A M A Pl P

7 & -2 3 F

A &

IR 988 IZNg QzFo], 2vjeHs]
E3 gol v FAEE A YRRy A
aEpel 7k adn a2 BAd) oe AHg &
7} geksitt, AAIZR o2 AL EE TEA BES

Fe 899 EAZ 19ES Ui 9lon] o A%

Table 1. Volume Estimate of Polymeric Films

Demand
A A A (49 : (fton)
, ) . WHTAZS
2 9 894 = 33,89_,9 .
Western Europe 4,310 5,040 32%
USA 3,700 4,400 36%
Japan 1,470 1,810 42 %
Others 590 640 15%
Total 10,070 11,890 34 %
= A% (9] © Bfton)
T R 87TAAMEF '8BAAMEF '8OAAbEF (90 A
LDPE 4739 550.8 563.1 —
HDPE 2425 239.1 247.2 -
PP 79.9 93.6 - -
PVC 63.9 74.9 - -
PS 11.2 13.1 - -
PET 65.6 89.2 1182 127.5
Total 937.0 1010.7 - -
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Table 2. Film Processing Technology

Configula- Film Morphology
tion Unoriented Oriented  Multilayer
Flate Chill-Roll Cast Cast And Coextrusion

Water Bath Cast Tenter
Solvent Cast

Calendering
Tubular Blown Film Double or  Coextrusion
Multi-Bubbel
Blown Film

Fig. 1. The chill-roll casting process.

T Ez}e] H23c}, Tubular ¥&-& annular tholZ
AHeste] 2848 FHE e F origt 2o o
o qtEoZ o] HAAA “captive bubble” &
o= 1 o] uf bubbledo] WY F7)1= frictionless
mandrel §&-< 33 bubble?] M= AMS IE
249} W7z} vhgel %ol 98t EE %S 100-300
FPMo] Qutzo]m Ax] Aulu|E ol fThEolA 2
Ao eyt Ag¥9ch, @&k tubular EEL
cast Yo H|ste] YAdrirt AHdn 7hEo] &
o3l YEHe] EAL7o HEF vA FHET}
Hol X1 FA7 AF o g AR g ©Ho]
Sct.
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Fig. 2. Tentering frame process.
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/
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Fig. 3. Double bubble tubular process.

WS A}23tc}h, Machine ¥WaFe] 213} transve-
rse 'ake] AL tenter?] 79 motor chain
drive® 2 o|¥ hydraulic gripell 2)5}4] o]F]A]

7 tubular BE 9] A$o)E takeup roll¥ 23 bub-
blew}el F719) Foll ot 74 2HHA. o
214 tenter WE- tubular BES) ¥Et] AT
39 71AHo 2 243le] equal biaxially oriented
g2 M 4 Qe FFel de ¥hH tenter
frame ) B A3 7)AA Ao E A3t Yol 3~
8m, E&9o] 700 FPMe] 7%, A Adulu|7} 9
S AEE Aol AjAateko] 3,5 million Ibse} dou-
ble bubble tubualr B= lineol v]3}e] 3~4u) T
o] Az Aublzh 2a5e BHS et duk
o2 23 A4 tubular B9} A% Hdj D& FA7L
1.5 milAEE tenterW &) H]&le] AHOo 2 gk
g g A2 13 tubular BEAA S FAL &

aexinistn 2ls A28 43 19919 7€
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3 7 nEA EAZA YN 7HE FLE 7
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32 ZWel| A thol, W], 2|3 take up
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die2 2 AMg3tn gon o & A AAF +
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E Ao AMgE7E gt} olg) obgE 7Y F4
Fol A AA| thole] ZisAAL] E tE #Hol
7)% sjth, WAZAE bubbled 143} A71E o
g BAo] 1 RYE AT 9EE v 3
z}ol| W frostlinee] #sl= 2] morphology ¢}
3tz JAol zAd #A0) HY ol 37, ¥4
2= w3 cold mandrele] o3t YutAo 2 o] Fo
At} o]F Wzt 9% Wz 52 polyprophy-
lene " Az AHEHAAR lon AR
Kohjin, ©]3¢] Exxon, Dow, Shello]l <&t} 74
sjo}lF 1 HojAla itk Tubular BEe 7
= blowup ratio(BUR), drawdown ratio(DR) 1.2}

1 frostline2.2 ol E£9%, take up £, bub-
bletje] F719] %, Eli WA &xd wet 24
Hrh

Tubular &9 23} #A41& double bubble tubu-
lar 7}l ojsted st Am glom old thF

5 2o 37 2¥H0 vt Jh3el dig
ez AT 9 ole 7% 27 299 wg ol
Qe AFolty, Y B3 iR 71371714
el AZE= A Q3 53 first bubbled] ¥2Ha
2], second bubbled) A& % 7tFAA H F7]
FAFA7L 1 FFHE o1FL Ach WARAE ¥
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Zhgeol] ojt Wzto] R Hol1 7tEAA & HE ¥
7] 2 IR radiationo] ¥utA o]}, Double bubble
tubular 7}&& 23} bubble®] machine¥} kol wh}t
FHIHE, oldRE VS, 98 FAVIELR T
EHojxo.

# % 9] tubular YE-& 19153 Cohoe’7} A4 =] 9]
FER20 2 cellulosic FHE THE o|F Hxo Al
tubular PS &2 19324 =YoA &Y E3
(US 2,074,285, D 654, 757)oj| A Zo} & 5= glom
o} 3A-& polystyrene X & parabolic mandrel-&
ALgEte] AAAA A7 R ¥ AHSEHE
“Styroflex” ¢} “Styrofoil” polystyrene &2 A=
algth. 193230 A 194430 Z A Sylvania Indus-
trial 3)A}9] Reichel®#} Cravert: olglze] 477t
Fubd o) 93t cellulose nirtate 90 & 2E 4
AR 248 BEE AX3AL o] H-L viscose,
PVC/PVDC, polyster &9 Azox= $8o] HA
o}, Hz9 GriAA A4 FBEL 1940d] Dow
Chemical 9] Stephensonsi’—} Wiley®ol] 918} polyvi-
nylidene 2L AZFUT o] F 19483 E3|(US
2,452,080) = PVC/PVDC copolymerE A48}
22 AL PEQ Saran® Yo Azse T
st AFEER ole Eddx gl AHgH1
9lt}h. 19500 Zuhol|= Fuller’ 9} Schenkdel] oj3hed
polyethylene HEo] wtEof X1 1960 ATl Z=4HE-
B ICI, Duponto)A] o]% d4 PET = E-8 Exxon,
Dow+ O-PP HE9] Az tigh A7t A=A
t},

Tubular ¥EZA 4 2)oj42) Kinematics# Dy-
namics : Pearson®} Petrie® 2= 3% 2 thin shell
(membrane) approximationol] ¢]3}] tubular &
33 1014 9] kinematicE 3t ° 7HA
dAe "o 77} bubbled] F& ¥kx|Eo) 1]3}
o FiHez ove Y ES WUR 2&
o2 T 4 3lo] WHY Bl oiAY =9
gradientsE Uebd 4 1 melA olE AlE-3ld
W3 @A dE bubbled) ¥H3 & R, FES] FAE
H, #2%2 Q, YE£9 tangent W33} 43 g
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Aole) Zkg 0 &1W DheT ol EAHE &
At

1 dH 1 dR
S trve © 0
Q 1 dH
4= 5oRn «° 0 H az 0
1 dR
0 0 i

Uniaxial, planar, equal biaxial extension®] 7%
olzfe] Table 39} Zo] WA HAE A3t 715
Z270& ZANE F 9tk

LDPE, LLDPE, HDPE, tubular & ¢] kinema-
ticoll B3 $4 2 A7} Kanaig} White%ol] )3}
o F3ro]Ra o] drawdown ratio, blowup
ratio, frostline height& ©]£38 33} 7102 o|&
FT2138ted £32¢) tubular E¢] B8 kinematicS
stk

Tubular Y& 9 force balance:= Alfrey!' s} Pear-
son'?el] 9J3le] A &o g TAHOHI ©)]E& thin
shell3} membraneso| 41€] stress analysisol] 2]3}e]
o]& =38} L ol Petrie,'® Han?} Park!e] <
3t = At

Thbular BE7}8)] 91o]A] heat balancet= &7}
5o Hd= E wigy zEln W A4 A
FEE VA EE g A7 sty A7) 3
HojZ g, YwtA o2 heat balance® conduc-
tion, convection, “13]1l radiation® FA%o]X1
A4 tubular BE 7130l oix= AA e ot
gAgo] 2389 42 F7HEoA] 3 conduc-
tiong FA)E o] 2}, Heat balancoale] zt A& &
convectionol] 2|3t FAdo] AhFez 71 F8

Table 3. Special Kinematic Cases of Tubular Film
Processing

Extension Conditions Processing Conditions
Uniaxial dy >0, dp=dx Vi/V,=HYH*=R2R.?
Equal du=dy V./V.=RuR,

Biaxial

Planar d»=0 Ri=R,, V/V,=HJ/H,
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oz old g dA7vt @93 AREHNA fu
E3] heat transfer A<= holl &8 A7 1 FHE
o)1 9t Ast’E AYPHo g WEVIFA 2%
¥ 2 233} heat transfer 45 ¢ h(2)E
342 Zeppenfeld'®= Wzt 37 £5 voll @& h=
711Xy (W/m? C)ghe 4¥4g Ptk =
heat transfer A4+ Fx¢9 189 Nusselt num-

r-{m

ber, Reynolds number 12|31 Prandtl numbers
o2 FEAFHO A7)% 3 Menges$t Predohl'&=
Nu=0.0445 Re8, h(z)=3.3 v'® (kcal/m® hr T)
gle 272 dd. AT Whites} Kanai'®e toh

o] oA Hzm WZHAA Nu=0.043 Re®™®, 1
o]ZolE= h(z) =2.2 vy, (cal/em? hr T 2
#IE Aok, dRA 28R BS AA s HE
fusionS & ¥ o] Aotgtoe 2 Whitee} Kanai= 273
FEE AMg3le) ol APF oz nAsIUT

Tubular ©-&7}12) Modelling : Dynamics, @3
2, ZAs A¥ &
rheological model® &7 AL&3F o] 242 model-
lingo] @ol 7oAt Table 4= A7=e}
o] 5o} A}&3 rheological modelg YERNATL.

Pearsoni} Petriell: isothermal Newtonian §-%]

isothermal &£ nonisothermal

Table 4. Modelling of Tubular Film Process
Isothermal Modelling

Investigator Rheological Model

Petrie Newtonian Fluid Model

Convected Maxwell. Model

Power Law Model

Newtonian Fluid Model

Neo-Hookean Nonlinear
Elastic Model

Han and Park
Wagner

Non-isothermal Modelling

Investigator Rheological Modelling

Petrie Newtonian Model
Newtonian Model
Neo-Hookean Nonlinear Model
Kanai and White  Newtonian Fluid
Yamane and WHite Power law Model

Wagner

D2xinsin 7l A2 435 1991 7€

o) fuistd 2dg F43te] tubular BE2] dyna-
micS Hx 2 A7ty on] Whites} Kanail®:= 2%
3te) 9&S IFF A5 L 4EAE o83ty
bubble?) Bk, £x¢] E¥, 3 H](deformation
rate) & 0|20 2 Axstdrt, Hand Park! 2
2]31 Yamane$} White!®= non-Newtonian 2@ &
power law 298 AM8-3l4 elongation viscosity S
VERR 3L power law index “n”#} bubblee] =%
o) BAE A75YI Petrie?®9} Wagner’'& con-
vected Maxwell 2.2, Neo-Hookean nonlinear 2
g=2 A183}o] viscoelastic f-A9) 31o19] tubular
g2717 9] dynamicsE nalstgt.

Bubble2] ¥<lA % . Tubular BE7F&4] UoiA
2] bubbleg] EetAEE 7FFHS<l drawdown ra-
tio, LR ¥ frostlined] o], blowup ratios 9l
wWalo] ma} Zogch oo @y ATE Han™#
29 A7l &te] HE @FHUL blowup ra-
tio7} 13! 7% bubble E¢H =7}t WaITh= A&
WAs g th White®9} 1 Q772 bubbled] &<t
A& Fig. 49141¢} Zo] bubble instability$} heli-
cal(bending) instability® A eolsln 1EA9] FH
o] }2 HATE 7FFZEAL M2 3] Fig. 59
7o) VEMNSIT}. Bubble instability2] 7-9- bubble
o] Ago] ZUHoE Fr|FHoR Wil BMEE
E waln] gubE o & planar 9419) drawdown ra-
tioZ} 1,004 & 3stc}, o] 724 bubble W9 4
o] Hj7} EW w}aw 22 43 o] ¥l E bub-
bleg 44 B9AAL HAED, Helical instabi-
lity= bubbleo] \»} 1g 0 2 Folxl= A4S JeR
3 & drawdown ratio®} =& blowup ratioo] A
wAscl, ols =z 3R L8A49 tlojdAe
X9 W3l W7t vl Yy R wEe
Ao g d#AHgrt. dutdo 2 drawdown ratioE
Z7FA1718  bubbled MAAE HAHEH ole
elongational flowoll QoA & HAEHEAA st
ress hardening@Adoll 71¢13kc}, &3] A4 &R
o wjgle] 7] nEzbe] ol A vepdc, @z

£252 Z7MA7H P29 frostlined #HAAI7|
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Fig. 4. Two typical types of bubble instabilities.
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Fig. 5. Stability of PE single bubble tubular film extrusion ; () Stable, (A) Bubble instability, ((J) Helical

instability, (A) Helical and bubble instability.
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flow channel®] Fol& ZE3td ol 559
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Zoh, oE &9 AZRE 3% thole F &AL
t} 2 manifoldE Z+e multimanifold die$} Dow
Chemicalo] €3] £33 feedblockg o] &3t tho]7}
¢Jtl, Multimanifold Tholy= AE7} & nEAE
coextrusiond & U= FHe] Y& WA oz} U
t}ol9] A-$- choker barg AMHE-# fAle] 59 =
Ho| oJgaL gk Fo] thF & 9| Ax7} £ol3tA
B2 @gol k. tF-E9 coextrusionol A ARG
=1 SlE feedblock & ©]-&§ thole 71&9) tholo
feedblock & ZZA1A o] QoA 3= FAlQ] o
{FAE o] tol2 FFAFER e Fof
et FA9 o] dagly FEY F9 £E F
28 5 oy AHE Al A7) Hiks)opste
o] ok E o5 FAHS HAd F tolE
T o= ARgE AL glth.

ol 43HE FHFL chill-rollo] 93ty 17¢
3t 5 olej BE 2} morphologys} ZAst: Tejn
B8x EAGo] AA €k, webA chill-rollsd
g Alole] gAg d4ol FAAIHL tubular F
23 e convection®} radiatione Aoz
ZAIF AL conductiond] 9§ @AGe] o]Fo]z},
ARG 18 S AAso] A 2x9] FUE
Yoz ueddteol 3in g S ALER
2EAe] F50 wak BEF rolle) FEHS 23
3}7] 93k} rolle] wix]7} AA=|ejzjof 3},

vlu 3k cast &L YWk o Z hydraulic grip
7} chain motor driveZ TAlE tenter frameol] ¢
3te] A% L2 v d5FHo0 g il oAy o] u)
P22 double bubble tubular HEojjAje} o] 1
B2 F49 #4948 771 A48 Ix8) #Yo] A
3 olt}, o] UHrA O & hot air, ratiation T&
hot rolloll oJgle] Faxln 2=& FE FH
w2l 2AHelxe), Hx9 tenter framed ALL-3
Wakd PEe 1930 O'Kanedd Derby?toll ¢]&
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Celluloid sheet?] A=z geiAR Yt FHx W)
34 PS ¥&-& 1937'd Studts} Meyer?o)| |8t
gl5o)A| 1 o) Wiely et ali?®o] ojste] 8350
equal biaxially ¥i3¥ RHo] BEoizch o ¥l
% nylon, hydrochloride g&o| Martin?’ % Colve?
o] o3te) zt2t Thsolth. 19501 dtholl 9} cating
rolls} tenter frame ©]&% ¥& L& o]FAAN
PET T2 Azo) he S&71 A= 7] A28
31 o] 3 Dupont) Alles®¢} 1o] Q7o 9%
A7} 71 Zol gle A7FE LA doH o]
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A] shrinkage 2] A& 93t F2 3t} 200CH M
gxert 983g A

FEA 4Fe) 9wy 24

TEA YEL AMSEAT S50 e} old A
242 Hdolet Ik, LER BB B A}
A nRAd 25, 2y 2 AR gt
S5m neslol Al & YurA EAANE 717
9, WeE =4, B9 54, 434 % 2%
FEAE] Utk o] Yol health safety} B8
248 25 B89 Az BE AAAY FHE
Moz meiHolHo} ek,
2o] 7]1AH EAL tensile test2Z FE| AR
= tensile strength, yield strength, elongation,
Young's modulus& $AHo2 § % lrh Burst
strengthes WEeo ¥dd £Ho2 HHE FUS
o Yeo] HAE gtHog o]e Yra o2 Mullen
burst testol ©}ated 4=31 =07t} Impact strength
= gAzee Yol 242 Ade 5ES Wi
Falling Dart method”} ¥xtzo g AL&Hch ©]2)
o) % tear strength, puncture propagation, stiff-
ness, flex resistance, frictionSo] & ¥ojzok 3
th.
g9 ety B J3A L AN EE I
E7 X3¢ 25 gloiM 4N 270 = WY

EmA %, clarity, haze, glossSS € & I ol
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o] $5e AR B wet Y L dieE
g8 4 k. dwrdoz HEel morphology,
ey, 2AsE, ¥de ARZETL F2 8l
7 g3}, Table 55 Y 1R ] B34
< JErAH.

A AR D SEFY 472 A EE 898
o] A% BeHH EA ofge] FI 54 & absorp-
tion# diffusiond E 331 permeationg I3
of gtk YA o2 CO,, Oy, F371¢) permeabi-
lity2 dRe® 2 tFslolA ZR3 wW2e A}
£9 1R £F9} ALS 0 wet B9 FE
fujo] AEHEE AvE Fa® g7¥0. Table
6¢ Zt 1E W permeabilitys AT
FhEurd 2 sbEzze] Wals AHE LR weh

E

£4

o
=]

Table 5. Optical Properties of Flat Film

PP Nylon6 LDPE LLDPE PS
Gloss(%) 8090 8595 60-80 8595
Haze(%) 15-25 25-35 6.0-100 1.0-25 1-2
Clarity(%) 65-75 60-70 40-60 60-70 99

Table 6. Pemeability Values of Various Polymer

0, CO, Water Vapor
cc-mill/100in? cm3/m?daybar .
day /atom (Thicknesys= 105;:;‘:{3)}
(257) 25 um)

LDPE 420 3000 1.14
HDPE 150 9000 0.38
PP 420 9500 0.69
Oriented PP 147 0.38
PS 150 17000 85
PET 10 465
Oriented PET 23 12
Nylon 6 5.08 400
Oriented 1.78 10.2
Nylon 6
EVOH 0.01 1.3 3.8
(EVAL-F)
PVDC 0.15 47 0.1
Nitril 0.8 5.0
Barrier
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Fratole Jovt FAERE F7 B AT
o 53] g9 94 #3L barrier 48 F7HA
e, & FHE549 7#AE U (Table 6). o
% B39 AZ YA barrier 54& F7MNE &3
02 AMHAAL gt} o] 7% barrier F BEL

= ethylene vinyl alcohol(EVOH)$} polyvinyli-
dene dichloride(PVDC)& H)&3} acrylonitrile
polymer, polyamide 6, polyestergo] AH&X 1L o]
E-9] barrier 54-& Table 63} Zt},

o] glo = W, Chemicals, &xo] g o34,
dAAF 22710 L e §A5ER di-
mensional stabilityS B]&3td YxFo] YE F
8 BEAo g tFEojAr, RadAe odejriA] 1
B2 489 BAS 4E9 wigdd ge 71AH
EA7 243 2 FH09 AR o B3HH
EAd thte] FHH o7 nFETA Tt

gge 7144 A4

HEA YEL AL DER ] mE A2 e 7]
AR AAL Zx o ol 1RAY T2 R B
2%, ARsw, ARTZE a22n Exe] PET
of Wl IA FEth LEA BE9] A £49
AL g FaAHE QAR 4F F& o4
Aoj| oj3ted B}l E7} o] x]oA uiFF
5.2 o)t watA 7AAH FAo] EE AF
< HQItKTable 7). Al F9] Yztoj] w& w733}
H}A4L AA 0|59 92l TAHHI modulus, ten-
sile strength, elongation breaks} 22 71413 &4
£ anisotropict 4d-& B,

Creep, dynamic mechanical, ultra sonic Z2]3L
tensile AL 8 222 Y] P 2 71AH
EAd A3 A3t FRHAH O R AT
= transverse Wake] 4Ag niEA @ dE o
APge A2 A g wEA o)F A
LEo) B3 AFE vz AAolth

Polystyrene "&2] 1A% EAd @3
AFZE Baily’'7t g d5AA PS Lgo B¢
A7E 5 F gleH ol fAR A7t PS
sheetsE A}2-3}o) Nielsen¥ BuchdahlPle] ¢}shed

()

2P
lo,

nExinetn 7)a A2 A 435 19919 7€

Table 7. Mechanical Prpoperties of Oriented PET
Film

Tensile Elongation Tensile
(Stretch Ratio) gtsrle;gltol: at Break gls(;d; ]112)55
%(MD/TD)

(MD/TD) (MD/TD)
Double Bubble 2.0/1.5 104/172 5.54/3.37
Tubular Film
(3X2)
Flat Cast 0.5/0.6 258/449 2.53/2.53
(1X1)
Flat Cast 1.9/2.0 332/300 3.11/3.31
(2%X2)
Flat Cast 3.2/09 123/6 5.61/3.12
(3X1)
Flat Cast 3.2/20 113/272 5.42/3.68
(3%x2)
Flat Cast 34/17 81/247 597/3.16
(4X%2)
Flat Cast 3.5/3.8 74/75 6.06/6.44
(4% 4)

F3PElon o]EL A4l W3ke) whE tensile stre-
ngth$} elongation breake] A#AAZ Bu3lHn
Thomas$} Cleerman, * Matsumoto et. al, & ¥
wj & isotropic 259 A¢ 71AH 4AS A WY
o2 A3 o]F AP Eo| 1ojA9 anisotro-
picd 71AA 4Ag BYS AF3qrh Choi et.
al.3 o tubular process$} biaxial stretcherE o}
3te] wigEAdol W "E 7IAE AHE wisg ¢
ductile-brittle o]o] &]&A& 323}, Polyst-
yrene ¥go| A9 *& 8§ H=9) sagging Tl
w2 biaxial stretcher& A}&3 A4l ojz]&& B
TP B2HE] SHAY 4E5AN g9 2
S An,9 Anje GAH9 St ue AR
Angg= 09 77140 BT o1F ANFEY A
9 An% Angge FABEL dnge 09 7H7H8E
B 8}gt}. & o] o] &3t orientation factors 5
T 2,8 7393 o)g 1E A A3 A
ANZch. Tubular BE9] ALAME FAME i A
2 71413 A& Ho)1 stress optical coefficientE
o] &3t BZHE7 FES kinematicE FAAA
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.

Biaxial stretcher® A}£-3} polypropylene &9}
A7 2= Okajima®™ 39} 10 @73 A 8
g d78 E F gler oge A F one
step, two step, simultaneous 12} polyaxial
Aol @2 P&o] iAol g ATFE FAI}AL
1] DeVries®’:= IUPAC Working Partye] &0 2
tenter frame2 A}g3te] PP WEo 274 2L H
AR ol oM el BAte] uigAel] i ATE F
8319}, Simomura et. al,3*} Ashizawa et, al.*
& tubular PP 989 715z e widkdel
slo] i3 A7E 4333t PE-PP blend &
A3 A7 op2# Hs Ak Hot drawn PP 2
29) w5kA-2 Bottin®} Boudeulle®®s)] ©jatod light
scattering®} small angle x-ray scatteringg AM-3}
o deformation rated] ©& FZ & WslE HE
=9 deformation rateo]|A2] ¥3-& microfibrillar
Aeizhe M2 Ades d3sigich

Polyethylene B&& Uutxom ¥ & ZAAYs =
olaled @alo] folatx] @rh. Adams*e x-ray
scattering® AH2-3ted PE 274 9] b-axiso] o]& )
Pro g AN Aaul7t Z7H] M2t a-axis
wigkdo] F71ES BAEH Y. A2 tubular PE
Age) vjgkdol B A7 HolmesT} Palmer'?o]
o]3le] wide angle x-ray scatteringol 2)3}e] 423}
5o} H I o] 5L b-axiso] FEWF £ HHe
2 w)gks ] a-axis¥} c-axist b-axisS F4HOE o
ERgZo R BAbs0] 1SS Busirh Linde-
nmeyer$} Lustig®®= tubular HDPE$} LDPE ¥ &
< pole figureE AMg3lod EAFHAL olEL o
axiso] ¢&Wael 33 FAYFo T WA &
22 Holm 2 blowup ratiod]A= LDPES}
HDPE®] ujgto] §A}sh} =& blowup ratiool| A+
LDPE®} 7% b-axise] gl 2o g vl a-
axise "EHo| wYsHA ¥EHE uniaxial tex-
tureZ zte whd HDPEIESY 7§ aaxise
LDPEs} §AFslvt b-axists MD W3k 2 uniaxial
symmetryE zt= S HAL #ESIAT. oY
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o = Nagasawa et. al,*3} Desper®®o)) 2]3}ed PE
geo] A3t 485 o] Maddams} Preedy*®
£ 717 stressP=ol wEt PEYES] W32 a-
axis W8T} b-axis vjgko 2 FRIIFTh

PET 2o & @A7E Cakmak?o) l3te] £
gslojhon 7tEex 2 dalud wE RSHE
o] M3ls} pole figure A7) 93l4 110,010,-105
plans& &30 2 A chain axiso] A4 FO 2 vj
&%) 7 benzene ring®} 4ol WEHOE w|FH S
TR gt 43 Ze 0% JAEEo] anisot-
ropicdt 43& zom tensile testo] <& 717414
A AN olgid HAE & Bt PET tubu-
lar 920 B8 Q7= Mas} Han®® 2831 Kang®
White??ol] 2]8}e] 8] =0} biaxial stretcherol
& AY Aol fAR ATRE AU I W9
P2 )3 972+ Nylon 6, polyoxymethylene,
polybutene-1, polyphenylene sulfideol T3 v 3k
2 7142 ARo] B3 Ao] Clarks} Carber,>
Nagasawa et, al.,* Rohn, ®! Maemura, % Kangz}
White*%e]] 2J3le] z+z} $afs ot}

235 54

Ago B3t EAL AL 1A 2/ ¢ V)
T 7tz aet 2R, drkEo
2 234 nEAel vdte vEAA aEA7 B4
o] HolXu} o= AR o g AF FAgo g oA
o mEha AP 28R BEH B 2L
AR © A9 Z77F At #do] Aok o
g 71 FYAE AAFLEA F We 2R
A AR3E ARz dAs: 9 AAe A7E
ZA3 ), Casting 929 2% chill-roll& A}8-312
tubualr &9} 7% air ring, water bath & ma-
ndrel & A3l AL o]2jdt ol = EFHET

Fotd EAo) 71 & S vAe aQeEE
dg v AYAYEE & & ok &Y AFA
TE 233%= g o 2x Fig. 69149} o] Scan-
ning Electron MicroscopyE Al&3lel HEFAL
A Fasl= ¥bE T Surface profilerE& A3}
ARREE A= ¥ 28a YY) AP E
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(a)
Fig. 6. SEM photographs for polymeric films (2) HDPE (b) LDPE (¢) PET.
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Fig. 7. Surface roughness of polymeric films a) Sur-

face profiler data b) Surface roughness profiles.
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Fig. 8. Standard deviation versus crystallinity.
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Transmission factore d& Wi < 8<%
(Tp) & EHoZ % 8A(TY o2 FEHAAH
o] Clampitt et. al.%3o] AAJE Wyl EH} 2
Ago] B 898 A3l Z4zhe] transmission
factor Ty, T,& 3% 4 it} Table 82 2}&9)
FE9) turbidityst FHE ANPEE VERIAT
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o 0|5 & WE9 hazedYE 7HEA] ol 2 <
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Table 8. Typical Values of Ts, T t and o for Poly-

meric Film

Transmission Turbidity ~ Surface
Material factors X 100 T roughness

Ts Ts cm! o um
LDPE-1 98.8 847 2.26 0.059
LDPE-2 98.6 94.7 2.70 0.019
LDPE-3 95.1 96.3 2.1 0.015
LDPE-4 98.8 89.7 2.23 0.088
LLDPE-1 945 715 105 0.049
LLDPE-2  98.1 92.7 35 0.025
LLDPE-3 982 87.3 35 0.085
HDPE-1 822 294 36.5 0.389
HDPE-2 94.1 55.8 13.8 0.129
HDPE-3 85.6 487 289 0.110
HDPE-4 93.8 615 119 0.159
HDPE-5 904 50.1 18.6 0.218
PP 93.3 52.1 12.8 0.198
PB 93.1 59.0 132 0.226
N6 99.6 97.7 0.7 0.007
PMMA 99.5 98.2 09 < 0.001
PC 99.3 98.8 1.2 < 0.001
PS 99.5 99.0 0 < 0.001

**1,2,3.4,5 means different processing conditions

3t 9] & (extrusion haze)9} TEA AAo]
A8 A F YEFHoes wyow Qg A
(crystallization haze) € FE3Qch o]d) g 4
T+ Stehling et. al.,”® Ashizawa et. al.,3 Beda
¢} Sprueill, 5 White et. al.,%o] 93t} 284 =
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