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ABSTRACT

A COMPARISON OF MEASUREMENTS OF LITHIUM CONCENTRATIONS
USING FLAME PHOTOMETRY AND ATOMIC ABSORPTION SPECTROPHOTOMETRY
BY
PATRICIA L. VILLESCAS
Master of Science in Pathology
Indiana University School of Medicine
Indianapolis, Indiana, 1984

Kenneth Ryder, M.D., Ph.D., Chairperson

Lithium determinations were compared in relation to precision,
accuracy, and convenience on three different instruments: the atomic
absorption spectrophotometer, the flame photometer using potassium as
the internal standard, and the flame photometer using cesium as the in-
ternal standard. Linearity studies showed that all instruments were
linear from 0.5 to 3.0 mmol lithium per liter. Precision studies demon-
strated that the atomic absorption spectrophotometer was less precise
than either of the flame photometers. Sera from thirty patients receiv-
ing lithium therapy were analyzed on all instruments; no significant dif-
ferences in results were found. Recovery studies and comparison with
assayed control substances showed that there were no differences in accu-
racy among the three instruments. I found the flame photometer using

cesium as the internal standard to be the most convenient to use.
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