
The following exchange took place between Marc Nasdor and Dispatches in response to Nasdor’s 
criticism of Dispatches on Facebook. Nasdor complained that Dispatch #33 was “sloppy.” When 
asked why he thought that, he agreed to write down his criticisms and submit them to Dispatches. 
Dispatches then answered the criticisms. Marc Nasdor’s questions are in red. Dispatches’s replies 
follow. 

* 

Dispatches: 

Thanks for reading this. This reaction is addressed specifically to this one Dispatch (#33), not the 
larger discussion (Mackey/Watten Encounter). I have thoughts about that as well, but I am not sure 
if it should be combined with this comment, or if it is OK to send separately. Italicized parts are 
quotes from the Dispatch. My comments in red. 

The other half of the exchange are emails that were widely and publicly distributed with Watten’s 
knowledge if not his assent. 
  

Source for this assertion?  
 
Nathaniel Mackey 

  
OK, say it’s mail between two people who know each other. Well, it depends on the content of the 
conversation, doesn’t it, and the context established at the outset. If one party is copying the mail to 
a list of friends and the other party knows it, objects to it, but carries on with the conversation, is 
that a violation of some sacred email trust? 
  

Is this the case here? Again, please provide evidence that this is a statement of fact, that it applies 
here. It feels like an opinion.  
 
As above. We think the fact that no one has contradicted this point also speaks to it veracity. 

  
But there was nothing private about this exchange, notwithstanding Watten’s move to take it 
underground and ditch the witnesses and other participants. These are not “private” texts. 
  
To go dark was not a move toward more intimate conversation. On the contrary, it was a political 
move, a gesture of radical exclusion. Watten’s only motive (and he admits it) was to shut out the 
community that had been actively participating in and developing the debate over poetics. 

  
I agree that Barrett should have probably kept the thread alive (owing to the feeling that once it’s out 
there, it’s out there—though I wouldn’t say this about hate speech—often people get called out in 
this kind of forum, have second thoughts, or are sometimes regretful about too-quickly-sent 
postings). It’s his thread (one might term any Facebook thread to be semi-private I suppose). He 
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made a decision [to delete] about which there’s a diversity opinion, as noted. And? There’s nothing 
generally untoward about taking any discussion private. Does anyone in the literary community have 
standing to take it upon themselves to act as the email magistrate?  
 
Well, it depends on whether you are involved in the conversation or not. In this case Nate decided 
that the original participants should remain in the conversation. He made a decision. I don't know if 
you consider that magisterial. We consider it political.  
  
Where does Barrett admit that his motivation was to shut out the community? From what I have 
read so far, his motives seem less sinister. More likely he saw something getting out of hand, which is 
not unusual in this community. Facebook threads, being something other than IRL, have a way of 
turning into circular firing squads. Remember the laughable brouhaha over Josef Kaplan’s “Kill 
List?”  
 
Again, Marc, it depends on how you interpret this: "You must be aware of the possibility that 
various yahoos out there will cut and paste fragments of discussions like that and spread them all 
over the internet. I am happy to keep talking with you on what we have on the table, but this got 
out of control." To us, out of control means that the community participating in the conversation 
(Yahoos in Watten's cosmology) was going places Watten didn't want it to go, so he cut it off. If you 
have read the exchange, I think you would have to agree it was an intelligent discussion among 
interested and informed people. Why raise the threat of Yahoos? 
  
Why is this a “taking underground?” Solely on the basis of his deleting the thread? Sometimes a 
public call-out (Nate’s), and a regrettable response (Barrett’s).  
 
OK, you got me. I like dramatic language. We could have said retired the conversation to email, 
or chose to remove the conversation from public purview -- I'm not an academic, never have been. I am 
a poet, and I am currently a kind of polemicist, actually, so, yeah, that may be a poetic exaggeration -
- but it also describes an act where something that was open and public is suddenly and unilaterally 
reduced to two and hidden from the sight of the former participants. We think Underground covers 
it. 
  

Mackey must have felt that an important community conversation actively involving a number of 
people on Facebook was being “privatized” in order to exclude the community, to hide it from 
them and prevent them from participating. This act is not protected by claims of that the ensuing 
emails are “personal.” It was an attack on the community of participants.  

  
“Mackey must have felt…?” Perhaps, or not. Did Nate communicate these explicit feelings to 
Barrett? This may be speculation, and thus I find it sloppy. I don’t believe one should engage in it. 
In any case, Nate has stated explicitly that it was not he who published the thread, but Dispatches. 
How did the private email exchange make its way to Dispatches, and having so arrived, why was there 



no communication to Barrett to cover the bases, which is why I question the assertion at the top of 
this comment. 
 
Nate communicated nothing to us. Of course it's speculation. That's what "must have felt" means. 
It means I'm speculating. Are you saying all speculation is "sloppy." It might be considered sloppy if 
we had pretended it was not speculation when it was, but how is speculation sloppy in and of itself?. 
We never claimed it was the truth. We merely and openly speculated trying to think about why Nate 
insisted on including the original participants in the conversation. You can disagree with me. Why 
do you think he did it? Knowing him as I do, which is not all that well although I was his overage 
student almost 40 years ago after doing an 18 year stint working in factories, I am aware of the 
significance he places on community, so it made sense to us. As stated in the Dispatch, the entire 
exchange was sent to us by a third party who was copied in the emails. Let's just say we have a 
history with Barrett, having published a couple of years ago the dread tape of his encounter with 
Robert Duncan. At that time told us never to write to him again. 
  
Nate may very well have thought it crucial that the entire thread and email correspondence should 
be public. Why was there no agreement between Nate and Barrett on how to proceed? C’mon, it’s 
common courtesy to ask permission, and you, the editors, know this. Outside of Nate’s or Barrett’s 
opinion, this is on you, and it gives some credence to Barrett’s argument regarding the asking of 
permission. This is not all on him (Barrett); it seems the “bad actor” label is stuck to multiple 
parties.  
 
Of course we are bad actors. Who do you think you are talking with? Dispatches doesn't do 
"common courtesy." We are rude boys. We don't adhere to codes. We do what we judge to be 
necessary, what's required by the situation. We don't give a shit about the niceties. People are far too 
nice to each other. It's what Emerson calls "love that puels and whines". Read Dispatch #1 
(https://www.dispatchespoetrywars.com/about/). There is a long history here that I don't think you 
are aware of.  
  
“It was an attack on the community of participants.” An attack? Unless this statement can be backed 
up, it has no business being made.  
 
We did back it up. That proposition occurs in the midst of an analysis of the act, and its sense is part 
of that argument. When you say "back up" what do you mean? You want "proof," like 
Barrett volunteering to take a lie detector test about his motives, a smoking gun? Come on, man. We 
argued a case .You can claim that we didn't make the case but I'd like to know exactly how we failed. 
The bottom line is, just because you don’t agree with us doesn’t mean we were sloppy.  
  

That’s why you are not supposed to post things that you might later have second thoughts about. If 
you don’t know that, you shouldn’t be on Facebook. 
  



Agreed, but Jeezus, it’s a sad commentary on the online communities that people are not afforded 
opportunities to revise their statements. Methinks we’d all be better off unplugging.  
 
Sorry, we will have to disagree here. I say nothing on line that I don't want my great grandchildren 
to read in 50 years. Period. You can always revise after. You can always keep the conversation going 
and building and changing. That's what we are committed to. The process of thinking in a being 
together, an entangled emergence of always inadequate but interesting furthering of thought. The 
conversation is never unflawed and never finished. We are always revising and revising and revising 
as we continue to engage the community in conversation, exchange, dialog. Barrett can revisit all he 
wants. That's the miracle of the internet. And then revise again. And again. Dispatches absolutely 
despises what Jack Clarke called the Display Case culture of poetry and discourse. Perfect it, display 
it, and then try to sell it. We are proud Olsonites in that we believe the dirty roots are just fine, 
thank you, they are essential to understanding. And that poetry is thinking and thinking is always an 
entangled process of becoming. 

  
 


