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Henige, Chris

From: Henige, Chris
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 3:06 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: Meeting Rules of Conduct

Faculty; 
 
I know that some of you are not interested, and if so, then don’t read further. As long as I am still in limbo, I 
will continue to pursue issues of legitimate concern to all of us, whether you realize they are or not.  
 
A good deal of time was spent at your meeting on the issue of the “Meeting Rules of Conduct”. These “rules” 
have been imposed on the department in response to specific requests by one faculty member to discuss 
items of relevance and importance to the Department. Because discussion of these issues was likely to be 
embarrassing to persons within the Department, they have been, and under these “rules” will continue to be 
censored and considered “off-limits”. I’m sure the current and previous Chairs would assert that they has been 
responsive and open to accountability, and yet how many of the thirteen agenda items that started all of this 
have been addressed? And in the cases of those that have, my interpretation has been vindicated in every 
case. Historic agendas are now posted on the web site, the post-foundations review will be conducted as 
advertised in the catalog, the Policies and Procedures “Committee” has determined that the curricular process 
as voted on by the faculty in 2008 is the most current policy in force, and as such must be followed. The first 
response to my request for answers resulted in a Temporary Restraining Order. The first response to the 
discussion of the Meeting Rules of Conduct was an expression of exasperation by the chair who said 
something like “I’m tired of having my decisions questioned”, followed by consenting to have that discussion 
placed on the agenda, followed by its removal days later, followed by a request to add it at the meeting, 
followed by the Chair announcing that she was quitting. My opinion – I don’t find this to be the kind of 
professional behavior the department deserves or that is becoming of the chair. This was followed by the 
acceptance of Greg’s resignation from the Policies and Procedures Committee for reasons of integrity. Now 
the committee that will determine the rules for the entire faculty will be composed of two academic staff 
members and probably a tenure-track faculty member rather than the faculty at large. No offense intended to 
those who have volunteered to serve, but I don’t think this is the way to proceed. 
 
The Meeting Rules of Conduct are contrary to the free exchange of ideas and the right to free speech. These 
“rules” are specifically directed at the current chair and this Department, as the pronoun “she” recurs 
throughout the document. They were first presented at a personnel meeting directed specifically at me, and 
later at a department meeting whose agenda was specifically directed at me. Such a document has not been 
imposed on other departments, and in no way reflects practice in other departments. It is unlikely that any 
other Department on campus would allow such rules to be imposed on it. It is also inappropriate that the 
entire faculty should be silenced in order to quash the free speech rights of one of its members who is willing 
to speak up. 
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The Dean’s assertion that the language found in Chapter 36.09(4) of the Wisconsin State Statutes means that 
the Chancellor is “the only one with power” is incorrect. I invite you to read the sections immediately 
preceding that section, and it will become apparent that the statement “subject to the responsibilities and 
powers of the board, the president and the chancellor of such institution,” means that the faculty is limited in its 
powers to the scope of the powers above them. In other words, the faculty cannot make rules about sewage 
treatment systems in the state because that is not under the “responsibilities and powers of the board, the 
president and the chancellor.” It does not mean that we are all “subjects” of the Chancellor. The imposition of the 
Meeting Rules of Conduct by the Provost is improper. 
 
Professor Messer’s assertion that the “Items from the Floor” item permits the addition of agenda items is 
technically correct, but as you are well aware, there is almost never any time at the end of a meeting to have a 
meaningful discussion about anything. So then it’s left to hope that the item will be included in the next agenda… 
 
As a faculty, we have the right to discuss this document, to challenge it, to amend it, and ultimately to adopt a 
policy or practice which supports the free exchange of ideas and academic discourse within the Department, 
and which is consistent with the principles of faculty governance espoused by our own Faculty Senate and the 
American Association of University Professors. 
 
What follows is my line-by-line critique of the “Meeting Rules of Conduct”. 
 
1. The Chair will be running all the Department meetings. She will conduct them as she sees appropriate. If you 
have concerns about how meetings are being conducted, you should schedule an appointment to meet with 
her and discuss your concerns. Email is not an appropriate method of communication for concerns. 
 
There are no proscriptions in either the University Email Policy (http://www.uww.edu/icit/policies-
agreements/email-policy) or Wisconsin State Statutes 
(http://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/statutes/statutes/947/0125) that prohibit the use of email to communicate 
legitimate concerns. In fact, the University’s Email Policy states explicitly that: 

“In support of instruction, research, and administrative functions, the University encourages the use of 
campus email system to share information, to improve communication, to transact university business, 
and to exchange ideas.” 

Any attempts to prohibit the legitimate use of email for such activities is contradictory to the stated goals of 
the University and constitutes an abridgement of the right free speech and the freedom of expression. 
 
2. Reading material should be sent to the Chair one business day ahead of time. She will determine if there is 
time on the agenda and appropriate ways to address written material. 
 
The history of this department has been to allow any faculty member to add an item to any meeting agenda, 
and past chairs have actively solicited agenda items for upcoming meetings. To suggest that these should be 
subject to censorship by the chair is again an abridgement to free speech and to the free exchange of ideas. 
Although State Open Meetings Law does not require university departments to distribute meeting agendas 
more than 24 hours in advance, at no time over the last four years has an agenda been distributed more than 
24 hours in advance. This has limited the ability of participants to adequately review items and materials to be 
considered at that meeting. The department should consider requiring more notice of agenda items, and also 
setting a corresponding time limit for the submittal of such items. The agendas always include an “Items from 
the floor” line, whose specific purpose is to allow for last-minute additions to the proceedings. There is no 
reason to wait until the last minute to issue meeting agendas. With meetings currently scheduled once a 
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month, there is no reason there shouldn’t be a 72-hour limit on the submittal of agenda items, and a 24-hour 
advance notice requirement for agendas. This would provide ample time for everything. 
 
3. Agendas for meetings must be followed. If something is not on the agenda, the chair may determine if there 
is time or if it is appropriate to be covered at the current meeting. Her decisions about items on the agenda are 
not debatable. 
 
This “rule” not clear. The first sentence is absolutely true, and could remain. The next lines may be intended to 
refer only to “Items from the floor” additions to the agenda, but if so, they allow again for the simple vetoing 
of any discussion. It must also be made clear that it should not and cannot refer to agenda items submitted in 
advance. Faculty must have the right to have their concerns addressed through agenda items submitted 
according to the time limits suggested above, without the ability of the chair to simply veto them without the 
consideration of the entire faculty. 
 
4. Everyone is expected to contribute; no one is allowed to dominate the meeting. A point should be able to be 
made in a few sentences. Department meetings are not the time to discuss past issues, or have one person 
dominate the discussion. If this starts to happen, the Chair will politely ask someone to summarize their point 
and move on. If this doesn’t happen, she will likely cut who is speaking off and ask them to hold their thoughts. 
This is her job as Chair and must be respected. If the conversation goes off topic, the Chair’s job is to rein it 
back in. She will determine if something is off-topic and how to handle the off-topic discussion. 
 
The flow of discussion at a meeting must be dependent on the subject matter at hand and not arbitrary limits 
on time and language. It is agreed that the Chair’s responsibility is to insure that the discussion stays on topic. 
It is not the Chair’s responsibility to dictate how that discussion flows. Everyone should be given an 
opportunity to speak, and to speak without restriction to the full extent of their ideas, and if that means that 
more time is needed than is allotted, so be it. Anything less constitutes an abridgement of free speech and 
limits the free exchange of ideas. If a monthly meeting is not sufficient to address the issues and conduct 
business within the Department, then meetings should return to being held biweekly. 
 
5. Watch your body language. Body language can communicate as much as voice. It is not acceptable to roll 
eyes, sit cross-armed or shake your head while others are speaking. 
 
This is another attempt to abridge freedom of expression. Reacting to positive or negative statements is 
natural. If there are to be proscriptions on “negative” body language, there must also be proscriptions on 
“positive” body language. No one may nod in assent, smile, or express agreement in any way. When put this 
way, it sounds absurd, but it speaks volumes about the climate in the Department. Only agreement and lock-
step unanimity are acceptable. Dissent is anathema, attack, harassment, bullying. 
 
6. Disagreements will happen because everyone has an opinion. No one’s opinion is more or less valuable. 
However disagreements must be handled respectfully. When there is a disagreement about a Departmental 
issue, the Chair will determine how it will be handled. If a vote is called for, then the decision that has the most 
votes will stand as the decision of the Department. People who did not win the vote are expected to respect the 
decision of the Department, support the decision of the Department and move forward. 
 
The purpose of a chain of command is to insure recourse for any faculty member to pursue their concerns 
regardless of whether they are supported by the department. Faculty are under no obligation whatsoever to 
“support the decision of the department”. There is a history in the Department of voting on motions that the 
faculty has no right to vote on, as they are in direct contradiction to established policies and procedures. 
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Allowing such votes to remain binding and unchallenged has exposed the department and its faculty to 
possible legal action, because they have violated the rights of students. Faculty members must have the right 
to protect themselves and their students from the consequences of any improper actions taken at 
Department meetings. 
 
Unfortunately, my experience with the chain of command has taught me that there is no meaningful recourse. 
In the Dean’s words, which has been stated to me on several occasions and which I also have in writing, “the 
Chair can do whatever they want as long as it’s not illegal, immoral or unethical.” This is an untenable and 
frankly frightening proposition. What about incompetent? What about irresponsible? The situation which 
exists between me and the previous chair started with incompetent and then irresponsible scheduling of art 
history courses. The Dean did nothing, the chair did nothing, and no one has ever provided any account for 
why this had to be the case. If they had, and the reasons were compelling (and even if they were not) we 
could have adapted to the circumstances. We were never provided an opportunity to do so. Illegal? No. 
Immoral? Probably not. Unethical? I think probably so.  
 
8. If individuals have concerns, they should be expressed to the Department Chair in person. Email is not 
acceptable unless instructed by the Chair to email her regarding an issue. 
 
False, for the same reasons as indicated in Item 1 above. While the administration “stands by” their actions 
and decisions, they will apparently not do so in writing. The chair declined my request to “spell out” a concern 
she had about the personnel implications of my distributing the minutes from a 2008 meeting, and as you 
have seen, this request was later described as bullying and harassment. If you have confidence in your actions 
then take responsibility for them, explain them to those who don’t agree, and then move on. The culture of no 
accountability, no responsibility, no explanations is what has in fact created the hostile work environment in 
the department.  
 
I know that there are a number of you that care enough to take a stand. I’ve removed myself from the 
Department and to the surprise of the chair and the Dean, the next person stood up. It was a risk and I respect 
him for it. Who will stand up next? Or are we all simply “subjects” of the Chair? 
 
Dr. Henige 
 


