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Ae Oe C. S. COMMITTEE ON SOAD WRAPDPER PADPER

BALLOT was sent to mem-
bers of this committee late in
August to ascertain their
opinion concerning methods of test-
ing or evaluating soap wrappers, on
which this committee has done col-
laborative work in previous years.
Replies were received from eight
of the twelve members of the com-
mittee.

Summary of Replies to Ballot:

1. Do the collaborative results
to date justify, in your opinion, the
recommendation by this committee
of any tentative method for evalu-
ating soap wrap paper ?

Yes—4; No—3; Not voting—1

2. Are you in favor of doing
more collaborative work before sub-
mitting any tentative methods to the
American Oil Chemists’ Society?

Yes—3; No—4; Not Voting—1

3. Which method or methods do
you favor to be used in evaluating
soap wrap papers?

(a) Alkali spot test only....... 0
(b) Extraction test only....... 1
(¢) Soap contact test only..... 2

(a-+b) Spot & extraction tests.. O
(a-Fc) Spot & soap contact tests 1
{b-+c) Extraction & soap contact
tests ...
{a-+b+c) Spot & extraction &
contact tests ............... 1
4. Additional comments and rec-
ommendations :

W. H. Burkhart:

“Although much work remains to
be carried out on this problem the
results obtained in my opinion jus-
tify the issuance of the methods
tested, as tentative standards. Such
publication should promote wider
discussion and experimentation.”

T. Linsey Crossley:

“After the members of a com-
mittee have done work on a com-
mittee project, they tend to a sort of
short-sightedness to flaws in their
processes. Hence having laid out
a method and put it through its
paces, it seems advisable to turn it
loose among the members at large,
and the best way of doing that is
to propose it as a tentative standard,
subject to revision after a year or
s0.”

“My personal feeling is that the
spot test should not be recognized.”

“With reference to the notes
made by two members of the com-
mittee as to difficulty in yellow and
red elements in the extraction
method, I did a lot of work trying
to make a scheme that would match
each case, but found that it would
require a separate combination of
tints for every type of paper and
sometimes for two lots of the same
type. Hence I came to the con-
clusion that it was not practical and
further that intensity was far more
readily noted than exact tint match.
In the case of the Nesslerizing of
water there is often this tint diffi-
culty, but only in the cases where
the figure is very low, and a similar
thing happens with very small
amounts of chlorides and silver
chromates.”

Frank Libby:

“There is a very good article re-
lating to this subject under the title
of ‘The Discoloration of Soap-
Wrap Paper’ by W. R. Keating.
This was published Sept. 2, 1937, in
Volume CV No. 10, of the Paper
Trade Journal. The paper was
originally presented at the Febru-
ary meeting of T, AL P. P. L. in
New York.”

A. S. Richardson:

“I think that A.O.C.S should
hesitate to give formal approval to
performance tests as distinguished
from methods of analysis and of
determining physical and chemical
constants. The word ‘evaluating’
as used. above compels me to vote
“no” on question (1) and refrain
from voting on question (2). I do
not mean to question the value of
the work of our committee, results
of which can be published in O1 &
SoAP to be used at discretion of the
reader. I prefer ‘extraction’ test
(b), which I think that we can
sponsor properly as a chemical test
without calling it a method of eval-
uation.”

H. L. Roschen:

“All three methods appear to
rate the several papers in much the
same order, the soap contact method

giving best results. I am almost in-
clined to vote for submission of the
contact tests as tentative methods;
however, I object to the method of
grading the results as ‘slight/
‘marked, etc. If we submit a
method permitting such designa-
tions, it is apt to give rise to differ-
ence of opinion on the part of buyer
and seller due solely to differences
in idea of what may constitute
‘slight’ or ‘marked” So before
we submit methods, I should like
to see more cobperative work. Per-
haps some standard colors or stains
should be introduced, or perhaps
the contact methods could be com-
bined with the spot test method, re-
porting the color produced in the
contact test as equivalent to the
color of N/10, N/2, N, 2N alkali on
the same paper.

“Since it is a quantitative method,
I should like to see the extraction
test adopted. However, I feel that
the agreement between collabora-
tors on the same sample has not
been sufficiently good and that the
method which we used might be im-
proved. I believe it would be well
to work on the T.A.P.P.1. method,
using more dilute color solutions so
that greater spread in numerical
values will be obtained, and also in-
troducing a cold filtration of the
extract. This latter step would
eliminate difficulty with suspended
matter from the paper, and might
obviate the difficulties which some
members of the Committee have
had with milky or cloudy solutions.
I am assuming that the cloudiness
and milkiness is due to wax on pa-
per K-30 W-35 and that this could
be removed by cold filtration of the
extract.”

M. L. Sheely:

“We agree with your comments
cocerning the extraction method.
We believe that further collabora-
tive work is necessary on this
method before it should be adopted
even tentatively.”

Conclusions

The votes indicate a small major-
ity in favor of recommending ten-
tative methods for testing soap
wrap paper.

Analysis of the replies to ques-
tion No. 3 of the ballot as to which
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method were preferred shows that
there were only 2 votes for the spot
test (to be used in conjunction with
other tests) whereas there were 5
votes involving the extraction test
and 7 votes involving the soap con-
tact test, alone or in conjunction
with other tests.

The spot test does not appear to
warrant consideration as a tenta-
tive method of the A.O.C.S.

In view of the fact that the Tech-
nical Association of the Pulp and
Paper Industry has already adopted
as a Tentative Standard an extrac-
tion method for testing soap wrap
paper which differs only in minor
details from the extraction method
used in collaborative work by the
A.O.CS. in 1936, it would seem
advisable that this committee pub-
lish as part of its report the T.A.
P.PI. Extraction Method, but
without recommending it as a Ten-
tative Method of the A.O.C.S. for
another year. Meanwhile members
of this committee and others inter-
ested can try out this method, of
which details are as follows:

The Committee on Standards of
the Technical Association of the
Pulp and Paper Industry approved
as a Tentative Standard the Ex-
traction Method developed by the
Committee on Soap Wrap Paper of
T.A.P.PI, and reported at the
February, 1937, meeting of T.A.
P.PI

T. A. P. P, 1. Extraction Method

The method was published in the
Paper Trade Journal of May 13,
1937, page 50.

“Alkali Staining Property of Paper”

It is desirable that certain papers,
particularly those used as soap
wrappers, should not stain unduly
with alkali. In the past this prop-
erty has been generally judged by
dropping upon the paper alkaline
solutions of varying strengths. The
present method is designed for a
quantitative statement of the resist-
ance to alkali staining.

MEMBERSHIP OF 1937 A.

Allen Abrams, Tech. Director,
Marathon Paper Mills, O., Rothe-
child, Wis.

E. C. Bennett, Los Angeles Soap
Co., 617 East First St., Los Ange-
les, Calif.

W. H. Burkhart, Mgr., Hecker
Products Corp., 5300 Holabird
Ave., Baltimore, Md.

T. Linsey Crossley, 385 Univer-
sity Ave., Toronto, Ontario.

J. E. Doherty, Chief Chemist,
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Reagents

1. Potassium Bichromate Solu-
tion. Dissolve 0.25 gram of K,Cr,O;
in a small amount of water and di-
lute to 1 liter.

2. Congo-red Solutidn. Make
up a 1% solution in water. East-
man Kodak Company Congo Red
E. K. 770 is recommended.

3. Normal Sodium—Hydroxide
Solution.

Apparatus

1. Nessler Tubes. A set of six
is convenient. They should be
made with thin colorless walls 1
mm. thick, have a diameter of 29-
30 mm., and the 50 cc. mark should
be about 90 mm. from the bottom
outside.

2. Precision Pipette: Capacity
1 cc., graduated to 0.01 cc.

Test Specimen

The test specimen shall consist
of 3 grams of the paper torn into
pieces 14 to ¥ inch square (see
Note No. 1).

Procedure

Place the test specimen in a 250
cc. Erlenmeyer flask, add 50 ccs.
of hot water and boil for 5 min-
utes. Decant off the liquid into a
100 cc. flask or graduated cylinder.
Add 50 cc. of hot water to the pa-
per in the flask and boil again for
5 nminutes. Decant the second
liquid mto the first and make up
to 100 cc., using the make-up water
to wash the paper in the flask.

Add 25 cc. of normal NaOH so-
lution to the combined liquids and,
after standing for at least 5 min-
utes, filter, using a fast filter paper
if the insoluble matter is floccy, or
a close filter if it appears cloudy.
Compare the clear filtrate with
standards made as follows:

To 50 cc. of the bicromate so-
lution add 0.1 cc. of the congo-red
solution and mix well. Place dif-

Lever Bros. Co., Cambridge, Mass.

W. H. Graebner, Marathon Pa-
per Mills Co., Menasha, Wis.

M. H. Ittner, Colgate Palmolive
Peet Co., 105 Hudson St., Jersey
City, N. .

Frank Libby, Kalamazoo Vege-
table Parchment Co., Parchment,
Mich.

M. J. Neubauer, Industrial
Chemical Sales Co., Mechanicville,
N. Y.

ferent amounts of this mixed solu-
tion, such as 0.2, 0.5, 1.0, 20 ccs,,
each in separate Nessler tubes, di-
lute to the 50 cc. mark with water
and mix.

Place 50 cc. of the filtered alka-
line solutieh from the paper in an-
other Negsler tube and compare
with the standards. The solutions
are best compared by holding the
tube containing them over white
paper, but not resting on it, and
looking down the inside of the
tube. 1f none of the standards
match the solution, make up stand-
ards of other strengths and com-
pare them with the solution.

Report

Report the number of ccs. of bi-
chromate-congo-red  solution re-
quired to match the tint of the al-
kaline extract of the paper as the
alkali-staining number. Express re-
sults to 1 decimal place.

Interpretation of Results

It has been found that papers
showing an alkali-staining number
of more than 3 will give a marked
stain with 1 per cent caustic soda
solution by the drop test.

Notes

1. With vegetable parchment a
finer subdivision of the sample is
advisable.

2. Exact matches of tint are not
always possible, but distinction in
intensity is readily seen.

3. As Dbichromate slowly de-
stroys the congo-red color the so-
lution should not be mixed until
immediately before use.

Soap Contact Test

The affirmative votes involving
the use of a soap contact method
for testing soap wrapper paper ap-
pear to warrant that this method as
published in O & Soap in the
1936 report of the Soap Wrapper
Committee be recommended as a
tentative standard of the A.O.C.S.

L. F. HOYT,

0. C. S. COMMITTEE FOR THE STUDY OF SOAP WRAPPERS

A. S. Richardson, Chemical Di-
vision, The Procter & Gamble Co.,
Ivorydale, Ohio.

H. L. Roschen, Chemical Labora-
tory, Swift & Company, Union
Stock Yards, Chicago, IIL

M. 1. Sheely, Armour Soap
Works, 1355 West 31st St., Chi-
cago, Ill.

L. F. Hoyt, Larkin Co., Inc.,
Buffalo, N. Y.



