Chapter 9. FIFTH DISMISSAL ATTEMPT: THE BEGINNINGS

On November 11,1974 I finally received my 1974-75 Kent
‘State University contract. It was about six months late and
it explicitly stated that it was a "One year terminal appoint-
ment." The delay in my contract, I feel, could be, in part,
due to the hope of the University that I would resign once I
accepted the 1974-75 terminal year as a reality.

what made me feel the terminal contract had some reality
to it was what happened our December 11,1974 CPSE Department
meeting. Shortly before that meeting I had discovered the
fact that the 1974-75 GRADUATE CATALOG did not include my
name, contrary to past practice, next to the rehabilitation
counseling courses listed. Some of my departmental enemies
had apparently seen to it that my name was eliminated from
the CGRADUATT CATALOG because they and many others thought
they would have had me out of the University before the Fall
Quarter,1974 began. At that December 11,1974 departmental
meeting I, therefore, made a motion that the GRADUATE CATALCG
(which was published several times per year), inits next issug
include my name where it should be because "I am still on the
faculty, at least until June 15,1975,

A countermotion was then made by Litwack and seconded by
" Sakata that my name should not be added "td the GRADUATE
CATALOG (all our courses were graduate courses) and that T
should not be provided with a summer teaching load.(Prior to
the meeting I had asked Sakata personally if I might teach

during the Summer Quarter,1975, if the 1974-75 academic year
was really my final year at Kent State. My request to Sakata
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was apparently mentioned to Litwack.) ILitwack stated that the
"rationale" was that "R. Frumkin has already received noti-
fication of contract termination as of this 1974-75 academic
year.“l/That was the rationale stated in that meeting and
repeated in the minutes of that meeting. Litwack's motion

allegedly and other votes
was/passed"unanimously"(my‘vote/excluded), over the strong

partial ,
objections of a 1/ .~-voting, part-time member of our depart-
ment, Professor Fmeritus, Dr. Dwight Arnold. Dr. Arnold felt

that Litwack's proposal was unfair but nobody paid any attent
members of the department voted with me against the motin
ion to this decent old man. Dr. Arnold and other part-time/

My colleagues did not pay any attention to my arguments
on this matter either. T pointed out th&t the terminal con-

tract was contingent on the certain, bona fide lack of federa

funding for the 1975-76 academic year and that this denial of
a place in the GRADUATE CATALOC and denial of a summer schoo
teaching load for 1975 was very unfair at that time. My
colleagues were acting as if they knew definitely that there
would be no federal funding of the rehabilihtion progrmm for
the 1975-76 academic year and that my position at Kent State
would end on June 15,1975 no matter what the circumstances
were. My argument was ignored. VWhat is interesting about the
Litwack motion is that Litwack proposed it and Sakata second-
ed it and Sakata wrote up the minutes for that meeting. Those

minutes were in error and incomplete. Not only I and Dr. Arno

voted against the motion but also some of the teaching fellowh
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;/ See Appendix R, page y for the relevant excerpt from
the minutes of the December 11,1974 meeting.

¥ The motion was not "unanimously" passed. There were, at
minimum, at least two full votes against the motion.This is
just one example of Sakata's deliberate distortion of facts.

X
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December 13,1974 reafflrmed the idea that my 1974-75 Kent Stat%

found &yself longing to get away to some kind of uﬁiia, a

and graduate assistants who‘had had partial voting privileges,
that is, their vote counted % of a vote each. For that reason,
because T unfortunately did not take notes on the voting, the
actual ?ote remains a mystery. Another important point about
the minutes written by Sakata was his omission of my arguments
why I should not be excluded from the GRADUATE CATALOG and why
T should, at that time, be offered a summer school teaching
schedule. |

A registered letter from Provost Dr. John Snyder dated

University contract was terminal. Like Dean Alfonso's Septem-
ber 11,1974 letter, mentioned earlier, Dr. Snyder’'s letter did
not state that this termination was dependent on federal fund-
ing, that is, the presence or absence of such funding. The
letter ended with the hypocritical closing: "Please accept my

best wishes for your professional future.” _

Early in October,1974, in the thick of my fight agalnst
the conspiracy intent on getting me out of the University, I

. \

promised land, a place where there was some justice and tran-
quility. I saw Israel as the Promised Iand to which I, as a
Jew and a person, might go in order to find what I was being
denied at Kent State and in the USA.kConseQuently, for my be-

tween quarters vacation coming up late in December, I made

arfangements to go to Israel to see if I could find some
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meaningful work, and, perhaps, start a new life there.

T spent two unforgettable weeks in Israel and located
several.worthwhile jobs. One evening, while visiting with my
cousins overnight in a little village near Hadera, atttempting
to go to sleep, filled with both joy and sorrow, I spent about
four hours crying harder and longer tﬁan at anytime in my
whole life. T had never felt so accepted, so appreciated, so
at home as I did in Israel. I had never felt that acceptéd.
appreciated, and at home in the USA. At that moment I knew
what the Holocausé had meant, what Israel meant to those Jews
living in Israél, and why gxggz people needed a land they
could call their own. I then understood what Palestinian Arabs
were struggling for. They too needed an autonémeus.jindep&ﬁdenm
state as much as Jews did. This was a right of all people all
over the world.

I returned to the USA refreshed by the Israeli experience
and enthusiastic abou% the future. I was sefiously’thinking
about leaving Kent and the USA until the flagrant injustices
I faceﬁ when returning to the Kent Staté'University put me in
a position comewhat like that of the Jews in the Warsaw Ghetto.
If my academic careef in the USA was going t6 be wiped out it
was not going to be done without an all-out fight on my part.
I took immediate steps against the growing conspiracy intent
on my academic assassination.

| On January 10,1975 I met with Provost Snyder, Assistant
Provost Gordon Keller, and Faculty Ombudsman,kDr;'Ray Heisey

in the office of the Provost to discuss my status at the Kent
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State University. In a letter to me from Dr. Heisey,dated
January 1741975, the main points I had made at that meet-
ing were summarized by Dr. Heisey, namely:

n 1., You feel the decision to cut you from the
program was unfair both substantively and pro-
cedurally.

2. The professional qualifications which you have
are superior in your opinion to those of Palmer-
ton and Sakata when everything is taken into
account, such as comprehensiveness and depth of
experience in Rehabilitation Counseling.

3. Of the many programs in the College of Education,
the decision to select Rehabilitation Counseling
to eliminate was an arbitrary one. ’

I, You feel that you have skills which have been
used to help others get graddate faculty status
and those same persons are now attempting to
throw you out. - E A

5. Your unique contributions to the department
should be considered in this decision. You
have helped students get articles published,
you have developed new courses, you have
brought in $ 95,000 in the last two years
to the University in grants. ‘

The above five points are those which you made %o

snyder and Keller as they asked you for your point

of view on the matter. It was not considered a

hearing or a formal presentation of your case, but

an opportunity for you to give your point of view.
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(continued on page 61)
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It was my understanding that the procedure from here on

is that Provost Snyder has asked Assistant Provost
Keller to talk with Dean Alfonso and obtain documentat-
ion for the case which the department and the Dean's
office have established. Once this documentation and
the factual data are ascertained, you will have a
chance to answer these and that I will assist you in
the preparation of your response. I will be in touch
with vou once I hear that the case is avallable and
that you have received a copy for making a response. "
(emphasis added)

In Nr. Heisey's letter, T believe, is the clue as to when
my enemies inside and outside of the CPSF Department receiv-
ed encouragement to move toward establishing a dismissal
case against me instead of relying on the tenuous, unpre-
dictable grounds of a financial exigency connected with a
lack of federal funding. Thus, it seems to me, while it is
apparent that my enemies were collecting materials which
might be used against me for years( at least since 1969),and
making an all-out effort to create such materials especially
after I had filed a complaint with the O0ffice for Civil
Rights, it was the sgpecific request of Assistant Provost
Keller asking the CPST Department to document its case for
not retaining me on the faculty if there was no new federal
funding of the Rehabilitation program for the 1975-76 acad-
emic year which led to the new decision that to insure that
T do not return tb the faculty in September,1975, that théy
will work toward dismissing me for cause. To move from the
use of a financial exigency to cause as a basis for not
retaining me on the faculty was a serious matter which had
cruéiél significance for my life as well as the lives of

many other persons.
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Realizing that June 15,1975 might be my last day at the
Kent State University if I do not get any assignments and
financial support beyond that date, in a memo to Sakata dated]
January 20,1975, 1 expressed my desgsire to teach summer schoo;
during the 1975 Summer Quarter. Skkata's response, orally, wals
that I could not teach summer school because my contract ends
on June 15,1975 and will not be reheWed. He said that with
the confidence of a man who knew more than I did. Again, I
pointed out that my so-called terminal contract was conting-
ent upon the certain, bona fide fact of no further federal
funding of the Rehabilimtion Counseling Program and that, at
“that time, January 20,1975, it was gtill not known if we
would or would not receive futther federal suppport. He re-
minded me that the CPST Departiment had voted “"unanimously"
on December 11,1974 that I should not have a summer school
teaching load and that "that's thati®

I was exﬁremely‘upaeﬁ by Sakata's attitude, an attitude
which seemingly was one shared by many other members of the
deﬁartmenta The attitude was not that my terminal contract
was contingent upon the renewal of federal funding but rather
that it was a terminal contract no matter what the financial
state of the Rehabilitation Counseling Program would be for
the 1975-76 academic year.

In that frame of mind and just having been rebuffed by
Sakata on my summer school request I wrote the following
letter to Dr. Virginia Harvey, a member of the CPSF Depart-
ment and the Kent State University Facu&ty'Senatew In this

letter I addressed her as a member of the Faculty Senate, as




my representative on the University's faculty governing
body. The entire letter read as follows:

"In the Spring of 1974 I appeared before a KSU Faculty
Senate Grievance and Appeals Committee hedded by Dr.
Gordon Keller., That five-person committee examined my
cage very thoroughly and came to the unanimous, favor-
able conclusion concerning my status within the univ-

ersity. That committee presented its findings to the
President and Provost of the Kent State University and
they virtually ignored them. For that reason, almost
the same circumstances which existed last year now
exist again and I am in the position of having to ap-

peal to the Faculty Senate for a second time concern-
ing problems which should have been settled with the
Faculty Senate's Grievance and Appeals Committee re-
commendations in 1974,

My suggestions, therefore, are as follows:

1. As in the U,S. Constitution, there should be some
kind of double jeopardy clause in the Faculty Senat
Policy so that a person, like myself, who wasg foun
by the Faculty Senate's Committee to be ‘'innocent®
of an alleged offense, namely, being on soft money
tenure, need not be tried a second time for the
same offense.

2. That some provision be made by the Faculty Senate
to deal with the University when it ignores its
findings and recommendations and makes a mockery
of the whole purpose of the Faculty Senate. An
extraordinary number of serious man(person) hours
were put into the review of my case by the Faculty
Senate and other interested parties. To have all

that work ignored is unfair and unjust and must
be dealt with if the University wants to avoid
becoming known as Jjust another member of the world
of Academic Siberia.

I hope something can be done about these suggestimnﬁ
for the University's welfare as well as my own.

Thank you for your cooperation."

[

Dr. Harvey never answered my letter, nor did anybody
else from the Paculty Senateothat she did about the

letter only she knows.

On October 9,1974 I had indicated to the CPSE
Department's Fxecutive Committee that I possessed

evidence regarding the misuse/misappropriation of

foderal funds by .one or more members of the department. @
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T was reluctant to bring charges against these persons becausgd
I felt that a therapeutic and rehabilitative approach to theip
behavior would be more appropriate than a punitive one. How-
ever, my rkquests urging the non-punitive approach were ignor
ed and since the Fxecutive Committee urged me to bring those
charges out in the open, I did so by writing a letter to Dr.
Ray Helsey, Faculty Ombudsman, abouﬁ these behaviors. That
letter to Dr. Heisey was written on February 6,1975, and was,

in full,as follows:

(Note: the full letter is found on pages 65

and 66 and should be inserted about here)
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Rehabilitation Counseling Program,
311 ®duc. Pldg., Kent St. University

Kent, Ohio 4L242: Tel.(216)672-2662

Dr. Ray Helisey, Faculty Ombudsman February 6,1975
101 Rowman Hall, Kent St. University
Kent, Ohio 44242

Dear Ray:

On Oct. 99,1974, T indicated to the CPSE Department's Executive Committee
that T possessed evidence regarding the misuse/misappropriation of federal
funds by one or more members of our department. I have been reluctant to
present this evidence because I feel that the persons guilty of these
illegal and unethical behaviors are persons who need therapy and rehablili-
tation rather than punitive action ( part of which might lead to dismissal
from the university and/or imprisonment). However, my requests urging helr
for these persons have been ignored and I have been asked by Dr. Saltzman
to put my charges in writing by Friday, Feb. 7,1975. Since I am deeply
concerned about how these charges will be used (I hope they will be used
wisely, non-punitively, therapeutically), I am putting them in this letter
to you so that you may be the one (the fair, just ombudsman} to present
them to the Provosf and Assistant Provost, Drs. Snyder and Keller.

sharge 1. Dr. Keith Palmerton in August,l974 took a week's vacation on

KU time and at the federal government's expense allegedly for the single
purpose of checking on the performance of one of our students doing an
internship in a questionable type of agency. Although he spent less than
6 hours of his professional time with the student and his supervisor, Dr.
Palmerton received $241.08 to support his vacation expenses(_See Attach-
ment & ) . This week, spent with a girlfriend, was devoted largely to
salling in his boat. Since this was an unauthorized trip to an unauthor-
ized internship site with a questionable type of internship experience,

I charge Dr. Keith Palmerton with misuse and misappropriation of federal
funds for personal gain. In legal Térms, in the state of Ohio, Dr.Palmer-
ton 1s gullty of a felony.

Charge 2. In August,1973, Dr. Keith Palmerton told me he would like to

attend the national meetings of the American Psychological Association in
Montreal, Canada and take his two children along with him. However,because
it would be too expensive and since I wasn't going to the meetings and
hadn't spent the federal monies allotted to me, he wanted me to write up
false travel expenses for myself and give him the money to help subsidize
This vacation trip with his children. When T told him I wouldn't do it,
he was very upset and for weeks went around with a long face because I
had turned him down. I, thefefore, charge Dr. Palmerton with attempted
embezzlement and fraud. I should, I realize now, have reported this 1n-
cident then but, softy that I am, I felt sorry for him and repressed the
whole thing. Dr. Palmerton freely used my writing talent to get himself
graduate faculty status, promotion to the assoclate professor rank, and
tenure. When T became coordinator of the HEW-SRA grant, he was quick to
try to exploit me here also. His dishonest reports about me, his slander-
ous statements to my colleagues and students, all provdde increasing
evidence that Dr. Palmerton is a status-ridden man who would do almost
anything in order to maintain and enhance his status regardless of the
ethics and legality involved.

Charge 3. Dr. Robert Sakata, in April, 1974, attended the national meetings
of the American Personnel and Guidance Association convention in New
Orleans, Louisiana. His main purpose, if he is honest about it, was not
educational and/or professional development but rather to seek employment
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elsewhere through the APGA's job placement service. While there he
spent $29.82 per night for his room, allegedly for himself alone(See
Attachment B). T think this kind of unauthorized luxury is inexcusable
and deserves a sound explanation. I, therefore, charge Dr. Sakata with
the misuse of federal funds for personal gain (attempting to seek a

job €lsewhere and undue extravagance in room accommodations). His mis-
use of federal funds is not as serious as are the actual and attempted
behavior of Dr. Palmerton, in my estimation. It is unfortunate but alsc
nevertheless, true that Dr. Sakata has been guilty of making slanderous
and libelous statements about me. Like Dr. Palmerton, Dr. Sakata too is
a status-ridden person who will engage in unethical kinds of behavior
in order to maintain and enhance his status at the university. However,
he is not as dishonest or as impudent as Dr. Palmerton.

The above charges are only some of the many possible ones against Drs.
Palmerton and Sakata which might be made. When I tried to examine past
travel and expense statements on file in our office during the Fall
Quartsr,1974%, theysuddenly and "appropriately"(?) disappeared. What =
strange but timely coincidence.

T think these charges only scratch the surface because it is only
since the Summer of 1973, when I became the coordinator of the Rehabil-
itation Counseling HEW-SRA Grant, that I have become aware of the great

many opportunities that dishonest people might have if in the positions
which Drs. Pdlmerton and Sakata have held.

T am sure some of these charges, perhaps, all of these charges, will
be denied and/or "explained" by Drs. Palmerton and Sakata. Charge 2 is
difficult to prove because there is no witness (save the Man upstairs
to Palmerton's requests. Charge 1 and 3 are more easily proven. I have
checked reliable sources both in Delaware and Loulsiana about the
behaviors in question.

My feelings about this situation dare still that Drs. Palmerton and
Sakata should not be punished as much as they should be helped to
change their behavior to more responsible kinds. These charges do,
however, point to the fact that these men are less fit to be on the

faculty than I am. They need some personal rehabilitation before they
might become fit to train responsible rehabilitation counselors.

Sincerely, ‘
JC T Frehul
‘ . Robert M. Frumkin, Ph.D.
cc: Dr. G. Keller Associate Professor of
Ms. Odessa Fellows Rehabilitation Counseling
FRI et p.r.n.
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My February 6,1975 letter needs some explanation.
Some people might regard it as petty, unsophisticated, and
even puritanical. Like everything in this book it must be
placed in context. The CPSE Department is a graduate depart-
ment in applied counseling. Its official philosophy has been
centered in the belief that people could be helped to make

for themselves

better, more meaningful, more productive lives/through
competent counseling at any stage of their lives and
particularly during critical periods. I believe in this
philosopliy. I have tried to live by it. I have tried to
apply it to all people I come in contact with, whether they
be handicapped clients, students, colleagues, friends, or
even a stranger. I have tried to apply it to my life. I
expected my colleagues to treat me in the same way. There-
fore, when my colleagues ruthlessly voted for my removal
from the department at the August 27,1974 departmental
meeting I began to fight back by pointing out that 1f I am
imperfect,and I acknowledge that fact, so are my colleagues
who have castigated me. It is human to err, to be imperfecty
However, as counselor educators and counselors, as a help-

ing profession, our basic aim is helping others and not

punishing others for their imperfections. Our professional
orientation is therapeutic rather than punitive.

T demonstrated that I had lived by that philosophy
when T defended several students in our program when my
colleagues wanted to dismiss them because they were im-

perfect in some way. I felt that we had an obligation to
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approach the imperfections of those students in a helping
and not in a punitive way, to give them a chance to complete
the program.

The reason I brought up the problems relative to Sakata
and Palmerton wasg to demonstrate that they were human and
imperfect and that we should not dismiss or punish them but
rather try to help them. Only if they were unwilling to
accept help and change their behavior should the department
even consider any kind of action which might be punitive in
nature.

All I wanted was to be treated in the same way. I WAS
NOT GUILTY OF ANY SERIOUS MISCONDUCT, GROSS INCOMPETENCE, OR
MORAL TURPITUDE. MOST OF THE CHARGES MADE AGAINST ME WERE
TRIVIAL AND INVALID, On the other hand, the charges I made

against Palmerton involved sericus misconduct and the charge

against Sakata , in the February 6th,1975 letter, at least
questionable conduct. Nothing was done to Palmerton and
Sakata for their misconduct. Their behavior, as you will
soon discover, was completely whitewashed by the University
power elite and, instead, that power elite made phony
charges against me and threatened a police investigation

of my activities at the University.

I strongly objected to this violation of my right to
equal protection under the U.S. CONSTITUTION. I felt sad
about the fact that my colleagues in the helping profession
of counseling did not pay much attention to the philosophy

about people we all profess to hold and live by. My letter
was a somewhat desperate attempt to change this condition,
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After hearing about the February 6,1975 letter to br.
Heisey, the Txecutive Committee of the CPSF Department in-
vited me to its February 10,1975 meeting to acknowledge the
fact that I sent the February 6,1975 letter and to talk abou
the federal grant proposal I had written for the summer of
1975. The next day, February 11,19?5, the Executive Committe
met without me and produced the following se of minutes

after their meeting:

(Note: these minutes are found in full on
pages 68, 69, and 70, and should be

inserted about here)

%)




Present: G. Saltzman, Chairman

Guest: R. Frumkin

rage oo
PR

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETINGS
MINUTES
February 10 & 11, 1975

D. Benshoff, R. Getson, M. Kaplan,
K. Palmerton, A. Woldt
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G. Saltzman reported to the Executive
Committee that R. Frurkin 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.

e e

g
G B

R. Frumkin submitted a "Teaching Grant and Traineeships in
Rehabilitation Counseling” propcsal. (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 studentd, The Executive Committee does not,
however, endorse the submission of this propocsal 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
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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 sections 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 cguestioned 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 e 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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Lastly, the CPSE Executive Committee directs

R. Sakata (Rehsbilitation 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 nceds) and to submit it to the
proper funding agency, via the Dcan of the College
of Iducation and Provost.

Respectfully submnitted,

Glenn A. Saltzman
Recording Secretary
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Tt was obvious from the tone and substance of what was

stated in that Fxecutive Committee memo of February 10 and 11,
1975, that the Committee was not going to support any efforts
of mine to continue working on the Kent State University facult)
after June 15,1975. On February 28, 1975, I, therefore, wrote
a letter to Dr. Saltzman requesting that the next departmenﬁ
meeting discuss the August 27,1974 CPSE Tepartment meeting and
my status in the department relative to the issues raised at
that meeting. The letter read as follows:

"My letter to Dr. J. Snyder, KSU Provost, dated Nov.
13,1974, stated briefly why I thought that the Aug.
27,1974 CPSF Dept. Meeting was one in which your
actions, wittingly or not, prejudiced the CPSF facult
against me and led to the 9% to 1 vote asking for the
retention of Drs. Sakata and Palmerton and the non-
retention of me after June 15,1975. Your letter o
Bean Alfonso (8/30/74) stated that a 'lengthy discus-
sion was held, regarding the rationale of the
Rehabilitation Counseling Faculty in arriving at this
decision,® the decision to retain Drs. Sakata and
Palmerton., That is a downright lie. The vote concern-
ing the matter of retention came after a very brief
discussion in which very little of relevance to the
issue at hand was discussed. When I raised the poant
that the July 31,1974 memo on retention(the so-called
Majority Report) was full of lies, half-truths, and
numerous innuendos, my comments were ignored. Your
8/30/74 memo recommends that *in the absence of
federal funding...Dr. Frumkin be released.’ That
suggestion carries with it the idea that if federal
funding were available that I would be retained. I
say that that idea is a lie because the Fxecutive
Committee's rejection of my Summer,l1975 HFW~-SRA grant
proposal indicates that the CPSE Department has no
real intention of retaining me if federal funds do
become available. In the light of recent events, I
therefore demand that the CPST Department has another
meeting in which to consider the retention issue and
that the KSU Ombudsman, and other independent obsery-
ers are present to insure that a fair, just meeting
is held. That meeting should be held as soon as
possible. My patience and my kindness are coming to
an end. Please let me hear from you by 3 P.M. Friday,
March 7,1975."

Dr. Saltzman never openly responded to that letter in
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writing but he told me face-to-face that "Your status will
Eé discussed at the next meeting of the CPSF department,

March 12th. You may bring along the faculty ombudsman and an
observer." Dr. Saltzman never told me that the CPSF Depart-
ment was planning to dismiss me for cause, that a dismissal
document with charges against me was being prepared, and‘

that that document was to be presented to the entire depart-
ment on March 12th. The impression I got from Dr. Saltzman

was that this meeting would be a routine meeting which would

include, among other things, a discussion of my status in

the department as determined by the August 27,1974 meeting.
I asked to bring the Faculty Ombudsman and an observer only
so that they could be there, if needed, with reference to
that specific issue and nothing else.

In the meantime Dr. Alan Coogan, Associate Dean for
throughout the university, made a report on his "investigat-
ion" of the charges I made in my February 6,1975 letter to
Dr. Heisey. In that report, dated March 5,1975, which has
become known as the "Coogan Reporty Dr. Coogan completely
whitewashed the charges made against Drs. Palmerton and
Sakata and instead made é great effort to bring phony charge
of wrongdoing and mismanagement againg me. In this so-called
investigation Dr. Coogan never once spoke to me or tried to
contact me about the charges I had made or about the counten
charges he foisted upon me. In the conclusion to his report
he stated that I did things in the grant management for

“irresponsible motives" and that "Further investigation of

iid
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the dependency allowance problem may reveal perjury, misrep-
resentation, fraud, and conspiracy to defraud.I suggest this
investigation be turned over to the police authorities.-
Coogan was not alone in defending his coterie. After the
Assistant Provost, Dr. Gordon Keller, read the Coogan Report,
he wrote to Tean f1lfonso and Dr. Saltzman about his inter-
pretation of the report and its implications:
"Nean Coogan concluded that the charges against
Professors Palmerton and Sakata are 'false and
without merit!'Ne finds 'né effective business-
like management of the SRS grant activities at the
departmental level under R. Frumkin's directorshinp!
The report also states that there is some evidence
to suggest mismanagement of grant money by the pro-
ject 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 the police author-
itiesg.®
Dr. Keller then, probably sitting under the Thomas Jefferson
portrait in his office while writing his comments, stated:®
By a copy of this letter to Mr. Allen Adler(the lawyer at
KSU representing the Ohio State Attorney General's Office),I
direzt that such police investigation be made? Like Dr. Coogs
Dr. Keller never once spoke to me or tried to contacd me
about the charges I had made with reference to Palmerton and
Sakata and he never tried to contact me about the charges

which were foisted upon me by Dr. Coogan.

e le - -+ :
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as suggested by Dr. Saltzman , after my request, I had in-
;ited Dr. Ray Heisey, the faculty ombudsman, and Dr. Byron
Lander, an observer from KSUFA.

To my surprise, but apparently to nobody else's, Dr.
Saltzman, as the first item (and actually the only item) of
business presented all membersof the department with a 95~
page, bound, indexed bock entitled: RECOMMENDATION AND
RATIONALF FOR THE DISMISSAL OF DR. ROBERT FRUMKIN. This
book contained allegedly "just grounds® for my dismissal
with accompanying documentary evidenoeaé/

If complete surprise is a potent weapon of offense in
warfare I now understand its full psychological impact. I

was surprised! It was Commander Saltzman's "finest hour”

in his battle against the putative enemy of the College of

Education, the CPSE Department, and the University (Dr.
Saltzman was, at that time, Commander of the Northeast Ohio
Naval Resgemve Center as well as chalirperson of the depart-
ment).
dismissal

Along with the big green/book was a single sheet of
paper, a secret ballot which was to be returned by 12:00
noon, Friday, March 14,1975 to Dr. Saltzman. On the ballot
each member of the department was asked to vote either:
Against dismigsal of Dr. Robert Frumkin for cause, or For
dismissal of Dr. Robert Frumkin for cause for reasons out-

lined in the RECONMMENDATION AND RATIONALE FOR DISMISSAL OF
R, RORBRERT FRUMKIN documents, dated March 12,1975,

1/ The entire dismissal book can be founﬁ in Appendix A,
pageaﬁf 3450 - . S #
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rRefore there was any dismussion on the book and the
ballot and the issues raised by them, T requested that at

least one or more (CPSE graduate students be present at the

meeting and that the meeting be recorded on a cassette tape

recorder. These pre-discussion conditions were reluctantly

accepted., We thus obtained three CPSE graduate students and

a cassette tape recorder and tapes for recording the meetin

The three graduate students obtained were: Dixie Benshoff,
Michael Haro, and Ingrid Kunstel.

Dr. Saltzman then explained the real purpose of the
meeting and I was given a few minutes to speak. Tsaid that
this whole procedure was unfalr because I would not be

given an opportunity to respond to the charges against me

before the vote is to take place. I appealed to my colleaguf

in the name of justice and the basic guarantees of due
process, found in the U.S. CONSTITUTION, to give me an
opportunity to examine and discuss the charges with themn,
for me to have some semblance of a fair hearing before
they voted on such a serious matter as the dismissal of a
tenured professor, a counselor educator colleague who had
been working with them at the Kent State University for
eight yearﬁ.;/

My appeal fell upon deaf ears and closed minds. Dr.
galtzman said that the Kent State University ACADEMIC
POLICY ROOK stated that the procedures the department had

been using up to that point with reference to dismissing

me violated no rights of mine and that all the significant

1/ For an excellent discussion on the essentials of due

=
*]

process see rarbara H. Richter, TH™ RIGHTS OF A PICKPOCKDT

-~PROCIDURAL DU PROCTSS ON THE CANPUC (Kent, Ohio: M.A.
Thesls, Kent State Unlverglty,gune,i9{6§@
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gquestions about my rights were satisfacotily answered by the
University Administration, the University attorney, the Pro-
vost, the Dean of the College of Education, and many other

responsible sources, including the Faculty Ombudsman. The

fact that the Faculty Ombudsman knew ahead of time about the
real purpose of the department meeting and did not tell me

about it, that in the context of everything else going on,

unnerved me to a disquieting degree.

In anger and frustration, I exclaimed:"That damned
POLICY ROOK is unconstitutional! This whole procedure is
unjust.”

T left the meeting very tired. I felt trampled on but
not defeated. That unbelievable department meeting had gal-
vanized my sense of and passion for justice. I felt that if
this could happen in America, could happen in American
university, then we, as a nation, are in as much trouble
as was Germany during the rise of Nazism,l/

At noon on Friday, March 14,1975, Ombudsman Helsey and
T met with Dr. Saltzman to count the ballots. The results
were predictable. All eleven colleagues, most of whom had

spent some eight years working with me, voted unanimously

wpor dismigsal." What was most troubling to me was the
fact that one person, Dr. Ansel Woldt, whom I thought of a
good friend, also voted for my dismissal.

nr. Saltzman's memo to Dr. Alfonso, Dean of the Collegg
of Tducation, dated March 14,1975, cleared up the background

> the CPST meeting on March 1271975. The memo, in full,

o]
N

is presented here: (Insert pages 77 and 78 about here)

17 Sge Tm. Shirer's THT RIST AND FALL OF THE THIRD RTVICH
(New York: Simon and Schuster,1959).
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INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE
KENT STATE UNIVERSITY
KENT, OHIO
TO: Dean Robert Alfonso
FROM: Glenn Saltzman - DATE: March 14, 1975

SUBJECT: RECOMMENDATION OF DISMISSAL OF
DR. ROBERT FRUMKIN FOR CAUSE

1. The Counseling and Personnel Services Education Department
strongly recommends that Dr. Robert Frumkin be dismissed
from Kent State University for cause. The reasons for
this action are outlined in the document, "Recommendation
and Rationale for Dismissal of Dr. Robert Frumkin."

2. To insure that all University Policies and Procedures

were adhered to in this dismissal action, the CPSE
Department sought the counsel of the University Attorney,
the Faculty Ombudsman, the President of the Faculty Senate,
OAEE Revresentatives (named by Dr. Frumkin), the Director
of Human Resource Utilization, the Associate Provost, the
Dean and Associate Dean of the College of Education, the
CPSE Executive Committee, and CPSE full-time Full Professors.

- The Academic Policy Book was also reviewed by Department
members. The CPSE Department believes that all of the
above resources concurred with the procedures undertaken
by the CPSE Department in this case.

3. The CPSE Executive Committee unanimously agreed on
March 5, 1975, to commence action to terminate Dr. Frumkin's
contract. The document, "Recommendation and Rationale for
Dismissal of Dr. Robert Frumkin," dated March 12, 1975,
was developed and then reviewed and approved for submission
to the total faculty by all CPSE Executive Committee Members,
all CPSE full-time Full Professors,and all CPSE Faculty
Members charged in various documents authored by Dr. Frumkin.
Although University procedure does not require that issues
of this nature be discussed at Faculty Meetings, the CPSE
Executive Committee wished to discuss this at a Faculty
Meeting to insure that any recommendation made by the
Department be as accurate as possible. It was also decided
by the CPSE Executive Committee to vote on this dismissal
recommendation by signed ballot. A Faculty Meeting was
held on March 12, 1975, to discuss and correct the
"Recommendation and Rationale for Dismissal of
Dr. Robert Frumkin®” document prior to voting by signed
ballot. The Faculty Ombudsman, Dr. Ray Heisey, was
invited to attend the meeting (Dr. Frumkin also requested
that Dr. Heisey be present), and Dr. Frumkin requested
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Dean Robert Alfonso -2 March 14, 1975 -

that Mr, William Lyle (OAHE) attend this meeting.

(Mr. Lvle sent Mr. Lander to represent him.) On
Saturday, March 8, 1975, Dr. Saltzman asked Dr. Frumkin
if he wanted to recommend the names of any other person(s)
who should ke present. He stated that he did not know
of any other person(s) who should be present. At the
commencement of the March 12, 1975, Department Meeting,
Dr. Frumkin raised two objections to the way that the
meeting was going to be conducted (namely: no audio
taping was planned, and no graduate students had been
invited). These issues were discussed and resolved--
the entire meeting was tape-recorded, and three graduate
students (with Dr. Frumkin's approval) were invited to
attend the meeting. (Information regarding these two
issues is outlined in the CPSE Department Minutes of
March 12, 1975. The "Recommendation and Rationale for
Dismissal of Dr. Robert Frumkian" document, dated

March 12, 1975, was distributed and discussed. Ballots
were distributed to each faculty member, to be returned
by 12:00 Noon, Friday, March 14, 1975,

The CPSE Department vote on the Frumkin dismissal was:
For Dismissal: 10%
R. Getson, V. Harvey, M. Kaplan, L. Litwack,
J. Murray, K. Palmerton, R. Sakata, G. Saltzman,
A. Woldt, D. Wonderly, J. Guidubaldi (%)

Against Dismissal: 1
R. Frumkin

The CPSE Department recommends that Dr. Robexrt Frumkin be
dismissed from Kent State University for cause.

Respectfully,

Glenn A. Saltzman, Ph.D.
Department Chairman

GAS/hh

Enclosures: Copy Numbers 18 through 27 of "Recommendation
and Rationale for Dismissal of Dr. Robert Frumkin,"
dated March 12, 1975.

cczﬁfﬁgbert Frumkin
Ray Heisey
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Thus it appears ‘that the big green book was written,
compiled, and put together in less than one week. I find that
hard to believe. It is a possible task but I find it difficulg
to see that the whole task, including the collating and bind-
ing and indexing, was done within one week. A more realistic
hunch is that shortly after the January 17,1975 memo from
Dr.Heisey to me, Dr. Gordon Keller, Assistant Provost, re-
guested that Dean Alfonso obtain documentation to support the
August 27,1974 decision made by the CPSE Department about my
status in the depariment if there is no federal funding for
the Rehabilitation Counseling Program during the 1975-76
academic year., Instead of complying with this directive the
CPSE Department then decided to document its case against me
for dismissal for cause, since there was a possibility that
continued funding for the Rehabilitation Counseling Program
would mean that the 1974-75 academic yeazr might not be my
terminal year. It seems to me that this decision to document
a dismigssal case against me was probably tentative until T
made my charges against Palmerton and Sakata in my February
6th, 1975 letter to the Faculty Ombudsman. The reasoning here
is relatively simple. The first charge against me in the
dismissal document is " UNSATISFACTORY PERFORMANCE AS
REHABILITATION COUNSELING(SRS) GRANT DIRECTOR.® Under this
charge it stated that "The charges against Professors
Palmerton and Sakata are 'false and without merit.'" The
charge also suggested that the University attorney Allen

Adler "initiate a police investigation of the irregularities

fr +hia ecmge n Thus, the first charge against me apparently
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was directly related to my February 6th,1975 letter and it
was apparently that letter which.changed a tentative decisioL
to dismiss me into a firm commitment to dismiss me at all
costs. I feel that it was not an independent decision of the
CPSE Department to dismiss. I feel that the University power
elite, particularly men like Dr. Gordon Keller, Dr. Alan
Coogan, and Dr. Robert Alfonso, men with strong drives for
power and status and Machiavellian attitudes towards those
who threaten their positions, actively supported the CPSE
department in moving toward the dismissal solution. The
farch 14,1975 memo from Dr. Saltzman to Dr. Alfonso supports
this idea when it lists all those persons, offices, and
agencies of the University giving their stamp of approval
to the procedures being used in the dismissal process and
emphasizing that none of my rights were being violated in
those anti-democratic procedures.

The March 12th dismissal meeting and the March 1l4th
secret balloting which ended with my colleagues voting un-
animously for ﬁy dismissal prompted the creation of one of
my best satirical cartoons. In a somewhat surrealistic mood
I made 11 kangaroos seated around a table discussing my fatq.
There was a strong suggestion in the cartoon that this was
a kangaroo court proceeding. The cartaon‘captian read:"
Sorry, Dr. Frumkin, we have voted unanimously that you be
dismissed? Some of the kangaroos were given things to wear
or do so as to identify them with particular members of the

department. Copies of that cartoon were widely distributed

To students, faculty, staii, friends, and other interested

parties, including the press. A copy of that cartoon appear

ed in a Kent State student newspaper in July,1975. It loocked
like this: Note?lnsext cartogmpog page 81 y% SZ here)
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The kangaroo court cartoon (reproduced on page 81)
precipitated a moderate furﬁr on campus. My departmental
colleagues were deeply offended. @hat an "unprofessional"®
thing for me to do, they cried. My reaction was clear and
uncomplicated. I was delighted by their reaction and the
warm reception the cartoon got from my supporters. Numerous
requests came to me for copies of the cartoon which measured
8%" x 14% Tt should be mentioned that the publication of the
cartoon became an added "dismissible" charge against me.

Tike fierce mosquitoes after a fresh summer rain, there
followed a series of biting, blood-thirsty occurrences in
which the WMarch 14,1975 dismissal decision of my departmental
colleagues was further suppérted by the recommendations of
dismissal by the Executive Committee of the College of
Education, namely, Drs. Alfred Friedl, Carl Gorman, Robert
pfeiffer, Edwin Podway, Wilber Simmons, and Keith Varney;
also similaf’decisiOns by Dr. Robert Alfonso, Dean of the
College of FEducation, by Dr. John Snyder and Dr. Gordon
Keller, Provost and Assistant Provest, and by Dr. Glenn 0lds,
President of the University. Some 21 persons in all (includ-
ing the 11 voting members of the CPSE Department) endorsed
the proposal that I be dismissed for cause, cause being the
charges spelled out in the dismissal document.

The apogee of hypocrisy was expressed in a special vote
which the Executive Committee of the College of REducation
took. Believé it or not,that Committee, meeting in secret,
~without my presence or knowledge, without having consulted

me concerning my view of the charges against me, voted 6-0
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that the CPSE Department had not violated any of my rights
in the procedures they had devele@ed in bringing the dismiss-
al process up to its current status. The minutes of that
March 19, 1975 meeting of the Executive Committee of the

College of REducation is here reproduced in full:

(Note: insert page 84 about here)




KENT STATE
UNIVERSITY

KENT. OHIOQ 44242

Minutes of the Executive Committee, College of Education,
March 19, 1975, Room 4084, Education Building

Members Present: Dean Robert Alfonso, ex officio) Chairman; Professors Alfred

Friedl, Carl Gorman, Richard Hart kex officic) Lawrence Litwack, =
George Lucht.ex officio) Robert Pfeiffer, Edwin Podway, 5
Wilber Simmons, and Keith Varney il

e

Members Absent: Professors Marjorie Ramsey and Mary Verhoeven

i

The only item on the agenda for this meeting was the consideration of the Counseling
and Personnel Services Education Department's recommendation for the dismissal
of Dr. Robert Frumkin for cause. After some discussim , it was decided that the
vote would be taken in two parts - the first having to do with the correctness of the
procedure in bringing about the recommendation for the dismissal of Dr. Frumkin,
and secondly - the actual recommendation. The two-part motion was moved by LS
Professor Simmons and seconded by Professor Friedl. Part one of the motion reads
as follows: “

It is the finding of the Executive Committee of the College of Education
that the process followed by the Counseling and Personnel Services ;
Education Department and its Chairman, in the case of their recommendation k
for the dismissal of Dr. Frumkin, was appropriate and respected the rights

of the faculty member concerned.

&

The result of the written secret ballot taken was as follows:

Yea - 6

Nay - 0 | / ) g
Part two of the motion reads as follows:
The Executive Committee of the College of Education endorses the
recommendation and the supporting rationale of the Counseling and
Personnel Services Education Department for the dismissal of Dr.
. Robert Frumkin from the Department.

The result of the written secret ballot taken was as follows:

Yea - 6
Nay - 0
(it should be noted that Professor L. Litwack and the ex officio members did not vote

 on either part.)
Respectfully sfb d,
(Y

o 7 e

The meeting was adjourned at 4:40 p.m,



85
With my knowledge of due process guaranteed by the U,
Se CONSTITUTION, I began my counterattack. In a memo to Dr.
Saltzman dated April 8,1975 I pointed out that "one
essential characteristic of proper due process is that the
bill of particulars, the charges, have adequate specificit
that is, details. In their present form, the charges lack

such basic details as: the dates and places of the alleged

behavior; the names and identifiation of the alleged victi@/

details of the alleged unethical and unprofessional conduct

Dr. Saltzman was eloquently silent in his response. He
never answered my request for an adequate bill of particul-
ars.

In the meantime, Dr. Gordon Keller was in his memos of
March 31 and April 8,1975 shoring up the dismissal proposal
based on the grounds of a financial exigency and lack of
federal funds. He seemed intent on making it clear to me
that "absent external support for your position next year,
your appointment will terminate in June,l975." o

During the period just following the CPSE departmental
dismissal vote, I requested that Dr. 0lds, University
President, discuss the dismissal proposal with me as soon
ag possible. Dr. 0lds, after a few weeks, finally consented
to see me. Thus, on April 9,1975, Dr. Ray Heisey, Faculty
Oombudsman, and I met with Dr. Olds and I discussed most but
not all of the charges with him. At that meeting, in spite

e e S G aon WS e TR W e SR

of the fact that we had not discussed all of the charges,
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Dr. 0lds concluded, then and there, that there was a prima

facie case against me.He asked if I want to resign or have a
hearing. Of course, I said that I certainly want a hearing.
On April 12,1975, Dr. 0lds confirmed in a letter to me
what he conveyed in our April 9,1975 meeting.  He said in
that letter that if I wanted a hearing that he and the chair-

T

person of the Faculty Senate would appoint a Faculty Hearing
Committee of faculty peers to review my case. I informed Dr.
0lds immediately upon receipt of his letter that I wanted a

hearing. In my April 16,1975 letter to Dr. Olds I made a

number of procedural requests. A copy of that letter ls re-

produced in full below:

(Note: insert page 87 about here)
- ]




ettt Note s Please acknowledgs recelpt of this lebter with a phone g&iie
Rehabilitation Counseling i
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" Dreo Glemn A, 0lds, President
Office of the President

101 Administration Bullding
Kent State Unlversity

Kent, Ohio 44242

Dear Dr. Olds:

Received your April 12,1975 registered letier on April 15,3976
T sppreciate your graniing me the opportunity to talk to you
on April 9, 1976, in the presence of Dr. Ray Heisey, aboubt the
charges against me. I do, of course, wish to appsal your finding

that there is a prima facle case for my dismiassal for causes

Of the types of heering commlittes options open to me, I prefer -
the option which has you, in collaboration with the chairminef ¢
the Faculty Senate, appoint & hearing committee fer the special

purpose of reviewing my cass. For ms to have & fair hearing
think thet the following requeats saould be included in the |
procedures which arve to take place after you reseive this letter:

1., Since many of the grounds spelled ocut in the desu ment entitled
RECOMMENDAYTION AND RATIONALE FOR DISMISSAL OF DR. ROBEREY
FRUMKIN( March 12,1975) have soms essential details missing
I need & get of charges, that is, a bill of particulars, whieh
nsets minimum standards apecifisd by dus pProcess. For eXampieg
in Charge # i<B , page 2, there is a puggeation that the
_ourrent state of the SRS grant administration is in bad shape
but 1t does not state in what way this 1a sop in Charge 8§Dy
page 8, it states that there have been numsrous reports whieh
studonts are uawilling to dooument ( & very nsbulous statement)
Chaiges G=h, 6=B,6=Ey6=F,and 6-G are wanting in basio details i/
etos

2, I wish the power to rejesct any member of the hearing committes

" 1 think might be blased agalinst me. .

5. I wigh a publie hearing rather than a private one®. “

4, I wish graduate gtudents at Kent State University rapresented
on the heering committee, at least ome graduate student,

§o Sinece I am exbtromsly allergic to emoke I wish amoking pronibite
at the hearing.

6. I wish e reasonable number of copiss of the revised charges
against me, that 18, the revised bill of

7. I wish pernlssion to use the CPSE Departmsnt Zerox key to
personally repreduce any decumsnts relevant (o my defonsd.
Since March 12,1975, Dr. Saltzman haa not permitted mz to
ugse the Zercx key.

I feel the above requests are reasonable ones, I hope they shall
be gm%@dg

Thank you for your ecoperation.
Sinecerely,

cosBayer,Heisey,et sl. Robert M. Frumkin, Assceiate Professor
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n a certified letter to me dated April 25,1975, Dr. 0Olds
said he received my April 16, 1975 letter with its requests
and said most of these will be considered by the Executive

Committee of the Faculty Senate. He said that as far as he is
concerned the dismissal document had enough specificity but
that the Faculty Senate Executive Committee would decide on

that issue as‘well as others which T brought up in my letter.

During the process of negotiating for acceptable proced-
ures I was shocked to learn that the Faculty Senatevﬁxecuﬁive
Committee made it clear to me that it would be “"inappropriatef
for me to be represented by a lawyer at the hearings. Up untifl
this time T naively assumed that my right to an actively
participating lawyer was a given condition of any fair hear-
ing, and, hence, I never requested that condition.

My attorney, Fugene Sidney Bayer, of Cleveland( a former
Case Western Reserve University law professor), was as shock-
ed as I was‘by this restrictign imposed on the hearings. On
April 26,1975 he wrote a lettér to Dr. Thomas Moore, Chalr-
person of the Faculty Senate of the University, expressing
hig astonishment at the *"no aﬁﬁarney" attitude of the Faculty
Senate Executive Committee. Mr. Bayer stated that he was re-
tained by me as counsel and requested not only approval of
his full participation at the hearings but also that he be
kept informed of all notices concerning my case. He asked,

in short, that he "be allowed to participate without cavily
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That letter by my attorney was followed by a strong lette
by Dr. Frank Smith on April 28,1975. Smith, chairperson of
the AAUP Committee A (the Committee on Academic Freedom and
Tenure), addressing his remarks to Dr. Moore of the Faculty
Senate, stated that I have a right to counsel and that "in
view of the seriousness of the charges raised, I think it
appropriate to give Professor Frumkinyall benefits of the
doubt and as much latitude as possible.After a2ll this is a
dismigsal of a tenured faculty member and could establish
precedents for the fulture.®

The very next day there was an interesting letter by a
former KSU graduate student published in the DAILY KENT STATER
- the KSU student newspaper. It stated: "I felt last year and
I think today that discrimination toward Frumkin is unwarrant
ed. I am happy to see Frumkin continue hig stand of resistancg
to the motion to have him dismissed. He must resist, not only
for his own sake and principles, but also because without re-
sigtance from someone (him) there can be no change in the
department's bigoted discriminatory conduct. I vote that
Frumkin continue his resistance. There is an A-one educator.
T say that his colleagues and department are the party in
questlon, and they should be investigated, not him." -~
I was very touched and encouraged by this letter. The name of
the writer was withheld. I found out who the writer was a
few months following the letter's appearance and told him
how much T appreciated it. The letter appeared at a time when
T needed a lot of understanding and encouragement.

During the lattef part of April,1l975 there was a notice
in the Kent local dallJ, the RECORD-COURIER, that Sakata was
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leaving KSU and had accepted a position at the University of
ﬁgrth fCarolina (Chapel Hill) which was to begin on July 1,
1975, One of my worst enemies was on his way out. Since he
was a-member of the Rehabilitation Counseling faculty his
leaving removed the financial @xigeney@xouae for my dismissal
made in August,l974. If KSU wanted me to go 1t now had to be
on the bagis of a dismissal for cause. When did Sakata know
he was going to leave KSU ? When did his close colleagues likg
Palmerton and Litwack know about Sakata's plans and how did:
this knowledge affect the decision as towhat was the most
dependable way to dismiss me ? Only Sakata, Palmerton, and
Titwack know the answers to these questions. No matter what
those answers might be, it seems that Sakata's leaving had
ssmething to do with the decision to dismiss me for cause
instead of on the basis of a financial exigency.

On May 6,1975 Dr. 0lds sent me a letter stating his
belief that he thought the Executive Committee of the Faculty
Senate would establish procedures acceptable to me because

this hearing would be a professional one among colleagues and

not anything like one might find in a court of law. That is,
it would not be a legal‘hearing. In any case, he hoped that
the statement or the latest procedures developed for the
Hearing Committee now outlined in the letter would be accep%m
able and that dates for the hearings could be made. The letﬁeq

in full is reproduced below:

(Note: insert pages 91,92,93,94, and 95 about here)




Professor Robert Frumkin

i Glenn A. Olds, President ‘ May 6, 1975

As I indicated in my letter of April 25, I had left with your

duly elected peers, the Executive Committee of the Faculty Senate,
the responsibility of determining procedures in accord with our
academic policy. 1 regret their first draft of charge, principles,
procedures, and conduct of the hearing is not acceptable to you.

I had hoped, since this is a professional hearing among colleagues,
and not a court of law, it would be easier to achieve accommodation.
I write now to propose on behalf of Dr. Thomas D. Moore, Chair-
person of the Faculty Senate, and the Executive Committee of the
Senate and myself, a revised statement hopeful it will prove
responsive to some of your concerns,

As indicated in the section on Dismissal found on page 81 of the °
Academic Policy Book, the Executive Committee of the Kent State
University Faculty Senate and the President of the University are
charged with the responsibility of establishing the procedures and
membership of a Hearing Committee. The procedures were developed
by the Executive Committee in consultation with the Faculty
Ombudsman. Upon acceptance of the procedures by the President and
the appointment of the members of the Hearing Committee by the
President and the Chairperson of the Faculty Senate, the Hearing
Committee will be charged and a date for the Hearing will be
established.

A. Purpose of and Charge to the Hearing Committee

The Hearing Committee is established for the purpose of

hearing the appeal by Dr. Robert Frumkin that a prima facie

case for his dismissal from the University has been shown.

As is indicated in the Academic Policy Book (Dismissal, page 81),
the charge to the Hearing Committee is to:

1. Receive and consider all facts in evidence on the
matter.

2. Issue a finding.

3. Forward its finding and recommendation to the President
of the University.
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B. Principles for Establishment and Selection of the Hearing
Committee

1. Members of the Hearing Committee shall have tenure
and shall be members of the teaching faculty at Kent State
University.

2. Membership on the Hearing Committee should be drawn from
the associate and full professor ranks.

3. The Executive Committee of the Kent State University
Faculty Senate will nominate the members of the Hearing
Committee. ‘

4. The members of the Hearing Committee will be appointed
jointly by the President and the Chairperson of the
Faculty Senate.

5. The membership of the Hearing Committee shall consist
of five wmembers with one alternate to sit with the
Committee, but who would not participate in the delib-
erations unless a member o0f the regular Committee is
unable to continue.

6. Members deeming themselves disqualified for bias or
interest shall remove themselves from*the case, either
at the request of a party or on their own initiative.
Bach party will have a maximum of two challenges without
stated cause.

C. Procedures for Selection

1. A confidential list of prospective hearers shall be developed
by the Executive Committee of the Faculty Senate.

2. After deliberation on the qualifications of the prospective
hearers, the Senate Executive Committee will rank order
the prospective hearers.

3. From the rank ordering, six will be recommended for appoint-
ment to the Hearing Committee by the President and the
Chairperson of the Senate.

4. Screening for absence of bias or interest will proceed in
collaboration with the Executive Committee and the appellant.
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Conduct of the Hearing

L.

Once the membership of the Hearing Committee has been
appointed, the Chairperson of the Faculty Senate and

the President will deliver the charge to the Hearing

Committee.

The Hearing Committee will select its own chairperson.

The Hearing will be a professional Hearing, careful
to guard confidentiality, without presence of the press.

On its own initiative or that of the appellant, the
Hearing Committee may solicit pertinent information
and/or request witnesses to appear.

The appellant may have a member of the Kent State
University faculty serve as his academic counsel. He
may retain legal counsel who will be restricted to
advising him in the Hearing.

At the request of either the Hearing Committee or the
appellant, no more than two representatives of profes-
sional education associations may attend the Hearing as
observers.

The Hearings shall be taped. The taping arrangements and
the tapes shall be under the control of the chairperson
of the Hearing Committee. A copy of the taped procedure
will be made available to the appellant. The cost of the
taping will be borne by the University.

All persons involved in the Hearing shall keep the
deliberations confidential. No public statement or pub-
licity concerning the substance of the proceedings will
be made by anyone until the matter receives its final
determination by the Board of Trustees of Kent State
University.

The Hearing Committee may establish upon its own initiative
additional procedures for the conduct of the Hearing as
long as they are in accordance with the University policy
on Dismissal found on page 8l of the Academic Policy Book
of Kent State University, and which do not contravene any
provision contained herein.
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Concerning your other reguests directed to me in vour letter of
April 16, and not covered by the above, I would make the following
response.,

1. BAs indicated in my letter of April 25, I consider the
list of charges sufficiently specific to serve as my
description of grounds for dismissal. You and the
Hearing Committee have ample latitude to e nd, define,
or challenge them in the Hearing proper. '

2. For professional reasons having regard for you personally;
' and the University generally, we could not agree to a
fully public meeting. We do, however, agree to the
-~ presence of legal counsel, representation from professional
- organizations, and your full right to summon for testimony
anyone deemed appropriate to the case.

3. Since the Hearing Committee, established by approved
academic policy, is a faculty committee, there is no way °
to provide graduate student membership within the policy.

4., I believe personal appeal to those present concerning
your allergy to smoke should be sufficient on this request.

5. Additional copies in *"reasonable number* of the charges
will be provided.

6. Request will be made to permit your use of a xerox
Amaahxne to develop d@eum@ntﬁ r@lev&nt and appropriate
to your defense. ‘

Since normal AAUP policy permits 20 days notice in advance of the
Hearing, the date of May 27, 1975 is set for the Hearing. You
will be informed of the time and place fcr the Hearing.

The members of the Hearing Committee shall be:

Barrett L. Beer, Assoc. Prof., History

Robert A. Dyal, Assoc. Prof., Philosophy

Glenn W. Frank, Prof., Geology

Betty G. Hartman, Prof., Physical Education (Women's)
Joseph P. Schwitter, Prof., Administrative Sciences

Milton Manes, Prof., Chemistry, will serve as alternate.
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If you wish to challenge any of these colleagues, please

notify me no later than May 12, 1975.

nj

L6 054

L Bde

Glenn A. 0lds, President

Dr. Thomas D. Moore, Chairperson, Faculty Senate

Faculty Senate Executive Committee

Prof. Ray D. Heisey, Faculty Ombudsman

Prof. Glenn A. Saltzman, Chmn. Counseling & Personnel
Services Ed. :

Dr. Robert J. Alfonso, Dean, College of Education

Members of the Hearing Committee
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The most serious violations of my right to due process
expressed in Dr. 0lds' letter were that:
1. My attorney was not permitted to take an active role in
the hearings, not to cross-examine witnesses, etc.
2. The charges were not made specific enough before the
hearings to permit the best possible defense.
3. It was to be a private, secret hearing at which the
participants were reguired to take an oath of silence

until the BRoard of Trustees made a final determination.

In order to prepare for my defense, I requested var-
ious kinds of information from the College of Education.The
College of Education refuséd to honor almost all of my
requests even though ( and maybe especially because) they

were vital to my defense.
On May 8,1975 my attorney, Fugene S. Bayer, wrote a

very strong letter to Dr. 0lds objecting to the stipulation
‘he cannot really act as my advocate at the forthcoming
hearings, that his role was reduced to whispering advice ﬁc
me. He saild that vYAny attempt to limit the attorney role
is a denial of due process to which Dr. Frumkin is entitled
The apparent fear that the presence of active role of an
attorney wil}fmake the hearing less ‘professional® is with-
out merit.” N

To my attorney Mr. Bayer's letter to Dr. Olds, it was

Allen P. Adler, Assistant Attorney General of the State of
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Ohio and assigned to KSU, who responded with a letter dated
May 12,1975. In that letter Adler states that KSUdid not"wish
to conduct a 'trial® or any type of adversary proceeding."He
felt that that wish was supported by the ACADEMIC POLICY BOOCK
of KSU. It was the purpose of the Hearing Committee "to exam-
ine the facts and pass along a recommendation to the Pres ident.
From hig discussion with persons concerned, Nr. Adler felt
the proceedings would be somewhat like "a legislative
committee hearing.®
Oon May 13,1975 Mr. Bayer responded to Mr. Adler's let-
ter., He demanded severaal ingredients of falrness for the
prospective hearings, namely:
“l. The right to cross-examination by Dr. Frumkints
lawyer,
2. The right to present own witnesses by direct
examination by Dr. Frumkin®s lawyer.
3. The right to limit the proof to events since
September 1,1973.
b, The right ta subpoena documents and personnel
under the control of the University.
5, The right to confront accusers
6. The right to strike charges based on anony-
mous hearsaye
7

. The right to ngect to improper actions or
pr@ceduxeg of the Hearing Committee."

With another letter dated May 15,1975, this time
written to the Eﬁeoutivg Committee of the Faculty Senate,Mr.
Dayer requested a number of things in preparation for the
forthcoming hearings, among them:

1. The documents or data used by Dr. Litwack in ordér to make

a 1972-73 faculty evaluation of Dr. Frumkin.
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2. That the hearings not only be taped but that a transcript-
ion of the hearings be furnished as such to Dr. Frumkin.

3. That certain, specific charges be struck from the charges
presented in the big green book, namely, charges 64,6B,6D,
and 6F,

He also reguested answers to questipns about charges 6F and

6G. What in 6FE is meant by "misleading information® and in

6¢ by “"retaliation® %

To Dr. James W. McGrath, Vice President for Graduate
Studies and Research and Dean of the Graduate College, in a
letter dated May 16,1975, I related the fact that Drs. Sakata
and Litwack, from the CPSE Department faculty, were without al
shred of doubt guilty of plagiarism, using a student®’s masten
thesis to get themselves published in a professional psycholo

jﬁurnal. The entire letter is reproduced below:

(Note: insert pages 99 and 100 about here)

T
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T feel qualified to comment on the certainty of the unmistakable
plaglarism involved infprs. Salkata end Litwack publicatione

AN

The name of the student whose thesis was plaglarized is: Joslss Re Culles
The title of his thesis is: A STUDY OF RECIDIVISHM AND NON®RECIDIVISM
AMONG PAROIEES FROM CLBVELAND BOYS SCHOOL{Kent,Ohlo:Unpublished M.A.
Thesis, Kent State University,l967), vi,59 ppe KSU Library Call # ¢

HV/6049/C654, Non-cipgulating copy:K-G/C9672 in the Microform Center,
017-4 Library, Tel.# 672=2177, hours:8«5, M-S,

T

The most obvious ppoof that the article was lifted from the thesis is
as follows:
1. On pagre 558 of the article, the nature of the sample
described is exactly like that described in the thesise
See pages 24 and 25 of the thesis.

2, On pages 358,353, and 3b64 of the article the tables
contain fijures which are exactly like those found
on pages 34,35, 37, and 38 of the thesis.

In my view, and in the view of other colleagues on the KSU campus with
whom I have discussed this situtation, there is not excuse for this
kind of behavior on any reputable university campuse

Tn a memo to Dr. Glenn Saltzman, Chairman of the Counseling and Personnt
Services Education Department, dated November 15,1974, I strongly
recommended that Drs. Robert Sakata and Lawrence Litwack were in very
great need of psychotherapeutic attention. For many months I have been
ridiculed for maling such a recommendation. However, now that this
undeniable plagiarism has been discovered, I think that my November
15,1974 recommendation is more valid than ever. These men need not

so much punishment as they need psychotherapeutic care. In any case,
their gross ¥iolation of the CODE should be made public, the journnal
informed of the violation, and the student informed officially thatb
the Kent State University is aware of the assault on his rights and
the necessity for doing something about this unethical behavior,

¥

Please let me know what you intend to do about’ the situation I describe
above ., How might I be of help in dealing withpssituation? Since I was

a consultant on the thesls, see Mr. Cullents acknowledgements,p.lii,

T would be willing to co-author an article with Mr. Cullen for some
other journal and , of course, Mr. Cullen would be made senior author
of the article. How aboul that?

I am sorry to have to call this situation to your attention but I feel
an obligation to do so in the light of recent events in our departmente

Sincerely,
P.S. My statisticlan friends U 72;;::%AJ/ ’
tell me that the probability e e —
of two population samples and |Robert M. Frugkin, PheD., FAAAS
two population results being Associate Professor of Rehabilitatl

exactly alike, as in the thesis Counseling; Coordinator, Rehabilita
and article is »1 billion to 1,/ raining Grant (HEW-SRS),1974-75

cc: Helsey, Alfonso, Coogan, Cullen, eb al., perane
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Dr. McGrath officially ignored my letter. Unofficially,
however, I suspect, he shared his feelings and opinions
about the lgter and charges I had made against Sakata and
Litwack with at least one person and maybe more persons. [
am sure he, at the least, shared my letter with Dr. Alan
Coogan, the Associate Dean for Researéh, whose office was
just across the hall from that of Dr. McGmath's. I think
this suspicion is confirmed by the reaction of Dr. Coogan
when T also sent him a copy of my letter on the Sakata-
Litwack plagiarism.

Dr. Coogan's reaction was most unusual. He refused to
open the letter and returned it to me with a note on the
outside of the envelope, in his own handwriting, stating:
"Refused. Return to sender unopened.”" How could he have
known that he should refuse 1t? He had never refused any
previous letter I had sent him. Why this particular one?

A few days after Dr. McGrath received my letter and
acknowledged the fact,in a telephone conversation, that he
planned to do nothing about it, I went to see him in person
about the issues raised in my letter. His attitude toward
me and the issues T raised perplexed me. He said, in effectd,
“Teave me alone, I can't help you. Go away and don't bother
me." When T walked closer toward him to talk to him, he
literally started running away from me and had what could
only be described as a fearful look on his face. He seemed
as if he wag afraid that I was going to hurt him physically,
that I was going to assault him. He seemed as afrald of me

ag wasg Dr. Coogan.
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Farly in April,1975, Dr. Coogan interrupted my counseling

practicum in Akron, Ohio, some 20 miles away from Kent, with a

telephone call in which he threatened to stop the payment of

student sﬁipeﬁds to students who were my responsibility under
the terms of the Rehabilitation Counseling Training Grant

which T was administering if T did not send him immediately

a detailed explanation Justifying why each student was getting
the particular stipend which he or she now received. I told

Dr. Coogan that that was not fair to these students who need
their stipends to pay their bills, rent, buy food, etc. I said
that I would get the information he requested to him as soon
as I could but that he should not penalize these students. He
answered in a disdainful manner: *"No information, no stipends!
T then hung up the phone in disgust (the phone was located in
this seminar room where the practicum students were meeting

with me) and turned to Dr. Coogan's work-study girl, Rebecca
Gurlea, who was also a student in the Rehabilitation program,
and said to her, trying to convey to her my sense of frustrat-

ion : " Your boss makes me go angry T could kill himi®* At

the time I made this remark, the other students were either
engaged in quiet conversation, reading, and not paying any
particular attention to me because I had been busy talking
to Dr. Coogan on the telephone. Rebecca Gurlea, however, was
intensely interested in what was going on in my telephone
conversation with her boss and that is probably the reason,
after finishing my conversation with Dr. Coogan, I turned to
her and expressed to her how T felt about her boss at that

moment. After getting the attention of the students again,

o
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the practicum seminar continued from where we had left off
before Dr. Coogan had interrupted us with his phone call.
I did not discuss my phone conversation with the students
because there were tgo many important things which we had
to discuss relative/gge practicum. When I returned to the
University that day, I gathered thevinfﬁrmatien necessary t#
fuFill Dr. Coogan's request as best as I could and gave no
further thought to the passing remark I had made to Rebecca
Gurlea.

The next day Rebecca Gurlea dropped my practicum and
gswitched to another practicum for no apparent reason I was
able to discern at the time. I in no way connected my pass-
ing remark to her about Dr. Coogan the day before with this
unusual move on her part. |

Two days after my phone conversation with Dr. Coogan,I
received a late evening call from Dr. Heisey, Faculty
Ombudsman. “Glad I found you home," he said. "I thought you
might be in jail.”

"You thought I might be in jail. For What?" 1 asked
him, having no idea what he was talking about.

"Did you threaten anybody's life recently?" he said.

"Not that I recall," I said, still very puzzled.

"Well, Dr. Coogan has been telling everyone that you
threatened his life and was talking about having you arrest-
ed before you have a chance to carry out your threat," Dr.
Heisey informed me,

"Where did he get this idea?" I inguired.
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"yis work-study girl, Rebecca Gurlea, told him that you
talked about seriously wanting to kill him in your class the
other day," Dr. Heisey said.

At this point I remembered our phone conversation and
my passing remark to Rebecca Gurlea. I explained what had
happened to Dr. Heisey and he was amazed as I was that such
a remark, under such circumstances, would be taken as a bona
fide homicidal threat. When Dr. McGrath, Dr. Coogan's super-
jor, manifested such obvious fear of me when I cam to ask
nim about my letter, I thought that Dr. Coogan must have
convinced Dr. McGrath ( as well as others) that I was some

kind of homicidal maniac that one must be fearful of.

T later learned that the real reason Rebecca Gurlea

dropped my practicum and awitched to another was because sghe

was seriouslv afraid that because she had told Dr. Coogan

that I had said " I could kill him® that I would also be

so angry at her that I might kill her too!

From these events there developed a new charge against

me: that I had threatened Dr. Coogan's life and, perhaps,
other perons®* lives( such as those of Rebecca gurlea). Thus,
following the March 12,1975 book of charges agalnst me I now

nad two additional charges: 1., Unprofessional conduct in the

publication of my satirical kangaroo court cartoon. 2. Moral

turpitude: threatening Dr. Coogan's life.

During the weeks prior to the hearings which were now
set in motion to begin on May 31,1975, I had the occasion

to meet with Professor Glenn Frank, Chairperson of the Hear-

ing Committee. OQur initial task before the hearings took
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place was to decide on which persons to call to testify and
in what order they should appear.

After we had met a couple of times Professor Frank re-
marked that the big green book had initially made him think
of me as some kind of monster for whom dismissal was inevit-
able. That is, without having ever met me this is what read-
ing the dismissal document did to his view of me. "You don't
geem like a monster at all, now that I've gotten to know you
a little," he said very frankly. When I heard this from
Professor Frank I wondered if everyone else who had read the
big green book came away with the same kind of view. If so,
T had a very tough fight ahead of me.

From a list of 44 persons which I had given Professor

i}

rank, we had selected 16 persons to begin the hearings. Thée
firgt 16 witnesses included 5 hostile administrators, 4
hostile professors, 5 friendly students, 1 extremely hostile
student, and 1 friendly non-administrative staff member, a
KSU accountant. Therefore, of those initial 16 witnesses, 10
were hostile, that is, 62.5 percent, or almost two-thirds.

This fact should be kept in mind because there were no fur-

ther witnesses called after the initial 16. Thus, only 32

percent of the witnesses requested were called to testify,
that is,almost one-~-third of those I had requested. Consequeny
ly, more than two~thirds of the witnesses were not called,.
This is what one might call lopsided due process.

Tt should be kept in mind that from the time of the

CPSE Department®s presentation of the big greeﬁ book on

. NI .
O SV T S
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March 12,1975 until the hearings begun and ended that I was
teaching full-time at the Kent State University. In fact,
during thle Spring Quarter,1975, I had one of the largest
teaching loads in all my eight years at KSU. I was teaching
four different courses, plus administering the Rehabilittion
Counseling Training Grant, and trying to prepare for the heard
ings which seriously threatened my aoédemic career. For health
and relaxation during this period I was running on the averagd
about 6% miles every day of the week, playing tennis occasiond
ally, and taking a course, one evening per week, in the ILing
Nam Style of Chinese brush painting with Windsor Chen, a very
fine teacher and human being from the KSU School of Art.

When it became generally known that there was a serious
attempt on the part of certainmmbers of the University staff
to dismiss me for cause, many students and faculty offered
their support. First of all, both of the professional faculty
Qrganizaticngvan campus, the AAUP and KSUFA (an affiliate of
the Ohio Education Association and@ation&l Education Associat-
ion)offered advice and financial aﬁpport and provided observ-
ers for the hearings. Secondly, students and a faculty member
wrote letters in the DAILY KENT STATER supporting me. Some
persons wrote supportive letters directly to Dr. 0lds asking
that he not dismiss me.

With this kind of support and encouragement I could
surely not resign. I looked forward to the start of the hear-

ings on May 31,1975.
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