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ien
e and Engineering, FR-35University of WashingtonSeattle, Washington 98195S
ien
e has mar
hed on despite the appearan
e of the original \Figures of Merit" [18℄.The purpose of this survey is to bring the 
ommunity up to date on the most re
ent bounds,so that we may 
ollaborate to improve them.1 The Spotlight Fa
torRe
all the de�nition of the spotlight fa
tor for �rst authors:De�nition: In a 
ollaboration of alphabetized 
oauthors X0 < X1 < � � � < Xk, the spot-light fa
tor of X0 is ?(X0) = (1� .X0)k;where the notation \.X" is the radix 27 fra
tion, where a = 1, b = 2, . . . , z = 26, and blanksand pun
tuation represent 0.In words, the spotlight fa
tor is the probability that k 
oauthors 
hosen uniformly andindependently at random will all have surnames later in the alphabet than X0; the lower thespotlight fa
tor, the more impressive the a
hievement of the �rst author in attaining �rstauthorship.The best previous bound [18℄ on the spotlight fa
tor arose from the 
ollaborationSantoro, Sidney J., Sidney S., and Urrutia [15℄whose spotlight 
omputation goes as follows:?(Santoro) = (1� .Santoro)3= �1� � 19271 + 1272 + 14273 + � � ���3� 0:0255This re
ord has been dented by the 
ollaborationKaklamanis, Karlin, Leighton, Milenkovi
, Raghavan, Rao, Thomborson, and Tsantilas [9℄



for whi
h ?(Kaklamanis) � 0:0251. A 
yni
 might wonder whether some authors did this
al
ulation themselves in order to know just how many 
oauthors to invite. At one pointa preliminary version of their paper had a ninth 
oauthor whose surname, in
redibly, alsobegan with a letter later than K in the alphabet. This would have been worth a spotlightfa
tor of approximately 0.0148.2 The CoeÆ
ient of ObliviousnessA se
ond �gure of merit from [18℄ was the 
oeÆ
ient of obliviousness:De�nition: In a 
ollaboration of X0 < X1 < � � � < Xk, the 
oeÆ
ient of obliviousness ofXi is >(Xi) = (.Xi � .X0)i;for 1 � i � k.In words, the 
oeÆ
ient of obliviousness is the probability that i 
oauthors 
hosen uni-formly and independently at random will all have surnames that pre
ede Xi as narrowly asdoes X0; the lower the 
oeÆ
ient, the more oblivious Xi is to the fame of being �rst author.The re
ord for 
oeÆ
ient of obliviousness from [18℄ was held byPlumstead B. and Plumstead J. [14℄for whi
h >(Plumstead J.) � 1:53 � 10�15. There was some grumbling about the fa
t thatmany of the most oblivious 
ollaborations in [18℄ 
ame from familial ties, and so were notrandom at all. The suggestion was that one should measure nonnepotisti
 obliviousness, forwhi
h the best example from [18℄ wasBrassard and Bratley [2℄with >(Bratley) � 1:40� 10�6.This re
ord of nonnepotisti
 obliviousness is beaten, however, byGoldrei
h, Goldwasser, and Mi
ali [7℄for whi
h >(Goldwasser) � 3:39� 10�7. This even edges out the familial obliviousness ofYao A. and Yao F. [20℄for whi
h >(Yao F.) � 3:58� 10�7.But the most astonishing �nd is the 
ollaborationSmith J., Smith K., and Smith R. [16℄for whi
h >(Smith R.) � 5:84 � 10�19 � >(Plumstead J.), shattering all previous re
ords.Moreover, the text of this paper asserts that the authors are unrelated, satisfying the non-nepotisti
 
ondition as well.



3 Monotone Erd�os NumberThe greatest strides have o

urred in the important sub�eld of monotone Erd�os numbers.De�ne a dire
ted graph G = (V;E), where V is the set of all resear
hers, and (u; v) 2 E ifand only if there is some publi
ation in whi
h u appears earlier in the list of 
oauthors thanv. De�nition: The monotone Erd�os number of X is the length of a longest dire
ted pathin G between Paul Erd�os and X.In [18℄ it was shown that Wigderson's monotone Erd�os number was 5, and 
onje
turedthat this was the best bound possible. Table 1, however, resoundingly refutes this 
onje
ture,by produ
ing a resear
her whose monotone Erd�os number is 12.1. Erd�os and Freiman [4℄2. Chaimovi
h, Freiman, and Galil [3℄3. Galil, Kannan, and Szemer�edi [6℄4. Frieze, Kannan, and Lagarias [5℄5. Lagarias, Lenstra, and S
hnorr [11℄6. Lenstra, Lenstra, and Lov�asz [12℄7. Karmarkar, Karp, Lipton, Lov�asz, and Luby [10℄8. Luby, Mi
ali, and Ra
ko� [13℄9. Goldwasser, Mi
ali, and Rivest [8℄10. Blum, Floyd, Pratt, Rivest, and Tarjan [1℄11. Tarjan and Vishkin [17℄12. Vishkin and Wigderson [19℄Table 1: Monotone Erd�os NumbersA
knowledgementsMary Bailey, Giles Brassard, David Eppstein, Zvi Galil, David Johnson, Je� Lagarias,Mi
hael Luby, Prabhakar Raghavan, Mi
hael Saks, Adi Shamir, and Larry Snyder suppliedthe fuel that kept me from doing something more useful. I am in their debt.Disa
knowledgementAvi Wigderson refused to 
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ienti�
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