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INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE 2.
To Mr. Nichael Diddin DATE  Octoder 6, 1971
Department of English o
ymom J. B, Bilsland, Associate Chairman
Dapartment of Fnglish
Dear Mr. Didbdin:

You will find attached hereto a nm copy of the first essay
assignment which you distriduted to your section of English 210, and with
this & copy of the memo which accompanied it when you turned it in to
Sister Marion Norman, Sister Marion has asked me my opinion of both of
these.

T s . Uus
1. Mr. Dibdin’s essay assignment. The memo at the upper right G I am afraid, like Sister Narion, I am disturbed by the note
& he sen rion rman. lows the four uny topics: I suppose that you intended it to be
was attached to the copy sent to Marion Norma amusing, but it seems to me that it is both pointlass and entirely misleading
in tone. If I were one of your students I should assume that the ossay
counted for very little {n your eyes. I strongly urge that your instructions
banceforth be to the point and so couched that your students will have good
3 ) reason to take their assignments seriously.

October 7, 1971

Denr Dr. Silzlmd.“v ‘
1 have received your letter .ﬁd{éét‘xéid;fed your

conaents on oy ersay assisnment and my memo to Biahjr Harlm.
With rer*rd to the former you seem suxioua that thc mt@mtn
"will huve rood renson to take their assignments serlonsly. In ny
experience of 210 essays the dangers of nippmoy are far outnighed
by those stemming from an atteapt to be solemn and unoriginal ln tht
belief that this will produce good grades.

attempt that I included the note, I quite understand yom‘ not bug

amuned Ly i{t since it was not intended to amuge you but the atudencs,

in which aim % pucceefed.

of your students I should assume that the esnay counted for very little

in your eyes", I must poin% out that if you were one of ny students
you would have attended my clasa on Tuesday when I explained in great
detail what kind of performance I expected from them in their eesays,
and consscuently would have no cause for such an agsumption.
Referring to the nafter of the memo you writes "1 should have
thought that this vc«rd‘ of cautlion was unnecessary.® I totally agree
with you on this point, T am sorry if you and Siater Marion were
disturbed by the omismion of her title. I had no idea that any
university person would allov himself o be disturbed by such ¢ hings.

8ince this {s apparently not the case I shall be more careful in

N

M.J.Dibdin

_ Yours faithfully,

3. Dibdin’s reply to Bilsland.

The above series of letter was brought to the Gateway
office by Michael Dibdin, an ex-PhD (English) candidate
and ex-GTA (English 210). Mr. Dibdin (no relation to
Professor Thomas Dibcdlin) has just dropped out of the
Department of English, giving as his reason a profound
disgust with just the sort of bureaucratic hassling
illustrated in the letters.

The initial cause of the paper debate was the
requirement that Graduate Teaching Assistants submit
to a faculty member copies of the essay topics which
they have assigned to their classes.Mr. Dibdin had a few
interesting questions to raise about the exchange of
letters:

Why wasn’t the initial complaint dealt with by the
offended faculty member personally? Each reply
cames from an even more senior faculty member.

Whmt vl 4.0 Sopened had he answered Dr.

It was to counter auch ua

Concerning your remark that "If I were one

I am equally disturbed by your memo, and must ask that benceforth
you address members of the faculty by their customary titles. I should have
thought that this word of caution was unnecessary.

Yours sincerely,

J. W, Bilsland
Jwn/js
Attachaent

oc: Sister Xarion Norman

2. The letter Bilsland sent to Dubdin after receiving a complaint
from Norman.

INTER - DEPARTMENTAL COBRRESPONDBENCE

DATE
" M. J. Dibdin

(October 12, 1971
Departmont of English : "

FROM E. J. Rose, Chairman

Department of English

I am in receipt of several communications between you and
Professors Norman and Bilsland. Please don't make the -Xsuko a!
answering this letter, but read it with care.

I suggest you make an effort to grow up and put an end to
wour flip, sophomoric, discourteous, and sarcastic behevior towards
senior membors of this Department who are chasged with the unenviable
task of supervising your teaching (God help them). be odd on your .
own time. Originality never dwells with :ﬂ“mss. You are not | e
immune to the fnevitable.

EJR:sm 2 . b

c.c. br, 2. W. Bilsland .
Lr. M. lorman fh gy

4. Rose’s letter to Dibdin after
Bilsland.

receiving a complaint from

Rose’s letter?

Why does an attempt to ease the tensions of a
freshman English class and encourage creative essay
prodluction merit, in the end, a more-or-less public
reprimand from the Chairman of the Department?

Mr. Dibdin told Gateway that he feels such
experiences tend to ‘radicalize” even the meek, in
reaction to the bureaucratic process. Mr. Dibdin’s
motives for bringing the exchange to Gateway's
attention may be questioned, but certainly the letters
are self explanatory.

When asked by Gateway, Dr. Bilsland had no
comment to make about Mr. Dibdin or his resignation
fram the PhD program. Dr. Rose was not available for
comment (he was at a meeting) before press time.

Any reactions. to the letters may be addressed to Mr.
Dibdin c/o The Gateway or to the Gateway for
publication.

Dr. Rovee, do not make the mistake of answering this. You are not immune to the inevitable.

. GArd G
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