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Abstract

The rapid growth of scientific publications in sport science has intensified competition for
publication and increased the importance of methodological rigor, transparent reporting,
and effective scientific communication. Despite the availability of general guidance on
scientific writing, recommendations specifically tailored to the context of sport science
publishing remain fragmented. The aim of this narrative review was to synthesize method-
ological, conceptual, and editorial perspectives in order to identify the key factors that
influence the quality and publishability of sport science research. The review examines ma-
jor dimensions of research quality, including theoretical grounding, methodological rigor,
statistical inference, open science practices, and the structure of scientific manuscripts. In
addition, common weaknesses that frequently lead to manuscript rejection, such as limited
scientific contribution, methodological flaws, statistical misinterpretation, and inadequate
scientific writing, are discussed. Building on this synthesis, the article proposes an inte-
grated conceptual framework that conceptualizes publishable sport science research as a
progressive process moving from conceptual foundations to methodological and analytical
rigor, research transparency, and effective scientific communication. The framework, pre-
sented as a funnel, illustrates how these interconnected dimensions ultimately contribute to
two complementary outcomes: the advancement of scientific knowledge and the practical
application of research findings in sport contexts. By providing a structured overview of
these elements, the proposed framework aims to support researchers in designing more
rigorous studies, improving manuscript quality, and strengthening the impact of sport
science research.

Keywords: sports; scientific writing; academic publishing; peer review; methodological
rigor; research transparency

1. Introduction
The dissemination of scientific knowledge through peer-reviewed publications is a

fundamental component of academic research (Kelly et al., 2014; Meo, 2018). Scientific
writing enables researchers to communicate findings, contribute to the advancement of
knowledge, and influence professional practice across disciplines, including sport and
exercise science (Agathokleous & Yu, 2022; Hoogenboom & Manske, 2012; Martin, 2025).
The publication of research articles is therefore not only a mechanism for sharing scientific
discoveries but also a key determinant of academic progression, research funding, and
institutional reputation (Lippi, 2017).

In recent decades, as many bibliometric analyses show, the volume of scientific publi-
cations has increased substantially across many disciplines, including sport science (Demir
et al., 2024; Goodell et al., 2023; Martínez-Benítez & Becerra-Patiño, 2023; Pamboris et al.,
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2024). Technological advancements in data collection systems, wearable technologies, and
performance monitoring tools have facilitated the generation of large datasets related to
athlete performance, training load, and match dynamics (Rein & Memmert, 2016; Torres-
Ronda et al., 2022). These developments have contributed to the rapid expansion of sports
performance analysis research as a prominent research area within sport science (Plakias,
2025). This was also shown by the fact that submissions to the Sports Performance section
of the Journal of Sports Sciences increased by approximately 34% between 2017 and 2020,
highlighting the growing research activity in this field (Abt et al., 2022).

The rapid increase in manuscript submissions has intensified competition for publication
in scientific journals (Abt et al., 2022). Editors and reviewers must evaluate an increasing num-
ber of manuscripts while maintaining high standards for methodological rigor and scientific
contribution (Arthur, 2020; Drozdz & Ladomery, 2024). Consequently, journals increasingly
prioritize manuscripts that demonstrate sound study design, transparent reporting practices,
and clear scientific writing (Abt et al., 2022; Prager et al., 2019). Manuscripts that lack method-
ological clarity, theoretical justification, or effective communication are more likely to be
rejected during the editorial screening process or peer review (Abt et al., 2022; Arthur, 2020;
Hoogenboom & Manske, 2012; Karlsson et al., 2020; LaPlaca et al., 2018).

Before proceeding, it is important to clarify the concept of publishability, which
represents a central focus of the present study. Publishability should not be equated with
the intrinsic scientific quality of a research article, but rather understood as the likelihood
that a manuscript successfully passes editorial screening and peer review within a specific
journal context. As highlighted in prior work, journal evaluation processes are inherently
selective and cannot guarantee that only the highest-quality studies are accepted or that all
lower-quality manuscripts are rejected (Sigelman, 2009). In addition, publication outcomes
are influenced not only by scientific rigor but also by factors such as alignment with
journal scope, disciplinary positioning, and the clarity and completeness of manuscript
presentation (Malacapay, 2025). Consequently, publishability is best conceptualized as a
context-dependent and multi-dimensional construct, shaped by both research quality and
the practical realities of the publication process.

Beyond these considerations„ several authors have highlighted persistent challenges
related to the practical relevance of research in this field, emphasizing the gap between
scientific research and applied coaching practice. A critical review of performance analysis
research suggested that many studies provide descriptive analyses without clear evidence
of how findings are systematically applied in real coaching environments (Mackenzie
& Cushion, 2013). McLean et al. (2021) argue that articles in sports science suffer from
low ecological validity, poor translation to practice and conclusions not supported by
data, while Plakias questions whether research in performance analysis is done to provide
useful information to practitioners or to produce articles (Plakias, 2026; Plakias et al.,
2025). This research–practice gap highlights the need for studies that not only demonstrate
methodological rigor but also provide meaningful insights that can inform decision-making
in sport settings. Clear and well-structured scientific communication is therefore essential
to ensure that research findings are accessible to both researchers and practitioners.

Another challenge faced by researchers is the limited formal training in scientific
writing. Although research methods are commonly taught in academic programs, the
ability to effectively communicate research findings in the format required by peer-reviewed
journals is often developed informally through experience (Busse & August, 2021; Jha,
2014; Sun & Linton, 2014). As a result, many researchers, particularly early-career scholars,
struggle with manuscript organization, academic writing style, and understanding the
expectations of journal editors and reviewers. Common issues include unclear research
questions, poorly structured manuscripts, inappropriate statistical reporting, and failure to
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follow journal guidelines (Agathokleous & Yu, 2022; Bajwa & Sawhney, 2016; Hoogenboom
& Manske, 2012; L. D. Thompson, 2024).

Scientific manuscripts typically follow a standardized structure known as IMRaD
(Introduction, Methods, Results, and Discussion), which provides a logical framework
for presenting research findings (Busse & August, 2021; Meo, 2018; Sollaci & Pereira,
2004). Each section of the manuscript serves a specific purpose: the introduction defines
the research context and knowledge gap, the methods describe the study design and
procedures, the results present the empirical findings, and the discussion interprets those
findings within the broader scientific literature. Adhering to this structure facilitates
clarity, transparency, and reproducibility, which are essential characteristics of high-quality
scientific research (Hoogenboom & Manske, 2012; Moskovitz et al., 2024; Simon et al., 2020;
Taylor & Francis, 2021).

In addition to effective manuscript structure, methodological rigor has become in-
creasingly important in contemporary sport science research (Abt et al., 2022; McLean et al.,
2021). Editors have emphasized the need for improved study design, transparent reporting
practices, and stronger theoretical frameworks in sports performance research (Abt et al.,
2022; Memmert, 2025). The adoption of open science practices, such as preregistration and
data sharing, has also been encouraged to improve the transparency and reproducibility of
scientific studies (Abt et al., 2022; Memmert, 2025).

Despite the growing body of literature addressing scientific writing and research
methodology, guidance tailored specifically to the context of sport science publishing re-
mains relatively limited and often fragmented. Existing publications typically provide
general recommendations for scientific writing or focus on isolated aspects of the research
process, such as manuscript structure, statistical reporting, or editorial expectations (Bajwa
& Sawhney, 2016; Busse & August, 2021; Hoogenboom & Manske, 2012). While these
contributions offer valuable insights, they rarely present a coherent perspective on how
the various elements of research quality and scientific communication interact to influence
publication outcomes. At the same time, sport science research presents several unique
methodological and applied challenges, including the use of complex performance indi-
cators, the analysis of large and multidimensional datasets, and the persistent need to
bridge the gap between scientific research and coaching practice (Hughes & Bartlett, 2002;
Mackenzie & Cushion, 2013; Rein & Memmert, 2016). Recent editorial perspectives have
further emphasized the need to raise methodological standards and improve the quality
and transparency of reporting in sports performance research (Abt et al., 2022; Memmert,
2025). These developments highlight the importance of understanding not only the in-
dividual components of scientific research but also the broader structure that underpins
publishable work in sport science.

To address these challenges, the present narrative review provides a structured
overview of the key principles that underpin publishable research in sport science by inte-
grating insights from methodological literature, editorial perspectives, and meta-research
on scientific publishing. Specifically, the article seeks to address the following research
questions: (1) What are the main methodological and conceptual factors that determine the
quality and publishability of sport science research? (2) What common weaknesses in study
design, analysis, and scientific writing frequently undermine the publication potential of
manuscripts? and (3) How do editorial expectations and the peer-review process shape the
evaluation of submitted research in sport science journals?

Building on the synthesis of these perspectives, the aim of this paper is to provide
a structured overview of the key principles that underpin publishable research in sport
science and to propose an integrated conceptual framework that organizes the core dimen-
sions of high-quality sport science research into a coherent structure. Rather than treating
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methodological rigor, analytical validity, transparency, and scientific communication as
isolated components, the framework conceptualizes them as interconnected stages in the
development and dissemination of scientific knowledge. By providing a structured per-
spective on how these dimensions interact within the research and publication process,
the proposed framework aims to support researchers in designing more rigorous studies,
improving the clarity and transparency of their manuscripts, and ultimately strengthening
the contribution of sport science research to both scientific knowledge and applied sport
practice. Unlike general guidance on scientific publishing, the present framework explicitly
incorporates domain-specific constraints of sport science, including the complexity of per-
formance data, ecological validity considerations, restricted access to elite populations, and
the persistent research–practice gap.

2. Methodological Approach of the Narrative Review
This study adopts a narrative review approach aiming to synthesize methodological,

conceptual, and editorial perspectives related to publishable sport science research. Given
the broad and integrative nature of the topic, the literature search prioritized conceptual
relevance and diversity of perspectives rather than strict inclusion based on journal ranking
or study design.

The primary search was conducted using Google Scholar, due to its wide coverage of
both peer-reviewed and non-indexed sources, including editorials, methodological papers,
and gray literature. This approach was considered appropriate for capturing a broad
spectrum of viewpoints relevant to scientific publishing and research quality.

The literature search was conducted in three stages. In the first stage, emphasis was
placed on identifying editorials and perspective articles within sport science journals,
including targeted searches in journals such as the Journal of Sports Sciences and the Inter-
national Journal of Performance Analysis in Sport. In the second stage, the search focused
on methodological contributions related to statistics, qualitative methods, and research
design within the sport science domain. In the third stage, the search was expanded be-
yond sport science to include general scientific literature on academic publishing, scientific
writing, peer review, and common causes of manuscript rejection, using keywords such as
“scientific writing”, “how to write”, “publication”, and “manuscript rejection”.

The selection of sources was based on their relevance to the aims of the review and
their contribution to understanding research quality, publication processes, and method-
ological rigor. The synthesis followed a thematic and integrative approach, aiming to
identify recurring principles and challenges that influence the publishability of research in
sport science.

3. Research Quality and Methodological Rigor in Sports Science
Ensuring methodological rigor is a fundamental requirement for producing reliable

and meaningful scientific evidence in various fields (Ramirez et al., 2017; Sells et al., 2018).
In recent years, the rapid expansion of research output in sports science has led editors and
reviewers to emphasize the importance of improving research quality and transparency
across the discipline (Memmert, 2025). Editorial perspectives have highlighted the need
to “raise the bar” in sports performance research by prioritizing robust study designs,
transparent reporting practices, and open science principles (Abt et al., 2022). These
developments reflect a broader movement within scientific publishing toward greater
reproducibility and evidence-based practice (Dudda et al., 2025; Munafò et al., 2017).
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3.1. Theoretical Grounding and Epistemology

High-quality research in sports science requires clear theoretical grounding and ex-
plicit epistemological alignment between the research problem, conceptual framework,
methodology, and interpretation of findings. Epistemology defines what counts as valid
knowledge, what constitutes acceptable evidence, and how empirical observations can
support scientific claims (Lara-Haro et al., 2026). When these assumptions remain implicit,
studies may appear methodologically rigorous but lack conceptual coherence, weakening
the link between research questions, study design, and conclusions. In recent years, edi-
torial perspectives in sport science have increasingly emphasized that theoretical clarity
and conceptual contribution are essential elements of high-quality research, alongside
methodological rigor (Abt et al., 2022; Memmert, 2025).

A recurring critique in the literature is that sport science research has sometimes priori-
tized data collection and analytical techniques over theoretical development, which can lead
to fragmented research agendas and limited explanatory power (McLean et al., 2021). This
issue is particularly evident in performance analysis research, where studies have frequently
focused on isolated performance indicators while overlooking the complex and contextual
nature of sport performance systems (Mackenzie & Cushion, 2013; Plakias, 2026; Plakias et al.,
2025). Such reductionist approaches may limit the interpretability and practical relevance
of findings, reinforcing the well-documented research–practice gap within the discipline
(Halperin, 2018; Halperin et al., 2018; McLean et al., 2021; Mujika et al., 2025).

Strengthening theoretical grounding also requires transparency regarding the distinc-
tion between exploratory and confirmatory research and openness to diverse epistemo-
logical approaches. Exploratory analyses play an important role in identifying patterns
and generating hypotheses, but treating exploratory findings as confirmatory evidence can
undermine inferential validity (Ditroilo et al., 2025). On the other hand, methodological
pluralism, including qualitative and mixed methods research, can provide valuable insights
into complex phenomena that cannot be fully captured through purely positivist frame-
works (Slade et al., 2018; Smith & McGannon, 2018). Integrating such perspectives may help
advance both theoretical development and the practical impact of sports science research.

Within the proposed framework, theoretical grounding is not treated as a purely
conceptual prerequisite, but as a foundational component that shapes the coherence of
the entire research process. In particular, weak or implicit theoretical alignment may
undermine the clarity of the research question and reduce the perceived contribution of the
study, increasing the likelihood of desk rejection during the initial editorial screening (Abt
et al., 2022; Jackson et al., 2022; Lara-Haro et al., 2026; Von Nordenflycht, 2023).

3.2. Statistical Rigor and Inference

Statistical rigor is central to research quality in sports science, yet persistent weaknesses
in analytical practice continue to compromise inferential validity. Common problems
include inadequate sample-size justification, overreliance on null hypothesis significance
testing, selective reporting of p-values, and misinterpretation of non-significant results as
evidence of no effect (Abt et al., 2022, 2025; Batterham & Hopkins, 2006; Hopkins et al.,
2009; Impellizzeri et al., 2019; Memmert, 2025). Recent calls within the field emphasize that
statistical decisions should be aligned with clearly specified research questions and design
logic, rather than applied as routine procedural steps (Abt et al., 2022; Impellizzeri et al.,
2019). In particular, renewed attention has been drawn to the importance of transparent
and theoretically justified sample-size estimation, moving beyond arbitrary conventions
and toward context-sensitive power analysis that reflects plausible effect sizes and study
objectives (Abt et al., 2025).
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Beyond statistical significance, high-quality inference requires estimation-based think-
ing and explicit attention to uncertainty. Effect sizes, confidence intervals, and compatibility
intervals provide more informative insights than dichotomous “significant/non-significant”
interpretations, especially in applied performance contexts where small effects may still
have meaningful practical implications (Batterham & Hopkins, 2006; Hopkins et al., 2009).
Moreover, in many sport science contexts where large datasets are available (e.g., hundreds
of matches within a single competition), p-values may become trivial and provide limited
practical insight, reinforcing the need to report and interpret effect sizes to assess the
real-world relevance of findings (Lantz, 2013; Tomczak & Tomczak, 2014). At the same time,
researchers must avoid analytical flexibility that inflates Type I error rates or capitalizes
on chance findings (Ditroilo et al., 2025). Greater emphasis on model assumptions, trans-
parency in data processing, and full reporting of analytical decisions have been proposed
to improve statistical practice in sport science (Cortés et al., 2025; Sainani & Chamari,
2022). Therefore, from a reviewer’s perspective, common expectations include the explicit
reporting of effect sizes, confidence intervals, model assumptions, and a clear justification
of statistical choices.

Statistical rigor also entails selecting analytical techniques that appropriately reflect the
structure and complexity of sport data. In team-sport research, for example, multivariate
approaches such as principal component analysis are frequently used but often poorly
justified or insufficiently reported, leading to unstable or non-replicable solutions (Rojas-
Valverde et al., 2020). Similarly, advanced models such as time-to-event and survival
analyses require careful handling of censoring, assumptions, and model diagnostics to
ensure valid conclusions in injury and performance studies (Cortés et al., 2025). Collectively,
these perspectives underscore that improving statistical literacy, prioritizing estimation
and model validity over ritualized significance testing, and embedding inference within
sound design principles are essential for advancing methodological rigor in sports science.

Within the proposed framework, statistical rigor is not treated as an isolated technical
requirement, but as a core component of analytical validity that directly influences the evalua-
tion of manuscripts during peer review. In particular, inadequate statistical reasoning may
compromise inferential credibility and increase the likelihood of rejection during the review
process (Agathokleous & Yu, 2022; Hoogenboom & Manske, 2012; Impellizzeri et al., 2019).

3.3. Open Science, Reproducibility and Editorial Accountability

Open Science has become a central mechanism for strengthening methodological rigor in
sports science by promoting transparency, reproducibility, and accountability (Abt et al., 2021,
2022; Memmert, 2025). Practices such as preregistration and Registered Reports allow research
protocols to be peer-reviewed before data collection, reducing publication bias, selective
reporting, and questionable research practices such as p-hacking (Beauchamp, 2023; Ditroilo
et al., 2025). By requiring hypotheses and analytical strategies to be specified a priori, these
approaches clarify the distinction between exploratory and confirmatory research and protect
the inferential integrity of published findings (Abt et al., 2025; Ditroilo et al., 2025).

Transparency extends beyond design registration to include the public sharing of
depersonalized raw data, analysis code, and full documentation of statistical decisions (Abt
et al., 2022; Ditroilo et al., 2025; Hopkins et al., 2009; Sainani & Chamari, 2022). Platforms
such as the Open Science Framework and GitHub facilitate independent verification, meta-
research, and collaborative multi-lab initiatives, which are essential for cumulative science
(Cortés et al., 2025; Ditroilo et al., 2025; Memmert, 2025). In applied domains such as
match analysis and sports medicine, where predictive models and injury risk profiling are
increasingly used, open data practices enhance benchmarking and model validation (Abt
et al., 2022; Cortés et al., 2025; Memmert, 2025; Richter et al., 2024). However, it is worth
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noting that in elite sport environments, data is often considered highly sensitive due to
competitive nature of the field. As a result, full data sharing may not always be feasible.

Closely related is the distinction between reproducibility (obtaining the same results
using the same data and analysis) and replication (testing the same claim using new data)
(Abt et al., 2025; Ditroilo et al., 2025). Although large-scale replication efforts have exposed
vulnerabilities in neighboring disciplines, sport science has only recently begun systematic
self-examination (Kowalski, 2026; Murphy et al., 2023). Preliminary evidence suggests
that replicability rates may be modest, partly due to low statistical power, publication bias,
and analytic flexibility (Abt et al., 2025; Ditroilo et al., 2025). To address this, replication
should be viewed as a continuum of evidential robustness, encompassing operational,
conceptual, and practical replication, particularly the latter, which evaluates whether
interventions retain effectiveness under real-world performance constraints (Kowalski,
2026; Memmert, 2025; Praça, 2025). Journals and editors therefore play a critical role in
fostering accountability by incentivizing replication studies, enforcing reporting standards,
and supporting Registered Reports as a structural safeguard against biased dissemination
(Abt et al., 2022, 2025; Bustin, 2025; Memmert, 2025).

Another important dimension of research transparency concerns adherence to estab-
lished reporting guidelines (Abt et al., 2022; Beauchamp, 2023; Slade et al., 2018). Frame-
works such as CONSORT for randomized trials, STROBE for observational studies, and
TIDieR for intervention reporting have been developed to improve completeness, clarity,
and reproducibility of scientific publications (Abt et al., 2022; Beauchamp, 2023; Conrado
et al., 2024). However, despite the availability of these guidelines, several evaluations
have shown that compliance in sports science journals remains inconsistent and often
suboptimal (Abt et al., 2022; Conrado et al., 2024; Cortés et al., 2025). Incomplete reporting
of methodological details, intervention protocols, and statistical procedures can hinder re-
producibility, limit critical appraisal, and reduce the cumulative value of published research
(Conrado et al., 2024; Cortés et al., 2025). From a practical standpoint, adherence to these
guidelines implies that authors should explicitly report key elements such as participant
flow, inclusion/exclusion criteria, detailed intervention protocols, and complete statistical
reporting, allowing reviewers and readers to fully assess the validity and reproducibility
of the study. Consequently, stronger enforcement of reporting guidelines by journals and
reviewers has been recommended as an essential step toward improving the transparency
and methodological rigor of sport science research.

Within the proposed framework, transparency and open science practices are not
viewed as optional enhancements, but as critical components that support the credibility
and evaluability of research. Inadequate reporting, lack of data transparency, or unclear
analytical procedures may limit reproducibility and raise concerns during peer review,
thereby negatively influencing editorial decisions (Begley & Ioannidis, 2015; Cortés et al.,
2025; Memmert, 2025).

3.4. Rigor Across Designs and Populations

Methodological rigor in sports science must be principle-driven rather than method-
specific. In qualitative and mixed-methods research, rigor depends not on mechanical
adherence to checklists but on epistemological coherence, reflexivity, and transparent
justification of analytical decisions (Lara-Haro et al., 2026; Smith & McGannon, 2018).
Rather than relying solely on traditional markers such as member checking or inter-rater
reliability, contemporary perspectives advocate reflexive practices, the use of “critical
friends,” and systematic observation frameworks to enhance analytical credibility and
theoretical depth (Anguera et al., 2017; Hopkins et al., 2009; Lara-Haro et al., 2026; Smith &
McGannon, 2018). Adherence to reporting frameworks such as COREQ and JARS further
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strengthens transparency and evaluability (Abt et al., 2022; Beauchamp, 2023; Cortés et al.,
2025; Slade et al., 2018).

High-quality case studies represent another specialized yet powerful design, par-
ticularly in elite performance contexts where phenomena are rare or difficult to capture
experimentally (Halperin, 2018; Mujika et al., 2025). Rigor in such studies requires careful
case selection, triangulation of multiple data sources, and explicit consideration of situa-
tional constraints (Hopkins et al., 2009; Mujika et al., 2025). Hybrid designs that integrate
group-level analyses with single-subject investigation may provide both statistical breadth
and ecological depth, enhancing translational value (Halperin, 2018; Mujika et al., 2025).

In quantitative performance research, rigor requires contextualization and appropriate
modeling of complex, hierarchical data structures (Memmert, 2025; Praça, 2025). Studies
must move beyond isolated performance indicators and incorporate situational variables
such as opposition strength, match status, and contextual constraints to avoid confounder
bias (Mackenzie & Cushion, 2013; Memmert, 2025; Praça, 2025). Advanced techniques
such as principal component analysis and survival modeling demand strict adherence
to reporting standards, transparent justification of extraction or modeling decisions, and
explicit testing of assumptions to ensure replicability (Cortés et al., 2025; Rojas-Valverde
et al., 2020). Finally, diversity in sampling and comprehensive reporting of participant
characteristics are essential for external validity and ethical responsibility (Abt et al., 2022).
Overreliance on WEIRD or exclusively male elite samples limits generalizability and
undermines cumulative knowledge (Abt et al., 2022; Beauchamp, 2023; Memmert, 2025).
By ensuring transparent reporting, contextual sensitivity, and inclusive sampling practices,
sport science can produce findings that are both methodologically robust and practically
meaningful (Cortés et al., 2025; Mujika et al., 2025; Praça, 2025).

Finally, a further critical consideration concerns the trade-off between ecological
validity and experimental control. While tightly controlled experimental designs enhance
internal validity, they may fail to capture the complexity and contextual dynamics of
real-world sport performance. Conversely, applied and observational studies offer greater
ecological validity but introduce challenges related to confounding variables and causal
inference (Andrade, 2018; Holleman et al., 2020). Balancing these competing demands
remains a central methodological challenge in sport science research.

It is important to acknowledge that sport science is not a homogeneous field, but
rather a multidisciplinary domain encompassing areas such as physiology, biomechanics,
psychology, and performance analysis, each with distinct methodological characteristics
(Balagué et al., 2017; Burwitz et al., 1994). Consequently, the definition and application of
methodological rigor may vary across subfields. For example, biomechanical and physio-
logical studies often rely on small sample sizes due to the constraints of elite populations
and the complexity of data collection (Knudson, 2017; Mazzolari et al., 2022; Skorski &
Hecksteden, 2021). In contrast, performance analysis research, particularly studies based
on technical-tactical variables, may involve large-scale datasets derived from major com-
petitions (e.g., top European leagues), which are easily accessible on analysis platforms
such as Opta and Wyscout or even on free sites such as Whoscored (Cefis et al., 2025; Gama
et al., 2026). Similarly, while running performance and positional data were historically
limited due to restricted access to GPS technology, the widespread adoption of optical
tracking systems has substantially increased data availability in recent years (Goes et al.,
2021; Torres-Ronda et al., 2022). On the other hand, questionnaire-based studies may face
practical difficulties in accessing large samples within elite sport environments compared
to sub-elite or amateur environments. These differences highlight the need for context-
sensitive methodological standards that reflect the specific constraints and opportunities of
each sub-discipline.
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Within the proposed framework, methodological rigor across different research de-
signs is conceptualized as a key determinant of both internal and external validity. Misalign-
ment between research design, data structure, and analytical approach may compromise
the interpretability and applicability of findings, increasing the likelihood of critical re-
viewer feedback and potential rejection (Hoadley, 2004; Jha, 2014; Mackenzie & Cushion,
2013; Memmert, 2025).

4. The Structure of a Publishable Sports Science Manuscript
The ability to communicate scientific findings clearly and effectively is a fundamental

requirement for successful publication. Even when a study is methodologically sound,
poor organization and unclear presentation can significantly reduce the likelihood of
acceptance by peer-reviewed journals (Chew et al., 2025; Lake, 2020; Oshiro et al., 2020).
Editors and reviewers consistently emphasize that manuscripts must present a coherent
narrative supported by a logical structure, robust evidence, and clear writing (Edmans,
2025; Forero et al., 2020; Hoogenboom & Manske, 2012; Pickett & McDonnell, 2017). For this
reason, understanding the typical structural organization of scientific articles is essential
for researchers aiming to publish in sport science journals.

4.1. The Standard Structure of Scientific Articles

Most empirical research papers follow a standardized format known as IMRaD (In-
troduction, Methods, Results, and Discussion), which provides a logical framework for
presenting scientific research (Bajwa & Sawhney, 2016; Meo, 2018). The widespread adop-
tion of this structure reflects the need for a consistent and easily navigable format that allows
readers and reviewers to quickly locate key information within a manuscript (Hoogenboom
& Manske, 2012; Sun & Linton, 2014). Historically, the IMRaD format became dominant in
scientific publishing during the twentieth century as the volume of scientific literature ex-
panded and journals required standardized structures to improve readability and efficiency
(Moskovitz et al., 2024).

Although variations in this format exist, particularly across disciplines and study
types, the core components remain largely consistent across most scientific journals (Jha,
2014; Moskovitz et al., 2024). These typically include the Title, Abstract, Introduction, Meth-
ods, Results, Discussion, Conclusions, Acknowledgements, And References, each serving a
specific communicative function within the manuscript (Arthur, 2020; Meo, 2018). Under-
standing the purpose and content of each section helps authors structure their manuscripts
effectively and present their findings in a manner consistent with editorial expectations.

4.2. Title and Abstract: The Front Door of the Article

The title and abstract represent the most visible components of a scientific manuscript
(Arthur, 2020; Maiorana & Mayer, 2018; Simon et al., 2020). These elements often deter-
mine whether readers, reviewers, or editors choose to examine the full article (Lake, 2020;
LaPlaca et al., 2018).

The title must be concise and informative, ideally restricted to one or two lines (around
16 words or 150 characters) to ensure higher searchability and citation rates (Arthur, 2020;
Iskander et al., 2018; Karlsson et al., 2020; Maiorana & Mayer, 2018). A strong title should
include primary keywords, the study design, and specific details about the population
and setting (Busse & August, 2021; Iskander et al., 2018; Meo, 2018; Simon et al., 2020).
Many experts suggest that the title should be a statement of the main finding rather than
a question, and it should avoid abbreviations, humor, and redundant filler phrases like
“A study of” or “Investigation of” (Arthur, 2020; Karlsson et al., 2020; Maiorana & Mayer,
2018; Simon et al., 2020). Because the focus of a manuscript can evolve during the writing
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process, it is highly recommended to compose the final title only after the entire paper is
finished to ensure it perfectly reflects the completed work (Busse & August, 2021; LaPlaca
et al., 2018; Simon et al., 2020).

The abstract acts as a standalone “advertisement” or “movie trailer” for the research,
often serving as the only section that editors, reviewers, and readers will access to determine
the study’s relevance (Chew et al., 2025; Iskander et al., 2018; LaPlaca et al., 2018; Meo,
2018). It should be a concise distillation of the entire paper, typically following a structured
or unstructured IMRaD format (Introduction, Methods, Results, and Discussion) to explain
why the study was started, what was done, what was found, and what the findings mean
(Iskander et al., 2018; Jha, 2014; LaPlaca et al., 2018; Meo, 2018; Simon et al., 2020). Experts
emphasize that an abstract must be succinct, typically restricted to 150–300 words, and
must remain free of citations, technical jargon, and unnecessary abbreviations (Bajwa &
Sawhney, 2016; Jha, 2014; LaPlaca et al., 2018; Maiorana & Mayer, 2018; Simon et al., 2020).
Because it must accurately reflect the final content and emphasize actual results rather
than general statements, it is highly recommended to compose the abstract last (Chew
et al., 2025; Hoogenboom & Manske, 2012; Simon et al., 2020). Ultimately, a successful
abstract highlights the study’s originality and implications, providing enough information
to ensure the work is discoverable and citable (Bajwa & Sawhney, 2016; Meo, 2018; Pickett &
McDonnell, 2017). It should not be forgotten that the abstract is followed by 5–6 keywords,
which reveal the main topic of the study, help the editor select appropriate reviewers and
also assist in archiving and searching the article in databases (Bajwa & Sawhney, 2016;
LaPlaca et al., 2018; Maiorana & Mayer, 2018; Pickett & McDonnell, 2017).

4.3. Introduction: Establishing the Research Context

The introduction provides the conceptual foundation for the research by situating the
study within the existing scientific literature and identifying the specific knowledge gap
that the research aims to address (Bajwa & Sawhney, 2016; Busse & August, 2021; Sun &
Linton, 2014). A well-structured introduction typically follows a logical progression from
general background information to the specific research question or hypothesis (Busse &
August, 2021; Chew et al., 2025; Meo, 2018). In particular, it should start by defining the
scope and magnitude of the problem, establishing its significance early, ideally within the
first two paragraphs, to capture the interest of editors and reviewers (Busse & August,
2021; Iskander et al., 2018; Pickett & McDonnell, 2017; Simon et al., 2020). Additionally,
this section has to summarize existing knowledge while explicitly identifying knowledge
gaps, controversies, or limitations in previous studies that the current work intends to
fill (Bajwa & Sawhney, 2016; Hoogenboom & Manske, 2012; LaPlaca et al., 2018). The
section must culminate in a clear, solid statement of the research aims, objectives, and
research questions or hypotheses (Busse & August, 2021; Chew et al., 2025; Meo, 2018).
This concluding statement serves as a “roadmap” for the reader, ensuring a logical flow
from the identified gap in knowledge to the methodology and results that follow (Busse &
August, 2021; Pickett & McDonnell, 2017; Simon et al., 2020). This structure helps readers
understand why the study was conducted and how it contributes to the broader field.

Effective introductions also demonstrate familiarity with relevant literature and high-
light the significance of the research problem (Bajwa & Sawhney, 2016; Taylor & Francis,
2021). According to Hoogenboom and Manske (2012), reviewers often evaluate manuscripts
based on the relevance of the research question, the clarity of the literature review, and
the importance of the problem being addressed. Therefore, authors should ensure that the
introduction clearly articulates the rationale for the study and concludes with a precise
statement of the research objectives.
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4.4. Methods: Transparency and Reproducibility

The methods section describes how the study was conducted and provides sufficient
detail to allow other researchers to replicate the research procedures (Bajwa & Sawhney,
2016; Busse & August, 2021; Kallet, 2004). Transparent reporting of methodology is essential
for ensuring the reproducibility and credibility of scientific findings (Abt et al., 2022; Cortés
et al., 2025; Hoogenboom & Manske, 2012). Typically, this section includes descriptions of
participants or subjects, study design, data collection procedures, measurement instruments,
and statistical analyses (Ditroilo et al., 2025; Jha, 2014; Meo, 2018).

Clarity and precision are particularly important in this section because reviewers often
assess the validity of a study based on the appropriateness of its methodological design
(Kallet, 2004; Karlsson et al., 2020). Inadequate methodological descriptions or missing
details regarding statistical procedures are common reasons for manuscript rejection (Ed-
mans, 2025; Hoogenboom & Manske, 2012). Consequently, authors should ensure that all
relevant procedures are clearly documented and that methodological decisions are justified
when necessary.

4.5. Results: Objective Presentation of Findings

The results section presents the empirical findings of the study without interpretation
(Bajwa & Sawhney, 2016; Busse & August, 2021; Iskander et al., 2018). Its primary purpose
is to report the outcomes of statistical analyses and summarize the collected data using
tables, figures, and descriptive text (Iskander et al., 2018; Karlsson et al., 2020; Meo, 2018).
Visual elements such as tables and graphs are particularly valuable for presenting complex
datasets in a clear and concise manner (Hoogenboom & Manske, 2012; Karlsson et al., 2020;
Meo, 2018; Taylor & Francis, 2021; L. D. Thompson, 2024; Torres-Valladares et al., 2022).

Authors should avoid including interpretations or extensive discussion of results in
this section, as such commentary belongs in the discussion section. Instead, the results
should focus on clearly reporting the outcomes of the analyses that address the research
questions or hypotheses (Busse & August, 2021; Chew et al., 2025).

4.6. Discussion: Interpreting the Findings

The discussion section interprets the results of the study and places them within the
context of the existing scientific literature (Arthur, 2020; Busse & August, 2021; Hoogen-
boom & Manske, 2012; Iskander et al., 2018). This section allows authors to explain the
implications of their findings, compare their results with previous studies, and highlight
the contributions of their research to the field (Arthur, 2020; Chew et al., 2025; Simon et al.,
2020). A strong discussion also includes consideration of methodological limitations and
suggestions for future research (Bajwa & Sawhney, 2016; Busse & August, 2021). How-
ever, authors should avoid overstating their conclusions and ensure that interpretations
remain consistent with the evidence presented in the results section (Arthur, 2020; Bajwa &
Sawhney, 2016; Simon et al., 2020).

4.7. Additional Components of the Manuscript

Beyond the core IMRaD structure, scientific manuscripts include the sections Conclu-
sions and References. The conclusion section serves to provide a definitive “take-home
message” that summarizes the principal findings and their significance without merely
repeating the results or the abstract (Arthur, 2020; LaPlaca et al., 2018; Meo, 2018). It
should explicitly answer the initial research question, detailing the theoretical and practical
implications of the study while demonstrating the work’s contribution to the existing
knowledge base (LaPlaca et al., 2018; Maiorana & Mayer, 2018; Sun & Linton, 2014). Finally,
a strong conclusion identifies specific directions for future research or necessary changes in
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policy and practice, ensuring the ending is factual and avoids unwarranted speculation
(Busse & August, 2021; Hoogenboom & Manske, 2012; Iskander et al., 2018; Meo, 2018). On
the other hand, the reference list documents the sources that informed the research and
allows readers to locate the original literature. Accurate referencing is essential not only
for acknowledging prior work but also for situating the study within the broader scientific
conversation (Hoogenboom & Manske, 2012; Meo, 2018; L. D. Thompson, 2024). Lastly,
a scientific article may include the sections Acknowledgements, Author Contributions,
Conflict of Interest/Disclosures, Funding, Ethics Statements, Supplementary Material, Data
Availability, and Appendix (Arthur, 2020; Busse & August, 2021; Chew et al., 2025; Lippi,
2017; Simon et al., 2020).

5. Common Writing Errors and Technical Barriers
Despite the rapid growth in scientific publications, a substantial proportion of sub-

mitted manuscripts are rejected either at the desk review stage or after peer review (Kelly
et al., 2014; Menon et al., 2022). The literature on scientific writing suggests that manuscript
rejection rarely results from a single issue but typically stems from a combination of con-
ceptual, methodological, statistical, and linguistic weaknesses (Bajwa & Sawhney, 2016;
Chew et al., 2025; Hoogenboom & Manske, 2012). Many of these issues can be avoided
through a better understanding of the publication process and the expectations of journal
editors and reviewers.

5.1. Limited Scientific Contribution

One of the most common reasons for manuscript rejection is an insufficient scientific
contribution (Edmans, 2025). High-quality journals typically publish studies that provide a
meaningful advancement in knowledge, either by presenting novel findings or by offering
improved methodological approaches (Bajwa & Sawhney, 2016). According to Edmans
(2025), manuscripts are frequently rejected when the research question is considered insuffi-
ciently important or when the findings merely confirm previously established relationships
without offering new insights.

Similarly, leading journals reject studies when they represent minor extensions of pre-
vious research, such as applying the same analytical framework to a different geographical
context or population without providing a clear theoretical or practical contribution. In
such cases, even rigorous methodology may not compensate for a limited level of originality
(Edmans, 2025; Jackson et al., 2022).

5.2. Methodological Weaknesses in Study Design

The quality of the research design plays a crucial role in the evaluation of a scientific
manuscript. Studies with inadequate design or poorly justified measurement tools face
considerable challenges during the publication process. Common methodological issues
leading to rejection include insufficient description of the research methodology, inappro-
priate selection of the study population, small or biased samples, inadequate description of
instruments or measurement procedures (Arthur, 2020; Bajwa & Sawhney, 2016; Hoogen-
boom & Manske, 2012; Jha, 2014; Lake, 2020). All these methodological weaknesses detailed
in Section 3 are frequently identified by reviewers as major limitations that undermine the
credibility of research findings (Arthur, 2020; Lake, 2020).

5.3. Statistical Errors and Misinterpretation of Results

Statistical problems represent another major reason for manuscript rejection (Agathok-
leous & Yu, 2022; Hopkins et al., 2009; Impellizzeri et al., 2019). Frequent issues include
inappropriate statistical tests, misinterpretation of results, and incorrect inference from
statistical findings (Abt et al., 2025; Agathokleous & Yu, 2022; Impellizzeri et al., 2019).
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In Section 3.2 there is a detailed report on issues related to statistical rigor. Such statisti-
cal weaknesses can undermine the reliability and validity of the study’s conclusions and
are therefore frequently highlighted during peer review (Hoogenboom & Manske, 2012;
Maiorana & Mayer, 2018).

5.4. Inadequate or Superficial Literature Review

The literature review is a fundamental component of a scientific manuscript because
it situates the study within the broader research context (Chew et al., 2025; Sun & Linton,
2014). However, many manuscripts suffer from weaknesses in this section. Common
problems include merely listing previous studies without critical synthesis, citing an ex-
cessive number of references without explaining their relevance, and failing to include
recent research findings (Caon, 2015; Edmans, 2025; Taylor & Francis, 2021). Caon (2015)
notes that a literature review should not simply paraphrase previous studies but should
clearly explain their significance and how they relate to the research question addressed by
the manuscript.

5.5. Language and Scientific Writing Issues

Clarity, precision, and coherence are essential characteristics of effective scientific
writing (Chew et al., 2025; Tanaka & Seals, 2024). Poor language quality, grammatical
errors, or the misuse of scientific terminology may negatively influence the evaluation of a
manuscript (Arthur, 2020; Lake, 2020). For authors whose native language is not English,
writing in a clear and concise scientific style can be particularly challenging, although the in-
creasing use of artificial intelligence tools such as ChatGPT and similar language-assistance
applications can help improve grammar, clarity, and overall readability of the manuscript.
(Cortés et al., 2025; Maiorana & Mayer, 2018; Subedi & Nyamasvisva, 2024). Poorly written
manuscripts may raise doubts about the validity of the research and increase the likelihood
of rejection (Edmans, 2025; Hoogenboom & Manske, 2012). Furthermore, the misuse of
terms and ambiguous phrasing may lead to conceptual confusion or misinterpretation
of research findings, highlighting the importance of careful word selection and precise
terminology in scientific writing (Lippi, 2017; Tanaka & Seals, 2024).

5.6. Failure to Follow Journal Guidelines

Another common technical barrier involves failing to comply with the submission
guidelines of the target journal (Chew et al., 2025; Taylor & Francis, 2021; L. D. Thompson,
2024). Authors must carefully follow the journal’s requirements regarding manuscript
structure, formatting and style, word limits, reference style, ethical and reporting standards
(Hoogenboom & Manske, 2012; Taylor & Francis, 2021). Failure to follow these instructions
may create a negative impression during the editorial screening process and can lead
to immediate rejection before peer review (Jha, 2014; Pickett & McDonnell, 2017; L. D.
Thompson, 2024).

5.7. Structural Problems in Manuscript Presentation

Finally, many manuscripts are rejected due to weaknesses in the organization and
presentation of research findings (Bajwa & Sawhney, 2016; LaPlaca et al., 2018; Maiorana &
Mayer, 2018). Scientific manuscripts typically follow the IMRaD structure (Introduction,
Methods, Results, and Discussion), which ensures logical flow and clarity for readers (Meo,
2018; Moskovitz et al., 2024). Poor organization, lack of coherence between sections, and
excessive repetition can significantly reduce the readability and impact of a manuscript
(Bajwa & Sawhney, 2016; Busse & August, 2021; Chew et al., 2025).
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6. Editorial Standards and Peer Review Process
Scientific journals play a crucial role in maintaining the integrity, credibility, and

dissemination of scientific knowledge (Hoogenboom & Manske, 2012; Kadam, 2025; Pollock,
2020a). Editorial standards and the peer review process function as the primary mechanisms
through which submitted research is evaluated, filtered, and ultimately communicated
to the scientific community (Hoogenboom & Manske, 2012; Kadam, 2025; Lippi, 2017).
Through this process, editors and reviewers collaborate to ensure that only studies meeting
appropriate methodological, ethical, and scientific standards are published (Bustin, 2025;
Kadam, 2025; Pollock, 2020b).

6.1. The Role of Journal Editors

Journal editors serve as the gatekeepers of scientific publishing (Lake, 2020). Their
primary responsibility is to evaluate submitted manuscripts and determine whether they
meet the journal’s scope, quality standards, and ethical requirements before they proceed
to peer review (Arthur, 2020; Chew et al., 2025). This initial editorial screening often results
in desk rejection, where manuscripts are declined without external review when they do
not meet the journal’s standards or priorities (Agathokleous & Yu, 2022; Jackson et al., 2022;
Lake, 2020).

Editors are responsible for several key tasks, including assessing the originality and
relevance of submitted research, ensuring adherence to ethical and reporting standards,
selecting appropriate peer reviewers, and interpreting reviewer feedback and making final
publication decisions (Abt et al., 2022; Kadam, 2025; LaPlaca et al., 2018). Importantly, the
editor’s decision is not purely mechanical but involves professional judgment regarding the
scientific merit, relevance, and contribution of a manuscript (Bustin, 2025; Edmans, 2025;
Lake, 2020). Even when peer reviewers provide recommendations, the final responsibility
for acceptance or rejection ultimately lies with the editor (Kadam, 2025).

Beyond managing the review process, editors have an important responsibility to
uphold ethical standards and professional conduct within scientific publishing (Bustin,
2025; Kadam, 2025). Editorial oversight ensures that the peer review process remains fair,
transparent, and constructive, avoiding personal, ironic or dismissive comments (Bustin,
2025; L. D. Thompson, 2024). Peer review should ideally function as a mechanism of
scientific quality control and error correction. However, studies have shown that inap-
propriate or hostile reviews occasionally occur, highlighting the need for strong editorial
supervision and professional guidelines (Bustin, 2025). Therefore, editors must intervene
when reviewer behavior violates professional standards, ensuring that feedback remains
constructive and respectful (Bustin, 2025).

6.2. The Desk-Rejection Stage

Desk rejection represents the first major filter in the editorial process (Lake, 2020).
Because journals receive far more submissions than they can publish, editors must rapidly
identify manuscripts that are unlikely to meet the journal’s publication standards (Abt
et al., 2022; Lake, 2020). Studies suggest that a substantial proportion of manuscripts, often
more than half, are rejected at this stage (Lake, 2020). Especially in leading journals, this
percentage can be much higher (Edmans, 2025).

Several factors commonly lead to desk rejection, including poor alignment with the
journal’s aims and scope, insufficient novelty or scientific contribution, weak methodologi-
cal design, major statistical or conceptual flaws, and failure to follow submission guidelines
(Agathokleous & Yu, 2022; Arthur, 2020; Edmans, 2025; Lake, 2020). According to editorial
experience summarized in the literature, many desk rejections could be avoided if authors
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carefully evaluated the suitability of their manuscript for the target journal and followed
submission guidelines closely (Arthur, 2020; L. D. Thompson, 2024).

6.3. The Peer Review Process

When a manuscript passes the initial editorial screening, it is typically sent to in-
dependent experts for peer review (Arthur, 2020; Hoogenboom & Manske, 2012). Peer
review aims to evaluate the scientific quality, methodological rigor, and contribution of the
submitted work (Arthur, 2020; Bustin, 2025). Reviewers provide detailed feedback and
recommendations that help editors decide whether the manuscript should be accepted, re-
vised, or rejected (Chew et al., 2025; Edmans, 2025). Traditionally, peer review is conducted
by volunteer researchers with relevant expertise (Arthur, 2020; Bustin, 2025; Chew et al.,
2025). Their role is to critically assess the manuscript and provide constructive suggestions
that may improve its clarity, methodology, and interpretation (Arthur, 2020; Bustin, 2025;
Chew et al., 2025).

Although peer review is widely considered the cornerstone of scientific publishing,
it also faces practical challenges. Editors frequently encounter difficulties in identifying
qualified reviewers willing to review manuscripts within the required time frame (Abt
et al., 2022; Arthur, 2020; Kadam, 2025). In addition, the growing number of submissions to
scientific journals has increased the workload for both editors and reviewers (Abt et al.,
2022; Kadam, 2025)

6.4. Increasing Standards in Scientific Publishing

The rapid growth in scientific submissions across sport science journals has substan-
tially raised the threshold for publication (Abt et al., 2022; Jackson et al., 2022; Memmert,
2025). As manuscript volume increases, editorial decisions must rely on increasingly
stringent criteria to identify studies that are not only methodologically sound but also
theoretically meaningful and practically relevant (Abt et al., 2022; Jackson et al., 2022). In
this competitive landscape, technical adequacy alone is no longer sufficient; manuscripts
are expected to demonstrate conceptual clarity, robust design, transparent reporting, and
clear contribution to the field (Abt et al., 2022; Memmert, 2025).

In response to these pressures, many journals have embraced higher standards as-
sociated with Open Science, including study preregistration, data sharing, transparency
in statistical procedures, and adherence to established reporting guidelines (Abt et al.,
2022; Memmert, 2025). These practices aim to enhance reproducibility, reduce question-
able research practices, and strengthen confidence in published findings (Abt et al., 2022;
Memmert, 2025). Importantly, increasing standards do not simply reflect stricter gatekeep-
ing, but rather a broader shift toward accountability, methodological transparency, and
cumulative knowledge building (Abt et al., 2022; Agathokleous & Yu, 2022).

At the same time, peer review has expanded beyond technical evaluation to include
scrutiny of epistemological coherence (Lara-Haro et al., 2026). Reviewers increasingly
assess whether research questions, theoretical frameworks, methodological choices, and
interpretations are logically aligned. When this problem–theory–method relationship is
poorly articulated, the inferential structure of the study weakens, making it difficult to
evaluate the validity and contribution of its conclusions (Lara-Haro et al., 2026). Ensuring
such coherence is essential not only for individual manuscript acceptance but also for
maintaining the credibility, integrity, and cumulative development of scientific knowledge
within sport science (Lara-Haro et al., 2026; McLean et al., 2021).
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7. Emerging Trends in Sports Science Publishing
Scientific publishing in sports science is undergoing rapid transformation driven by

technological advances, methodological innovation, and evolving expectations regarding
transparency and research impact. Recent literature highlights several emerging trends
shaping the future of research dissemination and evaluation in the field.

7.1. The Growth of Data-Driven and Computational Approaches

One of the most significant developments in sports science research is the increasing
integration of computational methods, particularly machine learning and artificial intel-
ligence (Memmert, 2025; Richter et al., 2024). These approaches enable the analysis of
complex, multidimensional, and large-scale datasets derived from sources (Memmert, 2025;
Richter et al., 2024). Machine learning techniques can identify hidden patterns in perfor-
mance, injury risk, and training adaptation that may not be detectable using traditional
statistical approaches (Memmert, 2025; Richter et al., 2024).

However, these innovations also introduce new challenges related to model validation,
interpretability, and methodological transparency (Memmert, 2025; Richter et al., 2024).
Researchers must ensure that predictive models are not only statistically accurate but
also meaningful and interpretable for practitioners and coaches (Memmert, 2025; Praça,
2025). Similarly, recent editorials emphasize that the integration of computer science
methods into sports performance research requires the adoption of rigorous computational
standards, including benchmarking procedures, open code sharing, and reproducible
analytical pipelines (Memmert, 2025).

7.2. The Rise in Open Science Practices

Another major trend in scientific publishing is the increasing emphasis on Open
Science principles (Abt et al., 2022; Memmert, 2025). These practices aim to enhance
transparency, reproducibility, and accessibility in research by encouraging preregistration
of studies, open data sharing, and the use of standardized reporting guidelines (Abt et al.,
2022; Cortés et al., 2025; Memmert, 2025).

The Open Science movement has gained momentum in sports science journals as
editors seek to improve methodological rigor and reduce questionable research practices
(Abt et al., 2022; Jackson et al., 2022; Memmert, 2025). Practices such as study preregistration,
data sharing, and the submission of Registered Reports are increasingly encouraged as
mechanisms to strengthen the credibility of research findings (Abt et al., 2022; McLean
et al., 2021; Memmert, 2025). These developments reflect broader efforts across scientific
disciplines to address issues related to reproducibility and research transparency (Abt et al.,
2022; Cortés et al., 2025; Ditroilo et al., 2025).

7.3. Artificial Intelligence in Academic Writing

Artificial intelligence is also transforming the process of academic writing and
manuscript preparation (Subedi & Nyamasvisva, 2024). AI-powered tools can assist re-
searchers with language editing, summarization, literature synthesis, and data analysis,
potentially improving productivity and efficiency in scientific communication (Memmert,
2025; Subedi & Nyamasvisva, 2024). Despite these advantages, the integration of AI in
academic writing raises important ethical and methodological concerns (Subedi & Nya-
masvisva, 2024). Issues related to authorship, plagiarism, intellectual ownership, and
transparency must be carefully addressed when AI tools are used during manuscript
preparation (Cortés et al., 2025; Subedi & Nyamasvisva, 2024). As a result, the scientific
community and publishers are in the process of formulating a framework for the use of
these technologies (Kadam, 2025). Many journals have already begun to introduce specific
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policies regulating the acceptable use of AI tools, with some explicitly prohibiting the use
of AI-generated text (Subedi & Nyamasvisva, 2024), while others require full disclosure of
their use and place sole responsibility for the accuracy of the content on human authors
(Cortés et al., 2025; Subedi & Nyamasvisva, 2024).

7.4. Increasing Importance of Exploratory and Data-Driven Research

The distinction between exploratory and confirmatory research has gained renewed
attention in sports science (Abt et al., 2025; Ditroilo et al., 2025). Exploratory analyses
play a crucial role in identifying patterns and generating hypotheses, particularly when
large datasets are available (Ditroilo et al., 2025; Memmert, 2025; Praça, 2025). However,
exploratory research must be clearly distinguished from confirmatory studies to avoid
misinterpretation of results (Ditroilo et al., 2025; Memmert, 2025). Transparent report-
ing of exploratory analyses and clear differentiation between hypothesis-generating and
hypothesis-testing research are increasingly recognized as essential components of scientific
integrity (Abt et al., 2025; Ditroilo et al., 2025; Memmert, 2025).

7.5. Improving Methodological Transparency and Reporting Standards

Recent meta-research in sports science highlights persistent deficiencies in methodologi-
cal reporting (Cortés et al., 2025). For example, reviews examining time-to-event analyses in
sports medicine reveal that many studies fail to report key statistical assumptions or provide
sufficient information about model specification and censoring procedures (Cortés et al., 2025).
Such findings underline the importance of improved statistical training, stricter adherence to
reporting guidelines, and more rigorous peer review practices to ensure the interpretability
and reproducibility of scientific findings (Abt et al., 2025; Cortés et al., 2025).

7.6. Bridging the Gap Between Research and Practice

Another emerging priority in sports science publishing is the need to bridge the
science–practice gap (Eisenmann, 2017; S. W. Thompson, 2020). Researchers are increasingly
encouraged to produce work that has both theoretical relevance and practical applicability
for coaches, practitioners, and athletes (Abt et al., 2022; Bustamante-Sánchez et al., 2022;
Gomez-Ruano et al., 2020; Memmert, 2025). In this context, case-study research designs
have gained renewed interest because they provide detailed insights into real-world sport
environments and elite performance. For example, Plakias et al. (2026) conducted a case
study to investigate how an underdog can beat a favorite. When conducted rigorously,
case studies can offer valuable applied knowledge and generate new research questions
relevant to high-performance sport (Halperin, 2018; Mujika et al., 2025).

8. An Integrated Framework for Publishable Sport Science Research
Building on the synthesis of the methodological, conceptual, and editorial perspectives

discussed in the previous sections, the present article proposes an integrated framework
that conceptualizes the key elements of publishable sport science research as a structured
and interconnected process. The dimensions described in the preceding sections (e.g.,
theoretical grounding, methodological rigor, statistical inference, and transparency) should
not be interpreted as independent recommendations, but as interrelated components that
collectively shape the development and evaluation of scientific work. As illustrated in
Figure 1, the framework is represented as a funnel, reflecting the progressive refinement
of research from its conceptual origins to its ultimate scientific and practical outcomes.
Importantly, this progression also corresponds to the stages of the editorial and peer-review
process, where different dimensions are emphasized and evaluated. In this sense, the
framework provides not only a structural representation of research quality but also an
implicit evaluative logic that reflects how manuscripts are assessed in practice.
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Figure 1. Funnel framework of publishable sport science research.

At the upper and widest level of the funnel lies the conceptual foundation, which
represents the theoretical and epistemological basis of the research. This stage involves
identifying a clear research problem, establishing the knowledge gap, and ensuring align-
ment between research questions, theoretical perspectives, and methodological approaches.
Building on this conceptual grounding, methodological rigor concerns the appropriateness
and quality of the research design, including study design selection, sampling strategies,
measurement validity, and data collection procedures.

The next stage of the funnel involves analytical rigor, which refers to the validity and
appropriateness of the analytical procedures used to interpret research data. Depending
on the research paradigm, this may include statistical modeling and uncertainty estima-
tion in quantitative studies, or credibility, reflexivity, and interpretative transparency in
qualitative research. Following this stage, research transparency emphasizes openness and
reproducibility in the research process through clear methodological reporting, adherence
to reporting guidelines, and the avoidance of questionable research practices.

As research progresses toward dissemination, the funnel narrows to scientific com-
munication, which concerns the effective presentation and dissemination of scientific
knowledge through clear manuscript structure, precise academic language, and coherent
presentation of results and interpretations. Effective communication ensures that rigorous
research can be properly evaluated, integrated into the scientific literature, and accessed by
both researchers and practitioners.

Finally, the framework highlights the dual outcomes of high-quality sport science re-
search. As shown in Figure 1, rigorous studies may contribute both to scientific knowledge
advancement, by expanding theoretical understanding and methodological development,
and to practical impact in sport, by informing coaching practice, performance analysis, and
athlete development. In this way, the funnel framework illustrates how the integration
of conceptual clarity, methodological rigor, analytical validity, transparency, and effective
communication ultimately supports the broader goals of sport science: the advancement of
scientific knowledge and the improvement of sport practice.

Importantly, the dimensions of the framework should not be interpreted as indepen-
dent or equivalent criteria. Rather, they form a hierarchical and interdependent structure,
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in which earlier stages condition the effectiveness of subsequent ones. For example, in-
sufficient conceptual grounding may limit the relevance of methodological choices, while
methodological weaknesses constrain the validity of analytical outcomes. Similarly, even
methodologically robust studies may fail to achieve publication if transparency and commu-
nication are inadequate. This interdependence reflects the way manuscripts are evaluated
in practice, where different types of weaknesses may lead to rejection at different stages of
the editorial and peer-review process.

These dimensions operate in practice within the editorial and peer-review process,
where manuscripts are progressively evaluated, with early-stage weaknesses (e.g., con-
ceptual flaws, matching the journal scope or general quality, plagiarism checks, and other
ethical concerns) often leading to desk rejection, while issues related to methodology, anal-
ysis, reporting, or communication are more likely to emerge during peer review (Drozdz
& Ladomery, 2024; Rowland, 2002). However, it should be noted that severe deficiencies
in methodology, analysis, reporting, or scientific communication may also be identified
during the initial editorial screening and can lead to immediate desk rejection (Edmans,
2025; Wu et al., 2024).

The proposed framework builds upon broader research lifecycle and translational science
models, which conceptualize research as a progressive process from knowledge generation
to real-world impact (Colusso et al., 2019; Luke et al., 2018; Vaughan et al., 2013). However,
unlike these models, the present framework is specifically tailored to the characteristics of
sport science, where research is closely intertwined with applied performance environments.
In this context, the model emphasizes not only the progression of scientific knowledge
but also its practical usability, contextual sensitivity, and direct relevance to coaching and
performance analysis. Therefore, the framework offers a domain-specific perspective that
integrates methodological rigor with applied impact in sport settings.

To illustrate the practical application of the framework, consider a study examining the
effect of high-intensity training on match performance in soccer. The process begins with
the identification of a clear research problem and theoretical grounding (e.g., physiological
adaptation and performance models proposed by Noakes (2000)). This is followed by
the design of a methodologically sound study, including appropriate sampling, measure-
ment tools, and data collection procedures. The analytical stage involves the application
of suitable statistical or mixed-methods approaches, with emphasis on estimation and
contextual interpretation. Transparency is ensured through clear reporting and, where
feasible, data sharing or preregistration. Finally, the findings are communicated through a
well-structured manuscript, with implications translated into practical recommendations
for coaches and practitioners. This example demonstrates how the different components
of the framework interact as a coherent process from conceptualization to application,
while also illustrating how the framework operates within the specific constraints of sport
science research.

To enhance the practical applicability of the proposed framework, the following
checklist summarizes key considerations for authors aiming to produce high-quality and
publishable sport science research:

• Ensure alignment between the manuscript’s topic and the aims and scope of the
target journal;

• Clearly define the research problem and ensure strong theoretical grounding;
• Align study design with the research question and contextual constraints;
• Justify sample selection and acknowledge limitations related to population access;
• Use appropriate statistical or qualitative methods, emphasizing estimation and

transparency;
• Report effect sizes, confidence intervals, and key analytical decisions;
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• Follow relevant reporting guidelines (e.g., CONSORT, STROBE, TIDieR);
• Ensure clarity, structure, and logical flow in scientific writing;
• Explicitly translate findings into practical implications for sport practitioners.

9. Conclusions
This narrative review synthesized methodological, conceptual, and editorial perspec-

tives to identify the key factors that determine the quality and publishability of sport
science research. The analysis highlighted that successful scientific publications depend not
only on robust study design but also on the coherent integration of theoretical grounding,
methodological rigor, analytical validity, research transparency, and effective scientific
communication. Weaknesses in any of these components can substantially undermine the
credibility and publication potential of research.

Building on this synthesis, the proposed funnel framework provides a structured
perspective on how these elements interact throughout the research process, from concep-
tualization to dissemination. By emphasizing the progressive refinement of research, the
framework highlights the interconnected nature of high-quality scientific work.

Ultimately, strengthening these dimensions is essential not only for improving publi-
cation success but also for enhancing the reliability, reproducibility, and practical relevance
of sport science research. By adopting rigorous methodological practices, transparent
reporting, and clear scientific communication, researchers can contribute more effectively
to both the advancement of scientific knowledge and the translation of research findings
into applied sport practice.
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