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Background/aim: Intimate partner controlling behavior toward women is 
an important form of intimate partner violence (IPV), both in terms of limiting 
women’s daily lives and in terms of reproducing patriarchal culture and male 
dominance in societies at the micro level. A limited number of studies in the 
literature have identified the male intimate partner’s controlling behavior as a 
dependent variable, which is important for understanding the determinants of 
this type of IPV. There is also a significant gap in the literature in terms of studies 
focusing on the case of Türkiye. Thus, the main aim of this study was to determine 
the socio-demographic, economic and violence-related factors that have an 
effect on women’s status in terms of exposure to control behavior in Türkiye.

Methods: These factors were examined by using binary logistic regression 
analysis, based on the micro data set collected by the Hacettepe University’s 
Institute of Population Studies in the 2014-dated National Research on Domestic 
Violence against Women in Türkiye. A total of 7,462 women between the ages of 
15 and 59 were interviewed face-to-face.

Results: The findings of the study revealed that women are more likely to be exposed 
to controlling behavior if they live in rural areas, are unmarried, speak Turkish as 
their mother tongue, have bad or very bad health conditions, justify men’s violence 
and are afraid of their intimate partners. As women’s age, level of education and 
income contribution increase, their likelihood of exposure to controlling behavior 
decreases. However, women’s exposure to economic, physical and emotional 
violence also increases their likelihood of exposure to controlling behavior.

Conclusion: The findings highlighted the importance of creating public policies 
that make women less vulnerable to men’s controlling behavior, providing women 
with methods and mechanisms of resistance and raising public awareness of the 
exacerbating effects of controlling behavior on social inequalities.
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1. Introduction

Gender-based violence is one of the most significant human rights topics in today’s world. 
Based on the UN principle that any discrimination against women violates the equality of rights 
between men and women (UNGA, 1979), ‘gender-based violence’ has been categorized as “a 
form of discrimination that seriously inhibits women’s ability to enjoy rights and freedoms on a 
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basis of equality with men” (CEDAW Committee, 1992) and the 
necessity to eliminate violence targeting women has been strongly 
emphasized by the World Conference on Human Rights in Vienna 
(UN, 1993). The most widespread form of gender-based violence is 
the ‘intimate partner violence’ (IPV) targeting women (Watts and 
Zimmerman, 2002; Devries et al., 2013; WHO, 2021). IPV corresponds 
to any kind of behavior within the boundaries of an intimate 
relationship that results in physical, sexual or psychological harm to 
the partner in the relationship. IPV comprises the acts of physical 
violence, emotional (psychological) abuse, sexual violence and 
controlling behaviors targeting the partner (WHO and PAHO, 2012). 
Acts of IPV can even result in intimate partner femicides. The number 
of girls and women murdered worldwide by their intimate partners or 
other family members was approximately 47,000 in 2020. A man in a 
relationship or a male family member murdered a girl or woman in 
every 11 min (UNODC, 2021).

IPV poses a severe threat to women’s physical health by causing 
high mortality rate among women, worse general level of health, 
injuries, chronic pain, disability, drug addiction, genital diseases and 
poor pregnancy experiences. IPV also leads to overuse of healthcare 
services, failure to fully meet healthcare needs, an increase in medical 
costs and distorted relationships with healthcare providers (Plichta, 
2004). In addition to those cases in which women apply to primary 
healthcare providers for their immediate IPV-related injuries, women 
also experience lifelong health safety problems (Campbell et al., 2002). 
A correlation was determined between being exposed to IPV and 
experiencing mental disorders, namely depressive disorders, anxiety 
disorders and post-traumatic stress disorder (Trevillion et al., 2012). 
Moreover, significant studies reveal the effect of IPV on the prevalence 
of HIV in women (Jewkes et al., 2010; WHO and UNAIDS, 2010; 
UNAIDS, 2011). Exposure to gender-based violence, including a 
partner’s controlling behavior, may pave the way for highly risky 
sexual behaviors, including multiple and concurrent sexual 
partnerships, drug use, transgender sex and prostitution and less 
frequent use of condom. Women may accept riskier sex when they 
have been abandoned by their partners, are desperately seeking a 
relationship, are drugged, intoxicated or otherwise manipulated by 
controlling partners. In some cases, they may be less able to refuse. 
Thus, a vicious cycle of exposure to IPV, HIV infection and further 
exposure to IPV occurs (Jewkes et al., 2010).

Male intimate partner controlling behavior, on which this paper 
focuses, is categorized as a moderate form of IPV and is considered as an 
indicator of more damaging future violence acts (Aizpurua et al., 2021). 
The term refers to systematic efforts by one partner to control the 
movements and activities of the other partner and her social interactions 
with other people outside the home (Tun and Ostergren, 2020). The 
statement of ‘intimate partner controlling behavior’ in this paper 
comprises the controlling behavior of a former or current husband, a 
cohabiting partner or a dating partner targeting female partner in a 
heterosexual relationship. The main aim of this paper is to identify the 
socio-demographic, economic and violence-related factors that influence 
men’s controlling behavior toward women in Türkiye. Beyond being a 
purely empirical research, this paper also has a normative goal of 
contributing to gender equality in societies by highlighting the fact that 
male controlling behavior constructs structural barriers that prevent 
women from having the same conditions and opportunities as men.

The case of Türkiye, problematised in this paper, is significant to 
examine gender-based controlling behavior as it has a poor record in 

the fields of IPV and gender equality. Türkiye is among the countries 
with the highest lifetime IPV exposure rates in the world, with 32% of 
partnered or ever-married women aged 15–49 experiencing physical 
and/or sexual IPV (WHO, 2021). The country was ranked 124th out 
of 146 countries in the 2022 Global Gender Report in terms of gender 
equality (WEF, 2022). Women who had experienced controlling 
behavior among married women was detected as 77.6% in the country 
in 2004 (Mayda and Akkuş, 2005). The public health measures taken 
during the COVID-19 process such as isolation and mobility 
restrictions have also exacerbated male control over women with new 
means and opportunities to intervene in women’s life. In this period, 
18.8% of women in Türkiye lost their job, while 46% of them started 
to devote less hours to working outside (UNWOMEN, 2020). These 
developments have caused women to be more vulnerable at home and 
have increased the extent of women’s isolation from social life, which 
are directly related to the issue of ‘intimate partner controlling 
behavior’. For these reasons, it is important to examine the factors that 
affect men’s controlling behavior toward women in the case of Türkiye.

2. Conceptual framework and 
literature review

Controlling behavior is one of the four different forms of IPV 
against women, along with sexual, physical and emotional 
(psychological) violence (Krug et  al., 2002; WHO, 2005; Åsling-
Monemi et al., 2008). It refers to isolation of a person from friends and 
family of birth; strict control over their movements and restrictions 
targeting one’s access to employment, education, medical care or 
financial resources (WHO and UNAIDS, 2010). In another definition, 
the term was defined as a range of acts aiming at positioning a person 
as subordinate and/or as dependent by depriving her/him of the 
means required for resisting, escaping and being independent; by 
exploiting her/his capabilities and resources for personal benefits; by 
ensuring her/his isolation from opportunities of support and by 
shaping her/his everyday life (CPS, 2017).

Although there are several studies that emphasize women’s 
controlling behaviors targeting men (Hines et al., 2007; Batinic et al., 
2013; Walker et al., 2021; Waila et al., 2022); in most cases, women are 
in a position of victim, while men are in a position of perpetrator in a 
relationship of controlling behavior. Controlling behavior restricts a 
woman’s social and physical mobility, causes isolation and loss of 
autonomy and reduces her functional capacity in everyday life 
(Åsling-Monemi et al., 2008). Controlling behavior can be categorized 
as an invisible violence, as it is difficult to disclose. However, it may 
create psychologically more detrimental effects on victims, and cause 
more serious health problems than any other types of violence (Krantz 
and Vung, 2009). Controlling behavior corresponds to ongoing and 
frequent violence; while other types of violence that exclude 
controlling behavior generally arise from spontaneous fights, in which 
both sides may be aggressors (Durevall and Lindskog, 2015).

Men interiorise the attitude of control and domination over their 
partners through their experiences in a culture and learning from 
their families (Pence et al., 1993). More intimate partner violence (and 
accordingly controlling behavior) is experienced in those societies that 
have stronger ideologies constructed for ensuring male dominance. 
Those ideologies shape judicial systems, laws, attitudes of police, 
criminalisation of violence targeting women and consideration of 
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women’s complaints regarding violence and abuses. Moreover, such 
ideologies have a significant limiting effect at societal level on issues 
such as women’s autonomy, their access to political circles, their 
impact on economy, their roles in the world of art and academia 
(Jewkes, 2002). These ideologies are the reflection of controlling 
behavior tendencies embedded within societies and by they are 
reproduced within societies by means of the daily controlling behavior 
practises in micro level.

Women also socialize in environments, which position them as 
subordinate, and injects men the idea of superiority to women. Thusly, 
the belief about men’s right to have a full control over women is a 
reflection of male patriarch phenomenon (Babu and Kar, 2009). In 
this environment, controlling behavior can result in gradual alteration 
of a woman’s views about herself, her relationship and her place in the 
world (Johnson and Ferraro, 2000). A significant outcome of this 
situation is women’s unconscious roles in justification of men’s 
tendency to control women and reproduction of patriarchal culture. 
Therefore, how controlling behavior is perceived varies across 
individuals and cultures, which complicates the measures that can 
be taken against controlling behavior. According to a study, controlling 
behaviors in a relationship can be regarded as irritating acts but not as 
abuse by adolescent women, therefore they do not cause the 
dissolution of the relationship (Baker and Carreño, 2016). Adolescent 
women justify jealousy and controlling behaviors of their partners by 
accepting them as a sign of true love (Williams, 2012). Thus, 
controlling behaviors become acts that are demanded rather than 
resisted, and reproduced in these relationships.

There are several types of behavior that have been identified in the 
literature as indicative of intimate partner controlling behavior. Trying 
to restrain a female partner from seeing or meeting her friends, 
restricting the opportunities of contact with her family of birth, 
persisting in knowing where she was at all times, getting angry if she 
contact or spoke with another man, being often suspicious that she 
was unfaithful (WHO, 2005; Åsling-Monemi et al., 2008; Krantz and 
Vung, 2009; Gilchrist et al., 2017; Aizpurua et al., 2021), demanding a 
female partner to ask permission before applying for healthcare for 
herself (WHO, 2005; Åsling-Monemi et al., 2008; Krantz and Vung, 
2009; Gilchrist et  al., 2017) and ignoring her and treating her 
indifferently (WHO, 2005; Åsling-Monemi et al., 2008; Gilchrist et al., 
2017) are included within the scope of controlling behavior by 
significant studies in the literature. Forbidding female partner to wear 
some types of clothes (Chacham et al., 2016) and taking control over 
what to wear (CPS, 2017) were also regarded as controlling behaviors 
in prominent researches. Thus, a woman’s appearance is determined 
according to the preferences of men, and a woman’s right to express 
her identity and character through her appearance is restricted by men.

Intervening in partner’s use of social networks such as Facebook, 
Instagram and Twitter can also be regarded as a new indicator of 
controlling behavior in relationships. The technology usage in 
communication and especially the use of social media increases 
controlling behavior in relationships. First, it facilitates the means of 
monitoring the partner (Belotti et al., 2022). The Internet environment 
decreases relational uncertainty while simultaneously increasing 
controlling behavior, as the partner can easily monitor his partner’s 
wall postings, friend lists, event invitations, photos and status updates 
(Ruggieri et al., 2021). It triggers jealousy, since communication with 
other potential partners on social media is much easier (Baker and 
Carreño, 2016). Deleting contacts or friends from a partner’s online 

accounts or mobile phone and preventing a partner from using the 
electronic communication technology in order to restrain her from 
talking to others can be two controlling partner behavior to isolate and 
control women in everyday life (Stonard, 2019). Within this scope, 
Daspe et  al. (2018) detected a significant relationship between 
Facebook use, Facebook jealousy and exposure to IPV.

The meaning and forms of behavior covered by the term 
‘controlling behavior’ have varied over time and similar terms with 
close or complementary meanings have emerged in the literature. 
Johnson (1995) positioned the motivation for controlling the partner 
as the main determiner of differentiation between patriarchal 
terrorism (or intimate terrorism) and common couple violence (or 
situational couple violence). He introduced intimate terrorism as a 
general strategy of control and power over the partner. However, 
he argued that situational couple violence does not involve violence 
and cannot be  regarded as a general control pattern, since it is 
presumably an outcome of the exacerbation of couple conflict toward 
violence (Johnson, 2006). Stark (2007) conceptualized the term 
‘coercive control’ by emphasizing its fundamental motivation aiming 
to target women’s gender-based vulnerability and to ensure men’s 
privileged position in terms of having control on resources, daily life 
and usage of time. Kelly and Johnson (2008) used the term ‘coercive 
controlling violence’ as a mutated version of controlling behavior by 
defining it as a punitive action that targets the subordinate side within 
a relationship in case of failing to obey the rule set by coercive partner. 
Within the frame of the Domestic Abuse Intervention Project’s 
findings based on the instances of controlling behaviors continually 
notified by both perpetrators and victims (Pence et  al., 1993), 
controlling behavior was regarded as an extended term by Graham-
Kevan and Archer (2003, 2008) so that it involved economic measures, 
threats, intimidation, emotional abuse and isolation. Thus, this scale 
went beyond the restriction and isolation of women from everyday life 
and introduced a broader understanding of control that included 
indirect factors that determine women’s autonomy in everyday life.

Several population-based surveys aiming at measuring controlling 
behavior have been carried out in different countries around the 
world. Controlling behavior rate was detected as 64% in England, 
while it is detected as 65% in Brazil (Gilchrist et  al., 2017). The 
proportion of women exposed to one or more controlling behavior 
acts was 21% in the urban areas of Japan, while it was 90% in the 
urban areas of the United Republic of Tanzania (Garcia-Moreno et al., 
2006). In Kano city of Nigeria, harassment or controlling behavior was 
found as the most common form of male violence with 43.3% (Tanimu 
et al., 2016), while it was 31.5% in Lagos, Nigeria (Igwe et al., 2021). 
In Pakistan, 31.8% of women aged between 15 and 24 years reported 
that they had been exposed to controlling behavior of their husbands 
(Nasrullah et al., 2014). In Myanmar, 30.2% of women have been 
determined as being exposed to controlling behavior (Tun and 
Ostergren, 2020), while it was 39.7% for women in North Kerala, India 
(Mundodan et al., 2021).

Significant studies detected the effects of controlling behavior on 
other forms of IPV (physical, sexual and emotional or psychological 
violence) (Bradley et al., 2002; Kishor and Johnson, 2005; WHO, 2005; 
Graham-Kevan and Archer, 2008; Antai, 2011; Fawson, 2015; 
Aizpurua et al., 2021; Kanougiya et al., 2021; Mukherjee and Joshi, 
2021; McClintock et al., 2022). The original contribution of the current 
study, on the other hand, stems from its repositioning controlling 
behavior as the dependent variable while endeavoring to measure the 
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effects of other violence types on controlling behavior against women. 
From this point of view, the physical forms of IPV (namely, physical 
and sexual violence) and controlling behavior are inseparable as they 
mostly foreshadow one another. As one partner dominates a 
relationship by using physical or sexual violence, the risk of perpetual 
violence increases since the dominant partner seeks to sustain the 
domination or the subordinate partner seeks to challenge the 
restrictions imposed by the dominant partner, or to reverse the 
current power structure within the relationship (Straus, 2008). The 
violence of a man, in this case, is instrumentalised for demonstrating 
and enforcing his position as head of the relationship or household 
(Watts and Zimmerman, 2002) and motivated by his desire to assure 
general control over “his” woman (Johnson, 1995). Appeal to physical 
or sexual assault, on the other hand, strengthens dominant partner’s 
capacity and power to use other nonphysical control tactics such as 
isolation (and thus, controlling behavior), threat and emotional abuse, 
which results in the suppression of subordinate partner’s ability for 
autonomous action (Pence et al., 1993).

3. Methods

3.1. Study design and sample

The current study is a secondary data analysis, in which cross-
sectional data (human data) gathered by the Hacettepe University’s 
Institute of Population Studies in the 2014-dated National Research 
on Domestic Violence against Women in Türkiye have been used. The 
research carried out nationwide for the first time in 2008 has become 
a prominent study in the field of gender inequality for it provided 
comprehensive data for the first time to understand different aspects 
of violence against women (DGSW, 2009). The 2014-dated version of 
the same research has improved the contribution of 2008-dated 
research by revealing the change in terms of gender-based violence 
between 2008 and 2014 (DGSW, 2015). The questionnaire used in 
both researches were adapted from the “Multi-Country Study on 
Women’s Health and Domestic Violence against Women” conducted 
by the World Health Organization (WHO, 2005). Considering 
technological advances since 2005 and the peculiarities of Türkiye, 
however, questionnaire became more comprehensive with newly 
added questions. The research, which investigated women between 15 
and 59 years old, was carried out between April 8, 2014 and July 11, 
2014 (DGSW, 2015).

3.2. Setting

Within the scope of the National Research on Domestic Violence 
against Women in Türkiye, the country was stratified into 30 layers, 
by which Türkiye as a whole with its urban and rural areas could 
be reflected. Regional classifications were made under two categories: 
12 regions as İstanbul, Aegean, West Marmara, East Marmara, 
Mediterranean, West Anatolia, Central Anatolia, Central East 
Anatolia, East Black Sea, Northeast Anatolia, West Black Sea and 
Southeast Anatolia and 5 regions as West, East, Central, North and 
South. In each region, urban strata constituted 75%, while rural strata 
accounted for 25%. The only exception was Istanbul, where only about 
5% of the households were rural. In the study, settlements in which 

less than 10,000 people dwelled were accepted as rural strata, while 
settlements in which 10,000 or more people dwelled were accepted as 
urban strata (DGSW, 2015).

The process of sample selection was achieved by the collaboration 
of the Turkish Statistical Institute (TURKSTAT). The number of 
women found in the interviewed households was 13,310 who were 
aged between 15 and 59. After collecting the data about their age, 
education and marital status, 8,960 of them were determined as 
potential eligible interviewees by applying the Kish method. Face-to-
face interviews were completed with 7,462 of those women, which 
corresponded to a response rate of 83.3%. Only 4.4% of them refused 
to respond to the questions (DGSW, 2015).

3.3. Bias

Since the data about women’s experiences of exposure to men’s 
controlling behavior were based on the subjective responses of 
women, the research had a risk of comprising biased data as other 
similar researches using this method have.

3.4. Limitations of the study

The study has some limitations. Firstly, the study relies on 
secondary data. As the variables used in the statistical analysis are the 
variables included in the dataset, this study could not go beyond the 
dataset in question in terms of measuring different variables. 
Moreover, another limitation is the lack of questions to measure how 
IPV in general and controlling behavior in particular affect 
women’s spirituality.

3.5. Ethical and safety procedures

Field team members were selected from among university 
graduates or students under the age of 30 who were able to work 
continuously during the field study process. A two-week training 
program was carried out for these team members. The training 
program focused on topics such as interviewing techniques, typical 
questionnaire applications, domestic violence and gender issues. The 
training was conducted by the project assistants and academic staff of 
HUIPS, and experts from different organizations and institutions. The 
program contributed to raise the awareness of interviewers and 
provided them with techniques to gather information without 
disturbing the interviewed women (DGSW, 2015).

Each stage of the study was guided by ethical guidelines prepared 
by the WHO to assure the safety of both the interviewer and the 
women interviewed. The title of the study was determined so as not to 
include the word violence in order to avoid further violence against 
the women interviewed, and the details of the study were not shared 
with anyone other than these women. Questions were asked after 
obtaining the respondent’s consent, and only one woman from each 
household was interviewed to avoid over-representation of any 
household. Field researchers were trained in the confidentiality of the 
research and supervised by research supervisors and academic staff. 
Non-governmental organizations and public institutions dealing with 
domestic violence were informed about the women who said they 
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were exposed to any form of violence in order to ensure their safety 
(DGSW, 2015).

3.6. Dependent variables

Within the frame of the National Research on Domestic Violence 
against Women in Türkiye, women were asked the several behaviors 
of their intimate partners that targeted them. These behaviors 
comprise ‘Preventing the woman from seeing her friends’, ‘Preventing 
the woman from seeing her own family and relatives’ (The phrase ‘her 
own family’ refers to a woman’s family of birth), ‘Always wanting to 
know the whereabouts of the woman’, ‘ignoring the woman and 
treating her indifferently’, ‘getting angry when the woman talks to 
other men’, ‘Suspecting that the woman is unfaithful’, ‘Demanding the 
woman to ask for his permission to go to a health institution’ 
‘Interfering with the woman’s clothing and demanding her to dress as 
he wants’ and ‘Interfering with the woman’s use of social networks 
such as Facebook and Twitter’ (DGSW, 2015).

Those questions were responded by the participant women as ‘yes’ 
or ‘no’ and women’s experience of controlling behavior measured by 
these questions created the dependent variable of the current study. 
Exposure to controlling behavior was coded as ‘1’ if the respondent 
woman had experienced at least one of those nine behavior types, and 
as ‘0’ if she had not experienced any of them.

3.7. Independent variables

This current study based its independent variables on 
sociodemographic and economic characteristics of participants and 
on matters regarding different types of IPV’s (economic, physical and 
emotional violence) other than controlling behavior. These 
independent variables are sourced from the National Research on 
Domestic Violence against Women in Türkiye. The variables regarding 
participants’ sociodemographic characteristics and economic 
conditions were the place of residence (rural or urban), age (15–24, 
25–34, 35–44, 45–54 or 55+), mother tongue (Turkish or another 
language such as Kurdish, Arabic etc.), marital status (married or 
unmarried), health status (bad/very bad, reasonable or excellent/
good), educational level of the participant woman (illiterate/have no 
diploma, elementary school, secondary school, high school and 
university), educational level of participants’ intimate partner 
(illiterate/have no diploma, elementary school, secondary school, high 
school and university), household income level (1st income level, 2nd 
income level, 3rd income level and 4th income level) and woman’s 
status of having a higher income contribution to the household 
(no, yes).

Violence-related variables in the study were women’s experience 
of exposure to economic violence from the intimate partner at any 
time in their lives (no, yes), intimate partner’s experience of fight with 
another man that results in physical violence (no, yes), women’s 
experience of exposure to physical violence from the intimate partner 
at any time in their lives (no, yes), women’s finding it right for the men 
to beat their partners or wives (no, yes), women’s experience of 
exposure to emotional violence from the intimate partner at any time 
in their lives (no, yes), women’s experience of exposure to emotional 
violence from someone other than the intimate partner at any time in 

their lives (no, yes) and women’s situation of being afraid of the 
intimate partner (no, yes).

3.8. Statistical analysis

STATA version 15, which was released in 2017, was preferred for 
this study. Survey statistics in STATA 15 (Stata Corporation) were 
used to reckon with weights and the complex sampling design. At this 
stage, weighted analysis was carried out (Alkan et  al., 2022). 
Frequencies and percentages were obtained according to women’s 
exposure to controlling behavior. Chi-square independence test was 
conducted to examine the relationship between the exposure to 
controlling behavior and independent variables. Risk factors that are 
associated with exposure to controlling behavior were then identified 
using binary logistic regression analysis.

4. Results

4.1. Descriptive statistics and chi-square 
test

Table 1 reveals how sociodemographic and economic factors as 
well as different types of IPV (physical violence, economic violence 
and emotional violence) affect men’s controlling behavior against 
women. 81.7% of all women participating in the study declared that 
they have been exposed to one of the 9 behavioral patterns that are 
considered as controlling behavior symptoms at least once in 
their lives.

68.2% of women participated in the research are from urban areas 
of Türkiye, while 31.8% of them are from rural areas of the country. 
Women from 25 to 34 years old constituted the largest group of 
participants in terms of age with the percentage of 30.7%. Women 
between 35 and 44 and women between 45 and 54 followed them with 
the percentages of 27.1 and 21.9%, respectively. The percentage of 
women whose mother tongue is Turkish among all researchers is 
81.9%. 86% of women participated in the research are married, while 
14% of them are unmarried. While 41.1% of women participated in 
the research have reasonable health status, 13.1% of them have bad or 
very bad health status.

Women who are elementary school graduates constituted the 
largest percentage of research participants with 45%. They were 
followed by the illiterate women with 19.2%. Moreover, 45% of 
participants’ intimate partners are primary school graduates, while 
22.6% of them are high school graduates and 16.5% of them are 
secondary school graduates. The fact that only 5.3% of men are 
illiterate as compared to 19.2% of women’s illiteracy reveals important 
results about the unequal distribution of power within families. 25.4% 
of participant women were from first income group, while 24.6% of 
them were from second income group, 25.1 from third income group 
and 24.9% from fourth income group. Although the proportion of 
women who contribute more to household income than their intimate 
partners is 5% in the research, it provides important insights about the 
relationship between women’s financial independence and their 
capacity to overcome men’s controlling behavior.

According to the responses of the participants of the research, 
33% of women expressed that they were exposed to physical violence, 
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TABLE 1 Findings about the factors that affect women’s status of being exposed to controlling behavior.

Variables Controlling behavior experience n (%) χ2 p

No Yes

Place of residence

Urban Area 864 (13.4) 3,540 (54.8) 4,404 (68.2) 17.215 0.000

Rural Area 315 (4.9) 1,739 (26.9) 2,054 (31.8)

Age

15–24 85 (7.2) 718 (13.6) 803 (12.4) 84.063 0.000

25–34 291 (24.7) 1,694 (32.1) 1,985 (30.7)

35–44 363 (30.8) 1,387 (26.3) 1,750 (27.1)

45–54 324 (27.5) 1,088 (20.6) 1,412 (21.9)

55+ 116 (9.8) 392 (7.4) 508 (7.9)

Mother tongue

Turkish 1,003 (85.1) 4,286 (81.2) 5,289 (81.9) 9.799 0.002

Kurdish, Arabic etc. 176 (14.9) 993 (18.8) 1,169 (18.1)

Marital status

Married 1,059 (89.8) 4,495 (85.1) 5,554 (86.0) 17.483 0.000

Unmarried 120 (10.2) 784 (14.9) 904 (14.0)

Health status

Excellent/Good 612 (51.9) 2,345 (44.4) 2,957 (45.8) 23.908 0,000

Reasonable 444 (37.7) 2,209 (41.8) 2,653 (41.1)

Bad/Very Bad 123 (10.4) 725 (13.7) 848 (13.1)

Educational level

Illiterate/Have No Diploma 165 (14.0) 1,076 (20.4) 1,241 (19.2) 79.988 0.000

Elementary School 525 (44.5) 2,382 (45.1) 2,907 (45.0)

Secondary School 134 (11.4) 745 (14.1) 879 (13.6)

High School 202 (17.1) 714 (13.5) 916 (14.2)

University 153 (13.0) 362 (6.9) 515 (8.0)

Educational level of the intimate partner

Illiterate/Have No Diploma 55 (4.7) 288 (5.5) 343 (5.3) 51.879 0.000

Elementary School 430 (36.5) 2,321 (44.0) 2,751 (42.6)

Secondary School 190 (16.1) 873 (16.5) 1,063 (16.5)

High School 283 (24.0) 1,179 (22.3) 1,462 (22.6)

University 221 (18.7) 618 (11.7) 839 (13.0)

Household income level

1. Income Level 251 (21.3) 1,387 (26.3) 1,638 (25.4) 17.663 0.000

2. Income Level 282 (23.9) 1,309 (24.8) 1,591 (24.6)

3. Income Level 312 (26.5) 1,310 (24.8) 1,622 (25.1)

4. Income Level 334 (28.3) 1,273 (24.1) 1,607 (24.9)

Women having a higher income contribution to the household

Yes 68 (5.8) 254 (4.8) 322 (5.0) 1.860 0.183

No 1,111 (94.2) 5,025 (95.2) 6,136 (95.0)

Exposure to economic violence from the intimate partner

Yes 147 (12.5) 1,607 (30.4) 1,754 (27.2) 157.368 0.000

No 1,032 (87.5) 3,672 (69.6) 4,704 (72.8)

(Continued)
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41.2% to emotional violence and 27.2% to economic violence. In the 
research, 10.1% of women declared that their intimate partner had 
experienced a fight with another man leading to physical violence. 
39% women declared that they found it right for the men to beat their 
partners or wives. 20.5% of them stated that they had been exposed to 
emotional violence from someone other than their intimate partners. 
18.7% of participants declared that they were afraid of their intimate 
partners. Thus, the research comprises a wide range of socio-
demographic and violence-related factors that affect women’s status of 
being exposed to male controlling behavior.

4.2. Estimation of models

Binary logistic regression model has been used in order to 
comprehend the factors that affect women’s status of being exposed 
to controlling behavior. The results regarding the estimated model 
have been presented in Table 2. In the research, the variables about 
woman’s place of residence, woman’s age, woman’s mother tongue, 
marital status, woman’s health status (excellent/good), woman’s 
educational level (high school and university), educational level of 
the intimate partner (illiterate/have no diploma), household 
income level (2. income level), woman’s higher income 
contribution to the household, woman’s exposure to economic 
violence from her intimate partner, intimate partner’s fight with a 
man that results in physical violence, woman’s finding it right for 
the men to beat their partners or wives, woman’s exposure to 
emotional violence from her intimate partner, exposure to physical 
violence from her intimate partner, woman’s status of being afraid 
of her intimate partner and women’s exposure to emotional 

violence from someone other than the intimate partner have been 
detected as significant.

Based on the binary logistic regression model introduced in 
Table 2, while holding other variables constant, women living in urban 
areas of Türkiye have lower possibility of exposure to intimate partner 
controlling behavior by 3.5% as compared to women living in rural 
areas. As compared to those women between 15and 24 years old, 
women who are between 25 and 35  years old possessed a less 
possibility of exposure to controlling behavior by 4.3%, women 
between 35 and 44  years old by %15.4, women between 45 and 
54 years old by 20.2% and women over 55 years old by 24.6%. Women 
who speaks Turkish as a mother tongue had more possibility of being 
exposed to controlling behavior by 4.3% vis-à-vis those women whose 
mother tongue is different from Turkish. Married women are 7.5% less 
likely to experience controlling behavior than unmarried women. 
Women with excellent or good health status have less possibility of 
being exposed to controlling behavior by 4.5% compared to those 
women with bad or very bad health status.

Women who are a high school graduate possessed a less possibility 
of exposure to their intimate partner’s controlling behavior by 7.7% 
and women who are a university graduate by 12.9%. Women whose 
intimate partners are illiterate (or have no diploma) are 8.1% less likely 
to face with controlling behavior than women whose intimate partners 
had graduated from elementary school. Women with second income 
level possess higher possibility of exposure to controlling behavior 
compared to those from with first income level. Women having a 
higher income contribution to the household are less likely to 
be exposed to controlling behavior than other women are by 8.6%.

Table 2 also reveals the effects of variables about effects of other 
types of IPV on controlling behavior. Women who have been exposed 

TABLE 1 (Continued)

Variables Controlling behavior experience n (%) χ2 p

No Yes

Intimate partner’s fight with another man that results in physical violence

Yes 52 (4.4) 603 (11.4) 655 (10.1) 51.996 0.000

No 1,127 (95.6) 4,676 (88.6) 5,803 (89.9)

Exposure to physical violence from the intimate partner

Yes 187 (15.9) 1,942 (36.8) 2,129 (33.0) 190.980 0.000

No 992 (84.1) 3,337 (63.2) 4,329 (67.0)

Women’s finding it right for the men to beat their partners/wives

Yes 261 (22.1) 2,257 (42.8) 2,518 (39.0) 172.210 0,000

No 918 (77.9) 3,022 (57.2) 3,940 (61.0)

Exposure to emotional violence from the intimate partner

Yes 265 (22.5) 2,398 (45.4) 2,663 (41.2) 209.456 0.000

No 914 (77.5) 2,881 (54.6) 3,795 (58.8)

Exposure to emotional violence from someone other than the intimate partner

Yes 162 (13.7) 1,159 (22.0) 1,321 (20.5) 39.968 0.000

No 1,017 (86.3) 4,120 (78.0) 5,137 (79.5)

Being afraid of the intimate partner

Yes 84 (7.1) 986 (18.7) 1,070 (16.6) 93.057 0.000

No 1,095 (92.9) 4,293 (81.3) 5,388 (83.4)
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TABLE 2 The results of estimated binary logistic regression model and marginal effects about the factors that affect women’s status of being exposed 
to controlling behavior.

Variables β Std. error 95% CI ME (%) Std. error VIF

Lower Upper

Place of residence (Reference: Rural Area)

Urban Area −0.191 0.093 −0.374 −0.009 −3.5b 0.016 1.16

Age (Reference: 15–24)

25–34 −0.350 0.181 −0.706 0.004 −4.3c 0.020 3.12

35–44 −0.957 0.184 −1.319 −0.595 −15.4a 0.025 3.24

45–54 −1.158 0.192 −1.536 −0.781 −20.2a 0.029 3.15

55+ −1.322 0.226 −1.766 −0.877 −24.6a 0.045 2.01

Mother tongue (Reference: 15–24)

Turkish 0.216 0.124 −0.027 0.460 4.3c 0.026 1.34

Marital status (Reference: Unmarried)

Married −0.444 0.143 −0.725 −0.163 −7.5a 0.021 1.36

Health status (Reference: Bad/Very Bad)

Excellent/Good −0.244 0.144 −0.526 0.038 −4.5c 0.025 2.87

Reasonable −0.110 0.140 −0.386 0.164 −1.9 0.024 2.55

Educational level (Reference: Illiterate/Have No Diploma)

Elementary School −0.202 0.135 −0.467 0.062 −3.4 0.021 2.42

Secondary School −0.310 0.189 −0.681 0.061 −5.4 0.033 2.18

High School −0.420 0.182 −0.778 −0.063 −7.7b 0.033 2.34

University −0.648 0.210 −1.060 −0.236 −12.9a 0.043 2.28

Educational level of the intimate partner (Reference: Elementary School)

Illiterate/Have No 

Diploma

−0.394 0.200 −0.786 −0.001 −8.1b 0.046 1.19

Secondary School −0.183 0.128 −0.436 0.068 −3.5 0.025 1.32

High School −0.151 0.119 −0.385 0.082 −2.8 0.022 1.50

University −0.063 0.146 −0.351 0.224 −1.1 0.027 1.84

Household income level (Reference: 1. Income Level)

2. Income Level 0.221 0.123 −0.020 0.463 4.4c 0.025 1.66

3. Income Level 0.184 0.125 −0.061 0.430 3.7 0.025 1.72

4. Income Level 0.200 0.126 −0.046 0.447 4.0 0.025 1.80

Women having a higher income contribution to the household (Reference: No)

Yes −0.397 0.174 −0.739 −0.054 −8.6b 0.042 1.17

Exposure to Economic Violence from the Intimate Partner (Reference: No)

Yes 0.815 0.117 0.584 1.046 13.1a 0.015 1.17

Intimate partner’s fight with another man that results in physical violence (Reference: No)

Yes 0.412 0.183 0.053 0.772 6.9b 0.026 1.10

Exposure to Physical Violence from the Intimate Partner (Reference: No)

Yes 0.525 0.115 0.300 0.751 9.1a 0.018 1.50

Women’s finding it right for the men to beat their partners/wives (Reference: No)

Yes 0.799 0.097 0.608 0.991 13.6a 0.015 1.13

Exposure to Emotional Violence from the Intimate Partner (Reference: No)

Yes 0.472 0.102 0.272 0.673 8.5a 0.017 1.45

Exposure to emotional violence from someone other than the intimate partner (Reference: No)

Yes 0.196 0.114 −0.028 0.422 3.6c 0.020 1.10

Being afraid of the intimate partner (Reference: No)

Yes 0.480 0.147 0.190 0.770 8.0a 0.021 1.17

Constant 2.109 0.252 1.613 2.604 Mean VIF: 1.82
ap < 0.01; bp < 0.05; cp < 0.10. VIF, Variance Inflation Factor.
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to economic violence in the past have more possibility of being 
exposed to controlling behavior by 13.1% compared to women who 
had not been exposed to economic violence in their lifetime. When 
intimate partners fight with another man ending up with physical 
violence, women’s probability of exposure to controlling behavior of 
their intimate partners increases by 6.9%. The possibility of being 
exposed to controlling behavior is 9.1% higher for women who have 
experienced physical violence from their intimate partners as 
compared to those women have not experienced physical violence in 
their life. Women who find it right for the men to beat their partner 
or wife are more likely to be exposed to controlling behavior by 13.6% 
than women who find it wrong. Women who experienced emotional 
violence from their intimate partners are 8.5% more likely to 
be  exposed to controlling behavior. Women who experienced 
emotional violence from someone other in their lifetime than their 
intimate partners are 3.6% more likely to be exposed to controlling 
behavior from their intimate partners. Women who are afraid of their 
intimate partners possess 8% more possibility of being exposed to 
controlling behavior.

5. Discussion

Male controlling behavior targeting women is a form of male 
dominance over female, deeply rooted in historical unequal gender 
norms of patriarchy in societies. Male-dominated social setting 
promotes the idea of men’s superiority and endows men the right to 
have a control over women (Mondal and Paul, 2021). Patriarchal 
social and cultural structure in Türkiye also reproduces a social setting 
that encourages men’s controlling behaviors over women (Algül and 
Yarbaşı, 2021).

A possible reason for a higher possibility of exposure to 
controlling behavior in rural areas might be the patriarchal culture 
prevailing in those areas that is mostly supported by strong traditions 
and social bonds that impose those traditions. Rural life is 
characterized by strict social control established by the rural 
communities. Women’s empowerment within their families becomes 
impossible due to inescapable close relations with peers and relatives 
in villages (Erman, 2001). A woman can only find opportunities of 
realizing her potential when she moves to a city with her husband and 
possesses a nuclear family far from the extended family of her husband 
(Erman, 1998). In isolated rural areas, moreover, women possess less 
opportunity of accession to social services (Velzeboer et al., 2003), 
while they have different opportunities to access to TV, newspapers, 
Internet and other similar media tools more easily which help them 
to be aware of their legal rights in urban areas (Alkan and Tekmanlı, 
2021). Another study conducted in East Timor, however, reached an 
opposite result by indicating that women living in urban areas possess 
higher probability of being exposed to controlling behavior as 
compared to those women living in rural areas (NSD, 2010).

Based on the findings of the current research, the possibility of 
being exposed to controlling behavior decreases as the age of women 
increases. The study conducted in Ankara province of Türkiye 
determined that the frequency of exposure to controlling behavior was 
determined as 64.3% for the ages between 25 and 34, while it was 
determined as 50.6% for the ages between 15 and 24 (Akar et al., 
2010). In urban Karnataka city of India, the likelihood of women 
being exposed to controlling behavior steadily decreases for women 

after 30 years old (Kundapur et al., 2017). Similarly, younger women 
more commonly experience controlling behaviors according to the 
study conducted in Spain (Aizpurua et  al., 2021). As Farmer and 
Tiefenthaler (1996) underlined, as men feel a credible threat of leave 
by women, women can have a better control over violence and 
controlling behaviors. Since young women can have more 
opportunities outside the relationship, men will feel more threat in 
their relationship or marriage with young women. This will lead to a 
tighter control of men over younger women.

Considering the mother tongue of the participants, which is 
directly related with the ethnicity, Turkish-speaking women are more 
likely to be exposed to controlling behavior as compared to women 
whose mother tongue is different from Turkish. Ozer and Fidrmuc 
(2017) found that being Kurdish did not have a significant effect on 
controlling behavior of men, while being from the other ethnic origins 
other than Turkish and Kurdish lowered the possibility of exposure to 
controlling behavior.

According to the current research, married women are less likely 
to be  exposed to controlling behavior as compared to unmarried 
women. A possible reason for such a finding may be that men regard 
their dominance over women as more guaranteed when they are 
married. However, an important reason why unmarried women are 
exposed to controlling behavior by their partners is that men expect 
the security of the partnership provided by the marriage bond for 
married couples from controlling behavior. On the other hand, 
marriage does not guarantee a life without male controlling behavior 
for women. Marriage in rural areas, especially in Eastern Türkiye, 
poses a significant obstacle against women’s autonomy, since it is 
expected from the bride that she should live as a subordinate with her 
husband’s extended family (Erman, 2001). An empirical study 
conducted in Spain also determined that women in marital 
relationships are less likely to experience controlling behaviors from 
their husbands (Aizpurua et al., 2021).

Based on the findings regarding the health status participant 
women, having an excellent or good health status decreases the 
possibility of exposure to controlling behavior as compared to having 
bad or very bad health status. Similarly, Fanslow et al. (2021) detected 
a positive correlation between women’s health disabilities and their 
exposure to controlling behavior by men in the case of New Zealand. 
A possible reason for such a result may be that women having bad or 
very bad health status are not able to develop resistance against men’s 
domination due to their physical or psychological health disabilities.

According to the findings about the educational level, women who 
are high school or university graduates are less likely to be exposed to 
controlling behavior as compared to those women who are illiterate 
or have no diploma. In another study focused on the case of Ankara 
province of Türkiye, it was also determined that women’s possibility 
of exposure to controlling behavior increases, as they possess a lower 
level of education (Akar et al., 2010). Studies conducted in India found 
that women with lower educational status are more likely to 
be exposed to controlling behavior (Ackerson et al., 2008; Mukherjee 
and Joshi, 2021).

The findings of the current research about the educational level of 
the intimate partner showed that women are less likely to be exposed 
to controlling behavior when their intimate partners are illiterate or 
have no diploma as compared to those women whose intimate 
partners are elementary school graduates. In the research, however, 
the correlation between the educational level of intimate partner when 
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he  is a secondary school, high school or university graduate and 
women’s exposure to controlling behavior is not significant. Ozer and 
Fidrmuc (2017) determined that the correlation between husband’s 
education level and his attitude of controlling behavior against his wife 
was not statistically significant. On the other hand, Martin et al. (2002) 
reached the result in the case of India that men with less than 6 years 
of education are more likely to resort to controlling behaviors toward 
their wives.

The current research found that women from the first household 
income level are less likely to be exposed to controlling behavior as 
compared to those women from second household income level. 
According to a study conducted in East  Timor, women with the 
highest level of household income level possess the highest possibility 
of exposure to controlling behaviors of their husbands (NSD, 2010). 
Akar et al. (2010), however, detected that women are more likely to 
be exposed to controlling behavior as the household income level 
becomes lower. For the men from lower income level, in this situation, 
violence can be  regarded as an alternative resource to economic 
resources in order to control others (and especially their wives and 
children) for the service of their ends and to achieve their goals 
(Goode, 1971).

The current research determined that those women who have a 
higher income contribution to their household are less likely to 
be exposed to controlling behavior by their intimate partners. Erten 
and Keskin (2018) found a different result by indicating that a higher 
income of women by means of better schooling incites men to resort 
to controlling behavior and to threat of violence in order to ensure 
their control over the decision-making of the household resource 
allocation. This counterargument is supported by another argument 
that the incomes of most women are directly transferred to the 
household’s common revenue fund (Bobonis et al., 2013). On the 
other hand, narrowing the male–female wage gap between male and 
female increases women’s bargaining power within the family (Aizer, 
2010). When women possess more opportunities outside the home 
with an increasing income and various job options, their threat to 
leave the family becomes more credible and women can have more 
effect on the distribution of resources within the family (Hidrobo and 
Fernald, 2013). In the Nigerian context, when women have more 
financial autonomy, they are almost twice as likely to negotiate safer 
sex than women who have no financial autonomy (Solanke et al., 
2023), which is directly linked to possessing ability to avoid exposure 
to controlling behavior.

According to the findings of the current research, exposure to 
economic violence significantly rises the risk of being exposed to 
controlling behavior. Economic violence is often used interchangeably 
with the terms of ‘economic control’ or ‘financial control’ and 
manifests itself as a controlling behavior that unreasonably hinders a 
person’s financial autonomy (Macdonald, 2012). It includes those 
controlling acts against a person’s access to money, clothes, food and 
personal belongings such as bankbook or car keys or baseless denial 
of the instruments required for attendance to social life (ABS, 2009). 
Therefore, economic violence can be regarded as a reflection of the 
tendency to control and stems from the same motivation as controlling 
behavior. The studies in the literature tend to evaluate economic 
violence as a part of controlling behavior (Graham-Kevan and Archer, 
2003, 2008; Ali et al., 2014), therefore the current study contributes to 
the literature by approaching the two concepts separately and 
investigating the correlation between each other.

According to the findings of the current research, when a woman’s 
intimate partner’s fight with another man results in physical violence, 
she is more likely to be exposed to controlling behavior. Since such a 
result reveals a man’s predisposition to fight leading physical violence, 
it is also understandable that a woman is more likely to be subjected 
to controlling behavior by this man. No other study examining the 
correlation between these two variables has been found in 
the literature.

The current study also found that women were more likely to 
be  exposed to controlling behavior, when they had experienced 
physical violence in the past. In the case of Myanmar women, Tun and 
Ostergren (2020) detected a significant association between husbands’ 
resort to physical violence targeting their wives and their attitude of 
controlling behavior targeting those women. A study about seven 
Central America countries (Honduras, Costa  Rica, El  Salvador, 
Nicaragua, Guatemala, Belize, Panama) detected that men who beat 
their partners are more likely to resort to more oppressive controlling 
behaviors (Velzeboer et al., 2003). In another study focused on the 
cases of Brazil, Ethiopia, Bangladesh, Samoa, Japan, United Republic 
of Tanzania, Thailand, Namibia, Peru, Serbia and Montenegro, women 
who experienced sexual or physical violence from their partners were 
substantially exposed to more controlling behavior acts compared to 
those women who have never experienced partner violence (Garcia-
Moreno et al., 2006). In a study about the cases of China, Sri Lanka 
and Bangladesh, it was determined that controlling behavior possessed 
an association with physical violence or with both physical and sexual 
violence (Fulu et  al., 2013). These results are consistent with the 
findings of the WHO (2005) which determined that intimate partners 
who perpetrate physical or sexual violence are more likely to inflict 
controlling behavior on their partners.

As women find it right for the men to beat their partners or wives, 
those women become more likely to be  exposed to controlling 
behavior. At this point, Rani and Bonu (2009), in their research 
conducted in seven countries (Türkiye, India, Kazakhstan, Armenia, 
Bangladesh, Nepal and Cambodia), found that the second highest rate 
of justification of wife beating among women was observed in Türkiye 
(49%), after India (57%). Such an approach of women toward male 
violence mostly stems from traditional societal norms that authorize 
men to perpetrate physical punishment on their partners or wives and 
the cultural context in which the women live (Antai, 2011). By such a 
justification of male violence, a woman grants her intimate partner 
authorisation for further violence and full control over herself. The 
study focusing on the case of India’s city of Delhi reached a similar 
result by indicating that women’s justification of violence is positively 
associated with husbands’ controlling behavior toward them 
(Mukherjee and Joshi, 2021). Similarly, Mondal and Paul (2021) found 
a correlation between the justification of wife beating and the 
controlling behavior of the male partner and the risk of being exposed 
to IPV in the Indian context.

According to the findings of the current research, women who 
experienced emotional violence are more likely to be  exposed to 
controlling behavior. In their research focusing on the case of 
Myanmar, Tun and Ostergren (2020) found that lifetime emotional 
violence by men targeting women could be associated with husbands’ 
controlling behavior. The fact that exposure to emotional violence 
from someone other than the intimate partner increases women’s 
possibility to be  exposed to controlling behavior of her intimate 
partner might stem from society’s collective justification of emotional 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1174143
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org


Başkan and Alkan 10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1174143

Frontiers in Psychology 11 frontiersin.org

violence targeting women. In many societies, men’s honor is associated 
with his capacity to control the behaviors of his partner or wife 
(Velzeboer et al., 2003). In a study conducted in Türkiye, exposure to 
controlling behaviors of their intimate partners was found to be higher 
for women who were exposed to emotional violence by their families 
of birth (Akar et  al., 2010). Although not specific as emotional 
violence, the study conducted in Spain by Aizpurua et al. (2021) also 
detected a positive correlation between exposure to violence by 
someone outside the family and exposure to controlling behavior.

The findings revealing that being afraid of the intimate partner 
increases the possibility of exposure to controlling behavior may 
indicate that men use fear as a supportive instrument for dominating 
women, and by this way, they deepen the impact of their controlling 
behaviors over women. Fear from the partner in a relationship may 
stem from perpetrator partners’ behaviors that emerged in the form 
of threats or bodily injuries with the aim of exerting power or having 
control over them in the past (Waila et al., 2022). Fear in a relationship 
may also stem from the possible collapse of “the myth of their fine 
family life,” when women take a counter-action against their intimate 
partners (Gelles, 1976). Fear will thus lead to a reluctance to challenge 
controlling behavior for the sake of family life. Significant studies 
detected a correlation between women’s fear from their intimate 
partners in a relationship and their experience of violence (Bradley 
et al., 2002; Paul et al., 2006; Kwagala et al., 2013).

Several determinants of controlling behavior detected in this 
research such as living in rural areas and therefore being affected from 
the patriarchal culture as well as strict social control prevailing in rural 
areas, being afraid of the intimate partner, being exposure to emotional 
violence from the intimate partner or from someone other than the 
intimate partner are directly related with the vulnerability and 
therefore autonomy of women. Women’s lack of autonomy in their 
relationships may lead to low self-efficacy, which increases their 
likelihood of experiencing domestic violence (Mondal and Paul, 
2021). Self-efficacy, which was defined by Bandura (1997) as ‘the 
beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize and execute the courses of 
action required to produce given attainments’, can be regarded as a 
counter-tactic to resist the controlling behavior of male partner. Self-
evaluation of one’s self-efficacy affects the goals she strives for, the 
amount of energy she expends to achieve her goals and her behavioral 
performance (Forsyth and Carey, 1998).

Considering women’s decision-making autonomy and 
assertiveness on issues regarding their sexual health, for example, 
sexual controlling behaviors, such as involuntary sexual intercourse 
and unsafe sex, cause problems for women’s gynacological health that 
are at least as serious as sexual assault (Campbell et al., 2002). When 
women have accurate knowledge about HIV/AIDS and prevention, 
do not perceive barriers to safe sex and, more importantly, believe in 
their ability to negotiate condom use (condom negotiation self-
efficacy) to resist men’s controlling behavior, they are more likely to 
be protected from HIV/AIDS (Patrão et al., 2021). In this sense, it was 
determined that condom use is positively correlated with condom 
negotiation self-efficacy (Patrão and McIntyre, 2018). Women’s 
inability or fear of negotiating safer sex and confronting 
confrontational partners is an important issue in determining women’s 
beliefs about their self-efficacy (Patrão et al., 2021). Women’s feeling 
of self-efficacy depends on fewer immediate threats (which is directly 
related to women’s exposure to IPV and controlling behaviors) and 
more room to negotiate their partner’s condom use. In the case of 
conflict between partners (e.g., disagreements or IPV), women may 

refrain from insisting and prefer to comply with their husband’s 
wishes. In this case, women’s perception of risk and how it relates to 
their decision-making becomes important (Mpondo et al., 2015). In 
the African context, for example, many Mozambican women are not 
able to create a healthy communication environment that can facilitate 
negotiation due to gender norms embedded in society, and their 
negotiation self-efficacy levels regarding condom use remain low 
(Patrão and McIntyre, 2017). It can therefore be  said that men’s 
controlling behavior, often backed up by physical and sexual violence, 
directly determines women’s position in the decision-making 
processes in a relationship. From this perspective, both women’s 
autonomy and their beliefs about their self-efficacy depend on their 
capacity to resist the controlling behavior of their male partners.

At the end, one’s application of any type of IPV (whether it is 
physical or non-physical, including controlling behavior) in an 
intimate relationship reveals the nature of power and the dynamics of 
control in wider context. As men use violence as a tactic for possessing 
an exact control over their partner, a more general strategy for power 
is reproduced in societies (Johnson, 2010). The tactics to control the 
partner in a relationship is similar to those controlling tactics used for 
reproducing racism, anti-Semitism, heterosexism, ageism and other 
instances of group dominance (Pence et  al., 1993). Therefore, 
controlling behavior at the micro level can be  considered as the 
starting point of power and domination relations at the macro level.

A significant manifestation of male controlling behavior over 
women at the macro level is hegemonic masculinity which was clarified 
by Connell (2005) as ‘the configuration of gender practice which 
embodies the currently accepted answer to the problem of the legitimacy 
of patriarchy, which guarantees (or is taken to guarantee) the dominant 
position of men and the subordination of women’. Thereby, masculinity 
cannot be regarded as a fixed and unchanging entity that is embedded 
in individuals’ personality traits or body. Masculinities are practical 
configurations performed in social action and thusly may vary based on 
gender relations in different social settings (Connell and Messerschmidt, 
2005). Controlling behaviors of men perpetually reproduce masculinity 
in each social setting around the world. The boundaries of masculinity 
are drawn as far as the social setting allows.

Women’s options of social action in a social setting are determined 
by the extent and severity of controlling behavior targeting them. As 
Gramsci (1971) regarded each person as a potential philosopher in 
society outside his/her professional work life by contributing to the 
existence of new ways of thinking, consciously preferring a particular 
moral conduct and participating in the creation, sustainment and 
modification of a specific conception of the world. For him, however, 
each person cannot perform this function in society, because of 
structural hegemonic obstacles embedded in different social settings. 
Thus, gender-based hegemonic character of controlling behavior 
mainly stems from its isolating effect restricting women in daily life 
and public space. These elements are crucial elements in terms of the 
construction of hegemonic masculinity in societies.

6. Conclusion

To our knowledge, our current study was the first to examine the 
relationship between various risk factors and controlling behavior in a 
nationally representative sample in Türkiye. Intimate partner controlling 
behavior is a form of IPV that needs to be addressed in detail in order to 
dismantle the power relations embedded in male-dominated social 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1174143
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org


Başkan and Alkan 10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1174143

Frontiers in Psychology 12 frontiersin.org

structures and to ensure gender equality in societies. What makes 
controlling behavior toward the unmarried partner or wife important is 
that a relationship or a family is the place where gender roles are 
distributed at first hand, and controlling behavior by the intimate partner 
reproduces social power relations at the micro level within the family or 
relationship. Therefore, the main purpose of this study was to investigate 
the basic socio-demographic, economic and violence-related 
determinants of controlling behavior and in this way make a modest 
contribution to challenging the structural (institutional, ideological and 
discursive) underpinnings of male-dominated society.

In the light of the findings of the study, public policies are needed 
to nullify the effects of controlling behavior toward women on male 
domination and patriarchy in societies, to raise public awareness of the 
issue and to provide women with the mechanisms and means to resist 
male controlling behavior. The economic independence of women 
should be guaranteed against the overbearing authority of men, which 
is a product of men’s material power caused by the unequal distribution 
of wealth between the genders. A legal and institutional basis for 
gender equality that prioritizes women’s position as active subjects of 
society should be established. Taking into account the impact of other 
forms of violence (economic, physical, sexual and emotional or 
psychological) on controlling behavior, a holistic approach should 
be developed to prevent all forms of violence. Institutions aiming to 
minimize gender-based violence and controlling behavior should take 
stable steps based on more robust decisions (Alkan et  al., 2021). 
Curriculum at schools should be redesigned to ensure that attitudes of 
controlling behavior are condemned, and the discursive basis of 
patriarchy is challenged. Educational programs and communication 
instruments should be introduced to guide women about their rights 
and their options of legal action when faced with controlling behavior.

Based on the findings of this study about the main determinants 
of controlling behavior, further studies are needed to examine women’s 
tactics of resistance to men’s controlling behavior in Türkiye. Such 
studies should focus on how women attempt to construct a counter-
hegemony that can challenge the structural hegemony of masculinity 
and patriarchy embedded within society and traditions.
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