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Aim of today

• To be (more) confident about the structure and content of Results 
and Discussion sections

• To read and comment on another team’s draft
• Q&A 



Reflection: How is it going?

• Have you started writing the Results and Discussion sections?



Today’s agenda

• Introduction and warm-up (20 mins)
• Swap texts with another team. Read and comment on each other’s

Results and Discussion (60 mins including break)
• Summary and Q&A 



Reference to 
the method
and/or the 
research 
question

Presenting tables and figures

5From Jagelid/Movin, Bachelor’s
thesis, KTH, 2017

Metatext to 
show 
organisation. 
(However, use
”Section 4.1” 
rather than ”the 
first part”)

Reference to the table

Start with a 
general 
statement
about the 
results

Consistent
terminology. 
There is detail
in the table 
heading that
relates to the 
text.



Figure and text are
connectedWhen inspecting the 1-D signals created by row concatenation of MRI 

scans, we see a clear distinction between the signals of a healthy 
brain and those of a brain with Alzheimer’s disease (AD). Consistent 
with the results of Lahmiri and Boukadoum (2013), the healthy brain 
has a more irregular signal with a broader spread of pixel intensity. 
This can be seen in Figure 4.1, where the pixel intensity of the signal 
is plotted in MATLAB.

Reference to the figure

Figure 4.1. MATLAB plots of pixel intensity of MRI 1-D signals from a normal 
brain (left) and a brain with Alzheimer’s disease (right). The MRI scans are 
taken from the same layer in the brain.

Consistent
terminology

Reference to the method

Explain what the figure or 
table shows

Missing: X- and Y-axis labels



What’s missing?

Reference to the figure!

What about this as a first sentence?

Figure 4.3 shows the proportions of
academics (green) and non-academics
(blue), who perceived the true and false
tweets as credible.

On average, approximately 51% of the academic assessors found the true tweets 
credible, while roughly 64% of the non-academics found the same tweets credible. In 
comparison, the values for the false tweets were 27% for the academics and 34% for the 
non-academics. In other words, fewer of the academics judged all tweets as credible 
than the non-academics, 13% fewer for the true tweets and 7% fewer for the false 
tweets. Both groups were less convinced by the false tweets, but it is still noteworthy 
that not more respondents believed in the true tweets.

What about this level of
detail?



Highlight contrasts

• Ranges from 3000 to 5000
• …with a peak at 40 instead of 20
• … not more than… /as much as…
• This figure does not reach higher than… / is only…
• This figure is significantly larger… 



In sum…

• Do not leave tables and figures ”unattended”
• The figure caption is not enough
• Write a paragraph about what it is we see
• Interpret the data for the reader in connection with the figure or 

table – do not wait until the Discussion



• Work on your own text (20 mins)
• Exchange texts with another team and peer review.



To look at in your own – and others’ texts

• Does the section (or subsection) start with a brief background? A 
reminder of the method? If not – would this help?

• Is the figure explained and interesting information highlighted?
• Is the table or figure labelled and mentioned in the text?
• Is the table or figure professional-looking and easy to read?
• Does the caption have sufficient detail? 
• Is there anything that should be moved to Discussion instead?



Common “moves” in Discussion sections
(Swales and Feak p. 368)

• Repetition of purpose and methodS
• Summarising results
• Commenting on result

• Making claims
• Explaining
• Speculating
• Comparing to other work…

• Discussing limitations
• Recommendations



The Discussion section: hedging and 
generalising
Generalising: 

Overall, 
In general,
The tests tended to be successful
The tests were successful, with only two exceptions:

Hedging: It seems unlikely that…
This may be due to…
This might have severe effects on…



Limitations

Therefore the lack of a complete dataset is a limitation that may affect
the accuracy of the methods used. Despite this drawback, the 
comparison between MLPC and BRBM pre-trained 26 MLPC should still 
be valid, as both are used on the same dataset.



Limitations

”Therefore the lack of a complete dataset is a limitation that may affect
the accuracy of the methods used. Despite this drawback, the 
comparison between MLPC and BRBM pre-trained 26 MLPC should still 
be valid, as both are used on the same dataset.”

- End on the ”carefully positive” note
- Meaning of should? Other alternatives?
- Difference between may and might?



A note on cross-referencing

• Refer like this: (Section 2.3) or As shown in Section 2.3.
• Avoid referring to sections with their headings:

*… based on previous research reported in the background
*This will further be dealt with in Discussion 

• Referring to studies in the Discussion which have already been mentioned
in previous sections (e.g. Theoretical Background):

• Remember a full reference again. Not sufficient to say Erhan et al. (2020) in 
the Background, but then only ”Erhan et al.” in the Discussion. 



Ask questions to develop your idea and your arguments
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Introduction:
• Why is this interesting?
• To whom is this relevant?
• What is the problem? 
• Who says there’s a problem? 
• What may happen if the problem is not 

solved?

Method:
• Why did we choose this method?
• Could we have chosen other

methods?
• Has anyone else used this

method?

Results:
• Could a reader interpret my graph in a 

different way?
• What information do the readers

need to follow my story?
• What do I want to highlight?

Discussion:
• How do I know my statement is correct? 
• Could there be other possible

explanations? Why? Why not?
• Can I support my statements (or 

guesses…) with a reference or two?



A useful resource: The 
Manchester Phrasebank

http://www.phrasebank.manchest
er.ac.uk/reporting-results/

http://www.phrasebank.manchester.ac.uk/reporting-results/


Remember these resources

Manchester academic phrasebank:
• http://phrasebank.manchester.ac.uk

• The KTH Guide to scientific writing (see for instance the sections on sentence structure
common errors and Scientific style): www.kth.se/writingguide

• Use a good dictionary to find the exact vocabulary, e.g.:
http://Dictionary.cambridge.org

• Karolinska Institutet’s pages on academic writing and referencing:
• https://kib.ki.se/en/write-cite/academic-writing
• https://kib.ki.se/en/write-cite/writing-references-apa-vancouver

http://phrasebank.manchester.ac.uk/
http://www.kth.se/writingguide
http://dictionary.cambridge.org/
https://kib.ki.se/en/write-cite/academic-writing
https://kib.ki.se/en/write-cite/writing-references-apa-vancouver
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