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INTRODUCTION 3 él}/.»

The CPSE Department recommends that Dr. Robert Frumkin be
dismissed for cause (unethical and unprofessional behaviors),
upon completion of the dismissal procedures outlined in the
Academic Policy Book. The reasons for this action are outlined
in Sections 1 through 6 of the following report, and documented
in Appendixes A-Z.

Although there have been numerous Departmental concerns
regarding Dr. Frumkin's employment in the years preceding the
1973~74 academic year, continuous efforts have been made by
Department Chairpersons and Faculty Members to fully involve
Dr. Frumkin in the activities of this Department. The reasons
for Dr. Frumkin's dismissal, proposed by the CPSE Department,
include only events/data/reports/correspondence/mectings/
decisions that have occurred since September 1, 1973. (All
earlier data are available for review.)

Specific reasons for Dr. Frumkin's dismissal are listed in this
report, but it should be noted that, although each reason
listed for dismissal is serious, and in and of itself may
constitute a reason for dismissal, the combination of the
various actions and inactions on the part of Dr. Frumkin have
nearly paralyzed the operation of the CPSE Department by the
undue expenditure of time, physical and psychological energy,
and departmental expense required to discuss and answer Frumkin
charges, and/or to discuss and answer charges made by others
outside of this faculty against Dr. Frumkin. Excessive time

is also required merely to get Dr. Frumkin to respond to
Department Policy that he himself supported. (e.g. Numerous
meetings were required to get Dr. Frumkin to submit Teaching
Evaluations required by Department Policy.)

The confusion, embarrassment, and harassment caused by

Dr. Frumkin to faculty members in this Department is so severe
that the professional efforts of this Department have been
impeded. (In October and November of 1974 alone, the
Department Chairman was required to devote nearly sixty hours--
documentation available--to the resolution of various concerns
regarding Dr. Frumkin. A summary of time spent by CPSE Faculty
Members would vastly exceed the sixty-hour figure.) We estimate
that the combined efforts of Faculty Members in this Department
to research Frumkin accusations and correct his administrative
failures have approached the time of a full-time equivalent
faculty member.

This CPSE action to dismiss Dr. Frumkin is not intended to
supplement or retract an earlier Departmental recommendation,
dated August 30, 1974, that if funds are not available for the
Rehabilitation Counseling Program, Drs. Palmerton and Sakata

be retained and Dr. Frumkin released. The CPSE Department ;
sees this as a parallel, but separate issue regarding Dr. Frumkin

The CPSE Faculty, in keeping with their professional responsi-
bilities outlined in Section A.3 of the APGA Ethical Standards
(Appendix Z), recommends that Dr. Robert Frumkin be dismissed
F-r +ha following reasons:
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1. UNSATISFACTORY PERFORMANCE AS REHABILITATION COUNSELING (SRS)

GRANT DIRECTOR

A,

An audit conducted by the Office of Research Administration,
and dated March 5, 1975, (Report on the Investigation of
Charges of Misappropriation of Federal Funds from the Social
Rehabilitation Services Training Grant) and summarized by
Dr. Gordon Keller in a memorandum dated March 7, 1975,
{Appendix A), concluded that:

a. R. Frumkin had authorized expenditures "...without;
a shred of doccumentation to back them up."”

b. There was "...no correspondence in the files between
him and the students and nothing on the subject of
dependency allowances in the form of back-up for
expenditures or documentation that these (cases
mentioned) are eligible dependents.”

c. The charges against Professors Palmerton and Sakata
are “"false and without merit." '

d. There was "no effective business-1like management of
the SRS Grant activities at the Departmental level
under R. Frumkin's Directorship.’

e. There is some evidence to suggest mismanagement of
grant money by the Project Director in regard to
dependency allowances. !

Dr. Keller directed Dean Coogan to immediately ¥, .undertake
removal of Professor Frumkin from supervision of this graat
..." and directed Mr. Allen Adler to initiate a police
investigation of the irregularities in this case.

Minutes of the Rehabilitation Counseling Area Meeting,
conducted on September 25, 1974, (Appendix B) outlined

Dr. Frumkin'’s agreement to *...meet monthly with Allen
Emrich to discuss Rehabilitation Account.” and to "...keep
area members and Department Chairman informed of account
status." Dr. Frumkin's failure to carry out these early
agreements have contributed to the current state of the
SRS grant administration.

The CPSE FacuZtJ, in consideration of the preceding data

(and accompanying appendizes) conclude that Dr. Robert Frumkin
has acted unsatisfactorily in the performance of his duties
as SRS Grant Director and has violated Article III - Sections
1 and 2 and Article IV - Section 1 of the Faculty Code of
Professional Ethies (Appendiz Y), and Sections A.2, A.9, and
F.3 of the APGA Ethical Standards (Appendix 7).

2.. RECURRING UNDOCUMENTED AND UNPROVEN CHARGES AGAINST FACULTY

MEMBERS in the CPSE Department by Dr. Frumkin have been an
extremely disruptive factor for the individuals concerned and
the entire Department. Although no charge made by Dr. Frumkin
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has ever been sustantiated, the faculty of this Department

has been required to devote many hours in the preparation of
answers to these charges. In every case since September, 1973,
when a charge was made by Dr. Frumkin, he was asked to document
the charge. His "documentation" usually consisted of new charges
regarding faculty members. The following unproven charges have
been made by Dr. Frumkin: (Each charge is documented in the
Appendix.)

A. Charges of Bigotry
Frumkin letter to Keller, dated May 20, 1974, charging
Getson and Litwack with bigotry. The October 9, 1974,
CPSE Executive Committee Minutes detail a discussion of
these charges (Appendix C). A November 4, 1974, memo
from Saltzman to Frumkin (Appendix D) requested that he
document the Getson/Litwack charges. On November 15, 1974,
Frumkin responded (Appendix E) by concluding that "...I
will change my charges against Drs. Getson and Litwack
and simply state that here are two of my colleagues who
are not very objective when it comes to anything concerning
my work at KsU." Frumkin concluded that "I frankly do not
believe that Getson, Litwack, Sakata, and Palmerton can get
a clean bill of health from such a team.” (an independent
licensed psychotherapeutic team mentioned earlier in the
memo.) Dr. Frumkin then indicated that he expected written
letters of apology from these Professors by December 7, 1974,
or that "If the above demands are not met, I will take
appropriate action against these men without any further
altruistic hesitation." Dr. Frumkin stated to Dr. Sakata,
in Dr. Saltzman's presence, that he selected the December
7, 1974, deadline because he planned to drop a bomb on
Sakata just as Bob's forefathers had dropped bombs on
Pearl Harbor on December 7th.

B. Charges of Misappropriation/Misuse of Federal Funds
Frumkin charged in the CPSE Executive Committee Meeting on
October 9, 1974, (Appendix C) that one or more members of
CPSE Department was guilty of misuse/misappropriation of
federal funds. Saltzman's memo to Frumkin, dated
October 18, 1974, (Appendix F) requested documentation of
these charges. Saltzman's memo to Frumkin, dated
November 4, 1974, (Appendix D) requested that these charges
be documented by November 15, 1974, On December 9, 1974,
Frumkin (in a memo to Provost Snyder and the CPSE Executive
Committee) (Appendix G) reiterates his intentions "to take
action against them" (Drs. Litwack, Getson, Palmerton, and
Sakata) at the commencement of Winter Quarter, rather than
immediately because "...a personal emergency has come up
which will necessitate my leaving town shortly after the
quarter ends..." Dr. Frumkin later told Dr. Saltzman that
the personal emergency was a planned trip to Israel over the
vacation period. When Dr. Saltzman mentioned the hardships
that these undocumented charges were placing on Department
Faculty Members, Dr. Frumkin noted that he "wanted them to
suffer like I've suffered the last few years." Frumkin's
subsequent "documentation" of these charges resulted in
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the audit findings summary appearing in 2ppendix A.

No specific charges against Drs. Getson and Litwack were
made by Dr. Frumkin. An external investigation (Office
of Research Administration) of the charges against
Palmerton and Sakata showed that these charges were
groundless.

C. Charges of Lying
Frumkin's letter to Odessa Fellows (Chairperson of H.E.W.
Investigating Team), dated October 16, 1974, (Appendix H)
chargad Drs. Palmerton and Sakata with lying. A Saltzman
memorandum to Frumkin, dated November 4, 1974, (Appendix D)
requested that Frumkin document these charges by
November 15, 1974. The Frumkin response, dated November
14, 1974, (Appendix I) concluded that "...Dr. Sakata and
Dr. Palmerton are not liars, but damn liars!"” A review
of the letter by the Executive Committee led to the
conclusion that Dr. Frumkin d4id not document his charges,
but rather had, throuch his own interpretation of the facts,
raised new issues. (e.g. Dr. Fruwmkin references an original
rough drait wemo in his letter that he obtained from
Dr. Sakata's personal file and forwarded to H.E.W. without
Dr. Sakata's permission.)

D. Charges of Inappropriate Solicitation of Nominations

;!h Frumkin'®’s letter to Provost Snyder, dated November 13, 1974,
(Appendix J) charged Dr. Wonderly (with the assistance of
Drs. Litwack and Murray) of soliciting nominations for
Wonderly for the Alumni Award for Teaching. A Saltzman
memo of November 27, 1974, requested documentation of these
charges. Dr. Frumkin's response to the CPSE Executive
Committee, dated December 11, 1974, (Appendix K) seemed to
absolve Drs. Murray and Wonderly for soliciting nominations,
but noted that Dr. Litwack was strongly suspected "...of
aiding the solicitation process since he is the only person
in the Department who has the names and addresses of most
of our graduates..." A Frumkin letter of apology (Appendix
L) to Drs. Wonderly, Litwack, and Murray, dated February
28, 1975, concluded, "I apologize to each of you for having
dene this (writing the letter of November 13, 1974) and
hope that I have not caused you any great consternation,
undue embarrassment, and other kinds of pain and/or
inconvenience. I hecpe you will forgive me."

The CPSE Faculty, in comsideration of the preceding
data (and accompanying appendixes) conclude that

. Dr. Robert Frumkin has violated Article IV - Sections
5 and 8 of the Faculty Code of Professional Ethics
(Appendix Y) and Sections A.4 and A.7 of the APGA
Ethical Standards.

3. UNPROFESSIONAL CONDUCT

The following acts of unprofessional nature on the part of
Dr. Robert Frumkin are documented as follows:
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Student Harassment

On October 12, 1974, a student, Ms. Gabalac, in a letter
to Dr. Saltzman explained her "distress" about having

Dr. Frumkin as an instructor for several Rchabilitation
Counseling classes, and outlined her reascns for concern
(Appendix M). After receiving permission from Ms. Gabalac,
Dr. Saltzman shared Ms. Gabalac's letter with Dr. Frumkin
on October 16, 1974. On October 30, 1974, a meeting was
held on this subject (detailed in a Saltzman memorandum

to Frumkin, dated November 4, 1974) (Appendix N). The
agreements reached at this meeting are detailed in the
November 4, 1974, memorandum. Point 6 on Page 1 of this
memo outlines the Frumkin agreement that his telephone call
to Ms. Gabalac's employer (Appendix 0) constitnted
harassment of Ms. Gabalac.

Faculty Harassment
The Faculty of the CPSE Department believes that the massive

number of charges against them as individuals, or in groups,
constitutes a form of harassment. On one occasion (Executive
Committee Meeting, October 2, 1974, Topic 5.a and 5.b,

Page 4, Appendix C), Dr. Frumkin stated that he distributed
his charges widely "...to insure a response." and that he
did not indicate to whom copies of his letter were being
sent, in an effort to harass the Department Chairman and

to insure that the Department Chairman would have to come
to his (Dr. Prumkin's) office to get the names of the
copyholders of a particular letter to enable the Chairman
to forward appropriate replies. Dr. Frumkin, not the
Executive Committee, described his actions as being a
conscious effort to harass the Department Chairman.

Solicitation of Nominations

Dr. Frumkin used Department funds to SOllClt nominations
for himself for the Alumni Outstanding Teacher Award.
The CPSE Executive Committee Minutes of October 9, 1974,
(Appendix C, plus attachments A and B) detail the
circumstances surrounding this solicitation. Although at
the Department Meeting, Dr. Frumkin insisted that this
mailing was "partly Departmental Business," he agreed
that he did not have an authorization for this mailing
and later (October 31, 1974) reimbursed the Department
$21.25 for this personal mailing.

Dr. Frumkin Secured a Personal Document from Dr. Sakata's
Personal File and Widely Distributed This Document

An October 28, 1974, Sakata memo to Saltzman (Appendix P) .
describes how Dr. Frumkin secured a Sakata, unmailed,
personal document from Dr. Sakata's personal file without
permission. Ms. Hewitt (Department Secretary) explained
that Dr. Frumkin requested the document and stated that

he had Dr. Sakata's permission to have this particular
document. In discussions with Dr. Saltzman, Dr. Frumkin
agreed that he had taken the unmailed correspondence
without Dr. Sakata's permission and had submitted it to
the H.E.W., Investigating Team (investigating Dr. Frumkin's
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charges of religious persecution against the CPSE
Department). Dr. Frumkin also submitted to H.E.W. his
answer to the earlier unmailed memo that he had purportedly
written and distributed one day after the November 20, 1973,
Sakata draft. Investigation by Dr. Saltzman revealed that
no member of the CPSE Executive Committee had received the
Sakata draft or the Frumkin response, and, although

Dr. Frumkin insisted that his response had been forwarded
to the Executive Committee and all copyholders, contact
with the Ombudsman's Office, the Provost's Office, and

Dr. Milton Wilson's Office indicated that they had never
received either document. The Ombudsman's Office indicated
that Dr. Frumkin had hand-delivered both documents on
November 7, 1974, and asked that they be inserted in his
folder.

Refusal to Report Zero Class Enrollment or to Submit Plan
to Readjust Teaching Load Because of Zero Enrollment
Although the Department Chairman checked class progress/
problems with each faculty member several times at the
commencement of Winter Quarter, 1974, and was assured by
each CPSE faculty member that all classes were progressing
satisfactorily, receipt of the Q.I.S.R. Summary in mid-
February indicated that one of Dr. Frumkin's classes

<

(67584/77584, Seminar: Writing for Professional Publicatiohs)ﬁ_; ‘

had zero enrollment. A Saltzman memorandum to Frumkin,
dated February 15, 1974, (Appendix Q, Attachment A)
requested information on this matter, and directed

Dr. Frumkin to submit a suitable plan to revise his load

" in view of the zero enrollment. Dr. Frumkin responded in

a memo to Saltzman, Sakata, and Palmerton, dated February

21, 1974, (Pppendix Q, Attachment B) making many charges
against the CPSE Department, but indicated that he did not
owe an explanation to the Department Chairman and University.
Dr. Saltzman met several times privately with Dr. Frumkin
following the correspondence included in Appendix Q, and
requested that Dr. Frumkin submit a revised load. In all
instances, Dr. Frumkin refused to discuss this matter or

to submit a revised load plan.

The CPSE Faculty, in consideration of the preceding
data (and accompanying appendixes), conclude that
Dr. Robert Frumkin has, by his actions in above:

(3.4) harassed a studentfé;a violated Article I -

Section 14 of the Faculty Code of Proféeeionazxw él‘ ‘

Ethies and Section A.7 of the APGA Ethical Standards.:

(3.B) violated Article IV - Section 5 of the Faculty Code
of Professional Ethics.

(3.C) wviolated Article I - Section § of the Faculty Code
of Professional Ethics, and Sections A.4 and A.7 of /
the APGA Ethical Standards.
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(3.D) obtained a private document under false
pretenses, invaded the privacy of Dr. Robert Sakata, }
and has violated Article I - Section 6, and T
Article IIT - Section 6 of the Faculty Code of S
Professional Ethics, and Sections A.3, A.7, F.3,
F.4, and F.8 of the APGA Ethical Standards. ’

(3.E) not acted responsibly as a Professor and violated
Article III - Section 1 of the Faculty Code of
Professional Ethics, and Section F.2 of the
APGA Ethical Standards.

FALSE CHARGES AGAINST THE DEPARTMENT

Dr. Frumkin has made many false charges against the Department
and although refuted, has persisted in repeating these charges
on many occasions to many persons, both within the University

. and outside of the University. A Frumkin memo to Saltzman,

Sakata, and Palmerton, dated February 21, 1974, (Appendix Q,
Attachment B) lists many inaccurate statements regarding his
(Dr. Frumkin's) performance/opportunities/treatment in the CPSE
Department. The inaccuracies in this memo were corrected in a
Saltzman memo to Frumkin, dated March 11, 1974, (Appendix Q).
Dr. Frumkin was offered the opportunity to correct any errors
in the March 11, 1974, memorandum and stated to Dr. Saltzman that
he could find no errors in fact. Dr. Frumkin continued to make
similar charges regarding (among many other things) his Summer
Teaching Load, requiring further, more detailed refutation
(Appendix R). The Department has been called upon to refute
these charges by Dr. Frumkin on a number of occasions.

Note: The CPSE Department has been accused by Dr. Frumkin
(to H.E.W.) of punishing him for his religious

(Humanism) beliefs. This four-page charge by e

Dr. Frumkin has been investigated by H.E.W. and
the results are pending. The Department and
College response (100 pages) to these charges

are not included in this report, but are available
to proper reviewing agencies or authorities.

Additionally, Dr. Frumkin has charged the Department (Appendix
S, Attachment 1) of unfair treatment regarding his 1974-75
teaching. The inaccuracies in this widely-distributed
memorandum were detailed in a Saltzman memorandum to Frumkin,
dated September 6, 1974, (Appendix 8).

The CPSE Faculty, in consideration of the preceding data

(and accompanying appendizes), conclude that Dr. Robert Frumkin
has violated Article IV - Section 5 of the Faculty Code of
Professional Ethics, and Sections A.4 and A.7 of the APGA Code
of Ethies.

VIOLATION OF UNIVERSITY AND/OR DEPARTMENTAL POLICY

A. Dr. Frumkin Refused to Submit Teaching Evaluations to the
Department Chairman in accordance with Department Policy,
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until Fall Quarter, 1974, although repeatzdly asked to do so
by the Department Chairman. Only after several meetings
were held (Department Chairman, Elected Student Liaison
Person to Department Executive Committee, and Dr. Frumkin)
did Dr. Frumkin agree to permit his classes to be observed
by the Department Chairman or to be evaluated by students
utilizing the Standard Class Evaluation Form. Even though

a specific agreement was arrived at for the impartial
collection of Fall Quarter Student Evaluations, Dr. Frumkin
did not carry out his part of the agreement, and considerable
confusion resulted regarding the class evaluations collected
by the Elected Student Liaison Person on the Department
Executive Committee. Dr. Frumkin has refused to carry out
his Departmental obligations, with regard to the submission
of completed student class evaluation forms.

Dr. Frumkin Has Caused the CPSE Department a Considerable
Number of Problems by His Improper Submission of Grant
Proposals.

a. Dr. Frumkin's submission of an SRS grant proposal for
the 1974-75 academic year resulted in numerous
Departmental problems, due to the lateness of proposal
submission, the incorrect information included in the
proposal, and his reluctance to revise errors that had
been submitted to the funding agency (Appendix T).

b. On February 4, 1974, the CPSE Executive Committee was

# 0 notified that Dr. Frumkin had submitted proposals for,
h and received, two grants during Fall Quarter, 1974.

This violated Department Policy (Appendix U), requiring
Department approval of any grant proposal.

c, Appendix V details CPSE Executive Committee discussion
“ and action on Frumkin‘'s Summer, 1975, grant proposal
(entire Frumkin Proposal is included).

Dr. Frumkin has Rescheduled Classes Without Departmental

Approval.

(Appendix W, Points 1 and 2) resulting in inconvenience to
students (schedule changes or inability to schedule classes
because of conflicting schedules resulting from unauthorized

change) .

There is Evidence that Dr. Frumkin Has Not Carried Out His
Teaching Responsibilities as Scheduled (Appendix X).
Although Dr. Frumkin had certain class assignments, he did
not carry out these assignments as listed in the Schedule
of Classes (Appendix X-1 and X-2). Matters of this nature
were discussed in detail with Dr. Frumkin by the CPSE
Executive Committee (Appendix W). It should be noted that
there have been numerous reports from students regarding
other similar instances which students were unwilling to
document.
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The CPSE Faculty, in consideration of the preceding data

(and accompanying appendixes), conclude that Dr. Iobert Frumkin
has violated University and/or Departmental Policy, and has
violated Artiele III - Sections 1 and 2, and Artiele IV ~
Section 8 of the Faculty Code of Professional Ethics

DEPARTMENTAL CONCERNS

The following Departmental Concerns regarding Dr. Frumkin have
been a constant source of embarrassment to faculty members and
are typical of the day-to-day problems initiated by Dr. Frumkin,
which must be dealt with by individual faculty members in this
Department.

A,

C.

Dr. Frumkin's acknowledged distribution of dating bureau
materials, to students in his classes. This fact was
acknowledged by Dr. Frumkin to Drs. Palmerton and Saltzman,
and has been reported to faculty members by students.

(Dr. Frumkin is President of Camaraderie.)

Dr. Frumkin's acknowledged use of Department Xerox funds

to duplicate a newpaper account of his recent divorce. This
report was posted on bulletin boards in the Education
Building by Dr. Frumkin and personally handed by him to
selected individuals.

Dr. Frumkin was assigned to complete a Rehabilitation
Counseling Student Follow-Up Questionnaire for the Department

. NCATE report and distributed the gquestionnaire without
*“consulting his area of Departmental colleagues. The

questionnaire included questions regarding the respondent's
favorite color, smoking and drinking habits, and physical
fitness. These questions were clearly not in keeping with
the intent of this follow-up study.

the Link Case (Appendix X-2) requires further investigation.
An October 8, 1974, telephone follow~-up on this case by

Dr. Saltzman (at the direction of the CPSE Executive
Committee) revealed that Dr. Frumkin had no more contact
with her following the withdrawal of her charges, although
he had agreed to work out a suitable educational plan with
her to complete this course.

Dr. Frumkin distributed and posted misleading information
about Faculty salaries.

Faculty Members in this Department are gravely concerned
because of the large number of students who complain (and
have complained) about Dr. Frumkin's performance as a
teacher and as an advisor, but are unwilling to document
their concerns because they state that they are afraid of
what mlght happen to them.

Faculty and staff are in fear of retaliation by Dr. Frumkin
and would“B@“WllJ rg to so state in interviews before a
Hearing Committee. ,

-
L
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The CPSE Faculty, in consideration of the information
ineluded in 6.a through 6.f conclude that:

--6.4 18 a violation of Article I - Section § of the
Faculty Code of Professional Ethics and Section E.8
of the APGA Ethical Standards.

--6.B 18 a misuse of Departmental funds.

--6.C 18 a violation of Article I - Section § of the
Faculty Code of Professional Ethics.

--8.E 18 a violation of Section A.7 of APGA Ethical
Standards.

~-6.F and 6.G present almost irresolvable Depariment
problems, as long as Dr. Frumkin is a member.

--and that 6.D requires direct testimony of the individual
tnvolved, if this issue is to be resolved. (Note: This
person prefers not to be involved in this iesue.)
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Memo from Gordon Keller +to Glenn Saltzman, dated '??%;
March 7, 1975, summarizing SRS Grant Audit Findings. 2

Rehabilitation Counseling Area Meeting Minutes, dated _
September 25, 1974. 7%?‘

CPSE Executive Committee Meeting Minutes, dated P
October 9, 1974. ng

November 4, 1974, requesting documentation of charges

Memo from Glenn Saltzman to Robert Frumkin, dated ';3?%L
against Drs. Russell Getson and Lawrence Litwack.

November 15, 1974, "documenting" bigotry charges of
misuse/misappropriation of federal funds.

MISUSE oF Fupibz ——3 77
Letter from Robert Frumkin to Dr. John Snyder and CPSE ;

Executive Committee, dated December 9, 1974, regarding 3??

Letter from Robert Frumkin to Glenn Saltzman, dated QBi?ify

- planned action.

Letter from Robert Frumkin to Ms. Odessa Fellows, dated;g?@%
October 16, 1974, charging Drs. Keith Palmerton and i
Robert Sakata of lying.

Letter from Robert Frumkin to Glenn Saltzman, dated ié‘éj%
November 14, 1974, documenting lying charges on
Drs., Keith Palmerton and Robert Sakata.

Letter from Robert Frumkin to Dr. John Snyder, dated i%éf?@
November 13, 1974, charging CPSE Executive Committee
with harassment.

dated December 11, 1974, "documenting” charges against
Dr. Donald Wonderly concerning his nomination for the
1974 Alumni Teaching Award.

Letter from Robert Frumkin to CPSE Executive Committee, i«%@?

Letter from Robert Frumkin to Drs. Wonderly, Litwack, ; v
and Murray, dated February 28, 1975, apologizing for i?{?%?
nomination solicitation charges. :
Letter from Nancy W. Gabalac to Glenn Saltzman, dated
October 12, 1974, describing concerns about classes " '@ﬁé{r%
taught by Robert Frumkin.

Memo from Glenn Saltzman to Robert Frumkin, dated
November 4, 1974, summarizing Saltzman meeting with i%% ;i
Robert Frumkin, Nancy W. Gabalac, and Dixie Benshoff.

Memo from Kay Schotzinger to Glenn Saltzman, dated &% éi%é
October 23, 1974, outlining Robert Frumkin's telephone

call of October 18, 1974.
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V.

Memo from Robert Sakata to Glenn Saltzman, dated
October 28, 1974, describing Robert Frumkin's securing giggf'
a personal document from his (Sakata's) personal file. [
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Memo from Glenn Saltzman to Robert Frumkin, dated é&
March 11, 1974, concerning zero enrollment in a £
graduate course.

[

Detailed statement to H.E.W. regarding Robert Frumkin's 5?2;5
summer teaching assignments.

Memo from Glenn Saltzman to Robert Frumkin, dated
September 6, 1974, concerning Robert Frumkin'®s 1974-75 ifétﬁw
teaching a551gnment. , ~

Memo from Glenn Saltzman to CﬁSE Executive Commlttee, ; \
dated May 10, 1974, concerning Robert Frumkin's grant 35@
submission. {

CPSE Department Policy, "Use of Department Name." éLfE%%f
CPSE Executive Committee Meetings Minutes, dated ] ~
February 10 & 11, 1975, detailing discussion of %5@

Robert Frumkin's grant proposal for Summer 1975.

Memo from Glenn Saltzman to Robert Frumkin, dated ;,iééé
May 31, 1974, regarding student request to withdraw
from class taught by Robert Frumkin.

Memo from Keith Palmerton to Glenn Saltzman, dated
October 11, 1973, concerning Robert Frumkin's teachlng'gg
assignment. 5 49

Letter from Diane Link to Glenn Saltzman, dated
May 10, 1974, concerning low enrollment and request
for refund.

Professional Code of Ethics 414'g:

APGA Ethical Standards i{ §§
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INTER-DZPARTMIENTAL CORRESPONDENCE .
KENT STATE UNIVERSITY ’ 3 7é
- KENT,. OHIO L S

iy "Dean

Robart Alfonso and Professor Glenn A. Saltzman

From Gordon W. Keller, Assistant Provost pate March 7, 1875
susJECT

to charges advanced by Professo < You will
recall that Professor Frumkin ha eged misappropriation
of federal funds from the Social. Rehabilitation Services
Training Grant.
~Preliminary investigation of the grant activity' raised
several guestions, in addition to those advanced by
ProZessor Frumkin. These,toosrare summarized here.
On the basis of Dean Coogan's investigation, I can _
advise you that none of Professor Frumkin's charges
appsar to. be true. : B o -

I take up the charges in order:

1. Professor Palmerton took a trip to Delaware
to check on a student doing an internship
there. Professor Frumkin charges the intern-
ship was within a questionable agency, that
the trip was unauthorized and that Professor
Palmerton spent the week in Delaware sailing
with his girlfriend. Dean Coogan finds no
basis for these charges.

2. Professor Frumkin appears to charge attempted

B embezzlement and fraund on the part of Professor

o Palmerton. Dean Coogan finds no proof of this
charge. ' o - '

3. Though its relationship to Professor Frumkin's
a2llegations of misuse of federal money is vaque
in my mind, Professor Frumkin charges Professor
Palmerton with making dishonest and slanderous
statements to colleagues and students about
Professor Frumkin. This assertion stands by

. itself. ' :

4. Though again its relationship to misuse of
federal money is vague, Professor Frumkin charges
that Professor Sakata attended a professional
meeting to find another job, and in the process
spent more for his hotel room than he should have.
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Page Two
larch 7, 1975

Since the meeting was in April, 1974, and Professor
Sakata is still with us, it is difficult to know
whether his prime purpose was to find another job
or not. I do note that Professor Frumkin endorsed
the use of travel funds from the grant for con-
ference attendance. by signature. I note also

that the copy of the conference program held by
Professor Sakata has notes on it. This suggests
‘that he did attend sessions appropriate to his
discipline. .

5. Again,. though the relationship to the. misuse of the . -.
federal money charge is not clear in my mind, '
Professor Frumkin alleges slanderous comments about
him by Professor Sakata. This assertion stands
alone. ‘ I - ’

I turn next to certain irregularities - the'use of grant
money for dependency allowances. -I quote from the body
of the Coogan report: - o

"R. Frumkin was contacted by me on the phone. He
stated to me that he did not have any paperwork on
dependency allowance eligibility and d4id not need any
“in as much as he 'knew all the students personally'.
I questioned this and began to obtain an affidavit
of dependency eligibility (backed by promised Federal
1974 Income Tax Returns) from each of the students
- receiving the allowance.

" All the students contacted signed the affidavit.
However, one student said she had received the allowance
but did not in fact have a dependent. She-had expected
that her sister was going to live with her, but she
did not. She offered to return the $200.00 received
on a definite payment schedule. A second student was
greatly upset by the request for an affidavit. He
said he had been solicited by R. Frumkin to take the
allowance and that he did have a dependent but that he

- had wondered at the time of Frumkin's phone call that
it was strange that no paper work was to be done. A
third statement claimed a sister and her child as
dependents. It is rumored, but not verified, that
the sister is really his girlfriend and that they are
no longer living together. If the latter is true, he
has lied under oath. All affidavits were notarized.

Regardless of the outcome of further investigation of
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the dependency allowances, one thing is clear. R.
Frumkin, as Project Director, has authorized these
expenditures without a shred of documentation to back
them up. He has based his determinations on hearsay,
expectations, and perhaps lies. After repeated requests
and demands, he claims now to have provided me with all
documents related to the grant. There is no correspon-
dence in the files between him and the students and
nothing on the subject of dependency allowances in the
form of back-up for expenditures or documentation that
these are eligible dependents.? . :

“pean Coogan has concluded that the charges against Professor

Palmerton and Professors Sakata are "false and without merit.®

‘He finds also "no effective business-like management of the

SRS Grant activities at the departmental level under R.

_Frtmkln s directorship." The report also states'that there

is some evidence to suggest mismanagement of grant money by

“w,the project director in regard to dependency allowances.
- Finally, Dean Coogan suggests very tight control of this

‘?_grant activity and fund investigation of the dependency

allowance problem by police authorltles.

By copy of this letter to Mr. Allen Adler, I direct that
such pollce 1nvest1gatlon be made.

By copy of this letter to Dean Coogan, and in response to
his specific recommendation, I direct Dean Coogan immediately
to undertake removal of Professor Frumkin from supervision

of this grant, understanding, of course, this requires dis-
cussion with the Chicago Rehabilitation Offlcers.

Dean Alfonso should counter-sign every expendlture under
this grant and should consult with Dean Coogan regardlng
supervision of the grant.

Sincerely,

A{Ma (/U /KLC&

Gordon W. Keller
GWK:cC

cc: Dr. Snyder
Dean Coogan
Mr Adl

»7£7 5/ /Vuﬁﬁﬂé&mJ



To
FROM

- SUBJECT

" Professor Robert Frumkin, Counseling &

INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE
KENT STATE UNIVERSITY
- KENT, OHIO

Personnel Services Ed.
Gordon W, Keller, Assistant Provost DATE March 10, 1975

Dear Bob:
; - Attached is a letter to Professors Alfonso and ' :
Saltzman. You should have been a copyholder of the
letter but your name was left off. '
I am sorry.

Sincerely,

P

GWK:bg
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MINUTES OF
REHAB AREA MEETING
Septenber 25, 1973

.

Present: Robert Sakata
Keith Palnerton
Robert Frumkin
Glenn Saltzman
Allen Emrich (Comptroller's Office)

1. Discussed last year's Pshab budget
a., Tuming back $25,000+ in stipends
b. Overspent material budget by $283.00

2. Discussed next year's Rehab hudzet (1973-74)
a. Agreeaents:

}. Bob Frumkin will see Quinten Buechner to open account,

2. Bob Frumkin will notify Densrtment of lHealth of faculty
assiynuent as per letter request.

'3, Bob Frunkin will determine with Quinten Buechner the
anmount of Departrent sunport (cost shariny, etc.).

4. Bob Fruzkin will meet monthly with Allen rwrich to
discuss Rehab account,

5. Dbob Frimkin will keep zreca members and Uepartment
Chairman informed of account status.

GS/hh .



CPSE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING
MINUTES
October 9, 1974
(12:15 P.M., - 4:15 P.M.)

Present: G. Saltzman, Chairman

D. Benshoff, R. Getson,
M. Kaplan, K. Palmerton,
A. Woldt

'Dr. Frumkin arrived at the meeting, as requested by
the Committee, to discuss the issues explained to
him in Dr. Saltzman's memorandum of October 3, 1974
(See Attachment A). ~

Dr. Frumkin was informed that:

1. The meeting was in no way connected to Dean Alfonso's 1ettéfr;o'him
'~ releasing him from employment at Kent State University effective
June 15, 1975, because of lack of funding; and that

2. Dixie Benshoff, the elected liaison person of the student body, normally
sits in on all Executive Committee meetings. Dr. Frumkin stated that it
was most appropriate for Dixie Benshoff to attend this meeting, and that
he welcomed her presence. '

The following topics were discussed, and are summarized below:

1. The solicitation of students/alumni support for Dr. Frumkin's nomination
for the "Outstanding Teaching Award'

a. Dr. Frumkin agreed that he had sent out 30-40 letters, regarding his

nomination for the "Outstanding Teaching Award." (See Attachment B)
(A letter from ¥illiam Jury, Mailroom Supervisor, indicated that the

cost of each Frumkin letter was between 55¢ and 65¢.) Dr. Frumkin
added that he viewed the letters as partly Departmental business and
partly personal business (e.g. letters sent out in this particular
mailing were duplicated on paper purchased by Dr. Frumkin). Dr. Frumki-
further agreed that it was generally inappropriate for a faculty member
to request others to nominate them for the WOutstanding Teaching
Award," however, he felt that if a faculty member were in a unique
situation or crisis, it might be appropriate to take this kind of
action. He further noted that there are no rules stating that a
faculty member may not solicit others to nominate him for the
"Outstanding Teaching Award."

b. Dr. Frumkin stated that other faculty members have stated to him that
they used everything they could to influence their nomination for the
"Qutstanding Teaching Award,” (including requests to students that
the faculty member himself/herself be nominated). Dr. Frumkin also
stated that he knew of instances where faculty members unduly
influence members of the "Qutstanding Teaching Award' Selection
Committee. Dr. Frumkin was unwilling to share the specifics of these
charges with the Executive Committee.
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Note:

Although while in the Executive Committee meeting, Dr. Fiumkin refused
to agree to reimburse the Department for the expenses incurred in the
aforementioned mailing, he did meet personally with Dr. Saltzman
following the conclusion of the Executive Committee meeting, and agreed
to reimburse the Department for this expense. In that Dr. Frumkin
agreed that he mailed between 30 and 40 letters, and Mr. Jury
explained that the cost of each letter was between 55¢ and 65¢, the
cost of this mailing could range between $16.50 and $26.00. A mean
figure of $21.25 would appear to be a reasonable reimbursement figure.

2. Dr. Frumkin letter to Dr. Gordon Keller, Chairman, Faculty Senate Appeals

Board, dated May 20, 1974

e i

a.

Dr. Frumkin agreed that Dr. Getson's letter, a statement relative to
the appeal of Dr. Robert Frumkin, dated May 8, 1974, (See Attachment C)
was sent to the Faculty Senate rather than to the President of the
University, as had been indicated in the Frumkin letter. (See -
Attachment D)

Dr. Saltzman noted that Dr. Getson's letter of May 8, 1974, to the
Chairman of the Faculty Senate Appeals Board was a response to a
request from the Chairman of that Committee.

Dr. Getson strongly objected to Dr. Frumkin's letter to Dr. Keller,
which personally attacked him. Dr. Getson submitted the following
motion to be acted on following the Executive Committee's meeting
with Dr. Frumkin:

"I request that the Department members investigate the charges
against me raised by Dr. Frumkin, in his memo to Professor
Gordon Keller, dated May 20, 1974. 1 further request that the
Department investigate his charges directed at 'an unfriendly
colleague’ (identified by Dr. Frumkin to the Department Executive
Committee as Getson) in a letter to graduated students, mailed
Summer of 1974; date not known.

"I ask that the Devartment members further indicate if they find
his charges to be supported. If they do, I request that I be
appropriately disciplined with notification of my professional
colleagues and the administration of the University.

"If the accusations are not substantiated, I request that the
members of the Department express an opinion relative to the
professional and ethical appropriateness of his statements.
If his comments are considered unfounded and excessive, I
‘request that he be appropriately disciplined, with notifica-
tion to his professional colleagues and the administration of
the University."

' (Signed) Russell F. Getson

Dr. Frumkin agreed that Dr. Getson had on two occasions (last Spring)
requested, without success, to speak with him regarding the charges
made by Dr. Frumkin regarding Dr. Getson in Dr. Frumkin's letter of
May 20, 1974, to the Chairman of the Faculty Senate Appeals Board.
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Dr. Getson distributed at this meeting a response to Dr. Frumkin's
charges of May 20, 1974, This response was dated June 6, 1974, and
had not previously been distributed because he desired to speak to
Dr. Frumkin prior to distribution. (See Attachment E).

It was noted that there was some confusion regarding Dr. Frumkin's
student enrollment in the course called "Social Aspects of
Disability." Dr. Frumkin noted that he objected to the use of
numbers as a criterion of teaching ability, noting that the
Practicum often includes only six students and that this small
enrollment is no reflection on the teaching competency of the
instructor.

Dr. Frumkin said that he would not withdraw his letter of May 20, 1974,
regarding Dr. Getson, and that his remarks might be even worse.

(He did indicate that he might revise his fourth paragraph, which
deals with the class enroliment.)

Discussion regarding Dr. Frumkin's effectiveness as a teacher

a.

Dr. Frumkin recommended that the Department survey all of his prier
students, if there is a desire for knowledge about his teaching
ability.

Dr. Frumkin said that he would welcome having a person come into
his classes to survey a student opinion of his teaching (if prior
arrangements are made with him).

Dr. Saltzman said that many students have expressed concern about
Dr. Frumkin's classes and that he has encouraged many students to
discuss the matter with the instructor. Students indicated fear

of deing so.

Dr. Saltzman stated that Dr. Frumkin has repeatedly failed to
submit class evaluations, although requested to do so.

Dr. Frumkin stated that evaluations of his classes were provided
to the Faculty Senate and agreed that no member of the Department
was a copyholder of that material. He agreed to make those
evaluations available to Dr. Saltzman for the Faculty Evaluation
Files of the Department. , o

Misuse of Federal Funds charge

a.

Dr. Frumkin said that if the Department did not leave him alone,

he would bring to the attention of the Federal Government and/or

persons outside of the Department, the misuse of Federal Funds by
the Department. He said he would do this in response to what he

considers Departmental harassment.

Dr. Saltzman said that if there was information regarding misuse
of Federal Funds, it was a faculty member's duty to bring such
information to the attention of the authorities.
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5.

Dr. Frumkin's wide distribution of letters authored by him

a. Dr. Frumkin stated that he did this to insure a response.

b. Dr. Saltzman asked Dr. Frumkin why he did not indicate to whom
he was sending copies of his letter so that appropriate replies
could be sent; Dr. Frumkin said that this was to harass the
Department Chairman and to insure that he would have to come
over to his office to get the names of the copyholders of a letter.

Executive Committee actions, following discussion of the foregoing topics
with Dr. Frumkin:

1.

The Dr. Getson motion (2.b. above) was not supported by the Department
Executive Committee. The Executive Committee felt that charges against
a person should be documented before any individual should be required
to defend himself/herself.

The Executive Conmittee requested that Dr. Saltzman contact the Faculty
Senate and the Dean of the College of Education to review the information
covered in this Executive Committee meeting.

The Department Executive Committee requested that Dr. Saltzman write a
letter to Dr. Frumkin, indicating that if there has been misuse of
Federal Funds, it should be immediately reported to the proper
authorities.

The Department Executive Committee requested that Dr. Saltzman write
a letter to Dr. Sakata, soliciting information about the quality of
Dr. Frumkin's first class of Fall Quarter 1974, which was observed by
Dr. Sakata. This letter was to be written in direct response to a
request by Dr. Frumkin for this action.

The Department Executive Committee requested that Dr. Saltzman write a
memorandum to Dr. Frumkin, confirming his verbal agreement to have his
classes evaluated by students, using the standard Evaluation Form and
administered by the elected Department liaison person from the student
body.

Respectfully submitted,
Marvin S. Kaplan

" Recording Secretary for meeting
_ of October 9, 1974

MSK/hh



ATTACHMENT A

INTER-DEPARTHENTAL CORRESPONDENCE ey o g
KENT STATE UNIVERSITY 8 g»«:f’
KBNT’ GHIO N P
TO: Robert Frumkin
FROM: Glenn Saltzman | DATE: Gctober 3, 1574

SUBJECT: DEPARTMENT EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING OCTCSER 9, 1974

Your letter of Secptember 30, 1974, indicated that you would be unable to
attend the resulariy scheduled Department Execitive Conmittes meeting on
October 2, 1974, Gue to previcus coimitments. Followlng ths roceipl ol
your September 30, 1574, letter, 1 spoke to you privately and determined
that you would be able to meet with the Department Executive Committee at
Noon on October 9, 1974, and at 3:00 P.M. on Gctober 8, 1974,

I have discussed these proposed times with the Department Executive Committee,
and they have agreed to meet with you from 12:00 Noon to 1:00 P.M. on

October 9, 1974...znd if further time is ncoded for the completion of this
meeting, we will utilize th2 3:00 P.M. time period that you have reserved
(following Faculty leeting).

The Department Executive Committee would like to discuss the following two
matters with you:

i. Your solicitation of student/fzculty nominations for the 1974 Alumni -
Teaching Award (see Attachment A) and the expenses incurred for this
mailing. ‘ ‘

.

2. Your letter to Dr. Gorden Keller, of May 20, 1974 (see Attachment B) .

b : /,,.-—‘
i "/‘"f 3y -’
/ "'",». “‘;-'4!:;/ P o’
g v ¥t r‘;:‘ -
B Y Bt SR ’
6s/hh | Y L
/ , | N K /[
, . {

cc: Williem Lyle
Ray Heisey
Dean Robert Alfonso
Department Executive Committee ‘ .
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" ATTACHMENT C

-

ADr. Gordon Keller, Chairman, Faculty Scnate Appeéls Committee
Russell Gotson, Professor, CPSE ’ - May 8, 1974

STAIEH NT RELATIVE TO THE APPLAL OF DQ PO ERT FRUMKIN

'In thinking nbnut»tba zppeal hca*in« of Apzil 22, 1574, I am cencerned
~ that the questzowlor merit 5 so ruszily develeooed., I suppose this is

*

g2 functicn of =y own lack of clerity reiative to the sceps orf thiv

n
‘gppeal body, &s wull as tho wide varicty of factors surrcunding
" pr. Frimkinis situation. In order that you nzy have
.

aticon
~\?
eyt

3
-~ e

e T

4

your consider
™

.. C
" - P s ~ .

all of che in &AmatLo‘ 1 czn preovide, I uish to state nt which I

-

for
T a pol
havo pr ovicusly stated, but I hepe I ¢hall naxe nore clearly.

Dr. Fremkin's Lcrniflﬁion is a congequence of his being pald from funds

provided by on agsency cxternal to the University. The question of why
he was paid {ron such “coft” Funds is concerned with both the relatienship
of hisg profe sional preparaticen and the ovaluaiion'of his effectiveness,

Dyr. Frurmkin wzs emoloyed orlginnlly to assist vi*h the direction of
pasterfs degveo thesss, tench courses related to yesearch, and provide
. instruction reinted to the secial i*plic:iio“' of disability. The
- requirensznt that all naster's condidates wrlte thcoee vas rTemoved g5 a
.¢ollegiel reguirzenent abVﬂrﬂl years £go, 1ha course yveguiroment in the
aren of rchabilitaticn coun seling is so heavy thut very fow students cloct

to wxrite a thesis.

“The ‘research courses and courses related to the social 2snects of

disebility have had very low enrollnments since their incection., The only

“course Dr. Y““Wﬁlﬂ has tauzht that has had zerular usczge by students in
~the area hes been a required course on comnmunity reosources, A number of

years azo, Dr. Frumkin wes urgzed to vrepare himself throush tsking courses

et ns O

‘in counseoling procedures and a nracticum, so that he could assist with
_instruction in tha core prorran of the Dopartrent, He did toke such
-.courses; hesever, his preoeravion in these aress was similar to that of

-~

students corpleting a waster’s procram. Hz had neither experience or
dopth imn the tecching of such courses.,

DPr. Pruzkin wrs evaluated as the lcast-valucd marmher of tba‘DAnart“cnt

by the Executive Cecnmittee in the 1972-73 r:r\*wa of faculty for salary,

He provided no evidence cof teaching efrectiveness, as required by Denartment
Policy, a2nd the JL&FC”“H» of his colleacuns was that he was the least
effective rerber of the Denartrment, Unile I do not have data relative to

“his year-by-ycar eveluztions, he was urnzed by the Departrent to tind

exployrent elscivhere in 1971-72.  He actually sought other employoent,
snd the Bepartment Chalrman (t*en Dr. Litwack) assisted him in making
overtures within the Uﬂiversity.

RG/hh ‘ o

¢c: Glenn Szltzrean
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May 20,1974

To: Dr. Gordon Keller Chal maﬁ, Faculty Senate

Appeals Board « .
iate Profensor (Rehabilitauion Counseling

From: Robert M. Frumcin, Assoc
subject: Prolcsseor Russell Getson's quregenf to the Appeals Board

A bigot is @& person SO bllnded by his own préjudioes that no facts

change his intolerant mind. If he uses any facts at-all they are sp
s3lcched oneg,'LeanWv out of contexd, which are employed to bolst

specious autnorivye. & He is a true béliever - the kind of person desc

by Eric Hofiere.

He 1is a man nho knows it all qnd has no dounts abou
he knows. : .

-

Such & man is; unfobtunately, Professor Russell Gebson. And the best ex

of his distortions of reality 13 his May 88,1974 gtat mont addr“coﬁd to

your Boarde.

know edge of th@ rﬁhqbllltau

" Professor Getson has very superficial
ccounseling PTOogram. His intewn$etation of its history vhus reIlFCbu h
biases more than they reTlect ths fact

thesis in r“rahvllcarloq counseling noi because of heavy course reguil

2z
L3
. Tew students elect te write a
1 s
ts interested in rechabilitation counseling are md

but becsuse The situdan

interested in helping pecple than doing research about peoples Lh“f are
people oriented rathoxr than intellectually orienbed. It was recognitvlon
this fact which led to the dropping oi the research coursc 2s a rDOUva
for the l{.Ed. degreees ' - ~

The course on the SO"Jdl as Dects oi dlbabilltv hgs h d high not low
ments since its ﬂﬁcobu on because it is a reouirsd coursce 5. 1t has had =
rmch regular "us age' Dy rehabl lLLation counseling students as community
resources, anothier redu course ., Obher requirsed courses with regulsar
usage which have been T by me include the Counseling Pracvicum,
fdvanced Pracitlicunm R iation Counseling, and the Internship in

0 e
®
o8

1

'mxb‘ﬁ*x*

i

1
booct

,.
o

+
[61]
M
)
[

Rena ilitation Couunssii

juf

(]

PrOLBSsor Cetson is terribly wrong about %ow I came to teach the Couns:
Practicum. The chairman of the department. back in 1970 wanted me to ¥
the Counseling Practicum and I refusad because I felt I was not as ad
ly prepzred to tezch it as I should be even thouzh he thouzht soc. Bec
wanted to teach that course I decided on iy own TO take ths core coun
courses offsred by the department so that I would be better prepared

teach tho practicum. In addition to taking thoss core courses over &

of one year I also voluntarily attended workshops in Gestalt and Rati
Therepy in order to improve my skills, It was only when I felt profes:
prepared to teach that practicum d*d I accept the challenge to do so.
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(contlnuoc on page 2)



. Creative Activity Mot Necessarily leading to Publi
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Page 2- Comments on the Getson Statement to the Apﬁealé Board (contlnu
.- : _;‘. ,

Since Frofessor Getson neter Look Lhe troubls to Find oul, or si

-

mpdly
fgnorel the facts,he never mnentioned the fact that I workgd as a psychi
social worker in a state mental hospital, that I had a six months inte:
in a mental health clinic, that I did marriage and family counseling 1
almost ten years, and that I am & full member of the American Psycholc
Association ( my major shtudies being in developrzental, aobnormal, clini
_and soclal psychology)e.ror many ysars il have taught courses in marriag
. and the famity. worked in various kinds of renabilitsiicn agencies, an:
depth and breadth of sexperience in worling with different kinds of pec:

which few peopiec in our departnent have,

Dr. Litwack was  given standzard cevaiuavion iorms (COURSE .¥D

Professor Getson is dsadly inaccurate aboubt the 1972-73
evaluations were made by Dr. L. Litwack indevzndently e
page 45 of R,l. Frumikinfs Relsvant Docunents.)iuring that

EVALUZTION IBM forms) from my classes but chose to ignore them even to

e mentioncd the fact thet they were good and that I should -be proud o
nen . §
On the item of Classzoom Teaching, Dr. Litwack gave me a rating of 41

EP)

is desicnated as "Iess than average performance(barely acceptadle).” T

Litwack also gave me & 4 rating on Reassarch and Publication even thoug

I had fourpepers published in professioconal journals. lie gave me a 4 ra
G

“for Servick to Students even though I kept more offics hours than re
. served onl.several doctoral and masters commitiees, and holped severa

" was & member of the XSU Speakewrs Bureau , gave talks on area radio

‘...J

sglve serious problems througn extendsd counseling sesgslons. Hs gavo n
4Frating on Service to the University and College even though I served
the Artist-Lecture Serics Commititee and the Editorial Board of thz ES
Dr. Litwack gave me a 4 rating on Service to the Department even thous
completed an excellent report on ths Rehabilitation Counseling Prozram

- NCATE and wrobte a grant proposal which got KSU $46,000 plus for the

Rehabilitation Counseling ProZram, He gave me a O rating on Scholarly

'
“+

Y b ry oo
3]

ca
I was heavily involved in a longitudinal study of thes socilal and se
adjustment of spinal cora injured persons at the Highland View Hospi
Cleveland . He gave me a 4 rating for Seriice to Community even though

o

&)

A

<
etc. He gave me a 4 rating for Parvicipation in Professicnal Organilzat
even thougnh I gave a paper at a stale counselang assocliatlon conlersnc

"am chairman of the ¥& Ohio Chapter of the SSSS, etc.In Tact, Dr. Litwa

evelutation is so grossly in error ( and deliberately so) that,il I we
litigious enough, I could justTly sus him for libsl. : C

I feel thzat any professor who 1s a bilgot has no place in a University.
Professor Getson has shown himselfl to be a bigot. He is not simply a
.of good will making & human error. He is an intelligent man so blinde
his prejudicecs that he distorts, ignores, and misuses facts to dsfame
own collsagues, It was in 1971 that Dr. Getson and Dr. Litwack (bigot
towork together) threatened me with dismissal i I didn'!t resign. In
self~rignteous view ol The world bisots cannot Ttolerate anvons wno do=
fit their Procrustzan standards. Somedcay, I hope, Tthoy shzil

peopls can be z3 ccempisent as they are even il they are not one of the
ftunnel-visioned bunnh,If Dr., Getson were an opon-minded, humanistic so
porson I think hew ould aprologize to me for nis Hay 8th stabtement, How
I doubt very much if this is possible, I he weren'!t a true believsr,
May 8th statemzsnt woula not have been written.

>
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Lo oLgarn o -

.

/9/.9'/ .ﬁ/.,...«/)..z. —



\ - ATTACHMENT E

:NTER-DEPAPTMENTAL CORPESPONDENCE - .

KENT STATE UNIVERSITY o 5@ ;
/1

KENT, OlIO

TO: Robert Frumkin, Assoc, Professor, CPSE
FROM: Russell Getson, Professor, CPSE DATE: June 6, 1974

SUBJECT: YOUR !MEMO TO DR. GORDON KELLER, CHAIR&%N OF FACULTY SENATE
APPEALS COIMAITTEE, DATED MAY 20, 1274

A copy of your reaction to my May 8, 1974, statement to the Faculty Senate
- Appeals Committee was given to me. This memo is addressed to your concern
that my understanding eud interpretation of your stetus was in gxor. I
shall not attempt to respond to your personal attack upon me.

Your third paragraph indicates little, if @ny, disasgrcement with my statement.
You were brought here primarily to assist with thethese in the master's

degree program for rehabilitation counselcrs. The demand for thesis advising
has nearly disappearsd. Before I wrote my May 8, 1974, statement, I checked

. their accuracy with Drs. Palmerton, Szkata, and Litwack., You agree with us

that thesis dirccting is currently in little demend in the program. Apparently.
the disagresment is on the rationale for why students are not writing theses.

I don't see any value in debating that point. '

In your fourth paragraph, you protest "The course on the social aspects of
disability has had high, not low, enrollrents,..." I wrote in wmy letter

v, ..and courses velated to the social aspects of disability.” I was referring
primerily to the course you prepared titled "Seminar: Sex and the Handicapped.”
1 reviewed your teaching load and discovered you had taught a course titled
"Medical-Behavioral Information for Rehabilitation Coumselors.™ I was not
aware that course was also sometinmes called The Sccisal Aspects of Disability.

I was further mislcad because Dr. Sakata is the instructor of reccrd. But,
sure enough, you do teach it. Curriculum Committee records indicate you

taught the course Spring 1969, Spring 1971, Spring 1972, and Winter 1974, with
enTollments of 9, 5, 25, and 22 students. The course has, in the same interval,
been taught by Coven, (Winter 1970 cnrollment 37}, and Sakata (Vinter 1971

and Spring 1973 enrollments of 34 and 41). Your reference to the enrollments
being high still raises the question of, "Relative to what?' You had an
average enrollment of 15, and the other jnstructors had an average enrcllment
of 37. If you present that course as evidence of significant teaching activity
central to the mission of the Department, it misses the mark.

The comments about the history of your preparatiocn to teach practicum raises
some questions. Some of your background was unknown to ne. 1 derived my
data from the vita you prepared for NCATE and from a document you prepared
in support of your promotion, dated January 1971. 1 would expect these
documents describe what you now cite as evidence of extensive counseling

training and experience. They did not.

But, even more unclear to me is why, if you actually liad a great deal of

T nerience as a comncelny , did ven refuse ta teach nracricum
because you were "...not as adequately prepared to teach it as I should be,."?
Your use of background data strikes me as rather cavalier.



Robéert Frumkin =24 T Jwme 6, 1974 = o,
' ‘ : ’ WW‘;; ',;7 %5’45

A second point with which you take issue is relative to whether you toock the
work to prepare yourself voluntarily or were urged to take the-work., According
to my recollection (which is confirmed by Dr. Palmerton, the Rehabilitation
Counselor Program Coordinator, and Dr. Litwack, the Department Chairman), in
1969 and earlier you were teaching courses you did not wish to teach and:
students were complaining about the quality of your -teaching. There was a
need for you to teach courses in the Program core. You were asked to teach

the practicum, as a way of involving you in something in which you could be
successful and make a teaching contribution to the Department. You refused

and then engaged in taking the Cepartmental counseling courses. Whether this
was voluntary or not, you and I interpret differently. Certainly you were

told that you would have to assume some of the teaching load of courses central
to the Department's mission, How you chose to prepare yourself was not pre-
scribed. In my judgment, to claim my statement was ''...terribly wrong...",
when the only thing at issue seems to be your motivation for taking the couvse
you chose, seens to me an effort to dodge the issus. In fact, your whole

point is unrelated to my memo. I stated that your preparation "...was similar
to that of students completing a master's program.' You cite a counle of
week-end workshops in Cestalt and Reality Therapy, as well as other undocumenter
training and expericnce, as evidence that you are well-trained to teach rehab-
ilitation counseling.

I assume the thrust of your argument is that you had a rich and varied back-
ground that was relevant to work as a counselor educator. Your taking the
master's level courses in Counscling Procedures and Practicum, as well as some
workshops, enabled you to bring your background to bear on such teaching
responsibilities. I would entertain such an argument as worthy of study. The
tragedy is that you have waited four years to make it.

You have a long paragraph on Page 2, which starts, "Professor Cetson is deadly
inaccurate about the 1972-73 evaluations.'" You proceed with a lengthy attack
on Dr. Litwack's evaluation of you. You are correct that I did not participatc
in your professional evaluation in 1872-73. You misunderstood my written
statement, howsver. I referred to the ".,.ranking of faculty for salary."

This was a composite ranking, prepared by the members of the Executive Committe.
which I chaired as Acting Department Chairman. You were ranked lowest in the
Department by that grcoup.

ct

I guess the tragedy of this whole affair is that I resvect your high level of
writing ond. productivity. I have wanted your involvement in the affairs of

the Department and I have believed you could make a rather special contribu-
tion to the counseling profession because of your abilities and interests.

My hope that you would make a contribution to the growth of the Department

has been repeatedly disappointed. 'hile you obviocusly don't believe it, I have
wanted you to be a significant part of this Department. Your uniqueness
injected into the Department could be a tremendous stimulant, even though it
would also be an irritant. We need prodding! You have, instead, withdrawn
from the Department. You have been a wasted resource. You tend to blame others
but I was part of two days of meetings with this Department when its members
pleaded with you to join us in our efforts. That was in 1970, Since then,
there have been other pleas by individuals, including me. You still rarely
attend meetings, and when you do attend, you contribute little or nothing. I

du noi yuesiion your potential to contribute to the Denartment., It 1s your fov)

4

performance that failg to fulfill the promise, | g

RG/hh



Robert Frumkin

cc: President Glenn 0Olds
" Dean Robert Alfonso
Dr. Glenn Saltzman
"Dr. Gordon Keller
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‘lNTER-DEF’ARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE

KENT STATE UNIVERSITY _ 294
KENT, OHIO N S—
To Robert Frumkin
FROM Glenn Saltzman ' R DATE November 4, 1974

suBJECT CLASS VISITATIONS AND REQUEST EA"OR DOCUMENTATION OF CHARGES

Following the meeting with Mrs. Gabalac on October 30, 1974, it
was- agreed that Ms. Benshoff and I would attend the first portion
of your November 5, 1974, class and announce to students the '
procedures they would need to take to register concerns about this
particular class (in that a number of students have privately
discussed concerns about this particular class with their respective
advisers), or other Departmental courses in which they are enrolled.-
Ms. Benshoff and I will also visit this class (Philosophy and S
Principles of Rehabilitation) on November 12, 1974, in its entirety.
_ You also agreed to document the charges made by you against colleagues
in this Department, and asked that I put in writing the exact charges
that you have made for which documentation was requested. You agreed
to document these charges by November 15, 1974. (Following my meeting
with you and Ms. Benshoff, I explained the above-mentioned agreement
‘to the Department Executive Committee, and they endorsed the necessity
of you documenting your charges by November 15, 1974, because of the
extremely serious nature of each of your charges.)

On behalf of the Executive Committee, I am requesting you to document
the following charges, made by you, by November 15, 1874:.

1. Document your charges of misuse/misappropriation of Federal
Funds on the part of one or more members of this Department,
as requested in my memorandum of October 18, 1974. ‘

2. Document your charges of bigotry against Drs. Getson and Litwack,
"~ as charged by you in your letter to Gordon Keller, dated
May 20, 1974.

3. Document your charges of lying against Drs. Palmerton and Sakata,
included in your letter to Odessa Fellows, dated October 16, 1974.

4. Although documentation is not required by the Department
Executive Committee regarding your charges of unethical
behavior on the part of other Kent State University faculty
members involved in the "Outstanding Teacher" Awards, the
Department Executive Committee urges you to submit the
evidence you have regarding those charges, to the Department
Chairman for appropriate forwarding, or to Mr. Donald Shook,
Director of Alumni Relations. ‘ :

~e [l

Pt f ABEE

cc: Department Executive Committee
bcc: Dean Robert Alfonso
Ray Heisey
- Tom Moore



To: Dr. Glenn Saltzman - . November 15,1974 /2?
From: R.M. Frumkin ‘ : ‘
Suogect. CHiRGES AGAINST DRS. GETSON & LITWACK MADS IN LY MAY 20,

1974 LETTIZR TO DR. GORDON KELIER - 3@5’
Since people have o tendency to overrsac 50 powerful hurub such as
bigot I will change my charges against Drs. Getson and Litwack and

simply state that here are two of my colleagues who are not very
oh!ectlve when 1t comes to anythiiing concerning my work at AsU. L
cannot satisfactorily communicate with these men because there is

-a wall of their own constructicn which always seems to stand vetvieen
use« They look at me but do nct see me. They listen to me but they
do not hear me. Lo matter now miany facts are presented to them they
st1ill act as 1f the only ones which exist are the negative ones. The

do not loock at me as whole human being. Instead they select (conscio
1y or unconsciously)only those facts which support their preconceptl
of me. They have been comvuletbely taken Dby the lies of Drs. dakata an
Palmerton whicih I spezk acout in my Nov.l4,1974 letter to you. In my
May 20,1974 letter to Ir. Keller , in paragrawu.l vage 2, I spell
out the reasons why I feel Dr. Litwack is not very obJective. I thin
that that letter to Lr., Keller also states rather clearly why I feel
that Lr. Getson is also not very oojective. The rest o the evidencs
is presented in my Nov.l4,1874 lvtter to you. You might also look at

my 1969-1974 report to the Graduate Faculty which should be in Lr.
Eartts office. If a1l this 1s insuflficlent evidence supporting my
charges that Drs. Getson and Litwack are not very objective, please
tell me what else I can provide for you and I shall do my best to
get it for you.

'3

I see Dr. Getson's llay 8,1974 letter very much like T see iis. Gabal:
recent letter. It tekes lSOlaued facts, nalf-truths, and wnole tTm
and weaves them into a fabric wnich, disorted by blaauu, feeds on
weaknesses of its rsaders in insidious ways. As I have suggested 1
the case of lis. Gabalac, so I suggest 1n the case of Drs. Geuson a
Litwack that their need to defame me is an unsound need which warrsar
psychotherapeutic scrutiny. I alsc think that Urs., Palmerton and Sal
are in need of such sgutiny.

[
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My conclusion, conseguently, after much soul searching and exaninzti
of the evidence, nas come to be that Drs. Palmerton, Sakata, Getson,
Litwack are not so much persons who are non-okjective persons- and/or
liars as they are people wno are in need of psychotheraveutic attent
For this reason, since the misusers/misappropriators are among taess
men, I refuse to make any charges at this time because I realize tnz
it is unfair to bring charges against men who are not fully responsi
for their acticns. I now consider my responsibilitiss to the Execubi
Committee, as spelled out in your Nov.4,1974 memo to me, completed.
Please withdraw my charges of bigotry and lying relative to Drs. Get
Litwack, Palmerton, and Sakata, and instead, for thneir sake and for
the sake of the department!s welfare, see that these men are helped
by sore competent psychotherapists as soon as possible,

I do not make the above suggestion in jest. It 1s a serious recommen
ion, based on humanistic,COﬂcern and on my considerable knowledge ab

wemam Al ATl s d mmnsm ] -:‘\'l
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As for my place in the department, I feel that you, Glenn, are
together enough to start getting rid of the poison that has been
fod to you about me and see the real me, the whole ms and not my
weaknesses alonee.

I would be willing to subject myself to examination before an '
indspendent licensed psychotherapeutic team of experts concerning
‘'my mental nealth status at the present time. However, at this time,
I frankly do not believe that Drs. Getson, Litwack, Sakata, and
Palmerton can get a clean bill of health from such a ?eam. They ,,
could not explain their behavior toward me in any rational way. 7%

cc: Dr. John Snyder

vl
Ms., Odessa Fellows

-e_:_b' E.I‘.I’l. ) A o -

## Important Addendum: Since I have had years of harassment by ILrs.

Getson, Litwack,Palmerton, and Sakata, I, therefore, feel justified
setting some timetables and consequences if these timetables are
not met within those limits without reasonaple excuses:

l. By Dec.7,1974, I expect a written and signed letter of apology
to me stating that they realize they have been unfair to me
- these past years and they are genuninely sorry for their
misdeeds and will try to act more like the competent procfessio
al counselors they potentially are;

2« By Dec.7,1974, I expect that a written and signed letter be
sent all members of our department faculty, department
.secretaries, and graduste assistants, the Dean of the College
-of Education, the Provost, and the President of the Universicy
stating that they realize they have besn unfair to me and thas
they will try to change their ways in the future.

If the above demands are not met, I will take appropriate action
agalnst these men without any further altruistic hesitation.Therefor

please make ;these demands known to Drs. Getson,Litwack, Palmerton,
and Sakata and urge them to meet them before Dec.7,1974.,

And if those of these men who I know(and they know who they are)are
guilty of misusing/ misappropriating and attempting to extort federa
funds in our trust have met my Lec.7,1974 deadiine, I will,along
with you, Glenn, discuss with them ways in which they can correct
their misdeeds without our having to resort to any distasteful
criminal procedures. Just in the same way I was permitted to correct
my alleged misuse of the KSU mail service with respect to the 1974
Alumni Awards for Distinguished Teaching and was not criminally
prosecuted, so I feel that my colleagues, even though their misdeeds
are of a more serious nature, deserve an opportunity to correct thei:
mistakes without the necessity or taking punitive action.If, however
by Dec.7,1974, they have not completed the reasonable task I regueste
of them, T will beccme oo dchached as you are, Glenn, and provids
you with the evidence that might, unfortunztely, lead to their
criminal prosecution and summary dismissal from the Universitye.

I sincerely hope this can be avoided,
V ’,r'j f" ; ﬂ) Bony oy %;&
[E b0 T Feomritn

X
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TO

FROM

SUBJECT YOUR OCTOBER 9, 1974, CHARGES OF

INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESP’ONDENCE a/ru
KENT STATE UNIVERSITY 5%7
KENT, OHIO o -

Robert Frumkin

Glenn Saltzman DATE Qctober 18, 1974

MISUSE/MISAPPROPRIATION OF FEDERAL FUNDS BY ONE OR
MORE MEMBERS OF THE COUNSELING & PERSONNEL SERVICES EDUCATION DEPARTMENT

In your appearance before the CPSE Department Executive Committee
on October 9, 1974, you indicated that you had in your possession
evidence regarding the misuse/misappropriation of federal funds, by
one or more members of the CPSE Department.

Following the statement you made in this regard, I urgefyou to submit
this evidence to me or any other appropriate University Official, for
review. You stated that you would only submit this information if
members of the CPSE Department continue to ''harass' you, by asking you
to account for your actions in this Department.

At the conclusion of the CPSE Executive Committee meeting, it was
decided that I should write you a brief memorandum, urging you to
document your charges of misuse/misappropriation of federal funds by
members of this Department, and submit this documentation to me or
any other appropriate University Official.

Please notify me, as soon as possible, your plans for sharing the

evidence that you now possess, regarding misuse/misappropriation of
federal funds by any member of the CPSE Department. :

GS/hh

cc: Dean Alfonso
CPSE Executive Committee
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Tos Dr. Jolm Saydezr, Dr. G. Salvtzuan, & Henbers of the CPSE Dept. Enecutive Comulibse
Re: Actiloms Planned im Relatlea to Dra. litwack, Getson, Peloerten; & Sakaia
Froms: RoM, Fruzlda

Since Drsm. Liftuaslk, Gotoen, Palmorton, & Ssiaia have not ecommmicated with

re in spy rocsomsble way concarning oy recent regquests I do plan to take aglion
apainst thone=Howevor. sizce o parsopal clergency has come uwp wadeh wilid
necensitase ny leaving tovm ghorsly aiber the onsrier cads, ¢he plovned sevilcns
will have %o wolb watil fhie bepimudng of the Winter Quarier, 1975, 1 am astill
willizg to gi% dowa exd talk wilh the peritiss corcerned bul, as yebt, thoy have
not indicaded g desire o do oo Ia e sbasnes of euch indivadions, £ have

no sther chodes than {o do whet Lz distastelul %o ga and will be excvedingly
dzzzaging 3o the men ecncorned aad the reputaticn of the undversiiy. I anyone
hap aayr aliernatives o suggest, those alternatives shiould Le commmundoated

to me as sosn es peIsibla

%




KENT STATE DEPA‘RTMEN'} OF GRADUATE

EDUCATION

UNlVERS'TY COUNSELING AND PERSONNEL

SERVICES EDUCATION
KENT, OHIO 44242 (216) 672-2662

October 16,1974

Ms. Odessa Fellows

Office for Civil Rights

U.S. Dept. of Health, Education,& Welfare
55 Erieview Plaza

Cleveland, Ohio 4411k

Dear Ms., Fellows:

In the past couple of yearsthe Kent State University has had
finaneial problems serlous enough to Justify the removal of a
number of untenured faculty. Ever since I've been on the faculty
at KSU (March,1967), I've been on soft money, my salary being
paid by a training grant from HEW-SRA(actually for 197%—75, XKsSU
i%paying half of my salary and the grant ishaying half).Although
I've been a member of the Graduate Faculty, more specifieally a
fu1l member gqualified to direct doctoral dissertations, and have
been such a full member from the very be#¥nning, and although I
received tenure in 1509, this past year because iiseemed as 1if
1973=7% would be the last year that HEW=-SRA would provide us with
the funding which paid my salary, the University gave me notice
that my position at KSU would end on June 15,1974.Because I have
tenure and because I feel I'm doing my job well at KSU, and
because I felt the University was using its financlal problems
and the antiecipation of no grant funding my position in 1974=75
as an efcuse to get rid of me, I appealed my case before the KSU
Faculty Senate, :

After reviewing my case, the Faculty Senate Appeals Board unanimous
(a2 five-person group) recommended to Pres. Olds that my non-reappoil
ment be rescinded and further pointed out that the University was
in clear violation of 1ts own ACADEMIC POLICY BOOK with regard to
my non-reappointment.(Seecenclosed statement from the Board,5/8/74)

The University reluctantly accepted the recommendation of the Board
Soon after I was awarded a grant for the 1974=75 academic year, I
received a statement from the Dean of the College of Educatlon,
namely, Dr. Robert Alfonso, stating that all the members of our
department should now take the responsibility of deciding which twe
of the three members of the Rehabilitation Counseling Program staff
should remain on the staff in the future ( a nlice way of stating
which one should go). This request ¢see July 3,1974 memo from Dr,
Alfonso) was followed by a department meeting on August 27,197#

in which by a vote of 94 against 1 it was decided that Dr. Sakata
and Dr. Palmerton remain on the staff and that I find employment
elsewhere,(See memo from Dr., Saltzman, department chairman, to

Dr. Alfonso, dated Aug.30,1974) ,
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The vote of 9% to 1 against me at the Aug.27th,1974% meeting was
based on the presentation of a very biased and erroneous statement’
by Dr. Sakata and Dr. Balmerton ( see their July 31,1974 memo to

Dr., Saltzman which was passed around to all department members).
That statement,entitled REHABILITATION FACULTY RETENTION, 1s based ¢
a gross distor%ion of the factsand pmesentation of lies and the
deliberate omission of anything which might make me appear like

a competent faculty member., For example, Dr, Sakata & Dr. Palmerton
state that I lack the background and the interest to teach the core
courses. Since this suggests lack of background relative to their
own background, I'd like to point out that gqualititively and quantit
ively, my work history in the field of rehabilitationfricherrthan bo
of theirsisSakata had only 2% yrs. full-time work experience before
coming to KSU, all in cne kind of setting, namely, agencies for the
blind. Palmerton had 6 months work in a school for the blind and les
than 2 yrs. as a chaplain in a boy's industrial school, before comin
to KSU. By contrast, before I came to KSU, I worked full-time for

2 yrs, for the Chio Dept. of Mental Hygimene & Correction, 1% yrs.
with an anti-poverty program in Hough(Cleveland), 1 yr. with an
agency for the aged, and 6 months with an agency for the blind. I
also spent one summer working as a psychiatric social worker in a
state mental hospital, Sakata and I also spent 18 months each as
medical corpsmen in the US Air Force and Navy respectively.Since
coming to KSU I have taught all of the core courses in the rehabilit
ion counseling program except two. I have also taught a course that
nobody else has taught, namely, a course on Sex and the Handicapped.
I, therefore, do not understand how Dr.Sakata and Dr. Palmerton have
the gall to suggest that I lack the background to teach the core
courses.l have never had any lack of interest in teaching the core
courses., In fact, since coming to EKSU I have done everything I could
to better prepare myself to do the best possible job I cowld in
teaching those core courses in the rehabilitation counseling progra:z
as well as the core courses in the whole department.

My colleagues state that I:gghe virtually nothing at all to add to
departmental "unity, strength, or potential growth." Both Dr. Szakates
and Dr. Palmerton neglected to mention the fact that I was the
"uncooperative® colleggme who wrote the research papers which they
gladly became "co-authors™ of and when they were published they read
used these publications of theirs(?) in order to become full members
of the Graduate Faculty with the right to direct doctoral dissertati
They also used these publications of thetrs(?® to obtain promotions
pay ralses, Their statement concerning my contribution to the depart
seems to be lacking something, doesn't it?

In the Annual Report of our department, dated July 18,197%, from Dr.
Litwack to Dr. Hart, Dr. Palmerton, in reviewingz the productivity of
the Rehabilitation Counseling does not mention anything about my
contributions during the year. It seems as i1f I don't even exist, t&
only he and Dr. Sakata teach courses in the program. (See Page 4 of
the Annmal Report)

The attached departmental minutes of Jan,29 and Feb.3, 1971 show the
there was a threat to dismiss me at that time i1f I didn't resign.Thi
threat followed my being made an honcorary member of the-Black Studer
Caucas and my organizing a symposium on "The Kent State Massacre™ fc
the 1971 (April) national meetings of the American Personnel and
Guidance Association. As punishment for not resigning I was the onij
faculty member in the department that received no raise that year.
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Relatively speaking, in terms of pay raises and promotions, nobody
in the whole College 6f Education, and certainly in my department,
has been treated as unfairly as I have and still remained on the
faculty. (See Doc.#32, a record of my salary since coming to KSU).

Dr. Palmerton keeps telling everyone I have no students. He was

a bit red-faced when he saw the Fall,197% enrollment for our
department.(See Sept.27,1974 enrollment statement) Well, for the
Fall,197% quarter Palmerton has 37 students and Sakata has 31.

My enrollment 1s 74, more than both Palmerton and Sakata combined.

Enough of this, Here is my complaint short and simplees I am a
Humanist and have been one since 1951, Humanism is my religious
orientation, my credo. I believe in justice, brotherhood, and
peace and I am against injustice, senseless violence and killing,
and all the things which make people enemies to each other. Boilh
inside and outside of the University I have actively worked for
these Humanistic ideals. I feel that both my department and the
Un¥versity has punished me for actively supporting these ideals
and hags either ignored or belittled my real and substantial
contributions to my department, the University, the community, and
to the many hundreds of students I have significantly helped over
the years. And since the University is always crying about 1ts lack
of money why does it seem to quickly forget that I helped it get

$ 78,277 1in federal monies to support our rehabilitation counselir
program in the past two years?*And since the College of Education
has been lamenting about its lack of scholars ( Dr. Alfonso stated
in his first talk to the entire faculty of the college, Sept.,1574,
that we need and should support the scholars among us), why doesn't
the college recognize that it has such a scholar in me ? I havs ont
of the best records of scholarship in the entire University.” When
I fought for and with Black students in their struggle to get feir
treatment in our department, when I was the only member of our
department made an honorary member of the Black Student Caucas, ant
when I organized and chaired a symposium on "The Kent State Massac:
I made a lot of enemies, -

I would like to stay at KSU. I would also kike to be treated fairij;
in the matters of raises, summer school teaching assignm=nts, exte:
service assignments, promotions, and graduate assistant assignment:
I need the help of an agency like yours. Can you help me?

Sincerely,

) @Ml{ %;J(uw

ert M, Frumkin

My office tel.# 1s 672-2662;
home # is 678-3258

* See CONTEMPORARY AUTHORS(1970). Have more than 150 publications
in professional Jjournals, books, symposia, encyclopedias,etc.

P.S. See more comments on page Y.

#See Dr.T W, pqc,%lmz‘:l\/s LoAtns alrout me,.[WQI-'[é’ﬁWTW’U(
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Just realized I neglected to make a very basic point which I have
never heard mentioned in connection with my case as it relates to
the University's lack of funds. In all the discussions about lack
of funds there-is always something mentioned about cutting down
those programs which have the fewest students and the least student
interest. It has always been assumed that of the five areas in the
department that Rehabilitation Counseling has the fewest students
and has generated the least interest. However, the March,l97k
Report of the Admissions Committee of the Counselor Education Dept.
(see attachment) that the Rehabilitation Counseling Program, since
March,1971 has had more applicants screened for admission than

any other program in the department, and School Psychology has

had one-fourth the number of applicants. Since 1966, Rehabilitation
Counseling has had 291 masters graduates but School Psychology
only 72. In 1973 Rehab. Counseling had 24 masters graduates and
gchool Psychology only 9. Therefore, if the University is serious
about the money pimch it seems that the Sc¢éhool Psychology staff
(they have three staff members) should be the one to be cut and .
not the Rehabilitstion Counseling staff. This matter should be
thoroughly investigated.

Another point. In the Spring,1972, I organized and chaired the -
department's Second Annual Conference on Racism in cooperation
with members of the Black Student Caucas. Again in 1972 1 was
the only one who didn't get a pay raise and was threatened again
with dismissal if I didn't resigne ,



ﬁadxg&<¢{4é%
/s

Z,

3 m

To: Dr. Glenn Saltzman "'Noveﬁber 14,1974

From: ReMe Frumkin )
Subject: THE DISHONESTY OF DRS. K. PALMERTON & R. SAKATA

In their memo entitled "Rehabilitation Faculty Retention"(7/31/74)
Drs. Palmerton and Sakata continue to demonstrate their blatant
dishonesty when it comes to discussing anything concerning my
work at KSU., They state that the basis of retention should be
demonstrated commitment to teaching the rehabilitation core
curriculum and the departmental core curriculum.Neither Dre, Sakata
nor Dr. Palmerton have demonstrated a commitment to rehabilitation
counseling in the past two years, If anything, both men have demon=
strated rather openly their desire to get rid of t he rehabilitatim
program and to concentrate their efforts in other areas. Dr.Sskata
for the past two years has been interested in college counseling and
running the Guidance Bureau. Dr. Palmerton has given up both the
coordinatorship of the Rehabilitation Counseling Program and the
HEW-SRA Training Grant and has centered his interests on the department
core curriculume. Like Dr, Palmerton, prior to the Spring of 1974, Dr.
Sakata has had less and less interest in the Rehabilitation Counseling
Program.It was in the Fall of 1973 that both Drs. Sakata and Palmerton
made a case for the discontinuance of the nenabilitation Counseling
Program.They put their case in writing in a memo entitled “Discontinuan
of the Rehapilitation Program" dated November 20,1973, addressed to the
Executive Committee of our department. Allegedly that memo was from
the "Rehabilitation Program Faculty." But that was an unmitigated lie
and I strongly objected to that memo because I had nothing to do with
writing it. I expressed my displeasure with that memo in & memo to
the Executive Committee dated November 21,1973,.It is interesting that
now Drs. Sakata and Palmerton want to do everything in their power to
hide that self-incriminating memo. I, therefore, contend that the
renewed interest of Drs. Sakata and Palmerton in the welfare of the
Rehabilitation Counseling Program has been motivated by self-preserzat~
ion and not love for the program and its survival.It was only when
Dean Alfonso gave us the choice of wiping out the Rehabilitation
Counseling Program (which he has characterized as the lowest priority
program in the College because of its alledggd disconneckion from
schools and education) or keeping the program but retaining on-1ly
two of its staff that Drs. Sakata and Palmerton suddenly renewed their
interest in the Rehabilitation Program. So the commitment of Dr. Sakata
and Dr. Palmerton to the Rehapilitation Counseling Program and the
core courses in that program is conditional if not plainly opportunisti
In short, their commitment depends entirely on which way the wind is
blowing. And as every good sailor knows one must cooperate with the
wind to survive, '

As far as teaching core rehabilitation courses, I have taught as many
or more than Dr. Sakata and Dr. Palmerton, especially in recent years,
The only department core courses I have taught have been the counseling
practicum and community resources, I came to teach community resources
because nobody else in the department wanted to teach it., It should be
emphasized that since I have been 100% salaried by the HEW=-SRA grant
each year up until September,1974, that theoretically it has been my
duty to devote 100% of my teaching commitments to the rehabilitation
counseling courses. That is, according to the mandate of our grant I
should be teaching only rehabilitation counseling courses.Actuadly,
this 100% mandate has applied to Dr. Palmerton as well as me but he

has not paid mmeh attentlion to it, So let us get the facts straight
on this point. While I have been on the facul y at KSU I have created
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two new courses for the department and one for the Scociology Department
For the department I have created one rehabilitation counseling course,
Sex and the Handicapped, and one general course, Writing for Professio:
al Publications(which has become an all-University course). For the
Soclology Department I have created a course called The Sociology of
Art. My alleged lack of interest in teaching core rehabilitatinn
courses is absurd. The only time I have refused to teach a course

was back in 1969 when I was asked to teach a section of the counseling
practicum and felt inadequatedy prepared at that time to teach it.
Since that time, on my own, because I wanted To be adequately prepared
to teach it competently, I took steps to help me be prepared to teach
ite In the last few years I have taught that course. Drs. Sakata and
Palmerton point to the QISR reports as having facts about who has
taught what over the years. Objective examination of those reports
demonstrate that Drs. Palmertion and Sakata are full of bolognha. The
QISR reports show very clearly that in recent years that Drs. Sakata
and Palmerton have had interests which are less and less concenbtrated
in the area of rehabiditation counseling. ‘

Drse. Sakata and Palmerton claim I have no commitment to the Rehabilitat
ion Bounseling Program and the department. Therefore, I ask you who
wrote the comprehensive report on the Rehabilitation Counseling
Program for NCATE and who refused to have anything to do with it
because of other more important comnitments? The answer is that I
wrote that report. Who wrote the HEW-SRA grant proposals for the
1973-74 and 1974=-75 academic years and helped us get over $80,000

for our Rehavilitation Counseling Program.Was 1t Dr. Sakata or Dr.
Palmerton ? No, I wrote those grant proposals. Wno mads it possible
for Lr. Sakata and Lr. Palmerton to get Full llembership in the Graduats
Faculty? I made 1t possible. Who helped more than a dozen of our
students get papers published in professional journals? Was it Dr.
Sekata or Dr, Palmerton? Hardly. I helped those students and I helped
those colleagues of mine who have very short memories of what contribut
ions I have made %o the Rehabilitation Counseling Program, to the
department, and to their professional advancement and status at KSU,

The July 31,1974 memo written by Dr. Sakata and Dr, Palmerton is full
of weasel words whlch feed on the fears, prejudices, petty jealdusies,
weaknesses, and suvatus concerns of our faculty. The fact that almost
every CPSE department member accepis the bovinusdung of that memo is

a reflection not of their lack of intelligence as much as it is their
utter blindness when it comes to the words of these two con men. Yes,
I contend that Drs. Sakata and Palmerton are liars (that is being kind
to them), they are liars so brilliant in their art that my otherwise
very bright colleagues have accepted (eaten up is more accurate) their
lies without so much as a curious question. Drs. Sakats and Palmertcn
remind me of those two lovable con artists in THE STING. The trouble
is that THE STING's main actors, Newman and Redford, are only actors
playing fictional roles which hurt nobody in particular, while here

at KSU Drs. Sakata and Palmerton, lovable scoundrels that they are,
are attempting to destroy a colleague in real life, Well, this is to
notify you and the members of the department that I am fed up with
their harassment. I am through pussyfooting with this whole businesse

Conclusion: The evidence points unequivocally to the fact that Dr.
Sakata and Dr. Palmerton are not liars but damn liars!

cc: Dro.J. Snyder, Ms. O. Fellows, et p.r.m.



KENT STATE | ' » . DEPARTMENT OF CRADU,ATE
' ' . EDUCATION
UNIVERSITY COUNSELING AND PERSONNEL

KENT, OHIO 44242 (216) 672-2662

November 13,1974

Dr. John Snyder, Provost
107 Administration Bldge.
Kent State University
Kent, Ohlo 44242

I am writing this letter to you because you are new at KSU and
have the power to exert slgnificant input into the resolution

of my present situation.I hops you are new enough, still objective
enough relative to my situation, so that you are not already

biesed (against me) becauss of the numerous half-truths, innuendos
circulating about mse.

This letter is written to you in ordsr to express my dissatisfaction
with the benhavior of the Executive Committes of our department with
regard to the 1974 Alumni Awards for Distinguished Teaching. Ever
since our August,l1974 department meeting, the Committee has been

harassing me about the fact that I had written a letter (see enclosw

requesting people to nominate me for that award. Through this effort
I received over 30 nominations from students, faculty, and alumni.
Although there is no rule about a fafulty member working for the
award himself or having others campaign for him, our department
chzirman, alfter receiving an anonymous phone call and a partial

copy of my letter{ the letter enclosed), forwarded this lester to
the Alumni Office with the expressed intention of preventing ms
from being considered for the award.

.I have no objection against the department chairman expressing his
personal opinion about my teaching as long as he staetes what the
empirical basis (the evidence) for his opinion is. At the time he
sent the partial letter he :had no first-hand knowledge about my
teaching. His sending that letter to the Alumni Office I contend

was a biased attempt to see that I did not get*ward because, being
2 dutiful person, 1t has been his recent assigﬁhant (from the Dean
of the College of Education) to get rid of ms for sure by Juns,l8975.

What I object to most in thls whole matter is that another member of
our department, namely, Dr. D. Wonderly, with the help of Dr. L. Lit
and Dr. J. Murray, solicited over 50 nominetions for the award. As
far as I know neither the department chairman nor bhe Executive
Committee denounced Dr. Wonderly for his behavior. However, they
“denounced me at the August,1974 department meeting dbut not Dr.liondexr.
Furthermore, after this public defamation, the faculty members presas:
at this meeting voted unanimously that I not be retained on the facw
after June,l1975., Can anything be more unfair than this ?
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I think this double standard of conduct is unfair. Why was it right
for Ire. Wonderly to solicit nomlinations and not me? Why wasn's hs
denounced at that August mseting? Nol a word was said about his
50plus nominationsl

It is obvious that my department chairman and the Executive Cormittss
are blindly carrying out the mandate of the Dean of the College of

‘Education. In effect they are saying that all the students, faculty,

and alumnl who sent in nominations for me are liars and that thoss
who sent in nominations for Dr. Wonderly are honest folke If I'm
wrong for soliciting nominations(in order to defend myself) and
should be chastised for it, then why not Dr. Wonderly and the
professors and students and alumni who worksd to get him over 50

‘nominations? As a formesr specialist in research methodology and

questiomnaire response I know that it 1s very unlikely that Dr.
Vionderly's 50 nominations were spontaneous, unsolicited expressions
of uninformed peoplse. '

ng

Thers is another aspect to this whole matter which is very disturbing
to mee I know very well the people I solicited nominations from. The
partial letter sent to the department chairman (hand-delivered to
his 311 Education Bldg. mailbox)was I suspect stolen from a ssalsd
envelope. returnsd to s because of an incorrect addresse If I'm nob
mistaken, isn!t this a federad offense? I suspect one of my collsazus
of droppling the partial letter in the chalirman's mailbox and gstting
a student to makse tne anonymous phone call to the chairman because
the chairman szaid he did not recognize the voice which informsd him
about the letter. The anonymous phone callen told the department
chairman, the chairman said, that he was a student of mine who would
not reveal his name because he was afraid soms kind of remisal on

my part would occur if I found out what he had done, This I asssnt
is sheser nonsensa. In the 17 years I have been teaching college thsre
hasn't been a single instance where I have done to any student what
was suggested by the Anonymous caller. On the contrary, I have bsan
a fighter for fair treatment of all students. When the Black Studsnt
Caucas had a conflict with our department back in 1970 and 1971, I
was the only member of our department they would communicate with
because they trusited me, trusted me because tlijey knew from past
experience that I was 100 percent for fair treatment of all students,

It might seem very strange to you that a department allegedly dedicat
%o training competent counselors has people who behave as bizarrely
as some of our staff but stranger thingsthan this have happensd in
this department since I arrived in 1967, _

I think that I deserve better treatmsnt than I've been getting at
KSU. The only reason I solicited nominations for the teaching award
was because I wanted some evidence(from competent people who knsw
me) concerning my competency as a teacher to be on file in a place
where unbilased, Jjust persons might have a chance to look at it becaus
I know my department chairman and departmental colleagues, at the
moment, are too biased to lock at my work at KSU objectively and
would quickly destroy any pdsitive evidence about me if they could
get their hands on it. Please help me to stay at KSU.

' Sincerely,
¢c? Donald Shook

Odessa Fellows : ,2;%2@4 ;gakyzpt/ééaifm~—

et eI oMo
,_.E_~5~ - Robert M. Frumkin
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To: The CPSE Depi. Ezscutive Committse
From: RelMs Frumkin e
Re: Dre Donald Wonderlyis Nominations for the 1974 Alumni Teaching Avar

Perhaps my statements in my November 15,1974 letter to Lr. John Snydor
need gome ¢larifiecation bgcause, ag usual, something I hewe stabed

1s taken ocut of confext and.because of the tremendous bias of thasa
who are ademanbt abous gesting rid of me, dlstorted to guoh an exions
that I somstimes wonder if thage upset about what I havs to 38y have
really taken the trouble o yoally read and understand what I have
written,I acknowledge the ro83ibility, because I am aclontiflealily
orientied most of the time, that Dr, Vicnderly and Dr. Saltzman had

no knowledge whatsscever concerning the numerocus noeminations recsived
by Lr. Wondorly for the award, Howevary although I €0 not have any
direct, empirical prosf, I atrongly believe that oiihar sna2 or both

of the Hwo genbtlemen in ha offices cenSiguocus 0 each othor and
together conbigusus to Dr, Wonderly s offico, nemely, Dra. Muvray and
Litwack miat have known 2bous Hhe push for Dr, Wondorly s nominaiion
and that elthsr one or both must have aided the solisitation DPDSSAS,
As I stated on page 2 of thab leitaor be Pr. Snydew, it is virsually
lmpossible that over 50 neminaitlons would ¢ome into the Alummi 0ffics
of XSU wilthout soms sonooried efiord on the par: of faculty andsop
students, Becousz Dr. Murray is volablvely new in oup departwont, I
strongly suspsst Lr. Litwack of alding the solieliation procssy 3ines
I'® is the only persen in the department who has Ghe nemon and addregson
of moat of our gradusiss, 2speolially those who heve eonplieted the
doctorate. Ths best evidsncn Lor the fasi Shat sciiglvaticn foom somewhs
was involved in the reminatlons cowes from tha characheristiss of the
nominatara sand the daton of their eoninationze Thy Awards Cemmitioe, oz
I understand 1%, ellminatod Dr. Wonderly Tpom the eompztijicn not
begauso hiz nominatisng wire noh gocd [ iewz that he is
probebly an smzellent Loacbor) bul becowss chvious from tha
number of neminations { rors Shen 310 & hor of nominations
recolved by snyonz olss BUEETUNTIETRLT no RN
nOmlnasitng eculd nos DAT2 DLon Lne Bpon

expregsionsg of uninformsd psople,

0 g

oy
5
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I do not think it iz Zmnmoral op uneshical, undsr the vreassnt rulss
ecnearning the awards, for a psrsen o pergonaliy solltls neminations
or for colloagues and/or abudonts Lo soiisls nomdinations for ths award,
Nominationz ghould, I fosl, be judged on their meri%, no master whors
they cone froms It is my vndorgtending that the mosivation behind the
unusually high nuxder of nominations received by Dr. Woaderly wsre duse
to thie fact %hat be was 1211 and thai zympathetle students and Fagulby
were strongly wmotivated by sumpathy and concern to suppert his nominatio
for the award, I thinlt that gogture relative %o Ur. Wonderly 1s fine.
ihat I objsct to ls the double standard relative %o the whele nemination
Progess, namely, that my solibidiatiocn is somehow wrong and that in bahal
of Dr. Wonderly is not wrongo. If Pro uses absolubte astandards of obthico
and states that solicitabion is wrong, *hen it 1S wrong for boeth me and
Dres Wonderly. At pressnt, howsver, thsre is a double atandard. Porsonsl
I prefor the situaticnal sthlc as proposed by Joseph Fleitcheor, Followir

1
¥

i)

(f

J

that ethie, I'icel tiat L bave dona nothing wrong and that thoce working
in behalf of Dr, Vonderly have done nothing wrong., I think the motivatic

in both cases were honorabls onsa, A1l I am asking nowgand all I have
been asking for years,is that I ba'treated fa;gly, nothing more.

ce: Dr. Helsey, Dr. Tom Moore, Ms. Odagsa Fellows, et Dorono .
T Sz twenllri—
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Dr. Glemn A, Saltzman, Chairman’
Counseling %~ Personnel Services Education
~Bducation Building

Kent State University

Kent, Ohio Ll2L2

Dear Dr, Saltzmén'

I registered for CR? ‘7722, sectlion 2227, Philosonhy
& rr1n01plec of Rehabilitetion, and £7729, section 2329, Field
Services in Hepab1¢1tzt*on Cox nsellnr, for Fall Cuarter,
According to the schedule these clesses were to have heen
taught by Dr. 3Sakata and Dr., Palmerton resoactwvelv On the
Llrst dﬂv of cl%)s I reported to the rnom assirned for GRED
67 9 2t 2 F,17, to find a note on t:z blackboard from Dr.

nitin stating that he was the instructor and had chenged
ins time to § P,

I “ave attended two meetints cf 67729

and one moeting of
67722, is a result of these 5 1/2 hours of instruction I heve
withdmm from both courses and wish to mols « foyeal complerink,
I had hich e'pectat*0ﬂ0 of both cocuwroso simply becanze
the denarumont felt the subjects to be £o ecrrntlal as to ra-
nire then in the orepea: at ron of rehebillitation couns-lors, o
es were further emphasized by ofx'“?“' enly one necth
T each eoines once a yesr, I expectod,; therefore; to rec
both highly useful information and excellent inatiation
having made the necessary adjustments in my sched*le in ords
to register for these curses, Tn § 1/2 hours T »seeived:

-

-The attacﬁed forms<-much of g
cluding the "recent photo" I find
invasion of privacy. The ageney 1i ul
of the contect Dersons have new jobs, Vo pe
beent secured for the class to visit the agenc
to mdke contact 1nd1v*.ualLy and useé our "1
cuction” to get iny '

vaieventy 1f not o
date; . &

SeVeral warning about tre dangers of smoking, overeating,
and aerosol sprays.

Two onwpertunities to introduce myself to more than twenty
otler pzople and to listen to tkea intredics therselves,

An asslgnment  to maite up 10 multinle ercice crlestiong -ng
2 essay arestions bﬁned on ke Tirs Man of
wyich micht be ntsged in 2T exam eve ntxally
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Information about subscriptions to rehabilitation publica-
tions and organizations.

A characterization of himself by Dr. Frumpkin as a mis-
understood rebel, a controversial figure who wishes his
students to call him Bob. - —

T also viewed two movies:

DARK CORWER OF JUSTICE, a documentary of the Cuyahoa County
Jail. Dr. Frumpkin was unaware of the law re bonding pro-
cedures under the new Pre-trial Relesse Program and the
new rules of criminal procedure relating to speedy trial
dates. (Both rules were in effect July 1st; 1973) This
movie was produced in 1970,

A CONTINUING RTESPONSIBILITY, Saul Alinsky's Woodlawn
organization, Dr. Frumpkin insisted that Alinsky's followers
in Chicago were the only people carrying on his work and
teathing and did not have any information on the influence
of Alinsky's work on action tralning and organizational
development theories and strategies,

Although neither movie secemed varticularly avppropriate for
67729 or 67722, it would have been helpful to be able to dis-
cuss them and get some background data, Outside of anecdotes
about Alinsky, no information was available.

I maintained a 3,3-3.5 grade noint average for 3 years at Oberlin,
& 3.5=1..0 for one year at 08U and a2 1.0 for the suwmmer sessions
at XKSU. T am 2 hardworking student with a varied acadenic back-
ground. I have never complained sbout a professor before; in
fact I have never departed from the recommended courses and
procedures in any of the schools T have attended. With a pro-
fessor for a father, I had been brousht up to require the same
standard of myself rererdless of the cuality of instruction,

I have, however, never sat in a classroom for 5 1/2 hours ard
heard no lecture, heard nothing from which to take notes,

After the second meeting of 67729 I realized that the no-
lecture formst was goins to continue. (I checked that assump -
tion out with several classmates who had had Dr. Frumpkin before
andé they assured me this is S0P, in his classes.) At this
time' I knew trat It would be impossible for me to sit there for

the remainder of the quarter. I entertained some thourht of
trying to cut most of the classes and get some special project
to’ do instead, but decided that that aporoach, even 1f it were
possible, would satisfy, neither the requirements of the depart-
ment, nor would it fulfill my own expectations of graduate study.
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I am a2t this time guite istressed ahont the sitiation;
I am a full-time student with a graduate assi tantship and am
anxious to complete the M.Ed. progrem in fehabilitation

Counseling as soon as I can and with as rnany courses of my
own ChOOoln" as I can., I find, now that I heve had to with-
draw from these two classes, that my COﬂpletlon of' the program

" .may be delayed

.

I feel I am being penalized unfairly for I reg:
good faith and through no fault of my own was placed

tolerable situation, I feel the department has not ac
aitl :'lv 1'm.m’rtm me =nd the other anr‘pﬁt: in the rehabil

provram in t-is regard and sincerely hope that these cond
will be corrected as soon as p0531ble.

I regret the neceS°1ty for this letter of protest and
hope I may have the privilege of a more cordial relationship

“in tbe Tuture,

Siﬁcerely,

& 6 f
@W “43 . f’{ﬁ.‘uwﬂ*a\»"’

Nancy W, Gabalac



\,NTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE
KENT STATE UNIVERSITY ) e f?
KENT, OHIO - - ' } 2
TO Robert Frumkin
FROM Glenn Saltzman ‘ o o pbATE November 4, 1974

SUBJECT MEETING REGARDING STUDENT COMPLAINT REGARDING CLASSES
TAUGHT BY Yyou

The meeting of Mrs. Nancy Gabalac, Ms. Dixie Benshoff (elected student
liaison member to Department Executive Committee), you and I was held
on October 30, 1974, as requested by you on October 23, 1974. (The
persons in attendance were there at your request.)

We discussed the 1nformatlon contalned in Mrs. Gabalac's letter of
October 12, 1974.

1. There seemed to be a difference in opinion between you and /
Mrs. Gabalac regarding the appropriateness of requesting e
personal information of students, and of 1nclud1ng information.
on smoking, overeating, and warnings concerning the use of
aerosol sprays. Mrs. Gabalac felt that your request for
detailed personal information was inappropriate, and that your
discussion of your feelings regarding smoking, overeating,

.and aerosol warnings were not appropriate for this particular
class; while you felt that the request for personal information
was important for later recommendaticns that you mlght be
requested to write, and that your discussion of the issues of
smoking and overeating were direct references to one of the
films that had been shown. You did agree that persons should
not be required to submit personal information, and agreed to
make that point more clear to students in the future.

2. You agreed that the agency list that you gave to students in the
class was 51gn1f1cantly out of date, but felt that since you had
mentioned that fact in class, all students were aware there
would be significant changes in the field services list.

3, You agreed that at least one of the movies that was shown in
class was out of date and conveyed a message that was no longer
accurate, and agreed to investigate thls further before show1ng
the film in the future. , A

4. You noted that you were aware that you had shown the same films
- (as mentioned in the Gabalac letter) in at least three of your

- classes, but felt that they were so 1mportant, students should .
see them on several occasions. '

5. You agreed that you had not been taking attendance in the class,“w
and agreed to do this in the future.

6. Lastlv. vou agreed that your telephone call to Mrs. Gabalac's
employer (as documented by the Shotzinger letter of October 23, 1974
was harassment of this student, and stated that you would
dlscontlnue this practlce in all future cases. (I plan to dlscuss

more detéll later Yo e

A
F R
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My personal impressions of the points discussed in the meetlng, and
detailed above, are that:

1. Personal information should not be required of students,
unless it is directly needed by the instructor in a particular
class. - :

2. Lists of agencies to be visited by students should not be
distributed to students if they are known to be out of date.

3. Students should not be required to visit agencies that have
not been previously contacted by our Department.

4, Moviescnntainingsocial messages to students should be
: researched prior to their showing, to insure that the intended
message continues to be accurate at the time of showing.

5. Movies, regardless of their value, should not be shown in each
class taught by a particular professor, but should be scheduled
in a manner that will allow students to see the movies sometime
during their degree program. . (If movies are valuable enough
that they should be seen on numerous occasions, arrangements
can be made with Audlo—vlsual Services for private, individual
showings.)

6. Professors must be aware of attendance status of students in
their classes.

Your charges to Mrs. Gabalac that her letter demonstrated unsuitability
to remain in the Rehabilitation Counseling Program, and your statement
that her handwriting and writing style demonstrated that she had
personal problems, seemed unwarranted to me.

I have attempted to recount, to the best of my abllrty (utilizing
notes that I made during this meeting), the various highlights of
this meeting. I have tried to point out some of the areas where
dlSdgreeme t. between you and Mrs. Gabalac was apparent, and to detail

areas wher you agreed “that improvement in your teaching is needed.
I trust that this meetlng was valuable to you, and will, in some
‘small way, help you improve your quallty of instruction by learning
of the perceptions that at least one student has of your classes

GS/hh ‘ B

cc? Department Executive Committee == .. o
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KENT STATE UNIVERSITY
KENT, OHIO

TO Dr. Glenn A. Saltzman, Chairman, Counseling and Personnel Services
Education S
FROM Kay Schotzinger, Assistant Director, Advising & Orien-DATE October 23, 1974
tation, Director, Project DOVE
SUBJECT Telephone Conversation with Dr. Robert Frumkin concerning
Nancy Gabalac

Nancy Gabalac serves as my graduate assistant working
as a counselor for Project DOVE. Nancy has requested that I
relate to you the contents of a telephone conversation with
Dr. Frumkin concerning her.

On Friday, October 18, Dr. Frumkin called me requesting
a meeting for the same day. Since my day was full, I asked
what he wanted. He replied that he was aware that Nancy worked
for me and that he was concerned that she had some kind of problem;
he wondered if I was aware of any trouble at work. I answered
that Nancy was indeed my graduate assistant and that her work
for me was exceptional. :

He continued with the following questions:
"Is she married?"
"Does she have children?"
"Is she having any problems at home?"
"Are you aware of any personal problems she is having?"
"How many hours does she work?"
"What classes and how many hours is she taking?"

My suggestion, which served as a reply to these questions,
was that Dr. Frumkin discuss his concerns with Nancy; it was
not my place or ethical responsibility to discuss her personal
life with anyone. I suggested he call Nancy Monday, October
21, and discuss his concerns with her personally.

The telephone conversation ended with Dr. Frumkin's
request for Nancy's home phone number (which I stated was

unlisted) and a confirmation that he would discuss his concerns
with her personally.

cc: Nancy Gabalac

KAS/naw
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5. On August 21, 1974, I received a letter from you (Attachment 3), in which
you briefly outlined several things that you wanted to teach for Fall
Quarter. This was not the academic year teaching schedule that I had

. requested; and in checking with Drs. Palmerton and Sakata, they indicated
that the courses you had listed in your letter, would not meet the needs
of the Rehabilitation Counseling Area for Fall Quarter.

6. On August 26, 1974, I received another letter from you, dated August 24,
1974, (Attachment 4), which had as an attachment your July 24, 1974, letter
to Keith Palmerton, indicating the courses you wanted to teach for the
1974-75 academic year. It should be noted that the courses you proposed
to teach for Fall Quarter in the letter to Keith Palmerton were different
from the courses that you proposed to teach in your August 21, 1974,
letter to me.

7. At the Department Meeting, on August 27, 1974, I stated that I had not yet
received your proposed 1974-75 teaching schedule. At that time, you
agreed to meet with Drs. Palmerton and Sakata, following the Department
Meeting, and work out a schedule with them. Following this meeting,

Dr. Palmerton called me to report that you were unwilling to work out a
schedule with them, based on what they believed to be Rehabilitation
Counseling Area teaching needs, and that you would submit your personal
proposed teaching schedule directly to me.

8. On September 3, 1974, I received your proposed 1974-75 acadenic year
teaching schedule (Attachment 2). It should again be noted that the
schedule submitted for Fall Quarter, 1974, on September 3, 1974, differed
considerably from your earlier proposals to Dr. Palmerton and me.

Following my personal review of your proposed schedule and discussions with
Drs. Palmerton and Sakata, regarding your proposed schedule, your assignment
for Fall Quarter, 1974, is as follows:

GRED 67729 Field Service in Rehab. Counsel. 2 hrs. W 5:00-6:30 P.M.
GRED 67722 Phil. & Prin. of Rehab. Counsel. 3 hrs, Tu 7:00-9:30 P.M.
Admin. of Rehab. Counsel. Grant : 1 hr.
Total: 6 hrs.

In addition to your five-hour teaching load and one-hour administrative assign-
ment for the Rehabilitation Counseling Grant, you have agreed to devote time
to scholarly writing, research, and proposal writing.

Special Notes Regarding Your Fall Quarter Schedule:

1. 1In my early schedule discussions with Drs. Palmerton and Sakata, it was
decided to ask you to teach a sub-section of the testing course for
Rehabilitation Counselors and the Occupational Information course during
Fall Quarter. You indicated that you were unwilling to teach these two
sections.

2. On September 5, 1974, you stated, in a telephone conversation with me,
that you would like to teach GRED 67722, and Dr. Sakata has agreed to
this schedule change.
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KENT STATE UNIVERSITY .
KENT, OHIO
TO Glenn Saltzman, Chairman, Dept. of CPSE
FROM Robert Sakata ﬁk' - DATE (Qctober 28, 1974

sussect UNAUTHORIZED ACCESS TO PERSONAL CORRESPONDENCE

I wish to submit notification that a document (memo dated 11-20-73),
written by me to the Department of Counseling and Personnel Services
Education Executive Committee was requested and access gained by

Dr. Robert M. Frumkin, without my written or verbal consent. What is
most alarming is that this memo was not sent to the Executive Committee,
but simply retained in my files for personal reference.

I am most concerned with the intended use of this document by Dr. Frumkin.
I stated this concern to Dr. Frumkin by telephone on October 21, 1974, at
3:00 P.M. He did not respond to the question to make it known how the
contents of this document were to be used. I am also concerned whether
or not the document has been duplicated, in that he requested the use of
the Xerox key from Ms. Kae Hawkins, Department Secretary. He informed me
during the phone conversation on October 21, 1974, that he did in no way
make a duplicate copy of that document. '

The major concern is unauthorized access to personal correspondence of a
faculty member by another. A further, perhaps more serious event, would
be evidence that he did, in fact, dupllcate and use this document for
his own personal gain. As the Chairman of this Department, if there is
any evidence that this last event has taken place, I am requesting
immediate notification of myself and higher administration for unethlcal
and illegal actions by Dr. Robert M. Frumkin.

RS/hh
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From Glenn Saltzman, Department Chairman pave  March 11, 1974
SUBJECT RESPONSE TO YOUR MEMO OF FEBRUARY 21, 1974

I have attached my memo of February 15, 1974 (Attachment A) and yours of
February 21, 1974 (Attachment B) to this one so that the copy holders might

have a more complete understanding of information that has been communlcated and
the questions that have been raised in these documents.

My memo of February 15, 1974, was not intended as a chastisement of you for
having zero enrollment in a Graduate course (GRED 6/77584) for which you are
responsible, but rather to communicate to you in writing the importance of
notifying the Department of zero enrollment in sufficient time at the commencement
of a quarter, so that teaching and load reassignments might be considered, and so
that the course with zero enrollment might be cancelled. It is rather obvious

by the tenor of your remarks in your response that you considered my message to
you offensive, and this I regret; but you did raise, in the latter part of your
memo, a number of points regarding our Department, to which I would be happy to
respond.

1. You mention that:
"The University does its job well by not listing the course in the
catalog of scheduled classes, giving it a number which makes only
doctoral students eligible to take it, and not giving it any
publicity even though it was 'inadvertently' left out of the catalog.”

The facts conflict with your statement, in the following regard:

a. GRED 6/77584 is listed on page 105 in the 1973-74 Graduate School
Catalog, under your name, and is listed as a 6/7 course, enabling
all graduate students to enroll in it if they so desire.

b. GRED 6/77584 is listed in the Regent's Course Inventory properly,
as a 6/7 course, open to all graduate students.

c. GRED 6/77584 was submitted to the Dean's Office on our Winter Quarter
Proposed Schedule. You received copies of this report, forwarded to
the Dean's Office by the CPSE Department.

d. GRED 77584 is listed in the Schedule of Classes for Winter Quarter on
page 28. GRED 67584 was accidentally omitted from the Schedule of
Classes for Winter Quarter, but this would not eliminate Masters
students who wished to enroll in this class. Your statement that
only doctoral students were eligible for your course is not correct.
At no time did you notify the Department that this course (GRED 67584)
was not listed in the Schedule of Classes until your memo of
February 21, 1974. This error could have been corrected as late as
during registration period. Faculty members are also free, and urged,
to use the Grad. Ed. Quarterly to advertise courses and correct errors
in the Schedule of Classes.
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2. You stated: ‘ ——
"When undergraduate journalism majors find out about the course and want
to take it, the University then says this is only open to doctoral students

GRED 6/77584 is a graduate course and undergraduate students are not
eligible for enrollment. Please give me the names of undergraduate
students interested in this course, and I can convey to the Journalism
Department these students' interest in a course such as GRED 6/77584.
If this plan seems unsatisfactory to you, you might wish to'convey
this information to the Journalism Department directly, so that the
students you mention might have a greater opportunity to have their
educational needs met. :

3. You stated:
"I want you to know that I dittoed about 40 copies of a notice
about the course and distributed it to graduate departments all
over the University."

Prior to the registration period, I shared our Department course list,
which listed GRED 6/77584, with the one hundred and fifty (150) participants
in our Guidance Issues Series and the forty (40) students in our Career
Guidance Mini-Courses, and distributed approximately thirty (30) of the
annour.cement you alluded to in your statement above to the thirty-six (36)
students enrolled in our 1973-74 School Counselor Program. I would like

to report to you, in writing, what I earlier conveyed to you verbally,

that I tried to help you advertise this course.

4. You stated: .
"Since I've been at Kent, I've carried an overload more often than
an underload."

Ré&iewing the faculty loads, in terms of Student Credit Hours (SCH)
-carried by each faculty member of this Department per quarter over the
last five-year (5) period reveals the following information:

* Time Period CPSE Faculty Quarterly SCH Average Dr. Frumkin's Avg
1969-70 Academic Year 173.6 *n=11 179
1970-71 " " 168.2 *n=11 89
1971-72 " " 153.5 *n=12 : ' 143
1972-73 " "o 170.5 *n=11 133
1973 Fall Quarter 184.8 *n=11 . 144
1974 Winter Quarter 138.3 *n=11 79

*n includes Dr. Frumkin's SCH load, which lowers.faculty average in
every listing, except for the 1969-70 Academic Year.

Your statement then, that you have carried an overload, is quite

misleading if one compares your SCH load to those of other Department
full-time faculty members.

e o
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5. You stated:
"It'ye been screwed out of summer school teaching, extension teaching,
workshops, etc."

Summer School Teaching - The records show during the past five-year
period you have accepted summer employment in our Department as follows:

Year ‘ Term

1st ' 2nd
1969 "Full Full
1970 - ‘ -
1971 - -
1972 - Full
1973 - Full

As you know, you had not completed the series of counseling courses,
qualifying you as a counselor until Winter Quarter 1971. In that you

had completed only the courses required of students in our masters degree
sequence, you could not be assigned to teach advanced counseling courses.
Combine this with the facts that a very limited number of Rehabilitation
Counseling courses are offered during Summer Quarter, and that most courses
enroll persons in public education settings, you can see the difficulty of
course assignments to you. During the past two summers, you have received
a regular teaching assignment. TFor the five-year period (1969-1973) you
have been assigned summer teaching assignments forty percent of ten Summer
School terms.

Extension Teaching - The only course offered by this Department at
branch campus' is GRED 67511, Introduction to Pupil Personnel Services,
which is the introductory course for school counselors. This course is
required only of school counselors, and other graduate students in this
Department rarely enroll in this course unless they are contemplating
certification as a School Counselor. This course, as you know, is not
one for which you are approved to teach.

Workshops - No faculty member in this Department is assigned workshop
Tesponsibilities, but rather develops proposals to submit to the Department
for consideration and approval. Every workshop sponsored by this Department
has resulted from the independent efforts of faculty members. All faculty
members are free to develop proposals for workshops for submission for
Department approval. To my knowledge, you have never submitted a workshop
proposal for Departmental approval.

I have tried to respond to the points raised by you in your recent memo with facts
which can be documented by Department, College, and University records, and I hope
that this information helps to clarify for you and for the copy holders of this
document many of the points you have raised. I place this information in written
form because of the difficulty I have encountered communicating with you regarding
your Departmental responsibilities, as evidenced by:

A. Your failure to complete the VP 17's and accounting procedures for faculty
involved in the Rehabilitation Grant that you agreed to coordinate. You
agreed to complete a number of financial details involved in the Rehabilitatior
Grant on September 25, 1973 (and I gave you a written statement of this
agreement). As late as January 15, 1974, the VP 17's were not completed by
you, even though I had discussed this matter several times with you. On
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January 16, 1974, I submitted the corrected VP 17's (with the assistance
of Drs. Sakata and Palmerton), so that the Department would not continue
to be charged for the salaries of persons who should have been receiving
their salaries from the Grant and from the cost-sharing accounts. ‘

B, You have stated on numerous occasions that you wished that the Department
would utilize your writing and editorial skills. 1In the presence of
Drs. Sakata and Palmerton at the September 25, 1973, meeting, you agreed
to draft public relations articles regarding our Department for submission
to the Department Executive Committee for possible publication in area
newspapers. To date, no articles have been submitted to the Department
Executive Committee by you, as agreed.

C. You have not submitted quarterly evaluations of your teaching, as required
by Department Policy, although this has been brought to your attention
several times in writing and several times in private conversations.

In conclusion, I would like to ask you to respond to several questions:

1. Are any of the facts included in this letter in error? If so, please
correct them,

2. Will you submit course evaluations, as required by Department Policy,
commencing with Winter Quarter 1974? " (To date, you have never submitted
a course evaluation to me or to the Department Chairmen who have proceeded me.)

3. Do you think that you should notify the Department Chairman early in the
quarter when a course for which you are responsible has zero enrollment? If
you believe that this is an unreasonable request, please explain to me the
procedure that you plan to follow.

4, If you notice an error in the Graduate Catalog or Schedule of Classes,
shouldn't you bring it to the attention of the Chairman as soon as this
fact becomes known? Will you do this in the future?

5. Will you attend regularly scheduled Curriculum Committee Meetings (you are a
member of this Department Committee) where Department curricular matters
are discussed? (You have attended only one of six scheduled meetings of
this Committee since September, 1974.)

I hope that this memo will clarify for you many of the points ‘that you raised
in your correspondence of February 21, 1974.

i

GS/hh

cc: Robert Alfonso
Department Executive Committee (M. Kaplan, K. Palmerton, A. Woldt)
Bernard Hall
Harold Kitner
Joseph Newlin, Staff Consultant, Ohio Council on Teacher Education
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Robert Frumkin
Glenn Saltzman February 15, 1974

ZERO ENROLLMENT IN A GRADUATE SEMINAR.
UNDEDR YOUR DIRECTION

Until I received your Quarterly Instructicnal Service Report, 1 was
unaware that you had no enrollment in one of your courses. I would
like for you to explain this to other members of your area, and work

tp some suitable plan, regarding how your contributien to the Departwent
might be supplemented in view of this fact, T find it highly irreguler
that a faculty mesber would have zero enrollment in a course, and not
inform the Department Chairmun of this matter.

Please respond to my request in this memo, in writing,

GS/hh

cc: R, Szkata
X. Palmerton
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Summary of Summer School
Employment for CPSE
Department 1969-19741

Name Number of Full—Term2 ) Number of Terms
‘ Equivalents for which . Possible During
'Faculty Member Received Particular Faculty
Department Payment Member 's Tenure
Coven 3 - 4
Frumkin 4 : 12
Getson 5-6/83 v 12
Guidubaldi o T »4-3/84 S - 8
Harvey ’ 5 V 12
Kaplan _ : 8-2/8 ; 12
Litwack . - 5-5/8 _ _ 12
Palmerton : 2 4 (3 years on 12-month
' . ‘ - v o contract)
Prusok e . o 27 v 3 o
Sakata B 4-5/8 | e 12
Saltzman 2r2/83' _ % 12
Wallenfeldi - 3f3/8 ‘ 4
Woldt T 5~5/83 4 ‘ ‘ 12
Y SR '
Wonderly . 7-1/8 : 12
1

Documentation for this report will be 1ncluded in Report for HEW requested
by Mr. Asbury

25 full—term equivalent, based on 1/8 increments, is achieved when a faculty
member receives a full-term salary or 8/8

3Faculty members taught more during Summer Terms than is noted, but all additional
teachlng was paxd for by self—lnltlated State Teachlng Grants

4
Portions of this load were on Contracted Grants



CPSE SUMMARY OF SUMMER SCHOOL ASSIGNMENTS*

A=
1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974
I II I II I II I IX I 1T I IT
A, C —— — SRR OO Ut U SO .
oven ; 9/8 8/8 9/8 0 Termingted
R. Frumkin 8/8% 8/8% 0 0 0 0 0 8/8% 0 8/8% 0 0
778 778 578 578 578 578 6/8
R., Getson oCGs 6/8|0cGs 6/8|Adm.4/8: O Adm.2/8 OCGS 0 hdm.3/8 0 ndm.2/8f 8/8 2/8
. . , 2/8 : ‘ ;
J. dubald _ SRS I NN R
- Guidubaldi 0 3/8 6/8 rma. 8/8 8/8. 0 8/8 To mmﬁﬁw.o:HHm:uom Ed.| Dept.
V. Harvey 3/8 5/8 9/8 0 0 0 0 8/8 8/8 0 0 9/8
M. Kaplan 8/8 8/8 8/8 0 0 8/8 9/8 |3/8 9/8 6/8 348 10/8
| . 3/8 3/8 , 3/8 8/8
L. Litwack »mau?m\m.ymame\m Y 0 w@a.ﬁu\m 5/8 0 0 11/8 0 >us.\w\m 0
J. Murray e L i L B R T SRR I (02 0
K. Palmerton 12 mduth appointment m\m* 0 11/8%* 0
W. Prusok 8/8 8/8 0 HBeSestsa=~~1----|-~-"-~-~"~"-\~~"~"-"r-~"~"“°|~""~""|°-°°
R. Sakata 0 0 0 0 5/8% lnan/3/8 | O 8/8 8/8 0 0 |nam.3”
2/8 2/8 2/8 hdm.2/8 + Adm.1/8 5/8 Ajm.2/0 |pdm.2/8 .
G. Saltzman ocas 6/8|0cGs 6/8|adm.+ | O obgs 6/8  [0CGS 8/8|ocgs7/sPCes 8/8| OCCS m\mommm ol:Gs3/8 |ocGs6/8
A. Woldt 8/8 |Grant 0 0 3/8 |ocgs 8/8] 8/8 0 0 8/8 10/8 2/8
478 | {a/8 578
D. Wonderly wmsmg\m,omm:ﬁ 0 v@sw»\m mmmsmM\m 3/8 9/8 |6/8 8/8 0 11/8 0
| llenfeld : 9 _ 3/8 10/8 6/8
E. Wallenfeldt SR aiaiiatie aathy et A 4 /8 Bfim.2/8t |55 pdus [ Admin}stratipn Dept

* 8 credit hours per term is considered a full load. Ohio Career Guidance Seminars (OCGS) were funded by State
* grants to individuals based on individually submitted, Department~sponsored proposals. Unless otherwise
No additional pay is given for an overload.

noted, hours are for teaching.

+ Includes load allowance for directing doctoral -dissertations.



INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE P
KENT STATE UNIVERSITY
KENT, CHIO
TO: - Robert Frumkin
FROM: Glenn Saltzman - DATE: September 6, 1974

SUBJECT: ROBERT FRUMKIN TEACHING SCHEDULE FOR THE 1974-75 ACADEMIC YEAR

This memorandum sets forth your teaching schedule for the 1974-75 academic
year, and reviews some of the problems encountered in arriving at your
1974-75 teaching assignment.

I was surprised to receive your memorandum of September 3, 1974 (Attachment 1),
requesting immediate notification of your 1974-75 academic year teaching
schedule, in that I had received your proposed 1974-75 academic year teaching
schedule (Attachment 2) on September 3, 1974. I will outline your teaching
schedule for the 1974-75 academic vear in this memorandum, but first I would
like to outline several of the problems I have encountered in obtaining
information about your proposed teaching schedule:

1. Following the receipt of President Olds' June 20, 1974 letter, indicating
that he planned to extend your contract for an additional year, I
immediately went to your office and personally requested that you submit
to me your desires regarding your teaching assignment for the forthcoming
academic yeap. I notified you that the deadline had already passed for
the submission of Fall Quarter schedules for inclusion in the Fall Catalog,
and that the deadline of submission of Winter schedules was August 28, 1974.
1 also reminded you that I had all of the academic year schedule for each
faculty member in our Department completed, and that the submission of
those schedules merely awaited the completion of your teaching assignment,
as approved by the Department Executive Committee. You indicated that
you would submit your proposed academic year teaching schedule to the
Rehabilitation Counseling Area, with a copy for my review.

2. During the last week of June, 1974, or the first week of July, 1974, I
again reminded you I needed your proposed academic year teaching schedule.
You said that you had nearly completed drafting your desired schedule,
and that you would give me a copy of the schedule that you were submitting
to the Rehabilitation Counseling Area.

3. On Saturday, July 13, 1974, I placed a hand-written note in your mailbox,
© npotifying you that I had not yet received your proposed teaching schedule,
and that this was delaying the submission of the Department schedule to

the Dean's Office.

4. Following my return from Naval Reserve duty on August 3, 1974, I again
spoke to you personally, and notified you that I had not received your
proposed schedule. You stated, at that time, that you had submitted a
proposed schedule to Dr. Palmerton, and that you would forward a copy of
this schedule to me.
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3. GRED 6/77796 (Individual Investigation in Rehabilitation Counseling),
proposed as a part of your Fall Quarter teaching assignment, is
assigned to Dr. Palmerton (although not included on his load), i

~ accordance with the October 1, 1973, CPSE Department Agreement to have
Individual Investigations listed under Area Coordinators.

4. The nine hours equivalent teaching load, requested by you for scholarly
writing, research, and grant proposal writing, will not be listed as a
nine-hour equivalent load, but is consistent with your responsibilities
as a professor in a Graduate Department. You should have sufficient
time for scholarly writing and research in that you will be teaching
only one class, conducting discussions with a class of students involved
in field services, and do not have any doctoral students currently
assigned to you. ‘

5. I hope that you will be able to become an active member of the Department
Curriculum Committee this year. During the 1973-74 academic year, you
attended only one or two of the nine regularly scheduled meetings of
this important departmental committee, of which you were a member.

6. I would also like to ask that you submit, to me, a report following Fall
Quarter, reviewing the status of your scholarly writing, research, and
grant proposal wrltlng, so that I might be better 1nformed on what you
have accomplished in this area.

Your assignment for Winter Quarter, 1975, is as follows:

GRED 67724 Social Psychological Aspects 2 hrs. W 7:00-9:00 P.M.
of Disability :
GRED 67736 Counseling Practicum for Rehab. S hrs. Th 6:30-9:30 P.M.
Counselors , Sat 9:00-12:00A.11.
GRED 67721 Community Resources in Rehab. Counsel. 3 hrs. M 7:00-9:30 P.M.
' Admin. of Rehab. Counsel. Grant 1 hr.
Total: 11 hrs.
Your assignment for Spring Quarter, 1975, is as follows:
GRED 67775 Seminar: Sex and the Handicapped 3 hrs. Tu 7:00-9:30 P.M.
GRED 67792 Internship in Rehab. Counseling 5 hrs. TBA
GRED 67771 Advanced Practicum in Rehab. Counsel. 5 hrs. F 1:00-3:00 P.M.
Admin. of Rehab. Counsel. Grant 1 hr.
Total: 14 hrs.

Special Note Regarding Your Spring Quarter Schedule: Drs. Palmerton and
Sakata believe the enrollment in the three courses listed for Spring Quarter,
1975, may be so limited because of Rehabilitation Counseling Area needs, that
consideration may have to be given to canceling these courses and reassigning
you to other Departmental responsibilities. You have already agreed to teach
Occupational Information in the event one class needs to be canceled, and the
Rehabilitation Counseling Area should give some consideration to how you will
be assigned in the event that more than one of these courses do not have
sufficient enrollment to warrant continuation.




Robert Frumkin September 6, 1974 f;f}r?
Teaching Schedule for 1974-75 Academic Year Page 4 A

I hope that I have adequately explained to you what your teaching assignment
and administrative responsibilities will be for the 1974-75 academic year.
(A1l class times were agreed upon by you in the September 6, 1974, meeting
with Dr. Sakata and;%.) I also hope that you can appreciate some of the
problems I have had ‘in determining exactly what it is that you are able to
teach, were willing to teach, and desired to teach. In summary, I would
like to point out that no faculty member in this Department receives released
time for scholarly writing, research, or grant proposal writing; and that you
are the only faculty member in the Department to receive any released time
‘for the administration of grant monies.

I hope that you will find the above teaching assignment for the 1974-75
academic year to your liking, and that you will have a very successful year.
1 would like to request that you do not reschedule any courses without
Departmental approval (as you did during Spring Cuarter, 1974}, that you
report any courses that have zero or significantly low enrollment to the
Department Chairman (as you failed to do during Yinter Quarter, 1974), and
that you submit student evaluations of your courses, as is' required by
Departmental Policy (you have not submitted any teaching evaluations to
me for any course taught by you since I have been Department Chairman,
although I have made this request to you in person every dquarter, and on
“several occasions in writing), :

Aetnn
e Y
/ﬁlenn A. Saltzmanm

Department Chairman

Ph.D.

GAS/hh

cc: Dean Robert Alfonso
Harold Kitner
William Lyle
Ray Heisey
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ATTACHMENT <

Proposed Schedule for RoH. Fruslin, 1G74-75 Academic Year ‘ 49;€?
Fall Quarter, 1574 ' ) -

g0 (Weda, 3=b:ZoPH)

Gred. 67729 Fxc’ld Service in Rehabo Ccuzzgelwnf“ 2 hr
2=5 hrs, (Azranged)
nrz

Gred. 6/7779% Ind. Invssie ip M

Grant Propocal Wz“i%;*rg; % grante for rezeardh on ~5 3. equivalen®
the Rehabilitaticn of Z‘Lb"vc C)rwzdﬂran Sogizl
end Seyuzl Adjustment of Spinal Cord Imdured,
Pehabdlitation of Aleohold ¢y Rohabilitaticn of
Deag Abusers '
S-,,hc,uriw Wriltirs & Research e 3 hrs. sgulvalent
Aduminigiretion of Rchabe Counneling CGronk 1 hr. g

-
o«

k=17 s,

Winter Quarler, 197495

Gred, logieal Aspoots of Disabiliszy & hre.
Gred, ; recticuz for Rzhab, Covnselors 5 0u
Gred, &FY & J nescurces in Rehabe Counzeling aon
Scholorly "“ii**“‘i{;}; 3 % {equivaleni)
Administration of Counseling CGrant in ¥
51 ':\.q

14 NP8,
Sprony Quarter, 157473
Gred. 57775 Scuinart Sex & the Hondizanwod 3 hrs.
Gred, &7702 Inteynship 4n Behabe Counsel: ‘ng 5 hrs,
Credo &770 Adve Pract, in .ooon ’ ' % hrs.

e & Resenvch % hrs. (equivalent)

ling CGray i hve E
d &m Cs;a.ng ligg 2=5 hrs.
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INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE é,&;gi%g
KENT STATE UNIVERSITY

D

I
KENT, OHIO .

TO: CPSE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE
FROM: Glenn Saltzman _ DATE: May 30, 1974

SUBJECT: TEACHING AND TRAINEESHIP GRANT IN REHABILITATION COUNSELING

On May 17, 1974, the CPSE Executive Committee met with Dr. Frumkin
to discuss the concerns we had regarding his Grant Proposal (these
concerns were conveyed to Dr, Frumkin in a written memo dated

May 10, 1974). Dr. Frumkin agreed with the facts presented in the
May 10, 1974 memo, and agreed to correct the errors and respond to
the concerns in writing, by May 28, 1974, Dr. Frumkin's response of
May 28, 1974, was sent to the Executive Committee and all copyholders
of this memorandum.

Since some of the responses, requested of Dr. Frumkin, are pending
his receipt of correspondence from other agencies, the Executive
Committee will withhold the resolution of this matter until its
June 5, 1974, regularly scheduled meeting.

I would like to request that Dr. Frumkin be available at the
June 5, 1974, meeting, to discuss his May 28, 1974, memo with the
Executive Committee.

I would also like to suggest that Dr. Frumkin speak with Mrs. Hawkins,
regarding her assignment of describing Rehabilitation Counseling
student characteristics for the Grant Proposal. In discussions with

me, Mrs. Hawkins indicated that she was unclear regarding the assignment
Dr. Frumkin had given her and that, although she has been very busy
recently, she did not realize that a time limit had been imposed.on

the completion of this project.

GS/hh

cc: Dr. Robert Frumkin
* Dr. Robert Alfonso
Dr. Alan Coogan
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INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE

L3
KENT STATE UNIVERSITY -

KENT, OHIO

TO: Robert Frumkin
FROM: CPSE Executive Committee . DATE: May 10, 1974

SUBJECT: TEACHING & TRAINEESHIP GRANT IN REHABILITATION .COUNSELING

On April 30, 1974, the CPSE Executive Committee reviewed your 'Teaching §
Traineeship Grant in Rehabilitation Counseling' Proposal. This Proposal was
submitted to the Denartment of Health Education and Welfare on Avril 26, 1974,
without CPSE Executive Committee or Department approval, but with your written
understanding that the normal review procedures would be undertaken subsequenc
to the proposal submission in order that the Department might reach a decision
whether to approve, revise, or withdraw this proposal.

At the April 30, 1974, meeting (all members of the Executive Committee plus
Dr. Frumkin were present) the following points were reviewed with regard to
this proposal: ‘

1. On the afternoon of April 25, 1974, Dr. Frurmkin informed Dr. Saltzman
that he was working on a Rehabilitation Counseling Proposal. Dr. Saltzman
did not know that the proposal had an April 26, 1974, submission deadline.

2, At 10:30 P.M. on April 25, 1974, Dr. Frumkin called Dr. Saltzman at his
home to secure permission to list his name (Dr. Saltzman's) on the grant
proposal for cost-sharing purposes. Dr. Frumkin assured Dr. Seltzman that
this grant proposal was consistent with the curreai Nehabilitativs
Counseling Program objectives and needs.

3. On April 25, 1974, the College Dean's Office was contacted by Dr. Frumkin,
regarding the signing and forwarding of this proposal. Following telephone
calls by Drs. Frumkin and Hart to Dean Alfonso (in Columbus) and
Dr. Saltznan (in Parma), an agreement was reached to submit the proposal
to the Resecarch Office. (The agreement to forward the proposal included
a written agreement by Dr. Frumkin that he understood that all regular
Departmental review procedures were to follow.)

4. On Saturday, April 27, 1974, Dean Coogan called Dr. Saltzman to inform him
that the Rehabilitation Counseling Pronosal contained approximately a 17%
salary increase for Dr. Frumkin. Dr. Saltzman called Dr. Frumkin on this
matter, and they agreed that if the proposal were to be forwarded on that
date, it could not contain a raise of more than 3%.

5. No faculty member in the CP 5

Department had seen this proposal prior to
its submission, ‘

During the review of the proposal at the Executive Committee Meeting on

April 30, 1974, it was decided that the Rehabilitation Counseling Area Faculty
(Frumkin, Palmerton, Sakata) should review the proposal and share any concern
they might have regarding the quality of this porposal with the Executive
Committee as soon as possible.



, ,3"“"
Robert Frumkin -2- May 10, 1974 L% i
Wﬂ“

The Rehabilitation Counseling Area Committee met on the morning of May 1, 1974,
and discussed the proposal. On the afternoon of May 1, 1974, the Executive
Committee met and discussed the Rehabilitation Counseling Area Faculty concerns
regarding this proposal. It was decided that, before the CPSE Executive
Committee could officially approve the submission of this grant proposal,
several important issues would have to be clarified:

First, we need a clear statement from the State Bureau of Vocational
Rehabilitaion, regarding their need for our graduates and their
willingness to support our Program by cooperating in the training of
students.

Second, you must submit in writing to the CPSE Executive Committee a
description of the duties and responsibilities you are willing to
assume in the administration of the grant.

Third, we want to see a statement from Health Education and Welfare
Department that deals with such issues as their actual willingness to
consider funding the grant and their willingness to continue the
commitment of funding for several years, in the event that the
proposal is approved.

The grant proposal itself has several factual instructional errors that must
be corrected:

1. Page 15 contains a misleading statement about the number of special
students will attempt to enroll in the Program. The present wording
suggests that 60% of our students will be from special populations.

2. On Page 16, in the background secticn, the statement that we are
cooperating with the Sociology Department to develop an undergraduate
program is in error.

3. The description of the current training program on Page 17 is outdated.

4, Mr. Sam Yacco is no longer a Regional Supervisor in the Bureau of
Vocational Rehabilitation, as stated on Page 18,

5. The ""Support Data'" section on Page 18 is filled with errors.

6. We are unwilling to approve Barbara Beres as Research Associate, before
reviewing her credentials (Page 3).

GS/hh

cc: Robert Alfonso, Dean of College of Education
Alan Coogan, Associate Dean, Graduate School § Research
Keith Palmerton, Coordinator of Rehabilitation Counseling Area Committee



ROUGH DRAFT

CPSE POLICY
USE OF DEPARTMENT NAME

Counseling § Personnel Services Education (CPSLE) Department
(Approved by Department vote on October 1, 1969)

I
P
(%]

ANY PROPOSAL USING THE DEPARTYENT NAME, BEING SUBMITTED
OUTSIDE TIEE UNIVERSITY, MUST OBTAIN DEPARTMENT APPROVAL
PRIOR TO SUZMISSION.

This policy supersedes no other Department policy.

No Known University Policy on Use of Department Name.

Faculty members present for approval of this policy were:

J. Guidubaldi, V., Harvey, M. Kaplan, L. Litwack, K. Palmerton,

R. Sakata, G. Saltzman, and A. Woldt.
Also present were Bigelow and Coven,

GAS/hh



Present: G. Saltzman, Chairman

Guest: R, Frumkin
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EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETINGS P
MINUTES .

February 10 & 11, 1975

D. Benshoff, R. Getson, M. Kaplan,
K. Palmerton, A. Woldt

G. Saltzman reported to the Executive
Committee that R. Frunkin had notified him
that he had documented his charges of
misappropriation of federal funds, and

had forwarded his charges to Dr. Ray Heisey,
with copies to Ms. Odessa Fellows (HEW) and the FBI.

R. Frumkin submitted a "Teaching Grant and Traineeships in
Rehabilitation Counseling” proposal. (Executive Committee
members hold copies of proposal.) The Executive Committee

and R. Frumkin discussed various aspects of the proposal.
Following this discussion period, R. Frumkin was excused

and the Executive Committee continued to discuss this proposal.
Discussions were held by the Executive Committee on the
afternoon of February 10, 1975, and during the morning of
February 11, 1975.

The following decision was unanimously made by the Executive
Committee:

The Executive Committee endorses the need for summer
stipends for students. The Executive Committee does not,
however, endorse the submission of this proposal with

R. Frumkin as Project Director for the following reasons:

A, R. Frumkin's employment with the University is
being terminated on June 15, 1975, and to continue
to include him in Departmental class programming
will not contribute to the continuity of education
being received by students in this Department.

B. R. Frumkin's past performance as a Rehabilitation
Counseling Grant Project Director has not been
consistent with Department policies and procedures;
i.e.

(a) During Fall Quarter 1974, R. Frumkin received
two supplementary grants of $2,000 and $12,797
without submitting these program modifications
through the CPSE Executive Committee, as is
required by Departmental policy. The Department
Executive Committee was notified of the receipt
of these proposals in a February 4, 1975, memo
from R. Frumkin, which had been requested by the



CPSE Executive Ccmmittee Meetings Minutes

February 10 & 11, 1575 Page 2 _fifiﬁzf“’

Department Chairman.

(b) R, Frumkin has selected students to be
assigned stipends, without consulting his
Rehabilitation Counseling area colleagues.

(c) R. Frumkin has consistently developed project
proposals, without the knowledge of his
Rehabilitation Counseling colleagues (e.g.,
this particular proposal had not been seen by
K. Palmerton until given to him by the
Department Chairman for Executive Committee |
action).

The current summer Rehabilitation Counseling class
schedule already provides for the basic class needs
of Rehabilitation Counseling students. If£, because
additional stipend monies are available, additional
students need to schedule Rehabilitation Counseling
classes, additional secticons can be added to the
summer schedule. (The Rehabilitation Counseling
summer proposal provides stipend monies for 20
students~-no more than 10 of whom can be new students--
and it is conceivable that all 20 of the recipients
of the summer stipends may be current students.)

When questioned by the CPSE Executive Committee,
R. Frumkin had no idea of the courses that would
need to be added to the summer schedule, nor any
idea of how the Rehabilitation Counseling faculty
loads would need to be modified as a result of the
receipt of this funding.  R. Frumkin could not
make a statement to the Executive Committee as to.
how the educational program for Rehabilitation
Counseling students would be improved upon the
receipt of this grant, other than to say that some
students not being able to afford to attend school
full time, might now be able to attend school full
time, and that "If we have more money for summer, we
can now teach more courses."

The CPSE Executive Committee feels that it is not

in the best interest of the Department to continue

R. Frumkin's employment beyond his terminal date of
June 15, 1975, in view of his acknowledged harrassment
of a Rehabilitation Counseling student, his acknowledg-
ed harrassment of the Department Chairman, and his
constant distribution of unproven charges of unethical
behavior on the part of numerous Department Faculty
Members. To endorse R. Frumkin as the Project Director
would appear to the Executive Committee to endorse

some of these earlier acknowledged behaviors, which
have not contributed to Department harmony and/or
productivity.
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GAS/hLh

Lastly, the CPSE Executive Committee directs

R. Sakata (Rehabilitation Counseling Coordinator)
to contact Drs. Coogan and Buechner immediately to
modify this Rehabilitation Counseling proposal (by
excluding the request for faculty salary and by
reassessing stipend needs) and to submit it to the
proper funding agency, via the Dean of the College
of Education and Provost.

Respectfully submitted,

Glenn A. Saltzman
Recording Secretary
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Thas proposai was activated as: FOR RESEARCH OrrICE

‘ ‘ USE ONLY:
Grant # i Y11l
Effective Date: Proposal No. Mﬁk
Closing Date: e
Amount § Date

KENT STATE UNIVERSITY
PROJECT TRANSMITTAL FORM

“Proposal Title: Teaching Grant & Traineeships in Rehabilitation Counseling

br. Rob o (216) Counseling & Personnel
2. Project Director: Robert M. FrumiZzin Phone: 872=2662 Department: Services Zducat!
Co-Director: __Phone: ______ Department:

3. Prospective Sponsor Fehabilitation Services Administration- HRY
and Mailing Address: neglonal Commissioner, Social & Rehabilitation Service,

U,S. Depte. of Health,Education, & VWielflare 300 S, Wacker irive,.Chicaco,l11.806(
stssieese (Grant to cover expenses for the Sumnm er Quarter,1975)

4. Term of Program: _June 1, 1975 to Anr‘nqt‘ 31, 1975
- (monuth) (day) (year) , {montn) (day) (year)

5. New Program O Amendment 5 Continuation/Renewal O  Revision 0  Present Project No. 44-P=-25119/¢

Before April 1,1975

6. On what date do you expect to be notified of acceptance:

7. BUDGET
1st Year 2nd Year 3rd Year
Reguested K S U Cont. i Requested  § K.S.U. Cons. Recuested K.S. U Cont.
Faculty Salary 5,650 ‘ '
Student Stipends 12 ,68C0
Other Salary & VWages == e .ol
Total Salary & \A,’d'7 es 0. L85
Retirement & Ins. TSSO
Supplies
Travel Tr "e v SUDV A 320
Consultants
Printing & Comm.
Equipment
Computer
Other LU1 0100 s2224 ) Cy v
Indirect Costs L, i<
TOTAL 3 OU 4 L0

9. Source of K.5.U. Contribution:

10. s additional equipment required for this project, which is not supported by the grant/contract award? O YES 8 NO
If yes, list on an attached sheet.

PLEASE SUBMIT ONE COPY OF TRANSMITTAL FORM AND TWO COPIES OF PROPOSAL

0, to Office of Research Administration five (5) days prior to deadline o
7 , @
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TO:

FROM:

INTER-DEPART!I'ENTAL CORRESPONDENCE
KENT STATE UNIVERSITY
KENT, OHIO

Dr. Robert Frumkin

Glenn Saltzman DATE: May 31, 1974

SUBJECT: STUDENT REQUEST TO WITHDRAW FROM THE RESEARCH SEMINAR

IN REHABILITATION COUNSELING TAUGHT BY DR. FRUMKIN

On May 10, 1974, Diane Link wrote to me and requested that she be
released from your Graduate Seminar and that she receive a full refund
of fees because the course had been rescheduled and did not meet on a
regular basis. On May 13 and May 15, 1974, I discussed this matter
with you privately; and on May 17, 1974, you described the circumstances
surrounding this student complaint to the CPSE Executive Committee. On
May 23, 1974, I received a letter, dated May 21, 1974, from Diane Link,
requesting that her letter of May 10, 1974, be disregarded.

Although Ms, Link's complaint is no longer a matter for consideration
by the Executive Committee, several facts regarding this case were
discussed, which have a bearing on the type of problem presented by
Ms, Link: ~

1. You agreed that you had rescheduled one of your classes from
Tuesday, during the day, to Tuesday, during the evening hours,
which necessitated that your Research Seminar be rescheduled from
Tuesday evening to Monday evening. All of these changes were
made without the knowledge or permission of the Department Executive
Committee or the Department Chairman. You agreed that you would no
longer change any classes without Departmental approval. "

2. You agreed that scheduled classes should meet at the previously
published scheduled times and that any class schedule changes would
be reported to the Department Chairman.

3. You agreed that in the past you had not reported a course for which
you were responsible, that had zero enrollment. You agreed that,
in the future, any courses under your direct supervision with low
enrollment, would be reported to the Department Chairman at the

- commencement of the quarter,

4, It had been reported to the Department Chairman that one of the
reasons you may have rescheduled your daytime classes to the evening
time period was that you were employed at an outside consultative
business, several days each week. You stated that you were not
working outside the University, in a consultative business, one day
or more per week, which would be a vicolation of Department Policy.
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Dr. Robert Frumkin May 31, 1974

Student Request to Withdraw from the Research Seminar Page 2
in Rehabilitation Counseling Taught by Dr. Frumkin

Although you agreed to all the above points, you stated that you
objected to the way these matters were handled by the Department
Chairman. You stated that students with complaints should be

referred to the Professor involved, for immediate attention. I

stated to you that I had asked if the student had attempted to contact
you and work this matter out and that she said that you had been
unavailable. Although you did not agree that her conclusion was correct,
you did seem to agree that it was reasonable to ask the student to put
their complaint in writing and then attempt to resolve the matter with
you privately.

The CPSE Executive Committee is concerned that if courses are not
taught as scheduled, students will be unable to pursue programs in

a planned and orderly fashion. Your cooperation in teaching classes
as scheduled will ensure that the curriculum agreed on by the faculty
of this Department is realized.

I have written this memorandum to you, using the Minutes of the

Executive Committee, to ensure that the information I have conveyed
to you is correct. If any factual errors exist in this memorandun,
please bring them to my attention as soon as possible, so that they

might be corrected. P
N, A
L4 p’{,éf" d

S

GS/hh

cc: Dean Alfonso
CPSE Executive Committee (Drs. Kaplan, Palmerton, Woldt, Getson
and N. Peterson)



INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE P ;g f
KENT STATE UNIVERSITY &%%g@
KENT, OHIO N
To Glenn Saltzman
FROM Keith Palmerton oaTe 10/11/73

SUBJECT Robert Frumkin

As you requested I am writing you to remind you of two incidents regarding
Robert Frumkin that have concerned me. ’

1. Frumkin called a meeting of Rehabilitation Students without clearing
the meeting with me or Bob Sakata. He asked Kae to call me at 9:00 on

the day of the meeting to inform me that it would be held. Eight students
(of some 25) were present due to the Tateness of the announcement (a
notice was posted the evening before) and several students, drove '
for some distance to attend (Youngstown-Cleveland). The topic to be
discussed was "What should students do when the Rehabilitation program ends
next year".

2. Frumkin agreed verbally to work with Napolean Peoples on the Advanced
Practicum for Rehabilitation students. He and I agreed that he would

have office hours during the time the class meets so he could be available

to help Napolean. Neither he nor Napolean were available on Friday September
28 when six students arrived for the class.

I have not yet expressed my concern over these matters to Frumkin.

It is my understanding from our conversation that you will speak to him.

Is there more that I should do?
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884 Stadelman Avenue
Akron, Ohio 44311
May 10, 197

Doctor Saltzman
Counseling & Education
- 311 Education Building
Kent State Uhlver51ty
Kent, Ohio

Dear Dr. Saltzman:

I am enrolled in a Graduate Education course in Rehabilitation
Counseling entitled Seminar and Research in Rehabilitation taught
by Dr. Robert Frumkin. Two students are enrclled in the course.

Since the class was scheduled for Tuesday nights at 7:00 and
classes did not meet until Wednesday evening the first week of school,
class did not meet on April 2. Tuesday, April 9, Dr. Frumkin 1nformed
us he had another class scheduled at the same time and we agreed to
change our meeting time to Monday night at 5:00. He stayed for
approximately an hour and then dismissed us to meet with the other
class. April 15, a class was held as was arranged. On April 22 and
April 29 no classes were held. Nelther student was informed ahead of
time. Class did not meet May 6 although Dr. Frumkin did call me and
informed me of this and said he would hold class Monday, May 13 at
5:00.

I would like to know the procedure for getting a refund on a
course. Under the circumstances I feel entitled to a full fee re-
fund as the course has not met as it should have. A research course
is a highly independent endevour although the guidance of a professor
is a must.

I would appreciate your immediate response as it is late in the
quarter and I would like to know the options open to me. Thank you.

Sincerely,

{Lﬁé%i¢uxv é?é;7c4éi/

Diane Link
DL:jlk
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~_FACULTY CODE OF PROFESSIONAL ETHICS T
Academic Freedom is necessary to the mission of teachers in
a university, since "it is eminently in the interest of society
that the men concerned speak their minds without fear of retribu-
tion . . . The professor's work consists of his thought and
speech.” Professional responsibility is a logical correlative of
this freedom. As individuals, teachers have the responsibility to
conduct themselves in ways that will promote the achievement of
the purposes for which academic freedom exists. Self-government
- 1s the means to this end. ’

To accomplish these purposes and responsibilities the members
of the Kent State Faculty adopt this Code of Professional Ethics.
It cannot possibly include every facet of university life, but
attempts to treat those that are most important and common. The
spirit of the document as a whole should be easily applied to any
specific situation not considered. ' - -

ARTICLE I.
Responsibility to Stﬁdents

SECTION 1. The teacher's central responsibility to his students
» 1s to attempt to impart to them a knowledge and understanding
of his field of study and to develop in them appropriate and
" relevant skills, particularly the ability to use and reason
with this knowledge, and to do so in accordance with the best
standards of scholarship and pedagogy in his discipline.

SECTION 2. The teacher has a responsibility to his students to
entertain all relevant questions, and to discuss controversial

questions objectively and freely. ‘

SECTION 3. While the teacher is free to interrelate the subject
matter of his course to contemporary issues he finds usefully
relevant, he is primarily responsible for providing instruction
in-the announced subject matter and techniques of the course.

SECTION 4. The teacher should guard the classroom against external
pressures, including the student's fear that what he does or
says in the honest pursuit of his intellectual inquirles will
affect his rating within a course, his future chances of
employment, or his later standing in the community,

SECTION 5. Neither in nor out of the classroom or office may the
teacher take advantage of his relationship with the students

to exploit them for his own private purposes.



FACULTY CODE OF PROFESSIONAL ETHICS (continued) - 2

SECTION 6. It is a responsibility of the teacher to bear in mind
(and act accordingly) that his own personal deportment and
intellectual style may be taken as a model by the student.

SECTION 7., The teacher should deal with students justly and
impartially, regardless of their physical, mental, emotional,
political, economic, social, racial, or religious character-
istics or participation in extracurricular activities, at the
same time recognizing that students are individuals with
separate needs who must be encouraged to work for individual
goals in their self-development.

SECTION 8. The teacher should not do, with or without pay, such
work on a report, a thesis or dissertation as is properly to
be done by the student.

SECTION 9. Prompt and regular meeting of his classes, faithful
keeping of appointments, fresh preparation for classroom
appearances are duties resting upon all teachers.

SECTION 10. Curricular and vocational advising are duties resting
upon all teachers.

SECTION 11. The teacher should strive for a timely, just, and
unpre judiced appraisal of all student work in terms of what-
ever grading system is officially accepted by the university.
He owes students the right of review of their work and grades
given, and in cases of serious grievance or dispute, the
right of appeal to a faculty committee, or whatever agency is
provided for the purpose.

SECTION 12, The teacher should secure permission and give credit
for the use of original student contributions in his lectures
or publications, in the same manner and degree as for mater-
ials from other sources. He should not, in any case, use
students to their detriment in fostering his own research,
publications, or other ventures.

SECTION 13. The teacher should encourage and protect honest per-
formance by the student.

SECTION 14. The teacher should treat the ideas, needs, weaknesses,
and failures of students in confidence, whether he has gath-
- ered his knowledge in the course of routine activities or from
personal consultation, and he should not reveal such facts to
others except in the line of duty.
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FACULTY CODE OF PROFESSIOMAL ETHICS (continued)

SECTION 15. The teacher shéula'éncouragékstudenté to formulate and
work for high individual goals in the development of their
natural talent.

ARTICLE ITI,
Responsibility to Subject

SECTION 1. A central responsibility of the teacher is to seek and
to state the truth in his subject as he sees it, To this end
he will continue his studies and research beyond whatever
advanced degree he receives.

SECTION 2., It is the teacher's duty to guard his freedom to
' inquire and to state the results of inquiry in lectures, pub-
lications, or other appropriate mode of expression, not only
against overt assault, but against any personal commitments
which are incompatible with that freedom,

ARTICLE III,
Responsibility to University

"SECTION 1, 1In consideration of fair compensation for services
rendered, the teacher will endeavor to give the hlghest type
of serv1ce for which he is capable.

SECTION 2, Appropriate administrative work, curriculum studies,
committee service, and the like, are parts of a professor's
duties. It is a responsibility of all concerned, however,
to see to it that these burdens do not fall so heav1ly on
particular individuals that they find it difficult to meet
their immediate obligations to their subgects or their
students.

SECTION 3, The teacher will recognize that the public associates
him with the university whether or not he is engaged in pro-
fessional activities at the time.

SECTION 4, It is the teacher's responsibility to measure the
amount and character of any work that he may do outside the
university in terms of his responsibility to the institution
of which he is a member,.

" SECTION 5. In activities in which the teacher engages outside the
university, it is plainly his responsibility to make it clear,
when circumstances require, that he is acting as an individual
and not as a representative of the university.
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FACULTY" CODE OF PROFESSIONAL‘EIHICS  (continued) B - 4

'SECTION 6. The teacher should maintain in strict confidence all
department or university matters mnot intended for dissemination.
If any issue or matter is of such a nature that he must, for
his own integrity, speak out, he should make this clear to
all concerned,

SECTION 7. The teacher should give reasonable notice of resig-
nation, in accordance with institutional policy.

SECTION 8. The teacher who seeks policy modification or altera-
tion will make reasonable effort to carry his case through
legitimate channels. At the same time it is his duty to
insist that these channels are established.

SECTION 9. The teacher will endeavor to promote within the wider
community an understanding of the function, purpose, and
meaning of the university.

ARTICLE 1V,
Responsibility to Profession

- SECTION 1. The teacher should be concerned to do what he can to
" maintain his profession on a high level of achievement and
competence,

SECTION 2., The teacher will dctively participate in professional
organizations and meetings.

SECTION " 3. The teacher will encourage the student with a special
talent in his profession to copsider it as a career.

SECTION. 4., -The teacher will, when properly requested through duly
constituted academic and faculty agencies, comment in candor
and fairness on the work of colleagues,

SECTION 5. The teacher will avoid personal attacks on his col-
leagues and disparagement of other disciplines and programs.
Although reasoned criticism of any aspect of the university:
is recognized as legitimate.

SECTION 6. The teacher will neither practice nor condone plagiarism
‘ in lectures, publications, or other public presentations, nor
should he attach his name for credit to a paper or publication
toward which he has made no professional contribution.
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SECTION 7. The teacher will regard the individual grades given
by a colleague with respect, making suggestions for .change
only under extreme conditions,

 SECTION 8. The teacher should give his colleagues active coop-
eration and encouragement in their individual developments
as scholars and teachers.

ARTICLE V.
Responsibility to Community

SECTION 1. The teacher, whatever else he is, is a citizen. He
should not allow his commitment to subject, students, univer-
sity, and profession tc prevent his performance of the normal
duties of citizenship. ' '

SECTION 2. A teacher has a particular obligation to maintain and
advance the conditions of free inquiry and expression, and to
that end he will make use of the ballot and any other device
of the democratic process.

SECTION 3. The teacher should, to the extent that his university
and professional duties permit, offer talks and participation
in discussion to groups within the community.

July 29, 1970
VPP/bja
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Preamble

The American Personnel and Guidance
Association is an educational, scientific,
and  professional  organization  whose
members are dedicated to the enhance-
ment of the worth, dignity, potential, and
uniqueness of each individual and thus
to the service of society.

The Association recognizes that the
role definitions and work settings of its
members include @ wide variety of aca-
demic disciplines, levels of academic
preparation, and agency services. This
diversity reflects the breadth of the Asso-
ciation's interest and. influence. It also
poses challenging complexities in efforts
to set standards for the performance of
members, desired requisite preparation or
practice, and supporting social, legal, and
ethical controls.

‘The specification of ethical standards
enables the Association to clarify to pre-
sent and future members and to those
served by members the nature of ethical
responsibilities held in common by its
members. :

The existence of such standards serves
to stimulate greater concern by members
for their own professional functioning
and for the conduct of fellow profes-
sionals such as counselors, guidance and
student personnel workers, and others in
the helping professions. As the ethical
code of the Association, this document
establishes principles which define the
ethical behavior of Association inembers.

Section A: General

1. The member infiuences the develop-
ment of the profession by continuous ef-
forts to improve professional practices,
teaching, services, and research. Profes-
sional growth is continuous throughout
the member’s career and is exemplified
by the development of a philosophy that
explains why and how a member func-
tions in the helping relationship. Mem-
bers are expected to gather data on their
effectiveness and to be guided by the
findings. ' :

2. The member has a responsibility
both to the individual who is served and
to the institution within which the ser-
vice is performed. The acceptance of
employment in an institution implies
that the member is in substantial agree-
ment with the general policies and prin-
cipies of the institution. Therefore the
professional activities of the membur are

ICAL STANDARDS

also in accord with the objectives f the
institution. If, despite concerted effort-.
the member cannot reach agreement with
the employer as to acceptable standards
of conduct that allow for changes in
institutional policy conducive to the pos-
itive growth and development of coun-
selees, then terminating the affiliation
should be seriously considered.

3. Ethical behavior among professional
associates, members and nonmembers, is
expected at all times. When information
is possessed which raises serious doubt
as to the ethical behavior of professional
colleagues, whether Association members
or not, the member is obligated to take
action to attempt to rectify such a con-
dition. Such action shall utilize the in-
stitution’s channels first and then utilize
procedures established by the state, di-
vision, or Association.

The member can take action in a
variety of ways: conferring with the
individual in question, gathering further
information as to the allegation, confer-
ring with local or national ethics com-
mittees, and so forth.

4. The member must not seek self-
enhancement through expressing evalu-
ations or comparisons that are damaging
to others.

5. The member neither claims nor im-
plics professional qualifications exceed-

ing those possessed and is responsible
for correcting any misrepresentations of
these qualifications by others.

6. In establishing fees for professional
services, members should take into con-
sideration the fees charged by other pro-
fessions -delivering comparable services.
as well as the ability of the counselee to
pay. Members are willing to provide some
services for which they receive little or
no financial remuneration, or remunera-
tion in food, lodging, and materials.
When fees include charges for items other
than professional services, that portion
of the total which is for the professional
services should be clearly indicatec.

7. When members provide information
to the public or to subordinates, peers,
or supervisors, they have a clear respon-
sibility to ensure that the content is ac-
curate, unbiased, and consists of obhjec-
tive, factual data.

8. The member shall make a careful
distinction between the offering of coun-
seling services as opposed to public in-
formation services. Counseling may be
offercd only in the context of a rocip-
rocal or face-to-face relationship. Infor-

152

mation services may be offered through

the media.

9. V.ith regard to professional employ-
mrent, members are expected to accept
only positions that they are prepared to
assume and then to comply with estab-
lished practices of the particular type of
employment setting in which they are
employed in order to ensure the conti-
nuity of services.

Section B: Counselor- Counselee
Relationship

This section refers to practices involv-
ing individual and/or group counseling
relationships, and it is not intended to
be applicable to practices involving ad-
ministrative relationships.

To the extent that the counselee’s
choice of action is not imminently self-
or other-destructive, the counselee must
retain freedom of choice. When the coun-
selee does not have full autonomy for
reasons of age, mental incompetency,
criminal incarceration, or similar legal
restrictions, the member may have !o
work with others who exercise significant
control and direction over the counselee.
Under these circumstances the member
must apprise counselees of restrictions
that may limit their freedom of choice.

1. The member’s primary obligaticn 1s
¢~ respect the integrity and promote the
welfare of the counselee(s), whether the
counselee(s) is (are) assisted individ-
ually or in a group relationship. In a
group setting, the member-leader is aiso
responsible for protecting individuals
from physical and/or psychological
trauma resulting from interaction within
the group.

2. The counseling relationship and in-
formation resulting therefrom must be
kept confidential, consistent with the ob-
ligations of the member as a professional
person. In a group counseling setting the
member is expected to set a norm of con-
fidentiality regarding all group partic-
ipants’ disclosures.

3. 1f an individual is already in 2
counseling/therapy relationship with an-
other professional person, the member
does not begin a counseling relationship
without first contacting and receiving the
approval of that other professional. If
the member discovers.that the counselee
is in another counseling/therapy relation-
ship after the counseling relationship be-
oins, the member is obligated to gain the
consent of the other professional or ter-
minate the relationship, unless the coun-
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iselee elects to terminate the other rela-
tionship.

* 4, When the counselee’s condition in-

dicates that there is clear and imminent
danger to the counseleé or others, the
member is expected to take direct per-
sonal action or to inform responsible au-
thorities. Consultation with other profes-
sionals should be utilized where possible.
Direct interventions, especially the as-
sumption of responsibility for the coun-
selee, should be taken only after careful
deliberation. The counselee should be in-
volved in the resumption of responsibility
for his actions as quickly as possible.

5. Records of the counseling relation-
ship including interview notes, test data,
correspondence, tape recordings, and
other documents are to be considered
professional information for use in coun-
seling, and they are not part of the public
or official records of the institution or
agency in which the counselor is em-
ploved. Revelation to others of counse-
ling material should occur only upon the
express consent of the counselee.

6. Use of data derived from a coun-
seling relationship for purposes of coun-
sefor training or research shall be con-
fined to content that can be sufficiently
disguised to ensure full protection of the
identity of the counselee involved.

7. Counselees shall be informed of the
conditions under which they may re-
ceive counseling assistance at or before
the time when the counseling relation-
ship is entered. This is particularly so
when conditions exist of which the coun-
sclec would be unaware. In individual
and group situatiens, particularly those
oriented to self-understanding or growth,
the member-leader. is -obligated to make
clear the purposes, goals, techniques, rules
of procedure, and limitations that may
affect the continuance of the relation-
ship.

8. The member has the responsibility
to screen prospective group participants,
especially when the emphasis is on self-
understanding and growth through self-
disclosure. The member should maintain
an. awareness of the group participants’
compatibility throughout the life of the
group.

9. The member reserves the right to
consuit with any other professionally
competent person about a counselec. In
choosing a consultant, the member avoids
placing the consultant in a conflict of
interest situation that would preclude the
consultant’s being a proper party to the
member’s efforts to help the counselee.

10. If the member is unable to be of

‘professional assistance to the counselee,

the member avoids initiating the counse-
ling relationship or the member termi-
nates it. In either event, the member is

obligated to refer the counselee to an ap-
propriate  specialist. (It is incumbent
upon the member to be knowledgable
about referral resources so that a satis-
factory referral can be initiated.) In the
event the counselee declines the suggested
referral, the member is not obligated to
continue the relationship.

11. When the member leamms from
counseling relationships of conditions that
are likely to harm others, the member
should report the condition to the re-
sponsible authority. This should be done
in such a manner as to conceal the iden-
tity of the counselee.

12. When the member has other re-
lationships, particularly of an admin-
istrative, supervisory, and/or evaluative
nature, with an individual seeking coun-
seling services, the member should not
serve as the counselor but should refer
the individual to another professional.
Only in instances where such an alterna-
tive is unavailable and where the indi-
vidual’s condition definitely warrants
counseling intervention should the mem-
ber enter into and/or maintain a coun-
seling relationship.

13. All experimental methods of treat- '

ment must be clearly indicated to pros-

pective recipients, and safety precautions
are to be adhered to by the member.

14. When the member is engaged in
short-term group treatment/training pro-
grams, e.g., marathons and other en-
counter-type or growth groups, the mem-
ber ensures that there is professional
assistance available during and following
the group experience.

15. Should the member be engaged in
a work setting that calls for any varia-
tion from the above statements, the mem-
ber is obligated to consult with other
professionals whenever possible to con-

sider justifiable alternatives. The varia- -

tions that may be necessary should be
clearly communicated to other profes-
sionals and prospective counselees.

Section C: Measurement and
Evaluation.

The primary purpose of educational and
psychological testing is to provide de-
scriptive measures that are objective and
interpretable in either comparative or
absolute terms. The member must rec-
ognize the need to interpret the state-
ments that follow as applying to the
whole range of appraisal techniques in-
cluding test and nontest data. Test results
constitute only one of a variety of per-

- tinent sources of information for per-

sonnel, guidance, and counseling deci-
sions.

4 - i’\.,
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1. Tt is the member's responsibility to
provide adequate orientation or informa-
tion to the examinee(s) prior to and
following the test administration so that
the results of testing may be placed in
proper perspective with other relevant
factors. In so doing, the member must
recognize the effects of socioeconomic,
ethnic, and cultural factors on test scores.
It is the member’s professional responsi-
bility to use additional unvalidated in-
formation cautiously in modifying inter-
pretation of the test results.

2. In selecting tests for use in a given
situation or with a particular counselee,
the member must consider carefully the
specific validity, reliability, and appro~
priateness of the test(s). “General” valid-
ity, reliability, and the like may be
questioned legally as well as ethically
when tests are used for vocational and
educational selection, placement, or coun-
seling.

3. When making any statements to the
public about tests and testing, the mem-
ber is expected to give accurate informa-
tion and to avoid false claims or mis-
conceptions. Special efforts are often re-
quired to avoid unwarranted connotations
of such terms as IQ and grade equivalent
scores.

4. Different tests demand different
levels of competence for administration,
scoring, and interpretation. Members
have a responsibility to recognize the
limits of their competence and to per-
form only those functions for which they
are prepared. v

5. Tests should be administered under
the same conditions that were established
in their standardization. When tests are
not administered under standard condi-
tions or when unusual behavior or irreg-
ularities occur during the testing session, -
those conditions should be noted and the
results designated as invalid or of ques-
tionable validity. Unsupervised or inade-
quately supervised test-taking, such as the
use of tests through the mails, is con-
sidered unethical. On the other hand,
the use of instruments that are so de-
signed or standardized to be self-admin-
istered and self-scored, such as interest
inventories, is to be encouraged.

6. The meaningfulness of test results
used in personnel, guidance, and coun-
seling functions generally depends on the
examinee’s unfamiliarity - with the spe-

cific items on the test. Any prior coach-
ing or dissemination of the test materials
can invalidate test results. Therefore, test
security is one of the professional obli-
gations of the member. Conditions that
produce most favorable test results
should be made known to the examinee.

7. The purpose of testing and the ex-
plicit use of the results should be made




known to the examinee prior to testing.
The counselor has a responsibility to en-
sure that instrument limitations are not
exceeded and that periodic review and/
or retesting are made to prevent counse-
lee stereotyping.

8. The examinee’s welfare and explicit
prior understanding should be the cri-
teria for determining the recipients of
the test results. The member is obligated
to see that adequate interpretation ac-
companies any release of individual or
group test data. The interpretation of
test data should be related to the exam-
inee’s particular concerns.

9. The member is expected to be cau-
tious when interpreting the results of
- research instruments possessing insuffi-
cient technical data. The specific purposes
for the use of such instruments must be
stated explicitly to examinees.

10. The member must proceed with
extreme cautiof when atlempting to eval-
uate and interpret the performance of
minority group members or other per-
sons who are not represented in the
norm group on which the instrument was
standardized.

11. The member is obligated to guard
against the appropriation, reproduction,
or modifications of published tests or
parts thereof without the express per-
misston and adequate recognition of the
original author or publisher.

12. Regarding the preparation, publi-
cation, and distribution of tests, reference
should be made to:

a. Standards for Educational and Psy-
chological Tests and Manuals, revised
edition, 1973, published by the Amer-
ican Psychological Association on behalf
of itself, the American Educational Re-
search Association, and the National
Council -on Measurement in Education.

b. “The Responsible Use of Tests: A
Position Paper of AMEG, APGA, and
NCME,” published in Measurement and
Evaluation in Guidance Vol. 5, No. 2,
July 1972, pp. 385-388.

Section D: Research and
Publication

1. Current American Psychological
Association guidelines on research with
human subjects shall be adhered to
(Ethical Principles in the Conduct of
Research  with Hwman  Participants.
Washington, D.C.: American Psycholog-
ical Association, Inc., 1973).

2. In planning any research activity
dealing with human subjects, the member
is expected to be aware of and responsive
to all pertinent cthical principles and to
ensure that the research problem, design,
and execution are in full compiiance with
them.

3. Responsibility for ethical research
practice lies with the principal researcher,
while others involved in the research
activities share ethical obligation and full
responsibility for their own actions.

4. In research with human subjects,
researchers are responsible for their sub-
jects” welfare throughout the experiment,
and they must take all reasonable pre-
cautions to avoid causing injurious psy-
chological, physical, or social effects on
their subjects.

5. Tt is expected that all research sub-
jects be informed of the purpose of the
study except when withholding informa-
tion or providing misinformation to them
is essential to the investigation. Tn such
research, the member 1s responsible for
corrective action as soon as possible fol-
lowing the research.

6. Participation in research is expected
to be voluntary. Involuntary participation
is appropriate only when it can be dem-
onstrated that participation will have no
harmful effects on subjects.

7. When reporting research results, ex-
plicit mention must be made of all vari-
ables and conditions known to the in-
vestigator that might affect the outcome
of the investigation or the interpretation
of the data.

8. The member is responsible for con-
ducting and reporting investigations in a
manner that minimizes the possibility
that results will be misleading.

9. The member has an obligation to
make available sufficient originl research
data to qualified others who may wish to
replicate the study.

10. When supplying data, aiding in the
research of another person, reporting re-
search results, or in making original data
available, due care must be taken to dis-
guise the identity of the subjects in the
absence of specific authorization from
such subjects to do otherwise.

11. When conducting and reporting re-
search, the member is expected to be
familiar with and to give recognition to
previous work on the topic, as well as
to observe all copyright laws and follow
the principle of giving full credit to all
to whom credit is due.

12. The member has the obligation to
give due credit through joint authorship,
acknowledgement, footnote statements, or
other appropriate means to those who
have contributed significantly to the re-
search, in accordance with such contri-
butions.

13. The member is expected to com-
municate to other members the results
of any research judged to be of profes-
sional or scientific value. Results reflect-
ing unfavorably on institutions, programs,
services, or vested interests should not be
withheld for such reasons.

Hos

14. If members agree to cooperate with
another individual in research and/or
publication, they incur an obligation to
cooperate as promised in terms of punc-
tuality of performance and with full re-.
gard to the completeness and accuracy
of the information provided.

Section E: Consulting and
Private Practice

Consulting refers to a voluntary relation-
ship between a professional helper and
help-needing sdcial unit (industry, busi-
ness, school, college, etc.) in which the
consultant is attempting to give help to
the client in the solution of some cur-
rent or potential problem. When “client”
is used in this section it refers to an in-
dividual, group, or organization served
bv the consultant. (This definition of
“consulting” is adapted from “Dimen-
sions of the Consultant’s Job” by Ronald
Lippitt, Journal of Social Issues, Vol
15, No. 2, 1959.)

1. Members who act as consultants
must have a high degree of self-aware-
ness of their own vaiues and needs in
entering helping - relationships that in-
volve change in social units.

2. There should be understanding and
agreement between consultant and client
as to the task, the directions or goals,
and the function of the consuitant.

3. Members are expected to accept only:
those consulting roles for which they
possess or have access to the necessary
skills and resources for giving the kind
of help that is needed.

4. The consulting relationship is de-
fined as being one in which the client’s
adaptability and growth toward seif-di-
rection are encouraged and cultivated.

For this reason, the consultant is obli-

gated to maintain consistently the role of

a consultant and to avoid becoming 2

decision maker for the client.

5. In announcing one’s availability for
professional services as a consultant, the
member follows professional rather than
commercial standards in describing ser-
vices with accuracy, dignity, and cau-
tion.

6. For private practice in testing, coun-
seling, or consulting, all ethical principles
defined in this document are pertinent.
In addition, any individual, agency, or
institution offering educational, personal,
or vocational counseling should meet the
standards of the International Associa-
tion of Counseling Services, Inc.

7. The member is expected to refuse
a private fee or other remuneration for
consultation with persons who are en-
titled to these services through the mem-
ber's employing institution or agency.



The policies of a particular agency may
make explicit provisions for private prac-
“ce with agency counselees by members
.its staff. In such instances, the coun-
selees must be apprised of other options
open to them should they seek private
counseling services.

8. It is uncthical to use one's institu-
‘tional affiliation to recruit counselees for
one's private practice.

Section F. Personnel
Administration

It is recognized that most members are
employed in public or quasi-public in-
stitutions. The functioning of a member
within an institution must contribute to
the goals of the institution and vice
versa if either is to accomplish their re-
spective goals or objectives. 1t is there-
fore essential that the member and the
institution function in ways to: (a) make
the institution's goals explicit and pub-
lic; (b) make the member’s contribution
to institutional goals specific; and (c)
foster mutual accountability for goal
_achievement.

To accomplish these objectives it is
recognized that the member and the
employer must share responsibilities in
the formulation and implementation of
personnel policies.

1. Members should define and de-
scribe the parameters and levels of their
professional competency.

2. Members should establish interper-
sonal relations and working agreements
with supervisors and subordinates regard-
ing counseling or clinical relationships,
confidentiality, distinction between pub-
lic and private material, maintenance and
dissemination of recorded information,
work load, and accountability. Working
agreements in each instance should be
specified and made known to those con-
cerned.

3. Members are responsible for alert-
ing their employers to conditions that
may be potentially disruptive or damag-
ing. ‘

4. Members are responsible for in-
forming employers of conditions that may
limit their effectiveness.

S. Members are expected to submit
regularly to review and evaluation.

6. Members are responsible for in-
service development of self and/or staff.

7. Members are responsible for in-
forming their staff of goals and pro-
grams.

8. Members are responsible for pro-
viding personnel practices that guarantee
and enhance the rights and welfare of
-each recipient of their service.

9. Members are expected to select
competent persons and assign responsi-
bilities compatible with their skills and
expericnces.

Section G: Preparation Standards
Members who are responsible for train-
ing others should be guided by the prep-
aration standards of the Association and
relevant division(s). The member who
functions in the capacity of trainer as-
sumes unique ethical responsibilities that
frequently go beyond that of the member

who does not function in a training ca-.

pacity. These ethical responsibilities are
outlined as follows:

1. Members are expected to orient
trainees to program expectations, basic
skills development, and employment
prospects prior to admission to the pro-
gram. :

2. Members in charge of training are
expected to establish programs that in-
tegrate academic study and supervised
practice.

3. Members are expected to establish
a program directed toward developing
the trainees’ skills, knowledge, and self-
understanding, stated whenever possible
in competency or performance terms.

4. Members are expected to identify
the level of competency of their trainees.
These levels of competency should ac-
commodate the paraprofessional as well
as the professional.

5. Members, through continual trainee
evaluation and appraisal, are expected to
be aware of the personal limitations of
the trainee that might impede future per-
formance. The trainer has the responsi-
bility of not only assisting the trainee in
securing remedial assistance, but also
screening from the program those train-
ees who are unable to provide compe-
tent services.

6. Members are expected to provide
a program that includes training in re-
search commensurate with levels of role
functioning. Paraprofessional and tech-
nician-level personnel should be trained
as consumers of research. In addition,
these personnel should learn how to
evaluate their own and their program
effectiveness. Advanced graduate train-
ing, especially at the doctoral level,
should include preparation for original
research by the member. '

7. Members are expected to make
trainees aware of the ethical responsibil-
ities and standards of the profession.

8. Training programs are expected to
encourage trainees to value the ideals
of service to individuals and to society.
In this regard, direct financial remunera-
tion or lack thereof should not influence
the quality of service rendered. Mone-
tary considerations should not be allowed
to overshadow professional and humani-

e

tarian needs.

9. Members responsible for training are
expected to be skilled as teachers and
practitioners. :

10. Members are expected to present
thoroughly varied theoretical positions so
that trainees may make comparisons and
have the opportunity to select a position.

11. Members are obligated to develop
clear policies within their training insti-
tution regarding field placement and the
roles of the trainee and the trainer in
such placements.

12. Members are expected to ensure
that forms of training focusing on self-
understanding or growth are voluntary,
or if required as part of the training pro-
gram, are made known to prospective
trainees prior to entering the program.
When the training program offers a
growth experience with an emphasis on
self-disclosure or other relatively inti-
mate or personal involvement, the mem-
ber should have no administrative, super-
visory, or evaluative authority regarding
the participant.

13. Members are obligated to conduct
a training program in keeping with the
most current guidelines of the American
Personnel and Guidance Association and
its various divisions.

4o

O
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Appendix B. Some comments on the KSU Hearing Committee Report (June 16, 1975) and President Olds’
Recommendation to the Board of Trustees (June 30, 1975)
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After 216 official person (man) hours of work the KSU Hearing Committee wrote a report to
President Olds briefly stating what the charges against me were, how they viewed the charges in the
light of the hearings, their conclusions and their recommendations. Unofficially, the chairperson of the
Hearing Committee stated that he and other members put in many more hours than those official 36
hours the members of the Committee spent together. That is, each individual member did much work
in addition to their 36 hours together, especially the chairperson. Translated into the average number
of hours a professor teaches in the classroom in a quarter (that is, between 10-14. /week), a reasonable
estimate would be that the workload of the committee was equivalent to two full-time professors
teaching a whole quarter. Since the average salary of full professors at KSU was about $8000 per
quarter. The services of the members of the Committee might well be valued at about $16,000. That is
a lot of valuable time, energy, and money invested in the hearings.

The Committee’s five-page report addressed to Presidents Olds, and dated June 16, 1975, is
presented unabridged (with misspellings, etc.):

The Hearing Committee for Dr. Robert M. Frumkin received its charges from the Chairperson of the
Faculty Senate and a book of charges and particulars from the Department of Counseling and Personal
Services Education. The committee met on nine occasions for a total of 36 hours during which 17 (sic)
witnesses were heard. The committee concentrated first and foremost on the gathering of information
pertinent to the charges.

It was mystifying (sic) that this disturbing situation could develop in a department of Counseling and
Personnel Services Education, and it appears to be an indictment, not only of Dr.Frumkin, but of the
entire faculty of the department as well. The committee found no evidence of how or when the conflict
began, but for every act perpetrated (sic), there appeared to be a counter action that precipitated not
only a subsequent act, but which developed a mental perception that compelled each side to retaliate.

The “Recommendations and Rationale for Dismissal of Dr.Frumkin” cites valid and serious charges
against Professor Frumkin:
1. The handling of the H.E.W. Grant

For a number of reasons, Dr.Frumkin appears incapable of administrating a grant, but we find none
of these reasons sufficient for dismissal even those which might lead to civil action against him.

2. Faculty harassment

Faculty harassment by Dr.Frumkin appears to have been motivated by acts, whether real or
imagined, against him. Dr.Frumkin feels he is no longer a “full member” of the department. That the
department made attempts to reconcile this matter is recognized by the committee; however,
when one has been asked in at least two prior occasions, the first in 1971, to resign it is not difficult
for Dr.Frumkin to feel that motives are suspect relative to any subsequent “help offered from the
department.

3. Student Harassment

There is only one student who claims harassment, and the history leading up to this alleged
harassment included possible colleagues remarks to graduate students, a last minute change in
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teacher assignment, a poor selection of teaching materials and a student who was more up to date
than the instructor in a specific subject area. None of these appears to be grounds for dismissal, in
spite of the fact that violations if 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 unprofessional remarks based on unfounded information. In context, he appears to
have reacted in this manner because he perceived this student as an active participant in his
removal from the department.

Other charges are so insignificant as to be high suspect in their listing in a document for dismissal.
The committee has the following comments relative to the specific charges:

Charge 1A, Sub-section a, b, ¢, d and e, plus 1B shows evidence of mismanagement of grant funds.
Such mismanagement is not sufficient for separation, but should result in removal of
Dr.Frumkin from management of this grant, and he should not be involved with managing or
administrating grants. He should be reprimanded for mismanagement in the sense of not
recognizing sensitive areas where careful decision making is needed and failing to cooperate
with other administrators.

Charges numbered 2A, B, C and D indicated that Dr. Frumkin did violate Article Ill, Section 6 and Article
IV, section 5 of the Faculty Code of Ethics, It should be noted that these violations seemed to
have been made in an emotionally charged atmosphere.

Charge 3A, B, Cand E are valid and show evidence of violation of Article |, Section 2, 4, 5 and 14; Article
[, Section | and 2 and Article IV, Section 5 of the Faculty Code of Ethics. Each of these taken
individually would not seem to be cause for dismissal, but they reveal a pattern which is
concern to the committee.

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

In regard to all charges listed under 5, the committee noted that Dr. Frumkin seems consistently to
disregard policies and procedures of the department. However, these charges do not seem major in
nature.

In regard to charge number 6, Dr. Frumkin’s written and verbal actions, such as disparaging remarks
which seem to inspire fear, his distribution of notices and posting materials is evidence of disappointing
behavior. This behavior reveals poor judgment and a low level of professional and academic conduct.

By a majority vote, the committee finds adequate, valid and serious evidence stipulated in the
charges to recommend that Dr. Frumkin be dismissed. However, there is consensus within the
committee to request that the president not dismiss Dr. Frumkin. The reason for this is that the
committee feels that strong leadership at all levels and appropriate supportive measures would provide
for mutual understanding and adjustment of all concerned. This process should be undertaken to assist
Dr. Frumkin to become again a contributing member of the department. Further, this process should be
undertaken to assist the department to incorporate Dr. Frumkin into its effective functioning.
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Questions asked and Results Voting:
1. Isthere evidence to support dismissal? Yes—4,No—1.
2. Should Dr. Frumkin de dismissed? Yes—2, No — 3.

Appendix: Minority Report, Committee Meetings, List of Witnessed, Committee Members, Observers

Minority Report

The minority concurs with the finding of the majority in that it requests retention of Professor Frumkin.
The minority finds the charges contained in the “Recommendation and Rationale for Dismissal”
insufficient to warrant such extreme action. While it unequivocally deplores Professor Frumkin’s
violations of the Faculty Code, it holds that his actions must be viewed in a larger context of
departmental hostility. Furthermore, the minority finds evidence that Professor Frumkin makes a
positive contribution to the university as a publishing scholar and classroom teacher.

Committee Meetings

Friday, May 16 Senate Office 11:00-12:30
Thursday, May 22 333 McGilvrey 2:30-5:10
Friday, May 30 483 BSA 3:00-5:00
Saturday, May 31 483 BSA 9:00-6:10
Saturday, June 7 483 BSA 8:00-12:30
Tuesday, June 10 483 BSA 10:00-4:00
Thursday, June 12 483 BSA 8:00-3:10
Thursday, June 12 111 Lowry Hall 8:30-11:00 p.m.
Monday, June 16 483 BSA 8:30-10:30

In addition, considerable outside time was used by the committee for studying and evaluation of
documents, and the chairman expended considerable extra time with the mechanics and organization of
the hearing procedure.

Witnessed (in order of appearance)

Saturday, May 31  Alan Coogan, Allen Emrich, Gordon Keller, Robert Alfonso, Glenn Saltzman, Robert
Sakata

Saturday, June 7 Keith Palmerton, Larry Litwack

Tuesday, June 10 Herb Chereck, Nancy Gabalac, Joyce Babits, Vincent Laquidari, Michael White,
Vincent DeVivo

Thursday, June 12 Jere Sitko, Keith Palmerton, Russell Getson
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Committee Members

Barrett L. Beer, Assoc. Prof., History

John T. Doutt, Prof., Administrative Sciences

Betty G. Hartman, Prof., Physical Education (Women’s)
Joseph P. Schwitter, Prof., Administrative Sciences
Glenn W. Frank., Geology, Committee Chairman

Paul L. Sites, Prof., Sociology, alternate
Observers

Allen Adler, Attorney General’s Office
Ray D. Heisey, Faculty Ombudsman
Harold Kitner, KSUFA

Byron Lander, KSUFA

Frank Smith, AAUP

3k 3k 3k 3k 3k 3k %k %k >k >k 3k 3k 3k %k %k %k %k >k 3k 3k %k >k *k k k

The most amazing thing about the Hearing Committee Report is its lack of impartiality, its glaring
omissions, its obvious antithetical and contradictory statements, and its being utterly destitute of the
professional and especially professorial touch which one might expect in a university.

If that statement seems harsh let me explain. The Hearing Committee was composed of tenured
professors of full or associate rank.. Actually five of the six persons on the committee had professorial
rank and one associate rank. These persons were supposed to be distinguished faculty who would look
at my case with more intelligence, objectivity, and sensitivity than one might expect of an original
randomly selected jury assembled to examine a case in an American court of law.

The Purpose of the Hearing Committee was stated to be threefold (see the May 6, 1975 letter to me
from Dr. Olds):

“1. Receive and consider all facts in evidence on the matter
2. lIssue a finding.
3. Forward its finding and recommendation to the President of the University.”

On page 1 of the report it states: “The ‘Recommendation and Rationale for Dismissal of Dr. Frumkin’
cites valid and serious charges against Professor Frumkin.” That is an erroneous, misleading, biased
statement because THE RECOMMENDATION AND RATIONALE FOR DIMISSAL OF DR. ROBERT FRUMKIN
does not cite charges against me. It merely presents charges against me. In order to “cite” charges
CPSE department would have had to bring forward strong evidence to support its charges. This was not
done. Furthermore, those charges are not “valid” because they were not validated in that green book
nor could any of them be considered “serious” because there is nowhere in the ACADEMIC POLICY
BOOK of KSU or in the FACULTY CODE OF ETHICS of KSU statements which define what kind of behavior
is “serious” and “not serious.” All the Hearing Committee could objectively report is that the
RECOMMENDATION AND RATIONALE FOR DISMISSAL presented charged against me. The committee
became irresponsible when it stated that the RECOMMENDATION AND RATIONALE FOR DISMISSAL
“cites valid and serious charges against Professor Frumkin.”

On page 1 of the Report Hearing Committee introduces what it considered the three major charges
against me. These introductions are also biased statements. Thus the Report states with reference to
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the handling of the HEW grant that “For a number of reasons, Dr. Frumkin appears incapable of
administrating a grant, but we find none of these reasons sufficient for dismissal, even those which
might lead to civil action against him.” The bias comes out in such language as “Dr. Frumkin appears
incapable of administering a grant.” That biased indictment ignores both the letter of Dr. James W.
McGrath, Dean of the Graduate School, and the testimony of the grant accountant Allen Emrich. The
former wrote a letter, introduced in evidence at the hearing, which congratulated me on obtaining and
administering the HEW grant. Dr. McGrath stated in that September 11, 1974 letter: “We have been
informed by the Department of Health, Education and Welfare that you have been awarded a grant for
the training proposal which you submitted. | congratulate you on the award recognizing that, in
addition to the financial advantages, this award represents a recognition at the national level of your
capabilities and hence brings credit both to you and to the University.” The latter, who worked closely
with me for almost two years, testified at the hearings that my working relationship with him was good,
that my paperwork connected with the grant satisfactory, and that there had been no problems during
this period of our relationship.

The Hearing Committee Report suggests that some civil action could be taken against me for the
way in which | administered the grant. If so, these civil laws | allegedly broke were never specified.
What is the Hearing Committee referring to? In a Kafkaesque way they have presented a judgment
against me without ever indication what the crime was.

Most importantly, the Committee neglected to mention the very important fact that | volunteered
for the position of grant director because nobody else wanted the job which was regarded a headache
by the former grant director, Dr. Keith Palmerton. | accepted the grant directorship because | felt that
the Rehabilitation Counseling Program might die if we stopped getting federal funds which supported
faculty, student trainees, and special aspects of the Rehabilitation Counseling Program. The fact that
the Committee chose to ignore important points which would have put me in a favorable light with
reference to my handling the grant makes me suspect that the majority of the Committee members
were extremely biased against me and/or were a part of the conspiracy on removing me from the
university.

The second major charge introduced is subtitled “Faculty Harassment.” It does not state in that
heading who harassed whom. Even though the evidence presented at the hearings demonstrated that |
have been the person who has been most harassed over the years, the Hearing Committee suggests that
| have been the one allegedly doing most of the harassing. | strongly object to this kind of bias. In the
strict sense of the term harass means to continually, actively annoy another person. To harass often
carries with it the possibility of physical harm or worse, e.g., “terrorists nightly harassed the border
communities near the Northern border of the country.” At no time in my relations with my colleagues
did there exist the possibility of physical harm or worse even though some person expressed such a fear.
The strongest term that might be used with some accuracy is, perhaps, the term bother. Bother
suggested repeated, deliberate annoyances intended to disturb. Actually, neither my colleagues not |
were guilty of harassment or of bothering each other. It was clear that the actions of my collegures
were simply actions aimed at getting me out of the department, and that my so-called harassing actions
were attempts to defend myself against these on part of my colleagues.

If there was any harassment taking place/during the time | was employed at KSU and in which | was
in any way associated with, it was that behavior addressed toward me between March and July, 1975.
During that period of time more than $1200 worth of my books, journals, research materials, etc. were
stolen from CPSE department of facilities and the department chairperson and the Dean of the College
didn’t lift a finger to try and stop it or make inquiries as to who was doing this. Anindependent
investigation of this matter by myself and the Campus Police strongly suggested that the only person
with keys, the opportunity, and the possible motivation to steal these materials from me would be one
or more of my colleagues at the CPSE department. It is most significant that in the main room where




463

this stealing was being done that three other colleagues also had boxes of personal materials mixed in
with mine and that none of their labeled boxes were disturbed! 'l would call this covered-up behavior
as a kind of plaguing action that had an almost demoniacal insistence about it. In the main storage place
for my boxes of belongings | had had 44 boxes of materials at the beginning of March, 1975. What
seemed like every other day there would be another box missing so that by July, 1975, there were only
16 boxes left. It was not until July that the suspects were narrowed down to one person and even then
the person responsible was so clever that he was never caught in the act or left any usable evidence
which would prove his months of tormenting me. That whole business comes close to what we might
mean by harassment. | resent the idea that | have been the least bit guilty of harassing any of my
colleagues when in fact the opposite is closest to the truth.

The third major charge introduced was that of “Student Harassment.” First of all, in the strict sense
of the term harassment, | did not harass that student although she was disturbed by my behavior as |
was disturbed by hers. The personal feelings of harassment which the student felt were generated by
her own perception of what was going on between us and with other people with whom she had
contact in the CPSE department. She was 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 October 30, 1974. Between October 30, 1974 and May
1, 1975 | had absolutely nothing whatever to do with her --- six whole months. It is, therefore,
irresponsible for the Hearing Committee to state that | harassed that student. It is also irresponsible of
them to state that | violated the Faculty Code of Ethics because there was never any evidence presented
which could support such conclusion. And it is most irresponsible in neglecting to point out that it was
the unprofessional and unethical behavior of the KSU Registrar who exacerbated the student’s feeling of
being harassed by showing her a confidential letter which was not intended for her and which he
refused to return to me after he finished with it, as | requested.

The point of all this discussion thus far is that the Hearing Committee introduction to the three
major charges were presented in such a biased, irresponsible manner the rest of the Report is difficult to
look at without being negatively influenced. The innuendos are laced so well into the statements that
the total fabric presents a picture of a person incapable of managing a grant even though he was
capably managing that grant for 18 full months prior to the charges made against him, against whom
civil action might be taken even though no grounds existed for such action, a person guilty of harassing
colleagues even though no harassment took place, a person guilty of harassing a student even though
no harassment took place with regard to her, a person guilty of violating the Faculty Code of Ethics even
though the specific behavior which constitutes such violations have never been spelled out.

The statement ending those introductions to the major charges is a very interesting statement
because it could very well apply to the three major charges examined above. That statement is: “Other
charges are so insignificant as to be highly suspect in their listing in a document for dismissal.”

The next item the Report takes up is the specific charges. In this section it makes comments on
specific charges whereas in the introduction to the three major charges, stated in a general way, the
remarks were only about the nature of these charges.

Charge 1 was “Unsatisfactory Performance as a Rehabilitating Counseling (SRS) Grant Director.”
Charge 1 has 6 subsections. The Hearing Committee concluded that all the subsections “show”
mismanagement of the grant funds, and indicate “removal” of me as grant manager. These conclusions
found in the Green Monster were, it seems, adopted by the Hearing Committee in spite of the evidence
to the contrary presented at the hearings. For example, one charge against me was charge 1A-c, which
was that | made charges against Professors Palmerton and Sakata which were allegedly “false and
without merit.” At the hearings | showed that there was evidence to support my charges against them,

! All boxes were labeled with identification of the owners.
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yet the Hearing Committee insists that all the charges show mismanagement of grant funds. In spite of
this blanket conclusion the Hearing Committee recommended that | be “reprimanded for
mismanagement” and, therefore not dismissed.

The only thing that the Hearing Committee could say about Charge 2 and its subsections, “Recurring
Undocumented and Unproven Charges against Faculty Members,” is that my alleged “violations seemed
to have been made in an emotionally charged atmosphere. They, therefore, do not indicate whether
the charges warrant dismissal, reprimand, or any other punitive measure.

Charge 3 and its subsections are entitled “Unprofessional Conduct.” The Hearing Committee
concludes that all except one of the 5 subsections of this charge are valid and show evidence of violation
of the Faculty Code of Ethics. In spite of this, the Hearing Committee states that “Each of these taken
individually would not seem to be cause for dismissal, but they revealed a pattern which is of concern to
the committee.” The one subsection the Committee found invalid was the one which Dr. Olds in our
meeting on April 9, 1975 found very serious, namely, the charge 3-D, the charge that | allegedly “secured
a personal document from Dr. Sakata and widely distributed it.”

Charge 4 was entitled “False Charges against the Department.” On this charge the Hearing
Committee” did not find sufficient evidence to discount or substantiate these alleged charges.” That is
an interesting statement because the hearing Committee never dealt with this charge at the hearings!

Charge 5 and its subsections are entitled “Violations of University and/or Department Policy.” The
Committee concludes that “these charges do not seem to be major in nature.”

Charge 6 and its subsections are entitled “departmental Concerns.” The Hearing Committee
concludes that the behaviors alluded to are “evidence of disappointing behavior.”

In all these remarks the Hearing Committee does not state that any of the charges warrant
dismissal. In fact, they state that charges 1 and 3 definitely do not warrant dismissal. They fail to
comment about dismissal relative to the other charges. However, you might remember that other than
three so-called major charges, the Hearing Committee stated that the “Other charges are so insignificant
as to be highly suspect in their listing in a document on dismissal.”

Putting these conclusions by the Hearing Committee together, taking into account that they
regarded the major charges of “Faculty harassment” and “Student harassment found in Charge 3,
Sections A and B as no cause for dismissal and the major charge on the “Handling of HEW Grant as
warranting, at best, only a reprimand, the Hearing Committee, in actuality, concluded that there was no
charge among six charges against me, warranting dismissal. That is, the Hearing Committee, in reality,
reached this conclusion prior to another conclusion they reached after discussing the specific charges.

Immediately after the Hearing Committee completed those conclusions which | reviewed above, for
reasons beyond my comprehension, they then came up with the following non sequitur: “By majority
vote, the committee finds adequate, valid and serious evidence stipulated in the charges to recommend
that Dr. Frumkin be dismissed.” This non sequitur was reached in spite of the fact that on pages 1-3 of
the original report there are conclusions everywhere that there is no just cause for dismissal. The most
severe punishment suggested anywhere is a “reprimand” in connection with the management of the
grant. What is going on here? How does the Hearing Committee laboriously come to the conclusion
that none of the six charges against me warrant dismissal but that one warrants, at most, a reprimand,
and then vote 4-1 that “adequate, valid and serious evidence stipulated in the charges...recommend
that Dr. Frumkin be dismissed.” As a licensed psychologist, having much experience working with the
mentally ill, | can state that the kind of thinking manifested in the Report is rather schizoid in character
and demands further scrutiny.

In contrast to the obvious confusion in the Hearing Committee’s dealing with the charges against
me, there are relatively clearer, more accurate statements made about the state of the department and
the reason they think | should not be dismissed. Thus, on page 1 of the Report it states that: “It was
mystifying (sic) that this disturbing situation could develop in a department of Counseling and Personnel
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Services Education, and it appears to be an indictment, not only of Dr. Frumkin, but of the entire faculty
of the department as well. The committee found no evidence of how or when the conflict began but for
every act perpetrated (sic) there appeared to be a counter action (sic) that precipitated not only a
subsequent act, but, which developed a mental perception that compelled each side to retaliate.”

On page 3, in spite of the Hearing Committee finding by a majority vote that there are “adequate,
valid and serious evidence stipulated in the charges recommend that Dr. Frumkin be dismissed,” it goes
on to say: ‘however, there is consensus within the committee to request that the president not dismiss
Dr.Frumkin. The reason for this is that the committee feels that strong leadership at all levels and
appropriate supportive, measures would provide mutual understanding and adjustments of all
concerned.”

In essence, therefore, the Hearing Committee has indicted the CPSE department and charged it with
retaliatory behavior unbecoming to a department dedicated to training helping professionals, and of
aggravating an emotionally charged atmosphere. However, taking an attitude of forgiveness and mercy,
it had not recommended abolishment of the department or me. Rather it “feels that strong leadership
at all levels and appropriate supportive measures would provide for mutual understanding and
adjustment of all concerned.” The committee thus recommends reconciliation rather than liquidation of
the department or of me.

The Hearing Committee asked itself two questions which it felt were generated by its official
functions. The first question was 1. “Is there evidence to support dismissal?” The vote was: 4-Yes and
1-No. The problem with this question is that it is a poor misleading question because evidence and
dismissal are like apples and pigs. They are two different things. Evidence in this case must be related
to the charges. Questions concerning evidence are scientific questions. Dismissal in this case related to
a value judgment, a decision about the meaning of the evidence. Thus, the second question, “Should Dr,
Frumkin be dismissed?” is actually the same kind of question as question 1. It is a value judgment kind
of question. Thus, the first question should have read: “Is there evidence to support the charges?” Thus
guestion was nor really asked in any clear fashion, and, hence, might have led to the schizoid nature of
the Report. For it is possible that evidence could support all of the charges and still none of the charges
were considered serious enough to warrant dismissal. In reality, the answer to question 2, “Should Dr.
Frumkin be dismissed?”supports this idea because the Hearing Committee voted 3-2 against dismissal
even though they felt there was evidence to support some of the charges. However, the Committee
also felt none of these 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 Report states that: “The minority concurs with the finding of the majority in that it requests the
retention of Professor Frumkin. The minority finds the charges contained in the “Recommendation and
Rationale for Dismissal” insufficient to warrant such extreme action. While it unequivocally deplores
Professor Frumkin makes a positive contribution to the university as a publishing scholar and classroom
teacher.” The Minority Report is the only balanced, relatively objective statement in the whole report
because it begins to put the whole case in some perspective.

The errors of omission in the Hearing Committee Report are extremely significant.

First, no statement is made about the fact that:

1. Two persons on the Hearing Committee were cited by me for serious bias on the second day of the
hearing and yet were no replaced as requested.

2. That of the 50 witnesses requested that only 16 were called before the Committee, that is only 32%,
less than one third.

3. Of the 16 witnessed called only 6 were friendly toward me and my cause.

Not all of the charges were discussed at the hearings.

5. New charges were added to the original ones.

E
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6. Some of the new charges negatively influenced the attitudes of the Hearing Committee toward me
and exacerbated biases some members of the Committee already had against me.

7. 1 was putin the position of being my own attorney and did not have the benefit of a professional
attorney acting in my defense. My attorney was prevented from carrying his full potential functions
as my advocate.

8. None of the positive exhibits introduced as evidence at the hearings were mentioned in the Report
or sent to Dr. Olds with the Report.

9. The very significant letters written about the hearings by special faculty observers at the hearings,
namely, by Dr. Smith from the AAUP, Dr. Byron Lander from the KSUFA, and Dr. Ray Heisey, faculty
ombudsman, were ignored in the Report and did not accompany the Report to President Olds.

10. The general attitude of the majority of the Hearing Committee was one of “Let’s get it all over as
quickly as possible because we go on vacation on June 14, 1975.” Expediency rather than a quest
for justice seemed the modus operandi.

On June 30, 1975 Dr. Glenn olds, President of KSU, addressed a letter to the KSU Board
of Trustees with his recommendation that at their next meeting (July 17, 1975) that they dismiss me.

The letter, in its entirely, reads as follows:

The case of Dr. Robert Frumkin’s dismissal for cause has now been heard by a Special Hearing
Committee appointed jointly by myself and the Executive Committee of the Faculty Senate.

The original charges of (1) inadequate performance as a faculty member and as a Federal grant
administrator, (2) unprofessional and unethical behavior, and (3) violation of Departmental, Collegial,
and University policy, along with the specifications were made by unanimous action of the departmental
Executive Committee. It was also unanimously endorsed by the College of Education Executive
Committee and passed on to Dean Alfonso who added his endorsement. Then it received the
endorsement of the Provost came to me.

| examined the charges, and in light of the charges brought and subsequent occurrence a written attack
on Mrs. Nancy Gabalac, a student, and a verbal threat before his class to kill Dr. Alan Coogan, |
determined that there were, in the words of the Academic Policy Book, “prima facie” reasons for Dr.
Frumkin’s dismissal.

Dr. Frumkin then requested a hearing. The hearing was conducted in accordance with University policy,
lasted some 36 hours spread over several weeks, and the Committee made their finding., which is
attached.

| append, in historic order the materials summarized above for background to your decision. It is still my
feeling, and | believe my conclusion is supported by the findings, that Dr. Frumkin should be dismissed. |
respectfully recommend that the Board take action on this matter.

Somewhat like the Hearing Committee Report, the President’s letter is manifested by a lack of
impartially, of glaring omissions, and any semblance of a quest for justice.

In his recommendation he added new charges: (1) “a written attack on Mrs. Nancy Gabalac;”
(2) “a verbal threat before his class to kill Dr. Alan Coogan.” He neglected to state that these new
charges were devoid of validity. He neglected to mention that in the case of Mrs. Gabalac that one of
his administrative staff members acted in an unprofessional and unethical way when he gave Mrs.
Gabalac a personal letter unintended for her. He also neglected to point out that the alleged threat “to
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kill Dr. Coogan,” by no stretch of the imagination, could be interpreted as a real, bona fide threat

otherwise it would be actionable in the courts and constitute moral turpitude for when dismissal would

have been a simple matter. By adding these charges, Dr. Olds contaminated the minds of most of the

Board of Trustees members to insure that they would adopt his recommendation and totally ignore the

findings and recommendation of the Hearing Committee.

There are many major errors as well as a few minor errors, the Hearing Committee was
appointed not by the President and the Executive Committee of the Faculty Senate but by the President
and the Chairperson of the Faculty Senate. Secondly, the hearings lasted 20 hours and not 36 hours,
and they spread over less than two weeks rather than several weeks.

The most/major serious errors were errors of omission. The major errors of commission, the
Gabalac and Coogan charges, were already discussed. The most serious charge against Dr. Olds is that
he presented the Board with only those documents which were calculated to aid in getting me dismissed
and totally ignored any materials which could have led to any favorable attitudes no less actions in my
behalf. He violated the spirit of due process by not making the 20 hours of hearing tapes or/ transcripts
of those tapes available to the Board members before their July 17, 1975 meeting. That is more than a
violation of the spirit of due process, it is a violation of my Constitutional right. But Dr. Olds not only
showed his contempt for me and the constitution the way he treated me, he showed his absolute
contempt for the KSU faculty by ignoring the hard work and sacrifices of the Hearing committee, as
representatives if the entire KSU faculty, by rejecting their more than 126 person (man) hours of effort
to seek a just and equitable recommendations in my case, and by rejecting the letters of the faculty
observers who made their observations known to the Hearing Committee. Although the committee for
some, as yet unknown, reason did not send the observer letters along with their Report to Dr. Olds, |
know of at least one of those observers, namely, Dr. Frank Smith of the AAUP, who finding out that the
Hearing Committee did not forward his letter to the President, did send that letter himself to the
President. Dr. Smith’s letter made some of the following crucial points:

1. Inrelation to the charges against me, Dr. Smith asked: “Can a mountain be made out of a collection
of hills and mole hills?” He pointed what the Catholic Church’s position on sin is: “a lot of venial
sins do not make a mortal sin.”

2. Inrelation to the CPSE department’s allegation that | was unprofessional in making charges against
my colleagues, Dr. Frank stated that if the charges | made had some validity, and the evidence
presented seemed to support that idea, “If this be so, do not the charges made by Dr. Frumkin have
some validity and if they have some validity how can they be unprofessional?”

Obviously, a man as prejudiced and closed-minded as Dr. Olds was not about to pay attention
to the Hearing Committee or any of the faculty observers who commented on the hearings. If Dr.
Olds was not so intent on getting me dismissed, he would have realized that the 4-1 vote by
Hearing Committee supporting the idea that there is “evidence” for dismissal is a vote that is
nonsense. It is nonsense because, as stated before, evidence concerns the matter of fact whereas
dismissal is a matter of value judgment, of philosophy on, in this case what is justice. Thus, for
example, the facts might substantiate that Professor X committed plagiarism but whether
Professor X should be dismissed for that behavior is another question, a matter which can be dealt
with many different ways.

The other question, “Should Dr. Frumkin be dismissed?” is a legitimate value question. The
Hearing Committee voted 3-2 that | not be dismissed.

Dr. Olds, being consistent his bias and intent, never mentioned the fact that the Hearing
Committee voted that | not be dismissed and that the Hearing Committee stated in their Report
that “there is consensus within the committee that the president not dismiss Dr. Frumkin.” Few
people | have ever known can match the guile of Dr. Olds. He makes Machiavelli seem like short
order cook at a suburban pizza place.
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| never received a copy of Dr. Olds’ June 30, 1975 letter until July 11, 1975 and then after | had
requested a copy of the enclosures which the President’s Office and did see what he did and did
not include among those enclosure.

The impenetrable smugness of this Olds is unbelievable except those who have had the
misfortune of being under his heavy boot. When Jefferson became attached to the Old Testament
axiom that ‘Rebellion against tyranny is obedience to God” he must have had people like President
Olds in mind.



