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CHSL/JuW 2nd May, 1980.

I. Trethowan, Esq.,
Director-General,

3BC Broadcasting House,
.London,

Wla 1AA.

Dear Mr. Trethowan,

I am writing to you to express my concern on several matters resulting
froam the l4th April Panorama programme "A Dying Industry?”.

I will exclude from my comments the counter-arguments which I am in
.-+ A position-to present on the smcking and health issues raised by Peter Taylor
on the prog-arme. T T T T -

I an far more concerned with what I consider to be some impor-tant
mztters of principle which I think need-clarification in the current climate
s betwaen the seli-assuced investigative elements of
rting and industry as a whole.

af z2larioaship
t2lzvision repo

The criginal invitation to co-operate with Jonathan Holmes, the
Producer, and his team, was given very scrious consideration here, and we
wore nindful of the anti-smoking rcputation of Mr. Taylor, evideaced by
his previous work in connection with the tobacco industry. Our iaitial
view was not to getr involved, because we had strong reason to believe that
the programme would be yet another catechism of anti-smoking propaganda.
We r2ceived written assurances, however, that the intention wa2s to treat
the issues involved "in a fair and balanced way", and, in good faith and
with some continued reservation, we agreed to provide facilities to
inzerview the President of our company in Brazil.

I would agree that in the programme some of the industry arguments werc
brought out but always with far less emphasis than the case which was made
agaiast the industry. An example of this treatment is the very fleeting
reference to the EIU report. I conclude that the programme was deliberately
slantad against the tobacco industry in general, and BAT in pzarticular.

This concentration on BAT is specially galling when clearly we were the only
cocpany which co-operated substantially with Panorama in the making of the .

programme.
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1. Trethowan, Esq. -2 2nd May, 1980

My next peint concerns the ending of the programme, at which the
interjeczion of a BAT representative was heard when Mr. Long was asked a
ques:zioz which was outside the agreed question areas. I am aware of the
conversation which took place between my Public Affairs people and your
Panoramaz team at the partial preview, and accept that a difference of
opinion exists, and no doubt will continue to do so. However, I simply
do not uzderstand 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
the intervention of my representative truly summarised the "industry
dilec=a”. The only dilemma in my view which it illustrated was that of a
businessman, believing himself to be prepared to answer agreed questionms,
being fazed with a new and extremely complex question of which he had not
nad prior notice. I attach a transcript of the conversation which took
place, from which it will be clear that an answer was given by Mr. Long,
Mr. Tayior accepted it, but it was not included in the program=ze.

The conclusion must be that any organisation facing contentious public
2nd contemplating co-operation with television should not trust

issues,
any guifance or advice offered by the programme team, with regard to the
hanéling of interviews. I should explain that it was on the advice of

-Panorazz that—wa-had a represecntative present, bechuse we were toid by a

member ol the team, Mr. Parry Jones, that suzh a representative could
interv2=2 if he was not happy with the proceedings, and ensure that the
rmzterial was either excluded or re-shot.

appeared from your programme and from the subsequent article
in 2r”, that vour team szcquired two documents which have been
identilizd as being BAT documents. The first was a policy paper resulting
from & IaT Conference held in May 1279, and the other was a paper prepared
and sigzed in 1972 by Dr. S. J. Creen, a senior scientist employed by BAT.
These documents are the property of BAT, and contain information which is

confidez

During the course of the programme passages from the documents were
quoted varbatim and since the copyright of the documents belongs to BAT,
this clearly constitutes a breach of copyright because permission to use

then was never obtained or evan asked for. Since the programme incorporates
passages which infringe BAT copyright and embody information confidential to
BAT, I =ust insist that no further steps be takea tc broadcast the programme

in the T.K. or in any other country until the offending material has been
cut out.
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1. Trethowan, Esq. -3 - 2nd May, 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-warming of the biased nature of the final production.

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

w2 were told the production side of the BBC has no control. The article
published iz the Radio Times could not have been written without considerable
inside knowledge of the final structure and posture of the programme, and

the provision of that information was in itself a breach of good faith.

Finally you may think that I am complaining purely because it was my
company which hzs come under attack and that as Managing Director I am
therefore duty bound to protest. If this is your belief, I would draw
your attention to "The Scotsman" of 19th April. The writer refers to the
ending of the programme as "a piecc of scandalous journalism, made no

better by the fact that it WAt ouf oW & programme with a reputatiom for——— — < —
stuffy, straightforward hicresty, and that it was the BBC".

Yours sincerely,

C. H. STEWART LOCKHART
Managing Director
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