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Abstract

Background: To respond to increasingly complicated healthcare needs in primary 
care settings, all health and medical welfare professionals are required to collaborate 
with multiprofessionals, namely via “interprofessional work” (IPW). Interprofessional 
education (IPE) is essential for effective IPW, especially for medical students. This 
study aimed to determine whether participation in IPE can increase medical students’ 
readiness for interprofessional learning.
Method: We examined the difference in readiness of medical students for interprofes‐
sional learning before and after an IPE program that used team‐based learning (TBL). 
Each student was assigned to either a uniprofessional or multiprofessional group. They 
were evaluated using the Japanese version of the Readiness for Interprofessional 
Learning Scale (RIPLS). Program participants were 126 second‐year medical students 
and 18 students of healthcare professions other than medical doctor who participated 
in a combined IPE program conducted by two universities. Medical students were al‐
located to 12 uniprofessional and nine multiprofessional groups at random.
Results: One hundred and twelve medical students who replied to the questionnaire 
both before and after the program (valid response rate, 88.9%) were eligible for analy‐
sis. Of these, 42 were assigned to uniprofessional groups and 70 to multiprofessional 
groups. After the program, the RIPLS total score increased to a greater extent in the 
multiprofessional groups than in the uniprofessional groups (difference 3.17, 95% confi‐
dence interval 0.47‐5.88, P = .022). Multiple regression analysis showed the same result.
Conclusions: Learning in multiprofessional groups increased medical students’ readi‐
ness for interprofessional learning in an IPE program using TBL.
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1  | INTRODUC TION

To respond to increasingly complicated healthcare needs in primary 
care settings, all health and medical welfare professionals are re‐
quired to cooperate and collaborate across disciplines, a practice 
referred to as “interprofessional work” (IPW).1 Solving complicated 
care problems and providing the necessary services require team‐
work in IPW as well as sharing a team identity.2

However, doctors who often collaborate with other medical 
professionals in the context of medical care provision tend have a 
negative attitude toward IPW.3‒5 Physicians with a negative attitude 
toward IPW often believe that the role of doctors is to make a deci‐
sion in a top‐down approach within medical teams.3,6 Such thinking 
may pose a barrier to IPW in the field. To overcome this situation, 
WHO has indicated the need to implement interprofessional educa‐
tion (IPE) to improve the preparation of health and medical welfare 
professionals to collaborate in multidisciplinary healthcare settings.7 
IPE is defined as “occasions when two or more professions learn 
with, from and about each other to improve collaboration and the 
quality of care”.8 Some studies targeting medical students have re‐
ported that students who have received IPE tend to have a positive 
attitude toward IPW.9,10 Through IPE, medical students can practice 
the doctor's role and experience interactions with students of other 
professions.8

In Europe and the United States, efforts to implement IPE began 
about 20 years ago, and the number of universities that incorporate 
IPE into their curriculum is rapidly increasing.11 Positive effects have 
been reported, including improved knowledge,12 improved prepara‐
tion for interprofessional collaboration,13 and increased satisfaction 
toward IPE learning after involvement in IPE programs,14 such as 
small group learning and practical training in a group of multiprofes‐
sionals. In particular, because recent overcrowding of the medical 
curricula has hampered efforts to insert IPE programs into the over‐
all curriculum,15 a more effective multiprofessional collaborative 
education program is needed to improve the readiness of students 
for multiprofessional collaboration in a limited period of time. While 
some studies have reported that learning in a multiprofessional 
group composed of students from different professions, as opposed 
to a uniprofessional group, improves readiness for interprofessional 
learning,16,17 the analyses were often conducted without distin‐
guishing between different professions.

Further, reports limited to analyzing the readiness of medical stu‐
dents only for collaboration in healthcare environments are scarce. 
In a study of clinical practical training for the care of children with 
disabilities in which medical students were randomly paired with ei‐
ther medical students or nursing students, those paired with nursing 
students showed no significant improvement in attitude toward IPE 
compared with those paired with medical students.17 One study as‐
signed medical students to either a uniprofessional group of medical 
students or a multiprofessional group of pharmacy and nursing stu‐
dents, and evidence‐based medical learning based on a patient sce‐
nario was conducted in a small group. The results indicated that the 
medical students who were assigned to the multiprofessional group 

showed improved clinical decision‐making ability compared with 
those assigned to the uniprofessional group.18 As the outcome was 
clinical decision‐making ability, the study did not evaluate whether 
placement in a multiprofessional group improved the medical stu‐
dents’ readiness for interprofessional collaboration. In educational 
research, while it is possible to more accurately measure the edu‐
cational effect by random assignment, random assignment at actual 
educational sites is difficult. Apart from the two papers mentioned 
above, few reports have focused on the random assignment of medi‐
cal students to uniprofessional or multiprofessional groups and com‐
pared the effects of these assignments on their education.17,18

In this study, we randomly assigned medical students to unipro‐
fessional or multiprofessional groups in an IPE program. We then 
studied whether learning in a multiprofessional group improved 
medical students’ readiness for interprofessional learning compared 
to learning in a uniprofessional group composed of medical students 
only.

2  | METHODS

2.1 | Overview of implementation of the IPE 
program

Program participants were second‐year medical students of X 
University and second‐year students of nursing, physical therapy, oc‐
cupational therapy, and radiological technology at Y University who 
were taking part in a combined IPE program conducted by the two 
universities in October 2013. The purpose of the program was for 
students to learn the importance of team medicine and professional 
cooperation. This program was a compulsory subject at X University, 
School of Medicine, and 126 medical students participated, while it was 
an elective course at Y University, involving four nursing, eight physi‐
cal therapy, five occupational therapy, and one radiology student. The 
Team‐Based Learning (TBL)19 format was used as the learning strat‐
egy. We developed a TBL course based on a case of cerebral infarction 
in which the patient was aiming to return home after recovery from 
the acute stage. We chose rehabilitation from cerebral infarction be‐
cause multiple professions are involved in its treatment and care. All 
instructors involved in the students’ curriculum participated in faculty 
development of TBL and IPE. Faculty members from Y University were 
nursing, physical therapy, occupational therapy, and radiology instruc‐
tors. A small group (about six or seven people in one group) occupied 
two large classrooms, and 7‐8 instructors comprising one or more 
medical, nursing, physical therapy, occupational therapy, and radiology 
faculty members were present in each classroom. The faculty mem‐
bers’ role was primarily to watch over the students’ progress in learning, 
and they were not in charge of a specific group. They were allowed to 
provide advice when the students became stuck in discussion, although 
this did not occur in any group. Participating students were grouped in 
advance. Because the total number of nursing, physical therapy, occu‐
pational therapy, and radiology students was lower than that of medical 
students, it was not possible for all students to join a multiprofessional 
group. Medical students were randomly assigned to uniprofessional 
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groups of medical students only or multiprofessional groups using a 
random number table. All nursing, physical therapy, occupational ther‐
apy, and radiology students were allotted to multiprofessional groups. 
Program participants were divided into 12 uniprofessional groups (6‐7 
medical students from X University in one group) and nine multiprofes‐
sional groups (five medical students from X University + two students 
from Y University in one group). As a result, 81 medical students were 
assigned to uniprofessional groups and 45 to multiprofessional groups. 
In the multiprofessional groups, there was no duplication of nursing, 
physical therapy, occupational therapy, and radiology students.

The medical students had undergone TBL one year before. Seven 
days before the scheduled group learning session, participants re‐
ceived an explanation of the implementation of TBL as a learning 
task to raise their level of individual readiness (preclass self‐learn‐
ing). After the preliminary explanation and before TBL implementa‐
tion, we posted the group assignments. On the day of TBL, a half‐day 
program was implemented. After orientation and icebreaking, we 
conducted the individual readiness assurance test (IRAT), group 
readiness assurance test (GRAT), and faculty feedback and clarifi‐
cation (mini‐lecture) based on the learning task for readiness assur‐
ance. Subsequently, the faculty members introduced the mock case 
on the acute and rehabilitative stages of cerebral infarction and en‐
couraged the program participants to discuss the types of problems 
embedded in the case and strategies to solve them. Faculty mem‐
bers of X University Medical Institute and Y University facilitated 
the discussion in each classroom. They also commented on students’ 
presentations, which were attended by all students in both groups.

2.2 | Study design

Randomized controlled study.

2.3 | Study participants

Eligible study participants were 126 medical students who partici‐
pated in the IPE program on October 31, 2013. Participants had not 
yet taken the Common Achievement Tests (a Japanese nationwide 
examination similar to the USMLE Step 1 examination).

2.4 | Research method

At the start and end of the IPE program, participants were asked to 
complete the Japanese version of the Readiness for Interprofessional 
Learning Scale (RIPLS)20,21 and their responses were compiled to 
evaluate the program. We assured the participants that their an‐
swers would not influence their grades. The RIPLS was conducted 
immediately before the program orientation and after the program 
had concluded. The questionnaires were collected on the spot.

2.5 | Questionnaire: Japanese version of RIPLS21

Readiness for Interprofessional Learning Scale20 was developed as 
a self‐administered questionnaire for assessing health professional 

students’ readiness for interprofessional learning in IPE. It is con‐
sidered a valid and reliable tool and has been translated into several 
languages.22,23 Tamura et al21 evaluated the validity and reliability of 
the Japanese version of the RIPLS in 2010. The Japanese version of 
RIPLS contains 19 items categorized under three subscales: “team 
and collaborations” (13 items), “IPE opportunity” (two items), and 
“uniqueness of profession” (four items). The items are measured on 
a 5‐point Likert scale with responses ranging from “strongly agree” 
to “strongly disagree.” The RIPLS score, which includes five reverse‐
scored items, indicates the readiness of professionals for IPE. Higher 
RIPLS total scores in this study therefore indicate greater readiness 
of undergraduate healthcare students for interprofessional learning. 
Studies have mainly examined the effect of IPE by evaluating the re‐
sults of the whole questionnaire. We evaluated students’ readiness 
for IPE by examining the mean difference in the RIPLS total score 
before and after the IPE program.

2.6 | Statistical analysis

Each item was rated on a 5‐point Likert scale from “strongly agree” 
to “strongly disagree” in the Japanese version of RIPLS. Each value 
on the scale was assigned points (from 5 to 1) and used for analy‐
sis. Negatively worded items were reverse‐scored. We analyzed the 
mean difference in the RIPLS total score before and after the TBL 
program using the paired t test separately in the uniprofessional and 
multiprofessional groups. Moreover, to examine the change in at‐
titude of medical students toward IPE, we analyzed the difference in 
RIPLS total score before and after the TBL program between unipro‐
fessional and multiprofessional groups using the unpaired Student's 
t test. We used multiple regression analysis (forced entry method) to 
adjust for the effect of potential confounders. The regression model 
included the mean difference in RIPLS total score before and after 
the TBL program as a dependent variable, and RIPLS total score be‐
fore the TBL program, group (multi‐/uniprofessional), age, and gen‐
der as independent variables. Categorical data such as group, age, 
and gender were coded as dummy variables. A P value of <0.05 
was considered statistically significant. Statistical analysis was per‐
formed using SPSS Statistics 22 (IBM Japan).

2.7 | Sample size

We assumed that the mean total difference in RIPLS (19 items: 
95 points, full marks) score (standard variation) before and after 
the IPE program was 6.0 (5.0) points based on the results of our 
previous study using RIPLS to assess IPE in our university. The 
difference was considered significant when the mean total dif‐
ference in RIPLS score before and after the program in the uni‐/
multiprofessional groups was greater than 60%, the effect size 
was 6.0 × 0.6 = 3.6 points, and the standardized effect size was 
3.6/5.0 = 0.72. The required sample size was calculated to be 34 
in each group with a significance level of (two‐sided) α = 0.05 and 
statistical power 1‐β = 0.80. All students who were planning to 
participate in the IPE program were targeted in this study.
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2.8 | Ethical considerations

We explained to the participants that the results of the RIPLS would 
be used to evaluate the program and obtained consent from the stu‐
dents for the use of their results in this study. This study was ap‐
proved by the authors' institutional ethics committee.

3  | RESULTS

3.1 | Sample and characteristics

Figure 1 shows the flow of participants in this study (Figure 1). A 
total of 112 students were analyzed: 70 in the uniprofessional group 
and 42 in the multiprofessional group (valid response rate, 88.9%). 
Baseline characteristics (gender and age) were as follows: There 
were 49 males (70.0%) and 21 females (30.0%) in the uniprofessional 
group with a mean age of 20.4 (± 1.6) years, and 29 males (69.0%) 
and 13 females (31.0%) in the multiprofessional group with a mean 
age of 21.1 (± 3.4) years. There were no statistical differences in 
baseline characteristics between the groups (Table 1).

Differences in RIPLS total score before and after TBL between 
uniprofessional groups and multiprofessional groups.

3.2 | Univariate analysis

Table 2 shows the RIPLS total score and the mean difference in 
the RIPLS total score before and after the TBL program in the uni‐/
multiprofessional groups. The RIPLS total score was 72.67 ± 6.84 
(average ± standard deviation) points before the program and 
72.83 ± 8.99 points after the program in the uniprofessional 
groups (mean difference of 0.16 points, P = .85 [paired t test]; 95% 
confidence interval [CI]: −1.46 to 1.77, effect size: 0.02) (Table 2, 
item (1); and Figure 2). The RIPLS total score was 75.60 ± 10.24 
points before the program and 78.93 ± 11.63 points after the 
program in the multiprofessional groups (mean difference of 3.33 

points, P = .01 [paired t test]; 95% CI: 1.03 to 5.63, effect size: 
0.42) (Table 2, item (2); and Figure 2). There was no statistically 
significant difference in RIPLS total score before the program be‐
tween the uniprofessional and multiprofessional groups (differ‐
ence of 2.93 points, P = .11 [Student's t test]; 95% CI: −0.63 to 
6.48) (Table 2, item (3)). In contrast, the mean difference in RIPLS 
total score before and after the program was significantly higher 
in the multiprofessional groups than in the uniprofessional groups 
(3.33 points vs 0.16 points, difference of 3.17 points, P = .02; 95% 
CI: 0.47‐5.88) (Table 2, item (4)).

3.3 | Multiple regression analysis

Multiple regression analysis (forced entry method) was performed 
with adjustment for the RIPLS total score before the TBL program 
(dependent variable: mean difference in RIPLS total score before 
and after the TBL program; independent variables: RIPLS total 
score before the TBL program, group [multi‐/uniprofessional], 
age, and gender), and showed a significant standardized partial 
regression coefficient (β = 0.24; P = .01) for group (multi‐/unipro‐
fessional). This suggests that after adjustment for the RIPLS total 
score before the program, the increase in RIPLS total score was 
larger in the multiprofessional groups than in the uniprofessional 
groups (Table 3).

4  | DISCUSSION

We examined whether learning in a multiprofessional group im‐
proves the readiness of medical students for interprofessional learn‐
ing compared to learning in a uniprofessional group composed of 
medical students only. There are three possible reasons for a poten‐
tial difference.

The first is TBL. TBL is a learning strategy that involves the cru‐
cial interactions necessary for IPE. A previous study reported that 

F I G U R E  1   The flow of participants in 
this study
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the effect of these interactions was to improve medical students’ 
readiness for interprofessional learning.24 In a clinical practice 
framework, however, medical students who practiced in pairs with 
nursing students did not significantly improve their attitude toward 

IPE,17 suggesting that it may be important to choose learning strate‐
gies that intentionally incorporate interaction.

Second, at the time of the study, participants from both univer‐
sities had just started studying subjects in their chosen specialty. A 
study reported that differences in knowledge may be an obstacle for 
equal interactions between professionals.25 This effect may be par‐
ticularly pronounced for nonmedical undergraduate students, who 
may find it difficult to achieve equal interaction because they expect 
medical students to lead due to their perception of them as doc‐
tors.26 However, the medical students in our study had not started 
learning about clinical medicine, indicating that the level of knowl‐
edge between medical students and healthcare students was not 
markedly different. This may have resulted in a flat and smooth inter‐
action between medical students and other students and improved 
readiness for interprofessional education. Although all medical stu‐
dents learned IPE based on the case scenario, there was no increase 
in RIPLS total score in the uniprofessional groups because they did 
not interact with students from other professions. Further, partic‐
ipants were lower‐year students who did not have concrete ideas 
about other professions, and thus had low readiness for IPE.27,28

Characteristic

Total (n = 112)

Uniprofessional group 
(n = 70)

Multiprofessional group 
(n = 42) P value

Age, mean ± SD 20.4 ± 1.6 21.1 ± 3.4 .20a

Gender

Male, n (%) 49 (70.0) 29 (69.0)

Female, n (%) 21 (30.0) 13 (31.0) .92b

aStudent's t test. 
bChi‐square test. 

TA B L E  1   Characteristics of the study 
population

Uniprofessional group 
(n = 70)

Multiprofessional 
group (n = 42)

Before the TBL program A: 72.67 ± 6.84 B: 75.60 ± 10.24

After the TBL program C: 72.83 ± 8.99 D: 78.93 ± 11.63

Mean difference in RIPLS total score 
(After‐Before)

C‐A: 0.16 D‐B: 3.33

Note: Value (A‐D): RIPLS total score ± standard deviation.
Univariate analysis: (1) A vs C: compared between before and after the TBL program in the unipro‐
fessional group, paired t test. (2) B vs D: compared between before and after the TBL program in 
the multiprofessional group, paired t test. (3) A vs B: compared between the uni‐ and multiprofes‐
sional groups before the TBL program, Student's t test. (4) D‐B vs C‐A: mean difference in score 
between the uni‐ and multiprofessional groups, Student's t test.

TA B L E  2   Mean difference in RIPLS 
total score before and after the TBL 
program in the two groups

F I G U R E  2   RIPLS total score before 
and after TBL in both groups. †Paired t 
test, *P value <.05.

TA B L E  3   Multiple regression analysis with adjustment for the 
effect of RIPLS total score before the TBL program

Independent 
variable B β P value

95% confidence 
interval

(Constant) 6.72 .45 −10.86 to 24.30

Multi‐/uniprofes‐
sional group

3.49 0.24 .01*  0.71 to 6.27

RIPLS total score 
before TBL

‐0.12 ‐0.14 .14 −0.28 to 0.04

Gender 0.87 0.06 .55 −2.04 to 3.78

Age 0.06 0.02 .83 −0.49 to 0.61

Note: Dependent variable: difference between the RIPLS total score 
before the TBL program and that after the TBL program.
B: nonstandardized partial regression coefficient.
β: standard partial regression coefficient.
*P < .05. 
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Third, it may be related to motivation by nonmedical undergrad‐
uate students toward interprofessional education and readiness 
status. Because the course was an elective subject for nursing, 
physical therapy, occupational therapy, and radiology students, 
there is a possibility that they had a high level of motivation for 
participation. Medical students in the multiprofessional groups 
may have been motivated by the active participation of nonmed‐
ical students and may have been influenced by students who were 
preparing to collaborate and be responsible for facilitation in the 
group. This may have led to the increased readiness among medical 
students toward IPE.

This study has three main strengths. First, randomized alloca‐
tion was performed. Although random assignment is an important 
method for increasing the accuracy of the measured educational 
effect, it is often difficult to perform in the undergraduate educa‐
tional setting, and the number of studies using random assignment 
is accordingly limited29. We were able to compare readiness for IPE 
between uniprofessional groups containing only medical students 
and multiprofessional groups containing medical and other health‐
care students because we introduced a compulsory IPE program at X 
University with the cooperation of students from Y University who 
wanted to participate in the IPE program. Our findings are mean‐
ingful because we were able to use a research design that solved a 
number of problems that had arisen in prior research.

Second, we focused on medical students. We showed that IPE 
improved the readiness of medical students for interprofessional 
learning, even among medical students who were considered to 
possess a low level of readiness for interprofessional learning.3,22,30

Third, while many reports have described interprofessional 
learning programs in Europe and the United States, there are few 
such reports from Asia.13,29,31 Given that the most suitable type of 
IPE learning strategy in Asian countries has yet to be established, 
our finding that an interprofessional learning program using a TBL 
learning strategy was effective in Japan provides an important foun‐
dation for further research.

The results of unpaired t test analysis of the mean difference 
in scores before and after TBL in both groups for each of the 19 
items of RIPLS are shown in Table S1. We found that there was a 
significant difference in items 3, 10, 11, and 12 before Bonferroni 
correction. While these individual significant differences may be 
potentially meaningful to our result, there were no significant dif‐
ferences after Bonferroni correction (significance level P = .05/19 = 
0.0026). In most previous studies, RIPLS scores were evaluated for 
the whole questionnaire or for subscales.16,31 Given that no stud‐
ies have reported significant differences in individual items of the 
RIPLS, we examined the RIPLS total score.

Several limitations of this research warrant mention. First, 
RIPLS was used as a tool to evaluate readiness for interprofes‐
sional collaboration. However, some reports have raised doubts 
about the reliability and validity of RIPLS. Mahler et al32 suggested 
that verification using RIPLS was inadequate because there was a 
problem with evaluating attitudes toward IPE. Schmitz and Brandt 

suggested that it was inevitable that measurements would be 
close because faculty members taught many similar elements such 
as communication, cooperativeness, collaboration, understanding 
of roles and responsibilities, and teamwork at the same time in 
IPE, and that these had high internal correlations.33 However, a 
complete tool to measure the educational effect on interprofes‐
sional learning is not available. For evaluations using the whole 
RIPLS, internal validity has been verified in many studies, and the 
results currently suggest that the whole RIPLS can be used as one 
evaluation scale. Second, there may have been information bias. 
Compared to the medical students who were randomized into the 
uniprofessional groups, those in the multiprofessional groups may 
have been more likely to overreport their readiness for interpro‐
fessional learning after the IPE program because they were not 
blinded to group assignment and may have felt that they were ex‐
pected to report increased readiness. Alternatively, the medical 
students who were assigned to the multiprofessional groups may 
naturally have taken an interest in IPE and some may have studied 
IPE in advance. Therefore, the increase in RIPLS total score after 
the TBL program may have been due not only to the TBL class but 
also to knowledge of the grouping itself. Similar to another educa‐
tion study,34 it is difficult to “blind” learners to an assigned group 
in education studies. Third, participants were limited to students 
from two universities and the sample size was small; therefore, 
generalizability may be limited. Further investigation is neces‐
sary. Fourth, we cannot rule out the possibility that the ratio of 
students of each profession may have affected the results of IPE. 
To our knowledge, there is no prior study on the optimal ratio of 
students of each profession. Although our research suggests that 
learning with multiple professions may improve medical students’ 
readiness for interprofessional learning, it does not allow us to de‐
termine the optimal student ratio. This should be determined in 
future studies.

In the IPE program using the TBL format, which was conducted 
to improve readiness for interprofessional collaboration, we found 
that medical students who learned through participation in a mul‐
tiprofessional group had improved readiness for interprofessional 
learning. This improvement in readiness may have been due to the 
fact that the participating medical and healthcare professional stu‐
dents were lower‐year students and that students of various health‐
care professions were involved. Future studies should consider 
evaluation using other tools, a larger sample size, a greater number 
of institutions, and upper‐year students.

5  | CONCLUSION

Our IPE program using a TBL format conducted among second‐year 
medical students improved readiness for interprofessional learning 
among medical students assigned to multiprofessional groups com‐
pared to those assigned to uniprofessional groups. IPE using TBL 
may be helpful for improving readiness for future IPW.



8  |     HAMADA et Al.

ACKNOWLEDG EMENTS

We wish to thank Dr Yumi Tamura for providing the Japanese ver‐
sion of RIPLS.

CONFLIC T OF INTERE S TS

The authors have stated explicitly that there are no conflicts of inter‐
est in connection with this article.

E THIC AL APPROVAL

This study was approved by the Ethics Committee of the University 
of Tsukuba (No. 793 in 2013).

ORCID

Shuhei Hamada  https://orcid.org/0000‐0001‐6440‐9612 

Junji Haruta  https://orcid.org/0000‐0003‐4176‐7665 

R E FE R E N C E S

 1. Barrett G, Sellman D, Thomas J. Interprofessional Working in Health 
and Social Care: Professional Perspectives. Palgrave Macmillan. 
2005;p. 205.

 2. Mitchell RJ, Parker V, Giles M. When do interprofessional teams 
succeed? Investigating the moderating roles of team and profes‐
sional identity in interprofessional effectiveness. Hum Relations. 
2011;64(10):1321–43.

 3. Reid R, Bruce D, Allstaff K, McLernon D. Validating the Readiness 
for Interprofessional Learning Scale (RIPLS) in the postgraduate 
context: are health care professionals ready for IPL? Med Educ. 
2006;40(5):415–22.

 4. Chang W‐Y, Ma J‐C, Chiu H‐T, Lin K‐C, Lee P‐H. Job satisfaction and 
perceptions of quality of patient care, collaboration and teamwork 
in acute care hospitals. J Adv Nurs. 2009;65(9):1946–55.

 5. Braithwaite J, Westbrook M, Nugus P, Greenfield D, Travaglia J, 
Runciman W, et al. Continuing differences between health profes‐
sions’ attitudes: the saga of accomplishing systems‐wide interpro‐
fessionalism. Int J Qual Health Care. 2013;25(1):8–15.

 6. Rice K, Zwarenstein M, Conn LG, Kenaszchuk C, Russell A, Reeves 
S. An intervention to improve interprofessional collaboration and 
communications: a comparative qualitative study. J Interprof Care. 
2010;24(4):350–61.

 7. Diana Hopkins FEGS.Framework for Action on Interprofessional 
Education & Collaborative Practice [Internet]. 2010. Available from: 
http://whqli bdoc.who.int/hq/2010/WHO_HRH_HPN_10.3_eng.
pdf

 8. CAIPE. Centre For The Advancement Of Interprofessional 
Education [Internet]. 2002. Available from: http://caipe.org.uk/
resou rces/defin ing‐ipe/

 9. Pollard KC, Miers ME. From students to professionals: results of a 
longitudinal study of attitudes to pre‐qualifying collaborative learn‐
ing and working in health and social care in the United Kingdom. J 
Interprof Care. 2008;22(4):399–416.

 10. Pollard KC, Miers ME, Rickaby C. “Oh why didn’t I take more no‐
tice?” Professionals’ views and perceptions of pre‐qualifying prepa‐
ration for interprofessional working in practice. J Interprof Care. 
2012;26(5):355–61.

 11. Hugh B.Interprofessional education. In: Dent JA, Harden RM, edi‐
tors. A Practical Guide for Medical Teachers. 3rd ed. London, UK: 
Churchill Livingstone/Elsevier; 2009. p. 187–192.

 12. Bilodeau A, Dumont S, Hagan L,Paré L, Razmpoosh M, Houle N, 
et al. Interprofessional education at Laval University: building an 
integrated curriculum for patient‐centred practice. J Interprof Care. 
2010;24(5):524–35.

 13. Chua AZ, Lo DY, Ho WH, Koh YQ, Lim DS, Tam JK, et al The ef‐
fectiveness of a shared conference experience in improving un‐
dergraduate medical and nursing students’ attitudes towards 
inter‐professional education in an Asian country: a before and after 
study. BMC Med Educ. 2015;23(15):233.

 14. Lindblom P, Scheja M, Torell E, Åstrand P, Felländer‐Tsai L. Learning 
orthopaedics: assessing medical students’ experiences of inter‐
professional training in an orthopaedic clinical education ward. J 
Interprof Care. 2007;21(4):413–23.

 15. Lee B, Celletti F, Makino T, Matsui H, Watanabe H. Attitudes of med‐
ical school deans toward interprofessional education in Western 
Pacific Region countries. J Interprof Care. 2012;26(6):479–83.

 16. Bradley P, Cooper S, Duncan F. A mixed‐methods study of in‐
terprofessional learning of resuscitation skills. Med Educ. 
2009;43(9):912–22.

 17. Street KN, Eaton N, Clarke B, Ellis M, Young PM, Hunt L, et al. Child 
disability case studies: an interprofessional learning opportunity 
for medical students and paediatric nursing students. Med Educ. 
2007;41(8):771–80.

 18. Nango E, Tanaka Y. Problem‐based learning in a multidisciplinary 
group enhances clinical decision making by medical students: a ran‐
domized controlled trial. J Med Dent Sci. 2010;57(1):109–18.

 19. Parmelee D, Michaelsen LK, Cook S, Hudes PD. Team‐based 
learning: a practical guide: AMEE Guide No. 65. Med Teach. 
2012;34(5):e275–e287.

 20. Parsell G, Bligh J. The development of a questionnaire to assess 
the readiness of health care students for interprofessional learning 
(RIPLS). Med Educ. 1999;33(2):95–100.

 21. Tamura Y, Seki K, Usami M, Taku S, Bontje P, Ando H, et al. 
Cultural adaptation and validating a Japanese version of the read‐
iness for interprofessional learning scale (RIPLS). J Interprof Care. 
2012;26(1):55–63.

 22. El‐Zubeir M, Rizk D, Al‐Khalil RK. Are senior UAE medical and 
nursing students ready for interprofessional learning? Validating 
the RIPL scale in a Middle Eastern context. J Interprof Care. 
2006;20(6):619–32.

 23. Lauffs M, Ponzer S, Saboonchi F, Lonka K, Hylin U, Mattiasson 
AC. Cross‐cultural adaptation of the Swedish version of 
Readiness for Interprofessional Learning Scale (RIPLS). Med Educ. 
2008;42(4):405–11.

 24. Bambini D, Emery M, de Voest M, Meny L, Shoemaker M. Replicable 
interprofessional competency outcomes from high‐volume, inter‐
institutional, interprofessional simulation. Pharmacy. 2016;4(4):34.

 25. Engel J, Prentice D, Taplay K. A power experience: a phenom‐
enological study of interprofessional education. J Prof Nurs. 
2017;33(3):204–11.

 26. Reeves S. Community‐based interprofessional education for med‐
ical, nursing and dental students. Health Soc Care Community. 
2000;8(4):269–76.

 27. Maharajan MK, Rajiah K, Khoo SP, Chellappan DK, De Alwis R, 
Chui HC, et al. Attitudes and readiness of students of health‐
care professions towards interprofessional learning. PLoS One. 
2017;12(1):e0168863.

 28. Lindqvist S, Duncan A, Shepstone L, Watts F, Pearce S. Case‐based 
learning in cross‐professional groups ‐ The development of a pre‐
registration interprofessional learning programme. J Interprof Care. 
2005;19(5):509–20.

https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6440-9612
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6440-9612
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4176-7665
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4176-7665
http://whqlibdoc.who.int/hq/2010/WHO_HRH_HPN_10.3_eng.pdf
http://whqlibdoc.who.int/hq/2010/WHO_HRH_HPN_10.3_eng.pdf
http://caipe.org.uk/resources/defining-ipe/
http://caipe.org.uk/resources/defining-ipe/


     |  9HAMADA et Al.

 29. Abu‐Rish E, Kim S, Choe L, Varpio L, Malik E, White AA, et al. 
Current trends in interprofessional education of health sciences 
students: A literature review. J Interprof Care. 2012;26(6):444–51.

 30. Aziz Z, Teck LC, Yen PY. The attitudes of medical, nursing and phar‐
macy students to inter‐professional learning. Procedia Soc Behav 
Sci. 2011;29:639–45.

 31. Hayashi T, Shinozaki H, Makino T, Ogawara H, Asakawa Y, Iwasaki 
K, et al. Changes in attitudes toward interprofessional health care 
teams and education in the first‐ and third‐year undergraduate stu‐
dents. J Interprof Care. 2012;26(2):100–7.

 32. Mahler C, Berger S, Reeves S. The Readiness for Interprofessional 
Learning Scale (RIPLS): a problematic evaluative scale for the inter‐
professional field. J Interprof Care. 2015;29(4):289–91.

 33. Schmitz CC, Brandt BF. The Readiness for Interprofessional 
Learning Scale: to RIPLS or not to RIPLS? That is only part of the 
question. J Interprof Care. 2015;29(6):525–6.

 34. Sullivan GM. Getting off the “Gold Standard”: randomized controlled 
trials and education research. J Grad Med Educ. 2011;3(3):285–9.

SUPPORTING INFORMATION

Additional supporting information may be found online in the 
Supporting Information section at the end of the article. 

How to cite this article: Hamada S, Haruta J, Maeno T, et al. 
Effectiveness of an interprofessional education program 
using team‐based learning for medical students: A 
randomized controlled trial. J Gen Fam Med. 2020;21:2–9. 
https ://doi.org/10.1002/jgf2.284

https://doi.org/10.1002/jgf2.284

