Tabie VI. Refractive Index of Copper Sultate Solutions Chelated
with Disodium EDTA [(CNH;),(CH2COOH),-
(CH.COONa).}in H,0 at 25°C
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Correction

in the article, “Refractive Index of Some Alcohols and
Saturated Hydrocarbons at 63284," by R. N. O’Brien and
D. Quon [J. Chem. Eng. Data, 13 (4), 517 (1968)], a cal-
ibration error in the precision Abbé refractometer used in
this work has caused the quoted refractive index to be
greater than the correct value by 0.00189, which should
be subtracted from all values. To obtain this correction,
the values of Tilton and Taylor (2) for pure water at 25°C
were converted to 632.8 nm by interpolation of their
values at 630.0 and 635.0 nm. The O’'Brien and Quon in-
strument values using the Cauchy formula were then
converted to Tilton and Taylor's at 589.3 nm and found to
agree. The instrument was also calibrated with a stan-
dard A.P.1. toluene sample.

To test that the subtraction of 0.00189 would give the
correct value, some of the substances' refractive indices
were redetermined at 25°C. It can be seen from Table |
the average difference is between 0.00184 and 0.00185
or about 0.00004 below the calculated correction. This
difference is less than the guaranteed accuracy of the in-
strument (0.00006). The new values were determined
using the new background scattering technique (7) and
would be expected to give more accurate values than
those obtained earlier.

The samples used were not the original ones. Some
had purities as good as the samples used in the publica-
tion, others did not. The alcohols are hygroscopic and the
new values would be expected to be low or the difference
to be generally above 0.00189. The alkanes were 99%
pure and would be expected to have more heavier frac-
tions (with higher refractive indices) than the original
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Table I. Refractive Indices at 632.8 nm and 25°C Relative to Air

Publ Redetermined
refractive refractive Diff,
Substance index index np — NR
1-Propanol 1.38382 1.38181 +0.00201
1-Butanol 1.39748 1.39559 +0.00189
1-Pentanal 1.40822 1.40632 +0.00190
1-Hexanal 1.41704 1.41493 +0.00211
Pentane 1.35575 1.35404 +0.00171
Heptane 1.38581 1.38405 +0.00176
Octane 1.39574 1.39405 +0.00169
Nonane 1.40373 1.40206 +0.00167
Av +0.00184 — +0.00185

samples which were specially prepared. This is consis-
tent with the lower difference shown. The average differ-
ence of the set would be expected to be close to the cal-
culated correction as it was.

Plots of the refractive index vs. number of carbons in
the alkane series lead the authors to suspect that the
original sample labeled n-hexane was not normal hexane.
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