
This is the only point on which Mr. Elmont attempts 
substantiate his general sweeping criticism and con 

^nation of flat slab systems.
But this is not a question that can be settled by 

otlng opinions or citing authorities. It" is a question 
act and experimental verification. There are no o 

. rved facts whatever in support of any such stresses as 
r; Elmont computes. It is quite true that systems m 
'ch .the heads of the columns are not sufficiently large 

% S^lff might be amenable to the objections stated by 
a: ' Elmont, but when he attempts to excite genera 
of AUSt of the stability and safety of the pioneer system 
reti at siab construction by saying that ‘ to-day t eo 
ea ,Ca and practical experience will veto most of t os 
is n sysiems,” he speaks without authority because e 
siir,0t tbe Possessor of any adequate theory, and is no 
OnkP°urted by reference to the facts, which show that no 
Ca . ave such slabs satisfactorily passed the tes 
doneln? twice the live load without fa ure, but av 
a fa f°r months at a time withou 
- nd of test to which 

afe’y subjected.
couldother form of structurebe no

fe»a_ , may be an open question as to what shou 
tyD' ed as a sufficient and satisfactory test of a give 
Wfiistructure. But is would seem as thoug t oa 
So r 1 n° other type of structure could equal shou e

eüarded.
'vhiCh*1ere *s one peculiarity of flat slab construction 
Which -ma>es it perhaps the safest type of structu 

n possible to erect, but it is a peculiarity n
Elapsey rec°gnized, viz., its toughness. « -
is Po ' .’ nor give way suddenly under any load 
by m Sl e to place upon it. By sufficient over- oa 
to b ° aarly removal of forms, a flat slab may be made 
ally 5 downwards and do almost anything, except actu- 
Strenp-th a.b" A gradual yielding without impaii men 
Each r 18 the worst that can occur under over-o ■ 
ground *jecognition of this fact seems to be the bac - 
reinfor the attempt here made to awaken distrus 

°rced flat /
been If? treatise on flat slabs, rational formulas have 
°bserVaS ab,ished that agree closely with a large mass ot 
^Periml0ns on many different slabs made by va[
But thpCnters- *0 details of which are not there given. 
°f mreSult of a numerical discussion of half a do 
>itinJ0St impiété of these tests is now accepted and 
?°cietvg Ptiblication in the Proceedings of the Amène 
Ne th°f CiviI Engineers, which will entirely corro- 
'''ecn e statement just made as to the a£refnle”).jons

9r)d st^Puted and observed values of both deflection^ 
esses. Ayr, T?i___ t rite anv such agree

°rdi

slabs.

Mr. W. B. Phillips: In the floor under 
test, (of the Deere and Webber Building) was 
reinforcement provided at the centre of the span, 
at right angles to that connecting two columns

I believe some rein-at the side of the panel? 
forcement should be provided between the 
columns in order to take care of the reverse mo-

which Mr. Lordment, eliminating cracks to 
refers.

Mr. A. N. Talbot: In so far as I know, 
such reinforcement is not used in any of the gir
derless floors. The cracks referred to are minute 
hair cracks which, when the load is removed, 
will close up so as not to be visible. • • • •
Eo far as any one knows, they are not detri
mental to a structure.’’

ment of his computations with observations, and until 
such agreement can be established he is not justified in 
asserting what will or will not happen to slabs whose 
entire behavior can be predicted by rational formulas.

My present opinion is that not only has Mr. Elmont 
drawn incorrect and unwarranted conclusions from the 
analysis he has offered, but has also seriously misunder
stood and misrepresented the position of Professor Talbot 
when he refers to him as having shown “the insufficiency 
of reinforcing in flat slabs as ordinarily constructed.”

I would respectfully ask Mr. Elmont either to sub
stantiate this statement or to withdraw it. I have been 
unable to find any such thing in Professor Talbot’s pub
lications, but, on the contrary, much to make me think 
that he is quite unwilling to express the opinion that flat 
slabs constructed on the lines which Mr. Elmont con
demns are necessarily unsafe.

Had Mr. Elmont been willing to point out types or 
specific instances of the kind of weakness which he de
preciates, it would have been possible to agree or dis
agree with him in better spirit than is now possible, 
when he apparently intends to bring flat slabs in general 
into disrepute, and especially in case they are not rein
forced across the top at the side belts, a view known to 
be so erroneous by all constructors of flat slabs, Professor 
Talbot included, as to detract very greatly from the 
weight that might otherwise be attached to any other 
views he might express upon the properties of flat slabs.

H. T. EDDY.
Minneapolis, Minn., Oct. 8th, 1913.

[A copy of Dr. Eddy’s criticism was forwarded to 
Mr. Elmont, who furnishes the following reply.—Ed.]

Sir,—It was certainly not the intention in the 
writer’s paper to bring flat slabs into general disrepute, 
and the writer has difficulty in understanding how Dr. 
Eddy could read that out of the paper. The writer con
siders the reinforced concrete flat slab as being a very 
economical and suitable structure for many purposes, 
and thinks that great credit is due to Mr. Grashof for his 
theoretical investigations, to Mr. Matrai for his rein
forcing system leading up to the reinforced concrete flat 
slab, and Mr. Mensch for being the first—to the writer’s 
knowledge—who employed a flat slab in an actual 
building.

The aim of the paper was to improve the present 
design of flat slabs. What the writer expressly directed 
his efforts against was mentioned in the following words :

“In nearly all flat slabs it is found that the 
positive bending moments and the negative mo
ments over the columns are provided for . 
but the negative moments perpendicular to the 
sides of the panels are, as a rule, entirely 
neglected, although they have about the same 
numerical value as the maximum positive mo
ments.”
Dr. Eddy denies (1) the necessity of reinforcing 

against these negative moments perpendicular to the 
sides of the panels; (2) that Prof. Talbot’s test loadings 
tend to prove this necessity.

(1) In his above writings Dr. Eddy refers to his 
book “Reinforced Concrete Floor Slabs.” The writer 
obtained this book, thinking that it was a pure profes
sional treatise, but found it to be mixed up with adver
tising matters for Mr. Turner’s system. If nothing else, 
the' writer had the surprising satisfaction of finding that 
Dr Eddy not only arrived at the result that the above- 

tioned negative moments exist, but that they havemen
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