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CRSL/ill 2nd May, 1980.

T. Trethowan, Esq.,

Director-General,

BBC Broadcasting House,

.London,

WIA LAA.

Dea-- M--. Tretbowan,

I am writing to you to express T-.yconcern on several matters resulting
from C*-a14th April Panorama programme "A Dying Industry?".

I will exclude from my co=,ents the counter-arguments which I am in

a @os@i,t,@@re sent on the sm@oking and health issues raised by Peter Taylor
o,-.tte pro@=a,-.me.

I a= far more concerned witliwhit I consider to be some important

ma@-:crs of princ;-Dle wliich i think need clarification in the cu-=eut climate

between the self-assL-=ed investigative elements of
redorting and industry as a whole.

T*ne original invitation to co-operate with Jonathan Holmes, the

PZO@@Licem-,and his team, was &;-ven very serious consideration he--e, and we

wcre mindful of the ant4.-smol-,ina.reputation of Mr. Taylor, evidenced by

his urevious work in connection wit!i the tobacco industry. Our initial

vie-,.;was -,iotto ge@- involved, because we had strong reason to believe that

the progr3=e -@wouldbe yet another catechism of anti-smolting propaganda.

'@@erece;ved --ricten assurences, however, that the intention was to treat

,,e Lssues invol-Led "in a fair and balanced way", and, in good faith and

with some continued reservation, we agreed to provide facilities to

in:erview the President of our company in Brazil.

I woald agree that in the programme some of the industry arguments were
brought out but always with far less emphasis than the case which was made

against the industry.An exampl6 of this treatment is the very fleeting

re@erence to the EIU report. I conclude that the programme was deliberately

slanted aaainst the tobacco industry in general, and BAT in pa-:ticular.

This concentration on BAT is specially galling when clearly we were the only

co=Dany wliich co-operated substantially with Panorama in -the ma-l-,-ngof the

pro@rar,ne.
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1. Tret-owan, Esq. 2 2nd @'ay, 1980

My next point concerns the ending of the programne, at wh4-c'ithe
interjec:ion of a BAT representative was heard when tlr.Long was asked a
ques:4-o=which was outside the agreed question areas. I am aware of the
conversz:i.onwhich took place between my Public Affairs people and your
Pano,za=aream at the partial preview, and accept that a difference of
opinion exists, and no doubt will continue to do so. However, I simply
do nor understand how the BBC can hope to bridge a rapidly widening gap
between investigative television and industry when what, when all said
and done, was a devious trick on the part of the programme, was allowed to
be screened.

I am aware that the reason given by Panorama for behaving as they
did in respect of the ending was that in their opinion the question and
:he intervention -ofmy representative truly summarised the "industry

The only dilemirain my view which it illustrated was that of a
believing himself to be prepared to answer agreed questions,

bei;g f2zed with a new and extreme'@ycomplex question of which he had not
had prior notice. I attach a transcript of the conversation which took
place, @'-omwhich it will be clear that an answer was given by Mr. Long,
@',r.Tay---oraccepted it, but it was not included in the progra=e.

ibe conclusion must be that any organisation facing contentious public
i-ssues.ard co-,itemplatingco-operat--onwith television should not trust

g,-i--@a-,iceor advice offered by the -arogramme team, with regard to the
of interviews. I should explain that it was on the advice of

rep re sertt.-bLe;@Luse we were told by
tnen-.'.-erol the team, Yr. Parry Jones, that such a representative couid
inter-.-emeif he Las not happy with t-e proceedings, and ensure that the

was either excluded or re-shot.

it a-opearec'f.-T--iyotir programme and from the subsequent article
in 7-istener", that your team azalired two documents which have been

as be-*-ngBAT docur-.ents.The first was a policy paper resulting
a ZA--Cor,-@erenceheld ;--'@lay1979, and the other was a 1)aperprepared

and s4-i7--adin 1972 by Dr. S. J. Creen, a senior scientist employed by BAT.
rhese docu.-.ei-tsare the property of B-AT,and contain information which is

this co,-.,pany.

Q7j:-:eregardless a-@ our towards the general balance of the
progra=-- Tnycoipany stron;ly conde--msthe blatant misuse of their

-:.nfo--macion,however obtained.

Du-zingthe course of the programme passages from the documents were
quoted verbatim and since the copyright of the documents belones to BAT,
this clearly constitutes a breach of copyright because permission to use
them was never obtained or even asked for. Since the pro-rat=e incorporates
pa--sageswhich infringe BAT copyright and embody information confidential to
Bi'LT,I -st insist that no further steps be taken to broadcast the prograinme
in the U.K. or in any other country until the offending material has been

Cut Out.
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1. Trechowan, Esq. - 3 2nd Ilay, 1980

Further, I must ask that you return all copies of the two documents

and any other BAT documents, and any copies of them, which the BBC currently

have, whether stored in archives, on recording tape or computer tape or

in any other form. Should you fail-to do so we reserve our rights to take

such action as we consider appropriate to achieve the result we desire.

I understand also that a press release was issued by the BBC in

advance of the programme, which resulted in several enquiries being

addressed to the Information Department of BAT Co. Ltd. Our staff asked,

the BBC for a copy of this press release and were not allowed to see it.

Tne pre-publicity resulting from the release, or from what could only have
been direct information about the programme given by the production team,

gave us some fore-warning of the biased nature of the final production.

in particular, I would draw your attention to the Radio Times, over which

we were told the production side of the BBC has no control. The article

P--b!4-shed i= the Radio Times could not have been written without considerable

;.nside knowledge of the final structure and posture of the programme, and

the prov4-s--o-.iof that information was in itself a breach of good faith.

Finally you may think that I am complaining purely because it was my
company wh4-ah has come under attack and that as Managing Director I am

therefore duty bound to protest. If this is your belief, I would draw

your attencion to "The Scotsman" of 19r-h April. The writer refers to the
end ing-o.!@_tb_"rograrm-ne as "a piece of sca-,idalousjournalism, made no

E*ne-Ea'7@'@--tnat- t "w@e-nf-o@,-E---o-ri-@ptcFgrantrfe..ii-th--areputatiorr- for--becter by

stuffy, stra;-g',itforwar,4lionest--y,and that it was the BBC".

Yours sincerely,

C. It. STE14ART LOCKHART

Mama&;--g Director

Enc.

C-@
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