
Mathematically Bent Colin Adams, Editor

The proof is in the pudding.

Opening a copy of The Mathematical Intelligencer

you may ask yourself uneasily, ‘‘What is this

anyway—a mathematical journal, or what?’’ Or

you may ask, ‘‘Where am I?’’ Or even ‘‘Who am I?’’

This sense of disorientation is at its most acute when

you open to Colin Adams’s column.

Relax. Breathe regularly. It’s mathematical, it’s a

humor column, and it may even be harmless.
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Referee’s Report
COLIN ADAMS

TT
hank you for submitting your article ‘‘Undeniable
Numbers’’ to the Journal for Astounding Math Results.
As you almost certainly know, our standards for

publication are extremely high. So high that we can barely
see the next journal’s standards when we look down on
them from our standards. In fact, our rejections of their
papers have made Fields Medalists weep. Well anyway, that
only happened once, and it was more of a misunderstand-
ing, but that’s just to give you some sense of how honored
you should be if we accept your article.

The referee has now submitted comments on your paper.
I apologize that it took three years, but you have to keep in
mind, a superior referee’s report is like a fine wine. It needs
time to age.

I think you will be pleased with what I have to say. The
referee is advising you of some relatively minor revisions.
For your guidance, the comments are appended below.
After you have adequately addressed the referee’s concerns,
we will accept your paper for publication in the journal!!!
That’s right. You are going to have a paper in the Journal for
Astounding Math Results!!! So congratulations are in order.
Break out the champagne!!!

Please submit a list of changes or a rebuttal against each
point raised when you submit the final version of the
manuscript.

Referee’s Report
This paper is a fascinating exploration into the properties

of undeniable numbers, which were first defined by C.
Phlatus in his seminal 1999 paper ‘‘A Whole Lot of Defini-
tions of New Kinds of Numbers.’’ Undeniable numbers are
numbers, real, imaginary, or complex, that are undeniably
numbers, as opposed to similar objects masquerading as
numbers. The paper is well written and at an appropriate
level. After making the suggested changes that follow, I
would strongly recommend this paper for publication.
However, I would like to see the revision first. There follow
some explicit errata/suggestions that should be addressed.

Dear Professor Demanshalmeck,
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Page Line

1 1 The title ‘‘Undeniable Numbers’’ is inapropos. Having been first

defined by Phlatus, a more suitable title would be ‘‘On Phlatus’s

Undeniable Numbers’’ or ‘‘The Undeniable Numbers of

Phlatus.’’ You decide.

1 2 In your name, add a middle initial. How else might readers

distinguish you from other authors named Ardenne

Demanshalmeck?

1 12 In discussing previous work, you have left out perhaps the most

relevant references. Of course, you must include ‘‘A Whole Lot

of Definitions of New Kinds of Numbers,’’ by C. Phlatus,

Integeria Dedicata, 14 (1999), 132–135. And then there is

‘‘Indescribable Numbers,’’ by C. Phlatus, Journal of

Indescribable Mathematical Concepts, 12, (1992), 231–232.

And ‘‘Insubordinate Numbers,’’ by C. Phlatus, Advances in

Disorderly Digits, 35 (2004), 119. Moreover, you fail to discuss

the relationship between undeniable numbers and

indescribable, inevitable, and certainly, undesirable numbers.

Many readers, for instance, do not realize that every

inevitable number must be undeniable, however, there are

undeniable numbers that are not inevitable, ones that are hiding

in the woods, and you never find them, for instance. And

insubordinate numbers are just too important in their own right

to be left out of any paper. These are numbers that refuse to be

beholden to other numbers. Primes are examples of this, and

who would deny the importance of primes?

1 25 When TeXing 1,2,3,…, you must use \dots rather than …

2 12 When TeXing x_1, x_2, x_3,…, you must use \dots rather than …

4 23 Change ‘‘,’’ to ‘‘.’’ Change ‘‘.’’ to ‘‘,’’

5 46 Change ‘‘,’’ to ‘‘.’’ Change ‘‘.’’ to ‘‘;’’ Change ‘‘.’’ to ‘‘.’’

6 18 Change ‘‘#’’ to ‘‘&’’ Change ‘‘@’’ to ‘‘!’’

9 24 Change ‘‘[\[\[???’’ to ‘‘%%%%’’

10 27 Change ‘‘Since 7\11,’’ to ‘‘Since 11\ 7,’’

11 31 Change ‘‘which follows immediately from Proposition 1.9’’ to

‘‘which follows immediately from the unpublished work of C.

Phlatus’’

14 36 Here is a serious problem. You prove Lemma 3.1 and then use it to

prove Proposition 3.2. But as any decent mathematician knows,

if you use one result to prove another, the first result is called a

theorem and the second is called a corollary. Mistakes like this

abound throughout the paper. Did you go to grad school? Do

you even have a Ph.D.?

17 33 When TeXing a,b,c,…, you must use \dots rather than …

2 24 Here’s another one from page 2 that I just noticed. Your indent on

the third paragraph just doesn’t look right. Not sure why, but it

bugs me.

5 13 Yeah, this indent bugs me, too.

Author’s Response
Thank you for pointing out the variety of papers by C.

Phlatus. Although I am aware of them, I do not in general
see their relevance. The definition of undeniable numbers
that I am using dates from a previous paper of my own to
which I include a reference. My definition predates the
equivalent Phlatus definition by three years. I can only

assume Phlatus was unaware of my previous definition
when he came up with his own identical version.

I have changed the … to \dots throughout the paper.
Unfortunately, I could not find where the changes for pages
4, 5, 6, and 9 were supposed to occur. For instance there is
no ‘‘[\[\[???’’ on line 36 of page 9. Nor does it appear
anywhere else in the manuscript. Similarly, for the change
on page 11, I did not find the phrase ‘‘which follows
immediately from Proposition 1.9,’’ and even if I could find
it, I would be uncomfortable referencing unpublished work.
As far as the paragraph indents go, they are identical to all
the other paragraph indents in the paper. So I’m sorry if they
‘‘bother’’ you, but I have left them as they previously
appeared.

As to the issue of theorem/proposition vs. lemma/
corollary, yes, I do have a Ph.D., and it is perfectly rea-
sonable to call a small result leading to a bigger one a
lemma and then name the big result as the theorem. Finally,
I did not make the change of 7\ 11 to 11\ 7 because 7 is
in fact less than 11, and to change it would be to change
something true into something false.

The revised version of the paper is attached.
Referee’s Report on the Revision
What do you mean, you do not see the relevance of the

papers by C. Phlatus? Phlatus pretty much single-handedly
created the field of ‘‘put your favorite adjective here’’
numbers. See for instance ‘‘How I Single-Handedly Created
the Field of ‘Put Your Favorite Adjective Here’ Numbers,’’ by
C. Phlatus, Advances in Mathematical Self-Promotion, 3
(2014), 292–387. And your ignorance with regard to lem-
mas, theorems, and corollaries suggests that you got your
Ph.D. from a diploma mill by paying the requisite amount of
dollars. Moreover, the truth or falsity of an inequality
depends on the context. For instance 3x\ 7 only when
x\ 7/3, not all the time. Another failing of your grad
school, I can only suppose.

Author’s Response
Are you C. Phlatus? Is that what is going on here? And

you can ask anyone about the lemmas, theorems, and
corollaries. Or just look it up on Wikipedia. And 7\ 11 in
ANY context. That one is just not up for debate.

Referee’s Response
What do you mean? What would make you think I was

C. Phlatus?
Author’s Response
Because all you want me to do is put in references to

your work. You don’t care about anything else.
Referee’s Response
What about the dots? I obviously also care about the dots.
Author’s Response
So you are C. Phlatus!
Referee’s Response
Okay, I am C. Phlatus. But if you want to ever see your

paper in print, you had better put in the references to my
papers.

Author’s Response (cc to editor)
That is blackmail, pure and simple. I am ccing the editor.

I will have you brought up on charges before the ethics
committee of the American Mathematical Society.
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Editor’s Response
Everybody calm down. I think we’re overreacting a bit.

There’s no need to involve the ethics committee of the AMS.
Adding a few references shouldn’t do any damage to the
paper, now should it?

Author’s Response
Are you kidding me? You’re on his side?
Editor’s Response
No, I’m not on anyone’s side. And we use blind refer-

eeing here. I don’t even know who the referee is.
Author’s Response
Wait a minute. You’re the editor. Blind refereeing means

the referee doesn’t know who the author is, not that the
editor doesn’t know who the referee is. Of course you know
who it is. And anyway, we’ve already established it is
C. Phlatus.

Editor’s Response
Oh, really? Well, just because I am related to C. Phlatus

does not mean I am taking his side.
Author’s Response
RELATED? WHAT? HOW ARE YOU RELATED?
Editor’s Response
If you must know, I am his mother.
Author’s Response
THAT’S OUTRAGEOUS. YOU CHOSE YOUR OWN SON

TO BE THE REFEREE OF MY PAPER?
Editor’s Response
Could you maybe drop the caps? They make me very

uncomfortable.
Author’s Response
I WILL IF YOU ANSWER THE QUESTION.
Editor’s Response
Okay, okay. You see, nobody else was asking him to

referee anything and he was getting so depressed. Just
moping around the house all day. You have to know he is a
fragile boy. So I figured, one paper, what harm could it do?

Author’s Response
We know the answer to that now.
Referee’s Response
Mom, are you going to let her talk like that?
Editor’s Response
Shut up, C. Go to your room. Now look Ardenne, I think

maybe we could come to some agreement here. Perhaps
you could mention in your paper that C. Phlatus did come
up with a similar definition on his own after you came up
with it first. Would that be okay? And then we would be
willing to publish your paper.

Author’s Response
Similar? It was identical. But I would like to get the paper

published. So… I guess… okay.
Editor’s Response
Great! I’m glad we worked that out. Congratulations on

the acceptance of your paper to appear in the Journal of
Astounding Math Results.

All you need to do to finalize the acceptance is to send
me a check in the amount of $1500 for the page charges.
Open the champagne!!!
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