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What changes have been made since last year in the
curriculum of the Mechanical Engineering Department
and what new equi];;ment has been added? What changes
and additions are in view for the immediate future?
These and similar ciuestions have been asked from time
to time. The answer 1s, None! No changes have been
made in the curriculum because it is in conformity with
that of the leading engineering schools of this country
and because it has given the kind of training best suited
to the needs of student and employer. No material
change is contemplated at present, though it is quite
probable that some adjustments may have to be made
from time to time to meet with the demands of indus-
try. It must not be inferred from this statement that
there is no room for improvement—there 1s, and plenty
of it—but more in increasing efficiency of instruction
than in change of subjects. Armour is an engineering
school, not a school of science, and as such its main ob-
jective 1s to train the student for the engineering pro-
fession. As for equipment, sufhice to state that the pres-
ent apparatus is wholly adequate for the purpose at
hand. To be sure, modern up-to-the-minute devices are
desirable for the purpose of showing the latest develop-
ment of the art, but they are not essential to a thorough
grounding in fundamentals. In industry a piece of ma-

chinery is not obsolete, whatever may be its age, until
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