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Abstract: HPLC fingerprints of the raw and processed of S. scan-
dens Buch. Ham were established by HPLC— DAD. The HPLC
fingerprints were analyzed by similarity analysis and cluster anal-
ysis. The contents of hyperoside, chlorogenic acid, total
flavonoids and total alkaloid in the raw and processed of S. scan-
dens Buch. Ham were also determined. The results showed that
the fingerprints of 10 batches of raw and vinegar products were
established with 12 and 8 common peaks respectively. The simi-
larity results showed that the similarity of 10 batches of raw ma-
terials was 0.990~0.999, and that of the 10 batches of vinegar
materials was 0.818~0.997. The 10 batches of raw and vinegar

S. scandens Buch. Ham were clustered into 2 categories, respec-
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tively. Compared with the raw products, all the contents of hy-
peroside, chlorogenic acid, total flavonoids and total alkaloids in
processed of S. scandens Buch. Ham were found decreased signif-
icantly.

Keywords: S. scandens Buch.Ham; process; HPLC fingerprints;

similarity evaluation; cluster analysis
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Table 1 Origins of S. scandens Buch.Ham
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Table 2 The results of liner relationship investigation

FE il LAt 2 MRFRE LENE/ (pg s mL™D
T R Y=7.932 4X40.279 9 0.999 4 1.200~60.800
T 2 0 B Y=29.684 9X+0.0553  0.999 2 1.100~80.000
23 iR X BE Y=1066.5X40.786 0 0.999 1 0.820~8.200
G 22 M6 AT BB Y=3495.6X —0.748 0 0.999 1 0.042~0.420
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Table 4 The relative retention times of common peaks of the raw S. scandens Buch.Ham

G 1 2 3(S) 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

S1 0.689 5 0.9492 1.0000 1.0530 1.0714 1.1906 1.3237 2.2806 2.4175 2.4859 2.5484  2.599 2
S2 0.6834 0.9496 1.0000 1.0541 1.0730 1.1940 1.3277 2.2983 2.426 3 2.4972 2.5583 2.610 2
S3 0.6849 0.9478 1.0000 1.0536 1.0722 1.1930 1.326 9 2.296 3 2.424 2 2.4923 2.5538 2.606 5
S4 0.684 7 0.9475 1.0000 1.0536 1.0725 1.1930 1.326 7 2.2978 2.4258 2.4945 2.556 6 2.6105
S5 0.686 4 0.9483 1.0000 1.0535 1.0722 1.1930 1.326 7 2.2945 2.4219 2.4908 2.5527 2.6077
S6 0.6838 0.9492 1.0000 1.0537 1.0724 1.1928 1.326 6 2.2950 2.4228 2.4917 2.5537 2.607 0
S7 0.6826 0.9472 1.0000 1.0538 1.0724 1.1934 1.3277 2.2998 2.4266 2.4949 2.5558 2.608 9
S8 0.6827 0.9493 1.0000 1.0538 1.0726 1.1933 1.327 1 2.296 6  2.4245 2.494 2 2.556 4  2.6116
S9 0.6856 0.9472 1.0000 1.053 9 1.0729 1.1934 1.3272 2.2978 2.426 0 2.4957 2.5580 2.6101
S10 0.6828 09485 1.0000 1.054 2 1.0731 1.1941 1.3281 2.2990 2.4271 2.4965 2.5586 2.6107

1y 06847  0.9484  1.0000 1.0537 1.0725 1.1930 1.326 8 2.296 5 2.424 3 2.4934 2.5552 2.608 2
RSD  0.31 0.10 0.00 0.03 0.05 0.08 0.09 0.13 0.12 0.13 0.12 0.14
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Table 5 The relative peak areas of common peaks of the raw S. scandens Buch.Ham

I 5 1 2 3(S 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
S1 0.078 0 0.5652 1.0000 0.073 2 0.0110 0.0242 0.0204 0.0598 0.0431 0.0296 0.0121 0.005 2
S2 0.0721 0.5183 1.0000 0.1041 0.0140 0.0287 0.0308 0.0589 0.0346 0.0233 0.0415 0.114 0
S3 0.0753 0.6909 1.0000 0.0696 0.0109 0.0226 0.0218 0.0496 0.0391 0.0227 0.0514 0.127 0
S4 0.076 4 0.697 4 1.0000 0.070 5 0.0110 0.0225 0.0212 0.0656 0.0397 0.0236 0.0452 0.117 2
S5 0.074 8 0.6912 1.0000 0.0721 0.0109 0.0221 0.0229 0.0708 0.0379 0.0220 0.0504 0.139 9
S6 0.077 3 0.5380 1.0000 0.0732 0.0135 0.0261 0.0274 0.056 8 0.0429 0.0253 0.0455 0.119 0
S7 0.0756 0.7025 1.0000 0.076 0 0.0107 0.0235 0.0277 0.0604 0.0378 0.0232 0.051 2 0.141 3
S8 0.0659 0.5171 1.0000 0.0786 0.0171 0.0317 0.0298 0.0749 0.0480 0.0175 0.046 8 0.131 3
S9 0.073 5 0.696 8 1.0000 0.0654 0.0121 0.0237 0.0231 0.0556 0.0413 0.0269 0.0398 0.096 7
S10 0.074 2 0.5354 1.0000 0.067 6 0.0128 0.0252 0.0230 0.0545 0.0423 0.0269 0.047 3 0.122 3
T 00743 0.6153 1.0000 00750 00124 00250 00248 0.0607 00407 00241 00431 01114
RSD 4.61 13.96 0.00 14.55 16.41 12.17 15.17 12.71 9.14 13.75 26.87 35.47
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Table 6 The relative retention times of common peaks of the vinegar processed S. scandens Buch.Ham

ErRe 1 2 3(G) 4 5 6 7 8

Gl 0.688 3 0.949 5 1.000 0 1.052 8 1.326 8 2.287 4 2.412°9 2.595 9
G2 0.688 3 0.940 0 1.000 0 1.052 8 1.326 6 2.2911 2.414 5 2.597 5
G3 0.687 6 0.939 8 1.000 0 1.053 0 1.326 8 2.292 2 2.417 7 2.601 6
G4 0.687 9 0.939 8 1.000 0 1.053 1 1.326 8 2.293 6 2.419 3 2.603 6
G5 0.686 9 0.947 9 1.000 0 1.053 2 1.327 2 2.293 2 2.419 2 2.603 3
G6 0.686 7 0.948 3 1.000 0 1.053 5 1.327 4 2.294 0 2.420 4 2.605 2
G7 0.686 5 0.947 6 1.000 0 1.053 0 1.325 8 2.293 0 2.419 6 2.605 0
G8 0.686 5 0.949 4 1.000 0 1.053 1 1.3259 2.292 9 2.419 7 2.605 0
G9 0.685 0 0.948 0 1.000 0 1.053 4 1.326 7 2.294 2 2.421 0 2.605 1
G10 0.684 0 0.947 9 1.000 0 1.052 9 1.324 7 2.289 7 2.416 2 2.601 7
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Table 7 The relative peak areas of common peaks of the vinegar processed S. scandens Buch.Ham

EiR=2 1 2 3(G) 4 5 6 7 8

G1 0.074 1 0.454 7 1.000 0 0.100 0 0.115 5 0.083 8 0.045 4 0.124 2
G2 0.075 7 0.503 4 1.000 0 0.105 7 0.100 2 0.091 6 0.044 3 0.106 0
G3 0.077 9 0.625 1 1.000 0 0.097 5 0.075 0 0.062 4 0.042 6 0.069 4
G4 0.089 3 0.508 7 1.000 0 0.105 4 0.071 8 0.085 4 0.036 9 0.109 1
G5 0.090 7 0.470 1 1.000 0 0.073 6 0.081 6 0.072 4 0.038 9 0.071 4
G6 0.077 8 0.483 4 1.000 0 0.064 5 0.097 3 0.058 8 0.048 5 0.098 7
G7 0.102 4 0.4717 1.000 0 0.074 7 0.098 9 0.053 6 0.049 1 0.124 1
G8 0.093 6 0.474 0 1.000 0 0.076 6 0.111 6 0.050 7 0.045 1 0.120 7
G9 0.104 9 0.478 3 1.000 0 0.082 2 0.112 4 0.063 6 0.047 5 0.076 5
G10 0.103 6 0.459 8 1.000 0 0.081 9 0.112 4 0.063 4 0.046 6 0.091 8

""" ¥4 00890 04929 10000  0.0862 00977 00686 0045 0092

RSD 13.60 10.04 0.00 17.09 16.71 20.56 8.99 21.48
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Table 8 The similarities of HPLC fingerprints of the raw S. scandens Buch.Ham

I S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10 Pt
S1 1.000 0.984 0.985 0.987 0.985 0.990 0.982 0.985 0.986 0.987 0.990
S2 0.984 1.000 0.985 0.984 0.986 0.994 0.985 0.996 0.988 0.997 0.995
S3 0.985 0.985 1.000 0.998 0.999 0.992 0.999 0.986 0.996 0.990 0.994
S4 0.987 0.984 0.998 1.000 1.000 0.993 0.998 0.987 0.996 0.989 0.995
S5 0.985 0.986 0.999 1.000 1.000 0.994 0.998 0.987 0.996 0.990 0.995
S6 0.990 0.994 0.992 0.993 0.994 1.000 0.991 0.996 0.990 0.997 0.999
S7 0.982 0.985 0.999 0.998 0.998 0.991 1.000 0.985 0.994 0.987 0.993
S8 0.985 0.996 0.986 0.987 0.987 0.996 0.985 1.000 0.988 0.998 0.996
S9 0.986 0.988 0.996 0.996 0.996 0.990 0.994 0.988 1.000 0.993 0.994
S10 0.987 0.997 0.990 0.989 0.990 0.997 0.987 0.998 0.993 1.000 0.998
Xf B 0.990 0.995 0.994 0.995 0.995 0.999 0.993 0.996 0.994 0.998 1.000
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Table 9 The similarities of HPLC fingerprints of the vinegar processed S. scandens Buch.Ham

I 5 G1 G2 G3 G4 G5 G6 G7 G8 G9 G10 Xt HE
G1 1.000 0.819 0.769 0.809 0.822 0.817 0.815 0.812 0.810 0.815 0.818
G2 0.819 1.000 0.988 0.994 0.987 0.982 0.977 0.975 0.972 0.971 0.987
G3 0.769 0.988 1.000 0.995 0.988 0.981 0.978 0.978 0.978 0.975 0.989
G4 0.809 0.994 0.995 1.000 0.994 0.987 0.984 0.984 0.982 0.980 0.994
G5 0.822 0.987 0.988 0.994 1.000 0.994 0.990 0.989 0.988 0.986 0.997
G6 0.817 0.982 0.981 0.987 0.994 1.000 0.994 0.993 0.989 0.988 0.995
G7 0.815 0.977 0.978 0.984 0.990 0.994 1.000 0.999 0.997 0.997 0.995
G8 0.812 0.975 0.978 0.984 0.989 0.993 0.999 1.000 0.997 0.997 0.995
G9 0.810 0.972 0.978 0.982 0.988 0.989 0.997 0.997 1.000 0.999 0.994
G10 0.815 0.971 0.975 0.980 0.986 0.988 0.997 0.997 0.999 1.000 0.994

X B 0.818 0.987 0.989 0.994 0.997 0.995 0.995 0.995 0.994 0.994 1.000
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Figure 6 Cluster analysis on the raw and vinegar processed S. scandens Buch.Ham
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Table 10 The content of various constituents of raw and

processed Guizhou S. scandens Buch.Ham

(n=10) mg/g

FE it Ny A SRR E40 855
A i 72.92+1.22 1.3640.89 6.61+0.09 1.9540.25
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