Phil Loruan 5/20/93
ST Productions, Inc.
5151 .isconsin Ave.,
Washington, DC 20016

Dear i’hil,

’I‘]ml-::: for the anscette and for the frnalmes: of your yesterday's letter.

“:f only iiterest in the cassette was for depq‘it at Yood because I considered
yours a goed, fair and perc pilve interview. I7 they camot wase that size;é perhaps you'll
hecr fron Glicm.

Fiiher T was lesn cle: v than L should have been or you misunderstood me. You did
correetly wderstond that I wontel no association with any theorizing but you did not
understand that I also wwnted not to be used o give cradibility to a vwide assortment
or people who were responsible for disinformation andf that lzind of theorizing. I did not
Imou, Tov example, that you'd usod f‘iamtroy and Lane. They are more responsible that most
for th: present wifortunate situation and what they geid was self-serving, often false
and nisleading, and they had no eredibility other thon their cleined roles gave thenm.

Famtroy vas a desplcable black Judas. L had toe iuch personal experience with him
on this particular matiter and he behaved badly in all ways, all intended to facilitate
or credit in advance his prcéonccpticns. UJ\J” b wew 1007 wrm g

Lane presonally cr;,utecl a dishonest and very prejudical situation for hie ostebsible
glient, Ray, by doing nothing eive fl)éha‘l: he did from igborance g/ in serving hic oun
solfich intevest. fle is tho ldnd of nonntor who malkes psople who sell sex look good.

liy recollection of the shou, now not at all cloar, is that the en’d effect of using me
with them vhen they actually said very little that was frctual about the orime and what
th'n hoppencd, was %o malke them appear more credible than without me they would have apieared.

That is someshin: I have sought to avoid, one of the r:asons I refused to work for
pay on the Thameo/HDO show or to appear on ite I did not stay up for it and did not get
a cascebte of it.

%u did not damape my roputation and I'm sure you had no such intention. If I gave you
thot inpression I should not have, I suprose that if I gnid enything like that it was fiom
;}QA{ the 'I:ans gall that i nov do not romember. .

T was much troubled by rour late checldng on Gpacie AS%'ephcxm with me, as I then indi-
catad, and ag I'm sure I told you earlier she sav and lmew nothins and was not in eny way
switable for a seriou: show. I was ’cha“/asr;ured that she would not be useds# as I believe
ghe wasde

I sup:{)::e that to a degree sousthiug like this cituation is inevitable with what I =g
as the eliches of your medimm. I rogret it and roget being uscd to give it credibility.

M?'}'D'_le i+ may not have becn your intent you pmsen%o unconscionable bastards, gane
and Muantroy ', 88 virtuslly heroic. There was nothing on the other side of what they seid

and vere able o misrprescent themsolves as being. Bout to you and Michele, W
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AMERICA'S MOST

o

May 19, 1993

Dear Harold,

Glad to hear that your book is about to be published. I'm very
much looking forward to reading it.

As you see from the letterhead, Michelle and I are back to
catching crooks now. I’d be happy to provide you with a dub of
the footage we took of you and your files. I’ve got someone
dubbing it onto 3/4-inch format, and will send it along as
soon as it’s ready; you should have it in a few days. If you
need a different format, let me know.

I‘m sorry I never wrote you back after the special; I started
to a few times, but frankly I was so surprised and upset about
your reaction that I wasn’t able to respond coherently.

I think the thing that upset me the most was your perception
that I had damaged your reputation, and had somehow misled you
about my intentions. I don’t want to argue, point by point,
what we included or didn’t include. I do, however, want to
point out that every review -- with the exception of The New
York Times -- noted, correctly, that the program "stopped
short of any conspiracy theories." It was hailed as factual,
careful, and (to guote Variety), "revealed the material in an
empirical manner: objective, not exploitive."

I raise these not to pat myself on the back, but to assure you
that (with the exception of one three-paragraph, snotty notice
from a reviewer who appears to not have even seen the
broadcast) the wvast majority of viewers saw exactly the
program I promised you we would produce -- one that was fair,
objective, and that offered no conspiracy theories.

It is a shame that The New York Times, which often shows a
strong bias against any programs that include re-enactment,
allowed that bias to taint your name in print; for that I am
truly regretful. I can’t stop bad journalists from doing bad
work, but I am sorry that such bad work has soured you on the
program. We stuck very, very carefully to the areas you
discussed; we all agreed that you were the most powerful
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speaker we had and, as a result, included much more of your
interview than anyone else’s; and we hoped that we lived up to
your high standards.

In any case, I do apologize for not writing earlier. I hope
that you are well. Please keep us up to date on your book.

Cheers,

Qo0

Philip Lerman
Managing Editor
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