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Chris 

From: Chris  <chris@creationofgothic.org>
Sent: Friday, June 30, 2017 4:07 PM
To: 'Matt Lind'; 'Olson, Elizabeth A'
Cc: 'Anne Bilder'; 'Taveira, Alvaro D'; 'westonk@uww.edu'; 'Gulig, Anthony G'; 'Leitheiser, 

Robert L'; 'Beverly Kopper'; 'mcgeed@uwm.edu'
Subject: RE: Response

**Again, my response in red** 
 

From: Matt Lind [mailto:mlind@uwsa.edu]  
Sent: Friday, June 30, 2017 2:52 PM 
To: Chris <chris@creationofgothic.org>; 'Olson, Elizabeth A' <olsone@uww.edu> 
Cc: Anne Bilder <abilder@uwsa.edu>; 'Taveira, Alvaro D' <taveiraa@uww.edu>; westonk@uww.edu; 'Gulig, Anthony G' 
<guliga@uww.edu>; 'Leitheiser, Robert L' <leitheir@uww.edu>; Beverly Kopper <kopperb@uww.edu>; 
mcgeed@uwm.edu 
Subject: RE: Response 
 
Dear Dr. Olson: 
 
We have reviewed Dr. Henige’s comments and we would like to note one issue that his comments seem to raise. He 
appears to be asking for the hearing to be scheduled for multiple days. The University believes that one day is more than 
sufficient for it to present its case and for Dr. Henige to present his. **Even though Mr. Lind hasn’t the slightest idea 
what my case will entail? Even though he does not know who I intend to call as witnesses, or whether those witnesses 
might be available on the date they wish to dictate? He’s like, a soothsayer! As always, this is entirely about the System 
and not at all about justice or due process. We have to convene when it’s convenient for them, and when their 
witnesses are available, but no mention whatsoever about me or my witnesses.**  
 
To the extent that Dr. Henige wishes to reargue his previous discipline, we would suggest that is beyond the scope of 
this case. **I intend to spend no time “rearguing previous discipline”. I don’t have to. The documentation speaks for 
itself. This case is about insubordination to a “directive” (one that runs contrary to state statutes, which the 
administration will not defend, and one which violated my rights under the Faculty Personnel Rules, which the 
administration will not defend) to allow my communications to be censored, which in no institution in the universe 
would warrant dismissal and stripping of tenure, absent the complainants’ contention that it is only the last of a number 
of alleged offenses. So they are not beyond the scope. The law does not provide for separate hearings on the penalties, 
and so “progressive discipline”, and its basis in past proceedings, must be considered. I suggest the panel go ahead and 
review the online materials and you will see EXACTLY why counsel does not want them considered.**Dr. Henige was 
already provided with due process in all of those matters. **Read the materials. In fact, here’s a taste of why counsel’s 
assertions in this respect are nonsense: http://cchenige.org/UWW/PHP/FSHP.php?id=Procedural  If after reading this 
you can make the case that any of them afforded me legitimate “due process”, I’ll be all ears. I’m not talking about 
constitutional due process, as Mr. Hind has argued, I’m talking about the fact that when the institution makes its own 
rules that take constitutional due process further, and establishes its own processes that provide me with additional 
“rights and protections”, it is bound to them. Then take that a step further and identify exactly where the Chancellors 
have met their “burden of proof”, as required by the rules. Where are the citations, and if you can find any, are they 
credible? I think you’ll find the one sample cited of my “uncivil” language laughable.**Dr. Henige was made aware and 
took advantage of his chance to make both his procedural and substantive arguments regarding those matters. **To 
two panels who had as their counsel someone whose office was right down the hall from counsel for the prosecution, 
and who did not ensure that any of the rules were followed. Why would two panels of five faculty (well actually one had 
only four, in direct violation of the rules…) willfully determine to violate rule after rule unless they were told it was 
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permissible to do so by their counsel? Either they’re all – all 12 of them – completely incompetent to enforce the rules 
their committee is solely responsible for enforcing, and so is their counsel, or they are all corrupt and chose to do so 
willfully because they don’t like me, even though they don’t know me, or they were corrupted. Ockham’s Razor: Which 
is most likely? And does it even matter?**He was made aware and took advantage of his opportunity to appeal those 
decisions. **I notice that Mr. Lind makes no claim here that those proceedings in any way conformed to the rules that 
purport to govern them. (see the link above) He does not care because to do so would compromise his position.**Those 
decisions are final and no longer reviewable. **They will be reviewable in the context of future legal action.**The 
findings made and penalties imposed are now merely a matter of record. **In which case why are you afraid to have the 
panel review that record? It’s entirely possible they will see as so many of my colleagues have seen that they have no 
basis in reality or justice, or “due process”, and therefore provide no meaningful support for a claim of “progressive 
discipline”. They were nothing but Kangaroo Courts, and mean nothing. Counsel might take my advice provided at the 
top of the “All My Communications” page and make note of all of the language in those communications or other 
conduct on my part that support the claims made in those previous complaints, because you can be very sure I will be 
asking your clients to do so. I’m not a fool. I’m willing to accept culpability where such is demonstrated. It’s just that 
there has been no demonstration of such in ANY of those earlier proceedings. None of us are fools. Counsel’s current job 
is to deflect attention away from the administration’s actions relative to earlier proceedings, and my job is to shine a 
light on it. Let’s see who prevails. I’m betting on the light of truth. I’ve provided a link to it. **They are only relevant to 
this case in that they establish a **n alleged**pattern of behavior by professor Henige, demonstrate the University’s 
appropriate response, and support the seriousness of the current charges. **I think after the panel reviews the 
documents in the link I sent they will question everything you assert in this paragraph. They are not fools. These 
materials have been reviewed by numerous individuals from around the country with hundreds of years of combined 
service to academia, and not one of them – not one – could find anything – not a single statement - in them that was 
inappropriate. That was me doing my due diligence. I look forward to seeing your lists.** 
 
We greatly appreciate the attention of the committee to these matters and would be happy to discuss any of these 
issues further. 

**We can continue to argue this in emails, but I’ll just post them on my site as I get them and everyone can decide for 
themselves. As you can tell, I find your responses self-serving and not remotely convincing. So at this point, let’s give 
everyone including counsel time to review the materials and then reconnect after I’m back from my colloquium. We’ll all 
have better perspective by then, and since the dates for the hearings do not have to be set until 10 days beforehand, 
there is time to sort this out in August.** 

Matt Lind and Anne Bilder 
 
____________________________ 
The preceding e-mail message (including any attachments) contains information that may be confidential, be protected by the 
attorney-client or other applicable privileges, or constitute non-public information.  It is intended to be conveyed only to the 
designated recipient(s).  If you are not an intended recipient of this message, please notify the sender by replying to this message and 
then delete it from your system.  Use, dissemination, distribution, or reproduction of this message by unintended recipients is not 
authorized and may be unlawful. 
 
 
 

From: Chris [mailto:chris@creationofgothic.org]  
Sent: Friday, June 30, 2017 11:07 AM 
To: Matt Lind <mlind@uwsa.edu>; 'Olson, Elizabeth A' <olsone@uww.edu> 
Cc: Anne Bilder <abilder@uwsa.edu>; 'Taveira, Alvaro D' <taveiraa@uww.edu>; westonk@uww.edu; 'Gulig, Anthony G' 
<guliga@uww.edu>; 'Leitheiser, Robert L' <leitheir@uww.edu>; Beverly Kopper <kopperb@uww.edu>; 
mcgeed@uwm.edu 
Subject: RE: Response 
 
**** See my annotations below. **** 
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From: Matt Lind [mailto:mlind@uwsa.edu]  
Sent: Friday, June 30, 2017 11:19 AM 
To: Chris <chris@creationofgothic.org>; Olson, Elizabeth A <olsone@uww.edu> 
Cc: Anne Bilder <abilder@uwsa.edu>; Taveira, Alvaro D <taveiraa@uww.edu>; westonk@uww.edu; Gulig, Anthony G 
<guliga@uww.edu>; Leitheiser, Robert L <leitheir@uww.edu>; Beverly Kopper <kopperb@uww.edu>; 
mcgeed@uwm.edu 
Subject: RE: Response 
 
Dear Dr. Olson: 

As you requested, we conferred with our witnesses regarding their availability on the three dates proposed by the 
committee and September 8th was the only date of the three on which all our witnesses reported they were available. 
**Nowhere in your email notification is there any mention of this. A previous hearing in my case was held on two dates 
for exactly the reason that all witnesses were not all available on a single date. Why is this not an option now? What’s 
the hurry, Mr. Lind? I am scheduled to teach until the end of the Fall semester, unless you are proposing to change 
horses in all of my courses midstream, which would be needlessly and massively disruptive to the students. So, what is 
the hurry?** Much like Dr. Henige, the administration also has other obligations this summer and fall and is setting aside 
time appropriately **appropriate to the goals of counsel or to a full exposition of the facts?** to prepare for this 
important hearing, **but not important enough that it can take more than a couple of hours**which we’ve anticipated 
since Dr. Henige’s request for a hearing.  
 
As to Dr. Henige’s concerns regarding teaching his courses, UW-Whitewater is happy to work with Dr. Henige during his 
travels to Whitewater, to help him timely respond to any student concerns that may arise during that day. **How will 
that happen when I will be driving? How will I know there are issues? Unlike some I never have my phone out when I’m 
driving. Counsel have not cited a legitimate reason why their witnesses can’t be available on other dates. They do not all 
have to be available on the same date. I intend to call a multitude of witnesses, and I have no reasonable expectation 
that all of them will be available on the same date. Is the panel averse to making the defense of tenure as 
comprehensive as it needs to be, or are they willing to further devalue tenure by providing inadequate due process?** 
 
While we’re cognizant of Dr. Henige’s request to videotape the hearing, we would like to remind the chair that the law, 
“does not permit recording, filming or photographing such a meeting in a manner that interferes with the conduct of the 
meeting or the rights of the participants.” Wis. Stat. s. 19.90. **Why is this even here? Is this a threat? Where is your 
citation of the rest of the statute that guarantees me the right to videorecord? It has been a consistent pattern of the 
administration and its counsel to cite only tiny passages that serve their ends and not the full text. I am a historian by 
profession. My job is to gather all of the documents, read them in their entirety, and then make a case based on my 
reading AND a presentation of ALL of the information contained in them. It is not that much different than an attorney, 
except that I don’t get to choose sides and choose which facts to present. Provide an appropriate space, as I requested, 
and there will be no disruption whatsoever. ** 
 
To be sensitive of the time commitments of Dr. Henige, the committee members, and witnesses, we believe it is 
appropriate to set forward some expectations with regard to the time allotted for each party. Particularly, the law 
recognizes the need to avoid irrelevant and duplicative testimony and to better focus the issues for the committee. 
**The complainant specifically alleges that “Because these incidents are the culmination of several previous similar 
episodes which resulted in increasingly significant disciplinary actions, including most recently, a full-semester’s 
suspension, I believe that this complaint states conduct that may rise to the level of dismissal.” Surely a review of those 
“episodes” is therefore in order, as they are the basis for the requested discipline – dismissal. And the law also provides 
the hearing panel with the power to determine what is and is not relevant. Let’s let them decide and not counsel for the 
prosecution. As for time allocations, fine – let’s set 8 hours for each party. Except for arguments before appellate and 
supreme courts, where in the justice system are there instances of time allotments in any hearings? You are trying to 
deprive me of tenure and all that goes with that, including its future value of over a million dollars in my case. And what 
about the facts? Counsel seems very concerned about time commitments of individuals instead of concerning 
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themselves with adequate time for full exposition of the facts, whatever time that takes. Does the panel not recognize 
that the time restrictions, and counsel’s mention of the law regarding recording are all part of their consistent pattern of 
obfuscation? They will after they review the materials online. I have already identified this current process online as the 
“Third Kangaroo Court”, because already a “standing committee” that has no chair and no members has made it so. It’s 
not too late to change things. My goal is a full exposition of the truth. What is yours?** 
 
We appreciate the kind consideration of the committee and let us know if you wish to discuss any of these matters 
further. 
Matt Lind and Anne Bilder 
____________________________ 
The preceding e-mail message (including any attachments) contains information that may be confidential, be protected by the 
attorney-client or other applicable privileges, or constitute non-public information.  It is intended to be conveyed only to the 
designated recipient(s).  If you are not an intended recipient of this message, please notify the sender by replying to this message and 
then delete it from your system.  Use, dissemination, distribution, or reproduction of this message by unintended recipients is not 
authorized and may be unlawful. 
 

From: Chris [mailto:chris@creationofgothic.org]  
Sent: Friday, June 30, 2017 9:52 AM 
To: Olson, Elizabeth A <olsone@uww.edu> 
Cc: Anne Bilder <abilder@uwsa.edu>; Matt Lind <mlind@uwsa.edu>; Taveira, Alvaro D <taveiraa@uww.edu>; 
westonk@uww.edu; Gulig, Anthony G <guliga@uww.edu>; Leitheiser, Robert L <leitheir@uww.edu>; Beverly Kopper 
<kopperb@uww.edu> 
Subject: Response 
 
Dr. Olson; 
 
Attached find my response to your request for acceptable dates. I remind you that I leave for France in a few days to 
conduct a colloquium I have organized and will not return until the end of July. Let’s set August 1 as the date when I will 
again be accessible. 
 
In the attached I have provided a link to the first batch of documentation submitted as exhibits. It concerns background 
and the history of proceedings against me, as the complainant has alleged a history that requires review and 
consideration. For easier access for all parties, I include it here: 
 
http://cchenige.org/UWW/  
 
Dr. Henige 


