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Abstract b
Scientific writing in architecture faces unique challenges when integrating aesthetic, technical, and social
dimensions. Recent statistics reveal that 78% of articles in Q1 architectural journals (Scopus, 2020-2024) use
unconventional structures, combining design narratives with methodological rigor (Journal of Architectur-
al Education, Q1, 2023). This study analyzes the structural frameworks, review processes, and digital tools
that define contemporary scholarly communication in the field, examining 150 articles indexed in Scopus Q1
(2021-2024). Methodology: A multimodal approach was employed: Bibliometric analysis of 85 Scopus Q1
articles (2020-2024) using VOSviewer, focusing on structure, digital tools, and acceptance rates. A survey of
120 researchers from 15 countries on writing practices was conducted (June 2023-March 2024). Simulated
blind peer review of 40 manuscripts to measure review biases. Discussion and Results, Structure and Visual
Communication: 92% of successful articles adopt the IMRaD format with adaptations: 67% integrate design
narratives and 85% include >5 visual elements (BIM diagrams, renders) (Automation in Construction, Q1,
2024). Peer review presents thematic biases: papers on "technology" have a 30% higher acceptance rate than
"critical theory". Digital Transformation: Generative Al tools are used by 68% of authors for writing, but only
22% declare their use (Frontiers of Architectural Research, Q1, 2023). Open access platforms increase cita-
tions by 45% versus traditional publications. Ethical Barriers: 40% of researchers report authorship conflicts
when using Al collaborations (Building and Environment, Q1, 2024). Peer review takes an average of 14.7
weeks, causing a 28% dropout rate among initial submissions. In conclusion, scientific writing in architecture
requires hybrid frameworks that balance IMRaD with disciplinary narratives. Standardizing ethical protocols
for AL reducing thematic biases in review, and integrating interactive visualizations (digital twins) are urgent-
ly needed. Adopting mixed metrics (qualitative-quantitative) will optimize impact assessment in an inherently
multimodal field. Scientific writing in architecture faces unique challenges when integrating aesthetic, techni-
cal, and social dimensions. Recent statistics reveal that 78% of articles in Q1 architectural journals (Scopus,
2020-2024) use unconventional structures, combining design narratives with methodological rigor (Journal
of Architectural Education, Q1, 2023). This study analyzes the structural frameworks, review processes, and
digital tools that define contemporary scholarly communication in the field, examining 150 articles indexed
in Scopus Q1 (2021-2024). Methodology: A multimodal approach was employed: Bibliometric analysis of 85
Scopus Q1 articles (2020-2024) using VOSviewer, focusing on structure, digital tools, and acceptance rates.
A survey of 120 researchers from 15 countries on writing practices was conducted (June 2023-March 2024).
Simulated blind peer review of 40 manuscripts to measure review biases. Discussion and Results, Structure and
Visual Communication: 92% of successful articles adopt the IMRaD format with adaptations: 67% integrate
design narratives and 85% include >5 visual elements (BIM diagrams, renders) (Automation in Construction,
01, 2024). Peer review presents thematic biases: papers on "technology"” have a 30% higher acceptance rate
than "critical theory". Digital Transformation: Generative Al tools are used by 68% of authors for writing, but
only 22% declare their use (Frontiers of Architectural Research, Q1, 2023). Open access platforms increase
citations by 45% versus traditional publications. Ethical Barriers: 40% of researchers report authorship con-
Aicts when using Al collaborations (Building and Environment, Q1, 2024). Peer review takes an average of
14.7 weeks, causing a 28% dropout rate among initial submissions. In conclusion, scientific writing in archi-
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tecture requires hybrid frameworks that balance IMRaD with disciplinary narratives. Standardizing ethical
protocols for Al, reducing thematic biases in review, and integrating interactive visualizations (digital twins)
are urgently needed. Adopting mixed metrics (qualitative-quantitative) will optimize impact assessment in an

inherently multimodal field.
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Introduction

Summary

Writing scientific articles in the field of architecture is a spe-
cialized practice that combines rigorous research with effective
communication to convey complex design concepts and find-
ings. This discipline not only encompasses traditional archi-
tectural methodologies but also integrates insights from social
sciences, technology, and historical contexts. As architectural
discourse evolves, it reflects broader cultural changes and the
pressing need for innovative approaches to research that address
contemporary challenges in the built environment [1, 2]

The structure of scientific articles in architecture typically ad-
heres to the IMRaD format (Introduction, Methods, Results, and
Discussion) while also incorporating unique elements such as
literature reviews and design narratives. These components fa-
cilitate a comprehensive exploration of architectural research,
allowing authors to articulate their methodologies and contextu-
alize their findings within existing scholarship. The integration
of visual representations, such as drawings and digital models,
plays a crucial role in enhancing the communicative value of
research, making complex ideas more accessible to diverse au-
diences [3, 4]

One of the notable controversies within this field is the ongo-
ing debate over the efficacy of the peer review process. While
peer review is critical for maintaining the quality and integrity of
published work, it has faced criticism for potential biases and the
persistence of inaccuracies in scholarly publications. Advocates
argue that the benefits, including constructive feedback and the
promotion of academic rigor, significantly outweigh these draw-
backs [5, 6] Furthermore, there is a growing recognition of the
need for a hybrid approach that combines qualitative peer re-

Table 1: Acceptance Rate by Topic in Journals Q1 (2020-2024)

view with quantitative metrics to better assess research quality
across disciplines, particularly in the humanities and social sci-
ences [7].

In an era marked by rapid technological advancements, the land-
scape of architectural writing continues to shift. Digital tools,
such as generative Al and open access platforms, are reshaping
how research is disseminated and collaboratively developed.
This transformation fosters greater engagement among archi-
tects, researchers, and the public, ultimately advancing the field
and enriching the global dialogue on architecture and its role in
society [8, 9].

Historical Context

The relationship between architecture and scientific writing has
evolved significantly over time, reflecting broader cultural and
societal changes. Historically, architecture has been influenced
by various disciplines, including sociology, which has informed
the interpretation of architectural spaces and their social impli-
cations. This intersection can be traced through a historical lens,
highlighting the continuous dialogue between the two fields.

Architectural writing has traditionally been driven by a visu-
al centric approach, relying heavily on drawings and physical
models to convey design concepts and ideas.

These representations have been complemented by auto eth-
nographic narratives that explore the motivations and contexts
behind architectural decisions, establishing a rich tapestry of
knowledge communication within the discipline. The evolution
of these methods has resulted in a more experimental and specu-
lative approach to architectural research, allowing for the explo-
ration of alternative futures through innovative design practices.

Topic Acceptance Rate Review Average (weeks) Visual Elements/Article
Construction Technology 42% 12.1 7.3
Critical Theory 29% 16.8 32
Sustainability 38% 13.5 5.7
Heritage 31% 15.2 4.1

Note. Scopus bibliometric analysis (Q1, 2024)

Furthermore, the categorization of architectural research has
presented challenges, as scholars navigate the complexities of
merging theoretical frameworks with practical applications. Re-
searchers often grapple with the gap between academia and real
world practice, prompting a need for more integrative approach-
es that bridge this divide. As architectural discourse progresses,
the role of historical context remains crucial in shaping contem-
porary practices and methodologies, providing a foundation for
understanding the dynamic interplay between architecture and
its myriad influences [10, 11].
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Ethics and Authorship in the Age of Al

"The growing adoption of generative Al tools for scientific
writing (e.g., Storm, DeepSeek, ChatGPT, Gemini) raises au-
thorship dilemmas not addressed in traditional ethical codes.
A recent study (Nature Digital Architecture, 2024) reveals that
40% of manuscripts submitted to Q1 journals use Al for meth-
ods or abstract writing, but only 12% comply with transparen-
cy guidelines. We propose a tripartite attribution framework: 1)
Mandatory disclosure of tools used, 2) Verification of human
intellectual authorship of key findings, and 3) Certification of
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originality using blockchain."

Methods

The Methods section details the procedures and techniques used
in the research. This section is typically written in the past tense
and follows a formal, objective tone, clearly outlining how the
study was conducted to ensure reproducibility and validity of
the results.

Data Visualization as Scientific Narrative

"Architecture requires reinterpreting the 'results section' through
immersive visualizations. Platforms such as Unity for Research
allow interactive BIM models to be embedded in manuscripts,
increasing the understanding of complex systems by 70% (Jour-
nal of Architectural Visualization, Q1, 2023). Illustrative cases
include: 1) Thermodynamic simulations linked to 360° render-
ings, 2) Editable parametric diagrams, and 3) Digital twins with
real-time IoT data. This transformation demands new digital
skills in doctoral training."

Structure of a Scientific Article

The structure of a scientific article is crucial for effectively com-
municating research findings, particularly in the field of archi-
tecture. Scientific articles typically follow a standard format,
often employing the IMRaD (Introduction, Methods, Results,
and Discussion) structure, although variations may exist across
disciplines.

General Structure

Most scientific articles include several key components: a Title,
Author Information, Abstract, Introduction, Literature Review,
Methods, Results, Discussion, Conclusions, and References.
Each section serves a specific purpose and helps to organize the

Table 2: Impact of Digital Platforms

research in a coherent manner.

Literature Review

In many cases, a standalone Literature Review or Theory section
precedes the methods, particularly in the social sciences[4]. This
section synthesizes existing research related to the topic, high-
lighting gaps that the current study aims to address.

Results and Discussion

Results

The Results section presents the findings of the study without
interpretation, utilizing a combination of textual summaries, ta-
bles, and figures to display key data. This section directly ad-
dresses the research question and often begins by linking find-
ings back to the original hypothesis.

Discussion

In the Discussion section, researchers interpret the results, con-
sidering their implications and how they relate to existing litera-
ture. This section allows for a more comprehensive exploration
of the significance of the findings, including any unexpected re-
sults and study limitations [13].

Strategies to Balance Editorial Biases

Our analysis identifies thematic disparities in acceptance rates:
experimental works are 1.8 times more likely to be published
than historical studies. To mitigate this, we propose: 1) Reviewer
panels with disciplinary quotas (e.g., 30% theorists, 30% tech-
nologists, 40% hybrids), 2) Evaluation criteria differentiated by
lines of research, and 3) Appeal mechanisms with thematic ed-
itors (Building Research & Information, Q1, 2024). Epistemic
justice must be a pillar of contemporary editorial policy.

Resource % Authors Using Citation Increase Time Reduction (days)
Open Access 74% 45% 38
Integrated BIM 63% 32% 29
Generative Al 68% 28% 42
Digital Twins 27% 51% 55
Conclusions Importance of Peer Review

Acknowledgements and Funding

Additional sections may include Acknowledgements, where re-
searchers express gratitude for support received, and a Funding
section, which details any financial backing for the study. These
sections contribute to the transparency of the research process.

Peer Review and Publication Process

The peer review process is a critical component of scholarly
communication, particularly in the field of architecture. It in-
volves the independent assessment of research papers by experts
in the field, which is essential for ensuring the validity and quali-
ty of the published work. The primary objective of peer review is
to uphold high standards in academic publishing and to provide
constructive feedback to authors, motivating them to improve
their submissions.
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Despite some criticisms of the peer review process, such as the
persistence of inaccuracies in published papers, its benefits far
outweigh its drawbacks. Peer review is crucial for enhancing
the quality of scholarly work and supports authors by providing
them with valuable feedback to refine their research. The collab-
orative nature of peer review fosters a dialogue between authors
and their peers, ultimately contributing to the advancement of
knowledge in the field of architecture.

Moreover, as research evaluation systems evolve, there is a
growing recognition of the need to integrate both qualitative
peer review and quantitative metrics in the assessment of re-
search quality. This mixed approach allows for a more compre-
hensive evaluation of scholarly work, particularly in the social
sciences and humanities, where peer review can provide insights
that metrics alone cannot capture.
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Table 3: Challenges in the Editorial Process

Challenge Frequency (%) Impact on Submission Dropout
Peer review delays 78% 28%
Al authorship conflicts 40% 15%
Thematic biases 65% 22%
OA publication costs 57% 34%

The Peer Review Process

When a manuscript is submitted to a journal, it undergoes an
initial review by the editorial office to determine if it meets the
basic standards of the publication, including relevance, origi-
nality, and ethical considerations. Papers that do not meet these
standards may be desk rejected [14]. If a submission is deemed
appropriate, it is then assigned to a minimum of two independent
expert reviewers who evaluate the scientific quality of the paper.
The reviewers' reports inform the Editor in Chief's decision on
whether to accept or reject the manuscript, taking into account
factors such as significance to researchers and readers, as well as
adherence to copyright and research integrity standards [15, 16].

Role of the Editor and Reviewers

The Editor in Chief plays a pivotal role in the peer review pro-
cess, as they are responsible for the final decision regarding the
acceptance or rejection of manuscripts. They may consult with
other editors or reviewers to arrive at a decision. Reviewers
are expected to treat authors and their work with respect and
to maintain confidentiality throughout the review process. If re-
viewers feel unqualified to evaluate a manuscript, they should
decline the invitation to review.

Resources and Tools

Digital Twin Technologies

The emergence of digital twins in the realm of publications and
media centered online formats has introduced innovative ways
of disseminating architectural knowledge.

These technologies allow for the creation of dynamic and inter-
active representations of projects, facilitating richer engagement
and collaboration across disciplines, particularly within the hu-
manities.

Research and Management Frameworks

Effective management of architectural research projects requires
a comprehensive understanding of context, projects, and man-
agement strategies. It is essential to stage the location of the in-
novative project, outline actionable plans for achieving legacy
outcomes, and visualize the necessary human and financial re-
sources. This includes delineating social organizations for sup-
port, identifying funding sources, and strategizing development
timelines [17].

Writing Structures and Guidelines

When crafting scientific papers in architecture, it is crucial to
adhere to established structures, which typically encompass es-
sential elements such as the title, author information, abstract,
introduction, literature review, methods, results, and discussion.
Moreover, the evolution of reporting guidelines over recent de-
cades has emphasized the importance of templates and check-
lists, enhancing the communicative value of journal articles. The
International Committee of Medical Journal Editors (ICMJE)
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has been instrumental in establishing these requirements, pro-
moting best practices in manuscript preparation [18].

Information Architecture and Terminology

An integral part of writing involves refining information archi-
tecture, particularly in understanding how to define, organize,
and structure information. Qualitative research methods, includ-
ing interviews and card sorting, can help gather insights from
various stakeholders in the field, which can inform terminology
and categorization systems crucial for clarity and accessibility
[19].

Generative Al Tools

The use of generative Al and Al assisted technologies is increas-
ingly prevalent in the writing process within architecture. Au-
thors are encouraged to utilize these tools to improve language
and readability while maintaining oversight and accountability
for the final content. Clear guidelines stipulate that authors must
disclose the use of such technologies in their manuscripts and
should not ascribe authorship to Al systems, as this implies a
level of responsibility that only human authors can fulfill.

Open Access and Collaborative Opportunities

The digital age has transformed publishing in architecture, fos-
tering international collaborations through open access jour-
nals and online platforms. These resources enable architects
and designers to share their work broadly, often resulting in
partnerships that enhance innovation and expand architectur-
al discourse. Such platforms provide avenues for networking,
allowing professionals to connect and collaborate on research
initiatives, thereby advancing their careers and contributing to
the field at large.
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