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Fig. 1. Typical chromatogram of two binders. Fig. 2. Relationship of G+/sind with LMS (Beak et al. 2009).
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TS GPC A2 vl gt ofyel &35S THF §dd &84 2 A= A9 22 #s o
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2 AFo A= WATERSAFY] GPC Hlel A1z 8] A &4 7] (differential refractive index meter)”} 7% 7]
2 A8 ¥ ATHFig 4). F 719 ZHAMHR 4E and HR 3)o] o} ATES B E 4 27|E=2 E737] 98}
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A Zpete] ofF 21840 HEol Euha e AA 308 Alge] Ewrh 7 AlRWERE 33]9] GPC Alg o]
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¥ 12 47b4] wplgel digk GPC, ddlAd %, DSR Alg ZA#E HolFEth  ZF vkl el GPC Al & el A
LMSE Fslgler, duild =+ Kim et al (2006)0] A A%k w4 LMSF—_—‘?—H FA AT 55?‘1’ Failure
temperature= Z} condition® G#/sinde] 7|E=XE 3}3] 0}‘_ L =
55 HAA &8 ¥WA] Original®]l ¢ 1.0 kPa, RTFO®¢| %9 2.2kPa
i Gx/sinde HIALE $l38te] 64°CH wWe] e FA3H /\}%5}9&‘4

Table 1. LMS by GPC, estimated absolute viscosity, failure temperature and G+/sin d at 64°C by DSR
for each aging condition for four binders.

. . Mean LMS Absolute Failure temp. G#/sin d
Condition Binder= (%) visco. (ps) (°C) (kPa, 64°C) PG
AP 18.76 5.335 69.0 2.389 64
. JP 12.34 682 67.1 1.415 64
Original
NC 22.26 16,355 74.7 3.139 70
X 18.03 4,217 69.9 2.039 64
AP 22.44 17,326 65.8 3.375 64
JpP 17.38 3,425 64.8 2.417 64
RTFO
NC 26.35 60,640 73.6 6.337 70
X 22.84 19,716 68.3 3.552 64
AP 23.84 27,133 - -
P 18. 2 - -
PAV J 8.73 5,289
NC 27.71 93,856 - -
X 24.69 35,665 - -

*PGB4-22 binder, AP: Korea, JP: Japan, NC: North Carolina, USA. TX: Texas, USA.
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