Friday April 20, 2018

To the MSU administration:
Two years ago, at the request of the former dean of CNS, I was a member of a
committee that reviewed a decision of the Provost’s regarding an abrogation of
duties for Professor Akbulut. After a thorough review of the matter, the
committee concluded that the abrogation of duties had been appropriate. Since
that time, Professor Akbulut has sent many emails targeting me and the other
members of the committee. These emails have been sent to my colleagues,
postdocs, graduate students, and to members of the mathematical community
outside our university, including my NSF program officers and the president of
the American Mathematical Society. I have considered leaving the university
because of his persistent bullying.
I am deeply concerned about the toxic effect that Professor Akbulut’s behavior
has on the department, and the environment of fear, negativity, and confusion
that it creates. I am particularly concerned about its effect on our ability to
recruit and retain faculty, especially at the junior level, and our ability to recruit
top graduate students and postdocs. His campaign of misinformation and
harassment has the potential to severely damage the reputation of our
department, particularly our highly esteemed geometry and topology group.
This behavior must stop immediately. I wish that Professor Akbulut could
understand the damage that he is doing to himself and his department and cease
this harassment of his colleagues.
College of
Natural Science

Sincerely,

Office of the Dean
Natural Science Building
Michigan State University
288 Farm Lane Room 104
East Lansing, MI 48824
517-432-4473
Fax: 517-432-1054
ns.msu.edu

Matthew Hedden
Associate Professor
Department of Mathematics
Michigan State University

2/12/2018

Emails refered to in Matt’s statement

Gmail - Administrative Review

Matthew Hedden <matthew.hedden@gmail.com>

Email #1: From Matt to Selman

Administrative Review
Matthew Hedden <mhedden@math.msu.edu>
To: "Akbulut, Selman" <akbulut@math.msu.edu>

Thu, Apr 20, 2017 at 10:03 AM

Dear Selman,
I will no longer need the Monday seminar slot next week, as I can't make that time. I've scheduled Min Hoon for Tuesday 34
instead
Regarding your questions below. I stand by the document that I helped create and subsequently signed. My opinions on the
subject were in large part shaped by the documents and recordings that you submitted to our panel, which made it clearer to
me than had my discussions with you that, while your course may have been able to run, you had not met the requirements
by the clearly stated deadline. There were multiple misunderstandings, but ultimately I believe that you were responsible for
ensuring that your course had the students registered by the deadline and you didn't do this. The grant issue is a largely
irrelevant aside. I do believe that the relevant grant was encumbered at the registration deadline, but that you subsequently
had enough to pay as certain encumbrances later did not come to fruition. Had you had more information on this (as you
suggested in several emails after the fact) you should have submitted it when asked.
I agree with you that a faculty grievance committee should have been formed, and I even looked into it for you to see if it
could be done, but you missed the statute of limitations on submitting one (which frankly seems like too short of time  I think
it is like two months or something  but I didn't see a workaround). But I was asked to review the provost's decision to write
you a letter of abrogation of duty. You were assigned a course that you didn't teach, and I wasn't in good conscience able to
condone this behavior by recommending that she rescind her letter. Given the series of misunderstandings and the fact that
in the past the rules had been more flexible and that your course ran successfully, I went out of my way with Tom to try to
improve the outcome for you (and I'm told you accepted and utilized the course release we argued for). But I can't say that
you were correct not to teach your assigned course. I don't believe that, and to say otherwise would compromise my
integrity.
All the best,
Matt
[Quoted text hidden]
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Email #2: Selman replies, cc’s
whole department and Terry Curry

Matthew Hedden <matthew.hedden@gmail.com>

Where is my grievance process?
Akbulut, Selman <akbulut@math.msu.edu>
To: "Hedden, Mathew" <mhedden@math.msu.edu>
Cc: dept <dept@math.msu.edu>, terry Curry <thcurry@provost.msu.edu>

Thu, Apr 20, 2017 at 11:27 AM

Der Mathew Hedden,,
Let me write to you one last time, not only as your colleague but also as your elder, who has been here building this dept
since you were born. I will cut to chase asking you the following 2 questions. Also let me remind you that in law there is no
statute of limitations on “fraud”, if you undersigned a falsity you have to correct it. Please answer the following questions:
1 Do you have any doubts that I had required number of students to run Math/996 in Spring/2015 ? YES or NO?
2 Do you have any doubts that I had enough grant money in my NSF accounts? (I had 3 grants at the time) to be able to
cover $600 registration fee for Luke? YES or NO?
Also remember the following facts:
Remember when you came to my office with Tom Parker to negotiate “face saving” for Keith months before Spring/2015
semester started, I asked you the same questions, both of your answers were a resounding "NO!" (remember I always make
transcripts of conversations in my office for fact checking later). At that thime when I told you I have proofs of my facts, and
offered to call Caroline downstairs from grant office to tell you this in person, both of you told me “No No we don’t need any
proofs, of course we believe you, and we know all the students by name in your class, you are absolutely right, but why don’t
you help us facesave for Keith? by adding yet another student into your class so he won’t be embarrassed for what he did“.
Also, just before that Tom came to my office and told me "Keith has a habit of lying, he usually tells small lies, but in your
case small lies got out of hand and became big lies, why don't you help face saving for him". I sent him back saying "I don't
negotiate lies". Also, Matt, you came to my office another time and tried facesawing negotiation for Keith, when I refused
you got angry and left my office by saying “I am trying to make you acceptable to this department, but you are refusing
cooporate” :) Matt do you deny these meetings happened?
 Abut your socalled Review work: Let me inform you that University Review process is designed to review a “Grievance”
process' (which means a hearing process, testifying in front of your peers, answering their questions), which did NOT exits in
my case. In my case, I was never put in any grievance process, neither by our dept wide, nor by our universitiy’s FGO. When
you came to my office to review a nonexisting grievance process, I pleaded you at least let me talk to your committee to
answer your questions and explain the documents I have in my posession, but you condescendingly told me "You mean you
want to review your own case yourself? this is NOT grievance process this is review process, we are not supposed to talk to
you" :)
Let me repeat in Law “There is no statute of limitations on fraud and embezzlement” (I put the second word there for Keith’s
reducing $5,000 from my salary, with the claim that our dept paid for some visitors health insurance, which was a total lie 
the visitor paid his own insurance). Either something is TRUE or FALSE, there is no in between. If you still have doubts of
what I said, please come to my office so we can sit down go through all those documents, and I can answer your questions.
Maybe I’ll have you put in touch with the NSF office (here or the main, or the one in Washington DC where both already
know the case) and put you in touch with all the students who took that class, that is if you care to make things RIGHT. I
don't need your sympathy, I only need the truth to be set. I think you are too young in your career, to carry other corrupt
individuals misdeeds, I don't think you deserve this. You know I will never give up until the misdeeds are admitted and
corrected.
Selman Akbulut
———
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Email #3: Matt replies,
only to Selman

Matthew Hedden <matthew.hedden@gmail.com>

Where is my grievance process?
Matthew Hedden <mhedden@math.msu.edu>
To: "Akbulut, Selman" <akbulut@math.msu.edu>

Thu, Apr 20, 2017 at 1:12 PM

Dear Selman,
I already responded to your questions. Your insistence on trying to further waste the department's time is baffling. I have
copied my response below. You brought up some of our conversations: I don't deny having conversations with you, but I do
deny your quotations. I also deny your timeline. I don't think I talked to you before you chose not to teach your course. You
may have talked with Tom then, but to the best of my memory, our conversations on the subject began in the spring of 2016.
You seem to hear (or remember) things differently than they occurred, and your transcriptions are seldom correct. Rather, they
are changed in ways which affect their meaning. For instance, I never said, "I am trying to make you acceptable to the
department, but you are refusing to cooperate". I said something of the form, "I am trying to reintegrate you into the
department"  the statement was in response to a prior conversation we'd had on the park bench outside of Wells when you'd
complained to me that nobody listens to you or consults you regarding departmental issues. The steps that I'd taken to try to
remedy this was to suggest to Keith that he appoint you to Adcom, as I felt that your opinions were valuable and should be
heard by the department. After my comment, you started yelling at me, talking about how you are my elder and asking how
dare I talk about integrating you into the department you built; I was only trying to help you address a concern I thought you'd
expressed to me. This was the last time I attempted to have a conversation with you in person about the subject. I have since
preferred to do things by email or written document, as oral communication with you is clearly difficult and counterproductive.
Moreover, in light of the documents you sent us and their contradiction with what you told us, it is clear that this was a good
decision. You have a habit of distorting history to your benefit, and this habit has been clearly exposed by the events
surrounding your abrogation of duties. As a concrete example of this behavior, I ask you to consider your repeated
accusations of myself and the review committee that we "failed to consult you". After the body of my forwarded response, I
have also included the first email message where I politely consulted you, asking for any relevant information. I consulted you
by email on at least one other occasion, asking for the nonconsensual recordings you made of your conversations with Keith
(that he agreed to admit to our deliberations) and whose contents, bafflingly, bore little resemblance to the claims you made of
them.
Forward message 1:
Regarding your questions below. I stand by the document that I helped create and subsequently signed. My opinions on the
subject were in large part shaped by the documents and recordings that you submitted to our panel, which made it clearer to
me than had my discussions with you that, while your course may have been able to run, you had not met the requirements by
the clearly stated deadline. There were multiple misunderstandings, but ultimately I believe that you were responsible for
ensuring that your course had the students registered by the deadline and you didn't do this. The grant issue is a largely
irrelevant aside. I do believe that the relevant grant was encumbered at the registration deadline, but that you subsequently
had enough to pay as certain encumbrances later did not come to fruition. Had you had more information on this (as you
suggested in several emails after the fact) you should have submitted it when asked.
I agree with you that a faculty grievance committee should have been formed, and I even looked into it for you to see if it could
be done, but you missed the statute of limitations on submitting one (which frankly seems like too short of time  I think it is like
two months or something  but I didn't see a workaround). But I was asked to review the provost's decision to write you a
letter of abrogation of duty. You were assigned a course that you didn't teach, and I wasn't in good conscience able to
condone this behavior by recommending that she rescind her letter. Given the series of misunderstandings and the fact that
in the past the rules had been more flexible and that your course ran successfully, I went out of my way with Tom to try to
improve the outcome for you (and I'm told you accepted and utilized the course release we argued for). But I can't say that
you were correct not to teach your assigned course. I don't believe that, and to say otherwise would compromise my integrity.
All the best,
Matt
 Forwarded message 2 
From: Matthew Hedden <mhedden@math.msu.edu>
Date: Fri, Apr 15, 2016 at 1:36 PM
Subject: Administrative Review
To: Selman Akbulut <akbulut@math.msu.edu>
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=e1ccf60021&jsver=5L3RpK0ut0I.en.&view=pt&msg=15b8c5a3e63ca824&search=inbox&siml=15b8c5a3e63ca824
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Cc: Jeffrey Schenker <jeffrey@math.msu.edu>, "Yan, Baisheng" <yan@math.msu.edu>, George Pappas
<pappas@math.msu.edu>, "Volberg, Alexander" <volberg@math.msu.edu>

Dear Selman,
I am writing on behalf of the advisory committee. We have met to begin the administrative review of the letter
of reprimand given to you by the Office of the Provost in January 2015. Could you please send us any
documents and/or other information that you wish us to consider? Please include all information you feel is
relevant to your grievance.
Best,
Matt
[Quoted text hidden]
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Email #4: Selman to
whole department

Gmail - Where is my grievance process?

Matthew Hedden <matthew.hedden@gmail.com>

Matt’s Comment: All of my emails were
privately addressed to him, his sending
them to the whole department without my
Where is my grievance process? consent was particularly painful for me,
especially as he misrepresented my
Akbulut, Selman <akbulut@math.msu.edu>
Thu, Apr 20, 2017 at 2:08 PM
responses by only including particular
To: "Hedden, Mathew" <mhedden@math.msu.edu> pieces of the conversation.
Cc: dept <dept@math.msu.edu>

Matt, Please stop dancing around, and answer the 2 questions I asked:
1 Do you have any doubts that I had required number of students to run Math/996 in Spring/2015 ? YES or NO?
2 Do you have any doubts that I had enough grant money in my NSF accounts? (I had 3 grants at the time) to be able to
cover $600 registration fee for Luke? YES or NO?
On Apr 20, 2017, at 7:12 PM, Matthew Hedden <mhedden@math.msu.edu> wrote:

Selman: Highlighted
Matt: indented

Dear Selman,
I already responded to your questions. Your insistence on trying to further waste the department's time is
baffling. I have copied my response below. You brought up some of our conversations: I don't deny having
conversations with you, but I do deny your quotations. I also deny your timeline. I don’t think I talked to you
before you chose not to teach your course.

I taught my assigned 2 courses, which were Math 425 + Math 996 period! (this was later acknowledged by Promislow by his
public message to the whole dept. And to make up for his ill behavior he gave me one course release). I am now trying to
remove the “abrogation of duty” penalty I received in this wicked game, for no reason at all (do you teach 3 courses each
semester? beyond your 2 course assignment? because one of the courses was declared doesn’t exist, but then latter
acknowledged “o sorry it did exitst”)
You may have talked with Tom then, but to the best of my memory, our conversations on the subject began in
the spring of 2016.

Nope, started Fall 2014.
You seem to hear (or remember) things differently than they occurred, and your transcriptions are seldom
correct. Rather, they are changed in ways which affect their meaning. For instance, I never said, "I am trying to
make you acceptable to the department, but you are refusing to cooperate". I said something of the form, “I am
trying to reintegrate you into the department" 

reintegrate? :) where am I? what am I? a discarded waste material outside of the dept?
the statement was in response to a prior conversation we’d had on the park bench

Nope, it was in my office, you left once with anger, then came back said to same things, and then left second time with
anger.
outside of Wells when you'd complained to me that nobody listens to you or consults you regarding departmental
issues. The steps that I'd taken to try to remedy this was to suggest to Keith that he appoint you to Adcom, as I
felt that your opinions were valuable and should be heard by the department. After my comment, you started
yelling at me,

Yelling at you? don’t be ridiculous :)
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=e1ccf60021&jsver=5L3RpK0ut0I.en.&view=pt&msg=15b8c8d33624f2ef&search=inbox&siml=15b8c8d33624f2ef
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talking about how you are my elder and asking how dare I talk about integrating you into the department you
built; I was only trying to help you address a concern I thought you'd expressed to me. This was the last time I
attempted to have a conversation with you in person about the subject. I have since preferred to do things by
email or written document, as oral communication with you is clearly difficult and counterproductive. Moreover,
in light of the documents you sent us and their contradiction with what you told us, it is clear that this was a good
decision.

Most of the documents are on my website, everyone to see and judge. I also provided a small portion of voice recordings
(since Keith consented). Maybe I should put some of the recordings to my website people to see and judge (of course if all
participants agree).
You have a habit of distorting history to your benefit, and this habit has been clearly exposed by the events
surrounding your abrogation of duties. As a concrete example of this behavior, I ask you to consider your
repeated accusations of myself and the review committee that we “failed to consult you".

Please answer truthfully did you or didn’t you tell me “You mean you want to review your own case yourself? this is NOT
grievance process this is review process, we are not supposed to talk to you” (in response to my offer to come with all my
documents talk to your committee in person to answer your questions). Remember I was also member of AdCom, you were
deciding about my NSF fact sheets and my class info.

After the body of my forwarded response, I have also included the first email message where I politely consulted
you, asking for any relevant information. I consulted you by email on at least one other occasion, asking for the
nonconsensual recordings you made of your conversations with Keith (that he agreed to admit to our
deliberations) and whose contents, bafflingly, bore little resemblance to the claims you made of them.

I am waiting your answers.
Selman

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=e1ccf60021&jsver=5L3RpK0ut0I.en.&view=pt&msg=15b8c8d33624f2ef&search=inbox&siml=15b8c8d33624f2ef

2/2

2/12/2018
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Matthew Hedden <matthew.hedden@gmail.com>

Open Letter to Carolyn Wemple and Beth Koivisto (Math Financial office)
Akbulut, Selman <akbulut@math.msu.edu>
Sun, Apr 23, 2017 at 2:53 PM
To: "Promislow, Keith S." <kpromisl@math.msu.edu>
Cc: "rjkirk@msu.edu" <rjkirk@msu.edu>, terry Curry <thcurry@provost.msu.edu>, dept <dept@math.msu.edu>
Keith,
I have seen 8 Chairs during my 36 years tenure here, you are the only one who attempts to harass faculty by using their
valuable NSF grants and by disturbing their teaching. Let me remind you again, you may not use your authority to curtail
faculty and staff communications (the “dept” email list had been formed for that purpose). Also, faculty and staff can
communicate with each other and ask questions relating to the runnings of our dept. This is called “freespeech". Also, it is
improper and illegal to use your authority to threaten faculty with reducing their salary increase they rightfully earned, by
citing email communicated with each other (in my email, I was merely asking questions to our staff relating to their office and
to my grants, which is a public knowledge).
As for the questions I asked to our staff, who already answered to me many times by words, by emails, and by official
memos are:
1 Did Chair Promislow used $5,000 dept funds to pay for the visitor Mohammad Asadi’s health insurance?
2 During October/2014 (registration period for Spring 2015 courses) were all of my NSF grants encumbered? (question
raised if there was enough to pay for my grad student’s extra credit for the topics course).
I asked this questions because it sounded like Matt Hedden needed to hear the answers again. The proper answers are:
NO and NO. Keith but you lied in both counts claiming YES and YES for both questions, then turned around and used it to
reduce my salary and disturb my class (I presented written documents on my website, I also have transcripts of recordings of
dept meetings), what you did was a fraud and/or embezzlement, whichever you look at it. Students who commit much less
academic dishonesty are penalized or expelled from this university. I will make sure as long as I am here (or elsewhere) I will
demand correction of this wrongdoings.
Selman
> On Apr 23, 2017, at 5:04 PM, Promislow, Keith S. <kpromisl@math.msu.edu> wrote:
>
> Dear Selman,
>
> There was a discussion of the proper use of email in the summer of 2016.
> I presented the following definition of inappropriate use of email:
>
> Inappropriate email is that which criticizes an individual
> or small group over an issue and is sent to a much larger
> group that normally does not have direct responsibility for
> that issue. This is exacerbated if the sender of the email has
> perceived authority over the person(s) being criticized.
>
> You have been asked to refrain from interacting with Carolyn Wemple, and
> to address all issues concerning your grants to Beth Koivisto. The issue you raise in
> your email of Sunday April 23, copied below, was one that contributed to the perception
> of harassment of Ms. Wemple. Your email raises this issue, is addressed to Carolyn Wemple, and is
> cc'd to a much larger audience that does not have direct oversight of Ms. Wemple.
>
> If you have questions about your grants and their status, or about the performance
> of staff, please direct them to Beth Koivisto, Rick Hensh, or to me. It is inappropriate to
> include larger groups, particularly the faculty, the rest of the staff, or the graduate students.
>
> My email to you today is intended to provide a clear context for the behavior I find
> counter to expectations of leadership. Should you send further emails of a similar nature, they
> will be addressed within the context of the leadership portion of your annual review and as such
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=e1ccf60021&jsver=5L3RpK0ut0I.en.&view=pt&msg=15b9c29bd6637bc2&search=inbox&dsqt=1&siml=15b9c29bd663…
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> could impact your salary increment.
>
> I would be happy to meet with you to discuss the issue of appropriate email use, or your grants,
> in person.
>
> Sincerely, Keith
>
>
> Keith Promislow
> Professor and Chair
> Dept. of Mathematics
> D205 Wells Hall
> 619 Red Cedar Road
> East Lansing, MI, 48824
> 5174327135
> ________________________________________
> From: Akbulut, Selman
> Sent: Sunday, April 23, 2017 7:14 AM
> To: dept
> Cc: terry Curry
> Subject: Open Letter to Carolyn Wemple and Beth Koivisto (Math Financial office)
>
> Dear Carolyn and Beth,
>
> Forgive me for taking your valuable time. Would you please answer the following questions YES or NO? I know you
already answered them to me several times in words, in writings of emails and in official memo’s, but there are still some
faculty resisting to believe the answers (e.g see my exchanges with Matt Hedden last week). My questions to you are:
>
> 1 Did Chair Promislow used $5000 dept funds to pay for the visitor Mohammad Asadi’s health insurance?
>
> 2 During October/2014 (registration period for Spring 2015 courses) were all of my NSF grants encumbered? (question
raised if there was enough to pay for my grad student’s extra credit for the topics course).
>
> So, please answer these questions one last time for everyone to see.
>
> (Last time I looked Fraud and Embezzlement is defined as “the act of withholding assets for the purpose of conversion of
such assets, by one or more persons to whom the assets were entrusted, either to be held or to be used for specific
purposes”, as a charge it is exempt from the statute of limitations).
>
> Selman Akbulut
>
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