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Abstract
Background  Interprofessional communication is of extraordinary importance for patient safety. To improve 
interprofessional communication, joint training of the different healthcare professions is required in order to 
achieve the goal of effective teamwork and interprofessional care. The aim of this pilot study was to develop and 
evaluate a joint training concept for nursing trainees and medical students in Germany to improve medication error 
communication.

Methods  We used a mixed-methods, quasi-experimental study with a pre-post design and two study arms. This 
study compares medical students (3rd year) and nursing trainees (2nd year) who received an interprofessional 
communication skills training with simulation persons (intervention group, IG) with a control group (CG). Both cohorts 
completed identical pre- and post-training surveys using the German Interprofessional Attitudes Scale (G-IPAS) 
and a self-developed interprofessional error communication scale. Descriptive statistics, Mann-Whitney-U-test and 
Wilcoxon-test were performed to explore changes in interprofessional error communication.

Results  A total of 154 were medical students, and 67 were nursing trainees (IG: 66 medical students, 28 nursing 
trainees / CG: 88 medical students, 39 nursing trainees). After training, there were significant improvements observed 
in the “interprofessional error communication” scale (p < .001) and the “teamwork, roles, and responsibilities” subscale 
(p = .012). Median scores of the subscale “patient-centeredness” were similar in both groups and remained unchanged 
after training (median = 4.0 in IG and CG).

Conclusions  Future studies are needed to find out whether the training sustainably improves interprofessional 
teamwork regarding error communication in acute care.
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Background
Harm caused by medication errors is described as 
adverse drug event (ADE) and errors can range from 
minor with no harm to major errors with serious harm 
and death [1]. ADE happen on a regular basis and are 
part of the routine care: a systematic review reports an 
occurrence of ADEs in surgical patients between 2.0 and 
27.7 of 100 admissions or 8.9% of the patients [2]. Elliott 
et al. (2021) have estimated that 237.3  million medica-
tion errors happen annually in England and occur at all 
stages and settings where medication is in use [3]. An 
estimated 15–59% of ADEs are considered as prevent-
able [4]. An open und trustful communication about 
medication errors is an important part of the responsi-
bilities of healthcare professionals (HCPs). It is essential 
to limit further potentially harmful consequences of an 
error for both the patient with his family and the team, 
and it is necessary in order to prevent future errors. It 
requires skills, attitudes and knowledge to discuss medi-
cation errors in an adequate way with patients and their 
families, supervisors and colleagues [5]. HCPs need to be 
trained in error communication to fulfil the requirements 
of a professional communication about it. Interventions 
to train interprofessional teams in terms of error com-
munication and patient safety are already a fixed compo-
nent of training in healthcare [6, 7] and interventions to 
improve (error) communication are rising [8–12].

The majority of students from different health disci-
plines (e.g., medicine, nursing, pharmacy) have a positive 
attitude towards IPE and collaborative work [13–16]. It 
can contribute to a better understanding of the profes-
sional role of the other profession, improve collaborative 
knowledge and skills, identify and solve patient problems 
and minimise medical errors [17, 18]. Benefits are also 
seen in better communication, teamwork or elimina-
tion of hierarchies [15–18]. Disadvantages contain lack 
of student engagement and information overload [15]. 
In a systematic review, perceptions of medical students, 
residents and nursing students regarding IPE in a clinical 
setting were analysed. From quantitative, qualitative and 
mixed-methods studies, expectations and attitudes were 
considered in the three categories of readiness, facilita-
tors and barriers at the individual, process and cultural 
levels. At the individual level, readiness for IPE is higher 
among women and younger students, and students with 
previous healthcare experience [15, 19]. Enabling factors 
at the individual level are respect, trust and role clarity 
between professional groups. In contrast, emphasis on 
expertise, arrogance and lack of teamwork skills are bar-
riers to IPE. At the process level, readiness for IPE varies 

during studies, a barrier is the lack of formal assessment, 
conducive is learning in small groups and in an authen-
tic context. On a cultural level, IPE is difficult if the par-
ticipants from the different professions do not know each 
other; getting to know each other informally can be sup-
portive [19].

To introduce future HCPs to interprofessional work 
and communication at an early stage, interprofessional 
education initiatives have been in place for several years 
[20]. Interprofessional education (IPE) describes the 
learning with, from, and about two or more healthcare 
professions to improve collaboration and healthcare [21]. 
Recently, a systematic review analysed IPE about patient 
safety and medication errors and reported no IPE activ-
ity focusing on professional communication about medi-
cation errors [22]. IPE activities are concentrating on 
improving education in medication safety, interprofes-
sional collaboration or/and medication use process [22].

This research gap in IPE is addressed by this paper: the 
first aim of the present pilot study was to develop a joint 
communication skills training for nursing trainees and 
medical students in professional error communication. 
Medical students and nursing trainees should learn to 
communicate errors in an interprofessional team already 
during their studies. The second aim was to examine 
the effectiveness, i.e. to test whether the intervention is 
associated with improvements in interprofessional atti-
tudes and self-reported skills in interprofessional error 
communication. Our hypothesis is that the intervention 
group (IG) will show significantly better scores than the 
control group (CG) on the scales “teamwork, roles, and 
responsibilities”, “patient-centeredness”, and “interpro-
fessional error communication” after the intervention. 
A third aim was to investigate the trainings’ acceptance, 
feasibility, and implementation conditions.

Methods
Study design
We present results from a quasi-experimental study 
with a pre-post, mixed-method design (convergent par-
allel design) and two study arms in which quantitative 
data were obtained from questionnaires at two points 
in time and qualitative data were obtained from semi-
structured interviews. The study was conducted between 
October 2021 and February 2023 at one University 
Hospital in Germany. This study compares a cohort of 
medical students and nursing trainees who received an 
interprofessional communication skills training about 
medical errors in acute care (IG) with a cohort who did 
not receive the interprofessional training (CG). The IG 
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completed a questionnaire before (T0) and immediately 
after the simulation talk (T1). The CG of medical stu-
dents completed T0 before the uniprofessional commu-
nication simulation training and T1 immediately after. As 
the CG of the nurses did not receive simulation training, 
they completed T0 at an information session at the begin-
ning of the study (T0) and T1 at an agreed appointment 
three months later. The study design is presented in detail 
in Fig. 1. The study was approved by the Ethics Commit-
tee of the Medical Faculty of the University of Bonn, Ger-
many (Reference number for approval: 147/22).

Participants and setting
Third-year medical students and nursing trainees in their 
first or second year of apprenticeship participated in the 
study. In Germany, registered nurses undergo a three-
year training program at nursing schools, culminating 
in a state examination. Nursing schools that integrate 
the specialisation in acute care in their training are typi-
cally connected to hospitals, providing trainees with the 
opportunity to gain practical experience from the start 
of their program, supervised by experienced staff. Nurs-
ing trainees are responsible for providing physical care to 
patients, assisting team members, and offering guidance 
and support to patients and their families and are pre-
pared for the responsible assumption of the supervision 
of the care process.

In order to implement the interprofessional commu-
nication skills training without changing the curriculum 
of both professions, it was embedded in the regular and 
mandatory course “Communication and Conversation 
Skills” for third-year medical students. Participating 
medical students are at the beginning of their clinical 
section of their studies and typically have clinical experi-
ence through initial clinical clerkships. The medical stu-
dents of the IG took part in an interprofessional training, 
the CG in the regular course with uniprofessional simu-
lation talks. In order to offer as many simulation talks 
as possible, all nursing trainees in their second year of 
apprenticeship were assigned into the IG and all nursing 

trainees in their first year of apprenticeship were assigned 
to the CG. Since there are more medical students in one 
semester at the University Hospital than in one year of 
apprenticeship of nursing, the IG is nevertheless smaller 
than the CG. Nursing trainees in their second year of 
apprenticeship participated in the communication train-
ing (IG). Since they did not regularly attend the course, 
they were given an information session on the procedure 
of the communication training. The CG of the nursing 
trainees in their first year of apprenticeship did not take 
part in any interprofessional training.

Inclusion criteria were (a) medical students (enrolled 
at the Rheinische Friedrichs-Wilhelms-University Bonn) 
in the clinical section in their third year, participating in 
the course “Communication and Conversation Skills”; 
(b) nursing trainees (enrolled at the university hospital in 
Bonn) in their first or second year of apprenticeship.

Interprofessional communication skills training
In the regular course with uniprofessional communica-
tion skills training, a group consists of six medical stu-
dents who have two appointments: on one appointment 
they conduct one of the three simulation talks, and on 
one appointment they observe the other interviews. For 
the interprofessional simulations, three nursing trainees 
per group took part additionally. In a 90-minute simula-
tion session, three simulation talks with simulation per-
sons were conducted. Participants had ten minutes to 
prepare, then ten minutes for the simulation talk followed 
by ten minutes of standardised 360° feedback from four 
perspectives (self-reflection, observers of the other pro-
fessional group, simulation persons, and from a trainer). 
Students and trainees were able to agree in advance on 
the seating arrangement and the conversation (e.g., who 
will start the conversation).

The interprofessional communication skills training 
was developed by an interprofessional team of health ser-
vices researchers, psychologists and registered nurses, 
all experienced in patient safety and clinical care. Based 
on scenarios reported in a critical incident reporting 

Fig. 1  Study design
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system (CIRS) in Germany, three different scenarios were 
developed, all focusing on medication errors. All sce-
narios were constructed in such a way that the adverse 
event was caused by a chain of errors. The students’ and 
trainees’ task was to communicate the error openly, hon-
estly and fact-based and to endure the situation. Students 
and trainees were able to agree in advance on the seat-
ing arrangement and the conversation (e.g. who will start 
the conversation). One scenario deals with a medication 
error and the changing care for a patient, one situation 
deals with the explanation of a medication error with the 
medical supervisor and one situation revolves around a 
conversation with a relative about a medication error. In 
Table 1 an overview about the three scenarios is shown. 
Simulation persons supported communication skills 
training by acting as the patient, supervisor, or family 
member. In this way, the medical students and nursing 
trainees had a conversation with the actor together as an 
interprofessional team.

Data collection
All participants (IG and CG) received online teach-
ing materials and conversation guides on the topic of 
interprofessional error communication, resulting in a 
blended-learning format. The teaching material was pro-
vided online via the medical students’ regular teaching 
and learning platform. The nursing trainees were given 
their own access and room with the same material on 
this platform. Medical students received an email with 
the link to the online survey via the platform and their 
study number to track pre and post responses. The sur-
vey was open for three weeks with weekly reminders per 
email. As the nursing trainees did not regularly attend 
the course, they were asked to fill in the same question-
naire in paper form at a face-to-face meeting. The ques-
tionnaire included an informed consent explaining the 
purpose of the study, voluntariness of participation, and 

that by completing and submitting the questionnaire 
informed consent of participation was confirmed.

The second questionnaire was filled out by the partici-
pants directly after their simulation training. Since the 
nursing trainees of the CG did not take part in any simu-
lation training, they completed the second questionnaire 
in paper form at a separate face-to-face-meeting.

Measures and data analysis
IG and CG completed identical pre- and post-training 
surveys using the adapted German Interprofessional 
Attitudes Scale (G-IPAS) [23] and a self-developed inter-
professional error communication scale. The adapted 
G-IPAS consists of two scales (“Teamwork, Roles and 
Responsibilities”, “Patient-centeredness”) and 17 items 
[23]. As we expected an improvement in the attitude 
towards interprofessional error communication and no 
suitable scale was found in the literature, an interprofes-
sional expert group (psychology, nursing, public health, 
speech and language therapy, health services research), 
developed and pretested a scale. The self-developed scale 
“interprofessional error communication” was based on 
the formulation of the G-IPAS and consists of 4 items. All 
scales are using a five-point Likert scale (from 0 (strongly 
disagree) to 4 (strongly agree)). Additional items captured 
the demographic characteristics of the study participants.

Mean values and standard deviations for each scale 
were calculated. Cronbach`s alpha, as an indicator of 
internal consistency of the newly developed scale “inter-
professional error communication”, was calculated. 
Mann-Whitney-U-test and Wilcoxon-test were per-
formed to explore group differences between IG and CG. 
All tests applied a p = .05 level of significance. SPSS Ver-
sion 27 was used for analysing.

Formative evaluation
To investigate feasibility aspects and implementation 
conditions, participants from IG were interviewed about 
interprofessional learning and the course (teaching mate-
rial and simulation talks) for formative evaluation. Two 
female researchers and a female student assistant with a 
background in psychology and health services research, 
conducted individual semi-structured interviews face-to 
face or via phone between one and three months after 
intervention. Each interview was audio-recorded, fully 
transcribed, anonymized, and coded using content anal-
ysis [24]. The researchers read the interviews, marked 
important text passages, developed, and defined codes 
inductively. Identified codes were used as coding system 
for the entire material. Text passages with the same main 
categories were compiled and subcategories were devel-
oped inductively. During analysis, anchor quotations 
were chosen. All findings were discussed in a multidisci-
plinary team of researchers.

Table 1  Overview about the three scenarios
Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3

Error Uncertainty about 
whether the right 
chemotherapy drug 
was given

Given the wrong 
antibiotic

Preparation of 
chemotherapy 
and patient due 
to interchanged 
laboratory values

Setting In a physician’s 
room on the ward

In a physician’s 
room on the 
ward

In a physician’s 
room on the 
ward

Nursing 
trainee

Registered Nurse Registered Nurse Registered Nurse

Medical 
student

Assistant physician Assistant 
physician

Assistant 
physician

Simulation 
person

Patient Relative Senior physician

Diagnosis Colon cancer Severe infection Cancer
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Results
Participants characteristics
Of the 233 participants across both groups who were 
allocated to our study, 12 participants gave no consent for 
participation, resulting in N = 221 participants. 67 par-
ticipants were nursing trainees (31.3%), 154 were medi-
cal students (69.7%). In some cases, only a few nursing 
trainees were present in the courses, as the course was 
not compulsory for them. In these cases, nursing trainees 
practised the roles several times or medical students took 
over the role of nurses. The participating nursing trainees 
in the IG all actively participated in the simulation talks. 
Due to the different group sizes (medical students, nurs-
ing trainees), there were medical students who conducted 
a simulation talk as well as those who only observed the 
simulation talks. Flow chart (Fig. 2) presents an overview 
of the allocation. Mean (SD) age was 24 (3.9) years, the 
youngest participant was 18 years old, the oldest was 
36 years old. 113 participants identified as female, 34 as 
male and 2 as diverse. 48 participants have completed a 
previous vocational training program (21.7%).

Descriptive statistics and training associations
Table 2 provides an overview of the descriptive statis-
tics (n, mean, standard deviation and Cronbach’s alpha) 
for each scale at T0 (pre training) and T1 (post train-
ing) between IG and CG. Each subscale (α = 0.91–0.79) 
achieved acceptable levels of internal consistency. Mean 
score of the scales and of IG and CG was between 2.6 

(CG at T0: interprofessional error communication) and 
3.9 (IG at T0: patient-centeredness). All mean scores 
improved after training (T1).

To explore differences of the interprofessional commu-
nication skills training between IG and CG at T0 and T1, 
we used Mann-Whitney-U-Test, and to explore changes 
between T0 and T1 within the groups, we used Wil-
coxon-Test (Table 2). After training, significant increases 
were observed in the self-developed scale “interprofes-
sional error communication” (p < .001) and the sub-
scale “teamwork, roles, and responsibilities” of G-IPAS 
(p = .012) at a significance level p < .05. Median scores of 
the subscale “patient-centeredness” did not change after 
training (median = 4.0 at T0 and T1 in IG and CG).

In IG, significant increases between T0 and T1 were 
observed in the scale “interprofessional error commu-
nication” and “teamwork, roles, and responsibilities”. In 
CG, a significant, albeit smaller increase was found only 
in the scale “interprofessional error communication”.

Feasibility aspects and implementation conditions
Five medical students and two nursing trainees were 
interviewed after interprofessional communication skills 
training about feasibility aspects and implementation 
conditions. Mean lengths of the interviews was 14  min 
and 30  s, with a range from nine to 18  min. Categories 
are focusing on organisation of the course (training and 
blended-learning format), teaching materials and the 
interprofessional training with the actors itself.

Fig. 2  Flow chart of study participants
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The organization (including preparation, course sched-
uling, size and lecturers) was perceived as positive. Medi-
cal students and nursing trainees felt prepared for the 
training. Although the teaching materials covered all the 
important aspects on the topic of interprofessional com-
munication and error communication, they were also 
considered too extensive for the actual training.

“It was partly perhaps, not too extensive, but partly 
perhaps too elaborate for what you actually needed 
in the course.” Medical student.

In some cases, there was a reported imbalance in the 
distribution of professions in favor of medical stu-
dents, resulting in nursing roles being trained multiple 
times. The interprofessional communication training 
on medication errors was described as very empathic 
and solution-oriented, with realistic situations that can 
strengthen interprofessional communication.

“Very, very positive. Exactly. So that was very, very 
interesting. Because to put yourself in the role of a 
registered nurse with a physician, to have this con-
versation with a patient. And that was, yes, quite 
impressive to me. And I think it’s pretty good and 
I would like to do it more often, just to strengthen 
communication and cooperation.” Nursing trainee.

Challenges were described in the agreement between the 
professions to deal professionally with their own and the 
other person’s feelings and not to let any question of guilt 
arise.

“But again, I found it difficult to communicate as a 
team. Because on the one hand I didn’t want to talk 
about her mistake. I wanted to let her talk about her 
mistake herself. But on the other hand, the patient 
put us in the same group.” Medical student

Discussion
The first aim of this pilot study was the development of 
an interprofessional communication skills training for 
nursing trainees and medical students. This training 
should address the skill of communicating errors in an 
interprofessional team already during vocational training 
for both professions. The second aim was to test whether 
the interprofessional communication skills training was 
associated with improvements in interprofessional atti-
tudes and self-reported skills in interprofessional error 
communication. Results of this pilot study support the 
hypothesis that both nursing trainees and medical stu-
dents can be trained together, and that participants in the 
training show a more positive attitude towards teamwork Ta

bl
e 

2 
D

es
cr

ip
tiv

e 
st

at
is

tic
s 

fo
r t

he
 th

re
e 

sc
al

es
 “i

nt
er

pr
of

es
si

on
al

 e
rr

or
 c

om
m

un
ic

at
io

n”
, “

pa
tie

nt
-c

en
te

re
dn

es
s” 

an
d 

“t
ea

m
w

or
k,

 ro
le

s 
an

d 
re

sp
on

si
bi

lit
ie

s”
T0

T1
p-

Va
lu

ea

N
M

ea
n

SD
M

ed
ia

n
IR

IG
 v

s.
 C

G
p-

Va
lu

eb
N

M
ea

n
SD

M
ed

ia
n

IR
IG

 v
s.

 C
G

p-
Va

lu
eb

Cr
on

ba
ch

s 
A

lp
ha

T0
 v

s.
 T

1

In
te

rp
ro

fe
ss

io
na

l e
rr

or
 c

om
m

un
ic

at
io

n
IG

71
2.

67
0.

95
2.

75
3.

87
–4

.0
0

86
3.

35
0.

69
3.

50
3.

00
–4

.0
0

< 
0.

00
1

CG
80

2.
60

0.
89

2.
50

2.
00

–3
.3

5
12

2
2.

91
0.

85
3.

00
2.

50
–3

.5
0

0.
00

1
To

ta
l

15
1

2.
63

0.
92

0.
50

8
20

8
3.

09
0.

82
< 

0.
00

1
0.

91
0

Pa
tie

nt
-c

en
te

re
dn

es
s

IG
71

3.
90

0.
26

4.
00

3.
87

–4
.0

0
86

3.
91

0.
15

4.
00

3.
87

–4
.0

0
0.

52
7

CG
80

3.
87

0.
22

4.
00

3.
87

–4
.0

0
12

2
3.

88
0.

28
4.

00
3.

87
–4

.0
0

0.
13

7

To
ta

l
15

1
3.

88
0.

24
0.

12
5

20
8

3.
89

0.
23

0.
76

5
0.

79
5

Te
am

w
or

k,
 ro

le
s, 

an
d 

re
sp

on
si

bi
lit

ie
s

IG
72

3.
17

0.
64

3.
33

2.
77

–3
.6

6
86

3.
42

0.
50

3.
55

3.
22

–3
.7

7
< 

0.
00

1
CG

81
3.

07
0.

65
3.

22
2.

72
–3

.5
5

12
2

3.
23

0.
58

3.
23

2.
88

–3
.6

9
0.

09
1

To
ta

l
15

3
3.

12
0.

64
0.

27
1

20
8

3.
31

0.
56

0.
01

2
0.

84
8

N
ot

e:
 D

es
cr

ip
tiv

e 
st

at
is

tic
s 

at
 T

0 
(p

re
 tr

ai
ni

ng
) a

nd
 T

1 
(p

os
t t

ra
in

in
g)

 b
et

w
ee

n 
IG

 a
nd

 C
G

 a
nd

 re
su

lts
 o

f W
ilc

ox
on

-T
es

t a
nd

 M
an

n-
W

hi
tn

ey
-U

-T
es

t a
cr

os
s 

th
e 

tw
o 

tim
ep

oi
nt

s 
an

d 
IG

 a
nd

 C
G

 fo
r e

ac
h 

sc
al

e

N
ot

e:
 S

ta
nd

ar
d 

de
vi

at
io

n 
(S

D
), 

In
te

rq
ua

rt
ile

 ra
ng

e 
(IR

)
a  W

ilc
ox

on
-T

es
t

b  M
an

n-
W

hi
tn

ey
-U

-T
es

t

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nc
e 

le
ve

l p
 <

 .0
5;

 b
ol

d 
te

xt
: s

ig
ni

fic
an

t d
iff

er
en

ce
s



Page 7 of 10Heier et al. BMC Medical Education           (2024) 24:10 

and interprofessional error communication after training. 
Blended-learning format, interprofessional communica-
tion training with actors and feedback were described as 
positive and sustainable, although challenges were also 
described within the communication situations and deal-
ing with own errors and emotions.

The IPAS is a valid and reliable instrument to measure 
attitudes about interprofessional learning and is used in 
different settings and to measure changes through IPE 
interventions [25–34]. When comparing the pre- and 
post-training results of both groups in our study, we 
found a significant improvement in the subscale “team-
work, roles and responsibilities” and in the self-devel-
oped interprofessional error communication scale. The 
improvement of attitudes regarding interprofessional 
teamwork after IPE is not surprising, previous studies 
support the benefits of IPE [35–39]. IPE interventions 
and trainings can lead to improvements in interprofes-
sional teamwork, attitudes toward interprofessional 
teams in health care, and can help develop the skills nec-
essary for successful improvement of patient safety topics 
[40–43].

We did not observe changes of the sub-scale “patient-
centeredness” after training in IG and CG. However, the 
scale already showed high scores in both groups at T0, so 
that an improvement was hardly possible here. Also, the 
communication scenarios were developed on the basis of 
CIRS cases in Germany and therefore should present a 
realistic ADE, but were not primarily designed for testing 
patient-centeredness. However, one scenario deals with a 
conversation with an oncology patient in whom an ADE 
may have occurred, resulting in prolonged treatment. 
Aside from a statistic ceiling effect and the construction 
of the scenarios, another possible explanation would be 
the focus of the online part of the blended-learning for-
mat, which mostly refers to communication models and 
interprofessional error communication. Participants 
therefore were prepared for the training with a focus on 
interprofessional communication, rather than aspects 
of patient-centeredness. Future IPE trainings regarding 
error communication should take patient-centeredness 
outcomes more in account.

Although the utility and benefits of IPE in health pro-
fessions are well-known and internationally form a stan-
dard component of the training of medical, nursing and 
therapeutic professionals, IPE in Germany seems to be 
still local projects attached to university hospitals, and 
there is currently no national strategy for a comprehen-
sive implementation of (a longitudinal) IPE [44]. Future 
IPE studies should therefore concentrate on longitudinal 
courses, supporting students from different professions 
already from the start of their programme.

Strengths and limitations
A major strength is the quasi-experimental pre-post 
study design with two study arms, through which first 
conclusions can be drawn about the effectiveness of 
the interprofessional training in comparison to regular 
teaching. As part of the intervention all IG participants 
received 360° feedback, which has become a reliable 
and valid tool for assessing the performance of HCPs in 
practice [45]. Furthermore, the integration of the inter-
professional communication skills training into an exist-
ing mandatory course is a great strength, as this meant 
that the necessary framework was already in place for 
medical students and lecturers. In order to create equal 
conditions for nursing as well, it would be desirable to 
integrate communication training into the nursing cur-
riculum. The scales used are from the G-IPAS, which has 
shown solid reliability [23]. Since the education focused 
on teamwork, patient-centredness and interprofessional 
error communication, we used the corresponding two 
scales of the G-IPAS and developed a new scale concern-
ing the error communication. The use of a shortened ver-
sion of the G-IPAS made the questionnaire short, which 
should increase the response rate [46].

Our study has important limitations to consider. First, 
because of the small sample size of IG and CG (n = 94, 
n = 127) and no randomisation, a sampling bias in the 
pilot study cannot be excluded. Due to the formal differ-
ences and the differences within the training for nursing 
trainees and medical students, there are considerable 
challenges in Germany to train both disciplines together 
[47]. In order to collect data from medical students 
and nursing trainees, there are inconsistencies in terms 
of practical experience due to the formal structure of 
both professional training programmes, which is a well 
described as a methodological challenge in Germany 
[48]. Consequently, data were collected in different ways 
between medical students and nursing trainees, which 
may have had an impact on the response rate and may 
have resulted in a distortion. Several strategies were used 
to increase the response rate: for the online question-
naire, participants were reminded weekly and the paper 
questionnaire was to be completed on site in person [46]. 
As this study is classified in the field of medical educa-
tion research, the two study arms are natural groups. 
The quasi-experiment compares natural groups without 
randomized assignment of subjects. Consequently, there 
are differences between the data collections as well as 
the sample size of both study arms. In follow-up studies, 
data collection should be similar in the different groups. 
In addition, our data only describe the experience of 
one pilot training session in the semester, so we can-
not assume that the results can be generalized. Also, we 
have no knowledge of an actual change in clinical prac-
tice. Therefore, the results may be valid specifically only 
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for this national healthcare system. In order to include as 
large a group of nursing trainees as possible in the study, 
the IG and the CG of the nursing trainees were not from 
the same year of apprenticeship. For the medical stu-
dents, the course was already firmly scheduled, which 
meant that time slots were already reserved in the timeta-
ble and appropriate rooms were available in the teaching 
building. The nursing school, on the other hand, had to 
determine for which nursing trainees the project would 
be suitable in terms of content and time. Some partici-
pants already had other courses. Time overlaps among 
the trainees and different attendance regulations meant 
that not all of the invited trainees took part in the course. 
It is known from the literature that different structural 
circumstances can have an influence on participation [48] 
and that different participation behavior can be a hin-
drance to the implementation of interprofessional events 
[49]. Therefore, it may be that the two groups may have 
different attitudes based on their knowledge and experi-
ence. Another limitation is that the conditions regard-
ing the simulation talks of the CG were different. While 
the CG of the medical students received training, the 
CG of the nursing trainees did not. In follow-up-studies 
the conditions should be similar. The nursing trainees 
have been working in clinical care since the start of their 
training and already have experience in interprofessional 
teamwork and in dealing with errors and error communi-
cation. The medical students, on the other hand, are still 
at the start of their clinical study section and do not have 
the same level of experience. Since the interprofessional 
trainings were integrated into an existing course, the 
implementation was not possible otherwise for organ-
isational reasons. In order to have similar conditions for 
the participants, the interprofessional training should 
take place in the long term with medical students in later 
phases of their training. We did not conduct an analysis 
of differences between medicine and nursing due to the 
pilot nature of the study, the associated sample size and 
distribution. Thus, statements about differences will need 
to be explored in future studies.

Conclusions and practical implications
Self-reported skills in interprofessional error commu-
nication and attitudes regarding teamwork, roles and 
responsibilities improved after an interprofessional com-
munication skills training, attended by medical students 
and nursing trainees. Further studies should investigate 
which situations arise for the communication training. 
Demonstrating sustainable effects of training will require 
longitudinal studies to capture the impact of attitudi-
nal changes on interprofessional error communication 
within clinical settings.

Building on the initial results of this pilot study, it 
seems positive to bring together different healthcare 

professions already during their education. By the inter-
views we found that amount and content of previously 
provided materials should be designed in such a way 
that students and trainees can prepare themselves opti-
mally but are not overwhelmed with the material. Further 
interviews would be necessary to make statements about 
the feasibility of interprofessional conversation simula-
tion training during education.

Abbreviations
ADE	� Adverse Drug Events
CG	� Control Group
CIRS	� Critical Incident Reporting System
G-IPAS	� German Interprofessional Attitudes Scale
HCPs	� Health Care Professionals
IG	� Intervention Group
IPE	� Interprofessional Education

Acknowledgements
We thank all participants for taking part in our pilot study. And we thank 
the University Hospital Bonn and the faculty of medicine for supporting IPE 
projects.

Author contributions
Conceptualization: LH, BS, and NE; methodology: LH, BS, AS, SN and NE; formal 
analysis: LH, BS, AS, and NE; writing — original draft preparation: LH and BS; 
writing—review and editing: AS, FG, SN, and NE; supervision: NE; project 
administration: LH, BS and NE. All authors have read and approved the final 
manuscript.

Funding
This work was supported by the faculty of medicine of the University Hospital 
Bonn.

Data availability
The datasets generated and/or analyzed during the current study are not 
publicly available but are available from the corresponding author on 
reasonable request.

Declarations

Ethics approval and consent to participate
The study was conducted according to the guidelines of the Declaration of 
Helsinki, and approved by the Ethics Committee of the Medical Faculty of the 
University of Bonn, Germany (147/22). Informed consent was obtained from 
all the participants.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
The authors declare no competing interests.

Author details
1Center for Health Communication and Health Services Research, 
Department of Psychosomatic Medicine and Psychotherapy, University 
Hospital Bonn, Bonn, Germany
2Chair of Health Services Research, Institute of Medical Sociology, Health 
Services Research, and Rehabilitation Science, Faculty of Medicine and 
University Hospital Cologne, University of Cologne, Cologne, Germany
3Department of Clinical Pharmacy and Toxicology, Maastricht University 
Medical Center, Maastricht, The Netherlands
4CARIM School for Cardiovascular Disease, Maastricht University, 
Maastricht, The Netherlands
5Centrum für Aus- & Weiterbildung, University Hospital Bonn, Bonn, 
Germany
6Department of Psychosomatic Medicine and Psychotherapy, University 
Hospital Bonn, Bonn, Germany



Page 9 of 10Heier et al. BMC Medical Education           (2024) 24:10 

Received: 14 September 2023 / Accepted: 20 December 2023

References
1.	 Tsui VW, Thomas D, Tian S, Vaida AJ. Adverse drug events, medica-

tion errors, and drug interactions. Clinical Pharmacy Education, Prac-
tice and Research. Elsevier; 2019. pp. 227–45. https://doi.org/10.1016/
B978-0-12-814276-9.00016-7.

2.	 Boeker EB, de Boer M, Kiewiet JJS, Lie-A-Huen L, Dijkgraaf MGW, Boermeester 
MA. Occurrence and preventability of adverse drug events in surgical 
patients: a systematic review of literature. BMC Health Serv Res. 2013;13:364. 
https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6963-13-364.

3.	 Elliott RA, Camacho E, Jankovic D, Sculpher MJ, Faria R. Economic analy-
sis of the prevalence and clinical and economic burden of medication 
error in England. BMJ Qual Saf. 2021;30:96–105. https://doi.org/10.1136/
bmjqs-2019-010206.

4.	 Cano FG, Rozenfeld S. Adverse drug events in hospitals: a systematic review. 
Cad Saude Publica. 2009;25(Suppl 3):360–72. https://doi.org/10.1590/
s0102-311x2009001500003.

5.	 Kaldjian LC. Communication about medical errors. Patient Educ Couns. 
2021;104:989–93. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pec.2020.11.035.

6.	 Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality. TeamSTEPPS™: Team Strategies 
and Tools to Enhance Performance and Patient Safety.

7.	 Parker AL, Forsythe LL, Kohlmorgen IK, TeamSTEPPS®. An evidence-based 
approach to reduce clinical errors threatening safety in outpatient settings: 
an integrative review. J Healthc Risk Manag. 2019;38:19–31. https://doi.
org/10.1002/jhrm.21352.

8.	 Kerr D, Ostaszkiewicz J, Dunning T, Martin P. The effectiveness of training 
interventions on nurses’ communication skills: a systematic review. Nurse 
Educ Today. 2020;89:104405. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nedt.2020.104405.

9.	 Gutiérrez-Puertas L, Márquez-Hernández VV, Gutiérrez-Puertas V, Granados-
Gámez G, Aguilera-Manrique G. Educational Interventions for Nursing Stu-
dents To Develop Communication Skills with patients: a systematic review. 
Int J Environ Res Public Health. 2020. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17072241.

10.	 Kilner E, Sheppard LA. The role of teamwork and communication in the emer-
gency department: a systematic review. Int Emerg Nurs. 2010;18:127–37. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ienj.2009.05.006.

11.	 Gilligan C, Powell M, Lynagh MC, Ward BM, Lonsdale C, Harvey P, et al. 
Interventions for improving medical students’ interpersonal communication 
in medical consultations. Cochrane Database Syst Rev. 2021;2:CD012418. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/14651858.CD012418.pub2.

12.	 Karger A, Petermann-Meyer A, Vitinius F, Geiser F, Kraus D, Ernsten L, et al. 
Effectiveness of interprofessional communication skills training for oncology 
teams: study protocol for a three-arm cluster randomised trial (Kom-
mRhein Interpro). BMJ Open. 2022;12:e062073. https://doi.org/10.1136/
bmjopen-2022-062073.

13.	 Cusack T, O’Donoghue G. The introduction of an interprofessional education 
module: students’ perceptions. Qual Prim Care. 2012;20:231–8.

14.	 Horsburgh M, Lamdin R, Williamson E. Multiprofessional learning: the 
attitudes of medical, nursing and pharmacy students to shared learning. Med 
Educ. 2001;35:876–83. https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2923.2001.00959.x.

15.	 Sulaiman N, Rishmawy Y, Hussein A, Saber-Ayad M, Alzubaidi H, Al Kawas S, et 
al. A mixed methods approach to determine the climate of interprofessional 
education among medical and health sciences students. BMC Med Educ. 
2021;21:203. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12909-021-02645-4.

16.	 Teuwen C, van der Burgt S, Kusurkar R, Schreurs H, Daelmans H, Peerdeman 
S. How does interprofessional education influence students’ perceptions 
of collaboration in the clinical setting? A qualitative study. BMC Med Educ. 
2022;22:325. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12909-022-03372-0.

17.	 Guraya SY, Barr H. The effectiveness of interprofessional education in 
healthcare: a systematic review and meta-analysis. Kaohsiung J Med Sci. 
2018;34:160–5. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.kjms.2017.12.009.

18.	 Abdelhakim HE, Brown L, Mills L, Ahmad A, Hammell J, McKechnie DGJ, et 
al. Medical and pharmacy students’ perspectives of remote synchronous 
interprofessional education sessions. BMC Med Educ. 2022;22:611. https://
doi.org/10.1186/s12909-022-03675-2.

19.	 Visser CLF, Ket JCF, Croiset G, Kusurkar RA. Perceptions of residents, medical 
and nursing students about interprofessional education: a systematic review 
of the quantitative and qualitative literature. BMC Med Educ. 2017;17:77. 
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12909-017-0909-0.

20.	 WHO. Framework for Action on Interprofessional Education & Collaborative 
Practice. 2010.

21.	 Mitzkat A, Berger S, Reeves S, Mahler C. More terminological clarity in the 
interprofessional field - a call for reflection on the use of terminologies, in 
both practice and research, on a national and international level. GMS J Med 
Educ. 2016;33:Doc36. https://doi.org/10.3205/zma001035.

22.	 Grimes TC, Guinan EM. Interprofessional education focused on medication 
safety: a systematic review. J Interprof Care. 2023;37:131–49. https://doi.org/1
0.1080/13561820.2021.2015301.

23.	 Pedersen TH, Cignacco E, Meuli J, Habermann F, Berger-Estilita J, Greif R. The 
German interprofessional attitudes scale: translation, cultural adaptation, and 
validation. GMS Z Med Ausbild. 2020;37:1–19.

24.	 Mayring P. Qualitative inhaltsanalyse: Grundlagen Und Techniken. 11th ed. 
Weinheim: Beltz; 2010.

25.	 Alshogran OY, Al-Hamdan Z, El-Awaisi A, Alkhalidy H, Saadeh N, Alsqaier H. 
Development and implementation of interprofessional education activity 
among health professions students in Jordan: a pilot investigation. J Interprof 
Care. 2022;1–7. https://doi.org/10.1080/13561820.2022.2128727.

26.	 Dennis V, Craft M, Bratzler D, Yozzo M, Bender D, Barbee C, et al. Evaluation 
of student perceptions with 2 interprofessional assessment tools-the Col-
laborative Healthcare Interdisciplinary Relationship Planning instrument and 
the interprofessional attitudes Scale-following didactic and clinical learning 
experiences in the United States. J Educ Eval Health Prof. 2019;16:35. https://
doi.org/10.3352/jeehp.2019.16.35.

27.	 Feldhacker DR, Wesner C, Yockey J, Larson J, Norris D. Strategies for Health: 
a game-based, interprofessional approach to teaching social determinants 
of health: a randomized controlled pilot study. J Interprof Care. 2021;1–9. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/13561820.2020.1850660.

28.	 Fusco NM, Maerten-Rivera J, Doloresco F, Ohtake PJ. Improving pharmacy 
students’ attitudes toward collaborative practice through a large-scale 
Interprofessional Forum Targeting Opioid Dependence. Am J Pharm Educ. 
2019;83:1226–32.

29.	 Kolcu MIB, Karabilgin Ozturkcu OS, Kolcu G. Turkish adaptation of the inter-
professional attitude scale (IPAS). J Interprof Care. 2022;36:684–90. https://doi.
org/10.1080/13561820.2021.1971636.

30.	 Muzyk AJ, Tew C, Thomas-Fannin A, Dayal S, Maeda R, Schramm-Sapyta N, 
et al. An Interprofessional Course on Substance Use Disorders for Health 
professions Students. Acad Med. 2017;92:1704–8. https://doi.org/10.1097/
ACM.0000000000001766.

31.	 Sakr CJ, Fakih L, Dejong J, Yazbick-Dumit N, Soueidan H, Haidar W, et al. 
Can interprofessional education change students’ attitudes? A case study 
from Lebanon. BMC Med Educ. 2022;22:570. https://doi.org/10.1186/
s12909-022-03608-z.

32.	 Tona J, Kruger J, Jacobsen LJ, Krzyzanowicz R, Towle-Miller LM, Wilding GE, 
Ohtake PJ. Assessing the assessment: a comparison of the IPASS and ICCAS 
to measure change in interprofessional competencies following a large-scale 
interprofessional forum. J Interprof Care. 2021;35:726–35. https://doi.org/10.1
080/13561820.2020.1806219.

33.	 Violato E, King S. A case of validity evidence for the interprofessional attitudes 
Scale. J Interprof Care. 2021;35:596–603. https://doi.org/10.1080/13561820.20
20.1786359.

34.	 Yu J, Lee W, Kim M, Choi S, Lee S, Kim S, et al. Effectiveness of simulation-
based interprofessional education for medical and nursing students in 
South Korea: a pre-post survey. BMC Med Educ. 2020;20:476. https://doi.
org/10.1186/s12909-020-02395-9.

35.	 Fox L, Onders R, Hermansen-Kobulnicky CJ, Nguyen T-N, Myran L, Linn B, 
Hornecker J. Teaching interprofessional teamwork skills to health professional 
students: a scoping review. J Interprof Care. 2018;32:127–35. https://doi.org/1
0.1080/13561820.2017.1399868.

36.	 Chambers BR, Mack J, Sabus C, Becker D, Shaw P, Diederich E. Interprofes-
sional Procedure Training for Medicine and nursing students. MedEdPORTAL. 
2020;16:10884. https://doi.org/10.15766/mep_2374-8265.10884.

37.	 Brock D, Abu-Rish E, Chiu C-R, Hammer D, Wilson S, Vorvick L, et al. Interpro-
fessional education in team communication: working together to improve 
patient safety. Postgrad Med J. 2013;89:642–51. https://doi.org/10.1136/
postgradmedj-2012-000952rep.

38.	 Park YC, Park KH. Interprofessional education program for medical and nurs-
ing students: interprofessional versus uniprofessional. Korean J Med Educ. 
2021;33:1–10. https://doi.org/10.3946/kjme.2021.182.

39.	 Darlow B, Coleman K, McKinlay E, Donovan S, Beckingsale L, Gray B, et al. The 
positive impact of interprofessional education: a controlled trial to evaluate 

https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-814276-9.00016-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-814276-9.00016-7
https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6963-13-364
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjqs-2019-010206
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjqs-2019-010206
https://doi.org/10.1590/s0102-311x2009001500003
https://doi.org/10.1590/s0102-311x2009001500003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pec.2020.11.035
https://doi.org/10.1002/jhrm.21352
https://doi.org/10.1002/jhrm.21352
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nedt.2020.104405
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17072241
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ienj.2009.05.006
https://doi.org/10.1002/14651858.CD012418.pub2
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2022-062073
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2022-062073
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2923.2001.00959.x
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12909-021-02645-4
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12909-022-03372-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.kjms.2017.12.009
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12909-022-03675-2
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12909-022-03675-2
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12909-017-0909-0
https://doi.org/10.3205/zma001035
https://doi.org/10.1080/13561820.2021.2015301
https://doi.org/10.1080/13561820.2021.2015301
https://doi.org/10.1080/13561820.2022.2128727
https://doi.org/10.3352/jeehp.2019.16.35
https://doi.org/10.3352/jeehp.2019.16.35
https://doi.org/10.1080/13561820.2020.1850660
https://doi.org/10.1080/13561820.2021.1971636
https://doi.org/10.1080/13561820.2021.1971636
https://doi.org/10.1097/ACM.0000000000001766
https://doi.org/10.1097/ACM.0000000000001766
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12909-022-03608-z
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12909-022-03608-z
https://doi.org/10.1080/13561820.2020.1806219
https://doi.org/10.1080/13561820.2020.1806219
https://doi.org/10.1080/13561820.2020.1786359
https://doi.org/10.1080/13561820.2020.1786359
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12909-020-02395-9
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12909-020-02395-9
https://doi.org/10.1080/13561820.2017.1399868
https://doi.org/10.1080/13561820.2017.1399868
https://doi.org/10.15766/mep_2374-8265.10884
https://doi.org/10.1136/postgradmedj-2012-000952rep
https://doi.org/10.1136/postgradmedj-2012-000952rep
https://doi.org/10.3946/kjme.2021.182


Page 10 of 10Heier et al. BMC Medical Education           (2024) 24:10 

a programme for health professional students. BMC Med Educ. 2015;15:98. 
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12909-015-0385-3.

40.	 Gillespie C, Adams J, Hanley K, Wagner E, Shaker-Brown A, Naidu M, et al. We 
might as well be speaking different languages’: an innovative interprofes-
sional education tool to teach and assess communication skills critical to 
patient safety. BMJ Simul Technol Enhanc Learn. 2015;1:54–60. https://doi.
org/10.1136/bmjstel-2014-000014.

41.	 Judge MP, Polifroni EC, Maruca AT, Hobson ME, Leschak A, Zakewicz H. Evalu-
ation of students’ receptiveness and response to an interprofessional learning 
activity across health care disciplines: an approach toward team develop-
ment in healthcare. Int J Nurs Sci. 2015;2:93–8. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
ijnss.2015.01.003.

42.	 Noureddine N, Hagge DK, Kashkouli P. Student-reported attitudes during an 
interprofessional Palliative Care Learning Experience: implications for dual-
professional identity, Interdisciplinary Bias, and patient outcomes. Palliat Med 
Rep. 2020;1:307–13. https://doi.org/10.1089/pmr.2020.0096.

43.	 Brock D, Abu-Rish E, Chiu C-R, Hammer D, Wilson S, Vorvick L, et al. Interpro-
fessional education in team communication: working together to improve 
patient safety. BMJ Qual Saf. 2013;22:414–23. https://doi.org/10.1136/
bmjqs-2012-000952.

44.	 Kaap-Fröhlich S, Ulrich G, Wershofen B, Ahles J, Behrend R, Handgraaf M, 
et al. Position paper of the GMA Committee Interprofessional Education in 
the Health professions – current status and outlook. GMS Z Med Ausbild. 
2022;39:1–28.

45.	 Donnon T, Al Ansari A, Al Alawi S, Violato C. The reliability, validity, and feasibil-
ity of multisource feedback physician assessment: a systematic review. Acad 
Med. 2014;89:511–6. https://doi.org/10.1097/ACM.0000000000000147.

46.	 Holtom B, Baruch Y, Aguinis H, Ballinger A. Survey response rates: Trends and 
a validity assessment framework. Hum Relat. 2022;75:1560–84. https://doi.
org/10.1177/00187267211070769.

47.	 Kaap-Fröhlich S, Ulrich G, Wershofen B, Ahles J, Behrend R, Handgraaf M, 
et al. Position paper of the GMA Committee Interprofessional Education 
in the Health professions - current status and outlook. GMS J Med Educ. 
2022;39:Doc17. https://doi.org/10.3205/zma001538.

48.	 Nowak AC, Klimke-Jung K, Schäfer T, Reif K. Interprofessional practice in 
health care: an educational project with four learning sequences for students 
from six study programs. GMS J Med Educ. 2016;33:Doc29. https://doi.
org/10.3205/zma001028.

49.	 Altin SV, Tebest R, Kautz-Freimuth S, Redaelli M, Stock S. Barriers in the 
implementation of interprofessional continuing education programs–a 
qualitative study from Germany. BMC Med Educ. 2014;14:227. https://doi.
org/10.1186/1472-6920-14-227.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in 
published maps and institutional affiliations.

https://doi.org/10.1186/s12909-015-0385-3
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjstel-2014-000014
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjstel-2014-000014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijnss.2015.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijnss.2015.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1089/pmr.2020.0096
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjqs-2012-000952
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjqs-2012-000952
https://doi.org/10.1097/ACM.0000000000000147
https://doi.org/10.1177/00187267211070769
https://doi.org/10.1177/00187267211070769
https://doi.org/10.3205/zma001538
https://doi.org/10.3205/zma001028
https://doi.org/10.3205/zma001028
https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6920-14-227
https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6920-14-227

	﻿Interprofessional communication skills training to improve medical students’ and nursing trainees’ error communication - quasi-experimental pilot study
	﻿Abstract
	﻿Background
	﻿Methods
	﻿Study design
	﻿Participants and setting
	﻿Interprofessional communication skills training
	﻿Data collection
	﻿Measures and data analysis
	﻿Formative evaluation

	﻿Results
	﻿Participants characteristics
	﻿Descriptive statistics and training associations
	﻿Feasibility aspects and implementation conditions

	﻿Discussion
	﻿Strengths and limitations
	﻿Conclusions and practical implications

	﻿References


