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Table 1
Test No. |b(kgf /cm*) |E(kgf/cm®) |G’ K(hgif/cm?) M*. o 'mo (kgf/cm®) T
cD-1 12 13500 1000 3700 1. 97 1. 0 0. 09
cDh-20 40 16500 10000 5800 1. 26 20. 0 0. 0025

0w (kgf/cm®) =160, 0, eo=0.72
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