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Abstract 

Publishing in scientific journals is perhaps the most important form of scientific 
communication and also in academic studies. In order to share knowledge and to advance the 
science, researchers must published their results. It is not easy for a scientific publication to be 
accepted in a top International Journals with high impact factor. The structure of the article, the 
scientific content and the messages it gives are very important.  

Wonderful articles have a concise introduction, testable hypothesis, a good study design, 
the results are analyzed with sensitive, best evidence and advanced statistical methods, a result 
section the statistical analysis addresses not only the statistical significance but also the clinical 
significance and a discussion in which points are provided a great deal of analytical depth and 
are based on evidence of the findings of the study and in the context of published literature. The 
three criteria for validity, reliability and generalizability must be strictly realized in the study.  
The expression should be clear, understandable, fluent, and direct.  

In recent years, clinical research has been redefined by the application of biostatistical 
methods. This development has led to new approaches, methods, and training programs in 
clinical trials, and evidence-based medicine. Therefore Bio-statistician can play a vital role in 
educating the editors, reviewers and authors. 
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Etki Değeri En Yüksek Uluslararası Dergiler İçin Bilimsel Bir Makalenin Yapısı ve 
Kritik Noktaları 

Öz 

Bilimsel dergilerde yayın yapmak belki de en önemli bilimsel iletişim şekli ve aynı 
zamanda akademik bir çalışmadır. Bilgiyi paylaşmak ve bilimi ilerletmek için araştırmacılar 
sonuçlarını yayınlamalıdır. Bilimsel bir yayının, yüksek etki faktörü ile uluslararası bir dergide 
kabul edilmesi kolay değildir. Makalenin yapısı, bilimsel içeriği ve verdiği mesajlar çok 
önemlidir. 

Harika makaleler özlü bir girişe, test edilebilir hipoteze, iyi bir çalışma tasarımına 
sahiptir, sonuçlar duyarlı, en iyi kanıtlarla ve ileri istatistiksel yöntemlerle analiz edilir, sonuç 
bölümü istatistiksel analiz sadece istatistiksel anlamlılığı değil, aynı zamanda klinik önemi de 
ele alır. Bu noktalara büyük ölçüde analitik derinlik sağlanmakta ve çalışmanın bulguları ve 
yayınlanmış literatür bağlamında kanıtlara dayanmaktadır. Çalışmada geçerlilik, güvenilirlik 
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ve genellenebilirlik için üç kriter kesinlikle gerçekleştirilmelidir. İfade açık, anlaşılabilir, akıcı 
ve doğrudan olmalıdır. 

Son yıllarda biyoistatistiksel yöntemlerin uygulanmasıyla klinik araştırmalar yeniden 
tanımlanmıştır. Bu gelişme, klinik çalışmalarda ve kanıt dayalı tıpta yeni yaklaşımlar, 
yöntemler ve eğitim programlarına yol açmıştır. Bu nedenle biyo-istatistik uzmanı, editörleri, 
hakemleri ve yazarları eğitmede hayati bir rol oynamaktadır. 

Anahtar kelimeler: Bilimsel makale, Makale yapısı, Geçerlik, Güvenirlik 

 

Introduction 

Research is the art of analyzing the complex and challenging problems and presenting 
the unknown in a clear way. A research paper can lead to new contributions to the existing 
knowledge. Clarity and brevity are elementary rules of all papers. At the same time the 
presentation should be logical. Therefore, a scientific research demands precision. What to say 
should be so arranged that the reader can follow the argumentation step by step. Moreover, the 
sentences should be so clear and easily understood “that the reader forgets the reading and 
knows only is presenting ideas”.  

A large number of researchers are working in the same subject all over the world and 
sending the same papers to the same journals. Selection of article is at the initiative of the editor. 

 
The editor asks the following questions for the article he reads (1):  
 
1) What did I learn from reading this paper?,  
2) Is it worth knowing?,  
3) Will this paper have an impact on the field?  
 
The editor considers which published article will increase the impact factor of the 

journal. The most cited article increases the impact factor of the journal. Since the editor 
considers the journal's impact factor, he / she thinks which article will be more cited. The new 
topic is important. The new topic is more cited. In recent decades, Statistics has come to play 
an increasingly important role in the methodology of all sciences. Biostatistics in health 
sciences plays an important role. The design of the research and the the Statistical method used 
in the article are important. Statistics is a science that produces the best evidence methods.  

As it is known, science is developed by best evidence methods not by materials. 
Statistics is the main inferential tool used in science and medicine. Therefore it defines that is 
the center of all sciences and is the grammar of science (2). These points determine the scientific 
level of the article. 

‘Publish or perish’ (POP) is a phrase that describes the pressure put on academics to 
publish in scholarly journals rapidly and continually as a condition for employment (finding a 
job), promotion Among academics, the maxim "publish or perish" (i.e., publish your research 
or risk losing your job) is a threatening reminder of the importance of publication. In academia, 
the phrase ”publish or perish” is more than a pithy witticism - it reflects the reality that 
researchers are under immense pressure to continuously produce outputs, with career 
advancement dependent upon them (3,4). 
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Critical points in scientific article 

“Issues of manuscripts to assess during the review process and questions to address 
them” and “Frequent reasons supporting reviewers’ recommendation for rejection of a 
manuscript” are presented as follows (5):  

Issues of manuscripts to assess during the review process and questions to address 
them: 

 Importance of the research question  
 Originality of the work  

 Relevance for the journals’ readers  
 Usefulness for medical practice, teaching and science  
 Strengths and weaknesses (content, methodological, ethical)  
 Validity of results and adequacy of its interpretation  

 Clarity of the paper – structured, interesting writing and good, relevant tables 
and figures 

 Suitability for publication  

Frequent reasons supporting reviewers’ recommendation for rejection of a 
manuscript:  

 Insufficient problem statement 
 Incomplete, inaccurate, or outdated review of the literature 
 Poor Methods or study Design 

 Suboptimal Reporting of the Results 
 Getting Carried Away in the Discussion  

 

In order for a scientific paper to be successfully accepted for publication, the 
referees must give approval. The following are five criteria that reviewers tend to base 
their decision on (6): 

 
1. The relevance, importance, timeless and prevalence of the problem under study. 
2. The writing style quality (clear, easy to follow, logical and straight forward). 
3. The appropriate, comprehensive and rigorous study design. 
4. The thoughtfulness of the literature review as well as whether the literature 

review was up-to-date and focused. 
5. The presence of sufficient sample size to avoid biases.  
 

In fact, the top five rejections rationale are: 
1. Incomplete, inappropriate or insufficient statistics. 
2. Over-interpretation of results. 
3. Suboptimal, inappropriate and insufficient description of the populations. 
4. Biased samples. 
5. Poorly written paper or incoherent. 

When you send your paper to a journal, there are usually two levels of review. The first 
is the internal peer review by the editorial team to decide whether your paper is the type of 
article that they want to see in their journal and, if so, whether it is of an adequate standard to 
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be sent out for external review. Editors have the ultimate responsibility of selecting papers that 
will appeal to the journal’s readership. At the BMJ, about half of the submitted papers are 
rejected in-house by the editorial committee and at JAMA 42% of papers are rejected without 
external review. Rejection is common and, perhaps for this reason, approximately half of the 
papers that are presented at conferences never make the grade to becoming a published journal 
article.5 Editors send papers out to external reviewers to ensure that only the strongest and most 
scientific work makes it through the net. Each paper is sent to only two or three reviewers but 
this may vary from journal to journal. The areas that reviewers are often asked to comment on 
are shown in Table 1. In addition, many journals ask reviewers to give a quality or priority 
ranking to various aspects of the paper. If the comments from two reviewers differ markedly, 
the editor will often ask for comments from an arbiter reviewer. The arbiter reviewer may be 
sent the prior review comments and asked to comment on both them and your paper.  

Table1. Reviewers are asked to comment on the following areas (7). 

Scientific rigour  
Experimental or study design  
Adequacy of data  
Importance and originality of the results  
Validity of conclusions reached  
Completeness of the literature cited  
Clarity of writing  
Interest to the journal readership 

 

Once the editorial committee receives the reviewers’ comments, they classify the 
paper into one of several categories as shown (7): 

 Is acceptable for publication 

 Is acceptable for publication following minor revisions 
 Is acceptable for publication following major revision 
 May be reconsidered for publication following major revisions 

 May be considered for publication as a letter or a short report 
 Is unacceptable for publication 

If you have been invited by the editor to re-submit your article for consideration, do it 
carefully and you have a very good chance of success. In fact, by inviting you to re-submit an 
amended paper, the editor has told you as much, and the good news is that you now have a 
written set of conditions to follow. But, you must follow them diligently and completely by 
addressing every point, however small, made by each referee and the editor. For each point, 
make a note of your action and, where you have not followed their advice, partially or fully, 
record your reasons. Then, make a separate list of all these responses and include it with the 
modified manuscript when re-submitting your article to the editor. This makes it easier for the 
editor to check your changes and to judge whether you had a good reason not to make some of 
the recommended changes.  

Good editors, in considering an author’s reasoned argument for rejecting referees’ 
advice, do not deem referees to be cleverer than authors simply because they are referees. 
Instead, they weigh up the cases for and against change and make a judgement on those alone. 
So, if you were told,  
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Your Introduction lacks substance because it does not mention the important work of 
Bloggs (2007),  

and you replied along the lines:  
Despite its importance in other ways, Bloggs’ work is not concerned with the 

justification of the hypothesis I tested in this paper. It would be distracting to the logic if I 
included it,  
most editors would accept your argument without further question (8). 
 

According to Norton SA. good and bad articles illustrated as follows (9): 

“Wonderful articles are alike in so many ways. They have a concise introduction 
that proposes a testable hypothesis, a methods section with a good study design, a results 
section in which the statistical analysis addresses clinical relevance as well as statistical 
significance, and a discussion in which points are made succinctly and are based on 
evidence, not conjecture. In wonderful articles, the prose is clear, fluent, and direct. On 
the other hand, unhappy articles are often uniquely bad, each with its particular 
combination of distinctive flaws.” 

 

Research Design and Methodology 
 

The methodology of scientific research occupies an “intermediate’’ position (serves 
as a “bridge’’) in the following hierarchy: 
 

 the philosophy of science; 
 the methodology of scientific research; 
 research design; 
 a research method. 

 
A research method is a set of certain methods, tools, algorithms, etc. to perform a 

specific research. Research design is the process of choosing a research method. Research 
methodology deals with general laws and principles of organizing the research activity – 
choosing an efficient (adequate, rational) research method. Finally, the philosophy of science  
 corresponds to overall universal framework for any scientific activity (10,11). 
 
 Science is defined as a field of human activity, whose function consists in generation 
and theoretical systematization of objective knowledge regarding the reality. In a narrower 
sense, the term “science’’ indicates specific branches of scientific knowledge. Science 
represents an extremely multi-aspect phenomenon. The issue regarding the criteria of 
scientific knowledge appears relevant to any science and any scientific research. Validity, 
intersubjectivity, and systemacy provide the minimal set of attributes of scientific knowledge. 
These could be explained as follows (12): 
 
Knowledge validity. Knowledge validity is understood as its correspondence to a cognizable 
object – any knowledge must be object-oriented, since there is no knowledge “about 
something.’’ However, validity is inherent to other forms of knowledge, e.g., to prescientific 
and ordinary-practical knowledge, as well as to judgements and conjectures, etc. Epistemology 
discriminates between the notions of validity and knowledge. However, scientific knowledge 
is remarkable for the following. The validity of certain content is always accompanied with 
foundations used to establish such validity (e.g., the results of an experiment, a logical 
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inference, etc.). 
 
Intersubjectivity. This attribute expresses the property of general meaning, universalism, the 
mandatory property of science knowledge for all people (e.g., in contrast to a separate 
judgement being individual and not general). 
 
Systemacy. Systemacy characterizes different forms of knowledge.  
 The structure of scientific research in medical sciencies is structured according to 
specific fields of medical sciences (Fig 1.) 

 
             Figure 1. The structure of scientific research in medical sciences 
 
  

Philosophy of science is a sub-field of philosophy concerned with the foundations, 
methods, and implications of science. Philosophy of science, the study, from a philosophical 
perspective, of the elements of scientific inquiry. Philosophy of science is aimed at answering 
different questions than the working scientist is trying to answer. The goal of philosophy of 
science is not to answer scientific questions, but to answer questions about science. Research 
relating the history and philosophy of science to theoretical, curricular and pedagogical issues 
in science teaching has been conducted for over a century (13). 

Evidence-based methods of practice are becoming widely used in many areas of 
healthcare. In recent decades, Statistics has come to play an increasingly important role in the 
methodology of the medical sciences. Biostatistics is the study of statistics in medical areas and 
concerned with best evidence satistical methods for clinical decisions. Bio-statistician can play 
a vital role in educating the editors, reviewers and authors. Statistics is a science that produces 
the best evidence methods. As it is known, science is developed by best evidence methods not 
by materials. Statistics is the main inferential tool used in science and medicine. Therefore it 
defines that is the center of all sciences and is the grammer of science. It provides a process for 
drawing valid conclusions and making reasonable decisions on the basis of such analysis (14).  

Real evidence is usually needs to use precise biostatistical methods, and follows the 
rules of biostatistics in medical domain. The role of statistical methods is to establish validity 
and reliability of research findings in studied research. Therefore statistical methods aim to find 
good conclusions for hypothesis (15). 

 

Many medical journals like The New England Journal of Medicine (NEJM) is today the 
highest ranked general medical journal need to use correct statistical methods, suitable and also  
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show the results more sensitive. Unfortunately, this suggestion   is not successful for all medical 
journals. 

The use of statistics in medical journals has been subjected to considerable debate in 
recent years and there is wide consensus that standards are generally low, as a high proportion 
of published medical research contains statistical errors. The misuse of statistics in medical 
research has therefore been widely discussed, and it has been pointed out that it is both unethical 
and can have serious clinical consequences.  As a result, there was respectable effort from many 
medical journals to enhance quality of statistics by adopting statistical guidelines and 
recommendations for authors or by sharpening the statistical review of incoming manuscripts. 
Nonetheless also very recent studies, although generally focused on specific statistical details, 
point toward major problems (16-20). 

Various clinical reviews have been consistently finding many statistical flaws and 
reported that nearly 50% of medical articles contain statistical errors and most of them are in 
selection of wrong statistical and / or sampling methods. The misuse of statistics has been 
discussed extensively and this fact has been made clear that inappropriate usage is both 
unethical and constitutes serious clinical hazards (21-24). 

 
Lang T. reported serious 20 statistical errors in biomedical research articles as follows 

(25): 
 
 Error #1: Reporting measurements with unnecessary precision 
 Error #2: Dividing continuous data into ordinal categories without explaining why or 
how 
 Error #3: Reporting group means for paired data without reporting within-pair changes 
 Error #4: Using descriptive statistics incorrectly 
 Error #5: Using the standard error of the mean (SEM) as a descriptive statistic or as a 
measure of precision for an estimate 
 Error #6: Reporting only p values for results 
 Error #7: Not confirming that the data met the assumptions of the statistical tests used  
to analyze them. 
 Error #8: Using linear regression analysis without establishing that the relationship is, 
in fact, linear 
 Error #9: Not accounting for all data and all patient 
 Error #10: Not reporting whether or how adjustments were made for multiple 
hypothesis tests 
 Error #11: Unnecessarily reporting baseline statistical comparisons in randomized  
trials 
 Error #12: Not defining “normal” or “abnormal” when reporting diagnostic test 
results. 
 Error #13: Not explaining how uncertain (equivocal) diagnostic test results were  
treated when calculating the test’s characteristics (such as sensitivity and specificity) 
 Error #14: Using figures and tables only to “store” data, rather than to assist readers 
 Error #15: Using a chart or graph in which the visual message does not support the 
message of the data on which it is based 
 Error #16: Confusing the “units of observation” when reporting and interpreting 
results 
 Error #17: Interpreting studies with nonsignificant results and low statistical 
power as “negative,” when they are, in fact, inconclusive 
 Error #18: Not distinguishing between “pragmatic” (effectiveness) and “explanatory” 
(efficacy) studies when designing and interpreting biomedical research 
 Error #19: Not reporting results in clinically useful units 
 Error #20: Confusing statistical significance with clinical importance 
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The real solution to poor statistical reporting will come when authors learn more about 

research design and statistics; when statisticians improve their ability to communicate statistics 
to authors, editors, and readers; when researchers begin to involve statisticians at the beginning 
of research, not at its end; when manuscript editors begin to understand and to apply statistical 
reporting guidelines; when more journals are able to screen more carefully more articles 
containing statistical analyses; and when readers learn more about how to interpret statistics 
and begin to expect, if not demand, adequate statistical reporting (25-27). 

Figure 2. shows The Methodology for Interdisciplinary Research Framework. Therefore 
the research team needs to carefully think through different parts of the design of their study 
before starting its execution. This framework modified from Tobi H and Kampen JK study (28) 
to show the parts of “Research and Statistical Design” more clearly. 

 
Figure 2. The Methodology for Interdisciplinary Research Framework (Modified and 
                adopted from Tobi H and Kampen JK (28)) 
 
Research and Statistical Design include Study design, Data analysis plan, Sampling 

design, Instrument selection/design, Variables etc. Internal validity, Source triangulation, 
External validity, Reliability, Measurement validity and Method triangulation will take place 
by Research and Statistical Design section. 

 
 
Article Structure and Getting the Manuscript Published 
 

Medical science consists to a large degree of discussion and exchange of experience and 
observations. These may occur via direct dialog among scientists, presentations at conferences, 
and by means of scientific manuscripts in peer-reviewed journals.  
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The first step is always to read the Guide forAuthors of the journal where you intend to 
submit the manuscript. Start the manuscript preparation by describing the materials and 
methods, including the planned statisticalanalysis (~1,000 words or less). This can often be 
copied from the study protocol. The second step is to describe the results (~350 words). The 
methods and results are the mostimportant parts of the paper. When possible, use figures rather 
than tables to show yourresults. The discussion typically starts with a short overview of the 
most important results, followed by an assessment why the chosen design or model is 
appropriate. The discussionshould place the results into contact, and present the clinical impact 
of the findings. Thediscussion should also acknowledge limitations of the study. The final 
conclusions shouldbe low-key rather than exaggerated. The last step is writing the introduction 
(~350 words), the abstract, and the title page (29). 

 
Steps the instruction on how to write a scientific manuscript are summarized as 

follows: 
 Step 1: Read the Guide for Authors 
 Step 2: Write the Materials and Methods 
 Step 3: Describe your results 
 Step 4: Discuss your findings 
 Step 5: Write the introduction 
 Step 6: References 
 Step 7: Write the abstract 
 Step 8: Create the title page 

 
Myths and Misconceptions 
 
 Myths and misconceptions are important in scientific writing. On top of the “generic” 
misconceptions we see in the scientific and medical literature, there are the more specific 
difficulties arising from the confusion between different languages. 
 
 Here are the most frequent shortcomings of scientific texts resulting from myths 
and misconceptions (30): 
 

 long and complicated sentences instead of short, clear sentences (Germanic 
strings of words) 

 mixing creative and scientific writing 
 scientific “story” not readily apparent 
 poor structuring of text 
 mixing actual results and their discussion 
 inconsistent use of technical terms and units 
 misusing or wasting specific and generic terms 
 reluctance to use first-person pronouns and overuse of passive voice 
 tendency to turn sharp and powerful verbs into weighty nouns 

 
 

 

Long and Complicated Sentences 
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The author must avoid from using long sentences and vary the length of consecutive 
sentences. A scientific text is written in complete sentences, but it is not prose. Scientific 
language is a concise description of facts. Besides the use of a proper syntax, the use of lively, 
precise, clear, and simple words makes your text more comprehensible and readable. To 
increase the attractiveness of your text, vary the order of clauses in consecutive sentences. A 
scientific text is written in complete sentences, but it is not prose. Scientific language is a 
concise description of facts. Besides the use of a proper syntax, the use of lively, precise, clear, 
and simple words makes your text more comprehensible and readable. Particularly in 
paragraphs in which you define or identify an important idea or theory, be consistent in how 
you refer to it. “Know what you want to say, say it clearly, and then stop.” Be very selective in 
your use of long sentences. Don’t use specialist terminology and don’t expect the interviewer 
to follow complex explanations (31, 32). 

To make your writing vibrant, be sure to vary your sentence beginnings, type, and 
length. Try to avoid using the same word repeatedly, especially at the beginning of the sentence. 
Also, try to have some simple declarative sentences, some a little complex, and some that even 
begin with prepositional phrases. We have already discussed excessive sentence length, which 
can be tiresome to the reader. On the other hand, using too many short sentences is also poor 
writing (33). 

Choosing the right journal 

As you are finalizing your manuscript and considering journals for submission, 

you should be asking yourself (34): 

 Does the journal publish the type of paper I’m writing (e.g., research paper, 
method paper, data paper, review paper)? 

 Is this paper really at the right level in terms of innovation and importance? 
 Does the journal cover the particular topic I’m writing about? 
 Does the audience I want to reach read the journal I’m considering? 
 How prestigious is the journal? 

 What is the turnaround time for articles in that journal? How important is it for 
this paper to appear quickly? 

 Is there a cost to publishing in the journal? Do I have the funds available? 

Most importantly: 

 Does my paper fit the aims, scope, or mission of the journal I’m considering? 
 Have I thoroughly reviewed the instructions for authors? Can I meet all the 

requirements stated there? 

Conclusion 

It is not easy for a scientific publication to be accepted in a top International Journals 
with high impact factor. Wonderful articles have a concise introduction, testable hypothesis, a 
good study design, the results are analyzed with sensitive, best evidence and advanced statistical 
methods, a result section the statistical analysis addresses not only the statistical significance 
but also the clinical significance and a discussion in which points are provided a great deal of 
analytical depth and are based on evidence of the findings of the study and in the context of 
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published literature. The author must avoid from using long sentences and vary the length of 
consecutive sentences. The new topic is more cited. In recent decades, Statistics has come to 
play an increasingly important role in the methodology of all sciences. A scientific text is 
written in complete sentences, but it is not prose. Scientific language is a concise description of 
facts. The three criteria for validity, reliability and generalizability must be strictly realized in 
the study.   

A few suggestions have been offered in this commentary that may assist the novice or 
the developing writer to attempt, polish, and perfect their approach to scholarly writing. 
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