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ABSTRACT
Background: In China, dried root of Hedysarum polybotrys Hand‑Mazz, 
known as Hong Qi  (Radix hedysari  [RH]), is one of the important 
traditional Chinese medicines (TCMs). The long analysis time was a major 
limitation when high‑throughput techniques are required for research 
or quality control purposes. Materials and Methods: It is necessary to 
develop a high‑throughput method for the determination of multiple 
components of TCMs by investigating the separation characteristics of 
the target with ultra‑high‑performance liquid chromatography  (UHPLC) 
and ultra‑high‑performance supercritical fluid chromatography  (UHPSFC). 
Objective: This study intends to establish a high‑throughput method for 
simultaneous determination of ten compounds in RH by UHPSFC and to 
develop a standardized method to comprehensively evaluate the quality 
of RH samples. In addition, this study was based on UHPLC and UHPSFC 
systems to understand and compare the effects of different separation 
parameters on ten target compounds in RH. A  high‑throughput and 
reliable solid‑phase extraction method for simultaneous detection of ten 
target compounds in RH was established and validated. Results: The 
optimal analysis method was achieved using HSS C18 SB column, gradient 
elution, flow rate of 1.5 mL/min, diode array detection at 270 nm, and back 
pressure at 12.41 Mpa. The separation method was validated sufficiently 
by examining the precision, recoveries, linearity, range, limit of detection, 
and limit of quantification and was successfully applied to quantify the 
25 RH samples. In addition, the comparative study also demonstrated 
the complementary nature of the two separation modes. Conclusion: 
This is the first study that ten compounds in RH were separated and 
analyzed simultaneously with UHPSFC‑diode array detector. In addition, 
under the separation conditions of UHPSFC and UHPLC, the comparison 
of chromatographic parameters shows that a combination of these two 
separation techniques efficiently separates the ten target compounds in 
RH. The results obtained in this study are useful for future TCM quality 
control and high‑throughput analysis.
Key words: Comparative study, high‑throughput analysis, Radix hedysari, 
ultra‑high‑performance supercritical fluid chromatography

SUMMARY
•  A rapid ultra‑high‑performance supercritical fluid chromatography (UHPSFC) 

method with high resolution and reproducibility was developed and validated 
to quantify ten active compounds in Radix hedysari  (RH)

•  These active compounds have been described for the first time in RH

•  The effect of UHPSFC parameters on the separation of active compounds 
was studied in detail

•  Although the method presented in this study was designed for RH, it can 
be used for the determination of other compounds in different traditional 
Chinese medicines

•  In addition, different separation parameters were compared using UHPSFC 
and UHPLC. These studies also demonstrated the complementary nature of 
the two separation modes.

Abbreviations used: ACN: Acetonitrile; BPR: Back pressure 
regulator; DAD: Diode array detector; RA: Radix astragali; RH: Radix 
hedysari; SF: Supercritical fluid; TCM: Traditional Chinese medicine; 
UHPSFC: Ultra‑high‑performance supercritical 
fluid chromatography.
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INTRODUCTION
In China, Hong Qi  (Radix hedysari  [RH]), dried root of Hedysarum 
polybotrys Hand‑Mazz, is one of the most important traditional 
Chinese medicines (TCMs). In Hong Kong, as well as some countries in 
Southeast Asia, RH and Huang Qi (Radix astragali, RA) are considered 
crude drugs and RH is considered to be of better quality than RA.[1] 
In addition, the compounds in RH, which include the organic acid, 
flavonoids, saponins, coumarins, polyphenols, and terpenoids, 

Pharmacogn. Mag.
A multifaceted peer reviewed journal in the field of Pharmacognosy and Natural Products
www.phcog.com | www.phcog.net

Access this article online
Website: www.phcog.com
Quick Response Code:

This is an open access journal, and articles are distributed under the terms of the 
Creative Commons Attribution‑NonCommercial‑ShareAlike 4.0 License, which 
allows others to remix, tweak, and build upon the work non‑commercially, as long as 
appropriate credit is given and the new creations are licensed under the identical terms.

For reprints contact: reprints@medknow.com

Cite this article as: Wang B, Liu XH, Xue ZY, Yang XY, Fang YY, Feng SL. 
Comparative study of ultra‑high‑performance supercritical fluid chromatography 
and ultra‑high‑performance liquid chromatography to simultaneous determination 
of ten components in Radix hedysari. Phcog Mag 2020;16:99-110.

Comparative Study of Ultra‑High‑Performance Supercritical 
Fluid Chromatography and Ultra‑High‑Performance Liquid 
Chromatography to Simultaneous Determination of Ten 
Components in Radix hedysari 
Bo Wang1,2,  Xiao‑Hua Liu1, Zhi‑Yuan Xue1, Xiu‑Yan Yang1, Yao‑Yao Fang1, Shi‑Lan Feng1

1Institute of Drug Analysis, School of Pharmacy, Lanzhou University, 2Lanzhou Customs, Food Safety Testing Laboratory, P.R. China

Submitted: 31‑05‑2019	 Revised: 27‑06‑2019	 Published: 11‑02‑2020



BO WANG, et al.: Comparative Study and Determination of Ten Components in Radix hedysari

100� Pharmacognosy Magazine, Volume 16, Issue 67, January-March 2020

give it a number of pharmacological activities.[2‑4] Vanillic acid and 
ferulic acid have many biological properties, including antioxidant 
and anticancer activities.[5] Genistein, calycosin‑7‑O‑β‑D‑glucoside, 
3‑hydroxy‑9,10‑dimethoxypterocarpane, liquiritigenin, formononetin, 
and formononetin‑7‑O‑β‑D‑glucoside, having antioxidant, antiviral, and 
antithrombogenic properties, are commonly considered an important 
class of compounds in RHs.[1,6] In recent years, various methods have been 
developed to analyze and quantify the compounds in TCMs, including 
thin‑layer chromatography and ultraviolet  (UV)‑Vis methods, which 
have been applied for the determination of polyphenols in some medicinal 
plants.[7,8] The use of HPLC‑MS/MS to analyze flavonoids has also been 
reported many times.[3,6,9] Moreover, flavonoids have been analyzed by 
GC or GC‑MS.[10,11] HPLC has been successfully and widely used in the 
analysis of compounds in TCMs.[3,12‑14] During the last decade, there 
has been remarkable progress in the column materials and instruments 
used for LC, especially with the emergence of ultra‑high‑performance 
liquid chromatography (UHPLC) in 2004. UHPLC combines a packed 
columns of sub‑2 μm particles and an instrumental system that can 
withstand pressures up to 15,000 psi  (103.42 Mpa). UHPLC methods 
offer significantly reduced analysis time compared to those of traditional 
LC or HPLC.[15] The long analysis time is a major limitation when 
high‑throughput techniques are needed for research or quality control 
purposes. Highly efficient separation can be achieved by increasing the 
temperature of the mobile phase (more than 60°C) in LC in conjunction 
with sub‑2 μm particle‑containing columns. However, this strategy 
may be harmful to silicon‑based stationary phases and thermally 
unstable compounds, especially above 100°C. As we know, SFC can 
improve chromatographic efficiency and resolution.[16,17] Supercritical 
fluids are an inexpensive mobile phase that has liquid‑like densities, 
low viscosity, and high gas‑like diffusivity. Moreover, supercritical fluid 
chromatography  (SFC) is a fast and reliable equipment for separation 
and quantification that consumes a small amount of solvent. The 
SFC application in TCM analysis dated back to the 1990s, when the 

SFC was used as an extension of gas chromatography. Currently, the SFC 
combined with different detectors showed good analytical applicability 
for a variety of compounds in different TCMs, from nonpolar 
compounds such as terpenes,[18] carotenoids,[19] and fatty‑acids[20] to 
more polar compounds such as flavonoids[21,22] and alkaloids.[23,24] 
However, as far as we know, rarely, reports have been published on the 
simultaneous analysis and determination of ten compounds in RHs from 
different cultivated regions, especially using ultra‑high‑performance 
supercritical fluid chromatography  (UHPSFC). Thus, the aim of 
this study was to use in ultra‑high‑performance supercritical fluid 
chromatography (UHPSFC) coupled to diode array detector (DAD) to 
establish a high‑throughput detection and standardized method for the 
comprehensive assessment of RH sample quality. Ten target compounds 
were  (1) vanillic acid,  (2) calycosin,  (3) ferulic acid,  (4) coumarin, 
(5) formononetin,  (6) 3‑hydroxy‑9,10‑dimethoxypterocarpane, 
(7) formononetin‑7‑O‑β‑D‑glucoside, (8) calycosin‑7‑O‑β‑D‑glucoside, 
(9) genistein, and (10) liquiritigenin. Moreover, the separation conditions 
of cosolvent, stationary phase, back pressure, flow rate, additives, and 
column temperature were investigated. Ten target compounds were 
simultaneously isolated and determined by UHPSFC‑DAD within 
20 min. The method was then applied to the detection of ten analytes in 
actual samples of RH. This is the first study on the simultaneous isolation 
and determination of ten compounds using UHPSFC‑DAD. In addition, 
another purpose of this study was to test the effects of different stationary 
phase and temperature on the separation of the ten target compounds by 
UHPLC and UHPSFC techniques.

MATERIALS AND METHODS
Chemicals, reagents, and samples
Standards of vanillic acid, 3‑hydroxy‑9,10‑dimethoxypterocarpane, 
calycosin, formononetin, liquiritigenin, ferulic acid, formononetin‑7-
O‑β‑D‑glucoside, genistein, calycosin‑7‑O‑β-D‑glucoside, and 

Figure  1: Chemical structure of ten target compounds.  (1) Coumarin;  (2) vanillic acid;  (3) ferulic acid;  (4) 3‑hydroxy‑9,10‑dimethoxypterocarpane; 
(5) formononetin; (6) liquiritigenin; (7) genistein; (8) calycosin; (9) formononetin‑7‑O‑β‑D‑glucoside; and (10) calycosin‑7‑O‑β‑D‑glucoside
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coumarin [Figure  1] were obtained from the Dr.  Ehrenstorfer GmbH 
(Augsburg, Germany). Formic acid was obtained from Sigma (St. Louis, 
USA). Food‑grade carbon dioxide  (purity  >99.93%) was stored in 
50 kg cylinders and purchased from Hui Neng (Lan Zhou, China). Other 
solvents and chemicals were of analytical HPLC grade.
Twenty‑five RH samples were purchased from local pharmacy shops in 
Gansu, China. All the samples were identified by Professor Zhi‑gang Ma 
(Department of Pharmacognosy, Lanzhou University, Lanzhou, China). 
All RH samples were kept away from light, moisture, and stored at room 
temperature before analysis.

Standard preparation and calibration
Samples of the ten standard reference compounds, namely, vanillic 
acid, 3‑hydroxy‑9,10‑dimethoxypterocarpane, genistein, formononetin, 
calycosin, formononetin‑7‑O‑β‑D‑glucoside, liquiritigenin, coumarin, 
ferulic acid, and calycosin‑7‑O‑β‑D‑glucoside, were weighed precisely 
and dissolved in methanol to prepare 400 μg/mL standard stock 
solutions. The standard working solution was made by diluting the 
standard stock solutions in cosolvent to six different levels, 0.20, 0.40, 
4.00, 40.00, 100.00, and 200.00 μg/mL, and these were stored in brown 
glass flasks at 4°C.

Sample preparation
Each sample of RH was passed through a 60‑mesh screen. 2.0 g 
homogeneous RH powder was weighed, and 40 mL 75% (v/v) ethanol 
was used as the extraction solvent. Then, it was extracted in an 
ultrasonic water bath for 20 min at room temperature and centrifuged 
at 12,000 r/min for 5 min. The upper solution was evaporated to a nearly 
dry state with a rotary evaporator at 50°C. The extract was redissolved 
in 2.0 mL of methanol and diluted to 10.0 mL with deionized water. 
Subsequently, before loading samples, Oasis HLB cartridge  (200 mg, 
6 mL) was activated with 5 mL methanol and water, respectively. After 
loading samples, washed SPE cartridge with 5.0 mL deionized water 
and then eluted with 3.0 mL methanol. The flow rate for all the SPE 
steps was approximately 1.0 mL/min. Finally, the elution solution was 
concentrated to a nearly dry state under the action of N2 stream, and then 
redissolved with 1.0 mL methanol, and through a 0.22 μm membranes 
(Agilent, USA) for UHPSFC and/or UHPLC analysis.

Ultra‑high‑performance supercritical fluid 
chromatography analysis
This study was analyzed using the ultra‑performance convergence 
chromatography  (UPC2) system  (Waters, USA) equipped with a 
binary solvent delivery pump, DAD, a back pressure regulator, and 
a column oven and controlled by Empower 3 software. HSS C18 SB 
(150 mm × 2.1 mm, 1.7 μm) column was used. Gradient elution (eluent 
A: CO2; eluent B: 0.1% formic acid in methanol, v/v) was used in this 
study. The elution procedure was as follows: 99.0% A (initial), 99%–93% 
A  (0–10.0  min), and 93%–80% A  (10–20  min). Finally, 99% A was 
used to rebalance the system and column for 2 min. The back pressure 
is set at 12.41 MPa. The column temperature was 70°C and the sample 
temperature was 20°C. Sample injection volume was 1.0 μL and the flow 
rate was 1.5 mL/min. Detection wave was 280 nm.

Ultra‑high‑performance liquid chromatography 
analysis
At the same time, the ultra‑high‑performance chromatography (UHPLC) 
system  (Waters, USA) was also used in the study, which was equipped 
with a binary solvent delivery pump, DAD, and controlled by Empower 2 
software. In this study, HSS C18 SB was used as a chromatographic column. 

Sample injection volume was 1.0 μL, the column temperature was 30°C, and 
the sample temperature was 20°C. Detection wave was 280 nm. The elution 
gradient (eluent A: methanol containing 0.1% formic acid; eluent B: water 
containing 0.1% formic acid, v/v) was as follows: 15.0% A (initial), 15%–
25% A (0–5.0 min), 25%–40% A (5–40 min), 40%–75% A (40–80 min), 
and 75%–90% A (80–100 min). Finally, 15% A was used to rebalance the 
system and column for 3 min. Flow rate was set at 0.3 mL/min.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Selection of the stationary phase
The complexity of RH samples can make UHPSFC separation quite 
challenging. In order to select the most suitable UHPSFC separation 
column for target compounds, BEH 2-EP, BEH, HSS C18 SB, and CSH 
fluoro-phenyl were studied in this study. These stationary phases can be 
divided into three groups. BEH and BEH 2‑EP constitute the first group. 
These stationary phases can form different polar interactions with solutes, 
such as dipole‑induced dipole and dipole–dipole interactions.[21] It is 
necessary to note that BEH 2‑EP was particularly suitable for UHPSFC 
analysis of alkaline compounds, which were mainly reflected in 
providing excellent peak shape for alkaline compounds. The second 
group was the CSH fluoro‑phenyl stationary phase  (charged surface 
hybrid bonded to fluoro‑phenyl). It can be formed with additional 
kinds of retention interactions such as aromaticity  (π‑π) interaction, 
dipole–dipole interaction, H‑bonding interactions, and hydrophobic 
interaction. The last group was the HSS C18 SB stationary phase (a normal 
inorganic silica phase bonded to the C18 group), which forms a charge 
transfer and dispersion interactions.[25] Standards of ten analytes were 
used as target compounds, and the separation conditions were described 
in “UHPSFC analysis.” In this study, all the compounds  (except for 
calycosin‑7‑O‑β‑D‑glucoside  [10]) were eluted under the described 
conditions and the calycosin (8) peak in the first group columns showed 
substantial tailing [Figure 2a and b]. Mainly because the BEH and BEH 
2‑EP are suitable for separating polar compounds,[25,26] the retention of 
polar compounds on the first group columns was stronger. In addition, 
elution orders (E.o) of the nine compounds from the BEH column were 
different from that of the BEH 2‑EP column. This might be because 
the solid phase contained 2‑ethylpyridine groups, which changed the 
selectivity of the chromatographic column. Therefore, BEH and BEH 
2‑EP phases were not suitable for the separation of the target compounds 
in UHPSFC. Moreover, serious tailing was observed for calycosin  (8) 
and calycosin‑7‑O‑β‑D‑glucoside  (10) of CSH fluoro‑phenyl phase 
[Figure 2c]. The ten target compounds were baseline separated. Among 
the three groups of chromatographic columns tested, the HSS C18 SB 
provided the best separation of the ten standards [Figure 2d]. All target 
compounds were baseline separated within 20 min. Therefore, even if the 
peak shape and baseline were not ideal under these conditions, HSS C18 
SB column was selected for further optimization.

Selection of the cosolvent
Carbon dioxide (CO2) as a supercritical fluid is too nonpolar for the solvent 
power of polar compounds such as organic acids and glycosides.[27,28] The 
spiked of polar cosolvent  (including acetonitrile, isopropanol, ethanol, 
and methanol) was necessary to prompt elution and improve separation 
efficiency.[29] Because of different polarities and properties of the four 
cosolvents, the optimization of the cosolvents for the UHPSFC separation 
was studied using these four common organic solvents. Under the same 
chromatographic conditions  (Section UHPSFC analysis), extremely 
strong retentions of calycosin (8), formononetin‑7‑O‑β‑D‑glucoside (9), 
and calycosin‑7‑O‑β‑D‑glucoside (10) were observed when acetonitrile 
and isopropanol were used as the cosolvents [Figure 3a and b]. With ethanol 
as the cosolvent [Figure 3c], only calycosin-7-O-β-D-glucoside (10) has a 
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Figure  2: The separation of ten target compounds on four different stationary phases:  (a) Acquity UPC2 BEH;  (b) Acquity UPC2 BEH 
2‑EP; (c) Acquity UPC2 CSH fluoro‑phenyl;  (d) Acquity UPC2 HSS C18 SB using gradient elution with 1%–20% of methanol in 20  min at 
1.5 mL/min. The temperature was set at 70°C and back pressure to 12.41 Mpa. Compounds:  (1) Coumarin;  (2) vanillic acid;  (3) ferulic acid; 
(4) 3‑hydroxy-9,10‑dimethoxypterocarpane; (5) formononetin;  (6) liquiritigenin;  (7) genistein;  (8) calycosin;  (9) formononetin‑7‑O‑β‑D‑glucoside; and 
(10) calycosin‑7‑O‑β‑D‑glucoside

dc

ba

Figure  3:  (a) Acetonitrile;  (b) isopropanol;  (c) ethanol; and  (d) methanol on the separation of ten target compounds; the HSS C18 SB column using 
gradient elution with 1%–20% of methanol in 20 min at 1.5 mL/min. The temperature was set at 70°C and back pressure to 12.41 Mpa. Compounds: (1) 
Coumarin;  (2) vanillic acid;  (3) ferulic acid;  (4) 3‑hydroxy‑9,10‑dimethoxypterocarpane;  (5) formononetin;  (6) liquiritigenin;  (7) genistein;  (8) calycosin; (9) 
formononetin‑7‑O‑β‑D‑glucoside; and (10) calycosin‑7‑O‑β‑D‑glucoside

dc

ba
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strong retention (no elution). When methanol was used as the cosolvent 
[Figure 3d], the resolution and tR  of formononetin‑7‑O‑β‑D‑glucoside (9), 
calycosin‑7‑O‑β‑D‑glucoside (10), and calycosin (8) were significantly 
improved. Therefore, methanol is the best choice for cosolvent in this 
study. Moreover, this study also found that alcohol (isopropanol, ethanol, 
and methanol) had higher solvation ability than acetonitrile, which had 
very weak solvation ability to stationary phase and target compounds. 
This phenomenon is similar to the results reported by Nováková et al.[29]

Selection of the back pressure
The back pressure can affect supercritical fluid density. Density is 
important for the mobile phase solvation power and consequently for the 
retention and selectivity. Therefore, the effect of back pressure between 
1600 psi (11.03 Mpa) and 2200 psi (15.16 Mpa) was also tested to optimize 
the separation of the analytes. As shown in Figure 4, as back pressure 
increased, the retention time (tR) of coumarin (1), vanillic acid (2), ferulic 
acid (3), 3‑hydroxy‑9,10‑dimethoxypterocarpane (4), formononetin (5), 
liquiritigenin  (6), genistein  (7), and calycosin  (8) decreases. This was 
consistent with the reports by Gibitz Eisath et  al.[27] and Nováková 
et  al.,[29] which found that effect of back pressure on retention time is 
quit straightforward; at fixed temperature, as the pressure increases, the 
density of the mobile phase changes, resulting in reduced tR of the target 
compounds. However, in the range of tested back pressure, the effect of 
back pressure on the tR of formononetin‑7‑O‑β‑D‑glucoside  (9) and 
calycosin‑7‑O‑β‑D‑glucoside  (10) was quite limited. The reason may 
be the relatively high proportion of cosolvents in the mobile phase. 
In conclusion, when gradient elution was used, the earliest eluted 
compounds were significantly affected by the change in back pressure 
because of the lower proportion of cosolvent in the mobile phase at the 
beginning of the elution gradient. On the other hand, due to the higher 
proportion of mobile phase cosolvent at the end of elution gradient, 
compounds at the latest elution were less affected by the change of back 
pressure.

Selection of the temperature
The temperature change causes the solute vapor pressure and the 
supercritical fluid density change. Moreover, the stationary phase may be 
unstable at higher temperatures. Therefore, it is important to determine 
the appropriate temperature to ensure the stability of the stationary 
phase and optimized the separation. In this study, temperature effects 
were tested in the 30°C–80°C range. As shown in Figure 5, increasing 
the temperature from 30°C to 80°C increased the resolution of 
liquiritigenin  (6) and genistein  (7) and decreases the tR of all target 
compounds. In addition, when the column temperature was 70°C, all 
ten target compounds were baseline separated, but when the column 
temperature was 80°C, the peaks of liquiritigenin  (6), genistein  (7), 
calycosin  (8), and calycosin‑7‑O‑β‑D‑glucoside  (10) trailed and 
the peak shape of formononetin‑7‑O‑β‑D‑glucoside  (9) was poor. 
Therefore, the best column temperature was found to be 70°C because 
this temperature not only provided suitable tR of all target compounds 
but also maintained satisfactory peak shapes. Moreover, Nováková 
et al.[29] and Lou et al.[30] recently reported that temperature and pressure 
affected not only the density and vapor pressure of supercritical fluids 
but also the strength of the interactions between the solute, the mobile 
phase, and stationary phase. Thus, pressure and temperature can be used 
to fine‑tune separation method, although they cannot be accurately 
predicted.

Selection of the flow rate
To further decrease the analysis time, flow rates  (1.0 mL/min, 
1.5 mL/min, and 2.0 mL/min) were investigated in the optimization 
process. Slower flow rates cause peak broadening and increased tR of the 
target compounds. In this study, changes in the flow rate did not improve 
the peak shapes. As shown in Figure 6, when the flow rate was higher 
than 1.5 mL/min, liquiritigenin (6) and genistein (7) were not baseline 
separated. Considering the pressure of the system, the resolution and 
sensitivity of the target compound, 1.5 mL/min was used as the best flow 
rate.

Comparison of ultra‑high‑performance supercritical 
fluid chromatography and ultra‑high‑performance 
liquid chromatography methods
Comparison of the stationary phases
In this study, it is also quit necessary to compare the selectivity of 
UHPSFC and UHPSFC according to different stationary phases. 
To get as close as possible to the separation conditions of UHPSFC 
and UHPLC, methanol was used as the cosolvent and/or the mobile 
phase in this study. The tested stationary phases were the same in 
both methods. It is important to note that BEH column was a polar 
stationary phase, which is inappropriate for reversed‑phase elution 
conditions. BEH 2‑EP column was not normally used in RP‑LC; some 
mixed‑mode retention may be possible on this column. These reasons 
lead to the low retention and bad peak shapes of all target compounds 
in BEH and BEH 2‑EP (data not shown). Only HSS C18 SB and CSH 
fluoro‑phenyl were normally employed in RPLC mode and appear 
to be suitable to achieve this separation. Therefore, the retention and 
selectivity of the two stationary phases can be directly compared. In 
this study, two different stationary phases were evaluated and compared 
using UHPLC and UHPSFC techniques and the results are shown in 
Figure 7. Moreover, the difference between UHPLC and UHPSFC was 
evaluated by comparing the tR, E.os, capacity factor  (k’), and peak 
resolution  (Rs) of the target compounds under different columns. 
The UHPLC separation conditions are described in “Section UHPLC 
analysis.” First, under the selected gradient conditions, all ten target 

Figure  4: The back pressure range 11.03 Mpa to 15.16 Mpa on the 
separation of ten target compounds; the HSS C18 SB column using gradient 
elution with 1%–20% of methanol  (containing 0.1% formic acid, v/v) in 
20  min at 1.5 mL/min. The temperature was set to 70°C. Compounds: 
(1) Coumarin; (2) vanillic acid; (3) ferulic acid;  (4) 3‑hydroxy‑9,10-
dimethoxypterocarpane; (5) formononetin;  (6) liquiritigenin; 
(7) genistein; (8) calycosin; (9) formononetin‑7‑O‑β‑D‑glucoside; and 
(10) calycosin‑7‑O‑β‑D‑glucoside
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compounds in the mixture were partially separated [Rs >0.86; Table 1] 
on the HSS C18 SB column [Figure 7a] within 70 min and completely 
separated [Rs  >2.11; Table  1] on the CSH fluoro‑phenyl column 
[Figure 7b]. By comparing the chromatograms obtained from UHPLC 
and UHPSFC [Figures 2 and 7], a shorter analysis time was observed for 
the latter. For instance, the analytical time was 70 min in UHPLC, but 
only 20 min in UHPSFC. On all measured stationary phases, k’ values 
of all target compounds were <4.95. In addition, HSS C18 SB and CSH 
fluoro‑phenyl columns demonstrated very different separation patterns. 
Under the conditions of UHPLC, the target compound peak resolution 
of CSH fluoro‑phenyl columns was better than HSS C18 SB, but the 
opposite trend was observed under the conditions of UHPSFC. Finally, 
in the comparative study of different stationary phases under UHPLC 
and UHPSFC conditions, it can be concluded that the HSS C18 SB and 
CSH fluoro‑phenyl more effectively separate the target compounds. 
These studies have also shown the complementarity of the two 
separation systems, and UHPSFC can serve as a powerful separation 
technique for adjusting selectivity when UHPLC was unable to separate 
some mixtures, and vice versa.

Comparison of the effect of temperature
In UHPSFC and UHPLC, the retention strength and elution strength of 
the analyte are affected by the density of the mobile phase, which was 
related to its composition, temperature, and pressure.[30] In addition, in 
UHPSFC and UHPLC, the effect of temperature on the retention strength 
of compounds was multifactorial, which is very complicated to explain. 
Therefore, in this study, HSS C18 SB column and gradient elution was 
selected. Under UHPSFC conditions, the temperature changed from 
30°C to 70°C [Figure 5], and under UHPLC conditions, the temperature 
changed from 30°C to 60°C  [Figure  8]. The effect of temperature on 
compound separation was evaluated using the Rs, E.o, k’, and tR. Table 2 
shows the parameters of Rs, E.o, k’, and tR for the analysis of target 
compounds by both UHPSFC and UHPLC. As summarized in Table 2, the 
k’ for the target compounds was in the range of 1.96–54.95 for UHPSFC 
and 3.07–32.08 for UHPLC. In addition, in combination with the E.o 
and parameter k’ of the target compounds, it can be concluded that the 
parameter k’ of the target compound varies with changes in temperature. 
Between UHPSFC and UHPLC, the change in temperature and the change 
of k’ is opposite. This phenomenon may be due to the distribution of target 

Figure 5:  (a) 30°C;  (b) 40°C;  (c) 50°C;  (d) 60°C;  (e) 70°C, and  (f ) 80°C on the separation of ten target compounds; the HSS C18 SB column using gradient 
elution with 1%–20% of methanol in 20 min at 1.5 mL/min. The back pressure to 12.41 Mpa. Compounds: (1) Coumarin; (2) vanillic acid; (3) ferulic acid; 
(4) 3‑hydroxy‑9,10‑dimethoxypterocarpane;  (5) formononetin;  (6) liquiritigenin;  (7) genistein;  (8) calycosin;  (9) formononetin‑7‑O‑β‑D‑glucoside; and 
(10) calycosin‑7‑O‑β‑D‑glucoside

dc

b

f

a

e
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compounds between the mobile phase  (or cosolvent) and the different 
columns (stationary phase) under the different conditions of UHPSFC and 
UHPLC. The parameter Rs for the analysis of target compounds was in 
the range of 0.37–15.07 for UHPSFC and 0.82–13.47 for UHPLC (except 
for the coeluted peak). It is noteworthy that under the conditions of 
UHPSFC, the Rs of the target compounds increases with an increase in 
temperature. Conversely, the Rs of the target compound decreases with 
increasing temperatures under the conditions of UHPLC. In addition, 
the E.o of coumarin (1) and calycosin‑7‑O‑β‑D‑glucoside (10) changed 
between 60°C and 30°C, which may be due to the different distribution 
ratios between the stationary and mobile phase of different compounds.

Method validation
In this study, several method validation parameters such as linearity, 
limit of detection  (LOD), limit of quantification  (LOQ), correlation 
determination (R2), accuracy, and recovery (trueness) were studied.

Calibration curves were prepared from the stock solutions, which were 
diluted with cosolvent to generate working solutions with concentrations 
ranging from 0.2 to 400 μg/mL. Average concentrations are presented in 
Table 3 (each concentration was injected 3 times). Regression analyses 
determined the correlation coefficient (r2) values ranged from 0.9989 to 
0.9998. Under the optimized separation conditions, the LOD and LOQ 
were tested at S/N ratios of 3 and 10, respectively. LODs ranged from 
0.2 μg/mL to 0.4 μg/mL and the LOQs ranged from 0.5 μg/mL to 1.0 
μg/mL. The results showed that UHPSFC‑DAD was sensitive to the 
determination of the target compound.
Intra‑ and interday variations were used to determine the precision of 
the developed assay (n = 6, variations were expressed in RSD). The RSDs 
of the analytes were <4.1% for interday precision and <3.5% for intraday 
precision  [Table  4]. The extract of RH‑1 was analyzed by replicate 
injection after 0, 1, 2, 4, 6, 8, 12, 18, 24, and 48 h to determine the stability 
of the sample. Table 4 shows the stability of the ten target compounds. 
The RSDs were <3.3%.
The trueness of the method was investigated by measuring the 
recovery, which was assessed by adding three different concentrations 
(low, medium, and high) of standard compounds to RH‑1, for which the 
concentrations of the analytes were known. The sample was extracted 
and analyzed under optimized method. Each standard was tested at each 
concentration five times. Detailed procedure for the preparation of the 
spiked samples and average recoveries for compounds 1–10 are given in 
Table 5. The recoveries were between 96.58% and 104.50%, and the RSDs 
were <4.6%. The peak purity of the target compounds were calculated by 
Empower 3 software, and separation method selectivity was evaluated.

Analysis of ten compounds
The established UHPSFC‑DAD method was successfully used to the 
investigation of ten analytes in the RH obtained from different growing 
regions. The identities of the compounds in the chromatograms were 
confirmed based on their tR and UV spectra. The contents of the ten 
analytes in the 25 samples are summarized in Table 6. A representative 
chromatography of the mixture of standards and standard 
samples  (RH-1) under the selected conditions is shown in Figure 9. 
The concentrations of the ten compounds in sample RH-1 decreased 
in the order formononetin > formononetin-7-O-β-D-glucoside > 
3-hydroxy-9,10-dimethoxypterocarpane > vanillic acid > calycosin-7-
O-β-D-glucoside > liquiritigenin > calycosin > genistein > coumarin 
> ferulic acid, and this order is similar to what has been reported 
previously.[1,3] Moreover, samples purchased from Minxian county in 
Gansu province (mean content of 308.60 μg/mL) contained higher 

Figure  6: The influence of a flow rate on the separation of ten target 
compounds. The change in the flow rate of the mobile phase; 1.0 
mL/min, 1.5 mL/min; and 2.0 mL/min on HSS C18 SB column. The 
analyses were performed using methanol  (containing 0.1% formic 
acid, v/v) as a cosolvent, the temperature was set at 70°C and 
back pressure to 12.41 Mpa. Compounds:  (1) Coumarin;  (2) vanillic 
acid;  (3) ferulic acid;  (4) 3‑hydroxy‑9,10‑dimethoxypterocarpane; 
(5) formononetin;  (6) liquiritigenin;  (7) genistein;  (8) calycosin; (9) 
formononetin‑7‑O‑β‑D‑glucoside; and (10) calycosin‑7‑O‑β‑D‑glucoside

Figure  7: Selectivity of different UHPLC sub‑2 μm particles stationary phases.  (a) HSS C18 SB;  (b) CSH fluoro‑phenyl; using gradient elution with 
15‑90% of methanol in 70  min at 0.3 mL/min. The temperature was set at 30°C. Compounds:  (1) Coumarin;  (2) vanillic acid;  (3) ferulic acid; (4) 
3‑hydroxy‑9,10‑dimethoxypterocarpane;  (5) formononetin;  (6) liquiritigenin;  (7) genistein;  (8) calycosin;  (9) formononetin‑7‑O‑β‑D‑glucoside; and (10) 
calycosin‑7‑O‑β‑D‑glucoside

ba
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Figure 8: Selectivity of different UHPLC temperatures: (a) 30°C; (b) 40°C; (c) 50°C; and (d) 60°C on the separation of ten target compounds; the separation 
of target compounds on a HSS C18 SB column using gradient elution with 15%–90% of methanol in 70 min at 0.3 mL/min. The back pressure to 12.41 Mpa. 
Compounds:  (1) Coumarin;  (2) vanillic acid;  (3) ferulic acid;  (4) 3‑hydroxy‑9,10‑dimethoxypterocarpane;  (5) formononetin;  (6) liquiritigenin;  (7) genistein; 
(8) calycosin; (9) formononetin‑7‑O‑β‑D‑glucoside; and (10) calycosin‑7‑O‑β‑D‑glucoside

dc

ba

Table 1: The result of resolution, retention factor, retention time, and elution order for different stationary phases

Stationary phase Separation type Chromatographic parameter
HSS C18 SB UHPSFC E.o 1a 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

tR 2.22 4.64 6.27 9.36 11.47 12.80 13.18 13.64 17.97 19.43
k 4.95 11.48 15.85 24.15 29.82 33.41 34.43 35.67 47.31 51.22

Rs NAb 7.11 3.83 6.67 4.65 3.34 1.01 1.23 9.48 2.75
UHPLC E.o 2 3 1 10 9 6 8 7 4 5

tR 10.93 21.12 24.31 25.79 38.47 39.07 49.60 53.35 54.05 60.44
k 5.11 10.81 12.60 13.43 20.51 20.85 26.74 28.84 29.23 32.80

Rs NA 12.61 2.84 1.19 13.47 0.86 12.90 4.32 1.02 8.57
CSH fluoro‑phenyl UHPSFC E.o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

tR 1.76 4.48 5.46 7.13 9.92 11.46 12.50 13.00 16.58 19.11
k 2.22 7.20 9.00 12.06 17.16 19.99 21.89 22.80 29.36 9.88

Rs NA 8.25 2.67 4.54 7.03 3.54 2.38 1.11 7.10 6.88
UHPLC E.o 2 1 3 10 6 9 8 4 7 5

tR 13.86 21.26 25.20 28.24 41.72 47.03 51.74 54.33 58.29 61.57
k 5.74 9.34 11.26 12.74 19.29 21.88 24.16 25.43 27.35 28.95

Rs NA 6.54 3.30 2.67 11.60 4.41 4.07 2.62 2.69 2.11
BEH 2‑EP UHPSFC E.o 1 2 3 4 5 8 6 7 9 NA

tR 1.13 8.42 9.68 11.39 13.17 18.20 18.52 19.64 23.79
k 1.51 17.63 20.41 24.20 28.14 39.25 39.96 42.44 51.63

Rs NA 28.36 4.06 4.80 5.03 17.09 1.28 3.87 9.69
UHPLC E.o NA

tR
k

Rs
BEH UHPSFC E.o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 NA

tR 2.45 6.43 7.17 9.63 11.72 14.97 15.29 15.40 21.74
k 2.12 7.74 8.83 11.23 13.89 18.02 18.43 18.56 26.62

Rs NA 13.41 3.79 9.83 8.37 8.37 1.40 0.35 13.26
UHPLC E.o NA

tR
k

Rs
aThe compound numbers are the same as Figure  2d. bNA: Not available, UHPSFC: Ultra‑high‑performance supercritical fluid chromatography; 
UHPLC: Ultra‑high‑performance liquid chromatography
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Table 3: Linearity, limit of detections, and limit of quantifications in the determination of target compounds

Analytes tR (min) Regressive equation Linear range (µg/mL) r2 LOD (µg/mL) LOQ (µg/mL)
1a 2.31 y=3715.6x + 4095.2 0.50‑200.00 0.9998 0.20 0.50
2 4.73 y=1574.5x − 2666.6 0.50‑200.00 0.9995 0.20 0.50
3 6.35 y=1435.9x − 301.55 0.50‑200.00 0.9991 0.20 0.50
4 9.41 y=1574.7x + 2952.3 0.50‑200.00 0.9993 0.20 0.50
5 11.59 y=5468.3x + 35169 0.50‑200.00 0.9995 0.20 0.50
6 12.91 y=4133.7x − 946.81 0.50‑200.00 0.9994 0.20 0.50
7 13.29 y=5845.4x + 3131.6 0.50‑200.00 0.9995 0.20 0.50
8 13.89 y=4731.8x − 642.12 0.50‑200.00 0.9997 0.20 0.50
9 18.13 y=2467.3x + 15144 1.00‑200.00 0.9994 0.40 1.00
10 19.39 y=2578.4x + 10134 1.00‑200.00 0.9989 0.40 1.00

aThe compound numbers are the same as Figure 2d. LOD: Limit of detection, LOQ: Limit of quantification

concentrations of the compounds than did the samples obtained from 
other growing regions. Second, not all the samples contained ferulic acid. 
In addition, of the 25 RH samples, the samples from Minxian country 
(Gansu province) had significantly higher contents of formononetin 
(206.04 μg/mL) than those from other origins. Wild RH  (RH‑21 and 
RH‑22) had lower contents of formononetin  (48.54 μg/mL and 41.41 
μg/mL, respectively). However, wild RH samples had higher contents 

of vanillic acid and calycosin‑7‑O‑β‑glucoside. This results show that 
analyses conducted using UHPSFC are consistent with those reported 
previously[4] and suggested that the differences between the ratios of the 
contents of calycosin‑7‑O‑β‑glucoside/vanillic acid and formononetin/
formononetin‑7‑O‑β‑glucoside could be used as to distinguish the 
geographic origins of RH samples. Finally, this study showed that 
UHPSFC can be applied to the detection of compounds in TCMs.

Table 2: The result of resolution, retention factor, retention time, and elution order for different temperature

Temperatures Separation type Chromatographic parameter
30°C UHPSFC E.o 1a 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

tR 1.54 3.57 4.49 6.00 7.77 9.17 9.26 10.29 16.73 19.32
k 1.96 5.86 7.61 10.52 13.91 16.61 16.77 18.74 31.10 36.08

Rs NAb 9.30 3.23 5.17 5.57 5.89 0.37 2.96 14.31 4.93
UHPLC E.o 2 3 1 10 9 6 8 7 4 5

tR 10.93 21.12 24.31 25.79 38.47 39.07 49.60 53.35 54.05 60.44
k 5.11 10.81 12.60 13.43 20.51 20.85 26.74 28.84 29.23 32.80

Rs NA 12.61 2.84 1.19 13.47 0.86 12.90 4.32 1.02 8.57
40°C UHPSFC E.o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

tR 1.54 3.62 4.60 6.29 8.19 9.66 9.75 10.77 17.40 19.94
k 1.95 5.93 7.79 11.02 14.66 17.47 17.64 19.60 32.27 37.12

Rs NA 9.70 3.43 6.30 6.53 5.91 0.37 2.92 15.07 4.82
UHPLC E.o 2 3 1+10 9 6 8 7 4 5

tR 9.03 16.42 19.69 29.78 31.21 41.10 45.27 47.34 54.12
k 4.08 8.23 10.07 15.75 16.55 22.11 24.46 25.63 29.44

Rs NA 10.86 3.68 9.66 1.28 8.68 3.66 2.07 7.69
50°C UHPSFC E.o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

tR 1.82 4.02 5.15 7.20 9.10 10.48 10.64 11.61 18.28 20.67
k 2.68 7.13 9.43 13.58 17.41 20.22 20.53 22.50 36.00 40.84

Rs NA 9.95 3.68 6.52 5.92 5.78 0.75 2.85 14.28 4.34 
UHPLC E.o 2 3 1+10 9 6 8 7 4 5

tR 7.96 13.69 16.96 24.55 26.88 35.02 38.42 42.16 49.27
k 3.56 6.85 8.72 13.07 14.41 19.07 21.02 23.16 27.23

Rs NA 9.49 3.56 7.28 2.52 8.28 3.05 3.52 7.32
60°C UHPSFC E.o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

tR 2.15 4.45 5.77 8.21 10.19 11.70 11.94 12.81 19.27 21.46
k 3.57 8.47 11.28 16.47 20.68 23.89 24.39 26.25 39.99 44.66

Rs NA 8.30 4.31 7.65 5.45 4.94 0.91 2.36 13.96 4.15
UHPLC E.o 2 3 10 1 9 6 8 7 4 5

tR 6.89 11.49 14.17 14.63 20.09 22.98 29.48 32.02 36.71 43.75
k 3.07 5.78 7.37 7.64 10.87 12.57 16.41 17.91 20.69 24.84

Rs NA 8.82 4.48 0.82 7.73 3.33 6.86 2.34 4.54 6.90
70°C UHPSFC E.o 1 2 4 3 5 6 7 8 9 10

tR 2.40 4.92 6.52 9.47 11.48 13.06 13.42 14.15 20.40 22.45
k 4.29 9.85 13.38 19.90 24.34 27.83 28.62 30.23 44.03 48.56

Rs NA 9.98 5.01 8.42 5.04 4.19 1.04 1.74 12.43 3.73
80°C E.o 1 2 4 3 5 6 7 8 9 10

tR 3.04 5.81 7.79 11.34 13.26 14.48 15.40 15.85 21.39 23.20
k 6.31 12.98 17.73 26.25 30.87 33.81 36.02 37.10 50.41 54.79

Rs NA 7.37 4.28 7.15 3.50 2.17 1.86 1.05 12.06 3.34
aThe compounds numbers are the same as Figure 2d. bNA. NA: Not available
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Table 4: Stability, interday, and intraday precision of the investigated compounds

Analytes Concentration (mg/kg) Intra‑day (n=6) Inter‑day (n=6) Stability RSD (%)

Found (mg/kg) RSD (%) Found (mg/kg) RSD (%)
1 5.0 4.8a 0.9 4.9 1.2 0.9

50.0 49.9 0.9 49.8 1.0
100.0 99.8 1.1 100.8 1.4

2 5.0 4.9 0.7 4.8 1.1 1.3
50.0 49.8 0.9 49.9 1.3

100.0 99.8 1.1 99.7 1.3
3 2.5 2.4 1.2 2.5 1.4 1.2

25.0 25.0 1.6 24.9 2.1
50.0 49.9 1.2 49.7 1.3

4 10.0 9.9 1.1 9.9 1.2 1.4
100.0 99.6 1.5 99.8 2.0
200.0 198.8 1.3 199.4 1.4

5 5.0 4.9 0.9 5.1 1.2 0.9
50.0 49.6 1.0 49.9 1.5

100.0 101.1 1.1 100.0 1.5
7 2.5 2.4 1.1 2.5 1.2 0.9

25.0 24.9 1.4 24.6 2.1
50.0 49.9 1.2 49.8 1.3

8 2.5 2.4 1.2 2.4 1.3 1.1
25.0 24.8 1.3 24.5 1.8
50.0 49.6 1.6 49.9 1.3

9 5.0 5.0 1.9 4.9 3.1 3.3
50.0 49.7 1.7 50.1 2.9

100.0 99.6 2.3 100.0 3.5
10 5.0 4.9 2.3 5.01 2.5 2.8

50.0 49.8 3.2 50.0 3.8
100.0 100.5 3.5 101.6 4.1

aThe compound numbers are the same as Figure 2d. RSD: Relative standard deviation

Table 5: Recoveries for the assay of ten target compounds in Radix hedysari ‑ 1

Analytes Original (µg/mL) Spiked (µg/mL) Found (µg/mL)b Recovery (%)c RSD (%, n=5)
1a 1.81 0.5 2.38 103.15 1.6

5.0 6.86 100.70 1.4
25.0 26.77 99.84 1.4

2 6.97 0.5 7.37 98.71 1.5
5.0 12.18 101.75 1.2

25.0 31.82 99.54 1.3
3 NQ 0.5 0.50 100.80 1.8

5.0 5.08 101.60 1.9
25.0 24.94 99.76 1.8

4 9.69 0.5 10.33 101.34 2.0
5.0 15.13 103.01 2.5

25.0 34.73 100.11 2.6
5 104.5 25 130.82 101.02 2.5

100 203.95 99.73 2.1
200 300.21 98.59 1.9

6 6.73 0.5 7.21 99.75 2.6
5.0 11.55 98.47 3.0

25.0 30.64 96.58 3.2
7 1.04 0.5 1.49 96.71 1.8

5.0 5.95 98.45 1.6
25.0 25.43 97.67 1.1

8 3.72 0.5 4.25 100.80 1.8
5.0 8.86 101.60 1.9

25.0 28.65 99.76 1.8
9 19.85 0.5 20.26 99.56 3.9

5.0 25.97 104.50 4.1
25.0 44.31 98.79 4.1

10 2.48 0.5 2.96 99.35 4.3
5.0 7.56 101.04 4.6

25.0 28.12 102.32 3.9
aThe analyte numbers are the same as Figure 2d. bThe data were present as average of three determinations, cRecovery (%) = 100 × (amount founds ‑ original amount)/
amount spiked. NQ: Not quantify
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CONCLUSION
A fast UHPSFC method with high resolution, sensitivity, and 
reproducibility was developed and validated to quantify ten compounds 
in RH. These compounds have been described for the first time in RH. In 
the optimized UHPSFC method, methanol and CO2 were used as mobile 
phases and gradient elution was performed, and these target compounds 
were successfully separated on HSS C18 SB column. The optimized 

separation method can accurately determine and quantify all ten 
compounds within 20 min. The method utilized SPE as the pretreatment. 
Under the optimal conditions, the target compounds were quantitatively 
recovered from the samples. Moreover, consumption of cosolvent was 
greatly reduced in the analysis, indicating that UHPSFC was a greener 
and more environmentally friendly separation system than traditional 
separation system. Although the method presented in this study was 
designed for RH, it can be applied to the determination of compounds in 
other TCMs. Obviously, sample pretreatment and/or chromatographic 
conditions may require specific modifications for different TCMs. The 
purpose of this study was to compare the separation mechanisms of 
ten target compounds under different separation systems. The results 
show that changes in selectivity are more apparent under various 
UHPLC conditions than under UHPSFC conditions. These results can 
be explained by the properties of the stationary phase bonds themselves 
and the effects of the interactions between the target and different mobile 
phases and different stationary phases in UHPLC and UHPSFC systems. 
In addition, analysis time of the UHPSFC was faster than that of the 
UHPLC, which affords high‑throughput analysis of target compounds 
in complex TCMs. Finally, under the separation conditions of UHPSFC 
and UHPLC, the comparison of chromatographic parameters  (Rs, k’, 
and E.o) shows that a combination of these two separation techniques 
efficiently separate the ten target compounds in RH. The results obtained 
in this study will be useful in quality control and high‑throughput 
analysis of TCMs in future.
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Table 6: Contents of investigated compounds in Radix hedysari (n=3, unit: µg/mL)

Number 1a 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
RH‑1 1.81±0.05b 6.97±0.13 NQ 9.69±0.19 104.5±3.25 6.73±0.02 1.04±0.02 3.72±0.12 19.85±1.12 2.48±0.25
RH‑2 1.15±0.02 6.07±0.12 ND 4.41±0.12 184.17±4.37 0.69±0.01 1.27±0.02 5.57±0.11 83.56±2.56 5.99±0.44
RH‑3 2.47±0.08 6.92±0.18 ND 11.25±0.20 100.55±2.24 5.34±0.03 3.85±0.03 4.07±0.08 69.53±2.13 8.35±0.35
RH‑4 1.92±0.05 4.91±0.14 NQ 3.87±0.10 73.65±1.58 2.35±0.02 5.75±0.03 4.86±0.13 28.71±1.25 5.96±0.15
RH‑5 2.03±0.04 8.03±0.09 NQ 2.97±0.09 67.91±2.14 3.57±0.02 3.08±0.05 5.08±0.12 36.21±2.04 3.21±0.21
RH‑6 4.05±0.17 10.29±0.19 NQ 8.42±0.18 119.03±3.12 3.61±0.01 2.11±0.03 5.55±0.09 67.08±2.87 12.19±1.29
RH‑7 3.26±0.09 8.37±0.15 0.79±0.02 5.27±0.11 95.02±2.25 2.84±0.03 1.03±0.01 3.24±0.10 75.78±2.01 11.61±1.08
RH‑8 3.26±0.08 9.22±0.14 NQ 8.86±0.14 103.39±3.01 8.70±0.03 20.19±0.11 5.44±0.15 53.24±1.68 7.53±0.86
RH‑9 2.29±0.05 8.23±0.16 ND 6.43±0.14 97.99±2.23 4.96±0.02 16.51±0.19 2.15±0.06 58.74±1.67 7.25±0.95
RH‑10 2.16±0.03 5.16±0.09 0.97±0.01 5.62±0.12 89.02±2.01 6.54±0.02 4.08±0.03 2.72±0.08 38.45±1.14 5.37±0.54
RH‑11 2.20±0.04 3.88±0.15 1.02±0.02 13.71±0.21 101.42±3.34 6.12±0.03 3.06±0.03 3.51±0.09 42.24±1.54 8.23±0.47
RH‑12 1.13±0.07 4.54±0.09 NQ 8.10±0.18 93.62±2.21 5.91±0.02 4.41±0.02 2.69±0.11 28.01±1.05 6.93±0.27
RH‑13 1.95±0.05 4.90±0.12 NQ 9.66±0.15 72.22±1.17 7.85±0.03 8.29±0.03 4.93±0.20 28.99±0.99 3.73±0.09
RH‑14 2.52±0.12 4.50±0.10 NQ 6.78±0.09 76.36±1.79 2.64±0.01 1.08±0.01 3.38±0.21 24.76±1.34 4.97±0.17
RH‑15 2.37±0.09 12.78±0.18 0.72±0.02 13.63±0.19 106.91±3.54 3.61±0.03 4.08±0.04 4.51±0.14 48.87±2.07 5.41±0.16
RH‑16 2.67±0.02 7.44±0.09 0.63±0.01 8.31±0.15 206.04±4.25 2.80±0.03 3.06±0.09 3.36±0.08 68.57±2.16 6.35±0.20
RH‑17 1.16±0.03 2.98±0.11 ND 10.76±0.18 99.41±2.68 8.76±0.03 1.04±0.01 2.27±0.05 61.43±2.09 7.67±0.12
RH‑18 1.27±0.02 4.77±0.14 ND 3.68±0.09 82.61±3.07 3.61±0.02 4.41±0.16 3.29±0.11 33.03±1.57 9.51±0.14
RH‑19 3.83±0.05 8.15±0.08 NQ 9.92±0.11 113.35±2.39 2.84±0.01 4.08±0.15 4.78±0.12 67.23±2.01 9.23±0.14
RH‑20 1.80±0.03 8.52±0.13 ND 11.44±0.12 61.44±2.12 8.70±0.02 3.06±0.06 2.04±0.08 57.41±1.87 5.41±0.09
RH‑21 2.35±0.05 11.55±0.15 ND 18.54±0.18 48.54±1.58 2.64±0.01 2.29±0.02 5.89±0.21 23.56±1.05 14.26±0.10
RH‑22 2.64±0.03 14.45±0.26 NQ 21.41±1.01 41.41±2.01 3.61±0.01 1.08±0.02 7.25±0.23 28.12±0.89 13.67±0.03
RH‑23 1.12±0.03 4.57±0.19 ND 14.79±0.11 74.79±2.09 2.81±0.02 2.08±0.01 5.17±0.19 18.57±0.91 2.39±0.02
RH‑24 2.80±0.04 7.25±0.19 ND 11.25±0.09 71.25±1.99 8.74±0.03 3.06±0.03 3.56±0.14 31.66±1.06 3.57±0.06
RH‑25 1.65±0.03 5.25±0.16 NQ 8.98±0.03 84.98±0.23 3.61±0.02 1.04±0.01 8.05±0.18 24.8±1.11 2.69±0.03

aThe analyte numbers are the same as Figure 2d, bThe data were present as average of triplicates. NQ: Not quantify; ND: Not detected

Figure  9: Ultra‑high‑performance supercritical fluid chromatography 
chromatographic of sample  (RH‑1) and mixture standards. The 
separation of ten target compounds on a HSS C18 SB column 
using gradient elution with 1%–20% of methanol in 20  min at 
1.5 mL/min. The column temperature was set at 70°C and back pressure 
to 12.41 Mpa. Compounds: (1) Coumarin; (2) vanillic acid; (3) ferulic acid; 
(4) 3‑hydroxy‑9,10‑dimethoxypterocarpane; (5) formononetin; (6) liquiritigenin; 
(7) genistein; (8) calycosin; (9) formononetin‑7‑O‑β‑D‑glucoside; and 
(10) calycosin‑7‑O‑β‑D‑glucoside



BO WANG, et al.: Comparative Study and Determination of Ten Components in Radix hedysari

110� Pharmacognosy Magazine, Volume 16, Issue 67, January-March 2020

Conflicts of interest
There are no conflicts of interest.

REFERENCES
1.  Liu  XH, Zhao  JB, Guo  L, Yang  YL, Hu  F, Zhu  RJ, et  al. Simultaneous determination of 

calycosin‑7‑O‑β‑D‑glucoside, ononin, calycosin, formononetin, Astragaloside  IV, and 

Astragaloside II in rat plasma after oral administration of Radix astragali extraction for 

their pharmacokinetic studies by ultra‑pressure liquid chromatography with tandem mass 

spectrometry. Cell Biochem Biophys 2014;70:677‑86.

2.  Dang Z, Feng D, Liu X, Yang T, Guo L, Liang J, et al. Structure and antioxidant activity study of 

sulfated acetamido‑polysaccharide from radix hedysari. Fitoterapia 2013;89:20‑32.

3.  Zhao J, Yu QT, Li P, Zhou P, Zhang YJ, Wang W. Determination of nine active components in 

radix hedysari and Radix astragali using capillary HPLC with diode array detection and MS 

detection. J Sep Sci 2008;31:255‑61.

4.  Liu Y, Zhang X, Zhao Y, Chen H, Wang B, Zhang Q. Comparative chemical analysis of Radix 

astragali and radix hedysari by HPLC. Nat Prod Res 2012;26:1935‑8.

5.  Li LJ, Feng J, Cheng H, Chen QF, Zhong ZH, Kong HX, et al. Separation and determination of 

salicylic acid, cinnamic acid, ferulic acid and vanillic acid with sample stacking‑non‑aqueous 

electrophoresis. Chin J Anal Chem 2007:35:401‑4.

6.  Xiao HB, Krucker M, Albert K, Liang XM. Determination and identification of isoflavonoids 

in Radix astragali by matrix solid‑phase dispersion extraction and high‑performance liquid 

chromatography with photodiode array and mass spectrometric detection. J Chromatogr A 

2004;1032:117‑24.

7.  Sakakibara H, Honda Y, Nakagawa S, Ashida H, Kanazawa K. Simultaneous determination of 

all polyphenols in vegetables, fruits, and teas. J Agric Food Chem 2003;51:571‑81.

8.  Georgé S, Brat P, Alter P, Amiot MJ. Rapid determination of polyphenols and Vitamin C in 

plant‑derived products. J Agric Food Chem 2005;53:1370‑3.

9.  Huang  X, Liu  Y, Song  F, Liu  Z, Liu  S. Studies on principal components and antioxidant 

activity of different Radix astragali samples using high‑performance liquid chromatography/

electrospray ionization multiple‑stage tandem mass spectrometry. Talanta 2009;78:1090‑101.

10.  Chang  L, Ren  Y, Cao  L, Sun  Y, Sun  Q, Sheng  N, et  al. Simultaneous determination and 

pharmacokinetic study of six flavonoids from Fructus sophorae extract in rat plasma by 

LC‑MS/MS. J Chromatogr B Analyt Technol Biomed Life Sci 2012;904:59‑64.

11.  Shi  R, Qiao  S, Yu  D, Shi  X, Liu  M, Jiang  X, et  al. Simultaneous determination of five 

flavonoids from Scutellaria barbata extract in rat plasma by LC‑MS/MS and its application to 

pharmacokinetic study. J Chromatogr B Analyt Technol Biomed Life Sci 2011;879:1625‑32.

12.  Qi LW, Yu QT, Li P, Li SL, Wang YX, Sheng LH, et al. Quality evaluation of Radix astragali 

through a simultaneous determination of six major active isoflavonoids and four main 

saponins by high‑performance liquid chromatography coupled with diode array and 

evaporative light scattering detectors. J Chromatogr A 2006;1134:162‑9.

13.  Shaw LH, Chen WM, Tsai TH. Identification of multiple ingredients for a traditional Chinese 

medicine preparation  (Bu‑Yang‑Huan‑Wu‑Tang) by liquid chromatography coupled with 

tandem mass spectrometry. Molecules 2013;18:11281‑98.

14.  Santos JL, Aparicio I, Alonso E, Callejón M. Simultaneous determination of pharmaceutically 

active compounds in wastewater samples by solid phase extraction and high‑performance 

liquid chromatography with diode array and fluorescence detectors. J  Anal Chim Acta 

2005;550:116‑22.

15.  Wren SA, Tchelitcheff P. Use of ultra‑performance liquid chromatography in pharmaceutical 

development. J Chromatogr A 2006;1119:140‑6.

16.  Foley JP, Crow JA. Supercritical fluid chromatography for the analysis of natural products. 

J Cheminform 2010;23:302.

17.  Farrell WP, Aurigemma CM, Masters‑Moore DF. Advances in high throughput supercritical 

fluid chromatography. J Liq Chromatogr Relat Technol 2009;32:1689‑710.

18.  Hartmann A, Ganzera M. Supercritical fluid chromatography – Theoretical background and 

applications on natural products. Planta Med 2015;81:1570‑81.

19.  Lesellier E, Gurdale K, Tchapla A. Separation of cis/trans isomers of β‑carotene by supercritical 

fluid chromatography. J. Chromatogr A 1999;844:307‑20.

20.  Señoráns F. J, Ibañez E. Analysis of fatty acids in foods by supercritical fluid chromatography. 

J Anal Chim Acta 2002;465:131‑44.

21.  Wang B, Liu XH, Zhou W, Hong Y, Feng SL. Fast separation of flavonoids by supercritical fluid 

chromatography using a column packed with a sub‑2μm particle stationary phase. J Sep Sci 

2017;40:1410‑20.

22.  Huang Y, Feng Y, Tang G, Li M, Zhang T, Fillet M, et al. Development and validation of a 

fast SFC method for the analysis of flavonoids in plant extracts. J  Pharm Biomed Anal 

2017;140:384‑91.

23.  Balsevich J, Hogge LR, Berry AJ, Games DE. Analysis of Indole Alkaloids from Leaves of 

Catharanthus roseus by means of supercritical fluid chromatography/mass spectrometry. 

J Nat Prod 2004;51:1173‑77.

24.  Li ZY, Fu Q, Li KY, Liang T, Jin Y. Fast analysis of indole alkaloids from vedoaifeurtcsu by 

supercritical fluid chromatography. Chin J Anal Chem 2014;32:506‑12.

25.  West  C, Lesellier  E. A  unified classification of stationary phases for packed column 

supercritical fluid chromatography. J Chromatogr A 2008;1191:21‑39.

26.  Perrenoud  AG, Farrell  WP, Aurigemma  CM, Aurigemma  NC, Fekete  S, Guillarme  D. 

Evaluation of stationary phases packed with superficially porous particles for the analysis 

of pharmaceutical compounds using supercritical fluid chromatography. J  Chromatogr A 

2014;1360:275‑87.

27.  Gibitz Eisath N, Sturm S, Stuppner H. Supercritical fluid chromatography in natural product 

analysis – An update. Planta Med 2018;84:361‑71.

28.  Huang Y, Tang G, Zhang T, Fillet M, Crommen J, Jiang Z. Supercritical fluid chromatography in 

traditional Chinese medicine analysis. J Pharm Biomed Anal 2018;147:65‑80.

29.  Nováková L, Perrenoud AG, Francois I, West C, Lesellier E, Guillarme D. Modern analytical 

supercritical fluid chromatography using columns packed with sub‑2 μm particles: A tutorial. 

Anal Chim Acta 2014;824:18‑35.

30.  Lou  X, Janssen  HG, Cramers  CA. Temperature and pressure effects on solubility in 

supercritical carbon dioxide and retention in supercritical fluid chromatography. J Chromatogr 

A 1997;785:57‑64.


