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Abstract

Three factors affecting cigarette weight, tobacco shreds length(cut width 0.9mm),
moisture content and filling power were studied for domestic brands. The results
were obtained as follows.
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1. When the moisture contents weré changed by one per cent consecutively, filli-

ng power of tobacco shreds and cigarette weight were changed by 3.9 — 7.9 per ce-

nt for the former and by 57— 7.6 per cent for the later.

of tobacco shreds,

The longer the length

the wider are the changing ratios, and vice versa.

2. At constant moisture content (12 %), filling power and cigarettz weight were

varied by 3.8 — 22.8 per cent and by 2,9 - 29,4 per cent respectively due to the

fluctuation of tobacco shreds length. The range of this variation was increased by

‘reducing moisture content,

and was decreased by increasing the moisture content.

3, The higher the blending ratio of shreds longer than 2 mm, the lower are the

cigarette weights.

4, The operation standard weight of domestic brands was found 1— 9 per cent

higher compared with the observed optimal cigarette weight in this study.
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Table 1. Distribution Ratio* of Tobacco Shreds Length

Tobacco Shreds Length (mm)

Brand Factory ;
WP 4 4=2 2-1 LESS 1

K, B 178 (16) * - 363(27)  3.0(24) 149 (0.9)

K, A 249 (4.0) 380(14)  27.8(19) 93 (1.0)
K, D 163(41)  304(28)  323(12) 21.0(1.9)
K, . C 188 (26) 322(09)  349(15) 14.1 (18)
K, F 178 (21) ~ B7(08)  337(L7) 198 (13)
K, F 139 (2.0) 268(39)  389(22)  204(37)
K, E: 18.5 (2.6) 315 (13)  822(13) 178(17)
Ky B 142(17) 388 (1.0 320 (21) 150 (19)
K, A 202 (33) 360(09)  8L0(21) 128(18)
K, D 13.2 (35) 352 (20) 34.7(19) 16.9 (1.7
K, E 32(07) . . 27427 409 (08) 285 (37)
Ko E 85(11) 349(12)  345(08) 221(21)
K, G 257 (38) 359(11) 233 (33) 129(2.5)

L % , + : standard deviation
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Table 2. The Regression Equations of the Filling Power on Change of the Moisture Content
and the Tobacco Shreds Length

Tobacco epression tion
Brand Shreds Reg s b Standard
Length ¥ =Filling Power (cc/g) Deviation
(mm) x =Moisture Content (%)
UP 4 Y= 871 - 0.36% 0152
K 4 - 2 ¥= 755 - 0.29% 0.063
1 2 -1 y= 577 - 017% 0119
LESS 1 Y= 543 ~017x 0.010
UP 4 y= 805 - 0.32x 0.144
K 4 - 2 y=153~-09x 0076
2 2 -1 = 599- 019x 0.069
LESS 1 ¥y= 516 - 0.15x 0.037
up 4 y= 813 - 0.33% 0227
K 4 - 2 y=600-025% 0.164
3 2 -1 y=592-019% 0.214
LESS 1 y=469 - 012% 0084
Up 4 = 746 - 0.28% 0097
K 4 - 2 = 6.77- 0.24% 0.084
4 2 - 1 = 7.00 - 027 0.101
LESS 1 Y= 494 - 012x 0092
‘UP 4 y= 756- 029« 0.126
K 4 - 2 = 689 025x 0.096
5 2 -1 = 706-08x 0.104
LESS 1 = 485- 013« 0.084
UP 4 ¥ =905~ 040 0071
K 4 - 2 = 745- 029 % 0.092
8 2 -1 = 580 -017x 0.080
LESS 1 y=488 - 013x 0092
UP 4 y= 782 -020% 0.107
K 4 - 2 y=127-026% 0194
7 2 -1 y=616-019% 0.029
LESS 1 y= 552~ 017% 0122
Up 4 ¥y= 832- 0.35% 0107
4 - 2 y="T15-028% 0103
K 2 -1 y=680-0%% © 0074
LESS 1 ¥y=525-016% 0060
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Fig. 1. Correlation among filling power, tobacco

weight and moisture content for brand K,.
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Table 3. Cigarette Weight *on Change of Moisture Content

Moisture Content (%)

Brand . Factory i
10 11 . 12 13 14 15

K, B 879 929 %5 1048 1122 1207

K, A 677 9 764 818 877 o3

K, D 703 744 7 837 893 956

K, cC . 5 755 79 849 905 971

K, F 725 764 - 807 856 912 975

K, F 705 744 788 839 897 966

K, E 06 %9 796 g2 916 990

K, B 704 - 747 795 851 - ou4 987

K, A 733 6. 824 881 045 1021

X, D 725 765 805 853 906 967

K, E 750 786 828 875 928 986

K, E 641 675 714 757 807 861

K, G 783 834 893 960 1034 1140

* @ mg
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Table 5. Comparision of the Operation Standard.
Cigarette Weight and the Observed Opt-
imal Cigarette Weight

Tobacco Rod Observed Operation
Optimal  Standard
Length Brands .
net Weight Weight
(mm) (mg) (mg)
(] K, 900 940
70 K, 890 950
64 Kq K, 800-830 870-900

60 K, Ky KgKg 760-810 790-820
56 Ky 70 770-780
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Table 4. Cigarette Weight * on Change of Tobacco Shreds Length and Blending Ratio

Tobacco . ,
Brand Shreds Blending Ratio (%)
Length 49 80 60 40 2 0
(mm )
UP 4 850 877 206 936 970 1003
K 4 - 2 925 936 944 951 962 270
1 2 -1 1000 988 977 966 955 947
LESS 1 1100 1059 1022 ®|5 951 921
UP 4 715 730 748 766 784 796
K 4 - 2 736 748 760 769 ) 796
2 2 -1 805 79 790 784 778 712
LESS 1 801 855 828 799 715 748
UP 4 742 766 790 814 840 870
K 4 - 2 all 817 822 831 87 843
3 2 - 1 867 855 849 &0 831 825
LESS 1 945 as 835 855 831 805
UP 14 727 742 831 790 784 802
« 4 ~ 2 766 769 775 778 781 787
4 2 -1 793 7% 787 784 781 ]
IESS 1 852 831 811 796 775 760
UP 4 733 748 766 75 805 822
K 4 - 2 766 775 784 790 802 811
5 2 -1 805 805 805 805 796 796
LESS 1 909 876 846 820 793 79
UP 4 47 170 792 814 840 856
K 4 - 2 801 808 817 8% 833 843
6 2 -1 846 a3 836 833 830 827
LESS 1 957 922 &7 855 824 708
UP 4 735 986 770 789 808 830
K 4 -~ 2 766 776 789 798 808 817
7 2 -1 820 817 814 810 805 798
LESS 1 916 900 852 824 798 773
UP 4 639 658 678 695 720 742
- 4 - 2 709 709 711 714 714 714
8 2 -1 739 731 725 820 711 706
LESS 1 787 767 748 828 706 692
UP 4 797 821 846 867 898 926
K 4 -~ 2 884 84 887 8al 861 81
9 2 -1 922 912 905 898 837 &0
LESS 1 981 957 933 9B 880 863
mg
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