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WHY SWEP 2018?
Title of Days of AMNuBiH 2018” and 
“SWEP 2018” is “Ethical Dilemmas in 
Science Editing and Publishing”. Why?
If one wants to create a scientific work, 
must have on his mind that creating a 
scientific work requires creativity and 
openness, honesty, trust, and obeying 
the ethical principles for writing a scien-
tific paper. While working on a an bio-
medical research involving human sub-
jects medical workers should have on 
mind that it is the duty of the physician 
to remain the protector of the life and 
health of that person on whom biomed-
ical research is being carried out (1, 2). 
The World Medical Association 
(WMA) has developed the Declaration 
of Helsinki as a statement of ethical 
principles to provide guidance to phy-
sicians and other participants in med-
ical research involving human subjects 
(1) (Figure 1). 
Medical research involving human sub-
jects includes research on identifiable 
human material or identifiable data. 
It is the duty of the physician to pro-
mote and safeguard the health of the 
people. The physician’s knowledge and 
conscience are dedicated to the fulfill-
ment of this duty. The Declaration of 
Geneva of the World Medical Asso-
ciation binds the physician with the 
words, „The health of my patient will 
be my first consideration“(Declara-
tion of Geneva, Adopted by the 2nd 
General Assembly of the WMA, Ge-
neva, Switzerland, September 1948) 
(1, 2)., and the International Code of 
Medical Ethics declares that, „A phy-
sician shall act only in the patient’s in-
terest when providing medical care 
which might have the effect of weak-
ening the physical and mental condi-

tion of the patient“ (2). 
Medical progress is based on re-
search which ultimately must rest in 
part on experimentation involving 
human subjects. In medical research 
on human subjects, considerations re-
lated to the wellbeing of the human 
subject should take precedence over 
the interests of science and society. 
The primary purpose of medical re-
search involving human subjects is to 
improve prophylactic, diagnostic and 
therapeutic procedures and the under-
standing of the etiology and pathogen-
esis of disease. Even the best proven 
prophylactic, diagnostic and thera-
peutic methods must continuously be 
challenged through research for their 
effectiveness, efficiency, accessibility 
and quality. In current medical prac-
tice and in medical research, most pro-
phylactic, diagnostic and therapeutic 
procedures involve risks and burdens. 
Medical research is subject to ethical 
standards that promote respect for all 
human beings and protect their health 
and rights. Some research populations 
are vulnerable and need special protec-
tion. The particular need of the eco-
nomically and medically disadvantaged 
must be recognized. Special attention 
is also required for those who cannot 
give of refuse consent for themselves, 
for those who may be subject to giving 
consent under duress, for those who 
will not benefit personally from the re-
search and for those for whom the re-
search is combined with care (1). 
Research investigators should be aware 
of the ethical, legal and regulatory re-
quirements for research on human sub-
jects in their own countries as well as 
applicable international requirements. 
No national ethical, legal or regulatory 
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requirement should be allowed to reduce or eliminate any 
of the protections for human subjects see forth in Helsinki 
Declaration. In any research on human beings, each potential 
subject must be adequately informed of the aims, methods, 
sources of funding, any possible, conflicts of interest, insti-
tutional affiliations of the researcher, the anticipated bene-
fits and potential risks of the study and the discomfort if may 
entail. The subject should be informed of the right to ab-
stain from participation in the study or to withdraw consent 
to participate at any time without reprisal. After ensuring 
that the subject has understood the information, the physi-
cian should then obtain the subject’s freely-given informed 
consent, preferably in writing. If the consent cannot be ob-
tained in writing, the non-written consent must be formally 
documented and witnessed.  Research on individuals from 
whom it is not possible to obtain consent, including proxy 
or advance consent, should be done only if the physical/
mental condition that prevents obtaining informed consent 
is a necessary characteristic of the research population. The 
specific reasons for involving research subjects with a con-
dition that renders them unable to give informed consent 
should be stated in the experimental protocol for consider-
ation and approval of the review committee. The protocol 
should state that consent to remain in the research should be 
obtained as soon as possible from the individual or a legally 
authorized surrogate. 
Both authors and publishers have ethical obligations. In pub-
lication of the results of research, the investigators are obliged 
to preserve the accuracy of the results. Negative as well as 
positive results should be published or otherwise publicly 
available. Sources of funding, institutional affiliations and 
any possible conflicts of interest should be declared in the 
publication.
The principles described above. Extracted from the docu-
ment of Helsinki and other declarations, are rules for every 
author, editor and publisher who want that their results of 
research and investigation make visible for national or inter-
national academic community via scientific or professional 
journals or via on-line data bases (3). Unfortunately a lot of 
unethical behaviors today are very common and used in prac-
tice that COPE, ICMJE, EASE, WAME and other associa-
tions which try to avoid and prevent it have a lot of troubles 
to fight with it (4). 
Title of the Second SWEP “Ethical dilemmas in Science Ed-
iting and Publishing” and presentations of authors at this 
conference tried, with their personal experiences, a to help 

solve this great problem, at least in our environment.  Good 
publication practices do not develop by chance, and will be-
come established only if they are actively promoted. Good 
decisions and strong editorial precesses designed to manage 
these interests will foster a sustainable and efficient pub-
lishing system, which will benefit academic societies, journal 
editors, authors, research funders, readers and publishers.
This conference followed our intention to spread out our 
tasks and conclusions established at SWEP 2016 described in 
“Sarajevo Declaration on Integrity and Visibility of Schol-
arly Journals”, published in Croatian Medical Journal in 
December of 2016, a lot of biomedical journals accepted as 
official document and included in their Instructions for au-
thors in journals which edited and printed (3, 4) . This year, 
at SWEP 2018, active participation have taken by editors of 
the journals: Medical Archives, Acta Informatica Medica, 
Materia Socio-Medica, Croatian Medical Journal, Psichi-
atria Danubina, Macedonian Journal of Medical Sciences, 
Medicinski Glasnik, Acta Medica Saliniana, Medicinski Zu-
rnal, Donald School Journal of Ultrasound in Obstetrics and  
Gynecology, etc. The Seminar SWEP 2018 gathered prom-
inent editors of biomedical journals, and also, distinguished 
professors and scientists who are interesting in the field of Sci-
ence editing and publishing (A-BT). 
The aim of the meeting is to provide fundamental help to 
PhD students in their PhD thesis, because we all hope that 
their current topics in the field of scientific publishing will at 
least be a road sign, how to act, and what to avoid. Our desire 
is that these meetings become a tradition, and promote scien-
tific excellence, as the only weapon in the hands of science in 
the modern world. The tendency towards scientific publica-
tion should be a universal idea, a way of communication, and 
the instillation of this tendency to young colleagues, should 
be the goal of every professor and academic person. 
Even when many say that science does not pay off, that it is a 
hard-laboring job, which ultimately is in the end gets recog-
nized, the obligation of this meeting is evidence to all partic-
ipants, that it is quite worth it, because of personal satisfac-
tion, what essentially cannot be bought, and what essentially 
does not have a price. 
SWEP 2018 is one of the contributors to the development of 
science in Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Serbia, Mace-
donia, and both the region and the Europe.
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Figure 1. The Declaration of Helsinki. Retrieved from: New edition of 
Declaration of Helsinki Available: http://www. hopitalmontfort.com/en/
new-edition-declaration-helsinki
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ABSTRACT
Introduction: The PhD program represents the biggest step 
in the education and the PhD itself is the crown of the work 
of one scientist (1). Each PhD thesis represents the contribu-
tion of the author to the development of the area in which 
he/she is active, and must present something new, unknown 
or unsufficiently explored until then, with direct implica-
tion for the practice. Aim: To present the difference between 
PhD program during 50 years period, with the presentation 
of the advantages that development and availability of science 
brought. Results: When different literature was not avail-
able in digital form, writing a PhD thesis after a postgrad-
uate study and a long-term specialist work was the crown of 
the work of medical professional. Unfortunately, this process 
was sometimes difficult and was dependent on many param-
eters and subjective opinions, and was subject of numerous 
manipulations. In the present age, following the reform of 
education, and the implementation of Bologna Education 
System, the number of PhD students has increased and the 
study started to be held at all Universities in Bosnia and Her-
zegovina (2). All those who completed the six-year study 
are able to attend the PhD studies. The main obligation for 
student and requirement for obtaining PhD degree is article 
from PhD thesis published in the Current Contents database. 
This criterion was removed over time and the situation now 
is that obligation is article that is published in journal thatis  
in the reference database (without clear definition in which 
databases). Quantity is achieved but we cannot say that for 
quality. During the year 2017, in Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
11 original articles in the field of clinical medicine were pub-
lished (indexed in the journals that are in the Current Con-
tents Indexed Publications ( journals that belong to CC, SCI 
and SCI-E base) (3,4). These 11 papers are from the field of 
gastroenterology, psychiatry and ophthalmology (2,3). If 
this is the scientific opus of already experienced scientist, the 
question remains what is expected from young researchers. 
Conclusion: Which system is better, on this question answer 
cannot be given, because both systems have shortcommings 
and advantages. The fact is that there is a gap between genera-
tions, which is unlikely to be resolved. It is also a fact that the 
Bologna system is not ideal, but it is currently our present (5, 
6,7). A lot of students are enrolled, and the system must help 
them, in the process of successfully completing their PhD 
programs. This help cannot be achieved through the lowering 
of criteria (publications in science remain the only weapon in 

evaluation). This step leads to decreasing of quality. Quality 
is what needs to be taught, quality is the only one that science 
needs. The results in 2017 for Bosnia and Herzegovina and 
even the worst experience in the past few years is the red alert 
and only together, both professors and students, can find a 
way out of one of the most difficult situations.
Keywords: Education, Science, Medicine.
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ABSTRACT
Introduction: The number of scientific publications in med-
icine has dramatically increased in recent decades. With the 
rising tide of publications it has been claimed that publication 
misconduct, paperism and scientism have become a silent epi-
demic in our post-truth age of entitlement (1). Many scholars 
and editors have argued that proper motivation is funda-
mental to a quality research and promotion of publishing cul-
ture. Dissertations and scientific papers became commodities 
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and mass products, the many of them offered little or nothing 
to scientific progress. Black market in academic papers and 
predatory publishing is a hot topic. Publishing ethics defines 
the ethical behavior in writing and submitting a scientific 
manuscript for publication (3-5). We need more convergence 
in our thinking on publishing ethics from the perspectives 
of professional, research, academic and medical ethics, busi-
ness and political ethics in the light of universal versus par-
ticular ethics. Aim: The main goal of this presentation is to 
address the importance of educational and restorative ap-
proach in promoting publishing ethics in order to decrease 
need for retributive approach to the publication misconduct. 
The presentation is intended to be thought provoking how to 
promote epistemophilic publication culture. The method of 
De Bono’s six thinking hats will be used in order to achieve 
a joint vision on publication ethics. Results: The scientific 
studies of motivation to publish are very rare. Motivation 
to publish may be very different: wish to inform scientific 
community about own work and get comments and sugges-
tions for further research, to speed career advance, to get or 
improve funding, to boost own ego, to protect copy right, 
etc. Recent years have witnessed increased attention for pub-
lication misconduct (authorship criteria failure, gift or ghost 
authorship, duplicate submission, redundant publication, du-
plicate publication, plagiarism, falsification, and fabrication 
of data), but much less for motivation for publishing pseudo-
scientific papers. In general, the issue how to increase proper 
motivation for publication has been studied very rarely. The 
career pressure to publish or perish and financial gain and ide-
ology, as a set of ideas that forms one’s goals, expectations, 
and actions, seem to be strong incentives for publishing pseu-
doscientific papers. The erosion of the primary scientific in-
terest in publishing by a secondary, commonly non-ethical 
interest has become a significant problem (5, 6). Publication 
pressure publish or perish may be associated with job-related 
burn-out in academic medicine. Conclusion: All clinicians 
have a professional ethical obligation to follow, understand 
and share the scientific evidence in a proper way. General pur-
poses for making and publishing a paper should be informing 
or teaching others, and motivating others for cooperation or 
the mixture of some or all of these purposes. Common key 
words of good research and publishing are: integrity, moti-
vation, capacity, understanding, knowledge, experience and 
creativity. Epistemophilia, the love of knowledge should be 
the impulse to investigate and publish. Publishing hodegetics 
and early education for epistemophilic publication culture 
and reinforcement of proper motivation for publishing is es-
sential to stop falling into pitfall of publishing papers just to 
have papers to be published because of career and academic 
promotion and financial gains (4). Proper motivation is an 
integral component of assurance of scientific quality of pub-
lished papers as well as scientific progress (6).
Keywords: ethics, pseudoscience, publishing, science.

• Financial support and sponsorship: None.

• Conflicts of interest: There are no conflicts of interest.

REFERENCES
1. Al-Adawi S, Ali BH, Al-Zakwani I. Research misconduct: 

The peril of publish or perish. Oman Medical Journal. 
2016; 31:1: 5-11.

2. Jakovljevic M, Ostojic. Science and pseudoscience in med-
icine: Evidence-based vs. evidence - biased medicine. Psy-
chiatria Danubina. 2016; 28 (suppl 2): 186-190.

3. Tijdik JK, Verbeke R, Smulders YM. Publication pressure 
and scientific misconduct in medical scientist. Journal of 
Empirical Research on Human Ethics. 2014; 9: 64-71.

4. Masic I. et al. Medical Deontology - Medical Low, Ethics 
and Hodegetics in Health Care. Avicena. Sarajevo, 2010: 
179-184. ISBN: 978-9958-720-36-9.

5. Masic I, Hodzic A, Mulic S. Ethics in medical research and 
publication. Int J Prev Med. 2014; 5(9): 1073-1082.

6. Masic I. Medical Publication and Scientometrics. Journal 
of Research in Medical Sciences. 2013 Jun; 59(3): 624-630.

ETHICAL ISSUES OF AUTHORSHIP IN SCIENTIFIC 
PUBLISHING – HOW TO AVOID IT?

Osman Sinanovic1,2

1University of Tuzla, Tuzla, Bosnia and Herzegovina

2Academy of Medical Sciences of Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
Sarajevo, Bosnia and Herzegovina. 

Corresponding author: Prof. Osman Sinanovic, MD, PhD. 
University of Tuzla, Tuzla, Bosnia and Herzegovina. ORCID 
ID: https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8957-7284. E-mail: osman.

sinanovic1@gmail.com

ABSTRACT
Introduction: Ethical issues regarding authorship have been 
present since antient times (1). Publication is the final affirma-
tion of scholarly accomplishment. Academic advancement, 
“publish or perish,” as well as prestige, are other important 
driving forces. Finally, there are many financial benefits (di-
rect and indirect) in publishing such as promotion and fur-
ther research funding. Many of these forces can lead to ethical 
lapses, and International Committee of Medical Journal Edi-
tors’ (ICMJE) recommended guidelines for authorship are not 
reflected in current authorship practices within the domain 
of health sciences in both low-and high-impact-factor jour-
nals (1,2). Aim: To present some of ethical issues of author-
ship in medical scientific publishing. Methods: Article has 
an analytical character and review of literature. Results and 
Discussion: A number of studies have reported an increasing 
trend of papers with multiple authors in every scientific disci-
pline within and across countries. „Significant contribution“ 
is an important criterion for authorship credit. Many jour-
nals currently adhere to the guidelines of the  International 
Committee of Medical Journal Editors  (ICMJE), which has 
established four criteria that each author of a paper should 
meet: Significant involvement in study conception/design, 
data collection, or data analysis/interpretation; Involvement 
in drafting or revising manuscript; Approval of final version 
of manuscript for publication; and Responsibility for accu-
racy and integrity of all aspects of research. However it is 
not enough for avoidance of non-ethical authorships. It has 
been described several of inappropriate types of authorship: 
a) guest authorship; b) honorary or gift authorship; c) ghost 
authorship; d) anonymous authorship; group authorship, etc. 
Honorary/gift authorship and ghost authorships are two ex-
tremes of scholarly malaise. In honorary/gift and ghost au-
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thorship, the idea of „significant contribution“ is not reflected 
in the author list. Someone who has contributed little or 
nothing gets to be an author. Similarly, a ghost author gets no 
credit for his/her contribution, as he/she is not on the author 
list (3). In three peer-reviewed journals in 1996 Flanagin et al. 
(4) found evidence that 19% and 11% of these papers involved 
honorary and ghost authorship, respectively.  Many others 
found a similar pattern of honorary and ghost authorships or 
even more frequency of it. In recent study within the total 
number of respondents (69 academic workers from medical 
field) 34.8% of them were added as coauthors, although they 
did not have any input in the writing process. Even 47.8% 
of the respondents were under psychological pressure, that 
they have to add their superiors to the list of authors, though 
they did not have any contribution at any stage of the article 
preparation, while 29% of the respondents had a tacit agree-
ment about mutual adding to the author’s list, and 36.2% 
added their superiors to the author’s list, in order that the first 
author would get a permission to publish the article in a cer-
tain journal (5).There are several ways in which authorship 
issues, i.e., who should be on the paper as author and who 
should not and the order of authorship could be solved. For 
example, the lead or principal author may decide who should 
be on the author list or cited in the acknowledgment sec-
tion and who should not be in any of these. However, one 
still needs to bear in mind that, no matter how articulate the 
rules and guidelines are, they cannot cover all the contin-
gencies (3). Conclusion: The ethical issue of authorship, al-
though simple at first glance, is an extremely complex issue, 
and many malversations and violations of ethical principles 
can be found. Knowledge about formal authorship criteria is 
highly variable and majority of scientist are not familiar with 
existing criteria or do not consider formal criteria necessary. 
Editors could play a more active role in addressing inappro-
priate authorship by providing clear and unambiguous poli-
cies that inform and define deserving authorship and promote 
research and authorship integrity.
Keywords: authorship, scientific publishing, ethical issues.
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ABSTRACT
Introduction: The biomedical knowledge collection is im-
portant for every citizen in a search for health. The amount 
of published research gives the impression that the right an-
swer for every question is just there. This motivated, together 
with medical professionals, every individual to get access to 
what is published and grasp the relevant knowledge needed 
(1). Aim: The aim of this study was to discuss the possible 
sources for medical knowledge produced by current research 
activities, and the value of the knowledge being openly avail-
able to public. Results: The understanding of the knowledge 
in the digital society developed with the help of interdisci-
plinary and international network, Navigating Knowledge 
Landscapes (2). The individuals, being lay people or medical 
professionals, approach the knowledge using the Internet, in 
a hope to find the latest innovative game-changing knowl-
edge that would apply to the medical issue in question. The 
most recent medical knowledge is embodied in the academic 
publishing, which gradually turns to be Open Access, freely 
available to everyone. In May 2016, the European Union an-
nounced “all scientific articles in Europe must be freely ac-
cessible as of 2020”. In ideal words,using the digital technol-
ogies and Open Access, the knowledge would be available 
to anybody who wants it. The amount of published articles 
make the search for the relevant knowledge extremely te-
dious. Cochrane promotes evidence-informed health deci-
sion-making based on sound medical research. To make this 
research accessible, Cochrane produces up-to-date systematic 
reviews and other synthesized research evidence to inform 
health decision making. Subsequently, Cochrane aims to put 
Cochrane evidence at the heart of health decision-making all 
over the world (3). The strategies like Open Access and Co-
chrane in relation to knowledge, and in particular health-re-
lated knowledge are indeed very important and should be 
supported and welcomed. The discussion is opened about 
the general impact of these activities, and if the availability 
of the knowledge would be a solution to provide the knowl-
edge to those who need them. Our argument is that the cur-
rent state of knowledge measured by number of publication 
is highly over-estimated (4,5). The knowledge is tentative 
and it changes constantly. Having 11,000 members and over 
35,000 supporters from more than 130 countries, and pro-
ducing a bit less than 8000 systematic reviews, as Cochrane 
does, is notable, but how this relates to what we do not know 
is the point of the controversy. Conclusion: Believing in ab-
solute knowledge and the quest to make it available to both 
professionals and lay public is in opposition to the pluralistic, 
individual, and incomplete knowledge. The perception of 
this controversy is a key in providing health-related knowl-
edge to the nowadays society.
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ABSTRACT
Introduction: Translation of parts or whole paper from one 
to another language with the identification of the author(s) is 
a simple translation, but if the author(s) are different it is called 
translational plagiarism (1). If the author translates his/her paper 
into another language and pledges it as another paper, it is 
called translational self-plagiarism (2). Some of the authors are 
using monolingual plagiarism, and multilingual plagiarism 
(3). Back-translation is a new approach using particular tools, 
when the text in English is taken and translated into another 
language, then “retranslated” again into the original lan-
guage, thus hiding their plagiarism. Aim: This study aimed 
to present a method for verification of the translational pla-
giarism in the paper written in Macedonian and translated in 
a foreign language. Methods: Original document (written 
in Macedonian) was translated with Google Translator; sus-
pected article (published in English pdf file) was converted 
into Word document and compared both documents with 
several programs for plagiarism detection (4). Results: It 
was found that both documents are identical in 71%, 78% 
and 82%, respectively, depending on the computer program 
used for plagiarism detection. It was obvious that the original 
paper was entirely plagiarized including six references from 
the original paper. System for plagiarism detection and anal-
ysis was developed and installed from the Ministry of Educa-
tion and Science, the Republic of Macedonia. The students 
and researchers/scientists can easily upload their homework, 
bachelor’s thesis, master’s thesis, doctoral thesis (dissertation) 
and other published papers and documents. The system also 

provides a mechanism for comparing the uploaded docu-
ments with all the other documents that are already present 
in the system and to measure their originality, i.e. to detect 
if any of the content is already published (5). Unfortunately, 
the system is robust, language restricted, and the closed data-
base is limited to the documents deposited in the local web-
site only. A very small number of countries uses multilingual 
plagiarism detection (3,6-8), restricting plagiarism check to 
one language comparison and presenting false results. Con-
clusion: Plagiarism of the original papers written in Mace-
donian and translated in other languages can be verified after 
computerized translation in other languages. Later on, orig-
inal and translated documents can be compared with avail-
able software for plagiarism detection.
Keywords: Medical Science, Misconduct, Translational Pla-
giarism, Republic of Macedonia.
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ABSTRACT
Introduction: Outsourcing is a business practice in which a 
company hires another company or an individual to perform 
tasks, handle operations or provide services that are either 
usually executed or had previously been done by the compa-
ny’s own employees. One way of outsourcing in academic and 
scientific community is ghostwriting. The word describes a 
process in which a person or team provide writing services 
and compilation of finished scientific papers that are officially 
credited to another person as the author (ordering person). 
Aim: The aim of this lecture is to present available ghost-
writing platforms, make clear distinction between ghost and 
guest authoring and discuss ethical aspects of ghostwriting. 
Results: The research of available specialized companies and 
ghostwriter individuals has been done and specific enquires 
for production of scientific paper were sent. Offers have 
varied in price, time needed to compile and potential to ful-
fill criteria for intended use of scientific paper. Many writer 
organizations have they own rules for authorship and contri-
bution which have been assessed and compared (1). Different 
types of ghostwriting have been analyzed (individual pub-
lishing, advancement in academic grading, medical and phar-
maceutical industry) and ethical responses and criticism from 
various types of stakeholders (2,3,4). Conclusion: It is diffi-
cult to determine how frequently ghostwriting occurs due to 
its covert nature. It is also very difficult to detect and reveal 
scientific papers which are compiled by ghostwriters, because 
they are original piece of scientific work, only credited to an-
other person. Results of research are still work in progress 
and final conclusions will be presented during the lecture.
Keywords: Ghostwriting, authorship, scientific out-
sourcing, guest authoring.
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ABSTRACT
Introduction: Publishing scientific papers of clinical re-
search in peer-reviewed journals remain a major tool for dis-
tributing the medical results and informations to researchers 
and practitioners (1-3). The ethical issues in publishing of 
clinical research is always challenging and carries a great re-
sponsibility of submitting authors and editors for honesty and 
avoidance of misconduct as well (4). Aim: The objective of 
this paper is to explore the ethical principles in publishing of 
clinical research. Results: The objective of clinical research 
is to provide knowledge, truth and to avoid any mistake, de-
viations, unethical issues, fabrication, falsification and plagia-
rism (FFR). The author’s self-reports contribute to 1,0% in re-
search conduct, while other registered agencies that sponsor 
research count 0,01% in medical un-ethics. Detection of FRR 
in publishing still remains the significant issue and requires 
sometimes a time to discover it. Deviations in reporting the 
results may be even more difficult to unmask since some au-
thors are not even aware that their action is un-ethical. This 
may be due to lack of knowledge or to self-motivation. The 
vast majority of FFR was found in presenting the abstracts at 
various medical conferences and symposium since there is no 
strict control of such reports. One of the most frequent un-
ethics in this example is ghost authorship. The industry spon-
sored clinical trials contribute to ghost authorship in a signifi-
cant manner. Conclusion: Concerning these and other issues 
in publishing of clinical trials, the peer-reviewing process re-
quires the strict and careful process, the control of statistical 
analysis, anti-plagiarism software as well as honesty and re-
sponsibility of researchers and submitting authors.
Keywords: clinical research, un-ethical behavior.
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ABSTRACT
Introduction: Relations between doctors in everyday clin-
ical practice and pharmaceutical companies are permanent 
and numerous. If a clinician is involved in publishing, he or 
she publishes papers in professional journals, then a number 
of other relationships with pharmaceutical companies are 
opening up. Participation in clinical research is the third, 
even more important form of collaboration between clini-
cians and pharmaceutical companies. And as the fourth and 
perhaps most important for the pharmaceutical industry, is 
the involvement of clinicians in the development of clinical 
guidelines that have the most influential decision in the daily 
decision-making process in selecting appropriate pharmaco-
therapy. Aim: To present ethical issues about conflict of in-
terest statement in journals by authors who are involved in 
promotion of drug. Results: Whether there is a significant 
conflict of interest, how to quantify it, and whether it needs 
to be limited. Is the “statement of conflict of interest” itself 
sufficient enough, which clinicians, and especially medical 
experts, point to the presentation of their exposure in public 
presentations? First of all, it is necessary to accept the uni-
versal definition of “conflict of interest” as position when it in 
a sufficiently usable and unavoidable fact in assessing whether 
it has it and how much it is. The definition of “conflict of in-
terest” is given by the International Committee of Medical 
Journal Editors as “The state of the presence of a conflict of 
interest when a professional judgment of a primary interest 
may be under the influence of a securitized interest” (i.e. 
when the validation of the patient’s condition will be affected 
by the financial or other convenience of the judge) (1,2). The 
“Official Guideline on the Methodology of Conflict of In-
terest Estimates” is most comprehensive publication Conflict 
of Interest in Medical Research, Education and Practice, pub-
lished by the Institute of Medicine, Academies Press, 2009. 
Is it possible to set up a “red line” enough, which will disable 
the influence of the situation with the “conflict of interest” on 
widely-accepted adopted recommendations affecting “deci-
sion making”? Is it possible for reviewers of the medical jour-
nals to recognize the “conflict of interest” in the text that is 
being prepared for publication? It is certainly very difficult, 
even if the authors correctly state the potential conflict of 
interest. The sponsorship of pharmaceutical companies can 
also be indirect and do not contain a financial dimension, but 
there is a significant conflict of interest in all. Conclusion: It 
is too late to “bring order” to the publishing of medical lit-
erature with the intention of reducing the conflict of interest 
to the minimal impact on making medical decisions. But the 
“red line” must stand in the process of forming clinical guide-
lines, which in no way should be sponsored, and should be 
based on numerous publications in well-controlled and open 
clinical studies.
Keywords: ethics, promotion, publishing, science.
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ABSTRACT
Introduction: In the past decades, the publication of scien-
tific research has been a very important factor in attracting 
public funding and support of scientific research. It is also the 
cornerstone of knowledge dissemination, as well as an essen-
tial criterion for academic and scientific evaluation. Hence 
the great interest in scientific ranking and evaluation of scien-
tific journals, but also in scientific contribution of scientists. 
Aim: It is very difficult to apply right measures and scien-
tific criteria that can objectively assess the scientific quality of 
the research and provide precise qualitative and quantitative 
data on which academic communities and funding agencies 
could base their decisions. Despite the evident shortcomings 
in the evaluation of scientific journals it is generally accepted 
that IF (Web of Science-WoS) and the total number of cita-
tions of all articles published in the journal represent a rel-
evant measure of their value and scientific influence. How-
ever, the significance of scientists is much more complicated 
to establish since the relevance of the journals in which their 
articles are published does not directly reflect their scientific 
production. Therefore, evaluating the significance of scien-
tists’ accomplishments justifiably involves the application of 
more sophisticated metric systems rather than just insight 
into their publication records. Results: A recent focus on 
scientific productivity leads to the competitive evaluation of 
scientists, creating incentives to maximize publication num-
bers, citation counts, and publications in high-impact jour-
nals. There are numerous bibliometric databases which are 
used in biomedical sciences. Most of them, such as Current 
Contents (section Clinical Medicine but also sections Life 
Sciences and Social & Behavioral Sciences) Journal Citation 
Reports ( JCR), Index Medicus (Medline, PubMed) and Ex-
cerpta Medica (EMBASE), present and rank scientific jour-
nals only. Some of scientific databases such as Web of Sci-
ences (including Science Citation Index (SCI), Social Science 
Citation Index (SSCI), Arts & Humanities Citation Index, 
and Emerging Sources Citation Index), H-index, Scopus and 
Scholar evaluate individual scientific contribution of a scien-
tist. Zerem-score (Z-score) represents new criteria for the es-
timation of scientific merit of individual scientific effect of 



292 YEAR 2018 • VOLUME 26 • ISSUE 4• / ACTA INFORM MED. 2018 DEC; 24(4): 284-299

The Second Mediterranean Seminar on Science Writing, Editing and Publishing (SWEP - 2018), Sarajevo, December 8th, 2018

scientists. According to these criteria the overall scientific 
score of an author named as Z-score is calculated as the sum 
of two scores (author score and author citation score). The au-
thor score is calculated as the scientific value of the journal in 
which an article is published and the authors’ specific contri-
bution in this article, whilst the author citation score is cal-
culated as the total number of citations of all articles pub-
lished by an author. Conclusions: Several authors consider 
that almost nothing in scientific institution can compare to 
the importance of publications issued in top scientific jour-
nals, claiming that they basically constitute the main source 
of recognizability. However, it is true that no single metric 
system is suitable for comprehensive evaluation of scientific 
research. Based on the long term experience, author is pro-
posing the new criteria (named The Z-score) in order to es-
timate the scientific effect of scientists and institutions more 
objectively.
Keywords: scientific impact factor, number of citations, au-
thor contribution, science metric.
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ABSTRACT
Introduction: Approximately about 30% of US health care 
is inappropriate, or wasteful (overuse). Inly 55% of needed 
health services is delivered (underuse). Reasons for subop-
timal care are the lack of high quality or failure to apply high 
quality evidence related to the effects of most health care in-
terventions and suboptimal decision-making. Personal deci-
sions are the leading cause of death and 80% of all health care 
expenditures are affected by physicians’ decisions (1,2,3). Ev-
idence-based clinical practical guidelines (CPGs) as a key ap-
proach to improving clinical decision-making (1). Aim: To 
display the meaning of “Yes” bias in clinical practice. Results: 
Research included 101 participant from American Society of 
Hematology (ASH). Results: Data was collected before the 
meeting of AHS, during and one week after the meeting. 
The positive, statistically significant relationship between 
certainty of evidence and strength of recommendations only 
when the panels voted “FOR” intervention; this association 

disappeared when the panels voted “AGAINST” intervention 
(OR=3.6 (95%CI: 2.17 to 6.0; p<0.0001). The positive, statis-
tically significant relationship between certainty of evidence 
and strength of recommendations only when the panels voted 
“FOR” intervention; this association disappeared when the 
panels voted “AGAINST” intervention (OR= 7.93 (95%CI: 
1.43 to 43.8; p= 0.018 ). The positive, statistically significant 
relationship between certainty of evidence and strength of 
recommendations only when the panels voted “FOR” inter-
vention; this association disappeared when the panels voted 
“AGAINST” intervention (OR= 4.06 (95%CI: 1.74 to 9.5= 
0.001). Conclusion: Yes” (“for”) responses tap into “feeling 
of rightness” heuristic that the answer is correct: is automatic, 
effortless (type 1 process), which is activated much faster than 
effortful (type 2 processes) associated with processing of “no” 
(“against”) responses (4, 5, 6). Voting “against” an interven-
tion is cognitively more challenging because people need to 
mentally simulate the consequences of two contradictory as-
sessments. Conclusion: Particularly challenging when cog-
nitive resources are depleted as when people are tired and 
decision-making occurs in time-constraint settings, which 
characterize most human engagements including guidelines 
development process. Psychological biases may affect nor-
mative structure of EBM. CPG recommendations are subse-
quently followed by thousands of practitioners whose deci-
sion making ultimately affect lives of thousands of patients.
Keywords: Medicine, Decision making, Bias.
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ABSTRACT
Introduction: Perinatal Medicine is a medical subspecialty 
concerned with the maintenance of health and long-term de-
velopment of the fetus, neonate, and infant, requiring special 
knowledge, skills and attitudes for the prevention, diagnosis 
and management of disorders of this patient population (1). 
Oral perinatology deals with the influence of poor oral health 
on the pregnancy outcomes and the fetus. Methods: The first 
time the term ”oral perinatology”, and ”oral perinatologist” 
was mentioned in Khartoum in Sudan in 2016, by proposing 
member of ”Ian Donald Inter-University” Dr. sc. Selma Por-
ović into International Academy of Perinatal Medicine, due to 
many international lectures and writings in this field. Results: 
Pediatric dentist, and dentist in general became a member of 
IAPM in Bucharest in May, 2018. The unfair neglected signif-
icance of dentistry as a medical branch is back to the focus of 
the essence. Oral perinatology becomes a branch that connects 
many specialties that deal with pregnancy and fetal health, 
while focusing on oral health and the two-way relationship 
between poor oral health and the outcome of pregnancy. 
The analysis of Web of Science, Scopus and PubMed Central, 
found that Journal of Perinatal Medicine (Official Journal of 
the World Association of Perinatal Medicine) and The Donald 
School Journal of Ultrasound in Obstetrics and Gynecology 
are qualified to deal with this area. Conclusion: As a result of 
the newly designated field of medicine, we have already started 
several researches in front of the most prestigious Bosnian Her-
zegovinian institutions, which undoubtedly enhance the scien-
tific identity of Bosnia and Herzegovina on the world map (2).
Keywords: Perinatology, Dentistry, infant, Pediatrics, science.
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ABSTRACT
Introduction: Correct choice and administration of a statis-
tical test are absolutely essential for meaningful interpreta-

tion of research data, yet mistakes are still frequent and could 
be easily found in published scientific papers or PhD theses 
(1). Although formally trained in statistics, PhD students are 
among those who make mistakes (2,3), and they need addi-
tional guidance by their mentors in order to avoid misuse of 
statistical methods and thereafter misinterpretation of the 
data collected (4, 5). Aim: The aim of this study was to ana-
lyze mistakes made by PhD students in statistical analysis of 
data collected during research within the framework of their 
thesis. Results: The study was designed as cross-sectional 
analysis of random sample (n=15) of PhD theses in pre-ap-
proval stage at Faculty of Medical Sciences, University of 
Kragujevac, Serbia. In total 7 (47%) theses had at least one 
mistake. The most frequent mistakes, found in more than 
20% of theses were as the following: insufficient statistical 
power due to small sample size, non-random sample and use 
of a statistical test when standard conditions were not met (e.g. 
use of Chi-square test when one of the frequencies was zero, 
etc.). Other mistakes found in the sample were: inappropriate 
choice of non-parametric test for dependent groups, inappro-
priate validation of a questionnaire (no divergent criterion 
validation, lack of use of multi-trait, multi-method matrix, 
etc.) and lack of transparency (measures of variability not pre-
sented). Conclusion: Mistakes with statistical analysis made 
by PhD student are frequent, and lead to misinterpretation 
of the data. Training course in statistics during PhD studies 
should be re-evaluated, mentors should invest more effort to 
review the data and guide students through statistical anal-
ysis, and special statistical review board at Faculty or Univer-
sity level may improve the situation (3).
Keywords: data interpretation, statistical, data accuracy, sci-
entific experimental error.
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ABSTRACT
Science is changing the world at an ever-increasing pace. It is 
hard to imagine medicine, business, education, defense, gov-
ernment or society without revolutionizing achievements of 
science. It is safe to assume that this march of science will 
continue (1-4). But, where is it leading? What will the world 
look like in 10, 20, 50, or 100 years? How will it change lives 
of individual humans or whole societies? What are the antic-
ipated benefits and challenges? This talk will attempt to an-
swer some of these questions and raise new ones.
Keywords: world, science, development of sciences.
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ABSTRACT
Introduction: The part “Abstract” of article is the only part 
of the article that is published in conference proceedings, 
only part of the article that a potential referee sees when he is 
invited by an editor to review a manuscript and the only part 
of the article that readers see when they search through elec-
tronic databases such as PubMed (1). It represents a concise 
overview of the article, understandable and without reading 
the rest of the content, and can be published independently 
of it (2-4). Aim: To present the specifics of writing the “Ab-
stract” in the scientific article. Result: There are three types 
of abstracts: descriptive, informative and structured. The de-
scriptive abstract is specifically used for theoretical, method-
ological or review articles (150 words or less), informative ab-
stract contains specific information given in the article (150 to 
250 words in length) and the structured abstract is essentially 
an informative abstract with sections labeled with headings 
(250 to 300 words). A good “Abstract” shows the basic pur-
pose, as well as the research aim, applied methodology, de-
tailed results and important conclusions. It must be written in 
the language in which the article is written, in a third party 
and in a passive. Abstract cannot contain something that is 
not mentioned in the text itself. Conclusion: Abstract is the 
mirror of the work itself, and its writing requires big effort. 
It is recommended that each work begins with a temporary 
abstract and after completion of the full article, a concise ab-
stract is formed. Abstract is the essence of what an author at-

tracts attention to and keeps it until the end of article.
Keywords: writing, science, publishing.

• Financial support and sponsorship: None.

• Conflicts of interest: There are no conflicts of interest.

REFERENCES
1. Andrade C. How to write a good abstract for a scientific 

paper or conference presentation. Indian J Psychiatry. 2011; 
53(2): 172-175.

2. Masic I, Kujundzic E. Science Editing in Biomedicine and 
Humanities. Avicena. Sarajevo, 2013: 272 pp.

3. Delving E, Pillay TS, Newman A. How to Write a Scien-
tific Paper: Practical Guidelines. EJIFCC. 2014; 25(3): 259-
268. 

4. Masic I. How to Search, Write, Prepare and Publish the 
Scientific Papers in the Biomedical Journals. Acta Inform 
Med, 2011; 19(2): 68-79. doi: 10.5455/aim.2011.19.68-79.

BOSNIAN AND HERZEGOVINIAN CARDIOLOGY IN 
CURRENT CONTENTS INDEXED PUBLICATIONS

Edin Begic1,2,3

1Department of Pharmacology, Faculty of Medicine, Sarajevo 
School of Science and Technology, Sarajevo, Bosnia and 

Herzegovina

2Department of Cardiology, General Hospital «Prim.dr. Abdulah 
Nakas», Sarajevo, Bosnia and Herzegovina

3PhD student, Faculty of Medicine, University of Tuzla, Tuzla, 
Bosnia and Herzegovina

Corresponding author: Edin Begic, MD, MA, PhD Student. 
Department of Cardiology, General Hospital “Prim. Dr. Abdulah 

Nakas”, Sarajevo, Bosnia and Herzegovina. ORCID ID: http://orcid.
org/0000-0001-6842-262X. E-mail: edinbegic90@gmail.com

ABSTRACT
Introduction: Current Contents Indexed Publications are 
publications that are indexed in the most prestigious journals 
(with the highest impact factors), and they are guide in the 
daily clinical work of a cardiologist (1). Aim: To present the 
number of articles from Bosnia and Herzegovina (B&H) in 
Current Contents database in the field of cardiology in the 
period 2011-2017. Results: During the seven-year period 
there are 14 papers in the field of cardiology in the Current 
Contents database. Out of this number, two are original ar-
ticles (original research), one is a meta analysis and 11 repre-
sent the collaboration of member countries of the European 
Society of Cardiology (where the representatives of B&H are 
also), in the writing of guidelines or screening programs pre-
sentation. Also, two articles from pediatric cardiology (two 
original research) were published during mentioned period. 
Conclusion: Increase in the number of CC articles is an im-
perative for the new generation of cardiologists in B&H. For 
new generations of PhD students, the requirement for de-
fending the PhD thesis is a publication of their thesis in the 
Current Contents Indexed journal. Is this requirement justi-
fied, in relation to the mentioned results, it is a question that 
requires much more analysis.
Keywords: Cardiology, science, publishing, Bosnia and 
Herzegovina.
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ABSTRACT
Introduction: Selecting journal title to publish, considering 
duration of peer review process and the limited time for PhD 
thesis is a complex step for a young medical researcher. Jour-
nals provide information channels for scientific communica-
tions (1). The process of selecting a journal requires exper-
tise, which all researchers do not have (2, 3). Aim: To provide 
a didactic step by step guide in selecting a scientific journal 
for paper publishing. Results: The first step is to determine 
aim and scope of the journal, which should match topic of ar-
ticle. Reading previous published journal issues helps in rec-
ognizing types of articles that can be published and technical 
normatives. Finding out Editor main research activity could 
be in favor to publish similar article. Author should deter-
mine what type of article is preferable in the journal of his 
interests. Journal indexation is very important for young re-
searchers. Web of Science seems to be hard to reach for PhD 
students. Nevertheless we should try our best to publish in in-
ternationally recognized scientific databases (Web of Science, 
Scopus, Medline, PubMed). The aspiration of every young 
researcher should be Open Access journals, because that is 
only way to try to increase visibility of one’s work. The style 
of writing of scientific information is a scientific style and it 
does not mean only grammatical and spelling accuracy, but 
also the way of shaping the contents and sense of article (4-
6). Each article should be written in a clear manner and to be 
accessible not only for professionals but to general population 
too. Writing an article and publishing requires ethical princi-
ples, high English proficiency skills in conversation with Ed-
itor and reviewers, because the impression that will be made 
there could prevail in accepting of our paper. Conclusion: 
Writing an article requires a lot of time and determination. 
Getting familiar with aims and scope of targeted journal, 
technical prerequisites and the length of peer review process 
is very important.
Keywords: publishing, writing, science.
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ABSTRACT
Introduction: The Open Access model of article publishing 
is regarded as an imperative in contemporary scientific pub-
lishing. This model essentially should be free. Open access 
means providing access to scientific literature to anyone with 
a computer and an Internet connection, at no charge to the 
user (1). Scientific authors who pay to publish their articles 
in open-access publication should be cordially honored for 
doing so (2). Payment of an open access module is sometimes 
extremely expensive, and certainly poor countries can rarely 
afford it (3). This practice puts in difficult position researchers 
from low-income countries. Journals that are in top quality 
level often charge enormous amounts for choosing option 
“Open Access”. Without the Open Access model, every ar-
ticle is essentially meaningless, because every article should be 
open to readers, and be the basis for future research. Online 
libraries have great potential in terms of expanding knowl-
edge, but they also present a major problem for many pub-
lishers because their rights can be violated (4). Aim: Presen-
tation of online platforms for the archiving of scientific re-
search papers and the presentation of their benefits. Results: 
Authors can individually manipulate with electronic forms of 
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articles through the platforms (ResearchGate, Academia.edu, 
Kudos, Mendeley, exoplatform.com, BiomedExperts) which 
allow the author to individually upload articles, share articles 
and increase their visibility. The tendency is that every scien-
tist has profile on these online platforms. Which of these plat-
forms is conditionally better, is something, which can be re-
lated to personal preferences. With the mentioned platforms 
authors can manipulate in many ways (ranking on platforms 
are often questionable). There are also ethical issues in the use 
of these platforms, because often articles that are not Open 
Access, if uploaded from an author, become available to the 
general public. This raises the question of who is the owner 
of the article, the author or the journal, who is entitled to 
copyright. There are lot of question, but in the essence ev-
erything depends on the ethical policy of the journal or the 
ethics of author. Regardless of all, the aforementioned plat-
forms represent a great source of knowledge for researchers, 
as well as the location of the authors’ promotion, as well as the 
place for creation of collaborations in scientific community. 
Conclusion: The digital era enabled easy access to knowl-
edge. The fact is that in the future, the issue about these plat-
forms will be getting bigger, and the boundary will have to 
be set. Which board will set that line is questionable. Until 
that moment, the mentioned platforms remain a great source 
of knowledge, for both students and professionals.
Keywords: education, science, information technology.
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ABSTRACT
Introduction: PhD thesis is the final part of the study pro-
gram and represents the independent and original work of 
the candidates in the appropriate field, which, for the sake of 
its originality, is worth publishing (1-3). Aim: The aim of 
this lecture is to show the peculiarities of writing a doctoral 
dissertation. Results: PhD thesis should provide evidence 
that the candidate successfully uses methods in professional 

and scientific work, in exposing the results of the research, as 
well as being able to draw conclusions based on the previously 
set and realized research tasks. The dissertation is quite sim-
ilar to a scientific article, but it is always more extensive for a 
number of reasons. For example, an article does not have to 
contain all the results of a particular research, but only those 
that are relevant, while the dissertation can also be the re-
sults of repetition of the same experiments to see the extent 
of the research itself. Quite supposedly, a dissertation should 
be considered and the dissertation should be written as a com-
prehensive review article with an inescapable description of 
your research results. It is important to give your personal 
comment, to reach its point of view, to give its judgment 
to the results so far, to be critical. As for the article, in the 
doctoral thesis we have to respect the previously established 
methodology and draw up a dissertation plan. It will be ex-
tremely important to be an Introduction and Discussion for 
judging the knowledge of the subjects of scientific thinking, 
while the Material and Methods, and the results will explain 
how the research was conducted and how the results of the re-
search were presented (1-3). Since the doctoral thesis is a com-
prehensive scientific work, special attention should be paid to 
the Summary/abstract, because it will be read first and fore-
most. In the dissertation we also have an unavoidable chapter 
on the Rationale of the topic, in which we will clearly ex-
plain why we chose this theme and what we want to prove it 
is ultimately. Considering that the doctoral thesis is a scien-
tific work with limited availability, it is highly desirable but 
acceptable that the results from the dissertation are published 
in the original article. Also, extensive dissertations can be the 
basis for more articles. Conclusion: The results presented in 
the doctoral dissertation should contribute to the systemati-
zation of scientific and professional tasks and existing solu-
tions for a particular area, to solve the current scientific and 
professional task, set as the goal of work, the application of 
existing scientific and professional achievements in solving a 
complex scientific task.
Keywords: education, publishing, science, article.
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ABSTRACT
Introduction: That title is the most visible and most read-
able part the entire paper (1). Title appears in original journal 
and in secondary publications and serves to classify the ar-
ticle in individual scientific disciplines (2). Perhaps the most 
common grammatical error in defective titles is faulty 
syntax. An indicative title is recommended, which should 
be clear; attractive, refer to the hypothesis; indicate the in-
tervention if it is provided; state the structure of the study 
(3). What is a good title? Day R. define it as the fewest pos-
sible words that adequately describe the contents of the paper 
(1). Aim: The aim of this paper is to show importance of the 
title, length, abbreviations and jargon, importance of syntax. 
Results: Title purpose is to attract researchers interested  in 
this field of study, therefore, all words in the title should be 
chosen with great care (1). Association words with one an-
other must be carefully managed (2). The   importance of 
the  title   cannot be  overstated as it is a major determinant 
of whether the paper will be read (3). It is the only aspect of 
the  article that appears in  many of the databases used for lit-
erature  searches (3). The title should indicate the content of 
the work and should   contain enough relevant “keywords” 
to enable  readers to find  this paper when searching   a  rele-
vant  database (1). Indexing and abstracting services depend 
heavily on the accuracy of the title (2). There are two types of 
titles: 1. Descriptive titles, which states the focus of the study, 
2. Conclusion titles, which provide  the  authors’ main con-
clusion from their study (1). Descriptive title is prefer for re-
search articles because it “lets the  data speak  for themselves” 
(1). In some Journal’s Instructions to Authors will  specify 
which style of title to use (2). Often authors are asked to pro-
vide  a running  title. Running  title  should  be  chosen with 
care (2). Titles who are too short, obviously was not very 
helpful, also long and nonspecific titles are often less mean-
ingful than short ones (2). Most excessively long titles contain 
“waste” words, right at the start of the title, words such as 
“Studies on,” “Investigations on,” “Observations on”, „Spe-
cial approach ...” (3). This words should avoid because every 
scientific work is investigation, approach, observation (1). A 
general recommendation for title length is 5-10  words. Ti-
tles should almost never contain abbreviations, chemical for-
mulas and jargon (1). Avoiding redundant and unnecessary 
words in the title will be best achieved if we analyze each 
written word in terms of assessing whether it is necessary 
as the key word, or is it the one that points to the essence 
of a problem without which the reader would not have the 
problem to be clear (3). Conclusion: What should be checked 
in the title: accurate, clear, complete, precise, concise, as short 
as possible? The qualities of good titles are: to be easy to re-
member, to provoke the reader to think, to attract attention, 
and to awaken interest. Title “sales” work! (1, 2, 3).
Keywords: science, writing, title.
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ABSTRACT
Introduction: The most common mean of sharing results, 
dilemmas, controversies in field of science is oral presenta-
tion (1,2). Presenter is challenged to comprise complicated re-
search in one well delivered speech (3). Aim: This abstract is 
of descriptive character and aims to present means for prepa-
ration of good oral presentation. Results: First step is to iden-
tify key message of presentation as a core for developing the 
logical flow in story. The presentation should contain brief 
introduction, main results and conclusions. Introduction ini-
tiates attention of the audience, but results will keep them 
interested. Introduce new terms early in presentation because 
once an audience gets lost in unfamiliar terminology, they 
stop following. Results should be discussed as they get pre-
sented, concisely, clearly and in accordance to the key mes-
sage. In the conclusion give two or three take home messages 
of what is improved after this presentation. Presenter must be 
confident in his words, not speaking too quick nor incompre-
hensible, adapting words to the target audience. Making an 
eye contact with an audience gives comfort to the presenter 
and engages audience with the storyline. Keep the attention 
of the audience with anecdotes, humorous remarks or pauses 
between section transition, but don’t digress from the story. 
Audience attention is the highest in the first 15 minutes. In 
addition to the oral presentation, there is usually visual aid 
used to emphasize ones words. Rehearse your presentation 
in timely manner, using bullet points, but never read from 
slides or cards. Conclusion: The thought of giving presenta-
tion is actually worse than doing it. Preparation and practice 
can strengthen ones confidence, but presenter-audience dy-
namic is unpredictable.
Keywords: oral presentation, speech, scientific communica-
tion.
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ABSTRACT
Introduction: Poster is a visual aid in presenting your re-
search, often starting vibrant discussion and can facilitate 
collaboration between researchers in common scientific field 
(1,2). Even though posters are often considered as a conso-
lation prize for rejected oral presentations, good posters can 
actually improve ones scientific credibility, reputation and 
are valued as a part of postgraduate scientific work (3,4). 
The aim of the poster is to grab the attention of the audi-
ence which in turn will generate interest in presented area of 
research. Aim: This abstract is of descriptive character and 
aims to show the methodology behind designing a memo-
rable poster, including important features which insure high 
quality end result. Results: Poster should contain the same 
chapters as a written paper: abstract, introduction, methods, 
results, discussion, conclusion. Choosing the right format is 
a key component of successful poster. Guide the audience 
with arrows and numbers in logical flow. Never use less than 
24 point font size, make sure that key components are at eye 
level and that the title is readable from 3 m distance. The title 
should be short, sharp and compelling, inviting audience to 
find out more. Content must be concise and informative, yet 
encourage the audience to engage in discussions. Graphic el-
ements should be relevant to the subject matter, clear, to the 
point, and attractive, not less than 13 x 15 cm. Conclusion: 
In a vast sea of posters, you need to stand out. Most people are 
more likely to remember the presenter rather than the poster 
itself. Successful presentation is a soft skill that enables you 
to sell your work to interested parties in short time. Having 
handouts given to the audience can help distinguish yourself 
from others.
Keywords: poster, presentation, design.
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