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1 and 4, we don’t round; we just leave the number as is. Thus, 2.134 becomes 2.13. The 
trouble starts when the third decimal place number is 5.

Here is the rule when the third decimal place number is 5. If the number to the left 
of the 5 is EVEN, leave it as is: Thus, 2.145 becomes 2.14. When the number to the left 
of the 5 is ODD, round up: Thus, 2.175 becomes 2.18.

REVISIT AND RESPOND

•• Don’t forget that Ms and SDs are statistical symbols and should be italicized, 
along with other statistical symbols. Explain the role of 0 as a placeholder in the 
presentation of results where the finding can theoretically be greater than 1 and 
where it cannot. Explain the rounding rules. Explain how to present a result where 
the printout shows p = .0000. What happens if you always round up (or not)? Find-
ings should be presented in the text or in a table but not both. How many results 
of a particular kind (e.g., correlation, Ms, and SDs) should you have before moving 
to a table? What is the advantage of presenting findings in a table?

DISCUSSION
Even when researchers have significant results to interpret, the Discussion (as introduced 
in Chapter 2) can be a challenge to write. There should be some balance in length between 
the Introduction and the Discussion; often there is not. The challenge is to interpret the 
results rather than merely to restate them. There is both tradition and innovation in 
the Discussion. How the results relate to early research (consistently or not) needs to be 
specified (the tradition). The significance of the results in adding to the literature and 
pointing toward future research also needs to be articulated (the innovation).

The Discussion (the heading is centered and bolded) can start with a statement of 
support, partial support, or nonsupport of the hypotheses. Section 2.08 of the Publica-
tion Manual (2010b) describes the Discussion section as the place to “examine, interpret, 
and qualify the results and draw inferences and conclusions from them” (p. 35).

As the language of the Publication Manual (2010b) suggests, you are interpreting the 
results, not restating them. The fact that a given difference occurred (e.g., that displaying 
4 credentials resulted in higher judgments of a therapist’s competence than displaying 2 
or 0 credentials, but that having 9 credentials was not a significant improvement in that 
regard) needs to be interpreted. What might this finding suggest? The Discussion sec-
tion does not typically include the restatement of the results with numbers; for example, 
instead of re-reporting Ms and SDs, you would say which group(s) were higher than 
another or others on a particular measure and explain the implications of that difference. 


