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< Abstract >

This paper discussed the assessment of visual hand of polyester fabrics changed by alkaline hydrolysis.
The visual hand and preference of alkaline hydrolyzed polyester fabrics were evaluated using the scale
developed. The factors affecting consumer’s taste for polyester fabrics were analyzed by the statistical

technique. The effects of alkaline hydrolysis on the properties of polyester fabrics were evaluated by visual
hand measurements.

The results are as follows;

As the weight loss increased, evaluators thought that fabrics become lighter, more flexible, more refined,
thinner, flossier, and surface property is smoother, finer, softer, and sleeker. They also thought fabrics
became stickier, damper, more flexible, and more spongy and thermal character is warmer as the weight loss
increased.

As the weight loss increased, the fabric was less preferred. The limited weight loss which changes the
preference from ‘dislike’ to ‘like’ was 26.7%. The most preferred fabric was that with untreated fabric. The
least preferred fabric was the 48.4% of weight loss.
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It is supposed that the preference of fabric was related to the terms such as ‘ka-byup-da’(7}4 o}, ‘yoo-
yor-ha-da'(-f & 8o}, ‘too-bak-hadjir-anda’(52}t3t2] &}, ‘vap-da'(gFch), ‘ha-nuthanultha-da'(3le 8538t
o}, ‘micku-rup-da’{m] 77 o}, ‘sum-se-ha-da’{Ad Al st Th), ‘bood-rup-da’(F- = @ o}, ‘maiku-rup-da’(s] 723 o},
‘kun-juk-goe-ri-da’(Z & A 2] o), ‘chok-chok-ha-da'(Z % 3} t}), ‘pook-shin-ha-da’(% 41 3} ), ‘va-dul-ya-dul-ha-
da'(o}F 5 obE 81}, ‘hu-mul-georida’(E & A gl t}).
FHo{(Key Words): A1Z+8 E] % 7Hvisual hand measurements), &Z2] 7+ 71-3-{alkaline hydrolyzed),
Z#E{weight loss), A1Z+3 B A5 =(visual hand preference)
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g 7oy el Aol FHHLE Bol H7HE AAEHY 7o R Hitg 79 983 5
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<Table 1> Characteristics of test fabrics

Fabric Yarn number Fabric count Weight Thickness Tenacity Air permeability

structure (Denier/fil)  |(ends X picks/Scm)}  (mg/cm?) (mm) (kgh) (cm’/min/cm?)

plain 75/36 210x 191 721 0.14 33.74 22.20
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<Table 2> Visual hand depending on weight loss

Weight Toss(%)

Polar adjective pair 0 135 26.7 359 484 564 | F-value

2Ac7h o 290 (A) [3.02(A) [3.34(A) [337(A) [420(B) [4.00(B) | 9.89%**

Senseof | X ABTH A A% 3.04(A) |3.24 (AB)| 3.65BC) | 345(AB)| 3.65(BC) | 4.1 (C) | 4.31%++

weight )R A P 292(A) [281(A) |4.06(C) |348(B) |3.73(B) |4.04(C) |10.13%**

TR gkt 292 (A) |274(A) |3.61(B) |3.71(B) |3.92(B) [4.06(B) | 9.78***

sl slx] du/atEstEsitt |252(A) |2.69(A) |3.74(BC)! 334 B) |3.97(C) |4.60D) |19.37*%*

7HE 7 A st/ Ly o 2.61(A) |2.87(A) |3.87(BC)| 347(B) [4.20(C) |3.95(BC)|13.33*%+

Surf AR o A stk 223(A) |3.05(B) |3.98(CD)| 4.05(CD)| 3.60(C) |4.18 (D) |19.10%**

¢ mmgcyre gt 292(A) |277(A) |342(B) |347(B) |4.06(C) |4.58(D) |16.14%**

Properties | g 1 g /e 1 o 279 (A) | 3.06 (AB)} 3.52(B) |3.12(AB)|4.14(C) |3.38(C) |13.32%**
E&p 2 376 (A) |3.81(A) |3.27(AB) 321 (B) | 3.50 (AB)| 3.50 (AB)| 1.88

Moisture | &2 A2ty A AT A &k |442(A) |385@B) [326(C) |3.85@B) |279(C) | 2.81(C) |14.59%**
related | 3771 cHF) 727 A) ek 376 (A) |3.81(A) |327(B) [321(B) |3.20(B) |347(AB)| 1.84

properties | £& 3}t £ R L8t 431(A) |355@B) |337(B) |3.08(BC)|3.77(C) |3.06(BC)| 9.56%**
chl;aH:sr a7k oH/uh e E ok 3.87(A) |387(A) [327(B) [320(B) |3.84(A) |3.56(AB)| 2.67*
gebst o/ E A & o 274(A) |345@B) |345(B) [3.50(B) [3.53(B) |3.53(B) | 3.04%*
Flexibility | % 8t t}/ot S 0} 5 3} o} 3.87(A) |3.75(A) {361 (AB)327(B) |324(B) |3.37(B) | 2.74*

vhAFA 2l e E B A e v} 246(A) |334(B) |265B) |3.63B) |3.55@B) |450(C) |14.20%**

* p< 0.01, ** p< 0.001, *** p< 0.001
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<Fig. 1.> Relationships between weight loss and sense of weight.
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<Fig. 2.> Relationships between weight loss and surface properties.
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<Fig. 3.> Relationships between weight loss and moisture related properties.
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<Fig. 4> Relationships between weight loss and thermal character.
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<Fig. 5.> Relationships between weight loss and flexibility.
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<Table 4> Visual preference depending on weight loss

Weight loss(%) 0 13.5 26.7 359 484 56.4
Visual preference 4.11 (A) 3.85(AB) 3.06 (C) 3.50 BC) 298 (C) 334 (O
F-valve 6.30%%k
** p<(0.001 () Duncan’s Multiple Ranges Test
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<Fig. 6.> Relationships between weight loss and hand preference.
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<Table 5> Correlation coefficient between visual hand and preference

Polar adjective pair Weightloss(%) | 0 135 26.7 359 484 56.4
A7 o 028% | 020 | 018 0.12 0.14 0.17
S ¢ W s} ok/ R <A 3ok -0.24% 0.19% 0.13 -0.10 -0.12 -0.06
AR R - 1= TA TR R 022% | 014 | 024* | -0.11 2016 011
weight | = 2 oy/eroy -0.17 011 019% | 012 0.19% | -005
s dls oA griets st sttt 023** | 018 0.11 0.12 0.13 0.04
7+ 72 shohe Y o 2025% | -021% | -030% | -0.18 0.14 0.1
Surf A A e A et -0.22%* | 0.20% 0.13 -0.19* 0.12 0.15
‘;fie TR s gt} 027+ | -021* | 025+ | -023% | -0.17 0.13
PIOPETies | v p oy g ot 023% | 012 0,08 0.18% | 019% | -006
E&shA I 0.13 0.17 0.11 0.10 -0.08 0.07
Moisture | 23 A &t/ & A A g} 0.14 0.07 0.03 0.02 0.20% 0.14
related | 377 cHE 771 0.03 0.04 0.06 0.05 0.01 0.07
properties | & 3}t/ H 4B £ 3810 0.19* 0.07 0.03 0.12 0.08 0.13
Thermal
v e ) ] ] )
chamactor | AFEEHEES T 0.04 0.11 0.19 0.09 0.16 0.13
Shebshol/E A 8o} 0.14 0.20% 0.15 0.13 0.10 0.07
Flexibility | 7 8} tHoF S oS 3} 1} 007 0.13 020% | -0.15 0.06 0.02
B} A B o E & AP T 0.20* 0.19* 0.12 0.17 0.14 0.16
* p< 0.05 ** p< 0.01
o Aol Ahtg Aoz 2350 ¢ 43l 4 fasity o, e 267%9 ABL Fysio/E
TE o £ Z2HE 9E F IS AR B uhalx]) ooy, ST/ o, Z4EE 484%¢ A
ol B2 Fol/eit o ARdAE Jeln, 235
564%%1 A= #9379 Aelrt JEA ok
3. XI=0| E4Qt MST0jo] 24 o ED&E*M e AR @2 e FFE
/XY & AYE ZE 743, 2EHE 153%9
B OEH Folsh 4 Uk Aol gL ‘77}%_‘77}%6}4/”] DYy, ALAA
© (Table 5t 2t} Age] WS of £3 8 o, HEST/REYY o 2uE 67% HEL
Atole) FREAAM +3E vehie FESAEH ARG/ IEY | Ggst/E sy o,
e ARsit/orEolEd Y & 99 o 7S 484%9) HEBLS ‘717211:}//};/\1]3}1:}, ‘wu}st

st Age ASk Atelel] AadAE A= el /REEY, AnA/MIHY o 4aeA S

“EE Uehe SRS ZRSA RA4S R e, 2E s6a%d A9lE SAHCE &
wel/EsY, waAe/ER AT & 28 AHel Aol A QT fA4e) AL 7
9] Tolo} NIT Atolo] ABBA 7} Y= Aol FIA F HEL wAAY/IEZEAYY %, 7
oh 2T HE domske] FRAANN frol FE 153% JEL VST, HaiA
AR Aol 7k vrEhA] skt A/E2ANY ok, T%E 267% JBL AR

(Table 51X B, F&79] 74 AFA & stl/otSolssty oF EAH R $oHel x}o)7}
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