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How to Write a Scientific Paper 



• Art 

 

• Learning curve/Experience 

 

• Anyone can write but only well written papers are 
published in journals with high impact factor 

Understanding Scientific Writing 



 

      

 

Types of Papers 

1. Original Article 
  

2. Review Article 
  

3. Case Studies 
  



• Editors: 

 reject ill-prepared manuscripts 

 attempt to improve those accepted 

 

• Referees: 

  provide a detailed criticism of the content of papers 
submitted 

 

• Authors 

Understanding the structure 



• Worthy of reporting 

• Addition to existing literature 

• Do not waste your time on writing a paper that will 
never be published 

The Subject 



 

      

 

Scientific Paper Components 

• Title page  
• Abstract 
• Introduction 
• Materials (Patients) and Methods 
• Results 
• Discussion 
• References  
• Tables, figures, legends of figures (results) and any 

acknowledgements  

 



Author’s check list 



Reviewer's check list 



 

      

 

Title Page 

• Title 
• List of Authors 
• Institutions (affiliations) 
• Running Title 
• Keywords 
• Word Count: limits (< 3000 words) 
• Corresponding Author 

 
 



Prognostic value of cyclooxygenase-2 expression in squamous cell carcinoma of the bladder 
  

Ramy F. Youssef1,3, Payal Kapur2, Ahmed Mosbah3, Hassan Abol-Enein3, Mohamed Ghoneim3 and Yair Lotan4 
  
1 Urology, University of California, Irvine, California, USA 92868 
2 Pathology, University of Texas Southwestern medical center, Dallas, Texas, USA 75390 
3 Urology, Urology and Nephrology center, Mansoura University, Mansoura, Egypt 35516 
4 Urology, University of Texas Southwestern medical center, Dallas, Texas, USA 75390 
  
Running title: COX-2 in SCC of the urinary bladder 
  
Key Words:   Bladder cancer, biomarkers, Squamous cell carcinoma, COX-2 
  
Word Count: 2803 
Abstract Count: 226 
References: 39 
Figures: 3 
Tables: 2 
  
  
Corresponding Author: 
  
Ramy  F. Youssef,  M.D. 
Assistant Professor  
Department of Urology 
University of California, Irvine 
E mail: ryaacoub@uci.edu 

Sample Title Page 



 

      

 

Title 

 
• Informative 
• Specific 
• Relatively short: max info in minimum words 
• Accurate 
•  Stimulate the reader to read the rest of the paper 
• Try to avoid: conclusion and questions 

 



 

      

 

Title: Examples 
 

• Long-term outcomes of renal tumor radio frequency ablation stratified by tumor diameter: size matters. 
 
• TALL score for prediction of oncological outcomes after radical nephroureterectomy for high-grade upper tract 

urothelial carcinoma. 
  
• Preoperative multivariable prognostic model for prediction of nonorgan confined urothelial carcinoma of the 

upper urinary tract. 
  
• Oncological outcomes after radical nephroureterectomy for upper tract urothelial carcinoma: comparison over the 

three decades. 
  
• Evaluation of vitamin E and selenium supplementation for the prevention of bladder cancer in SWOG coordinated 

SELECT. 
  
• Utility of biomarkers in the prediction of oncologic outcome after radical cystectomy for squamous cell carcinoma.  
  
• Shock wave lithotripsy versus semirigid ureteroscopy for proximal ureteral calculi (<20 mm): a comparative 

matched-pair study. 
  
• Clinical outcomes after ureteroscopic lithotripsy in patients who initially presented with urosepsis: matched pair 

comparison with elective ureteroscopy.  
  
• Residual fragments following ureteroscopic lithotripsy: incidence and predictors on postoperative computerized 

tomography. 
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• Each and Every Author must have been involved in: 

• The conception and design 

• analysis and interpretation of data 

• drafting the article or revising it critically  

• final approval of the version to be published 

Authors 



 

• First author: done most of the work  

• Equal contribution: shared authorship or advantage 
to Junior 

• Last author: PI/mentor 

• Final order of authors list: responsibility of the senior 
author 

Author list 



 

      

 

Abstract 

First text to appear 
Should be last to be written 
 
Components:  

• Introduction 
• Methods 
• Results 
• Conclusions 

 
Limits: 
< 300 or 250 words 
 

 
 

 



 

      

 

Abstract 
Example 



• Aim and Fundamentals:  

 Short review (background): 

    concise, interesting and informative 

    with references (major and recent) 

 Shortcomings of previous studies (convince the reader 
with importance of your study) 

 Aim of the study (should answer an important question) 

 Scope of the study (a short paragraph or 2 sentences) 

• Mission: Logically explain the rationale for the study 
(why?)  

•  Importance: Sets the tone of the article, grab reader’s 
attention 

Introduction 

• Aim and Fundamentals:  
 Short review (background): 
    concise, interesting and informative 
    with references (major and recent) 
 Shortcomings of previous studies 

(convince the reader with importance of 
your study) 

 Aim of the study (should answer an 
important question) 

 Scope of the study (a short paragraph or 2 
sentences) 
 

• Mission: Logically explain the rationale for 
the study (why?)  
 

•  Importance: Sets the tone of the article, 
grab reader’s attention 

 
 

 
 

 





 

• Is the aim of the study clear? 

• Is the study important? Novel? Adding to existing 
literature? 

• Is previous work adequately cited? 

Introduction Evaluation 



 

      

 

Materials and Methods: What, Why, 
& Who 

• What: What procedures were performed  
 
• Why: Why were these procedures chosen specifically  

 
• Who: Who were the test subjects 

 
 

 



 

      

 

Materials and Methods 

Patients or materials 
 The patients or materials of the study must be fully described 
 
Methods 
 Surgical technique, radiological technique, or drugs used 

 
 Only new methods need to be described in detail 

 
 For a common previously published method, use only a 

reference 
 

 Any manufacturer’s details must be mentioned 



Materials and Methods 

 

• Design of the study: prospective vs retrospective,                                            
randomized   

 

• Statistical methods: stat test used 

 

• Ethical considerations: informed consent, IRB 
approved 





 

      

 



 

• What is kind of the study? Study design? Study 
population? 

• Are methods reproducible? 

• Are statistical methods included and sound? 

• Are ethical considerations provided, if necessary? 

Methods Evaluation 



 

      

 

Results 

Presentation of data with stat analysis 
 
 Text: organized, concise, not repeated in tables or 

figures 
 
 

 Figures or Graphs: simple, clear, scientifically 
attractive 
 

 Tables 
 

 



A good table: 

 single unit of communication 

 supply maximum information with minimum words 

 not present in the text, to avoid redundancy 

 

 Each table with number and title 

Make sure number of table appears correct in the 
text 

Tables 



     Examples 



Figure example 



Figure example 



 Straightforward or confusing? 

 Are the statistical methods appropriate? 

 Can you draw any clear conclusions based on 
results? 

Results Evaluation 



 

      

 

Discussion 

 
1. Start with the most important finding and main results of your study 

 
2. Inverted Pyramid: most important to less important results 

 
3. Comparison of findings from current study with previous studies 

 
4. Similarities and differences to previous studies 

 
5. Possible explanation(s) for the different findings if applicable 

 
6. Advantages and limitations 

 
7. Recommendations, take home message and proposal for future research   



 

      

 

References 

• Each journal has its own style of references 
• Read instruction and examine recent copies of the journal 
• All references shall be written in same style with same 

arrangement 
• Recent references are better than older references 
• Styles of references can vary 

 
 Vancouver system= Commonly used in medical journals 
       -References are arranged numerically according to their 
order  
          of their appearance in the text          
  
 Harvard system= Commonly used in a thesis 
        -References are arranged alphabetically written as the name  
         of the author(s) followed by the year of publication 



• Learn Endnote: 

  automatically arrange references for you 

 share your library with coauthors and mentors 

 

• Learn Pubmed 

 Search literature 

 Read 

 Collect data 

 

References 



• Methods and results 

• Introduction and discussion 

• Abstract and conclusions 

• Review 

• Finalize title 

• Review again, edit and improve  

• Review again, edit and improve after revisions and 
comments by your mentor and coauthors 

• Submit and get ready to start another journey after 
submission 

 

 

 

 

Writing order 



 

      

 

Common Reasons for Rejection 

• Lack of relevance to journal 
 

• Not styled correctly to journal’s standards 
 

• Poorly designed study 
 

• Poorly written 
 

• Conclusions stated were unjustified 
 

• Reviewer/editor bias 


