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Abstract: Total phenols from clove are important bioactive components that possess antibacterial and antioxi-
dant properties. However, their efficient extraction process requires further investigation. In this study, ultra-
sonic-assisted ethanol extraction was used to extract total phenols from clove, and the extraction process was
optimized using response surface methodology. The optimal extraction conditions were determined as 60% etha-
nol concentration, 22 min ultrasonic time, and a solid-to-liquid ratio of 1:33 (g/mL). Under these conditions,
the yield of clove total phenols reached (1.60+0.02) mg/g. The antibacterial test results showed that clove to-
tal phenols effectively inhibited the growth of Staphylococcus aureus and Salmonella, with inhibition zone di-
ameters of 17.50 mm and 16.30 mm, respectively. The minimum inhibitory concentrations (MIC) were
0.062 5 mg/mL and 1.000 0 mg/mL, respectively.
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TS R R AT R RIS R IR A 4 40 e
24, N S 25 52 T H bR A A P 0 L R R AL
S,k SR FH R I A BB T RS A AR
Z M, 15555 (1.4620.03) % ; 7 U5 FF 031K T8 75 U il By
RIMTZRIMERXRZ W, Z W BOR I m o8 (11.26+
0.08) mg/g. T UL, AHIFIE R R 7 I il B4 74 DA
B R YA ey R 30 i O SN PR B v ot L UV
PeA LI ARSI S eAb , SR FH AR A A
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1 R 5F*
1.1 PR

K W ¥F 1 (Escherichia coli) . 4> Wt {0 7 25 BK &
(Staphylococcus aureus) VPTG (Salmonella) : FE PR =
B K AE A W S0 % T A (B ) « R T 77
Pel Bl BR S A 5 W PR (A E>98% ) (AR AR (11
AIATAl) - U2 TR AR AR B B A RN W 5 Tk B
RN (ATl ) - VO B BL 4 B0 A BR A 7 5 JoK L BE 4y
Bral) . F RN A4 T (2 D A BRA & 5 3 hg R
WA B YR (B T el d st B R A )
FARATBR TR A w] ikl 80 (4344l « [§ 245 48 Ml ik
R A B2 B 5 20 PO & M (2, 3, 5-triphenyltetrazolium
chloride, TTC) (/rHT4l) 48 M Cig L R A BRA Fl o

LB [R5 5 5L 0 1 45 - FRIBUBRER PR 10 g RS
BH S g FAALEN 10 g BAE 15 ¢, 3 F 1000 mL ZE1#K
L pH EIE 2 7.0~7.4, B T R EZERKH T 121 °C
KB 15 min, B HIE 60 C, 2R JFHL 15 mL FHFR ML,
BRPRAR LA S Rl R R L (R 92 FE R 200 0.3 em)
P & L S

LB R 15 % 5L 0 1 45 - FRIBUBRER PR 10 g TR
B2k 5 g AN 10 g BB 15 ¢, 3 T 1 000 mL 251
K, pH 8 & 7.0~7.4, B T & 28 95 K 3 i
121 “CK W@ 15 min, B HI % 60 C, % .

JC W A= 3R 7K 1 ) 4% BRI 0.85 ¢ S AmA T
100 mL ZEM7K i B T R R ZEROR B T 121 "CKB
15 min, 2% 60 C, % H.
1.2 AR5

T R ZE VR K A (FDSOA) « B0 1] A A FR

oyl G A OE VERE (KQ-100V) « B I T B A A 2
AR A 5 s B DAL (TDAN) - B 76 28 B 52 56 AU 25 1%
A IR 5 AT WAy BT (SP-756) - b5 1E
B AR AT BRA 7] 5 TH IR K7 748 (SPX-250F- 1) : L
o BRAN 28 5 25 A B2 | ieds < R(DL91150) « b 15
JISCHARA T F R (FAL104) « 5% 46
BRF A A R
1.3 Rk
13,1 T AT 20 s i

PR 0.2 ¢ THM, 2% RGN L IR
PETR I 25 5, 82 BHREE 1:25 (¢/ml) | LM
60% .H 7 BF [A] 30 min, ST A S (10,15.20.25,
30.35.40 min) JBF& H[1:10.1:15.1:20.1:25.1:30,
1:35.1:40 (g/mL)], & BEV JE (0% . 15% . 30% . 45%
60% .75% .90% )X} T Fr LA A5 H 15
1.3.2 T & SR 2 A 17 i A Ak a6

F 4 R 2 IR 45 5, W Design-Expert 13 X
4, AR 45 Box-Behnken A0 E -SRI T Ik, IS
e B RPN R] B L 3 AR E Sy B AR R LT A
SIS S Ry e O, X A R I B S R R TR AT
L AR A AT A TS b S U=
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Table 1 Factors and levels used in response surface methodology

K Ak
A W% B@BARA/min - C RHE L/ (g/mL)
-1 45 15 1:25
0 60 20 1:30
1 75 25 1:35

1.3.3 T AR E

S IR AS FLAES 5 3, AT TR Y vk i
B AR R , WG R AR R L 2 il A5 ol 26 (1y=0.010 6x+
0.010 5,R2=0.999) ,

Fi [RIRE G 7 2%, 52 R R E 765 nm Ab B IO EE
Fie FAVA IR T & B ag e,

w=(CxVxN)/(mx1000)

Ko BT FH R, mg/e; C FARIEARHE
LA T & W K, pg/mL; V 3 BOR 1 &
Bl mL; N RGBT EGm HFES A, o0
1.3.4 BB H %

5 80 CORAF MY PA BREEFR AE LB [ 4R 8% 55 3% I,
37 CHi % 24 h, 2 2~3 fRUGAL G, FH G B A B R KOk
BRI B R E S 109~107 CFU/mL, AR 14 FH7,
1.3.5  $07A RE A I a

2 PN AE S I 5 Ty i SR FHAT ALY ik
TR R BEAT I 2 . B LB AT NG B R R 2 4
60 “CJii . MiiE = AR IR LA (£ 10~15 mL) , 5
TE R I e AR L ot . o HE S8 2 8EE 5, B 0.10 mL it
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R SIRAT TR . SR AT ILAR AR SR J2 il
R FL (BRI 2 FL) , BEFLRS HEE A 0.10 mL T
F P CIRE S . DLJC TR AR BRER K AR g BRI X B o 8%
FRILTEA 37 CHHIR I FRA 395 24 ho ]+
2Rk, P BR R RO s 400 o1 P ) LA
1.3.6 S5/ NIRRT B 1 0

B /NI OE (minimum inhibitory concentration,
MIC) 5 A JG W i (TG R ) 41 B 2 K A A G vk B
K A5 B R EEU9, 96 FLAR AR FLINA LB AR
FEHE 50 wL, 55 1 300 A 100 wL.30 mg/mL T 7 2B
PIFN 100 L. 2% MR 80 ¥, b 15 IR FL A T A $E 1L
Y s iR A NS 1 HIIREL 50 WL Z55 2 51, LA 254
KA RE RS 11 5], RFTIR AT, I 5 —FLIRE 100 wL
Fd. EEILIMA 50 pL HE N 105 CFU/mL ) 1#
W, T A PRI e AR N 3.875 0,1.000 0,
0.250 0,0.062 5.0.015 6.0.004 0.0.001 0 mg/mL, 47
3AERE . P 125000 A 190 wL ER A 10 pl.2% it
80 AR R ZS IR IR #E 96 LAk G AT IA 100 L
) LB AR RS R IEAE A BT R 28 H ATIIA 100 wl.,
50 wg/mL KT E M 100 WL B R AE A BH X IR
SRIG A FLINA 20 pL. 1% TTC i, 37 CH I 15 9%
24 h, WMEEE AR Ak, B 60 AR 21 5 LRI A S /N4 TR
WL .
1.4 BdlEhbpE

K J1 SPSS 27 Hl Design-Expert 13 {1 #4171 17
TR 15 RS 4T

2 GBRESW

2.1 B BY B PR EUT B S i R

201 LR BT A A IS R R )
SRR BT T A R AR R g LI 1

24r

22F

T R EEE (mglg)

0 15 30 45 60 75 90
LR IE 1%
AR NG FRERIR 28 57 135 (P<0.05) .
E1 ZEREWNTEIZBEENINE
Fig.1 Effect of ethanol concentrations on the yield of clove total

phenols
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X HIL T F BRI . A OEER N 60% B,
T SRR BN EE . SRTTRE OB B iF— 20
Th i, KA 7 ECAE R Uk /D, 5 S50 B VS AN 2 Al
3 5 MU 5 , e BT R R AT R A, A,
60% 11 £, B 5 5L 18 Hh i B e R f 88, B
AR T R R ORI R A A Y, BB A
W3 AT A= B S DT S B T ) o R B TR0
I, BB R R 45% .60% \75% 47 J B2 K
2.1.2 AP R T A R A R A 5

A 7 I (AL T 75 LB AR 1 R e LI 2.

241
22}
20F
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Fig.2 Effect of extraction time on the yield of clove total phenols

WE 2 Fros, S B E Y 20 min B, T 7 G
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V) 768 7 A D ot 200 s — 21 g e S 40 e ) kT, 53K
543 iy 2 0 o R o A A T I 5 0 o 1 R L S
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FE N I 2 ) M 2 sl R A 5 4 ), DT RE AR 22 i
B 2 W a4 A A IS T B h RRPU AL S 7 g
FESCRY Bt BT ] ) pl i ALk, D ik
R0 7 I [A)ER A 35 min B, AN A 305 A A Al 240 i
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2.1.3 B LEXT T 75 B A5 A0 5 T
BRI HEXT T 7 SRR A 52 DL 3.

2.1 a

20}

1.9+

1.8}

1.7}

1.6 |

1.5+

T B (mgg)

1.4} be

]

1.3}

12 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
1:10 1:15 1:20 1:25 1:30 1:35 1:40

B/ (g/mlL)
AFRVNG IR 22 57 .35 (P<0.05) o

B3 RhRbxtT&SBEERNZMm
Fig.3 Effect of solid-to-liquid ratio on the yield of clove total

phenols

W 3 Fros, Bl E RS 0 B B, T A R
Ty 15 B R S ISR T3 5 R B R . FERRE L R
1:10 (g/mL) B, T S 515358 1.30 mg/g; TEHE LN
1:30 (g/mL) B, T 7 S 158 I 2 2 7+ 2 1.92 mg/e.
TE— 3 N, T ST 15 258 2 I 2 VS 70 A o 7y 34
ot b 2 PR A B VRS I RGN, 2 Y 2
Yoo i A, A B R AP, SR R 1), RN
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Continue table 2 Response surface experiment design and results

o A LT B‘ﬁ?g'ﬁﬂ“ C R L/ /Y T B

FE1% [4]/min (g/mL)  152%/(mg/g)
45 20 1:35 1.49+0.21

8 75 20 1:35 1.47+0.10
9 60 15 1:25 1.30+0.11
10 60 25 1:25 1.31+£0.24
11 60 15 1:35 1.45+0.07
12 60 25 1:35 1.57+0.13
13 60 20 1:30 1.61+0.40
14 60 20 1:30 1.56+0.12
15 60 20 1:30 1.55+0.16
16 60 20 1:30 1.56+0.19
17 60 20 1:30 1.62+0.11

iz Design-Expert 13 #04, %13 2 i dtir 2
JCIEHELE 1580 T SRS 2 (V) X i A% it £ B
WS (A) P ITE] (B) JRHA L (C) i ik Z2 3 =[] 15
JiRE: Y=1.57-0.011 64+0.050 98+0.124 0C-0.020 7AB-
0.011 54C+0.009 0BC-0.132 94%-0.106 4B>-0.073 2C?,
2.2.2  WENIE T 22500

M 87 TR AU R R A 5 A8 25 0 P 5 R L3R 3.

F3 MEEBEZREEAFEFESTER

Table 3 Results of response surface fitting regression equation

ANOVA
fE 1:20~1:25 (g/mL) I, T & SR 52 TR, AT
ARt FAESL O T34 B AL A i g s KR TR AR By PR P G
Ak, 05 T 5 00 V50 o ) BRI %022)  L o 025099 00285 5087 <0.0001
ﬁ 1:30 (g/mL)HﬂL,Fﬁﬁﬂ?@%ﬂ%bﬂﬁ,TﬁEﬂﬁ?ﬁ% A 0.002 6 1 0.002 6 4.62 0.068 7
SR WA, 02 ph TR R VRN B 7 2 K A Boooola b 001a 20 0002z
RO 75 R A9, BT W B T 7 B ORI . TRt € 0OSIE L DOSIE ST <0000
BHHAILY 125,1120,135 (gal TG, 1 071 om7 uie oans
22 Té}é@ﬁ}i&%ﬁxﬁt%umjﬁiﬂ;zﬁ BC  0.0034 1 0.0034 599  0.0442 *
221 ﬂﬁﬂjﬁ%mlﬁ]ﬂﬂﬁﬁﬂ’]}iz A? 0.073 6 1 0.0736 131.14 <0.000 1 *k
ﬂ@@ﬁlﬂgﬁﬁﬁ‘&éﬁ%ﬂ%@ 2 B? 0.050 4 1 0.0504 89.89 <0.000 1 H
%2 MEERREHRER c? 0.0170 1 0.0170 30.21 0.000 9 w3k
Table 2 Response surface experiment design and results RE 0.003 9 7 0.000 6
eI 0.000 2 3 0.0001 0.0666 09748
R A LR B‘ﬁ;ﬁﬁ‘]‘ C Bhfg L/ /Y TR 4t 0.0037 4 0.000 9
F£1% [&] /min (gmL)  13%/(mglg) A 02608 16
! 45 15 1330 1.30:0.14 VE e R BB 12 (P<0.01) 3 #5618 25 (P<0.05) .
2 75 15 1:30 1.29+0.13
3 45 25 1:30 1.41+0.18 ﬁn%% 3 Fﬁ% ,1%@”31‘%@5’9 F fﬁﬂﬂ 50.87, P<
, s s 130 352035 0.000 1, BRI B 25, A] 7840 1A 0 L7 -5 88 75
B QBRI T 22 MR R, KT P>0.05,
? . 20 125 131028 A R R A7 AE AR 9% BRI & B B AT, T A
6 75 20 1:25 1.26+0.16

IR RIHE IR AR . MR F AT, R T A
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PR R Z SR AR CORRREL ) >B GBS ] ) >
AL TR ), Herp— R I0 B.C A1 kT A2 B> C2 %}
T B AR AR B A 3 (P<0.01) , 2 HLI BC
T R B R R M 2 (P<0.05) , — KT A X T 7

T B/ (nglg) T AR/ (mg/g)

T H SR/ (mg/g)

1 .
17 At
W’
g

B R B S AN B 2 (P>0.05) .
2.2.3 2R 22 HAE A Ry i

AT R & 8] 0 22 AR F X T & B A3 R 0052 1
WHE 4,

THEBSR/ (mgle)

25

23
g
£

= 21
b
j==q
8
22
Q

15

45 51 57 63 69 75
A LR %
TH SRS/ (mg/g)

1:35

1:33
2

= 1:31
35
2

:@ 1:29
&)

1:27

1:25

45 51 57 63 69 75
A LR 1%
TR/ (mg/g)

1:35

1:33
2

= 1:31
=

% 1:29
&)

—_

127

15 17 19 21 23 25
B A I ] /min

B4 AREZREHZEERXNTELBRENIZN

Fig.4 Effect of interactions among different factors on the yield of clove total phenols

Wl 4 fivs , BC 32 ELAFFH 4 vie 1 T 5 90 B9 S8 iy
FEARE A LR M IR TE (P<0.05) , 136 B 8 75 Asf ] 508}
W B HAE S T & SR B, 5 %
IrHTa R 2
224 BWuRA%

K Design-Expert 13 543647 T 2446001 &

TR ECT & B 1 R RSO SRR L 58.63% B
FE R ] 21.69 min B L 1:32.98 (¢/mL) o 75k 451
T T & BB RIS BN EY 1.62 mg/g. ARYESER
T OLIA T 22800 SRR E 60% 8 75 I 1] 22 min
FHRHE 1:33 (g/mL) A 3 WS, T & Mg,
(1.60+0.02) mefg, 55 T {145 o 2, 7 W i 4 20
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Fig.5 Bacteriostatic effects of clove total eugenol on common

bacteria

WS FER, B XS B8 20 (TG 3 A5 B ER 7K b B ) Yo
3 PP AR R & 5 AR AR VDT TR
VIR BRI AMBERCR o T 7 B X 4 B (0 4 4 2R B A
oI B 0 35 ) A AR T A o P AR
Sk 17.50.16.30 mmo SR, X [R] oA & > FG B B 1Y
KA AT B U AR R 2] B 8 A SR/ o XU T
T3 X6 AN ] A8 S50 PR I AR RO AN AR ] . T S Xk
JU AT BT 110 00 B 205 SR AN  3 TT BB T TR AR SRR S
H AR KIWAT B B R PT RE A7 AE i 24 P sl B 28 Bl o KR
AN, B B TR I b A A R v BB RS BT
TG
2.3.2 TR He /N TR

T R e N TR VR B WL 4

x4 TEEBHSNMERE

Table 4 Minimum inhibitory concentration of clove total eugenols

N T SR/ (mg/mL)
ISRNE
3.8750 1.0000 0.2500 0.0625 0.0156 0.004 0 0.001 0
BIRE - -+« +  + =
SEEH - - - -+
AR

VE AR A K - RN A K

3 4 AT VAW, T B X 4 8 (0 A R 1Y
He/MITE MR BE N 0.062 5 mg/mlL, X V01T FC B Y e /N1
B R 1.000 0 mg/mL.

()

Zig

ASBI T SR FH P 5 B B B U 455 T
THYE RS T S By B4R T 2ot A AL OF R Gt oIt
X 4 B A A R VD BRI R M AT B ) B BRI A
WEFE SRR, T & S e R T Z R Sk

J& 60% B FA] 22 min BHE L 1:33 (g/ml), 7EBEAC
PR T B AR R (1.60+0.02) me/g, 18 1 #1) 5 i
Wb —2 R B, T A R L 4 B (0 A A BR A oA SR
F4) 4 22 T BH P T A 4 A P Bl 5 1 X LR
B AR R B 24 FCBA R A B I VE . ABIFGE AN AT
R A T A B R T R R S AT A
BT TE AR S 24 77 5 T & B A R S ) B SE Rl

Sk
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