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Language communicates ideas between people. The English language is a powerful tool for scientific communication, because it has a huge technical vocabulary and a fairly simple grammar and syntax, because it is highly fault tolerant, adaptable and flexible without losing meaning, and because it is so widely used around the world as a common second language among many diverse linguistic groups.

The EJSO sets out to achieve and improve the quality of communication between specialists in many different countries and disciplines through the application of simple rules of scientific writing to the English Language. Short, concise, well written and well edited information will reach and influence the widest possible audience. Long winded, imprecise, wasteful writing and data presentation soon loses the attention and interest of the reader and thus fails to communicate the writers’ message. Poor writing and editing fills the world’s scientific journals with uninspiring and uninformative material which fails to communicate its content effectively.

To help our authors to make the best of their material, to help us to make the best of the Journal, and to help our readers to obtain the most enjoyment and value from our pages, we have prepared this paper. It should be read and used by all authors during manuscript preparation and revision. Poorly prepared manuscripts waste time and effort and ensure delays in the publication process. 

General Principles of Effective Writing for the EJSO
We seek simple, clear and concise writing in all manuscripts. This captures the reader’s attention and gets across the message of the manuscript most effectively. It also makes the most efficient and effective use of the finite resource of our printed page. 

In terms of effective communication using the written word, “less is more”. Watson and Crick described the discovery of the structure of DNA on two pages of Nature.

We encourage you and independent colleagues to read your draft manuscript critically and to ensure that you have provided the best and most easily understood precis of your raw data.

A common fault is to “pad” a manuscript with too much data and too many words, in the belief that this adds scientific and intellectual weight. The opposite is often the case. We ask you to remove all material which is incidental or trivial to the key message or hypothesis, or which duplicates common background knowledge. Common faults include repetition of results in the discussion, and of duplication of data in text and tables.  

We request rewriting of manuscripts which are excessively wordy or which contain jargon, cliché, journalese and speculation which is not borne out precisely by the facts as presented. Authors commonly overstate the significance of their findings, of non-significant data, and of speculative ideas in order to justify their manuscript. 

Where there is scope for experimental or statistical error or variance, a critical, thoughtful and analytical approach to your data is much more helpful and persuasive than an optimistic and uncritical message based on a selective reading or wilful misinterpretation of the statistical methods.

General Matters of Layout and Presentation:

Information and text is more easily assimilated where it is set out in short succinct paragraphs and statements. We strongly encourage the use of subtitles and subheadings in the Introduction, Methods, Results and Discussion sections to direct the reader to key points and issues

The English Language

Where English is not your first language, we will do our best to help you to get your message across in concise, readable scientific English. However, you are strongly advised to pass your manuscript to a native English speaker with experience of reading scientific papers before submission to us. Please visit Elsevier’s website located at http://www.elsevier.com/wps/find/authorshome.authors/languagepolishing for information about professional language and copy-editing services.
With few exceptions, we use United Kingdom English grammar, spelling, nuance and style rather than US English, and authors are asked to use UK English settings on their word processing software. 

Key Principles in Effective Scientific Writing

1. Keep it short
An introductory sentence of six words grabs the reader’s attention. Average sentence length should be 20 words, with a balance between long and short sentences.

Avoid redundancy. Remove any words that do not add meaning or value to a sentence. There are many examples of redundancy in common misuse. For example

“a total of” (n) = (n)

“Please do not hesitate to” = Please

“up to the present time” = until now

“prior to the start of” = before     and so on.

Paragraphs should also be short. Paragraphs are units of thought and should be built around a single idea.

Introductory paragraphs need not rehearse common knowledge. One of the most clichéd and redundant openings is the statement “Cancer C is the Nth most common cancer in Country Y”. Start with statements relevant to your specific message.
2. Prefer the simple to the complex
Use the shortest, most familiar and concrete word or phrase to do the job, for example

Many, not numerous

Begin, not commence

Did, not undertook

Avoid complex medical terminology where common parlance is more easily understood, for example nose bleed for epistaxis
Men and women for females and males.

Question all long words. Those that necessarily remain will carry extra weight. Avoid bureaucratic or pompous language.
3. Prefer the active to the passive word
Active verbs and sense are preferable to the passive.

Thus, for example,

“experiments were undertaken” = we did

4. Consider your readership
The EJSO is read largely by educated surgical specialists who will have a broad general knowledge and intelligent understanding of the subject matter, including the use and misuse of statistics. They will be less comfortable with the language and concepts of molecular biology, and they will not generally be interested in long descriptions of laboratory experimental technique or primer sequences.

Specific Guidance on manuscripts for the EJSO
1. Original Articles

We observe the following conventional format for such papers, vis
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The Title Page
The Title must be a short and concise statement of the content of the paper. We do NOT accept titles phrased as questions, as these are often used to obscure or disguise negative or unwanted findings.

We do not publish forenames in full. Please submit the list of authors with initials only for forenames.

Acknowledgements

We actively discourage poly-authorship and gift authorship. The list of authors should be confined to those who have contributed directly and significantly to the formulation and writing of the paper. Individuals whose contribution is more marginal or incidental should be recognised in an Acknowledgement section at the end of the paper.
Statements of Authorship and Probity

The corresponding author must complete the EJSO Author Form and the Form must be signed by all authors.  The Form should be scanned and uploaded to the EES system with the manuscript.
The manuscript must include a Conflict of Interest statement at the end of the text.  In this statement, the authors must disclose any financial and personal relationships with other people or organisations that could inappropriately influence (bias) their work. Examples of potential conflicts of interest include employment, consultancies, stock ownership, honoraria, paid expert testimony, patent applications/registrations, and grants or other funding.
All sources of funding should be declared as an acknowledgement at the end of the text. Authors should declare the role of study sponsors, if any, in the study design, in the collection, analysis and interpretation of data; in the writing of the manuscript; and in the decision to submit the manuscript for publication. If the study sponsors had no such involvement, the authors should so state.
Publication Ethics

The Journal takes very seriously its responsibilities to the scientific community to maintain the quality and honesty of the scientific literature, and to identify and highlight fraudulent practice when it comes to light.

As such, the Journal recognises and supports the work of the Committee of Publication Ethics (COPE).

Publication malpractice comes in many forms, and with various degrees of concealment and misdemeanour. Authors, readers and reviewers with any concerns are referred to the COPE website for further guidance, and are invited to report their concerns to the Editor of the EJSO. 

Publication Fraud

From time to time, a clear case of publication fraud is brought to our attention. This ranges from the crude and banal to the sophisticated and cynical. We will report all such cases that come to our attention to the relevant professional authorities and will reserve the right to publish details in the Journal. Modern computer systems and alert readers give us remarkably effective tools for the detection of fraud. If you have any doubts about duplicate publication or any other problems or conflicts of interest in your manuscript, please contact us in advance.
Key words

Please provide a short list of up to six key words

The Abstract

Abstracts should be concise summaries of the contents of the paper and its key aims, findings and conclusions. The Abstract should be structured under the following subject headings:

Aims

Methods

Results

Conclusions

Aims: this should be a short and clear statement of the Aim of the paper. This helps you and our readers to focus on what you are trying to get across.

Methods: where the manuscript is a review article, the methods should make clear the search strategy

Results: These should include a few key findings

Conclusions: This section should avoid speculation and should ONLY present statements which are clearly supported by the data. If the findings are negative, say so clearly and DO NOT indulge in wishful speculation.

Please note that we do NOT ask for a “Background” statement in the abstract. Such information is more appropriately placed in the Introduction.

Data Presentation and Percentages

Integer values may be presented as words for the values zero to ten, and thereafter as figures (e.g. 82, not eighty two).

We actively discourage the concurrent presentation of percentages in the text and in tables as they clutter and detract from the flow of the text. They add no useful information and can easily be calculated by interested readers from the denominator data.

The exception is where percentages are used to present survival data (e.g. a 73% ten year survival)

The Introduction

The Introduction should focus on the specific issues and relevant to the subject matter of your paper.

You should set out clearly and succinctly the scientific or clinical hypothesis which you are seeking to address. This provides a rigorous discipline for clear writing and conclusions in the remainder of the paper.

We strongly discourage papers in which there is no clear hypothesis, but where large data sets or numbers of variables are trawled for statistical correlations without a clear or credible directing hypothesis.  This approach to scientific research is referred to colloquially as a fishing expedition.

We actively discourage general introductory sections where knowledge may be assumed or gleaned from standard texts, such as “breast cancer is the most common cancer among women in the United States”. You should grasp the reader’s attention from the outset with your specific subject matter.

Methods

You should set out succinctly the methods used to construct the paper, and use subheadings, for example:
Patient groups, inclusions and exclusions

Staining techniques

Statistical methods

Where standard histochemical or molecular biological techniques have been used, these should be described in outline only, with appropriate references. We discourage extensive and detailed descriptions, except where they refer to unique methodologies. 

In the case of such techniques, you should nevertheless consider critically the scope for experimental and observer error in your methodology. For example, have you tested for reproducibility of histochemical staining in different preparation conditions? Have you accounted for the effects of tissue heterogeneity or observer variation on sample selection and thus on the number of measurements needed for realistic representation of any one sample?

Results

Data provided in the results section should be confined to that needed to demonstrate the key findings. Generous use should be made of subheadings, for example:
Patient Groups

Complications

Survival and Outcomes

Tables

Careful thought should be given to the presentation of tables. These should contain limited data and should be presented in portrait orientation. 

Integer values need not be repeated as percentages. 

P-and other values need not usually be given to more than two decimal places.

Large and overly detailed tables WILL BE REJECTED and returned for reduction to the key data. The objective is to make it easy for the casual reader to assimilate the key points in the data set and for us to present the data in a space efficient way.

Figures

We encourage high quality graphics and imagery which convey significant messages, including colour imagery which will be published free of charge.

We do not accept Pie charts as they are an inefficient and ineffective means of conveying data. Similarly, 2D and 3D histograms should not be used to communicate small data sets. Text or tables are more efficient for this purpose.

Low power histological and histochemical photomicrographs are rarely informative and should only be presented where they convey a clear and critical message.

The Discussion

Writing a clear and effective discussion section presents difficulties for many authors. In general terms, the discussion should be confined to the key findings and limitations of the study. The paper, the subject matter and the literature is often best advanced when authors make a serious effort to understand and highlight the weaknesses and possible flaws in the work, rather than to advance an uncritical and overly speculative interpretation of their findings.

Special effort should be made NOT to repeat results in the discussion, or to indulge in trivial or uninformative comparisons with other similar published works. Conversely, other significant published papers MUST be acknowledged. A concluding paragraph should summarise the key findings and conclusions.
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Please see comments on authorship. This section should contain reference to those individuals and organisations which have helped make the work possible but who have not had a critical authorship role. Reference should also be made to funding bodies and to any commercial sponsorship.
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We do NOT encourage exhaustive referencing, for reasons of print space, and because long reference lists are rarely studied in detail by readers. We encourage authors generally to keep within 30 key references. Modern search software (eg PubMed, Medline) allows readers with a particular interest in the subject to follow up the literature very readily. 

2. Review Articles

The Journal is keen to encourage and support review articles which offer new, original, timely, critical and informative insights into any subject of relevance to the practice and understanding of cancer surgery and its related disciplines, particularly where the Review is proffered by an author or authors with particular expertise in a field.

Conversely, we discourage large and exhaustive reviews and meta-analyses of the literature such as have been made possible by modern search engines and abstract compilation software, without very good reason. Long documents rarely hold the attention of the reader, and we may commission a review in several parts if the general subject matter is deemed to be of sufficient interest and topicality.

As with Original Articles, Reviews should be structured as follows;

Title and Authorship, and a statement of expertise in the subject area

Abstract, comprising

· Aims

· Methods (Literature search technique, inclusions and exclusions)

· Findings (key points)

· Conclusions 

Introduction, stating why the subject matter is topical and significant 

Methods

Findings and Review, subdivided into clear subheadings and sections

Discussion and Conclusions

3. Editorials

We are pleased to consider well argued and well presented editorials on any subject of potential interest to our readers. Editorials should generally address a topic of current interest. We encourage controversy and debate.

4. Letters to the Editor

Letters to the editor are usually accepted on the basis of discussion points arising from a paper previously published in the Journal. A letter should be concise, polite and carefully argued. It should not be used to try to slip a case report or a short paper into the literature. Received letters are read and edited as rigorously as any other paper.

5. “How I Do It” Articles

We are pleased to present papers which add new methods, operations and technologies to the technical art of cancer surgery. Such articles must add significant insights into technique, and must provide supportive data to demonstrate the value and effectiveness of the technique in case series.
7. For Debate Articles

We are pleased to consider well argued papers which set out objectively the various cases where genuine uncertainty and controversy exists over the management of a condition.
Thank you for taking the time to read this document and to apply its guidance to your own manuscript.

