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This difference was not large enough or even definite enough throughoµt to 
. enable us to say that the presence of pure lead particles or areas i1; the 
surf ace of the commercial tin coated. foil is the cause of "lead markiJ'.lg" • 
Furthermore, .the accelerated tests made did not show any difference in be-

. havior between the tin coated foil and the recently advocated lead-antimony 
foil. As pointed out be Seeman, there are probably radiographic re~ons 
for preferring the use of a homogeneous foil. The tests performed in this 
investigation are mainly to determine the effect produced on the film by 
the metallic sheet without the help of x- or gamma radiation. The inten­
sifying effect of an ~even. or ·1ncomplete metallic coating on the intensify­
ing screen may reveal itself in further markings in a radiograph not· due to 
the chemical. action between the foil am the film. As the results of these 
tests show, there will be as much chemical ~tion between film and foil 
when using lead-antimony as when using the tin-coated foils. On thisbasis 
it would seem that the radiographic intensifying action alone Will determine 
the choice of a metallic foil. The experiments carried out to compare the 
intensifying action of pure lead, lead-antimony, tin-coated lead (Plate 10 h . 
however,. failed to .show that any- positive ~provement is to be gained by 
using either lead or lead-antimony instead of the tin-coated radiographic 
f'oil. In fairness it must be said that the tin-coated lead used in these 
tests may have been very uniform in structure and thus failed to .siow :up th.e 

, mottling effect due to uneven intensification which the use of homogeneous 
metal intenai,f'ying screen is intended to obviate. · . · ·· 

' . ' . ~ 

. 31. The gamma and x ... radiographs showing the effect o'r using paper, 
spacers between the film arid paper may be disc1,1ssed .·briefly. In the gamm$.: 

,radiograph it may be noted that the penetrameter images are very f'~nt. 
The ditference in dehsity c,f the two s:ides of the:radiograph:is appreciable 
and .in -itself is a good. point against the use· or paper. , Penetrameter holes 
can just be seen on the side ·not covered by paper and _not with ai,y· cer~ainty 
ort. the· side cov~ed b,y ,paper, even though the, pene,tr~et.f;!~ ,holes·we.J."e. . Q.ti . , 
f'aiJ' size • . In the ~· ..;.·radiograph the penetramet(#r<edges, mq be .seen niore . 
distinctly' but the hole,. sizes were deliberately chosen much smaller,: It. mq: 
be noted that the. images of the penetrameter holes. on the "uncovered". side 
are SJl!aller and ·sharp compared to those on the[t . . covered sid.e.· It can be dis­
tinctly seen that the ef'tect of' the paper- spacer is yto spread the apparent. 
size as well as reduce the intensity of' the hole image. On the. covered side· 
only two of the three holes mq be seen. The general decrease in !ilm den-: 
si ty caused by the paper spacer is in this case even greater than. in the.' 
gamma radiograph.. · · · . ~ : . 

32.· In conclu~ion it Cal be said ·that tne' 1rork describfid in.' .thi~ r~port ,. 
has shown that it is essential .that the exposure holder and . film.be tree· :-· • .. 
trom moisture. If steps are taken to prevent thia, . there ' vd. ll be little. or '. .. · 
no ·action of a ,chemical .natureb.etween the. radiograph~c, film .an;d the,int• 
sifying foil even though t~ey ·_.e in.direct inechanica1·contfact.. ill that·is 
neces'sary in this proaedure ,is: . . . . . . . . 
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