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Abstract This paper addresses the allegations that there are some sort of air defense systems located
at the Pentagon, or more precisely thaigly were present on September2001 and only some sort

of defense standlown perpetrated by the government prevented their use. | intend to show that this is
false, as well as the origin of these rumors, and other logical and factual fallacies ethpjo9/11
conspiracy theorists.

The Origin of the Myths

Despite scholarly pretenses to the contrary most of the research that goes on in the 9/11 conspiracy
community, does not involve the rigorous fact checked scholarly work that most of us learndi@geco

it merely involves doing a Google search and repeating a rumor, no matter how absurd the source or
argument, that you found on a web page which validates your previously held viewpoint.

The perfect example of this is the claim that there were soore® anti-aircraft defenses at the

Pentagon on September 2001, which were disabled to allow the Boeing 75 7, (or cruise missdle, A
Skywarrior, Global Hawk, whatever the theory of the day) to hit it. This alternatively has been described
as antiaircraft missiles, missile batteries, underground missile batteries (whatever those are),

automated missile batteries, or even aafircraft guns. This is despite the fact, that no reliable source

has ever reported the existence of any type of aitcrat defenses at the Pentagon on 9/11, and those
claiming that they exist can provide no proof, or even anything beyond vague speculation as to what and
where they are.

This claim most recently was made in the (supposedly) peer reviewed Journal of 9/1%k Studipaper
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specious claim would be made in a supposedly peer reviewed journal, only demonstrates the lack of
actual review, but | will get back to thata, first | would like to get into the history of how this rumor

started, as it exposes a lot about the conspiracy movement.

The originator of this myth appears to be French author Thierry Meyssan, who also started much of the
GY BEXS KKI(KSt Sy RyE (heories in his book 9/11: The Big Lie. On page 18 he writes:

We also know that these antdiircraft defenses include five batteries of missiles installed on top
of the Pentagon and fighters at the Presidential airbase of Saint Andrews.

The footnote for thi(K2dFCNTISNYBAKS ch O 2 O3B 2F{ | VU! YRGS Al Nl 55 ikl Qdkztfe
supposed to be Andrews Air Force Base, not St. Andrews, which last | checked was a golf course in
Scotland). While the exact URL has changed, the new page on the Wistesisy enough to find. It is
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Published by Comprint Military Publicatiomsprivate firm in no way connected with the U.S.
Air Force under exclusive written contract with the 89th Airlift Wing, Andrews Air Force Base,
Md. This commercial enterprise publication Andrews Base Gsiide authorized publication for
members of the U.S. military servic&€3ontents are not necessarily the official view of, or
endorsed by the U.S. Government, the Department of Defense or the Department of the Air
Force.

This source is in no way offic{ethe .com should have been a big clue to the author), and given the title,
it is doubtful this page ever contained anything about the Pentagon at all, much less 5 secret missile
batteries being located on the roof. The page does mention the units at Asdeehich include the

airlift wing responsible for transporting senior officials of the US government, as well as an Air National
Guard fighter wing, although it does not mention its role in air defense.

ly (KSaSjd& o Syt I (& a Saay N &SN KA aSFwith:

Five extremely sophisticated antimissile batteries protect the headquarters of the army of the
United States from any airborne attack. How can one explain the fact that thiaiesraft
defense was not used|?

This time he does not even bother todtnote the claim, even an inaccurate one. He continues on page
116 with:

If it was a missile involved, a hypothesis might be formulated that would explain the absence of
reaction from the defense system. Each military aircraft in fact possesses adnalespvhich is
much more sophisticated that those of civilian planes, and notably permit it to declare itself in
the eye of its possessor as friendly or hostile.

This time Meyssan does at least provide a footnote
(http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/library/policy/navy/ntsp/apx10@\.htm) but the claim is still
misleading. Yes, the article does talk about aircraft transponders, but it is talking about neiroratt,

not missiles. There is not even the faintest suggestion that these systems are used in missiles, and no
reason to believe they would be. Once again, Meyssan makes an incredible claim, fails to support it, and
leaves the burden on the critic fwrove the norexistence of his claim.

David Ray Griffin, one of the first American writers to touch on this subject, writes it thusly, footnoting
Meyssan:

Third, the Pentagon is ringed by antissile batteries, which are programmed to destroy
any aircraf entering the Pentagon's airspace, except for any aircraft with a US military
transponder.[33] If, by some fluke, Flight 77 had entered the Pentagon's airspace, it could
have escaped being shot down only if officials in the Pentagon had deactivatéd its an
aircraft defenses.
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mvc & The book referenced does not,however, mention this subject on those pages, in yet another
instance of sloppiness on the paf the authors, he probably meant to the aforementioned Pentagate
instead.

This still does not change the fact, of course that neither Griffin nor Meyssan provide any evidence
whatsoever, or even a vague source, as to these missiles ringing the Peratgorthan their furtive

belief that they must be there. Simply repeating an unproven claim, does not improve its validity in any
way.
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source this clain entirely, by using a popular conspiracy theorist tactic and phrasing it in the form of a
guestion:

Is it not true, as has been reported that the Pentagon is protected by five very sophisticated
anti-missile batteries? It is not true that they are seffite automatically if the Pentagon is
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any aircraft other than one belonging to the US military.

LR2yW1y26 35 NIDNBRYSRAK | 2d2 NIY A3 KS @ A ZXi% up to you to provide the proof. If this fact

is so well known that you can ask your readers, who would not be expected to have inside knowledge
Pentagon defenses, and expect an affirmative response, then why are you unable to provide evidence of
your chims?

Automated Defenses
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this only applies to military transponders, not valid civilian ones.
This claim is of course ridiculous to anyone who does even the most superficial research, even a

G&dk2f N The Pentagon, in fact, is located less than 2 miles, and directly in the flight path of Reagan
National Airport.

Journal of Debunking 9/11 Conspiracy Theories - Sept 2006/ Volume 1, Issue 2
Page| 3



Journal of Debunking 9/11 Conspir acy Theories Volume 1, Issue 2

4 \ b L ﬁ.- ! :'. “
L E |Gt S o R '
i .U%‘Q:ngfflnég%ﬁ@ﬁﬁa Sanhor’@géhae’(rics, Map

If there were missile batteries automatically shooting down all-nalitary aircraft, the US military
would soon be facing serious loggsil problems replacing all the ordinance they were expending at the
Pentagon.

Keep in mind, that although the Pentagon is a military facility, it is also an office building in a major
metropolitan area. We are not talking about a remote secret fadilithe Nevada desert,

approximately 24,000 people work thefeAs you can see from the picture up above, a major freeway
runs just in front of it. Griffin is not talking about a small man portable-aintiraft device (MANPAD)

like the Stinger, but multip automated batteries of missiles, with the obligatory radars and
communications systems needed to operate it. Even a small Stinger would be hard to hide, much less a
larger and more complicated setup.

Not only can Meyssan and Griffin not provide any3BiKS2 O yG 3B,/ | RIRS (KS Y 24106l 027

information. Which of these 24,000 employees have seen these missile batteries? Where are they
located? What model of missiles are they? Which air defense units man them? While some details may
be classid, certainly at least some information would leak out, but we have nothing

Anti-aircraft Guns
The aforementioned Joseph Firmage takes this shoddy research one step further claiming:

The Pentagon was well prepared for aerial attacks, with batteries of#etiaft guns
adnatly Ry (KS KS RjdeNBNRTFIKS ¢ 2NRGE Y 2411 3¢ SNAEY XX NgEKS2 RRy2(07EI- shot
that day.
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I think someone would have nioed one of these floating around the Pentagon:

The US Army actually used to have a similar weapon, #i€&3/Nulcan Air Defense System, but it was
NEINER N (KS S NSmijg@® An effort was made to replace the aging system with the Sergeant York, but
it was cancelled in the 1980s after numerous technical problems and budget ovétriihe M163 was

then replaced with the Avenger, the vehicle mounted version of the Stinger missile system.

Contrary Proof

Now that | have pointed out repeatedly that theeis absolutely no proof, or even a hint of missiles or
anti-aircraft guns at the Pentagon on 9/11. Some skeptics may demand of me, however, to prove that
there were no antaircraft defenses at the Pentagon. Aside from the logical difficulty of praving
negative, and the fact that the burden of proof lies in those making such a claim, | will do so. The proof
lies in the fact that the Pentagon was forced to emplace missile defenses at the Peaftay®il1l,

from CNN September 112002.

For the firsttime since the Cuban missile crisis almost 40 years ago, armed missile launchers
will be protecting the nation's capital by day's end Tuesdaw precaution that comes amid a
heightened alert status on the eve of the orgear anniversary of the Septembadrl attacks ™

I would also like to point out that when they finally did place air defenses at the Pentagon, it was not
KSS Y&kt d- dY | GOy Y BXS ol (NS¢ 2NyRy SERB/id ikl AT Dy sKig | a kS
Avengers that | mentioned previously.
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So why were there no missile batteries at the Pentagon before 9/11? The conspiracy theorists claim
there must have been, that is what theintre argument is based upon, the unerring logic of it all. Well,
& K& RRYGIKSE 62(KNR | 5] 22Y 2yS 6 K2 ¢ 2diR1y26 INIKSNKSY Y /3 6&0biEe Sy ol NWasy/3
claims? As Richard Clarke, chief coutégrorism official for both Presidents Clinton andsBu

explained:

The Secret Service and Customs had teamed up in Atlanta to provide some rudimentary air
defense against an aircraft flying into the Olympic Stadium. They did so again during the
subsequent National Security Special Events and they agremddte a permanent air defense

unit to protect Washington. Unfortunately, those two federal law enforcement agencies were
housed in the Treasury Department and its leadership did not want to pay for such a mission or
run the liability risks of shooting dowthe wrong aircraft. Treasury nixed the air defense unit,

and my attempts within the White House to overfule them came to naught. The idea of aircraft
attacking in Washington seemed remote to many people and the risks of shooting down aircraft
in a city vere thought to be far too high. Moreover, the opponents of our plan argued, the Air
Force could always scramble fighter aircraft to protect Washington if there were a problem. On
occasions when aircraft were hijacked (and in one case when we erroneolislyelea

Northwest flight had been seized), the Air Force did intercept the airliners with fighter jets. We
succeeded only in getting Secret Service the permission to continue to examine air defense
options, including the possibility of placing missiletsiniear the White House. Most people who
heard about our efforts to create some air defense system in case terrorists tried to fly aircraft
into the Capitol, the White House, or the Pentagon simply thought we were*nuts.

b26 6K K- &Gl ff 2FKSS | diikeNil yREE KA Nd 6 K2 K- 26 Lddl ff (ke STRNY R Ldateiky3022]a
and papers, done this most basic research? Who are the people who are reviewing their work?

New Proof?

Now after Meyssan and Griffin published two books each on this subject, some naziécsplaims

have surfaced regarding missiles at the Pentagon. Conspiracy theorists have of course grabbed on to
this as proof that they were right, although there is no reason to believe that these claims are any more
legitimate than they were when theyere based solely on speculation.
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The most popular testimony recently is that of April Gallop, a clerk at the Pentagon who was injured on
September 11, and who first became famous in the conspiracy theorist community for her bizarre
stories on men isuits interviewing her at the hospital. In a recent interview posted on the conspiracy
2N/ TBR6236D2NEB? | 3KWYARYE“ Ms. Gallop states the following:

Me: Do you have any theory about how a Boeing 757 could have hit such a secure building
without any anttaircraft defenses being activated or any warning alarms sounded?

AG: | have thought about this very question numerous times. And then | realized | needed to
rephrase the question. The real question is what is the probability or likelihood thattito a
aircraft defense, warning alarms or additional security mechanism functioned on that particular
day?

And then we need to think how likely is it then there was a glitch in all the security mechanisms,
anti-aircraft defense and warning alarms?

This is asague response though. It is not apparent whether she is talking abouaiatiaft defenses
specifically at the Pentagon, or more general, such as the failure of NORAD to intercept the planes. She
continues later, in response to a leading question:

Me: | would imagine that security procedures are different now than they were prior to 9/11, so
| don't think you would be revealing any confidential information by answering this question. |
have heard that, as of 9/11, the asdtircraft batteries were autmated, in other words, that

they would have automatically fired against any incoming aircraft that did not transmit the
appropriate friend or foe signal. Is that true?

AG: Yes that is true. They are either to attempt to guide the incoming aircraft tkatibkated
the airspace to a safe location to land. Making reasonable effagutde it down. Or shoot it
down.

She is somewhat more specific here, as she answers his question in the affirmative. Her answer is not
very helpful though. She gives no d&tais to what type of weapons are located there, and how she
would know about it. She does not state that she has ever seen them, or even how she knows about
this in the first place. Ms. Gallop is a clerk with no military background, and appears somewhat
QyTaSR 08 (KS|jdSiiRy D SN ®AR d GBY LI IRSKS V@Y VA AMMEE FyRéa A3l
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escort hostile aircraft to a landing strip, notdémissile battery, which cannot guide an aircraft

anywhere.

Furthermore this contradicts the interviewers question regarding an automatic shoot down system. If it
6 NI Y (IS (KNI 20R05 Y2 iy = LRISIMEIEKS LB yS 6 2diR0S #2iF2s Y based on

the cold calculations of a computer, not based on whether it followed some guidance or not. We have
already discussed the difficulty of having an automated missile battery at the Pentagon, so the evidence
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points to her attempting to agree with hemterviewer, rather than possessing any actual knowledge of
anti-aircraft defenses at the Pentagon. Additionally, she appears quite traumatized, and reasonably so,
by her experiences as a victim of the attack, and it is natural for her to seek to tguaston how it

could have happened to her, no matter how rational the argument.

Although neither Meyssan, who wrote two books on this subject, nor David Ray Griffin, who wrote two
books sourcing Meyssan, provide any source for this claim, Mr. Ghiffim provide some sources after

the fact on a web post, dated March of 2006. This brings up some interesting issues of academic
standards, as he is originally making a claim with no source, essentially arguing that it is widespread
public knowledge, anchen afterthe-fact, backing up the claim with an extremely obscure source,
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Thierry Meyssan, who has referred to these anissile batteriesRentagate]London: Carnot,
2002], 112, 116), has said with regard to his source of information: "The presence of these anti
missile batteries was testified to me by French offiderasthom they were shown during an

official visit to the Pentagon. This was later confirmed to me by a Saudi officer."
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