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General Practice Network Meetings
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BACKGROUND AND OBJECTIVES: We sought to assess and compare the pub-
lication rates of research presented at two French general practice congress-
es (College National des Généralistes Enseignants (CNGE, National College of
General Practice Teachers) and Congrés de la Médecine Générale de France
(CMGF [French General Practice Congress]) and the European General Practice
Research Network (EGPRN) meetings held in 2010 and 2015.

METHODS: We included all oral presentations from the 2010 and 2015 CNGE,
CMGF and EGPRN meetings. We searched subsequent publications up to De-
cember 2018. We collected study themes, study designs, author qualifications,
and journals for all published presentations.

RESULTS: Overall, we included 701 oral presentations; 33% of the 2010 pre-
sentations, and 30% of the 2015 presentations were subsequently published
(P=.40). For both years, the overall publication rate was higher for presenta-
tions from the EGPRN meetings compared with the French meetings (55.6%
vs 27.1%; P<.05). Published articles mostly concerned clinical research and
quantitative methods from academic authors. Seventeen percent of articles
from the EGPRN meetings were published by BMC Family Practice and the Eu-
ropean Journal of General Practice, whereas 32% of articles from the French
meetings were published by Exercer, the French Journal of General Practice.

CONCLUSIONS: More than half of the presentations at the 2010 and 2015
EGRPN meetings were published, whereas the publication rate from the French
meetings remained under 30%. Further efforts are needed to increase the pub-
lication rate of general practice studies in peer-reviewed international journals.

(Fam Med. 2021;53(9):754-9.)
doi: 10.22454/FamMed.2021.447144

n 2008, the World Health Organi-
zation highlighted the need to de-

practice still needs to expand and
update its scientific corpus through

I velop research in primary care,!
and since then, a number of biblio-
metric studies, calls to action, and re-
search agendas have been developed
and published.>* However, general
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specific research. Research visibil-
ity and collaborative projects are
therefore essential and strengthen
the need for academic associations
and scientific meetings.

In 1971, the European Branch of
the World Organization of National
Colleges, Academies and Academic
Associations of General Practitio-
ners/Family Physicians (WONCA
Europe) gave rise to the European
General Practice Research Work-
shop, which in turn became an in-
dependent network, the European
General Practice Research Net-
work (EGPRN).? The EGPRN has
organized two European meetings
every year since 1974. These meet-
ings are exclusively dedicated to gen-
eral practice/family medicine (GP/
FM) and primary health care (PHC)
research. In 2009, the EGPRN pub-
lished a European PHC research
agenda that was translated into all
European languages and widely dis-
tributed.*

It was only in the last decade that
general practice gained full academ-
ic acknowledgement in France. The
first academic general practice teach-
ers were nominated as associate pro-
fessors in 1991 and general practice
finally gained full recognition as
an academic specialty in 2004.% In
2006, primary care research officially
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became a concern for the French
Minister of Health.” The first ten-
ured university professors of gener-
al practice were appointed in 2009,5°
and general practice teachers and re-
searchers became members of a na-
tional college (Colléege National des
Généralistes Enseignants [CNGE]).1°
Since 2007, all general practice pro-
fessional organizations, unions, and
academic and learned societies (in-
cluding the CNGE) have been part of
the College of General Practice (Col-
lege de Médecine Générale [CMG])."
In 2001, the CNGE started to hold
national annual meetings covering
various academic primary care sub-
jects, particularly research and edu-
cation, including educational science
research.!? The CMG began to hold
annual national meetings in 2007
(Congres de la Médecine Générale de
France [CMGF]) with presentations
and workshops on professional, cor-
porate, and union issues.'* Meeting
communications result in essential
debates and suggestions, yet efforts
should be made to publish research
study results in scientific journals to
ensure international research visibil-
ity for primary care.

The aim of this study was to as-
sess and compare the publication
rates of oral research communica-
tions presented at the 2010 and 2015
CMGF, CNGE, and EGPRN meet-
ings.

Methods

We used a descriptive analysis to
assess the publication rates of stud-
ies presented at the 2010 and 2015
CNGE, CMGF, and EGPRN meet-
ings. The CNGE and CMGF meet-
ings are both annual, while the
EGPRN meeting takes place twice a
year, therefore a total of eight meet-
ings were analyzed.

Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria

We included all abstracts accepted
for oral presentation at the 2010
and 2015 CNGE, CMGF, and EG-
PRN meetings and published in the
official congress abstract book in this
study. We also included scheduled
presentations that were cancelled.
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We excluded abstracts accepted for
posters, workshops, and symposiums.

Data Sources
For presentations, we identified ab-
stracts accepted for oral presentation
from the original abstract book. We
searched for relevant publications re-
lated to the presentations from the
meeting date to December 2018 us-
ing MedLine (via PubMed) and the
archives of two French general prac-
tice journals currently not indexed in
MedLine (Exercer, the French Jour-
nal of General Practice (edited by the
CNGE), and Médecine. Words from
the presentation titles and lead au-
thors’ names were used as keywords.
We compared abstracts of the select-
ed published articles with the meet-
ing presentation abstracts.
When no matching publication
was found, we contacted the presen-
tation lead author by email or phone
and asked the following questions:
e Did you or anyone else publish
these results after the meeting
presentation?

e If so, when and in which jour-
nal?

We retrieved the academic status
of the presenter at the time of the
presentation and that of the publica-
tion lead author (if different) online
or by asking the authors.

Data Analysis

For each included meeting presenta-

tion and publication, we recorded the

following data:

e Main theme: epidemiological,
clinical, or educational study

e Research design: qualitative or
quantitative analysis or system-
atic review

e Journal: MedLine indexation
status and Thomson Reuters
impact factor

e Lead author: academic status

We searched for and removed du-

plicates. When a study was present-

ed several times, only the meeting

where the study was first presented

was considered, and when a study

was published several times, only

the first publication was consid-

ered. For each meeting in 2010 and

in 2015, the publication rate was
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calculated by dividing the number
of publications by the number of pre-
sentations.

We compared publication rates
and characteristics using the 2 test.
A P value <.05 was considered statis-
tically significant. We performed all
statistical analyses were performed
using BiostaTGV (https:/biostatgv.
sentiweb.fr/).

Results

Publication Rates

Overall, there were 701 oral presen-
tations at the 2010 and 2015 CNGE,
CMGTF, and EGPRN meetings (Table
1). We retrieved publication status
(published or unpublished) for 582
(83%) presentations. The total pub-
lication rate for these eight meetings
was 31.8%, with 33.4% in 2010 and
30.2% in 2015 (P=.36).

The EGPRN meeting had a sig-
nificantly higher publication rate
compared with the CMGF meetings,
CNGE meetings, or both (55.6% vs
28.1%, 25.9%, and 27.1%, respec-
tively; P<.05 for all). The EGPRN
meeting publication rate was also
significantly higher for each meeting
year: 63.6% vs 27.2% (CNGE) and
28.1% (CMGF) in 2010, and 48.4% vs
24.8% (CNGE) and 28.0% (CMGF) in
2015 (P<.05 for all).

The EGPRN meeting publication
rate was not significantly different
between 2010 and 2015 (63.6% vs
48.4%; P=.097). There was no dif-
ference in publication rates between
the two French meetings (CNGE and
CMGF).

Published Study Themes

Overall, the publications most fre-
quently addressed clinical issues,
without significant difference be-
tween the French and European
meetings: 51/80 vs 24/35; (P=.94) in
2010, and 61/76 vs 20/30 (P=.70) in
2015 (Figure 1).

Publication of educational themes
decreased between 2010 and 2015,
without significant differences be-
tween the French and the Europe-
an meetings in 2010 (21/80 vs 9/35,
P=.99) and in 2015 (11/76 vs 8/30,
P=235).
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Table 1: Publication Rates in 2010 and 2015 According to Meetings

CNGE CMGF EGPRN Total
2010 2015 2010 2015 2010 2015
Presentations (n) 125 149 167 143 55 62 701
Publications (n) 34 37 47 40 35 30 223
o 27.2 24.8 28.1 28.0 63.6 484
Publication rate (%) 31.8
25.9 28.1 55.6

Abbreviations: EGPRN, European General Practice Research Network; CNGE, College National des Généralistes Enseignants; CMGF: Congres de
la Médecine Générale de France (French General Practice Congress).

P values <.05 were:

e 2010: EGPRN vs CNGE

e 2010: EGRPN vs CMGF

e 2015: EGPRN vs CNGE

e  2015: EGPRN versus CMGF

e 2010 + 2015: EGPRN vs CNGE

e 2010 + 2015: EGPRN s CMGF

e 2010 + 2015: EGPRN vs CMGF + CNGE

All other differences were not significant.

Figure 1: Themes of Published Presentations at the 2010 and 2015 European and French General Practice Meetings
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Abbreviations: EGPRN, European General Practice Research Network ; CNGE, College National des Généralistes Enseignants ; CMGF: Congres
de la Médecine Générale de France (French General Practice Congress)
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Research Design

Research designs did not differ sig-
nificantly between the EGPRN and
the French meetings (P=.72). Quan-
titative study presentations were
more frequent, but the proportion of
presented versus published studies
seems better for qualitative studies,
although not reaching significance
(131/366 [35%] vs 83/196 [42%]
P=.31). The number of published
qualitative studies vs quantitative
studies and systematic reviews de-
creased significantly for the two
French meetings between 2010 and
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2015 (39 [48%] vs 42 [52%], and 22
[28.5%] vs 55 [71.5%], respectively
in 2010 and 2015; P=.01). Quantita-
tive studies were the most frequent-
ly published overall (59%), and for
each meeting (Table 2). There were
few epidemiological study presenta-
tions but all those from the Euro-
pean meetings were subsequently
published. Two-thirds of educational
studies were presented at the CNGE
meetings, and 28% were published
(n=22). Notably, only one systematic
review was published after presenta-
tion at the EGPRN meeting.

Journals

Figure 2 presents the journals ac-
cording to the study methods, for the
French and European meetings, in
2010 and 2015. The EGPRN meeting
presentations were more frequently
fully published in BMC Family Prac-
tice (seven publications) and the Eu-
ropean Journal of General Practice
(EJGP, four publications), represent-
ing 17% of the total publications af-
ter the EGPRN meeting. However,
the French meeting presentations
were more frequently published in
Exercer (n=50, representing 32% of
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Table 2: Published Study Methods

‘ ORIGINAL ARTICLES ‘

CNGE CMGF EGPRN Total
n (%) 2010 2015 2010 2015 2010 2015

Quantitative studies 17 (50) 25 (68) 24 (51) 23 (57) 21 (60) 21 (70) 131 (59)

Qualitative studies 17 (50) 8 (22) 22 (47) 14 (35) 14 (40) 8 (27) 83 (37)

Systematic reviews 0 4(11) 1(©2) 3(8) 0 1(3) 9(4)

Total 34 37 47 40 35 30 223

Abbreviations : EGPRN, European General Practice Research Network ; CNGE, College National des Généralistes Enseignants ; CMGEF: Congres
de la Médecine Générale de France (French General Practice Congress).

P value <.05: 2010 (CMGF + CNGE), qualitative studies vs quantitative and systematic reviews.

All other differences were not significant.

Figure 2: Journals According to the Study Methods for the 2010 and 2015 French and European Meetings
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Abbreviations: EGPRN, European General Practice Research Network; CNGE, College National des Généralistes Enseignants; CMGF: Congres
de la Médecine Générale de France (French General Practice Congress).

CNGE/CMGF meetings 2015

Exercer =22
iy
V BMC Family Practice = 7

Santé Publique =5

EGPRN meetings 2015

Evidence-Based Complementary
and Alternative medecine journal =2

EJGP=1

BMC Health Service Research = 3

the total publications). The remain-
ing 162 articles were published by
105 different journals.

Authors

Publication lead authors were main-
ly academics with similar propor-
tions between 2010 and 2015 (59.9
vs 59.8% and 50.8 vs 48.9%, for the
French and European meetings, re-
spectively; (Figure 3). However, the
number of publication lead authors
working as senior registrars (resi-
dent physicians) and assistants
(interns) increased significantly
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between 2010 and 2015 for the
French meetings: 25.3% (n=20) vs
64.0% (n=32; P<0.05). The number of
lead authors working as professors
did not significantly decrease be-
tween 2010 and 2015 (16/33 vs 9/27,
respectively) for EGPRN meetings
(P=0.44) or French meetings (53/99
vs 36/82, respectively; P=.45).

Discussion

We found that the publication rate
of oral communications presented
at the French and European GP/
FM meetings was approximately

30% and remained stable between
2010 and 2015. This overall rate
was similar to the publication rates
from other specialty meetings such
as cardiology (30%), radiology (29%-
47%),">'8 orthopedics (33%-59%),'%-22
and gastroenterology (31%-58%).%
According to a previous study,
the publication rate of studies pre-
sented at the EGPRN meetings be-
tween 1999 and 2006 was found to
be 45.0%,* which is concordant with
the rate of 48.4% that we found for
the 2015 EGPRN meetings. This
overall publication rate is similar
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Figure 3: Publication Lead Author Positions in 2010 and 2015 According to the French and European Meetings
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Non-university
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General practice
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Senior registrar
and assistants

60 50 40 30 20

2015

10 0 0 10 20

30 40 50 60

Abbreviations: EGPRN, European General Practice Research Network; CNGE, College National des Généralistes Enseignants; CMGF: Congres
de la Médecine Générale de France (French General Practice Congress).

to those for North American pri-
mary care meetings, where 47.3%
of oral presentations at the Soci-
ety of Teachers of Family Medicine
and North American Primary Care
Research Group meetings in 2007-
2008 were eventually published.?
In a study on oral presentations at
the 2009 and 2011 Nordic Congress-
es of General Practice, 42.5% were
subsequently published.?® This pub-
lication rate is higher than the rate
of 27.1% found for the French na-
tional meetings in the present study.
However, the Nordic Congress gath-
ers four Scandinavian countries, and
the higher publication rate could be
explained by a larger number of re-
searchers. These publication rates
after primary care and medicine
meetings confirm the gradual in-
crease seen over the last 3 decades
(8.5% in 1999, 20.9% in 2009, and
>30% in 2015).%

We found a higher publication
rate for European (EGPRN) than
national (CNGE and CMGF) meet-
ings. A possible explanation is the
higher mean academic level of au-
thors (and attendees) at EGPRN
meetings. Interns and trainees, for
instance, are more likely to present
their research studies or thesis work
on their own at a national meeting,
whereas a forthcoming PhD stu-
dent would rather present an inter-
national research team project at the
EGPRN meeting. This explanation
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would be consistent with the find-
ings of Post et al.?®

Another explanation for the dis-
cordant publication rates is the
difference between the respective
scopes of the meetings. EGPRN
meetings are only research meet-
ings. However, in the French meet-
ings, research study presentations
are scheduled alongside other pre-
sentations and workshops on legal,
financial or corporate issues, medi-
cal teaching and continuing medical
education, career opportunities, and
union representations.

Furthermore, submitted abstract
selection is believed to be stricter for
the EGPRN meeting than for French
meetings meaning these studies may
have a greater chance of being ac-
cepted for publication.

We found that studies presented
at the EGRPN meetings were more
frequently published in BMC Family
Practice and the European Journal
of General Practice, which is rea-
sonable as they are both considered
the main journals for publication of
studies presented at these meetings.
In our study, one-third of presenta-
tions at the 2010 and 2015 CNGE or
CMGF meetings were published in
journals not indexed in the National
Library of Medicine.

Analyzing the GP/FM publica-
tion trends over the last decade re-
veals increasing numbers since 2009,
when the first generation of junior

academics in general practice start-
ed to publish their research.?® Before
then, a majority were collaborating
with specialized research teams, so
were more likely to submit their ab-
stracts for presentation at other spe-
cialty meetings rather than GP/FM
meetings. Our results appear to re-
veal a “communicating vessels” type
effect occurring between 2010 and
2015 with a rise in publications from
junior academics and decreased pub-
lications from their mentors and su-
pervisors.

Our study has several limitations.
The initial search of the meeting
abstract books was done manual-
ly, and some publications may have
been omitted, although all lead au-
thors were also contacted. To limit
this bias, the words in the titles of
the presentations and the names of
all authors were used as keywords
in the databases, not just the first
presenter as has been done in oth-
er similar studies. We retrieved full
data for 83% of the presentations,
which was higher than the previ-
ous survey by Van Royen et al, who
used questionnaires to assess publi-
cation rates of studies presented at
the EGPRN meetings between 1999
and 2006.2* We calculated publica-
tion rates using the total number of
presentations, meaning any missed
publication of a presentation would
affect the rate. However, presenta-
tions for which we did not retrieve
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any data were unlikely to have been
published. Secondly, studies present-
ed in the 2015 meetings may have
still been in the process of publica-
tion at the end of follow-up in 2018.
However, 3 years is usually consid-
ered a sufficiently long period be-
tween a meeting presentation and
full publication.!*?* Thirdly, we did
not retrieve data to analyze how ac-
ademic research teams affect pub-
lication rates. Finally, we can only
assume there is a difference in ab-
stract selection between the EGPRN
and French meetings.

To our knowledge, this is the first
study to compare the publication
rates of oral communications be-
tween French national and Euro-
pean meetings. The quality of this
study also resides in the restriction
to oral presentation abstracts, which
scientific meeting committees usual-
ly consider to be the most relevant
and highest-quality studies. This
choice is consistent with the high-
er publication rate following an oral
presentation at a primary care meet-
ing compared with a poster.?> We also
analyzed full abstracts from meet-
ings booklets analyzed to assess un-
published presentation methods and
themes to avoid double counting and
limit measurement bias.

Conclusion

GP/FM publication rates following
presentation at French and Europe-
an meetings were found to be similar
to other specialties. However, only
one-third of presentations were pub-
lished, which raises several issues.
Further qualitative studies assessing
the reasons why studies were unpub-
lished may help to improve the pub-
lication rate in primary care.
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