


















































































































56 
definition an "instantaneou.s ·velocity," 
"v·," which is the "velocity" of the bal2. 
at that instant. If one instantaneous 
distance is greater than another, then 
t.he tet.r: tane o •1s velocity of the first 
is grea than the instantaneotlS veloc­
ity o f t s l l:: r) n <1 • Now i n t h ?7 r; e o : 
the ball, the total upwards will 
be the St1J'1 Jf all those differences be­

f_sreater ir1stantanE:O'J.S distant:es up­
wards and ledsc:r _i_nstantaneous distances 
downwards, as they :>cc !Jr in alL the in-· 
stants "dt" of the time "t" of upv;ards 
travel. 

Each instanta.n80i.:IS uvNat ... dS diste:.nce 
can be by "v • Jt," since 
they are all sa 11e with une anot.he c 
and, by definition, "v = ds/jt," so that 
"ds = v • dt," And each instantar1eous 
downwards distance can be by 
"gt·· dt," since they arB all different 
and the distan::e "ds" cov­
ered in any instant "dt;" i.e., "ds/dt" 
is always increasing at constant rate 
"g" with the ps.ssase of time "t," becaw:H: 
of the force ·Jf gravity. And SJ at any 
iutant "dt" thA upwar·ds "ds" 
will be the d ifferene: e b(::: tv;::; en th•:: u.p­
·,ards "ds" tt) thA focce :::;f 
and the dowrwJar'ds "ds" tu force 
of i . 111'ds = fJ.s ( i) - (g). II 

But 11 
• 

1-tds ( l ) ' ==- vd i.. 11 And " (g) • 
= gt · •.i t. " 'r tte fo c _, -:::: 'v"d t - gi.d t" 
at an ·/ "at..." 

Ii n w t h '2 w h , .\ l f d is c ;..:;_ n c e , " s , " up vV 2. ni s 
i. ;: he.: tht?S2 ir1star" L-:ln.:;c;u.:=; 

.J. l. . · t .t. n ,-:- '' d s " t r a v · l J e G d 1 1 2: · i r g a ll t h r: 
l.!' .' '·', "d· t-" ;) ·tf' ,-· ti roo "t " :r'n.n °l. ,.1n 1. ) ... . -.."") • v . . 1 .1 • .1... ·•' I .t ._.. t.) 

f rJr s h a s urn • -.,_ /,. and it::; extremi­
i, .J.r i {-' n t f!_ t:·d : l,y' f' :1 i, t j_ ng t r1 em d. u c v e 

an J l; (- 1 :wv t: lP 3 1 v r 1 l L\ e t h L; : t t 0 
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Therefore we will say that it is the .. 
case that "s = t~ vdt - gtdt." 

I will solve th1~ for you and exhibit 
be f ore your eyes once more the fair naked 
form of the distance-t:i_me equation. Far 
'it~ vd.t = vt." And ut~gtdt = ~gtG,II 
The~·fore, my friend, sinceW"t~ vdt -
gtdt = t~ vdt - t~ gtdt," and "s = 
t~ vdt - gtdt," "s = vt- ~gt2," Now 
jJst add the initial distance, "s 0 ," and 
you g et the form for the maximum height 
of the ball: "s = s 0 + v 0 t + (-%gt2)," 

Objection to the Third Approach 

2ND: Now I know that you must not only 
take me for a fool b ut that you are one 
yourself. And a lying sophistic and 
credulous scoundrel to boot! Sure, you 
derive the distance-time equation by 
integrating instantaneous distances over 
time inst~ad of spinning it out of y o ur 
imagination as the most general sulution 
of the second order differential equation 
ds/dt2 = g. And to that extent you have 
Gucceeded in making falling bodies, and 
,m i_fnrmlv movin.!! ones, your starting 
point rather than your own fancy. But 
at what a price! You have summed up 
distances that are no distances tra­
versed in times that are no times, and 
related them to "instantaneous veloc­
ities," "v," that are merely nominal 
definitions of written symbols! . You 
have subtracted one distance that is 
no distance from anothEr distance that 
is no distance and purported to arrive 
at yet a third distance that is no dis­
tance, and a perpetually changing one at 
that! You have argued that "t~ vdt = 
vt" and that "t"-0 gtdt = ~gt2" without 
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the leas t justification. You have attri­
buted all o f this to the "fo.cce of grav­
ity" of the earth, which is "slowing 
down" the ball by somehow reaching up to 
grab it and p ull it down. And you have 
attributed to th2 oall a "force of iner­
:tia" by which the grabbing of the eartl} 
to _pull the ball down is continually re­
sisted and so is not effective until af­
ter the maximum height o f t :-1e balL is 
reached. 

No, my friP.nd, until ;you satisfy me 
on all thes e points, I'll stick to my 
simple-~inded substitutions. Your mix­
ture of sophistry, sy~bolic rr1anipulation, 
and mystical "forces," is too m'tich for 
me to take. 

--Edward Sparrow 

continued from page 15--

that it allowed its audience to view 
Jonson's play pretty much as he intended 
it. The casting seemed extremely natur~l 
and the spirit of vaudevillian hanky/ 
panky very rarely broke, even for an . 
instant. Besides Bob 'l'zudiker and tl1e 
cast, special praise is due Lee Zlotoff 
and assistants for a highly professional 
job of set d~sign and decoration. 
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