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PART 2: Review Comments

Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer,
correct the manuscript and highlight that part in
the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors
should write his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments
0. The whole paper looks like an automatic
translation from another language (apparently
French). It should be substantially improved
because many sentences have no meaning (or very
unfitting one) as written and one has to figure out
what the authors meant by it.
1. In the first sentence of the Abstract authors
mention "sequences of numbers proven random".
However, regarding notion of "provably random
sequences of numbers" I would note that there is
no such object, simply because there is no
definition of random sequence of numbers, as
noted in  Sect 3.4). Authors should concentrate on
some known problem with the initial random
sequence and show that their extraction procedure
does improve it without spoiling any other
property of randm numbers.
2. It is well known that IID numbers cannot be
obtained by pseudo-random generators and
therefore the first sentence in Sect. 1.1 is wrong.
3. Words of language are not random but contain
complex correlations and are not of maximal
entropy. therefore sentence  "… a text is a noise
randomly chosen." (bottom of Sect 6.1) simply
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does not hold.
4. Authors have failed to give a clear description
of the extraction procedure and dependence of its
parameters (e.g. compression ratio) on initial
sequence. Please write a section with detailed
description that could be understood by a reader
averagely skilled in the art.
5. A fundamental problem with the authors'
approach is that they substitute the (non existing)
definition of randomness by requirement that a
sequence obeys some distribution which is a very
weak criterion of randomness. Just an example
imagine a sequence of 8-bit binary sequential
numbers 0,…,255. this sequence is perfectly
uniformly distributed and yet it is not random.

There are many technical imperfections that
are uncorrectable by the reader, such as in
the beginning of Sect 1.2 where a-prime and
b-prime are never defined!

The authors' reasoning throughout the paper
is at places very shaky and follows the rule of
thumb, for example where they use
undefined terms like "not too large", "very
random" etc. By virtue of that, in hardly any
instance the word "proof" is completely
appropriate. Furthermore, some of the
"proofs" rely heavily on previous work of the
author(s) which extends over 600 pages of
text of similar quality.
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This paper substantially lags behind the state of the
art of the research of similar kind (for example
references 23, 31 and 34 called out in the paper).

Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General comments
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