30D16
A2 ABAEZ 92X 98 @ L=

FIF, FAE, x40, AEY, P9, AU=
FAFAI A TS, ARG HHTE

1.4E

Ag2eoxry B3t 42 B 5 48 71 EF25H d&4 Jon, 29 F
3 X TYdAY, AE2 2 IFY FHE, F EXAFA 27t A& ol
t} dE& 5o, EgdEs AEZ QAT 95%0]% EEEHO Jon JFoE 50~
60%A o). G UF-9 ¥y FEA dojzle AER AT T4 FEAA
dojX & Ax} BAFo] an, AF 214 wME 24 € EXF Aolst
Atk AEZAE YA FI2Y F(F, DP)= HF 2,000~6,0000 =4
olAd AFde AEZ 29 EAFLE 9 300,000~1,000,00041 o]Er}. ol 9
Ho] gt REH ¥d HA B3 AE2oAE 3500014, &5 B3 2Ay)
(linten® 1,000~3,000 28] B VX &= 600~1,0009 DPE Zer. a8z A
ER2Q2E 4R W o, 8, 79 A /AR UHY ¢FEE /MEAT F
Lo Ae g X WEL ALA 175% 7Y 20 FE9¢ Sa5Hx F&=
AERQAE o-HAEZ2F WASA, o] #4944 &= 2 &8 &9
& A HAAHE AL -AEZoA F&944 gFHa A3 E
AAHA G a2 Qo2 HE AS r-AEZL2E FFIA WA o
9 Z¥S(DP) A t2t}h y-MEZ A9 DPE 15003, B-AERQAE
15~90, a-HAEZRAE 1 olFolx, A AEZA AFf AxdE o-AER
o 27} ojgantr
AF7A] MEZQLAE 0]l 48 AFY AZXATE FE EAYZE o|§F dF
7} @28 APEHYUTY olAL EAYEr} o Yo HERZeAE FHIla
A7l ot 23y AA Ziese B ek AERZL YUt JbE
o =3} HIZdqEe 3 FHo] diFTEH LEA AR AER A
o g AF7F L] APFo|t} oo B AFgME L FHE HAERL
28 FHete v PERAY AEZATXE ooz, NEE A4 A
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g2 o2 Mol Hesd FLuR Fgch
2. A8 9@ By

HdEe] AAE 4 F 100TAA AFAzHY B2 EHe
X-ray(D/MAX-2400), FT-IR(Impact 400D), SEM(HITACHI S-4200)2% = 7
ZE B48on, AAg = NaOH(®E; 25/5/10/15/175wt%)2 A 2] sk
X-ray(D/MAX~-2400) ¢ FT-IR(Impact 400D)EX 2 F+Z& BH39q.

3. 25 92 n&

BIGBERA A 2E SEME o839 & X100, X300, X2,000, X3,000 &
EWE A ZA ARAQ fibril TEE AXE AL FAsY o (Figl),
FT-IREA pulp & ¥l& A3 A3 pulp 9 AY FAE peakE 7HAE AL
FYUFAK Fig2 ). 3 X-rayE o439 2248 A7 APAQ AEZ oA
F2E e AL FAFY U (Fig.).

c) "€ X 2000 d) 1€ X 3,000
Fig.1 SEM of sea animal tunic
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Wavenumber(cm™') Diffraction angle(26)
Fig.2 IR spectra of pulp Fig.3 X-raydiffraction pattern
and sea animal tunic of sea animal tunic

o] AIEE Ao AW F NaOH o & 256/10/156 wi%z HsA A

AN AGE F X-ray2HN £4F Z} (00089 peak7t A sharpd L &5
ANew o]2H NaOH 9 ¥EX7t F/HEFE BEEE0] AAHY o-4AERQ
29| gl FrtHo)A Aoz waddrHFig4).

5 10 1'5 20 25 30 35 40 45
Diffraction angle (26 }
Fig.4 X-ray diffraction pattern of Tunacate animal treated
with various NaOH solution

YrH o2 NaOH® F%= 175wt%1A mercerization® Al718 AEZ QX4
A AEgRQANE Hol7l dojdttm 45 AUEY® malA NaOHY 5%
175 wt% 28 A3t X-ray2 £4% 2 20 ‘24 A2 peak 7} B
AERoY HAEZANTFREY S4AT Ao/l douAE ggton AERQ
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L1 3zs HE2ANTFZ/ EAHAE ReEZ dddHFigh). 28y 9]
AEE NMMOEM] %2 ¥ X-ray 2 BT A} AYPAHQ AE2ANF
ZE Ve dogl 82021 AESANRY Aoyl dojd AL &<
&9 THFig.6).

1600 s¢
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49 4

. 304

interisity

21131
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200 + 14 4

. . . [} . - . : .
[ 10 18 20 26 30 38 40 4 ° s 0 18 20 2 30 38

Diffraction angle{28) Diffraction angle(20)

Fig.5 X-ray diffraction pattern of  Fig.6 X-ray diffraction pattern of
sea animal tunic treated with dissolved sea animl tunic
17.5wt2%NaOH solution

ol el ARy ultigEe AAGA dojAd HAANEE HAEBAIFZE
g Fesgod SuiNMMOE o439 AAYFE AT 49 dE2es
D72 dolg-& #FUstgd.
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