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Research progress on subjective effects of tobacco products and its evaluation methods

LIU Mingda, LI Xiangyu, CHEN Huan, FU Yaning, HOU Hongwei, HU Qingyuan®

China National Tobacco Quality Supervision and Test Center, Key Laboratory of Tobacco Biological Effects , Zhengzhou 450001, China

Abstract: Subjective effects are often used for measuring the reinforcing effects and the subject's preference for psychoactive substances.
Subjective effects of tobacco products are a combination of actual and perceived effects experienced by an individual while smoking,

including mood, cognition and sensory experience. The evaluation of the subjective effects of tobacco products is beneficial for
understanding the short-term feelings of individuals, predicting the short-term use of tobacco products and providing reference for
revealing product consumption behavior. To this end, this review summarizes nine effective scales of emotion, sensory experience and
attention and four tests of the cognitive function evaluation on the subjective effects, and introduces the application of subjective effects in
tobacco products. In conclusion, this study provides ideas and references for carrying out subjective effect evaluation of tobacco products in
line with the characteristics of Chinese population.
Keywords: tobacco products; subjective effects; emotion; sensory experience; cognition
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