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Abstract

This study is to examine the cleaningproof by dry cleaning runs and parts(shoulder,
belly, butt) of garment leathers tanned chrome. This study is composed of three methods
of test; color difference test, surface view by scanning electron micrographs, mechanjcal
properties measurement by KES-FB system.

The results obtained were as follows:

1, In stiffening of parts of sample, the belly is the best degree in smoothness, fullness,
softness. But that of the butt have been found to be the worst degree and to be thick.

2. In fading of parts, the shoulder is an extreme case, but the belly is the best among
three parts.

3. In dry cleaning runs, the view after 3 runs has been found to be the best result.

4. The stiffening after dry cleaning 1 run have been low grade, for the sample absorb
much solvent of dry cleaning. And, the fading and the decoloration are to be worse after

5 runs. Because the leather surface is affected by dry cleaning runs.
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Table 1. Specifications of the samples,

Name ‘ Color l Tanning

I Division ‘ Thickness Use

Nappa I Black J Chrome tan

l Grain leather ’ 0.7~0.8mm Garment
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Table 2. Characteristic values and mzasurement conditions of basic mechanical properties,

Properties ’Symbol { Characteristic Value

| Measurement Condition | Unis Apparatus
Tensile j : EAEFREDS W B R AT CEEE | !
CwWT ] e ] BAME Fm=500gf/cm | gi-cm/cm® | KES-FBL
o Ai,*__ﬁl 1% 1 YA s
Bending B |4 ’ﬁ&'ﬁ*@%ﬁﬁ, BAEE | t-cmo/em <rrmm
2HB | hysteresis 1§ ! fZ k=42 5cm™! gf.cm/cm
Shearing | G | ymiAlE | maimE W=10g/cm | gt/cm-degree
| 2HG | ¢=0.5° A ¢ hysteresisifi | X B foer=d18" | gf/em KES-FBI
505 ¢t i | EEEEE | stm
Compre- | L |BEAE-EEEVEARS | poyg Pmax—sogt/om | —
ssion | - | E | mEEES 2cm? MBFE | gf-cm/em? | KES-FB3
| RC | B resilience | et 20/sec | %
Surfaco | M1U | Ry ST 208/cm .
] MMD | pEmERe Fome | B Souns Mas 1zl KES-FB4
soip | wme man 7 1oy FRBORAE | i
Thickness | % 0.5g8/cmto] A8 F4 | | mm KES-FB3
& Weight |y mpmmE ¥4 | | mg/em? Balance

RT=(WT’/WT)x100(%)
o714
WOT=Fu-ca/2
F: B(1E% 5% 7(gf/cm)
e : BIEEM
Fuo,em: Fo e8] &4 2] FKE
W= [ "Fde (LR ) BRI A)
Fr:EEage slEh
2) T4tk WE
T 8l4e-e KES-FB 29 T IRBES #HH] W
Estgdoem, miEK=—25~+2 5cm e HlfF 4] &
HHIE 0.5cm™Y/secE BFA|A Bz AHolgte] ¥
BitE(B) et 58 davls] AlAa(CHB)E ket gtt.
3) BiEnketkel WE
BETER - KES-FB 191 538 - SUBTARES
aFglom SEHEEE 8.34X 10 %cm/secE %@?ﬁj 95
=—8°~+8°7} A BA] A STEIEHRE ] ITETRIEE(G),
A 0.5° 49 S8 AAQHG), HIEA 57
A8 Bl as|2 Al A (HGS)E ktgich,

4) BEfREs e
[EfEfete-& KES-FB 30) EMGERBEES MMste W

sotslem he Kol kol 4 o ERFEEE 5
shgieh,

LC=WC/WOC
WC=J:°PdT

RC=WC//WC
7] A
Tkt 57
P Ey
To : BEA 0.5gf/cm?ell A 9] Fite] 7
Tu : S KMES (=50gf/cm?) A8 Bkte] F7
WOC=Pa(To—Ts)/2
WC : BHEER S BH Pel S84 FoiAde E
Hell A
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Table 3. Tensile characteristics of the samples.

NJ LT WT(gf-cm/cm?) RT(%)

Runs

Samples \]0’1l3l501|3‘5 0|1’3I5
Shoulder 0.73 0.80| 0.80| 0.45| 15.27| 16.88| 17.60| 6.33 39.93| 30.13| 33.32| 39.37
Belly 0.73( 0.85 0.83 0.45 15.62] 22.85( 20.40{ 7.77 39.48/ 25.83| 35.45( 38.17
Butt 0.72) 0.82] 0.82] 0.46| 18.17| 19.75| 17.85] 5.62| 40.47| 30.62] 33.10] 41.83

Table 4. Bending characteristics of the samples

B(gf-cm?/cm)

Runs

2HB(gf-cm/cm)

Samples 0 j 1 ’ 3 ' 5 0 ' 1 ] 3 ' 5
Shoulder 0.32 0.34 0.21 0.27 0.35 0.30 0.19 0.23
Belly 0.29 0.32 0.24 0.29 0.36 0.26 0.24 0.26
Butt 0.25 0.34 0.23 0.23 0.28 0.30 0.22 0.21
Table 5. Shearing characteristics of the samples.
Items G(gf/cm-degree) 2HG (gf/cm) 2HG5(gf/cm)

—_—
T—
\ Runs

— o[ 135

—

o | 1] 3]s

o | 1]3]s

Samples
Shoulder 5.00, 6.67) 5.64] 6.03
Belly 4.74] 6.47) 5.41/ 5.99
Butt 4.69] 7.20[ 5.66| 6.59

12.64{ 14.85/ 9.07| 8.89
11.29 13.74| 8.78 8.13
12.85) 14.73] 9.18 9.25

12.87) 16.10/ 6.50, 6.90
11.56| 14.57] 5.69 6.50
12.83] 16.66) 6.78 7.66
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Table 6. Compression characteristics of the samples.

w; LC WC(gf- cm/cmz) RC(%)
Runs
Smp | o {1 [s]s | o155 oftls s
Shoulder 0.04 0.03 0. 04‘ 0.0 0.26 0. 12 0.38 0. 25] 28, 53[ 41, 79, 3. 89{ 27,77
Belly 0.04 0.03 0. 04 0. 03' 0. 35 0. 20 0. 39 0. 28 25. 50‘ 40.17, 28.88: 28.97
Butt 0. 05; 0.03 0. 04 0. 04\ 0. 23 0.16. 0. 29 0. 22 3L 84\ 43. 06‘ 24.85 31.17
Table 7. Surface characteristics of the samples.
e dtems MIU MMD ‘ SMD(mlcron)
Runs T I ' -
Samples | 0 [ 1 13 ] 5 |0 1 ERE 0 [ 3 [ 5
Shoulder 0.34 0.25 0.33 0.60 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 2. 001L 2.19. 1.81" 1.85
Belly 0.41° 0.26 0.35 0.58 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02' 2.56 2.75 2.32° 2.69
Butt 0.39; 0.24 0.31 0.56 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 1.87 2.31 1.60: 2.12
Table 8 Thickness and weight of the samples,.
T ;M\E;ams [ T (mm) - W (mg/cm2)
Runs \' S | — e
Samples T, 0 1 . 3 5 o i 1 | 3” 5
Shoulder 0.43 0.27 , 0.43 { 0.43 13.38 11.76 10.95 11.44
Belly 0.63 0.45 0.66 ' 0.51 13.35 11.57 10.76 11.23
Butt 0.51 0. 41 0.52 ( 0.46 15.08 13.57 12.28 12.83
Table 9. Color difference of the samples, 7 g FA SR}
S Rans | ) [ 3 5 ;"'/ Fig. 2= % M"BLLEU THEME SF S, T aEE
Samples — ! * B WEze) Wk $Lor R 22 Gdkow, JiEE
Shoulder 1.27 1.07 0. 87 (e bellysl 71=k 3 buttrs} 7]—73- e AL ol
Belly 0.47.+  0.60 ~ 0.60 4+ Al FoAsk RAEAAE bellyst butts]
Butt 1.03 0.50 ' 0.57
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Fig. 5. Effect of drycleaning runs on mechanical properties.
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