
rEFLections
Vol 28, No 2, May - August 2021

248

Use of Adverbials in Discussion Sections of Research Articles 
in Thai and International Journals 
NAPATRAPEE MALAWET & WANNAPA TRAKULKASEMSUK*
King Mongkut’s University of Technology Thonburi, Bangkok, Thailand
Corresponding author email: wannapa.tra@kmutt.ac.th

Abstract

The purpose of this study was to compare the discussion sections of 
research articles in applied linguistics in Thai and international journals. 
The corpus consisted of 20 English research articles: 10 from Thai journals 
and 10 from international journals. The adverbials framework of Biber 
et al. (1999) was employed in this study. The study explained the different 
usage of adverbials in discussion sections of both corpora. The results 
show that most of the use of adverbials in research article discussion 
sections in Thai and international journals is similar. There are five 
adverbials which are different and influence the presentation of content 
in discussion sections. It is hoped that this study may help teachers to 
design writing courses for novice writers or undergraduate and postgraduate 
students in writing research article discussion sections to publish in an 
international level.
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INTRODUCTION 

Research publication is a way for researchers to communicate and distribute their academic 
knowledge to people in their field (Swales, 1990, 2004). The place of research publication can 
help authors reach a wider audience. Therefore, the place of publication – international journal 
or national journal – can be a de facto key indicator of quality of research articles. International 
journals may have a stricter policy to select a paper, and the quality of writing may have an 
effect on paper selection. Therefore, this study started with an aim of comparing research 
articles published in international journals and Thai national journals to see if their writing 
quality is similar or different. 

Research articles usually consist of four main sections which are introduction, method, results, 
and discussion, or IMRD (Swales, 1981). Each section offers different communicative purposes. 
The introduction aims to present the reasons for conducting research by providing general 
information leading to the specific investigated issue and drawing readers’ attention to the 
topic. The methods section explains the research methodology, data, and approach. The results 
section describes the findings along with their descriptions. The discussion section expresses 
the interpretation of the results (Swales and Feak, 2012). 



rEFLections
Vol 28, No 2, May - August 2021

249

Among the four sections, the discussion section is the most challenging section to write for 
English native and non-native researchers (Bardi, 2015; Bitchener & Basturkmen, 2006; Swales, 
2004). This is because in this section, authors must present their own opinions towards their 
study. Therefore, the current study was scoped down to the discussion section. 

As the main communicative purpose of a research discussion is for authors to discuss their 
ideas and interpretations, they may need several writing techniques to produce a reasonable 
discussion, for example, hedging, elaborating upon and supporting their claims. Use of adverbials 
can affect the quality of discussion sections, so the use of adverbials can be considered essential 
and thus worth studying. From the abovementioned, this study aims to investigate the use of 
adverbials in the discussion sections of research articles published in international and Thai 
national journals. 

LITERATURE REVIEW

Defining adverbials 

An adverbial is a constituent of a clause that may appear in various forms such as a single 
adverb, an adverb phrase, a single noun, a noun phrase, a prepositional phrase, a finite clause, 
and a non-finite clause (Biber et al., 1999; Quirk et al., 1985). The distinction between adverbs 
and adverbials can sometimes be confusing as an adverb can sometimes act as an adverbial. 
However, they can be distinguished by their syntactic functions. An adverbial serves as a clause 
element that provides additional information to the clause it is attached to, while an adverb 
serves as a modifier of an adjective, an adverb, and a verb (Quirk et al., 1985). In this study, 
all forms of adverbials will be considered. This means adverbial phrases, adverbs that describe 
the whole clause, will be included. 

Classifications of adverbials

Adverbials can be divided into four main categories based on grammatical functions, namely, 
adjuncts, subjuncts, disjuncts and conjuncts (Quirk et al., 1985). Apart from Quirk et al. (1985), 
Biber et al. (1999) designates adverbials into three main categories, namely, circumstance 
adverbials, stance adverbials and linking adverbials. Circumstance adverbials are used “to add 
circumstantial information about the proposition in the clause” (Biber et al., 1999, p.762). 
Stance adverbials are used “to express speaker/writer stance towards the clause” (Biber et 
al., 1999, p.762). Linking adverbials are used “to link the clause (or some part of it) to some 
other unit of discourse” (Biber et al., 1999, p.762). It can be concluded that circumstance 
adverbials are similar to adjuncts, stance adverbials are similar to disjuncts, and linking adverbials 
are similar to conjuncts (Lenker, 2010). 

Conceptual framework

The two well-known frameworks (Quirk, 1989; Biber et al., 1999) are similar to some extent. 
Since Biber et al. (1999)’s framework is more up-to-date and has been derived from empirical 
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studies of large corpora, including academic papers, this study applies Biber’s framework for 
its analysis. Detailed classification and description of different types of adverbials based on 
Biber et al. (1999) together with a coding scheme used in this study are presented in the 
following table:

Table 1
Classification of adverbials

  Circumstance adverbials 
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  Stance adverbials
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  Linking adverbials

Previous studies on adverbials

Different types of adverbials have been studied to explore the use of adverbials in written 
discourse of non-native speakers of English. The use of conjunctive adverbials in English essay 
writing of postgraduate learners with different academic backgrounds was studied by An and 
Xu (2018). They applied AntConc to analyze the texts, and Celce-Murcia and Larsen-Freeman’s 
taxonomy of conjunctions (1999) was applied to investigate the use of conjunctive adverbials. 
The results show that two types of conjunctives (additive and sequential) are most frequently 
used, while adversative conjunctive and causal adverbials are least frequently used. 

Furthermore, there are two comparative studies of academic writing of non-native English 
speakers. Appel and Szeib (2018) compared the use of linking adverbials in English academic 
essays of authors from three different first languages (Arabic, Chinese, and French). All essays 
were carefully read to analyze linking adverbials. The results showed that the three different 
first language backgrounds overused different types of linking adverbials. Arabic writers 
overused additive linking adverbials, Chinese writers overused contrastive linking adverbials, 
and French writers overused appositional linking adverbials. Azhar and Mehmood (2018) 
compared the use of stance adverbials across three disciplinary fields – humanities, social 
sciences and sciences – in research dissertations of Pakistani university students. They used 
the theoretical framework of Biber et al. (1999) in analyzing stance adverbials. The results 
suggested that among the three disciplines in Pakistani academic writings, the most frequently 
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found adverbial is style adverbials followed by epistemic adverbials, and the least frequently 
found adverbial is attitude stance.

Although most studies have focused on written discourse, there is a study which investigated 
adverbials in both written and spoken discourse. Yin (2016) developed a new system of linking 
adverbials based on semantic and pragmatic meaning. Five registers — written academic prose, 
academic lectures, written news, broadcast news and conversation — from the Wellington 
Corpora of Spoken and Written New Zealand English (WSC and WWC) in the 1990s were 
analyzed. The meaning categories which are common among the four grammar books of Biber 
et al. (1999), Quirk et al. (1985), Huddleston and Pullum (2002), and Carter and McCarthy 
(2006) were used as the base meaning categories and to investigate linking adverbials. The 
data was stored and coded by NVIVO 9 software.  It was found that there were 21 meaning 
categories of linking adverbials: Adversative, Addition, Result, Listing, Condition, Logical 
consequence, Alternative, Opposite, Conclusion, Signal of evidence, Exemplification, Explanation, 
Comparison, Summation, Initiating a topic, Restatement, Transition, Marker of continuation, 
Signal of returning to the main thread, and Similarity and Formulaic ending.

In sum, previous research on adverbials has largely focused on some types of adverbials in 
written discourse from non-native English speakers. The results from these studies indicate 
that not all types of adverbials were studied, and there was no comparative study of discussion 
sections in Thai and international journals. Since the current study focuses on discussion 
sections, the following part will present previous research regarding discussion sections.

Previous studies on research discussion sections

The discussion sections in research articles of international journals and national journals have 
been comparatively studied by many scholars (e.g., Alharbi, 2016; Sheldon, 2019; Sithlaothavorn 
& Trakulkasemsuk, 2016). Alharbi (2016) compared the schematic structure of the English 
discussion sections in British and Saudi dental journals. He used the framework of Basturkmen 
(2012), and Yang and Allison (2013). The results of this study note that the researchers in both 
corpora similarly used rhetorical moves pertinent in accomplishing the communicative function 
of discussion sections. 

Also, there is a comparative study between the discussion sections in Thai and international 
journals. Sithlaothavorn and Trakulkasemsuk (2016) explored the rhetorical moves and the 
similarities and differences between the research article discussion sections of Thai and 
international journals of language learning and communication. This study adapted and 
developed the framework of Jalilifar et al. (2012), and Amnuai and Wannaruk (2013) to analyze 
data. The findings show that the rhetorical moves in research article discussion sections of 
Thai and international journals are similar. In Thai corpora, there are two obligatory moves 
(Move 2 Revisiting results and Move 4 Comparing results with literature) and three conventional 
moves (Move 1 Background information, Move 3 Interpreting results and Move 5 Accounting 
for results). In international corpora, there are two obligatory moves (Move 3 Interpreting 
results and Move 4 Comparing results with literature) and three conventional moves (Move 
1 Background information, Move 2 Revisiting results, and Move 5 Accounting for results). In 
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both corpora, there are six optional moves (Move 6 Summarizing the current study, Move           
7 Indicating limitations, Move 8 Indicating significance, Move 9 Evaluating methodology, Move 
10 Recommendations for further research and Move 11 Drawing pedagogical implication).

Besides the comparative study of international and national journals, Sheldon (2019) examined 
genre and moves of discussion/conclusion sections written by English L1, English L2 and Spanish 
L1 writers in applied linguistics research articles. The author applied the move analysis of 
Hopkins and Dudley-Evans (1988), Kanoksilapatham (2015), and Swales and Feak (1994). The 
study found that Move 1 (Stating the focus of the study) is conventional for Spanish L1 writers 
and optional for English L1 and L2 writers. Move 2 (Stating selected findings) and Move                       
3 (Making overt claims and generalizations) are obligatory for the three groups of writers. 
Move 4 (Recommendations for practical application) is conventional for English L1 writers and 
optional for Spanish L1 and English L2 writers. Move 5 (Exemplifying) and Move 6 (Limitations 
of the study) are optional for the three groups of writers. Move 7 (Further research suggested) 
is conventional for English L1 writers and optional for Spanish L1 and English L2 writers. 

Nonetheless, some researchers have focused on discussion sections of international journals 
(e.g., Amnuai, 2017; Dobakhti, 2016). Amnuai (2017) studied move analysis in English discussion 
sections of the accounting field. Yang and Allison’s (2003) move model was used in the analysis. 
The findings presented that there are seven moves in the accounting discussion sections. There 
were two obligatory moves — Move 2 (Reporting results) and Move 4 (Commenting on results), 
two conventional moves — Move 1 (Background information) and Move 7 (Deductions from 
the research), and three optional moves — Move 3 (Summarizing results), Move 5 (Summarizing 
the study), and Move 6 (Evaluating the study). 

Additionally, focusing on move analysis in the discussion sections of international journals, 
Dobakhti (2016) developed a move structure description of discussion sections of qualitative 
research articles in applied linguistics and proposed the patterns and options. The move 
structure model of Swales (1990, 2004) was used in discussion section analysis. There are                 
11 moves found from 15 applied linguistics discussion sections. They are Move 1 (Reporting 
findings), Move 2 (Referring to data to provide evidence for findings), Move 3 (Commenting 
on findings), Move 4 (Supporting the explanation/interpretation/evaluation/rejected explanation), 
Move 5 (Comparing findings with literature), Move 6 (Referring to data to provide evidence 
for inconsistency of findings with literature), Move 7 (Recommendation for practice), Move 8 
(Deduction), Move 9 (Providing information), Move 10 (Stating limitations) and Move 11 
(Recommending further research).

From reviewing these previous studies, although there are many comparative studies of the 
discussion sections in international and national journals, there is only one study which focuses 
on the discussion sections in Thai and international journals. In addition, the approach in 
studying the discussion sections in Thai and international journals of the previous research is 
not focused upon adverbials. Thus, the use of adverbials of the discussion sections of research 
articles in Thai and international journals may have thus far evaded study. To fill this gap, this 
present study will focus on the use of adverbials in the discussion section of research articles 
in Thai and international journals. The main research question of this study is as follows:
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Research question

Are there any similarities or differences between the use of adverbials in discussion sections 
in Thai and international journals?
  

METHODOLOGY

The data

Two corpora of discussion sections in research articles published in international journals and 
Thai national journals were compiled and named as ‘international journals’ and ‘Thai journals’. 
Each corpus consists of 10 discussion sections from 10 different research articles. All the articles 
were selected from journals in the field of applied linguistics published between 2016 and 
2017. Furthermore, there were criteria for the selection of articles. First, to conform with 
conventional research articles and identification of the discussion sections, only articles including 
IMRD sections were considered. Second, they were published in journals listed in an accredited 
database, Journal Citation Reports, and consideration was given to their impact factor for the 
year 2017 for international journals, and the Thai-Journal Citation Index (TCI) for Thai national 
journals. Third, the length of the discussion sections ranged from 800 to 1,000 words. See 
Appendix for information of the selected articles.  

Data analysis

To facilitate the analysis, the discussion sections in Thai and international journals were turned 
into text files. Then, sentences were separated into lines. Adverbials were manually identified 
then classified and coded for their types (see Table 1 above). 

To confirm the coding reliability before the next stage of data analysis, 20 percent of the 
research articles, four research articles (two from each corpus), were coded by an intercoder. 
The intercoder was a university lecturer and had experience in doing research on move analysis. 
After comparing and discussing the coding results with the intercoder, the reliability coefficiency 
scores were calculated (0.84 for Thai discussion sections and 0.87 for international discussion 
sections). The scores confirm that the coding was highly reliable. 

The frequencies of occurrence of each type of adverbial in the two corpora were manually 
counted. Then, a chi-square test was applied to compare the frequencies. As a result, significant 
types of adverbials frequently used in discussion sections in Thai and international journals 
could be identified. Thenceforth, three significant adverbials (circumstance position adverbials, 
circumstance additive/restrictive adverbials, and epistemic stance adverbials of source of 
knowledge) were divided into subcategories for further analysis. 
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FINDINGS

From 33 types of adverbials, 30 adverbials were found in Thai discussion sections (TD) and 
international discussion sections (ID). In identifying discussion sections, Thai discussion sections 
were codified as TD01-TD10, and international discussion sections were codified as ID01-ID10. 
Table 2 below lists all the adverbials found with their statistical information. From the results 
of the chi-square test, only five types of adverbials were found to be significant in their 
frequencies of occurrence in the two corpora (χ2 < 3.84, p < 0.05). They are circumstance 
position adverbials, circumstance additive/restrictive adverbials, circumstance recipient 
adverbials, epistemic stance adverbials of source of knowledge, and linking summation 
adverbials. The five significant types of adverbials would then be further explored and discussed.

Table 2
Results of Chi-square test

1 The observed frequency is acquired from real observations, whereas expected frequency is 
acquired from a calculated value of the following formula:   E= (O) x (number of samples)
                                                                                                                (total number of samples)
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Note: * = significant at p < 0.05, cut off point χ2 < 3.84

1. Circumstance position adverbials 

Circumstance position adverbials are used to tell where an event happens. From Table 2, it 
can be interpreted that this type of adverbial occurred significantly more often in the Thai 
journals than in the international journals. Circumstance position adverbials can be further 
divided into three subcategories, namely, internal, external and physical place. 

Internal circumstance position adverbials refer to a place of information within the paper. 
	 e.g. 	 “The last point to discuss here is the pattern in ordering move.” (TD01)

External circumstance position adverbials refer to information from external sources.
	 e.g. 	 “On the other hand, most authors try to give reasons for some interesting or 
                 	 unexpected results in their studies.” (TD01)

Physical place circumstance position adverbials refer to any physical locations.
	 e.g. 	 “These are basic skills that can be used both in classrooms and at work.” (TD05)

From Figure 1 below, the distributions of the subcategories show that the functions of 
circumstance position adverbials in the Thai and international journal discussion sections are 
similar. In the discussion sections of the Thai and international journal articles, internal links 
are mostly used, external links are used less often, and physical places are used only when 
necessary. Physical place is frequently used in international discussion sections because 
international journal articles are expected to have in-depth discussion sections. To write                   
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in-depth discussion sections, international journal authors must provide a physical place to 
link the experience in conducting research to discussion sections. This is in contrast to Thai 
journal authors, who might focus on supporting their discussion sections by referring to different 
sources, so physical place might be less frequently used. 

Figure 1 Circumstance position adverbials

2. Circumstance additive/restrictive adverbials

Circumstance additive adverbials show a statement connected to a preceding sentence (Biber 
et al., 1999).
	 e.g.	 “The study utilized self-report measures, meaning that participants’ own 	
		  level of insight and biases might influence the results.” (ID01)

Circumstance restrictive adverbials emphasize that “the idea in the clause is limited in
some way” (Biber et al., 2002, p. 366).
	 e.g. 	 “Focusing only on the body, the data makes clear that the problem move and the 
                           	 response move were supported by a high number of move features.” (TD08)

As shown in Table 2, circumstance additive/restrictive adverbials were used significantly more 
in the discussion sections of international journal articles than in Thai journal articles. The 
general usage and distribution in this category are different between the two groups of 
researchers. From Figure 2, international journal authors used additive adverbials more often 
than Thai journal authors to support and explain the results in depth. Conversely, Thai researchers 
used more circumstance restrictive adverbials, which usually integrates the restrictive, diminishing 
and hedging functions of adverbials (Zareva, 2009), to restrict and discuss the limitations of 
their results. Since the discussion section is a section in which the authors can express their 
opinion freely, international journal authors might use additive adverbials to add information, 
comment and strengthen arguments, while Thais usually make arguments with strong supports 
of reference, and they might use restrictive adverbials to limit their own opinion and arguments.
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Figure 2 Circumstance additive/restrictive adverbials

3. Circumstance recipient adverbials

Circumstance recipient adverbials determine the result of an activity (Biber et al., 1999).
	 e.g.	 “The current research has several important contributions to the hospitality 
                          	 literature.” (ID10)

As seen in Table 2, although Thai journal authors and international journal authors used this 
kind of adverbial to refer to people, actions and objects, international journal authors used 
this adverbial more often than Thai writers. It can be implied that international discussion 
sections prioritize clarity regarding the objective of results, while Thai discussion sections are 
not as clear in terms of the recipients of results. Because this kind of adverbial was found least, 
it can be implied that the purpose of the discussion section is presenting the authors’ opinion 
and making an argument; thus, referring to recipients might be found least in this section. 
Because international journals require in-depth discussion sections, international journal 
authors might frequently use this kind of adverbial. Conversely, discussion sections in Thai 
journals might not be as in-depth, so they may tend to provide little information regarding the 
recipients. 

4.  Epistemic stance adverbials of source of knowledge

Epistemic stance adverbials of source of knowledge show the reference of the information 
described in the same sentence (Biber et al., 1999). 
	 e.g. 	 “Recalling the definitions given by Whittier (1958), Leech (1972), and Ke and 
                          	 Wang (2013), slogans must be concise, catchy and memorable.” (TD03)

Thai journal authors used epistemic stance adverbials of source of knowledge significantly 
more often than international journal authors, as shown in Table 2. This kind of adverbial is 
classified into internal source of knowledge and external source of knowledge. Internal source 
of knowledge means the adverbials which refer to a source of knowledge inside a study, and 
external source of knowledge means the adverbials which refer to a source of knowledge 
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outside a study. It is interesting that in the two corpora, the usage of this adverbial is contrasting. 
Thai journal authors deploy internal source of knowledge more often than external source of 
knowledge. International journal authors equally deploy internal and external source of 
knowledge. International journal authors refer to internal source of knowledge to create 
cohesion in the papers and external source of knowledge to support and discuss results. 
Although Thai journal authors use internal and external source of knowledge for the same 
purpose as international journal authors, they are likely to link to the source within the paper 
more often than referring to an external source. Thai journal authors may prefer to make 
arguments with the strong support of an external source of knowledge. If they cannot find an 
external source which is strongly consistent with their argument, they might not make the 
argument or refer to the source.  

Figure 3 Epistemic stance adverbials of source of knowledge

5. Linking summation adverbials

Linking summation adverbials signal a sentence which summarizes the information of previous 
sentences (Biber et al., 1999).
	 e.g. 	 “Overall, these results provide support for the notion that aspects of authenticity 
                           	 may be related to humor styles.” (ID01)

Linking summation adverbials are significantly more often used in international discussion 
sections than Thai as seen in Table 2. It can be implied that international writers report each 
result and support with conclusion to facilitate readers’ understanding, while Thai writers 
usually report results with less summarizing.
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DISCUSSION

The purpose of this study is to analyze the adverbial deployment in discussion sections of 
applied linguistics research articles in Thai and international journals. We assumed that 
discussion sections in international journals are different in style and higher in quality than 
those of Thai journals (Jaroongkongdach, et al., 2012). There might be some differences between 
these two corpora. After analyzing adverbials in the discussion sections in Thai and international 
journals, we found five significantly different subcategories of adverbials: circumstance position 
adverbials, circumstance additive/restrictive adverbials, circumstance recipient adverbials, 
epistemic stance adverbials of source of knowledge, and linking summation adverbials. The 
findings of adverbials in this study reveal that the use of adverbials of both Thai and international 
authors is grammatically correct, but their use in terms of frequencies of different types of the 
adverbials indicates different use of adverbials when discussing the results. 

Circumstance position adverbials and epistemic stance adverbials of source of knowledge are 
used significantly more often in Thai discussion sections. The authors of Thai journals used 
more circumstance position adverbials and epistemic stance adverbials of source of knowledge, 
potentially because they felt comfortable in expressing their opinions with solid supports. In 
other words, it could imply that discussion sections in Thai journals usually provide a summary 
of the research findings and discuss the similarities and differences of findings from previous 
studies.  Moreover, Thai journal authors may prefer not to make arguments or criticize others’ 
studies in their discussion sections for three reasons: Firstly, there might be some factors 
influencing the English writing of Thai journal authors (Amnuai & Wannaruk, 2003; Kanoksilapatham, 
2007). These scholars assumed that some Thai cultural traits such as modesty and humility 
could influence the English writing of Thai authors. That is to say, Thai culture influences the 
use of adverbials in Thai authors’ making of arguments. Secondly, since readers of Thai journals 
are in Thai settings, making arguments and criticizing others’ studies may not be as desirable. 
Therefore, Thai journal authors might use these adverbials only to conform to the norms and 
conventions in line with readers’ expectations. Thirdly, there might be less publication 
requirements in Thai journals (Sithlaothavorn & Trakulkasemsuk, 2016). It can be implied that 
authors of Thai journals have relatively little academic experience. As a result, they may not 
confidently state strong arguments and critiques. 

Circumstance additive/restrictive adverbials, circumstance recipient adverbials and linking 
summation adverbials are used significantly more often in international discussion sections. 
It might be for three reasons: Firstly, the authors of international journals might have a different 
view on qualities of the discussion section. They would view the discussion section as a place 
to show their opinion, so they usually express their viewpoint, build credibility and support, 
and argue their claims (Basturkmen, 2012; Holmes, 1997; Peacock, 2002; Yang & Allison, 2003). 
Thus, circumstance additive/restrictive adverbials, circumstance recipient adverbials and linking 
summation adverbials were found significantly more often. Secondly, publication requirements 
of international journals may be more rigorous than those of Thai journals. Thus, authors who 
can publish in international journals probably have more academic experience. Thirdly, readers 
of international journals may expect to see authors’ opinions and strong arguments. Consequently, 
authors in international journals use these adverbials in order to meet readers’ expectations 



rEFLections
Vol 28, No 2, May - August 2021

262

and conform with the norms and conventions of publication requirements of international 
journals.

Accordingly, it is recommended that authors wanting to publish their research in Thai or 
international journals be aware of the requirements, expectations, and conventions of the 
given discourse community. For example, if authors would like to publish their research articles 
in international journals, making strong, convincing arguments with proper rationale, sharing 
the experience in conducting research and summarizing the results might be key points for 
consideration in writing a discussion section.  

Findings from this study demonstrate that expectations of discussion sections in Thai and 
international journals are different. Given that publishing in international journals is an indicator 
of career advancement of academic researchers, one should be aware of the different usages 
of adverbials in writing a discussion. Without clear and strong arguments, discussion sections 
in Thai journals might be considered bland and superficial. Therefore, researchers wishing to 
publish their papers in high-quality international journals may need to pay heightened attention 
to making arguments.

In sum, the findings of this study show that the use of adverbials in discussion sections in Thai 
and international journals reflects different styles of writing. To be published in international 
journals, Thai writers should adjust their use of adverbials, with one important consideration 
being their manner of presenting their argument. As Sheldon (2011) notes, writers need to 
adjust their writing styles to broaden their potential base of readers and accommodate 
international contexts. In publishing research articles of international journals, one of the most 
important sections is the discussion section. Flowerdew (2001) points out that the introduction 
and discussion sections of research articles having improper organization, when written by 
non-native English-speaking writers, is a key factor of rejection in publishing. The outcome of 
the current study could raise the non-native English-speaking writers’ awareness in employing 
adverbials in discussion sections and improve their chances in publishing their research articles 
in international journals. Another potential outcome of this study is that it could help instructors 
in designing a course to help inexperienced writers and undergraduate students get their work 
published at the international level. 

LIMITATION

One limitation of this study is that the data, from 2016 and 2017, might be outdated and thus 
might not accurately reflect the use of adverbials in 2020. Another limitation of this study is 
that there are relatively few journals in the Thai-Journal Citation Index (TCI); thus, the research 
articles could not be selected based on a specific type of study. Therefore, further research 
could focus on the use of adverbials in specific types of studies. 
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