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3 D-xylose

4 L-arabinose

5 Rhamnose

6 D-galactronicacid
7 D-galactose
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Figurel. film with 30% plastisizer (a), film with 50% plastisizer (b), film with 40% plastisizer (c)
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Tablel. means of physical properties of tragacanth films.

sl Gy Jo)> Calses il
(mm) tickness (¢/mm’) density

%30 0.095+0.01 0.002+.0

%40 0.089+0.01 0.002+.0

%350 0.099+0.01 0.002+.0
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Figure2. Comparison of transparency in films with different glycerol content.

The same letters on columns show insignificant difference at =5% .
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Figure3. Comparison of %E in films with different glycerol content.

The same letters on columns show insignificant difference at =5%.
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Figured. . Comparison of Tensile Strength in films with different glycerol content.

The sam on columns show insignificant difference at o= 5% .
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Figure5.Comparison of Stiffness in films with different glycerol content.

The same letters on columns show insignificant difference at o= 5% .
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Figure 6. Comparison of Young's Modulus in films with different glycerol content.

The same letters on columns show insignificant difference at o= 5% .
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Abstract

Due to disadvantages of synthetic packaging materials such as migration into food,
polluting of environment, difficult of recovery, high costs of raw materials and
production, natural biopolymers have been recently paid more attention as alternatives
to the petroleum-derived plastics for packaging films production. The aim of this study
was producing biodegradable edible films based on tragacanth containing different
percent of plasticizer (30%, 40% and 50% ) and comparing their physical and
mechanical properties. According to the results, tragacanth based films have appropriate
transparency and acceptable mechanical properties. Among all treatments, films with
%30 glycerol showed higher tensile strength but its higher stiffness caused lower
flexibility compared with other samples. Also, films with 50% glycerol showed more
%E and lower stiffness. Besides, because of high solubility of tragacanth films, they are
not good options for using alone in film production and it's better to be used at

composite films with other ingredient.

Keyword: Edible film, Tragacanth, Biodegradable.
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