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Abstract

This paper discussed the assessment of hand of cotton fabrics finished by enzymatic hydrolysis, The
subjective hand and preference of denim fabrics finished by enzymatic hydrolysis were evaluated using
the scale developed, The factors affecting consumer's taste for denim fabrics were analyzed by the
statistical technique. The effects of enzymatic hydrolysis on the properties of cotton fabrics were also
evaluated by subjective hand measurements,

The results are as follows;

As the weight loss increased, evaluators thought that fabrics become finer, smoother, softer, warmer
and more refined, and the sense of durability is sleeker and weaker, and the sense of weight is more
flexible, flossier, lighter, softer, thinner. They didn't catch the change of moisture related properties
according to the rate of weight loss, They also thought fabrics became more elastic, and less wrinklier as
the weight loss increased, »

As the weight loss increased, the fabric was more preferred. The limited weight loss which changes the
preference from ‘dislike’ to ‘like' was 12.87%. The most preferred fabric was that with 12.87% of weight
loss.

It is supposed that the preference of fabric was related to the terms such as ‘sum—se—ha—da’ (443}
%), ‘mai—ku—rup—da (12¥}), ‘yoo—yon—ha—da’ (F<d8th), too—bak—ha—ji—an—da’ (FutatA] @
t}), ‘chom—chom—ha—da (2&35it}), gil—ki—da (Z7]t}), ‘kun—juk—goe—ri—ji—an—da’ (222 42]7|
%), ku—kim—i—ka—ji—an—nun—da (77| 7}x] =}

Key words: enzyme hydrolyzed, subjective hand value, polar adjective pair, hand preference, color
preference; A3, FAHQ) o) Hrhx|, ZAHLAL B HEE AYNIE
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Table 1, Characteristics of Materials

Material Wea Fabric Count Yarn Number Weight Thickness
erl ve (warp % fil lings/inch) (Ne) (g/m?) (mam)
Cotton 3/1 twill 80X 48 10x10 3280 0.785
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Table 2, Subjective hand depending on weight loss of cotton

Weight loss | 0 | aseos | a76% | 102% | 1281% | F—value
Polar adjective pair ) ’ ’ ’

AR/ QA B 233 (B) | 349 (A) | 357 (A) | 359 (A) | 368 (A) | 415™
Surface A7 &/ Ly ok 236 (D) |3.60 (BC)|376 (AB)| 349 (C) | 389 (A) | 451*™
] W 3} o}/ A sk 206 (C) | 340 (B) | 364 (B) | 365 (B) | 406 (A) | 744™
properties | i Ztey/mE sty 307 (C) | 363 (B) | 399 (A) | 412 (A) | 416 (A) | 232™
Fupsio}/F et A ok 253 (C) | 344 (B) | 345 (B) | 377 (A) | 388 (A) | 298™
Sense of FEF3/420 337 (B) | 352 (B) | 361 (B) | 406 (A) | 416 (A) | 132
durability A7)}/ kst 240 (D) | 287 (C) | 298 (C) | 335 (B) | 370 (A) | 314™
SEAY/ AR 593 (A) | 501 (B) |4.90 (BC)| 469 (C) | 433 (D) | 564™
Sense of srEslesitl/shsslEstal 9t 599 (A) | 509 (B) | 504 (B) | 474 (C) | 438 (D) | 540™
weight 7H /5o 483 (A) | 461 (A) | 459 (A) | 378 (B) | 351 (C) | 388™
BT Yo} easic 581 (A) | 474 (B) | 457 (B) | 453 (B) | 410 (C) | 548
vt/ 54 o 397 (A) | 368 (B) | 332 (C) | 3.14(C) | 273 (D) | 260™

Moisture related | %3}t/ E4R 480t 409 (A) | 418 (A) | 422 (A) | 425 (A) | 435 (A) 12
properties | EF AT}/ EH AR gk 475 (B) | 477 (B) | 486 (B) | 487 (B) | 5.16 (A) 35"
Sense of shape | &3 Ut/ ¢t 505 (A) | 425 (B) | 424 (B) | 423 (B) | 422 (B) | 122™
recovery F7)e) Zhey/F7o] 74 e=tH 304 (C) | 404 (B) | 416 (A) |4.36 (AB)| 39 (B) | 27.0™

*p<0.01 *™p<0.001

() Duncan’s Muiltiple Ranges Test
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Fig. 1, Relationships between weight loss and surface
properties,
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Fig. 2. Relationships between weight loss and sense
of durability.
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Table 3, Fabric preference depending on weight loss

Weight loss(%) 0% 3.52% 4.76% 10.28% 12.87% F--valve
Hand preference —0.41(A) —0.37(A) —0.33(A) —025(A) 0.37(B) 95"
Color preference | —0.29(A) —0.21(A) —0.30(A) —020(A) | 034(B) 51
*p<0.01
( ) Duncan’s Multiple Ranges Test
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Table 4, Correlation coefficient between subjective hand and preference
Fabric preference
. ) 0% 352% 476% 10.28% 1287%
Polar adjective pair
Az /A gtk 0.00 —0.25" —0.07 —017* —0,07
Surface 7HA7 A s o/ I o 0.12 —-014* —0.07 —0.04 —0.09
properties w3}t/ A shoh 0.04 —0.14" —016" —0.12 —0,09
A zhoh/apse sk 0.05 —0,07 —0.04 —0.03 —0,03
Tutaiol/FeEiAl fvt 0.09 —0.16" —0.16" —0.20™ —0.20™
Sense of EE/AREH —0.03 023" 0.15" 0.22" 0.15™
durability | &7Ieh/ %8+ 0,01 0.14™ 017" 0.20™ 017"
FEA /AR —0.05 —0.00 —012 0.03 0.02
stsslesitl/sleshestAl & —0.00 0.08 0.06 0.12 0.07
Sense of
weight HE /T —0.07 0.11 0.11 0.07 0.03
oo/t —0.07 0.03 0.04 0.03 —0.05
skot/ TRt 0.02 0.02 0.08 0.01 —0.02
Moisture related | &&3ltl/E 4B 43t 0.01 —0.00 —0.12 —0,07 —0.04
properties | £ A/ EAAA 4k —0.04 —0.10 —0.20" —0,12 0.05
Sense of shape | €8 Ao/&3 ot 0.08 0.09 0.02 0.02 0.22*
recovery F7)e] et/ el 7HA geEn —0.08 —0,13" 0.01 —0.07 —0.07
*0<005 ®p<0.0l ™p<0.001
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