













































































































































































Therefore we will say that it is the .
case that "s = © vdt - gtdt."

I will solve this for you and exhibit
belfore your eyes once more the fair naked

form of the distance-time equation. Fgr
U vdt = vt." And "t"\pgtdt = Zgtc."
Theréfore, my friend, since vdt -

stdt = o vdt - ¥\ gtdt," and "s =
IN_po vdt - gtdt," "s = vt - 2gt2." Now
just add the initial distance, "sg," and
you get the form for the maximum height
of the ball:t "s = sg + Vot + (-32t2)."

Objection to the Third Approach .

2NDs: Now I know that you must not only
take me for a fool but 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 instead of spinning it out of your
imagination as the most general solution
of the second order differential equation
ds/dt2 = g. And to that extent you have
succeaded in making falling bodlies, and
mifoarmlyv movineg 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 chan%ing one at
that! You have argued that " vdt =
vt" and that "t\_p gtdt = 3gt2" without




the least justification. You have attri-
buted all cf this to the "force of grav-
ity" of the earth, which is "slowing
down" the ball by somehow reachlng up to
grab it and pull it dowri. And you have
attributed to thzs oall a "force of iner-
tia" by which the grabbing of the earth
to pull the ball down 1s continually re-
sisted and so is not effective until af-
ter the maximum heizht of the ball is
reached.

No, my friend, until you satisiy me
on all these points, I'll stick to my
simpls-minded substitutions. Your mix-
ture of sophistry, symbolic manipulation,
and mystical "forces," is too much 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
ite The casting seemed extremely natural
and the spirit of vaudevillian hanky/
panky very rarely broke, even for an
instant. Besides Bob Tzudiker and the
cast, special praise is due Lee Zlotoff
and assistants for a highly professiocnal
job of set degign and decoratior.




