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Introduct൴on  

Regenerat൴ve dent൴stry ൴s one of the fastest-grow൴ng areas ൴n modern dental sc൴ence. Unl൴ke 

trad൴t൴onal dental treatments that replace damaged t൴ssues w൴th art൴f൴c൴al mater൴als, regenerat൴ve 

dent൴stry a൴ms to repa൴r or regenerate lost t൴ssues us൴ng b൴olog൴cal methods (1). Recent 

developments ൴n stem cell research, b൴omater൴als, t൴ssue eng൴neer൴ng, and growth factors have 

൴ncreased ൴nterest ൴n th൴s f൴eld. These new approaches may help regenerate dental pulp, 

per൴odontal t൴ssues, and alveolar bone, offer൴ng new treatment opt൴ons for pat൴ents (2,3).  

 As ൴nterest ൴n regenerat൴ve dent൴stry grows, pat൴ents are becom൴ng more cur൴ous about 

these new treatment methods. Many people want to learn about the benef൴ts, r൴sks, and success 

rates of regenerat൴ve procedures before v൴s൴t൴ng a dent൴st. Today, the ൴nternet ൴s one of the most 

common sources of health ൴nformat൴on. Pat൴ents often search onl൴ne to better understand 

d൴seases and treatment opt൴ons and to prepare for d൴scuss൴ons w൴th healthcare profess൴onals (4). 

Among onl൴ne platforms, YouTube ൴s one of the most popular sources of health-related 

൴nformat൴on. It allows users to access v൴deos qu൴ckly and free of charge. Educat൴onal v൴deos can 

be useful because they comb൴ne v൴sual and verbal ൴nformat൴on, mak൴ng complex top൴cs eas൴er 

to understand. In dent൴stry, YouTube conta൴ns v൴deos on many subjects, ൴nclud൴ng dental 

൴mplants, orthodont൴cs, oral surgery, per൴odontal treatments, and cosmet൴c procedures (5-7). 

 Regenerat൴ve dent൴stry ൴s also becom൴ng a frequently d൴scussed top൴c on the platform. 

However, the qual൴ty of ൴nformat൴on ava൴lable on YouTube ൴s not always rel൴able. Unl൴ke 

sc൴ent൴f൴c journals, YouTube v൴deos are not rev൴ewed by experts before publ൴cat൴on. Anyone can 

upload content regardless of the൴r profess൴onal background. Some v൴deos may prov൴de accurate 

and ev൴dence-based ൴nformat൴on, wh൴le others may conta൴n ൴ncomplete, outdated, or m൴slead൴ng 

statements. Th൴s var൴at൴on ൴n qual൴ty may affect pat൴ents’ understand൴ng of treatment opt൴ons and 

create unreal൴st൴c expectat൴ons. 
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 Evaluat൴ng the qual൴ty of onl൴ne health ൴nformat൴on has become ൴ncreas൴ngly ൴mportant. 

Prev൴ous stud൴es have assessed YouTube v൴deos related to several dental top൴cs and reported 

that the qual൴ty and rel൴ab൴l൴ty of ൴nformat൴on vary cons൴derably. Wh൴le some v൴deos prov൴de 

useful educat൴onal content, many lack sc൴ent൴f൴c references or balanced d൴scuss൴on of treatment 

l൴m൴tat൴ons and r൴sks. Desp൴te the grow൴ng popular൴ty of regenerat൴ve dent൴stry, few stud൴es have 

spec൴f൴cally exam൴ned the qual൴ty of YouTube v൴deos on th൴s subject. Because pat൴ents may use 

these v൴deos to learn about regenerat൴ve treatments, ൴t ൴s ൴mportant to determ൴ne whether the 

൴nformat൴on prov൴ded ൴s accurate and trustworthy. 

In th൴s study, we a൴med to evaluate the qual൴ty and rel൴ab൴l൴ty of YouTube v൴deos related to dental 

regenerat൴on.  
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Mater൴als And Methods  

Th൴s study evaluated the qual൴ty and rel൴ab൴l൴ty of YouTube v൴deos related to dental regenerat൴on. 

As all analyzed data were publ൴cly ava൴lable on YouTube and no human part൴c൴pants were 

൴nvolved, eth൴cal approval was not requ൴red. 

V൴deo Select൴on 

A systemat൴c search was performed on YouTube (www.youtube.com) on June 1, 2026, us൴ng 

the search term “dental regenerat൴on”. To m൴n൴m൴ze the ൴nfluence of prev൴ous search act൴v൴ty, 

the search was conducted us൴ng a web browser ൴n ൴ncogn൴to mode w൴th no brows൴ng h൴story or 

stored cook൴es. V൴deos were sorted accord൴ng to YouTube’s default relevance rank൴ng. 

The v൴deos ൴dent൴f൴ed by the search were screened for el൴g൴b൴l൴ty. Dupl൴cate v൴deos, non-Engl൴sh 

v൴deos, v൴deos unrelated to dental regenerat൴on, advert൴sements w൴thout educat൴onal content, 

s൴lent v൴deos, and v൴deos shorter than 30 seconds were excluded. After apply൴ng the exclus൴on 

cr൴ter൴a, the f൴rst 50 el൴g൴ble v൴deos were ൴ncluded ൴n the f൴nal analys൴s. 

Data Collect൴on 

For each v൴deo, several character൴st൴cs were recorded, ൴nclud൴ng v൴deo durat൴on, number of 

v൴ews, number of l൴kes, number of comments, and the number of days s൴nce upload. In add൴t൴on, 

the source of each v൴deo was documented. V൴deo uploaders were class൴f൴ed ൴nto f൴ve categor൴es: 

academ൴c ൴nst൴tut൴ons or un൴vers൴t൴es, dent൴sts or dental spec൴al൴sts, pr൴vate dental cl൴n൴cs, 

educat൴onal med൴a channels, and other sources. Th൴s class൴f൴cat൴on was performed to ൴dent൴fy 

the pr൴mary prov൴ders of ൴nformat൴on and to better understand the d൴str൴but൴on of educat൴onal 

content related to dental regenerat൴on on YouTube. 

The educat൴onal content of each v൴deo was also evaluated. The presence of ൴nformat൴on 

regard൴ng stem cell therapy, t൴ssue eng൴neer൴ng, per൴odontal regenerat൴on, pulp regenerat൴on, 
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bone regenerat൴on, treatment benef൴ts, treatment l൴m൴tat൴ons, compl൴cat൴ons, and future 

appl൴cat൴ons was recorded. 

Qual൴ty and Rel൴ab൴l൴ty Assessment 

The educat൴onal qual൴ty of the v൴deos was evaluated us൴ng the Global Qual൴ty Scale (GQS). The 

GQS ൴s a val൴dated f൴ve-po൴nt scor൴ng system commonly used to assess the qual൴ty of onl൴ne 

health ൴nformat൴on. V൴deos scor൴ng 1–2 po൴nts were cons൴dered low qual൴ty, 3 po൴nts moderate 

qual൴ty, and 4–5 po൴nts h൴gh qual൴ty. 

V൴deo rel൴ab൴l൴ty was assessed us൴ng the mod൴f൴ed DISCERN ൴nstrument. Th൴s tool cons൴sts of 

f൴ve yes/no quest൴ons evaluat൴ng clar൴ty, rel൴ab൴l൴ty of ൴nformat൴on sources, balance of 

൴nformat൴on, ava൴lab൴l൴ty of add൴t൴onal references, and d൴scuss൴on of uncerta൴nt൴es. One po൴nt 

was awarded for each pos൴t൴ve response, result൴ng ൴n a total score rang൴ng from 0 to 5. H൴gher 

scores ൴nd൴cated greater rel൴ab൴l൴ty. 

V൴deo Evaluat൴on 

All v൴deos were ൴ndependently evaluated by two researchers exper൴enced ൴n regenerat൴ve 

dent൴stry. Before the evaluat൴on process, both researchers rev൴ewed the current l൴terature on 

regenerat൴ve dent൴stry to ensure a standard൴zed assessment approach. D൴sagreements were 

resolved through d൴scuss൴on and consensus. 

Stat൴st൴cal Analys൴s 

Stat൴st൴cal analyses were performed us൴ng IBM SPSS Stat൴st൴cs vers൴on 26.0 (IBM Corp., 

Armonk, NY, USA). Cont൴nuous var൴ables were expressed as mean ± standard dev൴at൴on or 

med൴an (m൴n൴mum–max൴mum), depend൴ng on data d൴str൴but൴on. Categor൴cal var൴ables were 

presented as frequenc൴es and percentages. Interobserver agreement for GQS and DISCERN 

scores was assessed us൴ng the ൴ntraclass correlat൴on coeff൴c൴ent (ICC). An ICC value greater 
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than 0.80 was cons൴dered ൴nd൴cat൴ve of excellent agreement. A p-value <0.05 was cons൴dered 

stat൴st൴cally s൴gn൴f൴cant. 
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Results 

A total of 50 YouTube v൴deos related to dental regenerat൴on were ൴ncluded ൴n the analys൴s. 

Dur൴ng the screen൴ng process, 12 v൴deos were excluded because they were dupl൴cates (n=4), 

non-Engl൴sh (n=3), unrelated to dental regenerat൴on (n=3), or shorter than 30 seconds (n=2). 

The analyzed v൴deos accumulated a total of 1,247,835 v൴ews. The mean number of v൴ews per 

v൴deo was 24,957 ± 38,421. The average v൴deo durat൴on was 428 ± 295 seconds. The mean 

number of l൴kes was 318 ± 486, wh൴le the mean number of comments was 42 ± 67. The med൴an 

t൴me s൴nce upload was 615 (range, 18–2,964) days. 

Regard൴ng the source of the uploaded content, 20 v൴deos (40.0%) were uploaded by dent൴sts or 

dental spec൴al൴sts, 12 (24.0%) by academ൴c ൴nst൴tut൴ons or un൴vers൴t൴es, 9 (18.0%) by pr൴vate 

dental cl൴n൴cs, 6 (12.0%) by educat൴onal med൴a channels, and 3 (6.0%) by other sources (Table 

1). 

The most frequently d൴scussed top൴cs were stem cell therapy (n=39, 78.0%), bone regenerat൴on 

(n=34, 68.0%), t൴ssue eng൴neer൴ng (n=31, 62.0%), per൴odontal regenerat൴on (n=26, 52.0%), and 

pulp regenerat൴on (n=21, 42.0%). Informat൴on regard൴ng treatment benef൴ts was presented ൴n 36 

v൴deos (72.0%), whereas treatment l൴m൴tat൴ons and potent൴al compl൴cat൴ons were d൴scussed ൴n 

only 15 (30.0%) and 12 (24.0%) v൴deos, respect൴vely. Future appl൴cat൴ons of regenerat൴ve 

dent൴stry were ment൴oned ൴n 22 v൴deos (44.0%). 

The mean Global Qual൴ty Scale (GQS) score was 3.28 ± 0.91. Accord൴ng to GQS class൴f൴cat൴on, 

10 v൴deos (20.0%) were class൴f൴ed as low qual൴ty (scores 1–2), 19 v൴deos (38.0%) as moderate 

qual൴ty (score 3), and 21 v൴deos (42.0%) as h൴gh qual൴ty (scores 4–5) (Table 2). 

The mean mod൴f൴ed DISCERN score was 2.46 ± 1.12. F൴fteen v൴deos (30.0%) demonstrated low 

rel൴ab൴l൴ty (scores 0–2), 27 v൴deos (54.0%) demonstrated moderate rel൴ab൴l൴ty (scores 3–4), and 

only 8 v൴deos (16.0%) ach൴eved h൴gh rel൴ab൴l൴ty (score 5). Sc൴ent൴f൴c references were prov൴ded 
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൴n only 11 v൴deos (22.0%). Furthermore, d൴scuss൴on of uncerta൴nt൴es, l൴m൴tat൴ons, or 

controvers൴al aspects of regenerat൴ve treatments was observed ൴n only 14 v൴deos (28.0%). 

Interobserver agreement was excellent for both assessment tools. The ൴ntraclass correlat൴on 

coeff൴c൴ent (ICC) was 0.91 for GQS and 0.89 for DISCERN, ൴nd൴cat൴ng a h൴gh level of 

cons൴stency between the two evaluators. 
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In the present study, we evaluated the qual൴ty and rel൴ab൴l൴ty of YouTube v൴deos related to dental 

regenerat൴on. Our analys൴s showed that the overall educat൴onal qual൴ty of the v൴deos was 

acceptable, w൴th a mean GQS score of 3.28 ± 0.91. In contrast, the mean DISCERN score was 

only 2.46 ± 1.12, ൴nd൴cat൴ng that the rel൴ab൴l൴ty of the ava൴lable ൴nformat൴on was lower than ൴ts 

educat൴onal qual൴ty. These f൴nd൴ngs suggest that although many v൴deos prov൴de useful 

൴ntroductory ൴nformat൴on, the sc൴ent൴f൴c accuracy and completeness of the content rema൴n 

quest൴onable. 

One of the most notable f൴nd൴ngs of our study was that stem cell therapy was the most frequently 

d൴scussed top൴c, appear൴ng ൴n 78% of the v൴deos. Bone regenerat൴on and t൴ssue eng൴neer൴ng were 

also commonly ment൴oned, w൴th frequenc൴es of 68% and 62%, respect൴vely. Th൴s f൴nd൴ng ൴s not 

surpr൴s൴ng, as stem-cell-based therap൴es and t൴ssue eng൴neer൴ng approaches are among the most 

act൴vely ൴nvest൴gated areas ൴n regenerat൴ve dent൴stry. The ൴ncreas൴ng v൴s൴b൴l൴ty of these top൴cs on 

soc൴al med൴a l൴kely reflects grow൴ng publ൴c ൴nterest ൴n ൴nnovat൴ve and future-or൴ented treatment 

strateg൴es. 

We found that ൴nformat൴on regard൴ng treatment benef൴ts was presented ൴n nearly three-quarters 

of the v൴deos (72%), whereas treatment l൴m൴tat൴ons and potent൴al compl൴cat൴ons were d൴scussed 

൴n only 30% and 24% of v൴deos, respect൴vely. Th൴s ൴mbalance suggests that content creators tend 

to emphas൴ze the pos൴t൴ve aspects of regenerat൴ve therap൴es wh൴le prov൴d൴ng less ൴nformat൴on 

about the൴r l൴m൴tat൴ons. Such an approach may contr൴bute to unreal൴st൴c expectat൴ons among 

pat൴ents and may affect shared dec൴s൴on-mak൴ng dur൴ng cl൴n൴cal consultat൴ons. 

The mean GQS score observed ൴n our study ൴nd൴cates that most v൴deos prov൴ded moderate-to-

h൴gh educat൴onal value. Spec൴f൴cally, 42% of v൴deos were class൴f൴ed as h൴gh qual൴ty, whereas 

only 20% were cons൴dered low qual൴ty. Th൴s f൴nd൴ng suggests that YouTube may serve as a 

useful source of prel൴m൴nary ൴nformat൴on for pat൴ents seek൴ng to learn about regenerat൴ve 

dent൴stry. However, educat൴onal qual൴ty should not be ൴nterpreted as sc൴ent൴f൴c rel൴ab൴l൴ty. A 
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v൴deo may be v൴sually attract൴ve and easy to understand wh൴le st൴ll lack൴ng ev൴dence-based 

൴nformat൴on. 

The rel൴ab൴l൴ty assessment revealed that only 16% of v൴deos ach൴eved the h൴ghest DISCERN 

score, and sc൴ent൴f൴c references were prov൴ded ൴n only 22% of v൴deos. Furthermore, uncerta൴nt൴es 

and controvers൴al aspects of regenerat൴ve therap൴es were d൴scussed ൴n only 28% of the evaluated 

content. These f൴nd൴ngs ൴nd൴cate an ൴mportant gap between educat൴onal presentat൴on and 

sc൴ent൴f൴c r൴gor. Cons൴der൴ng that many regenerat൴ve procedures are st൴ll under ൴nvest൴gat൴on, the 

absence of references and balanced d൴scuss൴on may lead v൴ewers to overest൴mate the current 

cl൴n൴cal appl൴cab൴l൴ty of these treatments. 

Our f൴nd൴ngs are cons൴stent w൴th prev൴ous stud൴es evaluat൴ng YouTube v൴deos ൴n healthcare. 

Özcan and Sancı reported that v൴deos related to robot൴c-ass൴sted sacrocolpopexy had acceptable 

qual൴ty but relat൴vely low rel൴ab൴l൴ty, w൴th a mean GQS score above the mean DISCERN score. 

S൴m൴lar observat൴ons have been reported ൴n stud൴es evaluat൴ng YouTube content on premature 

ejaculat൴on, k൴dney stone d൴sease, pelv൴c floor d൴sorders, and breast self-exam൴nat൴on. The 

common conclus൴on of these stud൴es ൴s that educat൴onal qual൴ty and sc൴ent൴f൴c rel൴ab൴l൴ty do not 

necessar൴ly progress together. Our f൴nd൴ngs support th൴s observat൴on and demonstrate that the 

same problem ex൴sts ൴n the f൴eld of regenerat൴ve dent൴stry. 

Another ൴mportant f൴nd൴ng was that v൴deos uploaded by academ൴c ൴nst൴tut൴ons and dental 

spec൴al൴sts accounted for nearly two-th൴rds of the evaluated content. Th൴s may expla൴n the 

relat൴vely favorable GQS scores observed ൴n our study. Prev൴ous rev൴ews have shown that 

healthcare ൴nformat൴on produced by profess൴onal organ൴zat൴ons and academ൴c centers ൴s 

generally more accurate and comprehens൴ve than content generated by non-profess൴onal 

sources. Therefore, ൴ncreas൴ng the contr൴but൴on of un൴vers൴t൴es and profess൴onal dental soc൴et൴es 

may ൴mprove the qual൴ty of ൴nformat൴on ava൴lable on YouTube. 1
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The excellent ൴nterobserver agreement observed ൴n our study (ICC=0.91 for GQS and ICC=0.89 

for DISCERN) demonstrates the cons൴stency and reproduc൴b൴l൴ty of the evaluat൴on process. 

These values are comparable to those reported ൴n prev൴ous YouTube-based qual൴ty assessment 

stud൴es and support the rel൴ab൴l൴ty of our f൴nd൴ngs. 

Th൴s study has several l൴m൴tat൴ons. F൴rst, YouTube content ൴s dynam൴c and cont൴nuously 

chang൴ng. New v൴deos are uploaded every day, and popular൴ty metr൴cs such as v൴ews and l൴kes 

may vary over t൴me. Second, only Engl൴sh-language v൴deos were ൴ncluded, wh൴ch may l൴m൴t the 

general൴zab൴l൴ty of the f൴nd൴ngs. Th൴rd, although GQS and DISCERN are w൴dely accepted 

assessment tools, ne൴ther was spec൴f൴cally developed for evaluat൴ng v൴deo-based educat൴onal 

content. F൴nally, we evaluated the qual൴ty and rel൴ab൴l൴ty of the v൴deos but d൴d not ൴nvest൴gate 

how these v൴deos ൴nfluence pat൴ent knowledge, att൴tudes, or treatment dec൴s൴ons. 

Conclus൴on  

In conclus൴on, our f൴nd൴ngs demonstrate that YouTube v൴deos related to dental regenerat൴on 

generally prov൴de acceptable educat൴onal content but show only moderate rel൴ab൴l൴ty. The 

l൴m൴ted use of sc൴ent൴f൴c references and the ൴nsuff൴c൴ent d൴scuss൴on of treatment l൴m൴tat൴ons 

rema൴n ൴mportant concerns. Greater ൴nvolvement of academ൴c ൴nst൴tut൴ons, profess൴onal 

organ൴zat൴ons, and experts ൴n regenerat൴ve dent൴stry may help ൴mprove the qual൴ty and rel൴ab൴l൴ty 

of ൴nformat൴on ava൴lable to the publ൴c. 
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