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Chapter /4. THE HEARING COMMITTER'S REPQRT AND THE
PRESIDENT'S RECOMMENDATION
After 216 official person(man) hours of work the

KSU Faculty Hearing Committee wrote a report which was
presented to Pregident 0lds. The report briefly stated

what the charges against me were, how the Committee viewed
the charges in the light of the hearings, and finally their
conclusions and recommendations. TUnofficially, the chair-
person of the Committee, Frofessor Frank, stated that he

and other members put in many more hours than those official

36 hours the six members of the Committee spent together.That

iz, each individual member did much more work in addition

c‘i‘

to their 36 hours together, especially the chairperson.

Translated into the average number of hours a pro-
fegsor teacher in the classroom in a quarter (that is, be-
tween 10-14 hrs./week), a reasonable estimate would bhe that .
the workload of the Committee was equivalent to two full-
time professors teaching a whole quarter (school term at
KSU). Since the average salary of full professors at KSU
is about 38000 per guarter, the services of the members of
the Committee might well be valued at about § 16,000. That
ig a lot of valuable time, energy, and money invested in
the hearings.

The Committee's fiverpage report, addressed to ;

Prezident 0lds, and dated June 16,1975, ig presented un-
abridged (with misspellings,etc.):

The Hearing Committee for Dr. Robert M. Frumkin received
its charge from the Ch azrpﬂ rson of the Faculty Senate and
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a book of charges and particulars from the Department of
Counseling and Pergonnel Services Fducation. The committee
met on nine occaslons for a total of 36 hour~ luring which
17 (gic) witnesses were heard. The committee concentrated
first and foremost on the gathering of 11vo’mabion perti-
nent to the charges,

Tt was mistifyinF(SLC) that this disturbing situation
could develop in a dvpartmeat of Peunbel*dﬁ and Pergonnel
Services FEducation, and 1t appears to be an indictment,
not only of Dr. Frumkin, but of the entire facultvy of the
department as Well. (emphasis added) The commlittee found

no evidence of how or when the conflict began, but for
every act perpretrated(sic), there appeared to be a counter
action that precipitated not only a subsequent act, hut

mich developed a mental percentlon that compelled each
gide to rotal¢ate.

The "Recommendation and Rationale for Dismizsal of Dr.
Robert Frumkin" cites valid and serious charges against
Professor Frumkin:

1. The handling of the H.E.W. Crant
For a number of reasons, Dr. Frumkin appears incapable
of administering a grant, but we find none of these
t h

& 3
reasons sufficlent for dismissal, even those whic
ST 5

might lead to civil action aga 1nst him,
2. TPaculty harassment

Paculty harassment by Dr. Frumkin appears to have been
motivated by acts, whether real or imagined, against
him. Dr. Frumkin feelg he is no longer a "full member"
of the depaztment. That the department made attempts
to reconcile this matter is recognized by the committ-
ee; however, when one has been asked on at least two
prior occasions, the first in 1971, to resign, it is
not difficult for Dr. Frumkin to feel that motives arej
suspect relative to any subsequent "help offered by

the department."

Student Tharassment

)
-

There is only one gtudent who claims harassment, and
the history leading up to this alleged ha raqsmmnt in-
cludes possible colleagues remarks to graduate students,
a last minute change in teacher assignment, a poor
selection of tea hlng materials and a student who was
more up to date than the instructor in a specific sub-
ject area. None of these appears to be grounds for
dismigeal, in spite of the fact that vioclations of
the faculty code of ethics have been noted by the
committee. Dr. Frumkin was in serious error when he
pursued and continued this affair by investigating




the student and making unprofessicnal remarks based or
founded information. In context, he appear~ to hd r
in this manner becausge he perceived this siudent as an
active participant in his removal from the department.

d
The committee has the following comments relative to
P :

the gpecific charges

Charfe 1A, Sub-section a,b,c,d and e, plus 12 shows evidence
of mismanagement of grant funds, 3uch mismanagement
is not UfiWCleﬂE for zeparation, but should result
in removal of Dr. Frumkin from manage?evt of thisg
gra@*, and he should not be involved na
cr adm lnlsterhkz grants. He Dhou1a ba
for mismanageme nt in the sense of nov
sens‘+5ve areao where careful decision m
needed and Tailing to cooperate with otheﬁ

trators. (emphasis added)

Charges numbered 24,R,C and D indicate that Dr. Frumkin did
violate Article TII, Section é and Article IV,Sectior
5 of the Faculty Code of Tthics. It should be noted
that these violations seemed to have been made in an
emotionally charged atmosphere.

Charge 3A,P,C and B are valid and show evidence cof violation
of Article I, Section 2,4,5 and 14; Article IIT,
Section 1 and 2 and Article IV, Section 5 of the
Faculty Code of Rthics. Each of these taken individ-
ually would not seem to be cause for dismigsal, but
they reveal a pattern which is of concern to the

committee. (emphasis added)

Charge 4 : The committee did not find sufficient evidence
to discount or substantiate these alleged charges.
Tt seems that administrative and interpersonal
interactions with Dr. Frumkin occurred at a
traumatic time. =

H

In regard to all charges listed under 5, the committes noteks
that Dr. Frumkin seems consigtently’ to disregard polities
and procedures of the department. However, these charges coi

not seem major in nature. (emphasis added) !

n regard to charge number 6, Dr, Frumkin's writtcn and
verbal actions, such as disparaging remarks which seem to
inspire fear, his distribution of notices and posting
materials is evidence of disappointhg behavior. This
behavior reveals poor judgment and a low level of profess-
ional and academic conduct.
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Ry a majority vovb, the committee finds adequate,
valid and serious evidence stipulated in the charges to
recommend that Dr. Wrumklp be dismissed. How ver, there is
consensus within the committee to request that the presi-
dent not dismiss Dr. Frumkin. The reason for this is that
the committee feels that strong leadersghip at all levels

and appro priate supportive measures would provide for
mutual nqe"”taﬂdvn“ and adjustment of all concerned.This
process should be undertaken to assist Dr. Frumkin to he-
come again a contributing member of the department.Further,
this process should be underteken to assist the department
to incorporate Dr. Prumkin into its effective functioning.

Questions asked and Rezults of Voting:

1. Is there evidence %o

Minority Report, Committee ¥
, Committee Members, Qbser

Yinorityv Report

The minority concurs with the findirg of the majority in
that it requests retention of Professor Frumkin., The
minority finds the charges contained in the "Recommend lation
and Rationale for Dismissgal" insufficient to warrant such
extreme action. While it Uﬁequi"ocally deplores Professor
Frumkin®s violations of the Faculty Code, it holag that
his actions must be viewed in a lafger context of d@part
mental hostility. Furthermore, the minority finds evidenc
that Frofessor Frumkin makes a pogitive contribution

the university as a publishing scholar and classroom
teacher. ;
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Committee WMeetings

Friday, May 16 Senate 0Office 11;00-12:30
Thursday,May 22 333 MeGilvrey 2:30- 5:10
Priday, May 30 483 B3A 3:00- 5:00
Saturday,May 31 L83 BsA 9;00~ 5:10
Saturday, June 7 L83 BSA 8:00-12:30
Tuesday, June 10 483 pSA 10:00~ 400
Thursday, June 12 483 mBsA 8:00- 3:10
Thursday, June 12 111 Lowry Hall 8:30-11:00ni

Monday, June 16 483 RIA

Tn addition, considerable

chairman expended consider

Witnesses( in order of apps

outside time

rance)

Saturday, May 31 Alan Coo

ogan, Allen

<

was usg
committee for studying and evaluating documents, and the
able extra time with thﬂ mechan-
ice and organization of the hearing procedure. ’

Emrich,

8:30-10:30

ed by the

¥y

Gordon Kellé
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Rohert Alfonso, Clenn Saltzm Robert Sakata e

Saturday, June 7 Yelth Palmerton, Larry Litwack

June 10 Chereck, NMancy

Vincent Lagu

Tueasday,

Committee Members

Barrett L. Reer, Assoc. Prof., History

John T. Doutt, Prof., Administrative Scilences

Betty C. U*rtﬂ@“, Prof., Physical Fducation(VWomen's)
Joseph P. Schwitter, Prof., Administrative Sciences
Glenn W. Franlk, Prof., Geology, Committee Chairman
Paul L., Sites, Prof., Zocioclogy, alternate

Qbgervers

Allen Adler, Atftorney Ceneral's 0ffice
Ray D. Helgey, dhthy Ombudsnman
Harold Xitner, KSUFA

Eyron Lander, KISUFA

Frank Smith, ¥SUPA

,D

eport ig its lack of impartiality, ites glaring omissions,

ite obvioug antithetical and contradictory statements, and

j=de

ts being utterly destitute of the profe gional and sspeci

all ek ich which one might expect in a
11 rofegsorial touch which one might pect

s

university.

s

TIf that statement seems a bit harsh, then let ne

professors of full or associate rank. Actually five of th%
2ix persons on the committee had professorial rank and
only one was an assoclate professor. These persons were
supposed to be *"distinguished faculty" who would look

at my case with more intelligence, objectivity, and




court of law.
The purpose of the Hearing Committee was stated to be
1/
threefold( see the May 6,1975 letter to me from Dr. 0lds ):
"l, Receive and consider 2all fact in evidence on the
matter.
2. Izsue a finding.
3. Forward its finding and recommendation to the
President of the University."
On page 1 of the Report it states:"The 'Recommendat-

ion and Rationale for Dismissal of Dr. Robert TFrumkin
cites valid and serious charges against Professor Frumkin.
That is an errcneous, misleading, biazed statement hecause

THE RECOMMINDATION AND RATIONALE TOR DISNISSAL OF DR, ROBERS

=
i
t

TR T T T -+ 3 = o e S s T R ar=te]
FRUMXTIIN does not cite charges againet me. It merely presents

charges against me. In order to "cite" charges the CPST
department weuld have had toc bring forward strong evidence
to support its charges. This was not done. Turthermore,

. .
those charges are not "valid" because they were not valid—

ated in that big green book nor could any of them con-
sidered "serious" becnizse there iIs nowheré in the ACADEMIC

PORICY BOOK O0f KSU-or in the FACULZY CODE OF ETHICS 'of KSU
stateménts which define what kindi6f ‘behavier ig "serious"
gnd "not “Seriousz":Nowhere-im the POLICY BOOK :=0r FACULTY
COBE-aré particular sanctions such as digmigeal, warning,
or réprimand mentioned:fer:-particular kinds &f behavior.

All the Hearing Committee could objectively report is that

1/ see Dr. Olds'f&fﬁdx'éﬁaéhﬁkhgék'?/”?@:” .
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with me for almost two years, testified at +he

that my working relationship with him was good, that my

N N A .,: N - P 2 - e .
paperwork connected with the grant was satisfactory, and

that there had been no problems during this period of
our relatidnship.
The Hearing Committee Report suggests that some

have
civil action could/be taken against me for the way in

which I administered the grant. If so, thesze civil laws

what the implied violation was,

Vost importantly, the Committes ne glected to ment-

ion the very important fact that I volunteered for the

position of grant director because nobody else wanted the

Jjob which was regarded az a headache by the former grant
d

irector, Dr. Keith Palmerton. I accepted the grant direct-
1

orship because I felt that the Rehabilitation Counseling %

Program might die if we stopped getting federal funds ’
which supported faculty, student trainees, and special g
aspects of the program. The fact that the Committee choseg
to ignore these important points demonstrates that the ;
majority of the Committee members were extremely biaszed g

against me and/or were a part of the congpiracy intent on

o

removing me from the University.
The second major charge introduced ig subtitled

"Faculty harassment." It does not state in that heading

who harassed whom. Even though the evidence presented at




possibility of physical harm or wors e, e.
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g., "terro

nightly harassed the border communities near the Northern

border of the country." At no time in mv

my colleagues did there exist the possibi

harm or worse even though some persons expressed such a

repea tc’; Gy ‘Lelibei ate anngoyvances i_lu?,Ld9d
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bother is somehow inappropriate. T had struggled for a
redress of the wrongs committed against me. Vany of my

4

colleagues were annoyed by this struggle

If there wag any harassment taking

time I was employed at KSU and in which T

associated with, it was that behavior add
between March aznd July,1975. During that

31200 worth of my books, journa

g, resear

1
valuable, irreptraceable materials connecte

research projects, etc., were stolen fron
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although she wag disturbed by myv behavior as T was dis-

turbed by hers. The personal feelings of harassment

in large part,
which the student felt were generated,by her own per-
ception of what was going on between us and with other
people with whom she had had contact in the CPSE depart-

ment. She wasg never continually annoyed by me based on
my continually annoying her., The conflict between the
student and myself culminated in a meeting between her,

myself, and Dr. Saltzman, CPSE chairperson, on (ctober
:1“//
30,19747 Between October 30,1974 and Vay 1,1975 T had

absolutely nothing whatever to do with her ---gix whole

months. It Is, therefore, irresponsible for the Hearing
Sommittee to state that T harasszssed that student., It is
1

iyl 1,
¢ the

also irresponsible of them to state that T violate

{

evidence presenteéd which could support such a conclusion.
And 1t is moét irregsponsible in neglecting to point out
that it was the unprofessional and unethical behavior

of the KSU Registrar who exacerbated the student's feel-

.

ing of being harassed by showing her a confidential

letter which wag not intended for her and which he re-
fused to return to me after he was asked to do so.
The point of all this discussion thus far ig that

the Hearing Committee introduction to the three major

- - oo w0 . o

1/ See Appendix %&, pages .
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valid and serious evidence stipulated in the charges
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applied psycheclogist, having had much expe

ing with the mentally ill, I can state that the kind of

)]

!

er schizold

bt
¥

thinking manifested in the Report iz rat

O
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in character and demands further scrutiny.

Tn contrast to the obvious confusion the Hear-

et
s

ing Committee's dealing with the charges ageinst ne,

there are relatively clearer, more accurate statements

o

made about the Committee's perception of the state of

gt

the CPSE department and the rsasonz they think T should

D

not be diemisged. Thusz, on page 1 of the Report it
states that: "It was mistifying(sic) that this disturb-
ing situation could develop in a deparment of Counsel-

4

ing and Fersonnel Services Fducation, and it appears

- .

to be an indictment, not only of Dr. Frumkin, but of

the entire facultv of the department as well.

committee found no evidence of how or when the conflict

only a subsequent act, but which developed a mental
perception that compelled each side to retaliate."
(emphasis added)

On page 3, in spite of the Hearing Committe

i

a3 MW R ' P P A N At SR RO e 5




ety - e er—— s s

O T T TR A

finding by a majority vote that there are "aiﬂcua+c,

valid and serious evidence stipulated in the charges to

say: "However, there ig consensusg within the committes
to request that the

1,

The reason for this is

]

t
strong leadership at all levels and appropriate aupport;
ive measures would provide mutual understanding and
ad justment of all concerned."

In essence, therefore, the Hearing Committee has
indicted the CPSE department and charged it with re-
taliatory behavior uwb@b ming to a department dedicated
to training helping professionals, and of aggravating ah
emotionally charged atmosphere. However, taking an

attitude of forgiveness and mercy, it has not recommendt

ed abolishment of the department or of me. Rather it
"feelz that strong leadership at all levels and appro-

1
at

[©]

T supportive measures would provide for mutual
understanding and adjustment of all concerned." The

Committee thus recommends reconcilliation rather than

liguidation of the department and/or of me.

0

The Hearing Committee answered = two questions.
The first question wags : "l. Is there evidence to
support dismissal? " The vote was: 4 - Yes and 1- WNo.
The problem with this question is that it is a poor and

.
1s
1L

=
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! eading question because evidence and dimmissal are

Sy

11

e

ce ples and pigs., They are different things even

o
el

Tthough they may appear together on the game table,
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i Dismigsal in this case relates to a value judgment, a2

decision about the meaning of the evidence. Thus, the

second question, "sShould Dr. Frumkin be dismissed?" is

actually the same kind of question as question 1. It is

a valud judgment kind of gquestion. Thus, the

®
)
3]
®

question should have read:"Is there evid

the charges?" This question was not really asked in any
i clear fashion by the Hearing Committee, and, hence,

E might have led to the schizoid nature of the Report.It
} might have occurred, althbugh this was not the case,‘

? that the evidence supported all of the charges against

3]

the ¢

O
¥%

me and that still none harces were considered

(19

®

lggal., Actuzlly a careful

[te
O]
e

m

t

serious enough to warrant di

i reading of the Hearing Committee Report leads any object

ive observer to conclude that the Committee felt that

none of the charges were serious enough to warrant more

than a reprimand.

On page 4 is a Minority Report. It was written by

one member of the Hearing Committee. The Minority

ort states that: "The minority concurg with the

finding of the majority in that it requests the retent-

on of Professor Frumkin. The minority finds the chargeg

e

contained in the "Recommendation and Rationale for

Dismissal" insufficent to warrant such extreme action,

T

while it unequivocally deplores Professor Frumkin's

i

.
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ity. Purthermore, the minority fin

is the only balanced, although far from perfect, relatively
objective statement in the whole Report because 1t begins
to put the whole case in some perspective.

The errors of omission in the Hearing Committee Report

I
H
[}

[ ot
o
iy

]

fact that:
Two persons on the Hearing
for serious bias on the second day of the hearings and

vet were not replaced, as reguested. Cne of those person
t

than one-third of then,
0f the 16 witnesses called only 6 were friendly toward

ew, emotionally charged allegations were added to the

zcting in my defense. My attorney was prevented from

carrying his full potential functions as my advocate,
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