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 1961’s Project Horizon by the 
Federal Aviation Administration 
(FAA) told President Kennedy 
that the future of aviation was 
supersonic1. This was not a report of 
blind optimism, further saying that 
for private industry to accomplish 
this it would need serious backing 
by the US Federal Government, 
something FAA director Najeeb 
Halaby was in favor of doing2. 
At the time, American, British, 
French, and presumably Russian 
aircraft manufacturers had been 
studying supersonic concepts3. 
The future was supersonic and the 
United States wanted to be first.
 The first of these designs to 
capture the public imagination was 
the iconic Anglo-French venture of 
Concorde. It could fly at twice the 
speed of sound, cruise at an altitude 
of 60,000 feet, and carry up to 120 

people4. For several decades, 
Concorde would bounce across 
the Atlantic, synonymous with 
wealth and speed. 
 The United States 
of America, already beaten 
by the Russians into space, 
wouldn’t tolerate being beaten 
by the British or French 
into supersonic supremacy5. 
American companies Boeing, 
Lockheed, Curtiss-Wright, 
North American, and Pratt 
& Whitney all responded to 
a government request for 
SST (Supersonic Transport) 
proposals6. Boeing would be 
the winner of this competition, 
naming their concept the 2707, 
likely a play on their already 
popular jet the 707.
 Concorde, the clear 
competitor to Boeing, was 

to use aluminum in its 
construction. This favourite 
metal of the airline industry 
is light but melts at the speeds 
the 2707 was to fly at. The 
speed limit of Concorde was 
built into its construction, 
something Boeing wanted to 
avoid. Their solution to this 
air friction problem was to 
build an airframe of strong 
titanium. A titanium airplane 
wasn’t the only clean sheet 
innovation proposed by the 
Boeing engineers. 
 With sleek, ultra 
aerodynamic wings, Concorde 
would need to land at an 
incredibly steep angle. Its 
long nose would prevent the 
pilots from seeing the runway 
during this critical phase of 
flight as well as during taxiing. 
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To allow the pilots to see where 
they were going, the Concorde 
team gave it a “droop snoot” where 
the nose of the plane would drop 
down while on the ground or 
taking off and landing. 
 Initial designs of the Boeing 
2707 didn’t include this feature, 
instead choosing to build a variable 
geometry wing, which would be 
extended to provide the airliner 
with lift during takeoff and landing, 
and retract to provide aerodynamics 
in supersonic flight. A variable 
geometry wing on a 300-person, 
titanium airliner in the 1960s was 
completely revolutionary and 
highly complicated. The feature 
wouldn’t last, however, with 
engineers eventually scrapping 
this design in favour of a more 
Concorde-like wing and droop-
snoot. 
 The mechanism of the 

droop-snoot would also be a source 
of problems for Boeing engineers. 
Their designs were heavy and gave 
little clearance for ground objects 
while in the down position. Three 
major iterations of the droop-

snoot were designed, one 
of which had a double-
jointed configuration.
 All of these 
complicated moving parts 
added significant weight 
to an aircraft that was 
supposed to be able to 
burn 100,000 pounds of 
fuel in an hour. Weight 
was a problem the 2707 
had all too much of, with 
engineers constantly 
redesigning to make 
it lighter. In order to 
maintain proper balance 
of the aircraft, an intricate 
sensor system was 
installed in the landing 
gear to measure where 
weight was distributed. 
This only added to the 
complications. 
 This airliner 

promised to be the 
future of air travel. 
Businessmen and travelers 
(in contemporaneous 
documents using the 
pronouns “he/him” 

exclusively) would both stand 
something to gain. This would be 
an airplane that airlines wouldn’t 
be able to resist buying, either 
because of domestic pressures by 
the US government or the allure of 
the American SST over the smaller 
Concorde. 
 Figures in the range of two 
billion US dollars (15.7 billion in 
2021) were projected as the total 
production costs, which don’t 
take into account the projected 
one billion dollars to develop 
a prototype aircraft. When the 
Space Race was in full force this 
likely seemed to be a good decision. 
Threats of Concorde cornering a 
market for possibly hundreds of 
planes must have been serious to 
American airline manufacturers. 
In the early 1960s, the urgency 
of Najeeb Halaby could only have 
felt warranted. After all, with each 

passing year, rocket launches put 
more and more Americans into 
space. The moon wasn’t even a 
decade away.
 Of course, predicting 
the future is hard to get right. 
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For Administrator Halaby and 
President Kennedy in 1961, any 
predictions they made would have 
been coloured by the technological 
optimism of rocketry and jet-
powered airliners. The SST was 
just the next step. 
 As the seasons passed, the US 
Government continued to funnel 
money into the project. A project 
this complicated was going to take 
years. Deliveries weren’t projected 
to start until the later Seventies. 
Halaby’s own report concluded 
that the SST project was going 
to be a massive undertaking for 
all involved. In the end, it proved 
to be too much of a burden. In 
1970, Senator William Fulbright 
would give the US Government 
the opinions of sixteen leading 
economists on the SST program, 
only one of which would be in 
favour of continuing with funding 
the project7. If the escalating costs 
and constant redesigns hadn’t been 
enough for Congress to continue 
funding, the oil crisis only a few 
years later would be. 
 Besides, air travel was 
heading in a different direction 
anyways. The economists 
questioned by Senator Fulbright 
would mention the Boeing 747 
project, which was developed at 
the same time as the 2707. If the 
747 could secure half a billion 
dollars (3.9 billion, 2021) of private 
investment year after year, why 
couldn’t the 2707, which relied 
on government subsidies to keep 
going8? 
 The Boeing 747-100, the 

initial model of the aircraft, would 
carry 366 passengers on journeys 
that could exceed 5,000 miles 
(8,050 km), albeit at slower speeds9. 
These slower speeds, however, 
would mean that the technology 
to build this plane already existed 
and wouldn’t burn hundreds of 
thousands of pounds of fuel per 
hour. 
 Fuel burn was another 
massive source of criticism for 
the project, with the growing 
environmentalist movement 
fearing pollutants being distributed 
so high up in the atmosphere10. 
Other concerns involved the 
sonic booms that daily supersonic 
flights would create over inhabited 
areas11. These issues would later be 
credited to its rival Concorde. In 
a market that could theoretically 
sustain up to 500 supersonics, only 
14 Concordes would enter service 
with just two airlines. Meanwhile, 
Boeing is still producing newer 
variants of the 747 more than 50 
years on. 
 The 2707 represented an 
optimistic vision that would never 
come to pass. It was supposed 
to be a faster future where all of 
humanity was only a short hop 
away on a supersonic aircraft. One 
could fly across oceans for day trips 
or conduct business on a timetable 
unavailable until the widespread 
adoption of the internet. While the 
idea of SSTs being universal seems 
ludicrous in a post-Concorde world, 
at the same time as the 2707 was 
under development, Buckminster 
Fuller and Constantinos Doxiadis 

were developing the 
concept of “ekistics,” and 
coming up with plans to 
connect the entire world 
on one single power 
grid12. These principles of 
modernism that sought 
to unite the globe under 
one identity would launch 
the Boeing SST into 
development, but new 
perspectives in the early 
Seventies would bring it to a 
stop. The optimistic vision 
of Halaby, Kennedy, and 
the Concorde developers 
would simply fade into a 
kind of nostalgia for a time 
when faster always meant 
better. 

Boeing 2707 factsheet:
Length: 318 feet
Height: 50 feet
Mach: 2.7
Passenger Capacity: 300
Engines: GE4/J5P (custom made by GE)
Cruise Altitude: 70,000 feet
Range: 4,000 miles (6,440 km)
Airframe Material: Titanium
Expected Production Run: 200 aircraft at a unit cost of $40 mil-
lion (1972) or $258 million in 2021
Total US Government Funding: $864 million (1971), $5.58 billion 
(2021)
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Is Change Good?
Change Changes. Do you?
by Victoria Bagley (@vibinwithvicky)

   Looneys, toonies, tuppence, 
half-dollar, quarter, penny, hay-
penny: change. Change exists 
solely to facilitate the efficient 
exchange of goods and services. 
Actually, that’s a lie. Change is art, 
sentimentalism, and collectables-- 
and at the tail end of that-- a 
means to rep-
resent a hope-
fully equitable 
exchange of 
goods and 
services (but 
in this capi-
talist society, 
what is eq-
uitable any-
way?)  Sorry, 
let me rewind. 

    Coins. I’m 
talking about 
coins. Reach 
into your 
pocket right now. Do it. What 
do you feel? The round, metallic 
feeling of knowing you possess 
fractional portions of a dollar? No. 
It’s 2021. You do not carry coins. 
Coins are useless to you. Now, 
what coin is the most useless to 
you? Not the quarters or loonies 
or toonies that you might find 

yourself using at a vending ma-
chine or a parking meter or at the 
subway (if you are fool enough 
not to carry a card) but pennies. 
Now, if you reside in the north-
ern unicorn of a country that is 
Canada, pennies are pluto! But 
in the United States of America, 

pennies continue to represent 
the smallest possible unit of cur-
rency: one one-hundredth of that 
good old American green. You 
already know that pennies are il-
logical; write me a check for one 
penny and you know that I do not 
have enough money to produce a 
penny, even given the appropri-

ate machinery. In fact, 
I would need 1.7 cents 
to make that one penny. 
Therefore, annually, the 
US government loses 
70 million dollars of tax 
money minting the penny 
and for what? It must be 

for con-
venience 
right? 
Wrong. 
Studies 
examining 
opportu-
nity cost of 
the penny 
showed 
with abso-
lute cer-
tainty that 
the average 
American 
loses sig-
nificant 

time each year fiddling 
with the pesky coins. 
Well, maybe having 
pennies in your pocket 
will increase the likeli-
hood of your dropping 
some change into a cup 
on your way to Walmart. 
Wrong again. Firstly, we 

already established that you do not 
have any pennies in your pocket 
because they’re heavy metal use-
less pieces of trash. Secondly, the 
very same studies also concluded 
that the existence of pennies does 
not increase individual charitable 
contribution. What reason possi-
bly could there be left now to keep 
the penny, knowing that we lose 
time and money by using them? Is 
it sentimental to you, American? 
To that, I would like to ask you 
how you think Abraham Lincoln, 
the savior of the slaves, would feel 
about having his face stamped into 
a rusty poop-colored coin worth 
just 1/26th what a penny would 
have been worth in his day as 
thanks for all he has done for our 
great… sorry… I’m getting car-
ried away, but while I’m off topic, 
did you know that in 1972 the 
American penny was worth what 
a nickel today is, and those good 
old fashioned rugged Americans 
found a way to function just fine 
without needing a coin 1/5th of 
its value? Plus, Canada eliminated 
the penny when it was only 1.6 
times more expensive to manu-
facture than pennies had value, as 
opposed to the American 1.7 that 
Americans continue to  mint to 

this day. Anyways, the exis-
tence of a penny isn’t even 
a partisan issue; it boils 
down purely to sentimen-
talism. I do not see what 
is so great about the past 
that we need to preserve 
in spirit through less-than-
worthless, costly brown 
circles, especially when 
nobody makes any money 
from the penny, excepting 
Jarden Zinc Products in 
middle-of-nowhere Ten-
nessee. 

    So we are agreed then. 
Pennies are useless. But 
I would like to go a step 
further: nickels. Nickels are 
worth five cents but cost 
nine to produce.  Need I 
say more? Change changes. 
Can you? Indeed, I’d like 
to assert that all physical 
representations of money 
at this point in time are 
useless too. Our society is 
nearly cashless and coinless. 
And going even further, 
what better way to disman-
tle our capitalist society 
than entirely eliminating 
currency? What if we were 

all to work, completing essential 
jobs for our society as the bril-
liant philosopher Plato would 
have wanted in his Republic and 
skip the money? With every job 
being equally important for the 
maintenance of our society, total 
equity could be achieved and we 
would tear down capitalism, the 
patriarchy, sexism, racism, and 
it would be an end to all bigots, 
Bop-its(tm) and Cheez-its(tm). 
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