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“If a conclusion can be proven, it must be insufficiently creative.
If a paragraph can be understood, it must lack depth.”
期刊宗旨（作者请先读完再决定是否撤稿）
《Gibberish》是一本致力于记录学术界“熵增现象”的跨学科顶尖期刊。我们关注那些由于导师没看、审稿人喝醉、或作者在凌晨四点崩溃而产生的突破性研究。本刊坚信：如果一个结论能被证明，那它一定不够创新；如果一段论述能被读懂，那它一定缺乏深度。
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Submission Checklist
All figures are high resolution and low interpretability.
Equations are correct-looking and context-free.
Ablation study removed the only meaningful component (optional but encouraged).
Appendix contains at least one theorem that references itself.
The phrase “without loss of generality” appears at least twice per page.
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[Author A]^1, [Author B]^2, [Author C]^1*
^1 [Affiliation 1], ^2 [Affiliation 2]
* Correspondence: [email]
Abstract
[Write 150–250 words. Make it sound like the method is inevitable and the dataset is accidental. Include at least one non-falsifiable claim and one vague promise of ‘future work’.]
Keywords
[keyword1; keyword2; keyword3; keyword4]
Highlights (optional, but increases perceived confidence)
[We propose a framework that generalizes itself.]
[We achieve state-of-the-art results on a benchmark nobody uses.]
[We provide insights that are both profound and unverifiable.]
1. Introduction
[Explain why the problem is urgent, ancient, and somehow underexplored. Cite at least three mutually contradictory papers.]
2. Related Work
[Summarize prior work in a way that makes all of it seem incomplete. Prefer phrases like ‘however’ and ‘nevertheless’.]
3. Methods
[Describe a method with enough symbols to deter replication. If using a neural network, state that it ‘learns representations’ and move on.]
3.1 Imaginary Experimental Setup
[Describe an experiment that could exist in principle, but not in practice. Example: 50 variables, 0 sensors, and perfect ground truth.]
3.2 Theorem of Convenient Assumptions
[State assumptions A1–A7. Ensure A7 implies the conclusion. Prove ‘by inspection’.]
4. Results
[Provide 2–4 plots. The y-axis should be labeled, but the meaning should not be. Report p-values with at least four decimals.]
Figure X. [Caption that describes what the figure is, not what it means.]
4.1 Additional Results We Cannot Explain
[Insert a surprising trend. Attribute it to ‘complex system dynamics’.]
Figure X. [Caption that describes what the figure is, not what it means.]
5. Discussion
[Interpret results in a way that would remain true even if the results were random.]
6. Limitations
[Be honest but strategic: mention limitations that do not matter. Avoid mentioning the obvious.]
7. Conclusion
[End with a strong statement that would alarm a careful reader.]
Data Availability
[Public / Upon reasonable request / Lost in a USB drive / Generated by a dream]
Code Availability
[Git repository link / Upon request / It runs on my machine (the machine is gone)]
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[Not applicable / Approved by the Committee for Questionable Research Practices (CQRPs).]
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Appendix A. Optional Materials for Maximum Confusion
[Add extra proofs, pseudo-code, and long tables. If something doesn’t fit the story, put it here and call it ‘supplementary’.]
Appendix B. Pre-emptive Response to Reviewer #2 (optional)
[Dear Reviewer #2, thank you for your passionate engagement with reality. We respectfully disagree with all points, and have therefore added a new figure to make the disagreement clearer.]




