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Abstract: Since pits and fissures are the areas most commonly affected by caries due to their
structural irregularity, bioactive resin-based sealant (RBS) may contribute to the prevention of
secondary caries. This study aims to investigate the mechanical, physical, ion-release, enamel
remineralisation, and antibacterial capabilities of the novel RBS with bioactive glass (BAG) and
2-methacryloyloxyethyl phosphorylcholine (MPC). For the synthesis, 12.5 wt% BAG and 3 wt%
MPC were incorporated into RBS. The contact angle, flexural strength, water sorption, solubility,
and viscosity were investigated. The release of multiple ions relating to enamel remineralisation
was investigated. Further, the attachments of bovine serum albumin, brain heart infusion broth,
and Streptococcus mutans on RBS were studied. Finally, the thickness and biomass of a human
saliva-derived microsm biofilm model were analysed before aging, with static immersion aging and
with thermocycling aging. In comparison to commercial RBS, BAG+MPC increased the wettability,
water sorption, solubility, viscosity, and release of multiple ions, while the flexural strength did
not significantly differ. Furthermore, RBS with MPC and BAG+MPC significantly reduced protein
and bacteria adhesion and suppressed multi-species biofilm attachment regardless of the existence
of aging and its type. The novel RBS has great potential to facilitate enamel remineralisation and
suppress biofilm adhesion, which could prevent secondary dental caries.

Keywords: resin-based sealant; bioactive glass; zwitterion; remineralisation; bacterial adhesion;
protein adsorption; caries inhibition

1. Introduction

Dental caries are one of the most common oral diseases with its highest rate occurring on occlusal
surfaces [1,2]. Caries-preventive approaches, such as topical fluoride application, plaque control,
and dietary control, have generally reduced the prevalence of smooth surface caries [3,4]. However,
the pits and fissures of permanent molars are vulnerable sites for caries lesions due to their complex
morphologies, which are ideal for retaining bacteria and food residues [5–7]. To inhibit this problem,
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pit and fissure sealants have been widely used as a preventive strategy, especially in children aged
between 6 and 16 [6]. Pit and fissure sealants are applied to provide a physical barrier and to manage
early carious lesions [8]. Resin-based sealants (RBS) based on bisphenol A glycidyl methacrylate
were found to the most effective material due to its aesthetics, proper flowability, and physical
properties [9]. However, RBS tend to be more susceptible to accumulating plaque and biofilm than
other materials [10,11]. Moreover, microleakage is one of its biggest drawbacks as it causes bacterial
invasion and secondary caries [12]. Particularly, marginal caries are formed around the sealed sealant
on the material–tooth interfaces due to either the partial loss of materials or the microleakage and gaps
induced by polymerisation [13,14]. Furthermore, carious lesions around the sealant are one of the main
causes of their failure [15,16].

Several studies have been focused on addressing the issue of marginal and secondary caries [10,17].
Bioactive glass (BAG) is a class of biomaterial normally based on amorphous silicate compounds [18,19].
Among these, 45S5 BAG is widely known for remineralising tooth structure [20]. Previous studies
exhibited the significantly higher calcium and phosphate ion release and buffering capacity of
BAG-containing dental materials, which promote remineralisation and suppress demineralisation [21].
However, BAG-containing dental materials have a weak antibacterial effect.

Oral bacteria are attached to dental resins through a layer of adsorbed salivary proteins on the
resin surface, which is a prerequisite for bacterial attachment and biofilm growth [4,22]. Accordingly,
the protein-repellent property of resin helps in repelling bacteria attachment [23,24]. Recently,
zwitterionic materials have attracted considerable attention due to their excellent protein-repellent,
antifouling, and stability properties [25]. Thus, with their positive and negative charges, they have
been recognised as effective antifouling materials [17,26]. Particularly, 2-methacryloyloxyethyl
phosphorylcholine (MPC) exhibit excellent antifouling effect due to their hydrophilicity and strong water
interaction [27,28]. Moreover, numerous studies have demonstrated the potential of MPC-containing
dental materials in repelling proteins, bacteria, and biofilm [17,29].

Dental caries originate in tooth demineralisation by organic acids from the fermentation of dietary
carbohydrates by oral bacteria [30]. There are two main approaches to prevent marginal or secondary
caries—promote remineralisation and inhibit biofilm formation [2,10,30]. Accordingly, the ultimate
goal of novel dental materials is to prevent marginal or secondary caries and develop RBS with
enamel remineralisation and antibacterial capabilities [17]. Also, viscosity is an important factor in the
application of sealants. However, to date, there is yet to be a study on the viscosity and benefits of RBS
containing BAG and MPC in providing both remineralisation and antibacterial capabilities.

Hence, this study aims to develop RBS incorporated with BAG and MPC and its remineralisation
and antibacterial properties, while maintaining the original valuable properties of RBS. The null
hypotheses state that RBS incorporating BAG and MPC would not result in significant changes in the
(1) physical and mechanical properties including viscosity, (2) multiple ion release related to enamel
remineralisation, and (3) antibacterial properties of commercial RBS.

2. Material and Methods

2.1. Preparation of 45S5 BAG and MPC Powder

High-purity silicon dioxide (Junsei Chemical Co., Tokyo, Japan), sodium carbonate (Duksan Pure
Chemicals Co., Ansan-city, Korea), calcium carbonate (Samchun Pure Chemicals Co., Pyeongtaek
city, Korea), and phosphorus pentoxide (Sigma-Aldrich, Steinheim, Germany) powders weighed 45,
24.5, 24.5, and 6 wt%, respectively, were used in the preparation of 45S5 BAG. The powders were
mixed and melted in a platinum crucible at 1400 ◦C for 1 h and quenched on a graphite plate mould at
room temperature. The melt-derived 45S5 BAG was ground using a fast mill (Ceramic Instruments,
Sassuolo, Italy). The ground powder was filtered through a 500 mesh sieve to obtain fine particles less
than 25 µm in size [21]. Commercially available MPC powder (Sigma–Aldrich, St. Louis, MO, USA)
was used as the zwitterionic material. Based on previous studies [21], 12.5 wt% BAG powder was
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incorporated into the glass filler. Subsequently, 3 wt% MPC powder, which was found to be the most
effective quantity [17,26,28], was mixed into RBS.

2.2. Fabrication of Novel RBS

The resin matrix of bisphenol A glycerolatedimethacrylate (Sigma-Aldrich, Steinheim,
Germany) and triethylene glycol dimethacrylate (Sigma-Aldrich, Steinheim, Germany) with
1:1 mass ratio was mixed with 0.3% camphorquinone (Sigma-Aldrich, Steinheim, Germany) and
0.6% 2-(dimethylamino)ethyl methacrylate (Sigma-Aldrich, Steinheim, Germany). For mechanical
reinforcement, silanised dental glass filler (180 ± 30 nm; NanoFine NF180; Schott, Landshut, Germany)
was used as the conventional glass filler in the composite resin. The silanised dental glass filler
and 12.5 wt% BAG were added into the resin matrix and mixed with a magnetic stirrer in a dark
environment for 24 h to obtain a homogeneous mixture [21]. Through hand mixing, 3 wt% MPC
powder was mixed into the liquid-like state of RBS. The samples were vortexed and mixed using
a high-speed mixer (SpeedMixer, Hauschild, Hamm, Germany) [17] and polymerised using a LED
light-curing unit (Elipar S10; 3M ESPE Co., Seefeld, Germany). Commercially available RBS (Helioseal,
Ivoclar Vivadent, Liechtenstein) was used as the control. Accordingly, these five groups were tested:

(1) Commercial control (‘CC’)
(2) Experimental control, 50 wt% resin matrix + 50 wt% glass filler (‘EC’)
(3) 48.5 wt% resin matrix + 48.5 wt% glass filler +3 wt% MPC (‘MPC)
(4) 50 wt% resin matrix + 37.5 wt% glass filler + 12.5 wt% BAG (‘BAG’)
(5) 48.5 wt% resin matrix + 36.38 wt% glass filler + 12.12 wt% BAG + 3 wt% MPC (‘MPC+BAG’)

2.3. Wettability

The wettability of the samples was measured in accordance with previous studies [17,28]. Distilled
water was chosen as the reference liquid. The samples were placed in a mould with 15 mm diameter and
2 mm thickness to form disc-shaped samples. They were then polymerised using a LED light-curing
unit (Elipar S10; 3 M ESPE Co., Seefeld, Germany). The static contact angle 10 s after the drop of 3 µL
distilled water on the disc surface was measured using a video contact angle goniometer (SmartDrop,
Femtobiomed Inc., Gyeonggi-do, Korea).

2.4. Flexural Strength

The mechanical properties of the samples were measured using a three-point flexural strength
method in accordance with ISO 4049 (2019). Bar-shaped samples were prepared without air bubbles
or voids using a 25 × 2 × 2 mm mould. All samples were polymerised using a LED light-curing unit
(Elipar S10; 3M ESPE Co., Seefeld, Germany) and then stored in distilled water at 37 ± 1 ◦C for 24 h.
The maximum loads were measured by a universal testing machine (Instron 5942, Istron, Norwood,
MA, USA) at a crosshead speed of 1 mm/min. The flexural strength was then calculated according
to S = 3 Fl/(2 bh2), where F is the maximum fracture load, and l, b, and h are the span, width, and
thickness of the specimen, respectively.

2.5. Water Sorption and Solubility

The water sorption and solubility test were performed according to ISO 4049 (2019). Each material
was placed in a mould with 15 mm diameter and 1 mm height. The average diameter and thickness of
the samples were calculated by measuring two diameters along its length and four equally spaced
points of the circumference, respectively. The values obtained were then used to calculate the volume
(V) of all samples (in 0.01 mm3). Each sample weight was measured by an analytical balance (accurate
to 0.01 mg) (XS105, Mettlertoledo AG, Greifensee, Switzerland) with a reproducibility of 0.1 mg until
a constant mass (m1) was obtained. All samples were immersed in distilled water and placed in
a water bath maintained at 37 ◦C for 7 days. Subsequently, the samples were blotted until there
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was no visible moisture, shaken in the air for 15 s, and weighed to determine the final mass (m2).
Finally, the samples were placed in a desiccator and weighed daily until a constant dry mass (m3) was
obtained. Water sorption (Wsp) in g/mm3 was calculated by Equation (1) and water solubility (Wsl)
was calculated by Equation (2).

Wsp =
m2 −m3

V
(1)

Wsl =
m1 −m3

V
(2)

2.6. Viscosity

To evaluate the flow properties of the sealants, the viscosity was measured using a stress-controlled
rheometer (MCR 702, Anton Paar GmbH, Filderstadt, Germany) at a constant temperature of 25 ◦C
using a Peltier temperature device. Due to the low viscosity of pit and fissure sealants, a parallel
plate rheometer module with 50 mm diameter (PP50) and 1 mm plate spacing was chosen. The data
were collected at shear rates of 0.1–800 s−1. For the viscosity test, the sample groups are combined as
follows: resin matrix without glass filler (RM) and resin matrix with MPC 3 wt% and without glass
filler (MPC 3%).

2.7. Ion Release

The material filled a mould of 10 mm diameter and 2 mm height to prepare the samples. They were
then stored in 5 mL distilled water at 37 ◦C. After 24 h, samples containing eluted ions were collected
and the concentration of each ion was measured. The elemental analysis of Na+, Ba2+, Ca2+, Al3+,
SiO3

2−, BO3
3−, and PO4

3− ions released from the discs was performed using an inductively coupled
plasma optical emission spectrometer (Agilent 5100, Agilent Technologies, Santa Clara, CA, USA).

2.8. Protein Adsorption

The protein adsorption was investigated according to a previously established method [17,28].
Each material was placed in a mould with 15 mm diameter and 2 mm thickness to form disc-shaped
samples. All samples were immersed into fresh phosphate-buffered saline (PBS; Gibco, Grand Island,
NY, USA) for 1 h at room temperature and immediately immersed into a protein solution (2 mg/mL
PBS) of either a bovine serum albumin (BSA; Pierce Biotechnology, Rockford, IL, USA) or brain heart
infusion (BHI; Difco, Sparks, MD, USA) broth (volume of 100 µL). After incubation at 37 ◦C for 1 h,
the samples were gently rinsed twice with fresh PBS. After 4 h of incubation under sterile humid
conditions at 37 ◦C, any protein that did not adhere to the samples was removed by washing them twice
with PBS. The amount of protein adhered to samples was measured using 200 µL micro-bicinchoninic
acid (Micro BCATM Protein Assay Kit; Pierce Biotechnology) followed by incubation at 37 ◦C for
30 min. The quantitative analysis of the adsorbed proteins on the surfaces was calculated following the
absorbance measurement at 562 nm using a micro-plate reader (Epoch, BioTek Instruments, Winooski,
VT, USA).

2.9. Bacterial Attachment and Viability

Bacterial analyses were performed using Streptococcus mutans (ATCC 25175). S. mutans was
cultured in BHI broth (Difco, Sparks, MD, USA) under aerobic conditions in an incubator at 37 ◦C.
Following the preparation of disc-shaped specimens, 1 mL of bacterial suspension (1 × 108 cells/mL)
was placed on each disc in a 24-well plate and incubated at 37 ◦C for 24 h. After incubation, the samples
were gently washed twice with PBS to remove any non-adherent bacteria [17].

For the microscopic examination, the bacteria attached to the samples were fixed with 2%
glutaraldehyde-paraformaldehyde in 0.1 M PBS for at least 30 min at room temperature. The samples
were post-fixed with 1% OsO4 dissolved in 0.1 M PBS for 2 h, dehydrated in an ascending gradual
series of ethanol, treated with isoamyl acetate, and subjected to critical point drying (LEICA EM
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CPD300; Leica, Wien, Austria). Then, the discs were coated with 5 nm Pt using an ion coater (ACE600;
Leica). They were then examined and photographed via field emission scanning electron microscopy
(FE-SEM; Merin, Carl Zeiss, Oberkochen, Germany) at 2 kV.

The bacterial viability was examined using water-soluble tetrazolium salt reagent (WST;
EZ-CYTOX, Dogenbio, Seoul, Korea) following the manufacturer protocol [31]. WST assay comprised
of sensitive colorimetric assays to determine bacterial viability and a yellow tetrazole to formazan.
S. mutans was cultured in the same way as mentioned above. The samples were placed in the cultured
bacterial solution and rinsed in fresh PBS (Gibco, Grand Island, NY, USA) after 24 h to remove loose
bacteria. Subsequently, the samples were placed in a 24-well plate (SPL, Pochein-Si, Gyeonggi-Do,
Korea) with 1 mL PBS and sonicated (SH-2100; Saehan Ultrasonic, Seoul, Korea) for 5 min. Subsequently,
100 µL bacterial solution was added to 10 µL WST reagent in a 96-well plate and incubated for 4 h.
The optical density of WST was measured at 450 nm with a microplate spectrophotometer (BioTek,
Winooski, VT, USA).

2.10. Saliva-Derived Biofilm Model and Biomass Measurement

Since the release of ions from RBS in the oral cavity could decrease bioactivity over time, biofilm
experiments were carried out under three conditions: before aging, with static immersion aging,
and with thermocycling aging [32,33]. For static immersion aging, the samples were prepared by
storing them in distilled water for 7 days. The immersion temperatures ranged from 5 ◦C to 55 ◦C.
For thermocycling aging, the samples were prepared with thermocycling equipment (Thermal Cyclic
Tester, R&B Inc., Daejeon, Korea) set at 45 s dips to 5 s transfer time for 850 cycles, corresponding to
1 month.

Human saliva has many advantages in maintaining the complexity and heterogeneity of dental
plaque in vivo and is ideal for growing plaque microcosm biofilms in vitro [34]. Following the previous
study [17], human saliva was collected from healthy adult donors without active caries or periodontal
disease and who had not taken antibiotics within the past 3 months, following the procedures approved
by the institutional review board of the Yonsei University Dental Hospital (Seoul, Republic of Korea)
(2- 2019-0049). The donors did not brush their teeth for 24 h and did not consume any foods or drinks
for at least 2 h before donating saliva. The saliva was then collected from six individuals and mixed in
equal proportions, diluted in sterile glycerol to a concentration of 30%, and stored at −80 ◦C to be used
as the biofilm model.

The biofilm model was cultured in McBain medium supplemented with mucin (type II,
porcine, gastric) (2.5 g/L), bacteriological peptone (2.0 g/L), tryptone (2.0 g/L), yeast extract (1.0 g/L),
NaCl (0.35 g/L), KCl (0.2 g/L), CaCl2 (0.2 g/L), cysteine hydrochloride (0.1 g/L), haemin (0.001 g/L),
and vitamin K1 (0.0002 g/L) at 37 ◦C for 24 h. From the cultured medium, 1.5 mL bacterial solution
was placed on the specimen. After 8 h, 16 h, and 24 h of incubation, respectively, 1.5 mL bacterial
solution was added on the specimen. The biofilms were grown for 48 h. Finally, the viability of
the adhered bacteria was examined by staining using a live/dead bacterial viability kit (Molecular
Probes, Eugene, OR, USA) according to the manufacturer protocols. From the kit, equal volumes of
Syto 9 dye and propidium iodide were mixed thoroughly to stain live and dead bacteria, respectively.
Subsequently, 3 µL mixture was added to 1 mL bacterial suspension. After storing in the dark at room
temperature for 15 min, the stained samples were observed under a confocal laser microscope (CLSM,
LSM880, Carl Zeiss, Thornwood, NY, USA), where live and dead bacteria are coloured green and red,
respectively. The biofilm was then visualised at three randomly chosen positions using CLSM (LSM880,
Carl Zeiss, Thornwood, NY, USA). The axially stacked biofilm images were captured and the biofilm
thickness was calculated using the software (Zen, Carl Zeiss, Thornwood, NY, USA). Additionally,
the COMSTAT plug-in (Technical University of Denmark, Kongens Lyngby, Denmark) and the ImageJ
(NIH, Bathesda, MA, USA) software were used to determine the average biomass.
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2.11. Statistical Analysis

All statistical analyses were conducted with IBM SPSS software, version 23.0 (IBM Korea Inc.,
Seoul, Korea) for Windows. The results obtained for the control and experimental groups were analysed
by one-way analysis of the variance (ANOVA) followed by the Tukey’s test.

3. Results

3.1. Physical and Mechanical Properties

The water contact angles are shown in Figure 1A. There are no significant differences between
the water contact angles of CC (77.36 ± 8.95◦) and EC (84.63 ± 12.14◦). Meanwhile, MPC, BAG,
and MPC+BAG had significantly lower contact angles than EC (p < 0.001). MPC+BAG has the
smallest contact angle (65.35 ± 6.78◦) among all groups. From Figure 1B, the flexural strength of MPC
(54.12± 2.55 MPa) significantly decreased from that of CC (76.02± 10.96 MPa) and EC (69.95± 5.26 MPa)
(p = 0.005). On the other hand, the flexural strength of BAG (69.35 ± 7.18 MPa) and MPC+BAG
(61.32 ± 6.16 MPa) did not significantly different from that of the control group.

The water sorption and solubility results are shown in Figure 1C,D, respectively. There was no
statistically significant difference between the water sorption and solubility of MPC and BAG. However,
MPC+BAG exhibits the largest values for both the water sorption and solubility (p < 0.001), indicating
the amplified water absorption and solubility when MPC and BAG are mixed.
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Figure 1. The water contact angle (A), flexural strength (B), water sorption (C), and water solubility
(D) of the samples: Commercial control (CC), experimental control of 50 wt% resin matrix + 50 wt%
glass filler (EC), 48.5 wt% resin matrix + 48.5 wt% glass filler +3 wt% MPC (MPC), 50 wt% resin matrix
+ 37.5 wt% glass filler + 12.5 wt% BAG (BAG), and 48.5 wt% resin matrix + 36.38 wt% glass filler +

12.12 wt% BAG + 3 wt% MPC (MPC+BAG). The different letters above the bars indicate the significant
differences. *** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01 for comparison between the groups.
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3.2. Viscosity

The viscosities of the different groups are shown in Figure 2. The viscosity of MPC and MPC+BAG
is higher than that of EC and BAG. MPC 3% has a higher viscosity than RM, which indicates the
increased viscosity as MPC is contained.
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resin matrix + 37.5 wt% glass filler + 12.5 wt% BAG (BAG), 48.5 wt% resin matrix + 36.38 wt% glass
filler + 12.12 wt% BAG + 3 wt% MPC (MPC+BAG), resin matrix without glass filler (RM), and resin
matrix with MPC 3 wt% and without glass filler (MPC 3%).

3.3. Ion-Releasing Properties

The ion-releasing properties of the samples in terms of leached Na+, Ba2+, Ca2+, Al3+, SiO3
2−,

BO3
3−, and PO4

3− ions are shown in Table 1. In comparison to BAG, the release of the ions, except for
the ion of Ba2+, increased for MPC+BAG (p < 0.001). In terms of the Na+ and Al3+ ions, there were no
significant differences between BAG and MPC+BAG, unlike that of Ca2+, SiO3

2−, BO3
3−, and PO4

3−

ions. Particularly, the amount of PO4
3− ions increased to more than 100-fold from those of MPC

and BAG.

Table 1. Released concentrations of Na+, Ba2+, Ca2+, Al3+, SiO3
2−, BO3

3−, and PO4
3− ions from the samples *.

Released Concentration (ppm)

p ValueCC EC MPC BAG MPC+BAG

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

Na+ 0.23 a 0.06 0.38 a 0.10 0.49 a 0.15 20.32 b 3.78 19.71 b 0.99 <0.001
Ba2+ 0.14 0.18 0.44 0.13 0.39 0.20 0.65 0.84 1.66 1.43 0.201
Ca2+ 0.25 a 0.01 0.31 a 0.03 0.26 a 0.00 1.60 b 0.18 1.99 c 0.05 <0.001
Al3+ 0.02 a 0.00 0.01 a 0.01 0.03 a 0.02 0.08 b 0.01 0.12 b 0.02 <0.001

SiO3
2− 0.47 a 0.09 0.43 a 0.02 0.76 a 0.16 6.15 b 1.00 9.39 c 0.87 <0.001

BO3
3− 0.05 a 0.01 0.90 c 0.05 2.12 d 0.06 0.57 b 0.06 8.20 e 0.18 <0.001

PO4
3− 0.25 a 0.43 0.00 a 0.00 1.26 a 0.61 1.19 a 0.08 106.39 b 5.35 <0.001

Different letters indicate statistically significant differences between groups. * Commercial control (CC); Experimental
control of 50 wt% resin matrix + 50 wt% glass filler (EC); 48.5 wt% resin matrix + 48.5 wt% glass filler +3 wt% MPC
(MPC); 50 wt% resin matrix + 37.5 wt% glass filler + 12.5 wt% BAG (BAG); 48.5 wt% resin matrix + 36.38 wt% glass
filler + 12.12 wt% BAG + 3 wt% MPC (MPC+BAG).
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3.4. Protein Adsorption

Figure 3 shows the protein adsorption of the different groups. There is no significant difference
in the amount of adsorbed BSA from BAG and that of the control groups, while those of MPC and
MPC+BAG are significantly lower (p < 0.001). Figure 3B shows the amount of proteins adsorbed from
BHI medium. Both graphs exhibit a similar trend. Notably, MPC+BAG has the lowest adsorption
(p < 0.001).
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Figure 3. Comparison of the optical density (OD) of adsorbed bovine serum albumin (BSA) (A) and
protein adsorbed form brain heart infusion (BHI) (B) between different groups: Commercial control
(CC), experimental control of 50 wt% resin matrix + 50 wt% glass filler (EC), 48.5 wt% resin matrix +

48.5 wt% glass filler +3 wt% MPC (MPC), 50 wt% resin matrix + 37.5 wt% glass filler + 12.5 wt% BAG
(BAG), and 48.5 wt% resin matrix + 36.38 wt% glass filler + 12.12 wt% BAG + 3 wt% MPC (MPC+BAG).
Different letters above the bars indicate significant differences. *** p < 0.001 for comparison between
all groups.

3.5. Bacterial Attachment and Viability

Figure 4 shows the representative FE-SEM images and WST analysis of attached S. mutans on the
RBS surface. The images clearly show that less S. mutans were attached to the surface of MPC and
BAG+MPC than on those of CC, EC, and BAG. This result was further confirmed by the quantitative
WST analysis, which revealed the lowest bacterial adhesion on MPC and MPC+BAG surfaces (p = 0.016).
Moreover, there were no significant differences between the bacteria adhesion of CC, EC, and BAG.
Overall, the WST results are consistent with those observed by FE-SEM.

3.6. Biofilm Thickness and Biomass

Figure 5 shows the images, biofilm thickness, and biomass of the biofilms for different groups.
Before aging, there is a distinct difference between the biofilms of MPC and MPC+BAG, and those of
other groups. Particularly, MPC and MPC+BAG have thinner biofilms, which was confirmed by the
software calculation of the thickness (p = 0.001, Figure 5B). Furthermore, the biomass of the biofilm
was significantly reduced in MPC and MPC+BAG from those of the control groups and BAG (p = 0.001,
Figure 5C). The additional analyses performed under different aging conditions showed similar trends
to that before aging. In all groups except EC, there was no significant change despite the increase
in biofilm thickness during static immersion and thermocycling aging. MPC+BAG has the smallest
biofilm thickness regardless of the type of aging. With thermocycling aging, the biofilm biomass
significantly increased in MPC and MPC+BAG, which are the smallest values.
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Figure 4. Representative scanning electron images of S. mutans attached to the surfaces of the groups
at a magnification of 10,000× (A). The scale bar is 1 µm. Water-soluble tetrazolium counts derived
from S. mutans attached on the surfaces of each group (B). The groups are: Commercial control (CC),
experimental control of 50 wt% resin matrix + 50 wt% glass filler (EC), 48.5 wt% resin matrix + 48.5
wt% glass filler +3 wt% MPC (MPC), 50 wt% resin matrix + 37.5 wt% glass filler + 12.5 wt% BAG
(BAG), and 48.5 wt% resin matrix + 36.38 wt% glass filler + 12.12 wt% BAG + 3 wt% MPC (MPC+BAG).
The different letters above the bars indicate significant differences. * p < 0.05 for the comparison
between all groups.



Nanomaterials 2020, 10, 1581 10 of 15
Nanomaterials 2020, 10, x FOR PEER REVIEW 10 of 15 

 

 

Figure 5. Representative live/dead staining images of the biofilm attached on the surfaces in the 

groups under three different conditions: before aging, with static immersion aging, and with 

thermocycling aging (A). Quantitative analysis of the thickness (B) and biomass (C) of the biofilms. 

The groups are: Commercial control (CC), experimental control of 50 wt% resin matrix + 50 wt% glass 

filler (EC), 48.5 wt% resin matrix + 48.5 wt% glass filler +3 wt% MPC (MPC), 50 wt% resin matrix + 

37.5 wt% glass filler + 12.5 wt% BAG (BAG), and 48.5 wt% resin matrix + 36.38 wt% glass filler + 12.12 

wt% BAG + 3 wt% MPC (MPC+BAG). The uppercase and lowercase letters indicate the statistically 

significant differences within the groups and between groups, respectively. 

4. Discussion 

In preventive dentistry, RBS has been widely used as the most effective material in preventing 

caries within the pits and fissures of the occlusal surfaces [4,35,36]. However, RBS has several 

drawbacks, such as its easy exposure to bacterial attachment and growth in the oral cavity, which can 

cause secondary caries around RBS [8,35]. As long as RBS remains attached to the enamel, its 

protection continues effectively [37]. However, microleakage due to polymerisation eventually leads 

to marginal or secondary caries [1,14].  

The basic mechanism of caries is the demineralisation of the tooth by the acid generated from a 

bacterial biofilm [10,28]. Thus, to prevent secondary caries, the critical strategies include inhibiting 

demineralisation and bacterial attachment [17,38], which cannot be performed by RBS [4]. To 

overcome this problem, preventive materials should be considered to develop RBS with the property 

to inhibit secondary caries [39].  

BAG, a bioactive material introduced in 1971, has been used to promote enamel remineralisation 

[19]. The potential remineralising effect of BAG has attracted much attention due to its ability to 

release calcium and phosphate ions [18,20,40]. On the other hand, MPC is a zwitterionic material with 

a molecular structure optimised for antifouling [25,28,29]. MPC has been applied in various dental 

materials, including composite materials, varnish, and calcium silicate-based cement [17,26,27]. To 

date, there is yet to be a study on the twofold effects of RBS with BAG+MPC. Therefore, the present 

Figure 5. Representative live/dead staining images of the biofilm attached on the surfaces in the groups
under three different conditions: before aging, with static immersion aging, and with thermocycling
aging (A). Quantitative analysis of the thickness (B) and biomass (C) of the biofilms. The groups are:
Commercial control (CC), experimental control of 50 wt% resin matrix + 50 wt% glass filler (EC),
48.5 wt% resin matrix + 48.5 wt% glass filler +3 wt% MPC (MPC), 50 wt% resin matrix + 37.5 wt%
glass filler + 12.5 wt% BAG (BAG), and 48.5 wt% resin matrix + 36.38 wt% glass filler + 12.12 wt% BAG
+ 3 wt% MPC (MPC+BAG). The uppercase and lowercase letters indicate the statistically significant
differences within the groups and between groups, respectively.

4. Discussion

In preventive dentistry, RBS has been widely used as the most effective material in preventing
caries within the pits and fissures of the occlusal surfaces [4,35,36]. However, RBS has several drawbacks,
such as its easy exposure to bacterial attachment and growth in the oral cavity, which can cause
secondary caries around RBS [8,35]. As long as RBS remains attached to the enamel, its protection
continues effectively [37]. However, microleakage due to polymerisation eventually leads to marginal
or secondary caries [1,14].

The basic mechanism of caries is the demineralisation of the tooth by the acid generated from a
bacterial biofilm [10,28]. Thus, to prevent secondary caries, the critical strategies include inhibiting
demineralisation and bacterial attachment [17,38], which cannot be performed by RBS [4]. To overcome
this problem, preventive materials should be considered to develop RBS with the property to inhibit
secondary caries [39].

BAG, a bioactive material introduced in 1971, has been used to promote enamel
remineralisation [19]. The potential remineralising effect of BAG has attracted much attention due to
its ability to release calcium and phosphate ions [18,20,40]. On the other hand, MPC is a zwitterionic
material with a molecular structure optimised for antifouling [25,28,29]. MPC has been applied
in various dental materials, including composite materials, varnish, and calcium silicate-based
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cement [17,26,27]. To date, there is yet to be a study on the twofold effects of RBS with BAG+MPC.
Therefore, the present study firstly focused on investigating the remineralisation and antibacterial
capacities of the synthesised RBS with BAG+MPC.

From the results, we partially accept the first null hypothesis stating that RBS with BAG+MPC
would not exhibit significant differences in the physical and mechanical properties. However, in terms
of wettability, there was significant difference compared to those of the control groups. Since bacteria
tend to attach more on hydrophobic surfaces than on hydrophilic surfaces, an increase in the
contact angle could affect the bacterial attachment [41,42]. Particularly, hydrophobic bacterial species,
such as S. mutans, prefer hydrophobic surfaces and cannot easily attach to hydrophilic surfaces [43].
Furthermore, the major mechanism of the anti-adhesive effect against bacteria and its relation to the
hydrophilic surface is consistent with our results [41,44].

In addition to wettability, sealants should also exhibit sufficient mechanical properties [17]. In the
present study, incorporating BAG+MPC did not negatively influence the flexural strength of the
sealant. Previous reports achieved a proper flexural strength of greater than 40 MPa for commercially
available sealant [45], which was exceeded for BAG+MPC, thereby confirming its clinically sufficient
mechanical strength.

Water sorption and solubility are related to the mechanical and chemical properties of sealants in
an aqueous environment [17,21]. In this study, incorporating BAG+MPC yielded a significant difference
in the water sorption and solubility. In Figure 1C,D, BAG+MPC showed high water sorption and
solubility as a result of the hydrophilic properties of bioactive glass and zwitterionic materials [25,46].
As MPC is an ionic substance, it can absorb moisture into its core [27], which increases the amount
of ion release, thereby increasing its water sorption and solubility. In addition, P2O5 of BAG has
a strong moisture absorption property, which is associated with the increased water sorption and
solubility [21,47]. Martignon et al. [7] clinically demonstrated the reliable retention of RBS with BAG
on pits and fissures for a year. Although it did not exactly match the materials used in this study, it can
be assumed that BAG+MPC with similar bioactive properties would have similar results.

In the viscosity analysis, the viscosity of BAG+MPC groups increased from those of the control
groups. Although high viscosity glass ionomer, as a pit and fissure sealant, does not flow easily, it can
be placed by curing after compressing a small amount on the tooth surface, a method that has been used
effectively for a long time. It is inferred that the viscosity increases as the phosphorus concentration
rapidly increases [48]. As the amount of ion release increases with increasing water sorption and
solubility, Ca and P ions would be essential in inhibiting demineralisation [40]. As long as RBS can
be strongly attached to the tooth, it can prevent microleakage at the tooth–RBS margin [4]. Thus, the
release of Ca and P ions from novel RBS is highly advantageous in acting as seed crystals to facilitate
remineralisation for the microleakage at the interface between the material and tooth structure [47,49].

BAG is an inorganic compound of biocompatible materials that reacts rapidly in an aqueous
environment with the releases of ions, such as Ca2+, Na+, and PO4

3−, which could aid in the
remineralisation of the tooth structure [21]. According to Shimazi et al. [50], BAG has a high ability
to release ions due to its large surface and high properties due to weak ionic bonds. The easy
release of calcium into the surrounding environment could inhibit demineralisation and promote
remineralisation [19]. In MPC, the rapid release of PO4

3− ions seems to play a role in the acidity of
surrounding solutions [17]. The structure of MPC with polarised phospholipid side chains in the
outward direction of the polarity and non-polar tail region inward in the bilayer could interact with
liquid [17]. In this study, BAG+MPC groups had Ca2+, SiO3

2−, BO3
3−, and PO4

3− ion releases that
were significantly higher than those of the control groups. Moreover, bioactive materials, such as
BAG or MPC, possess acid-neutralising capacities in a cariogenic environment, which could inhibit
caries and enhance the remineralising capabilities in marginal gaps [20,21]. The results confirmed the
bioactive properties of the novel RBS in the present study, which can provide important insights in
suppressing demineralisation and promoting the remineralisation of the tooth. The limited increase in
the water sorption, solubility, and viscosity is attributed to the ion release. Moreover, increased ion
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release can possibly enhance tooth remineralisation. Thus, the second null hypothesis stating that RBS
incorporating BAG+MPC would not significantly affect the ion release related to tooth remineralisation
is rejected. A limitation of this study is that physical and mechanical evaluations were not carried out
after aging the sealant. Therefore, further study is needed to examine the long-term maintenance of
these properties.

Another approach for caries inhibition is the repellence of bacteria attachment [10]. A nonspecific
protein adsorption is a prerequisite for initial bacterial adhesion and subsequent biofilm formation [26,28].
In this regard, reducing protein adsorption is essential in bacteria attachment. In this study,
protein-repellent properties of RBS were evaluated. BAG+MPC showed a significant difference
from those of the control groups. Regarding the protein-repellent mechanism, when zwitterion forms
the hydration shell with a large number of free water, it acts as an energy barrier that repels the
nonspecific adsorption of proteins and bacteria [29,51]. Furthermore, bacterial attachment is a critical
pathogenic event in biofilm formation since it represents a turning point for the planktonic bacteria,
thereby leading to biofilm formation [43]. Dental plaque is a biofilm produced by a bacterial community
composed of over 700 species [44]. One of the main components of this plaque is S. mutans, which is
also considered as the major etiology of dental caries and plaque formation [28,36]. This study clearly
demonstrated the significant antimicrobial effects of BAG+MPC against the attachment of S. mutans
through FE-SEM images and WST assay.

The inhibition of biofilm accumulation is the most important strategy to overcome the drawbacks
related to secondary caries [17]. Biofilm in the oral cavity is a complex system consisting of multi-species
bacteria [17,22]. To confirm this property, we fabricated a saliva-derived biofilm model and evaluated
the thickness and biomass of the formed multi-species biofilm by analysing the CLSM images.
As secondary caries do not develop immediately after the sealant is applied to the pits and fissures,
the bioactive properties of novel RBS are expected to have long-term durability. To evaluate its
longevity, we used an artificial aging technique: static immersion aging and thermocycling aging [32].
There was no significant difference in the inhibitory effect between the non-aged and aged groups,
which exhibited the sustained antibacterial effect, which is suitable for RBS. Therefore, our third null
hypothesis stating that RBS incorporating BAG+MPC would not significantly alter the antimicrobial
properties is also rejected.

Although the limitation of this study was that the remineralisation and antimicrobial abilities of this
novel material were not obviously evaluated, the possibility of these properties were clearly confirmed.
To the best of our knowledge, this is the first study to evaluate the potential for remineralisation and
antimicrobial capabilities of RBS incorporating BAG and MPC. Despite the limitations of this study,
we confirmed that the novel RBS has the advantages of remineralisation and inhibition for bacteria in
contrast to commercial RBS, consequently resulting in its resistance to secondary caries.

5. Conclusions

The novel RBS incorporating BAG+MPC was investigated for the first time. It exhibited both
enamel remineralisation and bacteria and biofilm inhibition properties. Furthermore, the inhibition of
biofilm formation was sustained for a prolonged period. Therefore, RBS incorporating BAG and MPC
is a promising candidate for dental materials in preventing secondary caries.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, M.-J.L., J.-S.K. and S.-H.C.; Data curation, S.-H.C.; Formal analysis,
M.-J.L., J.-Y.K. and J.-Y.S.; Funding acquisition, S.-H.C.; Investigation, M.-J.L., J.-Y.K. and J.-Y.S.; Methodology, J.-Y.K.,
J.-Y.S. and U.M.; Project administration, J.-S.K.; Resources, J.-S.K. and S.-H.C.; Supervision, J.-S.K. and S.-H.C.;
Validation, J.-S.K. and S.-H.C.; Visualization, S.-H.C.; Writing—original draft, M.-J.L. and J.-Y.K.; Writing—review
& editing, J.-Y.C., J.-S.K. and S.-H.C. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research was supported by the Basic Science Research Program through the National Research
Foundation of Korea (NRF) funded by the Ministry of Science, ICT, and Future Planning (NRF-2018R1C1B6000989
and 2020R1C1C1009703).

Acknowledgments: We would like to thank to Anton Paar Korea for supporting the experiments carried out
through the rheometer test equipment for free.



Nanomaterials 2020, 10, 1581 13 of 15

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References

1. Germán-Cecilia, C.; Gallego Reyes, S.M.; Pérez Silva, A.; Serna Muñoz, C.; Ortiz-Ruiz, A.J. Microleakage of
conventional light-cure resin-based fissure sealant and resin-modified glass ionomer sealant after application
of a fluoride varnish on demineralized enamel. PLoS ONE 2018, 13, e0208856. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

2. Imazato, S. Antibacterial properties of resin composites and dentin bonding systems. Dent. Mater. 2003, 19,
449–457. [CrossRef]

3. Papageorgiou, S.N.; Dimitraki, D.; Kotsanos, N.; Bekes, K.; van Waes, H. Performance of pit and fissure
sealants according to tooth characteristics: A systematic review and meta-analysis. J. Dent. 2017, 66, 8–17.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

4. Cocco, A.R.; Cuevas-Suárez, C.E.; Liu, Y.; Lund, R.G.; Piva, E.; Hwang, G. Anti-biofilm activity of a novel pit
and fissure self-adhesive sealant modified with metallic monomers. Biofouling 2020, 36, 245–255. [CrossRef]

5. Lausch, J.; Askar, H.; Paris, S.; Meyer-Lueckel, H. Micro-filled resin infiltration of fissure caries lesions
in vitro. J. Dent. 2017, 57, 73–76. [CrossRef]

6. Wright, J.T.; Tampi, M.P.; Graham, L.; Estrich, C.; Crall, J.J.; Fontana, M.; Gillette, E.J.; Nový, B.B.; Dhar, V.;
Donly, K.; et al. Sealants for Preventing and Arresting Pit-and-fissure Occlusal Caries in Primary and
Permanent Molars. Pediatr. Dent. 2016, 38, 282–308. [CrossRef]

7. Martignon, S.; Tellez, M.; Santamaría, R.M.; Gomez, J.; Ekstrand, K.R. Sealing distal proximal caries lesions
in first primary molars: Efficacy after 2.5 years. Caries Res. 2010, 44, 562–570. [CrossRef]

8. Paris, S.; Lausch, J.; Selje, T.; Dörfer, C.E.; Meyer-Lueckel, H. Comparison of sealant and infiltrant penetration
into pit and fissure caries lesions in vitro. J. Dent. 2014, 42, 432–438. [CrossRef]

9. Zhao, X.; Pan, J.; Malmstrom, H.S.; Ren, Y.F. Protective effects of resin sealant and flowable composite
coatings against erosive and abrasive wear of dental hard tissues. J. Dent. 2016, 49, 68–74. [CrossRef]

10. Yoshihara, K.; Nagaoka, N.; Maruo, Y.; Sano, H.; Yoshida, Y.; Van Meerbeek, B. Bacterial adhesion not
inhibited by ion-releasing bioactive glass filler. Dent. Mater. 2017, 33, 723–734. [CrossRef]

11. Itota, T.; Nakabo, S.; Narukami, T.; Tashiro, Y.; Torii, Y.; McCabe, J.F.; Yoshiyama, M. Effect of two-step
adhesive systems on inhibition of secondary caries around fluoride-releasing resin composite restorations in
root dentine. J. Dent. 2005, 33, 147–154. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

12. Itota, T.; Carrick, T.E.; Yoshiyama, M.; McCabe, J.F. Fluoride release and recharge in giomer, compomer and
resin composite. Dent. Mater. 2004, 20, 789–795. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

13. McHugh, L.E.J.; Politi, I.; Al-Fodeh, R.S.; Fleming, G.J.P. Implications of resin-based composite (RBC)
restoration on cuspal deflection and microleakage score in molar teeth: Placement protocol and restorative
material. Dent. Mater. 2017, 33, e329–e335. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

14. Jokstad, A. Secondary caries and microleakage. Dent. Mater. 2016, 32, 11–25. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
15. Kucukyilmaz, E.; Savas, S. Evaluation of Different Fissure Sealant Materials and Flowable Composites Used

as Pit-and-fissure Sealants: A 24-Month Clinical Trial. Pediatr. Dent. 2015, 37, 468–473. [PubMed]
16. Nedeljkovic, I.; Teughels, W.; De Munck, J.; Van Meerbeek, B.; Van Landuyt, K.L. Is secondary caries with

composites a material-based problem? Dent. Mater. 2015, 31, e247–e277. [CrossRef]
17. Lee, M.J.; Kwon, J.S.; Kim, J.Y.; Ryu, J.H.; Seo, J.Y.; Jang, S.; Kim, K.M.; Hwang, C.J.; Choi, S.H. Bioactive

resin-based composite with surface pre-reacted glass-ionomer filler and zwitterionic material to prevent the
formation of multi-species biofilm. Dent. Mater. 2019, 35, 1331–1341. [CrossRef]

18. Odermatt, R.; Par, M.; Mohn, D.; Wiedemeier, D.B.; Attin, T.; Tauböck, T.T. Bioactivity and Physico-Chemical
Properties of Dental Composites Functionalized with Nano- vs. Micro-Sized Bioactive Glass. J. Clin. Med.
2020, 9, 772. [CrossRef]

19. Par, M.; Spanovic, N.; Tauböck, T.T.; Attin, T.; Tarle, Z. Degree of conversion of experimental resin composites
containing bioactive glass 45S5: The effect of post-cure heating. Sci. Rep. 2019, 9, 17245. [CrossRef]

20. Alamri, A.; Salloot, Z.; Alshaia, A.; Ibrahim, M.S. The Effect of Bioactive Glass-Enhanced Orthodontic Bonding
Resins on Prevention of Demineralization: A Systematic Review. Molecules 2020, 25, 2495. [CrossRef]

21. Yang, S.Y.; Piao, Y.Z.; Kim, S.M.; Lee, Y.K.; Kim, K.N.; Kim, K.M. Acid neutralizing, mechanical and physical
properties of pit and fissure sealants containing melt-derived 45S5 bioactive glass. Dent. Mater. 2013, 29,
1228–1235. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0208856
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30533062
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0109-5641(02)00102-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jdent.2017.08.004
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28797916
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/08927014.2020.1748603
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jdent.2016.12.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.adaj.2016.06.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1159/000321986
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jdent.2014.01.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jdent.2016.01.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.dental.2017.04.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jdent.2004.09.003
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15683896
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.dental.2003.11.009
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15451233
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.dental.2017.06.001
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28688735
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.dental.2015.09.006
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26423008
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26531092
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.dental.2015.09.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.dental.2019.06.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/jcm9030772
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-54035-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/molecules25112495
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.dental.2013.09.007
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24139755


Nanomaterials 2020, 10, 1581 14 of 15

22. Lee, M.J.; Kim, M.J.; Oh, S.H.; Kwon, J.S. Novel Dental Poly (Methyl Methacrylate) Containing Phytoncide
for Antifungal Effect and Inhibition of Oral Multispecies Biofilm. Materials (Basel) 2020, 13, 371. [CrossRef]

23. Al-Dulaijan, Y.A.; Weir, M.D.; Melo, M.A.S.; Sun, J.; Oates, T.W.; Zhang, K.; Xu, H.H.K. Protein-repellent
nanocomposite with rechargeable calcium and phosphate for long-term ion release. Dent. Mater. 2018, 34,
1735–1747. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

24. Xie, X.; Wang, L.; Xing, D.; Zhang, K.; Weir, M.D.; Liu, H.; Bai, Y.; Xu, H.H.K. Novel dental adhesive with
triple benefits of calcium phosphate recharge, protein-repellent and antibacterial functions. Dent. Mater.
2017, 33, 553–563. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

25. Yi, M.; Lau, C.H.; Xiong, S.; Wei, W.; Liao, R.; Shen, L.; Lu, A.; Wang, Y. Zwitterion-Ag Complexes That
Simultaneously Enhance Biofouling Resistance and Silver Binding Capability of Thin Film Composite
Membranes. ACS Appl. Mater. Interfaces 2019, 11, 15698–15708. [CrossRef]

26. Kwon, J.S.; Lee, M.J.; Kim, J.Y.; Kim, D.; Ryu, J.H.; Jang, S.; Kim, K.M.; Hwang, C.J.; Choi, S.H. Novel
anti-biofouling light-curable fluoride varnish containing 2-methacryloyloxyethyl phosphorylcholine to
prevent enamel demineralization. Sci. Rep. 2019, 9, 1432. [CrossRef]

27. Kwon, J.S.; Lee, M.J.; Kim, J.Y.; Kim, D.; Ryu, J.H.; Jang, S.; Kim, K.M.; Hwang, C.J.; Choi, S.H.
Novel anti-biofouling bioactive calcium silicate-based cement containing 2-methacryloyloxyethyl
phosphorylcholine. PLoS ONE 2019, 14, e0211007. [CrossRef]

28. Kim, D.; Lee, M.J.; Kim, J.Y.; Lee, D.; Kwon, J.S.; Choi, S.H. Incorporation of zwitterionic materials into
light-curable fluoride varnish for biofilm inhibition and caries prevention. Sci. Rep. 2019, 9, 19550. [CrossRef]

29. Choi, W.; Jin, J.; Park, S.; Kim, J.Y.; Lee, M.J.; Sun, H.; Kwon, J.S.; Lee, H.; Choi, S.H.; Hong, J. Quantitative
Interpretation of Hydration Dynamics Enabled the Fabrication of a Zwitterionic Antifouling Surface.
ACS Appl. Mater. Interfaces. 2020, 12, 7951–7965. [CrossRef]

30. Shen, P.; Walker, G.D.; Yuan, Y.; Reynolds, C.; Stanton, D.P.; Fernando, J.R.; Reynolds, E.C. Importance of
bioavailable calcium in fluoride dentifrices for enamel remineralization. J. Dent. 2018, 78, 59–64. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

31. Choi, S.H.; Ryu, J.H.; Kwon, J.S.; Kim, J.E.; Cha, J.Y.; Lee, K.J.; Yu, H.S.; Choi, E.H.; Kim, K.M.; Hwang, C.J. Effect
of wet storage on the bioactivity of ultraviolet light- and non-thermal atmospheric pressure plasma-treated
titanium and zirconia implant surfaces. Mater. Sci. Eng. C Mater. Biol. Appl. 2019, 105, 110049. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

32. Yuasa, T.; Iijima, M.; Ito, S.; Muguruma, T.; Saito, T.; Mizoguchi, I. Effects of long-term storage and
thermocycling on bond strength of two self-etching primer adhesive systems. Eur. J. Orthod. 2010, 32,
285–290. [CrossRef]

33. Mangal, U.; Seo, J.Y.; Yu, J.; Kwon, J.S.; Choi, S.H. Incorporating Aminated Nanodiamonds to Improve the
Mechanical Properties of 3D-Printed Resin-Based Biomedical Appliances. Nanomaterials (Basel) 2020, 10, 827.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

34. McBain, A.J. Chapter 4: In vitro biofilm models: An overview. Adv. Appl. Microbiol. 2009, 69, 99–132.
[PubMed]

35. Amaechi, B.T.; Kasundra, H.; Okoye, L.O.; Tran, P.L.; Reid, T.W. Comparative Efficacy in Preventing Plaque
Formation around Pit and Fissure Sealants: A Clinical Trial. J. Contemp. Dent. Pract. 2019, 20, 531–536.
[CrossRef]

36. Tran, P.; Hamood, A.; Mosley, T.; Gray, T.; Jarvis, C.; Webster, D.; Amaechi, B.; Enos, T.; Reid, T.
Organo-selenium-containing dental sealant inhibits bacterial biofilm. J. Dent. Res. 2013, 92, 461–466.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

37. Erbas Unverdi, G.; Atac, S.A.; Cehreli, Z.C. Effectiveness of pit and fissure sealants bonded with different
adhesive systems: A prospective randomized controlled trial. Clin. Oral Investig. 2017, 21, 2235–2243.
[CrossRef]

38. Zhang, N.; Melo, M.A.; Chen, C.; Liu, J.; Weir, M.D.; Bai, Y.; Xu, H.H. Development of a multifunctional
adhesive system for prevention of root caries and secondary caries. Dent. Mater. 2015, 31, 1119–1131.
[CrossRef]

39. Kaga, M.; Kakuda, S.; Ida, Y.; Toshima, H.; Hashimoto, M.; Endo, K.; Sano, H. Inhibition of enamel
demineralization by buffering effect of S-PRG filler-containing dental sealant. Eur. J. Oral Sci. 2014, 122,
78–83. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/ma13020371
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.dental.2018.09.005
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30269864
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.dental.2017.03.002
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28356216
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acsami.9b02983
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41598-018-38255-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0211007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-56131-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acsami.9b21566
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jdent.2018.08.005
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30099066
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.msec.2019.110049
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31546363
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ejo/cjp118
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/nano10050827
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32357463
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19729092
http://dx.doi.org/10.5005/jp-journals-10024-2552
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0022034513482141
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23475900
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00784-016-2016-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.dental.2015.06.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/eos.12107


Nanomaterials 2020, 10, 1581 15 of 15

40. Mehta, A.B.; Kumari, V.; Jose, R.; Izadikhah, V. Remineralization potential of bioactive glass and casein
phosphopeptide-amorphous calcium phosphate on initial carious lesion: An in-vitro pH-cycling study.
J. Conserv. Dent. 2014, 17, 3–7. [CrossRef]

41. Lee, J.H.; El-Fiqi, A.; Jo, J.K.; Kim, D.A.; Kim, S.C.; Jun, S.K.; Kim, H.W.; Lee, H.H. Development of long-term
antimicrobial poly(methyl methacrylate) by incorporating mesoporous silica nanocarriers. Dent. Mater. 2016,
32, 1564–1574. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

42. Matsuura, E.; Godoy, J.S.; Bonfim-Mendonça Pde, S.; de Mello, J.C.; Svidzinski, T.I.; Gasparetto, A.; Maciel, S.M.
In vitro effect of Paullinia cupana (guaraná) on hydrophobicity, biofilm formation, and adhesion of Candida
albicans’ to polystyrene, composites, and buccal epithelial cells. Arch. Oral Biol. 2015, 60, 471–478. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

43. Lee, M.J.; Kwon, J.S.; Jiang, H.B.; Choi, E.H.; Park, G.; Kim, K.M. The antibacterial effect of non-thermal
atmospheric pressure plasma treatment of titanium surfaces according to the bacterial wall structure. Sci. Rep.
2019, 9, 1938. [CrossRef]

44. Jeong, W.S.; Kwon, J.S.; Lee, J.H.; Uhm, S.H.; Ha Choi, E.; Kim, K.M. Bacterial attachment on titanium
surfaces is dependent on topography and chemical changes induced by nonthermal atmospheric pressure
plasma. Biomed. Mater. 2017, 12, 045015. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

45. Beun, S.; Bailly, C.; Devaux, J.; Leloup, G. Physical, mechanical and rheological characterization of resin-based
pit and fissure sealants compared to flowable resin composites. Dent. Mater. 2012, 28, 349–359. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

46. Goda, T.; Konno, T.; Takai, M.; Ishihara, K. Photoinduced phospholipid polymer grafting on Parylene film:
Advanced lubrication and antibiofouling properties. Colloids Surf. B Biointerfaces 2007, 54, 67–73. [CrossRef]

47. Kokubo, T.; Kim, H.M.; Kawashita, M. Novel bioactive materials with different mechanical properties.
Biomaterials 2003, 24, 2161–2175. [CrossRef]

48. Tarrago, M.; Garcia-Valles, M.; Martínez, S.; Neuville, D.R. Phosphorus solubility in basaltic glass: Limitations
for phosphorus immobilization in glass and glass-ceramics. J. Environ. Manag. 2018, 220, 54–64. [CrossRef]

49. Tay, F.R.; Pashley, D.H. Biomimetic remineralization of resin-bonded acid-etched dentin. J. Dent. Res. 2009,
88, 719–724. [CrossRef]

50. Shirazi, M.; Tamadon, M.; Izadi, M. Effect of addition of bioactive glass to resin modified glass ionomer
cement on enamel demineralization under orthodontic brackets. J. Clin. Exp. Dent. 2019, 11, e521–e526.
[CrossRef]

51. Schlenoff, J.B.; Rmaile, A.H.; Bucur, C.B. Hydration contributions to association in polyelectrolyte multilayers
and complexes: Visualizing hydrophobicity. J. Am. Chem. Soc. 2008, 130, 13589–13597. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

© 2020 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.4103/0972-0707.124085
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.dental.2016.09.001
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27671462
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.archoralbio.2014.05.026
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25543106
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-39414-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1748-605X/aa734e
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28746053
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.dental.2011.11.001
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22119547
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.colsurfb.2006.09.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0142-9612(03)00044-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2018.04.079
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0022034509341826
http://dx.doi.org/10.4317/jced.55576
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/ja802054k
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18798621
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Material and Methods 
	Preparation of 45S5 BAG and MPC Powder 
	Fabrication of Novel RBS 
	Wettability 
	Flexural Strength 
	Water Sorption and Solubility 
	Viscosity 
	Ion Release 
	Protein Adsorption 
	Bacterial Attachment and Viability 
	Saliva-Derived Biofilm Model and Biomass Measurement 
	Statistical Analysis 

	Results 
	Physical and Mechanical Properties 
	Viscosity 
	Ion-Releasing Properties 
	Protein Adsorption 
	Bacterial Attachment and Viability 
	Biofilm Thickness and Biomass 

	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

