do it that way." So I think that's the 

way that you furnish leadership. You don't do it by driving 

people. You've got to set goals. You've got to set 

motivation. If the employee is not motivated, he's not going 

to do much. You can depend on that. He's going to do just 
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enough to get by. He's not going to really put in that extra 

effort that he ought to. And they are as smart. 

Now, the Japanese have greatly benefitted from that, you 

know. They've put in at the lowest level--the managers in 

Japan are right out there with them. They're not sitting up 

in an oval office all the time. They're out there with them, 

and they have twelve in a group, and they go there, and get 

ideas from these people how we can do it. If we can do it all 

of us can do better, don't you see? They're getting 

motivation and ideas from the bottom up all the time. They've 

just done a fabulous job. It is fantastic the productivity 

that they have created there. 

war but they are about to 

So much so that they lost the 

own this country [laughter). 

They're about to buy it out. So consequently, it shows you 

that the way you do it is start at the bottom here, and 

motivate people, and you come up. If you do that and you do 

a good job of it, you furnish leadership that you desperately 

need in a large company. Whether you like it or not, things 

that happen in large companies in the direction and 

everything, the head of the company is responsible for that. 

He's got to assume responsibility . If things go bad, he's got 

to assume responsibility because he shouldn't have let it 

happen. He should've known enough about it. Used to [be], 

they said here in the office that they did not understand me 

in the office because I would maybe come in and dictate in the 

morning, get my dictation off. Then I would visit everyone of 
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our operations at Gold Kist during the day. I ' d go and sit 

down with the managers of each one of the operations. Then I 

would say, "What is going on, and how is this and everything? '' 

That way I kept up, and I also used it to motivate them. I'd 

have some ideas and say , "Why don ' t we shove this and shove 

that and everything?" So I spent about half of my day every 

year, every day with our people. I didn't keep sitting here 

in an oval office isolated . Then a good part of the time I 

was in the country. I would leave here, in the afternoon, and 

go and visit our operations . In the early days I worked all 

day, and then I'd have meetings every night. I'd go all over 

this part of the world at night. So that I don't think you 

furnish good leadership just sitting in an oval office. I 

think you got to mix with your people where you work , and then 

you got to mix with the people out in the country where you're 

operating. You got to keep mixing with them. So, I think 

that's a question of leadership that you have to do. 

[Cut off] 

End of Side Two 
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