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Energy Barriers for the Addition of H, CH3, and C2H5 to CH,=CHX [X = H, CH3;, OH]
and for H-Atom Addition to RCH=O [R = H, CH;, C,Hs, n-C;H;]: Implications for the
Gas-Phase Chemistry of Enols

Introduction

The development of detailed chemical kinetic mechanisms!
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Although enols have been identified in alcohol and other flames and in interstellar space and have been
implicated in the formation of carboxylic acids in the urban troposphere in the past few years, the reactions
that give rise to them are virtually unknown. To address this data deficit, particularly with regard to biobutanol
combustion, we have carried out a number of ab initio calculations with the multilevel methods CBS-QB3
and CBS-APNO to determine the activation enthalpies for methyl addition to the CH, group of CH,=CHX
where X = H, OH, and CHj;. These average at 26.3 & 1.0 kJ mol ! and are not influenced by the nature of
X; addition to the CHX end is energetically costlier and does show the influence of group X = OH and CHs.
Replacing the attacking methyl radical by ethyl makes very little difference to addition at CH, and follows
the same trend of a higher barrier for addition to the CH(OH) end. In the case of H-addition it is more
problematic to draw general conclusions since the DFT-based methodology, CBS-QB3, struggles to locate
transition states for some reactions. However, the increase in barrier heights in reaction at the CHX end in
comparison to addition at the methylene end is evident. For hydrogen atom reaction with the carbonyl group
in the compounds methanal, ethanal, propanal, and butanal we see that for addition at the O-center the barrier
heights of ca. 38 kJ mol ! are not influenced by the nature of the alkyl group whereas addition at the C-center
is different on going from H — alkyl but seems to be invariant at 20 kJ mol~! once alkylated. Rate constants
for H-atom elimination from 1-hydroxyethyl, 1-hydroxypropyl, and 1-hydroxybutyl radicals, valid over the
range 800—2000 K, are reported. These demonstrate that enols are more prevalent than previously suspected
and that 1-buten-1-ol should be almost as abundant as its isomeric aldehyde 1-butanal during the combustion
of 1-butanol and that this will also be the case for other alcohols provided that the appropriate structural
features are present. Since the toxicity of enols is not known experiments and further theoretical studies are
clearly desirable before the large-scale usage of alcohol biofuels commences. An enthalpy of formation for
butanal of AgH(298.15 K) = —204.4 + 1.4 kJ mol ™! [Buckley, E.; Cox, J. D. Trans. Faraday Soc. 1967, 63,
895—901] is recommended, the uncertainty surrounding that for the 2-hydroxypropyl radical has been markedly
reduced, and new values for 1-buten-1-ol, 1-propen-1-ol, and 2-propen-2-ol of —171.8 & 1.6, —151.8 = 1.7,
and —169.9 & 1.5 kJ mol ', respectively, are proposed.

lead to increases in the formation of aldehydes and lower rates
of formation of particulate matter but our understanding of the

to both understand and predict the behavior of existing and novel
biofuels is of major current interest. The present-day market
leader bioethanol, no matter how it is produced, suffers from
some significant drawbacks as an automotive fuel in terms of
both its physical and chemical properties.

The search is therefore on for novel, “next-generation”,
biofuels® that do not impact adversely on the environment
(atmosphere and hydrosphere), are not produced from animal
or human foodstuffs, and have desirable performances in internal
combustion engines or gas turbines.

One possible candidate is biobutanol (normal or 1-butanol)
for which new methods of production through the manipulation
of biological systems® offers significant advantages over the
classical fermentation route.*> Consequently a number of
experimental studies have emerged very recently on the
combustion of butanol.®~!? It is probable that, in comparison to
hydrocarbons, the burning of this oxygenated compound will
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combustion chemistry of this and other oxygenates is at an early
stage of development.

For example, it has only very recently been recognized that
enols, strictly compounds with a hydroxyl group adjacent to a
C=C double bond, R;R,C=CH(OH), are implicated in the
combustion of oxygenated”!* and nitrogenous'* compounds as
well as hydrocarbons following on from their observation in
flames.' In addition there is a growing recognition that enols
may play a role in the chemistry of the interstellar medium with
syn- and anti-ethenol (vinyl alcohol) first detected by microwave
emissions from Sagittarius B2N in 2001'® and a number of other
enols in cold plasma discharges of alcohols very recently.!”
These latter experiments utilized tunable synchrotron radiation
in the vacuum ultraviolet to selectively photoionize both stable
and transient species and then detect these qualitatively, and
quantitatively in some cases, via molecular-beam mass spectro-
metry.'722 Clearly this new technique, which has been recently
incorporated into a flow reactor,”® has provided additional
capabilities in reactive flows and will generate extremely
valuable data for the validation of reaction mechanisms**
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Figure 1. Estimated rate constants for 1-hydroxyethyl decomposition
leading to the formation of (A) ethanal and (O) ethenol.

(however, the perturbative effect of the sampling probe on the
flame temperature is currently not known, and until this is
resolved, successful chemical kinetic simulation is not possible).
The new technique is particularly useful for the case for species
like enols, which are thermodynamically extremely stable in
comparison to their isomeric aldehydes yet nevertheless are
known to rapidly isomerize in contact with Pyrex® and have
much shorter lifetimes in condensed phases.

Taatjes et al.2° found that the reaction of OH with ethene is
the dominant route to ethenol formation in ethene flames and
speculated that addition—elimination reactions of OH with other
alkenes is likely to be responsible for enol formation in flames;
this suggestion has recently been explored theoretically by Zhou
and co-workers for propene + OH.2® However, work by Wang
et al.'” on low-pressure cold-plasma discharges in alcohols
(ethanol, propanols, and butanols) seems to suggest fairly
conclusively that other pathways to enols are more likely.
Interestingly, in molecular dynamics simulations of propene
oxidation, Chenoweth et al.”’ do not observe any enol formation
although ethynol, HC=C—OH, is found. The 2-hydroxyethenyl
radical HC=CH(OH) is proposed by Basiuk and Kobayashi®
as a possible intermediate in the interstellar synthesis of ethenol
via reaction sequences such as

OH H
HC—CH — HC—CH(OH) — H,C—CH(OH)

which, they argue, is based upon simple, commonly available
and abundant interstellar species rather than the more direct
channel proposed by Turner and Apponi'® of

CH," + CH,=O ~ CH,=HOH

which involves much less abundant species.

The possible impact of enols on the chemistry of the
atmosphere has been investigated by Archibald et al.* and a
novel mechanism (not based, however, on elementary reactions)
proposed by which the reactions of enols contribute significantly
toward gas-phase carboxylic acid concentrations that are
underestimated by major atmospheric chemistry models. Their
results indicate that the atmospheric transformation of enols may
be an important missing secondary source term for carboxylic
acids in the urban troposphere.

J. Phys. Chem. A, Vol. 113, No. 27, 2009 7835

The possible impact of enols on human health is moreover
completely unknown; indeed, this is unsurprising given that only
one naturally occurring stable aliphatic enol (devoid of conju-
gated or bulky aromatics and lacking a stabilizing 1,3-diketone
structure) is known.*

In elegant flame speciation experiments’ on all four isomers
of butanol, Qi and co-workers have shown that both butanal
and I-buten-1-ol are formed in n-butanol flames in ap-
proximately a 20:1 ratio.3! Almost certainly these intermediates
are formed from CH;CH,CH,CHOH, the alpha- or 1-hydroxyl-
butyl which we have shown® in high-level theoretical calcula-
tions to be one of the predominant species formed in H-atom
abstraction reactions by OH and HO,, from the parent. The
a-radical can eliminate a H-atom to form butanal, reaction 1,
or butenol, reaction 2,

CH,CH,CH,CHOH — CH,CH,CH,CH=0 + H
()

CH,CH,CH,CHOH — CH,CH,CH=CH(OH) + H
2

or break the C4—C, bond to form an ethyl radical + ethenol in
a f3-scission reaction 3:

CH,CH,CH,CHOH — CH,CH, + H,C=CH(OH)
3

Consequently, estimates of the barrier heights for such reactions
are desirable and can best be achieved by treating reactions 1—3
in the reverse direction, that is, H-atom addition to both butenol
and butanal and ethyl radical addition to ethenol.

An additional route to butenol but not butanal that we have
considered is H-atom elimination from the S-radical, 1-hy-
droxymethyl propyl

CH,CH,CHCH,OH — CH,CH,CH=CHOH + H
4)

as well as a route to butanal from the 1-butoxy radical:
CH,CH,CH,CH,0 — CH,CH,CH,CH=0 + H (5)

An additional channel for the formation of the butoxy (over
and above that formed directly from n-butanol by H-atom
abstraction) is via a facile six-center transition state from the
O-radical:

ION
H
C'/\/\OH — (/é - /\/\0

Studies of the initial radicals formed from n-butanol by hydrogen
abstraction agree that abstraction from the methyl or the OH groups
is much less likely than abstraction from the o, 3, and y carbons,
although there is not a numerical consensus. %373

Alkyl radical S-scission is an endothermic process and thus
the rate constant is often measured in the reverse, exothermic
direction, the addition of a radical species to an olefin with the
forward rate constant then determined by microscopic revers-
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Figure 2. Estimated rate constants for 1-hydroxypropyl decomposition
leading to the formation of (OJ) ethenol, (A) propanal, and (O) propenol.

ibility. Cvetanovi¢ and Irwin* published some of the earliest
work on the addition of methyl radicals to olefins. In addition,
Tedder and Walton®” considered the importance of polarity and
steric effects in determining the rate and orientation of free
radical addition to olefins. It was found that the rate constant
for addition decreased as either the radical or the olefin to which
it is adding becomes more branched or highly substituted.

More recently, Fischer and Radom?® carried out a review of
theoretical studies on the addition of carbon-centered radicals
to alkenes and other unsaturated compounds. They found that
frequency factors for additions to structurally related systems
span a limited range and were of the order of 10" cm?® mol™!
s~L. In addition, activation energies for addition are dominated
by (i) steric effects of the radical and alkene substituents, (ii)
effects of the overall reaction enthalpy and (iii) polar substituent
effects. The reaction enthalpy, A.H, has a general and often
dominating influence on the activation energy which, for many
alkyl radical additions to a variety of alkenes, is well described
by a linear Evans—Polanyi—Semenov?’ relationship, specifically
E/kJ mol~! = (0.244 4 0.013)AH + (49.7 & 1.3) for methyl
and benzyl.*®

To validate our results and to draw more wide ranging
conclusions, we have computed the barrier heights for the
addition of hydrogen atoms and methyl radicals to a series of
alkenes, CH,=CHX, where X = H, CHj;, and OH, and
considered both “head” (CH,) and “tail” (CHX) additions. In
their review, Fischer and Radom?® report that activation energy
barriers computed for methyl addition to ethenol are very
sensitive to the level of theory used and ranged very widely
from 3.3 to 62.8 kJ mol~!. Such a variation in barrier height
represents a thousand-fold difference in the rate of reaction at
1000 K.

Computational Results

Estimates of the reaction barrier heights for the addition of
methyl, ethyl, and hydrogen atoms to H,C=CHX where X =
H, OH, and CHj3; at both ends of the double bond and of H-atoms
to RCH=O0 where R = H, CHj3, C,Hs, and n-C3H; were obtained
through ab initio calculations. Reaction enthalpies for these
strongly exothermic additions, in which a z-bond is being
replaced by a o-bond, were also computed. The complete basis
set methodologies of Petersson et al., namely CBS-QB3* and
CBS-APNO,*! were used, as implemented in the application
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Gaussian-03.*? In the QB3 method geometry optimization and
frequency calculations at the DFT level (B3LYP/CBSB7) are
followed by single point calculations at CCSD(T)/6-31+G(d"),
MP4SDQ/CBSB4, and MP2/CBSB3 with CBS extrapolation.
The APNO procedure is considerably more expensive, involving
an initial geometry optimization and frequency calculations at
HF/6-311G(d,p), followed by a geometry reoptimization at
QCISD/6-311G(d,p) and five single point calculations including
QCISD(T)/6-311++G(2df,p), MP2(Full)/CBSB6, HF/CBSBS5A,
and MP2/CBSB5 with CBS extrapolation.

There are a very large number of methods available**** for
the computation of reaction barriers and enthalpies ranging from
general purpose ones to those specifically designed for ther-
mochemistry and kinetics (Fischer and Radom?® list 35 meth-
odologies for evaluating the methyl + ethene reaction). How-
ever, we have found that the combination of two differing
approaches embodied by CBS-QB3 and CBS-APNO offer a
reasonable compromise between high precision and inexpensive
computing and crucially, allow an objective measure of statisti-
cal significance.”

Unless otherwise stated, the results reported here for ethenol
refer to the syn-rotamer with a dihedral angle C—C—O—H of
approximately 0°, which is more stable than the anfi-rotamer
by 4.5 and 4.8 kJ mol™! at CBS-QB3 and CBS-APNO levels,
respectively. The average of 4.64 kJ mol™! with an uncertainty
(defined as twice the standard deviation) of £0.33 kJ mol™', is
in very good agreement with the microwave measurements of
Rodler*® of 4.5 £ 0.6 kJ mol™! and the recent theoretical
calculations of da Silva and co-workers*’ of 4.6 kJ mol ™.

Addition of Methyl. In the case of methyl group addition

CH,; + CH,=CH, — CH,CH,CH, (6)
CH, + CH,=CH(CH,) — CH,;CH,CH(CH;)  (7)
CH, + CH,=CH(OH) — CH,CH,CH(OH)  (8)

CH, + CH(CH,)=CH, — (CH,),CHCH, )

CH, + CH(OH)=CH, — (CH,)(OH)CHCH, (10)

both CBS-QB3 and CBS-APNO yielded consistent results, Table
1. Here and elsewhere a single imaginary frequency character-
ized the location of each transition state for which an optimized
geometry could be found. The values obtained for methyl
addition to ethene and propene at the CH, end, reactions 6 and
7, are in agreement with the vibrationless barriers previously
reported by Gémez-Balderas et al.*® at CBS-QB3. The CBS-
RAD results of Fischer and Radom® for reactions 7 and 8 are
within 0.5 kJ mol™! of the vibrationless barriers computed in
this work.

Saeys et al.*’ reported CBS-QB3 values (based, however, on
geometrically constrained transition states) for methyl addition
to ethene and to the tail of propene which are in broad agreement
with those found here.

As regards addition to the CH, group, the identity of X does
not influence the enthalpy of activation to any significant extent;
that is, there is at most a difference of 2 kJ mol™! predicted by
CBS-QB3 for reactions 6—8 while the CBS-APNO results show
an even smaller variation.
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TABLE 1: Enthalpy of Activation, AH °*, and of Reaction, A .H, at 298.15 K for Methyl and H-Atom Addition

AH%/KJ mol™! AH/KJ mol™!
reaction CBS-QB3 CBS-APNO CBS-QB3 CBS-APNO lit.®!
CH; + CH,=CH, 257 26.7 —97.1 —100.3 —98.0+ 1.0
CH; + CH,=CH(CH) 247 26.1 —98.0 —100.2 —97.9£2.0
CH; + CH,=CH(OH) 26.8 277 —97.0 —99.4 —985+35
CH; + CH(CH;)=CH, 30.6 315 —92.9 —95.2 —93.1£1.1
CH; + CH(OH)=CH, 36.4 373 —86.4 —84.3 —86.1 119
H + CH,=CH, 27 5.5 —148.4 —152.1 —150.9 +£0.7
H + CH,=CH(CH) 34 —148.6 —151.5 —148.0 2.0
H + CH,=CH(OH) 3.0 —149.8 —152.5 —149.7 +3.4
H + CH(CH;)=CH, 8.2 9.8 —135.9 —1389 —136.9+ 1.1
H + CH(OH)=CH, 147 15.4 -119.3 —117.9 —118.542.6

The activation enthalpy for “tail” addition to CHX is, due to
steric and reaction enthalpy effects, somewhat higher and does
show dependence on the nature of group X rising from 26.7 to
31.5 to 37.3 kJ mol™! for X = H, CH3, and OH for the CBS-
APNO calculations with a similar outcome for CBS-QB3. These
findings for X = Me parallel those of Henry et al.>*® who found
that AH**(0 K) increased from 36.7 (for addition to CH,) to
42.3 kJ mol ™! for CH(CH3) addition in G3X-RAD calculations
performed on QCISD/6-31G(d) optimized geometries.

Comparison with Experiment. The addition of a methyl
radical to ethylene to form n-propyl radical has been investigated
experimentally by two groups. Hogg and Kebarle’! determined
a rate constant of 4.59 x 10! exp(—3940/T) cm® mol™! s7!
over the temperature range 392—434 K in a static reactor by
normalizing the expression relative to the rate constant for
methyl radical self-reaction producing ethane, 2CH; — C,H.
Holt and Kerr®? determined a rate constant of 2.09 x 10
exp(—3670/T) cm® mol™! s™! over temperatures of 350—503 K
and pressures of 548—652 Torr. Thus, activation energies of
32.7 and 30.6 kJ mol~!, respectively, are indicated, which are
in excellent agreement with our calculated values of 31.4 and
32.8 kJ mol~! based on a mean temperature of 400 K and on
the relationship E, = AH®* 4+ (1 — An*)RT, where An* is the
change in the number of molecules in going from reactants to
the transition state.

The rate constant for “head” addition of a methyl radical to
propene to form sec-butyl radical has been studied by a number
of groups.” > Miyoshi and Brinton® and Cvetanovié¢ and
Irwin>* reported on the overall rate of addition of a methyl
radical to propene, both “head” and “tail” addition, without
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Figure 3. Estimated rate constants for 1-hydroxybutyl decomposi-

tion leading to the formation of (O) ethenol, (A) butanal, and (O)
butenol.

distinguishing between them. Knyazev et al.,’ using the
terminal/internal branching ratio measured by Baldwin et al.”’
at temperatures of 403 and 753 K, derived k = 1.09 x 10'?
exp(—4240/T) cm® mol ™! s™! and E, = 35.2 kJ mol™" attributable
to both of these sets of data. The most recent review by Baulch
et al.’® recommends a rate constant of 2.11 x 10! exp(—3700/
T) cm® mol™! s7! in the temperature range 300—600 K with an
activation energy of 30.8 kJ mol ™.

The addition of a methyl radical to the propene “tail” produces
an isobutyl radical. A rate constant of 5.79 x 10® cm?® mol !
s~! was measured by Baldwin et al.’” at 753 K, and they also
recommended a rate constant of 2.0 x 10'! exp(—4390/T) cm®
mol™! s7!in the temperature range 353—753 K for this reaction
with an activation energy of 36.5 kJ mol™!. Tsang,’® in his
review of propane oxidation kinetics, recommended a rate
constant of 9.64 x 10'° exp(—4030/T) cm?® mol~! s™! between
300 and 2500 K corresponding to an activation energy of 33.5
kJ mol ™",

Thus, the experimental evidence regarding the change in
barrier heights in methyl addition to CH, versus CHCHj; in
propene seems to suggest an increase from 30.8 to 36.5 kJ
mol~!, which is in good agreement with our theoretical
predictions of a modest increase of some 5 kJ mol™!.

Reaction Enthalpies. Generally speaking, computed reaction
enthalpies are less sensitive than energy barriers to the level of
theory employed,® so the excellent results for both methyl and
H-atom addition to CH,=CHX are perhaps not that surprising,
Table 1.

Enthalpy changes for reactions 6, 8, and 9 are in good
agreement with values computed by Sabbe et al.®* and with
values calculated from enthalpies of formation taken from an
authoritative source® in conjunction with AH; for syn-ethenol
of —125.5 kJ mol ™! from da Silva et al.*” and —62.6 + 11.7 kJ
mol ™" for the 2-hydroxypropyl radical, (CH3)(OH)CHCHS,, from
Sun and Bozzelli.®? The uncertainty associated with the latter
is quite high, so reaction enthalpies for the isogeitonic®® reaction

(CH,;)(OH)CHCH, +
CH,C(0)CH;=(CH,)(OH)CHCH, + CH,C(O)CH,

were computed to be —27.6 and —26.9 kJ mol~!. The average
value of —27.3 kJ mol ™! together with an associated uncertainty
of 0.88 kJ mol ™! (twice the standard deviation)*> was then used
in conjunction with known enthalpies of formation for acetone,*
acetonyl,®® and isopropanol®! to calculate AH{298.15 K) of
—61.3 £ 2.2 kJ mol™!, which is in excellent agreement with
the Sun and Bozzelli result but carries with it much less
uncertainty.
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TABLE 2: Geometry of Transition States

Simmie and Curran

HC+-+C)/A HC—C)/A Z(C+++C—C)/deg iv/em™!
TS # CBS-QB3 CBS-APNO CBS-QB3 CBS-APNO CBS-QB3 CBS-APNO CBS-QB3 CBS-APNO
(6) 2.332 2277 1.355 1.367 109.7 109.3 401 512
(7 2.333 2.280 1.357 1.368 109.6 108.7 403 523
®) 2.335 2.281 1.357 1.366 110.2 109.7 411 548
©) 2.306 2271 1.361 1.370 104.4 104.9 454 527
(10) 2.235 2.210 1.367 1.374 103.7 103.8 538 642

The activation and reaction enthalpies are correlated with a
linear Evans—Polanyi—Semenov?® relationship (r = —0.976)
between them:

AHo*/kI mol ™' = (0.876 + 0.069)AH + (112.4 £+ 6.6)

Transition State Geometries. The geometry and imaginary
frequencies for transition states 6—10 are shown in Table 2;
the forming H;C+++C distances are shorter and the breaking
C=C bonds are longer for the QCISD/6-311G(d,p) or CBS-
APNO geometries. This is in accord with previous findings that
DFT geometries tend to predict earlier transition states with
longer forming and shorter breaking bonds than QCISD
methods.*

The shortest forming H;C+++C bond corresponds to the least
exothermic reaction, 10, which agrees with the general correla-
tion found for radical-addition reactions.*®

The angles of approach of ~109° for addition to the CH,
end are close to the corresponding angle in the forming radical®®
and there are appreciable deviations from planarity of the
H-atoms in the headgroup of 16.1 and 18.2° respectively for
ethene and of 33.5 and 33.9° in the methyl radical for tail
addition to ethenol. The angles of attack for tail addition are
substantially more acute by about 5°, similar to the findings of
Hirunsit and Balbuena® for R + CH,=CF,.

Addition of Ethyl. The addition of ethyl radical to ethene
leading to the formation of n-butyl

CH,CH, + CH,=CH, — CH,CH,CH,CH,  (11)

takes place with barriers of 24.1 and 24.2 kJ mol™}, slightly
smaller than for methyl addition. The calculated exothermicities
of ethyl addition of —93.5 and —96.9 kJ mol~! compare well
with the literature value of —94.5 4 2.2 kJ mol~!. Our standard
CBS-QB3 result for AE(0 K) = 28.1 kJ mol™! is within 0.8 kJ
mol ™! of the nonstandard CBS-QB3 calculation of 27.3 kJ mol ™!
reported by Saeys et al.*

Of particular interest here is the addition of ethyl radical
to the “head” or methylene end of syn-ethenol; this situation
is more complex than for methyl addition since three
transition states can be postulated with differing CCCC and
CCCO dihedral angles (classified as trans T or gauche G);
see Table 3.

However, the results are scarcely different and are very close
to the methyl radical addition values, reinforcing the previous
finding that the nature of group X (as defined here) has very
little influence on barrier height.

As before, addition at the “tail”, or CH(OH), end results in
a higher barrier height by about 7 kJ mol~! and also as before
effectively the same barrier as for methyl addition.

Comparison with Experiment. The addition of ethyl radical
to ethene has been studied by a number of groups.®® % Kerr
and Trotman-Dickenson® reported a rate constant of 1.12 x

TABLE 3: Ethyl + Syn-Ethenol Activation Enthalpies (kJ
mol 1)

reaction dihedrals CBS-QB3 CBS-APNO
CH,=CH(OH) TG 26.3 26.5
CH,=CH(OH) GG’ 24.3 24.4
CH,=CH(OH) G'G 24.0 24.5
CH(OH)=CH, GT 324 329
CH(OH)=CH, TG’ 329 333
CH(OH)=CH, G'G 31.6 31.7

102 exp(—4330/T) cm® mol™! s7! in the temperature range
417—460 K, with an activation energy, E,, of 36.0 kJ mol .
Later, Kerr and Parsonage®’ carried out an extensive literature
review and recommended k = 1.58 x 10" exp(—3670/T) cm®
mol™! s7! from 348—482 K and a lower activation energy of
30.6 kJ mol~!. Morganroth and Calvert®® reported a rate constant
of 2.90 x 10" exp(—3270/T) cm® mol ™' s™! from 430—520 K
with an even lower E, = 27.2 kJ mol ™.

Our computed value for reaction 11 of AH>* =24.2 and E,
= 30.9 kJ mol ! is thus in very good agreement with the Kerr
and Parsonage®’ recommended activation energy.

Addition of H-Atom. A similar approach to that described
above was adopted for H-atom addition for the following
reactions:

H + CH,=CH, — CH,CH, (12)
H + CH,=CH(CH,) — CH,CH(CH,) (13)
H + CH,=CH(OH) — CH,CH(OH) (14)
H + (CH,;)CH=CH, — (CH,)CH,CH, (15)
H + (OH)CH=CH, — (OH)CH,CH, (16)

but transition states for reactions 13 and 14 could not be located
in direct CBS-QB3 computations. The geometrical optimizer
employed by this model chemistry is B3LYP/CBSB7 (ef-
fectively B3LYP/6-311G(2d.d,p)) and this fails to converge to
a transition state. It is possible to use a basis set with diffuse
functions, 6-311+G(d,p), which does converge for reaction 13.
Miller and Klippenstein® in their comprehensive paper on the
kinetics of reaction 12 used B3LYP/6-311++G(d,p) and found
a significantly longer H—C forming bond distance than QCIS-
D(T) values. Hence it would be possible to employ a frozen
geometry in a CBS-QB3 calculation but this is not an optimal
solution since, inter alia, it does not work for reaction 14 for
either expanded basis set.

Note that Saeys and co-workers* utilized a different approach,
carrying out CBS-QB3 single-point energy calculations along
a B3LYP/6-311G(d,p) intrinsic reaction path and locating the
transition state by interpolation. Consequently, their AE(0 K)
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Figure 4. Computed reaction enthalpies compared to literature values
(kJ mol™!). The line is the unit slope through the origin.

of 10.1 kJ mol ™! for H-atom addition to ethene is substantially
different from the standard CBS-QB3 result of 6.3 kJ mol™!.

It is clear, therefore, that a DFT-based method such as CBS-
QB3 struggles to compute the transition states for these hydrogen
atom addition reactions. However no problems were encountered
with CBS-APNO calculations and results are summarized in
Table 1. Good agreement is obtained between computed reaction
enthalpies and values from the literature.

Clearly, accurate computations of the barrier heights for H
addition are problematic (Miller and Klippenstein® list AE*(0
K) values from 11.7 to 22.2 kJ mol™! from a number of very
high-level calculations). Their most rigorous result of 11.7 kJ
mol~! was obtained from restricted quadratic configuration-
interaction with perturbative inclusion of triplet contribution,
QCISD(T), using correlation-consistent, polarized valence triple
and quadruple-C basis sets and extrapolated to the basis set limit.
This is in good agreement with our CBS-APNO result of AE*(0
K) = 9.9 kJ mol ™.

The addition of H to butenol to form an o.- or 1-hydroxybutyl
radical, that is, the reverse of reaction 2,

CH,;CH,CH=CH(OH) + H — CH,CH,CH,CHOH

did not present any problems, and a CBS-QB3 transition state
could be found (ethyl trans to the OH group and with a syn
OH). Barrier heights of 4.6 and 6.0 kJ mol™' and reaction
enthalpies of —144.1 and —146.4 kJ mol™! compared with A.H
= —143.2 £ 3.8 kI mol~! (based on AH(298.15 K) = —96.2
+ 3.4 kJ mol™! for the a-radical and our own value for 1-buten-
1-ol vide infra) were computed. Hence, for reaction 2 AH®* =
150.6 + 3.7 kJ mol ™%,

Comparison with Experiment. The addition of a H atom to
ethylene, reaction 12, was studied by Allen et al.”’ and
complemented since by many further studies,”' % with most
but not all fitting the expression of 1.70 x 10797 exp(—730/
T) cm® mol~! s7! developed by Curran.”® This also agrees well
with the value of Baulch et al.’! of 3.97 x 10°T"** exp(—650/
T) cm® mol™! s™! with E, = 5.4 kJ mol™".

“Head” addition of a H atom to propene, reaction 13, was
studied by Wagner and Zellner,> who determined k = 5.40 x
10" exp(—629/T) cm?® mol~! s7!, which is consistently ap-
proximately 20% slower than that of Kurylo et al.”* and has an
effective activation energy of 5.2 kJ mol~!. The rate constant
recommended by Seakins et al.”* of 5.70 x 10°T"'¢ exp(—440/
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TABLE 4: Enthalpies of Formation (kJ mol ') of Reference
Species

species A¢H°(298.15 K) ref
CH,OH —17.18 £ 0.37 61
CH;0 20.26 + 0.42 101
CH,O —108.7 £ 05 101
CH;0H —201.2+0.2 61
CH,CH, 52.6+0.4 61
CH;CHO —166.6 +£ 0.4 61
CH,CHOH —125.5+2.0 47
CH;CH, 119.7 +£0.7 61
CH;CHOH —558+£3.5 99
CH;CH,0O —13.0+ 13 45
CH;CH,OH —234.61 +0.28 61
CH;COCH, —349+1.9 63
CH;CHCH, —20.2+£04 61
CH;COCH; —217.9+0.7 64
CH;CH(OH)CH, —62.6 +11.7 62
CH;CH(OH)CH,4 —272.8+0.3 61
CH;CH,CH,OH —2552+13 61
CH;CH,CH,CHO —2044+14 98
CH;CH,CHCH, —0.03 £+ 0.47 61
(CH;),CCH, —17.57 £0.52 61
CH;CH,CH,CH,0 —498 +£1.3 45

T) cm® mol ™! s7! is a high-pressure extrapolation of a measure-
ment of the rate constant in the pressure range 1—9 Torr.
Curran® recommended a rate constant of 4.24 x 10''7°3!
exp(—619/T) cm® mol™! s~!, which is a best fit an to the
experimental data of Kurylo et al.”® and Tsang® and the high
pressure extrapolation of Seakins et al.**

Wagner and Zellner”? studied the reaction of a H atom with
propene to form the n-propyl radical, “tail” addition, and
determined k = 4.40 x 10'? exp(—1380/T) cm® mol ! s™! and
E,=11.5 k] mol~'. Tsang® quotes k = 1.3 x 10" exp(—1640/
T) cm® mol™! s and E, = 13.6 kJ mol™! under the same
conditions as those reported for the formation of isopropyl
radical.

The clearest experimental evidence for the increase in barrier
height in going from “head”, reaction 13, to “tail” reaction 15,
addition of H to propene,

A (13) (15) .
CH,CHCH, — CH,CH=CH, — CH,CH,CH,

thus comes from the work of Wagner and Zellner;” they indicate
that E, changes from 5.2 to 11.5 kJ mol~' commensurate with our
computations of AH®* going from 3.4 to 9.8 kJ mol ™!, Table 1.

H-Atom Addition to Lower Aldehydes. O-Centered Addi-
tion. Theoretical calculations of the energy barrier for H-atom
addition to the aldehyde butanal at the O-center did not present
any difficulties, Table 5; both CBS-QB3 and CBS-APNO
methods yield transition states that lie 38.5 and 36.9 kJ mol ™!
above the reactants. There are no experimental or theoretical
values known against which we could compare this result.”® In
conjunction with computed reaction enthalpies of —108.0 and
—110.5 kJ mol ™!, the enthalpy of activation is 147.0 & 1.0 kJ
mol~!, for the reverse reaction:

. (eV] .
CH,CH,CH,CHOH — CH,CH,CH,CH=0 + H

The enthalpy of formation of butanal ranges quite widely from
the —211.8 £ 0.9 kJ mol ™' of Wiberg et al.”’ to the —204.4 4
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1.4 kJ mol ™! of Buckley and Cox;’® hence the enthalpy change
for reaction 1 is either —101.7 & 2.8 or —109.1 & 3.0 kJ mol !
using a formation enthalpy of —96.2 &+ 3.4 kJ mol~! for the
1-hydroxybutyl radical, which is based on a number of isodes-
mic reactions at the CBS-QB3 level only. Our results would
therefore tend to indicate that the Buckley and Cox value for
butanal is more nearly correct and we have consequently adopted
it.

For H-addition to n-propanal the energy barriers range from
37 to 40 kJ mol™! depending on the rotamer chosen (the
synperiplanar conformer is slightly favored); together with
computed reaction enthalpies, an estimated energy barrier of
146.4 £ 3.3 kJ mol ™! results for the reaction:

CH,CH,CHOH — CH,CH,CH=0 + H

In the case of O-centered addition of a hydrogen atom to
acetaldehyde/ethanal,

CH,CH=0 + H — CH,CHOH (17)

barriers heights of 38.5—38.9 kJ mol™! are found and reaction
enthalpies of —106.2 to —109.1 are in good agreement with a
literature value of —107.2 & 3.5 kJ mol~! (based on enthalpies
of formation for ethanal/acetaldehyde®" and for the 1-hydroxy-
ethyl radical).”” The reverse reaction, the H-elimination from
1-hydroxyethyl to form the aldehyde, has AH* = 146.4 £ 3.3
kJ mol ™.

These results show that the nature of the alkyl group attached
to the carbonyl carbon has little influence; indeed, below we
show that for methanal/formaldehyde a virtually identical barrier
is computed. Formation of the hydroxymethylene radical, via
addition at the O-center,

H,C=0 + H — CH,OH (18)

has an energy barrier of 38.0—39.6 kJ mol~!; this is sharply
different from that used by Tsuboi et al.'®’ of 5.0 kJ mol ™. For
the reverse reaction the energy barrier is 162.0 & 6.2 kJ mol ™!
given that reaction enthalpies of —120.9 and —125.5 kJ mol ™!
were computed for reaction 18, which are in good agreement
with that calculated from the literature of —126.5 4+ 0.6 kJ
mol ™!, based on values for hydroxymethylene'®! and formal-
dehyde.%!

C-Centered Addition. H-atom addition at the C-center of
butanal is expected to be kinetically and thermodynamically
favored over O-center addition as Henry and others® have
shown in the case of methyl radical adding to formaldehyde by
>50 kJ mol~! and somewhat less, 46 kJ mol~!, for methyl
addition to ethanal (acetaldehyde).

Indeed, this is the case since we calculate barriers of 17.2
and 19.5 kJ mol™! for the reaction:

CH,CH,CH,CH=0 + H — CH,CH,CH,CH,0

In conjunction with computed reaction enthalpies of —67.4 and
—65.9 kI mol~! (compared with a A,H of —67.6 & 1.9 kJ mol™!
calculated from enthalpies of formation for the n-butoxyl
radical®® and the Buckley and Cox value for butanal)®® we
estimate barriers of 85.0 & 0.8 kJ mol ™! for the reverse reaction

Simmie and Curran

. o .
CH,CH,CH,CH,0 — CH,CH,CH,CH=0 + H

which is in very good agreement with the activation energy of
88 + 6 kJ mol™! of Hack et al.'”

Thus, although this route to butanal is energetically favored,
it must be remembered that the alkoxyl radical is not a major
byproduct of the initial H-abstraction reactions from n-butanol.
Neither is the 0- or 4-hydroxybutyl radical, which could lead
to additional quantities of the butoxyl radical being formed via
a facile 1,5 H-shift reaction,

CH,CH,CH,CH,OH — CH,CH,CH,CH,0

for which we calculate reaction barriers of 46.6—44.9 kJ mol ™!
(in excellent agreement with computations by Somnitz).'% The
relative rates of radical production at 1000 K by H-abstraction
from the parent butanol by the O, molecule are a:f3:y:0:0 as
130:20:6:9:1, as estimated by Moss et al.'°

Similar considerations apply for the other aldehydes; for
C-centered addition to propanal barriers of 18.0—20.2 kJ mol ™!
are found, which translates to a barrier of 86.7 £ 2.6 kJ mol ™!
for

CH,CH,CH,0 — CH,CH,CH=0 + H

This result is in excellent agreement with the work of Rauk et
al.,'™ who reported enthalpy barriers of 21.3 and 83.4 kJ mol !,
respectively. Their calculations utilized a variant of CBS-RAD,
which is itself a variant of the CBS-QB3 composite method
developed to overcome problems of spin contamination in the
computation of the properties of radicals.!® The geometry
optimizer in CBS-RAD is based upon the functional B3LYP
with a 6-31G(d) basis set whereas the standard CBS-QB3
method uses B3LYP/6-311G(2d,d,p). The net result is little
different; such variability as exists can be attributed principally
to the different enthalpy of formation used by Rauk et al. for
the 1-propoxy radical.

For C-centered addition to ethanal, the same conclusions are
arrived at; namely, the barrier heights of 19.6 and 22.0 kJ mol ™!
(in good agreement with E, = 22.4 —27.0 kJ mol~")!%1% a]lied
to reaction enthalpies of —64.6 and —66.4 kJ mol~! (compared
with a literature value of —64.4 % 1.4 kJ mol ™! based on —13.0
+ 1.3 kJ mol™! for the ethoxy radical)® are considerably smaller
than for O-centered addition. The elimination of a hydrogen
atom from the ethoxy radical

TABLE 5: Enthalpy of Activation, AH°#, and of Reaction,
A:H, at 298.15 K for H-Atom Addition to RCHO Where R
= H, Methyl, Ethyl and n-Propyl

AH®#/KJ mol™! AH/KJ mol™!
R CBS-QB3 CBS-APNO CBS-QB3 CBS-APNO 1it.0!
H 4+ CHR=0 — RCH,0

H 11.0 13.7 —85.8 —88.3 —89.040.7
Me 19.6 22.0 —64.4 —66.4 —644+14
Et 18.0 20.2 —67.4 —67.8 —65.1+2.1
nPr 17.2 19.5 —67.4 —65.9 —67.6+ 1.9
H + O=CHR — HOCHR
H 38.0 39.6 —120.9 —125.5 —126.5+ 0.6
Me 38.5 38.9 —106.2 —109.1 —107.2 +£3.5
Et 38.3 36.8 —106.3 —109.2 —107.4+33
nPr 38.5 36.9 —108.0 —110.5 —109.1 £3.7
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CH,CH,0 — CH,CH=0 + H (19)

thus has barrier heights of 86.3 £ 4.2 kJ mol™! essentially
identical to those computed above for the other alkoxy radical
decompositions and in excellent agreement with the Rauk et
al.!'™ value of 85.1 kJ mol ™! and the activation energy of 84 kJ
mol~! due to Caralp et al.'”’ but not with the 101 kJ mol™! of
Hoyermann et al.' nor with the only experimental value of 98
kJ mol~! due to Batt.!”

Hence for the three alkyl-substituted carbonyl compounds the
results are independent of the nature of the alkyl group; to what
extent is this the case for methanal? For the reaction between
H-atom and formaldehyde,

O=CH, + H — CH,0 (20)

we calculate that the formation of the methoxy radical requires
surmounting an energy barrier, AH%#, of 11.0—13.7 (in good
agreement with AH* = 13.8 kJ mol~! of Rauk et al.!** and with
activation energies of 17.2,°° 18.7,'% and 22.0'% kJ mol "), and
hence for the reverse reaction a barrier of 99.4 4 5.2 kJ mol ™!
is computed on the basis of enthalpies of —85.8 and —88.8 kJ
mol ™! for reaction 20 as compared to a literature value of —89.0
+ 0.7 kJ mol™.

The increase in barrier height seen in going from C-centered
to O-centered addition parallels that found much earlier by Sosa
and Schlegel;''° they highlighted the fact that spin contamination
of the transition state affects the calculation of barrier heights
in these systems. The CBS multilevel methods used here do
include empirical corrections for open shell species which should
lessen the consequences of spin contamination.

Hippler et al.!'! computed barrier heights, AH°*(650 K),
ranging from 100.4 to 109.8 kJ mol~! for the dissociation of
the methoxy radical, that is, reaction —18, which is in reasonable
agreement with our results of 99.4 4= 5.2 kJ mol™.

Hippler and Viskolcz!% found that the barrier height was
consistently approximately 35 kJ mol~! higher for addition to
the oxygen atom relative to the carbon atom in the C=O bond.
They concluded that, at temperatures below 1000 K, addition
to the oxygen atom can be neglected.

Note that barrier heights for H-atom addition to the O-center
are effectively the same for methanal, ethanal, propanal, and
butanal and higher than those for C-centered addition for which
only the formaldehyde differs from the rest, Table 5. Rauk and
co-workers'%* reported similar differences for H and methyl
C-centered addition to formaldehyde and monosubstituted alkyl
aldehydes.

The transition state geometries for both C- and O-centered
addition show the close relationship between these reactions,
Table 6. As before, the forming H+++O and H+++C bonds are
shorter and the breaking O—C bonds are longer in the QCISD
case than in the DFT one.

Enol/Keto Isomerization. The isomerization of butenol to
butanal is slightly exothermic, —36.2 and —36.1 kJ mol ™", but
has barrier heights of 244.1—240.5 kJ mol ! at CBS-QB3 and
CBS-APNO, respectively; the propenol <> propanal numbers
are virtually identical and differ considerably from the 290 kJ
mol™! barrier calculated by Qin et al.''> Our values are not
dissimilar from the —40.6 and +229.3 kJ mol™' computed by
da Silva et al.*’ for the vinyl alcohol (ethenol) <> acetaldehyde
(ethanal) isomerization at CBS-APNO. Hence it appears that
replacing the trans-hydrogen atom by an ethyl group in ethenol
has very little effect as regards enol/keto isomerization. In
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addition, these values that we have obtained for exothermicities
and barriers are fairly typical of enol/keto species; exceptions
to this involve either conjugation of the double bond or steric
considerations''® or a quite unusual molecular architecture,*
none of which apply in this situation.

Since the formation enthalpy of syn-(E)-1-buten-1-ol is not
known''* we have calculated it via a pair of isodesmic, but not
isogeitonic, reactions:

CH,CH,CH=CH(OH) + CH,0H — CH,=CH(OH) +
(CH,)(OH)CHCH; (21)

CH,CH,CH=CH(OH) + CH,OH — CH,=CH(OH) +
CH,CH,CH,OH (22)

Computed reaction enthalpies of —26.1 and —25.9 kJ mol™!
for reaction 21 and —6.8 and —6.9 kJ mol™! for reaction 22
lead to a final AH{(298.15 K) = —171.8 & 1.6 kJ mol~! based
on methanol, propanol, and isopropanol formation enthalpies.®!
Hence the predicted enthalpy change for butenol/butanal
isomerization is —32.6 4= 2.1 kJ mol~! in good agreement with
our direct calculations of —36.1 kJ mol ™.

A similar approach was used to determine the formation
enthalpies for the other enols; for syn-propen-1-ol (E) using the
reaction partners ethanol, ethenol, and propanol first and then
second propene, ethenol, and but-1-ene yields a final enthalpy
of formation of —151.8 % 1.7 kJ mol™!, which is not in good
agreement with the —169 kJ mol™! determined mass spectro-
metrically by Turedek.!”® In the case of propen-2-ol using the
reaction partners ethanol, ethenol, and isopropanol and then
propene, ethenol and isobutene yields —169.9 £ 1.5 kJ mol ™},
which is in fair agreement with the —176 £ 10 kJ mol™! of
Ture¢ek and Havlas.''®

All of the above results are anchored on the most reliable
value for ethenol, which was obtained recently by da Silva et
al. of —125.5 4= 2.0 kJ mol~! from multiple determinations (at
CBS-Q, CBS-APNO, and G3 levels) of the reaction enthalpies
of three isodesmic reactions*’ and nicely spans the experimental
measurements of Tureéek and Havlas''® (—128), of Holmes and
Lossing'!” (=125 4 8) and of Holmes et al. (—111 & 8 kJ
mol™H).!"® A complete listing of the formation enthalpies of
reference species employed can be found in Table 4.

Elimination Reactions. The barrier heights for the elimina-
tion of either hydrogen or water from n-butanol are expected
to be quite large:

CH,CH,CH,CH,OH — CH,CH,CH,CH=0 + H,
(23)

CH,CH,CH,CH,0H — CH,CH,CH=CH, + H,0
(24)

Computations show that this is indeed the case; for reaction 23
a barrier of 358.5 4 2.5 kJ mol™! is found while for reaction
24 the comparable value is 282.0 & 4.5 kJ mol ™.

In reality, the presence of a large number of rotamers for
n-butanol makes precise calculation of these barriers quite
complex; the subject is treated in more detail in Moc et al.*?
including all 14 energetically distinct conformers that lie within
9 kJ mol ™! of the lowest energy isomer TGt (labeling the CCCC,
CCCO, CCOH dihedrals in sequence as trans T or gauche G).
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TABLE 6: Geometry of Transition States for H-Addition to RCHO

Simmie and Curran

H + O=CHR — HOCHR

r(H++-0) r(0O—C) ZHOC/deg iv/em™!
CBS-QB3 CBS-APNO CBS-QB3 CBS-APNO CBS-QB3 CBS-APNO CBS-QB3 CBS-APNO
H 1.574 1.479 1.227 1.243 122.0 119.2 1182 1740
Me 1.543 1.467 1.233 1.245 119.7 115.9 1210 1848
Et 1.554 1.471 1.232 1.244 116.7 115.0 1193 1840
nPr 1.554 1.471 1.232 1.244 116.8 115.0 1193 1843
H + CHR=0 — RCH,0
AH-+C) HO— C) ZHCO/deg iv/cm™!
CBS-QB3 CBS-APNO CBS-QB3 CBS-APNO CBS-QB3 CBS-APNO CBS-QB3 CBS-APNO
H 1.952 1.784 1.212 1.227 104.6 102.7 633 977
Me 1.845 1.738 1.220 1.231 99.6 98.8 813 1136
Et 1.860 1.749 1.220 1.231 100.0 99.3 785 1123
nPr 1.861 1.749 1.220 1.231 100.2 99.5 780 1124
TABLE 7: Enthalpy of Activation, AH°*, for H Elimination Reactions
AH¥/K] mol™! product reactant product AH#KkJ mol™!
HCHOH — HCHO 162.0 £ 6.2
1542 £2.7 HCH=CHOH < CH;CHOH — CH;CHO 146.4 £33
147.6 £2.7 CH;CH=CHOH ~— C,HsCHOH — C,HsCHO 1453+ 14
150.6 + 3.7 C,HsCH=CHOH ~— C;H;CHOH — C;H,CHO 147.0£ 1.0

Both reactions are endothermic with reaction enthalpies of
69.3 & 4.4 kJ mol ! for (23) and 39.1 & 0.6 kJ mol~! for (24).
As previously noted, the Buckley and Cox value for butanal
predicts a reaction enthalpy for reaction 23 of 70.3 kJ mol™!,
which is in excellent agreement with our computed mean value
whereas the Wiberg et al. formation enthalpy leads to A.H(23)
of 62.9 kJ mol ™.

Aldehydes versus Enols. On the basis of the results obtained
above, we now consider the relative rates of formation of
aldehydes and isomeric enols first from the 1-hydroxyethyl
radical:

. —1d A —1D .
H+CH,=CH(OH) — CH,CHOH — CH,CH=0 + H

the corresponding barriers are 144.7—148.0 for reaction —17
(Bhaskharan et al.'"® quote E, = 91.5 kJ mol™!) and 155.5 kJ
mol~! for reaction —14. A summary of the barrier heights for
the 1-hydroxyalkyl radicals is given in Table 7, where possible
the barrier for the reverse reaction, A/, is derived from the
mean of (A¢H* — AH) and the quoted error is twice the standard
deviation. In those cases where the CBS-QB3 method did not
yield a transition state, then the average enthalpy of reaction is
used in conjunction with the CBS-APNO transition state;
although perhaps not entirely satisfactory, this procedure does
allow an uncertainty to be computed.

Clearly reaction —14 competes with reaction —17; its
omission from current models of ethanol combustion is therefore
unfortunate. As a result of this latter calculation, the 40:60 ratio
of ethenol:ethanal found by Yang and co-workers’ in isobutanol
flames can be easily explained since (-scission of the parent
leads directly to a 1-hydroxyethyl radical:

CH,CH,CH(OH)CH, — CH,CH, + CH(OH)CH,

which in turn eliminates a hydrogen atom to form the enol and
aldehyde.

These rate constants can be estimated by using the cor-
respondences established here, as regards barrier heights,

AH'{H + CH,=CH(CH,)} = AH'{H + CH,=CH(OH)}

to also apply to rate constants. The rate constants of the
reverse reactions, k,, are then obtained from the equilibrium
constant, K, and the forward rate constant, k; taken from a
review article by Curran.”® The equilibrium constants are
computed from the usual thermodynamic parameters, which
can be estimated from group additivity considerations or
indeed from first principles.

Hence, for aldehyde production k—;; = 2.92 x 10704
exp(—17600/T) and for enol formation k_;; = 5.57 X
10M793% exp(—19190/T) s~'. The results are shown in Figure
1; at 1000 K this method of estimation predicts an aldehyde
to isomeric enol ratio of 3.2, which is in good agreement
with an evaluation calculated directly from the ratio of
rotational and vibrational partition functions and the differ-
ence in barrier heights.

For normal alcohols with more than two carbon atoms
p-scission of the parent a-radical leads to a rather surprising
result. For example in the case of the I-hydroxypropyl
radical:

CH,CH,CHOH — CH, + CH,=CHOH  (25)

a rate constant, ks, of 5.01 x 10'°7"% exp(—15325/T) s~
can be estimated, on the basis of the work of Curran,”® on
the assumption that reaction 7 CH; + CH,=CHCHj; behaves
similarly to reaction 8 CH3 + CH,=CHOH and hence that
the rate constants are transferable.
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The H-atom elimination channels
CH3CH2CHOH — CH,;CH,CH=0 + H (26)
CH3CH2CHOH — CH,CH=CHOH + H 227

can be similarly estimated to have rate constants of k), = 7.03
x 10°T% exp(—16400/T) s~! and ky; = 5.46 x 10'17%3%3exp-
(—17930/T) s~!. Over the temperature range 800—2000 K,
therefore, the formation of enols dominates over that of the
aldehyde, Figure 2, by factors of about 100. Li and co-workers'?
have identified all these three products in lean n-propanol flames
in addition to considerable quantities of acetaldehyde, which
they consider to arise from the isomerization of ethenol. They
report ethanal:ethenol:propanal:propenol(s) ratios of 40:5:125:
1, albeit at different positions within the flame, and argue that
ethanal or acetaldehyde can only be formed effectively from
the isomerization of ethenol. We have shown that the formation
of propanal is only slightly more favored than that of propenol
thus it is probable that such ratios imply that the isomerization
of propenol is also of importance.

For the f3-scission of 1-hydroxybutyl which eliminates an
ethyl radical,

CH,CH,CH,CHOH — CH,CH, + CH,=CH(OH)
(28)

we compute an enthalpy of activation of 122.3 4= 2.4 kJ mol L.
This is very similar to the reverse of reactions 6—10, that is,
elimination of methyl radical through S-scission, Table 8. As
before, we can estimate a rate constant of kg = 1.52 x 102700
exp(—14660/T) s~

For H-atom elimination from the o-radical there are two
competing processes; the first leads to the formation of butanal
while the second parallel reaction yields butenol:

. 2 . [€))
H+CH,CH,CH=CH(OH) ~— CH,CH,CH,CHOH —
CH,CH,CH,CH=0 + H

for which we predict barriers of (1) 147.0 4 1.0 kJ mol~! and
(2) 150.6 & 3.6 kJ mol™!, Table 7. Estimation leads to k; =
3.07 x 10™T79% exp(—17460/T) and k, = 4.07 x 10''7040
exp(—17830/T) s™!. An estimation of the relative reaction rates
can also be obtained from the ratio of rotational and vibrational
partition functions for the two transition states and the difference
in barrier heights which indicate that k/k, =~ 3.1 at 1000 K.
Note that Archibald et al. in their recent paper on the
atmospheric transformation of enols* assumed an acetaldehyde
to ethenol ratio of 2:1 from tailpipe-out emissions.

TABLE 8: Enthalpy of Activation, AH°*, for Methyl
Elimination Reactions

AH®¥/KJ mol™!
reaction CBS-QB3 CBS-APNO
CH;CH,CH, — CH; + CH,=CH, 122.8 127.0
CH;CH,CHCH; — CH3 + CH,=CH(CH;) ~ 122.7 126.3
CH;CH,CH(OH) — CH; + CH,=CH(OH) ~ 123.8 127.1
(CH3),CHCH, — CH; + CH(CH3)=CH, 125.8 126.7

CH;CH(OH)CH, — CH; + CH(OH)=CH, 1228 121.6
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For the f5-radical, H-elimination only yields butenol:
CH3CH2CHCH20H — CH,;CH,CH=CHOH + H

with AH®* of 135.2 and 137.4, respectively, or 136.3 £ 2.2 kJ
mol L.

The direct production of either butanal or butenol from
n-butanol is unlikely to be of significance; although a reaction
sequence such as

(i)+OH(i)—H

—H,0
CH,CH,CH,CH,0H —— CH,CH,CH=CH,

CH,CH,CH=CHOH

is possible, it is scarcely credible. A similar conclusion has been
recently reached by Wang et al.'” from experiments of low-
pressure cold plasma discharges in C2—C4 alcohols. It has been
considered that the direct interconversion of butenol to butanal
with a barrier of ca. 242 kJ mol™! is unlikely to feature in
reactions in flames or shock waves. However, very recently,
Zhou et al.'” have shown that the dominant unimolecular fate
of propen-2-ol (they considered 12 possible decomposition
channels) is to isomerize to acetone, which then produces acetyl
and methyl radicals:

H,C=C(CH,)OH — CH,C(O)CH, — CH,CO + CH,

If this is true of enols in general, then the only kinetic distinction
between an enol and its isomeric aldehyde (or ketone) will arise
from different rates of destruction. These are not known at this
time and represent a considerable experimental and computa-
tional challenge. What is known is that the O—H bond strength
in ethenol is weaker by about 16 kJ mol™! than the aldehydic
C—H bond in ethanal and is considerably weaker than the C—H
bonds in ethenol.*’

Conclusions

Activation enthalpies for methyl addition to the CH, group
of CH,=CHX where X = H, OH, and CHj3 average 26.3 + 1.0
kJ mol~! and are not influenced by the nature of X; addition to
the CHX end is energetically costlier and does show the
influence of group X = OH and CHj;. Replacing the attacking
methyl radical by ethyl makes very little difference to addition
at CH, and follows the same trend of a higher barrier for addition
to the CH(OH) end.

In the case of H-addition it is more problematic to draw
general conclusions since the DFT-based methodology, CBS-
QB3, struggles to locate transition states for reactions 13 and
14. However, the increase in barrier heights in reaction at the
CHX end in comparison to addition at the methylene end is
evident.

For hydrogen atom reaction with the carbonyl group in the
compounds methanal, ethanal, propanal, and butanal we see that
for addition at the O-center the barrier heights of ~38 kJ mol ™!
are not influenced by the nature of the alkyl group whereas
addition at the C-center is different on going from H — alkyl
but seems to be invariant at ~20 kJ mol~! once alkylated. The
reverse reactions, H-elimination from RCH,O, thus have barriers
of ~86 kJ mol™! for R = methyl through n-propyl but a higher
barrier of 99 kJ mol™! for R = H.
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Hence we conclude that enols should be almost as abundant
as their isomeric counterparts, aldehydes, during the combustion
of alcohols; this conclusion is predicated on the not unreasonable
expectation that the rates of destruction of an enol and its
corresponding aldehyde are comparable.

Computed reaction enthalpies are in excellent agreement with
experimental values in all those cases where comparisons can
be made, Figure 4. Finally, as regards enthalpies of formation
we recommend the Buckley and Cox value for butanal of
AH(298.15 K) = —204.4 &+ 1.4 kJ mol!, we have reduced
the uncertainty surrounding the 2-hydroxypropyl radical to
AcH(298.15 K) = —61.3 4= 2.2 kJ mol™!, and we propose for
1-buten-1-ol, 1-propen-1-ol and propen-2-ol AH(298.15 K) =
—171.8 £ 1.6, —151.8 £ 1.7, and —169.9 &+ 1.5 kJ mol™},
respectively.

Acknowledgment. Funding from an EU Marie Curie Transfer
of Knowledge grant (MKTD-CT-2004-517248) is acknowl-
edged. Computational resources were provided by the Irish
Centre for High-End Computing, ICHEC.

Supporting Information Available: Chemical structures and
energy values. This information is available free of charge via
the Internet at http://pubs.acs.org.

References and Notes

(1) Simmie, J. M. Prog. Energy Combust. Sci. 2003, 29, 599.

(2) Ritter, S. K. Chem. Eng. News 2008, 17 November, 57.

(3) Atsumi, S.; Hanai, T.; Liao, J. C. Nature 2008, 451, 86.

(4) Qureshi, N.; Saha, B. C.; Hector, R. E.; Hughes, S. R.; Cotta,
M. A. Biomass Bioenergy 2008, 32, 168.

(5) Qureshi, N.; Li, X. L.; Hughes, S.; Saha, B. C.; Cotta, M. A.
Biotechnol. Prog. 2006, 22, 673.

(6) McEnally, C. S.; Pfefferle, L. D. Proc. Combust. Inst. 2005, 30,
1363.

(7) Yang, B.; Osswald, P.; Li, Y. Y.; Wang, J.; Wei, L. X.; Tian,
Z. Y.; Qi, F.; Kohse-Hoinghaus, K. Combust. Flame 2007, 148, 198.

(8) Zhukov, V.; Simmie, J. M.; Curran, H. J.; Black, G.; Pichon, S.
21st International Colloquium on the Dynamics of Explosions and Reactive
Systems, Poitiers, France, July 23—27, 2007.

(9) Black, G.; Simmie, J. M.; Curran, H. J. 32nd International
Symposium on Combustion, Montreal, Canada, August 3—8, 2008. Work-
in-progress Poster W5P67.

(10) Moss, J. T.; Berkowitz, A. M.; Oehlschlaeger, M. A.; Biet, J.;
Warth, V.; Glaude, P.-A.; Battin-Leclerc, F. J. Phys. Chem. A 2008, 112,
10843.

(11) Dagaut, P.; Sarathy, S. M.; Thomson, M. J. Proc. Combust. Inst.
2009, 32, 229.

(12) Sarathy, S. M.; Thomson, M. J.; Togbé, C.; Dagaut, P.; Halter,
F.; Mounaim-Rousselle, C. Combust. Flame 2009, 156, 852.

(13) Li, Y.; Wei, L.; Tian, Z.; Yang, B.; Wang, J.; Zhang, T.; Qi, F.
Combust. Flame 2008, 152, 336.

(14) Tian, Z.; Li, Y.; Zhang, T.; Zhu, A.; Qi, F. J. Phys. Chem. A
2008, 712, 13549.

(15) Taatjes, C. A.; Hansen, N.; Mcllroy, A.; Miller, J. A.; Senosiain,
J. P.; Klippenstein, S. J.; Qi, F.; Sheng, L.; Zhang, Yunwu; Cool, T. A.;
Wang, J.; Westmoreland, P. R.; Law, M. E.; Kasper, T.; Kohse-Hoeinghaus,
K. Science 2005, 308, 1887.

(16) Turner, B. E.; Apponi, A. J. Astrophys. J. 2001, 561, L.207.

(17) Wang, J.; Li, Y.; Zhang, T.; Tian, Z.; Yang, B.; Zhang, K.; Qi,
F.; Zhu, A.; Cui, Z.; Ng, C.-Y. Astrophys. J. 2008, 676, 416.

(18) Cool, T. A.; Mcllroy, A.; Qi, F.; Westmoreland, P. R.; Poisson,
L.; Peterka, D. S.; Ahmed, M. Rewv. Sci. Instrum. 2005, 76, 094102/1.

(19) Qi, F.; Mcllroy, A. Combust. Sci. Technol. 2005, 177, 2021.

(20) Taatjes, C. A.; Hansen, N.; Miller, J. A.; Cool, T. A.; Wang, J.;
Westmoreland, P. R.; Law, M. E.; Kasper, T.; Kohse-Hoeinghaus, K. J.
Phys. Chem. A 2006, 110, 3254.

(21) Yao, C.; Li, J.; Li, Q.; Huang, C.; Wei, L.; Wang, J.; Tian, Z.; Li,
Y.; Qi, F. Chemosphere 2007, 67, 2065.

(22) Meloni, G.; Selby, T. M.; Osborn, D. L.; Taatjes, C. A. J. Phys.
Chem. A 2008, 112, 13444,

(23) Osborn, D. L.; Zou, P.; Johnsen, H.; Hayden, C. C.; Taatjes, C. A.;
Knyazev, V. D.; North, S. W.; Peterka, D. S.; Ahmed, M.; Leone, S. R.
Rev. Sci. Instrum. 2008, 79, 104103/1.

Simmie and Curran

(24) Hansen, N.; Cool, T. A.; Westmoreland, P. R.; Kohse-Hoinghaus,
K. Prog. Energy Combust. Sci. 2009, 35, 168.

(25) Saito, S. Chem. Phys. Lett. 1976, 42, 399.

(26) Zhou, C. W.; Li, Z. R.; Li, X. Y. J. Phys. Chem. A 2009, 113,
2372.

(27) Chenoweth, K.; van Duin, A. C. T.; Goddard, W. A., IIL. J. Phys.
Chem. A 2008, 112, 1040.

(28) Basiuk, V. A.; Kobayashi, K. Int. J. Quantum Chem. 2004, 97,
713.

(29) Archibald, A. T.; McGillen, M. R.; Taatjes, C. A.; Percival, C. J.;
Shallcross, D. E. Geophys. Res. Lett. 2007, 34, 1.21801/1.

(30) Chenoweth, D. M.; Chenoweth, K.; Goddard, W. A., IIL. J. Org.
Chem. 2008, 73, 6853.

(31) Private communication from Prof. F. Qi, October 2008.

(32) Moc, J.; Black, G.; Simmie, J. M.; Curran, H. J. International
Conference on Computational Methods Science and Engineering, 25—30
Sep 2008, Hersonissos, Crete.

(33) Yujing, M.; Mellouki, A. Chem. Phys. Lett. 2001, 333, 63.

(34) Cavalli, F.; Geiger, H.; Barnes, 1.; Becker, K. H. Environ. Sci.
Technol. 2002, 36, 1263.

(35) Galano, A.; Alvarez-Idaboy, J. R.; Bravo-Pérez, G.; Ruiz-Santoyo,
M. E. Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys. 2002, 4, 4648.

(36) Cvetanovié, R. J.; Irwin, R. S. J. Chem. Phys. 1967, 46, 1694.

(37) Tedder, J. M.; Walton, J. C. Tetrahedron 1980, 36, 701.

(38) Fischer, H.; Radom, L. Angew, Chem. Int. Ed. 2001, 40, 1340.

(39) (a) Evans, M. G. Discuss. Faraday Soc. 1947, 2, 271-279. (b)
Evans, M. G.; Gergely, J.; Seaman, E. C. J. Polym. Sci. 1948, 3, 866—879.
(c) Semenov, N. N. Some Problems in Chemical Kinetics and Reactivity;
Princeton Press: Princeton, NJ, 1958; p 29.

(40) Montgomery, J. A., Jr.; Frisch, M. J.; Ochterski, J. W.; Petersson,
G. A. J. Chem. Phys. 2000, 112, 6532.

(41) Ochterski, J. W.; Petersson, G. A.; Montgomery, J. A., Jr. J. Chem.
Phys. 1996, 104, 2598.

(42) Frisch, M. J.; Trucks, G. W.; Schlegel, H. B.; Scuseria, G. E.;
Robb, M. A.; Cheeseman, J. R.; Montgomery, Jr., J. A.; Vreven, T.; Kudin,
K. N.; Burant, J. C.; Millam, J. M.; Iyengar, S. S.; Tomasi, J.; Barone, V.;
Mennucci, B.; Cossi, M.; Scalmani, G.; Rega, N.; Petersson, G. A
Nakatsuji, H.; Hada, M.; Ehara, M.; Toyota, K.; Fukuda, R.; Hasegawa, J.;
Ishida, M.; Nakajima, T.; Honda, Y.; Kitao, O.; Nakai, H.; Klene, M.; Li,
X.; Knox, J. E.; Hratchian, H. P.; Cross, J. B.; Bakken, V.; Adamo, C.;
Jaramillo, J.; Gomperts, R.; Stratmann, R. E.; Yazyev, O.; Austin, A. J.;
Cammi, R.; Pomelli, C.; Ochterski, J. W.; Ayala, P. Y.; Morokuma, K.;
Voth, G. A.; Salvador, P.; Dannenberg, J. J.; Zakrzewski, V. G.; Dapprich,
S.; Daniels, A. D.; Strain, M. C.; Farkas, O.; Malick, D. K.; Rabuck, A. D.;
Raghavachari, K.; Foresman, J. B.; Ortiz, J. V.; Cui, Q.; Baboul, A. G.;
Clifford, S.; Cioslowski, J.; Stefanov, B. B.; Liu, G.; Liashenko, A.; Piskorz,
P.; Komaromi, I.; Martin, R. L.; Fox, D. J.; Keith, T.; Al-Laham, M. A.;
Peng, C. Y.; Nanayakkara, A.; Challacombe, M.; Gill, P. M. W.; Johnson,
B.; Chen, W.; Wong, M. W.; Gonzalez, C.; Pople, J. A. Gaussian 03,
revision E.01; Gaussian, Inc.: Wallingford, CT, 2004.

(43) Fabian, W. M. F. Monatsch. Chem. 2008, 139, 309.

(44) Zhao, Y.; Truhlar, D. G. Acc. Chem. Res. 2008, 41, 157.

(45) Simmie, J. M.; Black, G.; Curran, H. J.; Hinde, J. P. J. Phys.
Chem. A 2008, 112, 5010.

(46) Rodler, M. J. Mol. Spectrosc. 1985, 114, 23.

(47) da Silva, G.; Kim, C. H.; Bozzelli, J. W. J. Phys. Chem. A 2006,
110, 7925.

(48) Gomez-Balderas, R.; Coote, M. L.; Henry, D. J.; Radom, L. J.
Phys. Chem. A 2004, 108, 2874.

(49) Saeys, M.; Reyniers, M. F. O.; Marin, G. B.; Van Speybroeck,
V.; Waroquier, M. J. Phys. Chem. A 2003, 107, 9147.

(50) Henry, D. J.; Coote, M. L.; Gémez-Balderas, R.; Radom, L. J. Am.
Chem. Soc. 2004, 126, 1732.

(51) Hogg, A. M.; Kebarle, P. J. Am. Chem. Soc. 1964, 86, 4558.

(52) Holt, P. M.; Kerr, J. A. Int. J. Chem. Kinet. 1977, 9 (2), 185.

(53) Miyoshi, M.; Brinton, R. K. J. Chem. Phys. 1962, 36, 3019.

(54) Cvetanovié, R. J.; Irwin, R. S. J. Chem. Phys. 1967, 46, 1694.

(55) Tedder, J. M.; Walton, J. C.; Winton, K. D. R. J. Chem. Soc.,
Faraday Trans. 1 1972, 68, 1866.

(56) Knyazev, V. D.; Dubinsky, I. A.; Slagle, I. R.; Gutman, D. J.
Phys. Chem. 1994, 98, 11099.

(57) Baldwin, R. R.; Keen, A.; Walker, R. W. J. Chem. Soc., Faraday
Trans. 2 1987, 83, 759.

(58) Baulch, D. L.; Bowman, C. T.; Cobos, C. J.; Cox, R. A.; Just, T.;
Kerr, J. A.; Pilling, M. J.; Stocker, D.; Troe, J.; Tsang, W.; Walker, R. W.;
Warnatz, J. Evaluated kinetic data for combustion modeling: Supplement
II. J. Phys. Chem. Ref. Data 2005, 34, 757.

(59) Tsang, W. J. Phys. Chem. Ref. Data 1991, 20, 221-273.

(60) Sabbe, M. K.; Vandeputte, A. G.; Reyniers, M. F. O.; Van
Speybroeck, V.; Waroquier, M.; Marin, G. B. J. Phys. Chem. A 2007, 111,
8416.



Energy Barriers for Enol Additions

(61) Burcat, A.; Ruscic, B. Ideal Gas Thermochemical Database with
updates from Active Thermochemical Tables, 14 July 2008; ftp://ttp.
technion.ac.il/pub/supported/aetdd/thermodynamics.

(62) Sun, H.; Bozzelli, J. W. J. Phys. Chem. A 2002, 106, 3947.

(63) El-Nahas, A. M.; Bozzelli, J. W.; Simmie, J. M.; Navarro, M. V_;
Black, G.; Curran, H. J. J. Phys. Chem. A 2006, 110, 13618.

(64) Pedley, J. B.; Naylor, R. D.; Kirby, S. P. Thermochemical Data
of Organic Compounds, 2nd ed.; Chapman Hall: London, 1986.

(65) Hirunsit, P.; Balbuena, P. B. J. Phys. Chem. A 2008, 112, 4483.

(66) Kerr, J. A.; Trotman-Dickenson, A. F. J. Chem. Soc. 1960, p.
1611.

(67) Kerr, J. A.; Parsonage, M. J. Evaluated Kinetic Data on Gas Phase
Addition Reactions. Reactions of Atoms and Radicals with Alkenes, Alkynes
and Aromatic Compounds; Butterworths: London, 1972.

(68) Morganroth, W. E.; Calvert, J. G. J. Am. Chem. Soc. 1966, 88,
5387.

(69) Miller, J. A.; Klippenstein, S. J. Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys. 2004,
6, 1192.

(70) Allen, P. E. M.; Melville, H. W.; Robb, F. R. S.; Robb, J. C.
Proc. R. Soc., London A 1953, 218, 311.

(71) Jennings, K. R.; Cvetanovi¢, R. J. J. Chem. Phys. 1961, 35, 1233.

(72) Strunin, V. P.; Dodonov, A. F.; Lavrovskaya, G. K.; Tal’roze,
V. L. Kinet. Catal. 1966, 7, 693.

(73) Braun, W.; Lenzi, M. Discuss. Faraday Soc. 1967, p. 252.

(74) Eyre, J. A.; Hikida, T.; Dorfman, L. M. J. Chem. Phys. 1970, 53,
1281.

(75) Kurylo, M. J.; Peterson, N. C.; Braun, W. J. Chem. Phys. 1970,
53, 2776.

(76) Hikida, T.; Eyre, J. A.; Dorfman, L. M. J. Chem. Phys. 1971, 54,
3422.

(77) Penzhorn, R. D.; Darwent, B. de B. J. Chem. Phys. 1971, 55,
1508.

(78) Michael, J. V.; Osborne, D. T.; Suess, G. N. J. Chem. Phys. 1973,
58, 2800.

(79) Mihelcic, D.; Schubert, V.; Hoefler, F.; Potzinger, P. Ber. Bunsen-
Ges. Phys. Chem. 1975, 79, 1230.

(80) Gordon, E. B.; Ivanov, B. I.; Perminov, A. P.; Balalaev, V. E.
Chem. Phys. 1978, 35, 79.

(81) Ishikawa, Y.; Yamabe, M.; Noda, A.; Sato, S. Bull. Chem. Soc.
Jpn. 1978, 52, 2488.

(82) Lee, J. H.; Michael, J. V.; Payne, W. A,; Stief, L. J. J. Chem.
Phys. 1978, 68, 1817.

(83) Oka, K.; Cvetanovié, R. J. Can. J. Chem. 1979, 57, 7717.

(84) Ellul, R.; Potzinger, P.; Reimann, B.; in part Camilleri, P. Ber.
Bunsen-Ges. Phys. Chem. 1981, 85, 407.

(85) Sugawara, K.; Okazaki, K.; Sato, S. Bull. Chem. Soc. Jpn. 1981,
54, 2872.

(86) Sugawara, K.; Okazaki, K.; Sato, S. Chem. Phys. Lett. 1981, 78,
259.

(87) Sugawara, K.; Okazaki, K.; Sato, S. Bull. Chem. Soc. Jpn. 1981,
54, 358.

(88) Munk, J.; Pagsberg, P.; Ratajczak, E.; Sillesen, A. J. Phys. Chem.
1986, 90, 2752.

(89) Lightfoot, P. D.; Pilling, M. J. J. Phys. Chem. 1987, 91, 3373.

(90) Curran, H. J. Int. J. Chem. Kinet. 2006, 38, 250.

(91) Baulch, D. L.; Cobos, C. J.; Cox, R. A.; Frank, P.; Hayman, G.;
Just, Th.; Kerr, J. A.; Murrells, T.; Pilling, M. J.; Troe, J.; Walker, R. W_;
Warnatz, J. J. Phys. Chem. Ref. Data 1994, 23, 847.

J. Phys. Chem. A, Vol. 113, No. 27, 2009 7845

(92) Wagner, H. Gg.; Zellner, R. Ber. Bunsen-Ges. Phys. Chem. 1972,
76, 447.

(93) Kurylo, M. J.; Peterson, N. C.; Braun, W. J. Chem. Phys. 1971,
54, 4662.

(94) Seakins, P. W.; Robertson, S. H.; Pilling, M. J.; Slagle, I. R.;
Gmurczyk, G. W.; Bencsura, A.; Gutman, D.; Tsang, W. J. Phys. Chem.
1993, 97, 4450.

(95) Tsang, W. Ind. Eng. Chem. 1992, 31, 3.

(96) Manion, J. A.; Huie, R. E.; Levin, R. D.; Burgess, D. R., Jr.; Orkin,
V. L.; Tsang, W.; McGivern, W. S.; Hudgens, J. W.; Knyazev, V. D.;
Atkinson, D. B.; Chai, E.; Tereza, A. M.; Lin, C.-Y.; Allison, T. C.; Mallard,
W. G.; Westley, F.; Herron, J. T.; Hampson, R. F.; Frizzell, D. H. NIST
Chemical Kinetics Database, NIST Standard Reference Database 17,
Version 7.0 (Web Version), Release 1.4.2, Data version 2008.12; National
Institute of Standards and Technology: Gaithersburg, MD, http://kinetics.nist.
gov/.

(97) Wiberg, K. B.; Crocker, L. S.; Morgan, K. M. J. Am. Chem. Soc.
1991, 113, 3447.

(98) Buckley, E.; Cox, J. D. Trans. Faraday Soc. 1967, 63, 895.

(99) Sun, H.; Bozzelli, J. W. J. Phys.Chem. A 2004, 108, 1694.

(100) Tsuboi, T.; Katoh, M.; Kikuchi, S.; Hashimoto, K. Jpn. J. Appl.
Phys. 1981, 20, 985.

(101) da Silva, G.; Bozzelli, J. W.; Sebbar, N.; Bockhorn, H. Chem-
PhysChem 2006, 7, 1119.

(102) Hack, W.; Hoyermann, K.; Kersten, C.; Olzmann, M.; Viskolcz,
B. Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys. 2001, 3, 2365.

(103) Somnitz, H. Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys. 2007, 10, 965.

(104) Rauk, A.; Boyd, R. J.; Boyd, S. L.; Henry, D. J.; Radom, L. Can.
J. Chem. 2003, 81, 431.

(105) Mayer, P. M.; Parkinson, P. J.; Smith, D. M.; Radom, L. J. Chem.
Phys. 1998, 108, 604—615, 9598.

(106) Hippler, H.; Viskolcz, B. Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys. 2002, 4, 4663.

(107) Caralp, F.; Devolder, P.; Fittschen, C.; Gomez, N.; Hippler, H.;
Mreau, R.; Rayez, M. T.; Striebel, F.; Viskolcz, B. Phys. Chem. Chem.
Phys. 1999, 1, 2935.

(108) Hoyermann, K.; Olzmann, M.; Seeba, J.; Viskolcz, B. J. Phys.
Chem. A 1999, 103, 5692.

(109) Batt, L. Int. J. Chem. Kinet. 1979, 11, 977.

(110) Sosa, C.; Schlegel, H. B. Int. J. Quantum Chem. 1986, 29, 1001.

(111) Hippler, H.; Striebel, F.; Viskolcz, B. Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys.
2001, 3, 2450.

(112) Qin, S.; Hu, W.; Li, L.; Xie, J. Sichuan Shifan Daxue Xuebao
1998, 21, 80.

(113) Rappoport, Z. The Chemistry of Enols; Wiley: New York, 1990.

(114) Afeefy, H. Y.; Liebman, J. F.; Stein, S. E. Neutral Thermochemical
Data. In NIST Chemistry WebBook, NIST Standard Reference Database
Number 69; Linstrom, P. J., Mallard, W. G., Eds.; National Institute of
Standards and Technology: Gaithersburg, MD, June 2005; http:/
webbook.nist.gov (retrieved October 31, 2008).

(115) Turecek, F. J. Chem. Soc., Chem. Commun. 1984, 1374.

(116) Turecek, F.; Havlas, Z. J. Org. Chem. 1986, 51, 4066.

(117) Holmes, J. L.; Lossing, F. P. J. Am. Chem. Soc. 1982, 104, 2648.

(118) Holmes, J. L.; Terlouw, J. K.; Lossing, F. P. J. Phys. Chem. 1976,
80, 2860.

(119) Bhaskaran, K. A.; Ravikumar, R.; Karuppannan, K. M.; Natarajan,
K. Collog. Int. Berthelot-Vieille-Mallard-Le Chatelier 1981, 1, 278.

(120) Zhou, C.-W.; Li, Z.-R.; Liu, C.-X_; Li, X.-Y. J. Chem. Phys. 2008,
129, 234301.

JP903244R



