
 
 

At a Glance Results 
Survey of ASN Membership on ASN’s Scientific Sessions at EB 

 
Background 
In October 2013, the American Society for Nutrition issued an online survey to gain a better understanding 
of its members’ participation in Experimental Biology and their views regarding a potential stand-alone ASN 
Scientific Sessions.  This survey was part of a larger effort focused on determining the feasibility of 
conducting a sustainable, profitable Scientific Sessions separate from EB.  A final report will be presented at 
the December Board of Directors meeting. 
 
Survey Participation 

Two Groups Number of 
Members 

Number of Completed 
Surveys 

Response 
Rate 

“Attendees”:  ASN members who participated in the 2012 
and 2013 Scientific Sessions at EB 

2,383 702 29% 

“Non-Attendees”:  ASN members who have not attended 
ASN’s Scientific Sessions at EB within the past 2 years 

2,054 288 14% 

 
Profile 

 Profile of ASN Member 
“Attendees” 

Profile of ASN Member 
“Non-Attendees” 

Typically attends ASN’s Scientific Sessions 92.7% 31% 

Number of Years in Attendance 41% ≥ 10+ years 
25.3% < 3 years 

 

Member of Other EB Society 16.5% 11.6% 

Member Category 

 Regular/Associate 

 Young Professional 

 Student 

 
64.1% 
17.2% 
13.7% 

 
61.4% 
16.2% 
16.6% 

Primary Work Environment 

 Academia 

 Industry 

 Government 

 Medical Center/ Hospital/Private 
Practice 

 
74% 
12% 
8% 
4% 

  

 
68% 
10% 
5% 

14% 
 

Top Reasons for Attending  Receive updates on the latest 
nutrition research (89.2%) 

 Present research (86.4%) 

 Network with peers (83.4%) 

 

Top Reasons for Not Attending   Limited or no travel 
funding (83.2%) 

 Present nutrition research 
at other meetings (31.1%) 

 Receive continuing 
education at other 
meetings (17.4%) 

 



 
 
ASN Member Participation in ASN’s Scientific Sessions at EB 

 While ASN ranks fourth in terms of size of membership of other EB societies, ASN attracts the 
second-largest attendee base to EB.   

 In 2013, forty-five percent of ASN members attended ASN’s Scientific Sessions – the largest 
percentage of any other EB society. 
 
Membership Numbers        % of EB Meeting Attendees % of Members Attending 
ASBMB, 11,800 members   19%    13% 
APS, 10,900 members   32%    30% 
ASPET, 5,100 members   13%    20% 
ASN, 5,000 members   24%    45% 

 
 
Other Sessions Attended at EB by ASN Member Attendees 

Society 0 1-3 Sessions 4+ Sessions 

AAA 90% 9% 0 

APS 43% 44% 12% 

ASBMB 45% 46% 9% 

ASIP 84% 14% 2.4% 

ASPET 72% 25% 3.1% 

EB-Wide Programs* 46% 51% 3.0% 

*Career development, minority/MARC programming, science policy programming, etc. 
 
ASN’s Scientific Sessions Program Satisfaction:  ASN Member Attendees 

 85.2% rank the quality of programming as “very good” or “excellent” 

 84.5% felt that their areas of scientific interest are satisfactorily addressed 

 92.7 would recommend ASN’s Scientific Sessions to a friend or a colleague 

 75.9 report that there are no other nutrition-related meeting that provides a better return on 
investment 

 
Would you attend an independent ASN Scientific Sessions? 

Attendees  Non-Attendees 
Absolutely      38%   17% 
Likely       37%   33% 
Depends on Program     15%   43% 
Not Likely      8%   5% 
No       2%   3% 
 
Would you attend an independent ASN Scientific Session? (In comparison to past attendance at EB) 
     Past Attendance at EB 

   < 3 years 3-6 yrs  6-9 yrs  10+ yrs 
 Will Likely/Will Attend 78%  78%  81%  69% 
 Not Likely/Not Attend      8%  11%  8%  13% 
 Depends on Program 14%  11%  11%  18% 
 
While attendees with 10+ years EB participation showed slightly more resistance, there is significant 
support from this audience.  Without a doubt, there is a contingent of ASN members who are deeply 
committed to the EB experience.  Approximately 10% of ASN member attendees and 8% of ASN member 
non-attendees surveyed reported that would not likely or not attend a stand-alone annual meeting.  
Approximately 17% of ASN member attendees surveyed reported to be a member of another ASN society 
that meets at EB.  Of these, about half (48%) have attended EB for more than 10 years. 



 
 
Preferred Length of ASN’s Scientific Sessions  Attendees  Non-Attendees 
3 days       45%   63% 
3.5 days      29%   20% 
4  days       21%   14% 
4.5        3%   2% 
5 days       2%   1% 
 
Preferred Months for ASN’s Scientific Sessions  Attendees  Non-Attendees 
April       42%   25% 
May       34%   28% 
June       31%   34% 
 
 
What can ASN do to increase your return on investment? 

 351 comments received from ASN member attendees 

 Three primary themes: 
1. Reduce scheduling conflicts; too many activities scheduled at any given time. 
2. Improve the quality of the scientific program, particularly oral and poster sessions, through a 

rigorous review process. 
3. Reduce costs:  Locate the meeting in other, potentially more affordable major markets.  

Shorten the meeting. 
 
Select Comments 

 The program would benefit from unopposed plenary sessions:  world-renown speakers presenting 
cutting edge science that cuts across disciplinary boundaries. 

 The meeting is over-scheduled.  Need to make a greater effort to reduce scheduling conflicts among 
sessions. 

 The meeting has gotten too big and too diverse.  In general, EB is an analytical wasteland. 

 The format of sessions has not changed in 50 years.  Perhaps think of more dynamic ways to engage the 
audience.   

 We must increase the rigor of standards for presented work.  Make acceptance of abstracts 
competitive. 

 Would rather have less programming that is of higher quality; program must include senior 
investigators. 

 Overall, my biggest concern is the quality of abstracts.   There is too much bad science that gets 
accepted and presented. 

 More and more, I have been extremely disappointed with the increasing amount of research at EB in 
oral/poster presentations which are of poor or very poor quality.  When I spend significant amount of 
time and money attending these meetings, I’d like to see high quality research. 

 There has been a trend over the last decade of a large spread in quality between the very good 
abstracts and the very poor.  There are too many abstracts that re-hash what we already know and do 
not add to the body of knowledge.  There are a disturbing number (~20%) that do not belong in the ASN 
poster sessions. 

 ASN needs to employ best practices to help ensure that the best research is selected for presentation.  
Electronic poster boards would be cool, too.  We must score abstracts and only accept the top ½ or 2/3. 

 Consider holding the meeting in more central locations rather than rotating from coast to coast.  Have 
more alternating host cities. 

 Hold annual meeting in cities with lower costs. 

 Make the meeting shorter to decrease cost for housing. 



 The RIS should explore organizing ticketed lunches/dinners (at an extra fee) so that participants with 
similar research interests can have more opportunities for networking and exploring new relationships. 

 Make the meeting more intimate.  The association with other scientific societies does not serve the 
membership. 

 The culture at EB for poster attendance and interaction significantly diminishes the value of attending. 
 
Additional Comments Regarding a Stand-Alone Scientific Sessions from ASN Member Attendees 

 229 comments received 

 53 comments expressed desire to hold meeting in conjunction with EB 

 97 comments expressed support for a stand-alone meeting 

 The remaining comments were neutral and touched on topics such as abstract review, overall costs, 
scheduling, etc. 

 
Select Comments 
Supportive of Remaining at EB 

 I prefer having ASN integrated within the FASEB meeting so I can attend sessions from other societies. 

 The real strength of EB is the mix of societies.  My research overlaps:  physiology, biochemistry and 
nutrition. 

 Although I marked “zero” attendance for sessions at other societies, I like having the option.   

 While a stand-alone meeting is somewhat appealing to me because I don’t attending symposia from the 
other societies, I think it may weaken the scientific focus of the meeting.  We do not need another FNCE.  
We don’t want to promote a “soft science” appearance for the key nutrition research society.   

 Unlikely to foster greater participation from trainees. 

 I value the opportunity to sit in on APS and ASBMB sessions.  I would not favor a separate meeting. 

 Nutrition involves every biological science.  It should not be separated. 

 ASN should continue to be part of EB to support awareness of ASN and nutrition research in other 
disciplines and maintain interdisciplinary networking and learning opportunities. 

 
Supportive of an Independent Meeting 

 It would be helpful to have a stand-alone meeting that is more focused and without other EB 
distractions.  Will be good to attract exhibits specific to nutritional sciences. 

 Sounds like an excellent idea. 

 Having a close-knit group would be beneficial to ASN.  With EB, everything is so diffuse. 

 I support it as long as registration fees are not increased. 

 Love this idea! 

 A separate meeting would be a great idea; nutrition no longer needs the crutch of the other societies. 

 This would be a great idea and would improve communication and networking.  Also, making the 
meeting shorter will increase the likelihood that everybody will be there at the same time. 

 A smaller meeting would improve networking but it will be important to have published abstracts to 
facilitate building of trainee CVs. 

 Stand-alone sessions for ASN would be wonderful!  Must less frenetic, crowded and would allow a wider 
number of places to hold a smaller meeting. 

 ASN is lost in the EB ocean. 

 Include the Nutrient Databank meeting, ILSI and PhenRIG.  They enhance the appeal to me.   

 Consider holding with SNEB. 

 The program should cover the most recent developments in “hot” nutrition areas and have a common 
focus – rather than an amalgam of different topics thrown together. 

 I imagine responses might differ between clinical/policy researchers and basis scientists.  As a nutrition 
researcher in the clinical/epi realm, I would prefer that ASN holds a meeting separate from EB. 

 
Challenges and Opportunities Observed from Survey Results 



 Of the ASN members who typically attend our meeting, approximately 8% of respondents are hesitant 
about having the meeting outside of Experimental Biology and 2% would definitely not attend a 
separate meeting. 

 Many ASN members (over 90% of the respondents) who have not attended ASN’s Scientific Sessions 
over the last two years would consider coming to a stand-alone Scientific Sessions. 

 Of note, a higher percentage of ASN members who do not typically attend ASN’s Scientific Sessions are 
clinically focused. 

 In order to ensure attendance at a stand-alone Scientific Sessions, meeting costs must be consistent 
with the current EB model. 

 Approximately 84% of ASN members who typically attend ASN’s Scientific Sessions desire a shorter 
meeting lasting 3 – 3.5 days.   A shorter meeting would reduce accommodation costs for all meeting 
attendees. 

 More central meeting locations – in economically desirable markets -- are favored. 

 A scientific program with unopposed plenary lectures, fewer competing sessions and high quality oral 
and poster presentations is desired. 

 
 
 


