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Dear Jokn Fowlws,

Many thanks for your letier. It raises eome serious issues,
which the others may well “eal we should go inte furthery but
before we get down o them, 1 woider whether I could comment on
one or ta0 poinls relaiipg Lo my ¢wa role.

i) 1 belleve yeue weadry is 2t faalt when you say in Paragraph 1
that I told +hse tiret mowiing that 1 had discussed the question
of eligibility with fntonis ¥Fraser and  .thal we khad decidel that
Naipsul's book wae e¢ligible. Whalever my own views, it would, I
foel, have been laproper for me as chairman to introduce the
iggue’ in this mwenner, as thougn 1 were nudging you towards a fait
accompli. In fact T hadn'®t proviovsly discusaed the guestion (or
for that maiviter anything else abcut the bock) with Antonia; I
raised it entirely on ny own account, having b=come concerned over
1t after telling a second glance at the rulea shortly before the
neeting.

ii) With rogard to Paragraph 2, I'm quite sure trat I didn't say
that [ had dianesed the guostion of Nalpaul's own views on the
topilc with him, or received any assurance ifrom nim in the matter.
Although I am a friend of Lis, I had at no point talked abput the
bock with him (ry indeed seen him other than flestingly since
well before he began writing it). Thsre is indeed no reason why

I shouldn't kave talked untout the book -*ue]f -- though it would
surely bave osen rasher strange for ue, under the circumstances,
to have ciscugped the bouk's eligibiliity for the prize —— and

in isolation this point may nobt seem all thet iuportsnt. But taken
in cengunction with point i), your version cf whai happenéd looks
like additicnal ev;dvncn of & less than scrupvlous approach on my
part.

Incidentally, I feal thatl when you say that Philip Toynbee and
you decided (quite rightly) that the author's own views on the
book carry no w2ight as evidence, it would have baen fairer -- in
the 1Light of wkat bad sone before ~ to add that I myself, without
being prompted, woveral times made it clear that we should judge
only whkat the author had writtsn, not what he, his publiaher or
anyons else mnay have claimed be intended to write.

i4i) Thie next ie & mettsr of opinicn, but aftex searching my
congsience I s¥ill reel convinced that I pesssed on Tom Maschler's
juggesiicry Lo tie judges in en inpariial masnner, rather thap "
insinuating tha® they wore "meddling and unwarranted". But i leave
it to the ©.hers present to lacide. Had T in fact thought him b
intervention wau ocut 2f crdex, 1 woukd of courss have refused to
mention it to tne cther judges, and *c¢ld bolm so,
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iv) On the same topic, I don't recall that the exchange as to vhom
Tom. had been speaking for was particularly confuseds at any rate,/I
tried to establish as clearly as possible my own understanding of
the situation, which is that he was speaking in his own capacity,
but aleo as a member of the organising committee prepared %o raise.
the question of eligibility with his fellow-members. A!@

v) With regard to Paragraph 10, we may or may not have spent too
little time, proportionately, on some of the other books —- but I
would strongly resent any attempt to construe such a criticism as
meaning that I tried to force the ismue or hustle the other judges
into taking a decision before they were ready. On the contrary, I
did my best to make sure that they had every chance to change their
minds, and it seems to me that if anything my role in the fimal"
stages was to prolong the discussion to a slightly later hour than
most people wanted.

vi) In Paragraph 2 you describe me as Nafpaul's "chief advocate®™,
Taken together with some of your other points, I think that this
would give anyone who hadn't actually been present at the meeting
a rather misleading impression. Certainly I spoke strongly in
favour of the book; but in fairness to me —- once again,, in the
context -—- it should surely be added that I spoke up at least as
strongly on behalf of another book as well (the Elizabeth Taylor).

No doubt the other judges will have their own ‘comments to make —
and forgive me if what I've written seems unduly egocentric. But
gince your letter may well be used as one of the texts on which we
base subsequent discussions of the main issue, the question of
eligibility, I feel it essential to clear out of the way first
those things in it which might be taken to suggest that I abused
my position as chairman.

As you'll readily appreciate, this hasn't been an easy letter for
me to write either. Please believe me when I say that I have no ill
feelings in the matter:; I know how easy it is for misunderstandings
to arise when trying to unravel seven or eight hours' of complicated
conversation. On the other hand I simply can't accept your letter
as it stands. Do let's sort this out as quickly as possible, so that
we can concentrate on our real job as judges.

Yours sincerely,

coples to: Mr John Murphy John Gross
Mr Rayner Ungin
Miss Marilyn Edwards
Lady Antonia Fraser .
Mr Saul Bellow by
Mr Philip Toynbee R






