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Henige, Chris

From: Henige, Chris
Sent: Monday, March 09, 2015 10:16 PM
To: Boie, John H; Banning, Michael J; Handzlik, Bethann; Ince, Julia C; Melton, Renee M; 

Wadhwa, Gautam; Wilk, Deborah J; Zuehlke-Ganshert, Mary Theresa; Foster, Adrienne; 
Frame, Teri; Lind, Teresa M; Luedke, Christopher M; Matthes, Colin; Miller, Bill; Willsey, 
Maggie; Faris, Teresa F; Ferrella, Andre D; Flanagan, Michael; Janovec, Jared A; Kim, 
Daniel I; McGuire, Daniel S; Messer, Susan C; Porcaro, Greg; White, Max L; Zhang, 
Xiaohong; Hubbard, John J

Subject: Today's Meeting
Attachments: Timeline-of-Events.docx; Henige-TRO-Extract.pdf

Faculty; 
 
I have attached two documents that will clarify the situation that was so poorly described and misrepresented at today’s 
meeting.  
 
The first (Timeline of Events) is simply that, beginning with my request to discuss 13 agenda items, and which all of you 
have seen, and ending with the outcome of the hearing in front of the Walworth County Circuit Court. This timeline is a 
factual statement of events, and can be backed by a series of email communications and a transcript of the Circuit Court 
hearing. Faced with the long-term implications of the Temporary Restraining Order, my departure from the Department 
was 100% my idea – the relocation of my classes to properly serve the students, the relocation of my office. This action 
was forced on my by the Temporary Restraining Order and the very real possibility of arrest. And how can I return to an 
environment where at any moment the police might come knocking on my door with another restraining order? The 
Dean and administration have been very accommodating of my requests, and I am grateful for that.  
 
The second document is a copy of the specific allegations (Henige-TRO-Extract) made by Renee Melton in the Temporary 
Restraining Order, which is a matter of public record. The information given at the meeting today was misleading, and 
may have suggested to you that there were issues of violence that we typically associate with TROs. I demonstrated 
clearly in the hearing that the only allegation that was remotely suggestive of aggressive behavior, the first listed in the 
petition, was an embellishment of the Chair’s own description of events made just hours after the meeting in question. 
In that earlier description, she stated that: “I perceived the nature of his body language to be aggressive, and the 
unfolding of events to be somewhat unstable…I don't feel any further action is needed.” 
 
There is no question in my mind that the purpose of the TRO was to avoid the impending threat of accountability. I can 
draw no other conclusion from the timeline of events and the substance of the petition. As I understand it, today, again 
under the threat of accountability, and a challenge to the Meeting Rules of Conduct, the Chair quit. The Meeting Rules of 
Conduct were foisted on the Department by the Provost and HR Director, and were neither discussed nor approved by 
the faculty. They were embraced by the Chair because they give the Chair unfettered veto power over any proposed 
agenda item. If the Chair doesn’t want to talk about it, it won’t be discussed. (Has there been any discussion about the 
13 somewhat sensitive and embarrassing agenda items I requested in January? There won’t be.) Is that faculty 
governance? It is certainly not consistent with the AAUP Statement on Professional Ethics:  
 

“As colleagues, professors have obligations that derive from common membership in the community of 
scholars. Professors do not discriminate against or harass colleagues. They respect and defend the free inquiry 
of associates, even when it leads to findings and conclusions that differ from their own. Professors 
acknowledge academic debt and strive to be objective in their professional judgment of colleagues. Professors 
accept their share of faculty responsibilities for the governance of their institution.” 
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In the TRO you will find the legal definition of “harassment” based on Wisconsin State Statutes:  
 

“Harassment is defined as:…(e) Engages in a course of conduct or repeatedly commits acts which harass or 
intimidate the person and which serve no legitimate purpose.” 
 

Demanding accountability for decisions taken that affect faculty and students is not harassment and it serves legitimate 
purpose. Demanding that colleagues meet their obligations to the students and to their peers is not harassment and it 
serves legitimate purpose. A Walworth County Circuit Court judge agreed. Several allegations were made during today’s 
meeting regarding my conduct. When a request for evidence of “harassment” and “bullying” was made, the existence of 
four complaints against me was cited. An argument was made that by investigating the complaints, the Chancellor must 
have seen them as “legitimate”. This is the very definition of a presumption of guilt, and absolutely contrary to the 
requirement of the Faculty Personnel Rules that all proceedings shall be undertaken with a presumption of innocence. In 
fact, the Chancellor may only determine if a complaint is “valid”, meaning that it conforms to four technical 
requirements that are set out in the Faculty Personnel Rules. It has nothing to do with guilt or innocence. Three of these 
complaints are still pending, and have not yet been adjudicated, so whether they have merit or not has yet to be 
determined by separate hearing panels of our peers. I denied the charges in the fourth, the earliest, but accepted the 
disciplinary action because I felt that some aspects of the charges warranted some measure of discipline, and the 
proposed discipline seemed commensurate in my mind.  
 
At no time has the Dean, Chair or any colleague responded to any of my requests with answers to my inquiries. In almost 
every instance no explanation for their actions has been offered, and instead I have been accused of “bullying” and 
“harassment” because I have persisted in my calls for accountability. Their defense has not been to defend their 
positions, but to accuse me of misconduct. This is not leadership or collegiality. 
 
I will not voluntarily return to the department as long as the current leadership is in place, including the Chair and the 
Chair of the Executive Personnel Committee. If their authority or decisions are challenged, they say it’s because they are 
women, complain of harassment, and take out TROs to avoid accountability. The response to workplace disagreements 
is not Temporary Restraining Orders. In my opinion they have shown me no signs of integrity or effective leadership.  
 
If I am forced to return by the administration, I will continue to defend the rights of the students and the faculty. I will 
continue to demand that policies and procedures be followed, or that acceptable and reasonable explanations are given 
for why they are not. I will continue to demand that my colleagues behave in a way that is responsive to the needs of 
the students. I will continue to demand that the department engage itself in meaningful strategic planning, for the 
benefit of the students and the faculty. And I will not apologize for it. 
 
Dr. Henige 
 
 
 
 


