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ABSTRACT 

OBJECTIVES 

In routine nursing tasks, providing accurate explanations is vital for the quality of healthcare and 

patient safety, but empirical data on this are scarce. This study aimed to create a psychological scale 

and investigate how nursing explanation skills affect healthcare incidents. 

 

DESIGN 

The study involved psychological scale development and questionnaire surveys based on 

psychological paradigms. 

 

SETTING 

Data were collected through two web-based surveys and a field survey at a comprehensive hospital in 

Japan. 

 

PARTICIPANTS 

The preliminary investigation involved 109 experienced nurses. Study 1 involved 1,000 nursing 

professionals, and Study 2 involved 159 nursing staff working in a comprehensive hospital. 

 

MAIN OUTCOME MEASURES 

The study assessed scale scores for nursing explanation skills, communication skills, 

miscommunication, and patient outcomes. 

 

RESULTS 

Nine sub-skills were identified, categorized under "compassion" and "mental model sharing." Seven 

sub-skills were shared, while two were specific to interactions with patients/families or healthcare 

professionals. Clinical ladder progression is related to compassion and mental model sharing, whereas 

practical experience years only relate to mental model sharing. Compassion increased the probability 

of various incidents due to interactional failures, while mental model sharing enhanced the probability 

of severe incidents from judgmental failures and minor incidents from conceptual failures. 

 

CONCLUSION 

This study developed a psychological scale to measure nursing professionals' explanation skills in 

communication with patients, their families, and other medical staff. It elucidated their impact on 

incident occurrence through miscommunication. The findings need to be practically verified through 

fieldwork in nursing education. 
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What is already known on this topic 

A routine nursing task is explaining to patients, their families, and other healthcare professionals. 

Inaccurate explanations can adversely affect the quality of healthcare and patient safety. Despite the 

significance of good explanation skills in nursing, supporting empirical data are limited. 

 

What this study adds 

Nine sub-skills for nursing explanation to patients/families or healthcare professionals were identified 

and categorized under "compassion" and "mental model sharing." Clinical ladder progression is 

related to compassion and mental model sharing, whereas practical experience years only relate to 

mental model sharing. Compassion increased the probability of various incidents due to interactional 

failures, while mental model sharing enhanced the probability of severe incidents from judgmental 

failures and minor incidents from conceptual failures. 

 

How this study might affect research, practice, or policy 

For nursing practice, compassion is vital, but it is often lacking. Nurses must use compassion and 

mental model sharing for precise and consistent information transmission to healthcare professionals. 

Meanwhile, nurses should prioritize compassion when explaining medical matters to patients and their 

families. We must emphasize not only mental model sharing but also compassion for nursing 

communication training to enhance patient safety and healthcare quality. Nursing explanation skills 

identified in this study depend on the purpose, not just behaviors. Teaching students the purpose behind 

their actions enhances more effectively nursing communication skills. 
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Nursing professionals perform diverse daily tasks.(1,(2 Team-based healthcare is common in 

hospitals, with nursing professionals comprising a significant portion of the medical staff in these 

teams. They often explain treatment and care by offering decision-making support to patients and their 

families or ensuring accurate patient handoffs to other medical staff. This highlights the importance of 

nurses’ explanations to patients, families, and colleagues in healthcare, which has been consistently 

emphasized in nursing education and practice. For example, “explanation” is an ethically significant 

concept in healthcare, as shown by its inclusion in the U.S. Belmont Report.(3 Errors in judgment about 

the communication context or content, neglecting to provide explanations, incorrect information 

exchange, and shared understanding may cause failures in explanation.(4 These failures are a type of 

miscommunication. Globally, miscommunication among medical staff affects incident occurrence 

seriously.(5,(6,(7 However, the importance of explanations in nursing practice has chiefly been addressed 

in anecdotal and instructional contexts as communication or informed consent,(8,(9,(10,(11 and there have 

been few opportunities to discuss this with empirical evidence. Therefore, identifying the explanation 

skills that nursing professionals need and understanding how these skills impact the quality and safety 

of nursing treatment and care in nursing communication practices remain crucial challenges. 

Given the above background, we accumulated evidence regarding the significance of nursing 

professionals’ explanations and developed a psychological scale to assess their explanation skills. 

Furthermore, we elucidated the impact of these skills on patient safety. To achieve our first objective 
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of scale development, we used a scale construction method based on psychological paradigms to 

identify the skills necessary for nursing professionals when delivering explanations related to 

treatment and care to patients, their families, and other medical staff. The factors obtained, and their 

underlying structures revealed key aspects nursing professionals should consider when explaining to 

patients, families, and colleagues. We expected that the identified factors would be aligned with the 

definition of “explanation” and encompass elements related to “mental model sharing.” We also 

expected to identify technical factors related to nursing practice besides cognitive and informational 

factors. Consistent with many prior studies on nursing communication, this study differentiated 

explanation recipients into “patients and families” and “medical staff.”(12,(13 Consequently, we 

expected specialized explanation skills to be associated with “informed consent” when communicating 

with patients and families and with “handoff” when interacting with medical staff. 

Several prior studies indicated that many incidents were caused by miscommunication.(5,(6,(7 

Notably, explanation failures comprised a fatal form of miscommunication.(4 Therefore, we postulated 

that a deficiency in explanation skills may cause miscommunication and increase the probability of 

incident occurrence through a causal process. Based on the above predictions, our overall hypothesis 

was that the inadequacy of explanation skills in nursing professionals, as the explainers, leads to 

miscommunication and triggers incidents. To explore this hypothesis, we constructed models of 

standard interactions with patients, families, and medical staff and then examined the suitability of 
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these models using multi-group simultaneous path analysis. 

 

STUDY 1 

 

We collected items of nursing explanation skills using open-ended questionnaires. Next, we 

identified factors and examined the influence of career quality and quantity on the skills using a web-

based survey. 

Methods 

Preliminary survey. In total, 109 nursing professionals working in hospitals with ≥20 beds and 

holding clinical ladder positions of II (nurse manager) or higher with over 20 years of experience 

participated. Eligible participants were recruited until the number of nursing professionals meeting 

these criteria exceeded 100; this resulted in 1,518 individuals being invited to participate. 

We collaborated with an Internet survey company with considerable survey experience and 

expertise. That company provided access to a panel of medical staff, meaning we could obtain data 

within a short time frame without the influence of organizational culture. Panel registrants received an 

introductory email outlining the purpose of the survey and ethical considerations. Those who agreed 

to participate followed a link in the email to access a dedicated Internet survey site, where they 

responded and completed the survey by clicking the submission button. 
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The survey started with items related to participants’ demographic information (Table 1). Next, they 

were asked to share their opinions based on the instruction, “Please provide your thoughts on behaviors, 

attitudes, and necessary skills (techniques and abilities) that you consider important when explaining 

and conveying information about treatment and care to patients/families and other medical staff.” 

In total, 143 responses were obtained. Item selection was performed in collaboration with all authors, 

led by the second author, who had extensive experience as a nurse manager. This selection process 

followed three steps. In step 1, items in each category (“common,” “patients/families,” and “medical 

staff”) were organized by eliminating duplicate items based on content similarity. Step 2 involved 

aligning items with identical content across categories. Step 3 comprised modification of item phrasing. 

Through these processes, a total of 87 items were organized. 

Main survey. Participants were 1,000 nursing professionals working in hospitals with ≥20 beds. 

Invitations to participate were provided to 4,022 individuals until the target of 1,000 participants was 

reached. This survey was paper-based and conducted using the same survey company and recruitment 

method as the initial questionnaire survey. Participants were randomly assigned to either the 

“patient/family” or the “medical staff” group. In this questionnaire, demographic information was 

collected first (Table 1), after which participants were asked to rate the 87 items covering nursing 

explanation skills using a 7-point scale from “very poor” to “very proficient.” If a respondent believed 

that a particular item did not apply to them (e.g., questions related to explanations to medical staff for 
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the patient/family group), they were instructed to check a box indicating “not applicable” rather than 

providing a rating. Exploratory factor analysis was then performed to identify factors. Subsequently, 

confirmatory factor analysis was used to evaluate the fit of the models for both the patient/family and 

medical staff groups. Finally, multivariate regression analysis was performed to investigate the impact 

of career quality and quantity on explanation skills. 

Ethical considerations. This research was conducted following established ethical guidelines 

and received approval from Human Research Ethics Committee of Ritsumeikan University (衣笠-人

-2022-106). The preliminary and main surveys were conducted with the assistance of an Internet 

survey company. Participants in this study were members of a survey panel comprising healthcare 

professionals. They were informed about this study via email and consented to participate before 

accessing the survey site. 

Results 

Item selection. Items related to nursing explanation skills were rated on a 7-point scale, and items 

participants deemed not applicable to patients/families or medical staff explanations were categorized 

as “not applicable.” Items marked as not applicable by a certain number of participants were excluded 

through the following process. On average, 5.45 participants in the patient/family group and 5.33 in 

the medical staff group marked items as not applicable. Therefore, items marked as not applicable by 

five or fewer participants were categorized as “applicable (A),” and items marked as not applicable by 
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six or more participants were categorized as “not applicable (NA).” These categories were then 

combined for patient/family and medical staff interactions. Overall, 49 items in the “applicable-

applicable (A-A)” category were shared items, 12 items in the “applicable-not applicable (A-NA)” 

category were patient/family-specific items, and eight items in the “not applicable-applicable (NA-A)” 

category were medical staff-specific items. The remaining 18 items in the “not applicable-not 

applicable (NA-NA)” category were excluded. Data for participants who answered “not applicable” 

were treated as missing values, resulting in sample sizes for subsequent analyses of 940 participants 

for shared items (A-A), 467 for patient/family-specific items (A-NA), and 473 for medical staff-

specific items (NA-A). 

Identification of common skills. Using data from Survey 2, an exploratory factor analysis was 

conducted for the 49 shared items (A-A) (Table 2). This analysis employed the maximum likelihood 

method, Promax rotation, and the scree criterion. The analysis identified two factors, “compassion” 

and “mental model sharing.” next, a sub-factor analysis was conducted using the same analysis options 

(Table 2), which identified seven sub-skills. 

Identification of specific skills and validation of the model. Another exploratory factor 

analysis was conducted using the same analysis options to identify specific skills related to 

explanations for patients/families and medical staff (Table 3). The analysis of the 12 items for 

patients/families (A-NA) identified “agreement” as a sub-skill, and the analysis of the eight items for 
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medical staff (NA-A) identified “handoff” as a sub-skill. 

Scale scores for each sub-skill were calculated to confirm whether the two identified specific skills 

were included in the compassion or mental model sharing factors. An exploratory factor analysis was 

conducted for the seven shared skills and one specific skill (“agreement” for the patient/family group 

and “handoff” for the medical staff group) to verify their inclusion. The results showed that both 

specific skills loaded onto mental model sharing. 

Therefore, a hierarchical factor analysis model (Figure 1) was validated for the patient/family and 

medical staff groups, which included the specific skills (agreement/handoff) within the sub-skills. 

Confirmatory factor analysis showed acceptable fit indices for both the patient/family group (goodness 

of fit index [GFI]=0.975, comparative fit index [CFI]=0.992, root mean square error of approximation 

[RMSEA]=0.087) and the medical staff group (GFI=0.977, CFI=.992, RMSEA=0.083). 

Verification of the impact of a nursing career on explanation skills. Multivariate 

regression analysis was conducted to examine the impact of a nursing career on explanation skills. 

The explanatory variables included the explanation target (i.e., patient/family group or medical staff 

group), years of practical experience, clinical ladder, and interaction terms. The outcome variables 

were the scale scores for the explanation skills sub-skills. The overall model was significant (R2=.220, 

Pillai’s trace=.237, F(56,6489)=4.06***). Among the explanatory variables, years of practical 

experience (F=11.54***) and clinical ladder (F=6.17***) were significant. The years of practical 

 . CC-BY-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted November 16, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.11.16.23298399doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.11.16.23298399
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/


11 
 

experience showed a significant relationship with the shared skills in the mental model sharing factor 

(clarity*, logic**, flexibility**). The clinical ladder significantly impacted all explanation skills 

(acceptance and seven sub-skills). 

Discussion 

This study elucidated the hierarchical factor structure for nursing explanation skills. In addition to 

identifying mental model sharing as anticipated based on the conceptual definition of explanation, we 

identified compassion as an upper-level factor. Compassion represented a socioemotional and 

relationship-maintaining skill that involved consideration for others. Conversely, mental model 

sharing encompassed cognitive and problem-solving skills to facilitate communication and 

understanding with others. Various concepts in interpersonal psychology are typically categorized into 

cognitive (task) and socioemotional (socioemotional) aspects. This dichotomy was also observed in 

nursing explanation skills. The first factor (compassion) corresponded to socioemotional factors, 

whereas the second (mental model sharing) matched cognitive factors. 

The analysis of the impact of nursing careers revealed that accumulating quantitative career 

experience could enhance the techniques in mental model sharing (clarity, logic, flexibility) could be 

enhanced by accumulating quantitative career experience. However, to acquire and practice mental 

model sharing and compassion, it was evident that it should enhance the quality of a nurse's career in 

line with the clinical ladder criteria aligned with the organization's nursing education philosophy. The 
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two significant skills were subdivided into nine sub-skills related to the sub-factors. Seven sub-skills 

were common to patient/family and medical staff interactions. Specific sub-skills for the target in the 

mental model sharing construct included "agreement" for patient/family and "handoff" for medical 

staff. These target-specific sub-skills reflected differences between patients/family and medical staff 

regarding the purpose of communication and content to be conveyed and variations in specialized 

knowledge related to healthcare. The other seven common sub-skills were considered essential 

elements for the act of explanation in general and not limited to nursing. 

 

STUDY 2 

 

This study involved a hospital survey to confirm the reliability and validity of the developed scale. 

Next, we examined the impact of nursing explanation skills on incidents. 

Methods 

Participants. 173 nursing professionals working in a single comprehensive hospital with ≥350 

beds participated. Of these, 159 responses were considered valid (85 from the patient/family group 

and 74 from the medical staff group). 

Survey procedure. The survey was conducted using Google Forms. Participants accessed a 

website that displayed the same content as the guidebook. Only those who agreed to participate in this 

 . CC-BY-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted November 16, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.11.16.23298399doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.11.16.23298399
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/


13 
 

study could access either the “Patient/Family Questionnaire” or the “Medical Staff Questionnaire” 

through a link on a single page of the Google Form. This was presented randomly via JavaScript. 

Survey content. Participants provided demographic information (Table 1). Next, two nursing 

explanatory skill scales were completed, one for patient/family (shared skills and agreement) and the 

other for medical staff (shared skills and handoff). As in Study 1, participants rated these skills on a 

seven-point scale from “very poor” to “very proficient.” The ENDCOREs scale(14(15 was used to 

measure general communication skills and confirm the criterion-related validity of our developed scale. 

This scale measures six skills: self-control, expressivity, sensitivity, assertiveness, responsiveness, and 

regulation, giving 24 items. Ratings for these factors were collected using a seven-point scale (“very 

poor” to “very proficient”). Finally, participants completed a questionnaire related to 

miscommunication and patient outcomes.(4 For miscommunication, six “situational failure type” items 

and two “conceptual failure type” items were rated using a seven-point scale (from “never” to 

“always”). Four items related to patient outcomes were assessed using a seven-point interval scale 

(from “none” to “always”). 

Analytical methods. First, we calculated the omega coefficient to obtain reliability. Next, a 

correlation analysis was performed for the nursing explanatory skill scale and ENDCOREs factors to 

verify criterion-related validity. Finally, a multi-group simultaneous path was used to validate the 

hypothetical model that nursing explanation skills cause incidents through miscommunication. 
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Ethical considerations. This study was conducted after obtaining approval from Human 

Research Ethics Committee of Ritsumeikan University (衣笠 -人 -2022-106). Consent was also 

obtained from the hospital administrators, and a document requesting cooperation in the survey was 

distributed to hospital nurses. This document outlined the purpose and methodology of the study, 

emphasized voluntary participation, and assured participants that the data would be statistically 

processed and individuals would not be identifiable. Those who understood and agreed to cooperate 

accessed the survey via Google Forms. 

Results 

Reliability and validity of explanation skills. The reliability of explanation skills (as indicated 

by the omega coefficients) and the correlation between explanation and communication skills were 

verified (Table 4). Explanation and communication skills positively correlated (r=.249–.730). In 

addition, the clear, logical, and flexible aspects of mental model sharing demonstrated strong positive 

correlations with expressive ability and self-assertion in the expressive system. The four compassion 

sub-skills and the “specific” category exhibited strong positive correlations with the interpretative 

ability and acceptance of others in the responsive system and self-regulation and relationship 

management in the management system. 

Hypothesis model setup. Based on the hypothesis that the lack of explanation skills in nursing 

professionals (who function as communicators) leads to miscommunication and triggers incidents, we 
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developed a conceptual model to illustrate specific relationships between variables obtained in this 

study (Figure 2). Many concepts in interpersonal psychology tend to be dichotomized into 

socioemotional and cognitive variables(16,(17. This study identified socioemotional compassion and 

cognitive mental model sharing as representing nursing professionals’ explanation skills. Therefore, 

the paths between variables in the hypothesis model were set along socioemotional and cognitive 

routes. 

In the first part of the hypothesis regarding the “impact of explanation skills on miscommunication,” 

compassion, a skill characterized by its socioemotional nature, was set to have a path with the 

interactional failure type, where communication is neglected. Conversely, mental model sharing, a 

skill characterized by its cognitive nature, had paths with the judgmental failure type related to 

misjudgments in situations, contexts, and information and the conceptual failure type associated with 

insufficient information exchange and shared understanding. 

Next, regarding the part of the hypothesis concerning the influence of miscommunication on 

incidents, a path was set between the interactional failure type and all incident indicators because this 

was the communication type in the socioemotional route. As miscommunication in the cognitive route 

was divided into judgmental and conceptual failure types, we set a path based on the severity of the 

incident. The judgmental failure type, in which the patient misjudges the situation, or the information 

conveyed, seriously impacts treatment and care(18. Therefore, another path from judgmental failure 
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type to “adverse” and “delay” was established. The conceptual failure type encompasses 

miscommunication, where information exchange and unification of intention were attempted but 

inadequate. For example, the issue of informed consent causes unnecessary frustration to patients and 

their families(19. In addition, a lack of unification among healthcare providers leads to near-misses(20. 

Therefore, a path from conceptual failure type to “frustration” and “harmless” was established. 

Hypothesis model validation. The hypothesis model for the patient and medical staff groups 

was jointly validated using a maximum likelihood multi-group path analysis (Figure 2). First, an 

unconstrained model was verified and a good model fit was obtained (minimum discrepancy function 

divided by degrees of freedom [CMIN/DF]=1.30, p=.129; root mean square residual [RMR]=0.065, 

GFI=0.950, CFI=0.987, RMSEA=0.043, Akaike information criterion [AIC]=158.86). Therefore, 

configure invariance was confirmed. Next, we examined differences in parameter estimates between 

the groups. The results indicated significant differences in the path coefficients from mental model 

sharing to judgmental failure type (patients: −0.03, medical staff: −0.38; z=2.33) and conceptual failure 

type (patients: 0.00, medical staff: −0.46; z=3.20), as well as the error variances between delay and 

frustration (patients: 0.38, medical staff: 0.76; z=−2.80), all of which exceeded the absolute value of 

1.96. 

Therefore, we tested partially constrained equivalence models, resulting in an acceptable model fit 

(CMIN/DF=1.88, p=.001; RMR=0.144, GFI=0.920, CFI=0.956, RMSEA=0.043, AIC=175.77). 
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Furthermore, fully constrained equivalence models were tested for all paths and correlations, which 

showed an acceptable model fit (CMIN/DF=1.47, p=.018; RMR=0.141; GFI=0.915, CFI=0.967, 

RMSEA=0.055, AIC=154.67). Therefore, measurement invariance was confirmed. Finally, the three 

models were compared. There were significant differences between the unconstrained model and both 

the partially constrained equivalence model (2(4)=24.91, p<.001) and the fully constrained 

equivalence model (2(18)=31.81, p=.023). However, there was no significant difference between the 

partially and fully constrained equivalence models (2(14)=6.91, p=.938). After comprehensively 

comparing the model fit indices of the unconstrained model and the partially/fully constrained 

equivalence models, an unconstrained model was adopted. This suggested that the impact structure 

was common between patients/families and medical staff, but there were differences in the strengths 

and weaknesses of the influences among some elements. 

Discussion 

The scale developed in Study 1 was confirmed to be reliable and valid. We named this scale the 

“SNES” (Scale of Nursing Explanation Skills). Regarding the influence of nursing explanation skills 

on the occurrence of incidents, we found that in both patient/family and medical staff interactions, 

nursing professionals who struggled with compassion tended to commit more interactional failures by 

avoiding interactions with patients/families and other medical staff. Through these transaction failings, 

these professionals contributed to various incidents, including adverse events, treatment and care 
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delays, patient/family frustration, and non-harmful medical errors. The socioemotional route 

significantly impacted incidents, which had compassion as its starting point. 

For the cognitive route, nursing professionals who had reservations about mental model sharing 

were more likely to experience miscommunication, particularly judgmental and conceptual failure 

types, when interacting with other medical staff. The former type involved errors in situational and 

information judgments and led to severe incidents, including adverse events and treatment/care delays. 

In contrast, the latter type, which represented insufficient information exchange and consensus, gave 

rise to milder incidents, such as patient/family frustration and non-harmful medical errors. This 

cognitive route was more prominent in interactions with medical staff than in those with patients. The 

rise of the patient safety movement in Japan was triggered by incidents such as fatalities due to 

deficiencies in handoffs during surgery.(21,(22,(23 In the current healthcare landscape, which emphasizes 

collaborative team-based care, effective mental model sharing and communication with other medical 

staff are essential for patient safety. 

 

GENERAL DISCUSSION 

 

In Study 1, we interviewed experienced nurses with over 20 years of practical experience to explore 

their explanation skills. These nurses shared the nursing practice knowledge they had cultivated 
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throughout their careers.(24 Their practical knowledge provided insights that effective explanatory 

communication in nursing practice required information transmission techniques and empathy toward 

the recipient. In assertive communication, respecting and accepting the other person’s opinions while 

asserting one’s own is essential. Similarly, accurate information transfer and an attitude that prioritizes 

the recipient’s feelings are required in explanatory nursing communication. Therefore, the two 

identified factors, socioemotional compassion, and cognitive mental model sharing, provide essential 

insights for nursing education and career development support. Specifically, to improve the quality of 

healthcare and patient safety, nurses’ training in communication skills should focus on fostering an 

attitude that goes beyond cognitive technicalities about information transmission and emphasizes 

consideration of the distressing position and feelings of the other person. 

Seven identified communication sub-skills were common across patients/families and medical staff. 

Moreover, these sub-skills also demonstrated valid relationships with general communication skills. 

Therefore, although this study focused on nursing explanation skills, the identified skills and their 

structure were wider than nursing practice and applied to various acts of explaining to others. Safety 

science emphasizes the concept of “non-technical skills.”(25,(26 In healthcare, non-technical skills (e.g., 

cognitive, social, and personal resource skills) related to diverse themes in psychology involving 

human subjects are necessary in addition to technical skills and knowledge.(27,(28 Acquiring more 

general explanation skills is crucial for a nursing professional to excel with advanced nursing expertise. 
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Regarding the characteristics of explanation skills, these factors were not defined by the type of 

actions such as “conveying,” “confirming,” or “questioning,” but rather by the purpose (e.g., 

explaining clearly and receiving in an empathetic manner). For example, the act of confirming 

included eight items, but these were distributed among “clarity” in mental model sharing (three items), 

“agreement” (two items), and “handover” (one item). In addition, compassion included two items 

related to “empathy.” This finding suggested that it is crucial to instruct students to consciously 

understand the purpose of their actions rather than just instructing them on behavioral levels (e.g., “let 

us confirm thoroughly”) in efforts to enhance explanatory communication skills in nursing education 

and career development support. In the example given earlier, confirmation is necessary for 

determining the other person’s level of understanding, aligning with the recipient’s expertise, and 

understanding the recipient’s emotions. 

Nursing explanation skills were divided into two higher-order factors, and conveying information 

was distinctly cognitive. This study consistently provided insights into the importance of compassion 

in nursing explanations. Compassion has long been recognized as an essential element in nursing. In 

recent years, there has been an increasing demand for high-quality nursing, and the socioemotional 

importance of compassion has also grown.(29,(30,(31 However, it has been noted that compassion from 

hospital staff toward patients is often lacking.(32,(33 Compassion is a fundamental concept in nursing, 

but evidence-based interventions and programs to enhance nurses’ compassion are scarce.(34 To 
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improve the quality and safety of healthcare, education, and training for healthcare professionals, 

including nurses, the focus will need to shift toward compassion. 

Notably, the negative impact of mental model sharing on patients and their families was not as 

strong as with medical staff. This insight suggested that healthcare professionals who have established 

a common “language” that includes medical terminology and styles (e.g., the “situation, background, 

evaluation, and recommendation” or SBAR technique that medical professionals use to conduct 

appropriate communication),(35 it is essential to employ both compassion and mental model sharing 

skills to ensure there are no discrepancies in information explanations. For patients and their families 

who often lack knowledge about medical matters and may be reluctant to accept inconvenient facts, 

nurses must be mindful of their feelings and prioritize compassion that considers the other’s 

perspective and emotions in explanations.(36 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

We developed a psychological scale to measure nursing explanation skills and elucidated their 

impact on incident occurrence through miscommunication. However, this study had limitations. One 

was the credibility of these insights. Therefore, further investigations with samples from various 

countries, regions, and hospitals are needed. Another was that the findings were from a survey and 
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statistical analysis, representing only part of the process. Besides basic research, exploring how to 

apply these findings concurrently is imperative, as nurse attrition is a serious issue worldwide. 

Compassionate communication with patients, families, and other staff may foster positive 

relationships for nurses. Furthermore, accurate sharing of mental models can eliminate discrepancies 

and avoid conflicts. We hope to use these findings as evidence for practical considerations in 

supporting nursing professionals in building successful careers. 
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Table 1. Participants’ demographic Information 

 
Preliminary Study 1 Study 2 

Female 14 903 138 

Male 95 97 18 

Unanswered 0 0 3 

Age, y  

20s  

0 208 80 

30s 0 300 41 

40s 68 301 24 

50s 36 169 6 

60s 5 22 2 

Unanswered 0 0 6 

Clinical ladder  

I 

0 45 33 

II 10 206 30 

III 35 290 49 

IV 42 159 18 

V 22 67 1 

None 0 233 28 

General staff 70 843 137 

Deputy chief nurse 15 60 11 

Chief nurse 12 40 8 

Deputy director of nursing and above 7 9 0 

Non-regular staff 5 48 3 

Nurse 104 926 158 
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Public health nurse 0 4 0 

Midwife 2 24 0 

Licensed practical nurse 3 46 1 

Hospital (20–199 beds) 8 296 --- 

Hospital (200–399 beds) 76 308 159 

Hospital (>400 beds) 25 396 --- 
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Table 2. Factor loading and -weights for A-A items 

  F1 F2 Sub1 Sub2 Sub3 Sub4 

47 Speaking in a voice that is easy for the other person to hear .591 .186 .772 .091 .018 −.067 

58 Making eye contact with the other person .581 .101 .733 −.023 .073 −.053 

66 Starting the conversation with a greeting .726 .021 .714 -.040 .125 .015 

72 Adjusting the speaking speed appropriately .613 .219 .471 .149 −.120 .366 

67 Building a good relationship with the other person beforehand .680 .138 .458 .335 .055 .025 

69 Explaining while observing the other person’s reactions .607 .278 .442 .324 −.019 .066 

52 Inferring the other person’s emotions from their expressions .608 .157 .065 .693 .103 −.046 

86 Explaining according to the other person’s personality and character .552 .317 .108 .628 −.075 .241 

48 Considering the other person’s position and individuality .664 .200 .356 .465 .107 −.010 

23 Confirming the other person’s way of speaking and the content .545 .300 .067 .432 .243 .136 

19 Respecting the other person .840 −.062 .100 −.139 .855 .096 

21 Adopting the other person’s perspective .730 .084 −.134 .320 .637 −.017 

11 Explaining politely .511 .294 .295 .054 .532 −.032 

44 Empathizing with the other person’s feelings .912 −.225 .123 .135 .500 .162 

14 Repeating the explanation multiple times .378 .352 .072 .163 .442 .076 

87 Not imposing the other’s thoughts .769 −.026 −.080 .160 .009 .753 

73 Not denying the other’s claims .865 −.092 .184 −.083 .082 .707 

24 Not becoming emotional .452 .114 −.168 .032 .277 .491 

63 Actively listening to the other person .957 −.214 .251 −.054 .274 .386 

    .912 .894 .909 .841 

65 Confirming how well the other person understands after explaining .437 .447 .886 −.060 .059  

46 Confirming how the other person perceives the current situation .374 .508 .699 .128 .063  

78 Providing accurate information to the other person .355 .514 .638 .204 .025  

41 Considering how much detail to provide .207 .648 .578 .136 .178  
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83 Checking for questions at the end of the explanation .217 .567 .550 .272 −.026  

22 Conveying facts without inserting subjectivity .235 .542 .186 .643 −.037  

25 Providing explanations based on evidence −.093 .894 .053 .594 .240  

54 Concisely explaining the basis and policies .054 .780 .238 .548 .091  

32 Providing information gradually when there is a lot of it .131 .648 .334 .524 −.046  

15 
Conveying information in the order of the situation, background, 

thoughts, and proposals 
−.020 .806 .130 .412 .316  

2 Considering the order of priority in the explanation −.238 .899 -.097 .134 .754  

1 Creating an environment conducive to conversation .207 .458 .204 −.199 .712  

9 Explaining with an analysis of the progress and situation −.214 .963 −.050 .285 .639  

10 Adapting communication to the individuality of the other person .326 .490 .169 .070 .609  

    .917 .899 .866  

 Bold items indicate factor loadings above .300.       
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Table 3. Factor loading and -weights for A-NA and NA-A items 

84 Align the image with the other party if it deviates .849 

13 Convey sufficient information to reach an agreement .843 

62 Ask the same question differently .805 

49 Confirm in what state the other wants to be .794 

77 Encourage open expression of requests .764 

26 Explain using materials .763 

  .916 

31 Utilize notes for evident explanations .795 

27 Maintain records for information sharing .788 

88 Ensure effective communication through reports and messaging .771 

81 Confirm the understanding of specialized matters .742 

8 Thoroughly implement reporting, contacting, and consulting practices .712 

  .873 

 Bold items represent factor loadings for factors with the highest loadings.   
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Table 4. Correlation coefficients between explanation skills and communication skills 

 Self-Control Expressivity Sensitivity Assertiveness Responsiveness Regulation 

Interplay .493 ** .393 ** .588 ** .529 ** .632 ** .624 ** 

Empathy .582 ** .384 ** .730 ** .510 ** .613 ** .660 ** 

Respect .572 ** .405 ** .607 ** .506 ** .659 ** .662 ** 

Acceptance .627 ** .249 ** .499 ** .332 ** .676 ** .589 ** 

Clarity .541 ** .456 ** .623 ** .586 ** .549 ** .658 ** 

Logic .528 ** .473 ** .560 ** .577 ** .434 ** .591 ** 

Flexibility .589 ** .413 ** .613 ** .539 ** .529 ** .652 ** 

Specialization 

(Agreement/Handoff) 

.539 ** .420 ** .617 ** .527 ** .579 ** .609 ** 
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FIGURE 1. Hierarchical Factor Model of Nursing Professionals’ Explanation skills. Squares denote the 

observed variables and ovals denote the latent variables. Solid lines represent factors specific to A-A 

items, and dotted lines represent factors specific to A-NA and NA-A items. 

 

FIGURE 2. Hypothetical Model of Incident Occurrence. Dotted lines represent stronger associations with 

explanations for healthcare professionals rather than for patients/families. 
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