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Academic writing plays a vital role in scholarly communication. Yet, its 

development in response to digital transformation, multilingual learning 

contexts, and evolving pedagogies has not been comprehensively examined 

through bibliometric analysis. This study investigates global research trends in 

academic writing from 2020 to 2025 by analyzing 1051 English-language 

publications extracted from the Scopus database using a title-based search. The 

data was refined with OpenRefine, analyzed using Scopus Analyzer, and 

visualized through VOSviewer to explore patterns in co-authorship, keyword 

frequency, and citation strength. Findings reveal a notable increase in 

publication activity after 2020, with the United States (US), China, and the 

United Kingdom (UK) being recognized as major contributors in both volume 

and influence. Frequently occurring keywords such as ChatGPT, feedback, 

Artificial Intelligence (AI), and academic integrity reflect the growing interest 

in digital tools and ethical issues in academic writing instruction. Co-

authorship trends show regional clustering, with limited engagement from 

underrepresented academic regions. Thematic mapping highlights two main 

research directions, namely the integration of advanced technologies in writing 

processes and the persistent emphasis on academic literacy for second language 

learners. This study offers a structured overview of the current landscape and 

highlights key areas for future inquiry, offering valuable insight for educators, 

researchers, and policymakers. 
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Introduction 

Academic writing is a dynamic field that has evolved significantly over the years, influenced 

by technological advancements, interdisciplinary approaches, and changing educational 

paradigms. This summary explores the key trends in academic writing research, focusing on 

digitization, collaborative writing, Artificial Intelligence (AI) integration, and methodological 

shifts. One of the prominent trends in academic writing is the increasing importance of formal 

bibliometrics and metadata. This includes the use of identifiers, citation standards, and 

keywords, which are crucial for creating databases that aid universities and research centers in 

making administrative and organizational decisions (Safonova & Safonov, 2021). The 

digitization of academic writing has also prompted the use of marketing strategies to expand 

the reach of academic papers, a phenomenon referred to as postproduction (Safonova & 

Safonov, 2021). 

 

The advent of information technologies has facilitated a shift from individual authorship to 

collective authorship. This shift is characterized by thematic collaboration and functional 

distribution of authorship, where different authors contribute specific expertise to a single work 

(Sun & Lan, 2023). This trend is particularly evident in interdisciplinary research, where 

collaboration across various fields is essential (Omidian & Siyanova-Chanturia, 2021). The 

integration of AI-powered tools into academic writing has been transformative, supporting 

functions such as text generation, proofreading, editing, text annotation, paraphrasing, and 

translation (Raitskaya & Tikhonova, 2024). However, the use of AI in academic writing also 

raises challenges, such as concerns over authorship, integrity, and the risk of overreliance on 

AI-generated content. The discourse surrounding AI in academic writing continues to evolve, 

emphasizing the integration of these tools into hybrid writing processes and the need to address 

associated ethical implications (Raitskaya & Tikhonova, 2024). 

 

Research on academic writing employs a variety of methodologies. Interpretive methods are 

predominant, reflecting a focus on understanding the social context and practices of writing 

(Juzwik et al., 2006). Bibliometric analyses have also gained prominence, aiding in the 

identification of research trends and influential publications within the field (Dong et al., 2024; 

Sun & Lan, 2023). These methodologies provide insights into the cognitive and metacognitive 

processes involved in writing, as well as the impact of technological advancements on writing 

practices. Research on academic writing often focuses on the textual and cognitive aspects of 

writing, including issue diagnosis and assessment (Mugambiwa, 2024). This trend is 

particularly strong in humanities and education faculties, where writing is a central component 

of the curriculum. 

 

There is a growing emphasis on academic literacy, which involves writing across various 

disciplines using an interdisciplinary approach (Imran et al., 2024). This trend underscores the 

need to understand the distinct conventions and standards of various academic disciplines   

(Omidian & Siyanova-Chanturia, 2021, 2021). Critical thinking is a crucial component of 
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academic writing, and there is increasing attention to how it can be effectively taught and 

integrated into writing practices. Pedagogic interventions emphasizing critical thinking have 

been shown to improve the writing skills of both academics and students. 

 

The challenges related to authorship and integrity are significant, especially with the rise of AI-

powered writing tools. Ensuring the originality and authenticity of academic work is a major 

concern (Burkhard, 2023). The need for interdisciplinary research is becoming more 

pronounced, as complex global issues require collaborative efforts across different fields 

(Korotkina, 2018). This trend necessitates a rethinking of traditional disciplinary boundaries 

and encourages a more holistic approach to academic writing (Korotkina, 2018). The 

integration of computational methods in writing assessment, along with the investigation of 

how various factors relate to writing quality, has emerged as a growing area of interest (Dong 

et al., 2024). These advancements have the potential to revolutionize how writing is taught and 

assessed in academic settings. 

 

 
Figure 1: Trends Visualization Of Research On Academic Writing 

 
Research Question 

 

1. What are the research trends in academic writing studies according to the year of 

publication? 

2. What are the most cited articles? 

3. Who and how much has been published in the area with regard to the authors and 

countries? 

4. What are the popular keywords related to the study?  

5. What are co-occurrence, co-citation, and countries’ collaboration? 

 

Methodology  

Bibliometrics entails the collection, organization, and analysis of bibliographic data from 

scientific publications (Alves et al., 2021; Assyakur & Rosa, 2022; Verbeek et al., 2002). In 

addition to basic statistics, such as identifying publishing journals, publication years, and 

prominent authors (Y. C. J. Wu & Wu, 2017), bibliometric methods also encompass advanced 

techniques like document co-citation analysis. A successful literature review requires a 

thorough and iterative process involving the selection of appropriate keywords, literature 

searching, and detailed analysis. This methodology supports the development of a 
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comprehensive bibliography and enhances result reliability (Fahimnia et al., 2015). In this 

context, the study concentrated on high-impact publications, as they offer valuable insights into 

the theoretical frameworks guiding the field. To ensure the accuracy of the data, Scopus was 

used as the primary data source (Al-Khoury et al., 2022; di Stefano et al., 2010; Khiste & 

Paithankar, 2017). Furthermore, to maintain quality standards, only peer-reviewed journal 

articles were included, while books and lecture notes were intentionally excluded (Gu et al., 

2019). Using Elsevier’s Scopus, known for its broad coverage, publications were collected 

from 2020 through December 2023 for further analysis. 

 

Data Search Strategy 

The study employed a screening sequence to determine the search terms for article retrieval. 

Afterwards, the query string was revised so that the search term “academic writing”. This 

process yielded 2,237 results, which were additionally scrutinized to include only English 

publications, making it 2087. The final search string refinement included publications only 

from the year range 2020-2025, and the final number of publications consulted is 1105. 
1 

Table 1: The Search String 

 

Scopus TITLE ( "academic writing" ) AND PUBYEAR 

> 2019 AND PUBYEAR < 2026 AND ( 

LIMIT-TO ( LANGUAGE , "English" ) 

 

Table 2: The Selection Criterion in Searching 

Criterion Inclusion Exclusion 

Language English Non-English 

Timeline 2020-2025 <2020 

 

Data Analysis 

VOSviewer is a user-friendly bibliometric software developed by Nees Jan van Eck and Ludo 

Waltman at Leiden University, Netherlands (van Eck & Waltman, 2010a, 2017). It is widely 

used for the visualization and analysis of scientific literature, with a specialization in generating 

intuitive network visualizations, clustering related elements, and producing density maps. The 

software enables the analysis of co-authorship, co-citation, and keyword co-occurrence 

networks, offering researchers a comprehensive view of research landscapes. Its interactive 

interface and regular updates facilitate efficient and dynamic exploration of extensive datasets. 

With capabilities such as metric computation, customizable visualizations, and compatibility 

with various bibliometric data sources, VOSviewer stands out as a valuable tool for scholars 

exploring complex research domains. 

 

A notable feature of VOSviewer is its ability to convert complex bibliometric datasets into 

visually accessible maps and charts. Emphasizing network visualization, the software is 

particularly effective in clustering related items, examining keyword co-occurrence patterns, 

and creating density maps. Its intuitive interface allows both novice and experienced 

 
1
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researchers to navigate and analyze research landscapes with ease. Ongoing development keeps 

VOSviewer at the forefront of bibliometric analysis, offering insightful metrics and flexible 

visualization options. Its adaptability to different types of bibliometric data, such as co-

authorship and citation networks, positions VOSviewer as a versatile and indispensable tool 

for scholars seeking deeper understanding and meaningful insights within their research 

domains. 

 

Datasets encompassing bibliographic information—including publication year, article title, 

author details, journal source, citation counts, and associated keywords in PlainText format—

were retrieved from the Scopus database, covering the period from 2004 to December 2024. 

Subsequent analyses were conducted utilizing VOSviewer software (version 1.6.19). By 

applying VOS clustering as well as mapping techniques, the software enabled the generation 

and examination of visual maps. To substitute the Multidimensional Scaling (MDS) approach, 

VOSviewer positions items within low-dimensional spaces, which ensures that the distance 

between items accurately represents their level of similarity as well as relatedness (van Eck & 

Waltman, 2010b). In this regard, VOSviewer aligns with the MDS approach (Appio et al., 

2014). However, unlike MDS, which primarily relies on computing similarity metrics, for 

example, Jaccard indices as well as cosine, VOS adopts a more suitable method for normalizing 

co-occurrence frequencies, particularly Association Strength (ASij), measured by Van Eck & 

Waltman (2007): 

𝐴𝑆𝑖𝑗 =
𝐶𝑖𝑗

𝑤𝑖𝑤𝑗
, 

 

where “proportional to the ratio between on the one hand the observed number of 

cooccurrences of i and j and on the other hand the expected number of co-occurrences of i and 

j under the assumption that co-occurrences of i and j are statistically independent” (Van Eck & 

Waltman, 2007). 

 

Findings 

The bibliometric data spanning 2020 to 2025 reveals a notable upward trajectory in research 

on academic writing, culminating in a significant peak in 2024. The number of publications 

rose from 148 in 2020 (13.21%) to 279 in 2024 (24.89%), underscoring a growing scholarly 

focus on writing instruction, assessment, and authorship practices amid evolving educational 

and technological landscapes. This surge aligns with the global shift to digital and hybrid 

learning environments following the COVID-19 pandemic, which foregrounded the need to 

reexamine foundational academic literacies. Additionally, the increased integration of AI-

powered tools, for instance, Grammarly and ChatGPT, likely spurred academic discourse 

surrounding originality, ethics, and the pedagogical implications of automated writing support 

systems. 
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Figure 2: Trend of Research in Academic Writing by Year 

 

Table 3: Number of Publications by Year 

Year Number of Publications Percentage (%) 

2025 151 13.47% 

2024 279 24.89% 

2023 209 18.64% 

2022 165 14.73% 

2021 153 13.65% 

2020 148 13.21% 

Total 1105 100% 

 

Although a slight decline is observed in 2025 (151 publications; 13.47%), this may reflect 

either incomplete indexing or a reorientation of research themes toward broader 

interdisciplinary domains such as digital literacy, AI ethics, and automated language learning. 

Overall, the data illustrate that academic writing remains a vital and adaptive field of inquiry, 

responsive to technological advancements and institutional transformations. Future research 

should explore co-authorship networks, keyword evolution, and cross-disciplinary 

collaborations to better understand how the field continues to evolve in response to both global 

academic pressures and localized educational reforms. 

 

Table 4: Most Cited Author 

Authors Title Year Cited by 

 

(Dergaa et al., 

2023) 

 

From human writing to artificial intelligence 

generated text: examining the prospects and 

potential threats of ChatGPT in academic writing 

2023 350 

 

(Song & Song, 

2023) 

Enhancing academic writing skills and motivation: 

assessing the efficacy of ChatGPT in AI-assisted 

language learning for EFL students 

2023 156 

 Using ChatGPT in academic writing is (not) a 

form of plagiarism: What does the literature say? 

2023 115 
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(Jarrah et al., 

2023) 

 

(Yu & Liu, 

2021) 

Improving student feedback literacy in academic 

writing: An evidence-based framework 

2021 108 

 

(Knight et al., 

2020) 

AcaWriter A learning analytics tool for formative 

feedback on academic writing 

2020 105 

 

(Khalifa & 

Albadawy, 

2024) 

Using artificial intelligence in academic writing 

and research: An essential productivity tool 

2024 83 

 

(X. Wu et al., 

2020) 

Syntactic complexity in English as a lingua franca 

academic writing 

 

2020 73 

 

(Guggemos et 

al., 2020) 

Humanoid robots in higher education: Evaluating 

the acceptance of Pepper in the context of an 

academic writing course using the UTAUT 

2020 71 

 

(Marchandot et 

al., 2023) 

ChatGPT: The next frontier in academic writing 

for cardiologists or a pandora's box of ethical 

dilemmas 

2023 64 

 

(Mahapatra, 

2024) 

Impact of ChatGPT on ESL students’ academic 

writing skills: a mixed methods intervention study 

2024 64 

 

An analysis of the most cited articles on academic writing from 2020 to 2024 highlights the 

swift and prominent emergence of AI, especially ChatGPT, as a dominant theme in the 

literature. The most cited article by Dergaa and colleagues, published in 2023, has received 

350 citations and explores both the opportunities and concerns related to AI-generated text use 

in academic contexts. This is followed by the study by Song and Song, also from 2023, which 

has received 156 citations and examines the influence of ChatGPT on student motivation and 

writing skills in an English as a Foreign Language setting. The significant citation volume of 

these recent publications suggests that the academic community is increasingly focused on 

understanding the pedagogical and ethical implications of AI in the development of academic 

writing practices. 

 

At the same time, articles that focus on more traditional approaches to academic writing 

continue to demonstrate strong scholarly relevance. For example, the work of Yu and Liu on 

feedback literacy in writing and the study by Knight and colleagues on the AcaWriter feedback 

tool have been cited over one hundred times each. These findings indicate that while the 

discourse is evolving with the integration of advanced technologies, there remains a consistent 

interest in improving student learning through human-centered approaches. The coexistence of 

these two directions within the top-cited works suggests that future research in academic 

writing must simultaneously pursue innovation in digital tools and preserve pedagogical 

frameworks that prioritize critical thinking, formative feedback, and ethical academic 

engagement. 
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Table 5: Number of Publications by Country 

Country Number of 

Publications 

China 159 

United States 143 

United Kingdom 100 

Indonesia 78 

Saudi Arabia 49 

Australia 47 

Hong Kong 43 

Russian Federation 42 

Malaysia 39 

Canada 38 

 

 

 

 
Figure 3: Visual Representation of Number of Publications by Country 

 

The geographical distribution of publications reveals that research on academic writing is 

largely concentrated in a few leading academic economies, with China contributing the highest 

number of publications (159), followed by the United States (US) (143) and the United 

Kingdom (UK) (100). This pattern reflects the growing emphasis in these regions on academic 

literacy, international publication standards, and the strategic positioning of research output in 

global databases such as Scopus. China’s leading position may be attributed to its national 

academic reform agendas, institutional incentives for international publication, and expanding 

doctoral training programs, which place strong emphasis on writing proficiency. Similarly, the 

high output from the US and the UK is consistent with their long-standing traditions in 

academic writing scholarship, well-established writing centers, and extensive investments in 

writing pedagogy and research infrastructure. 
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Outside the dominant triad, several emerging contributors demonstrate increasing engagement 

with the field. Notably, Indonesia (78 publications) and Saudi Arabia (49) represent rising 

regional hubs where academic writing is gaining strategic importance, especially in the higher 

education internationalization and English medium instruction context. Malaysia (39 

publications) and Hong Kong (43) also underscore the role of multilingual and multicultural 

contexts in shaping research priorities on academic literacy. The presence of the Russian 

Federation (42) and Canada (38) further indicates a distributed, albeit uneven, global interest 

in academic writing. These patterns suggest that while academic writing remains rooted in 

traditional Anglo-American scholarly traditions, its global relevance is expanding. Future 

studies should explore how local academic cultures, linguistic diversity, and policy shifts shape 

the discourse and pedagogy of academic writing across different national contexts. 

 
Figure 4: Network Visualization Map of Keywords’ Co-occurrence 

 

The keyword co-occurrence data shows a research domain that is undergoing significant 

transformation, driven by both pedagogical refinement and technological integration. The 

dominance of “academic writing” with 498 occurrences and the highest total link strength of 

550 confirms its centrality as the primary conceptual anchor in the literature. Closely following 

are terms such as “artificial intelligence,” “ChatGPT,” and “higher education,” which 

collectively indicate an epistemic shift in academic writing research towards the exploration of 

intelligent systems and their pedagogical implications. The visibility of keywords like 

“generative artificial intelligence,” “large language models,” and “plagiarism” reflects both the 

adoption of and the critical anxieties surrounding AI-supported writing environments. These 

trends suggest that scholars are no longer investigating writing as a static skill set but rather as 

a dynamic process increasingly shaped by automation, ethical concerns, and institutional 

readiness. However, the relatively modest strength of linkages for foundational pedagogical 



  
Volume 7 Issue 26 (September 2025) PP. 322-335 

  DOI: 10.35631/IJMOE.726022 

331 

 

terms such as “writing instruction,” “revision,” and “formative assessment” signals a potential 

marginalization of core teaching practices in favour of technologically oriented discourses. 

 

A deeper inspection of thematic clusters further highlights the coexistence of complementary 

and competing priorities in the field. Terms associated with learner development, such as “self-

efficacy,” “feedback,” “peer review,” and “critical thinking”, show sustained relevance, though 

their link strengths remain secondary to those associated with technological terms. The strong 

presence of keywords like “English for academic purposes,” “corpus linguistics,” and “lexical 

bundles” points to ongoing interest in the linguistic features of academic writing, especially 

within second language and multilingual contexts. Yet, the scattered distribution and limited 

co-linkage of terms such as “identity,” “authorial voice,” and “stance” suggest that more 

nuanced sociocultural dimensions of academic writing are underexplored in comparison to 

more quantifiable aspects. This thematic imbalance calls for a more integrative research agenda 

that foregrounds the operational potential of intelligent writing tools and the epistemological, 

ethical, and disciplinary commitments that define academic literacy. Without such balance, the 

field risks narrowing its vision to a techno-centric trajectory that may overlook the humanistic 

and critical dimensions of scholarly writing development. 

 
Figure 5: Visual Representation of Co-citation Analysis Among Countries 

 

Table 5: Co-citation Analysis Among Countries 

Id Country Documents Citations Total link strength 

5 Australia 47 442 29 

6 Austria 6 58 8 

10 Belgium 8 87 19 

12 Brazil 10 25 3 

17 Canada 38 255 18 

19 Chile 7 27 5 

20 China 158 1358 88 
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21 Colombia 9 11 6 

23 Czech Republic 17 35 5 

24 Denmark 5 15 8 

 

The co-citation analysis uncovers the hierarchical structure of intellectual influence within 

academic writing research, positioning China, the US, and the UK as the leading epistemic 

authorities. China leads the field with 158 cited publications and the highest total link strength 

of 1358, reflecting both a high volume of scholarly output and strong global connectivity within 

citation networks. The US and the UK follow with 143 and 100 publications, respectively, and 

notable link strengths of 762 and 694. This triangulation reinforces the centrality of these three 

nations in shaping discourses around academic writing, particularly in areas intersecting with 

AI, educational technology, and academic integrity. The co-citation volume reflects the ability 

of these countries to anchor the field conceptually, while their high link strengths suggest that 

their work functions as a common reference point across diverse research traditions. 

 

Beyond this dominant triad, countries such as Australia, Hong Kong, Saudi Arabia, and 

Sweden exhibit noteworthy influence with moderate publication counts but disproportionately 

strong citation linkages. For instance, Hong Kong records 43 publications with a link strength 

of 365, indicating its strategic role in bridging Eastern and Western academic traditions, 

particularly in English as a second language writing contexts. Similarly, countries like 

Malaysia, Indonesia, and Japan demonstrate growing engagement, though their lower link 

strengths suggest a more regionally focused impact. Notably absent from the top citation nodes 

are many countries from the Global South, whose presence remains fragmented or marginal in 

the citation landscape. This imbalance highlights the persistence of structural inequalities in 

global knowledge production, raising concerns about the inclusivity of academic writing 

discourse. Future research collaborations should prioritize transnational equity and support 

underrepresented regions in building their citation visibility, thereby contributing to a more 

democratically structured knowledge economy. 

 

Conclusion 

This bibliometric study aimed to explore global research trends and emerging themes in 

academic writing, focusing on publications indexed in the Scopus database between 2020 and 

2025. The analysis aimed to identify the leading contributors, most cited works, key thematic 

clusters, and patterns of collaboration across countries. A total of 1051 publications were 

analyzed using Scopus Analyzer, OpenRefine, and VOSviewer, offering a comprehensive 

mapping of the intellectual and geographic distribution of academic writing research. 

 

The findings indicate a consistent rise in publication activity, reaching its peak in 2024, 

suggesting increased scholarly engagement likely influenced by the integration of AI tools in 

writing instruction. China, the US, and the UK emerged as the leading contributors, both in 

output and citation strength, while emerging economies such as Indonesia, Malaysia, and Saudi 

Arabia show growing participation. Keyword co-occurrence analysis highlighted critical focus 

areas such as generative AI, ChatGPT, academic integrity, and feedback, indicating an 

epistemic shift toward technology-mediated writing practices. Despite this, foundational 

themes such as peer review, self-efficacy, and writing instruction maintain relevance, albeit 

with reduced visibility in recent publications. 
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This study contributes to the academic writing literature by mapping its evolution and 

identifying a transition from traditional pedagogical approaches to technology-driven 

frameworks. The results offer useful insights for institutions and educators aiming to adapt 

writing instruction to contemporary challenges. However, limitations include the exclusion of 

non-English publications and reliance on a single database, which may overlook regional 

contributions and alternative publication venues. Future research could extend this analysis by 

incorporating additional databases, exploring longitudinal citation trends, and integrating 

qualitative methods to understand the pedagogical impact of emerging technologies. The value 

of this study lies in its capacity to deliver a structured overview of an evolving field, supporting 

informed academic discourse and guiding future scholarly exploration in academic writing. 
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