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EAP in a changing world: Towards a New Research Agenda

Abstract
English for Academic Purposes (EAP) has evolved from its beginnings as a pragmatic branch of English language teaching into a mature, interdisciplinary field concerned with the linguistic mediation of knowledge. While continuing to play a crucial role in the higher education of students around the world, contemporary developments have radically reconfigured the conditions of academic communication in which it operates. English now functions within a global-digital-plural ecosystem characterised by multilingual practices, multimodal genres, and algorithmic mediation. These changes present EAP with new theoretical and pedagogical challenges that extend beyond language description or skills instruction, demanding critical engagement with the ethical, technological, and epistemic dimensions of academic literacy. This paper proposes that we need a new research agenda for EAP that addresses three intersecting domains: the impact of artificial intelligence on academic writing and authorship; the diversification of academic communication in a globalised and open-science environment; and the implications of disciplinary hybridity and epistemic pluralism for pedagogy and research. In doing so, it positions EAP as a critical and epistemic discipline central to understanding how language, technology, and knowledge co-evolve and operate in the contemporary academy.
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1. Introduction
Over the past six decades, English for Academic Purposes (EAP) has developed from a pragmatic offshoot of English language teaching into a well-established applied linguistic field concerned with how language mediates disciplinary knowledge, academic identities, and participation in higher education. EAP research has drawn on genre analysis, corpus linguistics, academic literacies, and critical approaches to show that academic discourse is not merely a set of formal conventions but a socially situated means of constructing, legitimizing, and contesting knowledge (Hyland, 2018; Bruce & Bond, 2022). We now know considerably more about how academic discourse both reflects and constructs epistemic norms, institutional expectations, and relations of power (Hyland, 2004; Lillis & Scott, 2015). EAP has then, in its relatively short life, undergone significant theoretical expansion, empirical consolidation and methodological refinement.

At the same time, the conditions of academic communication are changing at a pace and scale which pose new challenges for the discipline. Globalisation, digitalisation, open science, and the growing prominence of artificial intelligence do not simply add new variables to familiar contexts. Rather, they are reshaping how academic texts are created, circulated, evaluated, and authorised (Authors, 2025a; Luzón & Pérez-Llantada, 2022). Students and scholars increasingly operate within multilingual, multimodal, and algorithmically mediated environments, while disciplinary boundaries become more porous and plural. These changes raise questions that cannot be addressed solely through our established descriptive or instructional frameworks.

The argument advanced in this paper is therefore not driven by a sense of crisis or by a rejection of what EAP has already achieved. Its commitment to genre-based pedagogy, corpus-informed description, and needs analysis remain indispensable. They now, however, require recalibration if EAP is to engage adequately with this new communicative world. The field risks losing its edge, but what is  lacking is not activity, but integration. There is a need to bring together insights from technological, disciplinary, and pedagogical developments within a research agenda that reflects EAP’s distinctive concerns.

We propose a renewed research agenda organised around four interrelated domains that respond to pressures identified in prior research. These concern:
1. EAP in relation to globalisation, open science, and unequal participation; 
2. EAP in the context of digitalisation and artificial intelligence; 
3. EAP’s role in interdisciplinary and epistemically diverse knowledge-making; 
4. EAP pedagogy and assessment for multimodal, translingual, and AI-mediated academic literacy. 
Each domain extends established lines of inquiry, while addressing limitations that have become increasingly visible as academic communication is reshaped by technological, institutional, and epistemic change.

The purpose of this paper is therefore to consolidate rather than to replace existing strands of EAP research. By situating these challenges within the field’s historical trajectory, and by identifying areas where further conceptual and empirical work is urgently needed, we aim to articulate a research agenda that is both forward-looking and grounded. In doing so, we position EAP as a critical and epistemic disciplinary enterprise concerned with how academic communication is shaped, taught, and evaluated across contemporary higher education. 

2. EAP and the changing landscape of academic communication 
Emerging from the English for Specific Purposes movement in the late 1960s, early EAP was driven by the pragmatic aim of supporting non-native English speakers in Anglophone universities, focusing on the linguistic and rhetorical features that underpin academic success (Hyland & Jiang, 2021). Its early orientation was pragmatic and needs-based, reflecting post-war globalisation and the internationalisation of higher education, which brought growing numbers of non-native English-speaking students into English-medium academic settings (Pérez-Llantada & Swales, 2017). The early decades of EAP were therefore characterised by a linguistic and functionalist orientation (Hyland, 2006). Research focused on describing the grammatical and lexical features of academic English, particularly in written genres such as research articles and theses. Through the foundational work of scholars such as Swales, Dudley-Evans, and Hyland, the field established a firm empirical base in discourse analysis and genre studies, most visibly captured in Swales (1990) work describing genres in terms of writer purposes and routinely enacted moves.

In the 1990s and early 2000s EAP underwent a conceptual broadening, taking it beyond its role as a pedagogical enterprise to become an applied linguistic discipline engaged in understanding how discourse both reflects and constructs disciplinary beliefs and knowledge. Influenced by theories of academic literacy (Lea & Street, 1998), metadiscourse (Hyland, 2005a), and discourse community (Swales, 1998), EAP scholars increasingly viewed academic language as socially situated rather than purely linguistic. This shift marked a movement from language instruction to knowledge mediation – from teaching how to write grammatically correct English to understanding how disciplinary knowledge is rhetorically constructed, legitimised, and disseminated.

At the same time, corpus-assisted EAP research expanded the field’s descriptive power and methodological reach. Large-scale analyses of student and expert writing revealed systematic disciplinary variation in lexical bundles, phraseology, and rhetorical preferences, strengthening the evidential basis for genre-informed pedagogy (Biber, 2006; Hyland, 2004, 2005b; Nesi & Gardner, 2012). Corpora also began to inform instruction, demonstrating clear pedagogical value, particularly when learners engaged directly with authentic disciplinary texts (Charles, 2024). These approaches remain central to EAP practice and continue to inform introductory and advanced academic writing courses alike. 

The early years of the twenty-first century, then, have witnessed the consolidation of EAP as a global academic field. Its focus has expanded to investigating how English functions as a medium of knowledge production and exchange in diverse sociolinguistic and institutional contexts. In addition to mapping disciplinary rhetorical conventions, EAP has also tracked the rise of English as a lingua franca (ELF) in academia, prompting a re-evaluation of its normative foundations (Mauranen, 2012). Scholars now explore how multilingual writers use English creatively and strategically to construct disciplinary identities, negotiate authority, and assert local epistemologies in global discourse (Canagarajah, 2013).
Pedagogically, EAP has evolved towards greater contextualisation and interdisciplinarity. Research has consistently highlighted the importance of understanding institutional expectations, disciplinarity, and social power relations in shaping writing practices (Ding & Monbec, 2024). Critical EAP, in turn, has sought to question the ideologies embedded in academic discourse and the issues raised by English dominance in global scholarship (Benesch, 2001). This diversification of perspectives has strengthened EAP’s theoretical maturity but also complicated its identity: the field now straddles linguistics, education, and sociology, raising new questions about its scope, methods, and epistemological orientation.

Technological innovations have further complicated this landscape. Research on automated writing evaluation and feedback systems has shown that digital tools increasingly shape writing processes, revision practices, and learner agency (Zhang & Hyland, 2018; Warschauer et al., 2023; Yim et al., 2026). More recently, studies comparing AI-generated and human-authored academic texts have identified systematic differences in stance, engagement, and epistemic nuance, raising questions about authorship, responsibility, and pedagogical response (Jiang & Hyland, 2024, 2025; Mo & Crosthwaite, 2025). While this body of work has grown rapidly, it remains unevenly integrated into broader EAP theory and pedagogy.

Taken together, EAP has engaged actively with major changes in academic communication, but often by addressing them as distinct lines of inquiry. Studies of digital mediation, global academic communication, disciplinary variation, and pedagogical practice have each produced important insights, yet our focus has often been on specific phenomena rather than on how they combine to simultaneously reshape academic literacy. As a result, EAP now confronts a communicative environment characterised by the convergence of several broad shifts affecting how knowledge is produced, circulated, and legitimised. Recognising these shifts as interconnected is essential for understanding the challenges currently facing the field. In the following section, we identify three interrelated developments that define the contemporary academic landscape and which, we believe, are collectively shaping the conditions under which EAP research and pedagogy now operate.


3. A brave new world: EAP enters the future
EAP now stands at a critical moment in its evolution as we transition from equipping students with the linguistic and rhetorical skills they need for academic success to something we did not anticipate just a few years ago. While EAP has a strong track record of responding to changes in higher education, it now operates in a more complex communicative environment shaped by three interrelated developments:
· the digitalisation of knowledge and the rise of AI;
· the globalisation and diversification of academic communication; and
· the growing hybridity of disciplines and epistemologies.
In this section we discuss each in turn and explore what they might mean for the future of EAP research and pedagogy.

3.1 Digitalisation and artificial intelligence
There can be little doubt that the digital turn has profoundly reshaped not only how knowledge is communicated but what it means to know. Online platforms, vast databases, and algorithmic systems have accelerated the production and circulation of academic knowledge, while new multimodal genres, such as video abstracts, podcasts, visual data stories have expanded the ways in which scholarly work is represented and consumed. Research in EAP has already documented the pedagogical implications of digital mediation through corpus tools and automated feedback systems, showing how technologies influence writing processes and revision practices (Charles, 2024; Zhang & Hyland, 2018). Within this emerging digital ecosystem, AI increasingly functions not merely as a tool but as a participant in meaning-making, almost an interlocutor in the complex dialogue of academic literacy.

The arrival of LLMs such as ChatGPT, Gemini, and Copilot signifies a profound shift in academic meaning-making. These models can generate, summarise, and refine text with impressive fluency, offering users real-time feedback on lexical choice, rhetorical structure, and coherence (Hoomanfard & Shamsi, 2025; Warschauer et al., 2023). For EAP teachers and learners, such tools present both promise and peril. On one hand, they provide unprecedented scaffolding for the production of linguistically accurate and rhetorically effective texts; on the other, they unsettle long-held assumptions about authorship, originality, and intellectual agency (Hyland, 2025; Ingley & Pack, 2023). 
For those working in EAP, this duality cannot be ignored.  The challenge is not to embrace or ban AI, but to understand it and cultivate critical AI literacy. This involves more than technical familiarity; it requires the ability to interrogate the data that underpins algorithmic outputs, to recognise bias and error, and to use AI judiciously and ethically (Warschauer et al., 2023). Questions concerning how algorithms shape argumentation, stance, and epistemic positioning become central, as does the role of human judgement in monitoring and revising machine-generated output.

Digitalisation, moreover, has had an ambivalent effect on access and equity. It has undoubtedly widened participation by lowering geographical and economic barriers, but at the same time it introduces new asymmetries. Access to high-quality technologies, reliable infrastructure, and relevant training remains uneven across institutions and regions (Davis, 2024). This places new responsibilities on EAP, extending its remit to include advocacy for technological inclusion and ethical access. Ensuring that digital and AI resources support learning across diverse contexts, rather than amplifying existing inequalities, becomes a key concern for both research and pedagogy.

These developments also prompt a reconsideration of EAP’s theoretical assumptions. Traditional genre models, built around human-authored discourse, may require modification to capture the hybridity of texts produced in partnership with AI. Recent studies suggest the need to examine how artificial intelligence realises stance, coherence, and interpersonal engagement, all of which have been central to EAP research on academic argumentation (Jiang & Hyland, 2024, 2025; Mo & Crosthwaite, 2025). At the same time, the role of the EAP practitioner is evolving. Teachers increasingly act as mediators between human cognition and technological systems, fostering ethical awareness, methodological rigour, and rhetorical agency in machine-assisted environments (Ding & Monbec, 2024; Xu & Zheng, 2025).

Ultimately, then, digitalisation and AI invite us to reconceptualise academic communication as a socio-technical process in an increasing range of academic contexts. The task for EAP is to navigate this balance to ensure technological innovation enhances, rather than diminishes, the human capacities for critical reasoning, creativity, and ethical judgment that define scholarly discourse. Here, then, the challenge for EAP lies in harmonising efficiency with ethics and innovation with inclusion, while maintaining a human-centred understanding of academic communication.

3.2 Globalisation and the diversification of academic communication
The context in which EAP now operates has also been reshaped by the globalisation of higher education and the diversification of academic communication (Hyland, 2013; Pérez-Llantada, 2021). English, as many have noted, has consolidated its position as the principal medium of international scholarship, functioning as a lingua franca that connects multilingual researchers across borders, disciplines, and epistemic traditions (Hyland & Thompson, 2026; Mauranen, 2012). What this means, of course, is that academic discourse is no longer a homogeneous enterprise. Instead, it has become an interactive space where meanings are continually negotiated among participants who bring to it different linguistic repertoires, cultural experiences, and communicative expectations.

To put it another way, globalisation has created a communicative order that is simultaneously interconnected and plural. At the linguistic level, academic writing increasingly displays translingual features as writers combine local resources with global conventions to construct texts that are both authentic and credible within international arenas (Christiansen et al, 2025). These hybrid forms, far from representing deficiencies, demonstrate the rhetorical agency of multilingual scholars who reshape academic discourse from the margins as they claim a place within it.

Diversification has expanded the rhetorical reach of academic English. Scholars no longer address a narrowly defined circle of disciplinary peers but write for multiple audiences that include interdisciplinary collaborators, institutional stakeholders, policymakers, and wider publics (Hyland & Jiang, 2025). This widening of the audience has broadened both the purposes and the formats of academic communication, yielding a need for genres that prioritise accessibility, engagement, and transparency alongside disciplinary rigour.  

Perhaps the most visible expression of these changes is the open-science movement, which promotes ideals of transparency, accessibility, and collaboration (Luzón & Albero-Posac, 2023). Through open-access publishing, data repositories, and participatory research practices, open science seeks to reconfigure knowledge dissemination from a closed expert system into a participatory, multilingual, and networked enterprise (Hyland, 2023; Luzón & Pérez-Llantada, 2022). This movement is reshaping communicative norms as writers are now expected to balance disciplinary rigour with intelligibility, ensuring that their work can be accessed, reused, and critically engaged with audiences beyond their immediate fields (Lorés & Mur-Dueñas, 2025). 

But while the rhetoric of openness carries an implicit promise of equity, participation in global and open academic communication remains uneven, constrained by economic, technological, and linguistic inequalities (Hyland, 2023). Scholars working in resource-limited contexts may find that the costs of open-access publishing, or the demands of particular stylistic norms, restrict their ability to contribute fully (Lillis & Curry, 2010). This, then, positions EAP in an important mediating role, not simply as a provider of language instruction, but as a means of supporting fair participation. Designing pedagogies that enable multilingual writers to access global publication systems and to communicate their ideas persuasively across linguistic and cultural boundaries becomes an increasingly central concern (Bakogiannis & Papavasiliou, 2025). 

Globalisation also intersects with technological change to diversify communicative modes. Digital platforms enable scholars to engage audiences through podcasts, data papers, video abstracts, infographics, etc. (Luzón & Pérez-Llantada, 2022). These genres blur the boundaries between text and technology and between academic and public communication (Lorés & Mur-Dueñas, 2025). For EAP practitioners, this requires a pedagogical orientation that integrates linguistic competence with multimodal literacy, understood as the capacity to design, interpret, and evaluate meaning across textual, visual, and digital resources (Ma & Jiang, 2025). What it means to be an effective communicator in the twenty-first century, then, extends beyond mastering academic prose to orchestrating diverse semiotic resources to engage readers and viewers across global contexts.

Taken together, the forces of globalisation, diversification, and open science create massive changes in academic communication. English now functions less as a restricted linguistic code and more as a dynamic repertoire for negotiating knowledge across cultural, linguistic, disciplinary, and technological contexts. The central task for EAP is to support learners and scholars in navigating this expanded space by developing rhetorical adaptability, critical audience awareness, and an understanding of how language choices shape visibility and legitimacy in global academic life.

[bookmark: _Hlk213153195]3.3 Interdisciplinarity and epistemic pluralism
If globalisation has broadened the reach of academic English, then interdisciplinarity has deepened its complexity. The challenges we now face – climate change, digital ethics, global health, artificial intelligence – do not respect traditional disciplinary boundaries. Instead, they draw together diverse communities of scholars who must learn to communicate across disciplinary lines (Hyland & Jiang, 2019). For EAP, this changing landscape creates both opportunities and obligations, prompting reconsideration not only of kinds of knowledge we support, but also of how that knowledge is constructed, articulated, and negotiated through language.

Interdisciplinary collaboration, of course, is not simply a matter of combining different terminologies. It involves reconciling fundamentally different ways of reasoning, evidencing, and validating claims. A biologist, a sociologist, and a designer may all work on the same problem, but their assumptions about what counts as an argument, or even as evidence, may be radically different. In such contexts, English becomes a translational medium that enables scholars from diverse epistemic traditions to co-construct understanding. What is needed, therefore, is a form of “rhetorical agility”: the capacity to shift stance, reframe arguments, and negotiate meanings in ways that remain intelligible and persuasive across disciplinary divides (Kalan, 2023).

This, in turn, draws our attention to the plural nature of academic knowledge itself. The idea of epistemic pluralism challenges the assumption that Western scientific rationality represents a universal template for academic discourse (Canali & Lohse, 2024). Increasingly, diverse intellectual traditions, interpretive, critical, indigenous, are acknowledged as legitimate ways of knowing. This pluralisation invites EAP practitioners to rethink academic literacy, not as a neutral set of skills, but as a socially situated practice that reproduces particular ways of constructing and legitimising knowledge (Bassett & Macnaught, 2025; Buckingham et al., 2023). EAP then becomes an exercise in critical awareness. We are not simply teaching students to use established rhetorical norms, but to understand why those norms exist, whose knowledge they privilege, and how they might be adapted or contested in different disciplinary or cultural contexts. 

At the same time, interdisciplinarity foregrounds multimodality. Connecting disciplines often involves drawing on multiple resources that combine quantitative modelling, ethnographic narrative, and visual design (Fjørtoft & Lai, 2021; Sommer, 2021). This raises pedagogical questions about how writers integrate language with numerical and visual modes and how genre models might evolve to account for hybrid outputs that are neither exclusively textual nor visual. Addressing these issues calls for a pedagogy that treats multiple modes other than language as integral to academic meaning-making rather than as ancillary embellishments.

The implications for EAP practitioners are equally significant. Increasingly, EAP professionals collaborate with colleagues in engineering, medicine, or the social sciences, tailoring instruction to diverse rhetorical conventions and epistemic assumptions (Li et al., 2024). Yet, EAP is often positioned as a support service rather than as a contributor to disciplinary knowledge production. Responding to disciplinary hybridity and epistemic pluralism therefore involves asserting EAP’s intellectual role as a field that theorises how language mediates disciplinary thinking.

In this sense, interdisciplinarity extends EAP’s remit from instructional support to critical inquiry. By analysing how genres evolve in response to interdisciplinary dialogue and by fostering awareness of the rhetorical work that genres perform, EAP enables scholars to engage more reflexively across disciplinary boundaries while respecting the epistemic diversity that makes such movement productive.

Ultimately, then, EAP’s engagement with hybridity and pluralism speaks to a larger shift in how we understand the relationship between language, knowledge, and power in the academy. Our task involves encouraging reflective practice by helping writers see how their linguistic and rhetorical decisions allow them to participate in constructing legitimate knowledge. In this way, EAP positions itself not only as an instrument of academic integration but as a critical interlocutor in global scholarship.

When viewed collectively, the developments discussed in this section create a global, digital, and epistemically plural academic environment that is both networked and ethically charged. Within this context, EAP performs three interconnected functions:
· Mediational – EAP bridges linguistic, cultural, and disciplinary boundaries, enabling equitable participation in global knowledge exchanges;
· Critical – EAP interrogates the ethical and ideological implications of AI-mediated, open communication, promoting reflexive scholarly practice;
· Adaptive – EAP integrates new genres, technologies, and epistemologies into its pedagogy and research while maintaining a human-centred commitment to meaning, integrity, and agency.

4. Research Topics for EAP in the New Age
As we have argued, EAP now works within a context that is global, digital, open, and epistemically plural. Long-standing questions about the linguistic and rhetorical features of academic discourse and their pedagogical implications remain central to the field and continue to inform both research and teaching (Carmen & Swales, 2017; Hyland, 2006).  But at the same time, research also indicates that the communicative conditions under which academic English is produced, circulated, and evaluated have changed in ways that demand renewed attention (Jiang & Hyland, 2025; Luzón & Pérez-Llantada, 2022; Warschauer et al., 2023). The new environment compels us to ask how globalisation, open science, digitalisation, and AI are reshaping academic communication, how multilingual and interdisciplinary scholars negotiate authority and visibility, and how EAP pedagogy can remain ethical, inclusive, and effective in an increasingly AI-mediated, multimodal academy.
In this section, we propose a research agenda that grows directly out of this new context discussed in Section 3. It identifies four interconnected directions of inquiry: 
· EAP under conditions of globalisation, open science, and unequal participation;
· EAP in the era of digitalisation and artificial intelligence;
· EAP for interdisciplinary, hybrid, and epistemically diverse knowledge-making; 
· EAP pedagogy and assessment for multimodal, critical, and translingual academic literacy.

These directions are not intended as discrete or exhaustive. Instead, they function as organising orientations that identify where EAP research has already generated important insights and where further work is now most urgently needed. Together, they reflect a shift towards understanding EAP as a field centrally concerned with access, participation, and legitimacy in contemporary academic communication.

4.1 EAP under conditions of globalisation, open science, and unequal participation
Globalisation and open science have reconfigured the spaces in which academic communication occurs. Academic texts now circulate outward from local to transnational audiences, from disciplinary peers to public stakeholders, and from subscription-based journals to open platforms (Hyland & Jiang, 2019; Xu, 2025). At first glance, this expansion seems to democratise knowledge. Yet openness does not necessarily translate into equity, and participation remains stratified by geography, language, and access (Hyland, 2023). A first strand of research, therefore, must examine how globalisation and openness reshape linguistic and epistemic hierarchies, and how EAP can pedagogically address them.

Linguistic and epistemic stratification
EAP’s longstanding interest on writing for publication has typically assumed a stable journal ecology and an implicit norm of Anglophone English. Today, that landscape has become increasingly fragmented and we need detailed studies of 
· how multilingual scholars adjust stance and self-representation when moving from local-language to high-visibility, open-access journals; 
· how open-science practices such as preprints, repositories, and project websites alter expectations for metadiscourse and engagement; 
· how working on the peripherality of this system manifests linguistically, perhaps through heavier hedging, intensified hyping, or explicit legitimation strategies.
This line of inquiry integrates critical discourse analysis, sociology of science, and linguistic ethnography to reimagine EAP as an agent of epistemic inclusion. Corpus-based analyses of introductions, data statements, impact narratives, or reviewer responses from different regions could illuminate how inequality is textually realised and potentially resisted.

New academic genres
Open science has also generated new genres , including data papers, preregistration reports, lay summaries, project blogs, machine-readable metadata, each demanding distinct communicative competences of transparency, concision, and accessibility (Luzón & Albero-Posac, 2023; Lorés & Mur-Dueñas, 2025). EAP needs empirical description of these emerging forms and research can: 
· describe their rhetorical structures, stance patterns, and metadiscoursal features;
· investigate the lexical-grammatical resources used to project transparency; 
· identify how writers from diverse linguistic backgrounds manage their hybrid audiences.
Such work extends EAP’s descriptive focus beyond the traditional research article to the open genres that increasingly define research visibility. Understanding these genres will allow pedagogy to keep pace with actual communicative practice.

Ethical and critical academic literacies
Greater visibility also increases the ethical load on writers. As open science multiplies audiences, issues of attribution, representation, and responsible reporting become textual matters. We therefore need an “ethical EAP” agenda with studies of: 
· how to teach citation that is both correct and inclusive; 
· how to write impactful texts that persuade without hype; 
· how to construct collaboration statements that fairly acknowledge unequal contribution. 
Analyses of disclosure statements, ethics sections, and impact narratives can reveal how writers linguistically balance accountability and self-promotion.

Policy-facing communication
Finally, globalisation and openness draw scholars into contact with policy audiences, such as funders, institutional leaders and non-governmental organisations, whose interpretive frames differ from disciplinary peers. EAP research can explore how knowledge is recontextualised for such audiences and how pedagogic practices can support this process.

In short, EAP must redirect part of its analytical and pedagogical attention from the classic inner-circle genres of closed academia to the open, ethical, and policy-linked genres of globalised scholarship.

4.2 EAP, digitalisation and artificial intelligence
If globalisation diversifies who participates in academic exchange, digitalisation and AI are beginning to transform how academic texts are produced. The emergence of LLMs such as ChatGPT and DeepSeek blurs the boundary between human and machine authorship. EAP, historically grounded in genre awareness and rhetorical instruction, must now confront writing as human-machine collaboration. We now need to ask what happens to our analytical tools, built to describe human-authored discourse, when discourse is partially machine-generated.

Describing AI-mediated academic discourse
Preliminary evidence suggests that AI-generated texts display high lexical density and grammatical accuracy but less interpersonal engagement and epistemic nuance (Markey et al., 2024; Jiang & Hyland, 2024, 2025; Mo & Crosthwaite, 2025). We need research into how AI affects stance, coherence, and cohesion: 
· how well does it reproduce disciplinary genre moves and citation patterns; 
· how does its output vary across epistemic cultures; 
· what linguistic fingerprints reveal machine mediation. 
By constructing corpora that combine human and AI-generated texts, EAP can track how algorithmic discourse influences the conventions of academic English. What does it do well and what less well? Such description is essential groundwork for informed pedagogy and policy.

Developing critical AI literacy
EAP scholars have long argued that writing instruction is inseparable from social and epistemic awareness (Hyland, 2006; Lillis & Scott, 2015). The same applies to AI. Learners now need critical AI literacy, concerning the capacity to evaluate, prompt, verify, and disclose AI use appropriately (Warschauer et al., 2023; McGrath et al., 2025). Likely components include:
· source-checking literacy (can the learner verify AI’s invented citations?);
· prompt literacy (can the learner steer the AI toward the required genre/move?);
· epistemic literacy (can the learner recognise when the AI’s text does not match the discipline’s way of arguing?);
· and disclosure literacy (can the learner report AI use transparently in line with institutional or journal policy?).
Each of these is researchable through classroom studies, needs analyses, and policy discourse analysis.

Teacher mediation and institutional policy
AI enters classrooms through the filters of institutional policy and teacher belief. We therefore need qualitative and comparative studies of:
· how teachers in different regions understand AI’s role;
· how assessment practices are being redesigned to be AI-resistant, AI-integrated, or AI-agnostic;
· how institutional AI policies are worded and what they imply linguistically for students’ self-reporting of AI use. 
These are questions squarely within our field’s concern with the ecology of academic communication.

Human-machine genre innovation
AI also enables new micro-genres such as automated literature maps, multilingual paraphrases and rapid response letters, that are beginning to appear in academic workflows. We need to document how researchers actually employ these forms and how their linguistic profiles differ from human-authored texts. It may be that academic discourse is evolving into a two-layered system: a human-written core of reasoning surrounded by an AI-generated shell of summaries, formatting, and peripheral commentary. Understanding that layering will then be crucial for pedagogy. EAP must therefore move beyond framing AI as a threat to authenticity and begin theorising it as a co-participant in academic meaning-making, with significant implications for genre, literacy, and ethics.

4.3 EAP for interdisciplinary and epistemically diverse knowledge-making
Contemporary research problems, as we noted earlier, are inherently interdisciplinary, drawing together different epistemic traditions. Climate change and AI governance, for example, demand multiple perspectives and challenge EAP to expand its descriptive scope to the boundaries where discourses meet (Buckingham et al., 2023). Most of our genre descriptions are discipline-internal (e.g. biology RAs, engineering reports) and we now need descriptions of inter-disciplinary and cross-epistemic discourse. Here are four substantial research subtopics.

The discourse of interdisciplinary project writing
Large-scale funded projects generate new genres such as concept notes, ethics assessments, and stakeholder plans that blend scientific precision with socio-political persuasion. These relatively occluded texts are often written by teams and must convince reviewers, collaborators, and policy partners. EAP research can
· analyse how these texts integrate different disciplinary logics (e.g. technical detail + pedagogical rationale + societal impact);
· identify the metadiscourse that reaches multiple audiences (“from a technical perspective…”, “for classroom practitioners…”);
· trace how knowledge is recontextualised across registers.

Stance as negotiation
Stance becomes a site of negotiation in interdisciplinary collaboration because disciplinary teams differ in their conventions for certainty, attribution, and evaluation. Engineering papers privilege quantification, for example, while humanities essays foreground evaluation and interpretation. EAP can study:
· how hedges and boosters are selected, softened, or deleted during co-authoring;
· how compromise forms emerge (“these findings may provide a preliminary indication…”);
· how stance differs between sections written by different disciplinary teams.
Research tracing draft histories of co-authored documents and interviews with writing teams can show how hedges, boosters, and evaluative moves are negotiated in co-authored texts.


Inclusion of non-western and practice-based epistemologies
Interdisciplinarity on a global scale also entails epistemic diversity. Indigenous, practitioner, and non-Western traditions bring different rhetorical logics and text structuring that may be stifled when translated into English. Studies are needed of how these epistemologies are linguistically “translated,” whether translation entails epistemic loss, and how pedagogy can sustain voice while ensuring comprehensibility. This is an important bridge to decolonial and South-North scholarship.

Multimodal reasoning in interdisciplinary work
Interdisciplinary research is often multimodal, relying on diagrams, models, and dashboards. EAP can extend its analytic reach to show how textual, visual, and numerical resources combine in argumentation. For example, by exploring how language points, interprets, and sequences multimodal elements (“as shown in Figure 3”, “the model comprises three layers…”, “the red line indicates…”). These insights can inform instruction in academic presentation, poster design, and visual argument.

In short, EAP must engage with the boundary genres where disciplines, modes, and epistemologies intersect, since these are now central to academic knowledge production.

4.4 EAP Pedagogy and assessment for changing contexts  
If contexts change, pedagogy must follow. The goal of EAP is no longer to assist students to control disciplinary conventions but to help them participate ethically and effectively in digital, multilingual knowledge networks. This demands a concrete research agenda on pedagogy and assessment.

Teaching critical academic literacy
Traditional EAP courses emphasised genre mastery and linguistic accuracy. In the AI age, we must cultivate critical academic literacy which concerns the ability to question how knowledge is produced and valued. Future research can evaluate curricula that incorporate
· critical reading of AI-generated texts;
· reflexive writing tasks on epistemic stance;
· collaborative projects connecting EAP with real research initiatives.
Longitudinal classroom studies can track effects on linguistic outcomes, learner agency, and disciplinary identity.

Teaching multimodal academic communication
With research communication extending to video abstracts, podcasts, and visual data commentaries, EAP must help learners manage language, image, and sound together. Studies can develop and assess teaching sequences moving from written explanation to spoken and visual modes, examine learners’ use of visual metadiscourse (“this chart shows…”), and define assessment criteria for multimodal coherence and disciplinary voice.

Teaching AI-awareness and learner agency
EAP needs empirical work on integrating AI tools without undermining learning. Tasks might involve students generating AI drafts, critiquing and fact-checking them, then rewriting to add disciplinary voice and local sources. Research can assess how such practices enhance metalinguistic and metadiscursive awareness (“the AI lacked engagement markers, so I added…”).

Translanguaging and inclusive pedagogy
As universities become more linguistically diverse, research should explore translanguaging pedagogies that legitimise students’ full linguistic repertoires as resources for reasoning (Li, 2024). Studies can investigate:
· how learners draw on L1 conceptual resources when writing in English;
· how teachers’ beliefs shape feedback;
· whether multilingual rehearsal improves English accuracy or disciplinary clarity.
Such work will contribute to the development of inclusive EAP pedagogies.

Teacher cognition and professional identity
EAP teachers stand at the frontline of technological and pedagogical change. Research should investigate: 
· how practitioners conceptualise their roles when AI mediates writing and feedback; 
· what professional development supports digital competence; 
· How emotional labour and wellbeing intersect with technological change.

Studies combining narrative inquiry and interviews can articulate models of teacher identity resilience and the role of wellbeing and positive psychology models, addressing the research gap on practitioner experience highlighted in recent reviews (Ding & Monbec, 2024; Hyland & Jiang, 2021).

Rethinking assessment
Assessment practices must also evolve to remain authentic, AI-resilient, and aligned with open-science communication. Promising directions include process-based assessment (drafts, version histories, reflection notes on AI use), performance-based tasks (oral defences, genre explanations), and portfolio assessment including open genres such as lay summaries or impact statements. Design-based studies can identify which combinations best capture the literacies of the new academic context.

Bringing the Agenda Together 
What connects these four research directions is their shared grounding in the contextual developments outlined in Section 3. Globalisation drives research on inclusion, open-science genres, visibility ethics; digitalisation/AI encourages research on human-machine discourse, AI literacy, policy & assessment; disciplinary hybridity/epistemic pluralism invites research on boundary genres, stance negotiation, and linguistic accommodation; diversification/multimodality triggers research on new classroom goals, materials, and assessments.

The challenge for the field is to move beyond reactive adaptation and to lead scholarship on how these transformations reshape academic communication. The research directions outlined here are not optional add-ons but the next stage of our collective inquiry. They call for the same attentiveness to language, context, and practice that has always defined EAP, now reoriented toward the new conditions of knowledge-making.

5.  Research Methodologies for the new Agenda 
The transformation of academic communication in a global, digital, and epistemically plural environment not only redefines what EAP must study, but also how we might study it. Our methodological repertoire that sustained us through EAP’s descriptive and pedagogical phases, such as genre analysis, corpus linguistics, needs analysis, and classroom observation, remains valuable but is no longer sufficient. The research agenda we have outlined requires approaches that can capture the dynamic, multimodal, and socio-technical processes of knowledge-making, connecting large-scale textual patterns with the experience of writers, teachers, and learners.

In this section we suggest how established methodologies might be extended to address these new forms of writing, multimodality, and human-machine collaboration while retaining the rigour and reflexivity that define EAP research. Five orientations can be identified:
· Corpus-based and computational approaches for tracing large-scale linguistic change;
· Ethnographic and sociocognitive approaches for contextualising practice and experience;
· Design-based and interventionist methodologies for transforming pedagogy;
· Multimodal, translanguaging, and AI-integrated techniques for analysing complex meaning-making; and
· Meta-methodological integration and ethical reflexivity for ensuring coherence and integrity across research practices.
Together, these orientations re-imagine EAP as a methodologically plural and ethically grounded field responsive to the realities of global, digital scholarship.

5.1 Corpus-assisted and computational approaches
Corpus linguistics remains the empirical backbone of EAP, revealing the lexico-grammatical and rhetorical features that construct academic discourse (Biber, 2006; Nesi & Gardner, 2012). Yet as communication evolves, corpora themselves must become dynamic, multimodal, and AI-aware (Egbert et al., 2022). Future corpora will need to distinguish between human- and AI-authored texts and include emerging genres such as data papers, preprints, and lay summaries. 

Traditional techniques such as keywords, n-grams, collocations, and multidimensional analyses can now be enhanced by computational tools capable of identifying rhetorical moves or stance markers automatically (Yu et al., 2024). New topic-modelling and vector-space semantics are also being used to reveal latent thematic structures across disciplines (Egger, 2022). The challenge for EAP scholars, however, remains interpretive since quantitative patterns must always be contextualised within rhetorical and disciplinary conventions. AI thus serves to expand rather than supplant our methods. Integrating AI into our research methods requires transparent documentation, replicable datasets, and the triangulation of findings with qualitative interpretation.

5.2 Ethnographic and Socio-cognitive Approaches
If corpus methods reveal macro-patterns, ethnographic and socio-cognitive approaches illuminate how academic discourse is lived and negotiated in context. Ethnographic methods such as participant observation, discourse-based interviews, and document analysis allow EAP researchers to examine how multilingual scholars acquire disciplinary discourse, how supervision mediates writing, and how institutional ideologies shape voice (Lillis, 2008). These studies foreground the agency, emotion, and identity that are often invisible in corpus studies. 

Process-oriented approaches extend this work by tracing the cognitive dynamics of composing through keystroke logging, eye-tracking, and stimulated recall. When applied to AI-assisted writing, they can show how digital tools affect attention, creativity, and cognitive load. Integrating such data with ethnographic insights connects cognition and culture, which is central to socio-cognitive EAP (Negretti & McGrath, 2018). The growing role of teacher-research is also significant (Ding & Monbec, 2024). Narrative inquiry and autoethnography reveal how practitioners’ identities, beliefs and emotions evolve amid digital transformation. By giving voice to teachers, ethnographic EAP research fulfils a responsibility to treat pedagogy not as an application of theory but as a site of co-produced knowledge.

5.3 Design-based and interventionist research
Design-based research (DBR) (Brown, 1992) and action research (Burns, 2010) sit naturally within EAP’s applied mission, bridging theory and practice through iterative cycles of innovation, implementation, and reflection. In EAP, they have informed genre-based pedagogy (Cheng, 2018), corpus-informed materials (Cotos et al., 2017), and AI-mediated feedback systems (Koltovskaia et al., 2024).  Typically, DBR triangulates linguistic measures like lexical diversity or stance density, with qualitative data such as learner reflections and focus-group interviews, combining statistical rigour with sensitivity to human affect. Participatory action research (Bao et al., 2024) extends this goal by involving practitioners in co-designing pedagogical interventions, aligning with calls for dialogic knowledge-making (Lee & Canagarajah, 2019) and the principles of open and ethical science.

5.4 Multimodal, translanguaging, and AI-integrated techniques
This new EAP agenda moves the field toward multimodal, multilingual, and AI-mediated communication. Drawing on Kress and van Leeuwen’s (2010) social-semiotic framework and O’Halloran’s (2011) multimodal discourse analysis, researchers can examine how textual, visual, and gestural resources combine in genres such as conference posters, video abstracts, and online lectures.

Analytically, multimodal transcription, visual coding, and gaze-tracking can be integrated with discourse analysis to reveal how disciplinary meaning is co-constructed across modes. Similarly, translanguaging analysis (Li, 2022) allows researchers to explore how multilingual academics flexibly draw on their linguistic repertoires in thinking and writing, positioning translanguaging as both a cognitive resource and identity practice. At the same time, AI tools can now assist rather than replace analysis by helping to extract topics, classify stance, and paraphrase text (Su & Ye, 2025). When used interpretively, such tools enable researchers to manage large datasets without losing sight of context or meaning. Hybrid designs combining computational detection, multimodal coding, and ethnographic interpretation are therefore likely to become increasingly central to EAP inquiry.

In addition, future EAP research will increasingly employ hybrid designs that integrate computational detection, multimodal coding, and ethnographic interpretation. A study of AI-assisted student writing, for example, might use keystroke logs to capture writing sequences, employ AI to label moves automatically, and complement these methods with interviews on student experience. Such hybridisation exemplifies the methodological pluralism that defines the new EAP.


5.5 Integration and ethical reflexivity
Methodological diversity brings both opportunity and risk. Without integration and ethical reflection, there is a danger that EAP could fragment into isolated subfields or replicate the inequities it seeks to critique. A key imperative, therefore, is to ensure coherence, transparency, and ethical integrity across research practices.

Mixed-method frameworks can help connect micro-linguistic description with macro-social interpretation. Triangulation needs to be dialogic rather than just corroborative, so that corpus findings can guide ethnographic sampling, while classroom observation can refine computational tagging. Open documentation of data, codebooks, and analytical protocols can protect participants and enhance the value of EAP research. Ethical reflexivity is equally essential (Yaw et al., 2023).  As issues emerge around algorithmic bias, data ownership, and emotional wellbeing in digital environments, researchers must disclose which tools they use, report data sources, and involve participants in interpreting meaning. Interdisciplinary collaboration, perhaps with computational linguists, educational technologists, and philosophers of science, is likely to be crucial, supported by training in coding literacy, data visualisation, and critical data ethics.

To sum up this section, we should say we believe that methodological innovation is not a peripheral concern but the enabling condition of a new EAP. Understanding and shaping academic communication in a global, digital age requires combining the precision of computational analysis with the empathy of ethnography, the creativity of design research, and the reflexivity of ethics. By embracing such methodological pluralism, EAP can become a critical and self-aware science of academic communication.

6. Conclusion
Over the past sixty years, EAP has moved from a service activity to a scholarly enterprise, from the margins of language support to the centre of knowledge mediation. This paper has argued that the field now faces another critical moment as globalisation, digitalisation, open science, and epistemic diversity reshape the ways academic knowledge is produced and shared. We have suggested that these forces call for a renewed research agenda and a more integrated methodological orientation that can position EAP at the heart of understanding communication in an age of generative artificial intelligence.

Our discussion has identified four domains that define this new research landscape: 
· global participation and equity in open-science communication; 
· human-AI collaboration and its implications for authorship, literacy, and ethics; 
· epistemic and disciplinary hybridity in the making of knowledge; 
· pedagogical innovation for multimodal and translanguaging literacies. 
Together, these areas invite a reconceptualization of EAP as both an analytic and an interventionist discipline, concerned not only with describing how academic discourse works but with shaping more equitable and sustainable ways of knowing.

We have also proposed that these challenges require a broader methodological repertoire. Established approaches remain central, but need to be complemented by computational, multimodal, and design-based perspectives. Such methodological pluralism strengthens EAP’s empirical reach while maintaining its pedagogical sensitivity and ethical reflexivity. More importantly, it allows us to connect textual patterns with social and epistemic processes, linking the rhetorical with the technological and the human with the artificial.

Conceptually, this paper views EAP not simply as a branch of language education but as a critical science of academic communication: one that explores how linguistic, technological, and social resources converge in the production and circulation of knowledge. In practical terms, this involves fostering critical AI literacy, promoting equitable participation in global scholarship, and designing inclusive pedagogies that reflect the multimodal, multilingual realities of contemporary academia.

In short, EAP is entering a period of theoretical consolidation and methodological expansion. By integrating human and artificial intelligence, quantitative and qualitative methods, and global and local perspectives, the field can move confidently forward as a more engaged and progressive discipline. The agenda outlined here invites EAP scholars to engage actively in shaping the communicative and epistemic infrastructures of higher education. In doing so, EAP continues its long tradition of responsiveness to change, but with renewed confidence in its role as both interpreter and custodian of academic communication in an era defined by globalisation and generative intelligence.
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