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WILL STARR FIND A SMOKING GUN IN THE
VINCENT FOSTER CASE?

Summary:

Former Independent Counsel Robert Fiske wrote in his report on the death of Vincent Foster that Mr. Foster's widow,
Lisa, said that the official death gun "looked similar to one that she had seen in their home" although official
government documents show she had not made any valid identification of the official death gun. These documents
suggest that persons conducting the Fiske investigation deliberately tried to manufacture a misleading gun
identification from Mrs. Foster in order to make it appear that Mr. Foster owned the official death gun prior to the
day he died.

More specifically, the documents show that prior to the death, Mrs. Foster knew Mr. Foster had a silver-colored
handgun. Yet the official death gun was black and several days after the death Mrs. Foster could not identify the
official death gun from a photo because the gun depicted was not silver-colored. However, ten months later she was
shown a gun she said "may be the silver gun" that was Mr. Foster's. Mr. Fiske used this statement in his report,
without mentioning any color, to make it appear she gave a valid identification of the official black death gun.

Mr. Fiske's use of Mrs. Foster's statement was clearly deceptive. If she was shown a silver-colored gun at the later
interview, then  obviously she failed to give a valid identification of the official black death gun. Likewise, if she was
shown the official black death gun at this later interview and identified it as being silver-colored, then equally
obviously, she failed to give a valid identification of the official black death gun. No matter what color gun Mrs.
Foster was shown at this later interview, given her response, it was clearly deceptive for Mr. Fiske to use her
response as if it were a valid identification of the official black death gun.

According to Kenneth Starr, Mrs. Foster was unable to tell black from silver and she described a black gun as silver
in front of her attorney, Fiske's deputy and at least two FBI agents, who all failed to do anything about her mistake
or note it in the record.

Mr. Starr completely failed to explain or justify Mr. Fiske's use of Mrs. Foster's invalid gun identification.

Mr. Starr completely failed to prove that Mrs. Foster was shown the official black death gun ten months after the
death. His failure to provide a credible and innocent explanation for the documented facts provides additional
evidence that persons conducting the Fiske investigation deliberately tried to manufacture a misleading gun
identification from Mrs. Foster by showing her a silver gun in May, 1994, while falsely telling her it was the official
death gun.

By Allan J. Favish*

A recently filed federal lawsuit alleges a government conspiracy to obstruct justice in the investigation of former White
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House counsel Vincent Foster's death. There is substantial evidence supporting at least one of the suit's allegations.

Although former Independent Counsel Robert Fiske concluded in June,1994 that Mr. Foster committed suicide in
Virginia's Fort Marcy Park on July 20, 1993, the investigation was reopened by Mr. Fiske's successor, Kenneth Starr.

Charges of a cover-up in the Foster case rose to a new level on November 12, 1996, when a federal judge in
Washington, D.C., unsealed a lawsuit filed by a witness in the case named Patrick Knowlton, who was in Fort Marcy
Park the afternoon of Mr. Foster's death. His lawsuit alleges obstruction of justice by FBI agents detailed to the Office
of the Independent Counsel under both Mr. Fiske and Mr. Starr.

The lawsuit also alleges that the Fiske Report makes false and misleading statements in furtherance of a conspiracy to
obstruct justice in the case, including Fiske's statement about Mrs. Foster's alleged identification of Mr. Foster's alleged
suicide weapon. (Complaint in Patrick Knowlton v. United States, Civil Action No. 96-2467 (NHJ), filed in U.S.
District Court in Washington, D.C., at par. 24.)

The official public evidentiary record in the Foster case provides substantial evidence about the gun identification issue
that will aid Mr. Knowlton. The documents involving the gun, taken alone, do not conclusively prove murder or that
Mr. Foster died in a place other than Fort Marcy Park. But they show that the gun found in Mr. Foster's hand was
black or dark-colored and that Mrs. Foster made an uncertain identification of a gun that was based either on her being
shown a silver-colored gun, not the official black death gun, or on her being shown the official black death gun and her
perceiving it as silver-colored. In either case, her identification was invalid and completely improper for use by Mr.
Fiske to support his conclusion.

The documents and Mr. Knowlton's lawsuit raise questions about why it appears Mrs. Foster was shown a
silver-colored gun if the official death gun was black; and if she was shown the official black death gun, why she
believed it was silver-colored; and why, in any case, did Mr. Fiske use her uncertain identification as if it were valid?

These documents, ignored by the dominant media, became public as a result of hearings in 1994 by the Committee on
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs of the U.S. Senate, the so-called "Whitewater Hearings." (Hearings Relating to
Madison Guaranty S&L and the Whitewater Development Corporation--Washington, DC Phase, S. Hrg. 103-889.)
Part of these hearings consisted of an investigation of the Foster death. The first two volumes of those hearings, as
published by the U.S. Government Printing Office, contain official copies of documents created by the U.S. Park
Police and the FBI in the course of their Foster investigation.

The documents show that no Park Police officer in the official public record who claims to have seen the gun at the
park describes it as being anything other than black or dark-colored and no Park Police officer publicly describes it as
being silver-colored. On July 21, 1993, the day after Mr. Foster's death, U.S. Park Police Investigator John Rolla
wrote in his report that the gun found in Mr. Foster's hand was "dark-colored." (Supplemental Criminal Incident
Record, S. Hrg. 103-889, Vol. 1, p. 150.) He said the same thing on July 29, 1994, while testifying under oath at the
Senate Banking Committee's Whitewater hearings. (Testimony of John Rolla, S. Hrg. 103-889, Vol. 1, p.79.) In his
deposition before the Committee on July 21, 1994, he testified that he told Mrs. Foster the gun found with her husband
was "a black-colored revolver, .38 revolver." (Deposition of John Rolla, S. Hrg. 103-889, Vol. 1, p. 449.) Park Police
Officer Peter Simonello, also a death-scene witness, wrote in his report on July 26, 1993, that Mr. Foster had his hand
on a "black revolver." (Mobile Crime Lab Report Supplement, S. Hrg. 103-889, Vol. 2, p. 2160.)

Black and white photos of the official death gun taken by the Park Police show it to be totally black or dark. (S. Hrg.
103-889, Vol. 2, pp. 2407-2412). A color photo allegedly showing the official death gun in Mr. Foster's hand,
broadcast by ABC-TV News in March of 1994 and printed in Time's March 18, 1996, issue, shows a gun all black or
very dark in color--no silver.
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Yet, when Mrs. Foster was interviewed nine days after the death by the Park Police, not the FBI, "[s]he was presented
with a photograph of the weapon found with Mr. Foster's body, but was unable to identify it," according to Park
Police Detective Peter Markland's August 5, 1993, written report. (Supplemental Criminal Incident Record, S. Hrg.
103-889, vol. 2, p. 2153.) The Park Police's handwritten interview notes say: "Not the gun she thought it must be.
Silver six gun, large barrel." (S. Hrg. 103-889, vol. 2, p. 2227.)

At this point, apparently Mrs. Foster knew her husband had a silver-colored handgun prior to his death, but not a
black or dark-colored handgun and since she was apparently shown a photograph of a black or dark-colored gun, she
was "unable to identify" the gun in the photo because it was not silver-colored.

In May of 1994, FBI agents working for Mr. Fiske interviewed Mrs. Foster, showed her an actual gun, not a photo,
and asked her if she could identify the gun. Stating that she helped Mr. Foster pack a silver-colored gun for the move
to Washington, according to the FBI's notes of the interview, she said that the gun shown to her at the interview "may"
be that silver-colored gun:

LISA FOSTER then examined a revolver which had been brought to the interview by the interviewing agents.
FOSTER examined the revolver, which had also been found at Fort Marcy Park on July 20, 1993, and stated that
she believed it may be a gun which she formally saw in her residence in Little Rock, Arkansas.

. . . .

LISA FOSTER believes that she may have seen the handgun which she examined previously during the interview
at her residence in Washington. LISA FOSTER recalls that as she was packing her belongings in Little Rock in
preparation for coming to Washington, D.C., she found a handgun inside a travel trunk which had been packed by
FOSTER prior to his departure for Washington. Specifically, as LISA FOSTER was packing in Little Rock, she
came across a silver-colored gun, which she then packed in with her other property.

. . . .

LISA FOSTER believes that the gun found at Fort Marcy Park may be the silver gun which she brought up with
her other belongings when she permanently moved to Washington.

(FBI FD-302 Report of Interview with Elizabeth Braden Foster, S. Hrg. 103-889, Vol. 2, pp. 1633, 1646-1649).

Notice the contrast between the two attempts to get Mrs. Foster to identify whatever gun was being shown to her.
Nine days after the death Mrs. Foster was unable to identify "the weapon found with Mr. Foster's body"--presumably
the black or dark official death gun--from a photo shown to her by the Park Police because it didn't show the
silver-colored gun she expected to see. Yet when Mr. Fiske's FBI agents showed her a gun ten months later and
apparently told her it was the gun found with Mr. Foster in the park, she gave an uncertain identification of the gun
shown to her as one that "may be the silver gun which she brought up" to Washington--an identification that only
makes sense if she was, in fact, shown a silver-colored gun at this interview.

It is important to recognize that Mrs. Foster's mention of a gun that "may" be Mr. Foster's silver gun necessarily refers
to the gun she examined at the May 1994 interview, not some other gun. According to the notes of that interview, she
was shown a gun that was "brought to the interview by the interviewing agents" and "which had also been found at
Fort Marcy Park on July 20, 1993." It was this gun that was "examined" by Mrs. Foster. There is no evidence that she
was asked to view more than one gun at that interview. Therefore, when the FBI reports that Mrs. Foster "believes
that the gun found at Fort Marcy Park may be the silver gun which she brought up" to Washington, the FBI's reference
to "the gun found at Fort Marcy Park" describing Mrs. Foster's identification, coupled with the FBI's description of the
gun it showed her as the gun "found at Fort Marcy Park," necessarily means that she was refering to the gun shown to
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her during the interview as being silver-colored.

Mr. Fiske ignored most of this in his June 1994 report, writing only that "Lisa Foster stated that the gun looked similar
to one that she had seen in their home in Arkansas and that she had brought to Washington." (Report of the
Independent Counsel In Re Vincent W. Foster, Jr. (Fiske Report, p. 38), S. Hrg. 103-889, Vol. 1, p. 213.) However,
Mr. Fiske failed to mention his report was based on Mrs. Foster being shown a gun she believed was silver-colored--a
description incompatible with the official black death gun depicted in the official photos, testimony and reports. Mr.
Fiske also failed to mention that when she was shown a photo nine days after the death by the Park Police, presumably
of the official black death gun, she could not identify the gun in the photo because it was not silver-colored. Mr. Fiske
also failed to mention that in May 1994, Mrs. Foster either was shown a gun whose color was different from that of
the official black death gun, or was shown the official black death gun and misperceived its color so as to render her
identification invalid.

Unlike the Fiske Report, which does not mention a gun color, the Senate Banking Committee's January 1995 report on
the Foster death expressly mentions a single gun color--silver. The Committee's report implies the official death gun is
silver-colored and that Mrs. Foster identified a silver-colored gun. Inexplicably, however, the Committee failed to
reconcile its report with the official documents, instead writing:

Mrs. Foster examined the revolver recovered from Mr. Foster's hand and stated that it may have been a gun
which she had seen in her Little Rock residence.[fn.]

[fn.] Mrs. Foster had seen a silver colored handgun inside a travel trunk when she was packing for the family's
move to Washington. . . . While unpacking the gun in Washington, Mrs. Foster saw the gun and commented on it.
. . .

She believed the gun found in Fort Marcy Park may be the gun which she brought to Washington with the rest of
the family's belongings.

(Madison Guaranty S&L and the Whitewater Development Corporation--Washington, DC Phase, Report of the
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, United States Senate, on the Inquiry into the U.S. Park Police
Investigation of the Death of White House Deputy Counsel Vincent W. Foster, Jr., S. Rept. 103-433, Vol. 1, p. 30.)

Thus, the Senate report leaves the reader with the impression that the official death gun was silver-colored and that
Mrs. Foster made an uncertain identification of it as being Mr. Foster's silver-colored gun. The Senate report failed to
mention that the official death gun is black as depicted in the Park Police photographs, the color photograph broadcast
by ABC-TV, and in official reports and testimony by Park Police personnel. The Senate report simply rubber-stamped
the Fiske Report and continued the deception.

While it is possible that the FBI showed Mrs. Foster the official black death gun ten months after the death and she
misperceived it as silver-colored, this explanation is nonsensical.

First, there is no evidence Mrs. Foster is unable to tell black from silver. In fact, there is evidence that her ability to
discriminate between different colors was sophisticated. In her FBI interview she described the color of the family's
Honda as "taupe or grayish" and as being "a light color." (FBI FD-302 Report of Interview with Elizabeth Braden
Foster, S. Hrg. 103-889, Vol. 2, p. 1642.)

Second, according to the FBI's notes, those attending the interview included Mrs. Foster's attorney James Hamilton,
Mr. Fiske's deputy Roderick Lankler and at least two FBI agents. (FBI FD-302 Report of Interview with Elizabeth
Braden Foster, S. Hrg. 103-889, Vol. 2, p. 1633.) If she did misperceive the color, it is virtually certain someone
would have called this obvious error to her attention or noted it in the record. The publicly available documents do not
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reveal any such misperception by Mrs. Foster.

Moreover, any identification of a black gun as silver-colored by Mrs. Foster should not have been used by Mr. Fiske as
if it were a valid identification.

When interviewed by the author on February 5, 1997, Park Police officers stood by their official statements that the
official death gun was black. Mr. Rolla said, "The gun was black." When asked to explain why the FBI reported that
Mrs. Foster believed the gun shown to her by the FBI was silver-colored, he said "ask the FBI ... ask Fiske ... ask
Lisa." Mr. Simonello said, "I took the gun out of his [Foster's] hand" and "the gun looked black." When asked if the
gun could be described as gray or silver, he said, "no." Asked to explain Mrs. Foster's reported description of the gun
shown to her by the FBI, he said, "I don't understand that myself."

Mr. Simonello said that the photo broadcast by ABC-TV News and printed in Time magazine is the death-scene gun.
He said it was one of the Polaroid photos that were taken.

Mr. Simonello said that until the author showed him the FBI's typewritten notes of the interview with Mrs. Foster he
was unaware of Mrs. Foster's belief that the gun shown to her by the FBI in May 1994 was silver-colored.

The public record does not support speculation that Mrs. Foster misperceived a black or dark gun as silver-colored.
Instead, the weight of the evidence makes it much more likely that the official death gun was black and Mrs. Foster
could not identify a photo of the official death gun because she did not recognize the gun as Mr. Foster's silver-colored
gun. The weight of the evidence also makes it much more likely that she did not identify any gun as being Mr. Foster's
until she was shown a silver-colored gun by Mr. Fiske's FBI agents; and it was this identification Mr. Fiske used in his
report to make it appear she had identified the official black death gun.

Whether somebody deliberately mislead Mrs. Foster into identifying a gun that was not the official death gun and then
used her identification to make it appear she had identified the official death gun, is a valid question that Mr. Starr
should answer. Did Mr. Fiske, his staff and/or his FBI agents trick Mrs. Foster and write a deceptive report? Is this the
"smoking gun" in an alleged cover-up in the Foster death investigation?

Reasonable speculation is that somebody in the FBI or Mr. Fiske's office deliberately tricked Mrs. Foster into
identifying a gun as possibly being the death gun so that Mr. Fiske could have some language in his report that linked
the official death gun to the Foster family prior to the day Mr. Foster died. This is because a finding of suicide is
generally more plausible in the case of a gun owner when the gun found in the hand of the deceased was owned by the
deceased. A gun found in the hand of a deceased gun owner that has no previous link with the deceased raises
suspicions of staged suicide and murder as opposed to real suicide.

Given Mrs. Foster's reaction to the photo of the black gun nine days after the death, Mr. Fiske easily could have
known that to get anything close to an identification of a weapon from Mrs. Foster ten months later, she would have to
be shown a silver-colored gun. The evidence suggests this was done and Mr. Fiske wrote a description of Mrs. Foster's
"identification" that omitted any evidence of the trick apparently played on her.

This deception regarding Mrs. Foster's alleged identification of the official death gun is supported further by the FBI's
notes of its interview with Mr. Foster's nephew, Lee Foster Bowman. According to the FBI's notes, Mr. Bowman
went hunting over ten times with his grandfather and was able to describe his grandfather's gun collection--which was
later inherited by Mr. Foster--in significant detail. According to those notes:

BOWMAN said he knew the difference between a pistol and a revolver.

. . . .
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BOWMAN was shown the .38 caliber colt revolver believed to have been used by VINCENT FOSTER, JR. on
July 20, 1993 to kill himself. BOWMAN was asked if he recognized this weapon. BOWMAN said, "The gun
does not ring a bell particularly". BOWMAN said the ".38 caliber" nature of the weapon was familiar, but that he
didn't remember the black handle and the dark color of the metal. He indicated that he was familiar with the
cylinder and barrel portion of this size or caliber of a weapon except for the color of the metal.

(FBI FD-302 Report of Interview with Lee Foster Bowman, S. Hrg. 103-889, Vol. 2, pp. 1806-07.)

Mr. Fiske failed to mention Mr. Bowman's statements about the gun color in his report and completed his report
before Mr. Bowman's FBI interview had been transcribed from handwritten notes to typewritten notes. The Bowman
interview occurred June 28, 1994. The Fiske Report is dated June 30, 1994. (Report of the Independent Counsel In Re
Vincent W. Foster, Jr., S. Hrg. 103-889, Vol. 1, p. 181.) The typewritten version of the FBI's Bowman interview
notes was transcribed July 5, 1994.

If Mr. Starr is going to issue an honest and thorough report about the Foster death, he will have to answer several
important questions.

First, if Mrs. Foster was shown a silver-colored gun ten months after the death under conditions implying to her that it
was the official death gun, when the official death gun clearly is not silver-colored, why was this done?

Second, if Mrs. Foster was shown the official black death gun ten months after the death and misidentified it as
possibly being Mr. Foster's silver-colored gun, why did Mr. Fiske present her erroneous identification as a valid
identification in his final report?

Third, no matter what color gun was shown to Mrs. Foster ten months after the death, given that she identified it as
silver-colored and the official death gun was black, why did Mr. Fiske present her clearly invalid identification as a
valid identification in his final report?

Fourth, why would persons conducting the Fiske investigation engage in such deception and obstruction of justice if
the Foster death was merely a suicide in Fort Marcy Park and not a murder or suicide elsewhere?

Mr. Starr also should explain why the Senate Banking Committee allowed Mr. Fiske to get away with his deception
and why the Committee compounded the deception by clearly implying that the official death gun was silver-colored
and was validly identified by Mrs. Foster when the official death gun was black and Mrs. Foster never gave a valid
identification of it, no matter what color gun was shown to her by the FBI in May 1994.

Many in the dominant media may proclaim the lack of a "smoking gun" in the Foster death case. Of course, they would
be correct regarding their own coverage of the case. But is that because the "smoking gun" doesn't exist or simply
because they fail to write about it?

Now that Mr. Starr's report was made public October 10, 1997, by the Special Division of the United States Court of
Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit, many people on the Internet, if not in the dominant media, are looking to
see how he explains this smoking gun.

Starr confirms that the official death gun was black. He says "the descriptions provided by the first two persons to
observe the gun, as well as of numerous others, are consistent with the gun retrieved from the scene and depicted in
the on-the-scene Polaroids." Starr says that these two persons "saw black or dark revolver in hand" and "saw black
gun in hand." (Starr Report, at 79 n. 229 and accompanying text.)

Starr notes that nine days after the death, "Mrs. Foster was shown a photograph of the gun retrieved from the scene
and, according to the Park Police interview report, was unable to identify it from the photograph." (Starr Report, at
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81.) However, Starr fails to mention that one of the reasons given by Mrs. Foster for her inability to identify the gun in
the photo was that the gun in the photo was not silver.

Starr says that on May 9, 1994, Mrs. Foster "was shown the actual gun that was recovered," i.e., the official black
death gun. (Starr Report, at 81.) However, Starr fails to mention that if this is true, then at that interview she called a
black gun "silver."

Starr says that the OIC showed Mrs. Foster the official black death gun in November of 1995 and she said it was the
gun she previously described as silver. (Starr Report, at 80-81.)

Starr fails to explain why Mrs. Foster previously described a black gun as silver, except to say that at the November
1995 interview, Mrs. Foster "said she seemed to remember the front of the gun looking lighter in color when she saw it
during the move to Washington." (Starr Report, at 81-82.)

Starr fails to mention that if it is true that Mrs. Foster remembered "the front" of a black gun as being so light in color
she described the gun as silver, then this could explain why she did not recognize the black gun when shown a
photograph of it on July 29, 1993.

But this CANNOT explain why she would have described the black gun as silver when the actual black gun was
supposedly shown to her on May 9, 1994. Starr fails to explain why Mrs. Foster supposedly called a black gun "silver"
on that date.

More significantly, Starr fails to mention that when Mrs. Foster was supposedly shown the black death gun on May 9,
1994, this was done in her attorney's office in front of at least two FBI agents, her attorney James Hamilton, and
Fiske's deputy Roderick Lankler. Starr fails to explain why any of these (at least) four professional investigators failed
to say anything about the fact that Mrs. Foster called a black gun "silver" in their presence. Did the black gun also look
silver to them?

Starr fails to give any indication that any of the people in that room with Mrs. Foster on May 9, 1994, were
interviewed or examined under oath about that episode.

Starr fails to explain how the "front" of the black death gun could have looked "lighter in color" to Mrs. Foster--so
light that she called the gun silver.

Starr fails to explain why the same black gun that supposedly looked "silver" to Mrs. Foster in May of 1994, looks
darker in color to her in November of 1995.

Starr fails to produce the documentation related to the November 1995 interview and fails to mention who was
present.

Starr fails to explain why Fiske used Mrs. Foster's May 9, 1994, description of a black gun as being silver as if it were
a valid identification of a black gun.

Starr fails to explain why the black gun that supposedly "seemed" to look "lighter in color" to Mrs. Foster prior to July
29, 1993, looked darker in color to her on July 29, 1993, when she saw the gun in a photograph--so much darker that
she said it was not the "silver" gun she thought Vince owned.

Starr fails to explain why Mrs. Foster qualified her statement by saying she "seemed" to remember a lighter color for
the front of the gun, as opposed to an unqualifed recollection of the gun's color.

Starr's failure to explain these numerous issues raises the question of whether his report is deliberately false when it
says that on May 9, 1994, Mrs. Foster "was shown the actual gun that was recovered," i.e., the official black death
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gun. (Starr Report, at 81.) Even Fiske did not make such an explicit claim. Was Mrs. Foster shown the official black
death gun on May 9, 1994? Or was she shown a silver gun (perhaps the real silver gun she brought from Arkansas)
and falsely told that it was the official death gun, in order to get some sort of a gun identification from her? Is Starr
telling the truth on this point?

If Starr is going to defend his position that Mrs. Foster was shown the official black death gun on May 9, 1994, he
must explain all these issues, yet, he failed to do so.

One way to explain all these issues is to conclude that Mrs. Foster was shown a silver gun on May 9, 1994, and there
never was anything wrong with her ability to tell black from silver.**

* Allan J. Favish
  Attorney at Law
  18645 Hatteras St., #289
  Tarzana, CA 91356-1802

  Voice & Fax: (818) 343-9095

America Online: AllanF8702
Direct Internet: AJFavish@worldnet.att.net
Web Site: http://members.aol.com/AllanF8702/page1.htm

** To the best of my knowledge, independent researcher Michael Rivero was the first to recognize this apparent
tricking of Mrs. Foster and the deception about it in the Fiske Report. Some of these documents, and others, are
available at Mr. Rivero's web site (http://www.accessone.com/~rivero/). Another independent researcher, Hugh S.
Sprunt (HSprunt@aol.com) also has investigated this area of the Foster case as well as many other areas. Mr. Sprunt's
report on the Foster case is essential reading for anybody interested in the Foster case and is available at David
Sussman's web site (http://www.c-i-w.com/).

The two professional reporters who have written the most about the Foster case are Christopher Ruddy of the
Pittsburgh Tribune-Review and Ambrose-Evans Pritchard of the London Sunday Telegraph. Most of their articles can
be obtained from their papers' respective web sites.

The evidentiary area explained in this article was the subject of discussion between Mr. Favish and Blood Sport author
James Stewart when Stewart was a guest on Ray Briem's talk radio show on Glendale, California's KIEV 870-AM. As
shown in the transcript of that conversation, Mr. Stewart was ignorant about this evidentiary area and failed to deal
with it properly. Prior to this conversation, Mr. Stewart had a similar discussion on the Diane Rehm radio talk show.
 The transcript of that discussion is at J.C. Huntington's web site.
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Transcript of James Stewart on Ray Briem's Talkradio Show

Courtesy of radio talk show host Ray Briem in Los Angeles, I now have a tape of his interview with "Blood Sport"
author James B. Stewart that was broadcast live on April 30, 1996, at approximately 4:00 p.m. (PST) on radio station
KIEV 870-AM out of Glendale, California. Ray is on M-F, 3:35 p.m. to 5:30 p.m. The call-in phone number is (800)
540-5438. Here is a transcript of the most important parts of the show, including (along with other goodies) my call to
Stewart discussing the Foster death gun color issue.

<snip>

BRIEM: Do you know Hugh Sprunt?

STEWART: Uh, refresh my memory. That sounds slightly familiar.

BRIEM: Sprunt is a Texas CPA and attorney and he wrote a 165 page report called Citizen's Independent Report on
the Death of Vince Foster.

STEWART: I believe on some of the shows I've been on, I have heard about it. I haven't read it myself and I'm not
really familiar with his work.

BRIEM: But he has taken you to task for a lot of things, one being that you dismiss out of hand the work of Chris
Ruddy. In fact, I had Chris Ruddy on the show and he sort of said you did a hatchet job on him; and of course, "60
Minutes" did the same thing. But you also dismiss the idea of the three international handwriting experts and the
suicide note.

STEWART: Well, let me say I don't feel I did any kind of a hatchet job on Chris Ruddy. I certainly give Chris Ruddy
credit for interviewing people that the mainstream media were ignoring and for helping to call attention to the fact, that
I agree with, that this was a very hasty, unprofessional investigation, and because of that, that you know, there's no
one there to blame, in large part, for many of the questions that have swirled about the death of Vince Foster. I do not
agree with Chris Ruddy's, um, conclusion, or many intimations, for reasons that I discuss in the book. But I would
hardly call that a hatchet job. I might further add that I called Chris Ruddy, I and my research assistant, a total of about
a dozen times, and he would never agree to discuss his work or anything with me.

BRIEM: Really.

STEWART: And uh, so I feel in large part, if he feels that he was not fairly treated, he has no one to blame but
himself. On the handwriting question, again, the reason I feel so convinced, um, as I, as other investigators have also
concluded, this is a suicide, is, putting aside the forensic evidence for a moment, to me, overwhelming evidence of, of
Vince Foster's depression and how seriously his state of mind had eroded and the reasons for that. Reasons I might
add, that the White House did not want anyone asking about or getting to the bottom of.

But putting that aside, yes, there had been some anomalous forensic, um, aspects of this. But I found that virtually all
of them were not inconsistent with the verdict of suicide once you've looked at what had really happened and tried to
piece it together as best as could be done.

On the question of the handwriting analysis, my understanding is that, that Chris Ruddy organized these people and
um, I've seen Vince Foster's handwriting and I saw the handwriting in the note. It looked the same to me. I'm not a
handwriting expert, but I do know from my own experience as a lawyer, before I became a journalist, a trial lawyer,
that you can find an expert to say virtually anything, and particularly in things as, as handwriting. I mean, nothing is
ever 100% certain, but I think it's, it certainly is probable, if not highly probable, that it is his handwriting.

BRIEM: You know what I found interesting in this book? And um, it's worth the price of the book just to see what a
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mainstream newspaper like the Los Angeles Times did or did not do regarding the Troopergate story. That's a
fascinating story that you report.

STEWART: Well I'm glad you point that out because, um, so few journalists will ever write about what really goes on
in the media and I tried to do that in this story. You know the Clinton White House has taken the position that they've
been persecuted by mainstream media like the New York Times, the Washington Post, and the L.A. Times. But I think
what you see in this story is that far from being persecuted, the L.A. Times, the New York Times, have, have in fact
suppressed information that was unflattering to the Clintons, information that has subsequently turned out to be true.

BRIEM: When I read, and this is the first time I ever heard about it, that the L.A. Times editors, Jack Nelson, the
Washington Bureau Chief, Shelby Coffee III, here, saying we've got to have lie detector tests, I just about fell over.

STEWART: Well, I've never heard of any reporter being held to that standard. If, if that standard, um, were required,
half the stories we read would never appear in the paper, and um, uh, you know, we wouldn't have these newspapers.
It was, it was preposterous and it struck me as, you know, completely inconsistent with standard news gathering
policies. As the L.A. Times reporters were so upset about it, it was, first of all, they had gotten these, these troopers to
go way out on a limb at considerable risk to themselves to tell this story on the record, to put their reputations behind
it, and then they were told to go back and demand that they take lie detector tests. It was insulting to them, as it would
be to anyone.

BRIEM: Before this happened I talked with, uh, Douglas Franz. He was a first class investigative reporter as far as I
was concerned. He had written a book, and, uh, he resigned over this thing! He said I want no more of it.

STEWART: Yes he did. He was so upset, and he felt his, um, his integrity had been so compromised by the handling
of the story by the editors. You know the other thing you see in this story is they dragged their heals. It wasn't just the
lie detector test thing, um, and by the way the troopers even agreed to take it once that hurdle was put in their path.
But it was one thing after another. They came up with preposterous questions that had to be answered and they said it
had to be delayed and then they had to think about it and then the editor went on a skiing vacation.

BRIEM: And when they finally did print it, they put their own spin on it in the first lead of the story.

STEWART: They rewrote it like it was some historical tract.

BRIEM: Yes.

STEWART: And suddenly they're resurrecting stories about Thomas Jefferson and whether he had an affair with, um,
you know, a black servant or something like that. Completely throwing it off, off, off the, um, off the track. And they
barely put it on the front page. It was in just three little paragraphs stuffed down at the bottom right hand corner.

BRIEM: Being in Los Angeles, having lived here for much of my life, and seeing what the L.A. Times has done, it just,
coming from a Pulitzer Prize winning author like yourself, it struck me, this book should be read by everyone because
they could understand how difficult it must be for us in a one newspaper city, the second largest city in the country,
and uh, what goes on with a one newspaper city. It's terrible, it really is. I feel very bad, uh, that we only have one
newspaper because, uh, the old spirit of journalism seems to be dying, and, uh, it lends itself to, call it slanting,
censorship, call it, call it whatever you want. Uh, you have a better term for it, I'm sure. The point is that, uh, it bothers
me and I talk about it on the air quite, uh, quite frequently and now it's for all to read. I'll bet the L.A. Times is not
happy with this book.

STEWART: Well, you know, again, in fairness, I can't, I can't comment generally about the L.A. Times. But I, um,
cause I only looked in detail in this one aspect of it, but I think another startling aspect of it was that within the L.A.
Times, they felt that the Washington bureau was so close to the Clintons that they didn't even trust people in the
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Washington bureau to know that they were working on a story, an investigative story on the Clintons, for fear that the
Clintons would be tipped off about it by somebody in their own organization.

BRIEM: Wow.

STEWART: And again, I thought that was an extraordinary revelation that said a lot. And I think the L.A. Times is
not unique in this respect.

BRIEM: No, it isn't.

STEWART: Um, one of the things I learned about, one of the thinks I heard when I was asking, well why did the
White House cut off their cooperation with me. I heard that George Stephanopolous said well, you can't trust book
writers because they don't need us, they do their book, they do one book, they drop it and then they leave. They don't
come back for more. He said we have to deal with the daily, you know, the daily press, the people who cover the press
regularly. They need us. They have to come back day after day and get something from us. We can manipulate and
control them. We can't control book writers. And unfortunately, I think that that is true about many of the news
organizations in Washington. They're looking for next day's handout.

<snip>

BRIEM: To put something into perspective here, Sara Fritz, who writes for the L.A. Times, did something that I can't
imagine being done. I wonder if the editor at the Times really knew that this was in her story. She, uh, at the end of a
story about uh, uh, the, the trial in Little Rock, uh, she also writes: "Also on Sunday Newsweek magazine reported
that the fingerprints of the First Lady were found on copies of her law firm's billing records that turned up at the White
House not long ago. The billing records, which had been under subpoena for two years, before they were found, are
being treated as evidence in the government's investigation of alleged obstruction of the Whitewater investigation by
the First Lady.

STEWART: Um, huh. That's an extraordinary turn of events.

BRIEM: That is extraordinary. Do you believe that there could be an indictment of the First Lady?

STEWART: I would, would by no means rule that out as a possibility. I can't say there will be, of course, but, you
know, this is under very thorough investigation, and, you know, the presence of the First Lady's fingerprints, the White
House has been quick to say well, they think maybe she handled these during the 1992 campaign. I suspect that FBI
techniques are such that they'll have some idea of when those fingerprints appeared on the document. But, again, the
fingerprints standing alone do not prove that the First Lady handled these recently, within the time of subpoena. She's
gone before a grand jury, under oath, denying that she had anything to do with these billing records or knew how they
got in the White House. Um, and yet, they certainly don't exonerate her, and the circumstantial evidence on this
continues to mount. All I can say is that if indeed it develops that the First Lady was handling these documents in this
recent time frame, during which they were under subpoena, I would say she will almost certainly be indicted, and
probably before the election.

BRIEM: Really.

STEWART: And, you know, people look at these poll numbers. I'm surprised that, this, this proceeding, um, in Little
Rock against the McDougals, the Clintons' partners, and Jim Guy Tucker, has not been getting more attention. I mean,
David Hale, however much his credibility in question, a federal prosecutor, Independent Counsel, put him on the
witness stand and elicited testimony, under oath, in which he implicated the President of the United States in a
fraudulent loan scheme. Now this is, this is ominous. This is a major cloud hanging over this administration and I
wouldn't rule out at this point, anything that might result from this.
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BRIEM: Wow.

STEWART: Including indictments.

<snip>

BRIEM: Peter, you're on KIEV with Ray Briem and Jim Stewart. Go ahead. <snip> CALLER: James Stewart, I very
much enjoyed your book.

STEWART: Well, thank you.

CALLER: And, in fact, I'm rereading it. But I have to point out that your treatment of the Foster side of the issue is
not really, uh, to uh, to my expectations. I wish that you'd be a little bit more skeptical. Please at least comment on this
in the short time we have. It is a fact from the Fiske Report that there were no broken or chipped teeth even though
the gun was deep in his mouth. There are no fingerprints on that gun, a gun he had to handle in a most strange way
with his fingers. And finally, there is no dirt on his shoes and he had to walk 600 feet. Please, respond to these points,
sir.

STEWART: Um, I had a little trouble hearing, hearing some of that.

CALLER: Oh, okay.

STEWART: But, you know, again, I do remember looking into the dirt on the shoes question for example. It was a
very dry day. There was dirt in the area. But it seemed that it was at least possible that it wouldn't have stuck, um, to
his shoes. Uh, and, you know, some of the other, other questions again, um.

CALLER: Fingerprints on the gun, no fingerprints on the gun. That really bothers me sir.

STEWART: You're certain there were no fingerprints on the gun?

CALLER: That's what the Fiske Report and Christopher Ruddy come out with and others have studied it and there's
just nothing on there.

STEWART: Well, all I can say is that, you know, you know, I covered, I covered this, um, I went into many of the, of
the supposed anomalies that came up. In each case I, the ones that I did look into, you know for example, why didn't,
why wasn't the gun seen in his hand at the first time, I did find plausible explanations that were consistent with the
verdict of suicide. I don't recall looking specifically into the issue of fingerprints, but, um, as I said before, it was his
state of mind at being so depressed. It just to me, it flew in the face of all reasoning that someone that depressed would
have coincidentally have run into, uh, foul play. But I did look, and particularly when I, the things that I did look into, I
found ultimately I did not believe were inconsistent with the verdict of suicide.

Now I acknowledge that there are some peculiarities, that the, that the investigation was unprofessional, it was hasty,
as I pointed out in my book the person in charge of it initially had never even done a homicide investigation. They
didn't even get the, uh, ballistics test on the weapon until after they had rendered a verdict of suicide. There's much to
be skeptical about and its understandable that people have had trouble accepting this, um, this conclusion. On the other
hand, I would have, could have spent the rest of my life looking into that and I feel at some point you just take the
weight of the evidence and you go with what you believe.

BRIEM: Very good, Peter, thank you. Uh, Mr. Stewart, its interesting in the past two or three weeks that Mr. Starr
has appointed Stewart Parker [Ray undoubtedly meant to say Steve Parker] as a, as a homicide investigator to look
into this, this whole aspect.
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STEWART: Yes, I'm, I'm aware of that. I think that's a good idea because I hope the Starr investigation will be
thorough and will reach conclusions that satisfy people. I don't think it does anyone any benefit to have a mystery
hanging out there when you're dealing with the death of, um, you know, the highest level government official ever to
commit suicide, if suicide indeed is what it, what it turns out to be.

However, I wouldn't read into that they think its any, conclude its anything but suicide. My own understanding from
my sources inside the Independent Counsel investigation is that they, they are, you know, done and I can't say this with
any certainty, but that they too, I think, are tending in the direction that it's a suicide. But I welcome the appointment
of a murder expert. I think they should bend over backwards to be absolutely definitive when they finally do issue a
conclusion on this.

BRIEM: All right, let's take another call. We've got Allan on the line. Allan, you're on KIEV with Ray Briem and
James Stewart. Go ahead.

CALLER: Hello there. Good afternoon gentlemen.

STEWART: Hello.

CALLER: Mr. Stewart, can you hear me?

STEWART: Yes, I can.

CALLER: I'm looking at, uh, pages 1646 through 1649 of Senate Hearings.

STEWART: Yes.

CALLER: Regarding the Foster death that were released publicly.

STEWART: Yes.

CALLER: And FBI typed notes of their interview with Lisa Foster and it is clear from these notes that they showed
her a silver gun and told her that this was the one that was found in Fort Marcy Park. Yet the gun that was in the
ABC-News released photo is a black gun with no silver on it.

STEWART: Mm, huh.

CALLER: And also, if you look at pages 2407 to 2412 in the Senate Hearings, volume 2, you see other photos of the
totally black revolver. My question is, do you dispute, uh, any of this and why did you not tell your readers that the
FBI showed Lisa Foster a silver gun when the official photos of the gun show a black gun, and can you come up with
any innocent explanation for this discrepancy?

STEWART: Well, um, you know, again, I, I leave that to experts on that. But my impression was that it was the silver
gun. There was a silver gun that Lisa Foster had packed back in Little Rock. It came to Washington. That there was a
silver gun in, in the Fosters' possession, and that this was the gun that she was shown. I don't know if, precisely
remember whether she, she identified it definitely as the gun that she'd brought or not. Um, in any event though, the
photograph I, you know, I'm not sure that you know, sometimes silver, depending on the light and whatnot, can look
black. And I, and I've never been personally convinced that this is definitively a different gun.

On the other hand, um, its quite possible that the FBI would show a silver gun to Lisa Foster, uh, that this being the
gun that had come from Little Rock, or whatever. Maybe, maybe it is a different gun. I just feel that that doesn't in the
end, um, obviously it does raise questions, if its two different guns, but I don't think its dispositive.
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CALLER: But, uh, have you looked at, uh, pages 2407 to 2412 of the volume 2 of the Hearings which definitively
show, uh, a totally black revolver?

STEWART: Well, again, I have these sitting here on my desk. I can look at them again, but as I recall the reproduction
of the photograph isn't very good. And its very hard to tell short of actually seeing these weapons whether they're,
whether they're the same or not and I, and I haven't actually physically seen these. I don't know, um, who has, but
presumably the people in the Fiske investigation and now in the Starr investigation have the weapon and can reach that
conclusion themselves.

BRIEM: All right, Allan.

STEWART: I did review all those FBI reports.

BRIEM: All right, Allan, thank you.

<snip>

Mr. Stewart may have trouble recognizing a totally black/dark blue gun in the official photos and in the ABC
News/Time photo, but how does he explain the official eyewitness testimony and the official Park Police reports by
John Rolla and by another officer, describing the official death gun as black/dark if the official death gun was silver as
he speculates? Stewart actually said on the radio that "there was a silver gun in, in the Fosters' possession, and that this
was the gun that she was shown." He said this while apparently ignorant of the fact that the official death gun was
black/dark blue.

As far as I know, all the official eyewitness testimony regarding the official death gun describes it as no color other
than black or dark. The official photos of the official death gun and the ABC News/Time photo show the official death
gun as being totally black/dark blue.

Mr. Stewart must be confronted with the fact that the official death gun is black/dark blue and the fact that, as Stewart
admits, Lisa was shown a silver gun by the FBI. When showing her the silver gun they either expressly told her or
strongly implied that the silver gun she was being shown was the gun found with Vince in Fort Marcy Park. Mr.
Stewart failed to reconcile these facts.

Mr. Stewart also must be asked to explain why Fiske wrote in his report that Lisa identified the official death gun when
the death gun was officially black/dark blue and the gun upon which she based her identification was silver.

Even if one were to assume that Lisa was shown the black/dark blue official death gun by the FBI ten months after the
death, and she said it may be Vince's silver gun, then Mr. Stewart should explain why Fiske used that obviously faulty
identification as the basis for his conclusion that Lisa identified the official death gun as Vince's.

Mr. Stewart's book Blood Sport fails to answer these vital questions. In fact, in his book, Mr. Stewart's only reference
to the color of any gun that might be the death gun, is to the color silver, when he describes how Lisa helped bring
Vince's silver handgun to Washington from Little Rock.

Curiously, Stewart ignores all references in the official investigative record to the fact that the official death gun was
not silver, but black or dark. One reference to the official death gun being black was in the sworn testimony of Park
Police Officer John Rolla. However, in Blood Sport, when Stewart quotes that portion of Rolla's testimony, Stewart
omits Rolla's reference to the gun's black color as reported by Rolla.

Obviously, it would have been ridiculous for Stewart to strongly imply in Blood Sport that the official death gun was
silver, by describing how Lisa helped bring Vince's silver handgun to Washington and in the same book report Officer
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Rolla's eyewitness testimony that the official death gun was black.

So what did Stewart do? He omitted Officer Rolla's eyewitness testimony about the color of the official death gun. My
best guess is that Stewart's omission was not intentionally done to deceive, but rather, was the result of poor
scholarship.

Any further printings of Blood Sport should correct Stewart's failure to deal properly with the gun color issue. After
being alerted to the problem on Ray Briem's talk radio show on April 30, 1996, Stewart should act like the Pulitzer
Prize winning journalist he is, and correct his mistakes.


