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Psychological factors affecting nurses’ perceptions of gaslighting damage
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Purpose: This study aimed to determine the influence of psychological factors such as highly sensitive person, intolerance of
uncertainty, depression, and self-esteem on nurses’ perceptions of gaslighting damage. Methods: The participants were 178
nurses working in hospitals nationwide. Data were collected through a non-face-to-face approach using an online survey
platform (Google Forms) with self-reported questionnaires. Perceptions of gaslighting damage were measured using the victim
gaslighting questionnaire (VGQ). The collected data were analyzed with statistical methods such as independent t-test, ANOVA,
Pearson’s correlation coefficient, and multiple regression analysis using IBM SPSS 25.0. Results: Of the participants, 94.4%
were female. The participants’ average age was 32.7 years old, 60.2% were unmarried, and 86.0% were staff nurses. The mean
score of the VGQ was 40.49. There were statistically significant differences in the VGQ according to marital status, participants’
time in their current department, total clinical career, and type of medical institution. The perception of gaslighting damage
was statistically significantly positively correlated with intolerance of uncertainty, highly sensitive person, depression, and
self-esteem. The most influential factor on nurses’ perception of gaslighting damage was intolerance of uncertainty (3=.32,
p<.001), followed by depression (3=.30, p<.001) and highly sensitive person (3=.23, p=.001). The total explanation of these
variables for the perception of gaslighting damage by nurses was about 75.0%. Conclusion: This study suggests that it is
necessary to develop an intervention program to reduce negative psychological factors affecting gaslighting in nurses and to
cultivate nurses’ strength to overcome gaslighting damage.
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Table 1. Demographic Characteristics of the Subjects (N=178)
Variables Categories n (%)
Sex Male 10 (5.6)

Female 168 (94.4)
Age (years) <30 45 (25.3)
30~39 113 (63.5)
>40 20 (11.2)
Marital status Unmarried 107 (60.2)
Married 70 (39.3)
Divorced 1 (0.5)
Nursing position Staff nurse 153 (86.0)
Charge nurse 24 (13.5)
>Head nurse 1 (0.5)
Income (10,000 won) <300 53 (29.8)
300<~<400 102 (57.3)
>400 23 (12.9)
Education level Diploma 29 (16.3)
Bachelor 136 (76.4)
>Master’s degree or higher 13 (7.3)
Career in the current department (years) <3 83 (46.6)
3<~<7 63 (35.4)
>7 32 (18.0)
Total clinical career (years) <3 23 (12.9)
3<~<7 94 (52.8)
>7 61 (34.3)
Type of medical institutions Local clinic 23 (12.9)
Hospital 66 (37.1)
General hospital 60 (33.7)
Certified tertiary hospital 29 (16.3)
Occupied locations (17 cities in Korea) Seoul 46 (25.8)
Busan 11 (6.2)
Daegu 8 (4.5)
Incheon 12 (6.7)
Gwangju 5 (2.8)
Dacgjeon 4 (2.3)
Ulsan 8 (4.5)
Sejong 2 (L.1)
Gyeonggi 50 (28.1)
Gangwon 5 (2.8)
Chungbuk 4 (23)
Chungnam 3 (1.7)
Jeonbuk 3 (1.7)
Jeonnam 4 (2.3)
Gyeongbuk 3 (1.7)
Gyeongnam 9 (5.0)
Jeju 1 (0.5)
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Table 2. Mean Scores of Variables (N=178)
Variables [tems Range Mean+SD
Victim gaslighting questionnaire 14 14~70 40.49+15.84

Peer disagreement 9 9~45 26.12+10.52
Loss self-trust 5 5~25 14.36+5.54
Highly sensitive person 18 18~126 78.89+19.79
East of excitation 5 5~35 13.47+0.29
Aesthetic sensitivity 4 4~28 22.36+0.49
Low sensory threshold 6 6~42 18.05+0.27
Noonchi 3 3~21 20.35+0.43
Intolerance uncertainty 12 12~60 39.35+10.69
Depression 20 20~80 42.25+13.50
Self-esteem 10 10~40 27.05+£6.11
Worth 5 5~20 13.98+3.38
Deprecation 5 5~20 13.0743.58

SD=standard deviation

Table 3. Differences in the Perceptions of Gaslighting Damage according to the Participants’ Demographic Characteristics

(N=178)
_ Victim gaslighting questionnaire
Characteristics n (%
(%) Mean rank/mean+SD t/F/Z (0)
Sex Male 10 (5.6) 85.65 -0.24
(Mann-Whitney U) Female 168 (94.4) 89.73 (.808)
Age (years) <30 45 (25.3) 42.64+17.58 1.05
30~39 113 (63.5) 40.35+14.77 (:350)
>40 20 (11.2) 36.50+17.52
Marital status Unmarried (divorced) 108 (60.7) 43.40+14.79 3.11
Married 70 (39.3) 36.01£16.45 (.002)
Nursing position Staff nurse 153 (86.0) 41.51£15.75 -1.95
>Charge nurse 25 (14.0) 33.46+15.24 (.050)
Education level” Diploma® 29 (16.3) 34.07+18.64 291
Bachelor” 136 (76.4) 41.76+14.81 (.057)
>Master’s degree or higher 13 (7.3) 41.62+17.36
Income <300 53 (29.8) 38.02+16.13 2.70
(10,000 won) 300<~<400 102 (57.3) 42.79+15.21 (.070)
>400 23 (12.9) 36.00+16.75
Career’ in the current <3? 83 (46.6) 43.88+14.23 6.18
department (years) 3<~<7° 63 (35.4) 40.02+16.11 (.003)
>7° 32 (18.0) 32.66+16.80 a>c
Total clinical® career (years) <3* 23 (12.9) 46.09+13.88 451
3<~<7° 94 (52.8) 42.04+15.08 (.012)
>7° 61 (34.3) 36.00+16.76 a>c
Type of medical® institutions Local clinic® 23 (12.9) 27.74+15.86 8.87
Hospital® 66 (37.1) 41.38+15.98 (<.001)
General hospital® 60 (33.7) 45.97£13.93 a<b, ¢
Certified tertiary hospital’ 29 (16.3) 37.28+13.24
Occupied” locations Seoul® 46 (25.8) 42.50£15.35 222
Capital area” 50 (28.1) 36.56+15.83 (.087)
Metropolitan city® 50 (28.1) 43.84+15.46
Region® 32 (18.0) 38.53+16.21

Capital area=Gyeonggi; Metropolitan city=Busan, Deagu, Deajeon, Gwangju, Inchoen, Sejong, Ulsan; Region=Gangwon, Chungbuk, Chungnam,
Jeonbuk, Jeonnam, Gyeongbuk, Gyeongnam, Jeju; SD=standard deviation

* Scheffé test
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Table 4. Correlation between the Perceptions of Gaslighting Damage and Variables (N=178)
Vorbes V%% D IS (o) -FOE APS -tsT Moo VD o) W SED
r (0
VGQ 1
VGQ-PD .99 1
(<.001)
VGQ-LS 97 93 1
(<.001)  (<.001)
HSP 12 1 71 1
(total) (<001) (<001) (<.001)
HSP-EOE .70 .69 .69 94 1
(<001) (<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
HSP-AES 15 15 15 .53 37 1
(038)  (040) (044) (<.001) (<.001)
HSP-LST .70 .69 .68 93 .83 47 1
(<001) (<001) (<.001) (<.001) (<.001) (<001)
HSP-Noonchi .66 .65 .65 .88 .81 .39 77 1
(<001) (<.001) (<.001) (<001) (<001) (<.001) (<.001)
1 81 79 .80 .82 .82 23 17 1 1
(<001) (<001) (<.001) (<.001) (<001) (.002) (<.001) (<.001)
D 75 714 75 .54 .53 .02 .58 43 .68 1
(<001) (<001) (<.001) (<.001) (<001) (.768) (<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
SE -.70 -.68 -71 -.50 -.52 .01 -48 -43 -.68 -.81 1
(total) (<001) (<.001) (<.001) (<001) (<001) 922  (<.001) (<001) (<.001) (<.001)
SEW -.56 -.54 =57 -29 -.35 21 =27 -.29 -49 -.61 .86 1
(<001) (<001) (<.001) (<.001) (<001) (.005) (<.001) (<001) (<001) (<.001) (<.001)
SED .67 .65 .68 57 .55 18 .56 45 .70 .80 -.88 -53 1

(<001) (<001) (<.001) (<001) (<001) (013) (<001) (<001) (<001) (<001) (<.001) (<.001)

AES=aesthetic sensitivity; D=depression; EOE=east of excitation, HSP=highly sensitivity person; [U=intolerance uncertainty; LST=low sensory
threshold; SE=self-esteem; SED=self-esteem deprecation; SEW=self-esteem worth; VGQ=victim gaslighting questionnaire; VGQ-LS=VGQ-loss
self-trust; VGQ-PD=VGQ-peer disagreement

Table 5. Multiple Regression Analysis of Factors Affecting the Perceptions of Gaslighting Damage (N=178)

Perception of gaslighting damage

Variables (Reference)

B SE B t p-value

(Constant) 3.15 8.87 0.36 723
Marital status (Unmarried) Married 1.22 1.42 .04 0.86 392
Career in the current 3<~<7 -1.44 1.50 -.04 -0.96 341
department (<3) >7 -5.43 2.33 -13 -2.33 .021
Total clinical career (<3) 3<~<7 -1.47 2.07 -.05 -0.71 478

>7 1.51 2.69 .05 0.56 575
Type of medical institutions Hospital -0.47 2.07 -01 -0.23 .822
(Local clinic) General hospital 0.64 2.15 .02 0.30 767

Certified tertiary hospital -0.73 2.34 -.02 -0.31 756
Intolerance uncertainty 0.47 0.12 32 3.86 <.001
Depression 0.35 0.09 .30 4.08 <.001
Highly sensitive person 0.18 0.56 23 3.28 .001
Self-esteem -0.33 0.19 -13 -1.74 .084

R>=77, Adjusted R’=75, F=45.02, p<.001, Durbin-watson=1.94

SE=standard error
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