Coronal Loop Controversy
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' | -

f vy % UofM Student
77 0 7 W
Sl 4 M. Scott,

) | . Roames,
Joan T. Schmelz P 3. Douglas,

University of Memphis . Coyle,
SOHO 15, St. Andrews’'04  J. O'Connor




nd 2\




S5 OCTOBERE 195% "

Exposure @ 15.1 secs

Filter : Al 1







Model: Footpoint Heating
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Model: Loop Top Heating
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Model: Uniform Hesting
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Priest et al. (1998): heating
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| 200 ). heating
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All used same




To Add to the Confusion:
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Compare 2 CDS L oops:

Loop 1: 20 Apr 98 Loop 2: 30 Jun 99




 Both loopswere on the limb

. Both formed hours after flares

Both region:s rrl ac |vef|Iaments

rrr\ gour s before

R.he loor @::fc [Ol§'S on both day
Sible in E I - 195

S0OtT V\_re\/J

 Neither had anvalRACE data
» Neither had EIT or SXT data for
temperature analysis
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Loop 2:1999 Jun 30
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Loop 1. EIT 195










Loop 2: EIT 195










ElT Results:

o During CDS Observations
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L oop 2: magnetiestructure
grows from hot knot at limb
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Loop Apex 1999 June 30




Loop 2:
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DEN-Welgnted lemperature

ST," DEM(T)
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DEM-Weighted Temperatures
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DEM-Weighted Temperatures
Loop 1 L.oop 2
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Radiative L 0sses
Loop L. g L.oop 2
X , negs
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Radiative L 0sses

Loop 1 Loop 2
Apex -54e-3 more
Leg -13e2 uncertain
Foot -1.7e-2 ~-le-4
Conductive L osses
Apex -2.1e4 more
Leg +53e5 uncertain

Foot +1.2e-4 ~-1e-6




|n Conclusion:

e Loop 1. hotter & stable

e Loop 2: cooler & changing

» Radiative losses dominate both

e Loopsl & 2donot appear to be
snapshots of the same
evolutionary process (cool loop
evolving to hot loop or vise versa)

 All CDSloopsarenot the same




Theresolution of
the coronal loop
controversy awaits
the next generation
of high spatial
resolution imaging
spectrometers




Am | Rignht?




Am | Wrong?




