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S.Bhagavaﬁtan Waltair

3c7$§/ 206th August.
My dear Krishnan,

I hepe the news that I see in the
papers that you are to take up the Directer-
ship ef the Indian Imstitute of Science has
your approval. In a way I am glad that a
pr€mier scientific institutien of Seuth India
will have the benefit of yeur guidance but
I rather think that the Natiensl Physical
Laboratery will miss you very much. Do
write to me as seon as things take definit e
shape, if yeu can pessibly de se.

I am well., With kindest regards.

Yours affectienately,
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SiB%agavantam Waltair
/ ' 5th Sep. '53
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I have carefully gome through the paper of Dr .Hendricks

My dear professor,

which you so kindly sent me. As I wrote to you in my last letter
I was engaged in re-investigating the pptical properties of naphth-
alene even before I got his paper. Although my results are still
incomplete, I have been able to check some of my older observations
with improved methods, such as the use of a Fedorow stage, particu-

larly the measurement of the axizl angle. Under a microscope, it

i : '
is obvious that the naphthalene crystal is strongly optically

negative and the semi-axial-angle containing the obtuse bisectrix

is about 550. This would mean that the intermediate refractive index
is very much nearer the maximum than the minimum and in fact, taking
the two lower values of Dr.Hendricks (1.52%8 and 1.7182) -and the

above semi-axial angle it cam be shown that the maximum index should
not exceed 1.788 whereas he gives it as >1.85. 1 believs, therefore,
that Dr.Hendrick's. results about naphthalene are no; consistent in
themselves and I am unable to say where the difference exactly is
between his results and fﬁose reported by me especially in the absence
of any detailed data of Dr.Hendricks regarding the optic axial angle
and the situation of the optical ellipsoid with respect to the crystal
axes. 1 amuhﬂié;%T uneble to say anything just now about the absolute

values of the refractive indices reported by me.
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Regarding hexamethyl benzene, I note that my values are syste-

v’

matically higher than those of Dr.Hendricks and it is not unlikely

that there may have been a systematic error either in my measurements
of the thicknesses are in assuming the refractive index of the immersion
liquid.

I do not think that I will be in a position to write anything
tangible just now for publication and I would like to wait till I get
more complete and reliable results and till I have a chance of seeing
the fuller report of Dr.Hendricks.

I am returning herewith the two papers and the remarks of Dr.
Krishnan.
With Kind regards,

Yours sincerely,

< O%lj%?@AﬁﬁmNZZ»“”
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