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Henige, Chris

From: Henige, Chris
Sent: Saturday, October 04, 2014 4:13 PM
To: Melton, Renee M; Messer, Susan C
Cc: McPhail, Mark L
Subject: RE: Promotion Guidelines

Chair Melton; 
 
There are no directives here – only observations about the general process. As Department Chair, it is your responsibility 
to concern yourself with the issues I have raised – you have “the authority to ultimately make these decisions”. The 
Departmental Promotion Guidelines are not in fact the purview of either the College Constituency Committee or the 
Office of Academic Affairs. The Department has complete control over drafting them, subject only to later approval by 
those other bodies. Any future changes to them have no effect on the outcome of your current process. It is only 
coincidence that you also happen to be a candidate for promotion. If another were chair at the moment, I would equally 
have directed my observations to them. My observations about my perceptions of your candidacy have nothing to do 
with the Department’s decision. Since any privacy regarding my own perceptions attaches only to me, I am free to break 
it. I did not tell you how I voted, nor how the department voted, which would be a violation of the privacy accorded a 
closed meeting. 
 
If you think my observations are garbage, then verify that they are first, then say so and don’t do anything about them. 
And when it comes to questions concerning the day-to-day operations of the Department and the responsibilities of the 
Chair, I strongly recommend that you consult with Bob Mertens about them. I am not referring to issues of style, but of 
policy. No one is more expert in these matters. 
 
In any case, as you are not interested in my expertise in matters regarding the general operations of the Department, I 
will offer none going forward. This extends to any and all departmental committees, which are in fact only delegated 
extensions of the chair’s authority to conduct department business. I will not respond to any more communications 
regarding this matter. 
 
Dr. Henige 
 

From: Melton, Renee M  
Sent: Saturday, October 04, 2014 2:32 PM 
To: Henige, Chris; Messer, Susan C 
Cc: McPhail, Mark L 
Subject: RE: Promotion Guidelines 
 
Associate Professor Henige,  
 
As a candidate for Promotion it is highly inappropriate that this message was sent to me at this time. Until I am 
notified of the Department's decision, your concerns regarding guidelines for Promotion are more 
appropriately directed to the College Constituency Committee or the Office of Academic Affairs.  
 
Thank you for your thoughts regarding meeting agendas and scheduling, as well as those dedicated to 
committee assignments. I will take them under consideration. That said, the sitting Department Chair has the 
authority to ultimately make these decisions. I respectfully request that you refrain from directing me as Chair, 
and allow me the opportunity to serve the Department to the best of my ability. 
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Renée Melton 
Chair, Department of Art and Design 
Associate Professor of Graphic Design 
University of Wisconsin Whitewater 

From: Henige, Chris 
Sent: Saturday, October 04, 2014 12:41 PM 
To: Melton, Renee M; Messer, Susan C 
Cc: McPhail, Mark L 
Subject: Promotion Guidelines 

Renee and Sue; 
  
Let me preface this by saying that I had no concerns about your application for promotion. Also be aware that my 
comments below are about the process and not the substance. 
  
The process last night seemed to me somewhat awkward because of a disconnect between the presentation and the 
promotion guidelines. Sue had the guidelines available, but they might have been distributed in advance. The promotion 
guidelines need to be addressed as soon as possible. I seem to recall that something is in the works, but I don’t know 
what that is. The issue I had last night was that it has to be made clear what differentiates one position from the next – 
assistant, associate, full. This was very vague in the guidelines – incredibly vague. The real question becomes: “What is it 
that distinguishes a full professor from an associate professor?” Associated with that is: “What is it that a full professor is 
expected to do on an ongoing basis that separates them from an associate professor?” Both the submission materials 
and the applicant presentations should be framed around what separates the applicant from others in their current 
rank. This was brought into stark focus when your presentation looked just like that of Bill Miller in terms of its 
organization. Obviously the quality level was very different, but it was up to the reviewers to try to connect the dots 
between your evidence and the promotion standards. Our job would have been so much easier if the applicant’s 
presentation was specifically targeted at the guidelines – “Here are the ways I meet this requirement, and here are the 
ways I meet that requirement.” Then it becomes obvious when a candidate can and can’t do that. 
  
If you look at the “required” expectations (asterisks in the guidelines) there’s not much there. I think our standards need 
to be clearer, and higher. Not everyone is suited to full professorship, and it should not be seen as the natural outcome 
of longevity, but as a reward for consistent and distinguished performance above and beyond the norm. Again, I believe 
you met my standards in this regard – this is not about you. As an example, I think I would have met those standards 
three years ago, but since then, I have determined that I am not interested in promotion, and similarly I have made no 
effort to meet the expectations for full professorship. Despite my knowledge, experience, and past performance, I am 
no longer an appropriate candidate. Dan Kim mentioned to me that he is interested in going up for promotion, but has 
no clear understanding of his “readiness”. I suggested he try to meet with the tenured faculty to discuss his portfolio and 
where the holes might be, or send it out to people for comments. It does no service to anyone for someone to go up for 
promotion without a clear understanding of their readiness. 
  
More significantly, I can no longer discern any difference in job expectations among the faculty based on rank. When 
Bob was chair, and I tried to follow in his steps, full professors chaired committees, including all search committees, and 
they were expected to take the lead in strategic initiatives and other activities where their experience would be 
manifested. Since then, things have become far “flatter” – everyone is expected to do everything. I recognize that there 
are precious few full professors at the moment, but when none of them chair the committees, and all searches are 
chaired by associates instead, I see this as a problem. Apart from the Executive Committee, I have not seen any 
differentiation between associate and full professors in the actual assignment and performance of duties. There is an 
expectation that everyone will contribute equally, despite the obvious differences in both rank and pay. In my opinion 
this is not appropriate. Faculty should have similar expectations within rank, but not between ranks, and these need to 
be codified. Promotions cannot be “hurdles”, where once you get over them you go back down to where you were. They 
have to be at a minimum “plateaus”, where there is an expectation that once you get to the next plateau, your level of 
performance stays there. 
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I think our “Promotion Guidelines” need to be “Performance Guidelines”. They need to state clearly 1) What are the 
expectations for ongoing performance within each rank; 2) What must a candidate demonstrate in order to be 
promoted from one rank to the next; and 3) In what manner must they demonstrate it (Purple Book? Promotion 
package?) and what should that look like? Then activities like Post-Tenure reviews move out of the realm of 
pointlessness (our vote is exclusively to determine whether the candidate submitted the proper materials – there is no 
meaningful performance review) into actual performance reviews where candidates are measured against established 
expectations. Post-Tenure Reviews and “Performance Guidelines” would not then be mutually exclusive. 
  
These are exactly the kinds of conversations we could be having at Department meetings where there is no new 
business, instead of cancelling them. Thanks for reading… 
  
Dr. Henige 


