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TFX ~ A  Multi-Billion Dollar Blunder
Senator Charles Percy on July 31, 1970 put into the 

C O N G R E S S IO N A L  R E C O R D  a new Statement by Phyllis 
Schlafly on the T F X  plane, saying that Phyllis "has proved her 
mastery of the T F X  affair by preparing a detailed report of the 
incredible facts surrounding it . . . and she has brought with her 
the personal credentials necessary to make her equal to her 
undertaking." He concluded: " I  commend Mrs. Schlafly's report 
to the Congress."

Senator John McClellan, Chairman of the Senate Permanent 
Subcommittee on Investigations which conducted the lengthy 
hearings of the T F X  plane, wrote Phyllis: "Y o u  have prepared a 
very th o ro u g h ly  researched sum m ary o f the T FX  
program . . . .  I wish you could have it published."

Phyllis Schlafly went "out on a limb" in 1965 in her book 
S T R IK E  FRO M  SPACE in saying that the T F X  was a horrible 
mistake. Phyllis' book SA F E  —  N O T S O R R Y , published in 
1967, is the only account anywhere which gives the sordid 
political explanation for this greatest scandal, moneywise, in the 
history of Federal spending. Subsequent events have proved the 
accuracy of everything she has written. Here is her Statement 
from the July 21 C O N G R E S S IO N A L  R EC O R D , page S12520.

The F-111 Debacle
The Senate Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations has 

heard volumes of testimony from men who are expert on various 
aspects of the F-111 plane -  formerly the TFX -  including the 
contract award, production, and performance. For the benefit of 
the American public, I believe it is necessary to include testimony 
in three additional areas: (1) comment on the lack of coverage 
given by television and newspapers to the truly startling testimony 
heard by this Subcommittee during 1970; (2) a summary of the 
salient points in the TFX case in language the layman can 
understand because the evidence is so extensive and detailed that 
it is difficult for the American public to see the forest for the trees; 
and (3) comment on the consequences of what Senator John L. 
McClellan has called a “multi-billion dollar blunder.”

News Blackout
In the last few weeks, this Subcommittee has produced 

amazing testimony. Tristan J. Keating, the Air Force’s chief 
system s engineer for the F-111 program, testified that 
wind-tunnel tests conducted in 1962 -  before the TFX contract 
was signed -  showed the General Dynamics plane would not have

the necessary supersonic dash range.
Brigadier General Alfred L. Esposito, director of the F-111 

program, testified that these design inadequacies were known by 
Secretary McNamara before the TFX contract was awarded.

There has been a virtual news blackout on this sensational 
testimony. Millions of television viewers and newspaper readers 
are unaware of the hearings and of their great significance. Yet, 
the truth about the TFX plane is of vast importance to the 
security of America and to the pocketbooks of our citizens.

High Bid Gets Contract
For the privilege of building 1,700 TFX fighter planes, bids 

were submitted in January 1962 by two manufacturers: the 
Boeing Company and General Dynamics Corporation. Much 
suspense and anticipation built up during the many months the 
decision was pending, because whoever won the contract would 
get the choicest plum in the history of U.S. Federal spending.

Several hundred top technical Air Force and Navy experts 
spent 275,000 man-hours studying the competing designs. Asa 
result, the Pentagon Source Selection Board, composed of the 
most experienced military experts, unanimously recommended 
the Boeing plane as better and cheaper. No evaluation group at 
any level ever recommended the General Dynamics plane. The 
Boeing plane was superior in almost every way; it had longer range 
and greater firepower, it could take off and land in shorter 
distances. The Boeing bid was $415 million lower than the 
General Dynamics bid.

Yet, Deputy Secretary of Defense Roswell Leavitt Gilpatric, 
with the approval of Secretary of ‘Defense Robert Strange 
McNamara, overruled the Source Selection Board, and on 
November 24, 1962 awarded the contract to General Dynamics.

In order to answer the criticism which resulted from this 
announcement, Secretary McNamara, Secretary of the Navy Fred 
Korth, and Secretary of the Air Force Eugene Zuckert released a 
“Memorandum for the Record” attempting to explain why they 
overruled the Source Selection Board and all technical experts.1 
Here are the principal reasons they presented:

1. “Commonality.” This was a McNamara-manufactured 
expression by which he claimed that “ 85% of the parts in the 
General Dynamics version are identical, contrasted with 60% in 
the Boeing proposal.”

2. The General Dynamics proposal “offers the better 
possibility of obtaining the aircraft desired on schedule and within 
the dollars programmed.”

3. “Excessive optimism in the Boeing proposal -  the



apparent belief that thrust reversers can be developed . . .  ; the 
view that the variable sweep wing can be quite easily applied to the 
TFX concept; the use of titanium in structural members; and the 
unique design for the propulsion installation.”

4. “In the raw score comparison, General Dynamics received 
175.6 points and Boeing 172.1.”

"It 's All Poppycock"
These four arguments were all refuted by aircraft experts.
1. The Navy’s top civilian aeronautical engineer, George 

Spangenberg, testified concerning the “commonality” argument:
“It’s all poppycock. We think Boeing gave us a better 
proposal at a better price. You certainly don’t want to pay 
more money to get an inferior product just because it meets 
some word -- commonality -- better.” 2 

The Chairman of the Source Selection Board, General Robert 
Ruegg, testified that “commonality” was a liability, not an asset. 
He said that too much “commonality” made the Navy version too 
heavy to operate off a carrier.3 Years later, after this prediction 
had proved absolutely accurate, McNamara retorted that the Navy 
would just have to build stronger decks on the carriers.

2. McNamara’s argument that General Dynamics would be 
“on schedule and within the dollars programmed” could not be 
supported by the record. On the basis of past performance, Boeing 
had a better record of producing military planes within its bids 
than General Dynamics. Boeing had built the C-97, B-47, KC-135, 
and B-52 at an average of 1.1% under its bids. General Dynamics 
had built the F-102, F-106, and B-58 at an average of 4.8% over its 
bids.4 Since the TFX contract was awarded, McNamara’s 
argument has been proved completely false. General Dynamics is 
years behind schedule. The cost was supposed to be $2.9 million 
per plane. On July 10,1968 The New York Times reported that 
the cost had risen to $8 million each. On March 23,1970 Senator 
McClellan announced that the cost was up to $16 million per 
plane, a more than 400 per cent increase.

3. Technical experts at the time demolished all McNamara’s 
arg u m en ts ab o u t B oeing’s “ excessive optimism,” and 
technological progress since then has proved that Boeing’s 
“optimism” was completely valid. The Air Force Vice Chief of 
Staff, General William McKee, testified that the Boeing “ thrust 
reverser” was an advantage because it “provides far better 
deceleration” in combat maneuvering.5 The Boeing variable 
sweep-wing concept was copied by General Dynamics, and also by 
the Russians.6 Engineers and metallurgists testified that titanium 
had already been used successfully in aircraft structural members. 
On March 25, 1970, the Senate Permanent Investigations 
Subcomr littee heard testimony that the steel wing boxes on the 
General Dynamics F - l l l  developed large cracks, and it was 
necessary to replace them with titanium boxes -  the same metal 
McNamara had rejected in the Boeing bid.

4. It finally came out that the McNamara “Memorandum for 
the Record” had arithmetic errors of $32 million and $29 
million.' Secretary Zuckert admitted that the “Memorandum” 
had falsely taken the superior Boeing performance figures and 
assigned them to General Dynamics. Colonel Gayle of the Air 
Force said that all errors in the “Memorandum” favored General 
Dynamics.8

"Intellectually Dishonest"
This Subcommittee began its investigation on February 26, 

1963 under the chairmanship of Senator John L. McClellan. As 
witness after witness was called, it became clear that everyone 
with any technical credentials favored the Boeing plane, and 
practically no one wanted the General Dynamics plane except

McNamara, Gilpatric and Korth. General LeMay testified that he 
could not recall a single instance where the Source Selection 
Board had ever before been overruled, and he added:

“I thought we had such a clear cut and unanimous opinion all 
up and down the line that I was completely surprised at the 
decision.” 9

-Admiral Anderson testified that McNamara’s decision was a 
“surprise” , and predicted that the Navy would end up with a plane 
too heavy to operate from the majority of aircraft carriers.10 
Admiral Anderson summed up his opinion of the TFX this way: 

“The justification forthe contract given [by McNamara] was 
intellectually dishonest.” 11

Boeing Better and Cheaper 
The best informed man on the technical merits of the 

competing General Dynamics and Boeing designs was Albert W. 
Blackburn of the Office of Defense Research and Engineering. He 
had been a Marine combat pilot, a North American Aviation test 
pilot, and held a Master’s Degree in aeronautical engineering from 
M.I.T. He had been assigned to the TFX project for two years. 
Blackburn wrote his own “Memorandum for the Record” on 
March 1,1963 in which he stated emphatically:12

“ [The award to General Dynamics] could not in any way be 
associated with the merits of the two proposals on either an 
operational, technical, management, or cost basis. The 
operational commanders were the strongest in their support 
of the Boeing design; however, the depth of technical 
development of the Boeing design and its imaginative 
innovations such as thrust reversers, highlift devices (later 
adapted by General Dynamics) and top-mounted engine 
inlets clearly pointed in favor of their proposal. .  . From the 
management point of view, the handling of such major Air 
Force weapon systems as the B-47, B-52, and the Minuteman, 
as well as the KC-135/707 development, must be considered 
superior to the management given the F-102, F-106, and the 
B-58 series and the notoriously poor management exercised 
in the General Dynamics jet transport program.”
The Pentagon had asked for four separate design submissions 

from the two companies. Blackburn proved that, after each of the 
four design submissions (January, May, June and September, 
1962), Boeing was unanimously rated both better and cheaper. He 
made clear that the Pentagon request for the fourth submission 
was to give General Dynamics additional time to try to match the 
superior Boeing design. Blackburn wrote:

“All the imaginative aerodynamic fixes devised by Boeing in 
their third submission to satisfy the very difficult Navy 
maneuver requirements somehow found their way into the 
final General Dynamics design to a degree of similarity that 
would hardly be coincidence.”
After the Blackburn “Memorandum” had demolished all 

McNamara’s technical arguments in favor of General Dynamics 
Secretary McNamara appeared before the American Society of 
Newspaper Editors on April 20,1963 and said that his TFX award 

“will yield a saving of approximately $1 billion.”

The "$500,000 a Year Executive"
Senator McClellan asked the General Accounting Office to 

check this strange new cost figure just revealed by McNamara. The 
Comptroller General testified that his office could not find any 
cost records to substantiate McNamara’s statement. The Director 
of Defense Accounting for the GAO, William A. Newman, quoted 
McNamara as saying “he had th& figures in his head, indicating he 
did not have them on paper.” Newman said he could not “audit 
figures in somebody’s head.” 13



A knowledgeable reporter then asked McNamara how he 
could reject the Boeing bid and say it lacked “cost realism” when 
he admittedly had no cost studies on paper. McNamara replied: 

“I’m a $500,000 a year executive. I was the second-highest 
paid accountant in the United States.”
On December 10, 1965 at the LBJ Ranch in Texas, 

McNamara announced he planned to scrap 345 B-52 bombers and 
80 B-58 bombers and replace them with 210 TFX bombers, which 
he called the FB-111. McNamara emphasized:

“The FB-111 will have twice the speed of those aircraft, 
approximately, with approximately the same range. . .  It 
will carry fifty 750-pound high-explosive bombs.”

McNamara's Triple Lie
This was a triple lie. When it is carrying bombs, the FB-111 

cannot fly any faster than the B-52. This is because the FB-111 is 
so small that its bombs must be hung from its wings. This creates 
enough “drag” to prevent the plane from flying any faster than 
the B-52.

Second, the FB-111 has only half the range of the B-52. The 
authoritative Air Force/Space Digest stated:

“Even the early B-52s . . .  will fly more than 6,000 miles fully 
loaded . . .  With 48 bombs under its wings and carrying only 
internal fuel [the FB-111] couldn’t exceed 2,500 miles . . .  ” 
McNamara’s third lie is his statement that the FB-111 will 

carry fifty 750-pound bombs. The FB-111 can carry six bombs 
from each of eight wing stations for a total of 48, provided its 
wings are fully extended. When the “sweep wing” is swept back 
for super-sonic flight, the pilot must dump half his bomb load.

On April 4, 1966 the House Armed Services Committee 
issued a report which concluded:

“Regrettably, the statistics used by the Secretary of Defense 
to illustrate the claimed superiority of the FB-111 over the 
B - 5 2 . . .  and B-58 aircraft. . .  had the net effect of 
significantly misrepresenting the comparative capability of 
these aircraft. . .  ’’(emphasis added)
By 1967 the Pentagon conceded that the cost of the TFX 

program had doubled from $6.5 billion to $13 billion. 
Furthermore, the price tag covered 400 fewer planes (1,300 
instead of 1,700). The cost and delay of the TFX were exceeded 
only by its poor performance record.

"Unfit For Service Use"
Senator McClellan reported to the Senate on August 22,1967 

that the Navy F - l l l  had 257 deficiencies and “remains unfit for 
service use” and “incapable of carrier-based operations.” The 
Navy F - l l l  was nearly 10,000 pounds overweight, and 11,000 
feet below its planned combat ceiling. On July 10, 1968, the 
Defense Department completely cancelled the Navy F - l l l  
because of failure to meet specifications, and Secretary of Defense 
Laird has since awarded a contract for an entirely new Navy 
fighter plane, F-14A.

Hanson W. Baldwin, military editor of The New York Times, 
on August 11,1967 set forth numerous technical troubles of the 
TFX. He said that, when testing the F - l l l  with half bomb loads, 
the vibrations were so severe that the pilot had difficulty in 
reading his instruments and “they were shaking the shackle pins 
off the bombs.” Baldwin added, “One problem that has plagued 
the plane since it first flew -  a sharp stalling or surging of the 
engine during flight -  still persists.” 16 The Pentagon 
acknowledged that Baldwin’s article was accurate.16

Meanwhile the Air Force version, the F-111A, has suffered 15 
crashes and has been grounded since December 22, 1969. One

fatal crash on April 21, 1967 killed veteran test pilot Ralph 
Donnell, who earlier had been quoted or misquoted as saying that 
TFX critics “are going to eat their words.” 17 The last fatal crash 
in December of 1969 killed two highly experienced Air Force 
combat veterans -  after the wing fell off.

The record proves beyond a shadow of a doubt that there was 
no sound technical reason for McNamara’s decision to grant the 
TFX contract to General Dynamics. The largest single contract in 
the history of the United States was awarded -  not to the low 
bidder, but to the high bidder -- not for the better design, but for 
the poorer design.

Who Signed The Contract?
The Pentagon official who actually signed the TFX contract 

was the No. 2 man in the Pentagon, Deputy Secretary of Defense 
Roswell Leavitt Gilpatric. From 1958 to January 1961,Gilpatric 
was a partner in the New York law firm of Cravath, Swaine & 
Moore. Officials of General Dynamics testified that they had paid 
this law firm more than $300,000 from 1959 through March 
1963.18

Gilpatric claimed he resigned from the firm when he went in 
the  D efense Department in January 1961, but Senate 
investigators proved that while he was Deputy Secretary of 
Defense, Gilpatric received $20,000 per year from the firm, and 
that the insurance for him and his secretary was continued 
pending his return.

Immediately after the TFX contract was signed by Gilpatric 
on behalf of the Defense Department, Gilpatric’s law firm was 
named the general counsel for General Dynamics, and Gilpatric’s 
partner, Maurice T. Moore, was named a director. On January 9, 
1964, Gilpatric resigned as Deputy Secretary of Defense and 
returned to his New York law firm, which was still representing 
General Dynamics for a fee of more than $100,000 a year.

The Banker From Fort Worth
The other Pentagon official who participated with McNamara 

and Gilpatric in overruling the Pentagon Source Selection Board 
in awarding the contract to General Dynamics was Secretary of 
the Navy Fred Korth. When he became Secretary of the Navy in 
January 1962, he resigned as president of the Continental Bank in 
Fort Worth, Texas, but kept $160,000 in bank stock, and told the 
Senate Committee that he intended to return to the Bank at the 
end of his Government service.19

In the fall of 1961, Korth arranged a $400,000 loan to 
General Dynamics -  a very large loan, indeed, for a bank with a 
loan limit of $600 ,000 .20 After becoming Navy Secretary, 
Korth had 21 conferences and telephone contacts with General 
Dynamics officials. As Secretary of the Navy, Korth continued his 
en thusiastic  assistance to the Continental Bank. Senate 
investigators produced letters promoting business for the Bank 
which Korth had written on official Navy stationery. The 
investigation also turned up correspondence from the Continental 
Bank thanking Korth for bringing in $20,000 and $30,000 
accounts.

After General Dynamics received the TFX award, the 
$400,000 loan was repaid to the Continental Bank of Fort Worth.

Most Costly Mistake in History
The consequences of the TFX “multi-billion dollar blunder” 

are tragic to behold.
The American taxpayers have footed the bill for the most 

costly single mistake in the history of Federal spending. From



Teapot Dome to Dixon-Yates, all other scandals were minuscule 
by comparison.

Far more disastrous than the money lost, is the seven years of 
precious time lost -  time which can never be regained. While the 
civilian Defense Secretaries were spending billions on the TFX, 
and devoting enormous time and manpower to covering up its 
defects, the fighter planes we need for the protection of America 
were not built. During these seven years, the Soviets produced 
superior fighter planes, one of which, the Foxbat, set a new fighter 
speed record of 1,804 miles per hour. 21

Because McNamara thought the TFX could also be used as a 
strategic bomber, he phased out our only supersonic bombers, the 
B-58s, and refused to approve the Air Force plans for an advanced 
manned strategic bomber.

On February 2,1970, Secretary of Defense Laird stated that, 
by the time the U.S. can build a replacement for the B-52s,all of 
them will be at least 18 years old and many of them 25 years old.

During these seven lost years, the strategic military balance of 
the world has shifted. When the TFX contract was awarded, the 
United States had overwhelming nuclear superiority over the 
Soviet Union in the proportion of at least five to one. Today, our 
superiority is completely gone.

McNamara's "Fairy Tale"
On February 13, the great nuclear physicist, Dr. Edward 

Teller, the “ father of the H-bomb” and presently assistant 
director of the Nuclear Weapons Laboratory at Livermore, 
California, said that the United States fell behind Russia when 
Robert S. McNamara was Secretary of Defense from 1961 to 
1967, and that McNamara had

“ told  a fairy tale ab o u t  co n t in u ed  American 
superiority. . .  . The possibility arises that the Russians will 
be so superior to us that they might deliver a first strike so 
powerful we may not be able to retaliate.” 22

On February 18, President Nixon told Congress that the more 
than 4-to-l lead in land-based intercontinental ballistic missiles 
the United States had in 1965 is gone, and by the end of this year 
the Soviets would have 1,290 ICBMs to our 1,054.

On April 20, 1970, Secretary Laird said that from 1965 to 
1970, the Soviet Union has more than tripled its arsenal of 
long-range nuclear weapon launchers and quadrupled the nuclear 
megatonnage of its strategic forces. During this same period, the 
United States did not add a single long-range nuclear missile 
launcher and cut our nuclear megatonnage by 40 per cent.

As we face a perilous future in which our enemy has 
superiority over us in the only weapons which count, let us reflect 
on the words of the poet:

“Of all sad words of tongue or pen,
The saddest are these: ‘It might have been!.”
France fell in six weeks because its armies were equipped with 

obsolete tanks and aircraft. England won the Battle of Britain -- 
despite the disarmament policies of its Baldwin-Chamberlain 
government -  because the Royal Air Force developed a superior 
fighter, the Spitfire.

The United States can keep the peace in the seventies if our 
military and civilian experts are given the new weapons considered 
necessary to defend us,

“When a strong man armed keepeth his palace, his goods are 
in peace: But when a man stronger than he shall come upon 
him, and overcome him, he taketh from him all his armour 
wherein he trusted, and divideth his spoils.” 23

Note: For the explanation o f why this all happened, read Chapters 
6 and 7 of Safe -  Not Sorry by Phyllis Schlafly.
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