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P revious studies have shown that abstracts presented at
scientific meetings are published less than 50% of the
time." Similarly, Egloff and colleagues found that 47% of
abstracts accepted to the 2009 SGIM meeting were subse-
quently published, most (86%) within 3 years of the presenta-
tion.” They also found that articles focusing on medical edu-
cation were most likely to be published. Not surprisingly, in
multivariable modeling, presentations of randomized con-
trolled trials and multi-center studies were the strongest pre-
dictors of eventual publication. Systematic reviews and those
that focused on cancer research had the highest impact factor.
In contrast to previous studies,’ the authors found no evidence
that studies with statistically significant results were more
likely to be published than studies without significant findings.

Abstracts presented at the SGIM meeting are selected
through a peer review process. It would have been interesting
to explore how well the quality ratings from that review
process correlate with both the likelihood of publication and
the impact factor for published articles. A surrogate for this
could have looked at whether abstracts selected for oral pre-
sentation were more likely to be published than those accepted
for posters. It would also have been interesting to assess the
publication rate and impact factor for rejected submissions to
the SGIM meeting. We previously demonstrated that the peer
review process for the Journal of General Internal Medicine
resulted in the publication of articles with a higher impact

Published online April 12, 2017

factor than articles rejected by JGIM and published else-
where,* suggesting value in the peer review process. SGIM
members expend considerable time and effort rating the qual-
ity of scientific abstract submissions, and expanding this study
to look at the correlation between ratings, publications, and
impact factor could help validate the process. A study weak-
ness was using the journal impact factor as a surrogate for the
article's impact.

It is also interesting to speculate as to what would be
required to increase the publication rate. The incoming editors
for JGIM are exploring whether a mentoring process could
help in this respect. A good follow-up study could involve
contacting authors of meeting submissions to survey predic-
tors of successful publication.

Corresponding Author: Jeffrey L Jackson, MD MPH; Zablocki VA
Medical Center, Milwaukee, WI, USA (e-mail: jjackson@mcw.edu).

Compliance with Ethical Standards:

Conflict of Interest: The author has no conflicts of interest with this
article.

REFERENCES

1. Scherer RW, Langenberg P, von Elm E. Full publication of results initially
presented in abstracts. Cochrane Database Syst Rev. 2007;(2):MR0O00005.

2. Egloff HM, West CP, Wang AT, Lowe KM, Varayil JE, Beckman TJ,
Sawatsky AP. Publication Rates of Abstracts Presented at the Society of
General Internal Medicine Annual Meeting. J Gen Intern Med. doi:10.
1007/s11606-017-3990-5.

3. SternJM, Simes RJ. Publication bias: evidence of delayed publication in a
cohort study of clinical research projects. BMJ. 1997;315:640-645.

4. Jackson JL, Srinivasan M, Rea J, Fletcher KE, Kravitz RL. The validity
of peer review in a general medicine journal. PLOS One. 2011;6(7), €22475.

685


http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11606-017-3990-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11606-017-3990-5
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1007/s11606-017-4054-6&domain=pdf

	Capsule...
	References


