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behaviors in current relationships among abused and non-abused females. Master of Science 

(Sociology), December 2007, 67 pp, 8 tables, references, 46 titles.  

This study examined the relationship between reports of controlling behaviors and 

education/income in a sample of 297 abused women and 2951 non-abused women in married or 

cohabitating relationships. This study confirmed that women who reported abuse were more 

likely to report all five of the controlling behaviors than women who did not report abuse.  

However, the abuse and non-abuse samples did show similar relationships between the 

controlling/isolating behaviors and the SES variables. This study found that the higher the 

respondent’s or their partner’s education and income, the less likely they were to report 

controlling/isolating behaviors.  Also, the respondent’s education and income had the same 

number of statistically significant relationships with the controlling behaviors as the partner’s 

education and income.    
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INTRODUCTION 
 

 In their 1979 book Violence Against Wives: A Case Against the Patriarchy, R. Emerson 

Dobash and Russel Dobash wrote  

 It is almost as though we have averted our eyes from violence in the family 
 because we do not want it to happen and believe that is should not happen.  When  forced 
 to acknowledge its existence, we attempt to deny that it is widespread or severe or that 
 it happens between “normal" people (1979: 7). 
 
It is not hard to imagine why we would choose to deny that family violence exists.  After all, the 

family is supposed to be a safe haven.  Only love and respect are supposed to dwell within the 

walls of our homes.  Husbands and wives discuss their differences rationally and children are 

never afraid to have their parents tuck them into bed at night.  If a person is lucky enough to 

actually live this ideal family life, then it is not surprising that they believe that every home is 

that safe.  There are numerous theories on intimate partner violence (IPV). Some theories view 

an abusive husband as a social deviant.  He is mentally ill, biologically deficient, or morally evil 

(Bush, 1992).  Some theories acknowledge that it is a social issue.  Unfortunately, IPV is usually 

then labeled as nothing more than a problem of the poor or a problem of minorities (Mooney, 

2000).  The public refuses to believe that IPV is a social issue that affects us all.  The figures on 

victimization give us a clearer picture.  In 1998, a total of 876,340 women in the US were 

victimized by IPV (Rennison & Welchans, 2000).  In 2000, 1,247 women lost their lives at the 

hands of their intimate partners (US Department of Justice, 2003).    

 Continuing to believe that an abusive husband is a pariah when it is our sister, our 

mother, or our best friend who carry the bruises becomes impossible.  So what if the abuser 

seems like a nice guy?  What if they aren’t poor, he doesn’t drink, and she doesn’t deserve it by 

constantly nagging him or committing adultery?  What if the violent family appeared ‘normal’? 

If IPV is not an isolated problem, then why is the violence happening? Since the beginning of 
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research into IPV, researchers have been trying to tie domestic violence with alcohol abuse, 

class, race, education, income, working women, and a host of other variables (Gelles, 1987).  

Granted, the underprivileged, poor, and minorities have greater concentrations of domestic 

violence along with other forms of violence (Young, 1992). However, domestic violence occurs 

across all races and all classes.  The only factor that consistently correlates with domestic 

violence is gender.  The characteristic most likely to make a person vulnerable to IPV is being 

female (Dobash & Dobash, 1979).    

 Women are often considered as less valuable than males in the workforce, in public 

policies, in the media, and in the home. Feminists argue that as long as women are oppressed 

they will be vulnerable to being controlled by and abused by their partners (Dobash and Dobash, 

1979).  In fact, women who report abuse also report that their partners control their lives and 

isolate them from their family and friends (Frye et al., 2006; Gage & Hutchinson, 2006; Miller, 

2006). However, researchers have not fully explored the controlling behaviors experienced by 

women who are not abused.  Additionally, those socioeconomic factors that researchers have 

linked to abuse and control have not been fully explored in women who do not experience abuse.  

If we are to theorize that all women deal with oppression and that a woman’s resources affect her 

partner’s ability to oppress her, then the relationship found between controlling/isolating 

behaviors and economic/educational resources in abusive relationships should also hold true in 

non-abusive relationships (Mooney, 2000).  There has been some research by Macmillan and 

Gartner (1999) that has found a correlation between all women’s (abused and non-abused) 

likelihood of experiencing coercive control and some socioeconomic variables.  However, these 

researchers did not fully explore the differences and similarities of this relationship within 

abused and non-abused women.   
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The main aim of this study was to investigate how the resources women possess such as 

income and education affect their likelihood of being controlled and isolated by their partners. 

Additionally, this study compared the relationship between the controlling behaviors and 

socioeconomic resources among women who report abuse and women who do not.  
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LITERATURE REVIEW 

Radical Feminism 

 There are three key observations in radical feminism.  Firstly, that society consists of a 

patriarchy in which men oppress women.  Secondly, men use violence to directly and indirectly 

control women. The third and final key observation is that the media, pornography, and 

prostitution all aid in objectifying women and encouraging violence against women (Lorber, 

2001).  In her book Life and Death, Dworkin states this about men: 

 They are the government and the press; they shape reality through laws and 
 perception.  They protect “any mean’s” violence against any woman.  Not by 
 accident is the United States a nightmare of violence against women.  Men in power 
 make choices for violence.  They protect violence in men because any man, under similar 
 circumstances, would perhaps react the same way (1997:65).  
 
The system of patriarchy leads to women being dependent on/oppressed by men. Additionally, 

the oppression of women within intimate relationships is reflected in our society.  Dworkin 

(1987), a leader in radical feminist thought,  argues that it is the oppression intrinsic to 

male/female relationships that leads to the system of patriarchy seen all over the world and at all 

levels of social interaction.  

 Women are lesser citizens inside and outside of the home (Mooney, 2000). Women make 

less money and hold lower positions than men in this society.  Many radical feminists would 

agree that men purposely keep women in lower positions so that women will remain dependent 

on men for their needs (Price, 2005).  Within the home, women are subordinates to their 

husbands.  Women must cook, clean, bear and rear the children, and offer emotional support to 

all those within their home (Dobash and Dobash, 1979).  Radical Feminists argue that the 

structure of patriarchy is not, in and of itself, enough to create gender inequality.  The true 

success of men’s power over women is that women have accepted male supremacist ideology 
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(Price, 2005). Women have acknowledged, consciously or not, that they are subordinate. Women 

seek from men not only their financial support but also their approval and love. This dependency 

that women have on men for physical, psychological, and financial needs means that women 

cannot be free individuals.   

 Men, on the other hand, have superiority at all levels of social interaction.  They earn 

more money and are better represented in the economy.  Within the home, a man has authority 

over his wife and his children.  Often, he has the authority to make the final decision on many 

issues within the family, and it is expected that those within his household will respect his 

decision (Dobash and Dobash, 1979).  Through marriage men become owners of their wives, and 

they exercise control over their wives with force if necessary (Price, 2005).  The fact that women 

are seen as objects, to be owned and controlled, means that women are vulnerable to violence. 

 Men are not dependent on women for anything but sex (Price, 2005).  Through sex a man 

confirms his masculinity.  However, this does not give women the power of sex over men.  In 

fact, sex helps men confirm not only their masculinity but also their superiority over women. If a 

man needs to confirm his masculinity through intercourse with a woman, he need only take it. 

After all, how hard is it to take an object that you already own and control?  A man is truly free, 

because he has sexual, physical, financial, and psychological power (Dworkin, 1987).  

 Price points out that “sexuality itself is no less gendered than aspects of social and 

ontological life” (2005, p. 21).  Just like in the general society, women have less power within 

the intimate relationship than men. Price goes on to say that “it is gendered such that male 

sexuality is learned and experienced as domination and female sexuality is learned and 

experienced as submission” (2005, p. 21).  Within the relationship, women are forced to cling to 

men for their money and approval, but this is only one source of men’s power. Men have power 
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over their partners because they objectify them through intercourse. Dworkin (1987) argues, 

intercourse itself is evil for women because it takes away her freedom.  When man and women 

engage in intercourse the women is subject to violence and oppression because she has given up 

the freedom of her own body.  The man is not entered and occupied, only the woman. 

 The actual violence/oppression of intercourse has been hidden from women, because its 

meaning has been skewed my men’s ideals (Dworkin, 1987).  Women have been conditioned to 

accept violence so that they don’t even recognize it as violence, accept domination without 

realizing they are being dominated.  They believe that intercourse is freedom. They believe that 

through intercourse they are experiencing love and pleasure.  Dworkin (1987) argues that even 

when women choose their sexual partner or initiate intercourse, they are still not in control.  She 

argues that women are completely conquered by men when men invade their bodies.  As a 

conquered people, women have learned to use the language of their conquerors, accept the ideals 

of their conquerors, and aid in their own degradation.  Dworkin describes the link between 

intercourse and male power the following way: 

 We need their money; intercourse is frequently how we get it. We need their 
 approval to be able to survive inside our own skins; intercourse is frequently how  we get 
 it. They force us to be compliant, turn us into parasites, then hate us for not letting go. 
 Intercourse is frequently how we hold on: fuck me. How to separate the act of intercourse 
 from the social reality of male power is not clear, especially because it is male power that 
 constructs both the meaning and the current practice of intercourse as such (1987: 
 chap.7). 

To Dworkin (1987) and other radical feminists, intercourse is so inherently evil for women that  

women cannot gain equality while intercourse is practiced.  Dworkin (1987) criticized political  

activists that strove for political and social reforms in attempts to gain gender equality.  She  

argued that the reforms did not “address the question of whether intercourse itself can be an  

expression of sexual equality” (1987, p.).  The continual inequality of women, even in the face of  
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contextual reform, was proof for Dworkin that intercourse was the true source of women’s  

inequality.  

Violence also stems from the fact that men have no respect for those they so completely  

control (Price, 2005).  They learn to desire women as objects but hate women as human beings.   

They punish the human by taking them as objects.  Browmiller explained the motivations of a  

rapist when she wrote “hostility against her and possession of her may be simultaneous  

motivations, and the hatred for her is the attempt to ‘take’ her against her will” (as cited in Price,  

2005, p.185).  Men beat women, they prostitute them, and they rape them.  Men’s minds and  

bodies respond to violence against women (Price, 2005).  Radical feminists argue that men are  

violent towards women because “sex is violence”.  MacKinnon writes this about how men  

practice sex and violence: 

 [They] enjoy their acts sexually and as men, to be redundant.  It is sex for them.  What is 
 sex except that which is felt as sexual?  When acts of dominance and submission, up to 
 and including acts of violence, are experienced as sexually arousing, as sex itself, that is 
 what they are….Violence is sex when it is practiced as sex (as cited in Price, 2005:19).   
 
This leads to the second radical feminist observation that men use violence to directly and 

indirectly control women.  

 Not all men choose to use violence against their partners, but all men benefit from its 

existence (Mooney, 2000).  Women’s lives are restricted because of the threat of violence.  

Women are taught to be afraid of every male stranger on the street which causes them to seek the 

protection of a lover or husband (Dobash &Dobash, 1979) Charlotte Perkins Gilman wrote: 

 One new indulgence was to go out evenings alone.  This I worked out carefully in 
 my mind, as not only a right but a duty.  Why should a woman be deprived of her  only 
 free time, the time allotted to recreation?  Why must she be dependent on some man, 
 and thus forced to please him if she wished to go anywhere at night?  
 A stalwart man once sharply contrasted my claim to this freedom to go alone. “Any true 
 man,” he said with fervor, “is always ready to go with a woman at night. He is her natural 
 protector.” “Against what?” I inquired.  As a matter of fact, the thing a woman is most 
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 afraid to meet on a dark street is her natural protector. Singular (as cited in Dworkin, 
 1997: 81).   
 
Women have accepted the idea that being forced to give up their sex is the worse thing that can 

happen to them (Price, 2005).  They fear this above anything else.  This fear limits their mobility, 

their freedom, and forces them to become even more dependent on their partners.  Fear is just 

one more way that women are trained to be dependent on one man and become subordinate to all 

men (Price, 2005).  When women are labeled as needing protection they are “redefined as 

something less than a ‘free citizen’” (Bush, 1992: 601). Fear and freedom cannot coexist for 

women (Dworkin, 1987).  Unfortunately, the notion that women are vulnerable on the street and 

safe in the home is a facade.  The dependence women have on their partners makes women 

vulnerable to violence at the hands of their supposed “protectors” (Price, 2005).     

 As previously stated, women’s subordination to and dependency on men makes women 

vulnerable to control and abuse.  Women’s fear makes them vulnerable to control and abuse. 

Finally, the third key radical feminist observation is that the media, pornography, and 

prostitution all aid in objectifying women and encouraging violence against women (Lorber, 

2001). Within music, television, movies, and pornography one can find gendered violence.  

MacKinnon has pointed out that: 

 When violence against women is eroticized as it is in this culture, it is very difficult to 
 say that there is a major distinction in the level of sex involved between being assaulted 
 by a penis and being assaulted by a fist, especially when the perpetrator is a man.  If 
 women as gender female are defined as sexual beings, and violence is eroticized, then 
 men violating women has a sexual component (as cited in Price, 2005: 40). 
 
Radical feminists are highly critical of the pornographic industry, because it trains its users, who 

are predominantly young men, to respond mentally and physically to violence against/ the 

degradation of women.  Men begin to associate violence against women with the sensations thy 

get through masturbation (Price, 2005).  Men can become dependent on these images for sexual 
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arousal.  They may force their women to assume the degrading positions that women in 

pornography assume.  They may even beat their women before, during, or after sex.  Sex 

becomes synonymous with violence, and violence becomes synonymous with pleasure (Price, 

2005).   

 Feminism has been criticized for putting too much emphasis on the differences between 

men and women, and failing to consider the differences within the two groups.  Women, who are 

racial minorities or poor, experience domination differently.  Men who are racial minorities or 

are part of the lower class will be able to exert different levels of control over women (Mooney, 

2000).  Critics assert that feminism does not adequately take into consideration the varying types 

of masculinity.  Hegemonic masculinity, the form of masculinity that radical feminists criticize, 

does promote aggression and the subordination of women (Greagory, 2006; Trujillo, 1991).  

However, there has been research into other forms of masculinity such as protest masculinity. 

This alternant form of masculinity is practiced among working class men as a backlash to the 

hegemonic masculinity practiced by the majority of wealthy white men.  Narcissism is looked at 

with disdain and men take a subordinate position to women among those who practice protest 

masculinity (Walker, 2006).  Some say that feminism does not take these variations into account.   

 Over all, radical feminism can be too general.  All women are not the same.  All men are 

not the same.  Consequently all relationships are not the same.  Radical feminists thought 

mistakenly generalize intimate relationships as consisting of just sex and violence. Most 

relationships don’t include violence, and most women would argue that sex is just part of their 

relationships.  Dworkin (1987) argued that women exchange sex for men’s money.  She failed 

that to recognize that women don’t always need money from their partners.  Women with a good 

education and a good income can be perfectly independent from men and yet they choose to be 
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with men.  Dworkin does not venture to reason how the power differential within such 

relationships would change. She doesn’t take into account that the political reform she criticized 

may be aiding in the change of romantic relationships.  Radical feminist fall short of examining 

the subtle differences in the amount of control men have in relationships.   

 Dworkin’s only answer to the problem of gender inequality is the elimination of 

intercourse.  The idea is ridiculous, because it means the elimination of the species.  

Additionally, eliminating intercourse does not produce gender equality, it produces alienation 

between genders.  Dworkin’s fatalistic attitude towards sex stems from her own experiences with 

rape and abuse.  Instead of identifying how her past experiences have skewed her reasoning, she 

attacked political activists who were striving for equality.  Her argument that social reform is 

useless because women had yet to gain gender equality was weak.  She did not take into account 

that there were improvements, and that there were still improvements to be made.  Dworkin did 

not take into account that even if women have not gained power equal to that of  men, they have 

often gained enough power to be independent if need be.    

 

Left Realism 

 If feminism is often criticized for generalizing, then left realism receives criticism for 

being too specific (Mooney, 2000).  Realism sees society as an open system with a myriad of 

influences that are in constant fluxuation (Young, 1992).  Crime, including intimate partner 

violence, can be analyzed by observing how social control, such as the police and the public, 

interact with those involved in the criminal act -- the offender and the victim.  These factors are 

part of the ‘square of crime,’ with social control on one side and the criminal act on the other 

(Young, 1992). 



 
 

11 
 

 Left Realism is usually concerned with how best to measure crime statistics and how to 

utilize police so that the most vulnerable citizens receive the best protection.  However, realism 

is especially cognizant that crime is not influenced by the police alone.  Therefore, the police 

alone cannot reduce the crime rates.  Crime can only be reduced through the multiple agencies of 

formal and informal social control (Young, 1992).  Formal social control refers to institutions 

such as the state and the criminal justice system (Mooney, 2000).  IPV continues to be a problem 

because of its mishandling by these institutions.  Many abuse victims report that they are 

disappointed by the police’s response to domestic disputes (Edwards, 1989; Miller, 2003).  Also, 

the court systems have been shown to fail to convict perpetrators of abuse (Edwards, 1989; 

Miller, 2003).  Welfare reform has unintentionally increased poor women’s dependence on 

potentially violent men (Scott et al., 2002).  These are just a few examples of how formal social 

control aids in the perpetuation of IPV.   

 Informal social control refers to the general public.  It is through the public organizations, 

such as the media, that people are inundated with images that support hegemonic masculinity.  

Rap artists such as Eminem are widely popular even though their songs regularly degrade 

women and even portray violence against females (Calhoun, 2005). These songs create the moral 

context in which violence, especially violence against women, is glorified.  The public also sends 

the message that IPV is acceptable when they look the other way or blame the victim. Traditional 

ideals are created by the public and these influence crime rates against women.   

 The public prioritizes crimes, and those priorities do not include domestic violence.  

There are a couple of reasons for this.  First, those who have the greatest influence on which 

crimes are prioritized are usually not affected by IPV and therefore see other crimes, such as 

burglary, as a higher priority and more deserving of police resources (Young, 1992).   Secondly, 
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the shape and spatial presence of the crime shields it from public view.  Some crimes, such as 

drug dealing, have a shape that involves multiple people at multiple levels as well as a spatial 

presence in public areas (Young, 1992).  The large number of people involved in drug dealing 

and the fact that the crime occurs in the streets brings it to the public eye.  However, IPV is a 

crime directly involving only two people.  Additionally, the crime takes place behind closed 

doors, so the public is much less likely to take notice.   

 Now that the various forms of social control have been discussed, the other side of the 

‘crime square’ must be explained. What comes before the crime (vulnerability) and after the 

crime (impact) varies according to the victim.  Ahluwalia (1992) argues “crime is not randomly 

distributed, and left realists point to the role that factors such as age, sex, race, and class play in 

shaping patterns of victimization” (p. 248).  

 Women with few resources are vulnerable because of their dependency on their partners.  

Women who have more resources than do their partners are also vulnerable because of what left 

realists call “relative deprivation” (Mooney, 2000; Young, 1992). This relationship pertains to 

the interaction between the victim and the final corner of the ‘crime square,’ the offender.  

Within a capitalist society, there is a disparity between people’s aspirations and their ability to 

achieve these aspirations.  This disparity is called relative deprivation.  All men are not created 

equal! It is not realistic to think that anyone can pull themselves up by their bootstraps.  Even the 

wealthy find themselves pining over what society shows them they should achieve but can’t.   

 Left realism is useful for describing all kinds of street crime.  However, left realism fails 

to justify why it is that women are the ones who are victimized by men (Ahluwalia, 1992).   

 Lisa S. Price wrote that: 

  When we look at statistics on rape, battering, child sexual abuse, pornography, 
 prostitution, sexual harassment, stalking, sexual murder and other forms of “personal” 
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 violence, the inescapable fact is that overwhelmingly the perpetrators are men and the 
 victims are women and girls (2005: 11).   
 
Additionally, left Realism integrates so many variables, that the practicality of integrating the 

theory becomes watered down.  Between the social influences, the dynamics of the individual 

offenders and victims, and all the special influences, crime is simply relative. 

 
 

Feminist Realism 

 The synthesis of feminism and left realism can further aid in our explanation of IPV.  

Jayne Mooney argues in her book Gender, Violence and the Social Order that the feminist 

principle that men use violence to maintain patriarchal order, and the left realism principle of 

different levels of vulnerability, can be complimentary.   

 For if radical feminism points to the causes of domestic violence within the social  order, 
 realism can perhaps help to explain why men are able to get away with such violence 
 and the factors that prevent women from leaving violent men (2000: 135).   
 
Both theories are based on the assumption that it is social structure that influences the behavior 

of individuals.  Feminism points to patriarchy as the definitive social structure, while left realism 

views capitalism as the social structure that shapes the way we interact (Mooney, 2000).  

Feminism is often criticized for generalizing and left realism receives criticism for being too 

specific.  Yet, a case can be made that the two theories are able to meet in the middle.   

 For instance, left realism argues that people prioritize issues and allocate resources 

accordingly (Young, 1992).  Young (1992) uses the example of how those with power may see 

crime as a priority as opposed to issues such as unemployment, inadequate housing, and poor 

education. Those in power are part of the formal and informal systems of social control.  These 

issues affect portions of the population who are unemployed, poor, and those with children.  
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Even though these issues may not be seen as a problem for those in power, they affect the crime 

rates.  Additionally, the poor and unemployed are the most vulnerable to crime.  If feminism is 

placed into the equation, IPV can be seen as part of this system affecting how resources are 

allocated.  Those in power -- men-- do not see IPV as a priority.  Issues such as victim blaming 

and women’s oppression in the work force do not affect those in power.  However, it is women 

who are most affected by these issues and it is women who are most vulnerable to IPV.   

 Left realism places emphasis on formal and informal forms of social control (Mooney, 

2000). Feminism sees all forms of control as being directed by men towards women (Dobash & 

Dobash, 1979).  As the two theories are blended together, formal and informal forms of social 

control are seen as being reflective of a patriarchal society.  This concept is realized when you 

read Dobash & Dobash: 

 The seeds of wife beating lie in the subordination of females and in their subjection to 
 male authority and control.  This relationship between women and  men has been 
 institutionalized in the structure of the patriarchal family and is supported by the 
 economic and political institutions and by a belief system, including a religious one, 
 that makes such relationships seem natural, morally  just, and sacred (1979:33).   
 
Those with power in the formal systems of social control are men, and their gender influences 

their priorities and decisions.  The same is true of the informal systems of social control. 

 This system of patriarchy does not happen accidentally.  Little boys are given the tools to 

succeed and trained to be dominant.  Little girls are trained to be subordinate (Dobash & Dobash, 

1979).  If one looks at a local toy store, one sees lining the aisles all of the messages that society 

is sending its youth, and that message is gendered.  The toys for boys teach violence, aggression, 

competition, and economy.  The toys for girls teach them to work together, and provided practice 

for their future domestic duties.  This instills in girls their inferiority and lays the ground work 

for their subordination.   
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 Women’s domestic duties are undervalued in society.  Wage work, where women are 

predominantly represented, is undervalued as well. “Women’s work,” such as teaching or 

nursing, earns lower wages than the work where men are predominantly represented.  Even 

within the same profession, women are more likely to be represented in the lower valued and 

lower paid side of the field.  This is all part of the social structure that creates women who are 

vulnerable to control and abuse.   

 Young (1992) recognizes that the victim of crime is an important part of the crime 

square, because the impact of a crime on one victim can be substantially different from the 

impact on another.  He goes on to say, “to this extent, we must seek not only to reduce the crime 

rate universally, but to allocate greater resources to those who suffer greatest” (p. 36).  In 

addition to an imbalance of the impact of crime, the vulnerability of a victim to a crime is also 

unequal (Young, 1992).  On this point, feminism and left realism definitely agree.  Women are 

more vulnerable to intimate partner violence than are men.  However, the specificity of left 

realism points out that some women are more vulnerable to IPV than others.  Additionally, the 

impact of IPV on some women is greater than on others.  A woman who has a lower income will 

be more affected by controlling behaviors that all women are subject to, because she does not 

have the resources to prevent or stop them (Mooney, 2000).  Indeed, women who have a higher 

household income or a higher education are less likely to report controlling behaviors 

(Macmillan & Gartner, 1999).  Women who have employment have greater social and financial 

resources and therefore more personal power within their romantic relationships (Miller, 2003).   
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The Research 

 Many people would argue that gender inequality is a problem of the past.  After all, 

women of today can be firefighters, police officers, doctors, CEOs, or even candidates for the 

president of the United States of America.  Even with these great strides, women are still not 

granted equal rights under the Constitution.  Women still make less money than their male 

colleagues.  Women only make 86% as much as men.  Additionally, 14% of men make over 

$1,500 a week, in contrast only 6% of women can claim such a high income (US Bureau of 

Labor Statistics, 2006).  When women do work, they are more likely to only work part time. The 

likelihood of a woman working part time is two times greater than that of a man (Women at 

work, 2003).   

 Additionally, women are over represented in the lower positions of each profession.  In 

the medical field, men represent 67% of the physicians and surgeons in the US.  In contrast, 

women represent 92% of the registered nurses in the US (US Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2006).  

Also, within the professional related fields, women are much more likely to be represented in 

lower paying occupations such as education, training, and library occupations.  This is reflected 

in their median weekly incomes.  Within the professional related fields, women’s median weekly 

income is $813, whereas men’s median weekly income is $1,113.  This is a difference of $300 a 

week, and a difference of over $15,600 a year (US Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2006).  Needless 

to say, these statistics do not reflect gender equality.   

 Studies show that even women who bring home as much or more money than their 

husbands are still responsible for the bulk of the domestic work (Hertz, 1986).  When a man has 

higher earnings, he tends to have final say over what will be done with all of the earnings of the 

household.  However, when a woman has higher earnings than her husband, she only gains 
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authority over her own finances (Hurtz, 1986).  This research supports the idea that patriarchy 

involves not only the social structure that prevents women from gaining financial power, but also 

that patriarchy involves male supremacist ideology.   

 Research has supported the theory that dependence creates vulnerability.  Abused women 

have often reported that their partners have complete control over contacts and resources.  El-

Bassel et al. (2001) found that abused women reported being purposely isolated from friends and 

family.  Their partners were able to control them through knowledge of their daily routines and 

contacts.  It is the woman’s dependence on her abuser for financial resources and her isolation 

from social resources that often prevents her from leaving the relationship (Purvin, 2003; 

Neilsen, 1992).  It has been shown that men can control and abuse their partners in ways that 

women cannot.  Hamberger and Guse (2002) studied men and women in a court-ordered 

domestic violence abatement program and found that men’s and women’s use of violence differs 

greatly.  Men used more controlling and dominating behaviors and initiated violence more often. 

It is particularly important to note that men had less fear of their partner’s violence than women 

had of their partners.   

 Research also confirms that women have different levels of vulnerability.  Women who 

are married or cohabitating are more vulnerable to experiencing IPV than are women who are 

just dating (Dobash and Dobash, 1979; Gelles, 1987).  Women are more vulnerable to being 

physically attacked by their partners in the home than in public (Gelles, 1987). A woman’s 

resources also affect her vulnerability.  

 Previous research has linked a woman’s resources to the severity of abuse and her ability 

to leave an abusive relationship. Women who experienced domestic violence have significantly 

lower monthly incomes than women who did not experience domestic violence (Levendosky et 
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al., 2004; McCloskey, 1996; Miller, 2003).  Social as well as financial resources should be 

considered.  Theran et. al. (2006) found that women who are being abused in their current 

relationship are dissatisfied with the emotional and practical support provided by their social 

networks.  They went on to suggest that it may not be until after a woman has left her abuser that 

her friends and family are willing to offer assistance.  Unfortunately, this attitude places 

responsibility on the woman for not leaving her partner, and withholds the assistance she needs 

to leave her abuser until after she has already left.  

 However, it has been found that when a woman’s financial resources begin to exceed 

those of her partner she is also vulnerable (McCloskey, 1996).  Women who have attained a 

higher level of education than their partners experience more severe IPV than do women who 

have an education similar to, or less than, their partners (Miller, 2006).  Macmillan and Gartner 

(1999) found that women who are employed while their partners are unemployed have an 

increased risk for abuse, while women’s employment can decrease her risk if her partner is also 

employed. This means that employment only prevents victimization so long as a woman does not 

become a better provider than her partner.   

Dobash and dobash (1979) documented how abused women are isolated through their 

romantic relationships with men. They are often pulled away from their social networks to join 

men’s network of friends. For abused women, this transition means that they lose the people who 

are most likely to be sympathizing with them, and/or offer them assistance. However, isolation is 

not something only abused women experience.  According to Dobash and Dobash (1979) the 

usual development of a relationship leads to female isolation.  During casual dating, women and 

men both go out separately.  Once the couple enters more serious dating habits, they both stop 

going out with other friends or alone.  They are sending each other the message that they are 
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putting the other person as a priority in their lives.  This is also a time when the couple is likely 

to go out nearly every day.  Displays of jealousy are shown in order to show possession and are 

seen as further demonstrations of how serious the relationship is.  However, things greatly 

change once they are married.  Children have not yet entered the relationship, so the woman’s 

domestic duties are similar to what they were before the marriage.  Knowing this, it is hard to 

imagine why her social freedom changes so drastically.  Once a woman is married, her husband 

may feel entitled to her ownership.  However, the woman does not have the same ownership over 

him, and he begins to go out without her again.  She must wait for her husband to take her out or 

give her permission to go out.  When they do go out, his friends or their married friends are 

usually the only people they continue to associate with.  This is harmful to women because 

women are much less likely to gain support for her views and opinions from her partner’s friends 

or their mutual friends than she is from her own network of friends (Klein & Milardo, 2000).  

When the children are born, the woman is further restricted to the private sphere as caregiver, 

cook, and maid.  Dobash and Dobash did not make any observations of how socioeconomic 

factors may have affected the levels of isolation.  Additionally, the progression of a “normal” 

romantic relationship has not been studied in a large sample of non abusive relationships. 

 Programs such as the Domestic Abuse Education Project (DAEP) have been successful at 

changing abusers attitudes about women and domestic violence through seven assumptions:  

 (1) Domestic violence is a choice; (2) Domestic violence is supported by sexism and 
 homophobia; (3) Men who batter continue to abuse because of the benefits they receive 
 from their abuse; (4) Domestic violence is a wide range of behaviors aimed at 
 maintaining an imbalance of power within a relationship; (5) Domestic violence has 
 significant negative impacts on partners, children, extended family, and the community; 
 (6) Domestic violence is a violation of a woman’s human rights; and (7) Men who batter 
 can change their behavior if they are motivated to (Schmidt et al., 2007: 91).     
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Assumptions like these are based on feminist ideas about why women are abused. Programs like 

the DAEP work to change the ideas of sexism and the imbalance of power within individual 

male abusers.  This is a good step, but it is the society in which these men were raised that taught 

them these ideas to begin with.  All women, abused or not, are subject to sexism and an 

imbalance of power.  To solve the problem of intimate partner violence, society has to stop being 

reactive to the abuse, and start being proactive in stopping the patriarchy that leads to the 

oppression of women.  When describing the rise in battered women’s shelters, Joseph Mechalski 

wrote  

 The expansion of shelter systems or transition houses typically occurs in the context of 
 more urban, advanced industrial societies that tend to promote the types of structural 
 conditions and interpersonal relationships conductive to domestic violence: high rates of 
 social and geographic mobility, neolocal marital arrangements, a gendered distribution of 
 resources, high levels of privacy, and often greater social distance from one’s neighbors 
 (2004: 669).   
 
Few would argue against providing shelters for women who are battered.  However, providing a 

place for a woman to escape after she has been abused is just another example of a reactive 

measure.  The women in shelters or those who benefit from the new mandatory arrest policies 

only represent a fraction of all women who are oppressed and controlled by the men in their lives 

(Bush, 1992).  This means that the focus of studies must shift from only those women who suffer 

from IPV to all women.   

 

The Problem 

Feminists argue that men control and isolate their partners in order to enforce their 

domination.  Research has linked controlling/isolating behaviors to severity of abuse (Frye et al., 

2006; Gage & Hutchinson, 2006; Miller, 2006).  Intimate terrorism, the most severe form of IPV, 

characterizes the abuse as just one of the tools used by the abusers to control their spouses 
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(Johnson & Ferraro, 2000; Miller, 2006). These finding are not surprising.  However, radical 

feminists don’t just argue that only abusive men control and isolate their partners.  They argue 

that all men control and isolate their partners to varying degrees (Dobash & Dobash, 1979).  This 

is not reflected in the research.  Radical feminist literature focused too narrowly on how women 

are controlled through violence, and the research has suffered the same fate.  When the 

controlling/isolation behaviors are examined in women who do not experience abuse, the studies 

only view them as a control group.  Frye et al. (2006) found that 69% of women who have been 

physically assaulted in their current relationship also report controlling behaviors in that 

relationship, while only 11% of women who have not been physically assaulted report 

controlling behaviors in their relationship.  These researchers failed to ask the question: why are 

women who are not abused experiencing these controlling behaviors?  What does this mean for 

women in general?   

 Focusing solely on controlling/isolating behaviors and economic resources as they relate 

to abuse creates too narrow a view of the situation.  We must step back and look at the bigger 

picture.  These two variables are linked with abuse, but what is their relationship with each 

other?  Women who have more economic resources should have an advantage in preventing their 

partners from subjugating them to the controlling/isolating behaviors.   

Because most past research has only looked at how SES and controlling behaviors relate 

to abuse, research has not shown how women in non-abusive relationships experience 

controlling/isolating behaviors and how economic/educational resources affect their experience 

with those behaviors.  Yes, women who are in abusive relationships are expected to be subjected 

to more controlling/isolating behaviors (El-Bassel et al., 2001; Neilson et al., 1992).  However, if 

we are to theorize that all women deal with oppression and that a woman’s resources affect her 
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partner’s ability to oppress her, then the relationship found between controlling/isolating 

behaviors and economic/educational resources in abusive relationships should also hold true in 

non-abusive relationships.  This leads us to the first hypothesis: women who report abuse and 

women who do not report abuse will show similar statistically significant relationships between 

controlling/isolating behaviors and socioeconomic (SES) variables.   

   This thesis looks at male and female socioeconomic resources separately to gain a better 

understanding of which socioeconomic factors have a greater influence on the amount of 

controlling/isolating behaviors a woman experiences.  When the Feminism Realism theory is 

considered, as well as previous research, it can be expected that: A) women’s income and 

education will have a greater effect on the reports of controlling/ isolating behaviors than will her 

spouse/partner’s income or education, and B) the higher women’s education and income, the less 

likely they will be to report controlling/ isolating behaviors when women and their partner’s SES 

variables are looked at separately 

 Controlling/isolating behaviors were examined separately in order to draw some 

conclusions on what types are relevant.  Are social isolation behaviors (being cut off from family 

and friends, having to report on who you are with, moving residences) more important, or is the 

controlling of economic resources (prevents your access to family income, prevents you from 

working outside of the home) more important?  This study cannot assume that one 

controlling/isolating behavior will be as relevant as the next.  Therefore, two of the research 

questions for this study were: what controlling/isolating behaviors are more often reported, and 

what controlling/isolating behaviors are more relevant in their relationship to the SES variables? 

 Qualitative research has been done on the relationship between abuse and ability to work.  

Some men use controlling/ isolating behavior to prevent their partners from working (Moe & 
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Bell, 2004).  This is the opposite of the relationship I am hypothesizing.  These other researchers 

would argue that the controlling behavior causes a decrease in resources.  I am arguing that it is 

the resources that decrease the controlling behavior.  This causes a problem because both would 

produce a negative relationship between the two variables.  So which comes first?  In 1975, 35% 

of all US families were made up of a working husband and a stay-at-home wife.  However, in 

2006 only 17% of married couple families had stay-at-home wives (Cromartie, 2007).  I argue 

that most women work in today’s society, and that this particular controlling/isolating behavior 

(prevents you from working outside of the house) will not be frequently reported.  My argument 

was reflected in the final hypothesis for this study.  The controlling/isolating behavior “Prevents 

you from working outside of the house” will be reported less than the other controlling/isolating 

behaviors.   
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METHOD  

Sample 

Data Set 

 To test the research hypotheses and examine the research questions, I used cross-

sectional data from the National Violence against Women (NVAW) survey taken in 1995 and 

1996.  As described by Tjaden and Thoennes (1999), this data was collected by the National 

Institute of Justice (NIJ), the National Center for Injury Prevention and Control (NCIPC), and 

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC).  The purpose of the survey was to gain  

knowledge on the subject of violence against women.  All men and women in the United States 

ages 18 and older with a telephone were included in the universe.  The sample was drawn 

utilizing systems of random-digit dialing (RDD), and stratified sampling according to US Census 

regions.  The primary method used to choose a respondent for each household with more than 

one eligible respondent was the most-recent-birthday method.  The resulting completed 

interviews were obtained from 8,000 women and 8,005 men (Tjaden & Thoennes, 1999).   

 A key advantage of the NVAW survey is that the abuse-related questions tap into a 

population of women who may or may not have already asked for help by going to a shelter or 

filing a report with the police.  Many studies looking at IPV have taken samples from police and 

shelter files, which make the studies narrow.  Women who have already sought help through 

public agencies are likely to vary from women who have not (Tjaden & Thoennes, 1999).   

 Data was gathered through telephone interviews.  Respondents were asked about their 

general fear of violence as well as any emotional and physical abuse, rape, threats or stalking 

they may have experienced.  Respondents who reported experiencing the above-mentioned forms 

of violence were asked further questions about the details surrounding the incident(s). 
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Respondents who reported being in an abusive relationship or appeared to be in distress were 

provided with the telephone numbers of local support services.  Also, female interviewers were 

provided for female respondents in an attempt to be sensitive to the emotional issues discussed in 

the survey (Tjaden & Thoennes, 1999).  

  The participation rates for females in the NVAW survey was 72.1%.  The participation 

rate was calculated by dividing the total number of completed interviews by the number of 

completed interviews, screened out interviews, terminated interviews, and refusals.  When 

examining the women respondents, 97% completed the interview.  Given the focus of this study, 

the analytic sample consisted of 4,999 women who were currently married or in a common-law 

relationship (Tjaden & Thoennes, 1999).    

 

Measures of Abuse 

 The next issue pertaining to the research questions is separating the abusive relationships 

from the non-abusive relationships.  Respondents were asked a series of questions about rape, 

physical abuse, stalking, and threat victimization.  The questions referred to any victimization 

that the respondents may have experienced throughout their lifetime.  Questions about rape 

included any forced or attempted forced penetration orally, vaginally, or anally against the 

respondent’s will. The part of the interview that pertained to physical victimization included 

questions that asked the respondent if they have had objects thrown at them, been pushed, 

grabbed or shoved, had their hair pulled, been slapped or hit, kicked or bitten, choked or 

experienced attempted drowning, had been beaten with or without an object, and/or 

threatened/attacked with a gun or other weapon. To investigate stalking victimization, the 

questionnaire asked the respondents if anyone had ever: followed or spied on them; sent them 
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unsolicited letters or written correspondence; made unsolicited phone calls to them; stood outside 

their home, school or workplace; showed up at places they were even though that person had no 

business being there; left unwanted items for them to find; tried to communicate with them in 

other ways against their will; and/or vandalized their property or destroyed something they 

loved.  Threat victimization included any event where the respondents reported that someone 

threatened to harm or kill them.  

 If the respondent answered that they had ever experienced one or more of these forms of 

victimization at the hand of their current spouse or live-in partner, then they were included in the 

abusive relationship sample.  The non-abuse sample was selected by excluding all those women 

who reported ever experiencing any of the victimization variables at the hand of their current 

spouse or live-in partner.   

 

Measurement of Variables 

Income 

 Three of the independent SES variables examined were Respondent’s Income, Partner’s 

Income, as well as Household Income.  All three income variables were measured using 11 

ascending ordinal categories.  During the interview, respondents were asked to stop the 

interviewer when that income category applied. The options came in increments ranging from 

$5,000 to $30,000. Originally, the answer of “none” or no income was coded as 11.  To create a 

completely ascending measurement, “none” was recoded as 1, the “less than $5,000” was then 

recoded as 2, and so on until the highest income option “over $100,000” was recoded as 11.   

 Additionally, all three income variables were collapsed due to small cell numbers.  The 

first three options were combined so that all respondents who answered $10,000 and lower were 



 
 

27 
 

put together.  Also, the largest three options were combined so that all respondents who 

answered $50,000 or higher were put together.  Consequently, the collapsing led to the three 

income variables only having 7 ascending ordinal categories each.   

 

Education 

  The last two independent variables are Respondent’s Education and Partner’s Education.  

The education variables are also measured using ordinal categories that included: no schooling, 

1st-8th grade, some high school, high school graduate, some college, 4 year college degree, and 

postgraduate.  The education variables are coded so that a higher number correlated with a higher 

level of education. The education variables were also collapsed due to small cell numbers.  The 

first three options were combined so that those with less than a high school education were put 

together.  The last three options were also combined so that those with more than a high school 

education were put together.  Consequently, the collapsing led to the two education variables 

having 3 ascending ordinal categories each.   

 

Dependent Variables 

 The dependent controlling/isolating behavior variables were measured using five “yes” 

and “no” questions.  Respondents were asked to think about their husband/partner and say if 

they: tried to limit their contact with family or friends, insisted on knowing who they are with at 

all times, prevented them from knowing about or having access to the family income even when 

they ask, prevented them from working outside the home, and/or insisted on changing residences 

even when they did not need or want to.  
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 To allow for more manageable reporting, the controlling behavior variables will be given 

shorter variable names. From here after “tried to limit contact with family or friends” will be 

referred to as Limiting Contact, “insisted on knowing who they are with at all times” will be 

referred to as Monitoring Contact, “Prevented them from knowing about or having access to the 

family income even when they ask” will be referred to as Withdrawing Income, “prevented them 

from working outside of the home” will be referred to as Preventing Work, and “insisted on 

changing residences even when they don’t need or want to” will be referred to as Changing 

Residences.  For the purpose of this study, these items were recoded one for “no” and two for 

“yes.”  This change reoriented these variables so that a higher number (2) indicated more 

controlling/isolating behavior.   

 

Modeling Strategy 

 In order to determine the association between controlling behaviors and measures of 

socioeconomic status, this study employed the use of chi-square (χ) tests and gamma (γ).  The 

chi-square test is used to find the significance of the relationship between the two variables, 

while gamma is used to measure the strength and direction of the association between the two.  

All analyses were conducted in SPSS Version 14.0.  Two-tailed tests are used throughout, and 

the probability of a Type I error (alpha) was set at 0.05 for all analyses.  This study compared 

each of the five SES variables with each of the five controlling/isolating behavior variable 

separately. These analyses will help determine which SES variables have the greatest effect on 

which controlling / isolating behaviors.  The analyses were conducted separately on both groups 

– those who had been abused and those who had not been abused.     



 
 

29 
 

 The exception to this strategy is the relationship between Preventing Work and 

Respondent’s Income or Household Income.  The relationship between this controlling behavior 

and these two income variables cannot be used to test my hypothesis because this 

controlling/isolating behavior directly affects the respondent’s income and the household 

income.  In other income/education and controlling behavior relationships, we can say that the 

income or education affects the behavior.  However, in this case, a spouse/partner who prevents 

the respondent from working would cause the respondent’s income and the household income to 

decrease.  Therefore, the behavior is affecting the income.  As a result, the analysis of the 

relationship between Preventing Work and Respondent’s Income or Household Income was 

omitted from this study.   

 Additionally, confidence intervals were calculated in order to investigate whether or not 

the relationships between the income/education variables and the controlling behaviors in the 

abuse sample are similar to those same relationships in the non-abuse sample.  The standard 

errors for gamma provided by SPSS were multiplied by two.  The resulting number was then 

added and subtracted from the point estimate of gamma to get a 95% confidence interval.    

 Another objective of this study is to confirm past research by demonstrating that women 

who experience abuse also experience more controlling behaviors.  In order to show this 

relationship, a new variable was created using only those female respondents who were married 

or cohabitating with their partner.  Abuse Experience was coded so that those who did not report 

any of the four types of abuse in their current relationship were “1” while those who did report 

abuse were coded as “2.”  Similar to the controlling behaviors, Abuse Experience is coded so 

that a higher number indicates more abuse. A chi-square test was used to determine the 
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significance of the relationship between Abuse Experience and the five controlling behaviors.  

Additionally, phi (φ) was used to determine the strength of the relationship.    
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RESULTS 

List Wise Deletion and Checking for Bias 

 After selecting only the women who were married or in a common-law relationship I had 

a sample of 4,913.  Of those who were in a relationship, 384 reported at least one form of abuse 

and 4,529 did not.   List wise deletion resulted in the loss of 87 cases from the abused sample and 

1,578 cases from the non-abuse sample.  This brought the study count for the abused to 297 and 

2,951 for the non-abused. It appears that most cases were lost due to missing income values.   

Within the abuse sample, the largest numbers of cases (79) were lost due to missing Household 

Income values.  Within the non-abuse sample, the largest numbers of cases (1391) were also lost 

due to missing Household Income values.    Respondent’s Income, Respondent’s Education, 

Partner’s Income, Partner’s Education, Household Income and all five of the 

controlling/isolating behaviors (Limiting Contact, Monitoring Contact, Withdrawing Income, 

Preventing Work, and Changing Residence) were examined for bias in both the abuse and non-

abuse samples.   

 Chi-square tests were conducted on the education and income variables to compare 

included and excluded cases.  Within the abused sample, only of the five education and income 

variables differed significantly between included and excluded cases. Household Income was 

significantly higher among included cases than among excluded cases (χ2 (6) = 16.53, p =.01). 

Within the non-abused sample, however, four of the five education and income variables were 

significantly different between included and excluded cases.  Respondent’s Education (χ2 (2) = 

72.58, p = .00) was significantly higher among included cases than among excluded cases. 

Household Income (χ2 (6) = 60.98, p = .00), Respondent’s Income (χ2 (6) = 53.13, p = .00), and 

Partner’s Income (χ2 (6) = 41.30, p = .00) were also significantly higher among included cases 
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than among excluded cases.  Only Partner’s education (χ 2(2) = 1.92, p = .38) was not 

significantly different for included and excluded cases.  It appears that respondents with a lower 

socioeconomic resources were more likely not to answer the socioeconomic questions during the 

interview.   

 Chi-square tests were conducted to check for differences between included and excluded 

cases for the five controlling/isolating variables.  No significant differences were found in ether 

the abuse or non-abuse samples.   

 Additional chi-square tests were conducted to check for differences between included and 

excluded cases for Respondent’s Race and Respondent’s Marital Status. Also, an independent-

samples t-test was conducted to check for differences between included and excluded cases for 

Respondent’s Age. Within the abuse sample, Respondent’s Race was biased (χ2 (6) = 17.52, p= 

.008). It appears White respondents were les likely to be dropped due to missing variables.   Only 

68.4% of the respondents in the excluded cases were White, while 80.1% of the respondents in 

the included cases were White.  All of the other race categories have higher representation in the 

excluded cases than in the included cases.  In fact, only 9.4% of the respondents in the included 

cases were Hispanic, while 14.7% of the respondents in the excluded cases were Hispanic.    

Also within the abuse sample, Respondent’s Age was biased (t (390) = -2.59, p = .01).  Older 

respondents were more likely to be in the excluded cases than in the included cases.  The average 

age for respondents in the excluded cases was 42.6 while the average age for included cases was 

only 38.7.  (Note that I still have to report the bias for race, age, and marital status in the non-

abuse sample.)    
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Descriptive Statistics 

  The resulting abuse sample of 297 respondents was predominantly white (80.1%).  The 

sample was only 9.4% Hispanic and 5.7% Black/African-American with other ethnic groups 

represented in 1.7 or less of the sample.  The youngest respondent was 18 while the oldest was 

80 with an average age of 38.  Most of the respondents were married (98.7%) with only four of 

the respondents (1.3%) being in a common-law relationship.  Respondents most frequently 

reported experiencing physical abuse (92.3%) at the hands of their partners. Physical abuse was 

followed by stalking (18.9%), rape (10.8%), and threats (2.4%).  There were some who reported 

more than one form of abuse from their partners (21.9%). 

  The resulting non-abuse sample of 2,951 was also predominantly white (83.3 %).  The 

sample was 7.6% Hispanic and 5.2% Black/African-American with other ethnic groups 

represented in 1.4% or less of the sample.  The minimum age was 18 while the maximum age 

was 88 with an average age of 42. Again most of the respondents were married (99.5%) with 

only 16 of the respondents (.5%) being in a common-law relationship.   

 

Education 

 As indicated in Table 1, the partners in the abuse sample were the most likely to have an 

education of less than high school graduation.  The percentage of abusive partners who had an  
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Table 1 
 
Education Variables Percentages 
 
 
 Abuse Sample Non-Abuse Sample 

 (N = 297)  (N = 2,951) 

Respondent’s Education   

Less than high school graduate 8.4% 6.6% 

High school graduate 34.0% 33.6% 

More than high school 57.6% 59.8% 

Partner’s Education   

Less than high school graduate 16.8% 9.5% 

High school graduate 39.4% 35.6% 

More than high school 43.8% 54.8% 

Note: Percentages don’t add up to 100 due to rounding.  There was not a statistically significant relationship 
between Respondent’s Education and reports of abuse (χ2(2) = 1.61, p > .05, V = 0.02).  There was only a weak 
statistically significant relationship between Partner’s Education and reports of abuse (χ2(2) = 21.34, p < .05, V = 
0.02). 
 
education of less than high school graduation was 16.8% whereas only 8.4% of the respondents 

in the abuse sample, 6.6% of the respondents in the non-abuse sample, and 9.5% of the partners 

in the non-abuse sample reported the same level of education.  Notice, however, that the male 

partners in both samples were more likely than the female respondents in either sample to have 

such a low level of education.  Over half of the respondents in both samples and the partners in 

the non-abuse sample reported having more than a high school education.  Only 43.8% of the 

partners in the non-abuse sample reported this level of education. The median level of education 

for the respondents in either sample, as well as the partners in the non-abuse sample, was more 

than high school, but only high school graduate for the partners in the abuse sample.  Again, 
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notice that the female respondents in both samples are more likely than the male partners in 

either sample to report more than a high school education.  This is interesting when you consider 

that the female respondents reported lower levels of income.   

 

Income 

 As indicated in Table 2, respondents are more likely than their partners to make less than 

$10,000 a year in both samples.  The percentage of respondents in the abuse sample who 

reported making less than $10,000 a year was 32.0% and only 10.1% of the partners reported the 

same income, a difference of 21.9 percentage points.  Similarly, the percentage of respondents in 

the non-abuse sample who reported making less than $10,000 a year was 29.7% and only 9.2% 

of the partners reported the same income, a difference of 20.5 percentage points.  Conversely, 

22.2% of the partners in the abuse sample and 21.0% of the partners in the non-abuse sample 

reported that their income was $35,000 to $50,000 a year.  Only 16.5% of the respondents in the 

abuse sample and 12.5% of the respondents in the non-abuse sample could claim their income at 

$35,000 to $50,000.  The male partners make more money than the female respondents in both 

samples.  This is further proven when you consider that the median income for the respondents 

in both the samples is $15,000 to $20,000, but the median income for the partners in both 

samples is $25,000 to $35,000.  The median household income for both samples was $35,000 to 

$50,000.   
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Table 2 

 
Income Variable Percentages  
 
 Abuse Sample Non-Abuse Sample 

 (N = 297) (N = 2,951) 

 Respondent Partner Household Respondent Partner Household

Less than $10,000 32.0% 10.1% 5.7% 29.7% 9.2% 4.4% 

$10,000 to $15,000 10.8% 9.4% 7.1% 11.7% 8.0% 4.9% 

$15,000 to $20,000 11.8% 12.5% 6.4% 11.8% 9.1% 5.9% 

$20,000 to $25,000 7.4% 13.5% 8.1% 9.7% 12.1% 7.3% 

$25,000 to $35,000 16.8% 19.5% 14.1% 14.4% 19.9% 14.5% 

$35,000 to $50,000 16.5% 22.2% 26.6% 12.5% 21.0% 24.5% 

Over $50,000 4.7% 12.8% 32.0% 10.2% 20.7% 38.5% 

Note: Percentages don’t add up to 100 due to rounding. Respondent’s Income (χ2(6) = 14.76, p < .05, V = 0.07)  and 
Partner’s Income (χ2(6) = 13.22, p < .05, V = 0.06) had weak but statistically significant relationships with reports of 
abuse. Household Income (χ2(6) = 7.50, p > .05, V = 0.048) did not have a statistically significant relationship with 
reports of abuse. 
 

Controlling Behaviors 

 The percentages in Table 3 indicate that Monitoring Contact is the controlling behavior 

most reported for both the abuse and non-abuse samples.  The percentage of those in the abuse 

sample who reported the controlling behavior Monitoring Contact was 21.9% compared to only 

2.4% who reported the controlling behavior Changing Residences in the same sample.  

Monitoring Contact was also the most frequently reported controlling behavior in the non-abuse 

sample as well.  The percentage of those in the non-abuse sample who reported the controlling 

behavior Monitoring Contact was 6.0% compared to only 0.7% who reported the controlling 
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behavior Changing Residences in the same sample. It appears that respondents in both samples 

are slightly more likely to report Monitoring Contact than Limiting Contact.  That is, 9.8% more 

respondents in the abuse sample report Monitoring Contact than Limiting Contact, and 3.2% 

more respondents in the non-abuse sample report Monitoring Contact than Limiting Contact.  As 

predicted, Preventing Work was one of the least reported controlling behaviors with only 4.4% 

of those in the abuse sample and 1.3% of those in the non-abuse sample reporting that they 

experienced this behavior.  

Table 3 
 
The Relationship Between Controlling Behaviors and Abuse 
 
 % Reported Yes   

 Abused Non-Abuse   

 (n = 297) (n = 2951) Χ2 φ 

Limiting Contact 12.1% 2.8% 66.25** 0.14 

Monitoring Contact 21.9% 6.0% 98.78** 0.17 

Withdrawing Income 9.1% 1.4% 79.92** 0.16 

Preventing Work 4.4% 1.3% 15.99** 0.07 

Changing Residences  2.4% 0.7% 7.91** 0.05 

**p<.05 

 
Respondents who reported abuse were more likely than those who did not  report abuse to also 

report the controlling behavior Limiting Contact (12.1% versus 2.8%) and the relationship 

between Abuse Experience and Limiting Contact was statistically significant and moderate (χ2(1) 

= 66.25, p < .05, φ = 0.14).  In fact, the relationship between Abuse Experience and all of the 
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controlling behaviors were statistically significant.  Respondents who reported abuse were more 

likely than those who did not report abuse to report all five of the controlling behaviors.   

 

Bivariate Analysis 

 Among the abused sample, there were seven statistically significant relationships 

between the education/income variables and the controlling/isolating variables.  Among the non-

abuse sample there were eleven statistically significant relationships between the 

education/income variables and the controlling/isolating variables.  The chi-square statistics, 

gamma values, and 95% confidence intervals for gamma are provided in Tables 4-8, and the 

bivariate tables are given in the Appendix.   

 

Respondent’s Income  

 Within the abuse sample, there were no controlling behaviors that had statistically 

significant relationships with Respondent’s Income. However, there were two statistically 

significant relationships between Respondent’s Income and the controlling/isolating behaviors in 

the non-abuse sample.  As shown in Table 4, the controlling behaviors Monitoring Contact (χ2(6) 

= 15.63, p < .05, γ = -0.04) and Withdrawing Income (χ2(6) = 14.02, p < .05, γ = -0.13) had very 

weak but statistically significant negative relationships with Respondent’s Income.  This means 

that, within the non-abuse sample, respondents who have a higher income are slightly less likely 

than respondents with a lower income to report the controlling behaviors Monitoring Contact and 

Withdrawing Income.  Even though there were no controlling behaviors that had statistically 

significant relationships with Respondent’s Income in the abuse sample, the confidence intervals 

for the relationship between Respondent’s Income and the four relevant controlling behaviors in 
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both samples overlap.  This means that the relationships between Respondent’s Income and the 

controlling behaviors in the abuse sample are similar to those in the non-abuse sample. 

Respondent’s Education 

 Within the abuse sample, there were two controlling behaviors that had statistically 

significant relationships with Respondent’s Education.  As shown in table 5, there was a 

moderate statistically significant negative relationship between the controlling behavior 

Withdrawing Income and Respondent’s Education (χ2(2) = 12.28, p<.05, γ = -0.40).  

Additionally, there was a strong statistically significant negative relationship between the 

controlling behavior Preventing Work and Respondent’s Education (χ2(2) = 11.47, p<.05, γ = -

0.63).  That is, higher educated respondents are less likely to report the controlling behaviors 

Withdrawing Income and Preventing Work than lower educated respondents.  Only 6.4% of 

respondents with more than a high school education reported the controlling behavior 

Withdrawing Income compared to over a quarter (28.0%) of the respondents who did not 

graduate from high school. Moreover, while only 1.8% of  respondents with more than high 

school education, 16.0% of those respondents who did not graduate from high school reported 

the controlling behavior Preventing Work. 

Within the non abuse sample, there was also a moderate statistically significant negative 

relationship between Respondent’s Education and the controlling/isolating behavior Preventing 

Work (χ2(2) = 13.43, p < .05, γ = -0.44). Again, higher educated respondents are less likely to 

report the controlling behaviors Preventing Work than lower educated respondents. Only 0.8% of 

respondents with more than a high school education reported the controlling behavior 

Withdrawing Income compared to 3.6% of the respondents who did not graduate from high 
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school. Unlike in the abuse sample, the controlling behavior Withdrawing Income did not have a 

statistically significant relationship with the respondent’s education in the non-abuse sample. 
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Table 4 

Respondent’s Income  

 Abuse Sample Non-abuse Sample 

   95% Confidence Interval   95% Confidence Interval

 Χ2 γ Lower Upper Χ2 γ Lower Upper 

Limiting Contact 4.85 0.06 -0.21 0.32 3.77 -0.10 -0.24 0.05 

Monitoring Contact 5.05 -0.16 -0.36 0.04 15.63** -0.04 -0.15 0.06 

Withdrawing Income 7.05 -0.33 -0.58 -0.08 14.02** -0.13 -0.30 0.04 

Changing residences  3.15 -0.31 -0.90 0.28 7.84 0.20 -0.09 0.49 

**p<.05 
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Table 5 

Respondent’s Education  

 Abuse Sample Non-abuse Sample 

   95% Confidence Interval   95% Confidence Interval

 Χ2 γ Lower Upper Χ2 γ Lower Upper 

Limiting Contact 5.82 -0.34 -0.62 -0.06 8.77** -0.17 -0.38 0.03 

Monitoring Contact 4.22 -0.2 -0.44 0.04 7.17** -0.18 -0.32 -0.05 

Withdrawing Income 12.28** -0.4 -0.71 -0.09 1.67 -0.18 -0.45 0.10 

Preventing Work 11.47** -0.63 -0.94 -0.31 13.43** -0.44 -0.67 -0.21 

Changing residences  4.67 -0.54 -1.03 -0.05 0.19 0.00 -0.39 0.40 

**p<.0.05
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Additionally, the controlling behaviors, Limiting Contact (χ2(2) = 8.77, p < .05, γ = -0.17) 

and Monitoring Contact (χ2(2) = 7.17, p < .05, y = -0.18), had weak statistically significant 

negative relationships with Respondent’s Education.  The confidence intervals for the 

relationship between Respondent’s Education and all five of the controlling behaviors in both 

samples overlap.  This means that the relationships between Respondent’s Education and the 

controlling behaviors in the abuse sample are similar to those in the non-abuse sample. 

 

Spouse/Partner’s Income 

 Within the abuse sample, Partner’s Income had a moderate statistically significant 

negative relationship with only one controlling behavior Withdrawing Income (χ2(6) = 12.99, p < 

.05, γ = -0.36), see Table 6.  That is, respondents who have a partner with a higher income are 

less likely to report the controlling behavior Withdrawing Income than respondents who have a 

partner with a lower income.  None of the respondents who have partners who make over 

$50,000 a year report the controlling behavior Withdrawing Income, while 13.3% of respondents 

who have partners who make less than $10,000 a year report the same controlling behavior. 

 However, the partner’s income affected the likelihood of the respondent reporting two of 

the controlling/isolating behaviors within the non-abuse sample.  There is a weak statistically 

significant negative relationship between Partner’s Income and the controlling behaviors 

Limiting Contact (χ2(6) = 40.98, p < .05, γ = -0.25) and Monitoring Contact (χ2(6) = 20.56, p < 

.05, γ = -0.20).  This means that, within the non-abuse sample, respondents who have a partner 

with a higher income are slightly less likely to report the controlling behaviors Limiting Contact 

and Monitoring Contact than respondents who have a partner with a lower income.  Unlike in the 

abuse sample, Withdrawing Income did not have a statistically significant relationship with the 
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Table 6  

Partner’s Income  

 Abuse Sample Non-abuse Sample 

   95% Confidence Interval   95% Confidence Interval

 Χ2 γ Lower Upper Χ2 γ Lower Upper 

Limiting Contact 8.32 -0.09 -0.34 -0.15 40.98** -0.25 -0.40 -0.10 

Monitoring Contact 7.50 -0.17 -0.36 0.02 20.56** -0.20 -0.30 -0.10 

Withdrawing Income 12.99** -0.36 -0.56 -0.15 4.22 -0.15 -0.36 0.05 

Preventing Work 6.58 -0.08 -0.45 0.30 8.92 -0.20 -0.41 0.00 

Changing residences  10.34 -0.31 -0.84 0.22 2.85 0.09 -0.18 0.35 

**p<.05 
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Table 7 

Partner’s Education  

 Abuse Sample Non-abuse Sample 

   95% Confidence Interval   95% Confidence Interval

 Χ2 γ Lower Upper Χ2 γ Lower Upper 

Limiting Contact 3.52 -0.27 -0.55 0.00 5.25 -0.22 -0.40 -0.03 

Monitoring Contact 7.72** -0.28 -0.51 -0.06 11.12** -0.21 -0.34 -0.08 

Withdrawing Income 20.83** -0.50 -0.79 -0.22 1.44 0.00 -0.28 0.28 

Preventing Work 20.44** -0.77 -1.01 -0.53 5.58 -0.31 -0.56 -0.05 

Changing residences  3.48 -0.40 -0.99 0.18 1.27 -0.04 -0.40 0.33 

**p<.05 
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partner’s income.  However, the confidence intervals for the relationship between Partner’s 

Income and all five of he controlling behaviors in both samples overlap.  This means that the 

relationships between Partner’s Income and the controlling behaviors in the abuse sample are 

similar to those in the non-abuse sample. 

 

Spouse/Partner’s Education 

 Within the abuse sample, there were three statistically significant relationships between 

Partner’s Education and the respondent reports of controlling behaviors. As shown in Table 7, 

Partner’s Education had a weak and statistically significant negative relationship with controlling 

behavior Monitoring Contact (χ2(2) = 7.72, p<.05, γ = -0.28), a moderate and statistically 

significant negative relationship with Withdrawing Income (χ2(2) = 20.83, p< .05, γ = -0.50), and 

a strong and statistically significant negative relationship with Preventing Work (χ2(5) = 20.44, 

p<.05, γ = -0.77).  That is, respondents who have partners with a higher education are less likely, 

to various degrees, to report the controlling behaviors Monitoring Contact, Withdrawing Income, 

and Preventing Work than respondents who have partners with a lower education.  For example, 

only 0.8% of those respondents whose partners have an education beyond high school graduation 

report the controlling behavior Preventing Work, while 16.0% of respondents whose partners 

have not graduated from high school reported the same behavior.   

 Only the controlling behavior Monitoring Contact had a weak and statistically significant 

negative relationship with Partner’s Education within the non-abuse sample (χ2(2) = 11.12, p < 

.05, γ = -0.21).  Again, this means that respondents who have partners with a higher education 

are only slightly less likely to report the controlling behavior Monitoring Contact than 
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respondents who have partners with a lower education.  Additionally, the confidence intervals 

for the  
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Table 8 

Household Income 

 Abuse Sample Non-abuse Sample 

   95% Confidence Interval   95% Confidence Interval

 Χ2 γ Lower Upper Χ2 γ Lower Upper 

Limiting Contact 4.74 -0.01 -0.25 0.23 23.14** -0.29 -0.43 -0.14 

Monitoring Contact 9.79 -0.23 -0.42 -0.05 16.93** -0.20 -0.31 -0.10 

Withdrawing Income 25.73** -0.46 -0.64 -0.28 11.67 -0.28 -0.46 -0.10 

Changing residences  3.60 -0.43 -0.86 0.01 5.12 0.20 -0.06 0.47 

**p<.05 
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relationship between Partner’s Education and all five of the controlling behaviors in both 

samples overlap.   This means that the relationships between Partner’s Education and the 

controlling behaviors in the abuse sample are similar to those in the non-abuse sample.   

 

Household Income 

 Within the abuse sample, the only controlling behavior Household Income appeared to 

have an effect on was Withdrawing Income.  As shown in Table 8, there was a moderate and 

statistically significant negative relationship between Household Income and the controlling 

behavior Withdrawing Income (χ2(6) = 25.73, p < .05, γ = -0.46).   That is, respondents with a 

higher household income were less likely to report the controlling behavior Withdrawing Income 

than those respondents with a lower Household Income.   Only 1.1% of respondents with a 

Household Income of over $50,000 reported the controlling behavior Withdrawing Income 

compared to over a third (36.8%) of respondents with a Household Income of $15,000 to 

$20,000 who reported the same controlling behavior.   

 Within the non-abuse sample, the controlling behaviors Limiting Contact (χ2(6) = 23.14, 

p < .05, γ = -0.29) and Monitoring Contact (χ2(6) = 16.93, p < .05, γ = -0.20) had weak and 

statistically significant negative relationships with Household Income. This means that 

respondents with a higher household income are only slightly less likely to report the controlling 

behaviors Limiting Contact and Monitoring Contact than those respondents with a lower 

household income.  Withdrawing Income did not have a statistically significant relationship with 

Household Income within the non-abuse sample.  However, the confidence intervals for the 

relationship between Household Income and all four of the relevant controlling behaviors in both  
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samples overlap.  This means that the relationships between Household Income and the 

controlling behaviors in the abuse sample are similar to those in the non-abuse sample.   

 



 
 

 51

DISCUSSION  

Summary 

 This study examined the relationship between reports of controlling behaviors and 

education/income in a sample of 297 abused women and 2951 non-abused women in married or 

cohabitating relationships.  Consistent with past research, this study found that women who 

reported abuse were more likely to report all five of the controlling behaviors than women who 

did not report abuse (Frye et al., 2006; Gage & Hutchinson, 2006; Miller, 2006).  However, as 

predicted, the abuse and non-abuse samples did show similar relationships between the 

controlling/isolating behaviors and the SES variables.  All of the 95% confidence intervals for 

the relationship between the income/education variables and all four of the relevant controlling 

behaviors in both samples overlapped.  

  It was predicted that the respondent’s income and education would have a greater effect 

on the reports of controlling/isolating behaviors than her spouse/partner’s income and education. 

However, the respondent’s education and income had the same number of statistically significant 

relationships with the controlling behaviors as the partner’s education and income.  They each 

had seven statistically significant relationships.  Additionally, the average strength of the 

relationship (gamma) between the respondent’s income/education and the reports of controlling 

behaviors was only -0.25, compared to an average strength of -0.37 between the partner’s 

income/education and the reports of controlling behaviors.  The average strength of the 

relationships for both the respondents and the partners are considered moderate, and the direction 

is negative.  

  It was predicted that the higher the respondent’s education and income, the less likely 

they will be to report controlling/isolating behaviors when the respondent and her partner’s SES 
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variables were looked at separately.  All of the statistically significant relationships between the 

respondent’s SES variables and the controlling behaviors were negative.  Also, all of the 

statistically significant relationships between the partner’s SES variables and the controlling 

behaviors were negative.  This generally means that the higher the income/education of the 

respondent or her partner the less likely she is to report controlling/isolating behaviors.  The 

word “generally” must be used, because not all of the SES variables had statistically significant 

relationships with all of the controlling behaviors.  These results were consistent with the 

MacMillan and Gartner (1999) study.   

 Finally, it was predicted that the controlling/isolating behavior “Prevents you from 

working outside of the house” will be reported less than the other controlling/isolating behaviors.  

In fact, Preventing Work was only reported slightly more than Changing Residences.  Within the 

abuse sample 4.4% of respondents reported the controlling behavior Preventing Work, and only 

1.3% percent of respondents in the non-abuse sample reported the behavior.  Respondents in the 

abuse sample were much more likely to report the controlling behaviors Monitoring Contact 

(21.9%) and Limiting Contact (12.1%).   

 

Weaknesses 

 One of the issues with the sample and analysis that must be addressed is the bias of this 

sample due to list wise deletion. Caution should be used when examining any study that is 

biased.  As expected, most of the excluded cases are due to missing income values.  People, in 

general, are reluctant to discuss their income with those close to them, let alone to perfect 

strangers (Hertz, 1986).  Fortunately, there was no significant difference in the reports of 

controlling behaviors between included and excluded cases.  Within both the abuse and non-
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abuse samples the included cases were more likely to be White and younger than were excluded 

cases.  This could mean that minorities and older respondents are less likely to want to report 

their incomes than are Whites and younger respondents.   

 Another point of caution is how few cohabitating couples were included in the study.  In 

2000, the US Bureau of the Census found that 3.7% of all American households were classified 

as cohabitating.  Only 1.3% of the abused couples were cohabitating.  The smaller percentage are 

probably due to the sample for the NVAW survey being taken from 1994 to 1996. Due to such a 

small representation of cohabitating couples, this study generally represents only married 

women’s experience of controlling behaviors.   

 There is also discrepancy between correlation and causation.  The theory used for this 

study predicts that increased resources such as income and education cause a decrease in the 

amount of controlling behaviors a woman experiences in her relationship.  This study found a 

correlation between SES variable and reports of controlling behaviors, but it cannot prove the 

causation.  Some researchers argue that an increase in controlling behaviors cause a woman’s 

SES resources to decrease (Moe & Bell, 2004).  A woman who is in a relationship with a great 

deal of controlling behaviors may be prevented from going to/succeeding in her work.  If the 

woman entered the relationship at an early age, the controlling behaviors she experienced may 

have prevented her from furthering her education.   

 However, this study did show that women are much less likely to report that their partner 

prevents them from working than they are to report controlling behaviors like Limiting Contact 

and Monitoring Contact.  Also, within this study, the partner’s education and income had a great 

effect on the reports of controlling behaviors.  The time order of these variables is less debatable.  

A man who controls his spouse using the behaviors in this study would not be thought to be 
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causing a decrease in his income or education.  Now that the correlation between SES resources 

and the reports of controlling behaviors has been found, further investigation needs to be made 

into the causation.  Only qualitative analysis, cases studies, and/or longitudinal studies could 

draw more conclusive results.   

 One more issue concerning this study should be addressed.  The SES variables were only 

examined separately.  Past research has made a connection between the amount/severity of abuse 

and the income/education of a victim relative to her partner.  Women who have a higher income 

than their partners are more likely to experience severe abuse than women who have incomes 

similar to their partners (Citation).   The negative relationship between the SES variables and the 

reports of controlling behaviors may disappear when women have higher income/education than 

their partners.  Further research could build on the relationships found in this study by 

investigating whether or not the relationships stay the same when relative income/education is 

considered.   

   

Conclusion 

 This study further explored the relationship between socioeconomic factors and women’s 

experiences with controlling behaviors.  Researchers will now have a better understanding of 

how these variables interact.  Additionally, this study broadened what has become an all too 

narrow focus on the control of women through violence alone.   The radical feminist theory may 

have been based on the concept of all women being oppressed by men, but the literature was 

overwhelmingly about how men use violence as a form of oppressing women.  Predictably, 

research also focused on the violence and not on the oppression.  The controlling/isolating 

behaviors examined by this study were used as a measurement of some forms of oppression that 
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all women may experience.  In order to truly examine the feminist theory that all women 

experience oppression in their intimate relationships, all women in married or cohabitating 

relationships were included in the sample. The purpose of this study was not only to identify how 

women who were abused were different from women who were not abused but also how they 

were similar, especially as they relate to controlling behaviors and socioeconomic factors.  

 As this study confirmed, women who are abused do experience more controlling 

behaviors than women who are not abused (Frye et al., 2006; Gage & Hutchinson, 2006; Miller, 

2006).  In this way, abused women are different than women who have not experienced abuse.   

The feminist argument that all men control and isolate their partners to varying degrees was not 

supported by the findings for this study (Dobash & Dobash, 1979).  Although it must be 

remembered that a woman can still be oppressed, even if her individual partner does not exert 

control.  In fact, not all of the women who reported abuse reported some kind of controlling 

behavior.  This is consistent with past studies that found that 69% of abused women and 11% of 

women who have not reported abuse experience controlling behaviors (Frye et al., 2006).  

However, the low reports of controlling behaviors could be due to how interviewers asked the 

respondents about their experience with controlling behaviors.  Much of the focus in past 

research has been on how controlling behaviors relate to abuse.  Past researchers have failed to 

fully investigate why women who are not abused may still experience some controlling 

behaviors.  The amount of control a man has over his wife’s social interaction has not been fully 

explored.   

The five controlling behaviors used for this study demonstrated serious attempts by the 

respondent’s partner to control, isolate, and/or withdraw resources from the respondent.  Frey et 

al. (2004) viewed the measurements of these behaviors in a positive light because they “cannot 
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be conceived of as innocuous relationship behaviors” (p. 1304). However, for the purposes of the 

present study, the measurement of these behaviors is a weakness.  To investigate further how all 

women are controlled and isolated in their relationships to various degrees, the measurement of 

those controlling behaviors needs to be changed.  As they are written now, they might make 

respondents feel threatened.  Women who are not in abusive relationships may be hesitant to 

admit that their partners restrict their movements or prevent them from seeing friends that their 

partners don’t approve of.  A certain amount of jealousy may be dismissed by respondents.  

However, it is this patriarchal authority that needs to be further measured.  A man’s authority 

over his partner is liable to be more subtle than him standing over her shouting orders about 

whom she is allowed to see or how much of the family income she is allowed to have access to.  

Currently, respondents are asked “does your partner try to limit your contact with family or 

friends?”  A series of questions would better measure how much women’s contact with family or 

friends is controlled by her partner.  Questions such as: “are there any of your friends or family 

members whom your partner does not approve of,” “do you stay in contact with those 

friends/family,”  “has your contact with them lessened since your relationship with your partner 

began, because your partner implicitly or explicitly requested it” and “does your partner know 

that you stay in contact with them.”  Conversely, the respondent’s control over her partner could 

be further explored by reversing the same questions.  Future research should build on this study 

by refining the measurement of these controlling behaviors and further investigating their 

relationship with SES variables.          

 Moreover, past research has linked socioeconomic factors with domestic violence.  

Women who experienced domestic violence have significantly lower monthly incomes than 

women who did not experience domestic violence (Levendosky et al., 2004; McCloskey, 1996; 
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Miller, 2003). Focusing solely on controlling/isolating behaviors and economic resources as they 

relate to abuse creates too narrow a view of the situation.  These controlling behaviors and 

economic resources are linked with abuse, but what is their relationship with each other?  

Macmillan and Gartner (1999) found that women who have a higher household income or higher 

education are less likely to experience controlling behaviors.  However, their research failed to 

fully examine what controlling behaviors are most affected by economic resources, and how 

those relationships differ between abuse and non-abused women.  This study showed that the 

relationship between controlling behaviors and women’s income/education is similar for both 

abused and non-abused women.  The relationship found between controlling/isolating behaviors 

and economic/educational resources in abusive relationships does hold true in non-abusive 

relationships.  A woman’s resources can affect her partner’s ability to oppress her.  Additionally, 

the relationship between controlling behaviors and partner’s income/education is similar for both 

abused and non-abused women.  It was predicted that the respondent’s income and education 

would have a greater effect on the reports of controlling/isolating behaviors than her 

spouse/partner’s income and education. However, the respondent’s education and income had 

the same number of statistically significant relationships with the controlling behaviors as the 

partner’s education and income.  This indicates that the offender’s resources are just as important 

as the victims.    

 Ironically, feminism and left feminism bases the causes of abuse in the oppression of all 

women, and yet many researchers haven’t been studying all women. The focus on abused 

women has prevented researchers from examining the big picture, or exploring their theory.  

Hopefully, future studies will continue to explore not only the differences between abused and 

non-abused women, but also their similarities.    
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Table 1A 

Percent Reporting Each Type of Controlling Behavior by Respondent’s Income, Abuse and Non-Abuse Samples.  

 Less than 
$10,000 

$10,000 - 
$15,000  

$15,000 - 
$20,000 

$20,000 - 
$25,000 

$25,000 - 
$35,000 

$35,000 - 
$50,000 

Over 
$50,000 Χ2 γ 

Limiting Contact          
  Abuse Sample 12.6% 12.5% 5.7% 4.5% 14.0% 18.4% 7.1% 4.85 0.06 

  Non-Abuse Sample 
 

3.1% 3.8% 2.6% 2.5% 3.3% 1.9% 2.0% 3.77 -0.10 

Monitoring Contact          
  Abuse Sample 27.4% 21.9% 25.7% 9.1% 18.0% 20.4% 14.3% 5.05 -0.16 

  Non-Abuse Sample 
 

5.7% 9.5% 7.5% 2.8% 4.7% 5.9% 6.0% 15.63** -0.04 

Withdrawing Income          
  Abuse Sample 12.6% 12.5% 14.3% 4.5% 6.0% 4.1% 0.0% 7.05 -0.33 

  Non-Abuse Sample 
 

1.0% 2.9% 2.0% 2.1% 0.9% 1.1% 0.0% 14.02** -0.13 

Changing Residences          
  Abuse Sample 4.2% 0.0% 2.9% 0.0% 2.0% 2.0% 0.0% 3.15 -0.31 

  Non-Abuse Sample 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.4% 0.7% 1.9% 0.7% 7.84 0.20 
 

Note: Chi-square and gamma for relationship between each controlling behavior and Respondent’s Income, abuse and non-abuse separately. 
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Tables A2 

Percent Reporting Each Type of Controlling Behavior by Respondent’s Education, Abuse and Non-Abuse Samples  

 Less Than High 
School 

High School 
Graduate 

More Than High 
School Χ2 γ 

Limiting Contact      
Abuse Sample 24.0% 14.9% 8.8% 5.82 -0.34 

Non-Abuse Sample 
 

6.2% 2.7% 2.5% 8.77** -0.17 

Monitoring Contact      
Abuse Sample 20.0% 28.7% 18.1% 4.22 -0.2 

Non-Abuse Sample 
 

8.8% 7.1% 5.1% 7.17** -0.18 

Withdrawing Income      
Abuse Sample 28.0% 8.9% 6.4% 12.28** -0.4 

Non-Abuse Sample 
 

1.5% 1.7% 1.1% 1.67 -0.09 

Preventing Work      
Abuse Sample 16.0% 5.9% 1.8% 11.47** -0.63 

Non-Abuse Sample 
 

3.6% 1.8% 0.8% 13.43** -0.44 

Changing Residences      
Abuse Sample 8.0% 3.0% 1.2% 4.67 -0.54 

Non-Abuse Sample 0.5% 0.8% 0.7% 0.19 0.00 
 

Note: Chi-square and gamma for relationship between each controlling behavior and Respondent’s Education, abuse and non-abuse samples separately 
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Table A3 

Percent Reporting Each Type of Controlling Behavior by Partner’s Income, Abuse and Non-Abuse Samples  

 Less than 
$10,000 

$10,000 - 
$15,000  

$15,000 - 
$20,000 

$20,000 - 
$25,000 

$25,000 - 
$35,000 

$35,000 - 
$50,000 

Over 
$50,000 Χ2 γ 

Limiting Contact          
  Abuse Sample 23.3% 7.1% 5.4% 17.5% 13.8% 7.6% 13.2% 8.32 -0.09 

  Non-Abuse Sample 
 

4.1% 8.9% 1.9% 2.2% 2.7% 1.3% 2.3% 40.98** -0.25 

Monitoring Contact          
  Abuse Sample 36.7% 17.9% 29.7% 22.5% 19.0% 15.2% 21.1% 7.50 -0.17 

  Non-Abuse Sample 
 

7.4% 10.6% 8.9% 5.3% 6.1% 4.5% 4.1% 20.56** -0.20 

Withdrawing Income          
  Abuse Sample 13.3% 10.7% 13.5% 20.0% 5.2% 6.1% 0.0% 12.99** -0.36 

  Non-Abuse Sample 
 

1.5% 2.6% 1.5% 1.1% 1.5% 1.3% 0.8% 4.22 -0.15 

Preventing Work          
Abuse Sample 6.7% 3.6% 0.0% 10.0% 5.2% 1.5% 5.3% 6.58 -0.08 

Non-Abuse Sample 
 

1.8% 2.1% 2.6% 0.6% 1.2% 1.5% 0.7% 8.92 -0.20 

Changing Residences          
  Abuse Sample 10.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.5% 1.7% 3.0% 0.0% 10.34 -0.31 

  Non-Abuse Sample 0.0% 0.9% 0.7% 0.8% 1.0% 0.6% 0.8% 2.85 0.09 
 

Notes: Chi-square and gamma for relationship between each controlling behavior and Partner’s Income, abuse and non-abuse samples separately
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Tables A4 

Percent Reporting Each Type of Controlling Behavior by Partner’s Education, Abuse and Non-Abuse Samples  

 Less Than High 
School 

High School 
Graduate 

More Than High 
School Χ2 γ 

Limiting Contact      
Abuse Sample 18.0% 13.7% 8.5% 3.52 -0.27 

Non-Abuse Sample 
 

4.3% 3.3% 2.2% 5.25 -0.22 

Monitoring Contact      
Abuse Sample 36.0% 21.4% 16.9% 7.72** -0.28 

Non-Abuse Sample 
 

9.6% 6.7% 4.9% 11.12** -0.21 

Withdrawing Income      
Abuse Sample 26.0% 6.0% 5.4% 20.83** -0.50 

Non-Abuse Sample 
 

0.7% 1.6% 1.3% 1.44 0.00 

Preventing Work      
Abuse Sample 16.0% 3.4% 0.8% 20.44** -0.77 

Non-Abuse Sample 
 

2.5% 1.6% 0.9% 5.58 -0.31 

Changing Residences      
Abuse Sample 6.0% 1.7% 1.5% 3.48 -0.40 

Non-Abuse Sample 0.4% 1.0% 0.7% 1.27 -0.04 
 

Note: Chi-square and gamma for relationship between each controlling behavior and Partner’s Education, abuse and non-abuse samples separately. 
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Table A5 

Percent Reporting Controlling Behaviors by Household Income, Abuse and Non-Abuse Samples 

 Less than 
$10,000 

$10,000 - 
$15,000  

$15,000 - 
$20,000 

$20,000 - 
$25,000 

$25,000 - 
$35,000 

$35,000 - 
$50,000 

Over 
$50,000 Χ2 γ 

Limiting Contact          
  Abuse Sample 17.6% 9.5% 5.3% 8.3% 11.9% 17.7% 9.5% 4.74 -0.01 

  Non-Abuse Sample 
 

7.0% 5.6% 2.3% 5.6% 2.8% 2.5% 1.8% 23.14** -0.29 

Monitoring Contact          
  Abuse Sample 23.5% 33.3% 42.1% 29.2% 23.8% 16.5% 16.8% 9.79 -0.23 

  Non-Abuse Sample 
 

9.3% 9.7% 9.7% 7.9% 5.6% 6.0% 4.4% 16.93** -0.20 

Withdrawing Income          
  Abuse Sample 11.8% 9.5% 36.8% 12.5% 9.5% 10.1% 1.1% 25.73** -0.46 

  Non-Abuse Sample 
 

1.6% 0.7% 2.9% 2.3% 2.3% 1.2% 0.7% 11.67 -0.28 

Changing Residences          
  Abuse Sample 5.9% 4.8% 5.3% 4.2% 2.4% 1.3% 1.1% 3.60 -0.43 

  Non-Abuse Sample 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.9% 1.1% 0.8% 5.12 0.20 
 
Note: Chi-square and gamma for the relationship between each controlling behavior and Household, abuse and non-abuse samples separately. 
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