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booms ihein^iclves doing p;irL of this l)rivlgini,' across if suitably designed;
on tlm contiaiT, it is nitiicr economical.

Ill Scotch law there is a remarkal)Ie Ini(l^llc sentence between conviction

and .iciiuittal. For myself, I am i|nitc iiroiul to be classed with Dr. Levy
anil fall with him and Kankine, Stoney, and many Oerman names, but

conclude that Mr Waddell's attacks and vituperations amount to a " Not
proven."

I (|uitc agree with Mr. WaddcU that neither mathematics nor book-work
of any kind are conclusive in I'lngineering, but I include his book as no
more practical nor experimental except by his own assertion, and much
less general ami more crude in its mathematics and incom])lele in its treat-

ment than many others. In fact in my former short letter I said so, It is

the case, however, that students of engineering tnust bo taught on " sound
"

bases auvl the gener.il principles, and not supplied with a sort of ([uack

doctor's euro for all diseases guaranteed by the vendor. Tiicy must also

be taught mathematics, even although a little of Uiat article is cinj'hatically

a dangerous thing, 15azalget!e, in his presidential speech at the meeting

of the iCngineering Section of the i>ritish .'\ssociation for the advancement
of science, aUhough liiinsclf the most practical and experienced of engi-

neers, said the training of an engineer was first niatliematical, second

matliematics, third mathematics.

I hope this letter will conclude the correspondence, as IMr. Waddell long

ago said he was tired of it, as T am sure the public are also, and as in the

seconil of his last two consecutive letters he says he has cleared up the last

remaining pe)int.

I am, t^c. Thomas Ai-Kxaxdur.

February 20th, iSSf).

(February jy/Ii, /,W6.)

Siii,—Tiierc are a few poinls in Professor Alexander's last letter that

recpiirc com merit.

Fir.->t, tlie (.lesigns to which he refers were not made according to my
own hypotheses, but in accordance witli the l)est American j^ractice In the

Memoir it is plainly stated that my system is essentially American ; more-
over it has been so acccptetl both directly anil indirectly by the leading

technical periodicals of the Uniteil States in their reviews. In proof of this

let me (piote the following from T/u' Aintricdu ICiti^iniu-r of Januar}' 2 1st:

—

" J'his work ought to prove valuable to Japanese engineers, illustrating,

as it does, the American system of bridging so much in detail that any
engineer widi the slightest knowledge of iron work, should be able v.ith its

aid to meet ordinary cases at once.

"There is probably nothing published in this country covering the same
ground in such a practical manner.

"The progressive spirit so manil'est in Jainui of recent years, with such
aids at luinil, can scarcely fail to adopt the American system for the rail-

way bridges of that country."
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