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Kadına Yönelik Ekonomik Şiddet Tiplerinin Sıklığı ve Etkileyen 
Faktörler:  Kesitsel Çevrimiçi Çalışma

Frequency of Types of Economic Violence against Women and 
Affecting Factors: Cross-Sectional Online Study
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Özlem CAN GÜRKAN1, Elif Merve TOPÇU2, Esra KARIŞAN3, Mehtap BAŞAK4, 
Özlem KAYA TANIK5, Tuğçe ÖZER NİBATLI6

ABSTRACT
Objective: The aim of the study was to examine the frequency of 
types of economic violence against women and the affecting factors. 
Method: The cross-sectional online study was conducted with 700 
women. The data of the study were obtained by using Personal In-
formation Form and Economic Abuse Behaviours Assessment Form 
by online. 
Results: In the study, it was determined that 73.40% (n=514) of the 
participants were exposed to at least one of the economic control 
behaviours, 29.90% (n=209) to any of the economic exploitation 
behaviours and 27.90% (n=195) to any of the economic sabotage 
behaviours.
Women more exposed to economic violence in situations such as 
poor spousal relationship, not working in a regular job, the spouse 
works in daily jobs, having level of secondary school education or 
less, having two or more children, income being less than expenses, 
extended family structure and living in rural area. 
Conclusion: In line with our findings, it is recommended that women 
at risk of economic abuse should be questioned by health and social 
service workers in terms of economic abuse victimisation.
Keywords: Economic violence, Types of economic violence; Frequ-
ency of economic abuse; Affecting factors of economic violence; 
Violence against women

ÖZ
Amaç: Çalışmanın amacı, kadınlara yönelik ekonomik şiddet türle-
rinin sıklığını ve etkileyen faktörleri incelemektir. 
Gereç ve Yöntem: Kesitsel çevrimiçi çalışmada 700 kadın katılımcı 
yer almıştır. Çalışmanın verileri, Kişisel Bilgi Formu ve Ekonomik 
Şiddet Davranışları Değerlendirme Formu kullanılarak çevrimiçi 
olarak elde edildimiştir.
Bulgular: Çalışmamızda, kadınların %73,40’ının (n=514) en az bir 
ekonomik kontrol davranışına, %29,90’ının (n=209) en az bir eko-
nomik sömürü davranışına ve %27,90’ının (n=195) en az bir ekono-
mik sabotaj davranışına maruz kaldığı belirlenmiştir.
Kadınların, eş ilişkilerinin zayıf olması, düzenli bir işte çalışmaması, 
kocasının gündelik işlerde çalışması, ortaokul veya daha az eğiti-
me sahip olması, iki veya daha fazla çocuğa sahip olması, gelirin 
giderlerden daha az olması, geniş aile yapısı ve kırsalda yaşama 
gibi durumlarda daha fazla ekonomik şiddete maruz kaldıkları tespit 
edilmiştir.  
Sonuçlar: Bulgularımız doğrultusunda, ekonomik şiddete uğrama 
riski altında olan kadınların sağlık çalışanları tarafından ekonomik 
şiddet mağduriyeti açısından sorgulanması önerilir.
Anahtar Kelimeler: Ekonomik şiddet, Ekonomik şiddet türleri; 
Ekonomik istismarın sıklığı; Ekonomik şiddeti etkileyen faktörler; 
Kadına yönelik şiddet
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INTRODUCTION

Violence against women, which is an important 
public health problem, unfortunately continues 
unabated both in the world and in Türkiye.  The 
World Health Organisation (WHO) defines 
violence as “The application of physical force 
or power to another person in the form of a 
deliberate threat or reality, causing or likely to 
cause injury, death or psychological harm to the 
person exposed”. Violence against women is 
analysed under four categories: physical, verbal/
emotional, sexual and economic abuse (1).

Types of Economic violence

Economic abuse is a form in which one partner 
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interferes with the other’s ability to acquire, use, or 
maintain their economic resources (2). Economic 
abuse tactics, as defined by Postmus, Plummer, 
& Stylianou (2016) are classified as economic 
exploitation, economic control, and employment 
sabotage (3). Economic exploitation behaviours 
include confiscating money that belongs to the 
woman (5.60 %) (4), spending the money needed 
for rent and other bills (63.50 %) (5), threatening 
or not paying the bills (%55.20) (5) forcing the 
woman to ask for money from her environment, 
etc. The aim here is to destroy the financial 
resources of the woman, to make her indebted and 
to keep the power in his hands by ensuring that 
the woman is in a difficult situation against the 
persons or institutions to whom she is indebted 
(3,6-8). Experiences of economic violence make 
it difficult for women to leave an abusive partner 
and become self-sufficient (9).

Economic control behaviours include behaviours 
such as leaving the woman in a situation to ask 
for money (5.60 %) (4) willing to know how and 
where the woman spends the money, preventing 
the woman from meeting her needs such as food, 
medicine, etc. (5,10), hiding financial information 
from the woman (70.60 %)(5),making financial 
decisions without her knowledge (77.80 %) 
(5), disregarding women’s financial wants and 
needs, etc. The aim is to prevent the victim from 
accessing financial resources (3,7).

Employment sabotage includes behaviours 
such as obstacle women from working, trying 
to prevent women’s going to work (such as 
turning off alarm clocks, destroying clothing, 
inflicting visual facial injuries, disabling the car) 
(48.90 %) or threatening them to quit their jobs 
(70.60%) (2,3,5,11,12). In economic sabotage, 
the perpetrator of violence interfering the woman 
to find and to keep from finding and keeping an 
employment (3,7).

Frequency of economic violence

The prevalence of economic violence in different 
countries is between 6.90 % and 56.10% (4,7,13-
15). The prevalence rate in Türkiye varies between 
7.40%-60.40% (16-20). The differences may be 

due to the sample group, the methodology of the 
study and cultural factors.

Effects of economic violence on women’s health

Economic violence negatively affects women’s 
physical & psychological health (2,9). Studies 
have reported that economic violence negatively 
affects psychological well-being and self-
acceptance, decreases quality of life (21,22), 
increases the incidence of stress, crying for no 
reason, feeling of worthlessness, insomnia and 
constant fatigue (7,23), depression and suicide 
(22,24) and psychosomatic complaints (22) in 
women exposed to economic violence along 
with other types of violence (25). In the current 
literature, there is no study evaluating the effect of 
economic violence on health outcomes in women 
exposed to only economic violence without being 
exposed to other types of violence.

Factors affecting exposure to economic violence

It has been reported that women who are married 
(85.00 %) (16), living in rural areas (78.70%) 
(18), between the ages of 25-35 (16,24) with low 
educational level (45.00 %-52.20%) (4,16), not 
working (82.10 %) (16), having 2 or more children 
(73.30 %) (16), exposed to other forms of violence 
(75.80 %) (5), whose husbands are high school 
graduates (23.80 %) (16), and whose spouses are 
alcohol dependent (26.30 %) (16) are more likely 
to be exposed to the economic violence. 

Study goals and research questions

As discussed above, women’s access to economic 
resources, opportunities, and power is hindered 
in many countries around the world, adversely 
affecting women’s health. In our country, the 
patriarchal structure, religious beliefs, gender roles, 
lack of education, and poverty can contribute to 
women’s increased exposure to economic violence 
(12,16,18,26). Women who are economically 
disenfranchised, unable to participate in social 
life, prevented from producing, or deprived of 
their earnings are more likely to be subjected to 
other forms of violence (16,25). Knowing the 
frequency of economic violence is not sufficient to 
solve the problem. Understanding what constitutes 
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economic violence and the factors that increase 
the risk of women being subjected to economic 
violence can help in taking measures to reduce 
economic violence. Recent studies both in Türkiye 
and globally have focused on the frequency of 
economic violence (2,4,7,13,16-22,24). However, 
there are limited studies that evaluate the types 
of economic violence separately and investigate 
the factors that cause economic violence (18). 
This study investigates the frequency of types of 
economic violence and the affecting factors, aims 
to contribute to the current literature. 

Research questions:

1. What is the frequency of exposure to economic 
violence behaviours?

2. What are the affecting factors women’s exposure 
to economic violence?

METHOD

Sample and Setting

We conducted a cross-sectional online survey 
between May 2020 to May 2021. Participants 
were members of registered a social media 
platform in Türkiye (An Instagram account with 
10.000 followers). The sample size was calculated 
to be 370 using a sample calculation formula in 
universe- known situations (N=10.000; α=0.05; d: 
0.05; p=0.5; q=0.5). The sample included women 
who were citizens of the Republic of Türkiye, 18 
years of age or older, married, graduated from at 
least primary school, had an Instagram account, 
and followed the social media platform on which 
the study was conducted. In our study, convenience 
sampling method was used. A total of 740 women 
who met the sampling criteria participated in the 
study. 40 women excluded from the study because 
they did not wish to answer some of the questions. 
The study was concluded with 700 participants. 
The fact that the number of participants exceeded 
the calculated sample size is related to the study 
being conducted online. More participants than 
the calculated sample size was included in the 
study to avoid case loss and to increase statistical 
power.

Data Collection 

The data of the study were obtained by using 
“Personal Information Form” and “Economic 
Abuse Behaviours Assessment Form”. Data were 
obtained online due to the COVID-19 pandemic.  
The researcher invited users to the study by sharing 
the link to the study on the Instagram account 
along with an explanation text about the aim of 
the study, sampling criteria and the purpose for 
which the data to be obtained from the study will 
be used. Participants accessed the data collection 
forms after reading and approving the informed 
voluntary consent form. It took approximately 10 
minutes to complete the data collection tools.

Measures

Personal Information Form. In this form, 
there were 17 closed-ended questions prepared 
by the researchers aiming to evaluate the socio-
demographic characteristics of the participants. 
Some of the questions in the personal information 
form are as follows. If you are working, which 
of the following is your working style? If your 
spouse is working, which of the following is his 
type of work? Which of the following describes 
the income status of your family? Which of 
the following describes your relationship with 
your spouse? Do you have a psychiatric disease 
diagnosed by a physician?

Economic Abuse Behaviours Assessment 
Form. Since there is no validated and reliable 
measurement tool that evaluates the economic 
violence behaviours that women are exposed 
to in Türkiye, the economic violence behaviour 
assessment form prepared by the researchers by 
considering the literature was used in the current 
study (5,6,27). In this form, there are 15 questions 
that are answered as “yes” or “no”, aiming to 
evaluate the participants’ exposure to economic 
violence during their marriage. The validity and 
reliability study of the form in which participants 
answered yes or no to each question has not been 
conducted. Six of the questions aim to assess 
economic control, six economic exploitation and 
four economic sabotage behaviours. 
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Analysis

The data were digitised in SPSS 22 (SPSS, Chicago, 
IL, USA) package programme. The suitability of 
the data to normal distribution was evaluated with 
scatter plots and it was determined that continuous 
variables were suitable for normal distribution. 
Data were evaluated using descriptive statistical 
analyses (mean, standard deviation, percentage). 
The participants exposed to at least one of the 
behaviours of economic control, exploitation and 
sabotage were considered to be exposed to that 
type of violence.  The relationship between the 
dependent variable and the independent changes 
was performed by Binary Logistic Regression 
analysis. 

In the study, being exposed to any of the 
economic control behaviours, being exposed to 
any of the economic exploitation behaviours and 
being exposed to any of the economic sabotage 
behaviours were accepted as dependent variables. 
A model was created to determine the independent 
variables (education level of spouses, duration 
of marriage, age of the woman, employment 
status of spouses, number of children, place 
of residence, relationship with spouse, family 
income, employment status of the spouses, family 
type) that may pose a risk for the dependent 
variables. Model-data fit was assessed by Hosmer 
and Lemeshow Test, and since it was p>0.05, 
it was decided that the model was suitable for 
binary logistic regression analysis. In the logistic 
regression analysis, the enter method was used, 
where all variables were included in the model in 
a single step. Statistical significance was accepted 
as p<0.05. 

Ethics

Ethical approval was obtained from (Masked 
for Blind Review) Ethics Committee (Date: 
26.12.2019; No: 184). The permission to use 
the Instagram page has been obtained from 
the owner. Participants accessed the data 
collection forms after reading and approving 
the Informed Voluntary Consent Form. 
The study was conducted according to the criteria 
set by the declaration of Helsinki. 

RESULTS

In the current study, which included a total of 700 
participants, the mean age of the participants was 
32.69±9.19 years (Min:18-Max:63) and the mean 
duration of marriage was 133.31±115.25 (Min:4-
Max:540) months. Other data on the demographic 
characteristics of the participants are presented in 
Table 1. 

Among our participants, 66.90% (n=468) were 
working before marriage. The rate of stopping 
work after marriage was 45.90% (n=215). Of the 
women who stopped working, 39.10% (n=84) 
stopped working because of childcare and 
housework, 34% (n=73) left working because 
their husbands did not allow them to work, 24.70% 
(n=53) left working because they did not want to 
work and 2.30% (n=5) left working because of 
health problems.  When we asked women “Do 
you think that you are economically dependent on 
your husband?” 53.00% (n=371) answered “Yes”.

It was determined that 73.40% (n=514) of the 
participants were exposed to at least one of the 
economic control behaviours, 29.90% (n=209) to 
any of the economic exploitation behaviours and 
27.90% (n=195) to at least one of the economic 
sabotage behaviours. The economic abuse 
behaviours to which participants were exposed 
are presented in Table 2.

Factors Affecting Economic Abuse. In the 
current study, it was aimed to determine the factors 
affecting exposure to economic abuse. “Enter 
method” was used in logistic regression analysis 
and the data related to the models are provided in 
Table 3. The percentage of correct classification 
of the models was 73.40 % for economic control, 
70.10 % for economic exploitation behaviour 
and 73.60 % for economic sabotage behaviour. 
Model-data fit was assessed by Hosmer and 
Lemeshow Test, and since it was p>0.05, it was 
decided that the model was suitable for binary 
logistic regression analysis.
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TABLE 1: Socio-demographic characteristics of the participants. 
(n=700),2020-2021, Çevrimiçi çalışma
Characteristics X±SD
Age (years) 32.69 ± 9.19
Duration of marriage (months) 133.31 ± 115.25
Number of child 1.56 ± 1.22

n %
Level of education

Primary school (5 years)
Secondary school (8 years)
High school (12 years)
University or above

103
79
183
335

14.70
11.30
26.10
47.90

Employment status 
Not employed
Employed in a regular job
Employed in daily jobs

380
269
51

54.30
38.40
7.30

Level of education of the spouse 
Primary School (5 years)
Secondary School (8 years)
High School (12 years)
University or Above

69
39
179
413

9.90
5.60
25.50
59.00

Employment status of the spouse
Employed in regular income-earning job
Employed in daily jobs

487
213

69.60
30.40

Family income
Income more than expenses
Income equal to expense
Income less than expenses

198
364
137

28.30
52.10
19.60

Relationship with spouse
      Excellent
      Average

Poor

280
295
125

40.00
42.10
17.90

Family type
      Nuclear family

Extended family
625
75

89.30
10.70

Living place
Urban
Rural      

491
209

70.10
29.90

Smoking
Yes
No

148
552

21.10
78.90

Alcohol consumption
Yes
No

71
629

10.10
89.90

Psychiatric disorder
No
Anxiety disorders / panic disorders
Depression

587
71
42

83.90
10.10
6.00

It was determined that there was a statis-
tically significant relationship (p<0.01) 
between poor spouse relationship and eco-
nomic control, economic exploitation and 
economic sabotage behaviours. Those with 
poor spousal relationship were exposed 
to economic control behaviour 2.68 times 
more, economic exploitation behaviour 
3.48 times more and economic sabotage 
behaviour 2.47 times more than those with-
out (Table 3).  It was determined that there 
was a statistically significant relationship 
between women’s employment in a regu-
lar job and economic control and economic 
sabotage behaviours (p<0.05). Women em-
ployed in regular income-earning jobs were 
exposed to economic control behaviour 
1.56 (OR=1.56) times more than the oth-
ers, while they were exposed to economic 
sabotage behaviour 0.85 (OR=-0.85) times 
less. If the spouse was employed in daily 
work, the woman’s risk of being exposed 
to economic control behaviour increased 
1.14 times and the risk of being exposed to 
economic exploitation behaviour increased 
1.55 times. As the duration of marriage in-
creased, women’s risk of being exposed to 
economic violence decreased 0.30 (OR= 
-0.30) times. (Table 3).  

The woman’s risk of being exposed 
to economic control, exploitation and 
sabotage behaviours was associated with 
the woman having secondary school 
education or less (OR=1.36, OR=1.25, 
OR=1.22, respectively), the spouse 
having secondary school education or 
less (OR=1.00, OR=1.07, OR=1.31, 
respectively), the number of children being 
two or less (OR=1.20, OR=1.16, OR=1.11, 
respectively), income being less than 
expenses (OR=1.60, OR=1.33, OR=1.14, 
respectively), extended family (OR=1.78, 
OR=1.38, OR=1.43, respectively) and 
living rural (OR=1.01, OR=1.10, OR=1.31, 
respectively) (Table 3).  
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TABLE 2: Economic abuse behaviours of which participants were exposed during their marriage (n=700), 
2020-2021, Çevrimiçi Çalışma

Economic Control Behaviours

Yes No
n % n %

Demands to know how money was spent 307 43.90 393 56.10
Takes your income from you which makes you obliged to ask 
money from your spouse*

253 42.30 345 57.70
Gets into debts without your knowledge 206 29.40 494 70.60
Keeps financial information from you. 180 25.70 520 74.30
Threatens you with withholding money. 49 7.00 651 93.00
Exposure to any of the Economic Control Behaviours** 514 73.40 186 26.60

Economic Exploitation Behaviours

Yes No
n % n %

Blocks your access to your financial resources. 105 15.00 595 85.00
You are forced to ask for money from your family or friends because 
he does not give you money. 

69 9.90 631 90.10
Spends the money you need without your knowledge. 58 8.30 642 91.70
Refuses to provide the needs of the household. 41 5.90 659 94.10
Takes from your earning without your permission.* 33 5.50 565 94.50
Exposure to any of the economic exploitation behaviours** 209 29.90 491 70.10

Economic Sabotage Behaviours

Yes No
n % n %

Does things to keep you away from going to your job. (Pouting, 
making a fuss, switching off the alarm, etc.)

161 23.00 539 77.00
Do not let you work. 73 15.60 627 89.60
Comes to your place of work and makes a scene.*** 3 0.90 317 99.10
Exposure to any of the Economic Sabotage Behaviours** 195 27.90 505 72.10
*Responses of women (n=598) who stated that they had a gain. 
** Subjected to at least one violent behaviour
***Responses of working women (n=320).
Row percentage was used.
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DISCUSSION

This study investigates the frequency of types of 
economic violence and the affecting factors. In 
our study, it was determined that women were 
more frequently exposed to economic control 
behaviours, and less frequently exposed to 
economic exploitation and economic sabotage 
behaviours.  Also in the current study, it was 
determined that factors such as poor spousal 
relationship, women working in a regular job, 
spouse working in daily jobs, spouse and women’s 
having level of secondary school education or less, 
having two or more children, income being less 
than expenses, extended family and living rural 
increased the frequency of exposure to economic 
abuse. It is thought that the findings obtained 
from this study may contribute to the limited but 
growing literature on economic violence. The 
characteristics of the women in the study, such as 
educational status, employment status and family 
type, were similar to the data from Türkiye (28).

In the study, the most common economic 
control behaviours that men applied to women 
were controlling money, confiscating woman’s 
earnings, lending money without notice and hiding 
financial information. Our finding is similar to 
the most common economic control behaviours 
in the literature (5,15,26). The most common 
economic exploitation behaviour was preventing 
the woman from accessing her financial resources 
and not giving her money and woman obliged to 
ask money from her spouse. The most common 
sabotage behaviour was trying to prevent or not 
allowing the woman to go to work. In our study, 
the rates of participants’ exposure to economic 
control, exploitation and sabotage behaviours 
were similar to some studies and different from 
others (4,5,15). For example, while the rate of 
“men’s control of money”, which is considered as 
economic control behaviour, was 43.90% in our 
study, this rate was 73.70% in the study conducted 
by Stylianou et al. (2013) (5). The similarities and 
differences between the findings may be due to 
the sample group, the methodology of the study, 
assessment tool used and cultural differences. In 
the study conducted by Stylianou et al. (2013), 
economic violence rates may have been higher 

due to the inclusion of only victims of violence 
in the study (5).

A significant number of our participants, despite 
working before marriage, had quit their jobs 
after marriage because their husbands did not 
allow them to work or because of childcare and 
housework. Our finding, which is similar to 
the findings of other studies, may be a result of 
the patriarchal structure prevailing in Türkiye; 
“Women stay at home, take care of their children, 
deal with housework and the head of the house 
is the man” (20,29). The patriarchal structure 
is a system that defends that men are superior 
to women and that women are economically 
dependent on men. The woman’s main task is 
to fulfil domestic responsibilities and meet the 
needs of family members. In the patriarchal 
system, women’s work depends on the approval 
of the man and it is not possible for women to 
participate in the labour force unless the man 
gives permission (25,29-31). This makes women 
economically dependent on men. Women who are 
economically dependent on men have difficulty 
in meeting their needs (1,2,32,33). The fact that 
53.00 % of our participants stated “I think that I 
am economically dependent on my husband” can 
be considered as a result of the economic abuse 
created by the patriarchal system (31).  

Discussion of findings regarding the factors 
affecting economic violence. In the current 
study, similar to other studies, it was found that 
as the education level of women and spouse 
decreased (7,18), women were more exposed to 
economic sabotage behaviour. This situation can 
be considered as a result of gender inequality in 
Türkiye. In Türkiye, uneducated women are often 
not allowed to work by their husbands or in-laws 
(34). In this study, the fact that the extended family 
structure causes women to be more exposed to 
economic sabotage behaviour supports this view 
(29,30). In our study, it was determined that 
the risk of being exposed to economic sabotage 
was partially reduced in participants who were 
married for 6 years or more and who were 
employed in regular income-earning jobs. This 
finding may be related to the fact that women’s 
employment is already permitted and supported 
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by their husbands, or that their husbands accept 
women’s employment during marriage, and that 
women working in regular income-earning jobs 
are relatively more educated than others (7).

Similar to our findings, in the literature, the 
frequency of exposure to economic control 
behaviour increases for women who are employed 
in a regular job (18,26). The man’s seizure of the 
woman’s income or control of the money can be 
considered as an effort to control the woman by 
the man who sees money as power (9,29).

In addition, similar to the findings of other 
studies, having 2 or more children, having less 
income than expenses, living in rural areas and 
having a large family structure were found to 
cause women to be more exposed to economic 
control, exploitation and sabotage behaviours 
(5,13,16,18,24,26). Multi-child families, living in 
rural areas and extended family structure prevent 
women from participating in the labour force and 
bring economic difficulties. When a woman does 
not participate in the labour force, all household 
expenses have to be met by the man. Because the 
most important duty of men in Türkiye is to work, 
to provide for the family and to hold the economic 
management in his hands (35). A man who is 
unable to cope with economic problems may try 
to keep economic management in his hands by 
applying economic abuse to his wife (controlling 
the money he gives, not giving information about 
expenses, threatening not to meet the needs of the 
house, etc.) (16).

In the study conducted by Fanslow et al. (2021)
(4), it was determined that women exposed to 
lifetime psychological violence were exposed to 
more economic violence and control behaviour, 
and in the study conducted by Antai et al. (2014)
(13), it was determined that women exposed 
to physical violence were exposed to more 
economic violence. In our study, it was also 
found that if the relationship between the spouses 
is poor, the likelihood of women being exposed 
to economic abuse increases. A negative marital 
relationship may have emerged as an indirect 
consequence of violence. While the fact that 
physical and psychological violence were not 

directly investigated in our study is considered 
a significant limitation, a negative marital 
relationship may provide us with a clue in this 
regard. One of the other finding of this study 
was that if the relationship between the spouses 
is poor, the likelihood of women being exposed 
to economic abuse increases. This finding may 
be related to the fact that when the marital 
relationship is bad, the man tries to control the 
woman by holding the financial power (14,31). In 
addition, the man’s trying to keep the power in 
his hands and the pressure felt by the woman may 
cause deterioration in spousal relations and even 
divorce (4,6).

Limitations 

The data obtained from the study is limited to 
the sample of women following the Instagram 
account where the study was conducted, does 
not represent any racial or ethnic group, and 
cannot be generalised. Another limitation of this 
study is that the data of the study were obtained 
using social media tools due to the COVID 19 
pandemic. Instagram is a platform used by women 
whose economic and educational levels are 
relatively higher than others. Another limitation 
of our study is that the data was obtained through 
a social media platform and based on women’s 
self-report. This situation brings to mind the 
problem of data security. However, the use of 
online data collection processes in many studies 
today and the fact that the sample size is much 
larger than expected alleviates these concerns. 
Another limitation was the use of the “Economic 
Abuse Behaviours Assessment Form” which was 
developed by the researcher. Future studies are 
recommended to plan research that can reach 
women from all socioeconomic and cultural 
backgrounds.

Conclusion

Our study reveals that the majority of the 
participants were subjected to economic control 
behaviours. In the study, the most common 
economic control behaviours that men applied 
to women were controlling money, confiscating 
woman’s earnings, lending money without notice 
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and hiding financial information. A significant 
number of women stopped working after marriage 
because their husbands did not want them to. 
It was determined that 1/3 of the participants 
were exposed to at least one of the economic 
exploitation and sabotage behaviours. The most 
common economic exploitation behaviour 
was preventing the woman from accessing her 
financial resources, not giving her money and 
woman obliged to ask money from her spouse. 
The most common sabotage behaviour was 
trying to prevent or not allowing the woman to 
go to work. Economic violence hinders women 
from leaving an abusive partner and achieving 
financial independence. Moreover, it negatively 
impacts their health, reduces self-esteem, and 
impairs their ability to work, form relationships, 
and participate in social life (9).    

In addition, in our study, it was determined that 
factors such as poor spousal relationship, women 
working in a regular job, spouse working in 
daily job, spouse and women’s having level of 
secondary school education or less, having two or 
more children, income being less than expenses, 
extended family structure and living rural may 
affect exposure to economic abuse. In line with 
our findings, it is recommended that women at 
risk of economic abuse should be questioned 
by health and social service workers in terms 
of economic abuse victimisation and necessary 
interventions should be implemented in case of 
victimisation. 
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