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Abstract: Academic writing for publication poses persistent challenges for researchers
across disciplines, especially when high expectations for productivity and clarity place
heavy demands on the writing process. Among strategies proposed to support academic
writing, dictation—the spoken generation of a manuscript draft—has recently gained
attention yet remains underexplored in research on academic writing. This paper reviews
existing evidence on dictation as a writing strategy, with a particular focus on its potential
benefits for researchers writing scientific papers. Drawing on empirical studies and
theoretical perspectives on writing processes, the paper presents the mind-to-paper
(MTP) framework as a structured three-phase approach: (1) detailed pre-writing
preparation, (2) uninterrupted oral drafting through dictation, and (3) Al-supported
transcription followed by revision. Evidence suggests that dictation can facilitate rapid,
coherent first drafts, reduce cognitive load during composition, and support fluency by
separating idea generation from linguistic refinement. Qualitative findings further
indicate that some writers experience flow-like states during dictation, potentially
mitigating common barriers such as writing anxiety and perfectionism. The paper
discusses the implications of dictation for academic writing pedagogy and development,
particularly regarding cognitive processing, fluency, and linguistic simplicity. It concludes
that dictation is a promising, underutilized strategy that warrants further investigation
across diverse academic writing contexts.
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INTRODUCTION

Publishing in peer-reviewed journals has become a central requirement for academic
participation across disciplines, yet it poses substantial challenges for researchers at all
career stages. Beyond disciplinary expertise, authors must master the conventions of the
scientific genre, organize complex material, and meet expectations for clarity and
coherence in high-stakes publication contexts. This combination of cognitive, linguistic, and
social demands makes academic writing a particularly complex task [1].

Considerable attention has been given to the linguistic and rhetorical challenges
faced by researchers writing for publication. Studies have highlighted difficulties related to
lexical access, syntactic complexity, and discourse organization, as well as broader issues
of confidence, identity, and access to academic communities [2,3]. However, comparatively
less focus has been placed on the writing process itself—that is, how researchers actually
produce text in real time, and how alternative composing strategies may influence this
process.
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One of the most frequently reported barriers to academic writing is writer’s block,
defined as difficulty initiating or sustaining the writing process [4]. This challenge is often
intensified by heightened self-monitoring, insecurity, and fear of error, which can disrupt
fluency and impede text production [1]. Existing interventions—such as writing groups,
retreats, and structured planning strategies—primarily aim to support motivation and
organization, but they typically leave the fundamental mechanics of text production
unchanged: writing remains a slow, visually mediated, and often self-interrupted activity.

Dictation offers an alternative mode of composition. Rather than generating text
through typing, writers produce language orally, allowing ideas to be expressed at a pace
closer to thought. From a cognitive perspective, this shift may reduce the need to
simultaneously manage planning, linguistic encoding, and motor execution, thereby
lowering overall cognitive load during drafting. While dictation has been explored in earlier
writing research [5], its potential has expanded significantly with the advent of accurate,
accessible automatic speech recognition (ASR) technologies.

Dictation may offer distinct advantages for academic writing. Spoken language
production often favors shorter, less syntactically complex sentences, which can enhance
clarity and readability—key features of effective academic writing. At the same time,
removing the visual feedback of written text during drafting may reduce self-monitoring
and allow greater fluency, potentially addressing some of the cognitive and affective
barriers associated with academic writing.

Despite these potential benefits, dictation remains underexamined in research on
academic writing. In particular, there is limited understanding of how structured dictation-
based approaches interact with the specific challenges of scientific writing. This paper
addresses this gap by reviewing existing evidence on dictation as a writing strategy, with a
focus on its implications for researchers writing scientific papers.

Central to this discussion is the mind-to-paper (MTP) framework, a structured
approach to academic writing that combines detailed pre-writing preparation,
uninterrupted oral drafting, and Al-supported transcription. The paper examines the
theoretical rationale for this approach, reviews empirical findings on its effectiveness, and
explores its potential role within academic writing pedagogy and research.

THE MIND-TO-PAPER CONCEPT AND ITS WORKFLOW

The MTP concept was developed and formalized at a university hospital in Denmark as a
structured educational framework to boost publication rates among junior scientists [6]. It
is based on the idea that spontaneous speech — defined as the direct conversion of thought
into words — occurs at a speed much closer to thinking than either typing or handwriting. If
a researcher can be supported in speaking their manuscript instead of writing it, the first
draft may be created faster and with less psychological resistance. The quality of the
resulting text depends not only on the fluency of speech but also on how thoroughly the
author has prepared the core content and arguments beforehand.

The MTP framework is structured into three sequential phases. The first phase is a
preparation period, usually lasting 8-12 weeks depending on the paper type [7]. During this
period, the researcher creates a detailed manuscript map: a structured outline of each
section and paragraph of the planned article, with figures and tables finalized and
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references printed and organized by the section where they will be cited [6]. This
preparatory step provides the cognitive foundation for the subsequent dictation. When the
manuscript map is complete, the speaker does not need to generate ideas and language
simultaneously — the ideas are already established, and the task becomes translating them
into spoken sentences. The importance of pre-writing planning is well supported in writing
research overall [8], and the MTP protocol applies this principle in a notably systematic
manner.

The second phase is the dictation retreat: a dedicated day when the researcher
records a complete first draft using a dictation device or smartphone. Participants are
instructed to dictate continuously, resisting the urge to pause, rewind, or correct errors
during the session [6]. If an error occurs or an idea arises that doesn't fit the current passage,
the speaker notes it verbally as a “mental sticky note” — a quick spoken marker to revisit
later during revision — and then continues. The aim is to maintain uninterrupted forward
momentum. Academic supervisors are available for questions, but the environment is
designed to minimize interruptions and eliminate typical office distractions. Participants in
a qualitative study of the framework described the retreat setting, with colleagues
simultaneously dictating in nearby rooms, as creating a communal atmosphere that was both
inspiring and pleasantly pressurizing [9,10].

Table 1: The mind-to-paper framework: activities, outputs, and proposed relevance
for academic writers. Al: artificial intelligence, MTP: mind-to-paper.

Phase and typical | Core activities and immediate output | Proposed relevance for academic
timing writing

Phase 1: Preparation Activities: Develop a section- and | Separates idea  generation from
Usually 8-12 weeks, | paragraph-level manuscript  map; | linguistic formulation, reduces working-

memory demands during drafting, and
provides structural scaffolding.

finalize figures and tables; organize
references by their intended location.
Output: A complete manuscript map
ready for oral drafting.

depending on
manuscript type

Phase 2: Uninterrupted
oral drafting

A dedicated retreat
day; 1.5-7 hours in the
initial MTP study [x]

Activities: Dictate the complete first
draft continuously; avoid pausing,
rewinding, or correcting; use spoken
“mental sticky notes” for later changes.
Output: A complete audio draft of the
manuscript.

May reduce visual self-monitoring and
perfectionistic interruption while
promoting fluency, shorter sentences,
and forward momentum.

Phase 3: Al
transcription and
collaborative revision

Rapid transcription
followed by
approximately two

Activities: Convert audio to text using
automatic speech recognition; verify
the transcript against the recording;
refine language, coherence, and
argument with co-authors.

Output: A submission-ready manuscript.

Shifts attention from generating text to
improving an existing draft, allowing
focused correction of language and
register while retaining the author’s
intellectual content.

weeks of revision

The third phase is a key revision stage: a two-week period during which the
transcribed draft is collaboratively revised with co-authors, polished for language and
argument, and prepared for submission to a peer-reviewed journal [6,7]. Dictation produces
a first draft, not a final manuscript; this revision phase improves the spoken text to meet
publication standards. Importantly, because the structure and content are already set by
the manuscript map and dictation, the focus can be on refining language rather than
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reorganizing. This distinction can be especially helpful, since revising existing text is often
less mentally taxing than initial drafting [2]. The three phases, their immediate outputs,
and their proposed relevance are summarized in Table 1 and illustrated in Figure 1.

PHASE 1 Manuscript map Usually 8-12 weeks

» Section- and paragraph-level outline

« Figures and tables finalized Flanning df:;ian’g“’d

» References placed

PHASE2  Uninterrupted dictation ©nerteatdey 1574
» Speak the complete draft

« Do not pause, rewind, or edit S"”;;‘:;‘:;”"g

= Use verbal markers for later changes

ﬁHASE 3 Transcription and revision \
Al transcription Collaborative revision
Rapid audio — text About 2 weeks
Verify against the Language, coherence,
recording and argument

K Linguistic refinement occurs after the first draft exists /

[ Submission-ready manuscript ]

*Duration reported in the initial MTP study [6].

Figure 1: The mind-to-paper workflow. Al: artificial intelligence, MTP: mind-to-paper.

QUALITY OF DICTATED MANUSCRIPTS

A key question is whether dictation produces manuscripts of sufficient quality. A study of
twelve junior scientists in medical and surgical fields who participated in three consecutive
MTP writing retreats over ten months provided quantitative evidence on this question [6].
All twelve participants completed a full first draft in a single dictation session lasting 1.5 to
7 hours. Manuscript quality was evaluated by blinded reviewers on a five-point scale across
dimensions including flow, structure, language, preparation, length, and reference use.
Across all dimensions, median scores ranged from four to five, indicating high overall quality
even during the first retreat.

Readability was evaluated using three validated indices — the Gunning Fog Index,
the Flesch Reading Ease Scale, and the LIX score. Initial drafts showed readability scores
comparable to, or better than, those of articles published in the British Medical Journal and
the Journal of the American Medical Association [6]. This is notable because it indicates that
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dictated academic prose, created according to the MTP protocol, is not linguistically inferior
to traditionally written scientific texts. The guidance to use simple words and short
sentences — targeting a level between everyday spoken language and advanced academic
writing — seems to produce text that is both clear and scientifically suitable. This supports
evidence that text quality depends more on the writer's knowledge of the subject and
planning abilities than on the medium used for composition.

When comparing the first and last retreats, the LIX score increased while the Flesch
score decreased, indicating that later manuscripts were somewhat more linguistically
complex [6]. The authors interpreted this as evidence of a learning effect: writers seemed
to adopt more sophisticated language as they became more comfortable with the process.
Importantly, no significant difference in dictation time was found between early and late
retreats, suggesting that increased complexity did not come at the expense of efficiency.

There is a natural concern that dictation might produce awkward or incorrect prose.
Qualitative data from focus group interviews with the same group of junior scientists add
nuance [9]. Participants reported that searching for words in real time led to shorter
sentences—an unintended but beneficial outcome, since shorter sentences generally
enhance readability. Paradoxically, the challenge of speaking in a foreign language may
promote the very conciseness that writing instructors often recommend [1]. This observation
aligns with broader findings in writing research showing that structural scaffolding—in this
case, the manuscript map—can compensate for lower linguistic fluency, allowing writers to
communicate effectively even at intermediate proficiency levels [3].

THE PSYCHOLOGICAL EXPERIENCE: FLOW AND LIBERATION

Beyond measurable output quality, the subjective experience of dictation is important for
its adoption as a writing strategy. A qualitative study using focus group interviews with
junior scientists who participated in the MTP framework identified three main themes in
their accounts: preparing and then letting go, the big dictation machine (referring to the
communal dynamics of writing teams and retreats), and barriers to and drivers of
participation [9].

Within the third theme, a notable finding emerged: about half of the participants
spontaneously described experiences during dictation that closely resembled what
psychologists call flow — the state of optimal experience marked by complete absorption in
a challenging yet manageable task, effortless control, and intrinsic motivation [11]. In the
flow model, this state is typically linked to highly skilled experts performing at the edge of
their abilities; it’s considered rare among novices. However, these junior scientists, most
of whom had never dictated a scientific article before, described rapid idea association, a
sense of losing track of time, an inability to recall what they had just said (some took this
as a sign of deep focus), and great satisfaction upon completing the draft [9]. One
participant described the experience as addictive: once experienced, not feeling flow in
future writing sessions was intensely uncomfortable.

Flow was not universal: some participants did not experience it, and those who had
dictated more than once noted that it did not occur every time [9]. Motivation seemed to
be a prerequisite — participants who had conceived the article topic themselves were more
likely to describe flow — but motivation alone was not enough. The discussion section, being
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less rigidly structured than the methods or results, appeared to be the part most likely to
trigger flow. This aligns with the theory of flow as resulting from the intersection of high
challenge and high skill [11]: the discussion demands the most from the writer, but by the
time it is reached, the writer is also most warmed up.

These psychological findings have practical implications for researchers in general.
Writer's block is often worsened by anxiety about language correctness and fear of negative
evaluation [1]. The MTP framework’s clear instruction to ignore errors during dictation — to
speak without stopping and treat the first draft as a rough sketch — may help writers
disengage the self-monitoring that is especially harmful to flow. The “letting go” described
by participants is exactly the release of perfectionist control that writing instruction often
recommends but rarely puts into practice in a concrete, time-limited manner [3,9].

Al-POWERED TRANSCRIPTION: COMPLETING THE PIPELINE

The dictation session generates an audio file. Converting that audio into usable text has
long been the main bottleneck in any dictation-based workflow: a skilled human transcriber
usually takes six to seven hours to transcribe just one hour of recorded speech [12]. This
ratio makes manual transcription impractical for many researchers, and it was a practical
limitation that hindered the broader adoption of dictation well before Al tools became
available. Al-powered ASR has now eliminated this bottleneck.

OpenAl's Whisper model, released in September 2022, is a neural network-based
automatic speech recognition (ASR) system trained on 681,070 hours of multilingual audio
data, covering 97 languages [12]. It can process about one hour of audio in one to five
minutes, with accuracy that compares well to professional human transcription for clear
speech in well-supported languages. The core architecture — the Transformer neural
network — enables Whisper to model linguistic context across long sequences, making it
more robust to disfluencies and non-native accents than earlier ASR systems.

Whisper is accessible through multiple routes, making it practical for researchers
regardless of technical background [12]. Those comfortable with programming can run the
model locally in Python, which provides the strongest data privacy because audio never
leaves the researcher’'s computer. For those without coding skills, web-based interfaces like
freesubtitles.ai offer free access to Whisper's medium model or the larger, more accurate
model for a fee. Mobile apps such as Aiko and Whisper Transcription offer a third option,
operating on-device and staying offline once the model is downloaded, further protecting
data privacy without requiring technical knowledge.

Data privacy is a key concern that researchers must address before using any cloud-
based transcription service. In most research settings involving human participants,
recordings are protected by data privacy laws — the GDPR in the European Union and similar
laws elsewhere [12]. However, in the MTP use case, the audio contains only the researcher's
speech while outlining their manuscript, with no participant data, making compliance much
simpler. For researchers planning to use Al transcription for participant interviews,
anonymizing audio files before uploading them online is mandatory. Alternatively, offline
tools such as Aiko and Whisper Transcription can be used.

Whisper is not error-free, and mistakes are more common with non-English audio and
speakers with strong accents [12]. The recommended practice after Al transcription is to
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listen to the original recording while reading the transcript and correcting errors line by
line. For researchers, this review step also serves a secondary purpose: it provides an
opportunity to adjust phrasing that may have sounded natural in speech but reads awkwardly
in writing. Together, Al transcription and careful human review vyield a first draft that is
both textually complete and linguistically polished, ready for collaborative revision within
the author group.

PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS FOR ACADEMIC WRITING

Based on the evidence reviewed, dictation can be understood as a structured writing
strategy with potential relevance for researchers writing scientific papers. Rather than
prescribing a fixed method, the mind-to-paper (MTP) framework may be viewed as an
example of how the writing process can be reorganized to reduce cognitive load and support
fluency during early drafting.

A central feature of the approach is the emphasis on detailed pre-writing
preparation. The development of a structured manuscript outline—at the level of sections
and individual paragraphs—appears to play a critical role in enabling fluent text production
during dictation. This aligns with broader research on writing processes, which suggests that
separating planning from text generation can reduce the cognitive demands placed on
working memory [8]. Such preparation may help shift attention away from idea generation
during drafting and toward linguistic expression.

The dictation phase itself represents a departure from conventional writing
practices. By encouraging continuous oral production without interruption for revision, the
approach minimizes real-time self-monitoring, which has been identified as a potential
source of disruption in writing [1]. While this mode of production may initially feel
unfamiliar, qualitative findings suggest that some writers experience increased fluency and
reduced resistance once they adapt to the process. It is likely, however, that individual
preferences and levels of linguistic confidence influence how effective or comfortable this
approach is in practice.

The use of Al-based transcription tools is an enabling component rather than a
defining feature of the method. Advances in automatic speech recognition have made it
feasible to convert extended spoken drafts into written text with relatively high accuracy
and minimal time investment. For authors, the subsequent review of the transcript may
serve not only to correct transcription errors but also to refine language, adjust register,
and improve clarity. In this sense, the transcription stage becomes part of a broader revision
process rather than a purely technical step.

Finally, the collaborative revision phase remains essential. Dictation produces an
initial draft that reflects the writer’s conceptual and argumentative structure, but not
necessarily the linguistic precision required for publication. Revising an existing text—
individually or with co-authors—allows for focused attention on language, coherence, and
disciplinary conventions. Previous research suggests that this separation between drafting
and revision may be particularly beneficial, since authors often find it easier to improve
existing text than to generate it from scratch [2].

Taken together, these elements suggest that dictation-based approaches such as MTP
may offer a useful addition to the repertoire of writing strategies available to researchers.
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Their effectiveness will likely depend on contextual factors, including disciplinary norms,
individual writing preferences, and access to technological tools. Rather than replacing
traditional writing practices, dictation may be most productively understood as a
complementary strategy that can be selectively adopted or adapted within different
academic writing contexts.

DISCUSSION

The evidence examined here supports dictation as a promising method for researchers across
disciplines, but it should be interpreted with appropriate caution. The studies on the MTP
concept were conducted in a single institutional setting—a Danish university hospital—with
a relatively small group of participants, mostly from the medical field [6,9]. The
applicability of these findings to other disciplines, languages, and institutional cultures
remains to be established. Writing for publication is a diverse phenomenon, and researchers
differ in disciplinary background, experience, and writing habits. How these individual
differences interact with dictation-based writing is an important open question for future
research.

The findings on readability—that dictated manuscripts compare favorably to
published articles in major journals—are notable but come with a caveat: the manuscripts
were evaluated after a full revision process, not immediately after transcription [6]. Based
on available data, the influence of the revision period on final linguistic quality cannot be
separated from the effect of dictation itself. Future studies could compare readability
scores before and after revision to determine the impact of each phase.

The flow findings are both theoretically interesting and practically motivating, and
they are based on self-report data collected shortly after the experience [9]. Flow is
notoriously difficult to measure in real-world settings; retrospective verbal reports are
prone to memory distortion and social desirability bias. Prospective designs — such as
experience sampling during dictation — would strengthen the evidence. Nevertheless, the
consistent, unsolicited nature of flow descriptions across multiple participants increases
confidence in the finding. The idea that novices can experience flow during a first-time
dictation session is especially compelling from a positive psychology perspective, which
typically associates flow with higher levels of expertise [11].

For writing researchers, the MTP framework raises several questions worth exploring.
Does dictation reduce syntactic complexity in ways that enhance or hinder communicative
effectiveness? How does the process interact with different levels of writing experience?
Are the psychological benefits — such as reduced anxiety and potential flow states —
influenced by the removal of visible text during composition, which eliminates the self-
monitoring cue of seeing one's imperfect sentences on screen [1,3]? Do these benefits vary
across writers from different backgrounds [2]? These questions connect the practical use of
dictation to broader theoretical issues about the cognitive structure of academic writing.

It is also important to consider dictation within the larger context of Al integration
in academic writing. Tools like large language models are increasingly used by researchers
for drafting, editing, and organizing manuscripts. Al transcription-based dictation serves a
different purpose: the researcher’s intellectual content stays entirely their own, created in
real time during dictation [12]. The Al's role is limited to converting speech to text—a
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clerical task rather than a creative one. This distinction is important for issues related to
authorship, academic integrity, and developing writing skills, especially in writing
instruction and program management.

The findings reviewed in this paper suggest that dictation may function as a
compensatory strategy for managing the cognitive demands of academic writing. By
separating planning from production and reducing real-time linguistic monitoring, the MTP
approach aligns with models of writing that emphasize the limited capacity of working
memory during complex tasks [8]. In this sense, dictation may be particularly beneficial
when cognitive load is high, since it reduces the need to manage planning and text
production simultaneously. Future research should explore how dictation influences the
balance between fluency, accuracy, and complexity in academic writing, and whether its
benefits vary across proficiency levels and linguistic backgrounds.

CONCLUSION

Dictation, supported by detailed preparation and Al-powered transcription, offers a
practical, evidence-informed writing strategy for researchers across disciplines. The mind-
to-paper approach shows that even relatively inexperienced academic writers can produce
a complete, readable manuscript draft in a single session, and that the process can feel
fluent and cognitively manageable rather than effortful and fragmented. The availability of
accurate, accessible automatic speech recognition tools removes a major practical barrier
that has historically limited the use of dictation, making the approach feasible across a wide
range of academic contexts.

For researchers who find traditional writing slow, cognitively demanding, or hard to
start, this workflow offers a viable alternative that may reduce psychological resistance and
support sustained text production. At the same time, dictation does not replace the need
for careful revision and collaboration but rather shifts the writing process toward a clearer
separation between idea generation and linguistic refinement.

The mind-to-paper approach also has pedagogical potential. Incorporating structured
dictation-based drafting into academic writing instruction may help learners develop
fluency while reducing the cognitive and affective barriers often associated with writing for
publication. More broadly, introducing alternative composing strategies, such as dictation,
could expand the repertoire of writing practices available to researchers and support
participation in global academic communication.

Further research is needed to examine how dictation-based writing performs across
disciplines, proficiency levels, and linguistic backgrounds, and to clarify its effects on text
quality, writing development, and long-term productivity. Nonetheless, the current
evidence suggests that dictation is a promising and underutilized strategy that merits wider
attention in both research and pedagogical contexts.
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