Graphic of a 757-200 Approaching the Pentagon in
Barbara Honegger’s “Behind the Smoke Curtain”
By David Chandler

Fig. 1
In “Behind the Smoke Curtain” Barbara Honegger features a deceptive graphic of a Boeing 757-200
crossing the Pentagon lawn presented to show, in her words, “the complete and total absurdity” of the
idea that a 757 could have caused the damage at the Pentagon. At issue is the fact that the opening in
the Pentagon wall indicates the plane entered primarily on the first floor, with a small amount of
overlap into the second floor. Also, the building performance report concludes that 90-95% of the
damage was on the ground floor. However the illustration of the plane, shown in Fig. 1, is used as
prima facie evidence that a first-floor entry was impossible.
Honegger claims that the image is to correct scale. That claim is problematic because the plane is
shown in an orthogonal view, but the Pentagon wall recedes into the distance in a perspective view.
The comparison measurement we are given is that the Pentagon is 71 feet tall. But no part of the wall
shown in her graphic is in the correct proportion with the length of the plane. What is worse, the
graphic leads the viewer to visually compare the foreground plane with the image of the building in the
distance behind it. The plane is clearly not to scale with any part of the building that is shown. This
would be the equivalent of the old trick of dangling a small fish close to the camera compared with the
fisherman who stands in the background.
Until recently, my assessment of this graphic was simply that the scale of the plane was grossly
exaggerated. Direct measurement of the hole in the wall confirms that the plane fits the damage
pattern, so a graphic of a larger plane that does not fit cannot possibly be correct.

From the prevalence of this image on the Internet, it appears that Honegger did not create the graphic,
but rather used preexisting artwork. However she asserts with great confidence that the plane is
correctly shown to scale. How could she possibly confirm the correctness of this claim? There is no
straightforward way to verify the scale of the plane in comparison with the distant background building
from the internal evidence in the image. So she is making a baseless claim to bolster a deceptive
illustration.
Another problem with the graphic is that the engine is shown to extend entirely below the bottom of the
fuselage. Honegger takes this apparent configuration literally because in “Smoke Curtain” she
describes the engines as being “way down beneath the bottom of the plane.” She concludes from this
calculation that “the official story is physically impossible.”
The configuration of the engine in relation to the fuselage shown in Fig. 1 is incorrect. Mechanical
drawings and photographs of 757s on the ground show that only half of the engine extends below the
fuselage.

Fig. 2
When airborne the wings flex upward, since they bear the weight of the plane, so the engines are even
higher. The photograph of a 757-200 shown in Fig. 3 conforms to the mechanical specifications
illustrated in Fig. 2 except for the expected upward flexure of the wings.

Fig. 3
The issues of the misleading scale and the misplaced engine have been repeatedly called to Honegger’s
attention over the years, including on p. 40 of the paper The Pentagon Event: The Honegger
Hypothesis Refuted by Victoria Ashley, David Chandler, Jonathan H. Cole, Jim Hoffman, Ken Jenkins,

Frank Legge, and John D. Wyndham, yet the graphic shown in Fig. 1 remains, even in the most current
version of “Smoke Curtain.”
Doing an Internet search for images under the key words, “Pentagon plane lawn,” images come up
(such as this one) that on first glance appear to be the same graphic Honegger is using. However, upon
closer inspection I noticed that what appears in “Smoke Curtain” is actually a truncated version of this
larger graphic. In comparison with Fig. 1, the graphic in Fig. 4 includes more columns to the north,
including Column 14 where the nose of the plane impacted the Pentagon wall. Noticing this difference,
it occurred to me to compare the height of the building at Column 14 with the length of the plane, since
it would be a logical association. It worked! That solved the puzzle. The plane is scaled correctly to
the height of the building at this one point. By cropping Column 14 out of the image, the “Smoke
Curtain” graphic deprives the viewer of the only valid point of reference. The viewer is induced to
erroneously compare the plane with the more distant parts of the building and form a wrong impression
of its size. The “complete and total absurdity” of the plane entering the first floor is an artifact of this
artificial comparison of a foreground plane with a much reduced background building.

Fig. 4
With all the pieces of the puzzle now on the table we now have a basis to correct the illustration. I
constructed the alternative graphic in Fig. 5 by scaling the image of the plane from Fig. 3, which has
the engine at the correct height, and placed it at ground level in direct proximity to Column 14 for an
honest size comparison.

Fig. 5
Projecting to the wall, we can see that the plane could in fact enter the first floor with only the top of
the fuselage sliced off by the second floor slab. The top of the fuselage is the ceiling of the passenger
compartment, which is a hollow aluminum tube, so almost the entire mass of the plane enters the first
floor. The engine touched the ground near the wall where it scarred a low retaining wall.
Our analysis of the geometry of the impact is in full accord with other, more illuminating graphical
analyses. Mike Wilson has reconstructed the impact with a 3-D modeling animation called 911 Case
Study: Pentagon Flight 77. He shows the plane from a variety of perspectives, including from the point
of view of the security cameras. Fig. 6, which is taken from that animation, shows the plane in relation
to the wall damage, looking along the line of flight. This work circulated in 2006, well before “Smoke
Curtain,” however it does not fit her narrative which asserts “the complete and total absurdity” of
impact by a 757. Honegger uses the more deceptive graphic instead.

Fig. 6 – Red areas: Severely damaged or destroyed / Blue areas: partially damaged

I am going to all this effort to deconstruct the Honegger graphic because it is important to “get it right.”
The graphic has appeared in all versions of “Smoke Curtain” to the present day and it is used in a
deceptive manner to bolster the incorrect theory that a 757 could not have caused the observed damage.
This is just the tip of the iceberg of the factual and analytical errors in Honegger’s “Behind the Smoke
Curtain.” Flaws in fact and analysis are to be expected in scientific work, but they should be the
starting point for dialogue and revision. What is most troubling is when the errors persist and
researchers become impervious to critique. I would urge any who care enough to have an opinion on
the Pentagon event to study:
1. The Pentagon Event: The Honegger Hypothesis Refuted by Victoria Ashley, David Chandler,
Jonathan H. Cole, Jim Hoffman, Ken Jenkins, Frank Legge, and John D. Wyndham.
2. Explanation of the Evidence at the Pentagon on 9/11, a series of short videos covering the
research of Wayne Coste, narrated by David Chandler.
3. Video Record of the Conference on the 9/11 Pentagon Evidence, a conference in May, 2019
sponsored by Scientists for 9/11 Truth and the International Center for 9/11 Studies.
We urge you not to take “Behind the Smoke Curtain” as a reliable source of information about the
Pentagon attack until the many errors that have already been documented are corrected. The 9/11 Truth
Movement has a solid scientific basis, but promoting shoddy and deceptive research can discredit the
hard work that has gone into uncovering the truth. There is much chaff to be separated from the wheat.

