
Date: September 5, 2014  
To: Dr. Richard Telfer, Chancellor  
From: Dr. Mark Lawrence McPhail, Dean, College of Arts and Communication  
Re: Complaint 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 has "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). I have included with this 

complaint documents that provide and date the alleged conduct under review, as well as additional 

material referenced herein. In accordance with the UW -Whitewater Personnel Rules Chapter 602.e, I 

offer the following information in support of this complaint:  

1). Conduct Complained of:  

A). Failure to Perform Obligations to the University  

1). Despite previous warnings and reprimands concerning his past uncollegial behavior, [What is 

McPhail’s definition of “collegial”?] Prof. Henige has continued to engage in such behavior with 

detrimental effect to his colleagues and the effective and safe functioning of the department. 

Dr. Henige's conduct [What, exactly, is this “conduct”?] continues to undermine his 

department's and the college's ability to conduct its business in an efficient and effective 

manner. His conduct has resulted in a significant increase in workload for all of the parties 

involved, [Because instead of simply responding for my calls for accountability, they chose to 

prosecute them] has undermined the morale and culture of his department and the college, [I 

wonder how?] and could potentially open the university to exposure or adversely affect its 

reputation. I believe that his most recent filing of grievances against both his former and current 

department chairs exemplifies the type of indirect aggression noted above, [Is this overt 

retaliation for filing legitimate grievances against administrators?] and the cumulative effect on 

his colleagues of his aggressive conduct [How does McPhail define “aggressive”? “Direct”?] 

continues to undermine their ability to perform their duties. For procedural clarity and integrity 

the complaint is structured in accordance with Chapter VI of the UW-Whitewater Personnel 

Rules, Subsection A, Paragraph 2.  

a). Conflict Resolution: Having both informally and formally attempted to work with Dr. Henige 

to address his behavior in the past, and because when given the opportunity to pursue conflict 

resolution on the previous complaint he failed to complete the process, [The reasons why are 

presented in the documentation for Complaint 2] I do not believe that conflict resolution will 

result in a productive outcome to this complaint. [The Dean means his outcome, painfully 

evident in his actions during the previous attempt at this process. At least this time he actually 

met the requirements of the Faculty Personnel Rules by stating his position explicitly.] 

b). Alleged Act or Event or Pattern o/Conduct: The specific act/event upon which the complaint 

is based is Professor Henige's behavior in the Art and Design Faculty Meeting that took place on 

May 19th , 2014. [The Dean here explicitly limits his complaint to my actions at that meeting.] 

Professor Henige presented a document articulating a case for the discontinuation of the art 

history major, despite the fact that his case had been considered by his colleagues previously 



[the documentation presented regarding my submittal of the proposal to the Curriculum, and 

my intentional exclusion from discussing it with them, proves this assertion to be false. The 

Dean also appears to presume that the Curriculum Committee approves or disapproves. They do 

not, they only recommend to the entire faculty for vote.] and found to be without merit. Dr. 

Henige's insistence on re-presenting his concerns [to the entire faculty] reflected an attempt to 

circumvent the department's established governance procedures, [The Dean clearly has no clue 

what the department’s governance procedures are.] and the tenor and tone of his presentation 

was received by several members of the faculty as inappropriate and hostile. [Read the 

Evaluating the Art History Major document for yourselves and make your own determination.] 

Their concerns were communicated to me in the following comments from unsolicited emails 

sent to my office following the meeting. (Copies of each of the emails below in their entirety are 

amended to this complaint.)  

Monday, May 19th, 2014: Professor Deborah Wilke: Described Henige's behavior as "bullying" 

"cruel," and "humiliating." [Presumably because her own actions, as reported by me at that 

meeting, reflected poorly on her.] 

Monday, May 19th, 2014: Assistant Professor Bill Miller: Described Henige's presentation as an 

"effort to allow that faculty member [Henige] to express frustrations and concerns," and that he 

[Miller] did not "think the proceedings today were handled in a collegial and professional 

manner." [Mr. Miller was completely unaware of the long history leading up to this meeting.] 

Monday, May 19th, 2014: Mr. Michael Flanagan: Flanagan viewed Henige' s behavior as "past 

the point of collegiality," and that his discussion "took on the tone of a personal attack." [Again, 

read the document for yourselves.] 

Monday, May 19th, 2014: Associate Professor Teresa Faris: "In the meeting today there was 

another display of one person (Chris Henige) declaring power and domination over others, 

particularly Sue and Deborah," and further described the climate in the department as reflecting 

an "overarching behavior of sexism and bullying." [In Faris’ email there are other allegations that 

take up 3-1/2 times more space than her issues with my conduct. Yet McPhail provided only her 

statement that was clearly intended to reference a series of alleged acts, most of which were 

entirely external to the department, and it is these that were clearly considered by her to be far 

more egregious than my statements in the meeting. I wonder, Dr. McPhail, what if anything did 

you do about her other concerns involving instances of actual sexual harassment and gender 

bias in FP&M?] 

Monday, May 19th, 2014: Associate Professor Renee Melton: "Over the years, professor Henige 

has demonstrated the ability to make positive contributions to the department. I believe he is 

an excellent teaching when considering classroom instruction alone. However, his escalating and 

repeated personal attacks on colleagues and questioning of departmental, college, and 

university procedures has resulted in what I perceive to be a hostile work environment which is 

damaging to the morale of facuIty and function of the department while also being detrimental 

to the motivation of students both in and out of the degree program in question." [What if 

everything stated in the document I read at the meeting is entirely true? What will you do about 

it, Ms. Melton? Shall we just do nothing and pretend it doesn’t exist? Do you believe I have not 



reported my concerns to the administration on countless occasions. I do not expect my concerns 

to always be decided in my favor, I merely expect them to be addressed.] 

Tuesday, May 20th, 2014: Professor Denis Dale: "Henige again peppered an otherwise simple 

discussion of a proposals ( sic) merits into an uncomfortable personal display of contempt, 

complaining specifically about many of his colleagues publicly, referring again to inaction on his 

earlier emails. When given the floor on his proposal. This unnecessary display of bullying and 

interruption to simple protocol delayed our proceedings, made what otherwise was a 

celebration of the end of the semester uncomfortable for everyone." Dale described Henige's 

proposal as "Intential (sic) manipulation" that "made a side show of our meeting." [Mr. Dale 

appears to believe department meetings are just parties and that no serious issues should be 

considered.] 

In response to the concerns of his colleagues, On May 22nd, 2014, I met with Dr. Henige 

accompanied by Associate Dean Robert Mertens, [Whose presence at that meeting was 

unannounced] shared with his the communications I received from his colleagues, and 

reiterated my expectations regarding the cessation of his behavior. He indicated in this meeting 

that he would abide by the points we discussed in our earlier conflict resolution sessions with 

Dr. Richard Jazdewski, [I did not in any way agree to the “four points”. McPhail did not recall 

what they were and I told him I would send them to him, which I did.] and requested that I 

discuss with the chair of the department the possibility of his not participating in faculty 

meetings for an undetermined amount of time to facilitate the creation of a more safe 

environment for himself and his colleagues. He confirmed this in his email of Thursday, May 

22nd , 2014. The following day, in an email in which he described our meeting as "productive" 

and after which he understood his "culpability more fully in contributing to the development of 

a hostile work environment," he responded to a meeting request by the outgoing chair, 

Professor Susan Messer, and the incoming Chair, Ms. Renee Melton in a manner that I believe 

continued to reflect his insubordination and hostility toward administrative authority. [Despite 

learning I was in no way responsible to conduct any university business while off-contract, 

months later McPhail continues to contend that my refusal to do so was “insubordinate” and 

“hostile”.]  

Dr. Henige's conduct reflect an ongoing pattern of behavior, the effects of which he has been 

aware of for a number of years, as evidenced by the Record of Review dated October 3, 2005, in 

which the following behavior is documented:  

"Following this exchange [professor Henige's discussion of his research agenda] several 

faculty members challenged Assistant professor Henige for what they perceived (at 

times) as condescending assumptions expressed in offhanded comments during 

committee brainstorming sessions. Assistant Professor Henige responded that this was 

an infrequent and unintentional consequence of strategizing a problem orally and was 

not meant to be an affront. Faculty members took issue remarking that although 

unintentional the disparaging retorts undermined faculty collegiality and group 

productivity."  

The report goes on to note that Dr. Henige's generally positive performance review  



"appeared somewhat compromised by more recent faculty observations perceiving at 

times an impudent response to various conditions. While the faculty appreciates 

systematic frustrations that can influence perception and expression, concern was 

expressed that such a continued posture might undermine an otherwise strong record 

of performance and affect the assessable component of collegiality in the tenure 

recommendation." [During a discussion about the History of Women in Art course, and 

whether it should be continued, in order to demonstrate the illogic of such an 

affirmative action course, I stated “what about a Men in Art course?” This was 

construed by two of the women present as sexist. They were so taken aback that they 

never provided me with the opportunity to clarify. If the problem is that women are not 

adequately represented in the canon of art history, then the solution is to actively 

introduce them into the canon of art history across every one of our courses, and not 

create affirmative action courses that continue to marginalize them. Several years later, 

three female art historians agreed with me, and the course was formally eliminated. 

There was talk at that time of a course aimed at gender issues in art, one more 

consistent with contemporary views on art history, but that has yet to emerge.] 

The ongoing character of Dr. Henige's behavior suggests that, contrary to his claims, his conduct 

is not infrequent, nor unintentional. It is inconsistent with the department's clearly stated 

expectations regarding collegiality and group productivity with which he is familiar, and with the 

university's value of personal and professional responsibility. It is also, as I will indicate below, 

indicative of the type of indirect aggression that is characteristic of bullying behavior in 

academic contexts.  

c). Grievance: A grievance would not be an adequate remedy for the behavior since corrective 

action [McPhail’s language consistently betrays his outlook. Those who do not toe the line and 

who express any dissent whatsoever must be “corrected”.] has failed to result in a cessation of 

the conduct under consideration.  

d). Complaint: Dr. Henige has engaged in behavior that is in violation of the chancellor's charge, 

[The issue of the Chancellor’s “letter of counsel” has already been addressed. Although the 

Chancellor issued his charge on the second complaint on May 12, 2014, I did not respond to that 

charge until after the May 19 meeting, on May 23. Until then, there was no directive because I 

still had the opportunity to deny the charges (which I did), and to request a hearing (which I did 

not). Any actions taken on May 19 are therefore not subject to any directives included in a 

charge I had not yet responded to. I only became bound to the directives set out in the charge 

after I accepted the penalties. Both the “letter of counseling” and the second complaint deal 

with snide and sarcastic comments, which are entirely absent from my reading of the document 

at the meeting. So I did not in any way violate any directives.] and his conduct adversely affects 

not only his ability to perform his obligations to the university, but that of his colleagues as well. 

Dr. Henige' s conduct was described by several of his colleagues as "bullying," and research on 

bullying in the workplace indicates that it can have a detrimental effect on productivity and 

morale. Keashly and Neuman, in their study of bullying in academic contexts, outline and 

confirm several propositions regarding bullying behavior in academic contexts that relate to the 

character of the conduct and its potential impact on the organization. They note that "Faculty 

bullying, when it occurs, will be indirect (as opposed to direct) in form, given the norms of 



academic discourse," [my language is absolutely direct] and also observe that "Senior faculty 

members will be more likely to engaged in indirect forms of aggression against colleagues of 

equal rank, department chairs, and other senior administrators." Their analysis suggests several 

potential negative consequences for workplace morale and job satisfaction in the event that 

bullying behavior is ignored or not addressed (a copy of the article is attached to this complaint).  

In a second study of the effects on the targets of bullying, Keashly argues that "emotional abuse 

at work is rapidly becoming recognized as pervasive and costly both in individual and 

organizational terms," and concludes that it impacts both the ability of those subjected to abuse 

to perform effectively, as well as their attitudes toward the organization: "What becomes clear 

in respondents' descriptions of their experiences with the actor and their organization is that 

work is a critical source of achievement and self-esteem and that workers expect the workplace 

to be supportive and challenging for their development." ("Interpersonal and Systemic Aspects 

of Emotional Abuse at Work: The Target's Perspective," Violence and Victims, 16, 3, 2001, p. 

265). They expect, in short, precisely what the university's mission promises: support for their 

growth as individual and a commitment to personal and professional integrity in an 

environment that is safe and secure. As indicated by his colleagues' responses to his ongoing 

behavior, Dr. Henige's conduct is directly at odds with the university's stated commitments to, 

and expectations of, its faculty, staff, and students.  

[There is a consistent presumption throughout all of the proceedings that legitimate criticism, 

criticism that has never been defended with any kind of accountability, is inherently “harassing” 

and “bullying”. I vehemently reject that assumption. 

Is there any name-calling in any of the documentation? Why are there 41 pages of 

documentation for what the Dean has admitted is restricted to the document I read at the 

meeting, and why is that document conspicuously absent from those 41 pages? 

Are there any expletives?  

I contend that the only reason that the complainants have made allegations of bullying and 

harassment is because they lack the integrity to stand up and take ownership of their decisions, 

to discuss them, and to adapt them based on that discussion.] 

Charge: I request that the chancellor issue a charge based upon the facts and information 

presented here, and recommend that the punishment of the alleged offenses include, but not 

be limited to, a second letter of reprimand that clearly states that any continuation of the 

proscribed behavior [where is this behavior defined?] will initiate a process seeking termination; 

the assignment of continued counseling with a professional provider at Dr. Henige' s expense; 

and suspension without pay for a period not less than one semester.  

 

Respectfully Submitted,  

Mark Lawrence McPhail Dean, College of Arts and Communication  

 


