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Table 1 Means and SDs for each interpersonal value
Majoring . . .
. . Support Conformity Recognition Independence Benevolence  Leadership
in nursing
Yes Mean 18.51 16.70 9.39 14.46 20.03 10.91
(n=067) SD 3.74 3.19 3.22 4.32 3.36 3.86
* %k * % * %k %k * k % * %k 3k

No Mean 20.56 14.29 12.54 17.47 14.71 10.43
(n=72) SD 4.63 5.03 4.21 4.99 4.90 3.56
»n: Number of cases. **p <.01, ***p <.001
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Interpersonal values in 4-year course nursing students :
Comparisons with 3-year course nursing students and

students not majoring in nursing science

Hiroshi NAGATAY, Kumiko KaTo and Kanji SASANO?

Abstract

This survey studied the interpersonal values held by a cohort of students admitted
to a four-year course of nursing program in 1999 to determine whether they had the
same interpersonal values as the third-year course nursing students. The KG-SIV
(Kikuchi-Gordon Survey of Interpersonal Values) was administered twice at the
beginning of the program. The subjects described ‘self’ for the first testing, while they
described ‘ideal nurse’ for the second testing. Their scores on the self and the ideal
nurse were compared with those obtained for three cohorts of nursing students who
started the three-year course of nursing program in 1990, 1993 and 1996, respectively.
Their scores on self were also compared with the scores obtained for four-year course
students not majoring in nursing. Analyses showed that compared to the students not
majoring in nursing the four-year course nursing students rated the values of Benevo-
lence and Conformity as more important, while they rated the values of Support,
Recognition and Independence as less important. Their scores were simliar to the
scores given by the three-year course nursing students. Also, the values of Support
and Independence increased while those of Benevolence decreased across the four
cohorts of nursing students. It was concluded that nursing students hold distinctive
interpersonal values as compared to non-nurses irrespective of their particular nurs-
ing program. Such values are ones that are beneficial to the nursing profession.

Key words : interpersonal values, nursing students, cohorts
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