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ABSTRACT 

Background and Purpose: As digital technologies increasingly reshape language use and social 

interaction, digital discourse has become a rapidly expanding area of inquiry in linguistics. However, a 

systematic mapping of its intellectual structure, methodological development, and research coverage 

remains limited. Therefore, this study aims to provide a comprehensive overview of digital discourse 

research in linguistics from 2010 to 2025. 

 

Methodology: A total of 172 peer-reviewed journal articles were retrieved from Scopus and the Web 

of Science Core Collection through keyword-based searches. After screening based on predefined 

inclusion and exclusion criteria, the final dataset was analysed through CiteSpace-based bibliometric 

analysis and systematic content analysis. The bibliometric analysis examined publication trends, co-

cited journals and authors, contributing countries and institutions, and keyword networks, while the 

content analysis coded discourse types, research methods, analytical tools, and theoretical frameworks. 

 

Findings: The findings show rapid growth after 2020, with Journal of Pragmatics and scholars such as 

Baker, Androutsopoulos, and Agha occupying central positions. Keyword analysis identifies major 

themes including corpus-assisted discourse analysis, computer-mediated communication, language and 

identity, cognitive linguistics, and conversation analysis. The field is dominated by online media 

discourse, especially social media, while online interactional discourse remains underexplored. 

Qualitative discourse analysis remains dominant, but corpus-based, computational, and mixed-method 

approaches have become increasingly visible. Analytical tools are diversified, while theoretical 

engagement remains uneven, drawing mainly on discourse-analytic, pragmatic, sociolinguistic, 

cognitive, and multimodal perspectives. 

 

Contributions: This study integrates bibliometric visualization with content coding to clarify the 

development, knowledge structure, and research gaps of digital discourse studies, offering directions 

for future interdisciplinary inquiry. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

The rapid advancement of digital technologies has transformed contemporary communication 

and reshaped the conditions under which language is produced, circulated, interpreted, and 

negotiated (Bolander & Locher, 2020; Scott, 2022). Over the past two decades, communication 

has increasingly shifted from traditional face-to-face and print-based contexts to digitally 

mediated environments characterized by interactivity, connectivity, multimodality, and 

networked participation (Page et al., 2022; Jones, 2023).  

The growing significance of digitally mediated communication has contributed to the 

development of digital discourse as a major area of research within contemporary linguistics 

(Hoffmann, 2017; Xie et al., 2021; Ab Rashid, 2026), which has stimulated growing interest in 

synthesizing existing scholarship. However, while existing reviews have examined digital 

discourse research from particular perspectives (Bolander & Locher, 2020; Lei, 2022), the 

overall development and broader research landscape of the field remain insufficiently 

understood. Against this backdrop, there is a growing need for systematically mapping the 

intellectual structure and developmental patterns of this field. 

1.1 The Development of Digital Discourse Research 

The development of digital discourse research reflects broader transformations in both 

communication technologies and linguistic scholarship. Early studies were strongly influenced 

by research on computer-mediated communication, which sought to understand how 

technological mediation shaped interactional practices and linguistic behavior in online 

environments (Herring, 2007; Al-Smadi et al., 2023). Such work established important 

foundations for understanding how technological affordances influence discourse practices and 

provided the basis for subsequent developments within the field. 

As digital technologies became increasingly embedded within everyday social life, 

scholars began to approach digital discourse not merely as a technologically mediated form of 

communication, but as part of broader social and cultural practices (Androutsopoulos, 2014; 

Georgakopoulou, 2017; Ab Rashid et al., 2025a). This shift redirected scholarly attention from 

the technological properties of communication towards the social processes through which 

discourse is produced, interpreted, and negotiated in digital environments, particularly the ways 

individuals construct and perform identities, manage self-presentation, build affiliation, seek 

professional support, and participate in online communities, particularly how digital discourse 

functions as a resource for self-presentation, affiliation, professional support, and social 

participation (Page, 2012; Ab Rashid et al., 2024a, 2024b). 

The field has also witnessed increasing engagement with issues of power, ideology, and 

governance. Studies have examined how digital platforms shape participation, regulate 

visibility, and influence the circulation of discourse (Ab Rashid et al., 2025b, 2025c). 

KhosraviNik and Esposito (2018) highlighted the role of digital environments in facilitating 

ideological contestation and political communication. Similarly, Bouvier and Machin (2021) 

emphasized the importance of analyzing digital participation within broader structures of 

power and mediation. More recently, scholarly attention has expanded to encompass 

misinformation, online polarization, platform governance, influencer culture, algorithmically 

mediated communication, and artificial intelligence-assisted interaction (Scott, 2022; Al-

Smadi et al., 2025; Ab Rashid et al., 2025d). Collectively, these developments demonstrate how 

digital discourse research has evolved from a relatively specialized area concerned with online 

interaction into a diverse and interdisciplinary field addressing broader social, cultural, political, 

and technological dimensions. 
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1.2 Existing Syntheses of Digital Discourse 

The growth of digital discourse research has also generated increasing efforts to synthesize and 

conceptualize existing scholarship, which have provided valuable insights into particular 

dimensions of digital discourse research while simultaneously revealing the complexity of the 

field itself. Bolander and Locher (2020), for example, examined methodological developments 

in digital discourse studies and advocated a user-centred perspective that challenges rigid 

distinctions between online and offline communication. Lei (2022) approached the field from 

the perspective of interpersonal pragmatics and highlighted the ways digital environments 

reshape relational work and interpersonal meaning-making. Ab Rashid (2026) framed digital 

discourse studies as an integrative approach to communication in platformed and algorithmic 

publics.  

Alongside these narrative and perspective-based reviews, bibliometric investigations 

represent another important attempt to understand the development of discourse-related 

research. Bibliometric tools overcome the limited coverage of traditional reviews and enable 

researchers to examine the overall research landscape through large-scale analysis (Van Raan, 

2005). Within linguistics and discourse studies, bibliometric approaches have been applied to 

areas such as critical discourse analysis, social media communication, and news discourse 

research (Sun et al., 2021; Xiao & Li, 2021; Wang et al., 2022).  

Nevertheless, these bibliometric investigations tend to focus on a specific branch or a 

particular digital discourse site, failing to offer a comprehensive overview of digital discourse 

studies as an integrated and broader field of linguistic inquiry. In addition, most of the existing 

bibliometric studies rely on a single database or a limited set of data, which may restrict the 

representativeness of the findings and obscure the interdisciplinary connections of the field. 

Moreover, although bibliometric analysis can reveal macro-level patterns such as publication 

trends, citation networks, keyword clusters, and collaboration structures, it is limited in 

explaining the substantive content of existing studies, such as research tools, research objects, 

etc. (Alkhammash, 2023; Chen et al., 2025; Rahman et al., 2024). Currently, there remains a 

noticeable absence of content analysis to complement bibliometric mapping in existing reviews 

of digital discourse research. 

1.3 Research Questions 

To address these limitations, this study combines CiteSpace-based bibliometric analysis and 

content analysis of data from both Scopus and Web of Science to systematically investigate the 

research trends, major research hotspots, and current developments in digital discourse research. 

Specifically, this study addresses the following research questions: 

 

i) What are the publication trends of digital discourse research in the field of 

linguistics?  

ii) Which journals and references are cited most frequently in this field?  

iii) What are the most impactful and productive countries, institutions, and authors 

engaged in digital discourse studies? 

iv) What are the major themes and hotspots in digital discourse research? 

v) What types of discourse are examined in digital discourse studies, and what research 

methods and theoretical frameworks are employed? 

2.0 RESEARCH DESIGN 

2.1 Data Search 

This study conducted a keyword search in Web of Science Core Collection (WOSCC) and 
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Scopus by using the search string (“digital discourse” OR “online discourse” OR “computer-

mediated discourse” OR “social media discourse” OR “internet discourse” OR “web discourse” 

OR “platform discourse”) to retrieve relevant English-language journal articles. To ensure full-

text availability and in-depth qualitative analysis, the search is confined to open-access 

publications. No time restrictions were applied to the search in order to map the overall 

development of this field. However, the retrieval results indicate that the earliest studies on this 

topic appeared in 2010. 

2.2 Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria 

Studies that met all of the following criteria were included: (a) fell within the field of linguistics 

or applied linguistics; (b) took language use, discourse, or semiotic practices as the primary 

analytical focus; (c) were empirical studies, theoretical or methodological papers that 

developed frameworks or tools for analyzing digital discourse; (d) used online or digital 

discourse as the primary data source; and (e) were published as peer-reviewed journal articles. 

Studies were excluded when one or more of the following applied: (a) fell outside the field of 

linguistics or applied linguistics; (b) used online data to examine attitudes, behaviors, public 

opinions, or mental states, without substantial analyses of linguistic or discursive patterns; (c) 

purely technical NLP (Natural Language Processing) papers that used digital discourse only as 

input for computational modelling, without linguistic or discourse analytic interpretation of 

online meaning-making practices; (d) commentaries or review articles without empirical data; 

(e) theoretical, methodological or technological papers that did not develop frameworks or 

tools for analyzing digital discourse; (f) focused on offline or non-digital discourse; and (g) 

were not peer-reviewed publications. 

2.3 Data Collection 

The literature search was performed on December 3, 2025. The initial search yielded 600 

articles from the two databases (96 in WOSCC and 504 in Scopus). Following the Preferred 

Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) as a guideline (Page 

et al., 2021), the retrieved studies were imported into Rayyan for data selection. After removing 

duplicate records, the three researchers screened the titles, abstracts, and full texts of the 

remaining studies based on the above inclusion and exclusion criteria. Any discrepancies 

between the three reviewers were discussed until consensus was reached. During the screening 

processes, the blind mode in Rayyan was turned on so that the three reviewers could screen the 

studies independently without seeing each other’s decisions. Finally, a total of 172 research 

articles were included for bibliometric and qualitative analysis. The data selection procedure is 

shown in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1: PRISMA–ScR flow diagram for data selection 

 

Following data selection in Rayyan, the final set of included articles was manually reselected 

in WOSCC and Scopus and exported in their native formats. Specifically, records from 

WOSCC were downloaded in Plain Text Format, while records from Scopus were exported in 

CSV format.  

As the CSV file exported from Scopus was not directly compatible with CiteSpace, the 

Scopus records were converted into the Plain Text Format using the Python script. After format 

conversion, the records from the two databases were merged and deduplicated. The cleaned 

and integrated dataset was then imported into CiteSpace for bibliometric analysis. 

2.4 Data Analysis 

Data analysis was conducted at the following three levels. First, the publication trend, 

frequently cited journals and references, as well as the major contributors (including countries, 

institutions, and scholars) were examined to provide a macroscopic view of the research trends 

and current developments of digital discourse research. Second, keyword analyses were 

performed to identify the field’s major research themes, emerging hotspots, and the shifting 

research focus across time. Finally, to complement the bibliometric analysis and provide a more 

in-depth interpretation of the research landscape in this field, content analysis was employed 

to code the included studies in terms of their research objects (discourse types, analytical units), 

research methods, research tools, and research perspectives, using a coding scheme developed 

in line with established coding procedures (Krippendorff, 2018). The coding was carried out 
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independently by the two authors of this study, and the coding frame was refined through 

iterative comparison to enhance clarity and ensure coding consistency (Schreier, 2012; 

Mayring, 2014). To assess inter-rater reliability, 15% of the coded data was randomly selected 

and evaluated using Cohen’s Kappa (Cohen, 1960; Fleiss et al., 2013). The results showed that 

the Cohen’s Kappa coefficients for all coding categories reached 1.0, which indicates the high 

inter-rater reliability of the coding scheme. 

3.0 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

3.1 Research Trends 

3.1.1 Publication Trend 

Analyzing the annual distribution of publications helps identify the development stage and 

research momentum of digital discourse research, showing whether the field is still emerging, 

growing, or maturing. As illustrated in Figure 2, research on digital discourse in linguistics 

exhibits an overall upward trend since its first appearance in 2010, rising from 1 publication in 

2010 to 47 in 2025. Based on the annual publication counts, the field can be roughly divided 

into three stages: exploratory stage (2010-2015), early growth stage (2016-2019), and 

expansion stage (2020-2025). 

 

 
Figure 2: Publication trend of digital discourse research 

 

During 2010-2015, the annual output stayed at a low level (consistently below 5, and even 0 in 

several years), which suggests that digital discourse research was still at a formative stage with 

limited and intermittent academic attention. A modest rise in publication output began in 2016 

(exceeding 5) and continued through 2019, with annual figures in the range of 3-4, signaling 

the field’s transition from initial emergence toward growing recognition. 2020-2025 marked a 

period of rapid expansion, with output first surpassing 10 publications (14) in 2020, rising to 

19 in 2021-2022, jumping to 30 in 2023, and reaching a peak of 47 in 2025, implying that 

digital discourse research has become a more established and attractive research area within 

the field of linguistics.  

However, despite the overall growth, two noticeable drops stand out. The number of 

publications in 2017 and 2024 declined sharply compared with the previous years. These 
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fluctuations reflect that while scholarly engagement with the field has been increasing overall, 

it has not yet fully stabilized. 

3.1.2 Co-cited Journals 

Journal co-citation analysis provides an effective means of identifying the major sources of 

disciplinary knowledge within a research field by revealing which journals are most frequently 

cited together and how they are intellectually related (Chen, 2016). Table 1 lists the frequency 

and centrality values of the top ten most productive journals in digital discourse studies, and 

Figure 3 illustrates the co-citation relationships among the frequently cited journals. 

 

Table 1: Top ten most productive journals 

Title Author Publication 

JOURNAL OF 

PRAGMATICS 
41 0.21 

DISCOURSE AND 

SOCIETY 
17 0.06 

LANGUAGE IN SOCIETY 14 0.27 

DISCOURSE AND 

COMMUNICATION 
12 0.28 

NEW MEDIA AND 

SOCIETY 
9 0.13 

JOURNAL OF 

COMPUTER-MEDIATED 

COMMUNICATION 

9 0.17 

DISCOURSE STUDIES 9 0.19 

APPLIED LINGUISTICS 8 0.04 

JOURNAL OF 

LANGUAGE 

AGGRESSION AND 

CONFLICT 

7 0.17 

LANGUAGE AND 

COMMUNICATION 
7 0.03 

 

As shown in Table 1, Journal of Pragmatics has a co-citation frequency of 41, a figure that far 

exceeds that of other journals, which clearly establishes its dominant position in the field. 

Discourse and Society, with 17 co-citations, also represents a prominent and frequently cited 

source. Language in Society and Discourse and Communication, although with slightly lower 

frequencies, exhibit the highest centrality values, indicating that they also occupy structurally 

prominent positions within the journal co-citation network. Figure 3 further shows that 

Discourse Studies, Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication, New Media and Society, 

Communication Theory, and Journal of Language Aggression and Conflict are also positioned 

in relatively central positions within the journal co-citation network. Taken together, the 

distribution of journals suggests a predominant focus on pragmatics-based, discourse-analytic, 

and sociolinguistic research conducted in digitally mediated contexts. 
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Figure 3: Visualization of the co-citation journal network 

3.2 Contributors and Collaborations 

3.2.1 Countries and Institutions 

Examining country distribution and collaboration networks helps identify the geographical 

structure of knowledge production and the intensity of international research cooperation 

within a given field (Chen, 2016). Figure 4 shows the network of country collaborations in 

digital discourse research, and Table 2 provides more information on the number of 

publications, collaboration frequency, and centrality of these countries. 

 

Table 2: Top 20 most productive countries 

Countries Publications 
Collaboration 

Frequency 
Centrality 

SPAIN 24 3 0.02 

UNITED KINGDOM 20 5 0.11 

PEOPLES R CHINA 18 1 0 

GERMANY 14 6 0.05 

AUSTRALIA 10 4 0.1 

RUSSIAN FEDERATION 9 3 0.04 

UNITED STATES 8 1 0 

ITALY 7 2 0.02 

SAUDI ARABIA 6 1 0 

FINLAND 5 2 0 

INDONESIA 5 1 0 

MALAYSIA 5 1 0 

SWEDEN 5 1 0 

CANADA 4 3 0.04 

KAZAKHSTAN 4 2 0 

SINGAPORE 3 2 0.09 

NETHERLANDS 3 2 0.03 

AUSTRIA 3 1 0 

TURKEY 3 0 0 

POLAND 3 0 0 

 

As shown in Table 2 and Figure 4, Spain has the highest number of publications, followed by 

the United Kingdom, the People’s Republic of China, Germany, and Australia. Russia, the 

United States, Italy, Saudi Arabia, Finland, Indonesia, Malaysia, and Sweden also make 
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substantial contributions to the literature. Together, these countries constitute the primary 

knowledge producers in digital discourse research, indicating that the field is largely dominated 

by European countries, yet with notable participation from Asia-Pacific countries, which 

reflects a geographically diversified global research landscape. 

 

 
Figure 4: Visualization of country collaboration network 

 

As evidenced by the high collaboration frequency and centrality value in Table 2, as well as 

the number of links in Figure 4, the United Kingdom, Germany, and Australia are more actively 

engaged in cross-national research collaboration. Notably, Singapore demonstrates high 

centrality despite a small publication output, which suggests its role as an important 

intermediary in the international collaboration network. By contrast, some high-output 

countries, such as the USA and China, display low collaboration frequency and fewer 

collaborative links in the network, indicating a limited level of international collaboration. 

 

Table 3: Top 7 institutions by publication frequency 
Institutions Frequency 

Lancaster University 4 

Complutense University of Madrid 4 

Universidad de Zaragoza 4 

National University of Singapore 3 

Prince Sattam Bin Abdulaziz University 3 

The Hong Kong Polytechnic University 3 

Maria Curie-Sklodowska University 3 

 

The institutional co-occurrence network reveals an international yet decentralized collaborative 

structure. As shown in Figure 5, multiple institutions across Europe, Asia, the Middle East, and 

Oceania are involved, but these institutions emerge as relatively independent nodes, with no 

single university or group of institutions dominating the collaboration network. According to 

Table 3, Lancaster University, Complutense University of Madrid, and Universidad de 

Zaragoza are the three most productive institutions, each contributing 4 publications, followed 

by National University of Singapore, Prince Sattam Bin Abdulaziz University, The Hong Kong 

Polytechnic University, and Maria Curie-Sklodowska University, each with three publications. 

The remaining institutions contribute one or two publications, indicating that digital discourse 

research is characterized by broad and dispersed institutional participation rather than 

concentration around a small number of dominant institutions, which further reinforces the 

decentralized nature of the collaboration network. 
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Figure 5: Visualization of institutional collaboration network 

3.2.2 Co-cited Authors 

Author co-citation analysis not only helps identify influential scholars within a given field, but 

also uncovers the underlying knowledge structure formed by groups of authors who share 

closely-related theoretical orientations and research foci (Li & Chen, 2022). Figure 6 illustrates 

the co-citation network of authors in digital discourse research, and Table 4 presents the citation 

frequency and centrality of the top ten most frequently co-cited authors. 

 

Table 4: Top 10 most frequently co-cited authors 
Authors Frequency Centrality 

BAKER P 14 0.05 

ANDROUTSOPOULOS J 9 0.14 

AGHA A 8 0.31 

BIBER D 7 0.25 

BOU-FRANCH P 7 0.15 

BUCHOLTZ M 4 0.21 

HERRING SC 3 0.08 

AIJMER K 3 0.06 

BELL A 3 0.04 

BOYD DM 2 0.16 

 

According to Table 4 and Figure 6, Baker, Androutsopoulos, Agha, Biber, and Bou-Franch are 

the most frequently co-cited authors in the field, whose work center on corpus-assisted 

discourse analysis, media sociolinguistics, enregisterment, multidimensional register analysis, 

and pragmatic approaches to digital interaction. Bucholtz, Herring, Aijmer, Bell, and Boyd also 

provide important theoretical and methodological resources. Their contributions connect 

digital discourse research with sociocultural identity theory, computer-mediated discourse 

analysis, contrastive corpus pragmatics, audience design, and platform or networked-publics 

studies. Taken together, the co-cited authors reveal a multidisciplinary knowledge base linking 

linguistic form, identity, interaction, and the socio-technical context. 
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Figure 6: Visualization of author co-citation network 

3.3 Research Themes and Hotspots 

3.3.1 High-Frequency Keywords 

The occurrence frequency of a keyword reflects the extent of its scholarly attention, while 

centrality serves as a key metric for measuring the importance of a node. According to Li and 

Chen (2022, p. 87), “keywords with high betweenness centrality function as pivotal bridges 

that link different research fields”, which play a more important role in connecting other 

keywords. As shown in Table 5, “digital discourse”, “social media”, “corpus linguistics”, 

“CMC”, and “critical discourse analysis” demonstrate high frequency and centrality (≥0.1), 

indicating their status as central concerns within digital discourse research. 
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Table 5: Keywords (Frequency≥ 2) in digital discourse research 

No. Frequency Centrality 
Year (First 

Occurrence) 
Keywords 

1 40 0.3 2017 digital discourse 

2 25 0.31 2010 social media 

3 14 0.24 2020 corpus linguistics 

4 9 0.26 2017 CMC 

5 7 0.1 2016 
critical discourse 

analysis 

6 6 0.03 2020 
corpus-assisted 

discourse analysis 

7 6 0.05 2016 discourse analysis 

8 5 0.09 2016 
digital 

communication 

9 4 0 2017 
computer-mediated 

discourse 

10 3 0.03 2025 
digital discourse 

analysis 

11 3 0.02 2020 
conceptual 

metaphor 

12 2 0 2020 
cognitive 

linguistics 

13 2 0.01 2025 social networks 

14 2 0.01 2019 
computer-mediated 

discourse analysis 

15 2 0 2022 
evidential 

perception 

16 2 0.01 2025 
politeness 

strategies 

17 2 0.06 2016 
automated text 

analysis 

18 2 0.01 2020 hate speech 

19 2 0.02 2025 
multimodal 

discourse 

20 2 0.01 2019 english language 

21 2 0.01 2025 appraisal theory 

3.3.2 Co-occurrence of Keywords 

In bibliometrics, the co-occurrence of keywords can be used to identify the developmental 

trends and research hotspots of a field (Chen, 2016). Figure 7 illustrates the co-occurrence 

network of keywords in digital discourse research. The node size (N=218) and the number of 

links (E=188) between them clearly demonstrate the co-occurrence relationships among the 

keywords. Node size corresponds to the frequency of occurrence, while the number of links 

reflects the closeness of relationships. The larger the node, the higher its frequency of 

occurrence; the greater the number of links, the closer the relationship between the keywords. 

Additionally, the centrality of nodes with purple circles is no less than 0.1 (Li & Chen, 2022). 

In this figure, “digital discourse” and “social media” occupy the central position in the network, 

as indicated by their largest node size and highest link density, which suggests that social media 

platforms serve as the primary site for digital discourse research. “discourse analysis” and 

“critical discourse analysis” are closely connected to these two core terms, implying that a large 

body of research still rely heavily on discourse analytical approaches to interpret meaning-

making, ideology, and social issues in digital environments. Meanwhile, the prominence of 

“corpus linguistics” and “corpus-assisted discourse analysis” signals a clear shift towards data-

driven methods in this field, where researchers use large-scale data to integrate quantitative 

corpus evidence with qualitative discourse interpretation. “CMC (Computer-mediated 

Communication)” also appears as an influential node with purple circles, indicating that the 



Journal of Nusantara Studies 2026, Vol 11(2) 278-305 ISSN / eISSN: 0127-9319 / 0127-9386 
http://dx.doi.org/10.24200/jonus.vol11iss2pp278-305 

290 

objects of digital discourse studies are not limited to “social media” but include a wider array 

of digitally-mediated interactive contexts. Additionally, there are some smaller yet visible 

nodes in the network, such as “conceptual metaphor”, “appraisal theory”, “politeness 

strategies”, “hate speech”, “evidential perception”, and “multimodal discourse”, which reflect 

that research in this field is expanding to encompass more diverse thematic foci and a broader 

range of theoretical tools. 

 

 
Figure 7: Keyword co-occurrence network of digital discourse research 

3.3.3 Keyword Clusters 

Building on keyword frequency and co-occurrence analysis, cluster analysis can further 

delineate the thematic structure of a given research field (Kahn, 1996; Duan & Cai, 2016). Ten 

keyword clusters were generated by using the log-likelihood ratio (LLR) clustering algorithm 

in CiteSpace (Chen, 2016), namely #0 digital discourse, #1 computer-mediated communication, 

#2 corpus linguistics, #3 linguistic feature, #4 corpus-assisted discourse analysis, #5 discourse 

analysis, #6 cognitive linguistics, #7 conversation analysis, #8 language and identity, and #9 

communication tactics (see Figure 8). 

 

 
Figure 8: Ten keyword clusters in digital discourse research 
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Modularity Q and Mean Silhouette are two indicators used to evaluate clustering quality in 

CiteSpace. Generally, a Q-value greater than 0.3 indicates a significant clustering structure, 

while an S-value greater than 0.7 suggests high reliability within the clusters (Li & Chen, 2022). 

As shown in Figure 9, the Q-value and S-value are calculated at 0.8234 and 0.9716 respectively, 

which indicate both a significant cluster structure and high cluster homogeneity. Table 6 

provides more detailed information on each cluster, including its ID, size, silhouette value, 

label, and representative key terms. 

 

Table 6: Information of the ten keyword clusters in digital discourse research 
Cluster 

ID 
Size Silhouette Label Representative Key Terms 

0 22 1 
digital 

discourse 

digital discourse; internet discourse; reportive 

evidentiality; online discourse; semantics; 

corporate discourse; language course; ethnic 

division; digital discord; brexit model 

1 21 0.981 

computer-

mediated 

communication 

computer-mediated communication; discussion 

session; register-modulating role; collaborative 

video annotation; discussion forum; fan studies; 

multimodal discourse analysis; bullet comments; 

register variation; communicative identities 

2 17 0.94 
corpus 

linguistics 

corpus linguistics; multimodal corpus 

construction; toponyms; images; language-image 

relations; social media discourse; multimodal 

discourse | linkedin communication; achievement 

framing; gendered discourse; digital english 

communication 

3 17 0.963 
linguistic 

feature 

Linguistic feature; socio-cultural features; citizen 

expression; language variation and corpus; 

automated text analysis; hashtag activism; online 

activism; attention dynamics | critical discourse 

analysis; notification status 

4 14 0.963 

corpus-assisted 

discourse 

analysis 

corpus-assisted discourse analysis; covid-19; 

social media discourse; youtube vloggers; migrant 

identities; narrative analysis; chinese diaspora | 

social media; negative politeness; direct 

disagreement; online sales transaction 

5 11 0.901 
discourse 

analysis 

discourse analysis; discourse markers; online 

communication; politeness strategies; online 

disinhibition; discussion norms; reddit; 

community moderation; virtual identity 

6 9 0.965 
cognitive 

linguistics 

cognitive linguistics; cognitive semantics; hate 

speech; conceptual metaphor; dehumanizing 

metaphor; online discourse 

7 9 0.99 
conversation 

analysis 

conversation analysis; interactional identity 

processes; virtual team construction; collaborative 

team communication; instant messaging; 

computer-mediated communication; computer-

mediated discourse analysis; social 

constructivism; virtual workplace 

8 8 1 
language and 

identity 

language and identity; youtube comments; 

national identity; computer-mediated discourse; 

code-switching 

9 8 0.973 
communication 

tactics 

communication tactics; restaurant discourse; 

communication strategy; internet communication; 

english language; linguistic-and-pragmatic 

organization; linguistic-and-pragmatic model 

 

As can be seen from Table 6, clusters are labeled in descending order of size. The larger a 
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cluster is, the smaller its cluster number (Li & Chen, 2022). Cluster #0 “digital discourse”, with 

22 relevant studies, represents the largest cluster. Studies in this cluster examined how lived 

experience, gendered and ideological conflict, political, social, and health crisis, expertise, 

epistemic authority, and professional identity, as well as cultural belonging and solidarity are 

discursively constructed in digital discourse. Cluster #1 “computer-mediated communication” 

focuses on how users organize interaction and perform identities in computer-mediated 

communication by modulating register, negotiating stance, managing affiliation and conflict, 

and sustaining coherence through multimodal resources. Cluster #2 “corpus linguistics” brings 

together corpus linguistic studies that examine how lexical, grammatical, visual, and 

metapragmatic patterns construct achievement, social identities, emotional stance, spatial 

meaning, and cultural evaluation through the interaction of language and images. Cluster #3 

“linguistic feature” centers on how linguistic features and patterns such as neologisms, 

derivational affixes, hashtags, and pragmatic markers function either as mechanisms for 

language variation or as resources for citizen expression, ideological positioning, identity work, 

and attention management in various digital contexts. Cluster #4 “corpus-assisted discourse 

analysis” combines quantitative corpus techniques with qualitative discourse analysis (often 

critical discourse analysis) to uncover how public meanings, identities, and ideologies are 

discursively constructed around crisis-related and socially sensitive topics, such as COVID-19, 

sexual violence, migration, and environmental justice. Studies in Cluster #5 “discourse analysis” 

mainly apply traditional discourse-analytic approaches to examine linguistic conventions such 

as (im)politeness, speech acts, discourse markers, interactional norms, facework, and identity 

positioning in textual and multimodal digital interactions. Cluster #6 “cognitive linguistics” is 

primarily concerned with how conceptual metaphors, similes, memes, and other figurative and 

multimodal cognitive mechanisms shape online meaning-making, particularly in contexts of 

the COVID-19 pandemic, political conflicts, or hate speech. Cluster #7 “conversation analysis” 

focuses on how sequential organization, turn-taking, coherence, and repair are constructed or 

disrupted in diverse online interactional settings. Studies in this cluster primarily adopt 

conversation analysis discourse analysis within interactional linguistics to examine how 

platform affordances and multimodal resources (e.g., emojis, screenshots, danmu comments, 

chatbots’ first turns) reshape participation frameworks, manage interpersonal alignment or 

conflict, and facilitate the negotiation of interactional roles, team identities, and collaborative 

relations. 

Cluster #8 “language and identity” addresses how social identities are discursively 

constructed in digital spaces through linguistic and multimodal resources. Cluster #9 

“communication tactics” concentrates on how individuals and organizations deploy pragmatic 

and rhetorical communication tactics such as directness, mitigation, alignment, code-switching, 

stance-taking, and humor to achieve relational, persuasive, or reputational goals across diverse 

digital discourse contexts (e.g., private group chat discourse, public review discourse, health 

consultations, trolling, brand communication).  

3.3.4 Temporal Patterns of Keywords: Timeline and Burst Analyses 

Since the first academic paper appeared in 2010, linguistic research on digital discourse has 

developed over fifteen years, during which the main concerns of this field have shifted 

significantly. Building on keyword clusters, the timeline visualization can illustrate how 

keywords within each cluster evolve across different time periods (Li & Chen, 2022).  

As shown in Figure 9, linguistic studies on digital discourse demonstrate a clear three-

stage thematic evolution. During the early stage (2010-2014), the field is dominated by cluster 

#4 corpus-assisted discourse analysis, which indicates that early digital discourse research 

mainly focuses on building digital corpora and developing corpus-based methods to analyze 

digitally-mediated texts. The second stage (2015-2019) is marked by diversifying research 
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themes and an expanding scope of inquiry. New clusters such as #3 linguistic feature, 8# 

language and identity, and #9 communication tactics become prominent, and the number of 

active nodes increases significantly across multiple clusters, reflecting a shift from 

methodological exploration toward a more diversified examination of linguistic patterning, 

identity construction, and strategic meaning-making in digital discourse. In the final stage 

(2020-2025), cluster #6 cognitive linguistics #7 conversation analysis emerge as prominent and 

are strongly connected to the central cluster of digital discourse, which signals the maturation 

of digital discourse research into a more systematic and theoretically-grounded field that 

integrates cognitive, social, and interactional perspectives. 

Overall, the keyword distribution of digital discourse research has evolved from high 

concentration to diversification and then to consolidation. The initial stage is centered on 

methodological keywords, whereas the middle stage sees a wide dispersion of socially and 

pragmatically-oriented topics. In the later stage, despite continued thematic diversity, research 

converges around higher-level theoretical constructs such as conceptual metaphor, interaction, 

and identity. Notably, cluster #4 corpus-assisted discourse analysis demonstrates prolonged 

continuity across the timeline, spanning the entire period from 2010 to 2025. Other clusters, 

such as cluster #0 digital discourse, cluster #1 computer-mediated communication, cluster #3 

linguistic feature, cluster #5 discourse analysis, and cluster #8 language and identity, also 

receive sustained attention in the latter two stages, which indicates the methodological 

grounding of digital discourse research in corpus-based and discourse-analytic approaches, 

alongside its thematic engagement with identity-related issues. 

 

 
Figure 9: Timeline visualization of digital discourse research 

 

To gain deeper insights into the temporal evolution of keywords, burst detection is applied to 

the research dataset. Figure 10 presents the top 25 keywords with the strongest citation bursts, 

with nodes exhibiting burst characteristics highlighted in red (Li & Chen, 2022). 

Based on the burst characteristics of keywords shown in Figure 10, the development of 

digital discourse research can be broadly divided into two major phases. Before 2018, digital 

discourse research was mainly concerned with emerging digital genres, linguistic features, and 

micro-level discursive practices, as evidenced by burst keywords such as small stories, status 

updates, internet code-switching, and register variation. After 2018, burst keywords are 

primarily associated with socio-political discourse, including linguistic violence, online 
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political communication, environmental debates, and hate speech, as well as pragmatic and 

cognitive perspectives of meaning-making such as speech acts, pragmatic functions, and 

evidential perception, which reflects a shift of focus toward social consequences, ideological 

stance-taking, evaluation, and epistemic positioning in digitally mediated communication. 

 

 
Figure 10: Visualization of keyword bursts in digital discourse research 

 

Notably, the three keywords with the strongest burst strength are discourse analysis, hate 

speech, and automated text analysis, which reflects how digital discourse research is shaped by 

methodological innovation and emerging socio-political concerns surround political conflicts 

and online harm. 

3.4 Discourse Types 

Drawing on previous classifications of digital discourse that distinguish between media-

oriented discourse and interaction-oriented discourse (Herring, 2007; Androutsopoulos, 2014; 

Bolander & Locher, 2020), this study classifies digital discourse into two broad categories: 

online media discourse and online interactional discourse. Studies focusing mainly on posts, 

platform-mediated public texts, or media representations were coded as online media discourse, 

whereas studies focusing on sequential interaction, turn-taking, interpersonal negotiation, or 

dialogic exchanges among participants were coded as online interactional discourse. 

Table 7 presents the distribution of discourse types examined in digital discourse 

research across three periods from 2010 to 2025. The results show that research on digital 
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discourse is predominantly oriented toward online media discourse (153, 89%), while online 

interactional discourse constitutes only a much smaller proportion of the literature (19, 11%). 

Within online media discourse, social media discourse (85, 49.4%) and multi-source 

online media discourse (28, 16.3%) represent the most extensively examined types. 

Additionally, a substantial number of studies also investigate website discourse (9, 5.2%), 

online forum discourse (12, 7.0%), and online news discourse (9, 5.2%). By contrast, online 

review discourse (3, 1.7%), online advertisement discourse (3, 1.7%), online magazine 

discourse (1, 0.6%), online column discourse (1, 0.6%), and blog discourse (2, 1.2%) have 

received little attention, which together account for only a small portion of the overall corpus. 

In the category of online interactional discourse, research primarily concentrates on 

instant messaging discourse (10, 5.8%), with a small number of studies examining other forms 

of digitally mediated interaction, including social media interactional discourse (2, 1.2%), 

online classroom discourse (2, 1.2%), academic conference discourse (1, 0.6%), online support 

group discourse (1, 0.6%), online medical consultation discourse (1, 0.6%), human-chatbot 

interactional discourse (1, 0.6%), and webchat-based customer service interactional discourse 

(1, 0.6%) 
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Table 7: Discourse types in digital discourse research (2010-2025) 

Discourse Type 

Period 1 

(2010-2015) 

Period 2 

(2016-2019) 

Period 3 

(2020-2025) 
Total 

F % F % F % F % 

Online Media 

Discourse 
1 100.0 15 88.2 137 89.0 153 89.0 

Social Media Discourse 1 100.0 6 35.3 78 50.6 85 49.4 

Website Discourse - - 1 5.9 8 5.2 9 5.2 

Online Forum 

Discourse 
- - 4 23.5 8 5.2 12 7.0 

Online News Discourse - - 2 11.8 7 4.5 9 5.2 

Online Review 

Discourse 
- - - - 3 1.9 3 1.7 

Online Advertisement 

Discourse 
- - - - 3 1.9 3 1.7 

Online Magazine 

Discourse 
- - - - 1 0.7 1 0.6 

Online Column 

Discourse 
- - - - 1 0.7 1 0.6 

Blog Discourse - - 1 5.9 1 0.7 2 1.2 

Multi-Source Online 

Media Discourse 
- - 1 5.9 27 17.5 28 16.3 

Online Interactional 

Discourse 
- - 2 11.8 17 11.0 19 11.0 

Instant Messaging 

Discourse 
- - 2 11.8 8 5.2 10 5.8 

Social Media 

Interactional Discourse 
- - - - 2 1.3 2 1.2 

Online Classroom 

Discourse 
- - - - 2 1.3 2 1.2 

Academic Conference 

Discourse 
- - - - 1 0.7 1 0.6 

Online Support Group 

Discourse 
- - - - 1 0.7 1 0.6 

Online Medical 

Consultation Discourse 
- - - - 1 0.7 1 0.6 

Human-Chatbot 

Interactional Discourse 
- - - - 1 0.7 1 0.6 

Webchat-based 

Customer Service 

Interactional Discourse 

- - - - 1 0.7 1 0.6 

Note: F denotes frequency; Percentage refers to the proportion of studies within each period; “-” 

indicates that no eligible studies were identified for the corresponding discourse type in that period; 

Multi-Source Online Media Discourse refers to discourse data drawn from two or more types of online 

media, such as websites and blogs, forums and social media platforms, or social media and online news 

media. 

 

An examination of the development of discourse types across the three periods reveals two 

clear trends in digital discourse research. First, the variety of discourse types has expanded 

markedly over time. Before 2016, research was confined to a single discourse type, whereas 

from 2020 onwards, the number of identified discourse types increased to 18. Second, the field 

has increasingly shifted towards online media discourse. The number of studies analyzing 

online media discourse rose sharply from 1 in the earliest period to 137 in the most recent 

period. Within this category, social media discourse has been a major focus, making up nearly 

half of the publications since 2020. 

Taken together, with the rise of various new media and social media platforms, the 
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scope of digital discourse research has undergone continuous expansion and reconfiguration. 

However, despite this overall growth and diversification, online interactional discourse remains 

comparatively underexplored, indicating a need for further research in future studies. 

3.5 Research Approaches and Research Methods 

Among the 172 articles included in this review, 168 are empirical studies, while the remaining 

four consist of one theoretical paper (Fan, 2022), one methodological review (Cantamutto & 

Delfa, 2023), and two methodological corpus design and analysis articles (Pascual et al., 2020; 

Sha & Malory, 2026). Figure 11 illustrates the distribution of research approaches within the 

168 empirical studies over the three periods. 

 

 
Figure 11: Research approaches in digital discourse research 

 

As shown in Figure 11, qualitative approaches dominate digital discourse research across all 

three periods, with a particularly pronounced increase in the third period. Research output is 

minimal in Period 1, whereas Period 2 marks the emergence of greater methodological diversity, 

with qualitative, mixed methods, and quantitative approaches beginning to appear. In Period 3, 

there is a substantial expansion in qualitative and mixed-methods approaches, while purely 

quantitative research remains comparatively limited. Overall, these findings indicate both rapid 

growth and increasing methodological diversification in this field. 
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Table 8: Research methods in digital discourse research 

Research Methods 

Period 1 (2010-

2015) 

Period 2 (2016-

2019) 

Period 3 (2020-

2025) 
Total 

F % F % F % F % 

Discourse Analysis 1 100.0 16 94.1 135 90.0 152 90.5 

Corpus Analysis - - 3 17.6 48 32.0 51 30.4 

Computational 

Analysis 
- - 3 17.6 13 8.7 16 9.5 

Conversation Analysis - - 1 5.9 4 2.7 5 3.0 

Semantic Analysis - - 1 5.9 5 3.3 6 3.6 

Morphological 

Analysis 
- - - - 3 2.0 3 1.8 

Content Analysis - - 3 17.6 32 21.3 35 20.8 

Thematic Analysis - - - - 10 6.7 10 6.0 

Interview - - 2 11.8 8 5.3 10 6.0 

Questionnaire - - - - 4 2.7 4 2.4 

Digital Ethnography - - - - 12 8.0 12 7.1 

Experiment - - - - 3 2.0 3 1.8 

Note: Some studies employed multiple research methods and were therefore counted more than once. 

 

More specifically, the analysis of research methods (Table 8) shows that a total of twelve 

distinct methods are employed in digital discourse research. Among these, discourse analysis 

serves as the core analytical method throughout all three periods. In addition, corpus analysis, 

content analysis, and computational analysis are also frequently used, either as independent 

analytical approaches or in combination with qualitative discourse interpretation. Other 

methods, including thematic analysis and interviews, are also used to conduct in-depth 

interpretive analysis. By contrast, conversation analysis, semantic analysis, morphological 

analysis, questionnaire, and experimental designs remain relatively marginal, accounting for 

only a small proportion of the literature. 

Overall, digital discourse research has undergone significant methodological 

diversification since 2010, as evidenced by the steady increase in the number of methods 

employed (from one in Period 1, to 7 in Period 2, and further to twelve in Period 3). Among all 

the twelve methods, discourse analysis and corpus analysis exhibit the strongest growth 

momentum, which aligns with the results of the keyword analysis presented in Section 3.3. 

However, the majority of corpus-based studies rely on small-scale corpora, while research 

employing large-scale corpora remains relatively limited. 

3.6 Research Tools 

A diverse range of software tools has been employed in digital discourse research. As shown 

in Table 9, computational programming tools (Python, R, GitHub, etc.), corpus analysis tools 

(e.g., AntConc, Sketch Engine, LancsBox, WordSmith Tools, UAM Corpus Tool, etc.), and 

qualitative data analysis software (NVivo, MaxQDA, ATLAS.ti, Taguette) are the most 

frequently used tools in this field. In addition, other specialized tools, including sentiment 

analysis software (LIWC, VADER), statistical packages (SPSS, JASP), AI-assisted writing 

tools (ChatGPT, Claude, Quillbot, Trinka), web-scraping and automated data collection tools 

(Octopus, Apify Reddit Scraper, YouTube Data Tools, Social Feed Manager, etc.), network 

analysis and visualization tools (Gephi, Netdraw, Netlytic, Communalytic), and other platform-

based and auxiliary tools (TweetDeck, Instagram Saver, Twitter Archiver, Descript, etc.) are 

also adopted to assist data collection, preprocessing, analysis, and research management in 

digital discourse research. 
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Table 9: Tools used in digital discourse research 
Software Frequency 

Python 15 

AntConc 14 

Sketch Engine 13 

Nvivo 11 

R 10 

LIWC（Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count） 4 

LancsBox 4 

WordSmith Tools 3 

SPSS 3 

MaxQDA 2 

ATLAS. ti 2 

UAM Corpus Tool 2 

Taguette 2 

GitHub 2 

Others 44 

Note: Others refers to software tools that were each reported only once across the reviewed studies; 

Some studies employed more than one software tool. 

 

Figure 12 illustrates the adoption of software tools in digital discourse research across the three 

periods. Overall, a total of 73 studies employed software tools, accounting for approximately 

42.4% of the reviewed literature. The number of tool-assisted studies shows a clear upward 

trend over time, with a markedly larger increase in the third period, rising from 0 (0%) in Period 

1 to 5 (29.4%) in Period 2, and reaching 68 (44.2%) in Period 3. The increased use of tools 

corresponds to the expansion of large-scale digital datasets and the growing need for semi-

automated data collection, corpus processing, and visualization. Nevertheless, the relatively 

low reporting rate of tools also suggests that methodological transparency remains uneven in 

digital discourse research. 

 

 
Figure 12: Use of software tools in digital discourse research 

3.7 Theoretical Frameworks 

The theoretical frameworks adopted in digital discourse research can be categorized into twelve 

major perspectives (Figure 13). Among these, sociolinguistic, pragmatic, and critical 

perspectives are the three dominant perspectives in the field, each exhibiting the most 

significant expansion during the third period. Functional, social semiotic, semantic, and corpus 
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linguistic perspectives also experience notable increases during this period. In addition, 

interactional, structural, psychological, linguo-cultural, and pedagogical perspectives are 

employed in a small number of studies. Notably, many studies integrate multiple theoretical 

perspectives, which indicates the interdisciplinary nature of digital discourse studies. 

 

 
Figure 13: Research perspectives in digital discourse research 

 

To further illustrate the theoretical instantiation of these perspectives, Table 10 summarizes 

their representative theoretical frameworks and corresponding analytical foci. As shown in the 

table, different perspectives foreground distinct analytical concerns, ranging from identity 

construction, power relations, and pragmatic interaction to meaning-making processes, 

multimodal resources, semantic interpretation, and corpus-based pattern analysis. Meanwhile, 

several perspectives address more specialized dimensions of digital discourse, such as 

structural forms, interactional organization, psychological positioning, cultural meanings, and 

pedagogical practices. 
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Table 10: Theoretical frameworks in digital discourse research 
Research 

Perspectives 
Representative Theoretical Frameworks Analytical Focus 

Sociolinguistic 

Perspective 

Impression Management Theory; Social Identity 

Theory; Positioning Theory; Communities of 

Practice; Sociocultural Linguistics; Language 

Variation Theory; Communicative Accommodation 

Theory; Indexicality & Enregisterment; Code-

switching & Translanguaging; Audience Design 

Theory; Chronotope Theory 

Identity construction, social 

positioning, linguistic variation, 

multilingual practices, 

community norms, and 

sociocultural meaning-making in 

digital contexts 

Critical 

Perspective 

Fairclough's Three-Dimensional Model of CDA; 

Van Dijk’s socio-cognitive CDA; Wodak’s 

Discourse-Historical Approach; Feminist CDA; 

Social Media Critical Discourse Studies; Corpus-

Assisted CDA; Multimodal CDA; Language 

Ideology Theory; Populist Rhetoric Theory; 

Intersectionality 

Power relations, ideology; 

inequality, representation of 

social actors, and discursive 

legitimation in digital 

environments 

Pragmatic 

Perspective 

Speech Act Theory; (Im)Politeness Theory; Rapport 

Management Theory; Relevance Theory; 

Metapragmatic Awareness; Evidentiality & Stance; 

Pragmatic Markers; Corpus Pragmatics 

Pragmatic strategies, evaluative 

stance-taking, facework, and 

management of interpersonal 

relations 

Functional 

Perspective 

Systemic Functional Linguistics; Appraisal Theory; 

Ambient Affiliation Theory; Transitivity & 

Metafunctions; Metadiscourse Theory; Jacobson’s 

Functions of Language 

Meaning-making through 

ideational, interpersonal, and 

textual resources, evaluation, and 

discourse organization 

Social Semiotic 

Perspective 

Social Semiotics; Grammar of Visual Design; 

Multimodal Discourse Analysis; Resemiotisation & 

Recontextualization; Dialogism & Heteroglossia 

Meaning construction across 

textual, visual, auditory, and 

other multimodal semiotic 

resources 

Semantic 

Perspective 

Conceptual Metaphor Theory; Conceptual Blending 

Theory; Structure-Mapping Theory; Theory of 

Meaning Potentials; Interpretive Semantics 

Meaning interpretation, semantic 

framing, metaphorical and 

conceptual patterning, 

negotiation of meaning potentials 

Corpus Linguistic 

Perspective 

Corpus Linguistics; Corpus-Assisted Discourse 

Studies; Multidimensional Analysis; Corpus-

Assisted Onomastics 

Identification of recurrent 

linguistic features and discursive 

patterns, frequency and 

distribution analysis, and 

quantitative-qualitative 

triangulation 

Structural 

Perspective 

Dependency Grammar; Construction Morphology; 

Lexical Morphology; Cohesion Theory; Rhetorical 

Structure Theory; Word Formation Theory 

Formal linguistic patterns, 

syntactic and morphological 

structures 

Interactional 

Perspective 
Conversation Analysis; Interactional Linguistics 

Sequential organization, turn-

taking, interactional rules, and 

meaning negotiation in online 

discourse 

Psychological 

Perspective 

Discursive Psychology; Psycholinguistic Marker 

Approach 

Psychological positioning, 

affective expression, and 

discursive construction of mental 

states 

Linguo-cultural 

Perspective 

Linguistic Personality Theory; Paremiology; Theory 

of linguistic and Cultural Types; Speech Genre 

Theory 

Cultural models, value systems, 

and culturally embedded 

discursive practices 

Pedagogical 

Perspective 

TPACK Framework; Discourse Community 

Theory; Higher Order Concerns Framework; 

Formative Feedback Theory; SPEAKING 

Ethnographic Model; Sociocultural Theory 

Technology-enhanced 

instruction, sociocultural 

scaffolding of learning and 

participation, feedback 

processes, and higher-order 

learning outcomes 
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Taken together, the findings provide insight into how digital discourse research has developed 

as an area of inquiry within linguistics, which functions as an interdisciplinary meeting point 

through which multiple linguistic traditions are extended to digitally mediated forms of 

communication. This helps explain both the thematic diversity of the field and the intellectual 

coherence reflected in the citation networks. 

The findings also point to increasing methodological and theoretical diversification. 

One interpretation of this pattern is that methodological diversification reflects the changing 

nature of digital communication itself. As communication increasingly involves the interaction 

of linguistic, visual, technological, and platform-specific resources, researchers appear to be 

drawing upon multiple analytical traditions to address different dimensions of digitally 

mediated meaning-making. In this sense, methodological pluralism is not merely a 

characteristic of the field, but a response to the increasingly complex nature of digital discourse 

itself. 

At the same time, the findings reveal asymmetries in the distribution of scholarly 

attention. The predominance of social media discourse suggests that current understandings of 

digital communication are strongly shaped by platform-based forms of public communication, 

while the relatively limited attention devoted to interpersonal interaction, institutional 

communication, and emerging human–AI communication indicates the need to broaden the 

empirical scope of the field. 

Considered jointly, the findings suggest that digital discourse research is characterized 

by both continuity and change: continuity in its grounding within established linguistic 

traditions and change in its expanding research sites, analytical approaches, and objects of 

inquiry. As digital environments continue to evolve, ongoing reflection on the empirical, 

methodological, and theoretical priorities that shape the field may become increasingly 

important for understanding how discourse is produced, circulated, and interpreted in digitally 

mediated contexts. 

4.0 CONCLUSION 

This study provides a systematic account of the development of digital discourse research 

within linguistics between 2010 and 2025. By integrating bibliometric analysis with content 

analysis, it offers a broader understanding of the field than either approach could achieve 

independently, revealing not only its intellectual structure and thematic trajectories but also its 

methodological and theoretical orientations. Viewed collectively, the findings suggest that 

digital discourse research has moved beyond its origins in computer-mediated communication 

and developed into a diverse area of inquiry that draws on multiple linguistic traditions to 

examine communication in increasingly complex digital environments. The field has matured 

considerably over the past decade, yet its development remains shaped by particular research 

preferences, analytical traditions, and discourse sites. 

More importantly, the study highlights that the future growth of digital discourse 

research lies not simply in expanding the quantity of studies but in broadening the scope of 

inquiry. As digital communication increasingly extends across interconnected platforms, 

algorithmically mediated environments, and AI-assisted forms of interaction, existing 

analytical boundaries may become less adequate for capturing the complexity of contemporary 

communicative practices. Future research will therefore benefit from greater engagement with 

interactional forms of digital discourse, stronger integration of qualitative, corpus-based, and 

computational approaches, and closer dialogue among sociolinguistic, pragmatic, discourse-

analytic, multimodal, and cognitive perspectives. Such developments will enable digital 

discourse research to move beyond the study of individual platforms and contribute more 

substantially to understanding how communication is being reshaped in an increasingly digital 

society. 
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