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The required force is M I fi + - ) gm. wt. 

Yours, etc., A. W. SIDDONS. 

To the Editor of the Mathematical Gazette. 
DEAR SIR,—Certainly it is true that teachers of mechanics are divided in 

their choice of the most appropriate system of units to use in introducing the 
subject. But is it not also true that there is a danger of this being decided 
for us by the compilers of our examination syllabuses 1 Moreover, they not 
only influence teaching directly, but also decide the emphasis of our elemen
tary textbooks. 

What justification is there for continuing to examine pupils in mechanics 
at the Ordinary level of the G.C.E., either as a separate subject or as part 
of a paper in " Additional Mathematics "? Few teachers are allowed more 
than 60 periods in which to teach the subject before the examination is taken. 
In that time they may either try to introduce the ideas of mechanics (and I 
regard such a course as being of great educational value to a pupil who is 
not intending to specialise in science or mathematics); or they may prepare 
for the examination. I t is surely impossible adequately to do both. 

If a teacher makes the attempt, however, he is virtually compelled to adopt 
the gravitational system of units, whatever his own preference. No boy at 
that age can be expected to master two different sets of equations ; and at 
present the examiners have decreed that, although they may ask him to 
define a poundal or to distinguish weight from mass, he shall give his answers 
in lb.wt and in ft.lb. So long as the examination continues, we shall be 
expected to enter our pupils for it. Is there not then a case for having two 
alternative syllabuses, one on the lines of the existing syllabus, the other 
based on the use of absolute units and involving a more fundamental treat
ment of dynamics ? 

Yours faithfully, D. A. QTTADLING. 

LAPLACE TRANSFORMS. 

To the Editor of the Mathematical Gazette. 

SIR,—In his review of Transformation Calculus and Electrical Transients by 
S. Goldman (Gazette, XXXIV, No. 309) Mr. H. V. Lowry deplores the fact 
that the author defines the Laplace transform of a function f{t) by 

(§ e-*f(t)dt 

rather than by 

p\t e-**f(t)dt. 

In favour of the "p-method ", Mr. Lowry instances the fact that it trans
forms a constant into itself. However, in an elementary course which 
excludes the inversion integral, the extra p in the " p-method " adds con
siderably to the labour of splitting up the rational algebraic fractions arising 
into their partial fractions. On this account, the saving in time seems to leave 
the advantage with the " s -method ". 

Yours, etc., M. HUTTON. 

CAR WHEELS. 

To the Editor of the Mathematical Gazette. 

SIR,—The question posed by Professor Brown in the discussion on " The 
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