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ABSTRACT  
In health research, the credibility and clinical relevance of scientific evidence are fundamentally determined by how well research methods are 
designed, justified, and reported. The methods section serves as the critical link between research objectives and the evidence generated to 
address them. However, misalignment between objectives and methodological approaches remains a common concern, often resulting in biased 
findings, limited applicability, and compromised decision-making in clinical and public health contexts. This editorial emphasizes that 
methodological rigor must be understood primarily as the alignment between research objectives and the chosen methods. The “best” method is 
not necessarily the most advanced, but the one most appropriate for answering a clearly defined clinical or public health question. Through 
conceptual discussion and illustrative examples across qualitative, experimental, and observational research, this paper highlights how 
inappropriate methodological choices can undermine validity, distort interpretations, and weaken the applicability of findings. The editorial further 
outlines a systematic approach to achieving alignment, beginning with the precise formulation of research objectives and followed by the careful 
selection and justification of study design, population, data collection procedures, and analytical strategies. Transparency in reporting and 
adherence to ethical standards are emphasized as essential components in demonstrating this alignment and ensuring reproducibility. As a key 
message to authors, this paper underscores that methodological decisions must not be driven by convention or convenience, but by their capacity 
to directly and reliably answer the research question. Failure to ensure such alignment risks producing evidence that is not fit for purpose, with 
potential implications for patient care and health policy. Conversely, a well-aligned and transparently reported methodological framework 
strengthens the validity, credibility, and impact of research, thereby supporting evidence-based healthcare and improved health outcomes. 
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INTRODUCTION 
In health research, the credibility of scientific evidence is fundamentally determined by how well the research methods are designed and 

reported [1,2]. The methods section is not merely a procedural requirement; it represents the logical bridge between research objectives and the 
evidence generated to address them. A clearly articulated objective without an appropriately aligned methodological approach risks producing 
findings that are difficult to interpret, apply, or trust in clinical and public health contexts [3]. 

The increasing emphasis on evidence-based practice further amplifies the importance of methodological rigor. Clinicians, policymakers, and 
other health professionals rely on published research to inform decisions that directly affect patient outcomes and population health. Consequently, 
the methods employed in a study must not only be scientifically sound but also demonstrably appropriate for answering the specific research 
question posed. Misalignment between objectives and methods may lead to biased conclusions, reduced clinical applicability, and ultimately 
compromised decision-making [4]. 

Despite the centrality of methods in determining research quality, weaknesses in methodological justification and reporting remain common 
in submitted manuscripts [5]. These include the use of inappropriate study designs, insufficient detail for replication, and lack of clarity in linking 
methods to research objectives. Such issues highlight the need for a more deliberate and reflective approach to writing the methods section. 

This editorial underscores the principle that the methods described in a manuscript must represent the best possible approach to answering the stated 
research objectives. Through a structured discussion of what constitutes an appropriate method, why such appropriateness matters in health research, 
and how methods should be designed and reported, this paper aims to guide authors in strengthening the methodological integrity of their work. 
 

ALIGNMENT BETWEEN METHODS AND OBJECTIVES IN HEALTH RESEARCH 
In the context of health research, the “best” method is not necessarily the most sophisticated or technologically advanced, but the one most 

appropriate for answering a clearly defined clinical or public health question. The key indicator of methodological quality lies in the alignment 
between the research objective and the study design, ensuring that the findings are both scientifically sound and clinically meaningful [6]. 

For example, when the objective is to understand patients’ lived experiences with chronic illness or long-term therapy, qualitative approaches 
such as in-depth interviews or focus group discussions are more appropriate than structured quantitative surveys. These methods allow for a 
deeper exploration of patient perspectives, which are critical for patient-centered care and shared decision-making. Conversely, when evaluating 
the effectiveness of an intervention, randomized controlled trials or well-designed quasi-experimental studies provide stronger evidence to inform 
clinical practice. 

Methodological appropriateness in healthcare is fundamentally a matter of alignment between the research objectives and the approach used 
to achieve them [7]. Research findings in this field are not merely academic outputs; they directly inform clinical decision-making, practice 
guidelines, and health policy [8]. When the chosen methods are not properly aligned with the intended objectives, the resulting evidence may fail 
to answer the research question accurately, thereby undermining its clinical relevance and utility [9]. 

A mismatch between objectives and methods can lead to biased estimates of treatment effects, inaccurate risk assessments, and conclusions 
that do not truly reflect the phenomena under investigation [10]. In turn, such weaknesses may translate into suboptimal or even harmful decisions 
in patient care and public health interventions. For this reason, methodological rigor in healthcare must be understood not only as a technical 
requirement but as a professional and ethical obligation to ensure that research outcomes are valid, reliable, and fit for purpose [11-13]. 

For example, when the objective of a study is to determine causal relationships between an intervention and health outcomes, the use of 
experimental or quasi-experimental designs is essential. Employing purely descriptive or cross-sectional approaches in this context fails to 
adequately address the causal question, resulting in evidence that is insufficient for guiding clinical practice. Similarly, in epidemiological studies 
aimed at identifying risk factors, inappropriate sampling strategies or inadequate control of confounding variables may prevent the study from 
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accurately capturing the relationships it seeks to examine. These considerations highlight a central principle in health research: the strength, 
validity, and applicability of evidence depend not only on how well a study is conducted, but on whether its methods are specifically chosen to 
answer its stated objectives. 

Ensuring that research methods are appropriately aligned with study objectives requires a deliberate and systematic approach that begins at 
the design stage and continues through to reporting [14-16]. The first and most critical step is the precise formulation of the research objective, as 
the clarity and specificity of this objective will determine the suitability of subsequent methodological choices. Authors must explicitly identify 
whether their objective is exploratory, descriptive, causal, predictive, or evaluative, as each of these aims necessitates a different methodological 
approach. 

Once the objective is clearly defined, the selection of study design, population, and analytical strategy must be guided by their ability to directly 
answer the research question [17]. For example, objectives that seek to determine the effectiveness of an intervention require experimental or 
quasi-experimental designs, whereas objectives focused on understanding patient experiences are better addressed through qualitative methods. 
Similarly, in epidemiological research, the choice of sampling strategy and control of confounding variables must be tailored to ensure that the 
relationships of interest can be accurately identified. 

Alignment is further strengthened by providing explicit justification for each methodological decision. Authors should clearly articulate not only 
what methods were used, but why those methods represent the most appropriate approach for achieving the stated objectives [18]. This includes 
explaining the selection of study settings, inclusion and exclusion criteria, measurement instruments, and analytical techniques in relation to the 
research aims. In clinical studies, for instance, justification should encompass sample size determination, randomization procedures, and 
strategies to minimize bias, while observational studies should demonstrate rigorous approaches to controlling confounding and systematic error. 

In addition, transparency in reporting plays a crucial role in demonstrating this alignment. A comprehensive and clearly structured methods 
section—covering study design, population, data collection procedures, and analysis—enables readers to assess whether the chosen methods 
are indeed capable of addressing the research objectives. Ethical considerations, including informed consent, ethical approval, and patient safety, 
must also be integrated into this framework, as they are inseparable from methodological rigor in health research. 

Ultimately, achieving alignment between methods and objectives is not a single step but a continuous process of methodological reasoning, 
justification, and transparent reporting. Such alignment ensures that the evidence generated is not only scientifically robust but also clinically 
meaningful and applicable to real-world healthcare settings. 
 

MESSAGE TO AUTHORS 
As editors of a health journal, we emphasize that the methods section is a critical determinant of the scientific and clinical value of a manuscript, 

primarily because it demonstrates whether the chosen approach is truly capable of answering the stated research objectives. Authors must ensure 
that every methodological decision is not only explicitly justified but also directly aligned with clinically relevant research aims. A method that is 
well-executed but poorly matched to the objective ultimately fails to produce meaningful or actionable evidence [19]. 

Method selection, therefore, should never be driven by convention, familiarity, or convenience [20]. Instead, it must be guided by a clear 
understanding of what is required to answer the research question accurately and reliably. Authors are expected to demonstrate this alignment 
by explaining how their chosen design, population, measurements, and analytical strategies collectively serve the stated objectives. Without such 
alignment, even technically rigorous studies risk producing findings that are difficult to interpret or apply in clinical and public health contexts. 

We further stress that transparency and completeness in reporting are essential to making this alignment visible and assessable. Methods 
must be described in sufficient detail to allow replication and critical appraisal [21], particularly given their implications for patient care and health 
systems. Authors should also acknowledge the limitations of their methodological choices, including potential sources of bias and constraints on 
generalizability, as part of an honest appraisal of how well the methods address the intended objectives. 

Neglecting the alignment between methods and objectives not only weakens the scientific contribution of a manuscript but may also lead to 
misleading conclusions with downstream consequences for clinical practice and public health decision-making. Conversely, a well-aligned, clearly 
justified, and transparently reported methodological framework ensures that research findings are both valid and fit for purpose, thereby 
strengthening their contribution to evidence-based healthcare. 
 

CONCLUSION 
In health research, the methods section is not a peripheral component but the foundation upon which credible and clinically relevant evidence 

is built. Authors are required not only to select appropriate methods but also to articulate them in a clear, systematic, and justified manner. By 
ensuring that methodological choices represent the best possible approach to addressing clinical and public health objectives, researchers 
contribute to stronger evidence, better decision-making, and ultimately improved patient outcomes. 
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