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➤ Mark placement of mines.

➤ Often the real action happens “off-screen”
➤ Example: Work of Thurston (see: Proof and Progress)
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➤ Counterexamples and consequences seem to be much more 
frequent falsifiers than locating mistakes in proofs.

➤ Busemann-Petty problem: does greater volume for slices 
imply greater volume for the body?

➤ Gaoyong Zhang 1992, Annals: 
4-cube is not an intersection body.

➤ A.Koldobsky 1997: Here is a K s.t. C=IK.

➤ Nilpotent distortion: how can subgroups 
sit inside a nilpotent group?

➤ Osin to Sohrabi: your theorem can’t be 
right because it conflicts with my examples 
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(Let’s be honest.)
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➤ Sometimes a proof can be completely convincing; other times 
a proof can have a gap; many times a would-be proof lives in 
validation limbo.
➤ ABC Conjecture, Kepler/Flyspeck, Gauss Circle Problem

➤ Some proofs contribute something other than validation:
➤ M.Aschenbrenner: “What Tom [Scanlon] did [on Pop’s 

conjecture] is not a complete waste; many of the ideas can be 
rescued.  And there’s still the possibility that his approach can be 
made to work—it’s just, no one knows how…”
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➤ Perfectability in principle (see Lakatos)

➤ Theory itself will be refined gradually
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Shaneson and Cappell claim a solution
➤ Feb 2007—This paper concerns the number of lattice points 

in a circle.

➤ Mar 2007—The referees and subsequently others pointed 
out an error in the statement of Theorem 1.1. This version 
corrects the mistake.

➤ Jul 2007—Some further clarifications, simplifications, and 
corrections of typos and signs

➤ Sep 2014—This paper has been withdrawn as the authors 
have not succeeded producing an error free version
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HOW MARGINAL ARE THESE CASES?

➤ Margulis likes to say “Every published paper is wrong.” 

➤ Contested proofs 
★ Foundations of symplectic geometry  

★ Amenability of Thompson’s group 

★ Hanna Neumann Conjecture 

⠇ 

★ My last paper
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