
Dear Chancellor Telfer,  

On October 17, 2014 I was asked to investigate two complaints submitted against Associate Professor 

Chris Henige of the UW-Whitewater Department of Art + Design. The first complaint was submitted by 

the College of Alts and Communications Dean Mark McPhail. The second was submitted by Department 

of Art + Design Professor and former Chairperson Susan Messer.  

Dean McPhail's complaint alleges that Dr. Henige "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).  

Dr. Messer's complaint alleges that Dr. Henige "adversely affect[ed] the performance of [her] duties as 

an agent of the University through a sustained pattern of harassment, repeated actions of intimidation, 

and the creation of a hostile work environment." Although both complaints provide additional 

documentation and references to other incidents that occurred both before and after the May 19th, 

2014 meeting of the Department of Art + Design, both complaints are centered on that specific meeting 

as that was when Dr. Henige is alleged to have behaved in very unprofessional ways that together 

encompass all of the issues raised by both complaints mentioned above.  

For that reason, my investigation of these complaints is centered on the May 19th meeting and the 

actions that took place therein. However, of necessity, I also explored actions that occurred both before 

and after the May 19th meeting as they appear to be inextricably linked to the above mentioned 

complaints. Furthermore, both complaints contained numerous attachments, primarily in the form of 

emails, that both pre- and post-dated the May 19th meeting. As such, these documents also required 

my attention.  

In order to learn more about the allegations presented in the two complaints, I contacted approximately 

15 people connected with the Department of Art & Design. [Who? Do I get to face these accusers? Why 

did they not file formal complaints?] Almost all of them agreed to be interviewed and I spoke with 

several on multiple occasions. What I learned over the course of these interviews will be detailed below. 

However, in the section that follows I will attempt to provide a brief summary of my findings.  

1 - At the May 19th meeting Dr. Henige presented a proposal to eliminate the Art History major.  

2 - Although Dr. Henige may have circumvented some of the standard reviews for making such a 

presentation, [Which are these? There is no requirement for any reviews before submitting it to the 

Curriculum Committee, which I did on March 21, 2014.] this was not the first time that such a 

procedural short-cut had occurred regarding the presentation of curricular modifications in this 

department. [there was no “procedural short-cut. Where has Goza obtained his information about 

curricular procedure in the department and why is it not included here? This is an allegation without any 

support.] 

3 - Immediately after Dr. Henige's presentation the department voted unanimously to not eliminate the 

Art History major. [True. It would be interesting to find out why, by going through the document and 

finding out which specific claims they believed were false, or which they did not believe warranted 

elimination of the program. Their vote was clearly based on my criticism of their colleagues, and not on 

the merits of the proposal.] 



4 - Many of those present in the room took offense at the way in which Dr. Henige conducted himself 

during his presentation. Six of those present at this meeting sent emails expressing their concerns about 

the unprofessional behavior that Dr. Henige exhibited during his presentation. [From where, exactly, did 

that offense come? What did they actually object to?] 

5 - Many of those writing emails to Dean McPhail specifically indicated that Dr. Henige had used his 

presentation to digress from his curricular proposal to deliver strong personal attacks against two of his 

colleagues, Professors Susan Messer and Deborah Wilk. [Goza does not indicate what these 

“digressions” were. I read my proposal verbatim from prepared notes, which I later provided to the 

Dean before this complaint was filed. Since the faculty did not have a copy of my notes, and since the 

meeting was not recorded, no possible claim can be made that I digressed from those notes. Therefore, 

that document, “Evaluating the Art History Major” is the only documentation of what I said at that 

meeting. Nothing in that document does not directly inform my rationale for the elimination of the 

major.] 

6 - Subsequent interviews with Professors Messer and Wilk revealed that for an extended time period 

they have been the recipients of numerous aggressive public comments, e-mails and other negative 

behaviors from Dr. Henige. These conversations, those conducted with additional members of the 

department, and other documentation provided, generally support the contention that Dr. Henige's 

actions have resulted in a sustained pattern of harassment, repeated actions of intimidation, and the 

creation of a hostile work environment. [Where is the documentation of this? Allegations and proof are 

not the same thing Dr. Goza. Why have you not asked for proof?] The information that I collected from 

these professors and others also generally supports the contention that Dr. Henige's actions adversely 

affected their performance as faculty members, and in the case of Dr. Messer, as an administrator.  

7 - Interviews with two other College of Arts and Communications administrators, Dean McPhail and the 

current chair of the of Art + Design, Professor Renee Melton, also generally supported the contention 

that Dr. Henige's actions adversely affected the performance of those responsible for the administration 

of both the College and the Department. [Why? Because they challenge the actions of those 

administrators which have been so clearly detrimental to my students? Is it Goza’s contention that 

demanding accountability from administrators and colleagues adversely affects their performance?] 

The May 19th, 2014 Department Meeting  

On May 19th, 2014 the Department of Art+ Design, College of Arts and communication, University of 

Wisconsin-Whitewater held its final meeting of the 2014-15 academic year. The minutes of this meeting 

are included as Appendix I of this report. A version of the curriculum modification that Dr. Henige 

presented at this meeting is attached as Appendix 2. However, as this document was not shared with 

anyone either before or during the meeting, it is impossible to know the exact extent to which this 

document directly corresponds to Dr. Henige's presentation. [Indeed…] The one point on which almost 

everyone agrees, is that Dr. Henige's presentation often detoured from the expected curricular 

presentation to a personal attack several of his colleagues. [But you just said…] 

Based on my interviews, I conclude that it was not the content of Dr. Henige's presentation that faculty 

found offensive (i.e., the elimination of the Art History major), but rather the way in which he made this 

presentation. [They were identical. If they objected, then they objected to the contents of the 

“Evaluating the Art History Major” document. There is nothing in that document that is not accurate 



(except that UW-Eau Claire also has an art history major), no inappropriate language, just legitimate and 

accurate accounting of the conduct of Messer and Wilk. If the chair and the only other art historian 

won’t do what’s necessary to maintain the program, a fact which is well documented, then why would 

we want to retain that program?] Specific written comments that illustrate this include the following:  

[Not one of the following statements is relevant. No connection whatsoever has been made anywhere 

between the text of the document I read verbatim, and these reactions to it.]  

"I don't think the proceedings today were handled in a collegial and professional manner." [E-mail from 

A. Bill Miller, Assistant Professor of Ali to Dean McPhail, May 19, 2014.]  

[Goza doesn’t seem to ask why.]  

"While it is not uncommon for individuals to disagree on matters at a faculty meeting, this discussion 

took on the tone of a personal attack." [E-mail from Michael Flanagan, Director of the Crossman Gallery 

to Deborah Wilk, May 19, 2014.]  

[Goza doesn’t seem to ask why.]  

"The 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." [E-mail from 

Denis Dale, Professor of Art and Design to Dean McPhail, May, 20 2014.]  

[What “bullying”? Statements of fact? What interruption to simple protocol? I’ve already shown that I 

followed standard departmental procedure to the letter. Dale clearly believes department meetings are 

meant to be parties and serious business should be reserved for…that’s not clear.] 

"I hope that somehow the overarching behavior of sexism and bullying will stop and that we can all get 

back to doing the amazing work that we are here to do." [E-mail from Teresa Faris, Associate Professor' 

Metals to Dean McPhail, May 19, 2014.]."  

[Faris states in her email to the Dean that I was “declaring power and domination over others, 

particularly Sue and Deborah”. She further states that “the work of Sue and Deborah was 

dismissed/ignored and replaced with assumptions.” What assumptions? 

In Faris’ email there are other allegations that take up 3-1/2 times more space than her issues with my 

conduct. Yet Goza 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 far more egregious than my statements in the meeting.  

"Based on my direct observations, it is my belief that Professor Henige used a curricular proposal as a 

forum to discredit, or call to question, the performance and motivations of Associate Professor Deborah 

Wilk in a very public manner." [E-mail from Renee Melton, Associate Professor Graphic Design to Dean 

McPhail, May 19, 2014.]  

[Do you actually believe that I would develop a curricular proposal for the elimination of my own 

program, make such an extensive and cogent rationale for that proposal, risk that it will be persuasive, 

and risk the elimination of the major simply to discredit Dr. Wilk? Assuming everything I said in my 

statement was true, and no one has yet suggested that it wasn’t, is it not Dr. Wilk’s own conduct that 

discredits her?] 



"[H]is argument included multiple and repeated complaints about me that were completely 

inappropriate, and were meant to sabotage and harm me." [E-mail from Deborah Wilk, Associate 

Professor of Art History to Dean McPhail, May 19, 2014.]  

[You will note that there is no allegation that my statements were untrue. Nowhere in my presentation 

is Dr. Wilk mentioned by name. None of the statements of fact were inappropriate or inaccurate. Again, 

assuming everything I said in my statement was true, is it not Dr. Wilk’s own conduct that “sabotages” 

and “harms” her?] 

"Chris' presentation at the May 19 meeting consisted of constant verbal harassment. Faculty passively 

listened to him as they tried to protect their sanity. Sue and Renee were especially singled out by him 

for attacks." [Quote from interview with Maxine White, Professor of Art, November II, 2014.]  

[It is abundantly clear that the climate of the department is such that no statements of adverse fact are 

acceptable, and that all will be considered harassment, attack, or sabotage. I contend that no one would 

have taken issue with my presentation if it had not included material and relevant facts that, while 

directly affecting my perceptions of the viability of the major, were embarrassing to those who were 

responsible for those facts. How do these constitute “attacks”?] 

When viewed collectively, these comments reveal that even though most faculty disagreed with the 

proposal Dr. Henige presented (they eventually voted unanimously to reject it), it was the unpleasant 

nature of his presentation that most found offensive. [Exactly. The Department finds anything that is 

remotely “unpleasant” unacceptable. Things that might be embarrassing to the department are not to 

be discussed. This philosophy, so eloquently reported by Dr. Goza, will inform future complaints and 

other acts on the part of the administration.] It was the outpouring of collective aversion that led to 

Dean McPhail's complaint. [The Dean read the document. Should “aversion” to the facts be grounds for 

disciplinary action?] According to Dean McPhail, this was because "once again" Dr. Henige's actions had 

resulted in a huge waste not only of his time but also that of others in his College. More specifically, he 

said that Dr. Henige's actions were severely undermining the ability of both he as dean and Dr. Henige's 

chairs to do their jobs as his incessant demands on their time, either directly or indirectly, were pulling 

them away from addressing their mandated responsibilities. [In no instance was I invited to meet with 

the administration and the complainants. In every instance the administration moved directly to 

complaints. That was their choice.] Subsequent interviews with his former and current chairs, Messer 

and Melton, also provided numerous examples of instances where he had made extensive and allegedly 

unwarranted demands on their time. For example, Dr. Messer noted that "He is extremely disruptive 

and causes people to spend extreme amounts of time dealing with him and his issues rather than 

focusing on student related concerns." [Again, “Investigator” Goza, where’s the proof? Citations? 

Anything?] Meanwhile, Dr. Melton stated that "He is her most difficult and time consuming faculty 

member" and that she considered resigning immediately as he constantly scrutinizes every decision that 

she makes as he examines everything that she does under a microscope and in public. [Ms. Melton must 

be reminded that she is a public employee and her actions as an administrator are subject to public 

scrutiny. Her very first action as chair was to suppress wrongdoing on the part of her predecessor at my 

expense, and her continuing actions violated policy. She refused to provide accountability for this, and 

thus earned no trust. As that trust continued to erode, the power of the microscope because greater.] 

Professor Henige apparently also recognizes the inappropriate nature of his actions as documented by 

his own emails. For example he wrote:  



"I am interested in putting an end to the nonsense, which includes all of the inappropriate behavior I 

have exhibited over the past two years." [Referring to snide and sarcastic comments made during that 

period, and which have nothing to do with the current matter.] And "I am interested in creating within 

my own person a sense of positivity and goodwill rather than the one of overwhelming frustration and 

pessimism that has engendered such inappropriate behavior on my part." [E-mail to Susan Messer; cc:'d 

Mark McPhail, Renee Melton, May 23, 2014]  

During our interview on November 17, 2014 Dr. Henige stated:  

"I am very direct with my emails and I will be harsh if warranted." [Where are the rules that forbid being 

“harsh”?] He also noted that his justification for these actions is to be "an advocate for the students" as I 

am "the only one who pays attention to their needs." [Demonstrably true through a comparison of my 

actions and theirs.] 

Thus based on the information that I collected, as well as Dr. Henige's own word and emails, it seems 

more likely than not that Dr. Henige has "adversely affected the faculty member's performance and 

his/her obligation to the university." While I recognize that university administrators, especially in larger 

units, must often address concerns related to faculty misbehavior, it appears that corrective actions 

undertaken in the past have not worked. [“Corrective”? It has always been clear that direct and open 

criticism are considered cause for disciplinary action by the administration. What about free speech? 

Debate? Discourse? Ah…those have no place in an institution of higher learning, of course.] Further, in 

the eyes of some of those interviewed, these behaviors have only continued to worsen. [Presumably 

because the concerns raised in my communications were never addressed in any way.] Most concerning 

is Dr. Henige's apparent inability to cooperate with those people who work in his specific Art History 

area [My repeated requests for information necessary to properly serve the students went unanswered 

by those with whom it is alleged I cannot “cooperate”, and after my presentation at this very meeting, 

Dr. Wilk informed the faculty that the Dean had instructed her not to respond to my emails. How does 

one “cooperate” with that?] and the ramifications that this has for the Art History students and 

program, as well as the Department of Art + Design and the College of Arts and Communication.  

As a consequence of the May 19th meeting and the alleged verbal attack experienced by Professors 

Susan Messer and Deborah Wilk, Dr. Messer filed a grievance against Dr. Henige. In it she alleged that he 

"adversely affect[ed] the performance of [her] duties as an agent of the University through a sustained 

pattern of harassment, repeated actions of intimidation, and the creation of a hostile work 

environment." Each of these allegations will be individually addressed below.  

Sustained pattern of harassment  

Essentially everyone that I spoke with, other than Drs. Henige and Merton, agreed that Dr. Henige 

consistently and directly harassed specific individuals in his department. However, my interviews 

suggest that this harassment was generally limited to specific women in his department, and often only 

began once they assumed positions of power or were perceived as his competition within the 

department. [This is the most spurious and insidious of conclusions. Dr. Goza fails to note here that all of 

the other art historians since my arrival at UWW have been women, and both chairs since I was chair 

women. Because the only people who make decisions about my program are women, and because I 

have objected to those decisions, I am therefore sexist. Goza makes no mention of my criticism of the 

Dean, a man, but in a later complaint Messer and Melton will claim that it’s because “he’s black”. Goza 



also ignores the fact that there is no definition for “harassment” on campus, and state statutes require 

that my actions “serve no legitimate purpose” in order to be considered “harassment”. Which of my 

communications serves “no legitimate purpose”, Dr. Goza?] For example, both of the women to recently 

serve as Chair of the Department of Art + Design, Professors Messer and Melton, allegedly became 

targets of his alleged harassment once they became chair. [Because they are not art historians, when 

they were not chair they did not make decisions concerning art history. This is simple math that has 

again eluded Dr. Goza.] During my interview with Dr. Melton on October 30, 2014 she explained that 

prior to becoming chair she never had any major concerns with Dr. Henige. In fact, she said that she 

"had respected him until she became chair." However, once her chair tenure began (7/1/2014), this all 

changed for the worse. [After, on her first day as chair, she instructed another colleague not to provide 

me with proof of a claim she made at the first meeting that she had informed me of an action she had 

taken. She had not, could not produce the documentation, and instead of being called to account, was 

shielded by Melton. That was the first day.] She noted that she has been negatively affected by him, so 

much so that she considered resigning immediately as he constantly scrutinizes every decision that she 

makes. [I failed to realize that as chair, Melton’s decisions were above scrutiny.] He examines everything 

that she does under a microscope and in public and he is her most difficult and time consuming faculty 

member. She also noted that he attacks her on a regular basis (i.e., via email and in public [objecting to 

Melton’s willful violation of policy at department meetings is what is meant here.]) and that it does 

affect her. She noted that "Today morale [in the department] is low" due to the fact that "He's damaged 

individuals." [Those individuals damaged themselves through their own actions. If my reporting of them 

was false, then they would have a claim of defamation. They frequently use the word “defamatory”, but 

never once offer up a reason why, or any proof that what I’ve reported was false. It’s a semantic game 

they play in the hopes that no one will demand proof, and so far it has worked for them.] 

During my interview with Dr. Messer on October 29, 2014 she stated that she has "bent over backwards 

to help him," even nominated him for a teaching award-which he won. [So I shouldn’t hold her 

accountable to our promises to the students because she nominated me for a teaching award? ] Yet, he 

allegedly tums around and attacks her whenever it suits his needs. [The students’ needs. This gets 

consistently ignored in all of this, largely because the administration continues to ignore their needs.] 

She also said that he will abuse you one day and then attempt to reconcile the next and that this pattern 

of abuse has been ongoing for many years. Allegedly, his constant "micro-aggressions" have gotten to 

the point that no one will work with him. Consequently, his departmental service record is awful as 

people refuse to work with him. Thus he must be carefully placed on committees as many people are 

unable to work with him due to his lack of collegiality. Dr. Henige's solution for this was a request to be 

released from all of his service responsibilities. [Let’s not forget that request was to replace service 

duties with research duties, due to a $1 million research funding commitment I secured without any 

support whatsoever from the UWW.] 

Professors Wilk (interviewed on November 7, 2014) and White (interviewed on November 11, 2014), 

both women, also provided numerous examples of instances when Dr. Henige allegedly harassed them. 

Professor Wilk said that the attack she experienced at the May 19th meeting was just one of many times 

that she has been the object of Dr. Henige's ire. [Did she provide any documentation of this, and if so, 

where is it?] She also said that his presentation was typical of his behavior as "he was looking for 

problems not solutions." [You bet I am. No one cares about the things we are doing right. Those don’t 

need fixing. It’s the things we aren’t doing well that we have to address, and when I have done so, my 



“solution” has always been in the service of the students. That cannot be said about any of the solutions 

offered up by Dr. Wilk. Her “solutions” serve only her.] She also said that his tone at the meeting "was 

always awful and accusatory" and it "was a type of bullying behavior." She further alleges that for years 

she has been the recipient of his cycle of bad behavior-apology behavior. She also alleged that he 

regularly sends emails criticizing her to the dean and chair and sometimes to Greg Cook, the Associate 

Vice Provost. Professor White, meanwhile, observed that for some time she and Dr. Henige were good 

colleagues. She also noted that when he first became the departmental chairperson that he seemed to 

do a good job. However, she said that "eventually [that changed and] employees were harassed and 

intimidated in the workplace." [Where is her evidence of this? White seems to forget the countless ways 

I help her achieve her goals, and complains only about the many times she ignored protocol and did 

what she wanted at the expense of others. This, too, is well documented.] She alleged the she has been 

treated unprofessionally and publically denigrated by Dr. Henige on multiple occasions.  

Did Dr. Wilk provide Goza with these alleged emails? I have reviewed my communications with her since 

2011 and have determined the following:  

Between 7/1/11 and 12/19/12 
1 email - to help her sort out her online course evals 
1 - to share my Purple Book narrative with her 
5 - regarding my zoomable image technology in response to her inquiry 
2 - sharing my video list with WOTA faculty 
5 - curriculum committee business 
4 - art history rotations 
5 - writing requirement for art history 
13 - art history curriculum ideas 
4 - art history budget 
1 - ArtStor 
1 – 12/19/12 – her obligations to the art history area (this is the one which resulted in the “letter of 
counseling”) 
 
Between 12/20/12 and 4/1/2014 
None 

4/1/14  
1 - trying to sort out her transition from 4:3 to 16:9 format in her PowerPoints 

4/2/2014 to present  
None 

From the end of 2012 until the present, I have emailed Dr. Wilk once, and that was to offer help. Does it 

sound to you as though allegations of persistent and continuing harassment are actually justified? Or are 

they defamatory? Do these unsubstantiated allegations “serve legitimate purpose”, or are they just 

harassment? 

Repeated Actions of Intimidation  

During my interviews I was told about multiple occasions where Dr. Henige allegedly attempted to 

intimidate his colleagues. For example, Dr. Melton detailed how at her first departmental meeting as 



chair (August 2014) that Dr. Henige became very disruptive. Allegedly there was "lots of tension there as 

Chris turned on Sue." [Sue stated twice that she presented me with a curricular proposal when she knew 

she had not. I stated that was false.] She also alleged that after the meeting Dr. Henige put his face in 

front of hers and yelled at her loudly [At no time, ever, has Melton stated in any complaint that I have 

ever raised my voice to her.] and told her that she would regret having defended Dr. Messer. Only one 

other person remained in the room at this time, Mr. John Boie, the department's ADA. On December 16, 

2014 Mr. Boie told me that he did witness Dr. Henige shouting at Dr. Melton in a very loud voice 

although he did not recall the specific things he was saying. [It couldn’t have been that loud, then, as the 

room was not very large. And why would I become aggressive toward Ms. Melton when others were in 

the room?] Appendix 3 is a letter written by Jennifer Liston, an Art Historian faculty member, who left 

UW -Whitewater for another position. In this letter she describes how Dr. Henige's repeated actions 

played an important role in her departure. In it she notes that "the cumulative effect of the frequency of 

this behavior created a detrimental work environment which is directly responsible for my decision to 

seek employment elsewhere." This letter is dated March 31, 2013 while the event described by Dr. 

Melton occurred in August, 2014. Most all of those interviewed revealed other alleged acts of 

intimidation that occurred during this 18 month period, while many other mentioned to me predate 

Professor Liston's letter.  

Did Goza provide us with actual accounts of the “alleged acts of intimidation”  - by this I mean specific 

incidents – that were revealed by “most all of those interviewed”? Why did he not include any first-hand 

accounts of specific incidents? The only incident he actually cited was first described as: 

“…I perceived the nature of his body language to be aggressive, and the unfolding of 

events to be somewhat unstable…I don’t feel any further action is needed.”  

Why would someone feel compelled to report conduct they felt was an aggressive act of physical 

intimidation and not include the intimidating part, just hours after it supposedly happened?  

Doesn’t this call into question Goza’s account that “Dr. Henige put his face in front of hers and yelled at 

her loudly”, which later became “Henige put his hands on the table and leaned in towards me, his face 

close to mine, and stated “I didn’t recall having approved the minutes…”? Note the word “stated” and 

not “shouted”. What if, despite her stating that I put my hands on the table and leaned in towards her, 

we were actually both sitting on the same side of the table? What if, because of a disability well 

documented with the university, I need to put my hands on a table when I get up out of a chair, 

especially one with wheels? 

Isn’t it clear that Professor Melton’s account gets embellished with every telling? 

The creation of a hostile work environment.  

Many of those interviewed specifically referred to the hostile work environment allegedly created by Dr. 

Henige. To begin, the current chair of the department, Dr. Melton noted that "Today morale is low. 

There is the inability to create a safe work environment." During my interview with Professor Denis Dale 

on November 19, 2014 he stated that Dr. Henige directly creates a hostile work environment with both 

his language and mannerisms at meetings. "He shouts, stands, and shakes his head dismissively. Makes 

people uncomfortable by attacking them with antagonistic and inflammatory comments. He controls 

them by getting them to be silent. Together these create a negative environment." He also alleged that 



Dr. Henige "has a bullying attitude" and that this is one of the reasons that he decided to retire from the 

department. Mr. Mike Flanagan noted at our November 4, 2014 interview "that Chris' bad behavior is 

gender based, unprofessional, and ruthless. There are heated public debates and very late night emails." 

He also mentioned how Dr. Henige occasionally sits at faculty meetings with his back turned to all. He 

also alleged that Dr. Henige's "incessant rudeness is a strain on the department." Dr. Henige appears to 

be fully cognizant of what he is doing. In a May 20, 2014 email to then chair Susan Messer he wrote "My 

increasing frustration has in turn contributed to a hostile work environment for the entire department." 

During our interview, Dr. Henige provided justifications for his actions. For example, in reference to Dr. 

Messer he said "Sue failed to recognize her mistakes. She's making me look like a liar." His solution is 

"for her to set the record straight. Have Sue admit she's made mistakes" in a public forum.  

The administration would like everyone to believe that I am solely and exclusively responsible for the 

climate of the department, simply because I demand accountability. What has in fact created a hostile 

working environment in the department is the staunch refusal of the administration to provide that 

accountability.  

I have never shouted at a meeting, I have never stood at a meeting. I have no doubt shaken my head 

dismissively as inaccurate statements about policy have been made, and as votes have been taken to 

permit something that is clearly contrary to published policy, and as votes have been taken to engage in 

an activity which clearly damages students.  

There is no question that over time, absent any explanations for any decisions taken by administrators, 

my frustration level has increased, and I have been more and more prone to questioning every decision. 

Had the administration, at any time, provided any explanations, reasonable or not, there might have 

been discussion, there might have been a building of trust. Instead, their opacity has led to a climate of 

distrust.  

It is worth noting that some of the issues I have raised and which were called “unsupported”, 

“unsubstantiated”, and “attacks”, have since been finally addressed, and the outcomes have vindicated 

me entirely.  

Dr. Henige told me that the above accusation is in reference to the comments from the department's 

accrediting agency NASAD. Supposedly they indicated a need for a non-western Art History course. 

[“Supposedly”? Didn’t Goza investigate this claim?] He said that Dr. Messer lied to him about the 

development of such a course, and that no proposal exists. [I did not say no proposal existed, I said I had 

never been shown that proposal. Goza’s investigative strategy is clearly to mislead.] He also says that 

since he challenged her in public, now everyone has benefitted since they now all know that she lied. 

[Which is in fact true. Why shouldn’t my colleagues know exactly what these people are like?] He says 

that he is constantly critical of her because of her lack of policies, such as scheduling courses several 

semester into the future. He was adamant about the correctness of his behavior and his opinions. He 

also indicated that he was upset at Professors Wilk and Messer because he said he was never told about 

the possibility of searching for a third Art Historian. He said that they kept this information to 

themselves and did not share it with him. [Did Goza investigate this? It is absolutely true.] He said that 

we would not have challenged them if either had come and talked with him about this possibility. He 

said the reason Professor Wilk calls him a bully is because she doesn't believe anything that he says. [I 

did not say that Dr. Wilk does not believe anything I say, I said that Dr. Wilk does not believe anything I 

have said about her is true. Dr. Wilk’s perceptions of her own performance are deeply at odds with her 



actual performance, and because the administration has refused to address this, it continues.] He 

reiterated that he is "an advocate for the students, the only one who pays attention to their needs" and 

that he will do what is needed to help them.  

As a result of my interviews, the documentation provided to me, and Dr. Henige's own words, it does 

appear more likely than not that Dr. Henige has 1) engaged in a sustained pattern of harassment, 2) 

engaged in repeated actions of intimidation, and 3) led to the creation of a hostile work environment. As 

the above pages indicate, multiple individuals have alleged that all of these accusations are true. [Here’s 

where your “investigation” completely falls apart, Dr. Goza. “Multiple individuals have alleged that all of 

these accusations are true.” Is that your standard of “proof”, Dr. Goza. If I allege you are a pedophile, 

and I have four people who will state that my allegations are true, then you must be a pedophile. Is that 

your “reasoning”? Do you require no documentation? No proof?] 

Unfortunately, this investigation also revealed several other concerns allegedly associated with Dr. 

Henige's behavior. The first additional concern raised by this exploration is the possibility that this 

harassment is gender based. While it is not possible for me to comment on the appropriateness of these 

allegations, [I’m going to do so anyway] multiple respondents, both male and female, believed this to be 

the case. [Where is there any written or any other evidence for this, besides the complainants’ 

persistent claims of such? Why no note that the same claim was made in the last complaint, and that it 

was dismissed?] The second additional concern to come to my attention is that Dr. Henige allegedly uses 

physical intimidation to manipulate others. [No one has ever claimed I have touched them, or even 

crowded them. Where is this coming from? Am I guilty of being “physically intimidating” because I 

happen to be 6’-3” and 220 lbs? That seems like actual discrimination to me.] Several respondents 

revealed to me that they are afraid of Dr. Henige and worried that he is capable of doing physical harm 

to them. Several also noted that he has already directly caused them psychological injury as well as 

indirect physical harm. As noted above by Dr. Melton, Dr. Henige is also alleged to have resorted to 

physical intimidation by putting his face next to hers and yelling at her in a loud and menacing way. [She 

did not claim that until it became convenient for her to do so, and even then she said “stated” and not 

“yelled”. Pinocchio’s nose gets longer with every recounting of this incident.] Dean McPhail's complaint 

notes, as did several others during their interviews, that Dr. Henige frequently behaves like a bully, using 

either physical or verbal intimidation to get what it is that he desires. Although this investigation was not 

designed nor intended to explore the charge of physical intimidation, there were sufficient allegations 

raised regarding this type of behavior that it must be mentioned in this report.  

I state again, for the record, that I have never been involved in a physical altercation, nor have I crowded 

anyone in an act of intimidation in my adult life, and I have never been engaged in a shouting match 

with anyone at this institution.  

In conclusion, I find Goza’s report to be incredibly misleading. He cites allegation after allegation and 

provides none of the one thing necessary for the Chancellor to support his charge and which is his 

burden in the proceedings – proof.  

 


