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big Picard theorem and Schottky's theorem have function-theoretic extensions, 
as does Hadamard's three circles theorem. Analytic continuations and auto-
morphic solutions are developed at the conclusion. 

To summarize, the book is well organized and accurate. Its style is computa
tional. The tables of contents, glossary of terms and references are detailed and 
timely. And, open questions are pointed out. The result is an informative 
reference that can be followed with interest. 
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All finite simple groups are now known.1 This monumental classification 
project involved the efforts of numerous mathematicians and occupies many 
thousands of pages. Several of these group theorists are presently working hard 
to decrease the size of the proof. Nevertheless, it seems unlikely that the proof 
of this classification will become accessible to many mathematicians. 

How should this classification be viewed by those not in group theory? It is 
clearly a remarkable result. But is it unapproachable? Is there any point in 
understanding parts of it? Can it be used outside of group theory, or is it just a 
marvelous technical feat designed only for internal consumption? It may even 
be tempting to ask: "What has this done for me lately?" 

'Except that, as of this writing (April, 1983), the uniqueness of the Monster has not yet been 
established. 


