
Annotated Text of Emails from Colleagues Submitted in the Exhibits 

 

Greg Cook (contained within Michael Flanagan’s email 

Dear Art & Design Colleagues: 

I know that most of you, perhaps all of you, received an email last evening from Chris Henige. The email 

made strong statements about the legality of our department meetings and other issues. [“Strong 

statements” which Cook nowhere suggests were inaccurate or untrue.] I assure you that our meetings 

are fully legal and appropriate [Where is Cook’s substantiation for this statement? I have asked him, the 

interim dean, the provost and the chancellor to provide the legal basis for violating what is a very clear 

statute that states that I cannot be excluded. They have been silent, and we know exactly what that 

means. They can either argue that I have not in fact been excluded, which they have not and cannot, 

given their “mandate”, or they can argue that the statute doesn’t apply, which they also have not. Why 

not? Meanwhile, the faculty of the department are at clear risk of forfeiture for knowingly attending 

meetings that neither Cook nor anyone else in the administration have demonstrated are in fact legal.] 

and we can continue to meet and conduct our normal business in a professional and collegial manner. [I 

would like to hear Cook’s definition of “collegial”, a term which seems to have very different meanings 

for those who are criticized, and those who do the criticizing.] 

I want all of you [except me, even though I am still a tenured member of the faculty of the Department] 

to know that I’m here to support you and help the department move forward in the most positive ways 

possible. Let’s all [except me] work together collaboratively to create a working and learning 

environment that’s healthy for us [a “healthy” environment does not require that it is free from criticism 

and accountability, in fact it must be just the opposite.] and also supportive for the many talented 

students we have. [agreed, and that means insuring that we are serving them to the best of our ability, 

and when we are not, addressing it.] 

With warm regards to each of you, [except me] 

Greg 

 

 

Max White 

Greg, 

I am sending this to you tonight. 

[This email was sent at 12:32 AM February 10. At 8:07 the following evening I sent my communication to 

the faculty, including Ms. White. At 8:58 that evening, Ms. White responded to me directly to my private 

email account, with a simple statement: “Chris, I offer you arrows of compassion, not arrows of blame. 

Max”. Not only does this violate the Chancellor’s proscription against the faculty having contact with 

me, it also suggests that after reading the documentation, Ms. White has understood and supports my 

position. Because of her violation of the Chancellor’s directive, I expect disciplinary proceedings to be 



initiated against Ms. White. When we add four more faculty members to the list of individuals who have 

violated this proscription, eventually someone is going to ask whether the administration believes it can 

actually dictate who anyone on campus can associate with. Won’t that be interesting?  

To clarify, I do not wish Ms. White to be prosecuted for contacting me, because her doing so is entirely 

within her rights. My point was to demonstrate the ridiculousness of the administrations position.] 

 

 

Teri Frame 

Dear Greg, 
 
For the record, I find emails such as these distracting and stressful, at the very least. [Ms. Frame had the 
option of not opening my email. I gave all of the recipients the opportunity to stop reading the email 
after the first sentence. To claim now that they are “distracting” is disingenuous. If you don’t want to 
read them, don’t open them. I routinely delete emails that are of no interest to me. She can do the 
same.] Are we at the point where we can all meet with Kathleen and try to move forward? [I assume 
that includes me. Probably not, yet as a member of the department and as someone obviously central to 
the issues at hand, no one whose conduct I have criticized nor anyone in the administration, nor even 
Dr. Reinhart, has any intention of including me in the “all”. Why is that? I’ve noted elsewhere that the 
“all” would have no trouble moving forward in the absence of the few who are central to the problem. 
Clean house, move on.] It would be helpful, because even something as simple as scheduling a 
committee meeting has become an ordeal. [As for the scheduling of committee meetings, see above 
relative to Greg Cook.] How can we all move on and get to work? [that should be obvious to everyone.] 
 
Thank you, 
 
Teri 
 
 

Michael Flanagan 

Good Morning Greg – 
 
It's hard to know where to start on this, but in any case, here goes.  
 
Chris Henige was specifically forbidden to contact faculty and staff in the Department. When I hit a 

'reply all' to a WOTA group message that had his name buried in the "more" category I had to go to the 

Dean's office and be reminded that any communication with Professor Henige was not allowed. Henige 

had complained to the Dean that I had broken the agreement about communication with Department 

members. [Mr. Flanagan has on two occasions claimed to administrators that I violated this 

“agreement” in both cases after he has himself initiated contact with me, a fact he seems to 

conveniently forget while trying to throw me under the bus. On April 6, 2016, opening with the 

statement “Chris, I’m sure you know I have been instructed not to contact you, so this is off the record,” 

and ending with “I’m relying on you to keep this message private; don’t do me wrong,” and “This may be 



the last communication for a while; as I said I’m under orders not to make contact.” Mr. Flanagan also 

contacted me two days later. I have reported this to the administration, who is seeking to dismiss me for 

“violating” what is essentially the same proscription regarding contact. Has Mr. Flanagan been subject to 

dismissal or any other disciplinary proceedings? Is this the level of integrity we expect from employees 

in an academic setting? To be clear, unlike Ms. White, who has not claimed I contacted her improperly, 

while she has contacted me, Mr. Flanagan on two occasions has attempted to have me prosecuted for 

contacting him, after he contacted me, and for this dishonesty I believe there is no place in the 

Department any more for Mr. Flanagan.] Clearly Departmental matters are being communicated to 

Professor Henige in violation of the agreement. [What “agreement” is this again? Support for censorship 

of the affairs of a public, government entity, from an art gallery director?] 

The timing of Professor Henige's message is troubling - the evening hours on a Friday when the message 
will linger over the weekend without a chance to have face to face meetings with colleagues. [Is Mr. 
Flanagan presuming that the administration may dictate when someone can communicate in addition to 
with whom they may communicate?] I have heard from more than one of the women on our faculty 
[Who? Presumably, the offenders.] that they felt very uncomfortable with the tone of the message - 
fearful would be an apt description. [If they are the same individuals whose conduct violated policy, law, 
and who lied to and defamed colleagues, then they should be fearful, of being called to account.] It 
raised my blood pressure and level of anxiety as well. [The only thing these people fear is exposure. Has 
it been conveyed to them that I live exactly 600 miles away?] 
 
I think that we need a quick and forceful response from our administration - Dean, Provost and 
Chancellor, to assure our faculty that their concerns and safety [Safety from what? It can’t be physical 
safety, I’m 600 miles away. It must be “safety” from exposure and accountability, because there is no 
other explanation.] are paramount and that response should include action items to address the e-mail 
from Professor Henige. [Yes, let’s have the administration annotate my communications as I have 
annotated theirs. Let’s have them disprove any of the statements made in them, especially since not 
one member of that administration has made any claim that they are untrue. Perhaps, if the 
administration wants the Department to “move forward”, they should specifically address the fact that 
all of the statements are in fact true, address how then to deal with those whose conduct cannot 
possibly be deemed acceptable in an academic environment, and then “move forward”. Unfortunately, 
those persons include themselves, and so nothing will be done.] 
 
This harangue by Professor Henige is a continuation of years of stressful activity that is a cause of great 
concern for all of us. [Then perhaps the Department should address the substance of that “harangue”, 
and deal directly with it.] As a former Interim Chair I've had my share of dealing with it as have my 
predecessors and now you. It's a distraction from our real mission of educating students and conducting 
the kind of research and development that moves our Department forward. 
 
Regards, Mike 
 
[Placing this email from Mr. Flanagan next to his direct communications with me, his duplicitous nature 

is clear for all to see. Mertens has copies of Flanagan’s communications.] 

 

 



Deborah Wilk 

Greg, 
 
The email and website links from Chris Henige continue a pattern of harassment and intimidation he has 
been directing toward me and others for years. Since 2010 and as recently as 2016, I have registered my 
concerns (to my superiors and to HR) about Henige's harassment. [I have never been served with any 
formal complaint filed by Dr. Wilk.] The recent attack fits the pattern: lengthy nighttime email, forcing 
his own agenda, critiquing my (and others) job performance to my colleagues and superiors, 
misinformation to make his case, [Which “misinformation” is this? Perhaps if Dr. Wilk were to actually 
sit down and defend those actions, one by one, rather than crying “foul” because her conduct has come 
under scrutiny, she might be more credible. Her consistent defense has been deflection, and that’s a 
pretty clear indication that she does in fact understand that her conduct is indefensible.] and overt and 
covert threats. [What “threats” are these?] This has been going on since I was hired. It began at a low 
level, escalated in 2010, with episodes like this one in 2012, 2014, 2015, 2016, and now 2017. [Which 
“episodes” are these?] 
 
This current attack contains many inaccuracies about me and others. [Which “inaccuracies” are these?] I 
will not be provoked into defending myself against this malicious attack [Oh, of course. The recurrence 
of a consistent pattern with all of those involved: “Henige’s communications are full of “inaccuracies”, 
but I will not be “provoked” into telling you exactly what these are.” I direct you to Mertens’ own 
exhibits, pages 15-16, wherein my concerns about Dr. Wilk’s conduct are fully documented, including 
who witnessed that conduct besides myself. To my knowledge, these have never been addressed. No 
one has ever spoken to me about them. Had they been addressed, Dr. Wilk would have no basis for the 
claims she makes here. Fortunately, Mertens has made these a matter of public record by including 
them in his complaint. Now perhaps someone will deal with them.] but I hope you and the 
administration will step in and show some support of me and others under attack. [This is indeed an 
attack, an attack on conduct which cannot be found acceptable, or for that matter “collegial”, in an 
academic setting. The administration has allowed Wilk to continue to conduct herself following her very 
consistent pattern, and now they must accept the consequences. In fact, why doesn’t the Interim Dean 
sit down with Dr. Wilk and go through the list he has so thoughtfully provided in his exhibits, (pages 15-
16) and add to that the two items also thoughtfully included in another part of the exhibits (page 6), and 
find out directly from her how she defends her actions? Dr. Wilk has made public comments in 
Department meetings to the entire faculty that she has been “harassed” by me as a consequence of my 
expressing my concerns in private to the administration about her conduct. Perhaps she might now 
defend her actions in front of the entire faculty. It is not the obligation of any faculty member to appear 
“collegial” by ignoring conduct which damages the students and which damages the colleagues of the 
offenders by creating more work for them at every turn. I reject that presumption outright, especially 
when such conduct damages students, which must be considered a matter of public concern. Should Dr. 
Wilk wish to put an end to the criticism, she can either put an end to her pattern of conduct, or defend 
that pattern to her colleagues. Let’s have that discussion. And let’s do the same for the rest, including 
me. Why on earth is the administration so deathly afraid to have that conversation?] The Provost and 
Kathleen Reinhart suggested it is a department wide problem and we are all at fault but I think you can 
see that this is simply not true. [It is absolutely true. The Department is in far worse shape than it has 
ever been, despite my two-year absence, precisely because they have refused to sit down around a 
table, with ALL faculty present, including me, and discuss, defend, provide accountability, apologize, 
strategize and restore. They would rather submit themselves to rumor and innuendo, allow their rights 
to communicate freely with their friends and colleagues be unlawfully abridged, and live in constant fear 



of retaliation by the administration if they stand up and say “No”. Welcome to the free and open 
discourse one expects in academe.] Most of us are working hard, trying to do our jobs, [Despite Dr. 
Wilk’s proclamations, her record speaks for itself.] while two people are working to harass and 
intimidate the rest of the department. [By demanding accountability and adherence to institutional 
policy and state statutes, and demanding adherence to the promises we make to the students? Who is 
this other person and what conduct has Dr. Wilk described here that is inappropriate?] While I 
appreciate your email of Sunday morning, I hope that you will follow it up with a message that more 
strongly supports those who were named and whose reputations continue to come under attack. 
[Cook’s failure to do so suggests his recognition that my statements are not at all untrue, and that what 
Wilk characterizes as an “attack” he recognizes is nothing more than “exposure”. Now, Dr. Cook, 
address it.] I hope you will tell the department that Henige and Porcaro's behavior is unacceptable, [and 
provide them with policies or statutes which that behavior allegedly violates, and which therefore 
makes it “unacceptable”] not collegial, [See the AAUP’s publication on “Collegiality” – it does not require 
the absence of legitimate criticism, and should certainly require the presence of accountability.] 
damaging to individuals, [Individuals whose conduct has been demonstrably problematic, and who 
refuse to admit it or take responsibility for it. They have damaged themselves.] the Department, and the 
University, and that this behavior will not be tolerated. 
 
The recent attack- and the recording of faculty meetings- is meant to intimidate and harass. [Is Dr. Wilk 
suggesting that is illegal to record public and open meetings? Isn’t her statement an overt attempt to 
threaten those individuals for behaving lawfully? Doesn’t her complaint constitute an attempt to seek 
disciplinary action, and therefore does it not pose a threat to the incomes of those she accuses for 
acting lawfully? Isn’t that a violation of Wis. Stat. 943.30(1)? Should the fact that she was caught in one 
of those recordings lying to the entire faculty mitigate the credibility of her statement?] Henige and 
Porcaro mean to provoke, embarrass, and injure me and others named in the attack, and to cause the 
Department to be fearful of speaking out in department meetings. [If that is in fact true, then Dr. Wilk is 
free to file a defamation claim against us in civil court. I have never been to any meetings anywhere on 
campus or anywhere else where people were afraid to speak out. It must be obvious by now that any 
individuals who are, are those who are likely to say something defamatory, or false, and that’s what they 
are afraid of.] It's chilling to operate in an environment where what you say in a faculty meeting, among 
your colleagues is being recorded to be used against you in a malicious manner. [Can Dr. Wilk cite any 
examples of this? It is also chilling for the rest of the faculty to witness the conduct of certain individuals, 
and know that if they speak out against it, the same thing that has happened to me will happen to them. 
What does “malicious” mean to her? No one has taken any issues with points of view, matters of 
opinion, with which they might not agree. All of the objections I have cited related specifically to 
violations of policy, law, or were clearly defamatory and slanderous in nature. If Dr. Wilk is concerned 
about making those kinds of comments, she should be, and she should refrain from making them. Dr. 
Wilk is an intelligent person who often has valuable things to contribute at department meetings. She 
need not be concerned about making those kinds of contributions.] 
 
As bad as Henige's attacks are, and as awful as working in fear of the next attack is, perhaps the hardest 
part is the psychological damage that comes when the Department and the University do not step in to 
protect me. [There is a very obvious reason for this. The administration recognizes that it is not my 
conduct but hers which is at issue. However, inexplicably, they refuse to impress upon her that this is 
the case, they refuse to demand for her to provide a defense to the concerns I have documented. Had 
they done so, one very large piece of this problem would have been avoided. I am reminded of the 
issues I had as chair with Ms. White, who continually ignored protocol and procedure in order to achieve 
her goals, who also claimed I “attacked” her, and who voiced her opinion across campus that because 



she was being held accountable, I and the rest of the faculty were “gender-biased” and “homophobic”, 
was spoken to by the administration, and since then has become an exemplary leader in the 
Department. Dr. Wilk certainly has the intellectual capacity to do the same. She apparently doesn’t have 

the will to do so. On behalf of the students and the rest of the faculty, I invite her to prove me wrong.] It 
is demoralizing. I work hard, [except on Tuesdays, Thursdays, and now Fridays] I am a good teacher, I 
contribute in important ways to the Department, College, University, and my profession [It’s not what 
she contributes that is at issue, it’s what she fails to contribute] and I expect at the very least that I will 
be able to work in a safe and supportive environment. [I will let Dr. Wilk’s conduct speak for itself. The 
workplace is not a support group. When people fail to pull their weight, at the expense of their 
colleagues and particularly at the expense of the students, that needs to be addressed, and I am under 
no obligation whatsoever to allow her to feel “safe” by “supporting” conduct that is simply 
unacceptable. Have we really, as a society, come to a place where no one can speak out if someone else 
might get an owwie on their feelings?] 
 
I-and the Art Department-need to hear from you that this is another false, slanderous, and harassing 
attempt at provocation from Henige. [Yes, let’s all hear that. The administration knows, and have always 
known, that nothing in any of my communications has ever been false. Former Chancellor Telfer and 
former Dean McPhail put the current administration in a box by prosecuting such nonsense without 
preserving my rights, and attempting to extort information from me under threat to my income, and 
now if the current administration attempts to remove themselves from that box by admitting to their 
wrongdoing, they will find themselves civilly liable. Professional integrity has long since given way to 
“defense of the brand”. I have repeatedly made it known to the administration that any efforts on their 
part to correct what has happened in the past would be seen favorably by me relative to any future 
lawsuit. They have done nothing.] 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Deborah 
 
 


