
May 12, 2014 

Chris Henige 
Art & Design Department 
CA 2064 
UW-Whitewater 

Dear Associate Professor Henige: 

On December 13,2013, I received a complaint against you from Dean Mark McPhail. This complaint 

contained allegations that you: (a) refused to fulfill professional obligations, (b) were insubordinate, and 

(c) created a hostile work environment. After receiving and examining the complaint, I appointed Dr. 

James Bronson and Dr. Elizabeth Ogunsola to investigate the allegations. Dr. Bronson was asked to 

address the first two allegations: refusal to fulfill professional obligations and insubordination. Dr. 

Ogunsola was asked to address the allegation related to a hostile work environment. Ms. Judi Trampf, 

Director of Human Resources and Diversity was later asked to work with Dr. Ogunsola; the report on the 

third allegation was jointly submitted by Dr. Ogunsola and Ms. Trampf. 

Chapter VI- Rules governing Complaints Against and Grievances of Faculty under UWS 6 of the 

Wisconsin Administrative Code requires that a complaint must meet several specific requirements. It 

was written, signed, and dated by the complainant and it described and dated alleged acts and events. 

Additionally, the parties engaged in a conflict resolution process. While you raised concerns about 

whether the complaint was filed in a timely manner, my initial determination was that it was timely, 

although that determination was reexamined after the completions of the investigations. 

I will address each of the allegations separately. I will not, however, repeat all of the information in the 

investigation reports. 

Regarding refusal to fulfill professional obligations, Dr. Bronson's report notes several instances where 

you made it clear that you did not intend to participate in department-related activities. While, 

ultimately, you did participate in some of these identified activities, your statements make clear your 

intent. There is, however, evidence that you refused to participate in search and screen interviews. 

[There is no requirement anywhere that all faculty are required to participate in the search and screen 

process. In fact, I was given no opportunity to participate in that process, involving the hiring of a 

lecturer in the area in which I am the senior faculty member, until the interviews, which only the search 

committee members are required to attend under University policy.] In evaluating the allegation that 

you refused to fulfill professional obligations, it is clear that your stated intent was to not participate in 

the normal activities of a faculty and department member, and in some cases your actions constitute 

refusal to fulfill professional obligations. [“Some cases” presumably meaning the search and screen 

process.] 

Regarding insubordination, Dr. Bronson's report makes it clear that you were insubordinate to Chair Sue 

Messer. [His definition of “insubordination” and mine differ considerably. McPhail in his complaint 

defined it as refusal to obey a directive. There were no directives. Being critical of the actions of the 

chair cannot reasonably be construed as “insubordination”. If it did, the chair would have carte blanche 

to do anything they wished, regardless of its legality, compliance with policy, or whether it damages the 

students and their programs.] Your correspondence, in particular, shows a pattern of insubordination 

that was perceived as such by Chair Messer and by other members of the department. [Of course Ms. 



Messer perceives legitimate criticism about decisions for which she has provided no reasonable 

alternative explanation is “insubordinate”. She wants carte blanche.] There are instances where you 

appear to justify your insubordination because you assert that Chair Messer was not correctly following 

procedures or was not conducting meetings in the manner you would suggest. However, the pattern of 

insubordination is evident in the e-mail exchanges. [It is obvious the chancellor also believes in a 

definition that gives administrators unfettered discretion. Not on my watch.] 

The report from Dr. Ogunsola and Ms. Trampf addresses the allegation that your actions created a 

hostile workplace environment. In the complaint, Dean McPhail suggests that your actions were 

directed particularly at female members of the department. The report from Dr. Ogunsola and Ms. 

Trampf concludes that there was not sufficient evidence that there was a hostile work environment 

based on gender. The report did, however, conclude that there is "a very antagonistic, aggressive and 

intimidating environment caused by Henige." It appears clear that your behavior, particularly as shown 

in your e-mail communication has contributed to a hostile work environment in the Art and Design 

Department. [I contend that the chair’s failure to comply with university and departmental policy 

creates a hostile work environment for all of the faculty, because it creates confusion over what is and is 

not appropriate. ] 

I am concerned about your continuing difficulty controlling your behavior. [The chancellor would prefer 

no one raise questions about poor decisions being made by the administration. That is the “behavior” 

which will consistently be at issue going forward.] Regarding the specific allegations, it is clear that you 

have not fulfilled all of your professional obligations. [Clear? What obligations have I not fulfilled?] Even 

in the situations where you participated despite writing that you would not, this has the effect of 

negatively affecting the functioning of the department. When you write an antagonistic e-mail saying 

that you don't care and won't participate, the department must adjust to your apparent refusal. When 

you follow that up by participating, often in an antagonistic manner, the department must again adjust 

to your seemingly capricious decisions. 

It is clear that you have been repeatedly insubordinate to Chair Sue Messer. [False] It is also clear that 

you have not followed the guidance that I provided for you in my letter of June 20, 2013, so you have 

also been insubordinate to me. [In what universe is “guidance” and “counseling” a “directive” that one 

must be subordinate to? Besides, that letter was entirely improper, and violated the “rights and 

protections” the chancellor himself promised me.] 

While there was not sufficient evidence to determine that your actions were specifically gender-based, 

it is clear that your actions have contributed to the development of a hostile environment in the Art and 

Design Department. [How about a definition of “hostile”?] 

Based on the complaint filed by Dean McPhail, the investigation report from Dr. Bronson, and the 

investigation report from Dr. Ogunsola and Ms. Trampf, I am issuing the following charge under UW-

Whitewater Chapter VI and UWS 6: 

I find that you have not fulfilled your professional obligations, you have been insubordinate, and you 

have contributed to the development of a hostile environment in the Art and Design Department. [Of 

course you do.] Your pattern of conduct has adversely affected your performance of your obligations to 

the university. [How so? I have performed every one of my obligations to the university, especially the 



most important one, and the one which the chancellor seems to consistently ignore, my obligation to 

insure that our actions are to the benefit of the students and their programs.] 

I propose the following penalties and or remedies if the charge is admitted or upheld: 

1. You will receive a written reprimand. This reprimand will be delivered to you and placed in 

your personnel file. 

2. You will be required to seek help in dealing with your difficulty controlling your interactions 

with departmental colleagues. [I have no trouble controlling them. Their abject fear of 

legitimate criticism, and their refusal to account for their actions, are behaviors on their part 

that I am under no obligation to accept.] This assistance may be sought through the Employee 

Assistance Program on campus or through another program of your choice. 

3. You will be suspended without pay for a period of three days. You will consult with Dean 

McPhail about the specific days to serve this suspension, either at the end of this academic year 

or as soon as reasonably possible at the beginning of the fall semester. 

Evidence of further difficulties controlling your behavior will result in additional sanctions, up to and 

including dismissal. 

I have forwarded a copy of University of Wisconsin-Whitewater (UWW) Chapter VI - Rules Governing 

Complaints and Grievances of Faculty under UWS 6 of the Wisconsin Administrative Code. You must 

submit to me within 14 calendar days of receipt of this charge your response to the charge. If you do not 

provide a response by that date, by default, you will be admitting to the charge and I will impose the 

indicated penalties. 

With this, I trust that you appreciate the seriousness of this matter, and I look forward to you continued 

participation as a member of the campus community in conformance with the institution's expectations 

for civility and professionalism. [These “expecations” appear to be lock-step compliance with whatever 

decisions are made by any administrator, regardless of their legality, compliance with policy, or efficacy. 

I reject this definition.] In this way, I also assume you will treat all of your colleagues – especially those 

who may have been asked to participate in this investigation – with courtesy and respect. 

I am willing to meet with you to discuss this charge. Please contact my office to set up an appointment. 

Sincerely, 

 

Richard J. Telfer 

Chancellor 
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