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Abstract; In order to study the suitability about drying mode and fine tobacco processing, constant
temperature, low temperature difference, medium temperature difference and high temperature difference sec-
tional drying modes were used to dry cut tobacco respectively under the same other processing conditions, and
the effects of different drying modes on cut tobacco structure, rolling quality and mainstream smoke compo-
nents of slim cigarette were explored. The results showed that, compared with other drying modes, the struc-
ture proportion of cut tobacco dried by high temperature difference sectional drying mode was more suitable for
slim cigarette processing. Under the conditions of constant temperature and high temperature difference sec-
tional drying modes, the cigarette weight, drawing resistance, hardness and total ventilation rate of the slim
cigarette were close to the design value, and physical quality indexes of the slim cigarette was relatively stable.
Under the medium and high temperature difference sectional drying mode, the difference of tar, nicotine

between the actual value and the design value were relatively low, and CO content was relatively low. In con-

clusion, high temperature difference sectional drying mode was suitable to slim cigarette processing.
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Table 1

Detection results of cut tobacco structure and water content after flavoring under different drying modes

FEf AKREUV% HKEY% HWEM/ (em’-g')  BUR/ % WEE/ % KEF/ % DER/ % JHLF/ %
FDO 13.00 12. 94 4.18 82. 66 0.99 68. 78 13. 88 16. 52
FDI 12.74 12.85 4.29 80. 98 1.28 66. 08 14.90 18.00
FD2 12.71 12. 84 4.30 79.77 1.15 64. 10 15. 67 19. 04
FD3 12. 60 12.77 4.29 78. 58 1.37 62.28 16. 30 20. 20
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Fig. 1 Difference of cut tobacco structure between
after rolling and flavoring under different
drying modes
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Table 2 Statistical resulis of rolling quality of slim cigarette under different drying modes

[N Febx B/ mg % FH/Pa T/ % 5] J&/mm KJE/mm B R %
iE 540. 00 1 200. 00 65. 00 17. 00 97. 00 54. 00
FDO Yl 541. 50 1 137.90 64. 62 16.97 97.09 51.57
Fr 16. 00 54.00 3.40 0.05 0.10 2.38
FDI HiE 519.20 1 054. 50 61.19 16. 95 97.04 50. 48
Fr i 13.00 62. 00 2.67 0. 06 0.11 2. 86
D2 Yl 521. 80 1 063. 80 63.28 16. 97 97. 05 50. 38
YN 12. 00 63. 00 3.51 0.05 0.12 1.63
FD3 Yl 537.80 1 100. 10 63. 81 17.02 97.02 52.72
Fr 15.00 62. 00 2.55 0.04 0.12 2.38
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Table 3 Detection results of mainstream smoking

components of slim cigarette under different drying modes

o T O MRARY), MR COo &/ bR/
T (mge ) (mge ) (mge XY (mgeXT)

FDO 6.1 9.11 7.6 4.9 0. 64
FD1 5.9 9.48 7.8 4.9 0. 64
FD2 5.7 9.02 7.4 4.2 0.59
FD3 6.0 8. 64 7.3 4.1 0. 60
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