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STATEMENT OF FACTS 

This investigation was commenced following a complaint from the Interim Dean of the College of Arts & 

Communication at the University of Wisconsin-Whitewater (hereinafter UWW) on February 21, 2017. 

The complaint calls for the dismissal of Associate Professor Christopher Henige (hereinafter Dr. Henige) 

from the Department of Art and Design, College of Arts & Communication. The complaint was 

submitted following an email message sent at 8:07 p.m. on Friday, February 10, 2017 by Dr. Henige to 

the entire faculty of Art and Design. This complaint was not made in a vacuum, however, and it is worth 

reviewing recent history. 

Dr. Henige is an Associate Professor in the Department of Art and Design. He has been on the faculty at 

UW-Whitewater since 2001 and tenured since 2007. [Where is the rest of the vita? Why no mention 

that I was chair, and that I am actually very familiar with the responsibilities of that position, and very 

familiar with the needs of the students and their programs?] In May 2015, charges were issued against 

him by then-Chancellor Dr. Richard Telfer, following a complaint by Professor Renee Melton, then-Chair 

of the Department of Art and Design. The charges alleged that Dr. Henige had engaged in a sustained 

pattern of conduct that constituted harassment, aggression and intimidation toward Professor Melton, 

and as a result had inhibited the progress of the Department, obstructed policy enforcement and 

curricular development and prevented the faculty from working together. [A virtually identical 

complaint was lodged by Melton in Walworth County Circuit, and that court found no harassment, 

aggression or intimidation. Why is that?] Following a lengthy hearing process, [In which the “rights and 

protections” guaranteed me were ignored, and which was “lengthy” entirely because of that] in 

December 2015 a faculty hearing panel found by a preponderance of the evidence that the charges 

against Dr. Henige had been proven. [Not “proven”, because the hearing panel provided no citations or 

direct proof of any kind in their report.] 

As a result, Dr. Henige was given a written reprimand that was placed in his personnel file, was 

suspended without pay for the spring semester of 2016, and was prohibited from engaging in 

correspondence with the Chair or any of the faculty of Art and Design through the academic year of 

2016-17. [Notice – “Chair or any of the faculty of Art and Design” (for a bit later down) and notice also 

that this proscription explicitly violated the rule that states the Chancellor cannot increase the penalties 

imposed in the original charge, which clearly she did.] Any communications, specifically including email, 

telephone and social media, were to be "mediated' through Interim Dean Robert Mertens. [I notice the 



investigator makes no assessment about whether this is simply censorship, which it is, and whether 

censorship has any place in the “academic environment” see seems to cherish (see below).] Both the 

letter announcing the penalties and remedies issued by the Administration (January 4, 2016), and the 

actual letter of reprimand (also January 4,.2016), stated specifically that further misconduct would lead 

to additional disciplinary action, up to and including dismissal. [That very same letter imposed penalties 

in more severe than those initially included in the charge – probably worth mentioning. I continue to 

argue that there was never any misconduct. I will only accept such a finding when the chancellor or 

anyone else provides citations from my communications, citations from campus policy or state law, and 

a clear and affirmative demonstration that the former violated the latter. The Chancellor has 

consistently relied on the same kind of cloudy and nebulous language as is provided in this report as 

“proof” of wrongdoing.] 

Following that unpaid suspension, in the summer of 2016, a "plan and expectations" for the 2016-17 

academic year was negotiated [Where are these “negotiations”? I submitted a Disability 

Accommodation Request, which is not “negotiable” in the sense implied here by the investigator. What 

constitutes “reasonable accommodation” given the circumstances may be negotiable, but there was no 

discussion whatsoever of them. In my response to the Chancellor, I agreed that the accommodations 

were reasonable, I did not actually agree to them. Moreover, no case can be made that the language of 

that letter indicates the end-result of a “negotiation”.] between the University and Dr. Henige. A letter 

dated July 13, 2016 from Chancellor Beverly Kopper to Dr. Henige specifies that pursuant to his request 

and the University's agreement, [So the university “agreed” but did I?] Dr. Henige would be permitted to 

teach exclusively on-line for both semesters. Further, and also at his request [as part of disability 

accommodations, nothing else] he would not have the ordinary faculty responsibilities of attending 

department meetings, serving on committees, participating in personnel reviews or serving as an 

academic advisor. [This is correct. Where in here does it state that a “cannot engage” in any of the listed 

activities? If a student contacted me for advising assistance, was I required to respond that I was 

“prohibited” from advising them as a result of this agreement? Of course not. And yet that is the claim 

being made relative to my deliberate and mandated exclusion from department meetings, a right of 

mine which is explicitly protected by state statutes.] The plan and expectations [The Chancellor’s plan 

and expectations] reiterated that his communications were to be mediated exclusively through Interim 

Dean Robert Mertens for the 2016-17 academic year. [The investigator again seems to accept that overt 

censorship of this kind under the euphemism of “mediation” is acceptable in an academic setting. She 

will suddenly switch from that setting to the “employer-employee” setting a bit later as it suits her.] 

There were some emails that violated the communication restrictions already in August and September 

2016. Dr. Henige sent emails to Interim Dean Mertens but also sent to Provost Susan Elrod, Associate 

Vice Chancellor Greg Cook and/or to Chancellor Beverly Kopper. [Now, go back a page to where the 

proscription was against contact with “the chair and faculty of Art and Design”. None of these people 

were either at the time, as noted in my response to the Interim Dean, and so no proscription of any kind 

applied. This is just the kind of sloppy investigation and accusatory language that results from failing to 

read the simple language.] 

Beginning in 2017, Dr. Henige's email correspondence to the Department and the campus began to 

escalate. 



• On January 13, 2017, he sent a three-page message to Interim Dean Mertens but also to 

Provost Elrod, Chancellor Kopper, Associate Vice Chancellor Cook and the Interim Associate 

Dean Ferencz. The message asserted, among other things, that the administration had no right 

to mandate that he not attend department meetings, [Despite several requests for statutory or 

legal language that supports their position, and having received none, why on earth should I just 

take their word for when the statutes explicitly support my position? The “investigator” is 

careful throughout this document to make repeated allegations but not to substantiate any of 

them. Where is her assessment of the legality of my exclusion? She obviously doesn’t care if it’s 

legal or not.] that he did not intend to abide by the restrictions placed on him, [I had no 

obligation to. If state statutes guarantee me the right to participate in meetings of a government 

body of which I am a part, and the administration provides no evidence that refutes this, then 

surely I can communicate with my colleagues at those meetings, and it follows then that I can 

communicate with my colleagues.] and that the Wisconsin Public Records Law stood for the 

proposition that there was no privacy right attached to employment disciplinary investigations. 

[After they are completed, which could not be more clear in the cited Compliance Guide. Again 

the “investigator” makes a clear implication here but falls short of supporting it.] 

" ... The agreement that is currently in place for this academic year is obviously illegal. ... 

I cannot be precluded from having contact with my colleagues at those meetings, and 

therefore cannot be precluded from having contact with my colleagues. Your mandates 

are illegal. ( ... ) [The investigator seems skilled at repeating what I write or say, but not 

so skilled at demonstrating why my assertions are incorrect.] 

• On January 18, 2017, an email was sent to Interim Dean Mertens but also to the Provost, the 

Chancellor, the Associate Vice Chancellor (now the Chair of Art and Design), the Chair of another 

department and an Art and Design faculty member. The email was very critical of the ways in 

which the Art and Design Chair was conducting departmental meetings. [So what? Are we 

prohibited from being critical now? Why hasn’t the chair simply defended his methods? Isn’t 

that how debate and discourse work? At UWW, someone acts in a questionable fashion, 

someone questions it, and then they are suspended without pay. It’s so ridiculous as to be 

farcical.] 

• On January 31, an email to Interim Dean Mertens and Chair Cook, copied to the Provost and 

the Chancellor, complained about a department meeting to which Dr. Henige had not been 

invited. [See above – it’s not a question of “invitation”, it’s a question of whether I can be 

excluded under state statute, and for that the answer is no. Provide proof that I can be and we’ll 

move on. I contend that you haven’t because you can’t.] 

In February, Dr. Henige's emails escalated, getting longer [I hadn’t realized that the UWW email policy 

had length restrictions in it, and I am most assuredly using that email to conduct university business. 

Show me any of my communications that are not related to university business.] and being distributed 

to a wider audience. [So what? That wider audience is the one that needs to know the facts, facts 

conspicuously absent from the administration’s account of events. Again, if you don’t think so, provide 

some evidence of it.] 

• On February 9, a three-page email was sent to three department faculty entitled "You are 

being lied to". [True, obviously.] It asserted that the Wisconsin Public Records Law stands for the 



proposition that there are no privacy rights inherent in a disciplinary investigation. [After that 

investigation is complete. I can read English, and my understanding of the two passages cited 

from the Compliance Guide do not seem subject to translation or interpretation. My case 

couldn’t be any more illustrative. The administration wants to keep such processes 

“confidential” because then they can completely ignore my rights and do whatever they want. It 

is precisely because of this that such processes MUST be subject to public scrutiny, and my 

intention during any upcoming proceedings is to do exactly that.] 

• On Friday, February 10, at 8:07 p.m., Dr. Henige sent an email to the entire Art and Design 

faculty. The email itself was one page, but included two links to documents he had written. One 

document was 3.5 pages in length entitled "Cover to Department. [The investigator seems very 

concerned with how long my communications are. They are long enough to convey all of the 

facts.] It asserted again that the Wisconsin Public Records and Open Meetings laws make his 

exclusion from departmental meetings illegal, [They do, and where is the investigator’s proof to 

the contrary? She seems incredibly concerned that I might want to assert my rights in writing, 

but not terribly concerned with whether I’m right.] and that there is no privacy right attached to 

disciplinary investigations. [There isn’t.] 

The other linked document, entitled "Statement of Facts Regarding Chris Henige's Conduct was 

eight pages long. It defended his personal actions going back as far as 2014. [Did the investigator 

determine that any of my statements were false? And what if they’re not? Does that even 

matter to her? Should we be expected to withhold the facts from people simply because those 

who lied to them don’t want us to? Again, ridiculous on its face. ] 

Within a day or two thereafter, at least three Departmental faculty members had complained to 

the Chair about this email, calling it, "malicious", a "harangue" and "distracting and stressful" 

and asking the Administration to take action. [Which “faculty members”? Do I not have a right 

to face my accusers? Are you referring to the ones whose emails are included in the complaint, 

and who just coincidentally happen to be the ones whose actions and lies are exposed by those 

communications? 2+2=4. Where are all of the complaints from those who are not central to the 

issues? They didn’t complain because maybe they’ve read the evidence and drawn their own 

conclusions.] 

• On February 13, Dr. Henige sent an email to the Chancellor, copied to the Chair, the Interim 

Dean and the Provost, defending his contact to the department on February 10, reminding the 

administration that he had legal counsel [And…?] and challenging the Administration to "offer 

up a reasonable and amicable solution." [This has been a long and ongoing conversation, and 

was not limited to this single email. The offer and my terms stand.] 

• On February 14, another email, this time directly to the Chair and copied to the Interim Dean 

and Provost. The email itself was 1.5 pages; the appended documents consisted of six pages of 

"Evaluating the Art History Major" (a document from several years ago), [Is there anything in 

that document that is not still valid and applicable? Not mentioned anywhere at any time is that 

when Dr. Bronson investigated an earlier complaint, he was very clear that the case I make for 

the elimination of the major is “compelling”, and he said it more than once in his report. Did 

anyone follow up on that? No. Can I demonstrate a long history of disservice to the students of 

this major? Yes, I can, and I will.] 1.5 pages impugning the teaching of Prof. Deborah Wilk [Every 



single statement of which is true, witnessed by others or the record, never investigated, never 

proven false, and still applicable.] and an email from 2015 regarding accreditation for an art 

history course. 

" ... Deborah (Wilk) seems to believe that she can dictate what she will and will not 

teach ... " [Departments, and in fact, the Dean determine which courses need to be 

offered when, not the faculty, based on the needs of the students and the curriculum.] 

"Deborah has refused to teach the rotation of courses necessary to sustain the art 

history program ... [Absolutely true, check the record (I know, that would mean actually 

“investigating”.] 

"Deborah's pattern is unmistakable and it affects everyone around her ... " [Ask the two 

ceramicists who were jut forced to modify two art history course because Wilk declined 

to do so.] 

On February 21, Interim Dean Mertens submitted a complaint to Chancellor Kopper. He alleged that Dr. 

Henige: 

1) Had blatantly violated the Chancellor's directive to communicate only through the Interim 

Dean, [I look forward to seeing Mr. Mertens, and artist himself and Dean of a College of Arts and 

Communication, defend censorship to his colleagues. That should be very interesting. How is “I 

don’t want to hear it so it shouldn’t be said” any different from “I don’t want to see it so it 

shouldn’t be shown”?] 

2) Was perceived by several faculty members as having committed further instances in a pattern 

of harassment and threats with his communications, [Certainly not harassment under state 

statutes and until the UWW establishes a clear definition of what constitutes “harassment”, we 

must rely on the statutory definition. Exactly which of my communications “serve no legitimate 

purpose”? Walworth Count Circuit Court found none – not one. As one reflects on this, I think 

about how Mr. Porcaro has been and continues to be subjected to repeated snide comments 

about his legal recording of open and public department meetings, comments whose sole 

purpose is to shame, harass and intimidate him into ceasing that lawful act, and how half a 

dozen faculty members in the department, (not surprisingly the same whose actions I have 

consistently called to account without ever receiving any accounting), might well find 

themselves at the wrong end of temporary restraining orders. The statute is clear (Wis. Stat. 

813.125, thoughtfully provided for me in the recent online training course) “engaging in a course 

of conduct or repeatedly committing acts which harass or intimidate another person and which 

serve no legitimate purpose”. Surely repeated attempts to quash Mr. Porcaro’s legal rights 

cannot possibly be construed as serving “legitimate purpose”. Because of the stress caused by 

these repeated acts, and because Mr. Porcaro suffers from Chrohn’s Disease, which is 

exacerbated by stress, he likely has a very compelling case for petitioning for TROs and 

permanent injunctions against those involved, as there is no chance those individuals will cease 

their current courses of conduct. And because the administration has long been aware of the 

situation, and has failed to intervene, their acts too might be construed as a “course of conduct” 

“which harass and intimidate” through inaction, because the failure to intervene has had the 

effect of encouraging and enabling the others. Imagine, five or six faculty from the Department, 



the Interim Dean, the Provost, the Chancellor, all prohibited from Mr. Porcaro’s workplace 

under threat of arrest. Now that would be interesting, and it might actually lead to the 

elimination of the true barriers to productivity in the Department of Art and Design. I’m 

absolutely confident that those who would remain will have no trouble at all conducting 

business as usual.] 

3) Had been insubordinate in disregarding the Chancellor's directive, and by harassing […] and 

alienating his colleagues, had demonstrated his inability to fulfill his faculty duties, [Really? 

What are these duties, in light of the Chancellor’s letter of July 13?] and  

4) Had disrupted the business of the Department with threats and harassment. [Remove the bad 

actors, who are the only ones complaining that they cannot work anymore because they’ve 

been caught, and things will be just fine. ] 

The lengthy email messages did not abate. 

• On March 22, Dr. Henige sent a one-page email to Interim Dean Mertens, copied also to the 

Chair, the Chancellor and the Provost. Appended to it were three pages of argument regarding 

the course requirements for the Art History major. [All facts, facts ignored in the subsequent 

proposals, which do almost nothing to bring the department into compliance.] 

• At 9:07 p.m. [So I missed the part in the UWW Email Policy that dictates when emails may be 

sent. I’m a night person and find any emails sent before noon offensive. So I don’t read them 

until after noon. There is no requirement, anywhere in the universe, that one has to open emails 

when they are received, or even answer one’s phone when it rings. This is not 1950s TV.] March 

25, he sent an email to the entire faculty regarding the Art History program, also forwarding to 

them the March 22 message that had gone to administrators. At 9:35 p.m., he sent to all of 

them a "One final curricular matter" message regarding something published in the 

undergraduate catalog. [Again the investigator is only concerned that the emails were sent, and 

not what was actually in them. So, as I understand her philosophy, if no one in the department 

has the expertise to serve the needs of the students in my program (amply demonstrated in the 

subsequent proposals) and the administration doesn’t want them to know, then I have an 

obligation not to try to serve the students? Is that what we’re getting at here? Had the Interim 

Dean forwarded the information I sent him he and the department would not have embarrassed 

themselves with the curricular proposals that were sent forward. The fact is, these proposals 

serve no one, because as written they did not require the addition of nonwestern art to two of 

the three courses, they only permitted it.] 

At least two faculty members complained to the administration about these, [Wilk, I wonder 

why she might take offense, but since she won’t be “provoked” into defending herself, we will 

never know.] one calling them "personal attacks" that enabled "a persistent history of 

harassment" ... " and another calling them, " ... harassing, attacking and inaccurate", and meant 

to "provoke and defame" ... " [A claim of defamation (and inaccuracy, for that matter) demands 

an explanation for why, and that is conspicuously absent, and has always be absent, from such 

claims made by the faculty against me. If they’re false, prove it. ] 



• On March 27, Dr. Henige sent an email to the entire faculty. This was a full page of text, critical 

of and openly hostile to Michael Flanagan, an academic staff member of the Art and Design 

Department and Director of the Crossman Gallery. It asserts that Mr. Flanagan "lied" to the 

administration, and states, [He absolutely lied, as demonstrated in the attachments. Again, 

ignore the message and shoot the messenger. The fact that Mr. Flanagan will still have a job 

after this, after clearly lying to the former chairs and the dean in his communications regarding 

“my” (actually his) contact, is what will provide me with what I need going forward, legally.] 

"As for you, Mr. Flanagan, your duplicity is laid bare for all to see. If your colleagues wish 

to continue to work with such a person, they can suffer the consequences, but... 

perhaps retirement is the better part of valor. I certainly will have nothing more to do 

with you." [Am I not entitled to my beliefs, beliefs proven by the facts? Are my 

colleagues not entitled to a demonstration of how they have been lied to (despite the 

investigator’s implications that such was not the case, presented above)?] 

Appended to this message were about four pages of exhibits including an email exchange 

between Mr. Flanagan and Dr. Henige from a year prior [and yet still during the period the 

faculty were proscribed from contacting me, a fact which seems to elude the investigator] and a 

copy of the complaint, confidentially transmitted from Mr. Flanagan to Chair Cook following Dr. 

Henige's February 10, 2017 email, [Not confidentially, because Mr. Mertens included it in his 

complaint. How else could I possible have it? And the earlier transmittal to Messer and Melton 

was equally attached to theirs. The investigator’s language is intended to persuade the reader 

(the Chancellor whose directive she is so transparently seeking to fulfill), but none of it holds up 

to any scrutiny.] wherein Mr. Flanagan asked the Administration to make a "quick and forceful 

response". [That seems like a threat against my income for legally providing Mr. Flanagan’s 

communications to the interim dean. And despite the investigator’s language, she makes no 

interpretation of the evidence. She implies I’m guilty of something – I just don’t know what it is.] 

• On March 29, Dr. Henige published an editorial in the student newspaper. [Freedom of the 

press. I’m pleased to see such a citation in this “investigation” because it demonstrates 

incontrovertibly that the university and its agents are seeking actively to deny me of all of my 

civil rights. This intimation will be very hard to dismiss.] It defended his behaviors as set forth in 

the February 21 complaint. The article laid out his defensive arguments, asserting (among 

others) that the administration cannot preclude him from attending open or public meetings, 

cannot stop those who would tape such meetings, and that he made an offer of "settlement" 

which was countered by the administration, and the counter-offer then rejected by Dr. Henige. 

[So what? The administration has done everything possible to conceal the truth from everyone, 

because they hold the mistaken belief that this will somehow protect the UWW “brand”. As all 

of this becomes publicly available, the brand will go right down the toilet, not because what has 

happened happened, but because the UWW sought to cover it up. I might remind the reader 

that the aforementioned Compliance Guide also states unequivocally that the public release of 

documentation is supported when that documentation provides evidence of a “cover-up” by 

public officials. J’accuse.] 

• On March 30, he sent an email to 17 administrators, again setting forth in six pages of 

attached documents the arguments he made in the newspaper editorial. It criticized the former 



Chancellor, the former Dean and the current Chancellor. It alluded to the current administration 

as having violated a state criminal statute. [The language of the statute is clear, and I have every 

right to interpret it as written, and against the actions of the administration. Provide some proof 

that their actions were not in fact felonious and I will re-evaluate. And the UWW Police’s failure 

to investigate is not “proof” that the actions didn’t occur.] It states that he called the Search 

Chair for a Search and Screen committee at UW-LaCrosse (where Dr. Cook was a candidate for 

the position being recruited), to inform them of the " ... disregard (of) Dr. Cook and other UWW 

administrators" for the "Open Meetings Law". [After describing the actions of Dr. Cook and the 

administration, and providing him with the documentation, the chair of that search committee 

agreed. And I did not send that documentation or even speak to the chair unsolicited. I 

contacted him first asking if it was permissible under the rules for such searches to speak to 

them about my experiences, after which the chair contacted me. The investigator seems to take 

issue with anything that makes the UWW look bad, thinking for some reason that reporting it 

makes me look bad.] 

DISCUSSION 

Has Dr. Henige violated the directive of July 13, 2016 that he communicate with his Department only 

through the mediation of the Interim Dean? 

Yes. Without a doubt, he has repeatedly violated that directive. A simple look at recent history confirms 

this. [Absolutely. Now it is up to the Chancellor to first demonstrate that such a directive is legal, and 

second that it is prudent given her position as Chancellor of an institution of higher learning t issue such 

a directive. How will the rank and file of the faculty across the system respond when they realize that 

when they speak out, this can happen? Do you really believe they’ll be just fine with that?] 

As early as the summer months of 2016, there were emails sent to the Interim Dean but also sent to the 

Provost, the Associate Vice Chancellor and to the Chancellor. That was already a violation of the 

Chancellor's directive. [Again, read the language of the proscription, which does not include any of these 

people. This is just very sloppy “investigation”, and a completely transparent attempt to “serve” the 

Chancellor and not the truth. Thanks for putting it in writing.] In January of 2017, the traffic began to 

escalate, with the messages getting longer and being sent to growing numbers of recipients. [Chancellor 

Telfer’s original charge included a two-semester proscription, and accounting for the delay caused by 

the hearings, that proscription ended, not coincidentally, in January of 2017. No mention of that 

violation of my rights is made by the investigator either. The “investigator” has not investigated my 

claims at all.] 

In September, an email sent to seven people was one long page. On January 13, the letter sent to five 

people was three long pages. On January 18, the message was one long page but included new 

individuals that had not previously been included. By February, the messages, sent to the entire 

Department faculty, were generally between one and three pages, with links to six to 12 more. [Not 

more facts to a wider audience!!! Oh, that’s right, the investigator isn’t interested in facts. Perhaps the 

investigator might cite where in the UWW Email Policy there is a restriction placed on the length of 

emails sent to conduct University business, or indeed when they are sent.] 

Clearly, he does not intend to abide by the Chancellor's directive, or even by the conventions of normal 

academic communications. [To the first point, no, not at all. I look forward to watching the Chancellor 



defend that directive in public. As to the second, conspicuously absent from this report is reference to 

all of the communications in which I reported issues raised by students to my colleagues and 

administrators, all using the “conventions of normal academic communications” (I reject this notion, by 

the way), all of which were ignored. Is it the investigator’s contention that one must cease 

communicating problems that students raise if I get no response from those responsible? I reject that 

outright as well. Provide accountability for your actions, and we’ll work together to find a solution, but 

fail to respond and I will not go away. No one has yet responded to any of the student’s concerns, and I 

will not go away, “employee” or otherwise.] 

Is Dr. Henige's behavior disruptive and destructive to the Department? 

Yes. [No. Is Dr. Henige’s behavior disruptive to those who refuse to account for their actions and 

inactions? Yes. Is it destructive to the Department? No. Is it the complainants’ own actions that have 

destroyed them? Yes, their credibility in particular. That’s not going to change. I will prove that every 

one of them has lied, and has done so at the expense of the students and/or their colleagues. It’s all in 

writing and on tape.] 

Dr. Henige's letters are generally bitter, angry and accusatory. [So what? Are we now the arbiters of 

mood? What if at any time one of the individuals involved had actually said “I did this because…” and 

then we talked about it? When they don’t we have no opportunity whatsoever to develop a plan to 

react to the circumstances, and find a solution.] He asserts that he is bringing up legitimate issues that 

need to be addressed despite the fact that some of the events he writes of occurred years ago. [Yes, and 

those issues remain issues, so they are entirely relevant and current.] And it is not just the content of 

the messages that is destructive; the lack of obscenity in his writings does not render them appropriate. 

The sheer volume is in itself a harassment; [only if they “serve no legitimate purpose”. I invite the 

investigator to single out and cite those which do not.] the ever-present threat of a new personal attack 

is another. [Only if your actions warrant it, AND I report them to the administration, AND the 

administration does absolutely nothing. This has been the case in every instance.] 

In interviewing various members of the faculty and administration 1 [Which ones? Am I not entitled to 

face my accusers? If the Chancellor’s charge is informed by this report, then this report, and the 

allegations made in it, are subject to cross-examination because they are being presented in evidence 

against me. I strongly suspect I will have no access to these individuals during any of the proceedings.] 

the comments made were consistent. Dr. Henige is perceived as "disruptive", a "bully", and a "menace". 

[I also strongly suspect that those who characterize them as such are the same as those who refuse to 

defend their actions.] Some faculty members describe a sense of being stalked or terrorized. [The 

incredibly simple solution is to act with integrity, such that their actions are not subject to question. 

Wilk, Melton, Messer, Flanagan and Frame have not done so, and so they have made their actions open 

to scrutiny and criticism. No one else is complaining, because no one else has acted without integrity. 

It’s incredible simple.] More than one reported becoming physically ill as a result of the ever-present 

threat of electronic intimidation. [How many emails do we all delete every day without even looking at 

them? Why is this option not open to these people? How can I “harass” and “threaten” them if they just 

throw the emails away? I couldn’t care less if they read them. My obligation is to make the facts known 

                                                           
1 It should be noted that Dr. Henige declined to be interviewed for this investigation. He did participate by 
transmitting to this investigator a link to his personal website, which included about 118 pages of documents and 
background. 



so that my colleagues can best serve the students.] His emails may at times come intermittently, but the 

threat of another is always present. [And so is the threat of another CapitalOne credit card offer in the 

mailbox. I just don’t open them.] 

Some interviewees likened his behavior to domestic violence, and said they resented the fact that the 

abuse had been allowed to continue for such a long time, thus "normalizing" this behavior for the 

Department. [Yes, where is the administration, sitting the combatants around a table and sorting things 

out? There has been no occasion where the Dean has invited me and either Wilk, Messer, or Melton to 

sit in the Dean’s office and work things out. The only “attempt” was the now-Chancellor inviting 

everyone to listen to her edicts and those of the former HR Director.] 

All of this is interfering in the work of the Department and the abilities of those who work there. [False. 

What is interfering is the fact that the administration continues to lie to the faculty, continues to 

condone the harassment of anyone who determines to protect their interests by legally recording open 

and public meetings, and refusing to hold those actually responsible accountable. As long as those 

people are in the room, nothing useful will get done. It’s astounding that the administration hasn’t 

realized this. I mentioned before Mr. Porcaro’s position relative to TROs. What about mine? Two 

individuals have repeatedly made claims of gender bias and harassment against me, and continue to do 

so, despite the reality that these claims have always been dismissed. This sound a lot like “a course of 

conduct or repeatedly committing acts which harass or intimidate another person and which serve no 

legitimate purpose”. I would argue that the first time such claims were made, despite the absence of 

any evident to support them, it was within the rights of the accusers – it has to be. But once they are 

dismissed so frequently that the complainants no longer bother to support these claims in their 

complaints, and their only purpose is to force the administration to investigate the complaints, then 

they cannot serve “legitimate purpose”, and that gives me standing to file for orders of protection 

against them.] In the interviews for this report, faculty and administrators [The investigator refuses to 

name these individuals, denying my right to face my accusers] both spoke of the interference with and 

interruption of their own work and with the functions of the Department. [I invite the administration or 

those others who complained to demonstrate how my three emails regarding curriculum and the needs 

of the students “interfered” with the functions of the department. The only thing they should have 

interfered with is the failure of the department to act in ways that serve those students, a fact amply 

demonstrated by the most recent curricular actions taken by the department. My communications also 

“interfere” with the Department’s ability to tell students that reviews will be done one way and then do 

them another. I plan to continue to interfere with that kind of nonsense.] Faculty members reported not 

being able to get committee work or policy development done. [How about some examples of this?] 

One described being undermined in her relationships with students. [I suspect that it was her own 

actions and not mine that undermined her relationships with students.] Faculty that are emotionally 

overwhelmed cannot possibly produce the kind of educational experience expected by the students 

who enroll at UWW, and losing students would be a financial loss to the University. [Then it should be 

incumbent on the University to step in, investigate, and insure that either what I have claimed is utterly 

and completely false (though it is just the opposite), or take action to insure that the issues I have raised 

are addressed on behalf of the students. Because they have not addressed any of them, it will be 

intriguing to see the administration defend why that is. What continues to amaze me is that when guilty 

people are accused of being guilty, they cry foul and blame their inability to focus on the people that 

turned them in.] 



Dr. Henige's relentless communications in no way benefit the students. [They might, if the 

administration actually read them, investigated the claims, and acted accordingly. This, they have never 

done.] He has instead undermined the ability of [certain of] the faculty to serve them. [It should be 

noted that despite all that I’ve been subjected to by an utterly incompetent and corrupt machinery, I still 

manage to serve my students just fine, except when I’m precluded from doing so by people who believe 

that it is not our obligation to serve them, and any proposition that suggests that they are not being 

served, regardless of the proof supporting it, constitutes “harassment” and “bullying”. The record here 

speaks for itself.] 

CONCLUSIONS 

Dr. Henige believes that he does not have to abide by the requirements of the July 13, 2016 directive 

from the Chancellor. [Wait a minute, at the beginning the investigator said it was an “agreement” that 

resulted from “negotiations”…] He asserts repeatedly that the administration does not have the 

authority to dictate with whom an employee can communicate inside or outside the workplace. In fact, 

it does. [Fine…let’s make that a matter of public record in the next Royal Purple. Again, thanks for 

putting it in writing!] 

Strictly speaking, Dr. Henige is not just a member of the public; he is an employee. [Actually, I am both. I 

have the right to attend meetings as a member of the government body, AND I have the right to attend 

meetings as a taxpayer. The rights that accrue to each are different – as a taxpayer I have a right to 

attend but not to speak without being recognized.] He is an employee who was given the privilege of 

teaching exclusively on-line for two semesters, when this is not something the University regularly 

allows. [As the direct result of an application for disability accommodations – let’s not conveniently 

continue to forget that. So for those accommodations I should be willing to sacrifice my legal rights…?] 

He is being compensated for that effort. He was also privileged to be relieved [“relieved” is not the same 

as “prohibited from participating in”, which is a not so subtle difference that seems to consistently elude 

those making the complaints and those investigating them] of "regular faculty responsibilities"; for the 

entire 2016-17 academic year. He was specifically relieved [“relieved”…how is THAT not a “release”?] of 

having to [“having to”…not the same as being told not to…] attend department meetings, serve on 

committees, participate in personnel reviews or perform academic advising for students. The only 

reciprocal requirement on his part for those privileges, [Can there be any doubt that this language refers 

to a “release” from obligation and not a “mandate” not to participate? It couldn’t be more clear.] was 

that all his communications to and about the Department of Art and Design be mediated through the 

Interim Dean. […more accurately “was that I should allow the Dean and his ilk to continue to lie to the 

faculty about the circumstances of my case, to continue to disadvantage the students, continue to allow 

the faculty to harass a colleague for acting legally, etc….etc…” The word “mediate” suggests that some 

of those communications would actually be forwarded to the intended recipients. Is there any evidence 

at all that the Dean has ever forwarded any of my communications? So, it’s not “mediation”, it’s full-

blown suppression. I therefore contend that the Interim Dean has violated the “agreement” by failing to 

actually mediate my communications.] 

He knowingly entered into this agreement. [Did I? Why then did I request on two occasions clarification 

of the language of this “agreement”, and why is it now an “agreement” again and no longer a 

“directive”?] The on-line teaching and the release [there it is…finally...”release”] from other faculty 

duties were, in fact, at his request. [As a consequence of disability. I have made it very clear to the 



Interim Dean on more than one occasion that this “arrangement” as you like to call it is NOT in the best 

interests of the students, and have requested adjustments to my teaching assignments that would best 

serve the students as a consequence of the circumstances. These requests have gone unanswered and 

unfulfilled. The administration simply has no interest in doing what is best for the students.] Since 

receiving the concessions he wanted, [not “wanted”, needed, as a result of documented disability. I 

certainly hope the administration is not going to argue that I “wanted” this disability…] he has been 

unwilling to abide by the requirements placed on him by the employer. An adult [nice try, but show me 

where I had any option to agree or disagree with the July 13 letter. I was assigned duties and stripped of 

my rights without any opportunity to “negotiate” or “agree”.] does not have to like the contract terms 

to which he has agreed, [I agreed that the “assignment” constituted “reasonable” accommodations. I 

don’t think you’ll find my having signed any “agreement” that may have resulted from any 

“negotiation”. And there is no chance the July 13 letter can be construed as anything other than an 

“assignment” and a “directive” and not an “agreement”.] but he does have to abide by them. [Actually, I 

don’t, especially when those contract terms are illegal. That renders the “contract” invalid (a little issue 

of tort law) and I am under no obligation to follow it. The UWW had an opportunity to provide the legal 

basis for this “contract”, and for excluding me from participation in department meetings, and they have 

chosen not to. This is well documented.] 

It does not take an expert to see the sending of repetitive, excessively-long, often humiliating emails as 

abusive behavior. [Then address the issues contained in them. Prosecuting someone for sending them is 

not addressing them. Reading them, investigating the claims made in them, and then doing something 

about them is. For some bizarre reason the administration seems to believe that I am under some 

obligation to cease pursuing these issues if they don’t respond or don’t want to deal with them. Where 

is the logic in that?] Dr. Henige's exhausting messages are angry, frequently threatening, [How so? Cite a 

passage. If the investigator believes the publication of the truth constitutes a “threat”, then perhaps the 

investigator is living in the wrong country.] and apparently intended to humiliate and intimidate 

whoever may be the "target of the day". [And I will keep shooting those arrows until someone deals 

with the targets and not the archer.] In just the past two months, he has sent lengthy commentaries 

contemptuous of two targeted [A favorite word of the administration. Has anyone ever asked how these 

people became “targets”? Whether their actions or inactions make them targets? I’m confident that I 

can make a compelling case in that respect.] Department members, and attempted to interfere in an 

administrator's career. [Please. Any citizen has the right to express their opinion on hiring of a public 

official or employee. I made certain of this before I did so. Dr. Cook interfered with his own career by 

frankly being corrupt and by failing to place the law above the directives of the administration. That will 

stop when Dr. Cook either grows enough integrity to speak out against illegal activity, or retires, or is 

forced out by public outrage. I’m working toward the latter because I have no confidence in the others. 

The same applies to the rest of you.] The members of the Department are kept off balance wondering 

when the next attack is coming and who might be the next target. [As soon as those “members” have 

been removed from the equation, there are unlikely to be any targets left, and things will move along 

just fine. Ask the rest of the faculty.] They cannot work effectively under that constant pressure. [Then 

sit everybody around a table and let everyone account for their individual conduct. That includes me. 

Then those who are not directly involved can decide if they want to continue to work with them, or find 

someone else whose conduct is more reliable in terms of integrity.] 



This is not going to abate. [No it’s not, and it will only get worse when I become a private citizen. I’ve 

made it very clear that I have nothing to lose by making this all a public spectacle, and as you are well 

aware, I’ve already started the process of publishing every bit of it on the web for “public scrutiny”. The 

UWW had an opportunity to avoid this, and chose not to. So be it.] Dr. Henige may be unable to 

conform his behavior to "reasonable expectations of professionalism" as the Chancellor hoped in her 

July 13, 2016 letter. [An expectation that doesn’t exist for me in the private sector. They still have 

recourse – they can try to sue me for defamation, but they won’t, and they haven’t already, because 

they are fully aware that everything I have said is 100% true. It’s not even that I believe it to be true, it’s 

fully documented. And where does my obligation to the service of the students fit into “reasonable 

expectations of professionalism”? We’re about to find out.] He has shown no real inclination to stop his 

communicative attacks. [And neither has the administration except by attempting to block them rather 

than deal directly with them. Let’s see if the Chancellor has the willingness to tamper with the US Mail. 

There is no possible way for the administration to “win”. Pay the $2.] He inflicts stress as he chooses, [If 

someone claims wrongdoing on my part, I explain why I didn’t do wrong, and if I find that I did, I adjust. 

That’s normal human behavior. In this instance, no claim of wrongdoing is ever defended, other than by 

complaints and TROs. I have never been invited by anyone one to discuss the issues, I’ve only been 

invited to defend against ridiculous complaints that have no integrity, at hearings held under no 

reasonable compliance with the rules, and once again that invitation has been extended by the 

Chancellor in the cover letter that accompanied transmittal of this report.] sometimes dangling the hope 

that he might one day "settle" with the University and retire, but that is unlikely to happen. [Why? I am 

out the door as soon as the University restores my lost pay, and I reach minimum retirement age. I have 

agreed to go silent, and sign a non-disclosure agreement. It is not me that will not “settle”, it is the 

Chancellor. She won’t be proven wrong, and she’s willing to destroy the “brand” along the way. Again, 

so be it.] The University has to recognize that the Department of Art and Design is being destroyed by 

one man, [No…it is being destroyed by allowing liars, defamers, and people who refuse to account for 

their actions and refuse to do what is necessary to serve the students, or even to have that 

conversation, to remain in the department. I can and will produce written and audio evidence that 

shows that the remaining faculty are scared to death, not of me, but that they will end up like me if they 

speak out. How will that change with my dismissal? It won’t.] using threats, intimidation and the 

intentional infliction of emotional damage to control. 

The faculty and staff of the Department are mired in a situation that requires an act of the University to 

alleviate. [Think very carefully and circumspectly about what that “act” or more accurately “combination 

of acts” needs to be, placing the students first, followed by the “brand”, followed by individual faculty. I 

am absolutely confident that the Chancellor knows the answer, and can implement the answer. 

Inexplicably, she chooses not to. Review the record – the proof is right there in black and white.] 

Individuals who are bullied in the workplace [Has anyone had a conversation with Teresa Faris about 

“bullying in the workplace”? If she weren’t scared to death of losing her job she’d tell you some very 

disturbing stories, and not one of them involves me. Surely, by any definition, that’s a hostile 

workplace.] are often driven to quit their jobs to escape. [Again, Ms. Faris’ story will be instructive.] If 

the University does not soon take action, the Department of Art and Design could lose all ability to 

function, or lose its entire compliment of faculty, or both. [The written and audio information I 

mentioned just above regarding fear is also accompanied by comments about departure, not because of 

me – these statements were made after I had been exiled and before I reinitiated contact – they are as a 



result of those who have been allowed to remain in the department. Your argument here will only be 

supported by the criticized, and not by the critics or the witnesses.] 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Administration should be aware that even once the instant situation is resolved, this Department 

will need remediation for the stress and trauma they have undergone. [The only individuals professing 

that need are the bad actors. No one else has even been mentioned, and they have clearly expressed 

that the elimination of those bad actors is a necessity to moving forward.] There was an attempt by the 

administration to bring in a facilitator to assist in rebuilding the Department as a team, but that may 

have been premature as the irritation was still active among them. [What a nifty and completely false 

suggestion. When that mediator was brought in, I had no contact with the department. But the 

investigator is right, the “irritation” WAS still active among them, and the Chancellor knows EXACTLY 

who that “irritation” is, and continues to be. Do something about it.] A different strategy may now be 

necessary. [The Chancellor knows exactly how to get rid of me completely and permanently. She simply 

has to accept it do it, and move on. Then she also knows exactly what needs to be done within the 

remainder of the faculty. Sit down with those not directly involved. Ask them what they think needs 

doing. Then do it. ] 

It might also be instructive to offer training in workplace bullying, so that the phenomenon will be better 

recognized the next time it occurs. [I would agree that it was bullying IF I asked about the reasoning 

behind a decision, that reasoning was provided, and if I didn’t like it, I continued to badger that 

individual. But the key component to that equation has consistently been missing – the providing of 

reasoning. Accountability. Why does it continue to be the assumption that I’m just supposed to give 

up?] 

Finally, the University of Wisconsin-Whitewater would be well advised to develop and adopt a campus-

wide anti-bullying policy, [And a definition for “harassment” that has some resemblance to the one 

found in state statutes, and is not just a fuzzy thing that “we know it when we see it”, or we think we 

do.] such as is in effect at other UW institutions. It must be applicable to every employee from every 

employment category and not exclusively to one group and not all. Some members of the Department 

of Art and Design could be asked to participate in the development of such a policy.  

Cc: Anne Bilder, Senior System Legal Counsel, UWSA 
Wade Harrison, System legal Counsel, UWSA 

 


