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Influences of cut tobacco width on physical indexes, mainstream smoke

and sensory quality of slim cigarette
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Abstract .

25

Under the same other manufacturing conditions, cut

tobacco structure, slim cigarette physical quality., mainstream

smoke components and sensory quality were analyzed with differ-

ent cutting widths such as 0.6, 0.7, 0.8, 0.9, 1.0 mm. The influ-

ence of cutting width on cut tobacco structure, physical indexes.,

mainstream smoke content and sensory quality of slim cigarette
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@O In the

range of 0.6 ~1.0 mm, whole cut rate was positively correlated

was explored. The results were showed as follows:

with cutting width, and broken cut rate was negatively with cut-
ting width., @ There were all significant negative correlations be-
tween draw resistance, total ventilation rate, tar content and cut-
ting width. At the cutting width of 0.6 ~ 0.8 mm, and the
residual or relative residuals between slim cigarette weight, draw
resistance, hardness, total ventilation rate, tar content value and
corresponding design value were relatively close to 0. @ Slim cig-
arette sensory quality was gradually improved as the cutting
width decreases. Combined with the

physical indexes,

mainstream smoke content, sensory quality and cut tobacco
structure, shredding and cost under the different cutting widths,
cutting width of 0.7~0.8 mm was suitable to slim cigarette.

Keywords: slim cigarette; cutting width; cut tobacco structure;

sensory quality
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Table 1 Physical quality test results of dried cut tobacco
with different cutting width
VES v & Y W fE/ ok R/
JE/mm % (cm?® g™ 1) % %
0.6 12.95 4.12 68.20 3.25
0.7 12.90 4.15 71.56 2.48
0.8 12.91 4.20 74.77 1.78
0.9 12.92 1.26 75.24 1.40
1.0 12.91 4.12 77.76 0.96
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Figure 1  The relationship between whole cut rate

and cut width
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Figure 2 The relationship between broken cut rate

and cut width
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Table 2 Regression analysis test results about physical

dried

M2 I8 B fE AR 0 = 3

quality index of cut tobacco and

cutting width

fRbr ORIE ERR AHE B F P R
[\l 0.001 1 0.001

WFE 0.275 0.636  0.290
3= 0.013 3 0.004
A9 51.984 1 51.984

B,y R 58.683  0.005 0.975
5% 2.658 3 0.886
B9 3.204 1 3.204

e 22 3% 126.523 0.002 0.988
2 0.076 3 0.025

BRig

Table 3 Test results of slim cigarette physical quality with different cutting width

D258 /mm BT /mg WL/Pa BERE/ Y PR /mm KEE/mm BOBRE/ N SRR/ K6 K/ Y BRI 24/ mg
0.6 535.4 1208.1  62.213 16.938  95.342 51.693 3.35 12.23 4.1
0.7 536.9 1158.6  61.467 16.983 96.813 52.043 2.99 12.01 3.2
0.8 531.8 1170.3  61.993 16.924 96.900 51.017 2.30 12.17 5.3
0.9 521.2 1145.4  59.087 16.927 96.810 49.303 1.80 12.53 2.4
1.0 527.5 11119 61.090 16.976 96.856 149.710 2.62 11.99 6.1
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Figure 3 The relationship between draw resistance

and cut width
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Figure 4 The relationship between total ventilation

rate and cut width
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Table 4 Regression analysis test results of slim cigarette

physical quality and cutting width

fBhr R CFHM O AHE B F P R
W 4 227.136 1 4 227.136
% BH. 17.741 0.024 0.925
% 714.796 3 238.265
M| me 4.497 1 4.497
10.293  0.049 0.880
WA g 1.311 3 0.437
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Figure 5 Difference analysis between slim cigarette

physical index value and design value with

different cutting width
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Table 5 Regression analysis test results between slim ciga-

rette smoking composition and cutting width

KiE CFHA AHE By F P R

FH 0.441 1 0.441  13.364 0.035  0.904
k2% 0.099 3 0.033

S Bk os0 o4

T R ORI AR A L CO R B R AR [ 438 RS F R
B P {8455 H 0.408,0.430,0.867,0.674, ¥ K F 0.05, [a] 15
FRBILGI L.

197



198

F % Bz DEVELOPMENT &. APPLICATION

BE 2328 | 2021 £2 B | RaSUH

R6 TRVLEEERLIASHEIBEHBESHIFNER

Table 6 Analysis results of smoking composition of slim cigarette prepared by different cutting width

VESH LiS¥:Y L3 #R I/ mg B S M B/ mg $.37 CO fit/mg
J& /mm ¥/ mg 6 0 sk 22 LicRlE(ES sz LioRlE(ES 5k 2=
0.6 8.42 7.0 0.0 0.61 0.01 4.3 —0.7
0.7 7.12 7.0 0.0 0.55 —0.05 3.5 —1.5
0.8 7.70 6.4 —0.6 0.56 —0.04 3.7 —1.3
0.9 7.19 6.3 —0.7 0.58 —0.02 3.9 —1.1
1.0 7.62 6.3 —0.7 0.62 0.02 4.0 —1.0
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