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ABSTRACT

Objective. A comprehensive analysis of the scientific production on family and marital status, as in-
dexed in the Web of Science Core Collection from 2001 to 2024, was conducted. This analysis aimed
to identify patterns of international and institutional collaboration, as well as the field's predominant
thematic structures.

Design/Methodology/Approach. A bibliometric approach was applied to a dataset of 8,457 articles
classified under the Family Studies category in the Web of Science Core Collection. To this end, directed
networks of country collaboration, institutional collaboration, and keyword co-occurrence were con-
structed and analyzed using Gephi. The analysis focused on weighted degree, betweenness centrali-
ty, and harmonic closeness centrality, while thematic communities were identified through modularity
analysis.

Results/Discussion. The findings indicated a field characterized by extensive integration within a hier-
archical structure. International and institutional collaboration networks exhibited a pronounced cen-
tralization around universities and countries in the Global North, particularly the United States. The
thematic structure was organized around a stable relational and psychosocial core centered on family,
parenting, marriage, and mental health, alongside specialized communities addressing family violence,
inequality, gender and sexual diversity, professional intervention, and academic training.

Conclusions. The study of family and marital status is a mature and multidimensional field. While the
phenomenon of collaboration is becoming increasingly transnational, the distribution of scientific visi-
bility and agenda-setting remains uneven.

KEYWORDS: family studies; marital status; bibliometric analysis; scientific collaboration; keyword co-oc-
currence; Web of Science.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The study of family and marital status has his-
torically been a primary area of focus within
the social sciences. The extant literature ex-
plores family and marital relationships from
various viewpoints, including psychological,
sociological, educational, and cultural. These
viewpoints demonstrate that marital and fam-
ily connections not only shape private life but
are also connected to larger social processes
such as work, education, health, and public
policy (Chung, 1990; Robles & Sarcon, 2023).
Research focusing on the link between family
dynamics and marital satisfaction shows that
factors such as family support, communication,
and emotional climate greatly impact marital
well-being, especially in settings with high work
or social demands (Robles & Sarcon, 2023). A
multitude of studies have previously identified
the pivotal influence of social contexts and peri-
ods of crisis in the reconfiguration of family re-
lationships. Furthermore, recent longitudinal
research suggests that collective stressors, such
as the COVID-19 pandemic, amplify domestic
disorder and substantially impact parent-child
relationships and sibling interactions, thereby
validating the susceptibility of family systems
to external structural influences (Cassinat et
al., 2021). From a comparative and cultural
perspective, research also demonstrates how
family and marital relationships are strongly
influenced by specific traditions, values, and
normative frameworks. Research focusing on
post-Soviet and Central Asian contexts demon-
strates that family and marriage models are
shaped by particular historical, religious, and
political factors, leading to varied family struc-
tures and different interpretations of marriage
and family life (Usmonova, 2025).
Concurrently, the extant literature has called
into question the conceptual and methodolog-
ical foundations of studying marital relation-
ships. Classic critical reviews have identified
persistent conceptual ambiguities, theoretical
limitations, and sample biases in research on
marital satisfaction. These reviews also demon-
strate a tendency to favor Western contexts and
homogeneous populations (Chung, 1990). These
issues persist in contemporary scholarship, un-
derscoring the necessity for systematic evalua-
tions to identify patterns, gaps, and imbalances
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in extant research. In this context, bibliometric
studies have played a pivotal role in the organi-
zation and systematization of the accumulated
knowledge. One of the earliest systematic pre-
decessors is the classic study by Bayer (1982),
who examined the literature on marriage and
family from a citation perspective, finding that
the visibility of articles largely depended on
their theoretical grounding, their connection to
current research, and the academic prestige of
the authors. This work laid the foundation for
understanding the field as a structured system
of scientific production. However, its method-
ological and temporal scope was limited, which
precluded a more comprehensive understand-
ing of the field. In the domain of family thera-
py, Lou and Lin’s (2012) comprehensive review
of scientific publications indexed in the Social
Sciences Citation Index database from 1992 to
2009 underscores a pronounced focus on ado-
lescents and children, complemented by a clin-
ical emphasis on eating disorders, substance
abuse, and depression. The study also demon-
strated a substantial geographical concentra-
tion, with the United States as the predominant
producer, followed by European countries at a
considerable distance.

Concurrent studies have focused on partic-
ular aspects of family relationships, such as
communication. A study by Viana and Teixeira
(2021) reviewed the extant literature on com-
munication and family relationships since the
year 2000. The study revealed a strong con-
nection between the terms family, marriage,
communication, and health. Furthermore, the
study reaffirmed the dominance of research
conducted in the United States. The authors
emphasize the necessity of expanding research
to other national contexts. Concurrently, nu-
merous studies have centered on the ramifica-
tions of marital dissolution, with a particular
emphasis on divorce. Akpan (2020) and Akpan
and Ezeume (2022) conducted bibliometric and
visualization analyses, which revealed a per-
sistent increase in scientific production on the
subject and a discernible correlation between
divorce rates and research volume. The find-
ings of the study suggest that the ramifications
of divorce are addressed from multiple per-
spectives, exerting an influence on parents and
children that is multifaceted, including eco-
nomic, psychological, social, and health-related
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dimensions. Furthermore, the research indi-
cates that these effects are interwoven and not
linear in nature.

Recently, bibliometric analyses have broad-
ened their focus to include current phenomena
at the intersection of family, work, and social
development. A comprehensive overview of the
field of work-family balance is provided in the
study by Yan et al. (2025). The study highlights
dominant theoretical frameworks, such as job
demands-resources theory and conservation of
resources theory. The study also demonstrates
an increasing thematic diversity that includes
well-being, mental health, and sustainability.
Concurrently, other recent research has ex-
plored specific normative and cultural issues
related to marriage, including child marriage,
forced marriage, and contractual marriage.
The study by Islam et al. (2025) also offers a
global overview of this literature by analyz-
ing data from Scopus and the Web of Science
(WoS), identifying trends in growth, key con-
tributors, and prevalent terms such as child
marriage. In light of the aforementioned con-
siderations, this study endeavors to undertake
a comprehensive analysis of research pertain-
ing to family and marital status, as indexed in
WoS, during the period spanning from 2001
to 2024. Utilizing a bibliometric approach, it
will integrate the analysis of institutional and
country collaboration networks with the study
of term co-occurrence. This approach aims to
facilitate a more comprehensive understanding
of studies pertaining to family and marital sta-
tus, thereby providing an empirical foundation
for future theoretical, comparative, and meth-
odological research.

2. METHODOLOGY

The source of information used for the study
was WoS, considering all the databases in its
Core Collection. The bibliographic search, con-
ducted from 2001 to 2024, encompassed empir-
ical and applied research on family and marital
status. To ensure the thematic and methodolog-
ical relevance of the sample, the results were
limited strictly to scientific articles, excluding
other document types, with an additional filter
applied for the Family Studies category. This
methodological approach enabled the analysis
to concentrate exclusively on research directly
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related to this disciplinary field. The retrieval
strategy entailed searching for the terms “fam-
ily” (in the Title field, using the truncated op-
erator “family**”) and “marital,” ensuring the
inclusion of studies explicitly focused on family
and marital status. The resultant dataset com-
prised a total of 8,457 documents, constituting
the final sample for the study. The final set of
documents was used to establish networks of
institutional and intercountry collaboration.
These networks were then employed to analyze
the relational structure of scientific production.
For institutional collaboration, a minimum
of five publications per institution was estab-
lished, thereby enabling the maintenance of
a focal point on actors exhibiting a consistent
presence in the field. This process yielded a
map comprising 541 nodes, representing insti-
tutions, interconnected by 4,154 edges. For the
international collaboration network, a more
expansive criterion was employed: a minimum
of one document per country to encompass all
producing countries cited in the extant litera-
ture. The final map of international cooperation
consisted of 101 countries and 585 edges, facil-
itating the analysis of both major production
centers and peripheral cooperation patterns.
Furthermore, a co-occurrence analysis of
terms was conducted to reveal the thematic
structure of the field. This analysis was predi-
cated exclusively on the keywords provided by
the authors, as these words directly reflect the
conceptual content of each study. A minimum
threshold of five occurrences per term was es-
tablished to reduce semantic noise and focus
the analysis on concepts with a substantial
presence in the literature. The final co-occur-
rence map comprised 1,028 keywords, which
were connected by 16,572 edges. All networks
were analyzed as directed graphs and subse-
quently visualized using the Fruchterman-Re-
ingold layout algorithm. This approach facil-
itated the identification of cores, peripheries,
and communities based on the spatial arrange-
ment of nodes according to their relationships.
The network structural analysis was based on
three key centrality metrics: weighted degree
(WD), betweenness centrality (BC), and har-
monic closeness centrality (HCC). WD assisted
in the identification of nodes with the highest
relational intensity, whether in terms of sci-
entific collaboration or semantic integration
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(Lungeanu et al., 2014). BC was utilized to iden-
tify actors and concepts that function as inter-
mediaries, thereby establishing connections
between disparate components of the network
(Abbasi et al., 2012). Concurrently, the HCC
facilitated the capacity to evaluate the prox-
imity of nodes within potentially fragmented
networks, thereby providing a robust metric of
structural accessibility (Martinho, 2021). The
data processing, metric calculation, and graph
visualization were conducted using Gephi soft-
ware after normalizing the keyword variables
of the authors, the institution, and the country
for all signatory authors. The maps were inter-
preted using a qualitative approach, with an
emphasis on the relative position of the nodes,
the density of relationships, and clustering pat-
terns. In the specific case of term co-occurrence
analysis, the modularity class algorithm was
used to identify thematic communities, which
were then interpreted as the leading conceptual
areas in the field of study.

3. RESULTS
3.1. Country collaboration

The international collaboration network
(101 countries; 585 edges) displays a highly
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centralized structure, where production and
cooperation are organized around a small core
and a larger set of countries with more occasion-
al links (Figure 1). This centralization is evident
first in the distribution of the WD, with a sin-
gle country showing a substantially higher col-
laborative intensity than the others: the United
States (WD = 821; BC = 335.98; HCC = 1.000)
(Table 1). Within the core but distant from
the aforementioned regions are England
(WD = 278; BC = 302.04; HCC = 0.875), Can-
ada (WD = 233; BC = 49.07; HCC = 0.753), and
China (WD = 195; BC = 149.15; HCC = 0.819).
Finally, Australia (WD = 133; BC = 46.62;
HCC = 0.702) is located at a relatively distant
proximity from the previously mentioned re-
gions. In essence, this suggests that global col-
laboration is predominantly centered around an
axis led by English-speaking countries and Chi-
na, a highly integrated Asian node. In contrast,
the remaining countries exhibit a less central-
ized network infrastructure, characterized by a
more dispersed pattern of connectivity.

A regional analysis of Europe’s geopolitical
landscape reveals its status as a highly diverse
continent, with 37 distinct countries. This di-
versity is further accentuated by its position
as the continent with the highest total con-
nectivity weight (WD sum = 1,337), indicating
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Figure 1. Map of country collaboration on family
and marital status research in WoS (2001-2024).
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Country WD Country HCC Country BC
United States 821 England 0.875 Poland 90.299639
England 278 Peoples Republic of China  0.818841 Philippines 9.7
Canada 233 Switzerland 0.772727 Colombia 9.288709
Peoples Republic of China 195 Canada 0.752525 Kenya 9.273413
Australia 133 South Africa 0.75 Germany 86.105502
Netherlands 108 Netherlands 0.738095 Egypt 8.674242
Germany 91 Portugal 0.730159 Nigeria 8.666667
Italy 89 Italy 0.728682 Thailand 7.574242
Israel 83 Scotland 0.722222 Sweden 64.449784
Portugal 81 Jordan 0.720238 Iceland 6.086147
South Korea 80 Australia 0.701646 Saudi Arabia 57.641342
Spain 75 Kenya 0.701389 Spain 52.434127
Switzerland 68 Israel 0.692593 Scotland 50.188095
Sweden 60 Germany 0.684397 Lithuania 5.717857
Belgium 55 Mexico 0.68254 India 5.533333
Ireland 47 Saudi Arabia 0.676471 Pakistan 5.166667
Finland 43 Sweden 0.666667 Norway 49.630166
Scotland 42 Syria 0.666667 Canada 49.069549
Norway 41 Poland 0.65942 Australia 46.620319
Taiwan 40 Thailand 0.642857 Malaysia 43.75
Wales 33 Singapore 0.642857 Jordan 40.124242
Turkey 32 Tanzania 0.642857 Romania 4.53254
Japan 30 Pakistan 0.642857 USA 335.978968
Saudi Arabia 30 Azerbaijan 0.642857 England 302.042302
South Africa 29 Ireland 0.641844 Ireland 3.92574
Poland 28 Finland 0.637255 France 3.900153
France 27 North Ireland 0.633333 Croatia 3.45
India 27 Belgium 0.62963 Hungary 3.392857
Mexico 27 Spain 0.622222 Ethiopia 3.25
Thailand 27 Denmark 0.615385 Estonia 3.125

Table 1. Measures of WD, HCC, and BC of the leading
countries on the country collaboration map.

a substantial and pervasive network presence.
However, the Americas, with a smaller num-
ber of countries (12), demonstrate a conspicu-
ously elevated mean intensity (WD = 98.08),
primarily attributable to the preeminence of
the United States (WD = 821) and Canada
(WD = 233), which serve to augment the re-
gion’s collaborative density. The Asia region is
home to a considerable number of countries,
with a total weight that is noteworthy in terms
of its magnitude (WD sum = 740). Among these
countries, China (WD = 195), Israel (WD = 83),
and South Korea (WD = 80) play a pivotal role
as key nodes in the network. The African con-
tinent appears to be more peripheral, compris-
ing 19 countries (WD sum = 158). However,
some evidence of regional connectivity is evi-
dent, particularly in South Africa (WD = 29;
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BC = 27.46; HCC = 0.750) and, at a secondary
level, Egypt (WD = 25; BC = 8.67; HCC = 0.571)
and Kenya (WD = 23; BC = 9.27; HCC = 0.701).
Despite being comprised of only two countries,
Oceania demonstrates effective centrality pri-
marily through Australia (WD = 133) and New
Zealand (WD = 25; BC = 15.42; HCC = 0.539).
The BC offers a more precise depiction of the
connections between regions and subnetworks
within the map. In addition to the leadership of
the United States (BC = 335.98) and England
(BC = 302.04), European countries with a no-
tably mediating role appear, such as the Neth-
erlands (BC = 220.76; WD = 108; HCC = 0.738),
Ttaly (BC = 185.08; WD = 89; HCC = 0.729),
and Switzerland (BC = 127.11; WD = 68;
HCC = 0.773). This suggests that a significant
portion of transregional connectivity is routed
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through Western Europe, which serves as a
link between subcommunities, for example, be-
tween the English-speaking core and continen-
tal or non-European nodes. In Asia, nodes such
as China (BC = 149.15) and Israel (BC = 115.19),
along with Saudi Arabia (BC = 57.64), also
demonstrate significant intermediation, there-
by highlighting their roles as connectors be-
tween thematic or regional segments within
the network. Finally, HCC places emphasis on
a core that exhibits high structural accessibil-
ity and a more peripheral location. The United
States (HCC = 1.000), England (HCC = 0.875),
and China (HCC = 0.819) are the nodes with the
highest global proximity, followed by Switzer-
land (HCC = 0.773) and Canada (HCC = 0.753).
In essence, this phenomenon signifies that
these nations do not merely engage in substan-
tial collaborative endeavors or act as mediators
in international connections; they also occupy
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strategic positions from which they can expedi-
tiously access the vast network of collaborative
endeavors, thereby establishing themselves as
pivotal hubs for international scientific ex-
change within their respective domains.

3.2. Institutional collaboration

The institutional collaboration network
(541 nodes; 4,154 edges) displays a clearly hi-
erarchical structure (Figure 2). A thorough
analysis reveals that the map is predominantly
characterized by the presence of US universi-
ties, which exhibit a marked dominance in both
the strength of collaboration and the structural
connections between subnetworks. European,
Canadian, Australian, and Asian institutions
primarily occupy positions in the core through
roles of intermediation or proximity rather
than through the total volume of collaboration.

Figure 2. Map of institutional collaboration on family
and marital status research in WoS (2001-2024).

From the WD perspective, the institutional
core is led by Penn State University, which has
the highest collaborative intensity in the net-
work (WD = 228) (Table 2). At a second lev-
el, which persists as an element of the map’s
structural core, one encounters the University
of North Carolina (WD = 186), Brigham Young

6 Vol. 6, 2026, 1-14. DOI: 10.47909/ijsmc.323

University (WD = 177), the University of Illinois
(WD = 170), and the University of Michigan
(WD =166). This finding suggests that research
on family and marital status is supported by
a relatively stable group of universities with a
high capacity for co-authorship aggregation.
Surrounding this core are other institutions

Iberoamerican Journal of Science Measurement and Communication



ORIGINAL ARTICLE

with high collaborative weight, such as the
University of Georgia (WD = 155) and UCLA
(WD = 135). Although these institutions may
not lead in all dimensions of centrality, they
strengthen the center’s density and extend its
reach to more specialized subnetworks. BC
demonstrates unequivocally that certain insti-
tutions exhibit a high degree of collaboration
and act as strategic conduits between dispa-
rate institutional communities. Penn State
University is distinguished as the primary
articulating node on the map (BC = 7510.09),

Family and marital status: A bibliometric analysis...

followed by the University of North Caroli-
na (BC = 4500.31) and UCLA (BC = 3349.55).
This suggests that a significant proportion of
the field’s global connectivity is facilitated by
these institutions. This hypothesis is further
substantiated by the existence of other high-
ly intermediary institutions, including Ohio
State University (BC = 3149.49), University
of Minnesota (BC = 2968.60), Northwestern
University (BC = 2574.86), University of Mary-
land (BC = 2421.60), and University of Illinois
(BC = 2267.34).

Institution WD Institution HCC Institution BC
Penn State Univ 228 Virginia Tech 0.833333 Ohio Univ 997.59858
Univ N Carolina 186 Univ Bremen 0.833333 Norwegian Univ Sci & Technol  99.772751

Brigham Young Univ = 177 Univ Guelph 0.805556 Montclair State Univ 99.723436
Univ lllinois 170 Virginia Polytech Inst & State Univ 0.75 Nyu 972.954381
Univ Michigan 166 Univ Tasmania 0.75 Monash Univ 972.349518
Univ Georgia 155 Univ Cent Lancashire 0.75 Univ Vienna 97.793677
Arizona State Univ. 150 Univ No lowa 0.75 Emory Univ 965.661014
Univ Calif Los Angeles 135 Univ Montreal 0.735294 Univ Leicester 96.843987
Univ Maryland 131 Us Agcy Int Dev 0.7 Georgetown Univ 96.576257
Univ Minnesota 129 Utah State Univ 0.666667 Univ Massachusetts 954.998617
Northwestern Univ. =~ 124 Vanderbilt Univ 0.666667 Univ Sussex 94.496032
Univ Wisconsin 116 Univ Laval 0.65625 Karolinska Inst 938.271432
Columbia Univ 108 Univ N Carolina 0.653463  George Washington Univ.  937.017505
Texas Tech Univ 104 Univ Wisconsin 0.645833 Univ Oxford 934.523618
Univ Colorado 102 Univ New S Wales 0.642857 Louisiana State Univ 93.61246
Univ Connecticut 100 Univ Southern Calif 0.629861 Univ So Calif 93.316494
Univ Missouri 100 Univ Utah 0.625 Sungkyunkwan Univ 93.167074
Univ Penn 100 Univ Quebec Trois Rivieres 0.625 Shanghai Normal Univ 92.400387
Florida State Univ 98 Univ Southern Denmark 0.625 Univ Manchester 914.756579
Ohio State Univ 98 Univ Michigan 0.619961 Indiana Univ Sch Med 91.910382
Univ Texas Austin 98 Penn State Univ 0.615991 Swinburne Univ Technol 9.87957
Univ Miami 93 Univ lllinois 0.607253 Miriam Hosp 9.339449
Brown Univ 92 Univ Washington 0.604167 Univ N Dakota 9.329762
Univ Arizona 92 Univ Tennessee 0.604167 Linnaeus Univ 89.804762
Univ Washington 91 Univ Virginia 0.60119 Rutgers State Univ 882.088227
Beijing Normal Univ 90 Univ Calif Los Angeles 0.587269 Univ Oslo 86.804762
Utah State Univ 88 Valdosta State Univ 0.583333 Oregon Hlth & Sci Univ 85.614891
Michigan State Univ 87 Univ Basel 0.583333 Humboldt Univ 85.476389
Auburn Univ 86 Univ Oregon 0.581761 Royal Childrens Hosp 840.348544

Table 2. Measures of WD, HCC, and BC of the leading
institutions on the institution collaboration map.

Despite the predominance of leadership cen-
ters within the United States, the map under-
scores the presence of non-American nodes
that exhibit notable transnational connectivi-
ty. Within the United Kingdom, the University
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of Cambridge (BC = 1481.64) and King’s Col-
lege London (BC = 1288.62) function as pivot-
al connectors, while the University of Oxford
(BC = 934.52) and UCL (BC = 604.86) con-
stitute core components, forming nodes that
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facilitate collaborative network connections.
In the Australian context, La Trobe Univer-
sity (BC = 1523.02) and Monash University
(BC = 972.35) are noteworthy intermediaries,
signifying their engagement in the field through
their active participation in numerous subnet-
works. In East Asia, the University of Hong Kong
(BC = 2045.00) functions as a pivotal bridge
node, exemplifying sustained articulation with
the international core that extends beyond
mere productive presence. HCC enhances this
understanding by indicating which institutions
are in positions of high structural accessibility,
meaning they have relatively short distances to
the entire network. Among the core nodes, the
University of North Carolina has a high proxim-
ity (HCC = 0.653), along with institutions such
as the University of Wisconsin (HCC = 0.646),
UCLA (HCC = 0.587), the University of Oregon
(HCC = 0.582), and the University of Colorado
(HCC = 0.581). The cartographic representa-
tion of the institutional core reveals a pattern
of concentration, both in terms of volume and
intermediation, as well as the maintenance of
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structural positions that facilitate the accessi-
bility of other actors. This phenomenon serves
to reinforce the institutional core’s role as the
relational foundation of the field.

3.3. Co-occurrence of terms

The keyword co-occurrence network (1,028
terms; 16,572 edges) reveals a highly organized
thematic field, divided into communities (modu-
larity class) that group terms appearing together
in articles (Figure 3). At the core of the map is
the term “family” (WD = 1,495), which serves as
a connecting hub between communities and con-
firmsthat, despite diverse topics, the field remains
cohesive around a shared vocabulary (Table 3).
In addition to “marriage” (WD = 817), “gender”
(WD = 699), “parenting” (WD = 648), “adoles-
cents” (WD = 659), “children” (WD = 484), “di-
vorce” (WD = 491), and “depression” (WD = 460),
the map underscores a conceptual core that links
research on life stages, relationships, parenting,
inequalities, and mental health. The thematic
clusters are detailed in Table 4.

Figure 3. Map of co-occurrence of terms related to research
on family and marital status in WoS (2001-2024).
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Keyword WD Keyword HCC Keyword BC
family 1,495 social justice 0.875 research 992.988955
marriage 817 ukraine 0.833333 family members 99.863678
gender 699 single mothers 0.833333 marital dissolution 99.794086
adolescents 659 work 0.8125 dyadic coping 99.186905
parenting 648 outcome research 0.8 dating violence 99.046661
divorce 491 well-being 0.791667 marital relationships 980.010407
marital satisfaction 489 work and family 0.785714 historical demography 98.185836
children 484 family 0.75976 gender equality 97.704601
adolescence 466  subjective well-being 0.75 work-family balance 97.059453
mental health 466 transitions 0.75 child relations 96.880014
depression 460 systemic family therapy 0.75 resources 96.709059
family therapy 440 social services 0.75 latinx 96.132515
family functioning 426 singapore 0.75 body mass index 96.025471
family violence 414 work-family interface 0.75 dementia 95.801945
family structure 408 social integration 0.714286 household living arrangements ~ 95.6212
covid-19 402 gender 0.684583 psychological well-being 95.374734
marital quality 357 substance use 0.672619 externalizing 95.31456
qualitative research 345 work hours 0.666667 denmark 95.132081
social support 310 taiwan 0.666667 family health 948.002297
domestic violence 288 parenting behavior 0.666667 evidence-based practice 940.202149
intimate partner violence 284 parenting 0.662996 informant discrepancies 94.386837
race 283 adolescents 0.659626 adoption 94.313121
parent-child relationships 279 marriage 0.64922 phenomenology 94.106548
resilience 269 time use 0.648148 kinship care 933.134578
stress 263 children 0.639568 anxiety 931.001452
family relationships 259 stress 0.634259 medical family therapy 93.485572
family processes 245 mental health 0.614514 personality 93.460409
family systems 233 divorce 0.613869 privilege 93.019953
child welfare 227 family functioning 0.610393 mothers 929.606273
child maltreatment 221 adolescence 0.606183 moderated mediation 92.540599

Table 3. Measures of WD, HCC, and BC of the
primary keywords in the term co-occurrence map.

Modularity class Community topic Representative keywords
family violence, domestic violence, child

0 Family violence, abuse, and legal intervention maltreatment, intimate partner violence, family law
1 Child, a_dolescent, and family family, children, adolesce;nts, pa.rt'anting, mental
well-being and mental health health, depression, resilience
2 Academic training and disciplinary formation adVISZgigrzscseestt?;lrorirl'uﬁ:enifsﬁE}T:rlyezzccjai?g:umer
3 Professional pract?ce, intervention, family therapy, inter\{entionsf qualitative research,
and methodological approaches evaluation, social work
4 Family strycture, so;ioeconomic family structure, povgrty, educafcion,
conditions, and life course family processes, child well-being

LGBTQ+ identities

5 and non-heteronormative families gay, lesbian, bisexual, transgender, LGBTQ, queer
6 Parenting, coparenting, and family dynamics parenting, coparenting, fatherhood,
parental stress, family systems
7 Gender, culture, ethnicity, and inequality gendgr, [REXELS, .ethm.aty, migration,
intersectionality, culture
8 Marital relationships and couple dynamics marriage, divorce, marital satisfaction,

couple communication, cohabitation

Table 4. Primary thematic communities identified
in the keyword co-occurrence network (2001-2024).
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Community 0 is characterized by its focus on
family violence, child abuse, and violent intima-
cy, positioning it as one of the most densely in-
terconnected and structurally influential areas
on the map. Key terms include family violence
(WD = 414), domestic violence (WD = 288),
intimate partner violence (WD = 284), child
maltreatment (WD = 221), and child abuse
(WD = 193), along with related terms such as
corporal punishment (WD = 33) and sexual
abuse (WD = 57). Its internal structure reveals
a continuum that links intimate partner vio-
lence with exposure and its effects on children,
reinforced by the thematic proximity to “chil-
dren” and “family functioning.” The strongest
connections to other communities are twofold:
toward community 1 through mental health
topics (depression, anxiety, trauma), and to-
ward community 3 through words related to
protection, welfare, and services (child welfare,
foster care). These findings indicate a vital con-
nection between risk research and intervention
strategies.

Community 1 can be conceptualized as a vast
network that emphasizes development, psycho-
social adjustment, and mental health across
the lifespan, with a particular focus on adoles-
cence, stress, and psychological outcomes. The
elevated status of this subject is substantiated
by the preponderance of documented find-
ings, including but not limited to: adolescents
(WD = 659), adolescence (WD = 466), mental
health (WD = 466), depression (WD = 460),
anxiety (WD = 158), stress (WD = 263), resil-
ience (WD = 269), coping (WD = 116), and so-
cial support (WD = 310). In this community,
attachment (WD = 202) and family functioning
(WD = 426) are considered fundamental con-
cepts that bridge the domains of developmental
psychology and family processes. Concurrently,
terms such as delinquency (WD = 70) and sub-
stance use (WD = 107) emerge as outcomes link-
ing emotional well-being with risky behaviors.
A salient feature of this cluster is the predom-
inance of the theme of COVID-19 (WD = 402),
which functions as a pivotal connection to
stress, mental health, and family dynamics.
This finding suggests that the pandemic was not
merely a marginal subject but rather a seminal
thematic axis that permeated the discourse.

Community 2 groups together a set of terms
related to academic training, higher education,
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and institutional knowledge creation in fami-
ly studies, forming a metadisciplinary cluster.
The focal point of this group is the concepts of
advisor (WD = 23), dissertation (WD = 23), and
thesis (WD = 23), in conjunction with family
and consumer sciences (WD = 25), curriculum
(WD = 15), pedagogy (WD = 22), and high-
er education (WD = 24). These terms reflect a
research focus on teaching processes, academ-
ic supervision, and the training of research-
ers and professionals in the field. While these
terms may not occupy the most central posi-
tions in this field, their cohesive grouping sug-
gests the presence of a clearly defined thematic
community. This community links empirical
research on family and marital status with the
institutional spaces where disciplinary knowl-
edge is created, shared, and legitimized. The
geographical distribution of this community on
the map indicates a peripheral positioning rel-
ative to the primary substantive clusters. How-
ever, it exhibits a consistent connectivity with
methodological groups, suggesting a persistent
collaborative relationship across different
methodological approaches. This underscores
the significance of education and academic
training as foundational elements that facilitate
research development in the field.

Community 3 encompasses a focused set of
applied research related to intervention, ser-
vices, professional practice, and protection
systems. In this community, the family is re-
garded as the target of evaluation, treatment,
and public policy. Key terms include family
therapy (WD = 440), child welfare (WD = 227),
child protection (WD = 139), family support
(WD = 154), foster care (WD = 197), as well as
interventions (WD = 141) and evidence-based
practice (WD = 62). The present community is
distinguished by the employment of method-
ological and implementation vocabulary, includ-
ing “assessment” (WD = 79), “measurement”
(WD = 80), “program evaluation” (WD = 38),
and “implementation” (WD = 50). Addition-
ally, there is a notable emphasis on qualitative
research (WD = 345), suggesting a harmoni-
ous integration of quantitative and qualitative
methodologies. A close examination of the in-
terconnections between the two communities
reveals a primary association with community
0, characterized by the terms “violence-protec-
tion-intervention.” Additionally, a secondary
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association is observed with community 1, pre-
dominantly involving terms such as “mental
health,” “trauma,” and “child adjustment.”

Community 4 can be identified as the clus-
ter focusing on family structure, socioeconom-
ic inequality, and well-being outcomes, with
a strong emphasis on family demography and
social determinants. This cluster highlights
aspects such as family structure (WD = 408),
poverty (WD = 182), education (WD = 137),
qualitative factors (WD = 193), family process-
es (WD = 245), and child well-being (WD = 87).
Its thematic position indicates that a significant
portion of the field examines family and mar-
ital status as social arrangements connected
to inequality, educational paths, and materi-
al conditions. The subject also intersects with
community 8 on matters pertaining to the di-
vision of labor and household economics, as
well as with community 6 on subjects such as
parenting and child outcomes. In summary,
this cluster provides a structural perspective
that complements relational (couple/parent-
ing) and clinical (intervention/mental health)
approaches.

Community 5 is characterized by a more spe-
cific yet clearly identifiable cluster that is associ-
ated with sexual diversity and LGBTQ+ families.
The lexicon under scrutiny encompasses terms
such as “lesbian” (WD = 78), “gay” (WD = 75),
“LGBTQ” (WD = 62), “transgender” (WD = 72),
along with “queer” and “coming out.” Despite
its relative diminution in size when compared
to the primary clusters, its geographical posi-
tioning on the map demonstrates direct associ-
ations with community 8 (couple relationships,
marriage, satisfaction) and community 7 (iden-
tity, stigma). This observation underscores a
thematic congruence with the foundational sub-
jects of marriage and relationships.

Community 6 is characterized as a group
that focuses on parenting, coparenting, and
parent-child relationships, with a close associ-
ation to child development and family tensions.
The primary term is “parenting” (WD = 648),
followed by “parent-child relationships”
(WD = 279) and “coparenting” (WD = 160),
along with related concepts such as “father-
hood” (WD = 100), “fathers” (WD = 154), “mar-
ital conflict” (WD = 212), and “work-family
conflict” (WD = 170). In this group, parenting
is linked both to emotional and social outcomes
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(e.g., emotion regulation, WD = 87) and to ev-
eryday life conditions (e.g., time and work).
This finding indicates an axis where parenting
and child well-being are seen as relational pro-
cesses influenced by work demands, parental
stress, and marital dynamics. The correlation
between community 8 and other communities
is particularly pronounced in the domains of
“marital conflict” and “transition to parent-
hood.” These domains intersect with the exist-
ing body of research on couples and parenting.

Community 7 focuses on vocabulary related
to gender, race/ethnicity, culture, migration,
and identity, and it acts as a bridge between
relational and structural approaches. The most
central terms include gender (WD = 699), race
(WD = 283), ethnicity (WD = 195), culture
(WD = 204), migration (WD = 111), intersec-
tionality (WD = 108), and identity (WD = 86).
The significant correlation between “gender”
and “intersectionality” suggests a relationship
between these concepts and issues of partner-
ship (community 8), parenting (community 6),
and structural inequality (community 4).

Community 8, in contrast, has been shown
to form a cluster centered on couple relation-
ships, marriage, relationship quality, and dis-
solution. This community has been found to
have a particularly rich structure, with a high
concentration of concepts related to marital dy-
namics. Noteworthy are the following catego-
ries: marriage (WD = 817), divorce (WD = 491),
marital satisfaction (WD = 489), marital qual-
ity (WD = 357), couples (WD = 198), conflict
(WD = 187), and communication (WD = 183).
Other notable categories include related terms
such as cohabitation (WD = 203), remarriage
(WD = 80), and relationship quality (WD = 77).
This community not only describes marital sta-
tus but also reflects the field’s shift toward re-
lational mechanisms (communication, conflict,
intimacy, negotiation) and trajectories (forma-
tion, stability, dissolution).

4. DISCUSSION

Bibliometric results indicate that research on
family and marital status has become a high-
ly integrated field. The enduring significance of
concepts such as “family,” “children,” “parent-
ing,” “marriage,” and “mental health” indicates
that, despite the diversification of subjects in
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recent decades, the fundamental tenets of the
field remain anchored in a relational and psy-
chosocial understanding of the family unit.
This approach aligns with a broad empirical
tradition that views the family as an interde-
pendent system, where marital, parental, and
caregiving dynamics directly impact the be-
havioral, emotional, and social adjustment of
its members, especially children and adoles-
cents (Bayer, 1982; Lou & Lin, 2012; Viana &
Teixeira, 2021). From this perspective, the re-
sults indicate thematic continuity and the on-
going relevance of analytical frameworks that
have proven their explanatory power over time.
However, the concomitant existence of this rela-
tional core with thematic communities focused
on family violence, inequality, sexual diversity,
and public policy indicates a progressive ex-
pansion of the field toward normative issues.
This shift corresponds with empirical studies
that have documented how social transforma-
tions, changes in welfare regimes, and tensions
between the state, market, and family are re-
shaping marital trajectories and forms of fam-
ily organization (Akpan, 2020; Akpan & Eze-
ume, 2022). In a similar vein, groups affiliated
with gender, ethnicity, and intersectionality
have been engaged with research emphasizing
the necessity of context-specific and cultural-
ly sensitive approaches to comprehending the
diversity of family arrangements that diverge
from prevailing normative models, particularly
in non-Western contexts or societies undergo-
ing transition (Viana & Teixeira, 2021).

The structure of international and institu-
tional collaboration supports this perspective
by underscoring a pronounced concentration
of scientific intermediation within academic in-
stitutions in the Global North, with the United
States occupying a central position in co-au-
thorship networks. This pattern mirrors trends
identified in prior bibliometric analyses of re-
lated subfields, such as family therapy, divorce,
or work-family balance, where institutional
and linguistic dominance affect the visibility
and legitimacy of the knowledge produced (Lou
& Lin, 2012; Yan et al., 2025). Concurrently, the
presence of European, Canadian, Australian,
and Asian nodes in key positions signifies tran-
sregional flows that facilitate the exchange of
comparative and contextual approaches, which
are particularly salient in studies of migration,
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gender, and family diversity. The analysis of
term co-occurrence provides a more profound
understanding of how knowledge is organized
and highlights distinct functional segments
within the field. Communities centered on
child welfare, mental health, and parenting dy-
namics form a strong empirical core, identified
by longitudinal, relational, and risk and resil-
ience-based approaches. This thematic focus is
consistent with the extant empirical literature
documenting the effects of marital conflict,
parental quality, and family structure on child
and adolescent development. This phenome-
non aligns with research that has examined
the impact of critical events, such as divorce or
domestic violence (Akpan, 2020; Akpan & Eze-
ume, 2022). In contrast, clusters pertaining to
violence, legal intervention, and social services
are indicative of the field’s applied focus.

The consolidation of thematic communities
focused on sexual diversity, LGBTQ+ families,
and gender studies signifies a major epistemo-
logical shift. These communities are not pe-
ripheral entities; rather, they sustain structural
connections with relational and welfare cen-
ters, thereby demonstrating the growing inte-
gration of non-normative family arrangements
into the prevailing discourse within the field.
This finding is consistent with recent research
indicating a shift in the field of family relation-
ships from universal models to more inclusive
approaches that consider identity and cultural
diversity (Viana & Teixeira, 2021; Yan et al.,
2025). The identification of a metadisciplinary
community focused on academic training and
educational processes suggests that the field
possesses an internal reflection. The presence
of terms related to pedagogy, doctoral train-
ing, and higher education indicates that family
studies not only generate empirical knowledge
but also examine their own mechanisms of ac-
ademic reproduction. This finding is consistent
with earlier observations regarding the institu-
tional strength of the field and the significance
of particular theoretical and methodological
frameworks in training future researchers
(Bayer, 1982; Lou & Lin, 2012). However, this
same centralization gives rise to concerns re-
garding potential epistemological uniformity,
thereby underscoring the necessity to cultivate
enhanced theoretical and geographical diversi-
ty in subsequent studies.
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5. CONCLUSIONS
AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

This study demonstrates that research on
family and marital status is a dynamic, mul-
tidimensional, and expanding field. The the-
matic core of this field remains stable; howev-
er, there is increasing diversification toward
social, cultural, and normative issues. The
correlation between thematic communities in-
dicates a gradual integration of psychosocial
and identity approaches. Subsequent studies
could employ longitudinal analysis to explore
these communities in greater depth, observ-
ing changes over time in research agendas and
examining the contributions of underrepre-
sented regions within collaborative networks
more thoroughly. A fruitful avenue for future
research would be the integration of biblio-
metric methods with qualitative content anal-
ysis to elucidate the evolution of theoretical
and methodological frameworks within each
thematic community. Finally, expanding the
analysis to encompass additional databases
would facilitate a comparative analysis of the
observed centrality and evaluate whether the
identified dynamics reflect global patterns or
biases inherent in WoS indexing.
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