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Henige, Chris

From: Henige, Chris
Sent: Tuesday, February 14, 2017 10:30 AM
To: Cook, Greg
Cc: Mertens, Robert J; Elrod, Susan
Subject: Art History Curriculum
Attachments: Evaluating the Art History Major.pdf; Wilk-Concerns-Annotated.pdf; 20150419-McPhail-

NASAD.pdf

Dr. Cook; 
 
Before you embark on an ill-conceived and ill-advised revision of the art history surveys, you should probably 
read the attached documents. 
 
"Evaluating the Art History Major" is a document I read verbatim at a department meeting in support of my 
proposal to eliminate the art history major. I was deprived of a month's pay for doing so. This document is just 
as relevant now as it ever was. It was roundly criticized because it includes my observations that neither Susan 
Messer or Dr. Wilk has provided any indication that they were willing to do what was necessary to serve the 
students. The record speaks for itself. You are certainly quite familiar with curricular matters. Feel free to 
demonstrate to me how the rationale made in this document is flawed. When I presented it, the entire faculty 
were advised that "meetings to discuss the art history program were in the works" and that "Dr. Wilk is 
seeking funding to develop a new course." Neither ever happened. Check the record. 
 
"Wilk Concerns Annotated" itemizes my concerns about her conduct. It is "annotated" with references (in red) 
to the other witnesses to the conduct or the sources for the information. These are not the "perceived 
shortcomings of my colleagues". They are facts. To this we should add "no-class Fridays", which students 
complained to me about for years until now, it seems, Wilk has had this institutionalized with 
"hybrid" courses. Has anyone reviewed the courses to determine whether this is pedagogically sound? We 
should also add the most recent comment regarding the current curricular process underway. In response 
to the chair of the Curriculum Committee's email that "As you may be aware, Deborah and Jared are in the 
process of creating course revision proposals for three Art History courses," Wilk replied "For the record, I’m 
only creating a course revision proposal for one course, ARTHIST 203." These fit perfectly into the pattern 
outlined in the attached document. Wilk will never assume responsibility for the program, and will do anything 
to insure that no work is created for her. That's what it is. So it is the responsibility of the chair to demand and 
insure that she does so. From the email exchange, it seems now that the ceramics guy is responsible for the 
art history curriculum. Seriously? 
 
The last document is my email to McPhail regarding the lies told by Renee Melton to NASAD. I strongly suspect 
that the current process is nothing more than an attempt to demonstrate that Melton did not in fact lie to the 
accrediting body: "Look, we're doing what she said we were going to do" - two years later and without 
any discussion of whether it makes sense for the students, placed in the hands of the only remaining art 
historian (who will only address her course) and the ceramicist. This isn't sarcasm, it just sounds ridiculous 
because it is. 
 
Do this the right way. Take in the breadth of the issues surrounding art history rather than slapping a band-aid 
on it. Wilk only wants to maintain a major because she has attached her professional identity to it. She does 
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not want to be associated with a program that does not have a major. It might somehow affect perceptions of 
her reputation relative to her research. What research, I do not know, because despite countless course 
releases and at least two fellowships, she has not published anything. Perhaps in the absence of any 
production on that front, teaching in a program with a major is her only identity. It's a shame she will do 
nothing to insure that it can be maintained in a manner that serves the needs of the students. My record in 
this respect was exceptional, until I was cast out of the department for expecting others to pull their weight.  
 
I recognize that this curricular process is also a way to meet the requirements of accreditation for the studio 
programs. It has to be done, but it should be done in a manner that takes the bigger picture into account, 
considers whether we have or can properly serve the students, and is not based on how little Dr. Wilk is willing 
to do to make it work. Her record also speaks for itself. 
 
My comments as usual are direct and to the point, and they are critical of those who have failed spectacularly 
to perform. As I reflect back on this process, and what has happened over the past six months, this may well 
be the first and only meaningful action the department has taken since your arrival as chair. But don't take it 
too personally, I think that if you go back 5 years in the minutes you will be at a loss to find any meaningful 
actions taken by the department relative to the needs of the students. Again, check the record.  
 
Dr. Henige 


