
PROSPECTS FOR ntE U.S. CAftLE INDUSTRY IN nlB 1970's* 

Thomas T. Stout** 

My charge today is to talk with you briefly about the future of the 

beef b~siness in the 1970's. I come to you not as one who presumes to know 

the cattle business but as one whose job it is to scout the trail ahead and 

report on what he finds. 'nlere are two things to consider in examining the 

trail ahead: One is what we can expect to find and the other is ~we 

might expect to find. What will be going on and who will be doing it? 

Let us get on with that job. 

The beef industry on this continent is going to grow during the 1970's 

and, according to very recent appraisals, it is going to grow not only rapidly, 

but steadily.l/ In examining the dimensions of this growth, perhaps the best 

place to start is with projections of beef consumption in 1980. A reason 

.why this is a good place to start is because so few estimates are required 

and such reliable effort is put forth in making them. For example the 

Bureau of the Census of the U.S. Department of Commerce estimates 1980 

population of the United States at 228 to 235 million people (3), and the 

U.S. Department of Agriculture estimates that these people will consume beef 

and veal during 1980 at the rate of 130 pounds per capita (1,8). There are 
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!/ In a preliminary examination of 1970 Census data, U.S. Department of 
Agriculture (USDA) personnel suspect that January 1 cattle inventories may 
have been underestimated during the past five intercensus years. An upward 
adjustment in inventories by two percent or so may permit revision of an 
earlier doubt that present consumption trends and required herd expansion 
were in conflict and that neither could pursue an uninterrupted course. The 
tentative feeling is emerging that steady herd expansion and historic 
consumption trends may both evolve unhindered in the 1970's. 
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today perhaps 206 mi1lion people, eac~.consuming on an average of about 115 

pounds of beef and veal. If 235 million people each consume 130 pounds of 

beef and veal in 1980, that would total 30.55 bil. lbs. This is probably a 

reliable estimate, that is to say, it is not unreasonably optimistic. Some 

privately suspect it is conservative.~/ 

But how is it going to happen? How much domestic production would it 

require? Two assumptions are required to convert domestic consumption to 

domestic production. One concerns imports; the other military consumption. 

If present legislation limiting beef imports into the United States is 

still in effect in 1980 (though sometimes I wonder about the validity of 

this assumption) and if one makes the customary adjustments for military 

consumption, then it would be proper to add 650 million for military 

consumption and subtract about 7 percent from the figure to account for 

imports. This would leave 29.2 billion pounds for domestic production. 

About 24.0 billion pounds would be fed beef (Table 1). This is an enormous 

amount of beef and veal. It represents a 35 percent increase over 1968, 

and an actual tonnage increase of more- than seven billion pounds. It took 

14 years, from 1954 to 1968, to obtain the last seven billion pound increase 

in the United States. 'Ibis was fourteen rears, during which cattle feeding 

increased enormously from 39 percent to 66 percent of total cattle slaughter, 

and during which the dairy cattle inventory was decimated from 36 million 

head to less than 22 million head (6). I point out these things because I 

am arguing that, just because we increased production 7 billion pounds in 

14 years does not mean we can easily do it again in 12 years more, at least 

not in the same old way. By last year perhaps 90 percent of all steer and 

~I It is instructive to pause to consider the magnitude of 30\ billion 
pounds. Various statistics could be devised to startle us, but it seems 
sufficient to remark that it probably exceeds the weight of the total U.S. 
human population. 
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Table 1: Cattle Inventories, Slaughter, and Beef Production: 
The 1968 Position and 7I'he 1980 Requirement ~/ 

Inventory, Slaughter, 
Production 

January 1 (1969) Inventory 
All Cattle and Calves 
All Beef Cattle & C~lves 

Total Cattle and 
Calf Slaughter 

Cattle Slaughter 
Calf Slaughter 
Cow (and bull) Slat:.['hter 
Steer & Heifer Sla· '1ter 

Domestic Beef & Veal 
Production 

Beef Production 
Veal Production 
Fed Beef Production 

1968 

109.7 
88.1 

41.0 
35.4 

5.6 
6.9 

27.7 
(million 

21, 5 77 
20,342 

735 
14,909 

198~/ 
(million head) 

127.5 
111.5 

48.6 
45.3 

3.3 
9.0 

36.3 
pounds, carcass) 

b/ 
29,200-
28,800 

400 
24,000 

Percent 
of 1968 

116.3 
126.6 

118.5 
127.9 
58.8 

131.4 
131.J 

135.3 
138.2 
54.4 

161.0 

!_I Unless otherwtse specified, 1980 figures are conjectural estimates 
by the author. Numerous assumptions have been made, and can be used for 
further extrapolation: All steer' and heifer slaughter is fed beef, up from 
90 percent in 1969 (USDA). Fed cattle account for 82-85 percent of beef 
production (USDA). Liveweights are approximately 1065 for all cattle, 
1075 for fed cattle, 1025 for cows (including bulls) and 220 calves. 
Dressing percentages approximate 59.7 for all cattle, 61.5 for fed cattle. 
52.0 for cows (including bulls) and 55.0 for calves. 

£/ Based on domestic consumption of 30,550 adjusted for military 
consumption (+650) ar:J imports at abeut 7 percent of domestic production 
(-2000) (USDA). 

heifer slaughter in the United States was fed beef. We cannot generate a 

much higher rate of beef production hy feeding a lot more cattle when we 

are already feeding ,-t;;arly all of them. Nor can we turn to the easy 

expedient of killing dairy cattle to the point of reducing the January 1 

inventory another 14 ~illion head. We don't have enough remaining dairy 

cattle to support su h slaughter. 

Yet 30.55 billi,1n pounds of beef can be consumed in 1980 and, unless 

we plan to import it or e&t porkchops, drumsticks and soybeans, then that 

increase in domestic production will have to occur. How can it be 

accomplished? 
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Obviously, the required increase in domestic production will have to 

come from (1) expanded beef breeding herds, (2) from increased productivity, 

and (3) from improved efficiency both physical and managerial. In an 

earlier paper here at Banff last June I provided some examples of develop

ments that I thought would characterize the 1970's (11). Here are some 

illustrations: 

Improvements in Technical Efficiency -

The beef industry in the 1970's should be characterized by an ever

present pressure for faster and greater weight gains. The seventies will 

want ever more quantity and still less waste, but without sacrificing 

quality attributes already attained. The seventies will reward higher 

calving rates, heavier weaning, bigger cattle, better feed conversion, 

less carcass fat and similar technical improvements. An animal scientist 

recently estimated a billion dollar saving to the beef industry by 

attentive application of knowledge already at hand (12). As illustrations 

he cited the poor exercise of husbandry and management skills reflected in 

calving and weaning rates. He remark~d that calving rates in the U.S. 

have increased only 4 percent, from 84 to 88, in the past quarter century, 

and he doubted that calves raised per hundred cows bred exceeded 80. Then 

he remarked that for every 100 cows bred, 40 required two matings, and 16 

three matings or more. He estimated that a 2 percent increase in calving 

rates could save the industry a quarter billion dollars. 

Continuing research will also contribute to greater technical efficiency, 

investigating possibilities like feeding bulls, multiple births, and genetic 

control of sex. Our Ohio Agricultural Experiment Station is currently 

engaged in research designed to predict sex and genetic potential of unborn 

offspring by 1985. Yet all the technical improvement will not alone yield 

the required seven billion pounds. Other things will also occur, and these 

include: 
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Improvements in ~farketing Effic-i-ency -

Retailers hold -~e balance of bargaining power in livestock and meat 

marketing in the U.S, today. This means that they can be persuasive in 

encouraging supplier ;erformance and in obtaining the products that meet 

their specifications They are also sensitive to consumer demands. Their 

pressure on supplier and the competitive pressures to which they subject 

each other, encoura~ a continuing search for better marketing performance, 

by which all compet Jrs hope that they may survive. Among meat packers, 

whose principal cost ~f doing business is the cost of the livestock they 

buy, this kind of pressure translates readily into an unrelenting pressure 

exerted on livestock producers to provide the kind of livestock that packers 

are increasingly obl~ged to deliver. This has caused ill will and not a 

little resentment amcng farmers and market operators who feel that forty 

years of attendance ~t county fairs has already instructed them in the kind 

of livestock that wi~ the ribbons. But it is an unfortunate fact that 

there still remains ,·oday a distinct lag between requesting and getting the 

kinds of cattle the -~rket needs. What continues to win the ribbons at many 

a rural gathering is the sort of cattle that no longer wins much applause 

from the retail meat ~anager. 

Packers who fi ·-:.d resistance among market operators and independently

inclined small producers turn increasingly to direct purchases from larger, 

more commercially-mr~ivated feedlots. Between 1960 and 1968, direct cattle 

purchases by meatpackers rose from 39 to 57 percent of all purchases. 

Accompanying these direct sales has been a rise in the use of carcass weight 

and grade pricing. ~ardly used in 1960, this method accounted for every 

sixth cattle purchas~d in 1968 (5). 

I think these a justments in marketing during the l960's are a mild 

foretaste of what is to come. I expect the 1970 1 s to witness more explicit 
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retail pressure, more federal grading. of carcass cutability, central 

packaging for retail stores, increased formula pricing and contracting, 

more relocation of the packing industry at interior points convenient to 

commercial feedlots, and increased integration and carcass buying between 

producers and packers. Yet with all these changes in marketing and in 

production, seven billion pounds will not likely emerge without: 

Changes in Government Programs -

Such adjustments as we have considered would at any rate require 

changes in government programs. As direct marketing increases, producer needs 

for market information become more critical while the terminal-based 

reporting ability of government to provide that information becomes less 

adequate. A shift to country market news reporting would be hardly 

feasible nor timely; not only it is too demanding of men and money, it 

could be introduced only into a marketing system that is itself being by

passed in favor of growing direct sales. One would suppose that market 

news reporting might become centered on the purchaser - the packer or 

retailer - and that reporting emphasis would shift from live animals to 

more carcass pricing. 

During the 1970's we will move in the U.S. toward a system of packing

house operations in which all are operated under a Federal inspection code. 

Under this arrangement, inspectors might assume additional responsibilities 

beyond enforcement of their customary charge. For example, they might 

oversee matters concerning accurate carcass identification in title 

transfers in carcass-priced direct sales between the producer and the 

packer. 

The pressure for greater production efficiency•-for more rapid rates 

of gain--may also translate into pressure for Federal government to justify 

its long-established live and carcass grades. Of what importance is 



ancient insistence on youth if all fed animals are young, and of finish if 

all are fed? Will other sorts of dis~!nctions emerge and need to be 

considered? For example, is discrimination against young bulls justified? 

Assuredly, grading and standardization will come under careful scrutiny 

in the 1970's. And still there is more, because these occurrences will 

insistently require major: 

Changes in Methods and Beliefs -

These will emerge from the stress of an industry that is stretching 

all its skills and capacity, trying to hold a burgeoning market that is too 

lucrative to be left to beef alone. Others will rush to assist and compete. 

'Ihese will include other meats, other markets, synthetics and substitutes, 

and these require some change in methods and beliefs. Synthetics and 

feedlots provide some illustrations. 

Increasingly appealing synthetics will be brought to the market in 

the seventies. No doubt many of them will be introduced by firms with no 

background in agriculture and no conviction that people have an abiding 

preference for natural foods, To them it will seem that people who can 

prefer their medicine from a lab instead of from nature can also have some 

similar notions about aome of their food. This is a major change in method 

and belief. But it is less threatening to the beef industry than the 

industry's own convictions about the preferred status of its natural product. 

Consider broilers. 

Maybe 20 years ago it was apparent to all who watched the strange 

things happening in broiler production that these were occurring only 

because broilers were uniquely different than the rest of animal agriculture. 

And today, less than 50 firms control two-thirds of the broiler production, 

and uncontracted, independent production accounts for less than 10 percent. 

Yet ten years ago, after this had happened, it remained idle to suppose that 

commercial cattle feedlots would be a serious, competitive threat. 
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Today, less than one percent of U.S. feedlots produce over half of 

all the fed beef, and less than three dozen lots produce nearly 10 

percent (10). This is rather a frightening development. Perhaps one 

reason it is frightening is because this was accomplished by strange 

people who understood leverage as well as livestock, financing as well as 

feeding; people who found cash flow more interesting than cash payment, 

and integration more rewarding than independence. In the beef industry, 

these are major adjustments in methods and beliefs. 'Ihe industry is 

changing. 

Will All This Really Happen? 

Will all these things really happen? Really, this is insisting on a 

very large amount of change indeed, Will it really happen? Maybe one way 

of assessing the matter is to look back ten or fifteen years and see where 

we were then and what kind of change we anticipated when we really stretched 

our imaginations. Consider these: 

Did we advocate the wisdom of buying $200 corn land in 1945? Were 

we prepared for the speed with which_the broiler industry came upon us, 

or the rate at which it evaporated from the family farm and became a factory 

business? Even by 1960, after it had h~ppened, did anyone suppose it 

could be repeated in cattle and hogs? As I recall, everyone supposed not, 

But last year, there they were -- 34 feedlots producing ten percent of all 

the fed beef, and less than one percent of all the feedlots in the land 

producing over half of it (JO). 

We do this all the time. We underestimate the rate of change, Four 

years ago I went to Chicago with a list of forecasts for meat wholesaling 

and retailing by 1975. The audience stirred with doubt and concern. 

Yet if I would show you my list today you would hand it back with a shrug. 

"'What else is new?" 
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So much for 10-year projections made four years ago. 

In 1955 Fortune Magazine assessea the agriculture of 1980, a quarter

century hence. In a major staff article, the magazine estimated, among 

many things, the decline in the number of farms that the quarter century 

would bring. Yet the attrition rate that actually occurred was so unexpected 

and so severe that the predicted 25-year figure was reached in five years, 

by 1960. 

During the last Census decade - 1955 to 1965 - the only U.S. farms 

that increased in number were those of 500 acres or more. One of every four 

cash grain farms ceased to exist during those ten years. And so did one 

of every three dairy farms, and half the poultry farms, and two of every 

three cotton farms. They're just gone. Today less than 10 percent of 

U,S, farms produce more than half pf all the agricultural output, and less 

than three percent of them produce nearly a third. In 1966 an agricultural 

economist figured out that by the use of existing technology - if all of it 

were really applied - over 90 percent of all the U.S. farm output could 

be the product of 100,000 farms (7)1 

And just last year two other economists startled us with just how 

far these things have already gone. They spoke of the family farm, a 

subject dear to the hearts of us all. It is a bit of continuing conventional 

wisdom that there still remain perhaps three million farms in the U.S. today. 

But this pair of economists wanted to know the production plant of commer

cial agriculture, so they subtracted out the retired farms, the part-time 

farms, the plaything farms, and all those similar operations we all concede, 

and they came to a startling figure. Owner-operated commercial, family farms, 

that receive most of their income from farming may number as little as 

200,000 (4). If the rest is wishful thinking, what then of the "family farm?" 
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Who Will Do These Thin;s? 

So I made some focecasts for the beef industry. I think they will 

happen. I think they ,ire modest. I don't doubt the industry will grow, 

and I think it will ac1ieve the dimensions I have indicated. 

But I cannot assL e you that you will be a part of it. I don't know 

you. 

But if you are l il·e some cattlemen I do know, I worry about your 

future. The cattlemer I know are independent men and they are proud of it. 

They are resourceful, jmaginative, honest, ambitious, practical, enter

prising, honorable men. But they are independent, and proud of it. And 

for that characteristic they have a big public following. Their fellow 

citizens are also proud of them. One way they demonstrate their admiration 

is the rate at which they buy and smoke Marlboro Cigarettes. They wish 

they could be like the Marlboro man, but their lives don't permit it. 

Like Thoreau said long ago, they "live lives of quiet desperation." 

They wish it could be otherwise, and you have it otherwise, so you 

are envied and admired. You have a broad public following. But it is a 

following of followers, TV watchers, liv~ng lives of quiet desperation, 

What of the others? Do they admire you? The Madison Avenue admen who 

created the Marlboro ad, do they admire you? Or are they just glad you're 

there? Those 34 feedl -•ts producing 10 percent of the beef: do those men 

admire you or are they just glad you're there? The men who captur?d the 

broiler business, did ~hey admire the chicken farmer or were they just glad 

he was there? And all those cash grain farmers, dairy farmers, cotton 

farmers, the ones who disappeared, what of them? Were they admired? Well 

maybe they should have been because, by and large, they were all honorable 

men and they sort of died for an honorable cause. They were all independent 

and damn proud of itl 
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Eastern men, men like John Kenn~th Galbraith, admonish us that the 

day of the independent man is done, and we resent him for telling us what 

we don't want to know. We do not agree. We insist that the day of the 

independent man is not done. But we sometimes feel as though maybe we 

are shouting into a high wind in a world where 300,000 men perform a 

precise ballet that puts a few men on the moon, and completes million mile 

journeys in space that are off by a quarter-mile and eleven seconds in 

as many days. 

Yet look at us in agriculture, losing half our army in a decade while 

the other half indulges the honor of its independence. We do this at a 

time when all of us have been pushed by science and technology and intense 

competition to specialize in this or that which we do best. General farmers 

become cash grain farmers or cattle feeders or otherwise adopt a specialty 

on which they pin their hopes. And it comes about that feeders who fatten 

cattle no longer want the same thing as the man who raises grain, and the 

man who raises beef sees a threat in the man who raises hogs, and cattle

men come to think the only honorable men are other cattlemen. 

So all join different producers' organizations and proceed to quarrel 

among themselves. And all this happens in an urban, industrial world in 

which the farmer now has very little more votes than Indians had a hundred 

years ago, yet he disenfranchises himself in intermural warfare while 

urban-elected politicians stand aghast as they witness the warfare among 

those to whom they feel they ought to turn for advice. And so, consistent 

policy formulations not forthcoming from the contending parties, policy is 

hammered out by urbanites whose knowledge of agriculture is less than 

thorough and whose agricultural interests reflect an urban need. The 

price of unyielding agricultural commitments to a mixed bag of narrowly

focused hopes was spelled out for us five years ago by another agricultural 
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economist who had just returned from.·a stint of policymaking among the 

urbanites. He said: 

"If the agricultural establishment cannot develop the 
leadership that is capable of seeing the situation as it really 
is and adjusting to it, then it not only will fail to survive 
in any meaningful form but it will deserve its death. And the 
headstone erected by an urban society will read: 

'The Agricultural Establishment of the United States: 
Its Promise Exceeded its Performance 
And Falling Into Social Irrelevance 

It Took Its Own Useless Life 
R.I.P."' (2). 

That, to me, seems to be the price of unyielding independence. While 

the Marlboro Man is busy looking good on television someone else is busy 

stealing his horse! 

So yes, I think independence is worth compromising. Not only are 

policymakers forced by our own default to turn to their own devices, but 

that man who is stealing your horse is given a freer hand. Let me tell you 

about this sophisticated and emancipated and thoroughly legal horsethief. 

He knows little about a farm. He is more than likely urban. He went 

to college, but not an Ag college, and there he learned the wisdom of his 

choice. He is an organization man, and he has an organization. When it 

comes to law or insurance, or finance, or Who's Who, he knows more in a 

minute than we know in a month. His are the things that have bored us 

anyway. We've often hired him to help us over those tedious obstacles 

that stood between us and what we wanted to do. You're the cattleman, 

He's the clerk. YouTe the ranch buyer on Monday. He's the man at the desk 

on Tuesday. You~e the man with contacts in the East. He's the contact. 

You're the man with the bright idea. He's the man who says its legal or 

its not or shows you a better way. You're the man who's independent and 

proud of it. He's the man who's stealing your horse. The men who built 

the broiler factories and the feedlots hired your boy for strawboss because 
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he went to the Ag school. Your boy~majored in some technical agricultural 

skill and their boy, the organization man who majored in something else, 

is running for a national office. He wants your vote and he admires your 

style. 

This organization man, this horsethief, is a good fellow. He has no 

evil intent. He wishes the best for you. He assumes even that you do as 

well in your world as he does in his. But he finds in your world of 

independence his world of opportunity. He has been described in that 

recent bestseller The Money Game: 

" .•. there may not be enough Gelusil and tranquilizers to 
serve (these men) with their triggers filed hair thin ••• (They) 
can be very good company, just as diplomats or foreign correspondents 
or any other group that represents a cross of disciplines can be. 
They have to be alert, they.must keep constantly scanning for 
changes in the environment and for new ideas, because literally 
anything that happens can have an effect on all that money. They 
have to be good brain pickers, and a good brain picker is usually 
alive enough to be a good dinner companion."(9). 

Look at them: very good company, but with triggers filed hair-thin; 

bringing goodwill like diplomats, representing a cross of disciplines like 

correspondents, good dinner companions, and alive, but good brain pickers 

nevertheless because literally anything that happens can have an effect on 

all that money. Is that the way you operate? Do you represent a cross of 

disciplines? Are you a good brain picker in a strange crowd? Is your 

trigger filed hair-thin? Are you constantly scanning because literally 

anything could effect all that money? Or do you prefer a close circle of 

friends whose views are similar to your own, who share your distrust for 

these outsiders, and who lament the changes these strangers are bringing 

to your prairie? 

I think of four things when I come to your land like a wagon scout 

from a trail ahead: 
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The first of the _ is my thoughts as a Western traveler of, by now, 

some experience. Fo:t Tears I earned my way West, driving a car for days. 

Yet I got a guilty fe ing, thinking of those who traveled for months. 

The West is big at 70 nil es an hour, I used to think, but I also thought 

''How big it must have ieen for those who could see the next three days 

ride ahead of them." 

And I have been ld by good men older than you just how big it was; 

when you rode all nigl for 50 miles to reach the biggest town around at 

sunup on a Saturday, ~ .d that town one block long and boasting in that 

block nine saloons anr four whorehouses. With pale blue eyes seeing it 

all again, they have ' 1 ld me of no fences and no roads, of railroad track 

and telegraph wires, , d homely mail order brides unclaimed on station 

platforms. And I hav been warned to take care what I said of the old

time whores, abandon€( mailorders with no way home, who sometimes became 

foundation stock for L me of the finest families in the West. 

I think of all t, se things when .I fly out here in a 707 and see the 

landscape change belo' me, see the mountains rise. I think of me and 

all who follow me, see~ng it all in a three-hour ride. And I think: 

"The West is worth too much to be had so cheap." But the West can be had, 

my friends, for the p· ce of a three-hour ride. And all those behind me 

are coming to have it They will ruin it as surely as they ruined it for 

Charlie Russell, and f·_ is my second thought. 

Charlie Russell, ~e famous Montana and Alberta cowboy artist, came 

West as a boy, late enough to miss Custer and early enough to find buffalo 

and Indians still begt dging space to invaders like yourselves, ~ho came 

to have the West. Re .rew up with you and was one of you, but he had his 

Indian friends and he '&me here soon enough to have some mixed regards for 

the 'improved' stock you brought from the Pacific and the East. But he 
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liked your kind real well and he helped you lament the passing of the open 

range. He so disliked sodbusters who turned the prairie grass-side down 

that when they threw a testimonial dinner for oldtime residents in Montana, 

they toasted him and he stood up and said he wasn't happy he had come and 

he wished none of them were there at all. Before he died he wrote a 

friend that "'Ihe West is dead. You may lose a sweetheart, but you won't 

forget her." So that's my second thought. I think of Charlie and the 

people who invaded him, and then I think again of you and the hair

triggers behind me that are already invading you, coming to take your West. 

And then thought three crowds in on me; an old joke from grade school 

days, about the traveling salesman asking the farmer to put him up for the 

night. The farmer told him "You can sleep with the baby or you can sleep 

in the barn," and the salesman allowed as how he'd sleep in the barn. Next 

morning he climbed out of the haymow and headed for the wellframe, brushing 

hay out of his hair and getting set to rinse and go in for breakfast. At 

the pump he found the farmer's lovely-daughter, and with his best pro

fessional smile he greeted her: "Hello, who are you? 11 She said: "Hit 

I'm the baby. Who are you?" And he said, "I'm the dumbbell that slept 

in the barn last night." 

I think of that and I think of how you'll enjoy it when I tell it, 

because we do enjoy a simple from the city. But I think I should ask you 

about that salesman. How dumb do you suppose he really is? ls he dumb 

enough to make the same mistake twice? 

Not likely. 

That salesman is on the plane behind me, getting his West for a three

hour ride. He is coming to ask you again for the night and he is not going 

to sleep in your barn. He has already done that. The outsider who seems 

such a sucker in your world really knows his way around in his. He just has 
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been uninterested i1 1 your world be~ause he has been uninformed. But now 

he knows better. H1~ trigger is hair-thin, he is constantly scanning, he is 

a brain-picker, he ~ good company, and he likes your daughter. Like any 

farmers' daughter, t~e cattle industry is quite capable of running off and 

marrying this chara ~er. She wants to go where the action is. Between • e 

two of them they c d threaten you with a grim choice between being a 

reluctant father-a' _he-bride, or being a bitter old man. 

Maybe he is al ~ady here. I am led to that final thought: Last June 

my wife and I had s oper in the Husky Tower down in Calgary. We enjoyed 

the beauty of the v~ew as the restaurant revolved at once-per-hour, 

seeing as much spectacular scenery in an hour and a half as many men mi,',t 

wish to see in a li· ~time. But it was not a completely satisfactory 

experience. It was ike the 707 ride; we were getting too much of a gord 

thing for too littl effort. All that beauty, it ought really to be 

earned, somehow. I -~tead it looked easy, like the farmer's daughter. 

then there was ~he Tower itself, representing a skill I did not 

understand. !il!!! t ~ Husky tower is is much easier explained than why it 

is. Where it is is ~asier to describe than how it is. When it happened 

is widely known, b11 who accomplished it, and how and why, is equally 

mysterious. It is ike a conning tower for some subterranean device whose 

presence is always ~lt but seldom seen, as if its purpose were less to 

feed the tourists t. an to hourly scan the Prairie Province. 

One thing is c• rtain. Husky TOwer was accomplished by the kind of 

people who once sle: t in your barn, who once took broilers away from 

farmers, who are te.:hing us now that there is more to feeding cattle than 

knowing your calves ,nd feeds. And there the thing is, constantly 

scanning--like those whose accomplishment it is--hourly surveying your 
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West, seasonally watching your Calgary Stampede, admiring your style, 

perhaps, but maybe liking your daughter even more. 

* * * 

There is a large insurance corporation which has as its motto: 'lbe 

Future Belongs To Those Who Prepare For It. That motto paraphrases the 

content of this paper. The first part of it has tried to foresee some 

future characteristics of an industry, its size, its capabilities. The 

second part has asked more than it can answer. It bas inquired about 

preparation for the future, and it has wondered to whom, by virtue of their 

preparation, the industry will belong. 

Gentlemen, I hope it will belong to you. 
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