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Abstract 

Background Individuals who use a language other than English for medical care are at risk for disparities related 
to healthcare safety, patient-centered care, and quality. Professional interpreter use decreases these disparities but 
remains underutilized, despite widespread access and legal mandates. In this study, we compare two discrete imple-
mentation strategies for improving interpreter use: (1) enhanced education targeting intrapersonal barriers to use 
delivered in a scalable format (interactive web-based educational modules) and (2) a strategy targeting system barri-
ers to use in which mobile video interpreting is enabled on providers’ own mobile devices.

Methods We will conduct a type 3 hybrid implementation-effectiveness study in 3–5 primary care organizations, 
using a sequential multiple assignment randomized trial (SMART) design. Our primary implementation outcome 
is interpreter use, calculated by matching clinic visits to interpreter invoices. Our secondary effectiveness outcome 
is patient comprehension, determined by comparing patient-reported to provider-documented visit diagnosis. 
Enrolled providers (n = 55) will be randomized to mobile video interpreting or educational modules, plus standard 
interpreter access. After 9 months, providers with high interpreter use will continue as assigned; those with lower use 
will be randomized to continue as before or add the alternative strategy. After another 9 months, both strategies will 
be available to enrolled providers for 9 more months. Providers will complete 2 surveys (beginning and end) and 3 
in-depth interviews (beginning, middle, and end) to understand barriers to interpreter use, based on the Theoreti-
cal Domains Framework. Patients who use a language other than English will be surveyed (n = 648) and interviewed 
(n = 75) following visits with enrolled providers to understand their experiences with communication. Visits will be 
video recorded (n = 100) to assess fidelity to assigned strategies. We will explore strategy mechanism activation to 
refine causal pathway models using a quantitative plus qualitative approach. We will also determine the incremental 
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cost-effectiveness of each implementation strategy from a healthcare organization perspective, using administrative 
and provider survey data.

Discussion Determining how these two scalable strategies, alone and in sequence, perform for improving inter-
preter use, the mechanisms by which they do so, and at what cost, will provide critical insights for addressing a persis-
tent cause of healthcare disparities.

Trial registration NCT05591586.

Keywords Interpretation, Language barriers, Limited English proficiency, Healthcare equity, Implementation science, 
Primary care, Sequential multiple assignment randomized trial (SMART) design, Theoretical Domains Framework

Contributions to the literature

• Our study examines two scalable approaches for 
improving professional interpreter use, which previous 
research has found to be both effective for decreasing 
healthcare disparities and underutilized in most clini-
cal settings.

• Our study will examine interpreter use and patient 
comprehension as outcomes and will be the first study 
to explore, in detail, the mechanisms by which the 
intervention strategies achieve those outcomes.

• Our study is designed to provide leaders of clinical 
organizations the information they need, including 
a cost-effectiveness analysis, to select the strategy to 
most effectively improve interpreter use and decrease 
language-based disparities in their particular contexts.

Background
Effective communication is essential for safe and equita-
ble care. Twenty-five million people in the United States 
of America (USA) report speaking English less than 
“very well” and, as a result, have limited access to safe 
and high-quality medical care [1, 2]. Language barriers 
in healthcare are associated with lower patient compre-
hension, adherence, and satisfaction [3–6]; higher costs, 
longer hospital stays, and increased odds of readmission 
[7–11]; less treatment for pain [12, 13]; increased risk of 
serious adverse events [14–17]; and increased mortality 
[18]. Given the importance of effective communication 
to high-quality medical care, improving communication 
with patients who use a language other than English for 
medical care has been named a national priority [19].

The research‑to‑practice gap: underuse of interpretation 
is a persistent problem
Interpretation provided by trained medical interpret-
ers, whether in person or via telephone or video, has 
repeatedly been shown to mitigate disparities in care for 
patients with language barriers [20, 21]. However, despite 
clear evidence of benefit, wide availability, and federal, 
state, and regulatory mandates requiring professional 

interpreter use for patients who use a language other 
than English [22, 23], underuse remains pervasive [24–
32]. Nearly half of US pediatricians report using no pro-
fessional interpreters with families who use a language 
other than English [33]. Interpreter use in acute care set-
tings is similarly low, with 17–45% of patients receiving 
any [24–27]. Providers often use English or untrained ad 
hoc interpreters (family or friends), a practice associated 
with clinically important errors up to 77% of the time [28, 
29, 34–36].

Barriers to interpreter use exist at multiple levels, with 
evidence that providers weigh barriers against antici-
pated benefit for every communication [36]. Commonly 
identified barriers map onto the Theoretical Domains 
Framework (TDF) [37], which integrates behavior change 
theories for application in health services and implemen-
tation research. These include provider-level barriers 
such as conceptual and technical knowledge (uncertainty 
about need for or how to access interpreters), beliefs 
about capabilities (lack of confidence in interpreter use, 
belief their own non-English language skills are ade-
quate), beliefs about consequences (uncertainty of ben-
efit, anticipated frustration), and environmental context 
(time pressure); team-level barriers including social influ-
ences (a culture of “getting by” without an interpreter); 
and system-level barriers including environmental con-
text and resources (difficulty identifying patients with 
language barriers and lengthy or difficult processes to 
access interpreters) [28, 38–42]. While in-person inter-
preters are preferred by providers [39, 43–45], remote 
methods have benefits, such as being widely accessible, 
immediately available, and the only option for uncom-
mon languages. Among remote methods, video costs 
more than telephone but is often preferred by providers 
[45–48].

Previously studied strategies lack attribution, scalability, 
and data on costs and mechanisms
Strategies to improve interpreter use generally fall into 
three categories: provider education (focused on pro-
vider-level barriers), systems improvements (focused 
on system-level barriers and the provider-system 
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interaction), and multifaceted, multilevel interventions. 
Provider education is most common, typically delivered 
via in-person workshops [49–52]. Though such train-
ings typically improve knowledge and confidence, it is 
unknown whether such improvements lead to improved 
interpreter use [49, 51, 52]. Systems interventions aim to 
make access easier or offer access to preferred interpreter 
types, such as installing dedicated bedside interpreter 
phones with 1-touch dialing [53] or enabling access 
to shared video interpreter units [36]. Systems inter-
ventions have generally yielded only modest improve-
ment [54–56], likely because important barriers have 
remained: improving access to telephone interpretation 
did not address provider dislike for it, and current mod-
els for video interpreter use involve shared devices (e.g., 
clinic laptop), which introduce barriers around find-
ing and using it. Multifaceted, multilevel interventions, 
combining education, systems interventions, and facili-
tation, have been most successful [54, 57–59], yet such 
approaches are time and resource intensive and lack data 
on which aspects were most effective [60, 61]. No stud-
ies have yet considered mechanisms of action, few have 
measured cost, and many interventions are not scalable.

Preliminary studies
Our previous work showed the effectiveness of video 
interpretation for improving communication with fami-
lies with a language barrier [46]. In a randomized clini-
cal trial enrolling 249 Spanish-speaking families in an 
emergency department, we found that assignment to 
video interpretation, compared to telephone, was associ-
ated with significantly higher interpreter use [36], parent 
understanding [46], and provider satisfaction [48]. How-
ever, half of video-recorded interactions still did not use 
a professional interpreter, and 43% of providers reported 
trouble accessing an interpreter. These_findings sup-
port video interpretation as an effective evidence-based 
practice for communicating across language barriers, but 
without an optimized platform or strategy for engaging 
with it.

We therefore explored the feasibility and acceptabil-
ity of mobile video interpreting on personal devices, as 
a novel strategy to deliver the evidence-based practice 
of video interpretation. Mobile video interpreting over-
comes barriers associated with conventional access via 
shared devices [39, 47, 62]. To determine its feasibility 
and acceptability in primary care, we conducted 6 simu-
lated patient sessions with mobile video interpreting and 
then interviewed the provider. Providers were universally 
positive about it, with scores on the acceptability of inter-
vention measure and feasibility of intervention measure 
of 4.7 and 4.9 out of 5 [63]. We also surveyed a panel of 
67 PCPs in our region to assess mobile video interpreting 

acceptability in practice. Most (71%) said they would be 
“very likely” or “somewhat likely” to use mobile video 
interpreting if offered. These results support mobile 
video interpreting as an acceptable and potentially feasi-
ble strategy for accessing the evidence-based practice of 
professional video interpreter use.

Study aims
To address current knowledge gaps, we will test two 
implementation strategies for improving interpreter use 
in primary care and examining implementation and effec-
tiveness outcomes, cost-effectiveness, and mechanisms of 
action. Providers will be enrolled and randomized to one 
of two strategies, alone or in sequence, using a Sequential 
Multiple Assignment Randomized Trial (SMART) design 
[64–66]. One strategy, web-based educational modules, 
targets known deficits in provider knowledge, confidence, 
and motivation around interpreter use. The second strat-
egy, mobile video interpreting, provides quick access to 
video interpretation. Providers are more likely not only 
to use video interpretation versus telephone [46, 47] but 
also mobile video interpreting overcomes system-level 
barriers to shared device use, as providers will access 
professional video interpreters on their own smartphone 
or tablet. Data will be collected from enrolled provid-
ers and their patients/families who use a language other 
than English, via administrative data, surveys, qualitative 
interviews, and video-recorded clinic visits.

Our specific aims are as follows:

Aim 1: To compare the effectiveness of two imple-
mentation strategies, alone and in combination, to 
improve use of interpretation  and comprehension 
for patients/parents who use a language other than 
English, seen in adult and pediatric primary care set-
tings
Aim 2: To explore mobile video interpreting and 
education implementation strategies’ ability to acti-
vate putative provider-level mechanisms
Aim 3: To determine the incremental cost-effective-
ness from a healthcare organization perspective of 
each implementation strategy (mobile video inter-
preting, education, both)

Methods
Conceptual model
The TDF, mapped to the Behavior Change Wheel’s 
COM-B (capability, opportunity, motivation—behavior) 
system, informed our conceptual model (Fig. 1) [37, 67]. 
The TDF is an integrative theoretical framework that has 
been used across healthcare settings to inform imple-
mentation strategies, especially those requiring behavior 
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change [68, 69]. It underwent rigorous refinement using 
discriminant content validation and fuzzy cluster analysis 
and was then mapped to the COM-B system to provide 
theory-based relationships between the barriers laid out 
in the TDF. In our conceptual model, we identify relevant 
TDF domains for each of the COM-B’s major categories 
as contributing to the target behavior, interpreter use. 
These COM-B categories are capability, divided into psy-
chological, which includes knowledge and decision-mak-
ing, and physical, which includes skills for interpreter 
access; motivation, divided into reflective, including pro-
vider beliefs about their abilities and the consequences 
of their decisions, and automatic, which includes profes-
sional identity and positive reinforcement; and opportu-
nity, divided into social, which includes clinic interpreter 
use norms, and physical, which includes environmental 
context and resources, such as current interpreter access 
(see Table 1 for detailed list). We expect both of our study 
strategies to influence provider capability and motiva-
tion to use interpreters, but we expect education to influ-
ence provider capability more markedly and mobile video 
interpreting to have a strong and unique influence on 
opportunity.

Study design and randomization
This type 3 hybrid implementation-effectiveness study 
will test two discrete implementation strategies for 
improving professional interpreter use (primary imple-
mentation outcome) and patient comprehension 

(secondary effectiveness outcome) in primary care. The 
implementation strategies—interactive web-based edu-
cational modules and access to mobile video interpret-
ing—target different sets of barriers to professional 
interpreter use, an evidence-based practice [20, 21, 34, 
82, 83]. Our results will therefore provide insights into 
how best to promote implementation of a well-studied, 
well-established practice known to improve outcomes 
but inconsistently used. As the potency of barriers may 
vary by provider and clinic, we will test the strategies 
alone and in combination, using a SMART design, with 
provider-level randomization.

A total of 55 providers from 3 to 5 primary care clinical 
organizations will be randomized 1:1 to either education 
or mobile video interpreting access, stratified by baseline 
interpreter use and clinic (phase 1; Fig. 2). Randomization 
will occur within REDCap, using a sequence generated by 
the study biostatistician and implemented by a research 
coordinator. After 9  months, providers with interpreter 
use in the top tertile (within strategy) will remain with 
the original strategy; those in the bottom two tertiles will 
be randomized 1:1 again, to continue the original strategy 
or to add the second strategy to the first (phase 2). After 
another 9 months of data collection, we will provide free 
access to both mobile video interpreting and educational 
modules to all enrolled providers and then track volun-
tary uptake by those not previously exposed for another 
9 months (phase 3). Data collection will include admin-
istrative data to track interpreter use (primary outcome); 

Fig. 1 Conceptual model depicting relationships between determinants, behavior, and outcomes related to professional interpreter use, based 
on the Theoretical Domains Framework as mapped to the Behavior Change Wheel’s COM-B system. Each barrier has one example listed; additional 
barriers are in Table 1. Expected areas of effect with our two implementation strategies are depicted on the right; wider arrows represent larger 
expected effects
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patient surveys and qualitative interviews to determine 
diagnosis comprehension (secondary outcome) and com-
munication quality; provider surveys and qualitative 
interviews to assess contextual and intrapersonal barri-
ers and moderators; and visit video recording to capture 
additional barriers and determine fidelity of strategy 
implementation. We will assess each strategy’s effective-
ness, alone and in combination, for improving profes-
sional interpreter use and patient comprehension. We 
will explore mechanisms by which these strategies work 
and evaluate the relative strategy-specific costs.

Implementation strategies
Our selected implementation strategies target primarily 
intrapersonal barriers to interpreter use, although mobile 
video interpreting does so by altering the environment 
and resources (i.e., opportunities) available to that pro-
vider [37, 84]. Strategy assignment will thus happen by 
individual provider. However, knowing the importance of 
team, clinic, and patient-level factors for influencing pro-
vider behavior, we will also capture data at these levels. 
Detailed strategy specification, following Proctor’s rec-
ommendations [85, 86], is presented in Table 2.

Web‑based educational modules
The education implementation strategy will consist of six 
10- to 15-min web-based modules, a tip sheet with clinic-
specific interpreter access and use information, and 
four 5-min booster modules, all delivered online, along 
with quarterly reports on interpreter use to the enrolled 

provider. Education aims to improve provider motiva-
tion and capability related to interpreter use, by increas-
ing conceptual and technical knowledge, enhancing 
interpreter access skills, shifting beliefs about their own 
capabilities and the consequences of use or nonuse, and 
increasing the intention to use an interpreter.

The educational module content is based on Seat-
tle Children’s Hospital’s rigorously developed in-person 
workshop series, CONNECTing Through Interpreters 
[49–52]. In partnership with the interactive Medical Train-
ing Resources (iMTR) group at the University of Wash-
ington (UW; depts.washington.edu/imtr/) and content 
experts including experienced interpreters and providers, 
we transformed the workshops into interactive web-based 
modules. Modules were pilot tested with 15 primary care 
providers (PCPs) and revised based on feedback. Module-
assigned providers will view them at a time and place they 
choose. We will track when participants access and com-
plete modules as a marker of engagement.

The online modules cover 5 topics: (1) importance and 
fundamentals of good communication (delivered in 2 
modules), (2) importance of professional interpreter use 
and disparities for populations with language barriers, 
(3) how to use an interpreter effectively, (4) what to do 
when the interpreted encounter is not going well, and 
(5) remote interpreter use and system’s challenges. Each 
module is 10–15 min long with audio, visual, and video 
content, developed using best practices from adult learn-
ing theory. Providers will be prompted to view a new 
module each week until all have been viewed.

Fig. 2 SMART design depicting 2 rounds of provider randomization over 18 months with active data collection and 9 months of follow-up
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During months 3–6 post-randomization, 4 brief 
(5 min) booster modules will be released, reviewing cru-
cial points from initial modules. Boosters have been 
found to support behavior change in other settings [87]. 
Weekly reminders will be sent until they are complete. 
Providers who complete all modules will be eligible for 
points for continuing medical education (CME) and/or 
Maintenance of Certification (MOC); these points must 
be earned to maintain medical licensure and board certi-
fication and thus provide incentive for completion.

The clinic-specific interpreter access and use informa-
tion will be distributed via email. This sheet will include 
instructions for accessing interpreters in their clinic via 
the normal process, including the vendor phone number, 
tips for using the clinic telephones (e.g., how to adjust 
the speakerphone volume), ideas for streamlining the 
process, where shared equipment is stored, and how to 
report problems.

Feedback to enrolled providers will be provided quar-
terly with both strategies, as a report of the percent of 
visits with patients who use a language other than English 
for which the provider used professional interpretation.

Mobile video interpreting access
The mobile video interpreting access strategy will provide 
access to mobile video interpreting, technical support, a 
tip sheet for mobile video interpreting use, and an extra 
charger, shock-resistant case, disposable antimicrobial 
sleeves, and a positioning stand to support clinical use of 
the provider’s own device, along with quarterly reports 
on the enrolled provider’s interpreter use. Mobile video 
interpreting-assigned providers can use a study-issued 
smartphone instead of their own. The mobile video inter-
preting strategy aims to improve provider motivation, 
capability, and opportunity related to interpreter use, 
by decreasing cognitive overload, enhancing interpreter 
access skills, shifting provider beliefs about capabili-
ties and the consequences of interpreter use, reinforcing 
use via satisfaction, and altering the environmental con-
text and resources to make access easier and use more 
rewarding (Table 2).

Access to mobile video interpreting is achieved by 
downloading the application (app) online and then enter-
ing an access code linked to a billing account; after being 
entered, the code is no longer visible. Access can thus be 
controlled by study staff. Study staff will download and 
orient providers to the app, demonstrate use, and answer 
questions. Technical support will be offered on demand. 
A tip sheet will be emailed that includes mobile video 
interpreting instructions and best practices.

Several interpretation vendors have similar apps that 
can be downloaded onto personal devices but are rarely 

used in this way. These apps are HIPAA compliant, use 
end-to-end encryption, and are accessed with one touch 
(i.e., no additional log in or passwords); no data is down-
loaded to the device.

Feedback to enrolled providers will be provided quar-
terly with both strategies, as a report of the percent of 
visits with patients who use a language other than English 
for which the provider used professional interpretation.

Study populations and setting
Providers
We will enroll 55 PCPs from 3 to 5 primary care organi-
zations in Washington state. These organizations will 
include both academically affiliated and nonacademic 
sites and vary in terms of leadership and governance 
structures. Clinics will enroll based on provider interest, 
but each provider will choose whether to enroll. Eligible 
providers will practice at the enrolled clinic at least 40% 
time and see at least 7 patients requiring interpretation 
per month, on average. If the provider is proficient in a 
non-English language, they will see at least 7 patients per 
month who use a different language (in which they are 
not proficient). We will enroll and initially randomize 55 
providers, to retain 47 through the second interview and 
40 through the third (73% retention; see next section for 
sample size considerations).

Patients
We will enroll 3 populations of adult patients or parents 
of pediatric patients (henceforth “patients”) who use a 
language other than English, all being seen by enrolled 
providers. For our administrative population, we will 
include administrative data from all patients who were 
recorded as using a language other than English in the 
medical record and were seen by enrolled providers, for 
the interpreter use outcome. For our survey population, 
we will enroll patients who prefer medical care in the four 
most common non-English languages across clinics, who 
are in clinic for an acute concern (e.g., sore throat, new 
ankle pain). These individuals will be invited to complete 
a survey (n = 648), and a subset will be invited to com-
plete a 20–30 min qualitative interview (n = 75). We will 
also recruit patients for our video-recording population 
(n = 100). Patients who use a language other than English 
with any visit type who consent will be eligible for video 
recording.

Data collection, study measures, and sample size
Outcome measures include our primary implemen-
tation outcome of interpreter use and our secondary 
effectiveness outcome of patient/parent comprehension. 
Additional measures related to organizational context, 
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provider-reported barriers and facilitators of interpreter 
use, and intervention fidelity are laid out in Table 1.

Interpreter use
Interpreter vendor invoices will be collected from com-
panies that clinics currently contract with; mobile video 
interpreting invoices will be managed by the study team. 
All professional interpreter invoices (not just mobile 
video interpreting) will be matched to clinic visits for 
patients who use a language other than English (all lan-
guages) for enrolled providers. We will calculate baseline 
interpreter use for enrolled providers for the six months 
pre-randomization and then randomize 1:1 to education 
or mobile video interpreting, stratified by baseline use 
and clinic. We will calculate interpreter use, both overall 
and strategy consistent, continuously throughout phases 
1–3; other data collection will end after phase 2.

For analysis, interpreter use will be defined as a dichot-
omous variable at the level of the clinic visit. Visits with 
patients who use a language other than English with any 
billed professional interpreter use will be coded as “yes,” 
and the remainder will be coded as “no.”

Sample size calculations consider aim 1 group compari-
sons (mobile video interpreting, education, combination) 
at the end of phase 2. We assume loss of up to 9 providers 
(e.g., to job change; 16%) over the study; we expect attrition 
(up to 27%) in provider interviews and surveys, but that will 
not impact aim 1 power. With 5796 total encounters with 
patients who use a language other than English (7 visits/pro-
vider/month), we expect 1932 non-English visits per group, 
which will provide > 80% power to detect a 5% difference in 
proportion of professionally interpreted visits by groups [46, 
57]. This will be readily feasible with administrative data.

Patient/parent comprehension
Patient comprehension will be determined by asking 
surveyed patients (n = 648) to report the diagnosis they 
received during their visit with an enrolled provider. The 
parent-reported diagnosis will then be compared to the 
provider-documented diagnosis, which trained abstractors 
will have abstracted from the EMR. Two coders blinded 
to study assignment will compare the documented diag-
nosis to the patient-reported diagnosis to determine com-
prehension, coded as yes, concordant; no, not concordant; 
or unclear, based on the standard of whether a different 
follow-up provider would likely know the diagnosis based 
on the information provided by the patient. For analysis, 
comprehension will be coded as yes or no/unclear. We have 
successfully used these procedures previously [46].

In addition to measuring comprehension, the survey 
will use validated measures to collect demographics and 
satisfaction with communication and interpretation. The 

tablet-based survey will have an audio feature to allow 
patients to read or hear the questions in 4 non-English lan-
guages. The survey will be completed in the clinic when-
ever possible; otherwise, the patient will complete it within 
7 days, independently online or over the telephone with a 
bilingual research coordinator or professional interpreter.

Based on aim 1 analyses, with 216 completed patient 
surveys per group (648 total), we will have ≥ 80% power 
to detect a 14% difference in diagnosis comprehension by 
group [46]. This will also be feasible, achieved by survey-
ing 7–12 patients per clinic per month for 18 months.

Provider attributes and organizational context
These data will be collected via 2 surveys and 3 inter-
views over the course of the study. Providers will com-
plete a web-based survey at baseline, before initial 
randomization, to assess demographics and barriers to 
interpreter use via the TDF Questionnaire, [74] Organ-
izational Readiness for Implementing Change (ORIC) 
questionnaire [80], and the Implementation Leadership 
Scale (ILS) [81]. We will repeat the survey at the end 
of phase 2, to capture changes over time and provider 
time and costs associated with the implementation 
strategies.

Enrolled providers will also complete qualitative inter-
views (1) before initial randomization, (2) during phase 1, 
and (3) during phase 2. Interviews will explore contextual 
and personal factors that serve as barriers, moderators, 
mechanisms, and proximal outcomes of interpreter use 
(see Figs. 3 & 4 for preliminary causal pathway diagrams). 
We will use qualitative interviews given the lack of survey 
measures for many factors, and concern for social desir-
ability bias, as providers may not endorse interpreter non-
use on surveys but may be more likely to in the context of 
a conversation. Provider qualitative and quantitative data 
will be analyzed together (see “Data analysis”).

Patient communication experiences
A subset of patients completing the survey will be invited 
to complete a 30-min qualitative interview [88]. Survey 
respondents who endorse having a concern about how 
their provider communicated with them will be invited to 
interview [89], as will a random sample of others (total 
n = 75). Our goal is to understand how communica-
tion occurred during the visit, how effective the patient 
found that communication to be and why, and the details 
of any concerns the patient had. The interview will be 
completed in the clinic prior to departure whenever pos-
sible; otherwise, the patient will have 7 days to complete 
it, over the telephone with a bilingual research coordina-
tor or via professional interpreter, in one of our 4 eligible 
non-English languages.
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We estimated initial qualitative sample size based on 
the heterogeneity of our target group, the number of 
research sites, and the complexity of the areas of inquiry. 
The initial sample estimates will be adjusted as needed to 
achieve data sufficiency [90].

Video recording
Video-recorded visits with patients who use a language 
other than English (n = 100) will provide granular, objec-
tive data regarding interpreter use, technical difficulties, 
communication delays, and provider use of best-practice 

Fig. 3 Preliminary causal pathway diagram for mechanisms associated with education as a strategy

Fig. 4 Preliminary causal pathway diagram for mechanisms associated with mobile video interpreting as a strategy
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techniques for communicating with an interpreter, to 
supplement provider- and patient-reported data. Trained 
coders will code videos for specific behaviors, based on 
the coding scheme developed previously [36], to provide 
data on barriers, mechanisms, proximal outcomes of 
interpreter use, and strategy fidelity (Table 1). The video 
recording sample size is based on our previous work and 
logistical considerations, with 100 recordings both feasi-
ble and likely to achieve data sufficiency.

Cost data
Administrative cost data collected from clinics will 
include costs associated with interpreter vendor invoices 
and contracts; interpreter-specific clinic hardware (e.g., 
dedicated speakerphones); wireless Internet; and educa-
tional module development, following recommendations 
for economic analysis in implementation science [91]. 
Provider-incurred time and costs will be collected via the 
final survey, including time spent on each strategy, excess 
data charges associated with mobile video interpreting 
use (if any), and wear or damage to personal devices. 
Study team time related to implementing each strat-
egy (e.g., installing mobile video interpreting, reminder 
emails) will be tracked in real time, as they would be per-
formed by clinic staff with real-world implementation. 
We do not expect changes in clinic visit length, based on 
time-motion studies of interpreted patient visits [92, 93].

Data analysis
Primary quantitative analyses will be conducted using 
an intention-to-treat approach. Provider and patient 
characteristics will be summarized overall and by strat-
egy. Missing data will be minimized through commu-
nication with participants regarding the importance 
of completing surveys and interviews, participant 
incentives, offering multiple languages and modalities 
for survey and interview completion, and completing 
surveys and interviews on-site when possible. For our 
primary outcome, we expect interpreter invoice data 
to be complete, given our previous experience [12, 46, 
57]. We will track interpreter use for all enrolled pro-
viders for the entire study, even if they do not complete 
interviews or surveys. For our secondary outcome, 
diagnosis comprehension, patterns of data missingness 
will be examined. We expect randomization will help 
protect against imbalance in unobserved confounders, 
so our main concern will be with missing data. We will 
conduct sensitivity analyses based on multiple imputa-
tions to assess the impact of missing data, in which we 
will generate multiple imputed datasets with missing 
values imputed by pooling information from observed 
data, and then combine statistical inferences across 
the multiply-imputed datasets [94–96].

Aim 1: Compare the effectiveness of two implementation 
strategies, alone and in combination, to improve use 
of interpretation and comprehension for patients/parents 
with language barriers seen in adult/pediatric primary care 
settings
We hypothesize that, compared to educational modules, 
provider access to mobile video interpreting will lead to 
(H1) greater odds of interpreter use for visits with patients/
parents with language barriers (primary outcome) and (H2) 
better comprehension among patients/parents with lan-
guage barriers. We also hypothesize (H3) that mobile video 
interpreting and educational modules together will yield 
greater odds of interpreter use than either strategy alone.

To test H1 and H3, we will use assigned strategy and data 
collected during phases 1 and 2. Under the SMART design, 
comparisons of first-stage interventions, comparisons of 
second-stage interventions, and comparisons of the adap-
tive intervention with both stages can be conducted simul-
taneously using standard software with a technique called 
a “weighted and replicated” regression approach, using 
weighted generalized estimating equations (GEE) [66, 97]. 
Weighted GEE allows us to work with binary outcomes 
and weights and adjust for clustering within providers. 
Within-clinic correlations will be assessed by including 
clinic-specific random effects in our regression models 
and estimating the intra-cluster correlation coefficients. 
Significance of the intra-cluster correlation coefficients 
will be examined by comparing models with and without 
clinic-specific random effects using likelihood ratio tests. If 
no strong within-clinic correlation is detected, we will use 
fixed-effects regression models for their better power; oth-
erwise, estimates and inference based on random-effects 
regression models will be reported. H1 and H3 will be 
tested using the Wald test and robust standard error esti-
mates [66, 97]. Model-based estimates of odds ratio com-
paring education to mobile video interpreting or both will 
be reported, along with 95% confidence intervals [98].

To test H2, our analytic sample will include only patients 
who completed a post-visit survey (n = 648). A weighted 
GEE logistic regression model predicting patient/parent 
comprehension at the visit level will be estimated. Base-
line covariates will include the clinic, patient demographics 
(age, sex, language), and patient comorbid conditions [99–
102], pooled at the provider level. Model-based estimates of 
the odds ratio comparing education to mobile video inter-
preting or both will be reported, along with 95% confidence 
intervals computed via parametric bootstrapping [98].

Aim 2 Explore mobile video interpreting and education 
implementation strategies’ ability to activate putative 
provider‑level mechanisms
We predict that implementation via mobile video inter-
preting will activate mechanisms that are more directly 
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and strongly linked to provider behavior, while edu-
cation’s mechanism activation will more often affect 
intrapersonal barriers without changing behavior.

We will use a quantitative plus qualitative approach 
to explore putative mechanisms, where both are ana-
lyzed together to understand data in context [88]. Inter-
views will be audio-recorded, transcribed, translated as 
appropriate, and reviewed for accuracy. Using an itera-
tively developed codebook, we will code all data strati-
fied by interpreter use and TDF attributes, upload data 
into Dedoose Version 9.0.17 for thematic analysis [103–
105], and use the 6 analysis steps outlined by Braun and 
Clarke [106]. Data synthesis will be conducted from code 
reports utilizing an annotation and tabular system. We 
will analyze provider and patient data separately.

Video-recording analysis will be based on our previ-
ously developed coding scheme [36], with modifications 
based on coding the first 5 videos. We expect coding to 
include communication/interpretation method, duration, 
interpretation technical difficulties (e.g., dropped calls), 
interpreter or device positioning in room, provider use 
of jargon and acronyms, and clarifications between pro-
vider and interpreter. Initial videos will be double coded, 
until kappa statistics for interrater reliability are greater 
than 0.75. Subsequent videos will be single coded, with 
a random 10% double coded. Fidelity to assigned strat-
egy will be defined as use of mobile video interpreting for 
assigned providers and use of best practices for commu-
nicating through an interpreter for education-assigned 
providers.

Qualitative analysis of interviews and video recordings 
will occur with reference to provider quantitative data, 
for example, by interpreter use (high vs low) and sur-
vey-reported TDF attributes, following NIH guidelines 
for mixed-methods best practices [107]. Provider inter-
views and videos will be considered as a set, to assess for 
changes over time, by assigned strategy. The relation-
ships we investigate will be guided by preliminary causal 
pathway models (Figs.  2 & 3). These models, developed 
with best available evidence, lay out the putative mecha-
nisms of each implementation strategy, including organi-
zational and intrapersonal moderators, specific barriers, 
and proximal and distal outcomes. In this approach, we 
will explore hypothesized relationships and invite emer-
gent mechanisms we had not previously considered given 
this work’s exploratory nature. Little is known about the 
mechanisms by which particular strategies influence 
interpreter use or even if things like acquiring facts serve 
as mediators on the pathway from strategy to outcome 
[108, 109]. Per Kazdin, identifying mediators and mech-
anisms of change allows greater reason and parsimony 
in selecting implementation strategies and should allow 
attainment of greater improvements over time as we 

understand exactly how improvement occurs [110]. We 
will refine our causal pathway diagrams and generate new 
ones reflecting the evidence gathered through this study.

Aim 3: Determine the incremental cost‑effectiveness 
from a healthcare organization perspective of each 
implementation strategy (mobile video interpreting, 
education, and both)
We hypothesize that, relative to educational modules, 
mobile video interpreting will be more cost-effective 
(H4a) per additional interpreted clinic visit and (H4b) per 
additional instance of patient comprehension.

The estimated incremental cost-effectiveness ratios 
(ICER) will provide evidence of the resources required 
to increase interpreted clinic visits and improve 
patient comprehension [111]. Our goal is to support 
decision-making about which strategy healthcare 
organization leaders may choose to implement, and 
thus, we will estimate ICERs from the organization 
perspective.

Effectiveness measures will be based on Aim 1 analyses; 
cost data will come from two sources. The first source 
is administrative, including vendor invoices and budg-
ets for payroll. Costs that cannot be determined will be 
estimated with a micro-costing approach in which unit 
cost multipliers are applied to the quantity of each type 
of service or resource utilized; examples include the use 
of shared resources (space, office equipment) and oppor-
tunity costs experienced by clinic staff. All cost data are 
summed to obtain total costs [112], using an approach 
we have used previously [113, 114]. While mobile video 
interpreting-assigned providers may also have used other 
professional interpretation, we will assign mobile video 
interpreting-related costs to the mobile video inter-
preting and combination groups and nonmobile video 
interpreting interpreter costs (which would not be nec-
essary if a clinic used mobile video interpreting only) to 
the education group. Interpreter costs will be based on 
actual usage from vendor invoices, attributed to assigned 
group. Education module development will be annuitized 
over the study period. Time costs for providers (time on 
modules, learning to use mobile video interpreting) and 
study staff (reminder emails, mobile video interpreting 
support) will be estimated using the mean hourly wage 
from the National Compensation Survey, plus fringe 
rates from the Bureau of Labor Statistics Employer Costs 
for Employee Compensation. Provider costs due to own-
device use for mobile video interpreting will be estimated 
with hardware depreciation allowances per the US Inter-
nal Revenue Code. Costs will be inflation-adjusted to 
common-year dollars using the Personal Health Care 
Expenditure Deflator or Personal Consumption Expendi-
ture price index [112].
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We will calculate total costs associated with each 
implementation strategy by summing the above costs. To 
test H4a, we will calculate the ICER for each additional 
interpreted clinic visit, by calculating the difference in 
total costs for (i) mobile video interpreting vs educa-
tion and (ii) mobile video interpreting plus education vs 
education, and then divide by the difference in number 
of professionally interpreted visits for providers assigned 
to (i) mobile video interpreting vs education and (ii) 
mobile video interpreting plus education vs education. 
To test H4b, we will calculate the ICER for each addi-
tional instance of patient comprehension. To do so, we 
will calculate the difference in total costs for (i) mobile 
video interpreting vs education and (ii) mobile video 
interpreting plus education vs education and then divide 
by the difference in proportion of patients who correctly 
reported their diagnosis for providers assigned to (i) 
mobile video interpreting vs education and (ii) mobile 
video interpreting plus education vs education.

Regulatory approvals
The mVOCAL Trial was registered on ClinicalTrials.gov 
on September 22, 2022 (NCT05591586). The Seattle Chil-
dren’s Hospital institutional review board (IRB) serves as 
the single IRB (sIRB). The study was initially approved 
on October 29, 2021 (no. 00003332). All providers and 
patients will provide informed consent for their par-
ticipation, with the exception of those participating only 
through the inclusion of their administrative data, for 
whom a waiver of informed consent has been obtained.

Discussion
In this type 3 hybrid implementation-effectiveness study, 
we will test two discrete implementation strategies for 
improving professional interpreter use and patient com-
prehension in primary care. Using a SMART design will 
allow us to study the effect of the strategies alone and 
together mirroring the way a practice might implement 
a staged strategy, with additional intervention for provid-
ers with worse performance [64–66]. Given the different 
barriers targeted by the different strategies, we expect a 
greater response together, while a single strategy may suf-
fice for many. Our SMART design, mixed methods, and 
inquiry into mechanisms will illuminate which provider 
and clinic characteristics would most likely benefit from 
each strategy, focusing on how, when, where, and why 
each is effective, rather than simply whether it is effec-
tive [115]. As both strategies are inherently scalable but 
not currently in widespread use, our study will provide 
actionable data to inform where and how to most effec-
tively implement these strategies to improve safety and 
equity for patients who use a language other than English 
for medical care.

We will study these two implementation strategies 
without additional facilitation, in order to isolate the 
effect of each, as either could represent the minimum 
intervention needed to produce change (MINC) [116]. 
The MINC concept addresses the issue that many effec-
tive strategies are not widely adopted due to time and 
resource limitations in non-research settings. We will 
therefore test strategies that are relatively simple, with 
fewer barriers to real-world implementation, as they may 
lead to greater population impact through wide uptake, 
even if their individual effect is not as large as might be 
found for a complex intervention.

With provider-level randomization, contamination 
between groups is a concern; however, we do not believe 
it will undermine our ability to test our hypotheses for 
several reasons. First, we do not expect contamination 
with the mobile video interpreting strategy, as app access 
will be controlled by the study team, and we will request 
that providers not share mobile video interpreting-ena-
bled devices with others. Second, we will measure mobile 
video interpreting contamination, as every mobile video 
interpreting use will be linked to a visit via billing invoices, 
and each mobile video interpreting account will be asso-
ciated with a specific provider. Mobile video interpreting 
use at visits with nonmobile video interpreting provid-
ers will prompt an inquiry and remediating measures. 
Third, we will ask providers who are not assigned to the 
modules not to view them. It is possible that each strat-
egy’s tip sheets may be printed and visible in shared clinic 
space. However, provider behavior is difficult to change, 
so we would not expect a minor exposure to meaning-
fully impact behavior [117]. Finally, we will explore pos-
sible contamination in provider qualitative interviews. 
Evidence of contamination would suggest we should 
interpret results with caution, but also that the implemen-
tation strategy could be widely adopted in practice.

The planned study will generate novel data regarding 
how effective each strategy is, under what circumstances, 
through which mechanisms, and at what cost. With these 
new data, healthcare organizations will be able to make 
informed decisions to best address the persistent com-
munication-mediated inequities experienced by their 
patients with language barriers.

Abbreviations
SMART   Sequential multiple assignment randomized trial
MINC  Minimum intervention needed for change
EMR  Electronic medical record
ED  Emergency department
TDF  Theoretical Domains Framework
COM-B  Capability, opportunity, motivation—behavior
PCP  Primary care provider
ICER  Incremental cost-effectiveness ratios
GEE  Generalized estimating equations
HIPAA  Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act



Page 16 of 19Lion et al. Implementation Science            (2023) 18:8 

Acknowledgements
Not applicable.

Authors’ contributions
KCL, CCL, CZ, and PF designed the study. KCL secured funding and drafted 
the manuscript. CZ is the lead study biostatistician. PF is the study health 
economist. AC, DO, KS, JS, KDS, and CEH are co-investigators and/or significant 
contributors who provided input into study design, data collection, and data 
analytic procedures. LW and BHR are senior study staff who have provided 
input into study design, strategy development, and data collection proce-
dures. The authors read and approved the final manuscript.

Funding
This study is funded by the National Institute on Minority Health and Health 
Disparities grant R01MD015283 (P. I. Lion). This project is also supported by 
the National Center for Advancing Translational Sciences of the National 
Institutes of Health under Award Number UL1 TR002319. The content is solely 
the responsibility of the authors and does not necessarily represent the official 
views of the National Institutes of Health. The funder has no role in the design 
and conduct of the study; collection, management, analysis, and interpreta-
tion of the data; preparation, review, or approval of the manuscript; or decision 
to submit the manuscript for publication.

Availability of data and materials
Not applicable.

Declarations

Ethics approval and consent to participate
The Seattle Children’s Hospital institutional review board approved this study 
on October 29, 2021 (no. 00003332). All providers and patients will provide 
informed consent for their participation, with the exception of those partici-
pating only through the inclusion of their administrative data, for whom a 
waiver of informed consent has been obtained.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Author details
1 Department of Pediatrics, University of Washington School of Medicine, 
Seattle, WA, USA. 2 Center for Child Health, Behavior, and Development, Seat-
tle Children’s Research Institute, Seattle, WA 98145-5005, USA. 3 Department 
of Health Systems and Population Health, University of Washington School 
of Public Health, Seattle, WA, USA. 4 Department of Family Medicine, University 
of Washington School of Medicine, Seattle, WA, USA. 5 Department of Global 
Health, University of Washington Schools of Medicine and Public Health, 
Seattle, WA, USA. 6 Department of Epidemiology, University of Washington 
School of Public Health, Seattle, WA, USA. 7 Department of Industrial & Systems 
Engineering, University of Washington, Seattle, WA, USA. 8 Center for Clinical 
and Translational Research, Seattle Children’s Research Institute, Seattle, WA, 
USA. 9 Kaiser Permanente Washington Health Research Institute, Seattle, WA, 
USA. 

Received: 26 October 2022   Accepted: 12 February 2023

References
 1. Bureau UC. Detailed languages spoken at home and ability to speak 

English: 2009-2013. 2015. https:// www. census. gov/ data/ tables/ 2013/ 
demo/ 2009- 2013- lang- tables. html. [cited 2019 Jun 24].

 2. Flores G. Language barriers to health care in the United States. N Engl J 
Med. 2006;355(3):229–31.

 3. Glick AF, Farkas JS, Nicholson J, Dreyer BP, Fears M, Bandera C, et al. 
Parental management of discharge instructions: a systematic review. 
Pediatrics. 2017;140(2):e20164165. Available from:http:// pedia trics. 

aappu blica tions. org/ lookup/ doi/ 10. 1542/ peds. 2016- 4165. [Cited 2018 
Mar 6].

 4. Wilson E, Chen AH, Grumbach K, Wang F, Fernandez A. Effects of limited 
English proficiency and physician language on health care comprehen-
sion. J Gen Intern Med. 2005;20(9):800–6. Available from: http: http:// 
www. ncbi. nlm. nih. gov/ pubmed/ 16117 746. 2005/08/25.

 5. Morales LS, Cunningham WE, Brown JA, Liu H, Hays RD. Are Latinos less 
satisfied with communication byhealth care providers? J Gen Intern 
Med. 1999;14(7):409–17. Available from: http:// www. ncbi. nlm. nih. gov/ 
pubmed/ 10417 598. 1999/07/27.

 6. Karliner LS, Auerbach A, Napoles A, Schillinger D, Nickleach D, Perez-
Stable EJ. Language barriers and understanding of hospital discharge 
instructions. Med Care. 2012;50(4):283–9 2012/03/14.

 7. Hampers LC, McNulty JE. Professional interpreters and bilingual physi-
cians in a pediatric emergency department: effect on resource utiliza-
tion. Arch Pediatr Adolesc Med. 2002;156(11):1108–13.

 8. Levas MN, Cowden JD, Dowd MD. Effects of the limited English 
proficiency of parents on hospital length of stay and home health care 
referral for their home health care-eligible children with infections. Arch 
Pediatr Adolesc Med. 2011;165(9):831–6. Available from: http:// archp 
edi. jaman etwork. com/ artic le. aspx? doi= https:// doi. org/ 10. 1001/ archp 
ediat rics. 2011. 61.[Cited 2018 Mar 30]. 2011/05/04.

 9. John-Baptiste A, Naglie G, Tomlinson G, Alibhai SM, Etchells E, Cheung 
A, et al. The effect of English language proficiency on length of stay and 
in-hospital mortality. J Gen Intern Med. 2004;19(3):221–8 2004/03/11.

 10. Lion KC, Wright DR, Desai AD, Mangione-Smith R. Costs of care for 
hospitalized children associated with preferred language and insurance 
type. Hosp Pediatr. 2017;7(2):70–8.Available from: http:// www. ncbi. nlm. 
nih. gov/ pubmed/ 28073 815. [Cited 2018 Mar 14].

 11. Karliner LS, Kim SE, Meltzer DO, Auerbach AD. Influence of language 
barriers on outcomes of hospital care for general medicine inpatients. J 
Hosp Med. 2010;5(5):276–82 2010/06/10.

 12. Jimenez N, Jackson DL, Zhou C, Ayala NC, Ebel BE. Postoperative pain 
management in children, parental english proficiency, and access to 
interpretation. Hosp Pediatr. 2014;4(1):23–30.

 13. Jimenez N, Seidel K, Martin LD, Rivara FP, Lynn AM. Perioperative anal-
gesic treatment in Latino and non-Latino pediatric patients. J Heal Care 
Poor Underserved. 2010;21(1):229–36. 2010/02/23.

 14. Cohen AL, Rivara F, Marcuse EK, McPhillips H, Davis R. Are language 
barriers associated with serious medical events in hospitalized pediatric 
patients? Pediatrics. 2005;116(3):575–9.

 15. Divi C, Koss RG, Schmaltz SP, Loeb JM. Language proficiency and 
adverse events in US hospitals: a pilot study. Int J Qual Heal Care. 
2007;19(2):60–7.

 16. Bartlett G, Blais R, Tamblyn R, Clermont R, MacGibbon B. Impact of 
patient communication problems on the risk of preventable adverse 
events in acute care settings. CMAJ. 2008;178(12):1555–62.

 17. Khan A, Shonna Yin H, Brach C, Graham DA, Ramotar MW, Williams DN, et al. 
Association between parent comfort with english and adverse events 
among hospitalized children. JAMA Pediatr. 2020;174(12). Available from: 
https:// pubmed. ncbi. nlm. nih. gov/ 33074 313/. [Cited 2020 Dec 15].

 18. Anand KJS, Sepanski RJ, Giles K, Shah SH, Juarez PD. Pediatric intensive 
care unit mortality among Latino children before and after a multilevel 
health care delivery intervention. JAMA Pediatr. 2015;169(4):383–90. 
Available from: http:// archp edi. jaman etwork. com/ artic le. aspx? doi= 10. 
1001/ jamap ediat rics. 2014. 3789. [Cited 2019 Jan 7].

 19. Pérez-Stable EJ, El-Toukhy S. Communicating with diverse patients: 
how patient and clinician factors affect disparities. Patient Educ Couns. 
2018;101(12):2186–94. Available from: http:// www. ncbi. nlm. nih. gov/ 
pubmed/ 30146 407. [Cited 2019 May 28].

 20. Flores G. The impact of medical interpreter services on the quality of 
health care: a systematic review. Med Care Res Rev. 2005;62(3):255–99.

 21. Karliner LS, Jacobs EA, Chen AH, Mutha S. Do professional interpreters 
improve clinical care for patients with limited English proficiency? A 
systematic review of the literature. Heal Serv Res. 2007;42(2):727–
54. Available from: http:// www. ncbi. nlm. nih. gov/ pubmed/ 17362 
215. 2007/03/17.

 22. Jacobs B, Ryan AM, Henrichs KS, Weiss BD. Medical interpreters in 
outpatient practice. Ann Fam Med. 2018;16(1):70–6.

 23. United States Department of Health and Human Services. National 
Standards for Culturally and Linguistically Appropriate Services (CLAS) 

https://www.census.gov/data/tables/2013/demo/2009-2013-lang-tables.html
https://www.census.gov/data/tables/2013/demo/2009-2013-lang-tables.html
http://pediatrics.aappublications.org/lookup/doi/10.1542/peds.2016-4165
http://pediatrics.aappublications.org/lookup/doi/10.1542/peds.2016-4165
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16117746
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16117746
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10417598
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10417598
http://archpedi.jamanetwork.com/article.aspx?doi=https://doi.org/10.1001/archpediatrics.2011.61
http://archpedi.jamanetwork.com/article.aspx?doi=https://doi.org/10.1001/archpediatrics.2011.61
http://archpedi.jamanetwork.com/article.aspx?doi=https://doi.org/10.1001/archpediatrics.2011.61
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28073815
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28073815
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/33074313/
http://archpedi.jamanetwork.com/article.aspx?doi=10.1001/jamapediatrics.2014.3789
http://archpedi.jamanetwork.com/article.aspx?doi=10.1001/jamapediatrics.2014.3789
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30146407
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30146407
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17362215
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17362215


Page 17 of 19Lion et al. Implementation Science            (2023) 18:8  

in health and health care. Available from: https:// think cultu ralhe alth. 
hhs. gov/ assets/ pdfs/ Enhan cedNa tiona lCLAS Stand ards. pdf. [Cited 2019 
Sep 19].

 24. Ginde AA, Sullivan AF, Corel B, Caceres JA, Camargo CA Jr. Reevaluation 
of the effect of mandatory interpreter legislation on use of professional 
interpreters for ED patients with language barriers. Patient Educ Couns. 
2010;81(2):204–6.

 25. Ramirez D, Engel KG, Tang TS. Language interpreter utilization in the 
emergency department setting: a clinical review. J Heal Care Poor 
Underserved. 2008;19(2):352–62 2008/05/13.

 26. Schenker Y, Perez-Stable EJ, Nickleach D, Karliner LS. Patterns of inter-
preter use for hospitalized patients with limited English proficiency. J 
Gen Intern Med. 2011;26(7):712–7 2011/02/22.

 27. Hartford EA, Anderson AP, Klein EJ, Caglar D, Carlin K, Lion KC. The use 
and impact of professional interpretation in a pediatric emergency 
department. Acad Pediatr. 2019. Available from: https:// linki nghub. elsev 
ier. com/ retri eve/ pii/ S1876 28591 83062 0X. [Cited 2019 Sep 13].

 28. Diamond LC, Schenker Y, Curry L, Bradley EH, Fernandez A. Getting 
by: underuse of interpreters by resident physicians. J Gen Intern Med. 
2009;24(2):256–62.

 29. Lion KC, Thompson DA, Cowden JD, Michel E, Rafton SA, Hamdy RF, 
et al. Impact of language proficiency testing on provider use of Spanish 
for clinical care. Pediatrics. 2012;130(1):e80-7. Available from: http:// 
www. ncbi. nlm. nih. gov/ pubmed/ 22689 864. [Cited 2018 Mar 14]. 
2012/06/13.

 30. Burbano O’Leary SC, Federico S, Hampers LC. The truth about language 
barriers: one residency program’s experience. Pediatrics. 2003;111(5 Pt 
1):e569–73.

 31. Lee KC, Winickoff JP, Kim MK, Campbell EG, Betancourt JR, Park ER, et al. 
Resident physicians’ use of professional and nonprofessional interpret-
ers: a national survey. Jama. 2006;296(9):1050–3. Available from: http:// 
www. ncbi. nlm. nih. gov/ pubmed/ 16954 482.  2006/09/07.

 32. Diamond LC, Wilson-Stronks A, Jacobs EA. Do hospitals measure up to 
the national culturally and linguistically appropriate services standards? 
Med Care. 2010;48(12):1080–7 2010/11/11.

 33. Decamp LR, Kuo DZ, Flores G, O’Connor K, Minkovitz CS. Changes in 
language services use by US pediatricians. Pediatrics. 2013;132:e396-
406 2013/07/10.

 34. Flores G, Laws MB, Mayo SJ, Zuckerman B, Abreu M, Medina L, et al. 
Errors in medical interpretation and their potential clinical conse-
quences in pediatric encounters. Pediatrics. 2003;111(1):6–14.

 35. Napoles AM, Santoyo-Olsson J, Karliner LS, Gregorich SE, Perez-Stable 
EJ. Inaccurate language interpretation and its clinical significance 
in the medical encounters of Spanish-speaking latinos. Med Care. 
2015;53(11):940–7.

 36. Lion KC, Gritton J, Scannell J, Brown JC, Ebel BE, Klein EJ, et al. Pat-
terns and predictors of professional interpreter use in the pediatric 
emergency department. Pediatrics. 2021;147(2):e20193312. Available 
from: http:// pedia trics. aappu blica tions. org/ lookup/ doi/ 10. 1542/ peds. 
2019- 3312

 37. Cane J, O’Connor D, Michie S. Validation of the theoretical domains 
framework for use in behaviour change and implementation research. 
Implement Sci. 2012;7(1):37. Available from: http:// www. ncbi. nlm. nih. 
gov/ pubmed/ 22530 986. [Cited 2019 Sep 9].

 38. Hsieh E. Not just “getting by”: factors influencing providers’ choice of 
interpreters. J Gen Intern Med. 2015;30(1):75–82.

 39. Choe AY, Unaka NI, Schondelmeyer AC, Raglin Bignall W, Vilvens HL, 
Thomson JE, et al. Inpatient communication barriers and drivers 
when caring for limited english proficiency children. J Hosp Med. 
2019;14(2019–07–24 Online First):E1–7. Available from: http:// www. 
ncbi. nlm. nih. gov/ pubmed/ 31339 836. [Cited 2019 Aug 2].

 40. Hernandez RG, Cowden JD, Moon M, Brands CK, Sisson SD, Thompson 
DA. Predictors of resident satisfaction in caring for limited English profi-
cient families: a multisite study. Acad Pediatr. 2014;14(2):173–80. Avail-
able from: http:// linki nghub. elsev ier. com/ retri eve/ pii/ S1876 28591 
30041 42. [Cited 2018 Mar 30].

 41. Lion KC, Thompson DA, Cowden JD, Michel E, Rafton SA, Hamdy RF, 
et al. Clinical Spanish use and proficiency testing among pediatric 
residents. Acad Med. 2011;88(10):1478–84. Available from: http:// www. 
ncbi. nlm. nih. gov/ pubmed/ 23969 350. [Cited 2018 Mar 14].

 42. Murphy JE, Washington D, Xuan Z, Paasche-Orlow MK, Drainoni M-L. 
Identifying and addressing language needs in primary care: a pilot 
implementation study. J Racial Ethn Heal Disparities. 2019;6(3):505–16. 
Available from: http:// www. ncbi. nlm. nih. gov/ pubmed/ 30511 
122. [Cited 2019 Sep 19].

 43. Locatis C, Williamson D, Gould-Kabler C, Zone-Smith L, Detzler I, 
Roberson J, et al. Comparing in-person, video, and telephonic medical 
interpretation. J Gen Intern Med. 2010;25(4):345–50 2010/01/29.

 44. Jones D, Gill P, Harrison R, Meakin R, Wallace P. An exploratory study 
of language interpretation services provided by videoconferencing. J 
Telemed Telecare. 2003;9(1):51–6 2003/03/19.

 45. Anttila A, Rappaport DI, Tijerino J, Zaman N, Sharif I. Interpretation 
modalities used on family-centered rounds: perspectives of Spanish-
speaking families. Hosp Pediatr. 2017;7(8):492–8.

 46. Lion KC, Brown JC, Ebel BE, Klein EJ, Strelitz B, Gutman CK, et al. Effect 
of telephone vs video interpretation on parent comprehension, com-
munication, and utilization in the pediatric emergency department. 
JAMA Pediatr. 2015;169(12):1117. Available from: http:// www. ncbi. nlm. 
nih. gov/ pubmed/ 26501 862. [Cited 2018 Mar 14].

 47. Marshall LC, Zaki A, Duarte M, Nicolas A, Roan J, Colby AF, et al. Promot-
ing effective communication with limited english proficient families: 
implementation of video remote interpreting as part of a comprehen-
sive language services program in a children’s hospital. Jt Comm J Qual 
Patient Saf. 2019;45(7):509–16. Available from: http:// www. ncbi. nlm. nih. 
gov/ pubmed/ 31133 535. [Cited 2019 Aug 8].

 48. Gutman CK, Klein EJ, Follmer K, Brown JC, Ebel BE, Lion KC. Deficien-
cies in provider-reported interpreter use in a clinical trial comparing 
telephonic and video interpretation in a pediatric emergency depart-
ment. Jt Comm J Qual Patient Saf. 2020;46(10):573–80.

 49. Omoruyi EA, Dunkle J, Dendy C, McHugh E, Barratt MS. Cross talk: evalu-
ation of a curriculum to teach medical students how to use telephone 
interpreter services. Acad Pediatr. 2018;18(2):214–9, Available from: http:// 
www. ncbi. nlm. nih. gov/ pubmed/ 29248 610. [Cited 2019 Aug 8].

 50. Lie DA, Bereknyei S, Vega CP. Longitudinal development of medical 
students’ communication skills in interpreted encounters. Educ Heal. 
2010;23(3):466. 2011/02/04.

 51. Fung CC, Lagha RR, Henderson P, Gomez AG. Working with interpreters: 
how student behavior affects quality of patient interaction when using 
interpreters. Med Educ Online. 2010;15. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3402/ meo. 
v15i0. 5151.

 52. Jacobs EA, Diamond LC, Stevak L. The importance of teaching clini-
cians when and how to work with interpreters. Patient Educ Couns. 
2010;78(2):149–53. Available from: https:// www. scien cedir ect. com/ 
scien ce/ artic le/ pii/ S0738 39910 90059 16. [Cited 2019 Jul 2].

 53. Tuot DS, Lopez M, Miller C, Karliner LS. Impact of an easy-access 
telephonic interpreter program in the acute care setting: an evaluation 
of a quality improvement intervention. Jt Comm J Qual Patient Saf. 
2012;38(2):81–8 2012/03/01.

 54. Taira BR, Kim K, Mody N. Hospital and health system–level interventions 
to improve care for limited english proficiency patients: a systematic 
review. Jt Comm J Qual Patient Saf. 2019. Available from: http:// www. 
ncbi. nlm. nih. gov/ pubmed/ 30910 471. [Cited 2019 May 28].

 55. Lee JS, Nápoles A, Mutha S, Pérez-Stable EJ, Gregorich SE, Livaudais-
Toman J, et al. Hospital discharge preparedness for patients with limited 
English proficiency: a mixed methods study of bedside interpreter-
phones. Patient Educ Couns. 2018;101(1):25–32.

 56. Lee JS, Pérez-Stable EJ, Gregorich SE, Crawford MH, Green A, Livaudais-
Toman J, et al. Increased access to professional interpreters in the 
hospital improves informed consent for patients with limited english 
proficiency. J Gen Intern Med. 2017;32(8):863–70.

 57. Lion KC, Ebel BE, Rafton S, Zhou C, Hencz P, Mangione-Smith R. 
Evaluation of a quality improvement intervention to increase use of 
telephonic interpretation. Pediatrics. 2015;135(3):e709–16. Available 
from: http:// www. ncbi. nlm. nih. gov/ pubmed/ 25713 276. [Cited 2018 
Mar 14].

 58. Standiford CJ, Nolan E, Harris M, Bernstein SJ. Improving the provision 
of language services at an academic medical center: ensuring high-
quality health communication for limited-English-proficient patients. 
Acad Med. 2009;84(12):1693–7. Available from: https:// insig hts. ovid. 
com/ cross ref? an= 00001 888- 20091 2000- 00016. [Cited 2019 Sep 17].

https://thinkculturalhealth.hhs.gov/assets/pdfs/EnhancedNationalCLASStandards.pdf
https://thinkculturalhealth.hhs.gov/assets/pdfs/EnhancedNationalCLASStandards.pdf
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S187628591830620X
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S187628591830620X
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22689864
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22689864
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16954482
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16954482
http://pediatrics.aappublications.org/lookup/doi/10.1542/peds.2019-3312
http://pediatrics.aappublications.org/lookup/doi/10.1542/peds.2019-3312
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22530986
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22530986
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31339836
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31339836
http://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S1876285913004142
http://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S1876285913004142
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23969350
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23969350
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30511122
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30511122
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26501862
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26501862
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31133535
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31133535
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29248610
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29248610
https://doi.org/10.3402/meo.v15i0.5151
https://doi.org/10.3402/meo.v15i0.5151
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0738399109005916
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0738399109005916
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30910471
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30910471
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25713276
https://insights.ovid.com/crossref?an=00001888-200912000-00016
https://insights.ovid.com/crossref?an=00001888-200912000-00016


Page 18 of 19Lion et al. Implementation Science            (2023) 18:8 

 59. Regenstein M, Huang J, West C, Mead H, Trott J, Stegun M. Hospital 
language services: quality improvement and performance measures. 
In: Henriksen K, Battles JB, Keyes MA, Grady ML, editors. Advances 
in patient safety: new directions and alternative approaches (Vol. 2: 
Culture and Redesign). Rockville: Agency for Healthcare Research and 
Quality (US); 2008.

 60. Squires JE, Sullivan K, Eccles MP, Worswick J, Grimshaw JM. Are multifac-
eted interventions more effective than single-component interven-
tions in changing health-care professionals’ behaviours? An overview 
of systematic reviews. Vol. 9, Implementation Science. BioMed Central 
Ltd.; 2014. Available from: https:// pubmed. ncbi. nlm. nih. gov/ 25287 951/. 
[Cited 2020 Oct 23].

 61. Grimshaw JM, Eccles MP, Lavis JN, Hill SJ, Squires JE. Knowledge transla-
tion of research findings. Implement Sci. 2012;7(1). Available from: 
https:// pubmed. ncbi. nlm. nih. gov/ 22651 257/. [Cited 2020 Oct 23].

 62. Mayo R, Parker VG, Sherrill WW, Coltman K, Hudson MF, Nichols CM, 
et al. Cutting corners. Hisp Heal Care Int. 2016;14(2):73–80. Available 
from: http:// www. ncbi. nlm. nih. gov/ pubmed/ 27257 220. [Cited 2019 
Aug 8].

 63. Weiner BJ, Lewis CC, Stanick C, Powell BJ, Dorsey CN, Clary AS, et al. 
Psychometric assessment of three newly developed implementation 
outcome measures. Implement Sci. 2017:12(1):108. Available from: 
http:// imple menta tions cience. biome dcent ral. com/ artic les/ 10. 1186/ 
s13012- 017- 0635-3. [Cited 2018 Dec 28].

 64. Lei H, Nahum-Shani I, Lynch K, Oslin D, Murphy SA. A “SMART” design 
for building individualized treatment sequences. Annu Rev Clin Psychol. 
2012:8(1):21–48. Available from: http:// www. annua lrevi ews. org/ doi/ 10. 
1146/ annur ev- clinp sy- 032511- 143152. [Cited 2019 Sep 19].

 65. Collins LM, Murphy SA, Strecher V. The multiphase optimization 
strategy (MOST) and the sequential multiple assignment randomized 
trial (SMART). Am J Prev Med. 2007;32(5):S112–8. Available from: http:// 
www. ncbi. nlm. nih. gov/ pubmed/ 17466 815. [Cited 2019 Sep 19].

 66. Nahum-Shani I, Qian M, Almirall D, Pelham WE, Gnagy B, Fabiano GA, 
et al. Experimental design and primary data analysis methods for com-
paring adaptive interventions. Psychol Methods. 2012;17(4):457–77. 
Available from: http:// www. ncbi. nlm. nih. gov/ pubmed/ 23025 433. 
[Cited 2019 Sep 14].

 67. Michie S, van Stralen MM, West R. The behaviour change wheel: a 
new method for characterising and designing behaviour change 
interventions. Implement Sci. 2011;6:42. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1186/ 
1748- 5908-6- 42.

 68. French SD, Green SE, O’Connor DA, McKenzie JE, Francis JJ, Michie S, 
et al. Developing theory-informed behaviour change interventions 
to implement evidence into practice: a systematic approach using 
the Theoretical Domains Framework. Implement Sci. 2012;7(1):38 
http:// imple menta tions cience. biome dcent ral. com/ artic les/ 10. 1186/ 
1748- 5908-7- 38.

 69. Phillips CJ, Marshall AP, Chaves NJ, Jankelowitz SK, Lin IB, Loy CT, et al. 
Experiences of using the Theoretical Domains Framework across 
diverse clinical environments: a qualitative study. J Multidiscip Healthc. 
2015;8:139–46. Available from: http:// www. ncbi. nlm. nih. gov/ pubmed/ 
25834 455. [Cited 2019 Sep 19].

 70. Lion KC, Mangione-Smith R, Martyn M, Hencz P, Fernandez J, Tamura 
G. Comprehension on family-centered rounds for limited English pro-
ficient families. Acad Pediatr. 2013;13(3):236–42. Available from: http:// 
www. ncbi. nlm. nih. gov/ pubmed/ 23491 584. [Cited 2018 Mar 14].

 71. Chew LD, Griffin JM, Partin MR, Noorbaloochi S, Grill JP, Snyder A, et al. 
Validation of screening questions for limited health literacy in a large VA 
outpatient population. J Gen Intern Med;23(5):561–6. Available from: 
https:// www. ncbi. nlm. nih. gov/ pmc/ artic les/ PMC23 24160/ pdf/ 11606_ 
2008_ Artic le_ 520. pdf. [Cited 2018 Mar 6].

 72. Chew LD, Bradley KA, Boyko EJ. Brief questions to identify patients with 
inadequate health literacy. Fam Med. 2004/09/03. 2004;36(8):588–94. 
Available from: http:// www. ncbi. nlm. nih. gov/ pubmed/ 15343 421. 
[Cited 2018 Mar 6]. 2004/09/03.

 73. Shonna Yin H, Sanders LM, Rothman RL, Mendelsohn AL, Dreyer BP, 
White RO, et al. Assessment of health literacy and numeracy among 
Spanish- speaking parents of young children; validation of the Spanish 
Parental Health Literacy Activities Test (PHLAT Spanish). Acad Pediatr. 
2012;12(1):68–74. Available from: https:// www. ncbi. nlm. nih. gov/ pmc/ 
artic les/ PMC32 59164/ pdf/ nihms 336557. pdf. [Cited 2018 Mar 6].

 74. Huijg JM, Gebhardt WA, Crone MR, Dusseldorp E, Presseau J. Discrimi-
nant content validity of a theoretical domains framework questionnaire 
for use in implementation research. Implement Sci. 2014;9(1):11. Avail-
able from: http:// www. ncbi. nlm. nih. gov/ pubmed/ 24423 394. [Cited 
2019 Sep 9].

 75. Wilkins V, Elliott MN, Richardson A, Lozano P, Mangione-Smith R. The 
association between care experiences and parent ratings of care for 
different racial, ethnic, and language groups in a Medicaid population. 
Heal Serv Res. 2011;46(3):821–39 2011/02/01.

 76. Zhu J, Weingart SN, Ritter GA, Tompkins CP, Garnick DW. Racial/ethnic 
disparities in patient experience with communication in hospitals: 
real differences or measurement errors? Med Care. 2015/04/10. 
2015;53(5):446–54. Available from: internal-pdf://125.189.102.184/Zhu-
2015-Racial_Ethnic disparities in patient.pdf.

 77. Co JP, Sternberg SB, Homer CJ. Measuring patient and family experi-
ences of health care for children. Acad Pediatr. 2011;11(3 Suppl):S59-67 
2011/05/20.

 78. Hays RD, Shaul JA, Williams VS, Lubalin JS, Harris-Kojetin LD, Sweeny 
SF, et al. Psychometric properties of the CAHPS 1.0 survey measures. 
Consumer Assessment of Health Plans Study. Med Care. 1999;37(3 
Suppl):MS22-31 1999/03/31.

 79. Gany F, Leng J, Shapiro E, Abramson D, Motola I, Shield DC, et al. Patient 
satisfaction with different interpreting methods: a randomized con-
trolled trial. J Gen Intern Med. 2007;22 Suppl 2:312–8 2007/11/28.

 80. Shea CM, Jacobs SR, Esserman DA, Bruce K, Weiner BJ. Organizational 
readiness for implementing change: a psychometric assessment of a 
new measure. Implement Sci. 2014;9(1). Available from: https:// pub-
med. ncbi. nlm. nih. gov/ 24410 955/. [Cited 2022 Oct 19].

 81. Aarons GA, Ehrhart MG, Farahnak LR. The Implementation Leadership 
Scale (ILS): development of a brief measure of unit level implementa-
tion leadership. Implement Sci. 2014;9(1):1–10. Available from: https:// 
imple menta tions cience. biome dcent ral. com/ artic les/ 10. 1186/ 1748- 
5908-9- 45. [Cited 2022 Oct 19].

 82. Silva MD, Genoff M, Zaballa A, Jewell S, Stabler S, Gany FM, et al. 
Interpreting at the end of life: a systematic review of the impact 
of interpreters on the delivery of palliative care services to cancer 
patients with limited English proficiency. J Pain Symptom Manage. 
2016;51(3):569–80.

 83. Flores G, Abreu M, Barone CP, Bachur R, Lin H. Errors of medical 
interpretation and their potential clinical consequences: a comparison 
of professional versus ad hoc versus no interpreters. Ann Emerg Med. 
2012;60:545–53 2012/03/20.

 84. Weiner BJ, Lewis MA, Clauser SB, Stitzenberg KB. In search of synergy: 
strategies for combining interventions at multiple levels. J Natl Cancer 
Inst Monogr. 2012;(44). Available from: https:// acade mic. oup. com/ 
jncim ono/ artic le- abstr act/ 2012/ 44/ 34/ 946740. [Cited 2019 Aug 5].

 85. Proctor E, Silmere H, Raghavan R, Hovmand P, Aarons G, Bunger A, 
et al. Outcomes for implementation research: conceptual distinctions, 
measurement challenges, and research agenda. Adm Policy Ment Heal 
Ment Heal Serv Res. 2011;38(2):65–76.

 86. Proctor EK, Powell BJ, McMillen JC. Implementation strategies: recom-
mendations for specifying and reporting. Implement Sci. 2013;8(1). 
Available from: https:// pubmed. ncbi. nlm. nih. gov/ 24289 295/. [Cited 
2022 Jul 1].

 87. Dusseldorp E, van Genugten L, van Buuren S, Verheijden MW, van 
Empelen P. Combinations of techniques that effectively change 
health behavior: evidence from Meta-CART analysis. Health Psychol. 
2014;33(12):1530–40. Available from: https:// pubmed. ncbi. nlm. nih. gov/ 
24274 802/. [Cited 2022 Oct 19].

 88. Palinkas LA, Aarons GA, Horwitz S, Chamberlain P, Hurlburt M, 
Landsverk J. Mixed method designs in implementation research. Adm 
Policy Ment Heal Ment Heal Serv Res. 2011;38(1):44–53. Available from: 
https:// link. sprin ger. com/ artic le/ 10. 1007/ s10488- 010- 0314-z. [Cited 
2022 Oct 19].

 89. Palinkas LA, Horwitz SM, Green CA, Wisdom JP, Duan N, Hoagwood 
K. Purposeful sampling for qualitative data collection and analysis in 
mixed method implementation research. Adm Policy Ment Heal Ment 
Heal Serv Res 2013 425. 2013;42(5):533–44. Available from: https:// link. 
sprin ger. com/ artic le/ 10. 1007/ s10488- 013- 0528-y. [Cited 2022 Oct 19].

 90. Hennink MM, Kaiser BN, Weber MB. What influences saturation? 
Estimating sample sizes in focus group research. Qual Health Res. 

https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/25287951/
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/22651257/
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27257220
http://implementationscience.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s13012-017-0635-3
http://implementationscience.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s13012-017-0635-3
http://www.annualreviews.org/doi/10.1146/annurev-clinpsy-032511-143152
http://www.annualreviews.org/doi/10.1146/annurev-clinpsy-032511-143152
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17466815
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17466815
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23025433
https://doi.org/10.1186/1748-5908-6-42
https://doi.org/10.1186/1748-5908-6-42
http://implementationscience.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/1748-5908-7-38
http://implementationscience.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/1748-5908-7-38
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25834455
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25834455
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23491584
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23491584
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2324160/pdf/11606_2008_Article_520.pdf
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2324160/pdf/11606_2008_Article_520.pdf
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15343421
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3259164/pdf/nihms336557.pdf
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3259164/pdf/nihms336557.pdf
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24423394
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/24410955/
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/24410955/
https://implementationscience.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/1748-5908-9-45
https://implementationscience.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/1748-5908-9-45
https://implementationscience.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/1748-5908-9-45
https://academic.oup.com/jncimono/article-abstract/2012/44/34/946740
https://academic.oup.com/jncimono/article-abstract/2012/44/34/946740
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/24289295/
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/24274802/
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/24274802/
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10488-010-0314-z
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10488-013-0528-y
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10488-013-0528-y


Page 19 of 19Lion et al. Implementation Science            (2023) 18:8  

•
 
fast, convenient online submission

 •
  

thorough peer review by experienced researchers in your field

• 
 
rapid publication on acceptance

• 
 
support for research data, including large and complex data types

•
  

gold Open Access which fosters wider collaboration and increased citations 

 
maximum visibility for your research: over 100M website views per year •

  At BMC, research is always in progress.

Learn more biomedcentral.com/submissions

Ready to submit your researchReady to submit your research  ?  Choose BMC and benefit from: ?  Choose BMC and benefit from: 

2019;29(10):1483–96. Available from: https:// pubmed. ncbi. nlm. nih. gov/ 
30628 545/. [Cited 2022 Oct 19].

 91. Gold HT, McDermott C, Hoomans T, Wagner TH. Cost data in imple-
mentation science: categories and approaches to costing. Imple-
ment Sci. 2022;17(1):1–12. Available from: https:// imple menta tions 
cience. biome dcent ral. com/ artic les/ 10. 1186/ s13012- 021- 01172-6. 
[Cited 2022 Oct 19].

 92. Fagan MJ, Diaz JA, Reinert SE, Sciamanna CN, Fagan DM. Impact 
of interpretation method on clinic visit length. J Gen Intern Med. 
2003;18(8):634–8 2003/08/13.

 93. Tocher TM, Larson EB. Do physicians spend more time with non-eng-
lish-speaking patients? J Gen Intern Med. 1999;14(5):303–9. Available 
from: http:// link. sprin ger. com/ 10. 1046/j. 1525- 1497. 1999. 00338.x. [Cited 
2019 Sep 19].

 94. Molenberghs G, Kenward MG. Missing data in clinical studies. Hoboken: 
Wiley; 2007.

 95. Carpenter J, Kenward MG. Multiple imputation and its applications. 
Chichester, UK: Wiley; 2013.

 96. van Buuren S, Brand JPL, Groothuis-Oudshoorn MCG, Rubin DB. Fully 
conditional specification in multivariate imputation. J Stat Comput 
Simul. 2006;76:1049–64.

 97. Kidwell KM, Seewald NJ, Tran Q, Kasari C, Almirall D. Design and analysis 
considerations for comparing dynamic treatment regimens with binary 
outcomes from sequential multiple assignment randomized trials. J 
Appl Stat. 2018;45(9):1628–51.

 98. Cramer AOJ, van Ravenzwaaij D, Matzke D, Steingroever H, Wetzels 
R, Grasman RPPP, et al. Hidden multiplicity in exploratory multiway 
ANOVA: prevalence and remedies. Psychon Bull Rev. 2016;23(2):640–7. 
Available from: http:// link. sprin ger. com/ 10. 3758/ s13423- 015- 0913-5. 
[Cited 2018 May 16].

 99. Simon TD, Cawthon ML, Stanford S, Popalisky J, Lyons D, Woodcox P, 
et al. Pediatric medical complexity algorithm: a new method to stratify 
children by medical complexity. Pediatrics. 2014;133(6):e1647-54 
2014/05/14.

 100. Simon TD, Haaland W, Hawley K, Lambka K, Mangione-Smith R. Devel-
opment and validation of the pediatric medical complexity algorithm 
(PMCA) Version 3.0. Acad Pediatr. 2018;18(5):577–80. Available from: 
https:// linki nghub. elsev ier. com/ retri eve/ pii/ S1876 28591 83008 95. [Cited 
2019 Jul 2].

 101. Deyo R, Cherkin DC, Ciol MA. Adapting a clinical comorbidity index 
for use with ICD-9-CM administrative databases. J Clin Epidemiol. 
1992;45(6):613–9. Available from: http:// www. ncbi. nlm. nih. gov/ pub-
med/ 16079 00. [Cited 2019 Sep 13].

 102. Quan H, Sundararajan V, Halfon P, Fong A, Burnand B, Luthi J-C, et al. 
Coding algorithms for defining comorbidities in ICD-9-CM and ICD-10 
administrative data. Med Care. 2005;43(11):1130–9 http:// www. ncbi. 
nlm. nih. gov/ pubmed/ 16224 307.

 103. Pope C, Ziebland S, Mays N. Qualitative research in health care. Analys-
ing qualitative data BMJ. 2000;320(7227):114–6. Available from: http:// 
www. ncbi. nlm. nih. gov/ pubmed/ 10625 273. [Cited 2019 Jan 29].

 104. Bazeley P. Qualitative data analysis: practical strategies. Newbury Park: 
Sage; 2013.

 105. Hennink M, Hutter I, Bailey A. Qualitative research methods. Sage; 2010. 
Available from: https:// schol ar. google. com/ schol ar? hl= en& as_ sdt=0% 
2C48&q= Henni nk+M% 2C+ Hutter+ I% 2C+ Bailey+ A.+ Quali tative+ 
resea rch+ metho ds.+ & btnG=. [Cited 2019 Jan 29].

 106. Braun V, Clarke V. Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qual Res 
Psychol. 2006;3(2):77–101. Available from: http:// www. tandf online. com/ 
doi/ abs/ 10. 1191/ 14780 88706 qp063 oa. [Cited 2019 Jan 29].

 107. Creswell JW, Klassen AC, Clark VLP, Smith KC. Best practices for mixed 
methods research in the health sciences. Available from: http:// www2. 
jabsom. hawaii. edu/ native/ docs/ tsudo cs/ Best_ Pract ices_ for_ Mixed_ 
Metho ds_ Resea rch_ Aug20 11. pdf. [Cited 2019 Aug 16].

 108. Lewis CC, Klasnja P, Powell BJ, Lyon AR, Tuzzio L, Jones S, et al. From 
classification to causality: advancing understanding of mechanisms of 
change in implementation science. Front Public Heal. 2018;7(6):136.

 109. Lewis CC, Boyd MR, Walsh-Bailey C, Lyon AR, Beidas R, Mittman B, et al. 
A systematic review of empirical studies examining mechanisms of 
implementation in health. Vol. 15, Implementation Science. BioMed 
Central Ltd. 2020. Available from: https:// pubmed. ncbi. nlm. nih. gov/ 
32299 461/. [Cited 2020 Oct 16].

 110. Kazdin AE. Mediators and mechanisms of change in psychotherapy 
research. Annu Rev Clin Psychol. 2007;3(1):1–27. Available from: http:// 
www. annua lrevi ews. org/ doi/ 10. 1146/ annur ev. clinp sy.3. 022806. 091432. 
[Cited 2019 Aug 16].

 111. Ramsey S, Willke R, Briggs A, Brown R, Buxton M, Chawla A, et al. Good 
research practices for cost-effectiveness analysis alongside clinical 
trials: the ISPOR RCT-CEA task force report. Value Heal. 2005;8(5):521–33. 
Available from: https:// pubmed. ncbi. nlm. nih. gov/ 16176 491/. [Cited 
2020 Oct 23].

 112. Basu A. Estimating costs and valuations of non-health benefits. In: 
Neumann P, Sanders G, Russell L, Siegel J, Ganiats T, editors. Cost-Effec-
tiveness in Health and Medicine. 2nd ed. New York: Oxford University 
Press; 2017. p. 201–35.

 113. Fishman P, Taplin S, Meyer D, Barlow W. Cost-effectiveness of strategies 
to enhance mammography use. Eff Clin Pract;3(5):213–20. Available 
from: http:// www. ncbi. nlm. nih. gov/ pubmed/ 11185 326. [Cited 2019 
Sep 19].

 114. Fishman PA, Cook AJ, Anderson ML, Ralston JD, Catz SL, Carrell D, et al. 
Improving BP control through electronic communications: an eco-
nomic evaluation. Am J Manag Care. 2013;19(9):709–16. Available from: 
http:// www. ncbi. nlm. nih. gov/ pubmed/ 24304 254. [Cited 2019 Sep 19].

 115. Hamilton AB, Mittman BS. Implementation science in health care. In: 
Dissemination and Implementation Research in Health: Translating 
Science to Practice. 2nd ed. New York, NY: Oxford University Press; 2018. 
p. 385–400.

 116. Glasgow RE, Fisher L, Strycker LA, Hessler D, Toobert DJ, King DK, et al. 
Minimal intervention needed for change: definition, use, and value for 
improving health and health research. Transl Behav Med. 2014;4(1):26–
33. Available from: http:// www. ncbi. nlm. nih. gov/ pubmed/ 24653 774. 
[Cited 2019 Aug 8].

 117. Grimshaw JM, Shirran L, Thomas R, Mowatt G, Fraser C, Bero L, et al. 
Changing provider behavior: an overview of systematic reviews of 
interventions. Med Care. 2001;39(8 Suppl 2):II2–45. 2001/10/05.

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

https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/30628545/
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/30628545/
https://implementationscience.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s13012-021-01172-6
https://implementationscience.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s13012-021-01172-6
http://link.springer.com/10.1046/j.1525-1497.1999.00338.x
http://link.springer.com/10.3758/s13423-015-0913-5
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S1876285918300895
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/1607900
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/1607900
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16224307
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16224307
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10625273
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10625273
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&as_sdt=0%2C48&q=Hennink+M%2C+Hutter+I%2C+Bailey+A.+Qualitative+research+methods.+&btnG
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&as_sdt=0%2C48&q=Hennink+M%2C+Hutter+I%2C+Bailey+A.+Qualitative+research+methods.+&btnG
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&as_sdt=0%2C48&q=Hennink+M%2C+Hutter+I%2C+Bailey+A.+Qualitative+research+methods.+&btnG
http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1191/1478088706qp063oa
http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1191/1478088706qp063oa
http://www2.jabsom.hawaii.edu/native/docs/tsudocs/Best_Practices_for_Mixed_Methods_Research_Aug2011.pdf
http://www2.jabsom.hawaii.edu/native/docs/tsudocs/Best_Practices_for_Mixed_Methods_Research_Aug2011.pdf
http://www2.jabsom.hawaii.edu/native/docs/tsudocs/Best_Practices_for_Mixed_Methods_Research_Aug2011.pdf
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/32299461/
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/32299461/
http://www.annualreviews.org/doi/10.1146/annurev.clinpsy.3.022806.091432
http://www.annualreviews.org/doi/10.1146/annurev.clinpsy.3.022806.091432
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/16176491/
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11185326
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24304254
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24653774

	A sequential, multiple assignment randomized trial comparing web-based education to mobile video interpreter access for improving provider interpreter use in primary care clinics: the mVOCAL hybrid type 3 study protocol
	Abstract 
	Background 
	Methods 
	Discussion 
	Trial registration 

	Contributions to the literature
	Background
	The research-to-practice gap: underuse of interpretation is a persistent problem
	Previously studied strategies lack attribution, scalability, and data on costs and mechanisms
	Preliminary studies
	Study aims

	Methods
	Conceptual model
	Study design and randomization
	Implementation strategies
	Web-based educational modules
	Mobile video interpreting access

	Study populations and setting
	Providers
	Patients

	Data collection, study measures, and sample size
	Interpreter use
	Patientparent comprehension
	Provider attributes and organizational context
	Patient communication experiences
	Video recording
	Cost data

	Data analysis
	Aim 1: Compare the effectiveness of two implementation strategies, alone and in combination, to improve use of interpretation and comprehension for patientsparents with language barriers seen in adultpediatric primary care settings
	Aim 2 Explore mobile video interpreting and education implementation strategies’ ability to activate putative provider-level mechanisms
	Aim 3: Determine the incremental cost-effectiveness from a healthcare organization perspective of each implementation strategy (mobile video interpreting, education, and both)

	Regulatory approvals

	Discussion
	Acknowledgements
	References


