Turkish Online Journal of Distance Education-TOJDE October 2026 ISSN 1302-6488 Volume: 27 Number: 4 Article: 24

DRAWING THE BIG PICTURE OF OPEN EDUCATION:
A COMPARATIVE BIBLIOMETRIC ANALYSIS

Dr. Dilara Arzugul AKSOY
ORCID: 0000-0003-0666-8362
Social Sciences Vocational School

Bayburt University
Bayburt, TURKIYE

Received: 20/12/2025 Accepted: 04/02/2026

ABSTRACT

This paper aims to provide a comprehensive overview of research on open education through bibliometric
analysis. English-language articles published between 1955 and 2024 in the Scopus and Web of Science
databases were selected for analysis. A variety of analytical techniques were employed, including descriptive
analysis, co-authorship analysis, co-occurrence analysis, and citation analysis. The findings of this study
indicated that research on open education steadily increased until 2020, after which it began to decline.
The study also revealed that open education research is conducted globally, though it is predominantly
concentrated in countries such as the United States and the United Kingdom. Furthermore, the majority of
research in open education focuses on massive open online courses, followed by open educational resources.
The International Review of Research in Open and Distributed Learning was identified as the journal with
the highest number of open education articles across both databases. The research findings discussed in
detail, and suggestions for future research are provided. This study offers an overview of open education
research, assesses the current state of the field, and provides guidance for future investigations.

Keywords: Bibliometric analysis, digital education, open education, open educational practices, open
educational resources.

INTRODUCTION

The concept of “openness” lies at the core of open education. Over time, “openness” has been assigned
many meanings, including “access, flexibility, equality, collaboration, representation, democratization, social
justice, transparency, and the removal of barriers”. Developing and changing as a dynamic concept (Zawacki-
Richter et al., 2020), openness refers to the practice of making knowledge freely accessible and reusable,
facilitating collaboration between individuals, acknowledging contributions to education and research, and
making multifaceted connections between concepts (Baraniuk, 2008). In the context of education, openness
encompasses various dimensions, including, but not limited to, teaching methodologies, curriculum design,
textbook usage, research practices, policy, and academic strategy (Wiley & Green, 2016). According to
Bozkurt et al. (2023), openness in education is an ever-evolving approach that advocates for the free sharing
of knowledge and learning, based on collaboration and transparency. Openness is based on the ideal of social
justice, equality, universal access to high-quality education, and reducing barriers and difficulties in learners’
access and achievements in education (Bozkurt et al., 2023).

The term “open education” refers to the design, implementation, and evaluation of learning opportunities
that are characterized by visionary, operational, and legal openness, with the overarching goal of enhancing
the quality of learning for learners (Stracke, 2019). The open education movement has evolved and expanded
over time, integrating a variety of concepts, reaching its current state. In 1994, “learning objectives” was
introduced in the context of digital educational content that could be shared over the internet. In 1998, the
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term “open content” was introduced. In 2001, MIT launched open courseware free and open to all. That
same year, Creative Commons was founded, paving the way for open licensing and introducing the first
free copyright permissions for content licensing (Wiley, 2006). In 2002, the concept of open educational
resources (OER) was introduced at a workshop organized by UNESCO in the context of licensing
developments. OER is defined as learning, teaching and research materials in any format and medium
that are in the public domain or published under an open license, are freely accessible, and permit reuse
and adaptation (UNESCO, 2019, p.5). In 2006-2007, the concept of open educational practices (OEP)
was first used in the “Open eLearning Content Observatory Services” project. As a comprehensive concept
covering all dimensions of openness in education, OEP extend beyond resources to include the design
of learning environments in which resources are created and used (Koseoglu & Bozkurt, 2018). Despite
numerous advancements, the open education movement has made significant progress, particularly with the
introduction of OER and massive open online courses (MOOC:s) initiatives (Bayne et al., 2015).

According to Nascimbeni and Burgos (2016) an open educator employs open approaches to eliminate
barriers to learning, engages with others through an online identity, and respects the work of their peers. The
open educator openly shares open learning designs, ideas, and plans for teaching activities with experts and
students. They also share open educational content as OER, licensing it with open licenses, and use OER
produced by others. Furthermore, the open educator adopts open pedagogies that encourage knowledge co-
production through students” online and offline collaboration. Finally, they apply open assessment practices
by involving students and external stakeholders in learning assessment. Stracke (2019) describes the key
stakeholders and entities in open education at three levels, as shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Key stakeholders and entities in open education at three levels (Stracke, 2019)

Level  Key Stakeholders Entities in Open Education
© International, national and regional public authorities, Open policies, visions, mission statements,
é associations, movements, societies strategies and public curricula

Open methodologies, learning designs, patterns,

9@ Organizations including learning designers and providers

b P . study programmes and courses, assessments and
and their institutional units and departments .

= evaluations

o Learners and educators including teachers, lecturers, Open courses, MOOCs, OER, lesson plans, learning

) . .

S trainers, moderators, tutors and evaluators units and modules

As demonstrated in Table 1, open education is a comprehensive notion that encompasses a wide range
of stakeholders and entities. At the macro level, international, national, and regional policy-making
organizations and movements play a key role. These actors define the vision, mission, and strategies of open
education, formulate high-level policies, and shape its future. At the meso level, more concrete actors, such
as educational institutions and learning designers, are involved. Open educational materials and tools are
developed, and open methodologies and learning designs are created in alignment with macro-level policies.
At the micro level, individual learners and educators participate. Learners engage in the learning process
through OER, while educators use these resources to foster learner participation and enhance the learning
experience (Stracke, 2019).

In the literature, there are generally bibliometric analysis studies focused on OER and MOOC:s. Tlili et
al. (2021) presented a bibliometric mapping analysis of 156 studies on OEP in the Web of Science (WoS)
and Scopus. The findings showed that most of the research on OEP was published in Distance Education,
The International Review of Research in Open and Distributed Learning (IRRODL), and Open Praxis.
The United Kingdom, Spain, and Australia are the top contributors to the OEP literature. The analysis
of keywords and terms in titles and abstracts revealed research on open pedagogy and open collaboration,
but more research is needed on open assessment, open data, and open science. It was also noted that more
focus should be placed on inclusive open education practices for students with disabilities. Wahid et al.
(2020) conducted a bibliometric analysis of 3,118 scientific studies registered in Scopus to examine the
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development and diffusion of MOOC:s research, identify key areas of focus, and highlight the main players
and collaborations. According to their results, MOOCs began to draw interest from academics in both
the east and the west in 2009, and over the following ten years, the number of publications rose steadily.
China, Spain, the United Kingdom, Australia, and the United States are the top five countries with the most
MOOC research. A number of studies examining existing literature through bibliometric analyses, focusing
on different dimensions in the open education context, are presented in Table 2.

Table 2. Bibliometric studies in the field of open education

Author(s) Focus Database Number of documents reviewed
Zancanaro et al. (2015) OER WoS and Scopus 544
Wahid et al. (2020) MOOCs Scopus 3118
Tlili et al. (2021) OEP WoS and Scopus 156
Liu etal. (2021) MOOCs WoS, Scopus, ERIC 1078
Mishra et al. (2022) OER Scopus 2051
Chandler (2023) OER WoS 1212
Irwanto et al. (2023) MOOCs Scopus 3201

The predominance of bibliometric analyses within the framework of OER and MOOC:s in existing research,
coupled with the lack of a quantitative approach to literature from an open education perspective, highlights
a significant gap in the field. Identifying gaps in open education can inform targeted interventions, thereby
strengthening equitable and inclusive education for all. According to Bozkurt et al. (2023), openness is
probably the only feasible, realistic, and humane way to achieve the “Education for All” dimension of the
United Nations Sustainable Development Goals (UN, 2016). As open education is a multifaceted and
dynamic concept that extends beyond OER and MOOC:s, it is crucial to examine the field in a comprehensive
manner. A comprehensive assessment of research in the field not only highlights current trends and key
issues but also offers deeper insights into the broader implications of open education, emerging areas, and
potential avenues for future research. This study used comparative bibliometric analysis to examine research
on open education in the WoS and Scopus in order to identify gaps in the field and provide an overview of
broader trends. This study addressed the following research questions:

RQ1. What is the trend of open education research in terms of publication year?

RQ2. What is the trend of open education research in terms of publication journal?

RQ3. What is the distribution of co-authorships in open education research?

RQ4. How are co-authorships in open education research distributed across different countries?
RQ5. What is the distribution of the most used keywords in open education research?

RQG6. Which authors are the most frequently cited in open education research articles?

METHOD

The present bibliometric study aims to comprehensively analyse and quantify the literature on open
education. Bibliometric analysis aims to summarize the existing knowledge structure and emerging trends in
a field by analyzing large amounts of data on the research topic or area (Donthu et al., 2021). It contributes
to the emergence of new research directions by systematically examining current trends in research fields.
Thus, it allows researchers to quickly explore the area (Zupic & Cater, 2014).

Data Collection

The research process included research design, bibliometric data collection, analysis, visualisation and
interpretation. This process is presented in Figure 1.
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Step 1: Besearch Design
— Writing research questions

— Determination of bibliometric method

Step 2: Compilation Bibliometric Data

— Selecting the database

— Filtering data according to research criteria

( Step 3: Analysis N
— Selection of software for analysing the data

— Elimination of errors in the data (if any),
— Creation of a similarity matrix, if necessary

\_ — Identification of subgroups in the data

S
' N N N R
Step 4: Visualisation
—+ Selection of visualisation method
L — Selection of visualisation software
' N\
Step 5: |nterpretation
— Explanation and interpretation of findings
L. 7

Figure 1. Workflow for bibliometric analysis (Zupic & Cater, 2014)

This study considered only articles published in Scopus, and WoS from the year 1955 until 2024. WoS is
the most prestigious academic database, covering a wide range of academic disciplines (Li et al., 2022). This
database provides a high-quality data source, as evidenced by the Science Citation Index Expanded (SCI-
EXPANDED) and Social Sciences Citation Index (SSCI). Therefore, WoS is by far the most common source
of bibliographic data. For indexed documents, bibliographic data including article title, article type, authors,
authors’ institutional affiliations, keywords, abstract, number of citations, journal name, publisher name
and address, publication year, volume, issue number and a list of cited references are available for analysis
(Zupic & Cater, 2014). SCOPUS also indexes high-quality data through quality assurance combined with
its broad coverage. It provides reliable, enriched metadata and manual curation (Baas et al., 2020). The
Scopus is recommended for bibliometric analysis as it has broader coverage. This broader coverage allows for
the mapping of smaller research areas that are not covered by WoS (Zupic & Cater, 2014).

The search was conducted on December 16, 2024. We used the term “open educational resource” OR
“open educational practice” OR “open educational material” OR “open education” OR “open teaching” OR
“open learning” OR “open pedagogy” OR “open courseware” OR “massive open online course” OR “open
scholarship” OR “open textbook” on article topics (title, abstract, keywords). In the second stage, the article
type was selected, and in the third stage, English was chosen as the language. The article search, and selection
process of this study is presented in Figure 2.
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Figure 2. Flowchart of compilation bibliometric data

The data file was downloaded from the WoS database as a tab-delimited file and from Scopus in csv format.
The WoS and Scopus databases were analyzed separately for a comparative perspective, as they represent
different scopes (Zupic & Cater, 2014) and levels of data quality (Li etal., 2022). Duplicate records appearing
in both WoS and Scopus were neither removed nor consolidated, to preserve the integrity of each dataset
for separate examination. For the distribution data by year and journals, Excel files were extracted from the
databases, and graphs and tables were generated. The VOSviewer software was used to visualize network
maps. In addition to descriptive analysis (RQ1, RQ2), there are various techniques for science mapping
used in bibliometric analysis. The techniques used within the scope of the research are as follows (Donthu
etal., 2021):

»  Co-authorship analysis: To examine the social interactions between authors in the field, their affiliated
organisations, countries (RQ3, RQ4),

*  Co-occurrence analysis: To explore existing or future relationships between topics in a research field by
analyzing publication content (RQ5),

* Citation analysis: To analyse the relationships between publications by identifying the most influential
publications in a research area (RQG).

FINDINGS
RQ1. What Is the Trend of Open Education Research in terms of Publication Year?

Figure 3 shows the distribution of open education research by year between 1955 and 2024. Until 2024,
a total of 2,403 articles on open education were published in the WoS database and 5,579 articles in the
Scopus database. 82.7% of the articles in the WoS database and 82.6% of the articles in the Scopus were
published in the past 10 years. The analysis reveals that in 2012, 46 articles were published in the WoS,
with 79 studies being published in the Scopus. A notable peak in research activity on open education was
observed in 2020, with 259 articles published in the WoS, and 561 articles in the Scopus database. However,
interestingly, research on open education started to decrease after 2020. In 2024, 127 articles on open
education were published in the WoS, while 526 articles were published in the Scopus database.
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While the first article on open education in Scopus was published in 1955, it was indexed in WoS in 1980.
In 1955, a research paper titled “The Culture of the Library in Open and Distance Education Context”,
published in the journal “Australian Academic & Research Libraries”, was identified as the first article
(George & Love, 1955) in the field of open education to be indexed in Scopus. The first article in the WoS
database was identified as “An Open Learning System for Further and Adult Education”, published in the
“British Journal of Educational Technology” in 1980 (Sacks, 1980).

RQ2. What Is the Trend of Open Education Research in terms of Publication Journal?

Table 3 lists the journals in which open education articles are most frequently published in WoS and Scopus.
Due to the indexing policies of the databases, the top 10 journals with the most publications on open
education vary across different databases.

Table 3. Top 10 publication journal in open education research

WoS Scopus

No  Journal Documents  No Journal Documents

1 The International Review of Research 160 1 The International Review of Research 213
in Open and Distributed Learning in Open and Distributed Learning

2 Open Praxis 102 2 Distance Education 106

3 Turklsh'OnIme Journal of Distance 67 3 Open Learning 105
Education
Journal Of Interactive Media in International Journal of Emerging

4 . 51 4 L . 91
Education Technologies in Learning

5 Open Learning 45 5 Turklsh' Online Journal of Distance 88

Education

International Journal of Emerging International Review of Research in

6 Lo - 41 6 - - 88
Technologies in Learning Open and Distance Learning

7 Distance Education 39 7 Education And Information 86

Technologies

Sustainability 38 Sustainability 84
Computers Education 30 Computers And Education 83

10  Research In Learning Technology 29 10 Open Learning the Journal of Open 76

Distance and E Learning
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The IRRODL is the journal with the highest number of articles (a total of 373) indexed in both databases with a
rate of 4.67%. This journal is followed by Open Praxis (n=102) and Turkish Online Journal of Distance Education
(n=67) in the WoS database, and Distance Education (n=106) and Open Learning (n=105) in Scopus.

RQ3. What Is the Distribution of Co-authorships in Open Education Research?

There are 10 co-authors with at least 10 articles in the WoS database. Among them, the author with the most
articles is Aras Bozkurt, with 14 articles and 416 citations. He is followed by Daniel Burgos, with 13 articles,
and Ahmet Tlili, Royce Kimmons, and David Wiley, each with 11 articles (Table 4). In Scopus, there are 37
co-authors with at least 10 articles on open education. At the top of these authors is Burgos Daniel with 25
articles and 652 citations.

Table 4. Top 10 co-authors in open education research

WoS Scopus

No Co-Author Documents Citations No Co-Author Documents Citations
1 Bozkurt, Aras 14 416 1 Burgos, Daniel 25 652
2 Burgos, Daniel 13 323 2 Wiley, David 24 1223
3 Tlili, Ahmed 11 265 3 Bonk, Curtis J. 23 747
4 Kimmons, Royce 11 323 4 Zhu, Meina 21 609
5 Wiley, David 11 449 5 Bozkurt, Aras 19 669
6 Nascimbeni, Fabio 10 238 6 Tlili, Ahmed 17 487
7 Bindoff, Aidan 10 105 7 Hilton, John 18 1026
8 Doherty, Kathleen 10 100 8 Kalz, Marco 17 655
9 Kalz, Marco 10 392 9 Tang, Hengtao 16 368
10 Weller, Martin 10 213 10 Zhang, Jingjing 15 353

The following visual representations illustrate the network maps of the authors with at least 10 documents
on open education. Figure 4 illustrates the WoS database, while Figure 5 illustrates the Scopus. This mapping
employs the association strength method, which is utilised to quantify the relationship between elements
within a network. In the visualisation, the colour and thickness of the connecting lines serve to indicate the
strength of association between authors, with authors marked with the same colour frequently mentioned
together. The map based on co-authorships also revealed six clusters in WoS, and five clusters in Scopus.

wiley, david
kalz, marco
kimmaRs, royce le@narti
wellef martin
bozkdgh aras
burgagidaniel bindafffy aidan
tili, ahmed

dohertf kathleen

nascimbgni, fabio

Figure 4. Network visualisation map of open education research co-authorships in WoS
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In the WoS network map (Figure 4), the links between researchers are more sparse and less dense. This
shows that open education research in the WoS database is spread over a more specific area. In addition, the
inclusion of SSCI-indexed journals in the WoS, which are the most prestigious in the social sciences and
have a low acceptance rate, may also influence this situation. The researchers shown in the network have
carried out important studies in the field of open education and have frequently collaborated with other
researchers. The network visualisation map of the Scopus database is shown below.
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Figure 5. Network visualisation map of open education research co-authorships in SCOPUS

In figure 5, the Scopus network of researchers with at least 10 documents has a denser and more complex
structure than the WoS network. This shows that the Scopus database has a wider scope. Aras Bozkurt,
Burgos Daniel and Ahmed Tlili are central to open education research and collaborate with many different
researchers. A comparison of the two network visualisation maps indicates that the structures of co-
authorship in open education differ according to the databases. While the WoS network has a less intensive
and less complex structure that focuses on a more specific field, the Scopus network has a broader scope,
more intensive and more complex structure. These differences are due to factors such as the indexing policies
of the databases, their scope and the publication preferences of researchers.

RQ4. How Are Co-authorships in Open Education Research Distributed across Different
Countries?

On a global scale, 203 countries with at least one document in the Scopus database and 121 countries in the
WoS were identified. When considering countries with at least 10 documents, 69 countries in Scopus and
49 countries in WoS showed co-authorship in this field. As presented in Table 5, a comparative analysis of
the most frequently collaborating countries in the domain of open education research is provided, utilizing
the WoS and Scopus. According to both WoS and Scopus, the United States and the United Kingdom
occupy the top two positions, highlighting their pioneering and influential roles in open education research.
European countries, including Spain, Germany, and the Netherlands, also demonstrate a significant presence
in the table. Turkiye ranks among the top ten countries in both databases, underscoring its importance in
open education research. However, it is important to note some discrepancies between WoS and Scopus. For
example, while India ranks higher in Scopus, it is ranked lower in WoS.
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Table 5. Top 10 countries of co-authors

WoS Scopus

No Co-Author Documents Citations No  Co-Author Documents Citations
1 United States 591 9834 1 United States 1345 27296
2 United Kingdom 298 5457 2 United Kingdom 689 15349
3 People R China 204 2510 3 People R China 587 9015
4 Australia 170 2455 4 Spain 376 7611
5 Spain 168 2352 5 Australia 317 7511
6 Canada 156 2514 6 India 270 2729
7 Germany 107 1623 7 Canada 243 5571
8 Turkiye 107 1156 8 Germany 191 3813
9 Netherlands 81 1786 9 Turkiye 163 2281
10 India 67 763 10 Malaysia 163 2009

The network map resulting from the country co-authorship analysis (minimum 10 articles), conducted to
reveal the social interactions between countries contributing to the field of open education, is shown in
Figure 6 (WoS) and Figure 7 (Scopus). Countries are represented by dots, while collaborations between
countries are indicated by lines. The thickness and color of the lines reflect the intensity of collaborative work
between countries. It is evident that countries such as the United States, China, and the United Kingdom
are pioneers in open education research, with strong cooperation among researchers from these nations.
Opverall, this network map illustrates the global effort in open education research and highlights the intensive
collaboration between countries.
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Figure 6. Network visualisation map of the co-authorship map of countries in WoS
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Figure 7. Network visualisation map of the co-authorship map of countries in SCOPUS

A comparison of Figures 6 and 7 reveals dense links in both WoS and Scopus. However, the Scopus network
appears denser than the WoS network, likely due to Scopus indexing more publications and having a broader
scope. Both networks demonstrate a high level of international cooperation, indicating that open education
is a global endeavor and that researchers from various countries are advancing knowledge in the field through
collaborative studies. Countries such as the United States and the United Kingdom are prominent in both
networks, signifying their leadership in open education research and their frequent collaborations with other
nations. Furthermore, there is greater cooperation between geographically proximate countries in both
networks; for instance, European and North American nations collaborate more frequently.

RQ5. What Is the Distribution of the Most Used Keywords in Open Education Research?

To understand the research trends and emphases in the field of open education, the keywords of the articles
were analyzed. A total of 5,777 different keywords were used in the articles from the WoS, while 10,569
keywords were used in the Scopus. Table 4 presents the distribution of the 20 most frequently used keywords
in the WoS and Scopus databases. Table 6 shows the distribution of the 20 most frequently used keywords
in the WoS and Scopus databases. The first five most used keywords in both databases are largely similar.
However, there are some differences in the ranking and frequency of the keywords.
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Table 6. Top 20 in the frequency of use of keywords in open education research

WoS Scopus
Total Link Total Link
No  Keyword Occurrences Strength Keyword Occurrences Strength
1 Open education 294 499 mooc 680 1090
2 Mooc 275 383 Open educational 618 1055
resources
3 Open educational 208 359 moocs 589 1036
resources
4 Higher education 163 328 Higher education 340 750
Online learning 151 297 Online learning 318 705
6 moocs 148 249 Massive open online 313 596
courses
/ Massive open online 148 202 Open education 301 618
course
8 OER 118 261 e-learning 248 548
9 Open learning 113 174 oer 238 541
10 e-learning 108 200 education 178 354
" Distance education 88 168 Massive open online 449 304
course
12 Education 83 133 Distance education 151 350
13 Massive open online 68 122 Open learning 147 268
courses
14 Open pedagogy 57 118 Learning analytics 138 289
15 Openaccess 54 95 Massive open online 132 196
courses (moocs)
16 Distance learning 51 86 Distance learning 113 247
17 Open education 49 55 Online education 101 233
resources
18 Learning analytics 45 69 Open access 89 191
19 Open. educational 2 97 Massive open online 86 91
practices course (mooc)
20 Open textbook 42 88 Blended learning 84 192

According to Table 6, the most frequently occurring keyword in the WoS database is “open education”
(n=294), while in the Scopus, “MOOC” appears as the most frequent keyword (n=680). Another commonly
occurring term in both databases is “Massive Open Online Courses” (MOOCs). In WoS, four MOOC-
related terms (totaling 639 occurrences) were identified among the top 20 keywords, whereas in Scopus,
six MOOC-related terms (totaling 1,969 occurrences) were found. This suggests that MOOC:s represent a
significant trend in the field of open education, constituting a large portion of the research in this area. The
most cited research from WoS (citations=596) and SCOPUS (citations=817) is the systematic literature
review on MOOC:s written by Liyanagunawardena et al. (2013), published in IRRODL. Additionally,
derivative concepts such as “open educational resources”, “OER”, and “open education resources” also
frequently appear among the top 20 keywords in both databases. In WoS, the total occurrences of OER-
related keywords amount to 375, while in Scopus, this number increases to 856. These figures clearly
demonstrate that research on MOOC:s is more prevalent than research on OER in both databases. Notably,
keywords such as “open educational practices”, “open pedagogy”, and “open textbook” appear only in the
last five positions of the WoS top 20 list, highlighting the limited focus on these related concepts. Figure 8
provides a visual representation of the relationships between the most frequently co-occurring keywords in
open education articles from the WoS, while Figure 9 presents a similar representation for the Scopus. These
network maps are a valuable tool for understanding open education research trends, database differences,

514



and the connections between key concepts. In the network map, the nodes represent keywords, and the lines
connecting these nodes illustrate the frequency with which these keywords are used in combination.
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Figure 8. Network visualisation map of the co-occurence keywords in WoS
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Figure 9. Network visualisation map of the co-occurence keywords in SCOPUS

Comparing Figure 8 and Figure 9, a dense network of links was observed in both databases, indicating the
extensive use of a wide range of concepts in the field of open education, with these concepts often showing
frequent interconnectivity. In both networks, prominent keywords such as “open education”, “MOOC”, and
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“open educational resources” have been identified, suggesting that these concepts are of central importance
and are frequently employed in research related to open education. However, it is important to note that
structural differences in network design, indexing policies, and the scope of the databases may result in the
prominence of different keywords in each network.

RQ6. Which Authors are the Most Frequently Cited in Open Education Research Articles?

The most frequently cited authors in the field of open education are presented comparatively in Table 7
according to WoS and Scopus. There are differences between the two databases in terms of author rankings
and number of citations.

Table 7. Top 10 most cited authors in open education

WoS Scopus

No Author Citations No Author Citations
1 Wiley, David 449 1 Littlejohn, Allison 1586
2 Veletsianos, George 432 2 Perez-Sanagustin, Mar 1467
3 Bozkurt, Aras 416 3 Wiley, David 1223
4 Kalz, Marco 392 4 Hilton, John 1026
5 Burgos, Daniel 323 5 Gasevic, Dragan 939
6 Kimmons, Royce 323 6 Joksimovic, Srecko 827
7 Tlili, Ahmed 265 7 Bonk, Curtis J. 747
8 Nascimbeni, Fabio 238 8 Bozkurt, Aras 669
9 Bonk, Cortis J. 233 9 Kalz, Marco 655
10 Weller, Martin 213 10 Burgos, Daniel 652

This table shows which researchers have produced the most influential and referenced studies in research
on open education. David Wiley, George Veletsianos and Aras Bozkurt are the three most cited authors in
open education according to WoS data. The three most cited authors according to Scopus data are Allison
Littlejohn, David Wiley, and Mar Perez-Sanagustin. David Wiley is an important figure in the field of open
education, as evidenced by the fact that he is among the top five authors in both databases. David Wiley’s
most cited article in WoS (citations = 144) is “Defining OER-Enabled Pedagogy”, published in IRRODL.
The most cited article (citations=536) of Allison Littlejohn, the most cited researcher in the Scopus, is the
article titled “Instructional Quality of Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs)” published in 2015 in the
journal “Computers and Education”. Similarly, the high rankings of names such as Aras Bozkurt and Mar
Perez-Sanagustin in both lists highlight the important contributions these researchers have made to the

development of the field.

DISCUSSIONS

The first research question examined the distribution of open education research over time. A total of 2,403
articles were published in WoS and 5,579 in Scopus up to 2024. Notably, 82.7% of WoS articles and 82.6%
of Scopus articles were published in the last 10 years. The highest number of articles in both databases
occurred in 2020, likely due to the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic, which led to the widespread
adoption of distance education and the extensive use of OEP and OER (Huang et al., 2020). However,
since 2020, there has been a noticeable decline in open education research. This trend, with a peak in 2020
followed by a decline, is also observed in Chandler’s (2023) study on OER. Similarly, Irwanto et al. (2023)
noted a rise in MOOC publications until 2021, followed by a decrease. The initial surge in interest during
the pandemic may have led to topic saturation, prompting researchers to shift focus. Besides the COVID-19
perspective, the relatively low number of articles observed for 2024 may be attributed to indexing delays,
as some publications have not yet been included in the databases. Although the vast majority of articles are
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indexed within the first one or two months following online publication, this process can occasionally take
up to 14 months (Zhu, 2025). Additionally, the increase in artificial intelligence research post-2020 (Lin &
Yu, 2023) may have contributed to this trend.

When analyzing the distribution of open education articles by journal, IRRODL emerges as the leading
journal in both databases. This trend underlines IRRODL:s influential role in shaping the scholarly discourse
on open education, serving as a key platform for groundbreaking research and critical conversations in the
field. It is followed by Open Praxis and Turkish Online Journal of Distance Education in WoS, and by
Distance Education and Open Learning in Scopus. In a bibliometric analysis of OER research in Scopus, the
three most preferred journals were identified as IRRODL, Distance Education, and Computers & Education
(Mishra et al., 2022). Similarly, another OER-focused study analyzing the WoS database identified the top
three journals as IRRODL, Open Praxis, and Distance Education (Chandler, 2023). The research in these
journals is an important resource for other researchers and education policy experts who want to follow the
latest developments in open education.

The third research question examined the authors with the most co-authorships in open education research.
These authors are pioneers in shaping the field. In WoS, Aras Bozkurt has the most co-authorships, followed
by Daniel Burgos, Ahmet Tlili, Royce Kimmons, and David Wiley. In Scopus, the top three researchers
are Daniel Burgos, David Wiley, and Curtis J. Bonk. Bozkurt, Burgos, and Wiley appear in the top five of
both databases. In Scopus, Mishra et al. (2022) identified David Wiley, Mar Perez-Sanagustin, and Srecko
Joksimovic as the most influential OER researchers. A study on OER in WoS and Scopus highlighted Andy
Lane, Patrick McAndrew, and David Wiley (Zancanaro etal., 2015). Additionally, Tlili et al. (2020) identified
Fabio Nascimbeni, Daniel Burgos, and Carina Bossu as key contributors to OEP literature. In conclusion,
authors like Bozkurt, Burgos, and Wiley are central to advancing open education research. According to
the sixth research question, their consistent presence in the top ranks of both databases underscores their
significant influence. WoS data shows the most cited authors as David Wiley, George Veletsianos, and Aras
Bozkurt, while Scopus identifies David Wiley, Mar Perez-Sanagustin, and Allison Littlejohn as the leaders
in citations. In summary, while the leading authors vary across subtopics, David Wiley consistently stands
out in many contexts.

The fourth research question investigated the distribution of open education research co-authorship by
country. The results identified 203 countries with at least one document in Scopus and 121 in WoS.
Considering countries with at least 10 documents, 69 in Scopus and 49 in WoS demonstrate co-authorship
in this field. The higher number of Scopus entries can be attributed to its broader indexing policy, which
includes a wider range of open-access and regional journals (Zupic & Cater, 2014). According to both WoS
and Scopus, the United States and United Kingdom have been identified as the top two countries with the
most research and collaboration. In 2020, co-authors with the highest number of MOOC publications
were from the United States, United Kingdom, Spain, Germany, and the Netherlands (Wahid et al., 2020).
Mishra et al. (2022) listed the corresponding authors’ countries in OER research as the United States, United
Kingdom, Spain, China, and Australia. These similarities emphasize the dominant role of the United States
and United Kingdom in open education. Pivotal initiatives such as MIT OpenCourseWare (United States)
and Open University (United Kingdom) are among the reasons for their leadership. Moreover, policy and
financial support are reflected in research trends. For example, the U.S. government encourages institutions
to create and share OER through the OER Grant Program (Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board,
n.d.). Additionally, the Hewlett Foundation, a U.S.-based organization promoting open education, provides
financial support for OER research (Hewlett Foundation, n.d.). Earlier bibliometric studies did not rank
Turkiye among the top 10 in MOOCs (Wahid et al., 2020) or OERs (Mishra et al., 2022). However,
this study finds Turkiye emerging as a rising country, ranking among the top 10 in both databases. This
development may be linked to increased demand for educational content during the transition to remote
learning, particularly amid the COVID-19 pandemic. In response, the Council of Higher Education
(CoHE) launched a platform offering openly accessible course materials (CoHE, 2020). Furthermore, since
2019, the country has implemented a national open science policy within the framework of open access and
open science initiatives (CoHE, 2019).

In the fifth research question, the author keywords of the articles were analyzed, revealing that the most
common keyword in WoS was “open education”, while in Scopus, it was “MOOC”. The analysis also
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identified “Massive Open Online Courses” as a frequently used keyword in both databases. This finding
highlights the dominance of MOOC:s as a major research focus within the field of open education. The global
potential of MOOC:s to contribute to the Sustainable Development Goals’ objective of “quality education
for all” may have made them a focal point of research (UN, 2016). As MOOC: are also offered through
large-scale online platforms, metrics such as student enrolment numbers, interactions, and completion
rates can be easily analyzed. This may have made MOOC:s an attractive topic for data-driven research.
Additionally, related concepts such as “open educational resources”, “OER”, and “open education resources”
frequently appeared among the top 20 keywords in both databases. However, the research indicates that
MOOC:s attract more attention than OER in both databases. Notably, the keywords “open educational
practices”, “open pedagogy”, and “open textbook” appear only in the WoS list and rank relatively low,
suggesting that research on these concepts remains limited. OEP and open pedagogy often involve more
abstract elements, such as teaching methods, learning processes, and student engagement. Moreover, they
are implemented as part of the teaching strategies of educational institutions. For this reason, they tend to
be less scalable and may remain more localized. Koseoglu and Bozkurt (2018) emphasize the necessity of a
comprehensive investigation into all pedagogical dimensions, including teaching methods, to enhance the
learning experience.

CONCLUSION, IMPLICATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS

This study presents a comparative bibliometric analysis of the WoS and Scopus databases, offering insights
into the evolution of open education research. The findings indicate a steady increase in articles from 1955 to
2020, followed by a decline thereafter. The study identifies the dominance of specific journals, and researchers
within the field. It also underscores the significant role of countries such as the United States and the
United Kingdom in advancing research, while highlighting the growing trend of international collaboration,
particularly among geographically proximate nations. Keyword analysis reveals that MOOC:s are the most
extensively researched topic, followed by OER. Additionally, the study identifies frequently cited authors
and journals, shedding light on key contributors influencing academic discourse.

This study has several limitations. First, it relies exclusively on WoS and Scopus articles, as well as the selection
of topic-related keywords. Other databases, such as Google Scholar, were not included. Second, the study
is limited to English-language articles. Despite these limitations, it offers a comprehensive perspective on
the field, providing an in-depth review of the literature on open education for researchers currently working
in or intending to engage with this domain. It also contributes to the “Quality Education” dimension of
the United Nations’ Sustainable Development Goals by addressing gaps in open education and promoting
broader adoption.

Future research on open education could broaden its scope by including non-English publications and
additional databases beyond Scopus and WoS, thereby providing a more comprehensive understanding of
the field. Given the decline in research activity after 2020, subsequent studies should examine the underlying
reasons for this trend, particularly in relation to the COVID-19 pandemic. Moreover, future investigations
should address underexplored areas such as open pedagogy, open science, and micro-credentials, alongside
the more widely studied MOOCs and OERs. Considering the leading co-author countries identified in this
study, it is also recommended to foster collaborations with currently underrepresented countries in the field
of open education.
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