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Correction to Chastain (1989) 

 

In the article “Axonometric Projections” by Lemuel J. Chastain (Engineering Design Graphics 

Journal, 1989, Vol. 53, No. 2, pp. 19 – 25—see http://edgj.org/index.php/EDGJ/issue/view/237), 

three types of errata have been found: 

 

1. typographical errors were introduced after the final proof-reading (by the 

compositor?); 

2. usage of the variables A, B, and C, on page 25 which is inconsistent with the 

preceding development; 

3. and, a thoughtless sentence by the author (being all of the next-to-last paragraph on 

page 25) overstates the findings. 

 

The simple typographical errors on pages 19-23 will be corrected in page order, followed by the 

inconsistency, and then the factual error (this being in the reverse order of importance). 

 

1a - On p.19, col.1, para.2, l.6, “It” should be replaced by “If”. 

1b - On p.20, col.2, l.17, a square root symbol should be added just before the “6”. 

1c - On p.22, col.1, para.1, ll.1-2, “basis” should be replaced by “basic” (i.e. lower-case). 

1d - On p.23, col.1, l.7, “vary” should be replaced by “very”. 

1e - On p.23, col.1, l.24 “independent” should be replaced by “dependent”. 

 

2 - Beginning on p.25, col.1, paras. 1&2 (paragraph 2 continuing in column 2) suddenly 

introduce an analysis of the many solutions obtained by running several sequential iterations of 

the program shown in Figure 3.  The result of the first iteration of the program, shown in Figure 

4, quickly reveals that, for relatively prime solutions, the single even-valued variable occurs 

freely as any one of A, B, or C  (for a given solution set). 

 

Contrary to that, the new treatment summarized in Figure 7, compels C to always be the single 

even-valued variable.  Unfortunately, the conciseness of these four parametric equations ignores 

the ascending order imposed on A, B, and C, by the program in Figure 3: thus, the inconsistency. 

 

There is no need to extend the current program to rearrange the variables to correspond with 

Figure 7.  It has served its purpose, and is obsolete.  Any new program in a better language (e.g. 

Python) should be based on the Figure 7 results; with the programmer given the option of 

switching the expressions for A and C. 

 

3a – On p.25, col.2, ll.1-2, “(in BASIC)” should be deleted. 

3b – On p.25, col.2, l.4, the word “all” (made more egregious being underlined) should be 

deleted:  integer triplets for the parameters f, g, and h, will always yield a real solution for the 

four variables.  However, it is clear that those triplets will not always result in a perfect square in 

the discriminant.  [Contrast Solution 1 from (f, g, h) = (1, 1, 1), with the irrational results from 

(5, 5, 5).]  This was a thoughtless generalization by the author from the parametric equations 

used for the 2-D ‘Pythagorean Triplet’ case which do not require a square root symbol. 
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While the original objective was to find Axonometric Projections with rational projections for a 

unit-cube, the final results shown in Figure 7, go well beyond that:  non-negative real values of 

the parameters will result in real values for the 4 variables.  (Caution prevents the use again of 

“all” in the prior sentence.) 

 

Lastly, the use of the ‘plus or minus’ sign before the discriminant is standard for a quadratic 

solution.  Use of the minus alternative, however, while preserving equality, will result in some 

negative values in the variable quadruples.  Such solutions do not apply to 3-D Axonometric 

Projections. 


















































































































