Modern Linguistics BLAUHE £, 2025, 13(7), 545-556 Hans X
Published Online July 2025 in Hans. https://www.hanspub.org/journal/ml
https://doi.org/10.12677/ml.2025.137741

= FRE{EME R TSR ES S

/NS
AESTRHR AANEE A BE, ALt

Woks H . 20254F5 210 FHBER: 2025457770 KAAHM: 20254F7H21H

R

A5 B SCER AT A4k T SciMAT, X$2003~20234EWeb of Sciencet% 031 B2 B Ve RAE S8 (13
BR, AT EESSEAK TR R R E SR BRI E UL SELSR BN
EMr, HAEASETHMEORENHERRENSE, BRT “HBRERE” “FERY” “WE” “5
EEFE” “HERIE” “TiBEEMRE” Rk “HREVEE” EMR T KT &ELEZE. RREERMS
XA FBRAETIES AN NEMYE UMETES KBEENSKE XSSP R bk, 8B “51E
RE” 2HE. ZEEZHES, ESEMHESHFANESHA.

K
SEWAE, SCMAT, EREFIEHL, STRI-RAH

A Bibliometric Analysis of Dynamic
Evolution Trends in International
Writing Assessment Studies

Xiaoyi Tang

School of Foreign Studies, University of Science and Technology Beijing, Beijing

Received: May 21%, 2025; accepted: Jul. 7t, 2025; published: Jul. 21%, 2025

Abstract

The present study harnesses the literature visualization tool SciMAT to conduct a bibliometric anal-
ysis of the dynamic thematic evolution within the writing assessment domain, drawing from docu-
ments indexed in the Web of Science Core Collection from 2003 to 2023. Through an in-depth exam-
ination of keyword evolution coverage maps, clustering strategy maps, and thematic dynamic evo-
lution pathway diagrams across three distinct periods, our investigation unveiled that, over the past
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two decades, the domain of writing assessment has experienced a flourishing development, culmi-
nating in the establishment of seven research directions: Syntactic Complexity, Students Percep-
tions, Validity, Automated Writing Evaluation, Instructional Strategies, L2 Writing, and Perfor-
mance Assessment with ten evolutionary pathways. Future research on writing assessment could
integrate interdisciplinary approaches that combine rationalism based on language rules and em-
piricism based on big language data, thereby deconstructing the multidimensional and multilevel
constructs of writing quality and expanding the perspective of research within the field of writing
assessment.
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EAVRAEAMEBCE SV SR E T AL, FOS AR R A B R HE T K i) A R A R A R
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[ B 55 PPAl U 10 7R R AN 0 7 V5 H B R . [ P 238 % 0B BAE VIS 122 R SAE VRS B 7L O
RANBIFERFA M, s 7 AU A A IR NAE LT, FER SRS R BIEHER
WS S5 R ) RUHEAT 7R [L]-[3] SRTT, AT AUt 0 OR (v A4 3 A A gk e b, Bl SR S AEVE
AT I T S R R 2EUH BT s . Rk, BB T AT RGN E, B R0EsE
bR 55 1 PPl AT PRI TR R

YT, ASHE TR SCHR G E T4 T B Science Mapping Analysis Software Tool (SCiIMAT), %EEL
Web of Science (WOS)#% La%ii#i 2 2003~2023 4 (15 /R 1Al AR S SCHRAF NI AR R, WA SCREEAE
P ORI A . RS AN S A A BR AR S A R, IR PR S AR VAL A 22 4B
BREES, BAERUTE R 2O K RIS SR AEG 28 2%, I NE NS VP
FHOCHI FE 52 (BT IR AT 58 JEL B A 7 1A o

2. XERBSHRTGZE
2.1. SRR

AR A WOS A% 0 B ¥ )2 9722 Science Citation Index Expanded (SCI-E) Al Social Science Ci-
tation Index (SSCI)/E N SCHRKIR, LA 2003 = 2023 4[] 5 1 VPR ATtk iR AH G SCHRIE A SRt 5, Kok
B~ “writing assessment” OR “writing evaluation” OR “essay assessment” OR “essay evaluation” OR

“essay scoring” , SCHRZET NS E (article) MZEiA (review), iEMONTLE . KR TAESEA T 2024 4E 3 H 29
H, Jdid s 0 T3 i A AR @A 2L, HIBRICOSCIR, A 770 je TR T 5 8250 .

22. fixI R

AWFEET SCAMAT LH, il =48 [E bR 5 PPl 0K R AT Ik A3, DU S ARG B0
AN SR GE S % . 8T HisCite. CiteSpace F1 VOSviewer Z53C#Rit 5 T =, SCIMAT 7£ b /5 1
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WAz EE, BRI OCH S NSt JFREPATIN P . X Rk L RE A v AR IR T AT
RIS FPAR AL, F AR R s A 7 o IR TR AR R AN S A AL B AR I, R BRI 7 8 1 A e A
[4]

2.3. BuETAbE

TRALFRALFE SCHR- TN - BRI VRS I (A ) B = AN EPIR: (1) SCERS N 1EHX 2003 4% 2023 4[]
SRR 770 R SCik, BB txt 1 RIS 4%, iICSFEN B NEICR S5 NS X (2)
HEIE B : FIH SCIMAT H 3hig st iR, 45— 2 HUE 0, Wik writing assessment ” 5 writing assessments”
45— “writing assessment” ; X oA A (I SOORBEIR AT 305 9, W0 “automated writing assessment”
“automated writing evaluation” 5 “automated essay evaluation” Zt—>4 “automated writing evaluation” ;
[EE, TS0 R = OB HLa A R, 40 “adolescents” “adults” 5 “school” % (3) M fa] /3B
F 3| 2003~2013 F 5 5 HERCREIZE R, KR E N E AT B, H S I R] DALE E 1A
TN B B %%, @it Periods Manager T-H, ¢ FTUSCEE (1) SCHR 70 v = ANHIF TR B : 2003~2013 4F,2014~2018
AERT 2019~2023 4

24. BYRE

AR RS R RS EORGES]: oo dyial, RS 1R B 1] AN SR U5 5% B2 1] (Author
words & Source words); A2 EIBUR, =AM B 0 4 gk 35 K 303 47 9% (Frequency reduction),
VS B/ TR BIE N 15 50 RS8R A LA B (Co-occurrence matrix) s W48 4835 N 10 26 46 98 (Edge value
reduction), ERINS/MEY 15 BRI 28 AHALLRE F8 brdt 45 O R 58 £ (Association strength); SRS L L H i
F AL AR (Simple center algorithms), 858 B RME N 10, e/ MEN 2; 4 ik #%4% 02 Kl (Core mapper);
RRAE MV R bRIE R 2 5] &2 (Sum citations); {4k &l (Evolution map) #17% i £l (Overlapping map) 4
AL R B IR BRI RE

3. ERRBIEEARIR S
3.1. EFREEHMEMRAEBELSES

AW AT 20 45 AF VS SIS A8 R SCRIFAT G (LK 1), BTEZ0 F S Iz R R .
FH ] 2 WA T R 5 AR PEAG A ) i S0 R 8 B &S, 2003~2013 4R (8], & SR KNSR 1% . 2014~2018
FEIR], AHORHT ST AR 2 NI R e R € . 2019 RS, AHOCHFFUIE K 2L 2 ETF, M 2019 421
A7 FRIG 2023 MR 125 Feo RMATI S, EAMNS VRl U8R IE#T 32 B AR ST 12 00, BT R
gL, RHEFERFEEFUTLE: £, Z00BREESEPHTFRAM. R TIMER
EMAR ERTETC . WA RS SUS B A, A ER R, B T 20T
WEEET . =, ZRUERE T BB SERENEREE. BEBRES M, HRE
B AR S SR, BT E 1R SR 45 B (0 4Ih BE 18 5 R AE, AN i3k 5 VRVl 5 AR )
FRHEF[6]-[8]. =, BRI M SEVE AR KR . BEAEIE S & RPN SERG 5 A
TRREME AT REF AR, o S51E B shirl 5 & ANLEMRE I S E S SR 70 2 B R
#$19]-[11]-

SN EE [ R 55 A PP A ) R R D RE R A K 485, ASHIT 9 LA HE AR Rl 228 SOkt 51 IR B N
2 T SAEVE S SR - MRS (1E] 2) o T8I TR AR T K S AR AT R AR A w4
A ZE. H1E 2 BT%n, 2003~2023 VR AU S SCEk - HRAEEIRE 2L e BTSRRI
31, HE L A AR IR T AT BT % R B A i A B A B S SCHR
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Figure 1. Basic trend of publications of Writing Assessment from 2003 to 2023
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Figure 2. Citation-Year spectrum of Writing Assessment from 2003 to 2023
[ 2. 2003~2023 FEPR S 1ETE TUHEE SCHE - HIRFETE

MRS E 2(b) AT %N, 2003~2013 4F [A] Y e it 2R L IRAE 2013 4, XFRIfYSCEESCHER A Deane fE
Assessing Writing # 71| & ()& : On the relation between automated essay scoring and modern views of the
writing construct [12]. %X ERESIEAZNFS SEEMERERKR, @RS EIEG SR 1S
SERE, R LA H N S 1R) (product-oriented) 2 BA I R N S 17 (process-oriented) S /R WL O AR, 2 H S
TN A ERHESE 1) 5 4F 5 B PEAk 771

HRAE K] 2(c) AT %0, 2014~2018 4 [1] ) B it 2RI AE H FLAE 2016 4, % RLIF OCHE STk Wilson A1 Czik
K FAE Computers & Education #1355 Automated essay evaluation software in English Language Arts
classrooms: Effects on teacher feedback, student motivation, and writing quality [13]. Z3IRANFR T 5/EH
FIVEANEBE LB IR A, IR AR R AL RIS S 45t Sl A AR S AR S LN B = A o = T P A 1)
HE TR W 5 G BCAERRF L, R RS 20 7 R B Shvr Al SR M, IR E SRR
A AN EAEVEAS HERR I TF R T 5 5 RHE AR

FH P 2(d)mI %, 2019~2023 48] ) i 2R i {8 BLYE 2019 4F, &K RAE English Language Teaching
(ELT)AFI B . Automated writing evaluation [14]. 1% C R G A ShIEAE R 18 5 2 IR E R
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3.2. BIEEMEMEMREEXRIARAB S

SCIMAT A& i 1) 5 B 1l e g 7 2 Pl (O ] 3) 2B 1 4otk P it 9 £ s 7R BRI R A IR R R I B, [
Pl PN O oot R B R . BT SRR R LI B TS BRSO E AR SRR B A o
WECH . [ R A A Sk bR H AR AT — B SN B OR B A S R S B G BR .

2014~2018 4F 5 2003~2013 EAHLL, REH F A 43 A, HrAE E A 28 A, JHTCEAE 54y, AT
2014~2018 “E [ [HE Br 5 VE AL 7T & BBk . 2019~2023 4E 5 2014~2018 4EAH L, 784 3 /517 66 4>,
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Figure 3. Keyword evolution coverage maps of research themes in Writing Assessment from 2003 to 2023

[& 3. 2003~2023 FEFSEIHME SR TR X BiREHESE

3.3. B{ETTA SUigift 53 R SR A e 53 4

SCIMAT 22 il (1) 58 2 B B (L Pl 4) ST T HPo0 JE (centrality) s 25 J (density) AT 5 BR A B 45 48 )5
KW 7 3 BRI R S AT P AIAY o Pl e 1 [ Bl A2 3 0 DG B 1) SR T Rt 7 2 R [ P 9 A AR
FVZ T BT S I B SCHRECE:, Bk, TR N G FE R R R . BRI O, R
WY 1% 3 A (] — I B P LAt o ) SRR R R s rh e B e A T R R A R (S A O, B
BRI, ERRE R, Mt T 58 O A (Y B REER 1 B A I R A
B, GBI I OGS . RIROT BRI TR ML O BEVE . g K. B3R
(FL): s SRR A, AR P % O LR R BRI 7 85 58 R BR (A L) AR
g, AR BHEA L A 5T 8 S = RBR(A ) ARG RS 8, FrxecEiB1ils
Mot SBIURIRCE ). @O, R, B FEIRRE K.

PATRE R VA TRAR A R ], 0 = AN BRI 3 AR S AT 0, 45 R F -

(1) 2003~2013 FEH NN R LM iE 5 HHIE(Linguistic Features). 5 1E{F-5%5(Writing Task) 5 = 15
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(Automated Feedback). 14712 5 (Gender Differences). %)% (Validity). L[ 0o 4578 (Common Core Stand-
ards). IZN BRI TSR — B IR, R BCS A SUST 7T 32 R R R H Sk AR
. B—RIRM “BEMES” TEOELEEEEMES. FAREE. B R REELEE, BT HOE
i B R IR O B YR ZE R R SRR ORI BN T R IR, TR0
BUAR, AERGEIIALE, WRIHJE TR ER . R R FUARR e AP R B S SR

EAERMG . 15T SRR, SIEsIL. BRG], 5 RAESLFEZ O LT 1S 1E1E S A
PSSR . “ HBh 7 AL TSR YRR (PO B R BOAERUIR), Ui W HAE 5 1R VA ST
RIEEEIIR LB E. B SIE. SAERE. A EM RS CEIT . 7 T O “iE 55
IE” EEAUEEERTE. By R%. Bai5EVME LA, SERERME, Hut R w7
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Figure 4. Clustering strategy maps of research themes in Writing Assessment across three periods

4. ZARERS TG E A 2R IEA R E

(2) 2014~2018 “EH NWAERFE: S1E A 3h1FfE (Automated Writing Evaluation). 143 k1 (Rating
Scales). S {E{T-4-(Writing Task). FTii(Intervention). 5 {E #4255 (Writing Proficiency). [ &k & (Self Effi-
cacy). Fl(Simulation). 1% H#ii%(Linguistic Errors). F1444T ThE(Executive Function). 12 Bt 525 3 il
FEEREE MENURIR, CBER E—BAHEMN. “SIERGE” 280 TE R, a8
YRR WICEARE. RESIEIFAS. N-gram, TRVC% BEFISME S 2135 5500 HER], BAA e EE AN At
B, B RIS . BoRIREE “HEMEE” B “PUTDIRE” M CIEFHR S,
AbT A ERGE . O ERIRIIALE, HOCER SR, RIS 8 3 R 5 R PP A e sz 30 /D Bouk 72
BRVE. BURREES “SEANLE” “VFabaiE” “SEES” M T XA REE. “S51F
HENPHE” B8 BB SERTE. WM. A EERE. PAREEMAN TSN, EiX—mE
BRI C R E R I ), 2 S AEVHAL U A R R I e E . A, “BARES” X —FRH
FBE R R R BRI, HCEER N, RWZFEGARRREINE ). “TW” F8as
VRS 1T IR R EHORE. ICACC. SERAI S, TR R
FEARIAL B, 2 B AT KR S 8

(3) 2019~2023 FEH M EKFM: 51EH 30Tk (Automated Writing Evaluation). #%%5%B% (Instruc-
tional Strategies). —ifE{E(L2 Writing). 2% (Validity). 1325 4% % (Syntactic Complexity). Coh-Metrix
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(Coh-Metrix). “#4:/&%/(Students Perceptions). £ #E {4 (Performance Assessment). A L.#¥4}(Human Judg-
ments). % —FRAE “AIEERE” . “Coh-Metrix” Al “AERM” X=AWFR B8, AT mEhoE
MBARE RN E, J& T RAICRES R F 8 “ANERRE” O E5ERAE. SERME. SERRE.
FABC A < 1A . “ Coh-Metrix” (0518 FRFAE . HIRALRE . PRI AN L 1 2RMARL . S 1ERE IS5 081
XA ) B AT O R A HA S G B R 2, 8 T R0 R m IR L 0, AT B Vv
eae s, “EAEEZhAL” M CRBREREVEAL 7 AL T RIR, Hdh “ESAEE 3L 2 A AN
FEVURMR EA 25 R H SR ES N, RINZEEAN KR RS, TR, HAERFERKRE
#o BIURIRAY “HFHEK” M BESE” MRES, T FO0REE . BEVERMAE, RERT
EoR. “ZUng” B8 SERK. SIERR. SENNL. WHobadl. TERIEVEN . 155 5 ks
APk, AWK EE. “ E5E” FTEagAIEERs. BEERE. RiES
VEVEAL . A7 P YRR SCHER] o XA 1 AR ST IR EE RIS e, SCIRER 2, RA RS RIEIE N
WM. “NTIF” ACRQE” FEIIN THE =R, T H0EK. FEMNME, B TUshE

B

S o
3.4. BIETHMEMBM RTINS R LB ES

BN A AR A B (UL 1] 5)filiZ: 15 A PPk ST A JRR Ik 2% MM I AR A o [ o 1 5] PR 2R 2AG 2
I 7 A, ORI 0 8 ) SRR B IR b ST R AR K 2k AR A AL HEZR B
FHLAHS T AR AR RIE LY, SE LB CBR, SR BPMIE T AR SRR e, T AL RE )5
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Figure 5. Dynamic evolution pathway diagrams of research themes in Writing Assessment across three periods
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SRS, SR SUS I 7L 3 RS OSCR B E R 3 n, £ 22 RS, PR AH &
FHE o ZOR T BEARRE A, AR EEARIEIL, B EEOCER, RIS HE N BRI
AL NIRRT, 5 fm — AN B 32 5 mUOK /N EE R NI ST BOA B 22 57, I Lok,
SR B BNVEAL L 2 S A B S R R SO R E BN, e H R S AR B ShiPAl B R SRS
PRI B A% D T £ RIS, RS R PE AL AU 7 3 R B A S A 2 e R, 2
H BRI S 7 1] R+ SR T AL B AT

(1) ApEEZRE T %420 Automated Feedback ([ 3% 15)— Rating Scales (43 kxiE)— Syntactic
Complexity (FIVEE IR L) . F)VEE R BEAE i B ) 2 T R OCBEEAR, XT-52 21 3 G 5 Re 1 SRR
PSR A REAE A [15] [16]. BEEIEREE 5 5K R, DB AT T )75 5 2% FE PR O s 2 A0
FHE(R) B T BALSE) AT [17] [18], B0 % m) IR )= AR FE FERHE (Bhial e o =, A8 sy
T3l 1A H &) 5 %¢[19] [20]. R H T ARNER R E 5 S5 E R E R GBS s R, BT EEA]
K2 FRAETIRE AR AR WO SO — 32 U5 AR Jon & I T o3 A, ASR) ST L AN [R] 32 R 4R B2 ) 7052
I FERHIE S 5 AF i & 1) 8 R R AR .

(2) ZAEBAITTIA): B512@ Automated Feedback (H 30 15i)— Linguistic Errors (if 7 4t i%)— Students
Perceptions (%% 42 AT 224X BAE H 3 RS R A I FH SAERE I A EEAER, X — A2 B Ak
ot FOEAEL B, BIEES. BEUTARINERRERFFRE L BRI FRER-[21] [22]. RE
EAE B Bl RGAE A B B EBCE 5L TR 1 E K, AU B U AR T A X T2 E P S AR R L
I FUN AR TR UAZESHE T 5 FRANES S 5 OB 77 i 2 sg. s, Bl
W2 RN, [FAEo A ) ) — R R SRR B, 2485 (E 1A Rk R A i
4

(3) ZJE I 4@ Writing Task (5 1E4E4%)—~Writing Task (5 1E4F45)— Validity (3%); #12@
Validity (3%)—Writing Task (S51E{E%%)— Validity (RUE). A4S 115 5 5 208 2 S 1B VPG Sk oGy i &
Mo BB VPSS, SRR R v v Bk Ry F0 2 A st Prig FE S R i i5 %%, HAaE54e
WAL [F] 015 5 TR A RER € M S EES . W B8 2 )21 Rasch A0 AN A SAEAT 5%
KWV R AT RN, W2l VP50 0t 32l 5 V55 01 1 m 52 BLAE FH 23 i A T3 e V7 4 I AU
B ER B ARV I HERR AN A P11 [23] [24].

(4) BIEESIHE TR #4456 Automated Feedback (H 3/ /< i) — Automated Writing Evaluation (5 1F
H 31F)— Automated Writing Evaluation (‘51F H 2I1F4t); 426 Common Core Standards (3£ [ 4% 0o b
#f£)—Automated Writing Evaluation (‘51E H 2 1Fili)—~Automated Writing Evaluation (5 1E H 21 1¥4l). B
TR 2 ) FIOKAE 5 M 8 (Large Language Models, LLMS)FI3EZ0 & B, 15 5 B A N I 2E H AW g 32E 5 1E 17
R ReA, SIEE SIS ETH RN SEA 2 5 VPSR 2 D0 F8 i R AT [25]-[27]. B KRG
SR ST N TR R R e, A SRR — D R E T AL, @I FE R TR AR B L REAE (] 1
I HAEH LSRR O R0 T8 PE R B G o, BRSPS (00 m] R e 0 Rz Ak g

(5) HEFEME TR #42@ Automated Feedback (I %1% 1) —Rating Scales (¥4 #7#fE)— Instructional
Strategies (FU ¥ #0%); #%12@® Gender Differences (451 % 5)—Executive Function ($447 LI fig) — Instructional
Strategies (5 H08). A HFMENMEN SRR S LSRN Z1RAMESERE 1A 1,
XF T UM B A BEAE &5 BAEBCA IR M 5 52[28] [29]. BeAh, ZYEE(HUN - FAERSE - AL
) A REGRAT - W - R 2O “RL + R SIEHE RS R R E fF R G
it

(6) —IBES/EAM: #AEO Automated Feedback (H ))& 5i)—Rating Scales (P43 #5ifE)—>L2 Writing
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(ZHEEME). ZWESEHEEI A — B LUORE RV . BIARE A A MO8 T LIRS SR, 4564
PEENE . DU S AL G b 2S5 ) iR AT BRIl . 005 1 R & 1048 5 R AE KB = K2 1YL [30]
[31]. AJE[7][16] LA R 45[32] [33]. IR HE T-15 5 AU AR E SR B V0 BAE 0% 5 VP4l BAG B
WHHE, ERFREANIR S B — SRR M (OB SHE, AR ASF R 4 B i 4k 1E 5 4
TS SRR 1) 5% R R o

(7) PEREVEAS 711 B§4200 Automated Feedback (H )/ i5i)—rating Scales (V445 ifE)—Performance
Assessment (TEREVTAL) . 5 1E B B PP B P REVFAL & THe SRR AT A R — . IEaEk, BT IR
WS AE B Sh VAl RO RS SCASTE R, DL 313 6 07 20 2 B A& e MR RE AT B IZ AL RE ST S E BB
PEASABAY . BRI (e A BE A2 AL B UG B4R T, (HGIER SRR DTMR AR B SRR IR A8 HAE
MXX SRS 5 R REE . IR, SR AR N LR REMEWR “RBAR” 4R B2 15 5 Rk
T JFEHALH] o

4. BEMRE

GhARSCRAYS . R T L S B DL B A AL B AR R 40T, T L OB SR
CHBIRMET CVEAFRUE” CUESCHBNPE” “HOEEE T R B AE SR E [F RS R VA AU
PR OIAL. BEAh, BRSO RIS AEAE, TR H GG, GUE—iE, BN 5 M iR
(SR IE S
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