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Knowledge is essential to freedom.” 

— William Ellery Channing (1887) 

 

“When people who are honestly mistaken learn the truth, 

they will either cease being mistaken, or cease being honest!”
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Other Books by Andrew Johnson 

These are available as free PDF downloads, as well as other formats: 

 

9/11 Finding the Truth 

This is the pre-cursor to 9/11 Holding the Truth, documenting the cover up - by 
the 9/11 “truth” movement - of the truth about what happened to the WTC. 

 

Climate Change and Global Warming… Exposed: Hidden Evidence, 
Disguised Plans 

This book collects together, for the first time anywhere, a range of diverse 
data which proves that the whole issue of “climate change” is more 
complicated and challenging than almost all researchers are willing to consider, 
examine, or entertain. For example, this book contains astronomical data 
which most climatologists will not discuss in full. Similarly, the book contains 
climate and weather data that astronomers will not discuss. The book contains 
some data that neither astronomers nor climatologists will discuss. It contains 
some data that no scientists will appropriately discuss. 
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1. Introduction 
This volume is a follow-up to the original compilation of articles I called 9/11 
Finding the Truth. It is recommended that you read that volume before reading 
this one - electronic versions are available free. In the next section of this 
chapter, I include the same summary of 9/11 evidence which must be studied 
and explained. 

What 9/11 Truth are we Holding? 

To explain the title of this book, I want to point out the established facts 
about the destruction of the WTC, which were compiled into a Website by 
April 2008 and later into Dr Judy Wood’s textbook Where Did the Towers Go? – 
which I abbreviate to WDTTG. The truth is as follows: 

On 11 September 2001, the WTC towers did not burn up, nor did they slam 
to the ground – about 85-90% of the buildings turned to dust in mid-air. 

• A total of 7 WTC buildings were either destroyed outright on the day, 
or their remains removed in the following months/years. 

• Whatever crashed into the WTC towers did not cause their 
destruction. 

• The towers underwent a type of destruction that had never been seen 
in the “white world” before. The destruction was the result of some 
type of energy weapon – which operated on principles not recognised 
in “white world” science. 

• A category 3 hurricane – Erin had movements coincident with the 
events of 9/11 and was closest to NYC at about 8am on 11 
September 2001. 

If one is to accept these truths, then one must also accept there is a separate 
“power elite” group that both possesses such advanced directed free energy 
technology and the means to deploy it. Not only that, as I have been 
documenting for over 10 years, it can cover up these things to the point that 
almost no one recognises this massive deception for what it is. 

But why do I say “free energy technology”? It is because, from observing the 
process of destruction of the WTC towers, we can see a catastrophic change 
taking place. That is, to tear apart steel beams and other materials and turn 
them to dust, using a process already recognized by mainstream thinking 
would require an enormous amount of energy. In a conventional process, this 
energy would perhaps come from some type of explosion, burning, laser or 
electrical discharge. However, all of these processes would have an enormous 
amount of associated heat – and such heat was not seen or felt on 9/11. 
Hence, this energy release or change either came “from thin air” or from 
within the materials which made up the WTC. This is the “big secret” and 
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inappropriately named “Cold Fusion” research and also to the field of 9/11 
research, is a clear indication of the importance of energy research to what 
happened on 9/11. 

It had become clear how well the 9/11 cover up had been planned. It had also 
become clear how vitally important it was to keep the connection between 
9/11 and energy covered up – not only have we seen the promotion of a 
bogus theory about thermite and/or controlled demolition of the World 
Trade Centre Complex, we had also begun to see the increasing promotion of 
the “nuclear demolition theory.” I contend that this was because Dr Judy 
Wood and I had revealed that a process which destroyed the World Trade 
Centre was related to the process which takes place during Low Energy 
Nuclear Reaction (i.e. Cold Fusion) experiments. 

“More of  the Same…?” 

In this volume, I further document the attempts to cover up the truth that Dr 
Judy Wood has revealed. It is nonetheless difficult to comprehend the number 
of people that seem to be involved in this cover up. There seem to be a 
disturbing number of people who are willing to lie about and misrepresent the 
truth of what Dr Wood has said. Essentially, I've just had to write new articles 
about the evolving cover up. It might seem like I am just repeating things I 
said in the first volume, but I hope that I am able to show you several more 
“case studies” which highlight additional psychological tactics, not seen in the 
earlier articles I wrote. I hope that these will help you identify other methods 
of deception that are employed to keep important secrets from being revealed 
and understood. I hope this will then help others to strengthen their 
psychological and intellectual armoury against the incessant use of tactics of 
misdirection and deception. 

Why This Is Important 

A study of the evidence that has been uncovered by Dr Judy Wood not only 
reveals the truth about how the WTC was destroyed, it then forces us to 
reconsider at least 3 issues of global importance – the so-called issue of 
“terrorists and terrorism,” the production and use of energy and the truth 
about global warming and climate change. That is, the events on 9/11 
involved the use of an advanced energy weapon technology, which we do 
know something about. This technology has the ability to produce vast energy 
changes without generating heat – and appears to be related to Cold Fusion or 
Low Energy Nuclear Reactions (LENR). Also, it appears that Hurricane Erin 
was manipulated in certain ways, so that its movements were coincident with 
certain events. 

This essentially proves that all current “accepted wisdom” about global 
terrorism, energy scarcity and so-called global warming and climate 
change is false and therefore must be reviewed by anyone who still has 
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Why was there almost no debris after the destruction? 

 
On the afternoon of 11 September 2001, the “rubble pile” left from WTC1 is 

essentially non-existent. WTC7 can be seen in the distance, revealing the photo was 
taken before 5:20 PM that day. 

What happened to these cars in the so-called  
“Toasted Cars Parking Lot” 

 

Before WTC 1 Destruction      After WTC 1 Destruction 
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How did the inflated tire survive the WTC “plane crash” fireball? 

 

This is an official photograph of WTC plane wreckage! 

How did this WTC beam get bent into a “Horseshoe” Shape with no 
obvious stress, heating or buckling marks? 
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What Turned these Cars Upside Down? 
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What caused this girder in the Banker’s Trust/Deutsche Bank Building 
to “crinkle up”, when FEMA reported there was no fire in that 

building? 

 

Why was Hurricane Erin closest to NYC at about 8am on 9/11? 

 

Why wasn’t this hurricane reported as a potential risk to people living on the 
East Coast of the US, and in New York? 
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2. Emerging Thoughts 
This chapter contains some of my own thoughts and feelings which have 
come about as a result of writing the articles in this compilation and those in 
the previous volume 9/11 Finding the Truth. It also contains some thoughts and 
feelings expressed to me by various people that have reached, more or less, 
the same understanding of the 9/11 cover up as I have. 

In writing all of these articles, over a period of more than 10 years, a very 
strange picture emerges. The cover up of 9/11 is like some strange, 
frightening malevolent beast – with tendrils seemingly stretching across the 
world and into certain people's hearts and minds. Those who have been 
“stung” by these tendrils don't seem to have a conscience about what they say 
or do. Perhaps I am being over-dramatic and they are just victims of their own 
egos or they have had to make too many compromises in their personal lives 
and circumstances. From what I have written, you can make your own 
judgement. Whatever the cause, they have acted in a callous, dishonest and 
occasionally threatening manner. 

Rhetorical Questions 

As a way of “setting the scene” for the rest of this book, please consider this 
section carefully. For those that attend “alternative” conferences and events, 
or follow various “alternative” radio shows, podcasts, YouTube channels and 
the like, I have listed the following questions to ask yourselves. These 
questions have come about as a result of my past dealing with other 
researchers, hosts and conference organisers. 

• Should a platform be given to those who are found to be untruthful? 

• Should those found to be lying be challenged, or should we just assume 
they are mistaken and “clap” anyway? e.g. when a radio show guest is 
wrong in what they are saying or has an incomplete picture of the facts, 
should the host attempt to correct or enlighten the guest in a suitable 
manner? Or should the host just continue and pretend nothing is 
wrong? 

• Does the truth matter? 

• Is an opinion more important than truth and evidence? 

• If someone presents information later shown to be false, should that 
person correct the statements about the false information and 
apologise? 

• Are intelligence agencies concerned that access to “alternative” 
information sources might cause the revelation of closely-guarded 
secrets to a wider audience? 
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• Do you value knowing and speaking the truth above having a 
friendship? 

• In a community of “Truth Seekers” is it offensive to state you are a 
“Truth Knower” – at least in relation to certain topics and events? 

“The Truth Needs No Protection” 

I have been thinking about the phrase / saying “the truth needs no 
protection” and wondering if this phrase is itself true! One or two people have 
said to me things along the lines of, “so, Andrew, are you saying that it is only 
you and Dr Judy Wood that are telling the truth about what happened on 
9/11?” Of course, this is not really what I am saying, but it may come across 
that way, because of the number of people I have challenged to tell the truth. 
When they have failed this challenge, I have then written about them. 

I have begun to wonder what might have happened if Dr Judy Wood had not 
decided to speak out and make a website and then challenge NIST. Whilst the 
awareness of what Dr Wood has discovered and shown is still quite limited, it 
is not insignificant. Whether, at this time (November 2017), it could be 
described as a “growing awareness” is difficult to say. I also wonder what the 
awareness level would be if I had not compiled my first book 9/11 Finding the 
Truth. Thanks to the efforts of a number of dedicated activists, we now have a 
firm public record of disclosure. Dr Wood has given talks in several US 
towns, several UK cities and towns and she has given presentations in two 
European countries. In “cyberspace,” Dr Wood, myself and other figures such 
as Dr Morgan Reynolds, Jerry Leaphart, Richard D Hall and others have also 
carried out this disclosure – about what really happened on 9/11 and how it 
has been covered up. 

Of particular note are Richard D Hall’s single-handed and highly-skilled 
efforts to build a “vehicle” which has allowed him to convey important truths 
to people in the UK and around the world. It is largely due to his work that, in 
the UK and Europe, knowledge of Dr Judy Wood’s book Where Did the Towers 
Go? has grown considerably since the book was published late in 2010. 

Similarly, Dr Wood’s relentless efforts from the USA - giving many, many 
radio and “podcast” interviews, has also gradually raised awareness of the 
evidence which proves that the World Trade Centre was destroyed using an 
undisclosed technology - which someone knows about. Someone is working 
very hard to keep knowledge of all this covered up. The cover up works too, 
but I should not be too surprised really, when things like cures for cancer have 
been covered up for perhaps 80 years, or maybe even longer. 
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with preserving a sense of humour. The opponents can only give the 
appearance of doing these things - because they have engaged in one or more 
acts of deception, so they do not have this in-built “spiritual protection.” 

The Numbers Game 

Now, only “a minority of a minority” are aware of what Dr Wood and myself 
have “packaged up” and presented. There is an even smaller number of 
people that understand what the implications are. I have had the pleasure of 
communicating, now, with a fair number of those people - and I might even 
be able to remember each of their names if I really tried.  

However, Dr Wood and myself are no real threat to the “Powers That Be” 
(PTB) at the moment, because their system is still functioning pretty well - 
even though some of the “pixels” in their “super-high definition screen of 
reality” are blinking the wrong colour or have gone dead... Most people can't 
see these or don't worry that a new picture of reality might be emerging… 

Also, the muddle-up/cover up is already in place, so even exposure to a large 
audience would have a limited effect, unless it was repeated, daily for weeks 
on end - in the same way that the original false story of 9/11 was and is 
repeated almost daily. 

Education, Credentials, Arrogance, Experience 

It seems there is a fine line between education and indoctrination. Some 
people are proud of not being educated, because they think they have been 
less indoctrinated. Sometimes, however, they may not realise that they can be 
indoctrinated by ongoing propaganda in the mainstream media, or other 
sources of information they may be exposed to on a regular basis. 

Is having a formal education useful in finding out about the truth of what 
happened on 9/11? Or does it hamper an honest investigation of the facts? In 
my experience, the answer to this question is quite complicated. People that 
I've spoken to have often mentioned that they intuitively knew, on 9/11, that 
what they were shown on television was not right/true. However, they have 
then said that they needed the expertise of someone like Dr Judy Wood to 
show them what parts of the official story of 9/11 could not be true. And, of 
course I also needed to be shown this! So, even though I have had a university 
education, and I started investigating the official story of 9/11 in 2003, even 
after 12 months, I still didn't have everything “straightened out” in my mind. 
Once I did have things straightened out, I was able to use the tools given to 
me in my education to help me articulate and pass on my understanding to 
other people – as I'm attempting to do right now! 

However, for many who are more deeply embedded in the 
educational/academic establishment, it seems they are unable to confront or 
dispassionately analyse the 9/11 evidence for themselves – even close 
associates of Dr Judy Wood herself have not been able to cope with she has 
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God reached down and said ‘you're going to be lonely.’ I wish to call it an 
immaculate burden…! I think it's some kind of lesson. Maybe you're 
supposed to learn how to choose wisely the evidence you share and who 
you share it with…  

Maybe something was unlocked in our heads and then you want to bring 
your loved ones with you but you can’t. I honestly don’t know if this sucks or 
not! You feel sorrow as you watch others get their psychology operated on 
and all you can do is watch and understand. It takes everything you're made 
of to survive this kind of transition. Some of my friends didn’t make it, but 
they are still friends. Sometimes I wonder what they feel about me now. I 
don’t get too close anymore but I always have open arms. 

We hope that friends and family will listen to us because they respect us. 
Sadly, it does not seem to work that way. People are normally just happier to 
“go along with the programme.” 

On the theme of “waking up” and grasping what happened on 9/11, I had 
been communicating with Claudia Von Werlhof, whom I met in April 2013. I 
expressed the feeling that it was like I’d gone over a wall or through a barrier 
that others couldn’t cross. She said:  

Andrew, 

You are the first person I know who speaks about this barrier or wall. It is 
exactly my experience since I heard about the earthquake in Haiti, was put 
into contact with (Rosalie) Bertell and read her book “Planet Earth. The 
Latest Weapon of War.” I WAS THROWN over this wall and landed on its 
other side. Since then I have been living beyond the barrier and cannot 
make myself heard or understood by the ones on the “normal” side. The 
change happened like an earthquake within my body, I fell ill, and when I got 
up everything had changed. It was like a “call” from the spiritual world, the 
earth herself perhaps, and this is why I founded the Planetary Movement for 
Mother Earth. I thought it could be the means to move other people over the 
barrier as well. And it is my experience as well that I failed in trying to do so 
– until now. I tried to find an expression that would define the new way to 
look at the world as something like a “planetary consciousness.” I know that 
Rosalie Bertell had it, and this was like a bond between us. When I found out 
that people who had read her book nevertheless did not climb over the wall, 
she told me: “There are people who do not understand.” But she did not 
know why. 

Yes, it is like an aversion. I know one woman who made the “journey,” but 
was so shocked that she “returned” to the normal side, by denying the reality 
she became conscious of. I do not know if she succeeded because she 
would never speak with me again. 

An argument against the journey is: What would people do with this 
knowledge as they cannot do anything against the perpetrators. But: Who 
knows? Only when being clear about the reality can we start to think and act 
properly – without that we would always be behind, hopelessly lost in 
confusion. 

The radical poet Ingeborg Bachmann from Austria once has said: “It is a 
reasonable demand that people should know the truth!” 
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4. Do We Have the Energy to Change the 
World? 

This article was originally written for the Global BEM “Pulse” magazine, to accompany a 
2012 conference in Hilversum, Netherlands. The magazine and the conference were about 
“breakthrough” energy technologies and what was being developed and how they would affect 
the world. The focus of this article is the same as the focus of this whole book – the 
connection between classified free energy technologies and the events of 9/11. It was part of 
my ongoing attempts to illustrate the importance of this to people and get them to think 
about the cover up. 

Most people realise that our ability to access energy sources safely, responsibly 
and cheaply is fundamental to our (technological) progress as a society. 
Outside of events like this, a rather limited mindset is present. Even within 
groups like this, it is assumed that energy supplies are limited by certain 
factors – primarily the availability of fuel, or where energy is said to be 
“renewable”, then it is limited by environmental factors such as the amount of 
solar radiation, amount of wind, water flow etc.  

In my own lifetime, I have seen the various factors played off against each 
other – all set in what I call a “paradigm of scarcity.” A great many doom-
laden forecasts have suggested that our technological progress will be arrested 
quite abruptly. In the period of about 2003-2005, for example, it again became 
fashionable to talk about “peak oil.” Now, hardly anyone is talking about peak 
oil.  

The issues of energy and the environment are now fully woven together in the 
public mindset – because it has been “programmed” into people that the only 
way to get the majority of our energy is – essentially – by destroying the 
environment in some way. This then “causes” the existence of an 
environmental movement which at one time was just vocal in criticising the 
way energy is derived from fuel-based sources. Now, however, it sets 
government policy in many countries and forces certain controls to be placed 
on energy usage. However, behind this “green mask” lies a darker agenda – 
one of control of our freedom. Without a complete view of the “energy 
picture”, the “control agenda” appears sensible and benign, but when more 
obscure histories from the last 100 years or so are studied in depth, an 
insidious cover up can be observed. 

Many people have discussed aspects of this cover up, but only a very small 
number of people, including myself, have connected this cover up to what has 
become known as “The War on Terror.” Indeed, others have appropriately re-
used this cliché to describe that what we are involved in is a “A War on Terra” 
– i.e. that some group somewhere has co-opted us into helping us to destroy 
our own environment. In my presentation at BEM, I hope to illustrate clearly 
how this energy cover up is more far-reaching than most will discuss or 
acknowledge. In the 11 years (arguably longer) since Dr Judy Wood first 
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Let us also note this picture: 
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Jeremy Rys – Left, Richard Gage - Centre 

Summary and Conclusion 

Jeremy Rys has had a past conviction for which he has been on probation. He 
has had an association with convicted fraudster Richard Heene. 

From the evidence linked and discussed above, I conclude that Jeremy Alien 
Scientist Rys is involved in managing the disclosure of information relating to 
antigravity technology – and he is willing to lie whilst doing this. The 
disclosures of Eugene Podkletnov are “safer” – possibly because what he has 
said is harder to prove –we cannot personally verify his experiments and there 
do not seem to be any easily viewable / accessible reproductions of them. 
Jeremy Rys has now attacked Edgar Fouché and Dr Judy Wood – both of 
whom have brought forward credible information relating, in some way, to 
secret energy technology and secret antigravity technology. 

Again, it illustrates the fundamental importance of Dr Judy Wood’s research – 
apparently, this is an “unsafe” type of disclosure.  
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Although Judy Wood is nuttier than squirrel ***** and has eye pupils the size 
of Texas, she would get chased out of the ring in one round by the great 
pamphleteer, Judy Cunningham!! 

The Reason for Documenting This 

Here we see a whole conference organised in Toronto to promote 
disinformation about 9/11. Dr Wood’s research was, once again, completely 
censored. Not only that, but when I remarked on this on the associated 
website, it wasn’t very long before someone posted a personal insult whilst 
disregarding the information posted. This, again, is just another example of 
what I demonstrated in 9/11 Finding the Truth and it is something that is 
probably still happening today. 
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the genuine anomalies which do indeed lay in the video record of 9/11 – and 
do, indeed, allow us to find out what really happened.  

Perhaps Simon Hytten is himself an actor – hey, he (like most or all of the 
posters on his “Clues forum) decided to use a “stage name”, didn’t he? I leave 
the reader to decide. 
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Encouraging Uncertainty 

With so much uncertainty in the “conspiracy” or “alternative knowledge” 
culture, is it any wonder that some people scoff arrogantly? When one reviews 
all of the information available, how much of it is “open to debate”? Stop and 
consider how the language used within the culture is peppered with phrases 
relating to uncertainty. For example, common terms are “conspiracy theory”, 
“hypothesis”, “truth seeking” (implying that the truth has not been found), 
“the truth is out there” (not “in here”). Radio talk shows often have titles such 
as “out there”, “the unknown” or “planet X.” When one becomes involved 
more deeply in the alternative culture, it often seems like all certainties “melt 
away” and the whole of reality becomes more fluid. Do we then become 
“conditioned” that certainty is no longer available? What truth can we “truly 
establish”? 

We can establish truth and certainty when we have available evidence – and 
the more evidence we have available, the more certain we can be about our 
conclusions. Unfortunately, in “conspiracy culture”, it sometimes seems 
“unfashionable” to establish anything with certainty – it almost seems like 
establishing truth and certainty is discouraged – due to the level of conjecture 
and the amount of information which is interpreted in so many different ways. 
People seem to look to “leaders” and there even seems to be a kind of “hero 
worship” – which can, at times, mean that people don’t think for themselves 
enough. 

Discouraging Certainty 

I would like the reader to consider that a culture of discouraging certainty is 
actively used and promoted by those wishing to keep important secrets, which 
allow them to “stay in the driving seat” of affairs on planet earth at this time. 
An area where certainty can be established, if the reader chooses to review the 
available evidence, is in relation to what happened at the WTC on 9/11. For 
many, they simply cannot accept this could be the case – on the one hand, 
they assume that they already know the truth, as told by the mainstream media 
and “international experts” and so on. Then, on the other hand in “conspiracy 
culture”, they sometimes assume the truth cannot be known – because there 
are “too many conflicting theories.” Few consider, as I have suggested above, 
that “conspiracy culture” itself can be used as a cover up for truths that can be 
- and are already - known. 

9/11 Certainties 

Dr Judy Wood, through her meticulous research, has established some 
profound and detailed truths (not theories) about what happened to the WTC. 
So profound and world-changing are these truths, that many methods and 
techniques have been employed to keep people from seeing, realising and 
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Slide 66 from Clare Kuehn’s Vancouver Presentation – refers to Mini-nukes 

Nukes are again discussed by Kuehn on Slide 79 – a scan from a nuclear 
physics text book: 

 

Slide 79 from Kuehn’s presentation 

Here is a copy of the final slide: 
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“1 + 1 May Not Be Equal to 2” 

In considering this most basic of problems, it has always been assumed that 
the “1 add 1 is 2.” However, can we be sure this is always correct? Some have 
said that 1 + 1 = 3 and others have said 1 + 1 = 10. We need to study it 
further. Are there other ways of looking at this problem which may reveal 
important truths that have not been analysed closely enough before now? It is 
such an important issue, we need to be sure that we are correct – otherwise all 
other things which follow from this cannot be assumed to be true. 

Let us start by considering the notion of interpretation of notation. For 
example, in the English language, the letter “I” has a similar notation to the 
digit “1” – therefore, it is possible that “1 + 1” may not be what it seems (it 
could be “I + 1” or “1 + I” or even “I + I”). Additionally, there are 
circumstances under which 1 + 1 may be equal to 10. One such “special case” 
is in the form of binary arithmetic – here, using base 2, the use of the digit 2 
never occurs – it is represented as 10 (one “two” plus zero units). 

Hence, we have to consider such issues as notation, representation and 
number base - it becomes clear that we cannot always be certain the 1 + 1 
equals 2 and so care must be taken not to come to the wrong conclusion and 
we must establish the bounds of our hypothesis before coming to a 
conclusion. 

“1 + 1 Equals 2” 

Perhaps the above example is too simplistic – ridiculous almost, but hopefully, 
I have made a good enough job of the “argument” (waffle) to illustrate how 
doubt can be introduced in an area where it is wrong to introduce it. One 
thing I will point out is that, in the above “discussion”, I said nothing which was 
untrue.  

The evidence presented in Dr Wood’s book and presentations about the 
destruction of the WTC can only be explained by the use of an unconventional 
directed energy weapon and it rules out all other “conventional” explanations 
– including all those being presented at the Vancouver event. It removes all 
doubt and makes debate pointless and worthless. 

Importantly, what the study also shows is that the effects seen in the WTC 
evidence “left over” match closely with those produced in John Hutchison's 
experiments. This knowledge is very dangerous for the PTB precisely because 
it is established as being true and is not conjecture at all. It also directly 
implicates certain individuals and companies as having specific knowledge 
about 9/11 and how it was done.  

Now, after a number of years, no one has been able to refute the evidence. 
Rather, individuals such as Mr Fetzer have singled themselves out more and 
more clearly as people who want to divert attention from what the evidence 
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shows – and proves. They have become, and continue to be, accomplices to a 
criminal cover up. 

An Energy Weapon WAS Used To Destroy the WTC – 
This is not a Theory 

This is the truth – in the same way 1 + 1 = 2. Suggesting 1 + 1 does not equal 
2 is dishonest. When the evidence has been openly and honestly and fully 
studied, suggesting the WTC was destroyed by something other than an 
energy weapon is dishonest. The destruction of the WTC and all the terrible, 
horrible things associated with that were a crime. Covering up a crime is itself 
a crime. 

Characterising these discoveries – these truths as “a theory” is precisely how 
Fetzer and those doing similar things get away with continuing the cover up. 
He characterises it as a theory “which he supports.” This is how he retains 
credibility and diverts attention away from the fact that he himself is an 
accomplice to the cover up. He can say things like “Oh yes, most probably an 
energy weapon - but I don't know the exact type.” All the evidence is available 
now for anyone with the means and the motive to follow it where it leads - 
right into the heart of the Military Industrial Complex – through companies 
like SAIC and ARA. (Isn’t it strange how we never hear these truths being 
spoken of by ex-US Marine Mr Fetzer and other military figures like Col. John 
Alexander – who is also familiar with the work of John Hutchison.) 

The Towers Are Gone – Do You Care? 

For those that are thinking about this, here is a Pop Quiz, suggested by Dr 
Judy Wood. 

1. Were the towers once there? (yes or no) 
2. Are the towers still there? (yes or no) 
3. Did most (over 50%) of the towers turn to dust? (yes or no) 
4. a) If your answer to question #3 was “no,” 

• Please review the empirical evidence more carefully or find 
someone who can. 

b) If your answer to question #3 was “yes,” 

• Does there exist a mechanism or technology capable of doing 
this? (yes or no) 

If your answer to question #4b was “yes,” we are in agreement. 

If your answer to question #4b was “no,” please explain your 
contradiction, claiming something occurred that could not have 
occurred. 
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So, if you’re thinking of attending a conference where the truth of what 
happened on 9/11 is being “debated” or investigated, save yourself travel time 
and expenses and read Dr Wood's book. Request your local library find a copy 
for you through Inter Library Loan, borrow a copy from a friend, or buy your 
own copy. Watch the videos on my website or YouTube, or request DVDs 
and if demand is not too high, I will send them to you free of charge. 
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off about the same time – which is an impossibility for 4 
separate airliners being hijacked – ye know there would be a little 
bit of a time lag – or advance in all of that.  

4:27 These, to me are the tell-tale signs that computer capture was 
used to take over those planes and guide them to wherever they 
wanted [them] to go. And yet when I try to tell people that in 
2001 – it’s like “What are you talking about!?” – ye know. And 
yet, when we invaded Iraq … we invaded Afghanistan – what 
went in first? Those global hawk, remote-controlled planes and 
now you see them in advertisements for the air force and in 
advertisements for the marines and they’ll say “Oh yeah sure – 
we’ve got that technology!” But we didn’t know that in 2001. 

5:01 

Dave 
Hodges 

OK – Sheldon – a follow up? (Quick one…) 

Sheldon Well, this could really turn into a long discussion because I .. the 
thermite thing – the military uses thermite to burn paper – well 
look at all the paper laying around after the towers went away… 

5:15 

Jim 
Marrs 

Exactly – very good point 

5: 17 

Sheldon 

and the guy who spearheaded this whole campaign about 
thermite – Professor Steven Jones – was instrumental, back in 
the late 80s [in] covering up this cold fusion technology that 
these 2 renowned world chemists Pons and Fleischman were 
trying to put out to the public. We can’t trust Steven Jones and 
the other thing I wanted to say was hey Dave have you ever 
heard of John Lear? 

5:41 
Dave 
Hodges 

Yes I have. 

Jim 
Marrs 

I know John Lear 

Sheldon: Yeah well, he doesn’t talk about it on the Coast to Coast show 
but if you listen to John Lear on other shows, you know he’s got 
a lot of flight experience and he says there were no planes on 
9/11 it was all TV fakery and/or scalar holographic imagery. 

6:00 

 Jim 
Marrs 

Well, again, I’m certainly not ruling out anything just off-
handedly but there’s going to have to be more work – ye know, 
you have to be very careful of all these sources, just like you 
pointed out the problem with Griffin [I think he meant Jones] 
and the Cold Fusion. The thing that I can’t help but look at is 
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understand.” This statement would take less than 1 minute to read out. 
Instead, these researchers say no such thing. If they say anything at all, it is 
wildly inaccurate or woefully incomplete. Before you reach the end of this 
book, you will read about many more examples of this sort of activity – which 
is central to how the cover up of 9/11 evidence works. 
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imagine maths lessons which debated the answer to a calculation, or what the 
third angle in a triangle was when the other two are known.  

So what are the options when we know liars are receiving airtime? To “keep 
quiet”? Heck, all I did was post an article on my website. And, according to 
Henrik’s philosophy about things, “it’s just my opinion.” Right? So why is 
Henrik so bothered about what I have written here? He should let people 
make their own minds up about it, according to his way of doing things? 
Instead, he spends good portions of an hour attacking and insulting my 
character, whilst omitting important elements of my original posting. Also, 
Henrik says that I do not know him as a person – and neither does he know 
me, yet he makes generalisations about my thinking and my knowledge. 

Henrik discusses “the other side talking to us.” The truth doesn’t have “sides” 
and in any case, I have repeatedly communicated with members of the cover 
up crew in the past, and confirmed that their statements are, either 
intentionally or unintentionally helping to keep the truth covered up. Some of 
these conversations are documented in my previous book (and yet more are 
documented here).  

Sadly, Henrik does not reference this in his posting or his spiel. He does not 
say “I did not realise Andrew had contacted Niels Harrit in 2008.” Henrik 
makes a number of more emotive remarks, trying to suggest I have said things 
I have not said. For example, he says  

When I read Andrew’s material it’s like other people should not be allowed to 
express opinions.”  

This is not true! What I asked for in my article was for people to understand 
the difference between opinion and evidence! Also, when I was referring to 
George Monbiot, I was specifically referring to what we now know about 
9/11 (and climate change). We know that Monbiot is wrong about 9/11! 
(That is to say, it isn't just that Monbiot has “another view.”) 

In his tirade, Henrik swears a few times and then, around the 30 minute mark, 
says I (Andrew Johnson) “toot this religiously?” Does Henrik think I should 
not tell people what I know is true? I should not tell them that the WTC 
turned mostly to dust? Instead, I should say “well, it might’ve been thermite, 
but if I don’t include the thermite in my discussion, I would be being 
religious.” What nonsense. 

Henrik later called me “childish” and then compares me to the Official Group 
that investigated 9/11. Wow – I must be powerful! He then later calls me a 
“truth fascist.” Maybe that’s accurate. I suppose I’d rather be called a “truth 
fascist” than a “lying fascist”! Perhaps I should even take this as a 
compliment… as it means I am uncompromising when it comes to the 
truth…? (And, might I suppose that Henrik Palmgren is not that concerned 
about what the truth is.) 
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Perhaps you will consider it arrogant of me to state that today is Monday and 
tomorrow is Tuesday. 

  

Best Wishes 

Andrew Johnson 

I received no response to this message.  

Please remember that the important thing here is not Andrew Johnson or Red 
Ice Radio – it is the evidence of what happened on 9/11 – and what it means 
to our future. 
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The question then is, according to Joyce Riley, “how far do we need to go”? 
How should we characterise the guest (Dr Judy Wood)? “Strange”, “weird”, 
or just plain “wacky”? 

We then hear some background noises and Steve is “gone.” Dr Judy Wood’s 
voice is then heard saying  

“as for Hurricane Erin, they did not retire that name.”  

As it turned out, Dr Wood’s audio had been muted while the caller was “ranting” 
and she was pointing out (but it did not go on air), that the facts can easily be 
checked at the Hurricane Data Centre. Dr Wood did give some facts about 
the Hurricane but seemed to have been surprised and put off balance by the 
caller’s rant and Joyce Riley’s lack of response to it. 

Once again, we can think of what the caller said – he asked if he “was loud 
and clear.” Note, he did not say “can you hear me”? Which is what most 
people would have said. 

But Joyce Riley carries on reading e-mails and does not bother to correct the 
caller’s false statement and then there is a break. After the break, Joyce Riley, 
says that “a lot of people have asked to have Dr Judy Wood on”, but she then 
feels it is necessary to defend herself for having Dr Wood on. Joyce Riley asks 
that she not be “berated” if listeners do not agree with Dr Wood. She then 
says Steve is a “wonderful person and she loves him very much”, but says 
“let’s just try to get down to what the fact is.” 

The problem with this statement and its sentiment is that Joyce Riley, prior to 
the interview, had a 90-minute telephone conversation with Dr Wood and the 
Hurricane was discussed. Why would she not say “no, sorry Steve, you’re wrong 
– I checked the hurricane and it really was there.” 

After a discussion of the conclusion about the buildings being destroyed with 
the use of an energy weapon, Joyce Riley then goes to a call from “George in 
Canada” – (it is actually George Freund). 

At about 47:10, he then discusses “burning metals” - metals that can burn 
underwater (which is true) and he gives the example of divers welding under 
water and phosphorus bombs. 

Dr Wood points out she talked about “molten metals” not burning metals and 
she said that you don’t store molten metal at the bottom of a swimming pool. 
After the break Joyce Riley then says, “she doesn’t know the answers” and 
goes back to George Freund who again talks about metals burning under 
water and how they have to be extinguished differently to “ordinary” fires. 
(He seems to know quite a bit about it). George Freund then goes on to talk 
about nanothermite and an MIT publication called Technology Review. He 
also mentions mini-nuke technology and goes on about various other 
“nanothermite-related” items. (I have already talked about this extensively in 
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Now I think there have been some statements made today that are probably 
inaccurate on both sides, but I think the idea though is that we are looking 
for the truth… if we are all looking for the truth, there shouldn’t be this 
infighting… 

Following this, I also spoke for a time on the programme and after the 
programme, Joyce Riley did, indeed, ring me and compliment me on my 
presentation. (Only Jim Fetzer has done this same thing with me before now). 

Joyce Riley seems quite open to what I said and even went on to ask Dr Wood 
to list the contractors that were named in her Qui Tam Case. However, this is 
not discussed for all that long. 

Following a short summing up I offered, another couple of e-mails are read 
out, one of which says:  

Judy is not the easiest person to follow, but when she said “Tesla” she got 
my attention. It may have been a sound weapon, as Tesla proved, as well as 
Thermite! 

Joyce Riley responds: 

Bingo! What a good statement! 

A complimentary e-mail is read out asking for Dr Wood to be back on. She 
then closes with: 

Listeners, it’s all about being open-minded. We don’t know the answers – we 
don’t have the truth. 

Summary of  Dr Wood’s Interview 

On 22nd March, the interview with Dr Wood is broken up, disjointed and the 
issue of doubt about the Hurricane is injected following a caller’s (Steve’s) 
false accusation. 

A follow up call by George Freund then brings up thermite (but does not 
explain how it is supposed to have turned the towers to dust – a fact which is 
never challenged). Nor does the caller point out this evidence was not 
included in a legal challenge. 

Whilst Joyce Riley appears to be supportive and complimentary at some 
points, she also injects doubt regularly, for example at one point she states: 
“we can’t verify some of your so-called evidence here” – despite this same 
evidence having been discussed before the interview! 

Joyce Riley, twice, gets enthusiastic when listeners suggest that a mixture of 
thermite and something else was used. 

Joyce Riley states at the end  

“we don’t know the answers – we don’t have the truth…”  

and she makes similar comments elsewhere in the broadcast. 
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Well, in Hangar 17 there’s so many different strange metal samples that 
seem to resemble my samples as well as the buildings themselves, the 
central core [?] sort of just vaporises – when it falls down. 

He then mentions a couple of times that he thinks Dr Wood is the expert and 
he expresses respect for her qualifications in engineering and her analysis of 
9/11. At 30:59, John also brings up the thermite theory, saying: 

I call them the “Welding Materials People.” I mean there’s no way that 
people put hundreds of tons of thermite in all those buildings. 

John then discusses thermite is a welding material and that it was used for this 
purpose in World War One and World War Two. 

Joyce Riley says: 

Could the thermite have been a combination – a Rabbit Hole”? 

Is Joyce Riley keen to suggest that thermite was used in some way? Why 
doesn’t she ask John to go into more detail about the connection between the 
9/11 evidence and the Hutchison Effect?  

Conclusions 

Again, on the surface, it looks as if Joyce Riley is helping to raise awareness of 
Dr Judy Wood’s research – particularly as she also had John Hutchison on her 
programme – but she did not allow a sufficient discussion of the evidence. 
This is really quite straightforward, if a host takes time to listen or research for 
themselves – and, importantly, the host does not have an agenda to distract, 
muddle up, confuse or lead the discussion into a “dead end.” Riley repeatedly 
mentioned thermite and I sensed there was a need for this bogus theory to be 
kept “in the frame” for the listening audience – rather than it being exposed as 
a fraudulent, misleading deception. Even if Joyce Riley felt she could not be 
confident about what the truth was, she could have exposed what it wasn’t. 
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• Sterling Allan claims “it would take 9 seconds for the things on the top 
to hit the bottom.” Is Sterling Allan claiming the buildings would have 
collapsed in 9 seconds? Apparently, he has not developed any collapse 
models and done energy calculations for them. (It would take 9.22 
seconds to drop a bowling ball from the roof to the ground in a 
vacuum.) 

• 10:20: Sterling Allan claims “right next door, 200 feet from this, 12 
firemen in a part of a stairwell that wasn’t collapsed by the dust.” 
Contrary to what Sterling Allan says, there were 14 people in Stairway B 
who survived [and two more who survived higher up in Stairway B, 
even though the Stairway didn’t survive]. 

• 10:35: Sterling Allan implies a directed energy weapon would have to 
cut everything like a saw at one level and is surprised that this is not 
what happened, as if he is setting up to claim that therefore a directed 
energy weapon could not have been used. 

• 10:45: Sterling Allan claims “This was new technology they deployed on 
that day.” How does he know the age of the technology? Does he know 
who “they” are and has been given a tour through the facility where it 
was kept?  

• 10:50: Sterling Allan claims that WTC7 was destroyed by classic 
controlled demolition. He obviously hasn’t done his homework.  

• 11:40: Sterling Allan discusses the height of the rubble pile of WTC7. 
Using the image Sterling Allan presents (albeit distorted), one can see 
that the “rubble pile” of WTC7 is not 6 or 7 stories tall. WTC6 was an 
8-story building and the “rubble pile” of WTC7 is much lower down 
than that. And how does he know where “the energy weapon went in”? 

It is interesting to note that Sterling Allan does not say anything similar to 
“well, Dr Wood will be presenting her research at this conference, so if you 
attend her presentation, you will get the full picture.” Sterling Allan should 
have been well-aware that Dr Wood was scheduled to speak on the subject of 
9/11 at the conference later that day. 

Sterling Allan has made a gross misrepresentation of the evidence. Perhaps he 
will ask to be excused for his errors by claiming he is not a scientist? Yet he 
claims Dr Wood has “some holes in her logic and contradictions,” yet has 
failed to identify any errors or even take responsibility for making unfounded 
accusations such as this. One must wonder why Sterling Allan, without a 
background in physics or structural engineering feels comfortable making 
claims that contradict physical evidence that has already been presented. 

I’d like to suggest that the easiest way to convince the general and less-
informed public that free-energy technology does not exist is to promote false 
information about what does exist so that it can simply be refuted by people 
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Caroline Louise responded a few days later, describing my email as “helpful” 
and she answered my questions as follows (please note her stated objective): 

1. My objective is to try and tell the story of what actually happened to 
9/11 Truth in the summer-winter of 2006-7. It was momentous for the 
movement and, concomitantly, for humanity, and yet it's never really been 
examined, in fact a lot of people in the movement are not really aware of 
what happened at all. But when you begin to piece everything together - as 
I've been doing lately - a quite amazing story unfolds. It's a human story as 
well as a massive debate on what science is, how investigation should be 
done, what telling the truth really means. 

2. As regards where it will appear. I've talked to James Tracy of Memory 
Hole blog and he's expressed interest in hosting an article there. 

3. I don't think you can separate the struggle to establish the truth of 
9/11 from what happened in 2006. Everyone concerned in that event 
alleged that they were fighting for this truth, but in the end the “truth” was the 
first casualty. Examining how and why that happened is important.  

I certainly did not agree with Caroline Louise’s statement in (3) – it is quite 
easy to separate what happened on 9/11 from the statements made by various 
people in 2006 about it. Simply ask yourself the question “did the towers turn 
mostly to dust?” This is a starting point – the truth of which can be 
established by observation which has nothing to do with what anyone may 
have said since it actually happened. That’s what the truth is – and “other talk” 
has often proved to be a distraction from that truth. Caroline Louise’s 
statement about “truth being a casualty” in 2006 happened because Steven E 
Jones and Jim Fetzer did not want to talk about it, not because Dr Judy Wood 
presented the evidence she had been collecting! 

I decided to respond thus, as I felt she had ignored the evidence I sent: 

Dear Caroline, 

Thanks for your response. However, you didn't refer to the evidence I 
posted. If people are interested in the truth, they have to study the evidence 
- and talk about their conclusions. Although you gave me some general 
answers and comments, you didn't comment specifically on the other 
evidence I presented you with. This is one way in which the truth gets 
covered up - by not talking about it.  

You wrote: 

>Examining how and why that happened is important. 

This is exactly what myself and Dr Judy Wood have [done] in our respective 
research. It resulted in Court Action in 2007. How important do you think that 
is?  

You said: 

> But when you begin to piece everything together - as I've been doing lately 
- a quite amazing story unfolds. 
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Yes, and I started to do this in 2006 as well - and I have been writing about it 
ever since. It is very clear from the evidence that Steven E Jones and Jim 
Fetzer are part of the cover up of what happened on 9/11. What else would 
you expect me to say? “Oh it's all just an intellectual disagreement?” 

I am not sure you have fully grasped what Jones and Fetzer are part of - and 
why they would say the things they have said or implied, at different times, 
about the sorts of things we have shown to the public. 

So, everything else is already on my website - but if you have *specific* 
questions, or you find any errors or omissions in what I have posted, please 
do write and tell me.  

Best Wishes 

Andrew Johnson 

Caroline Louise then responded: 

I do appreciate your POV, and I'm entirely open to your being correct. It's not 
that I don't believe this or that person is a disinfo agent, it's that I am trying to 
map out how the accusations came to be made and how communication 
broke down as completely as it did. If you like it's more of a meta approach. 
Looking at the drama engendered by the conflicting beliefs rather than the 
beliefs themselves. The thing is, at the moment *your* POV appears on 
your website, Fetzer's appears on his, Jones' appears wherever his 
considerable fan base gather, and that is fine. I'm not proposing to take one 
side or to even examine in detail the claims themselves. What I want to do is 
examine the history of how they came to be made. Thanks for being open to 
answer any questions I might have. I do appreciate that.  

Do you have an email address for Judy Wood?  

The thing I must emphasise strongly is that I was not expressing a “point of 
view” – I was showing evidence (as I am here – just as I have been doing, in 
similar ways, for over 7 years). “Evidence” is not a “point of view.” Another 
oddity was that she had asked for Dr Wood’s email address (dropping the 
title). I therefore responded thus: 

Dear Caroline, 

That Fetzer and Jones have lied in relation to 9/11 research is not a “POV”, 
it is a fact - which can be established from studying the evidence. It is fact in 
the same way that the towers turned mostly to dust (which they have tried to 
cover up or cover up the method by which this was achieved). 

I am concerned that you do not have Dr Judy Wood's email address, as this 
would indicate you have not visited her website: http://www.drjudywood.com/ 
- the email address is given in the top right-hand corner. Does this mean you 
have not studied the available evidence of what happened [to] the WTC on 
9/11? To emphasize, this is not a “Point of View.” It isn't a theory, nor is it a 
hypothesis. 

Regards  
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Pay particular attention to the search terms suggested - which include only one 
person’s name in the whole of history. 

 

I wonder who wrote these procedures... Let us know inspect AE911’s 2012 
return of income tax: 
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Let’s see those figures more closely… 
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 “…now when Judy Wood is not going to acknowledge any of that evidence 
and just hand wave it away, then she’s not practicing science, she’s 
practicing witchcraft. Go ahead…” 

Here is part of the contents page of the WDTTG book: 

 

Above is an image of the cheque which Richard Gage used to purchase a copy 
of WDTTG from Matt Naus, a long-time 9/11 truth campaigner who, in 
2011, realised that Gage was part of the 9/11 cover up. “Ah but,” you might 
say, “this cheque was written on 4 September 2011 and the Winterrowd 
interview was in May…” read on… 


