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bactericidal concentration, MBC) %8 agar dilution assay Wiaunsanunanslumssnidauasioa Wi 19na au
(contact time) 183158 E. faecalis fasmuuululefldy wamsdnswudn 13 ﬁmamuaamnluwgﬁqwfﬁ(
ffuﬂv'amim%rymau%a E. faecalis lagifien inhibition zone L¥inAy 12.4+0.13 . (antimicrobial index = 1.5+0.03)
AranuTuduen q@ﬁﬁﬂﬂ%ﬁﬂifﬂ%ﬂtﬁﬂﬁu 6.25 wN./NA. Lm:mﬂ'nmﬂmm&wq@ﬁﬁﬂﬂ%ﬂﬂL%@LVinﬁu
12.5 WN./4A. wazwuINdadld 13 ﬁ@mmuaamﬂluwgﬁmwmﬂuiu 50 wn./wa. (uwas 8 Faluads
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Abstract

Enterococcus faecalis is a major organism causing root canal treatment failure. This study was aimed to
evaluate antimicrobial effects of Piper betle ethanolic extract on E. faecalis growing in a form of either planktonic
or biofilm. The optimal time for its antimicrobial activity was also investigated. The antimicrobial effect against
planktonic E. faecalis was first investigated using agar well diffusion assay. Minimum inhibitory concentration
(MIC) and minimum bactericidal concentration (MBC) were then determined by agar dilution method.
The results showed that ethanolic extract of Piper betle inhibited E. faecalis that grew in a planktonic form with
an inhibition zone of 12.4+0.13 mm (antimicrobial index = 1.5+0.03) in agar well diffusion assay. MIC and
MBC of 6.25 and 12.5 mg/mL, respectively, were reported using agar dilution assay. Ethanolic extract of

Piper betle as high as 50 mg/ml showed bactericidal effects when incubated with E. faecalis biofilms for

8 hours.
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mMIinmeasnnNuiiags IMNan19a
A A Aa a & o
LuafiiSEaNnNAaaINWUNINTeaea wasilasnu
nseaLsaT (Sjogren et al., 1991) nauNazyinmMs
9aWude 17120 msdasaluaaaisinWuilade
negnfinadanu Salunsinsasasiniu
AMNMITANHINIAERANLIINTIFUIBIES T
A88IIINWY NITVL18ARBITINANY waznsh B1lu
asaITNWUIzEIEaaT wIULUaTSuluaaaITINWL

1A d'iy a A a 6 A ﬁ{tﬂw 1 v
wAdirenuaIonny wWuslignsaasdasidw
aga%wimmww: E. faecalis \JwiTaunuafilsywnsy
{ A a A o

vinfiaiglumaduaimrvesaned daulu 1oWus
fendan1Inn9a (Harrison et al., 1981) udnn
manelalay 17% ethylenediaminetetraacetic acid
(EDTA) 2% chlorhexidine uas 2.5%
. d vV & %’ 3 s
hypochlorite T3l Iusinen Iud19Aa0ITINHURRS

sodium

3La1 pulp sanfaunazynM TN luInaaudaly
(Wang et al., 2007; Isabelle et al., 2006) N3
a & A a o &, = X
WinreTeuuafisy 1uWuid 1IN E. faecalis
a Ao a ae A
unInAulansusasmaasyuuyluladsy G
s Y I
wudndu wng agedranieiinliizadadenn
v a A £
duadwiANIu
IUWQ (Piper betel Linn. 29¢ Piperaceae) Lilu
yulwinaulnolu dvdeuldi@erfindunain
=3 = =
NMIANBIVINNE WAz (ANRLAZAME,2551)

o 9 £
wud 13 Aeanluwgdisiemues 95% Jgnalu
mMIdwiTe E. faecalis lanfldn MIC infiu 6.25 ain./4a.
Waz MBC 1AL 25 6n./48. WUWIUAZ 13 19

fo & - y 2
nluwg  Agnidugimaaiyveasounafiiuns
WNTNLINWRSLNTNAULTW Bacillus subtilis, Salmonella sp.,
Escherichia coli, Pseudomonas solanacearum 4#an3ann
Y o o v A a a &
fhduwguaz 13 Aeanlungdiedlendoudinad

a A & a 6 |3 al
latatadines 8ines aaalsWasu uaz temuea 4

Lo & X Aa A, v a LY
andugaTeuuaisafnneliiialsa laun Staphy-
lococcus aureus, ﬂ-hemolytic Streptococcus group
A. uaz E. faecalis (Suppakul et al., 2006) uaz83i

Lo & a g o v
ANDYUEINIIIITYY 2T a3 ldun Aspergillus niger,
A. flavus, A. parasiticus Wa¢ Fusarium sp.

=2 & A v a A v Ao 3
TwdasanfineliifalsefiwiksGaleun Trichophyton
mentagrophytes, T. rubrum, Epidermophyton
floccosum Wwas Microsporum gypseum (Amadioha,
2001)
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L"ﬁagﬁuﬂ%ﬁﬁlﬂumsm au fa E. faecalis
(ATCC 29212, nawineen asmauwnd) luwg a
mmmmﬁuﬁéﬁ%f@qummmﬁ RSN IE LLI
Tumsfinu leun Tryptic Soy Agar (TSA) Tryptic Soy
Broth (TSB) Mueller Hinton Agar (MHA) (L3N
Merck, #W3gawIn1) 138za18 17% EDTA 2%
chlorhexidine L8z 5% sodium hypochlorite 1éan
Az TEn @F gWaInInlumAnenay ampicillin
disc A2NWI9 10 pg/disc (U3HN Dickinson Useine
%330L4301) nitrocellulose membrane (L “WHIU

andna1d 10 ux. USEN Millipore corp. Uszine

2

o a Adyvo o = < X
wigowinm)  19adinly wmiunsfinmeden g
TaNUTBN Sigma Uszine nizawwIni waziu

1IATNIANIATZIH MTUNITNARDI

A5N1INaaag
1. M3ASEN 13 NAENIRBAIINIUNG
feluwglid zana au'ﬁ'qmﬁgﬁ 45 °C ulid
UaFIIATEILA gu"lws FIMMBINHIURT Rodae
fnunsin lduglu 95% tenuealu percolator
warwield 1 54 loten uvesnaraunaa ¥ins
AATd18 95% ethanol 1WA 3 A39 91 13 1A
Alevananniasiunszan#nsas Whatman No. 2 ud
vinliurslasld rotary evaporator (Buchi 3vimas-
waud) iUt imin 15 fafildiRerwimseyield
2. n1INA anqnﬁﬁuga%w
2.1 nIna auqngﬁﬁuqa%’wfﬂﬂﬁg agar well
diffusion assay (Suppakul et al., 2006)

WS 17 Aalamuaanluwg (50 un./ua.
u10% DMSO) 138ZABNNI3U 17% EDTA 2%
chlorhexidine ar 2.5% sodium hypochlorite NT83

"sazanaiiarin Il aniBedouriunsesswa
0.45 Um (L3 Millipore corp.  #338L43M1) La38
L%E] E. faecalis 91N overnight broth culture lu TSB
Iwldnnugulndifsany McFarland No.0.5 nizan
alsiium MHA plate 1anz1aueae cock borer (L %
HIgUEnNaTd 5 i) 914U 6 Wau/plate no@

11rTfiade g UTines 25 ul slungu lasls
10% DMSO 1l negative control it luiwng
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oA a

tnfigennil 37 °C (Hum 24 3w, duwalasnis
Tou wruaudnanivesnTioml  (clear zone wia
T A a & Ao A £ o &

inhibition zone) NLNATL  1TNIAINUYNDAULTE
E. faecalis 9894 inhibition zone > 5 4. (Suppakul
etal., 2006) ATIUA" antimicrobial index (Al) 270
L7 (W01 “UHUgUENaNIvad clear zone - WA
L uugudnanszas well) / 10l “uuaudnag
284 well (Villasenor et al., 2004)

2.2 N1IKIAT MIC Laz MBC lagd3 agar dilution
assay (Hammer et al., 1999)

W3BN 17 nenlungdisianIues uaz 13
WaIIUNY WA MUTNTUA1I 9 WU two fold
dilution 14 MHA slant noaLTa E. faecalis NAMaYL
InalAe9niu McFarland No.0.5 U531a3 1 pL asld
UWHIVDIDTANT ﬂwﬁqm%qﬁ 37 9C iilwan 24 Tu.
drunalas unaanududua afinasliiuiae
- ' o &, & AN
Fufiadudr MIC wasnnuanu@aInraeai b
Wiunsaiyrendeninualasldldwu 8y
wndathouuitanmsuazsinluiheuw MHA plate
Uufigaunnil 37 °C 1iluiamn 24 wu. enududun

e a tﬁy = a o = =) '
Lifinmsesgaeasenseddwinlalail < 5 fiedn
anuNTuun el MBC (Wa3e1 uazamue, 2552)

g 1 ‘s 1 ~ A
2.3 mna augndanzeanesyuuululailas
(Giardino et al., 2007)

o A & a6

Teasmaasgaeadauuyluleisulasnoe
\anaugulndlAsaniu McFarland No.0.5 aduw
nitrocellulose membrane W@l Wumquﬁﬂma 10 Wal.
un TSA i ludufiguingd 37 °C flunan 48 .

o & £ ¥ ' ¥ A4 a
WAINBUNG aunndsdelagdisBefiaiyuuy
lulefisuaslunaaadd 13 Aaaniunesainluwg
Waz 13N1A331WNI Wrkananudutud1sg lu
TSB silundefigunndl 37 °C iiluam 24 .

& o . a oA o &
PNNuwinnaaanaaadll sonicate 5 w1 L1iNalite
“aaaanan nitrocellulose membrane LAZATZANLAA
199919 1782878 10 Y1 W&IYINNN7T spread plate Lt
MHA i lddan 37 °C dwian 24 2w, dusuwn

A Aa o a A
laladida plate lag plate Aflawinlalail < 5 fadn
a L, X A a A&
fondainsafinsyuuululedsy
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2.4 NIRRT WA ’liﬂﬂﬂi]ﬂ§°3ht§ﬂ‘ﬁm%ty 1.qn§€ﬁw§a E. faecalis
wuuTuTaWda (Abdullah et al., 2005) Tumsinsanidwie E. faecalis Mia3ny
smaanaiyeadeuunuunlulefdudis  uwud szt agar well diffusion WamTNA aUWL
Ssdinanatedu  dudedaiguunlulefsuly  ampicilin ol positive control w1l “uHw
waaafid 13 AALENIUHAAINIUNG UAT 1TANGITU GUENAITBI  clear zone 26.4+0.63 Wy, Aaidu
™ wsfiefianudutue A fiadouuylulaf§y  antimicrobial index (A1) iU 4.3+0.13 "1 17%
fildande 2.3 udsznasauuiigennll 37 °C Ww (170 un./ua.) EDTA, 2% (20 un./41.) chiorhexidine
A UANEITUGIR 0.5 12 4 8 16 uas 24 7. 1la  waz 2.5% (25 wn./¥a.) sodium hypochlorite 2@
ATUMARALIAILTIIDUHY biofilm aslunaaa L “wHIugudNa19vas  clear zone (Al) iy
nasesfianz TSB il sonicate uunifouns spread  24.5+0.63 (3.9+0.13), 24.3+0.73 (3.9+0.15)
plate iatiuswaulalaiide plate Tas plate filsnwan uaz 14.1+0.82 (1.8+40.16) Wal. MIWSGL In

Taladt < 5 wazldiagn wun otaiudunaimin: o 13 Aatemusanluwadvmet “wHugudnag
£ ¥ { A ' o

lun1saangndaini®a E. faecalis NaSQuuy  2a4 clear zone 12.4+0.13 ww. wiaild1 Al iy

TuleWdu 1.5+0.03 (a7197 1)

NaN1INAaad

Aaluwadedtndnusluwauiany 95%  Usumwas 1sfadu 3.87% weuwin @ uaz
LOMUBANRINNYNIRLRIGIE rotary evaporation 16 16.29% wasurniinus

@13°97 1 L " wuaudnanizad Inhibition zone U89 1IN BUANIY dalTa E. faecalis #1835 agar well

diffusion
f1IMAFIY Lﬁu:i’mﬂuﬁnmﬂm Antimicrobial index
inhibition zones (Al)
(mm, X+SD)

Ampicillin (10 pg/disc) 26.410.63 4.310.13
EDTA (170 un./ug.) 24 .5+0.63 3.9£0.13
Chlorhexidine (20 un./ug.) 24 .3+0.73 3.9+0.15
Sodium hypochlorite (25 un./u\.) 14.120.82 1.840.16
Piper betle ethanolic leave extract 12.4+0.13 1.5+0.03
(50 an./u\.)

{ £ o v
WaEWeG: 1Ina aunilansduaainda L “wHugwINA19T04 inhibition zone > 5 4y, Wiadl Al > O (Suppakul
et al., 2006)

2. @1 MIC waz MBC @al3a E. faecalis WN./¥8. 131A331% EDTA, chlorhexidine Waz

ANTWNAN MIC sz MBC 189 1500 aud8LTe sodium hypochlorite 461 MIC 1.25, 0.625 uaz 1.25
E. faecalis Ma3nguuud srluafiilidanlsis agar  wn./wn. ewsney uazdid MBC i 2.50, 0.625
dilution assay WAMIANBMINLAN 13 A@LANIUBA  uAz 5 NN./UA. AIWEGU (a7 2)
Anluwgiidn MIC 6.25 an./ua. uaz MBC 12.50
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@137197 2 61 minimum inhibitory concentration (MIC) Wazf1 minimum bactericidal concentration (MBC) a4

1A auen9 g dallia E. faecalis

FIINARDLY MIC (un./us.) MBC (un./ua.)
EDTA 1.25 2.5
Chlorhexidine 0.625 0.625
Sodium hypochlorite 1.25 5.0
Piper betle ethanolic leave exiract 6.25 12.5

3. anisiie E faecalis asnuunluToflda
13 ﬁ'cﬂLamuaamn’lnwgﬁqw‘ﬁ(’lumsajﬂL%Ta
E. taecalis fasnuuululeisy lapanududuid
E]Yl%rﬁ&i’ll,%aﬁa 50 wn./ua. AaLilu 4 inwasen MBC
daiTafasyuuud Tt iBwdnanuiy mnasu
chlorhexidine Was sodium hypochlorite ﬂﬂm”ﬁuﬁﬁ
anssinBadie 3.125 uaz 25 un./ua. Aawn 5 ¥
28461 MBC @im%aﬁm’%nvumu’é 32 (M397 3)

M1979N 3 A1 minimum bactericidal concentration
(MBC) w83 13N@ aud19¢ ¢daiye
E.faecalis Mvasgyuuu luloWsw

FINaFaU MBC (¥n./34.)
EDTA >12.5
Chlorhexidine 3.125
Sodium hypochiorite 25.0
Piper betle ethanolic leave extract 50.0
4. v “wd asiwmane aluniseangnid

[ & 4 a a6
sinBansauuululafay
17 fatenuaanluwgiiudi 50 un./aa.
£ L& X { a a
fgnslunsaibe E. faecalis Masguuvlulaflay

udaasldiamluns Wl Twuie 8 Tu. Tuamen

chlorhexidine (3.125 Wn./48.) WAz sodium hypochlo-
- Py

rite (25 WN./NA.) 3NBANONDR TN 2 e 4

TU. WEIAY (131991 4)

@1719f1 4 ¢ contact time (T8.) V83 1ING BU
@199 Ga\la E. faecalis ﬁw’%tyl,mu
TulaWsu
FINAFOY Contact time (4.)
Chlorhexidine (3.125 un./ug.) 2
Sodium hypochlorite (25 un./ug.) 4
Piper betle ethanolic leave extract 8

(50 un./ua.)

Fsaiuaz Juua
dhnansvasns@nsusziam yulwalng
et lFlunszuiwmssnsasssnniuiia mr
wpdreanessniu  nieedl luassssniu
%aﬁﬁ;@ﬂiz WiReTumsaauuailitofdunie
ANANBIRIINNVIIBANDITINHU  TI0AANTT
§n. vreaiiadieseutmenniluusztieldasassn

[

¥ % Aa a £ @
BAY WD U’]ﬂ’]x‘iﬂﬂE]di’]ﬂﬂ%ﬂ@]ﬂ?iuf]ﬂﬁi%ﬂ’ﬁﬂ’]%

v
A a

WBadunIglaa

q

wazlalduiuniaszanaifasde
aifaseudmerinitu ( Jua uazam, 2543)
srudennuiuisuszszaioidasdaiiiaifion
Lﬁmnmfﬂma‘fwﬂaaasﬂnﬁm%’luﬂagﬂu F9897%
sievasuuaiisefinadesndeviol ‘aaasn @
E. faecalis tIuuuafiSaafianiefidmsdnsnuin
1w wmqyuaamia@L%afgﬂumi%'ﬂmmaasmﬂu
(Gomes et al., 2006; Stuart et al., 2007; Souto et
al, 2008) E. faecalis o1diuluanasmniuisnuy
8 9 (planktonic bacteria) uaz biofilm Wu1B09IN1T
dainznwiungudausaudls matrix Failu 13
21N polysaccharide a&iuuﬁuﬁ’a ﬁg‘lumsmwﬂﬁ
2NUBIDINIT WA UazVadL" 8 (Chavant et al.,
2007) annsdnnlaslindasganssaidianasan
wuiwu’%nmﬁﬁagﬁuw%ﬁmﬁma;JiLLuuVLuIaWa’u fia
vInwmasesnnilu udats iadansndu
Awanvaslmusniufidede aasaauurisiann
Lﬂa%wﬁqmﬁuﬂmmwn%amsmﬁﬂagl,l,w"lulaﬂa{u
faain 1mqﬁﬁﬂﬁ%@ﬁm’mﬁmmu@ia 196%
wuAISY (L 9911, 2550; Portenier et al., 2003)

ANAuazame (MALAzAME, 2551) ANMIWL
31 15 ﬁ@annluwgLLazLﬂﬁaﬂﬁaQ@ﬁQﬂﬂumi
ﬁ‘uﬁv‘amiw%tyl,?mimaa E. faecalis \iavin13
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£ a '
na aquﬂ@]m% broth dilution assay Wu1"
o . & o4 Lo & a

Wz 13 Aeluwgwiuuidagndduginsiaigues
& ' o & o ' £ o '
o ud 13 Aenuwdendsgalinugniainann
o & £ o { a
aaunlun1sfnugniau E. faecalis Ma3guuy

Ale & A =2 o , &
lulaflan Fafenfnsianiz 13 Aaanluwguinnu

£ o g { a a
HANIIANENONTE WD E. faecalis MAIUuLd 32
@283% agar well diffusion assay WaN1ING oL
wud1 13 Aatamuaaanluwg 1We1 clear zone
12.4+0.13 wa. ¥l Al vinny 1.5+0.03 luaauen
17% EDTA, 2% chlorhexidine L% 2.5% sodium hy-
pochlorite #¢1 clear zone (Al) LWiNU 24.5+0.63
(3.9+0.13) 24.3+0.73 (3.9+0.15) uaz 14.1+0.82
(1.8+0.16) wx. @WAGUL a9lWIARI1 17 N
{ v o £
emuaannlungfienuidudu 50 un./ua. dognd
' g { a a =

lumssinga E. faecalis MA3guuud sz H9nans
NAREY BAARDINUNANITANEIVAINIRUALATAE
A o <) P
Wasain 13 Aaenmuaannluwgidu 130873
vinl#euen MIC uaz MBC leenniiiana aude broth
dilution assay @41wl1n15W1 MIC WAz MBC 289 13
na sudalla E. faecalis Masguuud szluns
=2 & A waa oL =2
fAnwifanldis agar dilution assay WaN1IANLN
wud 13 Aeanluwadsiamuaaiidn MIC iy
6.25 AN./4A. ez MBC ¥inNU 12.50 An./d8.
A1 MIC uaz MBC 289 17 fiaannluwgedisianiuea
broth
(vBuazAm, 2551) Jevinny 6.25 un./ua. uaz

\anaaasdapss dilution method
25 yn./ua. @1 MIC fildans 2 58liuanenoni
uwdsn MBC Mldannsansndas3s agar dilution
assay Sf@niid1 MBC Aldanmmasassieis
broth dilution assay ﬁdﬁmmﬁmmﬁnﬂﬂ’nu 14130
lun1sazaisaes 13 Aanluwgdioianiuaa
%dawﬁﬂﬁ@n@]:namﬁaaguislumwﬁmm ylsdend
67 andananiuais adelsfionuen mic Aldan
minasasluswresanfidrenwly wnsnsou
Weuiwldinzinddasuaufiinadodn MIC A ldigu
YSunoudaisuduiienenn  audsznousedennis
\ReaLae 1l (Curtin and Cormican, 2003) "%
3l lumsruanssuigu EDTA, chiorhexidine uas
sodium hypochlorite 61 MIC YNy 1.25 0.625 Wa

1.25 YN./U8. ANANAL Laziian MBC w¥innu 2.50,

0.625 WAz 5 YN./VA. ANAIAL LLAWIIE1 MBC
PpI 1IAINAIIAININANNTNTUN LT lunafinda
EDTA 170 an./48., chlorhexidine 20 mg/ml Wag
sodium hypochlorite 13-25 an./ua. NM3aaLTaTs %
NMIINBIARBITINAUANLB1LBINIINNTLULLIAN
lums"ud 17 E faecalis 1wWugdas wian1sn
g a a) & &)
\e E. faecalis In1sasgyuuyluledsy Talu
snwmzaaIMIRIydulaves E. faecalis inulay
mssguuululeWsus vinldeau wnsalunis
Furuvasont ldnluloNduaaas wazaasniy
as a ’N & Al 6
watvadtuuaznsiasyidvlaseaselululaisy
B . P o o 2 o o
azaniUndiiiasainainisaina sinnlvniseasn
£ o
NDVBILNRAaIAIE (Curtin and Cormican, 2003)
o1l wnsnsingefiagruluvesloleddudu
o & A a & A& '
wngliisafiaigvendenuylulafdunudas
G‘Tﬂuﬁ;a%wvlﬁ 100-1000 11 (Nikolaev and Plakunov,
2007)
£ I
NANIINA BUANTVEY 1T NALBNIHARINA
luwglunssinga E. faecalis fivasnuuylulaiau
' o Aa £, & a A a o«
WAL NNAgntaTedia 50 un./ua. Tefaldn
4 \¥i1we9a1 MBC (12.5 Wn./ug.) daltafiaiy
WUUB 33 LIULALINUAL 1331a337% chiorhexidine
U { Qr ' g
wae sodium hypochlorite AuITUNINIU TR
3.125 uaz 25 n./48. A 5 LYinwada1 MBC da
WafaSyuuud 3¢ @Wa1ay 9% EDTA W
nenududu 3 anldlunimae au (12.5 un./6a.)
, & A a Al 6 oo %
i nansosinaenasSguuululefsulddasldan
v o A L = & v £ A o,
indufl suis wnnsingeld  Geefuanldin
a & a PR A s &
mifvasyuuulolelsunwiunalnnie Sae
lusssunddnazldlunisdiudnenisagsaa
T nzifionmsannanss LWanuee host immune
defense (Jefferson, 2004) 3 Hslulafsuwas
o o v A & a
wuafiiiadasarduduniugu mMy Ssiduiuie
nnnnansRusveduln@ly mazdinanidiedu
(Johnson, 2008) LLuaﬁSUﬁﬁQOm:ﬁuLﬂu
TuTeAsuAaNT1wIUNINNTN 1,000 67 2zvinlwiae
¥ . A
10N30f6a phagocytosis, antibody W&z antibiotic T4
nalnnsaeftiany WAREAUAITITNIUVEY 13
1 -& &) ‘9/
ga%wm exo-polysaccharide #4111 matrix fsaw
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