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The Kojima-Moon-Ochi (KMO) thermodynamic consistency test of vapour—liquid
equilibrium (VLE) measurements for 32 isothermal data sets of binary systems of various
complexity was applied using two fitting equations: the Redlich-Kister equation and the
Sum of Symmetrical Functions. It was shown that the enhanced reliability of the fitting of
the experimental data can change the conclusions drawn on their thermodynamic consis-
tency in those cases of VLE data sets that are estimated to be near the border of consistency.
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INTRODUCTION

The design of processes in the chemical industry requires accurate vapour-liquid
equlibrium data (VLE) and other thermodynamic data sets under the process condi-
tions. However, measurements of phase equilibrium variables: composition of the
vapour and liquid phases, temperature and pressure, are subject to systematic and ran-
dom errors, due to complicated physical and chemical interactions between the constit-
uents of the mixture. Therefore the character of the thermodynamic behaviour of some
systems might be very complex. The consequence might be an inadequacy of the ther-
modynamic functions gE/(RT) and In(y;/y») wich are related to the consistency test of
the VLE data. Hence, it is necessary, prior using these data to check their mutual agree-
ment in the thermodynamic sense, i.e., to perform the thermodynamic consistency test.
Respecting these facts an analytical form representing the solution of the Gibbs-Duhem
equation should be selected, which should include an adequate number of parameters in
order to ensure a reliable representation of the experimental data. The number of these
parameters has to be adjusted to a degree which should correspond to the accuracy and
precision of the experimental measurements.
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One of the early procedures for testing the thermodynamic consistency of VLE data
was the area test. This procedure represents a consistency criterion for assessing experimen-
tal data from the entire composition range. The area test is based on the integral Gibbs-Du-
hem equation. It is often used in the form which was introduced by Redlich and Kister,! al-
though some other authors?3 have performed its supplements and changes.

For testing the consistency of individual points, the point test was developed. A
few different procedures have been proposed;#~7 all of them are based on the differen-
tial Gibbs-Duhem equation.

It is of particular importance to check the cosistency of the VLE data in the dilute
composition region. Kojima, Moon and Ochi8 developed a thermodynamic consis-
tency test (designated as the KMO test) of VLE data in this domain, incorporating also
the area and the point tests in their procedure.

The purpose of the present work was to examine the influence of the form of the
relationships for the molar excess Gibbs free energy gE/(RT) and for the thermody-
namic function In(y;/y») wich are used during the testing of the thermodynamic consis-
tency of isothermal VLE data. In this respect, the applicability of the four parameter
Redlich-Kister equation® (RK) and the six-parameter Sum of Symmetrical Functions®
(SSF) was examined for a large number of data sets of non-electrolyte binary systems
with different degrees of complexity.

A BRIEF SURVEY OF CONSISTENCY TESTS

The procedures for testing the thermodynamic consistency of VLE data are sys-
tematized in Table I. They can be classified into two categories: 1) the area tests and 2)
the point tests. The tests are given chronologically and the footnote of this Table points
out the statistical character in the corresponding cases.

TABLE I. Procedures for testing the thermodynamic consistency of VLE data

Testing procedure Ref.

The area tests
Redlich-Kister (1948)
Herington (1951)
Samuels-Ulrichson-Stievenson (1972)*
Kojima-Moon-Ochi (1990)

0 W N =

The point tests
Liebermann-Fried (1972)
Van Ness-Byer-Gibbs (1973)*
Fredenslund-Gmehling-Rasmussen (1977)
Dohnal-Fenclova (1985)*
Kojima-Moon-Ochi (1990)

[ BN B Y R N

*Tests which include a statistical procedure

The area test was establiched by Redlich and Kister.! It is based on the integral
form of the Gibbs-Duhem equation:
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Under isothermal conditions and at low pressures, the Gibbs-Duhem equation re-
duces to the form

1
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0 =

It follows from this equation that if the experimental data satisfy the Gibbs-Du-
hem equation, the total area under the curve In(y;/y») over the entire composition range
should vanish. VLE measurements are always liable to smaller or larger errors, depend-
ing on the instrumentation used and on the accuracy of the experimental manipulation,
so that the area defect represents a measure of data inconsistency. For non-electrolyte
systems, the composition dependence of In(y;/y») can be approximated by the Red-
lich-Kister equation. The same authors developed a procedure for testing the thermody-
namic consistency of ternary systems. Herington? extended the procedure of Redlich
and Kister! by introducing the concept of the fractional area defect (the area defect di-
vided by the total area), and in this way tested the experimental data in two manners.
Samuels, Ulrichson and Stevenson3 introduced the concept of the local area defect into
their testing procedure. The expected standard deviation in the local area defect is given
in terms of the standard deviations in the measured quantities x, y, P and 7. Once the lo-
cal area defects and their predicted standard deviations are known, the total area defect
and its predicted standard deviation are obtained. This method was developed for deter-
mining the amount of nonsatisfaction of the overall area test for VLE data that is to be
expected on the basis of random experimental uncertainties. Data which satisfy the
overall test within these limits, as well as the local area test, are said to be consistent
within the bounds establiched by their experimental uncertainties, while data which do
not, are said to show significant systematic error and hence are termed inconsistent.
Since area tests do not enable the inconsistency of individual points to be ascertained,
some additional approaches were established which are based on the differential
Gibbs-Duhem equation, representing procedures of the points test. Liebermann and
Fried* derived two consistency tests for excess molal properties zE of binary mixtures.
They employed the functions z;E/xy2 and z,E/x;2 to check the reliability of thermo-
dynamic data, because they are more sensitive to errors than the functions z1 E and z,E.
Another approach was given by van Ness, Byer and Gibbs;? their procedure is based on
reduced data sets, i.e., sets which are made up of three instead of four measurable vari-
ables, necessary to completely define the equilibrium state. Since the experimental un-
certainty is likely to be the greatest for the vapour composition, the authors suggested a
procedure for data reduction that is based on just P—x isothermal binary data sets. Values
for y, calculated by the iterative procedure, can finally be compared to the measured val-
ues as a check of the thermodynamic consistency of the VLE data. These authors also
considered the effect of random error in the measured variables on the error in the calcu-
lated thermodynamic functions. Estimates of the standard deviations in the functions
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gE/(RT) and In(Y;/y»), when these quantities are calculated for a finite data set, are given
by equations derived in the manner of Ulrichson and Stevenson.!0 Fredenslund,
Gmehling and Rasmussen® developed their procedure on the same basis, but instead of
cubic parabola, utilized by the authors,? they resorted to represent the composition de-
pendence of gE/(RT) by Legendre polynomials. In order to determine the type of sys-
tematic error, Dohnal and Fenclova’ used a complex statistical procedure for testing the
consistency of VLE data. Kojima, Moon and Ochi8 developed a new procedure, the in-
finite dilution test, completing in this way the methodology of checking the thermody-
namic consistency of VLE data, consisting now of the area test, the point test and the in-
finite dilution test.

A SHORT PRESENTATION OF THE KMO CONSISTENCY TEST

Bearing in mind the purpose of the present work, outline in the introduction: ex-
amination of the effect of the analytical form of the solution of the Gibbs-Duhem equa-
tion under isothermal conditions, the thermodynamic consistency test of Kojima, Moon
and Ochi® was chosen since, in addition to the area and the point test, it enables the VLE
data to be tested in the very sensitive infinite dilution region. In this procedure, the ther-
modynamic functions gE/(RT) and In(y;/y») were approximated by the Redlich-Kister
expansion with two to four parameters, depending on the character of the investigated
systems.

Kojima, Moon and Ochi8 proposed the following relationships:
For the area test:

A=100]4"| (1)

4 :jm%%%ul +} edr, @)

where € should be used for isothermal data

A
T Hdx,

5 =lOOZ|5; |/ n (4)

For the point test:

where 7 stands for the number of data points and

b =d(gix/RT) —In(y, / y,) —€ (5)

1

For the infinite dilution test:
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In all of the tests mentioned, the extended Redlich-Kister equations
GENRT) = x1x2[B+C(x1=x2)+D(x1— X2)*+E(x1—2) +F(x1=x)*+..] ~ (10)

and

In(y1/y2)=a+b(xp—x1)+c(6x1x2-1)+d(xo—x1)(1-8x1x2)+ )
+e(xp—x1)2(10x1x0—1)+...

were used. The number of parameters in Eq. (10) were two to four, whereas Eq. (11)
is a four parameter expression.

THE SSF EQUATION

When mixtures of complex behaviour are examined, for which the VLE data
were determined using precise measuring methods, it can appear justified to use rela-
tionships containing a larger number of parameters than those used in the work of
Kojima et al..3 In the present work, the six parameter expressions, also known as the
SSF equations, which were proposed by Hogalski and Malanowski,? have been em-
ployed to fit the experimental VLE data:

E
g _ Axx, + A,x,x, + Ayx,x,

RT (12)
E 1 tax, E 1 ta,x, E 1 tasx,
1 2 3

i,

where
ai=(q1,92.0% 5 q2,=1-q1, (14)

bi=(r1,ir )0 s ri=1-ry; (15)
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Two ways for testing the thermodynamic consistency of isothermal binary VLE
data were applied to a large number of data sets. One of them was presented in the work
of Kojima, Moon and Ochi8 and the other one was obtained by substituting the working
RK Egs. (10) and (11) by the SSF Egs. (12) and (13). Absolute values of function € de-
fined by Eq. (3) were neglected as was previously proposed.®

The criteria for the area test, the point test and the infinite dilution test were taken
from the work of Kojima et al.8 and are given in Table II. The results of the tests are
characterized by the sign “+” (consistent) and “~ (non consistent).

TABLE II. Criterion of the thermodynamic consistency test of VLE data

Testing procedure Criterion Character
Area test A<3 +
A=3 -
Point test 0<5 +
025 -
Infinite dilution test Iy and I, <30 +
I and [, = 30 —

The computational procedures performed by the RK and SSF equations were
tested using 32 binary data sets of various systems, which include physical and chemi-
cal interactions of different degrees of complexity. The following classes of systems
were tested: alcohols+water, alcohols+aromates, ketones+aromates and ketones+cy-
cloalkanes. Table III presents the selected binary systems, the corresponding working
conditions (temperature), the standard deviation and percentage average absolute devi-
ation for the functions gF/(RT) and In(y;/y»), the results of the consistency testing, as
well as the sources of the experimental data.

According to the results of the thermodynamic consistency testing (see Table I1I),
all the examined data sets can be classified into two categories. The first of them is made
up of the sets (No. 1-27), for which identical conclusions about the thermodynamic
consistency of the VLE data can be drawn, applying the criteria from Table II, irrespec-
tively of which of the calculational procedures were used (those based on the RK or SSF
equations). The second category is formed by the sets (No. 28-32) for which differing
results of testing are obtained, depending on the chosen way of computation.

A comparison of the corresponding standard deviations 0 and percentage average
absolute deviations PAAD for all the systems tested, given in Table III, shows that the ap-
proximation of the function gE/(RT) is better using the SSF equation than using RK equa-
tion. For the set (No. 29) of the system ethanol+water at = 55.0 °C, these approximations
are shown in Fig. 1. It can be seen from this Figure that the experimental gF/(RT) values are
better approximated by the SSF equation (dotted line) than the RK equation (solid line).
Also, it can be noticed from the values of 0 and PAAD given in Table 111, that the experi-
mental In(y;/y») values are approximated equally well by both the RK or the SSF equation.



TABLE III. Results of thermodynamic consistency tests of VLE data

RK SSF
No.  System t g RTY  In(y,/7,) g"/(RT)  nly,/y,) Ref.
(°C) 3 A I.L, 3 A 1L
o PAAD o% PAAD - © oW PAAD o® PAAD - T

1 ethanol-benzene 50.0 0.095 3.251 0.017 2404 1440 (-) 524 () ++ 0.026 3.061 0.035 3325 18.05 (-) 5.03 (- ++ 1l
2 ethanol-benzene 40.0 0.090 3.607 0.071 9.060 11.01 (-) 084 (+) + + 0.005 1372 0.089 8804 1190 () 1.61 (+) + + 12
3 ethanol-benzene 50.0 0.080 3.330 0.038 6.005 10.70 (-) 023 (+) ++ 0.005 2.007 0.048 5702 1129 (-) 0.12 (+) + + 12
4 ethanol-toluene  60.0 0389 1346 0024 454 4798 (-) 496 () + + 0020 2843 0036 4375 4898 () 349 () ++ 13
5  ethanol-toluene 65.0 0354 1283 0.017 3.197 4432 () 574 (-) - - 0.028 3479 0.047 4451 36.88 () 4.14 (-) - - 13
6 ethanol-toluene 70.0 0.353 12.84 0.010 1.568 4251 (-) 6.57 () - - 0.027 3.959 0.010 1578 36.11 (-) 4.87 (-) - 13
7 ethanol-toluene  75.0 0350 13.31 0.007 1.191 39.65 (-) 7.68 (-) - 0028 4226 0011 0893 3395 (-) 7.56 (-) - 13
8  ethanol-toluene 80.0 0346 13.75 0.018 2977 3648 (-) 926 () - 0032 4972 0.020 2.540 29.16 (-) 9.45 (-) - - 13
9  ethanol-toluene 85.0 0.334 13.63 0.024 4.095 3565 (-) 1049() - - 0.033 5680 0.024 3.840 29.14 (-) 10.73(-) - - 13
10 ethanol-water 40.0 0.552 5515 0.021 4.035 644 () 204 () ++ 0043 5522 0021 3.684 946 (-) 196 (+) ++ 14
11 ethanol- water 50.5 0.237 8124 0044 5314 13.63 () 534 () - + 0049 1527 0032 2762 1524 () 562 () - + 15
12 ethanol- water 54.8 0.060 3.123 0011 2316 17.14 () 4.03 () - + 0007 1512 0020 2026 843 () 438() - + 16
13 ethanol- water 39.8 0249 7233 0.024 9.582 3676 (-) 785 () - - 0.013 7.091 0.021 1829 21.18 (-} 7.76 () - 16
14 ethanol- water 50.0 0.058 2253 0.014 2352 2389 () 023 (+) - - 0.004 0268 0022 1734 1497 () 011 (+) - - 17
15 ethanol- water 550 0.010 0492 0010 5367 0.855(+) 0.003(+) ++ 0002 0444 0010 5042 0751 () 0227(+) ++ 18
16 ethanol- water 60.0 0.028 1.140 0.046 4.589 1844 (-) 1457 () - + 0003 0633 0041 2901 1784 (-) 1520() - + 19
17 1-propanol- water 60.0 0.113  4.975 0.101 3246 41.79 (-) 098 (+) + + 0004 2056 0088 4806 3575 () 255 (+) ++ 20
18 l-propanol- water 60.0 0.091 2572 0.073 1003 943 () 237 (¥} - - 0004 1.089 0020 0858 744 () 197 (H) - - 21
19 1l-propancl- water 600 0.118 4.085 0076 2369 934 (3 252 (+) ++ 0011 2973 0077 7784 693 () 038 (+) ++ 22
20 1-propanol- water 90.0 0.464 4743 0.084 7365 8272 () 27.61 () - - 0.004 2946 0.020 1.724 2949 () 28.28() - - 23
21 methanol- water 250 0210 4943 0.017 4934 19.18 () 601 () - - 0015 3775 0011 5795 17.69 () 765 () - - 24
22 methanol- water  25.0 0.024 1.685 0.051 53.85 2429 () 2126 (-) - + 0015 2.149 0056 3983 2060 () 1948¢) - + 17
23 methanol- water 50.0 0.032 2779 0028 8792 1428 (-) 1390 () - + 0.008 0.904 0.005 1458 8.68 (-) 11.10(-) -+ 17
24 methanol- water  60.0 0.050 4.717 0034 13.04 644 () 075 () ++ 0010 4257 0.046 7.663 631 (3 129 (+) + 25
25 methanol- water  62.5 0.045 3.027 0.023 5998 1263 () 1211 () - + 0019 2361 0029 5151 1234 () 816 () - + 17
26 methanol- water 65.0 0.020 1.854 0.006 1467 454 (+) 264 (+) - + 0.002 1.167 0.005 0882 331 (+) 210+ - + 26
27 acetone-benzene 250 0.017 2409 0011 5653 082 (+) 058 () ++ 0.003 2222 0006 2345 091 () 050 (+) + + 27
28 Il-propanol- water 450 0.119 2996 0523 19.80 2001 (-) 527 () + - 0004 2534 0080 4617 1840() 193 (+) + - 20
29 ethanal- water 550 0.020 1.005 0012 2510 528 () 210 (¥) ++ 0003 0495 0012 2441 380 (+) 166 (+) ++ l4
30 ethanol-toluene  50.0 0.036 1225 0.044 6815 472 (+) 004 (¥) ++ 0009 LI75 0032 3642 707 () 021 (v ++ 28
31 ethanol-toluene  35.0 0.052 1364 0.055 6769 608 () 092 (+) ++ 0003 0713 0038 1.764 445 (+) 058 (+) ++ 29
32 methanol- water 350 0.030 3.938 0.148 2049 293 (+) 028 (+) -+ 0.005 3375 0199 1136 765 () 009 (+) -+ 26

5
5 0.
HZ Uexp fcal) HO fexp -/ 1 . E
d=the point test; 4 = the area test; /;, I, = the infinite dilution test; a) 0 = 32— ; PAAD = 100——% where fis g /(RT) or In(y,/y,), n
H (n—m) H fexp

is the number of experimental points and m is the number of parameters in the fitting equations.
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Fig. 1. g®/(RT) versus x, for the system etha- Fig. 2. In(y;/y») versus x; for the system etha-

nol(1)-water(2) at t= 55.0 °C. B — experimental nol(1)-water(2) at #=55.0 °C. M- experimental
points.!# Lines indicate: () the four parameter RK points.!# Lines indicate: () the four parameter RK
equation; (- - -) the six parameter SSF equation.  equation; (- - -) the six parameter SSF equation.

For the mentioned set, these approximations are given in Fig. 2 from which it can be seen
that the curves corresponding to the RK and the SSF equation are coincident.

As can be seen from Eq. (5), the point test requires the derivatives of the function
gE/(RT) and the function In(y;/y»). Differences in the quality of fitting the gE/(RT) data
by the SSF equation, compared to the fitting by the RK equation, proved certain conclu-
sions on the consistency of the data, drawn by applying the point test. It can be noticed
that for the first category of sets (No. 1-27), regardless of the differing numerical values
of 0, the sign of the point test, specified in Table II, remained unchanged. Hence, it
might be expected that the use of fitting functions having a larger number of parameters
would not influence the final results of the testing of the thermodynamic consistency for
data sets aquired with insufficient precision of the VLE measurements.

According to Table III, the conclusions about the thermodynamic consistency
were changed for the second category of data sets (No. 28—32). For the data set (No. 28)
of the 1-propanol-water system, a better fit of the In(y;/y») data was obtained using the
SSF equation than with the RK equation, and the sign of the area test was changed. For
the sets of this category (No. 29-31), better approximations of both the gE/(RT) and
In(y1/y») data were obtained using the SSF equation and changes in the numerical val-
ues of the point test () resulted; in other words, the final conclusions about the consis-
tency were changed for the data sets of the corresponding systems. An attempt was
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nol(1)—water(2) at # = 35.0 °C. M- experimental nol(1)-water(2) at ¢ =35.0 °C. M- experimental
points.26 Lines indicate the corresponding equa- points.26 Lines indicate the corresponding equa-

tions. tions.

made to fit the above mentioned thermodynamic functions for the sets (N0.28-31) us-
ing a six parameter RK equation, however, no changes in the conclusions on the consis-
tency were obtained. Also, it can be noticed that in addition to the number of parameters
present in the fitting function, its form should also be taken into account.

The terms d(gE/RT)/dx and In(y;/y»), which constitute the point test, along with their
approximation by the RK and the SSF equations are shown in Figs. 3 and 4, respectively, for
the system ethanol-water (No. 29). It can be seen from these Figures that a better agreement
between the curves was achieved when the SSF equation was employed.

The results obtained by applying the KMO infinite dilution test, which was
briefly described above, are given in Table I11. It can be noticed that these results are co-
incident regardless of whether they were calculated by incorporating the RK or SSF
equation. Figs. 5. and 6. show the corresponding experimental values of the data set
(No. 29) for the thermodynamic functions (gE/RT)/(x1x;) and In y;, which form the infi-
nite dilution test, along with their approximation by the RK and SSF equations. These
Figures also illustrate the previously outlined observation.

The data set (No. 32) of Table III should be considered separately, since the stan-
dard deviation 0 for In(y;/y») fitted by means of the RK equation is somewhat lower
than when the SSF equation was used. On the contrary, the percentage average absolute
deviation PAAD is considerably lower when the SSF equation was employed. The use
of'the six parameter RK equation gave no improvement in ¢ (0.157), but the PAAD re-
sults (12.21) approached very closely those obtained from the SSF equation.
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Figs. 7 and 8 show the quality of the fits for gE/(RT) and In(y;/y») of the data set
(No. 32) obtained by both the RK and the SSF equations.

The results of this work indicate that the use of fitting equations with a larger
number of parameter (here the SSF equation) is justified only if the isothermal experi-
mental VLE data sets were determined with a considerable accuracy. Testing of the
consistency of VLE data in this way, would lead to more realistic assessments, particu-
larly for data sets lying in the vicinity of the border of consistency. When such data are
tested by procedures unable to produce reliable fits, the final conclusion of the consis-
tency testing may not be quite reliable.

CONCLUSIONS

The thermodynamic consistency test of VLE data proposed by Kojima-Moon-Ochi
(KMO) was used in the present work, in view of its applicability to the data sets having dif-
ferent degrees of precision. For this purpose, in addition to the four-parameter RK equation,
that was incorporated in the original KMO testing procedure, the six-parameter SSF equa-
tion was used. Both of these equations were applied to 32 isothermal binary data sets, with
interactions between the molecules of different degrees of complexity (alcohols+water, al-
cohols+aromates, ketones+aromates and ketones+cycloalkanes).

The results of the present work show that for 27 data sets, the same conclusions
about the thermodynamic consistency of their VLE data were reached by applying any
of'the equations mentioned above. On the contrary, for the remaining 5 data sets, mutu-
ally different results on their consistency were obtained, depending on the form of the
fitting equation incorporated into the testing procedure.

Analysis of the above results indicate that these observations are a consequence
of the reliability of fitting the thermodynamic functions, which constitute the consis-
tency testing procedure, by means of equations with an adequate number of parameters
(here the SSF equation).

In this respect, it is necessary to bring into accord the number of parameters as
well as the form of the fitting equation, used in the testing procedure, with the degree of
the reliability of the VLE measurements. Namely, for high-quality measurements, the
use of an adequate fitting equation with a larger number of parameters can be required.
Testing less reliable data in the same way would, in most cases, not be justified.

LIST OF SIMBOLS

a, b, ¢, d — parameters of Eq. (11)
ay, ap, ay — parameters of Eq. (12)
Ay, Ay, A3 — parameters of Eq. (12)
B, C, D — parameters of Eq. (10)
by, by, by — parameters of Eq. (13)
By, By, B3 — parameters of Eq. (13)
gF — molar excess Gibbs energy
M — enthalpy of mixing

P — pressure
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PAAD — percentage average absolute deviation
R — gas constant

T — absolute temperature

t — temperature

v M _ volume of mixing

x; —mole fraction of component / in the liquid
y; — mole fraction of component 7 in the vapour
y — activity coefficient of component i

0 — standard deviation

MU3BOJ

KOPUIIREWKE SSF JETHAYMHE Y KOJIMA-MOON-OCHI TEPMOJJVMHAMMWYKOM TECTY
KOH3MUCTEHUUJE N3OTEPMCKE PABHOTEXE ITAPA-TEYHOCT

JEJIEHA M. JEJIN'h, ATEKCAHJIAP XK. TACU'h, BOJAH 1. LOPHLEBUhR
n CIOBOJJAH I1. HIEPEAHOBWhH

Texnonowko-meitiarypuku gaxyaitieiti, Yrnusep3auitieiti y beozpaoy, Kapnezujesa 4, ui. tip. 35-05, 11000 Beozpao

Kojima-Moon-Ochi TepMOAMHAMIYKH T€CT KOH3UCTEHIINj€ PAaBHOTEKE Mapa—TEeIHOCT
je mpumemweH Ha 32 cKyna M30TEepMCKUX IofjlaTaka OMHApHHUX CHCTEMa pas3jIMuuTe CIOXKe-
Hoctu kopucrehu aBe jeqHaumHe 3a anpoxcuMmanujy: Ridlich-Kister u Cyme CumeTpuyHuX
dynknuja. [TokazaHo je ga moOoJbIIAKE KBAIUTETA allpOKCHMAlHje €KCIePUMEHTATHUX
NojjlaTaka MOXKe IMPOMEHUTH 3aKJby4Ke Y OJHOCY Ha HUXOB TEPMOJUHAMUYKH TECT KOH3U-
CTEHIIMje KOJ] OHMX CKYIIOBa II0flaTaka paBHOTEXe Napa-Te4YHOCT, 3a KOj€ Ce IPolLewYje a cy
6113y rpaHulle KOH3UCTEHTHOCTH.

(ITpumubeno 20. jymra 2000)

REFERENCES

1. O. Redlich, A. T. Kister, Ind. Eng. Chem. 40 (1948) 345

2. E. F. Herington, J. Inst. Petrol. 37 (1951) 457

3. M. R. Samuels, D. L. Ulrichson, F. D. Stevenson, A/ChE J. 18 (1972) 1004
4. E. Liebermann, V. Fried, /nd. Eng. Chem. Fundam. 11 (1972) 280

5. H. C. van Ness, S. M. Byer, R. E. Gibbs, AIChE J. 19 (1973) 238

6. Aa. Fredenslund, J. Gmehling, P. Rasmussen, Vapor-Liquid Equilibria Using UNIFAC, Elsevier
Sci. Pub. Comp., Amsterdam, 1977

7. V. Dohnal, D. Fenclova, Fluid Phase Equilibria 21 (1985) 211
8. K. Kojima, H. M. Moon, K. Ochi, Fluid Phase Equilibria 56 (1990) 269
9. M. Hogalski, S. Malanowski, Fluid Phase Equilibria 1 (1977) 137
10. D. L. Ulrichson, F. D. Stevenson, Ind. Eng. Chem. Fundam. 11 (1972) 287
11. N. Lehfeldt, Phil. Mag. 46 (1898) 42
12. V. V. Udovenko, L. G. Fatkulina, Zh. Fiz. Khim. 26 (1952) 719
13. W. A. Wright, J. Phys. Chem. 37 (1933) 233
14. 1. Mertl, Collect. Chech. Chem. Commun. 37 (1972) 366
15. C. A. Jones, E. M. Schoenborn, A. P. Colburn, /nd. Eng. Chem. 35 (1943) 666
16. M. S. Vrevsky, Zh. Russ. Fiz. Khim. Obshch. 42 (1910) 1
17. K. A. Dulitskaya, Zh. Obshch. Khim. 15 (1945) 9
18. K. Kurihara, T. Minoura, K. Takeda, K. Kojima, J. Chem. Eng. Data 40 (1995) 679
19. V. V. Udovenko, L. G. Fatkulina, Zh. Fiz. Khim. 26 (1952) 1438



VAPOUR-LIQUID EQUILIBRIUM 889

20.V. V. Udovenko, T. F. Mazanko, Izv. Vyssh. Ucheb. Zaved. Khim. Khim. Tekhncl. 15 (1972) 1654
21. E. Schrfiber, E. Schuettau, D. Rant, H. Schuberth, Z. Phys. Chem. (Leipzig) 247 (1976) 23
22. P. S. Murti, M. Winkle, Chem. Eng. Data, Ser. 3 (1958) 72

23. G. A. Ratcliff, K. C. Chao, Can. J. Chem. Eng. 47 (1969) 148

24. A. V. Butler, D. W. Thomson, W. N. Lennan, J. Chem. Soc. (London) (1933) 674

25. M. Broul, H. K. Hlavaty, J. Linek, Collect. Czech. Chem. Commun. 34 (1969) 3428

26. M. L. Mc Glashan, A. G. Williamson, J. Chem. Eng. Data 21 (1976) 196

27. A. Tasi¢, B. Bordevi¢, D. Grozdani¢, N. Afgan, D. Mali¢, Chem. Eng. Science 33 (1978) 189
28. N. Lehfeldt, Phil. Mag. 46 (1898) 59

29. C. B. Kretschmer, R. Wiebe, J. Am. Chem. Soc. 71 (1949) 1793.



