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C ongresses are the platforms where scientific studies are presented 
and the data are shared and opened up to discussion. Scientific 
studies are presented in the form of oral or poster presentations 

at congresses. Scientific presentation is an effective and valuable method 
for rapidly conveying new information from recently completed or con-
tinuing studies to the scientific community. The subsequent publication 
of a study that is presented at a congress is commonly considered to be 
the ultimate conclusion of it (1-10). In addition, the publication rate 
of presentations are claimed to be the indicator of the scientific qual-
ity level of a congress (1-3). However, there is a series of factors, other 
than the quality of the research, which can affect the publication rate of 
presentations (11, 12). The publication rate of presentations in different 
medical branches varies between 11% and 78%, with an average of 45% 
(1-10). A small number of studies that were performed in the field of 
radiology revealed the presentation publication rate to be between 29% 
and 37% (1-3). 

The aim of this study was to investigate the publication rate of the 
presentations at Turkish national radiology congresses.

Materials and methods
All of the presentations submitted to Turkish national radiology con-

gresses between 1995 and 2002 were reviewed, taking the congress bro-
chures into consideration. The presentations were classified as poster 
and oral presentations and were also classified according to radiological 
subspecialities. In addition, the presentations were classified as case 
reports, scientific research, and educational exhibit type presentations. 
The international publication rate of the presentations was evaluated 
with June 2004 being the cut-off date. The distribution of the published 
presentations according to the above classification, publication rates, 
and the length of the publication process were determined. 

The research was conducted by searching Medline® on the Internet 
using the PubMed® (http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov) database. PubMed® 
search was performed using the first name initial and the full last name 
of the leading author. When this failed, same search for the second 
author was performed. When there were more than 20 results for the 
search, the last name of the second or last author who was referred to in 
the abstract, or a key word (that could make the search easier) was used 
in addition to the first author. 

The abstracts that were withdrawn were not reviewed. In the case of 
multiple presentations by a particular author or group submitted repeti-
tively with altering data such as increase in number of patients, only one 
of the presentations was covered by the study. Replicated presentations 
originating from the same study were also counted as one. Presentations 
that were published before the congress was held were included in the 

PURPOSE
To investigate the publication rates of scientific pres-
entations in Turkish radiology congresses.

MATERIALS AND METHODS
The abstracts of presentations at Turkish national radi-
ology congresses between 1995-2002 were reviewed. 
According to the congress abstract booklets, types 
of the presentation (oral or poster presentation), as 
well as body system-based categorization were used. 
The presentations were searched for publication in 
Medline® indexed journals using the PubMed® 
server. The rates of publication of the abstracts, the 
journals in which the presentations have been pub-
lished and the time between the presentation and 
publication were investigated. 

RESULTS
An overall number of 521 publications were found 
originating from 4,413 presentations (11.81%). The 
publication numbers of 2,116 scientific research, 
1,995 case report and 302 educational exhibit type 
presentations were 261 (12.33%), 249 (12.49%) and 
11 (3.64%), respectively. For oral presentations the 
publication ratio was found as 15.38% (116/754) and 
for posters it was 11.06% (405/3,659). The number 
of presentations and the number of publications 
were found to increase by years, however the ratio of 
publication to presentation remained the same. Mean 
time to publication was calculated as 24.4 months. 
In frequency of publication, Tanisal ve Girisimsel 
Radyoloji, European Radiology, European Journal of 
Radiology were the first three publication media of 
the presentations.

CONCLUSION
The publication rates of abstracts presented at Turk-
ish national radiology congresses are lower than the 
previously reported publication rates in radiology and 
other specialties.
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study and their publication period was 
accepted as 0 months. The data herein 
is presented without quoting names, 
institutions, provinces, or regions. 

Results
The presentations in Turkish radiol-

ogy congresses within an eight-year 
period between 1995 and 2002 were 
included in the study and the number 
of presentations that were published 
are shown in Figure 1. 

A total of 4,413 papers (754 oral 
and 3,659 poster) were presented at 
the congresses. Of all, 2,116 of them 
were scientific research, 1,995 were 
case reports, and 302 were educational 
exhibits. While the scientific research 
presentations took the publication 
rate lead during the first four years 
of the evaluated process, case reports 
dominated in the most recent years 
(Figure 2). 

The publication rates in international 
journals were as follows: 116 out of 
754 oral presentations (15.38%); 405 
of 3,659 poster presentations (11.06%); 
and a total of 521 of all (11.81%). 
The rates of publication in journals 
registred with Medline® were 12.33% 
for the scientific research presentations 
(249), 12.48% for case reports (11), and 
3.64% for the educational exhibits 
(11). Recently, there was a significant 
increase in the total number of 
presentations, which included mostly  
poster presentations (Figure 3). However 
publication rates have not increased 
as much and varied between 9.4% 
and 14.38% during the same period 
(Figure 4). The highest presentation/
publication ratio was in 2000 and 
the lowest was in 1998. In quantity, 
abdominal radiology presentations were 
the most published, whereas vascular 
interventional presentations had the 
highest publication ratio (Figure 5). 

The period between presentation 
and publication was 0-91 months 
with an average of 24.4 months.  The 
presentations were mostly (n=74) pub-
lished in Tanisal ve Girisimsel Radyoloji 
that was included for coverage in Index 
Medicus in 2003. This journal was fol-
lowed by European Radiology, European 
Journal of Radiology, Journal of Clinical 
Ultrasound, Clinical Imaging, and Ame-
rican Journal of Roentgenology, in terms 
of publication frequency. The journals 
that published the presentations and 
the number of publications are shown 
in the Table.

Figure 1. Distribution of the presentations according to year (between 1995-2002) and the 
number of publications.

Figure 2. Classification of presentations by content.

Figure 3. Distribution of presentations by type (oral or poster presentation).



Seçil et al.70 • June 2005 • Diagnostic and Interventional Radiology Publication rates of scientific presentations in Turkish national radiology congresses • 71Volume 11 • Issue 2

Discussion
At Turkish national radiology con-

gresses, presentations are classified 
into two main types as oral and poster 
presentations. Nearly all of the oral 
presentations are based on original 
scientific research. The poster pres-
entations may be scientific research, 
case reports, or educational exhibits. 
Educational exhibits are prepared in 

a form that is called “state-of-the-art” 
or “review” in international literature 
and congresses, and they elaborate 
on a subject or method based on 
clinical cases. All of the presentations 
are subject to system-based classifica-
tion in the congress brochures (1, 2). 
Although the system-based classifica-
tion varies somewhat depending on 
the particular congress; neuroradiol-

ogy, head and neck, thorax, breast, 
musculoskeletal, abdomen, pediatric, 
vascular and intreventional radiology, 
and radiology’s other categories are 
usually accepted for classification. In 
our study, the classifications used in 
congress brochures were adopted. 

The number of oral presentations 
varied depending on the year of the 
congress. There has been a significant 
increase in the number of poster pres-
entations and a consequent increase in 
total presentations. The total number 
of presentations has exceeded 800 an-
nually in recent years. Additionally, 
there has been a tendency towards 
an increase in the number of the pub-
lished presentations over the years, 
although the ratio of the published 
presentations did not go hand in hand 
with the increase in the number of 
presentations. The publication ratio 
did  not show any change despite the 
increase in the number of presenta-
tions since the number of published 
presentations has increased in accord-
ance with the total number of presen-
tations. The relatively low results for 
the year 2002, which gives the impres-
sion of a decreasing rate of publica-
tion, may actually be attributed to the 
incomplete publication review process 
of the presentations as a result of the 
short amount of time that has passed 
since 2002. Oral presentations have 
a greater chance of getting published 
when compared with poster presenta-
tions. Oral presentations are usually 
expected to contain studies of original 
content, whereas poster presentations 
are more likely to contain secondary 
research, case reports, and exhibits. 
The potential of a study containing 
original content to be published is 
higher in comparison with other types 
of studies. However, oral presentations 
are always less in number compared 
to poster presentations. Accordingly, 
higher publication ratios for oral 
presentations is a likely consequence. 
However, the fact that only 15% of the 
oral presentations containing original 
content was published in the interna-
tional literature is surprising. While 
scientific research presentations took 
the lead in the rate of publication dur-
ing the first four years we evaluated, 
case reports have dominated in recent 
years. Scientific research presentations 
and case report presentations were 
similar in number and ratio in terms of 
publication. It is difficult to determine 

Figure 4. Publication ratio of the presentations (%).

Figure 5. Number of presentations and publication rates according to radiology subspecialty.

Table. Journals in which the presentations are published and the number of publications

Journal Number of publications

Tanisal ve Girisimsel Radyoloji 74

European Radiology 51

European Journal of Radiology 39

Journal of Clinical Ultrasound 29

Clinical Imaging 28

American Journal of Roentgenology 25

Acta Radiologica 19

Neuroradiology 18

Computerized Medical Imaging and Graphics 15

Journal of Ultrasound in Medicine 12

American Journal of Neuroradiology 11
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if this similarity was due to low quality 
of the scientific research presentations 
or the originality of the case reports. 
Only a small percent of educational 
exhibits were published. This educa-
tional category, which is of special im-
portance in international congresses, 
either lacks the optimal environment 
to be published or has been neglected 
in the publication process. 

Publication of a congress presenta-
tion is defined as the ultimate goal of a 
scientific research (1-10). The publica-
tion ratio of the presentations was ex-
amined for various disciplines and the 
average result, according to Cochrane 
Library data and meta-analysis, was re-
ported to be 45% (13, 14). There exisits 
only a small amount of research con-
cerning this matter in the field of radi-
ology. According to a study that covers 
the radiology congresses held in Aus-
tralia and New Zealand between 1996 
and 1999, 29% of the presentations 
were published (2). According to a re-
cent article which examined the pub-
lication ratio of the presentations from 
the 1995 congress held by Radiological 
Society of North America (RSNA), the 
publication ratio was 33% (1). The 
ratio for the presentations from a neu-
roradiology congress of 1993 was 37% 
(3). The publication ratio for Turkish 
national radiology congresses (11%) is 
well below these values. Presentations 
in the form of “abstracts” that were ac-
cepted at Turkish national congresses 
had strict word count limitations. Re-
viewing the study according to a short 
abstract, of course, has its limitations, 
too. Naturally, when a study is to be 
internationally published, a selection 
process ensues, which examines the 
entire study, down to the smallest de-
tail. This methodological difference is 
considered to be the main reason that 
certain congress presentations are not 
published, and it is believed that the 
abstracts in congress brochures should 
not be referred to in the articles (3). 

The period of time it takes for pres-
entations to be  published was reported 
to be an average of 17 months (2). In 
our study, this period was considerably 
longer with an average of 24 months. 
Research has been conducted on possi-
ble barriers that prevent presentations 
from being published (11, 12). The rea-
sons brought out by these studies are 
limited time, lack of faith in the stud-
ies’ quality for publication, lack of faith 
in the importance of the results of the 

studies, disputes among the research-
ers, and the presence of other articles 
that provide identical results. For Turk-
ish presentations, the limited number 
of Turkish journals in the international 
indexes, the necessity of translating the 
presentation from Turkish into foreign 
languages, and the difficulties that are 
experienced during the translation 
process may have been responsible for 
the delay in the time of publication that 
our study uncovered. 

Tanisal ve Girisimsel Radyoloji was in-
cluded in Index Medicus in 2003 and 
has since become available online (15). 
According to the results of our study, 
this journal is the medium where 
presentations from Turkish congresses 
have the best chance of being pub-
lished frequently. Thanks to the jour-
nal’s being searchable by Medline®, 
the presentation-publication ratio is 
expected to be significantly higher in 
the following years when compared 
with the current ratio. 

Turkish national radiology con-
gresses have educational, social, and 
financial goals. Distributing and up-
dating information, presentation of 
scientific research, sharing and discuss-
ing new information that is obtained 
from recently completed or continuing 
studies, demonstration of products by 
individuals or institutions, and the 
opportunity for specialists-in-train-
ing to acquire the ability to prepare 
presentations and present them can be 
counted among the educational goals. 
The social goals include communica-
tion among colleagues, facilitation for 
discussion of occupational issues, and 
participation in social programs. The 
financial goal is the income that is gen-
erated by the institutions that organize 
the congresses. Large numbers of par-
ticipants are important in this context. 
However, encouraging participation by 
means of accepting a large number of 
presentations is not considered to be 
an appropriate method. This method 
inevitably results in a deterioration of 
presentation quality and decreases the 
presentation-publication ratio.

Adopting a selective approach in ac-
cepting presentations, or focusing on 
publication time efficiency may result 
in an increase in the presentation-
publication ratio. Shortening publi-
cation time, providing support and 
incentives for publication (e. g., board 
point, prize or incentive in return for 
publication, and professional help 

with translation), elimination of the 
restricting factors that may be experi-
enced during publication review (e. g., 
creating spare time to write an article, 
avoiding replicated articles, and set-
ting policies to cope with the disputes 
that may arise among the researchers) 
are possible solutions. However, when 
the goals of congresses are taken into 
consideration, it is understood that 
the perception that the congresses are 
an opportunity to form study groups 
and communication networks, joining 
together the case reports and the stud-
ies that share a subject, and forming a 
multi-centered base for study are of the 
greatest importance. 

Our study has its limitations. The 
main limitation is evaluating a na-
tional congress by using an interna-
tional database. Unfortunately, there 
is no database that could search all 
of the journals that are published in 
our country. The database that was 
created by a state-operated organiza-
tion (ULAKBİM) and named Turkish 
Medical Index does not contain all 
of the journals that are published in 
Turkey due to its inclusion criteria. Ac-
cordingly, it is impossible to effectively 
determine if a particular presentation 
was nationally published. In addition, 
detailed searches that were necessary 
for this study in the above-mentioned 
database would have been very diffi-
cult and time consuming. Therefore, 
PubMed®, with its ability to search the 
commonly acknowledged Medline®, 
was chosen as the search media. The 
second limitation of the study is the 
possible search errors. These errors 
may have resulted from misspelling 
the names of the authors, which ap-
peared in the congress brochures, or 
had occured merely as a result of faulty 
search. Every effort was made to mini-
mize these errors. The third limitation is 
the inability to determine the publica-
tion possibility of such a presentation 
when the first and second names are 
omitted due to the method of the study. 
In conclusion, the international publi-
cation ratio of scientific presentations 
of Turkish radiology congresses was 
demonstrably lower than those made at 
congresses outside of Turkey, regardless 
of radiology subspecialty. In addition to 
the emphasis that must be given to pub-
lication-time efficiency, the adoption of 
an effective selective procedure for the 
acceptance of presentations may result 
in an increased publication ratio.  



Seçil et al.72 • June 2005 • Diagnostic and Interventional Radiology Publication rates of scientific presentations in Turkish national radiology congresses • 73Volume 11 • Issue 2

References
1.  Arrive L, Boelle PY, Dono P, Lewin 

M, Monnier-Cholley L, Tubiana JM. 
Subsequent publication of orally presented 
original studies within 5 years after 1995 
RSNA Scientific Assembly. Radiology 2004; 
232:101-106.

2.  Bydder AS, Joseph DJ, Spry NA. Publication 
rates of abstracts presented at annual sci-
entific meetings: how does the Royal 
Australian and New Zealand College of 
Radiologists compare? Australas Radiol 
2004; 48:25-28.

3.  Marx WF, Cloft HJ, Do HM, Kallmes DF. 
The fate of neuroradiologic abstracts 
presented at national meetings in 1993: 
rate of subsequent publication in perr-
reviewed, indexed journals. AJNR Am J 
Neuroradiol 1999; 20:1173-1177.

4.  De Bellefeuille C, Morrison CA, Tannock 
IF. The fate of abstracts submitted to a 
cancer meeting: factors which influence 
presentation and subsequent publication. 
Ann Oncol 1992; 3:187-191.

5.  Walby A, Kelly AM, Georgakas C. Abstract 
to publication ratio for papers presented at 
scientific meetings: how does emergency 
medicine compare? Emerg Med 2001; 13:
460-464.

6.  Roy D, Sankar V, Hughes JP, Jones A, 
Fenton JE. Publication rates of scien-
tific papers presented at the otolaryngo-
logical research society meetings. Clin 
Otolaryngol 2001; 26:253-256.

7.  Davis M, Wilson CS. Research contribu-
tions in ophthalmology: Australia’s pro-
ductivity. Clin Experiment Ophthalmol 
2003; 31:286-293.

8.  Yentis SM, Campbell GA, Lerman J. 
Publication of abstracts presented at an-
aesthesia meetings. Can J Anaesth 1993; 
40:632-634.

9.  Timmer A, Blum T, Lankisch PG. 
Publication rates following pancreas meet-
ings. Pancreas 2001; 23:212-215.

10. Byerly WG, Rheney CC, Connely JF, 
Verzino KC. Publication rates of abstracts 
from two pharmacy meetings. Ann 
Pharmacother 2000; 34:1123-1127.

11. Dickersin K, Min YI, Meinert C, et al. 
Factors influencing publication of research 
results: follow-up of applications submit-
ted to two institutional review boards. 
JAMA 1992; 267:374-378.

12.  Weber EJ, Callaham ML, Wears RL, Barton 
C, Young G. Unpublished research from 
a medical speciality meeting. JAMA 1998; 
280:257-259.

13.  Scherer RW, Langenberg P. Full results 
published in abstracts of Cochrane 
Methodology Review, Issue 1. Oxford, 
England: The Cochrane Library, 2003.

14. Scherer RW, Dickersin K, Langenberg P. 
Full publication of results initially pre-
sented in abstracts: a meta-analysis. JAMA 
1994; 272:158-162.

15. Akhan O. Our journal is being indexed 
in Index Medicus: what to do next? Tani 
Girisim Radyol 2003; 9:399-400.


