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nnual scientific meetings allow for the dissemination of novel re-
search findings and are considered valuable for continuing educa-
tion and advancement of research practice. Whether a novel un-

derstanding of technology or practice is accepted ultimately depends  
on publication in international journals, followed by independent investi-
gation and validation by research peers. The vital importance of informal  
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ABSTRACT Objective: The process of getting the abstracts published as journal articles is an exhaustive work 
due to the collection and analysis of clinical information, meticulously preparing manuscripts, statistical analy-
sis of data, and subsequent critical peer review process. We investigate publication rate of abstracts presented at 
national and international statistics congresses in present study. For this purpose we considered abstracts pre-
sented at 5th International Conference of the ERCIM Working Group on Computing&Statistics (ERCIM 2012) 
and 14th National Biostatistics Congress of Turkey in 2012. Material and Methods: We invited participants who 
had participated ERCIM 2012 and 14th National Biostatistics Congress to our study by sending e-mail to their e-
mail adresses that obtain from abstract books. Results: The present analysis found that 19.40% of abstracts pre-
sented at 14th National Biostatistics Congress and 51.90% of abstracts presented at ERCIM 2012 were published 
as full peer-reviewed journal articles. Percentage of presentations was not sent to any journal to publish for 14th 
National Biostatistics Congress (51.60%) is higher than ERCIM 2012 (18.50%). In addition, percentage of 
presentation was accepted to be published in the journal for 14th National Biostatistics Congress (19.40%) is 
lower than ERCIM 2012 (51.90%). Conclusion: Even if all of the presentations presented at the congress is not 
published, importance of congress is undeniable by the reason of scientific-social communications made at con-
gress and meetings where new ideas are born. 
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ÖZET Amaç: Bildirilerin makale olarak yayınlanma süreci klinik bilginin analizi ve derlenmesi, özenle taslağın 
hazırlanması, verinin istatistiksel analizi ve sonra gelen kritik bilimsel makale değerlendirme süreci nedeniyle 
detaylı bir çalışmadır. Bu çalışmada, ulusal ve uluslararası istatistik kongrelerinde yapılan sunumların yayına 
dönüşüm oranları incelenmiştir. Bu amaçla 5th International Conference of the ERCIM Working Group on 
Computing&Statistics (ERCIM 2012) ve Türkiye’de yapılan 14. Ulusal Biyoistatistik Kongresi’nde sunulan bildi-
riler dikkate alınmıştır. Gereç ve Yöntemler: Çalışmamızda 14. Ulusal Biyoistatistik Kongresi ve ERCIM 2012 
kongresindeki katılımcılar, özet kitaplarından elde edilen e-mail adreslerine e-mail atılarak çalışmaya davet 
edilmiştir. Bulgular: Bu çalışmada 14. Ulusal Biyoistatistik Kongresi’nde sunulan bildirilerin %19,40’ının ve 
ERCIM 2012’de sunulan bildirilerin %51,90’ının hakemli dergilerde makale olarak yayınlandığı bulunmuştur. 
14. Ulusal Biyoistatistik Kongresi’nde yayınlanmak için dergiye gönderilmeyen bildirilerin oranı (%51,60) 
ERCIM 2012’den (%18,50) yüksektir. Ayrıca, 14. Ulusal Biyoistatistik Kongresi’nde dergide yayınlanmak üzere 
kabul edilen bildirilerin oranı (%19,40) ERCIM 2012’den (%51,90) düşüktür. Sonuç: Kongrelerde sunulan ça-
lışmaların tamamı yayına dönüşmese de kongrelerin bilimsel sosyal iletişimlerin kurulduğu ve yeni çalışma 
fikirlerinin doğduğu toplantılar olması nedeniyle önemleri de yadsınamaz.  
 
Anahtar Kelimeler: Yayınlama; bildiri özetleri; yayınlama oranları; kongreler 
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professional discussion and networking aside, 
given the limited time and resources of research-
ers, the scientific and economic value of confer-
ences should be scrutinised.1 

Presentations may be made to describe and 
evidence new practice, to present research in a 
public forum or to draw attention to an area of 
interest.2 The turning into publication of an ab-
stract is an indicator of quality an a congress.  
Publication in peer-reviewed journals allows not 
only expert critical appraisal, but the widest dis-
semination of research output. While presenta-
tion at scientific meetings is highly desirable to 
pass on knowledge gained through research, it 
cannot hope to equal the extent of dissemination 
possible through publication in scientific jour-
nals.3 The process of getting the abstracts pub-
lished as journal articles is an exhaustive work 
due to the collection and analysis of clinical in-
formation, meticulously preparing manuscripts, 
statistical analysis of data, and subsequent critical 
peer review process.4 

In present study, we investigate publication 
rate of abstracts presented at national biostatistics 
and international statistics congresses. For this 
purpose we considered abstracts presented at 5th 
International Conference of the ERCIM Working 
Group on Computing&Statistics (ERCIM 2012) 
and 14th National Biostatistics Congress of Turkey 
in 2012.  

    MATERIAL AND METHODS 

ERCIM 2012 is taken place in Oviedo, Spain, 1-3 
December 2012 and this congress was organized 
by the University of Oviedo and the Queen 
Mary, University of London. 14th National Biosta-
tistics Congress which was held on 4-7 Septem-
ber 2012 in Kayseri, Turkey and this congress 
was organized by Biostatistics Association. 

In our study, paticipants' data were obtained 
by a web-based survey. We invited all partici-
pants who were presented a study and placed in 
abstract book and also had participated ERCIM 
2012 and 14th National Biostatistics Congress to 
our study by sending e-mail to their e-mail 
adresses that obtain from abstract books. We 

asked participants that their related presenta-
tion’s situation of publication and whether relat-
ed publication was published or not. In addition, 
we asked participants to indicate index of journal 
that presentation accepted or published.  

Of the 376 e-mail (54 for 14th National Bio-
statistics Congress and 322 for ERCIM 2012) invi-
tations sent, 318 were determined as nonarrival 
mail (rejected by the server due to e-mail ad-
dresses being either incorrectly spelled or no 
longer valid). We excluded participants who 
cannot reach e-mail adresses. The number of par-
ticipants who attended to participate was 58, re-
flecting a response rate (Response rate=[Receive a 
reply/(Sending mail-Nonarrival mail)]×100) of 
16.62%. Obtained response rate for participants 
from 14th National Biostatistics Congress is 
57.40% and obtained response rate for partici-
pants from the ERCIM 2012 is 9.15%.  

We used the data analysis were performed 
by using Pearson chi-square test and Fisher-
Freeman-Halton test. The descriptive statistics 
are reported as frequency and percentage for the 
categorical data. The significance level was estab-
lished as α=0.05. The data analysis was performed 
using IBM SPSS Statistics v. 21 software. 

    RESULTS 

We exclude participants who cannot reach e-
mail adresses.    

Comparison about statuses according to gen-
eral publication stages is given in Table 1. Alt-
hough “related presentation was not sent to any 
journal to be published” is statistically significant 
(p=0.009) and “related presentation was accepted 
to be published in the journal / it was published” 
is statistically significant (p=0.009), no significant 
difference found in terms of the “related presen-
tation was sent to a journal, now it is in under 
review process” (p=0.453) and “research on relat-
ed presentation continues, therefore not reached 
to the stage of being published” (p=0.481) in 
comparisons. 

No significant difference found in terms  
of the presentations whether it published in the  
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* SCI: Science Citation Index; SCI Expanded:  Science Citation Index Expanded; SSCI: Social Science Citation Index. 

journal covered by statistics field indexed or not 
(Table 2). 

No significant difference in terms of indexes 
was found betwen congresses (Table 3). 

    DISCUSSION 

Congresses the last stop of the scientific publica-
tion process take a place as a penultimate point in 
academic process. Recently, there heve been 
concerns raised about low publication rates 
among presented studies in congress.5 Process of 
presentations that turned into the publication 
presented at the congresses is harder and longer 
than preparation of an abstract for a congress. In 
addition, abstracts presented at congress can not 
be followed in stage of being published. 

Many unpublished works were probably initially 
intended for publication.6 The reasons for not 
publishing abstracts are multifactorial.7 The pub-
lishing process for an article is considerably dif-

ferent from accepting a paper for presented 
presentation at scientific meeting.8 Preparation of 
abstracts for a congress takes much less time and 
effort for preparation a manuscript. The primary 
reason cited by investigators for failure to publish 
an abstract was “lack of time” for manuscript 
preparation.9 A study examining time-to-
publication of randomized efficacy trials found 
that the median time-to-publication was 0.8 
years after submission (interquartile range 0.6–
1.4 years).10 There is evidence to suggest that re-
searchers submit to journals with high impact 
factors first and, if rejected, will re-submit to 
journals with lower impact factors.11 In addition, 
Lim et al. stated that there is possibility of failure 
in publication, which may be caused by a variety 
of reasons such as lack of peer review, insuffi-
cient data, statistical limitation, and insignificant 
outcome of study.4 

Unlike other studies placed in literature in pre-
sent study, presentations of two congresses are 

TABLE 1: Comparison about statuses according to general publication stages. 

 
Status 

14th National Biostatistics Congress  

n=31 

ERCIM 2012 

n=27 

 
p value 

Related presentation was not sent to any journal to be published. (I) 16 (51.60%) 5 (18.50%) 0.009 

Related presentation was sent to a journal, now it is in under review process. (II) 3 (9.70%) 5 (18.50%) 0.453 

Research on related presentation continues, therefore not reached to the stage of being 
published. (III) 

6 (19.40%) 3 (11.10%) 0.481 

Related presentation was accepted to be published in the journal / it was published. (IV) 6 (19.40%) 14 (51.90%) 0.009 

TABLE 2:  Comparison based on whether the presentation is published in the journal that covered by  
statistics field indexes or not. 

 
14th National Biostatistics Congress  

n=6 

ERCIM 2012 

n=14 

 
p value 

Statistics field indexes 3 (50.00%) 6 (42.90%) 
1.000 

Other indexes* 3 (50.00%) 8 (57.10%) 

TABLE 3:   Comparison based on whether the presentation is published in the journal that covered by SCI, SCI Expanded 
and SSCI* indexes or not. 

 
14th National Biostatistics Congress  

n=6 

ERCIM 2012 

n=14 

 
p value 

SCI, SCI-Expanded and SSCI* 1 (16.70%) 5 (35.70%) 
0.613 

Other indexes 5 (83.30%) 9 (64.30%) 
* SCI: Science Citation Index; SCI Expanded:  Science Citation Index Expanded; SSCI: Social Science Citation Index. 
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considered rather than one congress and between 
congresses comparisons were made based on pub-
lication following criterias: rates, whether journal 
that presentation was published covered by sta-
tistics field indexes and covered by SCI, SCI Ex-
panded and SSCI indexes or not. Our study shows 
differences between two congresses according to 
the rate of unsent presented works for publishing 
and the rate of accepted/published presentations 
as an article that submitted to the journal is sta-
tistically significant. When the unsent rate of the 
presentations were examined between two con-
gresses it is observed that the rate of national 
congress (51.60%) is higher than the internation-
al congress (18.50%) whereas the accept-
ed/published rate of the international congress 
(51.90%) is higher than the national congress 
(19.40%). Again when the congresses are com-
pared in the view of accepted/published rate, 
since the number of participants who are expert 
on the globally special topics are higher in inter-
national congress, therefore it can be concluded 
that accepted/published rate is higher in interna-
tional congress than national congress. The high-
er rate of sent and accepted/published presenta-
tions can be arised from the numerous number of 
sub-area experts who participate international 
congress. When it is examined in this aspect, 
since more than half of the presentations in na-
tional congress are not found adequate for send-
ing to publication, this situation also reflects the 
answer of the following question “Do we follow 
adequately the global improvements of Biostatis-
tics?”.  

There were no differences found between 
congresses according to the rest of criterias which 
given in Table 1-3. 

Calculating the abstract to publication rate 
may be useful in judging the quantity and quality 
of research within our specialty.2 Although pub-
lication rate for the ERCIM 2012 (51.90%) is sim-
ilar to European Society for Pediatric Urology 
2003-2010 (47.00%), publication rate for 14th Na-
tional Biostatistics Congress (19.40%) is much 

more lower than European Society for Pediatric 
Urology.12 In addition, Chand et al.1 is stated that 
28% of abstracts were published as full peer-
reviewed journal articles at Cardiac Society of 
Australia and New Zealand (1999-2005). Also 
Lim et al. analyzed 1.027 abstracts presented at 
the 2008 and 2009 annual Korean Academy of 
Rehabilitation Medicine meetings, in which 317 
abstracts (30.87%) were published as full journal 
articles.4 Therefore it can be concluded that pub-
lication rate of the present study is higher than 
the similar studies placed in literature.   

Response rate of our study is 16.62%. Per-
haps one of the main limitations of this study is 
the low response rate. When the similar studies 
are considered the response rates of web surveys 
changes between 4.00% and 21.5%, Russell et al. 
reported the response rate of 4.00%, Swetz et al. 
reported the response rate of 4.00%, Kim et al. 
reported the response rate of 9.00%, Ocakoglu et 
al. reported the response rate of 9.10%, Sivolella 
et al. reported the response rate of 11.80% and 
Sax et al. reported the response rate of 21.50, 
therefore the response rate of our study is ac-
ceptable (16.62%).13-18 The low response rate is 
not surprising given that response rates to sur-
veys have declined dramatically over time due to 
the proliferation of junk mail, the rapid growth 
and ease of large-scale surveys, and resulting 
complaints that people feel “bombarded” with 
Internet-based surveys despite increasing de-
mands on their time.19 

    CONCLUSION  

Even if all of the presentations presented at  
the congress is not published, importance of 
congress is undeniable by the reason of scien-
tific-social communications made at congress 
and meetings where new ideas are born. On 
the other hand, although enough time passes 
for a presentation is published after a congress, 
the rate of unpublished presentation is seemed 
to be relatively high (51.60%) at national con-
gress. 
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