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foil elements were parallel and 1.2 cm apart. Both foils were

monitored in the same way but no external current was sent
through the passive foil. The passive foils exhibited a signal
of about 2 millivolts on shock arrival. This compares to more
than 70 millivolts from active foils carrying 150 amperes of
external current. The 2-millivolt signal is attributed to
inductive coupling. The passivé foil was coupled to the high
current in the other foil via eddy currents in the moving metal
impactor. At any rate, we can conclude that the signal observed
on shock arrival at the foil in ensuing experiments is due to
current in that foil. By using Ohm's law we can with confidence
attribute the signal to the resistancevchange in the foil.

Table II presents the results of shot data analysis
according to Fig. 4. The experimental resistance ratio (col-

umn 1) R/RO = E/Eo is converted to resistivity (column 2) by

L (Sec. II.A.5).

o _ R
RO VO

o
The shock temperature rise ATH in column 3% is calculated as
described in Sec. III.E.l, and columns 4 and 5 give the resis-
tivity change due to temperature rise and isothermal shock
resistivity calculated from the results of Sec. ITIT.A.4. The
last column giVes the resistivity deviation between isothermal
shock resistivity and calculated hydrostatic resistivity

(Sec. IV.D).




TABLE II. Results of data analysis.

Resistivity Thermal  Isothermal Detiect

Resistance : Temperature Resistivity Resistivity e
Shot No.  Ratio T PiEe Ciatie Patio Resistivity

£ o aTy (°0) APq F(V,T) o)
2 i . o PV T

1.051 0.992 . 0.83
1.170 1.086 - 0.88
1.073 0.995 0.797
1.049 0.982 0.813
1.058 0.990 0.820
1.022 0.974 . .0.853
1.000 0.977 0.917
'1.120 1.031 - 0.810
1.035 0.995 0.895
1.032 0.990 0.884
1.087 1.014 0.834
e e 1.050 0.879
1.037 -0.987 0.862
Ledd 1.039 0.870
1.149+.013  1.071 0.894
1.185 1.09 0.872
1.139 1.045 4 _giden




