
Investigation of the Complaint 

Entered by College of Arts and Communication Dean, Mark McPhail, Against Art Department Associate 

Professor, Chris Henige. 

SUMMARY 

The complaint against Prof. Henige made by Dean McPhail contains three charges: A) refusal to fulfill 

professional obligations, B) insubordination, and C) creating a hostile work environment. 

The evidence detailed in this investigation suggests that Prof. Henige has failed to fulfill his professional 

obligations with respect to the Art History sub-major. It should be recognized that Prof. Henige believes 

his failure to fulfill his professional obligations to the Art History program is justified as he believes his 

advice and opinions with respect to the program have been repeatedly ignored. [There’s a lot more to it 

than that.] Prof. Henige also presents compelling evidence that demand does not justify the retention of 

the Art History sub-major as an offering in the University's programs. [Mr. Bronson is convinced. Why 

not anyone else?] The evidence also indicates that Prof. Henige has fulfilled his service obligations. [Yes 

it does.]  

The evidence detailed in this investigation suggests that Prof. Henige has been insubordinate and 

insolent toward Department Chair Susan Messer. [“Insubordinate” is defined as “defiant of authority” or 

“disobedient to orders”. No evidence is presented anywhere that I disobeyed any orders. As for 

“authority”, the question that arises is “what is authority”? Does authority simply come with a title to 

which we must owe unswerving allegiance? Or is authority a quality in a leader that demonstrates their 

ability to lead, including such things as compliance with policy, and service to their clients? I have the 

utmost respect for authority, when someone demonstrates it. As for insolence – “showing a rude and 

arrogant lack of respect” – as authority must be demonstrated, respect must be earned. As you read this 

report, it will become painfully evident that Mr. Bronson espouses some kind of utopian vision where 

everyone acts as they are supposed to, that hierarchies are military or monastic in nature and not 

subject to discourse, and we all do what we’re told. That only works when those in charge demonstrate 

authority and command respect. That is not the case here.] The evidence strongly suggests that the 

insubordination is not limited to one or two acts, but is an ongoing pattern of behavior. 

It should be noted that evidence, received in conjunction with the first two charges, supported the third 

charge, creating a hostile work environment. The investigation of that charge was assigned Dr. Elizabeth 

Ogunsola, Assistant to the Chancellor for Affirmative Action. [Who determined that my actions did not 

constitute the creation of a hostile work environment based on gender.] 

PROCEDURE 

On December 13,2013, Dean Mark McPhail of the College of Arts and Communication filed a complaint 

with Chancellor Richard Telfer against Associate Professor Chris Henige. "Pursuant to Wis. Admin Code 

UWS 6.01, I am submitting a complaint against Associate Professor Chris Henige based on evidence that 

he continues to engage in a pattern of conduct that 'violated university rules or policies or adversely 

affected the faculty member's performance and his/her obligation to the university.' (UWW Faculty 

Personnel Rules Chapter 602.d)." 



It is significant that Dean McPhail's filing takes the form of a complaint as opposed to a grievance. "A 

complaint alleges that conduct of a faculty member violated university rules or policies or adversely 

affected the faculty member's performance of his/her obligation to the University. Such conduct could 

lead to punishment of the alleged offender under UWS 4 or UWS 6." University of Wisconsin-

Whitewater Faculty Personnel Rules, Chapter VI, 2, d. 

There are three substantive sections of Dean McPhail's complaint: A) refusal to fulfill professional 

obligations, B) insubordination, and C) creating a hostile work environment. This investigation address 

sections A and B. The investigation of section C was assigned to Dr. Elizabeth Ogunsola, Assistant to the 

Chancellor for Affirmative Action. It should be noted that it is not possible to avoid C when investigating 

A and B. 

It is often difficult to determine whether a behavior, or lack of a behavior, may constitute a refusal to 

fulfill professional obligations or insubordination, since the two behaviors may have considerable 

overlap. For example, failure to fulfill a valid request from the Department Chair [There have been no 

requests from the Department Chair that I have not fulfilled. In fact there have been no requests from 

the Department Chair at all.] is both a failure to fulfill professional obligations and insubordination. 

Consequently, the placing of evidence under one charge, or the other, may be arbitrary. Evidence is 

examined only once and may be found either under the heading Refusal to Fulfill Professional 

Obligations or insubordination, but not both. 

Subject to University of Wisconsin-Whitewater Faculty Personnel Rules, Chapter VI, 3, a, (4) this 

investigation is limited to actions occurring on, or since, August 14, 2013, a date that is 120 days prior to 

the complaint against Prof. Chris Henige, filed by Dean Mark McPhail, on December 13,2013. This 

investigation also addresses actions relevant to the complaint occurring since December 13,2013. 

In conducting this investigation interviews were carried out with: 

1) College of Arts & Communication Dean, Mark McPhail 

2) Art Department Chair, Susan Messer 

3) Art Department Professor, Denis Dale 

4) Art Department Associate Professor, Deborah Wilk 

5) Art Department Associate Professor, Chris Henige 

INVESTIGATION 

A) Refusal to Fulfill Professional Obligations 

"Dr. Henige has openly and repeatedly refused to fulfill his service and instructional obligations to his 

department." (McPhail, 12/13/13) [It must be noted that Bronson already stated above that there is no 

evidence that I failed to fulfill service obligations. It will also be important to note what is in fact an 

“obligation”.] 

To understand the impact of the following communications it should be noted that, at present, there are 

three art history faculty lines, only two of which are currently filled. The faculty members in the Art 

History discipline are Associate Professor's Henige and Wilk. Academic staff (Lecturers) also teach in the 



Art History discipline, and one is full time. Consequently, when anyone faculty member absents 

her/himself from a responsibility in Art History, the administration falls almost entirely on the remaining 

professor and/or Chair Messer. [Exactly. Since the departure of Stephanie Miller, all responsibility for 

the art history area has fallen on my shoulders, including after the arrival of Dr. Wilk, who has repeated 

and consistently “absented” herself from responsibility. That has been the issue from day one, and no 

one has been willing to address it.] 

The following evidence is offered in chronological order with earliest evidence coming first. 

• Evidence: (e-mail exchange dated August 27,2013, attached) In a reply to a request for information 

from Lecturer Ince, Prof. Henige replied: “After two years of being ignored and ultimately simply left 

out, I have recused myself formally from any and all matters concerning the administration of the art 

history area. You should direct such questions to those who have been copied on this reply.” Chair 

Messer and Prof. Wilk were copied on this e-mail. [This email concerns prerequisites for a course I do 

not teach. It could be argued that both tenured instructors and the chair are equally responsible for 

addressing her concerns. The chair never directed me to address it. Had she, I would have.] 

Comment: This a common theme in Prof. Hinge's [sic] e-mails, for example, see e-mail chain dated 

August 19, 20, September 16, 30, 2013. [That’s right. I am under no “obligation” to undertake any 

actions relative to other people’s courses or requests for renovations. Bronson appears to object to the 

fact that I am blunt and direct.] 

• Evidence: (e-mail exchanged dated August 28, 2013, attached) In a reply to a list of committee 

assignments sent by Chair Messer, Prof. Henige replied: “It would not be in the interest of the 

Department or College for me to serve on the International Committee. I have no future plans 

whatsoever regarding International activities.”  

Comment: Prof. Henige currently serves on the International Committee. His comment may be 

disingenuous as his academic work and related travel are international. [Bronson ignores the fact that 

the charge of this committee is not related to research. Its purpose is to oversee travel-study or study-

abroad programs for students, and the establishment of exchange possibilities between UWW and 

foreign institutions. My research has nothing to do with either. So, no Mr. Bronson, it is not 

“disingenuous”.] In his December 06,2013, Face-To-Face Review (attached) Prof. Henige included in 

Scholarly objectives: “Organize and participate in All Things Stone Colloquium III in Lincoln, England.” On 

January 23, Prof. Henige requests permission from then Interim Chancellor Kopper for relief from 

service in order to work on The Creation of Gothic Architecture Project. This is certainly inconsistent 

with his statement: “I have no future plans whatsoever regarding International activities.” […that might 

be in any way relevant to that committee.] 

Prof. Henige explained during his interview that his reply did not constitute a refusal, but was merely a 

reflection of his lack of interest in the International Committee assignment. [Not exactly. It was not lack 

of interest, it was the reality that such a committee position is best served by someone who has future 

interests in the activities of that committee, not someone who has had the following experiences…] 

Descriptively Prof. Henige had some negative experiences with the Center for Global Education when 

Harlan Smith served as director and Prof Henige has chosen not to associate himself with that office 

since. 



• Evidence: (e-mail exchange dated August 29, 2013, attached) In reply to a request form Chair Messer 

for participation in assessing the Art Department space and equipment needs, Prof. Henige replied: “I 

have a prior commitment tomorrow which I’d rather not get into at this point. I will take sick time since 

the meeting is scheduled for more than two hours…I have no issues with the space use – I simply adapt 

to what I have.” [This meeting had to do with space usage, of which the only space relevant to me is 

CA2. I have no issues with CA2.] 

Comment: Again, this is disingenuous, as later e-mails from Prof. Henige will aggressively criticize the 

Department's space and equipment usage (see e-mail chain(s) of October 03, 04, 07, 08, 17, 28, 

November 08 and 16, 2013) [How can it be disingenuous when it was written two months earlier? At 

that time, and to this day, I have had no issues with the space. I do have issues with what came of the 

space. Dr. Wilk proposed changes to the room, changes which made no difference whatsoever to me, 

changes which she expressed no interest whatsoever in preparing and submitting the paperwork for, 

and I have been blamed for not “participating”. If you want the changes, Dr. Wilk, then do the 

paperwork and make the changes. I couldn’t care less.] 

• Evidence: (e-mail chain dated August 19,20, September 16, 30, 2013) In response to an e-mail from 

Lecturer Michael Flanagan requesting support in interviewing an Art History candidate dated August 19 

Prof. Henige replied: “Please remove me from your list. I have recused myself from all matters 

concerning the art history area.” (The interview was scheduled for August 22, a date within the 9 month 

academic contract period.) [There is no requirement anywhere on campus that any faculty member 

participate in the interview process for any position, unless they are members of the search committee. 

Do I imagine that the entire faculty of Languages and Literatures are mandated to attend interviews for 

academic staff lecturing positions in that department? Absurd. Not to mention in the exhibits provided 

by McPhail, Messer clearly identifies Flanagan’s email as an “invitation”, not a mandate.] On September 

16, Prof, Henige wrote to Prof, Jancek and copied Prof. Dale: “There is no campus requirement for 

departmental approval or attendance at their interviews, so I will not attend these meetings.” [Show me 

the requirement and I’ll be there. We delegate authority to make hiring decisions to the committee, and 

have no right to second guess them later on. If we have grave concerns, then we can choose to 

participate.] On September 30, Prof. Henige replied to Prof. Janovec, copying Chair Messer: “Not one bit 

of what you have said is true. I was never invited to participate – not once – in the search process, 

though I admit I would not have done so if invited.” [Messer handwrote “note invitation to participate” 

on a copy of Flanagan’s announcement of the interviews. Yet, as senior art historian, I learned about the 

position when I saw a box of applications on a table in the department office. I was in no way “invited to 

participate” in any of the process that led to the decision to hire a nonwesternist, the position 

description, what that individual would teach, etc… If you are looking for the definition of 

“disingenuous”, Mr. Bronson, Messer’s handwritten note is it.] 

Comment: In this instance it appears the Prof. Henige has twice refused, in writing, to participate in 

search and screen interviews and yet he denies ever having been invited to participate. [Is it Bronson’s 

contention that “participation” in a hire in the area in which I am the senior faculty member may be 

limited to interviewing the applicants? Would he accept that himself? Who would?] 

• Evidence: (e-mail chain(s) of October 03, 04, 07, 08, 17, 28, November 08 and 16, 2013) These e-mail 

chains concern upgrades to classroom CA2. On October 08, Prof. Henige, gave notice that he would not 

participate in the CA2 changes: “Don’t concern yourself with trying to fit me in – I’ll simply adjust to 



whatever happens and again on October 17: “Becky, you can leave me out of this. However, before and 

after October 08, Prof. Henige voiced strong opinions on CA2. For the most part, these opinions were 

helpful in pointing out potential problems but did little to further the situation. [Why should they and 

why should I participate? There is no “obligation” on my part to actively participate in a renovation for 

which I have no need at all. Should I have the option to do so, if it matters to me? Yes, just like I should 

have the option to interview candidates for positions I care about. But for those I don’t, I have the 

option to pass. And I did.] On November 16, Prof. Henige wrote to Chair Messer, copying Prof. Wilk and 

Lecturer Ince: “As this process was neither initiated by me, nor do I have any vested interest in what 

happens, I am most assuredly not going to take responsibility for any lab modernization projects. That 

should be done by the persons that require it. My compensation is clearly based on the fact that I am an 

art historian and therefore not as valuable to the institution as those in other disciplines, and further I 

am not being compensated for my expertise in architectural design and practice, which is outside the 

scope of my responsibilities as an art historian at this institution, as is my extensive previous experience 

in classroom remodeling projects. I am no longer being compensated for the expertise I brought to the 

role of chair, and as such, it no longer available to the institution either…I have adjusted my role in the 

Department to correspond more consistently with my compensation relative to others. This extends to 

administrative expertise, the development of new curriculum, travel study programs, seminars, 

exceptional service and other specific activities that are required for promotion that I will not be 

seeking. Decisions taken by the administration over the last two years have sent the message that the 

art history area is no longer my responsibility, and indeed that my involvement in it is neither respected 

nor welcome.” 

Comment: Prof. Henige has unequivocally stated that he would not take part in a classroom renovation 

intended to benefit the Art History major. [Says who? In the end we have a lectern that blocks some 

students’ views, and a “widescreen” that is the same width as the original screen, therefore sacrificing 

the space above and below that widescreen projection, making it smaller overall. These changes were 

intended to benefit the instructor, not the students.] 

B) Insubordination 

[This section is being treated broadly as insubordination and insolence. However, insubordination and 

insolence have been treated as distinct actions in some legal venues.] [Bronson presents no evidence 

that I refused to obey a directive by anyone, and that is the definition of “insubordination” that McPhail 

used in his complaint. Again, Bronson, McPhail and numerous other administrators seem to hold the 

position that the hierarchy of titles on campus is unassailable, and any questioning of that hierarchy is 

“insubordination”. This is not North Korea, and it is not Nazi Germany. This is an educational community 

of academics whose job it is to challenge ideas, especially when those ideas need challenging.] 

"Dr. Henige's refusal to fulfill his service and instructional obligations is symptomatic of a pattern of 

insubordinate behavior, directed primarily at his department chair, but also at administrators at the 

university as well. In addition to making unsubstantiated allegations about the chair's motives and 

competence, [I invite the administration to demonstrate that my allegations have been false. It is 

conspicuous that they have repeatedly made such allegations and consistently declined to defend 

themselves at the same time.] he has advised colleagues on several occasions, at least once in writing, 

to 'watch your back,' [The context of this is addressed in the annotations to the complaint.] and he 

continues to respond to requests for information and participation in adversarial and critical ways. His 



behavior has negatively affected the ability of his colleagues to fulfill their responsibilities as well." 

(McPhail, 12/13/13)  

• Evidence: (e-mail chain dated September 16, 17, 18, 2013, attached) Prof. Henige bypasses 

Department Chair Messer and Dean McPhail in an appeal to Associate Vice Chancellor for Academic 

Affairs, Greg Cook, over the offering of a Special Studies course previously approved at a Department 

meeting by a 14-to-1 vote. [Bronson is conflating two proposals (see the email on page 29 of the pdf of 

his report) The Printmaking course had not been fully offered when this vote took place, and therefore 

there was no indication yet of its success or failure. How can we vote to repeat a course whose success 

we do not even know yet? I don’t think that’s appropriate. The Nonwestern course was not voted on or 

even presented to the faculty, it simply went forward. See below for why that’s a problem. As for 

“bypassing” the chair and dean, as chair of the UCC, Cook is the person to answer a question on campus 

policy relative to curricular proposals. The chair and the dean repeatedly demonstrated that they could 

not be trusted to respond honestly, or at all.] 

Comment: Dr. Cook's reply referred the matter back to Chair Messer as he found no support for the 

complaint. [Fine. Move on. I’m still under no obligation to approve.] 

• Evidence: (e-mail dated September 30,2013, attached) Prof. Henige writes to Prof. Janovec (copied to 

Chair Messer): “The decisions being taken by the chair with respect to the art history area have been 

disastrous for our students, and despite it being clearly demonstrated that such decisions were not in 

the interests of students or faculty, they continue to be made in the same way. That is why I recused 

myself from all art history activities.” 

Comment: Prof. Henige appears to be justifying his behavior based on his disapproval of Chair Messer's 

management of departmental affairs. This would appear to be a clear case of insubordination. 

[Nonsense. When it takes a student two semesters longer to graduate because the chair decides not to 

offer the usual rotation of courses, that is disastrous. I am under no obligation, Mr. Bronson, none, to 

blindly allow the chair to do whatever she wants without question simply because she is the chair. This 

is a campus of higher learning, in which debate, criticism and discourse must be the norm. ] 

• Evidence: (e-mail dated September 16,2013, attached) Prof. Henige writes to Prof. Janovec, copying 

Prof. Dale: “Since it appears that the chair is uninterested in departmental policies, and feels free to 

subvert them when it is advantageous to her, and no similar policy exists at the next level, I see no 

reason why I should not do the same.” And “By the way…has the chair dumped the responsibility of 

scheduling on the CC yet? The chair and assistant chair are being compensated for scheduling, are they 

going to pay the CC to do it?” 

Comment: Sniping comments appear to be common in Prof. Henige's emails. These e-mails are often 

copied to others as in this case, to Prof. Dale. They can be described as insolent and insubordinate. [I’m 

sure they are, by any administrator who chooses to ignore department policy and then doesn’t want to 

have to account for it. The policy in question is one that the department voted in in October 2008, which 

required faculty review of all curricular proposals, a motion that was seconded by none other than 

Messer herself. She conveniently ignored/forgot this policy when the time came to try to force through 

such a proposal because she had failed to plan adequately for its submittal. The decision to hire a 

nonwesternist was obviously made during the Spring semester, and yet the proposal for the course they 

would teach was left until the beginning of the Fall, long, long after the deadline for Spring proposals. 



This is just incompetence, covered up by more incompetence through the violation of clearly established 

department policy. In a later complaint, a chair would characterize those very same minutes of October 

2008 as a “menacing document”, and my distribution of them as “harassment”. Presumably because 

they prove Messer knew about the policy, and lied about it. What other reason can there be?] 

• Evidence: (e-mail dated September 29,2013, attached) In this this email that addresses the conduct of 

Department meetings and appears to have been sent to all members of the Art Department, Prof. 

Henige states “…What if the chair simply did what needed doing, didn’t put it in the agenda as new 

business but as an announcement, and took the announcements off the agenda and included them in 

the announcements email with the rest of the routine stuff?” [Taken completely out of context. This 

referred to the fact that Messer has made everything democratic and subject to faculty votes, regardless 

of whether it’s needed. Do what needs doing, send announcements in emails, and spend what little time 

we have to discuss curricular and strategic improvements to the way we serve our students. Where is 

the flaw in this? A review of the minutes of department meetings during Messer’s tenure will reveal that 

virtually no actions of a curricular (following proper procedure) or strategic planning are to be found.] 

Comment: This comment may be construed as public attack on Chair Messer. [Fine. So what? Are 

department chairs and other administrators of a public university somehow immune to public scrutiny? 

All Messer needs to do is provide a reasonable explanation, at which point she gains credibility and I lose 

it. That never happened. Ever.] 

• Evidence: (e-mail datedSeptember30,2013,attached) In this email, apparently sent to all members of 

the Art Department, plus Dean McPhail, Associate Dean Mertens, and Academic Department Associate 

Marohnich, Prof. Henige charges Chair Messer with a failure to follow approved procedures for 

Foundations Reviews. [Read the language in the Undergraduate Catalog, and then look at how the 

review was conducted. They are completely different. So, yes, Messer failed to follow approved 

procedures, plain and simple.] 

• Comment: Whether, or not, Prof Henige is correct in his charge, this can only be construed as a public 

attack on Chair Messer. [On two separate occasions I raised this issue in department meetings, during 

one of which the faculty actually voted to ignore the Undergraduate Catalog and adopt an entirely new 

procedure. I demanded that my objection be placed on the record. It was. The fact that the entire 

department would vote on something on which they had no right to vote is indicative of the complete 

lack of understanding they possess of policy and the importance of our contract with the students. 

Messer chaired that meeting. The proper way to achieve their ends was to submit curricular paperwork 

to change the language in the Undergraduate Catalog, and then to vote on that, and then to adopt the 

new procedure when that procedure became active in a subsequent semester. When asked to verify this 

with the Registrar’s office, Messer promised in front of everyone that she would. And then did nothing.] 

• Evidence: (e-mail dated October 03, 2013, attached, this e-mail contains copies of earlier e-mails 

apparently sent on September 16, 17, and 30.) Associate Professor Janovec in an e-mail to Chair Messer 

describes communications received from Prof. Henige as: “Recent email containing what I perceived to 

be abusive, ungrounded, accusation-infused language, and also language the is [sic] provocative and 

potentially threatening” Prof. Janovec goes on to cite an e-mail from Prof. Henige received on 

September 17: “Thanks. I hope the next chair sits down with Bob to determine what the actual policies 

in this department are. The current chair has relied on everyone’s ignorance of them to acts [sic] any 

way she wishes, always in the interests of individual faculty over those of the students. As for the 



proposal, I’m referring to the elimination of the art history major – I will not be proposing any new 

courses in my lifetime!” [And…? After ten special topics offerings of my own, how am I required to do 

more?] Prof. Janovec also cites an e-mail he received on September 16, 2013 from Prof. Henige that 

concludes with: “P.S. Watch your back...” [See the annotated complaint for the context of this 

statement.] In concluding his October 03 e-mail. Prof. Janovec states: “The greater point here is that, at 

the very least, my new colleague in ceramics, Teri Frame, voiced her concern about the way in which 

Chris carried/handled/presented (at this point, a portion of the document may be missing) perceive 

Chris to be disgruntled and at least a minor obstruction to the collegiality in the Dept. that I think we 

would all like to see functioning at a high level.” [There is no requirement that people agree with each 

other, or that unity be a part of any department. I have a right to oppose. I have a right to speak to that 

opposition. ] 

Comment: This e-mail chain suggests two important issues: 1) the potential of a threat, [no threat] and 

2) the effect of Prof. Henige's actions on the Department as a functioning body. The ... "Watch your back 

... " made in Prof. Henige's e-mail can be interpreted at least two ways. One way would be to watch out 

for the actions of Chair Messer. [Which was its intent, sent just minutes after a conversation on that 

very subject.]  The second way would be to watch out for Prof. Henige. The fact that Prof Janovec found 

the e-mail to be threatening suggests that he considered the second alternative to be a possibility. [And 

an inability to connect my email with a conversation we had an hour before. He did not give me the 

opportunity to connect the dots.] 

• Evidence: (e-mail chain Dated October 01 and 02, 2013, attached) The exchange starts with a 

communication from Prof. Wilk to Chair Messer: “I am concerned about the emails from Chris 

Henige…The emails are un-collegial, unprofessional, and hostile in tone and they repeat earlier 

patterns…I cannot consider filling the empty art history position in this climate. Because there are only 

three art history lines in the department, it would be unfair to bring someone into a situation like this, 

and I could not do so in good conscience.” To which Chair Messer replies: “…I, too, am very concerned 

about their aggressive and hostile tone. The recent escalation in frequency and intensity is very 

disturbing, disruptive to the department functions and damaging to our ability to discuss personnel 

issues central to the art history area, as well as the department.” [Two individuals whose conduct I 

called into question. Where are the complaints of individuals who were not subject to criticism?] 

Comment: This is an indication that Prof. Henige's level of insubordination is having a negative impact 

on the Art Department and the Department's ability to function. [Bronson obviously defines 

“insubordination” as “failing to do whatever you’re told, and failure to nod in assent regardless of what 

is happening.” I disagree. ] 

• Evidence: (e-mail chain dated October 04 and 06, 2013, attached) Associate Professor Renee Melton in 

an e-mail to Chair Messer writes: “there are certainly areas in which Chris has had my respect over the 

years, but his behavior of late has me concerned. Accusatory emails to an inclusive audience, dismissive 

conduct during department meetings, and snide comments in public space are harmful to the function 

of the department.” [How? Is it helpful to allow the students’ rights to be violated in order to be a 

“collegial” colleague? ] 

Comment: An example of a faculty member finding Prof. Henige's behavior disruptive and contrary to 

the functioning of the Art Department. [Contrary to the dysfunction of the department would be more 

accurate.] 



• Evidence: (email chain dated November16 and 19, 20l3, attached) Prof Wilk writes to Chair Messer 

and Prof. Dale: “I continue to receive and be implicated in this type of haranguing email from Chris 

Henige that borders on bullying and harassment, and that undermines my and the Department's ability 

to work on running the art history area. The emails are unprofessional, uncivil, uncollegial, divisive, and 

they should not be sent. [Then don’t read them, Dr. Wilk. That’s the beauty of the email. You can delete 

it without ever reading it. This is nothing more than censorship, by someone subject to criticism.] As 

usual, they arrive late at night, often on a weekend; they are directly and/or backhandedly insulting to 

me or to my colleagues; they are meant to incite; and they usually follow an exchange in which Henige 

might think he was acting in a conciliatory manner (as such they seem to me to be part of a cycle of 

abuse; in fact, after Friday's meeting in which Henige participated more fully in Department matters 

than I had witnessed in recent months, I went home and told my husband: "I'm just waiting for the 

sucker punch, and it will probably come as a late-night email this weekend.")"  

Comment: The e-mail in question, dated November 16, was actually sent from Prof. Henige and to Chair 

Messer and copied to Prof, Wilk and Lecturer Ince. In that e-mail Prof. Henige stated his refusal to take 

part in the remodel of CA2. [I was under no obligation whatsoever to participate in the remodeling 

project proposed by someone else. Her refusal to do that work herself is absolutely characteristic of her 

conduct.] 

• Evidence: (memo dated January 23, 2014 and addressed to Interim Chancellor Kopper, attached) Prof. 

Henige requests and independent review of the viability of the Art History major. 

Comment: An independent review of the major does take place every five years as part of a regularly 

scheduled Academic Program Audit and Review. [This assumes that the issues raised by me have been 

included in the self-studies drafted by the offenders (they have not) and that the self-studies drafted by 

the offenders were subject to the review of the faculty (they were not). This process only works if the 

drafters of the self-study are honest (they were not).] Prof. Henige makes a valid point that program 

enrollment numbers probably are not sufficient to sustain the program. Nonetheless, this appeal 

directly to the Chancellor's office without proper notification to Chair Messer or Dean McPhail, e.g. a 

similar memo or curricular action, may be construed as insubordinate. [Entirely false. These issues were 

raised repeatedly to Messer, who did nothing, and as a result they were expressed by email to McPhail 

and copied to Messer, December 19, 2012, without response of any kind. I simply took the next step up 

the chain. So, no, Mr. Bronson, not “insubordinate”.] 

• Evidence: (e-mail dated February 04, 2104, attached) Prof. Henige wrote the following message to 

Department Chair Messer. “It’s a question of goodwill. Positive contributions to the cause require some 

level of goodwill, and in the absence of any meaningful goodwill, such contributions will not likely be 

forthcoming.” 

Comments: The complaint investigator was informed that this e-mail was not part of a chain, but was 

sent to Chair Messer without solicitation following an encounter in the hallway. [Bronson seems to 

believe that people should just sacrifice their lives without equitable compensation. I stand by my 

comments to Messer.] 

INTERVIEWS 

Prof. Chris Henige, interviewed on 03/04/14 at 2:00 PM. 



Prof. Henige arrived promptly and was courteous and cooperative throughout the interview. As 

requested Prof. Henige furnished e-mail documents. All of the furnished e-mails were in support of Prof. 

Henige's fulfillment of his service committee obligations. 

Prof. Henige was chair of the Art Department from 2008 to 2011, at which time Prof. Messer assumed 

the chairmanship of the Arts Department. It was clear from the interview that Prof. Henige sees himself 

as victim in this complaint and believes he is being persecuted because Dean McPhail, Chair Messer, 

Prof. Wilk and others in the Art Department and college do not appreciate his public critique of some of 

their actions. [Private critiques to the chair and dean resulted in no action whatsoever.] For example, 

Prof. Henige has pointed out that there are not enough faculty and other resources to offer an effective 

Art History sub-major. He also points out that there are not enough students enrolled in the sub-major 

to warrant its existence. Assuming his figures are correct, Dr. Henige makes a strong argument in light of 

University's stated goal for program review. [An argument lost on everyone but you and me, Mr. 

Bronson.] Prof. Henige also contends that courses are not being offered in manner that meets student 

needs for graduation. [True] Rather he argues that courses are offered based on instructor convenience 

rather than student needs. [True] Again, the information provided by Prof. Henige supports his 

arguments. [As I said, true. So what’s been done? Nothing. Do you understand my frustration, Mr. 

Bronson, and the frustration of my students?] 

While it is clear that Prof. Henige has repeatedly declined to fully participate in the business of the Art 

History sub-major [which I am in no way “obligated” to do] (see for example e-mails dated August 19, 

20, 27, September, 16, 30, 2013), it is not clear that Prof. Henige has declined any of his service 

obligations. While his e-mails do indicate that he might not be the best choice for such committees as 

Intemational and Scholarship (see for example, e-mail dated August 28, 2013) evidence shows that he 

has indeed discharged his service requirements with respect to other committees (see for example, e-

mails dated August 28, 2013 and March 03, 2014). [Yes he has.] 

Prof. Henige stated that he complied with all requests for information from the NASAD Accreditation 

Committee and the Art major Audit and Review Committee. 

Prof. Henige has repeatedly declined to take an active role in the remodel of CA2 (see for example, e-

mails dated October 08, 17, 28, 2013). In fact he has been a critic of the remodel (see for example, e-

mails dated October 28 and November 28, 2013). Prof. Henige contends that he did not request the 

remodel, is not being compensated for his expertise in classroom design, and therefore has no 

obligation to participate. [Which is entirely true.] He maintains that the burden of the redesign of CA2 

should fall on those that requested the remodel. [Why is that not the case? Dr. Wilk ahs a long history of 

creating work for me and for others, and I’m not playing anymore.] 

Central to Prof. Henige's actions appears to be the issue of compensation. [Not central at all. My 

decisions are not driven by this, but are excused by it. There cannot be a reasonable expectation that I 

should carry more weight than the majority of faculty who are paid more than I am. I reject this 

absolutely.] He maintains that with the payroll changes attributable to the Walker Administration, he is 

actually taking home less money than when he started in 2001. [True] He said that he is forced to find 

employment in the Summer in order to make his mortgage payment. [True] He maintains that since he 

is being paid less, the university should expect less from him. [As an administrator in the College of 

Business the reasoning behind this should be self-evident to him.] He also maintains that since he is the 

third lowest paid faculty member in the Art Department that the university has sent a clear message as 



to the value of his contributions to the university. [True. There is a pervasive belief in the department 

and presumably with Mr. Bronson that we are all required to do the same job – college professor – 

despite our compensation being wildy disparate. “That’s just the way it is”. No it isn’t. The UWW wants 

me to be a leader in the department because I can be, but at the same time fails to recognize that 

capability by paying me less than virtually every other associate professor on campus. Why should I 

accept that? You get what you pay for, UWW and Mr. Bronson, and that’s the way it is.] 

In response to an inquiry about medications, Prof. Henige offered that he was on an anti-depressant 

during part of his tenure as Department Chair, but that he stopped taking the drug when it appeared to 

have an adverse effect on his memory. He stated that he has not taken any mood altering drugs sense 

he stopped taking the anti-depressant.  

Prof. Deborah Wilk, interviewed on 02/26/14 at 2:00 PM. 

Prof. Wilk arrived late with apologies and was courteous and cooperative throughout the interview. As 

requested, she furnished copies of e-mail exchanges with Prof. Henige. Prof. Wilke stated that she had 

stopped communication with Prof. Henige in December 2012, excepting when it was absolutely 

necessary to conduct the Department's business. [She stated in a department meeting that she was 

instructed by the Dean not to respond to my emails.] She also stated that she avoids being present in 

the same room as Prof. Henige, but that she does continue to attend Department meetings. Prof. Wilk 

described Prof. Henige's behavior as a continuous cycle of harassment - apology - harassment - apology. 

She said she was never certain if she would get the "good Chris" [Who lets her do whatever she wants] 

or the "bad Chris." [Who doesn’t] Prof. WiIk stated this pattern behavior goes back approximately five 

years. She regards his behavior as unstable. Prof. Wilk said stated she was selectively looking at 

employment elsewhere as she was not willing to work with Prof. Henige indefinitely. [That would suit 

Dr. Henige and our students just fine. I can think of one student who graduated a semester earlier than 

they were told by their advisor, Dr. Wilk, because I intervened and evaluated their AAR. I can think of 

two other students who complained that they were not getting what they paid for because of what they 

called “no-class Fridays”, meaning classes didn’t meet on Fridays even though they were scheduled. I 

can think of every student who ever had to sit on a bus without an instructor during a field trip because 

it was more “convenient” for Dr. Wilk to meet them in Chicago. Need I go on?] 

Prof. Denis Dale, interviewed on 02/17/14 at 09:00 AM. Prof. Dale arrived on schedule and was fully 

cooperative during the interview. Prof Dale is chair of the Art Department Executive Personnel 

Committee. Prof. Dale stated that he has not personally suffered from Prof. Henige's behavior, but that 

he was witnessed various negative outcomes of Prof. Henige's behavior on other department members. 

When prompted, Prof. Dale agreed that Prof. Henige's behavior is inconsistent. He suggests that Prof. 

Henige isolates himself from the Department. Prof. Dale views Prof. Henige's position with regard to 

Department business as often correct, but the problem stems from Prof. Henige's inability to proceed in 

any way other than his own. [I am entirely capable of doing so, when some other way is presented for 

which there is a logical and advantageous explanation. This has not been the case. I’ve never been 

provided with any explanations for the actions about which I have complained. Never.] According to 

Prof. Dale the reason Prof. Henige was a one-term department chair may be attributed to Prof. Henige's 

inability to engage others in any manner other than on his own terms. [Or because who, with any 

interest in teaching and research, would want to be department chair for any longer than necessary?] 

Prof. Henige freely admits that this is indeed the case. Prof. Dale also described Prof. Henige as a person 



who applies his own standards to others and often find them wanting. According to Prof. Dale it is 

common for Prof. Henige to throw out something inflammatory and that Prof. Henige likes to trip 

peoples switches. These characteristics, combined with Prof. Henige's public criticism of his colleagues, 

makes him exceedingly difficult to work with. Prof. Dale offered that Prof. Henige's behavior made 

Departments meetings difficult and that his negative tone effectively squelches discourse. Prof. Dale 

also stated that Prof. Henige regularly misses meetings [At the request and with the permission of Dean 

McPhail] and this was echoed by Prof. Wilk. However, Chair Messer referenced only one Department 

meeting missed by Prof Henige and in that instance he was in Australia. Chair Messer did say that it was 

the most productive department meeting in a long time. Prof. Dale stated that one junior faculty 

member, Jennifer Winnemier (sp?) listed Prof. Henige as one of the reasons she was leaving the 

university for another job. Dr. Dale stated that Prof. Henige's behavior resulted in other members of the 

Department having to shoulder an extra workload and that was especially true in the case of Prof. Wilk. 

[Professor Dale has not recognized that Wilk has carried none of the workload to this point.] Prof. Dale 

offered that low pay seemed to be a driver of Prof. Henige's behavior and that Prof. Henige fully 

understands his behavior is placing an additional burden on others. [I went from carrying all of the water 

to carrying half of the water.] 

Dept. Chair Susan Messer, interviewed on 02/11/14 at 10:00 AM. The meeting took place in Chair 

Messer's office. Chair Messer supplied a number of e-mails sent by Prof. Henige pertaining to the 

charges of refusing to fulfill professional obligations and insubordination. E-mails dated 08/27/13, 

09/16/13, 09/17/13, 09/30/13,10/02/13, and 10/04/13 were discussed. Chair Messer stated that Prof. 

Henige was her immediate predecessor as Department Chair and that she felt that her every action was 

being scrutinized and often criticized. She described Prof. Henige as a very angry individual and a terrible 

influence on new faculty. Chair·Messer characterized Prof. Henige's behavior in meetings as particularly 

disturbing. She stated that Prof. Henige typically sat with his head in his hands looking down at the 

table, occasionally shaking his head in presumed disagreement. [Not shaking his head in disagreement! 

Oh no! This absurd observation was later “codified” in an equally ridiculous document called the 

“Meeting Rules of Conduct”, in which persons were warned not to shake their heads in disagreement. If 

this doesn’t speak volumes about the dysfunction of the department I don’t know what does.] On one 

occasion Prof. Henige sat through a meeting with his back to Chair Messer. This behavior was confirmed 

by Prof. Denis Dale. Chair Messer stated that Prof. Henige expected to be paid for any service beyond 

the customary committee assignments. [I requested reimbursement for research travel expenses in the 

amount of $2700 in exchange for authoring and coordinating the entire re-accreditation self-study, since 

I had authored the original. I suspect every one of those involved in that process would now gladly agree 

to such an offer. They chose not to.] She stated that compensation, studio hours, and the perception of 

value to the university was low throughout the Art Department, but that Prof. Henige appears to think 

that he is especially singled out. [Only because even after serving as chair, my compensation remains 

third-lowest in the department. No one else in the entire department at that time had ever served as 

chair, and had none of the expertise that comes with it. Even with the chair’s stipend, I still made less 

than a majority of the faculty in the department. I think I have a right to object to that.] Chair Messer 

was instrumental in obtaining a retention raise and some release time for Prof. Henige about two years 

previously, but the raise and release time had no positive impact on Prof. Henige's behavior. [That raise, 

while appreciated, did nothing to change my status as the third-lowest paid faculty member in the 

department.] Dean McPhail confirmed the retention raise. Chair Messer offered that Prof. Henige's 

behavior is having a severe impact on the Department's efficiency and effectiveness. She stated that the 



problems surrounding Prof. Henige had occupied her for three years and that she would not serve 

another term as Chair. [There is no chance she would have. She had to have her arm twisted and her 

base salary increased to accept the position in the first place.] She suggested that working with Prof. 

Henige has negatively affected her health and wellbeing. Chair Messer said that she will not walk in the 

hallway near Prof. Henige's office. She also stated that her husband had escorted her to work on a 

number of occasions because she feared encountering Prof. Henige on her own. [Discrimination based 

on gender and physical size. Would she have felt the same if I was built like Mike Flanagan, or was a 

woman? No.] Chair Messer stated that the University has known about the "Henige problem" for a 

number of years and has failed to take action. She does not believe the University will address the 

problem in a meaningful manner. 

Dean Mark McPhail, interviewed on 02/06/14 at 9:00 AM. 

This meeting took place in College of Alts and Communication Dean McPhail's office. Dean McPhail 

furnished e-mails related to the Henige matter, however none of the 'e-mails were direct 

communications between Dean McPhail and Prof. Henige. Dean McPhail asserted the Prof. Henige's 

behavior was ongoing problem. He stated the Prof. Henige's behavior results in considerable lost time 

for the Art Department and College. Dean McPhail described the Art Department as being dysfunctional 

and that dysfunction was partially attributable [partially attributable…what did he specifically do to 

address the rest of the dysfunction? Nothing.] to the actions of Prof. Henige. He mentioned that Prof. 

Renee Melton of the Art Department has complained about Prof. Henige and had declined to work with 

him on departmental business (see for example, e-mails dated October 04, 2013). [Addressed in the 

annotations to the complaint] Dean McPhail stated that inadequate compensation appeared to be an 

ongoing issue for Prof. Henige. Dean McPhail offered that he had approved a $2,000 retention bonus for 

Prof. Henige a couple of years previously, but this apparently had no impact on Prof. Henige's behavior. 

Dean McPhail described Prof. Henige as a bully who displayed a systematic pattern of behavior that 

alternated between bullying and seeking forgiveness. When asked what he would recommend as a 

solution to the problem, Dean McPhail replied that a reprimand and counseling would probably be 

insufficient and that a suspension or dismissal should be considered. 


