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Standlite Mouldings with Better Resistance to Chemicals

and Abrasion

By Shigeru Isono and Shigenobu Ishida
Taga Works, Hitachi, Ltd.

Abstract

Hitafran, a furfuryl alcohl resin product developed and produced commercially

by Hitachi, Ltd., has shown excellent resistance to chemicals and abrasion.

It has

been found that the Standlite mouldings made with the aid of bonding material
consisting of Hitafran and Standlite resin (a phenol resin also developed by Hitachi,

Ltd.) secure the far better properties such as chemical resistance, abrasion resistant

strength and other mechanical strength, as compared with those for which the

Standlite resin is alone used as bonding material.
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Fig. 3. Change of the Shore Hardness by the
Treatment with Sulfuric Acid
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Fig. 4. Change of the Shore Hardness by the
Treatment with Hydrochloric Acid
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Fig. 5. Change of the Shore Hardness by the
Treatment with Nitric Acid

Table 2. Abrasive Test Conditions
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Fig. 6. Change of the Shore Hardness by the
Treatment with Aqueous Solutions of
Sodium Chloride and Soap
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