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Side One 

Brooks: Got it. 

Wills: All right. 

Brooks: Dr. [T. A. ] Shin told me at that time that if he 

could've gotten the ear of Chiang Kai-shek, they would've 

never lost the mainland of China . He said, "The trouble was 

in the country. Eighty percent of the people were in the 

country, and they were starving to death, and hungry and 

naked. Unfortunately, Chiang Kai- shek was a soldier; he was 

not an economist or an agricultural person, and he couldn't 

understand what was going on. " He said, " We were losing the 

country, losing it, because we made bad economic decisions, 

which were terrible. And we were ruining the country , and 

people were starving and naked." He said, " I cou l dn't get 

through to him . I just coul dn't make him understand. I 

couldn ' t get through to him that he was losing China ." "But, " 

he said, "after we got on Taiwan, then I could get through to 

him. And he began to understand ." He started , and I went 

over and worked with him--a whole economic change in Taiwan . 

See, the Japanese had been in there and controlled it. They 

had large plantations, all of which were owned by people off 

somewhere, they were not there at a 11 . All they had was 

tenants and assistants, and so consequently, they were all 

starving to death and not very productive. So, Dr. Shin 



understood our system over here, where the farmers owned their 

farms and where the extension service--the county agents-

(and) vocational teachers worked with the farmers to greatly 

increase productivity. So, he put in that kind of system. 

Now, we started in a system--he did not just nationalize all 

the farms--he worked out a system where he'd give bonds to the 

owners, but the tenants would have a right to buy their part 

of the farm, and pay for it in ten years on a commodity basis. 

They'd deliver so much commodity to this former owner, and he 

could sell it and get his money. 

Now, Dr. Shin was a very brilliant economist, as well as 

agricultural scientist, and so what we worked out was that as 

these farms were sold to the tenants, and as they were paid 

for, these former owners of the farms agreed they would take 

that money and put it into industry because as we improved 

agriculture, we're going to need jobs for these people corning 

off the farms, and industry. Well, it was unbelievable what 

took place. It was one of the greatest miracles that has ever 

taken place--economic miracles--in the world. There were 

three, really, three great miracles after the war: one was 

West Germany, the other was Japan, and Taiwan. Now, what we 

finally did was we kept working this out to where we got 

eighty-six percent of the people that were farming on their 

own farm, they were sitting there on it. Now that did to 

production--unbelievable with the county agent system. It's 

not a rich country, I mean the soil is not rich, but in a 

period of time. . . . But the climate is such you could grow 
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three or four crops i n a year, see . In a reasonable period of 

time it became the most productive place in the world . It is 

by far t h e most productive place in the world agricult urally. 

But the economic system was right, you see. We got it out of 

this (system of] big farms that were owned by somebody way off 

somewhere that had no relationship to it at all, and all they 

did was collect their rent off of it. We got it into the 

hands of the farmers who owned it himself [sic] and was 

sitting on it, and he had every incentive to do everything he 

could to make all he could make. And he made it. 

Well, then, the other side of the coin was that these 

former landowners that put their money in industry just got 

gloriously rich in industry . It became one of the greatest 

industrial parts of the world, that these plants were highly 

successful and great property. So you just could not have 

made it any better. It was one of the great economic miracles 

of this century. So I had very little to do with it except 

that I was--my training was in economics, and I would talk to 

Dr. Shin about what I thought he ought to move. He was 

chairman of what they called the Joint Commission On Rural 

Rehabilitation. He was chairman, and so I would work with him 

on the things. He would talk with me, come over here, and I 

would go over there. But it's one of the greatest miracles 

that has ever happened in this world. 

So consequently, what happened then, see, Communist 

China, the mainland, was still hungry and naked, starving to 
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death. Every so often, they'd get on the TV or radio in 

Communist China and invite him (laughter) back to China, 

saying that he'd be honored if he'd come back, because they 

felt he could revolutionize agriculture in mainland China. 

But he was afraid to go back. He said they'd invite him over 

the radio all the time, but he said he was afraid if he got 

over there, somebody'd string him up and he'd be executed. 

So, he never would go back . But he performed a miracle . 

Chiang Kai-shek gave him leeway after he got on Taiwan. So 

you can realize that that was one of the great satisfactions 

that I had of having the privilege of working with him. I did 

very little except that I would say to him I thought he ought 

to do it this way or that way or the other way, that I thought 

it would work out better, and they'd do more productive, and 

so forth. 

And I got him some help. For example, as some of the top 

people in this country in co-ops, for example, retired, I 

would get them to go to Taiwan and work with him. For 

example, they developed a citrus industry there. Well, 

Sunkist was our greatest citrus group we had in this country-

out in California. So when the manager of Sunkist retired, I 

got him to go over to Taiwan, and work with Dr. Shin, develop 

the citrus industry there--not only production--but marketing, 

and how you handle it. Japan was a great market for citrus, 

and if they did it right, they could move a lot of stuff 

through Japan. So I did everything I could to be helpful in 
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that situation. I got great satisfaction out of the fact that 

you took a country that was one of the worst countries in the 

world and made it the most productive place in the world. It 

became the most productive place in the world. Produced more 

per acre than any place on Earth and all in a relatively short 

period of time . I mean, maybe I worked with him maybe thirty 

years or someth ing, but that ' s relatively short, that you move 

from the bottom to the top. So consequently, I got a lots 

(sic) of satisfaction out of my work with him. He was a 

brilliant person, and very dedicated, and very appreciative of 

anything you did to help . 

So, I had lots of wonderful experiences. You know, 

Madame (Mei-ling Soong) Chiang Kai- shek owned the fine hotel 

there. The first time I went in there--! had some connections 

with Madame Chiang Kai-Shek, not only through Dr. Shin, but 

through some other connections I had--! could not get a 

reservation in the grand hotel which was owned by Madame 

Chiang, beautiful hotel. I had to go to a small hotel down in 

t h e middle of town . Well, Madame Chiang found out that I was 

there and so she sent her secretary--who was a Harvard 

graduate, he was a brilliant fellow- - and he came and said, "Do 

you like your reservations here? " I said, "Well, I can take 

it." I said, "Why? " He said, "I want to carry you up to the 

grand hotel, see. 

forth. When can 

Madame Chiang has worked it out and so 

you pack? " I said, "I can pack now!" 

(Laughter) So immediately, I packed in a little while and my 
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wife was with me, and boy, we went up to the grand hotel 

(laughter] . 

great. 

So it was another world, you know, and it was 

Well, so Madame Chiang then thought she ought to be kind, 

because I was trying to be helpful. So she set up a luncheon, 

really for my wife. But I was invited, and my son was along, 

and he was a Harvard student. He had a student from Taiwan, 

a banker there, who was at Harvard with him, and this boy was 

working in the bank there. So she said that we were invited, 

too. My son asked, could he invite his friend, and so we all 

went to the luncheon. Well, it was about a two or three hour 

luncheon, eighteen courses, you know; I never saw anything 

like that. It was just wonderful. It was really delightful. 

So all of my experiences were good in Taiwan. I mean, I was 

. enjoyed it. It was a great place. As I went back 

through the years, well, of course, I gradually had lots of 

connections there, and it was very fine and a wonderful 

experience. One of the best that I have ever had anywhere in 

the world. 

But, anyway, the negotiations--when negotiating to open 

China--it was very delicate with reference to Taiwan. It was 

the catch-point and had to be handled very delicately or it 

would blow the whole thing up. 

Wills: Looking at the marketplace today, where should 

Gold Kist go next? 



Brooks: Well, I think we've got to. 

thing we have got to do, is get back into 
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The first 

the catfish 

business. Now that's the worst mistake we've made, I think. 

We were the first company, of any size, in catfish, by far, 

long before anybody else even thought about getting in. But 

we began to have some disease problems, and I had retired at 

that time. I had worked hard on developing the catfish 

program, just like I developed the poultry program. I got to 

looking. All my training in economics says that you had 

better look to the future, and see which way this wind is 

blowing. If it is blowing up, you'd better go up with it. If 

it is blowing down, you had better get out of the way 'cause 

it is going to drown you before you get through. 

So as I looked down the road, I thought, well, now, 

chicken and fish were going to be the meat deals for the 

future. I remember at one of our board meetings--and every 

member of our board had cattle, all of them had cattle--and I 

said to them that "I'm sorry to tell you, but the future is 

chicken, more than cattle. And that's the way I look at this 

thing." Well, I think I made them all mad, but at the same 

time I was trying to position economics. That was in 1939 or 

'40, before chickens carne into being much, see. But I got 

into chickens in '40, see. And so, chickens--our consumption 

per capita was way down to practically nothing, very little, 

see. But as I viewed chickens, I saw a chance to improve the 

breeding, improve the nutrition, improving the disease control 
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and everything, and that chicken was going to be the meat of 

the future. I figured that is it. So I said that to the 

board. 

Well, I ran into plenty of troubles. I was one of the 

early ones in poultry, and we had disease problems just wipe 

out whole flocks of our birds. And we lost some money. But 

a lots (sic) of other co-ops got in too, after we got in. 

They got to losing money, and they all quit. The only one in 

it was Gold Kist. We were the only ones left. Well, working 

with the colleges of agriculture and the experiment stations 

and all, we finally--and we had our own research farms, our 

own Ph.D. s, and we had the most brilliant people we could 

hire, working all together. We had veterinarians, I hired 

veterinarians to work on the thing. We gradually whipped this 

disease thing. It took time to do it, and we lost money at 

times, but we whipped it. Gold Kist became the largest 

producer of broilers in the world, and became a very 

profitable industry for us. 

We helped humanity, because when I started with broilers, 

it took 4 to 4.5 pounds of feed to produce a pound of meat. 

We got it down now to 1.8, less than 2 pounds of feed per 

pound of meat. Also, it took twelve to fourteen weeks to 

produce a three-pound bird, we can produce one now in five or 

six weeks, see. So, we've cut everything in half. 

Consequently, we are selling broilers today at less than we 

sold them for forty years ago, because they were the Sunday 
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meat back then. The only time you'd have gotten chickens was 

Sunday, because it was special. We've made it, not only the 

best meat, but the cheapest meat in the world. Gold Kist was 

at the forefront of all of that. Now, it didn't come simple, 

it was tough. 

Now consequently, I've said lots of times, that the 

consumer owes a debt to Gold Kist, the consumer. If it hadn't 

been for Gold Kist, we wouldn't be near as far along as we've 

been in this poultry deal, and we wouldn't have the kind of 

meat we have today as cheap as they have them. Not only here, 

but throughout the world, I mean, because we never patented 

anything. As we learned how to do it, information got 

scattered everywhere, and everybody else picked it up, and 

here they go. Well now, when we got in this catfish deal, I 

figured that's the second meat that's going to go up here. 

When we got in that problem I had retired, and I was not in 

position to move back in. I mean, when somebody takes over, 

then he just don't want any interference, you know. So, they 

decided that they were losing money in catfish, and we had 

disease problems, they'd just close the darn thing up. 

Now, Auburn has done more research on fish than any 

institution in the world. They've done the most on catfish. 

I worked with them in the early days, I was working with them 

in order to use all the information available in order to get 

started, see. Now, they have said to me recently, if Gold 

Kist had stayed in--we were the first ones in--if we had 
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stayed in (catfish] broilers and had done as good a job in 

(catfish] broilers as we have done in (chicken) broilers, that 

we would be making a hundred million dollars a year in 

catfish. Now, we made over a hundred million dollars a year, 

this year, in poultry, see. But, they said, you also would 

have made a hundred million dollars in catfish. So, you can 

realize that turns me upside down and inside out, because I 

did a lots (sic) of work, and got it going, and then it was 

run out. Now, that has worried me, but we've got to get back 

in. 

Wills: Well, is Gold Kist taking steps to do that? 

Brooks: Now? 

Wills: Yeah. 

Brooks: We are now looking toward buying back in. We've 

got to buy back into the industry, which means we are years 

later. 

Wills: It won't be as easy as it would have been. 

Brooks: Oh no [laughter). Oh, it'll be another world. 

It' 11 cost us lots of money to get back in. Maybe, they 

think, maybe thirty million dollars to get back into the race, 

see, whereas we had it all in our pockets, see. We were the 

number one in it. So, that turns me inside out, but it's too 

late, nothing I can do about it, but we still got to get back 

in. 

Wills: Right. 
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Brooks: So consequently, I hope that time will move us on 

in that direction. And so that's one thing. Now, we've got 

lots of other things that we need to be looking at. There are 

a whole lots of things on the horizon now, that we can be 

doing, that we are not doing. Vegetables might be an 

opportunity, see. We've never been in that field, but it 

could be an opportunity for Gold Kist to 9et into it. We are 

large enough now, and efficient enough, and have resources 

enough to where we can take some risks now in getting into 

some of these things. We can take some risks to get in, in 

order to build an industry. When I first started soybeans--I 

started soybeans in this part of the world, see. Now, it's 

been great, but now with the drought, and then the fact that 

we've embargoed our soybeans and scared Japan to death, and 

they went down to Brazil and put all the money in and 

everything, it has created a very difficult situation now they 

wouldn't have had if the government hadn't messed it up for 

us, see. But, I started soybeans in this part of the world, 

and built the first plant that was ever built in this part of 

the world. But, now it's not too good because of some things 

that we could not control: the government itself messed us 

up. 

But there are other opportunities. That's not the only 

thing. There are lots of other things that can be started . 

. that needs to be started that, by Gold Kist, and so we 

need to get in there, because farmers desperately need other 
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So if we are ingenious enough and 

smart enough, we'll find other things that we can start and 

move up the economic ladder, see. So I felt like in the early 

days that I had to be an entrepreneur, and I think Gold Kist 

needs to be an entrepreneur . If you don't watch sometimes you 

get old, you know, you grow old, and you get contented, and 

you get satisfied, and the first thing you know you are not 

doing anything, except turning wheels. 

So, I think that Gold Kist has got a 

agriculture now, which is suffering now; 

some ways to pull us out of this thing. 

You're not moving. 

responsibility to 

we've got to find 

We did that in the 

first depression. Gold Kist was the leader that pulled us out 

of lots of these troubles we were in, because we were making 

terrible economic mistakes, and we correc ted lots of those. 

Now, Gold Kist has got that responsibility again, and I think 

we need to measure up to it. 

Wills: Are there some overseas markets you would like to 

see Gold Kist get into, besides the ones they are already in? 

Brooks: Oh, yes. We need to be in ... we are already in 

some of them, but as we develop. For example, if we 

develop new crops, then we've got to market those crops and 

we've got to open these doors. Now, we are in better shape 

than anybody else, because we are already there with 

something, and we can bring something else in a whole lot 

easier than somebody can start from scratch. The fact that 

we'd been in there now for all these years--we've already got 
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the door open. We've been good exporters, and we've been 

responsible, so that our reputation is good. so if we've got 

something new to bring in, we can get a following pretty fast. 

So I figure that's our responsibility now, in the years ahead. 

We've got to put this product in there. As we develop these 

products, we need to sell them. Just like I am confident 

there are lots of parts of the world--if Gold Kist comes on 

now and develops fish like we ought to, we ought to put them 

all over the world. I mean, they're a great product. 

Our research--to show you when I first started in the 

catfish thing--I got, in my research--where I had my catfish 

that I was researching on--I got it down to 1.4 [pounds of) 

feed to a pound of meat feed conversion. Over at Auburn, now, 

they ' ve gotten it down in one or two cases to 1.2, see. Well, 

that's the most efficient conversion of feed in the history of 

the world. Here it is, you can do that with catfish, see. 

Now, what I am saying is there's no way you can get wonderful 

protein meat with that kind of a conversion even with 

chickens, when we started at 4 or 4.5, (and) we got it down to 

1.8 (feed to meat conversion) now. But, in my own experiments 

in catfish, I got it down to 1.4 myself, see, and Auburn now 

has got it down to 1.2. Well, that's a great opportunity, 

just realize the greatest need of the world is protein, and if 

you can get meat protein it's better than protein from 

vegetables. It's better. 
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So consequently, as I visualize it, if we can get back in 

this thing and do like we ought to, well, we can export that 

just like we did chickens all over the world . So there is no 

limit to your opportunity--the ingenuity of the mind of man-

if you can use the ingenuity of the mind of man, your 

limitation is only about how much vision you have, that's the 

only limitation you really have. 

Wills: Do you think agriculture today is still 

agriculture or have we turned it into agribusiness? In other 

words, is there any room still for the small farmer? 

Brooks: Yes. I think this: that it will be specialized 

farming, and maybe intensive agriculture. But , I think that 

you're going to have two types of agriculture down the road: 

you are going to have this large commercial outfit that will 

produce just regular crops like soybeans or cotton--and I 

think cotton could come back in this part of the world, now, 

I think there is some opportunity there. We were gradually 

eliminating the boll weevil, and that's one of the things that 

put us out of business . 

eighty cents a pound now. 

The price of cotton is up nearly 

So I think cotton is another 

possibility of coming back in this area. But, I think the 

small farmer is going to be a fruit farmer, or he is going to 

be a vegetable farmer . He is going to be a specialized 

farmer. He is going to be a highly skilled specialized 

farmer. Then there are going to be a lots [sic) of small 

farmers who farm part of the time and work in town part of the 
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time. They're going to be part-time farmers . We are going to 

have lots of those . But there is room here for specialized 

farmers and specialized crops, in fruits and vegetables, and 

things of that kind. So I think that we need to work on that 

end of it. Now, we're having a terrible shake-down as you 

know, now, in agriculture, and you've got to see what is going 

to be left after this shake-down. As I see it now, when we 

get through the shake-down we're going to have fewer large 

farmers, and they'll be large farmers and will survive, but 

then you're going to have these smaller farmers, who are 

specialists, 

specialists: 

and they can survive, too. Two types of 

one is the one that works part-time in town and 

farms part of the time; the other is these specialists in 

special crops, special fruits, vegetables and things of that 

kind. 

So I think there's some room yet for development in 

agriculture. I think there is lots of room . After all, 

people are still being born on this earth, and there's lots of 

food yet that's going to have to be consumed. Somebody is 

going to have to produce it. What you'd like to have is good 

food, I mean, 

develop fish, 

not just survival food. Just like if we can 

like we did poultry, well, just think of how 

wonderful it is now everybody having chicken, and cheap. Now, 

if we can have fish just as cheap, and yet, the fish in the 

ocean are giving out now . We are reaching the end of that 

period, they're not available. We've caught them out of the 
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ocean, and so that is leveling off. So we've got to then pick 

it up from the other side now, and produce it. So there are 

plenty of opportunities. I don't feel discouraged about it . 

I think that we're going through a traumatic period now, and 

it's not good, it's bad. We need some brains to get in here 

in a hurry to change some of these things. But I think it's 

possible. 

Wills: When you first started, you had to go to farmers 

and tell them they had to change the way they were living. 

Does somebody have to go and tell the farmers today they have 

to change the way they are living now? 

Brooks: Yeah. We're going to have to say you are going 

to have to do it different, see. You're going to have to 

change your economics some, and maybe your pattern of 

agriculture, pattern of what you're doing, you're going to 

have to change some of that. That is where the ingenuity 

comes in, how you do it. But, we haven't reached the end of 

ingenuity--even, for example, peanuts. Peanuts has [sic) got 

great potential and they're a great food. They've got two or 

three vitamins that they don't have, that they ought to have, 

but they, maybe, could be added. But, otherwise it's great. 

The protein is great . It has got lots of good in it. Yet, 

it's something that Gold Kist has been heavily involved in. 

When we started peanuts, we became the largest people in the 

peanut industry. The production of peanuts is 750 pounds per 

acre. We have got it now up to four thousand pounds per acre. 
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Gold Kist has been in the middle of that all the time. We've 

now got the highest yielding variety of peanuts the world has 

ever known. Gold Kist produced that. We developed it, took 

us a long time to do it. We spent lots of money, but we 

finally came through. GK7 now, is the greatest producer of 

peanuts in the world. So consequently, there is no end here. 

We can, I'm sure, down the road, we can do even better. We 

can produce eight, instead of four thousand pounds, we can 

produce eight thousand pounds if we do it right, see. 

So what I am saying, that you keep working on what you 

have, but then you keep working [on] is there something new, 

that we can bring in to this economic picture, here, that 

farmers can use to make money? So I think that we still got 

plenty of opportunities. I am discouraged about the present 

conditions, which it shouldn't be. But it's caused partly by 

our troubles overseas, that they took our markets away from us 

with the governments, not competitively. We didn't have a 

level playing field in which to compete. So, it's all right. 

It can be done. 

Wills: Talking about farmers at home, how badly do 

allotments tie them in to what they presently do? In other 

words, if you've got so much that you can grow and you can't 

grow anymore, how can you become specialized in one crop? 

Brooks: Well. . . . 

Wills : Does that have to be changed, too? 
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Brooks: But/ that 1 of course, is an economic hindrance. 

Once you are ... and that is one of the problems we had with 

cotton . Finally , we got just put out of business because t h e 

allotments got so durned small that nobody could make a living 

with t h em. So that's the danger of these allotments, 

economically, that they become uneconomic. It's a very 

dangerous thing . Now, maybe temporarily you might have to do 

some of that because the market is not there. But the way you 

solve that is go out and get your market [laughter). I mean, 

you go out and sell. That's the way you overcome that one. 

You become good salesmen, and will work hard 1 and sell it . 

Now, the government has got an obligation to keep the playing 

field level for you. If they'll keep that level, then there 

is no excuse for you not getting the market. You get out 

there and sell it . I think that that can be done . 

Wills: [I am going to] throw out a word here, and you 

give me your. . . . [Cut off] 

End of Side One 

Side Two 

Wills: I was asking you about parity. 

Brooks: Okay . Well, the story of parity, of course, is 

a very interesting one. The idea was- -of parity- -that we had 

a period in which agriculture was well located economically in 

the economic system in this country. That period was from 

1909 to 1914. We had a period there of five years, in which 

agricu l ture prices were satisfactory in relation to industrial 
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prices. So we developed a theory that that was the time, 

ideal time, for agriculture and industry. They were well 

balanced, in this country. So always the temptation is try to 

get back to that period of balance. We came up with this 

theory , that we were going to have parity. 

[Franklin Delano) Roosevelt went in, he 

Consequently, when 

was trying to do 

everything he could to stimulate the economy, and the whole 

idea was that they'd put in loan programs. Then the 

government would make a loan on farm commodities at 90 percent 

of parity. Of course, some of the politicians got to 

screaming. I noticed even [Dwight David) Eisenhower's--he 

didn't know what parity was all about, never ... and I was 

one of his economic advisers, so I can say that truthfully , I 

think. He didn't even know what parity was all about, but 

politically, he heard it was good, so he said, " Why don't we 

just have 100 percent parity? " [Laughter) That's like 

drinking liquor, if one drink is good, why don't we just drink 

several drinks? So parity had a very peculiar beginning, and 

a peculiar operation through the years. But the whole idea 

was that you take this 1909-1914 period, and you compare that 

with the industrial prices, and then you make a loan at 90 

percent of what it was back in that ideal period . And we 

called that parity. 

Well . .. the problem with that was--and there are many 

problems--was that we immediately put an umbrella in price all 

over the world. For example, if you put it in cotton , you 
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held the price up 90 percent of parity in this country. That 

immediately held the price of cotton all over the world at 90 

percent. You put everybody to growing cotton all over the 

world, and the first thing you know, you had a big surplus of 

cotton. So the question is, how do you handle that one? Now, 

that was one of the main problems that I had dealing with 

these presidents, when I was economic adviser to all of them. 

Well, the first thing you know, they were always up to their 

eyebrows in surpluses. Then (they'd say) come to Washington 

and tell us how to get out of this. So I've been through that 

weeks and months at a time, one right after another--not just 

one president, but all of them at one time or another would 

get messed up in it . 

So consequently, it created real problems in that we 

became, really, the protector of farm prices of the world, and 

ended up with us holding the bag, as far as the surpluses was 

concerned. Everybody else had no controls of any kind, and 

they (would be] going full blast, and we soon would get into 

surpluses. Then that surplus led us into acreage controls. 

That acreage control then shrunk u s , as to [laughter) 

economically what we could do. so it was one of these step by 

step (processes]. But at the same time, it sounded good, you 

know. Stephen Pace was the congressman from Georgia, and he 

was the leader in the House on farm legislation. He was the 

one that took the lead all the time. A fellow congressman, 

who was. . and Steve Pace was a Democrat. . well, the 
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Republican leader was a fellow by the name of Cliff (Clifford 

Ragsdale) Hope, who was a Congressman from Kansas . so they 

got a saying in Washington, you go to Washington and [they) 

said, "All we need is Pace, Hope and Parity. " (Laughter) 

"That would save us all. If we could just get Pace, Hope and 

Parity, we had it made." Well , as I said, it sounded good, 

and put the price up, and everybody was happy, like drinking 

liquor, you know. But the trouble is, you had some ill 

effects, like you do in drinking liquor. It wasn't that good. 

It sounded good. 

So consequently , you created all these surpluses of all 

these products. Now , to illustrate, give you an amusing thing 

to illustrate what I am talking about: Of course, we were 

heavily into cotton, in the early days, for a long time, Gold 

Kist was, and so consequently, they'd have economic meetings. 

I'd get called to these economic meetings. I was called to an 

economic meeting in Washington, one time, and ... surpluses, 

we not only had surpluses of cotton, we had surpluses of corn, 

and wheat, and oats, and pork ... and potatoes. They were 

way up in Maine. Maine had a big surplus of potato crop. So, 

(we had) surpluses of everything. So, they asked me to come 

to a big economic meeting in Washington. I got up there and 

sat down and listening (sic], and the first thing I know, a 

whole bunch of these people (were) getting up telling about 

how to handle the economic problems of cotton. Well, the 

longer they talked the more you realized that they didn ' t know 
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what they were talking about. They were purely theorists, and 

talking through their hat . So, I sat there and didn't say 

anything. Finally, one of the fellows got up and said, "Well, 

Mr. Brooks is here. And he is supposed to be a great 

economist in cotton, and we asked him to come up here for that 

purpose. Why don't we hear from him?" Well, I got up and I 

said, "Well, this thing is ... cotton is so complex I'm not 

sure I can be of much help to you. But, I tell you what I can 

do." I said, "That potato problem II I said, "That thing 

is way up in Maine, and I know a little enough about it, that 

if you could give me about fifteen minutes here on the 

program, I think I could solve the potato problem without any 

problem whatsoever. " Well, of course, that broke up the 

conference, because they all realized that the ones who were 

doing all the talking were the ones who knew the least about 

the problem. It just blew up that one, don't you see. They 

finally got to laughing and hollering and screaming and ... 

but that's the way this thing worked out. Now, the catch in 

it, as I said, was that it created surpluses. Then when you 

got into surpluses, you're gradually beginning to pull back in 

production. So your economics were going in the wrong 

direction. That was the catch in it. 

Now lots of people said, suppose you never had a loan in 

this country--many people have asked me as an economist--if 

you'd never had a loan in this country , how would the farmers 

come out as compared to the way they did? I said, "I think 
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that, of course, is a purely hypothetical question, but from 

my viewpoint, I think actually, on an average, they'd have 

come out just as well, and maybe better." I said, "Let me 

illustrate what I am talking about." We talked . the 

potato problem I am telling you about .. . they got to burning 

potatoes, which just created all sorts of commotion in this 

country. Now, I said, "The reversing of that was so bad, that 

you were burning food, that they couldn't stay with it." So 

instead of having ... and the support price for potatoes was 

seven dollars a barrel. So consequently, it got so bad, they 

said we had to abandon this program, this seven dollar support 

program, I mean, parity program. We had to abandon it, with 

potatoes. Okay, what happened? The farmer, naturally then, 

he sat down and got to calculating his situation and decided, 

"Well, if there is no support program for it here, I am taking 

a risk, in growing potatoes. So instead of having twenty 

acres of potatoes, I'm going to have ten or fifteen. I'm not 

going to have twenty this year. I'm going to put those acres 

in something else, see. I'm going to move around." Okay, 

what happened? When the year came around, then, we had a 

shortage of potatoes. The price of potatoes went to eleven 

dollars a barrel, from seven dollars. Then the whole country 

screamed that potatoes was terrible, and the government came 

back in and forced the price back down to seven dollars, see. 

So, they took four dollars away from the farmer. 
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that when you look at it, 

if the government had never 

been in it, then either way I think farmers would've adjusted, 

see, and done better , really, than they did through all this 

mess with government messing in and out of it. As an 

economist, I feel that as bad as it was, and we had had some 

bad times and some hard times, it would have been rough, but 

the average would not have been too bad. We'd have had a bad 

year, and worked us over, but we would've adjusted the next 

year, and we 1 d have gotten some of that money back. We'd have 

gotten some of that money back in our pocket, just like these 

potato farmers got some of it back in their pocket. At least, 

they tried to get it back, until the government moved back in 

on them, and then took it away from them. 

So I've had a great feeling that the clearer you can keep 

the economics of agriculture, production, marketing--and 

that's not o n ly here, but throughout the world. That 1 s the 

reason why I say that we ought to have a world--it's an ideal 

world, but an ideal world where the economics flow rather than 

government policy flows. If you can do that, then everybody 

who can do the best job of certain things will do that. That 

will be available to the consumers of the world. Everybody 

will have a tendency to do that which they can do the best, 

and the most economical, and the most efficient. The world 

will move up, economically that way. We 1 ll have more and 

better products, at cheaper prices, and the world will all 
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survive and do better. That's an idealistic approach. It's 

not a very realistic approach, because you just can't get the 

governments to do that. But, idealistic, I feel that's the 

way that it ought to be done. 

So consequently, parity--and I know when Ezra [Taft] 

Benson went in as secretary of agriculture, Ezra had this 

Mormon philosophy, some of it, that it ought to be a free 

market. Of course, Ezra was head of ... got to be, and is 

now, head of the Mormon Church in this country. He had that 

Mormon idea, and it wasn't long until some of these farmers 

were screaming that they wanted more parity and less piety, 

they had [laughter] all the piety they needed, and they wanted 

some parity. So you run into lots of funny things that 

happens in all these screamings. But anyway, I feel that if 

you could ever get an open market, a world open market, it 

would work out. 

Wills: Looking at the current situation, with our 

horrible trade imbalance, with everything the way it is--the 

deficit is getting bigger and bigger and bigger--from what 

you've been saying, I see that you want a freer market, you 

want to be able to sell through problems instead of having 

government help. How do we deal with this current situation 

that is getting worse and worse with the trade imbalance and 

with the greater deficits? 

Brooks: Well, the fundamental problem we've got 

economically, is the deficit. You can't spend two hundred 
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billion dollars a year more than we take in, and survive 

eventually in that kind of an economic climate. Now, that 

creates all your other problems. 

fundamental economic problem 

I mean, that deficit is the 

you've got. Now, that 

immediately creates a high interest rate. It creates a bad 

economic situation. You are burning up two hundred billion 

dollars, probably, that's not creating any economic help at 

all. Now, so consequently, your fundamental problem is your 

two hundred billion dollar deficit. Now, that creates this 

other imbalance, or lots of it. 

imbalance. 

It creates lots of other 

Now, we've got something beyond that. I mean, Japan is 

the smartest country in the world, economically. When the war 

was over, they were destitute for everything. I want to 

explain their economic theory, which has made them rich and us 

poor. They had a deficit of everything. So what they did, in 

effect, was build a wall around Japan--an economic wall around 

Japan. They said, "The only way we're going to be able to get 

money to buy things we need is to export, because Japan has no 

natural resources, none." If you talk to a Japanese 

businessman, he said, "We just have two things: our hands and 

our brains. That's all we have to operate on. We don't have 

any resources, no natural resources at all. We just have our 

hands and our brains." So they developed this theory: that 

they would let a Japanese industry, anybody that would export 

something, say export ten dollars worth of products, they 
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would give him an import license for five dollars . So 

immediately the government had five dollars they had earned in 

the shuffle, see, to get rich with. This fellow, then, that 

exported, then he got a five dollar permit, good gosh, he 

could import anything he wanted with that five dollars. Well, 

he imported the thing that they needed the most, and he'd sell 

it for twenty dollars, maybe. He only paid five dollars, but 

he sold it for twenty. So, he was getting rich. Every time 

he was ingenious enough to figure some way to export 

something, brother, he was rich. So what did they do? They 

just exported and exported and exported, and every time they 

exported they did not buy near that much from anybody . They 

had this market closed here, and they were exporting, but they 

weren't importing. They'd export ten dollars and import five 

dollars, see. So they win fifty percent; every throw they 

won. 

Now consequently, what they've done now is, they lost the 

war, but they are about to own the world, about own a good 

part of this country. It's all economics of how they set the 

thing up. So consequently, we have not understood that fully, 

I do not think, in this country, economically. We haven't 

forced them to open the doors like they should have . If they 

had opened the doors, we would've gotten in there with a whole 

lot more product than we have, see. But they rigged this 

thing to where it was smart, it was real smart economically. 

You couldn't beat that. So consequently, they not only own 
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Japan, they about own a good slice of this country now, see, 

because they did it. Now, in addition to that, you've got to 

give them credit that they worked hard. They are smart. They 

worked hard, and they produced a good product. 

Now, when they first started in Japan after the war their 

products were terrible , just awful, and they were worthless. 

One engineer went over there and worked with them, and said, 

"Now, your problem is quality. The reason why you are not 

doing so well selling product into the world is quality. Your 

quality is terrible. Now, 

control on everything you 

you've got to put in a quality 

produce." They put in quality 

control on all of their industries, all this assembly line. 

They put a man at the end to inspect everything, and if 

there's anything wrong with that product when it came off the 

assembly line, they'd go right back up that line, and find 

that fellow that missed it, and they'd pull him right off the 

line, and retrain him, and put somebody else in there. So 

that they went from producing the sorriest products in the 

world, the worst products, to the best. 

So consequently, that helped them get into these foreign 

markets, see. [They) worked hard, they worked and they got 

better educated. They went to school six days a week . They 

went much longer hours than we have. So they became, 

gradually, lots better educated than we have in this country. 

They worked much longer hours in the plants than we worked. 

They were much more productive and they put in a quality 
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control. Our engineers developed that for them. They didn't 

develop it, we developed it. Now, this head engineer in Japan 

today, he's a hero. He tried to put it in in this country, 

but we paid no attention to it. So, we walked out, and let 

the Japanese take it . 

Now consequently, we are in a situation now that we got 

an almost impossible situation. If we could get this two 

hundred billion dollar deficit down to zero, it would then 

make this country a lot more competitive. We cou ld begin to 

recoup some of our. see . But the way we are going now, 

we're going down the economic hill. We have already seen our 

best days in this country . .. the high scale of living. We 

are now passing over that period. Consequently, we are going 

. and that is the reason why you are trying to build up 

now, of course, we're going to block our country off, like 

Japan blocked their country off in the early days. They've 

got a big advantage now. They're working harder; they're 

smarter than we are. They've got better educated workers than 

we have. They are more productive, and it's a competitive 

situation that's a disaster for this country. 

So consequently, you might have to take some drastic 

economic things now that you shouldn't take, that's not good. 

I mean, they're trying to pass trade bills now, of course, to 

block them out . I think probably that will be done. But 

that's not good for the economic well -being of the world, see. 

That doesn't help you any. That hurts you in the long pull. 
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Wills: You start doing that kind of protectionism then 

everybody else is going to. 

Brooks: Sure. You are going to do it . We tried that in 

'29. I was in Europe in '29 when we slapped--well, it carne in 

'30--the Smoot-Harley Tariff Bill. But, it was all over 

Europe at that time. They said , "How crazy can you be? You 

are going to kill us all . We owe you ... we owe the United 

States fabulous amounts of money. The only way we can pay our 

debts is to ship something to you. We got to export something 

to the United States. We can't pay our debts otherwise. You 

going . . " I know in England, and they were the smartest 

people in economics, probably the world has ever known. They 

ran the world for a thousand years, and they did a great job. 

Well, my oldest brother lived i n England, and I was visiting 

him. I spent the summer over there in '29. He had lots of 

British friends who were great industrialists, very wealthy 

people. Everyone of them would say to me, "What has happened 

to the United States? Y'all have gone crazy, economically. 

There's no way we can pay our debts unless we can ship 

something to you. " So, that generally is conceded as starting 

the great Depression that we had. 

Now, whether we can work through this one or not without 

a depression is still touch and go. I don't know whether we 

can or not. I think it's touch and go whether we can or not. 

But, if the Japanese quit buying our bonds--they ' ve been 

buying 60 percent of our bonds every time we sell any bonds--
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if they quit buying our bonds, immediately inflation is going 

to hit this country, because you can't just keep spending two 

hundred billion dollars a year more than you take in without 

inflation. Economically, you see, when you have a deficit in 

a country, there are only two places you can cover that 

deficit: one is through savings of the people. If people 

will save enough, the government can eat up the savings 

without any inflation. They can just eat up the savings of 

the people, and go ahead without inflation. When that runs 

out, you've got to print money. You get to printing money 

you're going to eventually have some inflation. Now, what we 

have been doing, we're not only eating up the savings in this 

country, we're eating up all the savings in Japan. We're 

eating up the savings all over the world. We're eating them 

all up. Now, if we don't quit that, somewhere along the line 

they're going to get indigestion, and decide they don't want 

to buy any more bonds. We're going to have a complete change 

in the economic situation in this country. So it's not too 

good. We're skating on some thin ice. 

But the Japanese, you've got to give them credit. They 

worked hard. They educated hard. They saved their money, 

they've saved a whole lot more . much higher savings than 

we have in this country. So they've saved their money. 

They've been investing it, investing it well . 

But, my guess is that we're going to have some trade laws 

in this country that will dam up the economics, and in time 
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But you might get by with something like 

that temporarily, but you can't permanently. I mean, you 

wreck the whole economy of the world. So we are not very 

competitive at the present time. I'm afraid that our scale of 

living is going to go down if we don't get competitive. We 

had everything in our pocket when the Second World War was 

over. I think we were complacent, the unions wanted a whole 

lot more than the economy could bear, ran prices extremely 

high. 

Now, I think I told you about my experience with Walter 

[Philip] Reuther. I don't know whether I have or not, but I 

might have. But, let me tell you about that to explain the 

economics. See, when I was on the War Board, the labor crowd, 

of course, would all come and court me because I had a vote--! 

was representing agriculture, I had a vote. So, I was not 

industry, I was agriculture, see. They--the union crowd and 

the industrial crowd--were always fighting each other, at each 

other's throat. But, I was sitting here as a side person, so 

they always court me, the labor crowd would, tell me their 

side of all the problems, as well as the business side. Well, 

Walter Reuther, of course, was head of this automobile union, 

you know, and everything. Well, I had some real rough times 

with Walter during the war, because they were trying to strike 

and everything, and we just weren't going to permit any 

strikes during the war. So I had to work Walter over several 

times, real rough. 
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But anyway, after the war was over, several years over, 

I was still adviser to all these presidents, so I walk i n the 

White House one morning. Here comes Walter running over. 

" How are you, Brooks?, " he said, "How are you?" I said, 

" Fine. How are you Walter? " "Well," he said , " all right ." 

"But, " he said, " aren't you sorry for me?" I said, "What am 

I supposed to be sorry for you?" He said, "Well, I got to 

negotiate with General Motors, and Ford, and Chrysler. " He 

said, "Just think what they ' re going to do to me." "Well, " I 

said, " to be perfectly honest with you, Walter, I'm not half 

as concerned about what they're going to do to you as what 

you're going to do to them . 11 Now, he said, "What are you 

talking about? " I said, "Well, those of us in agriculture, 

we're getting blame tired of furnishing all of the 

stabilization in the cost of living by lowering our prices of 

farm commodities whi l e you ' re running your industrial prices 

up. We've had a full dose of it. " And he said, well, he 

wasn't going to ask for a thing that would raise the price of 

automobiles a dollar. Well, I said, "Walter, did you ever 

think about lower ing the price of automobiles a dollar? " 

Well, he said, he didn ' t know why I said that . I said, 

"Back when I was on the War Board, and you were courting me 

all the time to get my vote on the War Board, you said to me, 

to court me, I know, one time, that you were undecided when 

you were a youngster, whether you wanted to be a labor leader 

or a chicken farmer. I told you then that you made the right 
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decision because of going in as a labor leader you did a whole 

lot better than a chicken farmer." Now, I said, "Let me tell 

you what would have happened to you if you'd been a chicken 

farmer." I said, "Twelve years ago, the price of chickens, 

live chickens, in North Georgia, was thirty-six cents a pound. 

Today they're twelve cents a pound." Now, I said, "Now, if 

when you get these thirty-six hundred dollar automobiles"--and 

that's about what they were then--"down to twelve hundred 

dollars, you come back to see me and I'll be sorry for you, 

because you' 11 need my sympathy then. 11 [Laughter) Walter 

said, "Oh my Lord, I shouldn't have even spoken to you, should 

I?" And I said, " Now that's what I'm talking about. You need 

to get some efficiency in this durn industrial sector of this 

country, and stop all this mess of you want to double your 

salaries every hour, and get down to producing stuff, and 

figuring ways to produce it cheaper and better. Now, that's 

what we're being forced to do in agriculture. Now, we want 

you to do some of it, see, and help offset this . " 

So consequently, we missed the boat. They became the 

highest paid people in the world. I mean, I think twenty-two 

dollars an hour, or something like that, with all the odds and 

ends and add-ons and everything they had. Well, these 

Japanese just put you out of business. I mean, they're 

producing twice as much as you were and half the price. So, 

it's a. [unintelligible) I don't think that can hold 

forever. You can dam this thing up for a while, but you can't 
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hold that. I mean , you either got to get them up in wages and 

income or you got to get down, if you're going to have an open 

market you 've got to do one or the other, and you might have 

to do some of both. I don't know. Let's go to lunch, here. 

(Cut off) 

Wills: I was thinking, Mr. Brooks, as we get back, if I 

might get you to talk something about the tax situation. I 

know you've dealt with that in co-operatives, and I'm sure 

that's different from many other types of industry . 

Brooks: Yes. Well, the tax question was a 

controversial situation for a long period of time. 

very 

The 

Congress tried to, I guess, give farmers a break, in a way, 

saying to them, if they would form co-ops that they would give 

them certain tax breaks. But, actually, they didn't have a 

tax break. What they did was transfer the tax from the co- op 

over to the individual. That is all that was done. Their 

philosophy there was that if the farmers own the co-op , that 

all the transactions they had were part of it, and that 

actually a lots (sic) of the things that co- ops were doing 

were things that were formerly done on the farm. 

For example, let's take milk, which is simple. Used to 

[be], a farmer would milk his cows and he'd take the milk into 

town and distribute it . Well, of course, that period came to 

an end because there was. . problems of infection in the 

milk. So they set up very strict rules that you had to treat 

all the milk, you had to homogenize, you had to treat it to 
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get rid of the bacteria. Well, no individual farmer could do 

a bacteria deal. I mean, he couldn't set up a plant to do 

that there, he didn't have that large a dairy. He just had a 

few cows. So what they did then, was let these farmers go in 

together and put in a dairy processing plant. They would 

process this milk and get rid of this. the infection 

problem that you had. At the same time, they also, when they 

did that, it made it possible for that plant to distribute the 

milk, instead of every individual farmer distributing his own 

milk. So you concentrated a lots (sic) of the jobs. But they 

were jobs that used to do on the farms, that the farmer did it 

all himself. So consequently, the philosophy was that all 

they were doing was .. 

End of Side Two 
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