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Objectives 

• How to best prepare a manuscript to 
maximise chances of acceptance 

– Ethics 

– Trial registration 

– Manuscript preparation 

– Statistics 

– References 



Dear Sir/Madam, 

Your paper is good and original, but 
unfortunately we are not willing to publish it. 

The trouble is that the good bits were not 
original and the original bits were not good. 

Lots of love, 

The Editors. 





Before you even start… 

• Registration 
– http://www.clinicaltrials.gov/ 

– http://www.isrctn.org/ 

• Plagiarism software is bloody good 
– TurnItIn, Cross Check 

• Ethics 
– Not a place to take short-cuts…. 

– Either get ethical approval or a waiver 

– May include database research in the future 

 

http://www.clinicaltrials.gov/
http://www.isrctn.org/


Where to go once you’ve finished 

• Not all about impact factor 

• Does your study “fit” with the journal output? 

– Read previous issues 

– Contact editor 

 



Triage 
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Acceptance Rates 
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Reasons for Rejection 

1. Incomplete or inadequately described stats 

2. Over interpretation of results 

3. Insufficient description of data collection 

4. Sample size too small 

5. Text difficult to follow 

6. Inadequate description of aim/problem 

 

 



IMRAD 

• Introduction 

• Methods 

• Results 

• Discussion 
 

“Why did you start, what did you do, what 
answer did you get and what does it mean 
anyway?” 



Title 

• Punchy and informative 

– Often need to describe type of study 

• Don’t give away the punchline 

• It is not the Daily Mail… 

– The amazing effect of bacon sandwiches on a 
hangover 

 



Abstract 

• Written last by authors, read first by reviewers 

• Take your time and make it excellent 

– It’s not a simple cut and paste 

• Should be able to stand alone 

– Why you did the study 

– What you did (setting, design, subjects, main 
outcome measures) 

– What you found (the main results) 

– What you concluded 



Introduction 

• Shorter than you think! 

– 2-3 paragraphs are plenty 

• Set the scene (citing best evidence) 

• Why was your research needed? 

• Finish with a clear research question, in active 
voice 



More than 500 OMFS every year suffer with hangovers 
prior to regional teaching leading to poor retention of 
information.1,2 The mainstay of management has been 
rehydration prior to sleep in conjunction with an 
NSAIDs, but concerns have recently been raised 
regarding this practice due to poor efficacy3 and a high 
incidence of side effects.4,5 

 

A recent randomised control trial has shown that bacon 
sandwiches have improved hangover symptoms in non-
medical professionals6 but there are no published 
studies looking at this intervention in OMFS.6 

 

We compared the severity of hangover symptoms 
following the use of bacon sandwiches to standard 
therapy in OMFS attending regional teaching. 



Method 

• A reader should be able to repeat the study 

• Mention ethical approval 
– Design 

• Randomised, observational etc. 

– Sample 
• Sample size, power calculation, inclusion criteria etc. 

– Intervention 

– Outcome measures 
• Primary & secondary measures 

– Data analyses 
• Stats used 



Results 

• Facts not waffle! It is not the discussion (yet) 

• Ordered as per outcomes 

• Avoid “significant” [p values are better] 

• Think carefully about tables & figures 
– Both should be interpretable on their own 

– Many data are fine as text 

• Avoid machine gun statistical tests 

• Usually exact P values unless P<0.001 
– P=0.0325, not P<0.05 





Figures 
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The incidence of nausea (95% CI) was lower amongst 
SHOs when compared to both SpRs (2.3  vs. 4.3; 
(p=0.04) and consultants (2.3 vs. 3.9; p=0.05). 





Tables & Data 

• Number (proportion) 

• If normal distribution 

– Mean (SD) or Mean (SEM) 

– 95% CIs (± 1.96 x SEM [SD/√n]) 

• If non-normal distribution 

– Median (IQR) or Median (Range) 

• Maximum one more decimal place than is usual 

– 69.4 kg (not 69.376 kg) 

– SBP 121 mmHg (not 121.2) 

 

 



Discussion 

1. What you found in a single sentence 

– Do not repeat the whole results section 

2. Strengths and weaknesses 

3. Relate your work to those already published 

– Why are your results different? 

– Is your study better than others. If so, why? 

4. What does it mean in pragmatic terms? 

5. What else needs to be done? 

– DO NOT WRITE “More research is needed” 

 

 



And the rest… 

• References 

– Cite as per instructions to authors 

– If you haven’t read it (all), don’t cite it! 

– Reference managers bugger up bibliographies! 

• Acknowledgements 

• COI 



Make Reviewers & Editors Happy! 

If you can save the reviewer one minute of their 
time, by spending one extra hour of your time, 
then you have an obligation to do so. 

• You’ve sent one paper to the journal 
– Reviewers deal with 10+ per annum 

– Editors deal with 40+ per annum 

– These roles are often unpaid….. 

• Think like a reviewer 
(http://tech.snmjournals.org/content/34/2/92
.full) 

 

 







Things to avoid 

• Beware of DABTAU 

• “In this paper” 

• Snowball citations 

• Bundled references 1-3,7,9,12-15 

• Poor figures 

• Data is a plural 

• READ THE INSTRUCTIONS FOR AUTHORS 



Reviewer’s Comments 

• Cover issues raised point-by-point 

• Demonstrate changes in detail 

– Supplemental document 

– Page references, different colour etc.. 

• If cannot address criticisms explain why 

• Be positive and constructive 

• May take 2-3 cycles 



Don’t give up 

• Acceptance rate only ≈ 20% 

• Most manuscripts find a home 

– Manuscript to letter 

– Lower impact journal 

– Open access journal 

• Listen to the feedback 

– Editors 

– Reviewers 
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Questions 


