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Discussion from the notes of EH, prior to the beginning of the tape:
1.1 Private Prosecutors (appointed and paid by private citizens) are now prohibited. They may have still been legal in 1979, but were discouraged because they were being misused to serve interests of whoever appointed them rather than the interests of justice. 
1.2 A Special Prosecutor is requested by the DA and appointed by the AG

1.3 JC: The CWP wanted to appoint their own Private Prosecutor (William Kunstler) based on their view of MS as anti-communist
1.4 MS denied this request because he thought RG and JC were more than capable of handling the case. MS provided an explanation of extensive qualifications and experience of RG and JC and why they were chosen for the case. 

1.5 MS does not believe that his denial of motion to appoint a Private Prosecutor worsened the relationship between his office and the CWP, which was adversarial from the very beginning.
1.6 MS: The often cited quote from MS in which he says “I served in Vietnam and you know who the enemy was then” was only a partial quote. MS was asked by the reporter if he had any personal feelings about either the defendants or the victims, and he replied that he had no good feelings about any of them. He said his father fought in WWII and so he did not look kindly on the Nazis; he was a Catholic and so did not have good feelings about the Klan and fought in Vietnam and we knew who the enemy was then. But the reporter did not print the first part. This quote is used by the CWP as an excuse for not participating in the trial, but there was no marked decline in their relationship as a result of this particular comment.
1.7 CWP was convinced that DA’s office intended to lose the case because it played into their idea of conspiracy. 

1.8  The prosecution had no direct contact with the CWP, only met with their lawyers, who were not NC certified. The lawyers wanted immunity for everybody. MS was ready to grant it for some of them. 

**TAPE BEGINS**
2.2 Restatement of explanation of misquote of MS (see above)
2.3 Restatement of qualifications of JC and RG
2.4 JC: CWP lawyers (Korotkin, Tockman and “an Asian guy”) didn’t know NC criminal law. The prosecution team only met with the lawyers, CWP not even present. On one occasion they met with Paul Bermanzohn and “only got a harangue”.  Their (CWP) main demand was immunity for everyone. 
MS: But our position was that it was too early to make that decision, because we did not know what the CWP had done. We did know about China Grove and that Dori Blitz had a gun, so they were unwilling to grant immunity without more facts. 
JC: The CWP could have shot one of their own people for all we knew at that time.
2.5 Restatement of Special Prosecutor v Private Prosecutor distinction

2.6 MS: The prosecution did not take this case lightly. The team gave up all other cases and worked 7 days / week, 8 – 16 hrs a day for a whole year on trial. There were extra resources from the AOC and governor’s office. The number of pieces of evidence submitted to FBI was second to Wounded Knee and more than JFK investigation. 
2.7 The DA’s office obtained a letter dated August 6, 1980 from the AG’s office granting immunity to Tom Clark, Frankie Powell, Paul Bermanzohn, Conrad Powell, Rand Manzella, Floris Cauce, and Jim Wrenn if they were to testify truthfully in the Klan Nazi murder trial. Therefore, in the event they were called to testify they cannot use the 5th as a basis for refusal to testify because they are not held criminally liable for any actions on Nov 3. MS could not recall when or if this offer was communicated to the CWP.
2.8 Not only did the CWP not testify, they did everything they could to disrupt the trial. For example: 

2.8.1 On June 16, 1980, the first day of jury selection a crowd of 70 -1 00 CWP and supporters charged down the hall to where the courtroom was and got into a riot with the court security and police. Afterwards they ran down the stair wells and pulled fire alarms as they went, which disrupted not only their trial but all others in session at the time. There was a lot of bad press as a result and the jury was in the courtroom at the time and could hear the riot in the hall, which did not leave a good impression.

2.8.2 The cause of the confrontation outside the courtroom was not clear to the prosecution. JC said he believes the CWP said they were barred from entering the courtroom because the jury selection was already underway. Judge Long had a general policy of locking the courtroom when in session to reduce traffic in and out. The rules of who could come in might have been more stringent because of all the press, but widows and families would certainly have been admitted. If the CWP had shown up early they all could have been seated. Or if the widows had identified themselves they would have been admitted. 
2.8.3 On first day of trial, after jury and judge had been seated, Marty Nathan stood up, identified herself as a widow, and began shouting about the trial being a sham and a set up by the bourgeoisie. Judge ordered the jury out, and attempted to reason with Ms. Nathan who refused to be silenced. Judge order the bailiff to gag her and remove her from the courtroom.

2.8.4 Also on the first day of the trial, after a 10 min recess following the disturbance with Ms. Nathan, the court resumed. Immediately, a foul smell began to permeate the courtroom from a vial of skunk oil poured on the floor. Floris Cauce stood, identified herself as a widow, and began a similar tirade. The jury was again ordered out and a recess order to clean the courtroom.
2.9 By not only refusing to testify and humanize themselves and their loved ones, but by also causing these disruptions, the CWP made themselves into cardboard cutouts of Communists. They gave the impression of being willing to sacrifice justice for their dead loved ones for “The Cause”. [RG: Besides the disturbances at the trial, the CWP also got negative press by disturbing City Council meetings and the Democratic Convention, harassing the Governor and NC Attorney General. These activities were reported to the jurors and potential jurors in the press. Copies of many of these articles were loaned to the Commission.]
2.10 RG: The CWP approach to everything was straight out of Marx 101. Everything was from textbooks of “The Workers’ Struggle”. The history of the CWP is to vilify the other side, whoever doesn’t agree. They take over good causes for their own purposes and in the process harm the struggle. Like the Brown Lung movement, other unions. They took over the China Grove demonstration that was meant to be non-violent. [RG: They used the killings to disseminate communist propaganda. On the film shown at trial, they shouting communist rhetoric rather than showing grief. During trial they further used the proceedings as platform for political rhetoric.] 

JC: What happened on Nov 3 was the clash of two hate groups that will stop at nothing to promote their cause.

2.11 JC: The CWP didn’t want to admit that they brought guns to the Nov 3 march. There was a blue hatchback (maybe Dale Sampson’s?) with 5-6 rifles in the back, clearly visible through the window. They were not illegal because they were long guns and not concealed. They were not seized because there was no evidence that they had been used in a crime. [JC: If ] the GPD was so anti-communist, they could have jerked them around some, but they didn’t seize the guns and they let them drive away with them. And later they [the CWP] tried to claim they didn’t have any guns. [RG: This was a facetious statement by Jim and should be noted as such.]
2.12 CWP guns that were fired: 
· Tom Clark’s shotgun (in the truck), which was retrieved by Bill Sampson. Roy Toney and Sampson struggled over the gun and Sampson tore his hand on the gun, 
· Jim Waller had a handgun, which he gave to Rand Manzella [JC:  Evidence shows that Jim Waller had a handgun, which Rand Manzella retrieved from him after Jim was shot].
· Dori Blitz had a handgun that Jim Waller had given her and taught her how to use that morning. The yellow raincoat was from Waller or Sampson so she could have a place to conceal the gun. 
· Allen Blitz had a handgun that he fired from across the street next to Winston Cavin. [JC: It is my recollection that he aimed to fire but never did fire because Cavin begged him not to.]
2.13 Klan and Nazi guns (were they all fired?):
· Jerry Paul Smith had 1 or 2 handguns (fired)
· Mathews had a shotgun (fired)
· Fowler had a semiautomatic AR 15 (fired)
· Wood had a shotgun (fired)
· Toney struggling for Tom Clark’s shotgun and may have discharged it 
· Pridmore had a long gun (not clear if it was fired)
· Sherer had a powder pistol (fired)
· More guns in the van 
· May have been guns in the Fairlane that were not recovered

· Morgan, McClain, and Nappier armed only with sticks
JC: I ‘m not trying to equate them—the Klan obviously had an arsenal. 
RG: There’s not one of the three of us who doesn’t believe those guys were guilty. That’s what makes us so frustrated and emotional. We gave a year of our lives. He (JC) and I both were sick afterwards. And we had a 7-5 vote to convict on the first vote. If we could have humanized these people in any way, we could have won it. [RG: Even then, it would have been no guarantee.] It’s like we had five bodies entrusted to us, and we couldn’t get a conviction.
2.14 Prior to Nov 3, there was a meeting in Winston Salem of Nazis (including Butkovitch) and some Klansmen from Griffin’s group: Jerry Paul Smith and Johnny Pridmore.  We also knew about other meetings in Hickory, Gastonia, Lincolnton.  They all met beforehand at Brent Fletcher’s house. So we inferred a conspiracy.  In the early morning hours of Nov 4, we issued warrants (for all 14 who had been arrested) for 4 counts of first degree murder [Nathan was still alive at that point], one count felony riot and one count conspiracy [EH conspiracy = agreement by two or more to commit a crime]. Still looking for Fowler, who had fled the state to Chicago.
2.15 RG: Subsequent investigation concluded that there was not sufficient evidence of an agreement. There was talk about throwing eggs and heckling, which is a misdemeanor. So we dropped the conspiracy charge, which would have only added 3 – 5 years to the sentence anyway since each defendant was charged with offenses that carried up to five death sentences or five life sentences. Dropping the conspiracy charges didn’t change the evidence that was admissible. [RG:  IT must be emphasized that the CWP had the opportunity to prove conspiracy in the trial and discovery of the civil suit, and they failed to do so even when they had control.]
2.16 We found out Butkovich was an informant during the trial (JC: after jury selection had started but before the presentation of arguments began), but learned of Dawson soon after the investigation began. Found out from GPD. We interviewed him but found no evidence of conspiracy. 
**BREAK**
3.0 6-8 demonstrators charged with felony riot (= 2 or more people engaged in dangerous conduct that results in injury). Nelson Johnson, Percy Sims, Lacy Russell, can’t remember the other names. Charges brought for having sticks, beating on cars, shouting at the caravan. Rand Manzella charged with being armed to the terror of the public because he had a handgun.
3.1 JC:  In relation to notion of GPD conspiracy: Among the people most the most responsibility that day, Capt. Hampton and Lt. Daughtry, both African Americans. Daughtry went on to have a prestigious career in law enforcement and became the Chief of Police in GSO, serving for 13 years. He was also elected President for the International Association for Chief of Police, and  now is Executive Director  for a national organization that accredits law enforcement agencies in Arlington.  Hampton has had a checkered career and is a disgrace to the badge. But that anyone in their right mind would think that the two of these college educated African American officers with law enforcement careers would be in cahoots with the Klan, to look the other way while the Klan came in and had their way with these people, is bullshit. 


MS: There’s been a lot of talk about the fact the police went to an early lunch, and the person who ordered that was Sylvester Daughtry (head of tact squad).   
3.2 JC: There may have been tactical decisions made that were not good decisions. They should have thought about whether they needed to take more seriously the potential for violence. But the only possible crime associated with the GPD failure to provide protection would have been willful failure to fulfill duties, and for that you have to have intent. There may have been misfeasance but not malfeasance. [JC: Misfeasance is a mistake or negligence in carrying out your job. Malfeasance is to deliberately and with a bad heart not fulfill your duty. It requires that you prove intent. (statute 14-230)]. We were concerned with the murder case, and I saw that whole police discussion as an administrative issues that was relevant to another forum: by the City Council or Citizen Review investigations.
MS: We looked at everything and saw no probable cause for investigation, not at the beginning, not at the end.


RG: It was at that time a viable alternative to stand back and take a low profile to police protection. It might not have been a good strategy, it would have been better if they stopped the caravan before it even got there.  
      MS: But it was Hampton (who is black) wrote the operation order for police officers to lead parade but to stay back and be within proximity that they could react, and I believe that was at the request of Nelson Johnson. It was Hampton’s mode of operation was to keep a low police profile in black communities: The less presence, the better. In fact, Nelson Johnson may have met with Trevor Hampton on a number of occasions leading up to Nov 3, and that may be what they discussed-- the low profile police presence.  There was an officer who was called there for a domestic disturbance and was told to clear the area because they did not want any back up or extra police presence there. 

3.3 RG:  The issue of Eddie Dawson came up in the trial, but not his testimony because we didn’t want him and neither did they. 

MS: We met with him. The first meeting with Dawson was on June 13. There was nothing he told us that would help us—just that they planned to heckle and throw eggs.  

JC: Not only that, he threatened us. He was to be named by Martha Woodall as an informant in the paper. He called Capt Thomas to arrange a meeting with us. Neill Jennings was going to subpoena him as a witness for the defense because they wanted to portray him as a provocateur that led the Klan into a trap. He wanted us to quash it for him so he wouldn’t be exposed as an informant. If he weren’t subpoenaed, he could have denied the newspaper article but if he were called to the stand he would have to tell the truth or perjure himself. We told him, “If you run from this subpoena we’ll help them find you.” He threatened us that if he took the stand he would “fix the GPD”. We said, “We don’t care what you say as long as it’s the damn truth.”

JC: The second time we met was in October after the defense had called witnesses that claimed Eddie had provoked them. We met in a hotel room near the courthouse with Capt Thomas (MS not present. There was a concurrent double murder capital case ongoing). We wanted to call him so he could rebut that information about provocation (bringing guns, make pipe bombs). We knew it was all lies because we had read the police and FBI statements from him. The defense made Nelson Johnson and Eddie as the boogie men who cooked up the whole thing. But he wouldn’t talk. We could have subpoenaed him, but a lawyer never calls a witness unless he is sure what they will say. And he wouldn’t tell us. We wanted to get him up there to rebut the lies about him the defense was telling about him being the one who set the whole thing up. But he was so unpredictable that he might just get up there and say something that would sink our case—that it was everything the defense said was true or that they just went there to heckle and throw eggs. And then people would think we were trying to throw the case by putting up there.


RG: And if we put him up as our witness, the Defense could cross examine him and get him to talk about blaming the CWP for beating on the cars, while the Klan only wanted to heckle and throw eggs and so on. It would have been a disaster because we couldn’t respond to that since he would have been our witness. We could have put him up but we couldn’t risk it. The same with Tom Clark—we thought he probably wouldn’t talk but it was a calculated risk. If we hadn’t tried than people would say that we never called any of the CWP to the stand. 

JC: The CWP complains about what happened in the trial but the only thing they have to go on is what Gayle Korotkin was reporting back to them. But she didn’t understand NC law. She didn’t understand what was going on and why certain things were going on in the courtroom. She came to CWP from doing tenant law in NYC and it is my understanding that she had never tried a criminal case.
3.4 Effect of capital charges on jury make up: It was made a capital case because there would have been a great outcry if it wasn’t. People would have called for MS to be removed from office. They would have accused JC and RG in every capital case afterwards of selective prosecution. It was a clear cut case of felony murder, because of the sticks and engaging in a riot, but the Klan drove in that neighborhood and fired into a crowd. There was no discussion of whether designating it as a capital case would affect the racial make up of the jury. RG: To this day, I don’t know if it did effect the composition of the jury. Anybody who says that probably hasn’t tried a capital case.  JC: We can’t tailor make charges because we are worried about what a jury pool will be. People would say we didn’t value the lives of these five dead people. And just because these people are Klansmen, they are still entitled to be tried by people with an open mind. 

3.5 Racial make up of the jury: JC: We never excused one African American. I am angry, not so much at the African Americans for taking themselves out, but at the upper middle class white community who were called to the jury box didn’t want to serve. They made up all kinds of excuses. They said they had already made up their minds because of the TV coverage. College-educated white people who might be more sympathetic and less threatened by the ideology of the communists—those are the people we wanted on the jury and they wouldn’t serve. They tend to be pro-death penalty, so the capital case doesn’t knock them out. We had a jury consultant who was a psychologist sit down with us and help us think about what kind of jury we wanted. Once it was obvious that the middle class people were taking themselves out, we changed our strategy and stopped asking if they supported the death penalty and started going for young people. But in any case, there was no way we were going to get an entire jury made up of people sympathetic to the Communist Party no matter what we did. 

JC: The jury was not all white because the prosecution wanted it that way. African Americans were either stricken because they were honest about their feelings about the Klan or they were afraid for their safety. They were stricken for cause because they were honest people who said they couldn’t be neutral. [EH: There is no limit to the number of jurors who can be stricken from a jury for cause; that is, because they have already made up their mind about the case or for some other reason can’t be fair or follow the law] The defense only had to use 15 peremptory challenges [EH: Peremptory challenges can be used by either side if they think for any reason the juror cannot be sympathetic] against black jurors who said they could be neutral; all the rest took themselves out for cause.   The Batson Supreme Court case came out five years later that said that the neither side can strike for racial reasons. Now a judge can refuse to strike a juror even if you use your peremptory challenge left if he thinks you are only using race.
3.6 JC: Octavio Manduley, the Cuban exile, was not stricken by the prosecution because he was a college educated chemist who worked at Lorillard. He would be the only one who could truly understand the testimony we would put on about neutron activation analysis that demonstrated who killed each victim. It was crucial evidence to our case and he was the only one who would know what that witness was talking about. He was NOT the juror who said that the Klan was a patriotic organization. No one who said those things actually made it onto the jury. In fact, he (Manduley) was very opposed to the Klan. But he was also extremely patriotic.

MS: A lot of people said crazy things to get off the jury and Judge Long would try to rehabilitate them so the process could move on. 


RG: We heard all kinds of crazy things but we would not strike them because we didn’t want to waste a peremptory on them—we knew they would say something else crazy when it was the defense’s turn and they would strike them. They were just doing it to avoid serving.


JC: The only person who lied to get on the jury was that guy Browning. He told us everything we wanted to hear so he could get on the jury and help the Klan. He gave us the finger every day from the jury box and in Liz Wheaton’s book she says another juror said they saw him give the Klan a thumbs up. We never knew about that. He would have been booted if that had been reported. We complained about him giving us the finger but the judge couldn’t see it. Robert Lackey saw him doing it though. But by the time we took him he was late in the selection process and we were running out of challenges. We could have wasted a peremptory on him but what was the point since he answered our questions without a problem. To the scant defense questions, he said something like “I can see myself getting involved in something like this because I also have a short temper. So I can imagine myself sitting over there.” So they let him on and that answer wasn’t egregious enough for us to object that he had lied to us to get on.
3.7 Self defense: JC: Even if the Klan claimed self-defense because of provocation by the CWP, we believed the response was grossly excessive. The Klan were the ones who introduced shooting into the equation, so they were responsible for the firearms being used. The CWP had guns too, we knew that. But they didn’t fire first. But that’s where we got screwed by Koenig [the FBI audio analyst]. Both the defense and the prosecution believed that if there was one person who caused both trials to be lost it was Koenig.  In my view, he lied to us. He told us before the trial that the first two shots happened at the front of the caravan and the majority of shots from where the Klan was. But he winds up changing his testimony.  


Koenig finished his report near the close of our case. But we did not call him, and the defense thought because of that, there must be something there that would help them. But we did it that way because we thought Koenig’s evidence would still support us AND we could get the defense to stipulate that in exchange for letting them call Koenig --who was our witness and we had arranged for the analysis [JC: the FBI only works for law enforcement and prosecution]—letting us enter the video as substantive evidence. That was a real break through. We could use the video to counter what witnesses were testifying to—which we could not have done otherwise. The video spoke for itself, which was important since the CWP was not testifying. They were the only ones who could counter the Klan’s version or who could have been able to identify people in the video so we could get it entered as illustrative evidence.

JC: But we won the battle but lost the war. Koenig gets on the stand and draws a big box around the entire caravan and says this is where shots 3,4, and 5 came from. Then when we come back from lunch, Koenig all of a sudden draws this little bitty box in front of truck and said 3,4, and 5 came from there, where the CWP were. But you can’t see anything on the video because the pickup truck is in the way. So Bob Cahoon can then say that shots 1, 2 from Mark Sherer at the front of the caravan, which you can see on the video--they didn’t mean anything. They can say our guys were shooting from the back of the caravan because they were firing back from shots 3,4, and 5. And that’s how they fell on this defense theory. Before that, it was all this patriotism stuff, not self defense. I was flabbergasted. We were stuck with what he said because we couldn’t rebut him.

RG: I don’t think that change in Koenig’s testimony was as damaging to our case as the benefit we got from showing the video.  

JC: Well, what it did was take the focus off shots 1 and 2 and allowed them to make the self defense argument. They called the first two shots “friendly shots”. And what’s more, in the federal trial, Koenig went back to the big square for shots 3, 4 and 5. And that jury spanked the federal prosecutors worse than we got—they only took 3 hrs to decide. 

RG: We don’t really know who was in that smaller box where he says the shots came from. The CWP was there but Toney probably was in there too. But the defense attorneys may be feeling their oats if they say that’s what gave them the self-defense argument and that’s what gave them the case. Because the truth is that they already had made that argument—every one of them had already said on the stand that we had to shoot back at the CWP. But they didn’t have any evidence for it. In fact, they said they were firing back at black man with a shotgun, and we were able to use the video—which we got admitted as a result of our deal on Koenig—to show there wasn’t any guy there. So from our perspective, the introduction of the video was a big help, but they were going to get self defense up there no matter what and the jury was going to find for that. In retrospect, it was the predominant feeling of the jury no matter what we said.
3.8 The self defense argument is an answer to the first degree murder charge, and to lesser charges of manslaughter and felony riot. But we can’t understand how they could be acquitted of a murder perpetrated during the course of a riot that they aggressively  entered. We did not believe the self defense argument. But that’s where the FBI testimony allowed for reasonable doubt in the video, because you couldn’t see what was going on behind the truck. 
3.9 If there was an agreement between the Klansmen to shoot those people, there is no way those defendants were smart enough to know not to mention anything that would indicate that. We never found any evidence of conspiracy and in fact found evidence that there wasn’t. 

4.0 The judge did instruct that the jury could find for second degree murder and manslaughter if there was not sufficient evidence for first degree murder. There was evidence to instruct the jury that way 

**FROM A LATER EMAIL CONVERSATION with RG and JC**

1. FIRST DEGREE MURDER IS:

a) An intentional killing committed with malice, premeditation and deliberation.

b) A killing committed during the perpetration of a felony involving violence (such as a riot), also known as “Felony Murder”
 2. SECOND DEGREE MURDER IS an intentional killing committed with malice but not with premeditation and deliberation.

 3.  VOLUNTARY MANSLAUGHTER IS:

 a) An intentional killing committed without malice and without premeditation and deliberation.

b) It is a killing committed in the heat of passion without adequate provocation.

c) It is a killing committed by one acting in lawful self-defense but who was an aggressor (i.e. joined with another in starting the affray that culminated in the killing).

d) It is a killing committed by one acting in lawful self-defense but who uses excessive force.
Judge charged on all three, meaning that the jurors had the option to find the defendants guilty on any of the above charges. 

**BACK ON TAPE**

4.1 RG: Self defense is to kill someone to save yourself or your family from great bodily harm or death, but you cannot use excessive force. You can’t use a firearm to defend yourself against a stick and call that self defense. If you (or the person you are defending) willingly start a fight or pull a gun, you have a duty to retreat first and then you have to be attacked again in order for it to be self defense. Not sure if it applies in defense of a third person. It is not self defense if you help out a person who started a fight. The Klan willingly engaged in that stick fight—that’s what they said on the stand. By doing that, they essentially confessed to being guilty of manslaughter or felony riot. 

JC: You can be guilty of voluntary manslaughter by using excessive force in what otherwise would have been legal self defense of yourself or another person.


MS: These are all things RG and JC argued in that courtroom. When you see the Klan firing into a crowd with cigarettes in their mouths-- they aren’t fearing for their safety.

4.2 RG: Even though you think you have it made as a prosecutor because a crime is caught on tape, once people start to question the credibility of what they are seeing, you are in trouble. Look at what happened with the Rodney King trial. By Koenig playing with the size of that box, it destroyed the credibility of the tape.


JC and MS: The most important reason we lost that case was the failure of the widows’ failure to testify as witnesses prevented us from presenting a full picture of what happened. Not being able to humanize them is also an effect of that.  Koenig and the seeming lack of candor of Butkovich were also things that the defense could exploit, but the failure of them to act as witnesses was the lynchpin.
4.3 JC: Butkovich was never called although we met with him but he didn’t want to answer any questions. The ATF was very uncooperative and there was a lot of tension between us and the ATF.  They were obviously trying to keep him out of our courtroom. I thought a law enforcement officer, and especially a federal officer, should have more sense of moral responsibility than he seemed to display. In his answers, he answered that his only job was the possible weapons charge. It seemed to me he could’ve passed on the information to law enforcement officers that he had been at meetings and that armed Nazis and Klansmen were preparing to come to your city to cause a disturbance. 


RG: He was like the guy who knew about the Saudis prior to 9/11 learning how to fly a plane but not learning how to land. But he didn’t have anything to do with our case. 


JC: ATF jurisdiction is very limited so he didn’t have a responsibility to report that information. He had a very single purpose mission. I don’t think it was nefarious. I dint think he was very bright. We’ll never know ho much he told Duke. We know Dukes didn’t pass anything on. They were very narrowly focused on automatic weapons. But he wasn’t a major player in any way. 

4.4 JC: FBI interviewed people jointly with the GPD the night they were arrested because it wasn’t clear if the FBI would be doing a federal civil rights case or a state murder case. We might have gotten some intelligence reports about KKK and stuff on Dawson’s prior convictions and informant status. But it wasn’t anything of significance. He wasn’t even arrested on that day. The civil rights violation would have been Title 18 section 241, for loss of life in the exercise of someone’s rights. People were thinking then that it was a racial issue at that time. But as the later civil rights trial showed, the Klan was able to say they came to Greensboro that day because of the communists not because of any racial motivation.

4.5 MS: Willena Cannon has been as civil as you can imagine to me before this TRC got on the table. We sat and had a very civil conversation when she hired me to defend her son. She paid me. I think that’s full circle reconciliation. But now she is back to giving me the same mean looks she gave me for the first five years after this happened. This seems counter productive.  

4.6 RG: I just want you to understand what some of these people were saying at the time. Quoting a newspaper article on Sally and Paul Bermanzohn: They are “determined to forge ahead, to kill if necessary or to die. We don’t like violence but given what the situation is and what it will take to change American into a country that uses its vast resources to help people we know it won’t happen any other way.” That’s just violence. Never do they say anything about what happened that day or why. They can accomplish what they want through violence.
4.7 MS: I’d like to know if the CWP has any regrets about not participating in the trials


JC: Maybe the general populace can learn from this, but there is no way that the CWP will accept any responsibility or acknowledge that they played a part in what happened that day. It galls me that they continue to attack the community, and that they are without blame. There would have never been this incident if it weren’t for what they did: for inviting the Klan into a housing project and to pass out guns and have kids there in the middle…To me, the conduct of the CWP-- as reprehensible as the Klan was--that they won’t even admit they did anything wrong, for me, they bear much more responsibility for what happened. If just one of them has the moral fiber to get up and say publicly that they have regrets for what they did, you can call me up and say I am full of shit.

4.8 JC: If you asked me to sum up in one sentence what happened on Nov 3, I would say you had two irresponsible hate groups come together and cause irreparable damage to the city of Greensboro. The CWP were the provocateurs and the wretches from the KKK were so foolish to need to establish their manhood that they came here and fell right into the trap. 


MS: Nelson Johnson is the wheel spoke and hub. He is a plague on this community.

RG: It is my position that the people of the neighborhood were the real victims that day. They were invited to what seemed to be a worthy cause, but were not informed that those who were holding the rally had already engaged in a violent confrontation with the Klan and that the Klan was invited to their neighborhood, and that they (the CWP) had called them (the Klan) a bunch of cowards . They were not informed that violence must have been anticipated. If they had been informed of this, I cannot believe children would be there. If there is another inference to be drawn from this statement, the CWP had ample opportunity to dispel it at trial rather than try to disrupt the proceedings. 

4.9 Questions they would like to have answered:

MS: Ask Nelson Johnson remember meeting with Trevor Hampton? When? How many times and what did they discuss?

            RG: Why did the CWP have to create an aura of intimidation and disruption in the trial?

RG: In newspaper articles I submitted to the Commission, members of the CWP advocated the violent overthrow of the US government by force. I would be interested to know if that indeed was their position, and if it still is their position.


JC: Was this incident racially motivated? Did it have racial effects? What Klan activity had there been in Morningside prior to Nov 3? What was the effect on the community of the march and the Klan showing up? 

JC: Why did the CWP bring guns if they didn’t expect violence? Why were there children there if they expected violence? I am not saying they would want a child to be killed, but if one was, I think it would have served their agenda. I am sure they loved the people that were killed, but they were willing to sacrifice them for the cause. Everything was for the cause. But us, what was our agenda? We only wanted justice for their loved ones. Liz Wheaton mentions in her book that there was an internal memo saying “a confrontation with the Klan would be best.” So they would have had to admit that if they had taken the stand. Maybe that’s why they didn’t want to do it.

