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Objective: The aim of this study was to quantitative-
ly and qualitatively analyze the abstracts presented at
Turkish National Otorhinolaryngology Congresses in
the years from 2009 to 2018.

Methods: Abstracts were defined and grouped ac-
cording to their field of study, design, level of evidence,
number of authors, the main institution in which they
were held, and whether they were uni- or multi-cen-
tric. Frequency and percentage tables were prepared.

Results: In total, 5,463 studies, of which 1,431
(26.2%) were oral presentations and 4,032 (73.8%)
were poster presentations were reviewed. The highest
number of studies was in the field of otology and in
the form of oral presentations (32%), and in the field
of head and neck surgery in the form of poster presen-
tations (37%). Fifty-seven percent of all studies were
conducted in university hospitals, and 34% in Train-
ing and Research Hospitals. Eighty-three percent of

Introduction

Medical congresses are platforms for sharing cur-
rent knowledge and experiences, as well as the re-
cent findings in scientific research and the future
prospects in the respective field.

Bibliometric analysis is a method that facilitates
investigating the numerical and statistical relations
among scientific studies (1, 2). Various bibliometric
analysis studies in the different fields of medicine
have generally focused on articles published in sci-
entific journals (3-6). In the literature, there are also
studies that have examined the studies presented in
the meetings held in different branches of medi-
cine, both in Turkey and abroad, and mainly, the
publication rates of the presented studies were ex-

oral presentations and 99% of poster presentations
were clinical studies. The rate of experimental animal
studies was 16% in oral presentations. The most com-
monly used design of orally presented clinical studies
was descriptive (31%), whereas prospective random-
ized controlled design was the least common (3%).
No study with a level 1 of evidence was found. The
rate of oral papers presented with evidence levels 2, 3,
4,and 5 among all oral presentations were 22%, 13%,
11%, and 54%, respectively.

Conclusion: The findings indicated that the abstracts
were satisfactory in quantity, but overall scientif-
ic quality was not sufficient. The data obtained may
serve as a basis for future studies, and follow-up stud-
ies may guide individuals and institutions that steer

the Turkish ENT community.

Keywords: Abstract, presentation, poster, otorhino-
laryngology, congress, bibliometric

amined (7-10). A similar method was followed in
the field of otorhinolaryngology (11-16).

It goes without saying that a scientific study finds
its value by being published. The peer review pro-
cess not only eliminates low-quality studies, but
also increases the quality of the studies through
revisions before the publication (17). Furthermore,
through a paper, the results of the study are an-
nounced to a larger audience, and the study has a
means of receiving citations for a long time after
being published. On the other hand, presentations
of the results of the studies at congresses are also
important because researchers have the chance to
draw the attention of other researchers for discuss-
ing their recent findings and preliminary results,
and to develop collaborations with them (18).
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An overall review in a chronological order of the presentations
made at the congresses also shows the scientific level of research
and the trends of the society in the respective field. Therefore,
investigating the different aspects of the abstracts accepted for
presentation at national congresses is important to evaluate the
status of scientific research in a country.

'The aim of this study was to quantitatively and qualitatively an-
alyze the abstracts presented at Turkish National Otorhinolar-
yngology Congresses in the period from 2009 through 2018.

Methods

The abstracts presented at the Turkish National Otorhinolaryn-
gology Congresses from 2009 through 2018 were included in the
study. Compact discs containing the abstracts were scanned, and
the type of presentation, year of presentation, field of study, design,
level of evidence, number of authors, the main institution in which
they were held and the uni- or multi-centricity were recorded.

Fields of studies were classified as: 1. Otology (including neuro-
tology and audiology), 2. Rhinology (including allergy), 3. Head
and Neck Surgery, 4. Laryngology (including phoniatrics), 5. Pe-
diatric otorhinolaryngology, 6. Facial plastic surgery (including
reconstruction), 7. Sleep disorders, and 8. General-Other topics.

Institutions were classified as: 1. University Hospital, 2. Training
and Research Hospital, 3. Other (including private and public hos-
pitals), and 4. Foreign Institutions. Studies with researchers from
more than one institution were classified based on the senior author

of the paper.

Study designs were classified in 3 main groups: 1. Clinical study, 2.
Experimental animal study, and 3. In vitro study. Clinical studies
were subclassified as: 1. Systematic review and meta-analysis, 2.
Prospective randomized controlled double-blind, 3. Prospective
controlled, 4. Cohort (prospective), 5. Case control (retrospective),
6. Cross-sectional, 7. Descriptive (case series), and 8. Case reports.

The level of scientific evidence for clinical trials was rated 1-2-
3-4 and 5 (1 highest, 5 lowest) according to the classification of
the Center for Evidence-Based Medicine of Oxford University
(19) (Table 1).

Main Points

*  'This study made a comprehensive analysis of the abstracts of
Turkish National Otorhinolaryngology congresses in a de-
cade for the first time in the literature.

*  The results showed that especially posters were mostly composed
of case reports and case series with the lowest scientific quality.

*  Among the oral presentations, there are no meta-analysis
studies with evidence level 1 and the numbers of prospec-
tive randomized controlled double-blind studies and in vitro
studies are very low.

*  In general, the quantity overcomes the scientific quality of the
presentations in Turkish National Otorhinolaryngology con-
gresses.
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Table 1. Level of evidence classification by study design (19)

Study Design Level of Evidence
Systematic review-meta analysis 1
Prospective randomized controlled double blind 2
Prospective controlled 2
Cohort (prospective) 3
Case control (retrospective) 4
Cross-sectional 5
Descriptive 5
Case report 5

The studies were grouped according to the number of authors as
follows: number of authors=1, 2, 3-5, 5-10, and more than 10.

Statistical Analysis

Data were analyzed using MS-Excel and Stata 14.0 (StataCorp
LLC, College Station, Texas, USA). Frequency and ratio (per-
centage) tables were prepared. The chi-square test was used for
ratio comparisons between the types of presentations (poster
and oral), the centers where the studies originated (university,
training and research hospital, other) and the study areas. A p
value of <0.05 was considered statistically significant.

Results

In the period from 2009 through 2018, 5,463 studies of which
1,431 (26.2%) were oral and 4,032 (73.8%) were poster pre-
sentations were presented at Turkish National Otorhinolaryn-
gology congresses. Of the poster presentations, 3,074 (76.2%)
were printed posters and 958 (23.8%) were e-posters. While the
highest number of studies were presented in 2015 (728), the
least number of studies were presented in 2018 (383). How-
ever, the number of oral presentations was the highest in 2018
(190), and the lowest in 2012 (84). The total number of presen-
tations was observed to be the lowest in the 2018 congress due
to the lowest number of poster presentations (193). The number
of poster presentations was highest in 2015 (549). There was a
sharp and gradual decrease in the number of poster presenta-
tions after 2015 (Figure 1).

'The analysis of the papers based in terms of field revealed the high-
est number of studies to be in the field of otology in oral presen-
tations (32%) and in the field of head and neck surgery (37%) in
poster presentations. The lowest number of studies were in the fa-
cial plastic surgery (2%) in oral presentations and in sleep disorders
(1%) in poster presentations (Table 2). In oral presentations, the
number of studies in the field of rhinology were seen to have in-
creased in the years 2011 through 2014, and that rhinology became
the top field in which the most numbers of studies were presented
in 2014, but thereafter this number declined steadily (Figure 2).

Review of the studies according to their institutions indicated
that both oral and poster presentations were mostly conduct-
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Table 2. Total numbers and rates of oral and poster presentations by field of study

Pediatric Facial Sleep General-
Otology ~ Rhinology Head & Neck = Laryngology ENT Plastic ~ Disorders Other Total
Oral Presentation (n, %) 455,32 301,21 252,18 110, 8 95,7 35,2 64,4 119,8 1,431,100
Poster (n, %) 730,18 698,17 1,505,37 188,5 25,7  141,4 57,1 448,11 4,032,100
Total (n, %) 1,185,22 999,18 1,757,32 298, 6 360, 7 176,3 121,2 567,10 5,463,100
Table 3. Total numbers and rates of oral and poster presentations by conducting institutions
University Hospital Training & Research Hospital Other Abroad Total
Oral Presentation (n, %) 887,62 495,34 23,2 26,2 1,431,100
Poster (n, %) 2,234,56 1,367,34 374,9 57,1 4,032,100
Total (n, %) 3,121,57 1,862,34 397,7 83,2 5,463,100
rates of institution types was statistically significant (p<0.001).
800 post Interestingly, while the ratios of University-based and Training
o e and Research Hospital-based presentations to the total number
“ Oral of presentations were very close to each other in 2009 (46%,
[7] Presentations . . .
§ oo 45%, respectively), a difference had emerged gradually in favor
s 500 of university hospitals over the last 10 years. In 2018, these rates
c
2 | were 70% and 21%, respectively. The distribution of oral presen-
E 400 - | tations by institutions was relatively stable. While the rate of
5 .0 . . . oral presentations from universities among the total number of
2 I I oral presentations was 62% in the 10 years, the rate from Train-
§ 200 ing and Research Hospitals was 35% (Figure 3).
100
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Figure 1. Yearly distribution of oral and poster presentations
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Figure 2. Yearly distribution of oral presentations according to their
field of study

ed at university hospitals. In the 10 years, 57% of the studies
presented as oral and poster presentations were conducted at
university hospitals, 34% at Training and Research Hospitals of
the Ministry of Health, 7% at other domestic institutions and
2% at foreign institutions (Table 3). The differences among the

Clinical studies were dominant among all presentations, with a
rate of 83% for oral presentations and a rate of 99% for posters
(p<0.001). The rate of experimental animal studies was 16% for
oral presentations and 1% for posters (p<0.001) (Table 4). Near-
ly half of the experimental animal studies were observed to be
in otology (49.8%), and almost half of the in vitro studies were
observed to be in head and neck surgery (47.4%). The number
of in vitro studies presented in a decade was 17 (1%) in oral
presentations, and only 2 (0%) in poster presentations. Analysis
of clinical studies showed that 70% of the poster presentations
consisted of case presentations and 25% of them were descrip-
tive studies (case series). Among poster presentations, only 128
(3%) out of a total of 3,980 clinical studies were prospective
studies, 7 of which were prospective randomized controlled, 116
were non-randomized prospective controlled, and 5 were cohort
studies. The majority of the clinical studies presented orally had
a descriptive design (31%), and the least commonly adopted
design was the prospective randomized controlled design (3%).
Analysis of the distribution of the study designs by years showed
that the rate of case presentations among all poster presentations
increased steadily throughout the 10 years, from 57% in 2009 to
83% in 2018. There was no remarkable and steady change in the
yearly distribution of the studies presented orally in terms of the
study design (Figure 4b).

When clinical studies were reviewed according to their levels
of evidence, no level 1 studies were found. The rate of levels 2, 3
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and 4 oral presentations among all oral presentations were 22%,
13% and 119%, respectively. Fifty-four percent of the oral presen-
tations and 96% of the poster presentations, which consisted of
case reports and cross-sectional studies, had the lowest evidence
levels based on the Oxford scale used in this study. The rates of
poster presentations at evidence levels 2, 3,4, and 5 were found
to be 3%, 0%, 1%, and 96%, respectively (Table 5). There was no
obvious trend in terms of the level of evidence among the clini-

cal studies presented orally in these 10 years (Figure 5).

Table 4. Total numbers and rates of presentations by design

Experimental
Clinical Animal Invitro Total
Oral Presentation  1,188,83 226,16 17,1 1,431,100
(n, %)
Poster (n, %) 3,981,99 49,1 2,0 4,032,100
Total (n, %) 5,169,95 275,5 19,0 5,463,100

Table 5. Total numbers and rates of clinical studies by evidence levels
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Most of the studies had 3-5 or 5-10 authors. The rate of oral presen-
tations with 3-5 and 5-10 authors were 45% and 46%, respectively.
Sixty-three percent of the poster presentations had 3-5 authors. In
both types of presentations, the rates of those with one or two au-
thors, and those with more than 10 authors were very low (Table 6).

With regard to the number of centers involved in the presented
studies, 80% of the poster presentations and 89% of the oral
presentations were of single-center studies.

Discussion

The Society of Turkish Otorhinolaryngology-Head and Neck
Surgery, founded in 1930, is the oldest and the most powerful
professional organization of Ear Nose and Throat (ENT) spe-
cialists in Turkey (20). The Turkish National Otorhinolaryngol-
ogy Congress, which was held 41 times annually since 2007,
congregated for the first time in 1951 (20).

The Turkish National Otorhinolaryngology Congresses creates

a rich information-sharing environment with the contributions

Level of Evidence

1 2 3 4 5 Total
Oral Presentation (n, %) 0,0 260,22 156,13 131,11 641,54 1,188
Poster (n, %) 0,0 123,3 5,0 18,1 3,834, 96 3,980
Total (n, %) 0,0 383,7 161,3 149,3 4.475,87 5,168
Table 6. Total numbers and rates of presentations by number of authors
Number of Authors
1 2 3-5 6-10 >10 Total
Oral Presentation (n, %) 45,3 68,5 637,45 660, 46 21,1 1,431
Poster (n, %) 66,2 200,5 2,548,63 1,213,30 5,0 4,032
Total (n, %) 111,2 268,5 3,185, 58 1,873, 34 26,1 5,463
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Figure 3. a, b. Yearly distribution of presentations according to the institutions they were conducted in. (a) Oral presentations. (b) Poster

presentations
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of international speakers, as well as many local academicians,
many of whom are internationally renowned. Hundreds of
oral presentations and poster presentations are made at these
congresses every year. The paper presentations are a means for
sharing the results of current scientific studies among colleagues.
Presented papers, on the other hand, can be regarded as an indi-
cator of the scientific qualifications, strengths, and weaknesses,
of the Turkish ENT community, as well as the scientific and
professional inclinations of the researchers.

According to a comprehensive study examining the scientific
publications between 2010 and 2015, Turkey ranks 16™ in the
number of scientific publications in the medical sciences, but
26™ in the number of citations. The same study revealed that in
general surgery, which is one of the most published fields, Tur-
key is 10* in number, but 46™ in effect. Turkey also ranks 13*
in ophthalmology and orthopedics, while ranking 45® and 41%,
respectively, in effect (21). In addition, according to the report
published by the University Ranking by Academic Performance
(URAP) of the Middle East Technical University, the rate of cit-
ed publications is below the world average (22). Similarly, Koca
et al. (23) found that the rates of the dissertations written by
orthopedics residents from 1974 through 2014 in Turkey with
evidence level 1 was 8.6% and level 2 was 5.8%. Additionally,

Cevik et al. (24) examined the study design of the dissertations
in the emergency medicine field and reported that majority of
them (77.4%) were observational studies. However, Ozgen et al.
(25) analyzed the publication pattern of Turkish medical dis-
sertations from 1980 through 2005 and found that the average
number of publications that cited the published dissertations
were below 1 before 1995, but increased gradually afterwards.

These reports suggest that although the impact and citations of
the medical publications from Turkey have been increasing, still,
the quantity exceeds the quality of medical publication produc-
tivity in our country. This situation is much more dramatic in
surgical sciences. It can be predicted that the academic promo-
tion criteria in Turkey is one of the reasons that may be forcing
academicians to prioritize quantity over quality in research and
publication. The same situation is deemed to be valid for the
studies presented at scientific congresses.

There is a limited number of studies from Turkey analyzing the
abstracts of the presentations at congresses in the different fields
of medicine (7, 8, 15, 16). The focus of the majority of the do-
mestic studies, and of the international ones as well, was the
publication rates of the presented abstracts as articles (7-16).
There are, however, fewer studies investigating the scientific
qualifications of the abstracts other than the publication rates
(26,27).1In one of these studies, Dossett et al. (26) reviewed the
reports of the 2009 American Congress of Trauma Surgery in
terms of quantity and scientific quality and found that 51% of
the reports were clinical trials, and only 8% were randomized
trials. Interestingly, the scientific quality of poster presentations
from studies scored by blind researchers was higher than oral
presentations.

In our study, the number of posters was found to be consider-
ably higher than the number of oral presentations, albeit after
2015 the number of posters decreased rapidly. This decrease may
be related to the radical changes introduced with the amend-
ment of the academic promotion criteria in Turkey, in which
poster presentations were not scored, but oral presentations be-
came mandatory. Another outcome of the changes introduced
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with the amendment may be the decrease in the numbers of
authors per submission seen in the recent years, since according
to the new criteria, promotion scores are calculated by dividing
the score of the oral presentation by the number of the authors
involved.

'The results of this study show that while universities are lead-
ing the research in the field of otorhinolaryngology in Turkey,
Training and Research Hospitals of the Ministry of Health also
have a considerable share. Our results are consistent with a pre-
vious study, in which Erdag et al. (28) analyzed the papers pub-
lished in four Turkish otorhinolaryngology journals from 2002
through 2010 and indicated that the number of studies from
university hospitals were higher than those from other institu-
tions. On the other hand, it is worth noting that multicentric
studies have a small share.

A review of the studies presented at Turkish National Otorhino-
laryngology Congresses based on study design and evidence lev-
el parameters with regards to their scientific qualifications was
performed for the first time in our study. The results showed that
especially posters were composed of case reports and case series
reports with the lowest scientific quality. Likewise, it is strik-
ing that there are no meta-analysis studies with evidence level 1
and the numbers of in vitro studies and prospective randomized
controlled double-blind studies are very low. Regretfully, in a pa-
per which was published in 2013 (28), it was also indicated that
no studies with evidence level 1 existed in Turkish otorhinolar-
yngology journals in 2002, 2005, and 2010. It is clear that the
scientific quality and the evidence level of the studies performed
by Turkish otolaryngologists need yet to be improved.

Conslusion

This study made a comprehensive analysis of the abstracts of
Turkish National Otorhinolaryngology congresses in a decade for
the first time in the literature. Our findings demonstrated that the
abstracts were satisfactory in quantity, but their overall scientific
quality was not satisfactory. The data obtained may serve as a basis
for future studies, and follow-up studies may guide individuals
and institutions that steer the Turkish EN'T community.
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