Relationship between fracture behavior and debonding properties
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Fig. 1. Absorption energy difference between different samples and different pulps.
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Table. 1. Broken and pulled out behavior of crack papers.
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Fig. 2. Tensile properties of LB papers containing and without fines.
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Fig. 3. Tensile properties of NB papers containing and without fines.
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Fig. 4. Fracture properties depending on change of pressing dryness.

AE7F $7F stde, Ao WEe] AS ¥ qFY AxmdME nHErt FoH
o wat Frrsitt it 43S Jehudded, 4t AxEs FUkgtd oE i
Zo] Zolm: AL & & AUtk A A9 AP uig AFgHA #AF AL 7
S 4R AdxE zPAAME HuA olF ndxrt Fid we B3] o] FAd)
QA G, GFR AxErt FU G55 1 Ftol dE #FA Zo] Fol=v AT
Jehlidth ol FEd vt APH s - /8 uAARy o) e A F
9 F719 9oz AddA

a9 5 ARV 2% nE I3 FF AE JEd ez dx & %59

-53-



gt o3 9% % WYEo BF Aastdn, 437 94 94 A2 2= Feol g
22y AZ SE 450 B Y 2= A59 we AE el S Aol
£ 43 g 298 Y. ok Az LEd o A% 2EE 44 3R
@, Astol o8 Af AA BEA BLA) AP A% A3 AFA 397
25 w4sE NB A4 540 te A% A ZE giol @ Ae A9 2
=7} Baste) 43 B T4 ¥ Ao BuE

5 F 10 :
o 0120C @140 T < 0120 Cc @140 C
4 S 08
© =
2 § 3 & 06
£ 5
Sge ® 04
o2 4
@ 1 3 02
w (8]
0 : : 2 o0
650 550 450 350 250 650 550 450 350 250
Freeness (ml CSF) Freeness (ml CSF)
10 -
@ 0120 C @140 C
O 71
£2
3E
°3
30T
5=
8
w B
650 550 450 350 250
Freeness (ml CSF)
Fig. 5. Fracture properties depending on change of dryer temperature.
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Fig. 6. Fiber strength and bonding strength depending on dryer temperature.
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