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ABSTRACT
Background: Sixty percent of U.S. internal medicine (IM) residency directors report 
their program includes a curriculum focused on the needs of patients with limited 
English proficiency (LEP).

Objective: This quality improvement project sought to improve knowledge of best 
practices for caring for LEP patients by IM residents by implementing an educational 
curriculum.

Methods: Residents from three IM residency programs in a large academic health 
system were surveyed on their perceived LEP education and barriers at the beginning 
of the 2018–2019 academic year. A LEP curriculum was developed and delivered to 
interns of one of the programs. These residents were re-surveyed early in the following 
academic year.

Results: 118/392 (30%) residents completed the pre-curriculum survey. 35% of 
respondents reported frustration or stress while caring for LEP patients. 59% of 
residents reported deferring an interpreter for LEP patients less than half of the time. 
After implementation of the curriculum, a significantly higher percentage of residents 
responded they informed patients of LEP services at the beginning of the patient 
encounter (42% vs. 58%, p = 0.03), used “teach-back” (38% vs. 63%, p = 0.002), and 
felt confident in their ability to know if the patient understood the interpreter (25% 
vs. 42%, p = 0.01). There were no significant changes after implementation of the 
curriculum on the effect of time pressures, deferring of formal interpretation, and use 
of ad-hoc interpreters.

Conclusions: A LEP curriculum delivered as a brief workshop for IM residents increased 
perceived education in caring for LEP patients and heightened awareness of LEP 
patient rights to formal interpretation.
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INTRODUCTION
Individuals with limited English proficiency (LEP) are those who do not speak English as their 
primary language and have a limited ability to speak, read, write, or understand the English 
language [1]. Twenty percent of the United States (US) population speak a language other than 
English at home, and 8.6% of the US population are defined as LEP [2]. Patients with LEP are 
subject to health care disparities [3–5], experience suboptimal communication and satisfaction 
with their physicians [6–10], and cost of care may be increased [11, 12]. Patient safety for 
those with LEP may be adversely affected [13, 14] These outcomes are mitigated by use of 
formal medical interpretation [15–21], though the literature demonstrates that residents do 
not consistently access formal medical interpretation even when readily available [22–24]. 
Internal medicine (IM) residents care for a significant percentage of patients with LEP [25]. In a 
survey of IM Program Directors, 70% reported that while their residents’ panels were comprised 
of at least 10% of patients with LEP, only 60% of IM residency programs included a curriculum 
specifically targeted toward the care of patients with LEP [25]. Barriers to implementing such a 
curriculum included lack of time and faculty expertise.

Increasing the use of professional interpretation requires interventions at the level of the 
individual physician and the learning environment [23]. Residents who value the importance 
of communicating with patients in their preferred language are more likely to use interpreter 
services [24]. The amount of instruction that residents receive in caring for LEP patients is 
independently associated with the use of professional interpreters. In addition, informing 
residents that LEP patients have legal rights to formal interpretation is associated with a 
decrease in the use of patient’s children to perform interpretation [22]. Resident skill with use 
of interpreters is predictive of their preparedness to care for LEP patients [26]. Those who report 
training in interpreter use report higher self-efficacy in knowing when an interpreter is needed, 
using formal medical interpretation [27], and also experience higher satisfaction in working 
with LEP patients [28]. In these studies, the details of trainings the residents received were not 
clear.

Recommended objectives for caring for LEP patients include teaching how language barriers 
can perpetuate health care disparities, working effectively with interpreters, and how limited 
language abilities can lead to adverse outcomes [29]. Most published curricula to improve care 
for LEP patients are designed for medical students [30–34]. Graduate medical education’s 
approach to training residents in the care of patients with LEP have focused on training and 
assessment of residents’ communication skills with patients and interpreters, and assessment 
of patient satisfaction [35–40]. There are few published curricular approaches in residency 
education that focused on the risk of utilizing limited language ability and use of ad-hoc 
interpreters [41, 42]. To our knowledge, there are no published reports on the development, 
implementation and assessment of a LEP curriculum in graduate medical education.

The objectives of our quality improvement project were to investigate perceived education and 
resident practices as they related to caring for patients with LEP by developing and disseminating 
a survey instrument, design a curriculum that addressed the essential components in caring 
for LEP patients, and determine whether the curriculum had an impact on knowledge and 
attitudes toward the use of medical interpretation for patients with LEP.

METHODS
During the 2018–2019 academic year we surveyed all residents of 3 IM residency programs of 
the Icahn School of Medicine at Mount Sinai in New York City to assess their challenges and their 
perceived training in caring for LEP patients. Our survey (Supplemental Content) was reviewed 
for content validity by an expert faculty member with a broad background in health psychology 
and expertise in patient-provider communication. The survey results revealed knowledge gaps 
and informed the curriculum. We then developed and implemented a LEP curriculum (Box 1). 
The curriculum was delivered to post-graduate year (PGY) – 1 residents in one of the internal 
medicine residency programs in one 90-minute interactive workshop (Box 2). The workshop 
was delivered to groups of 10 residents. Residents who participated in the curriculum were 
re-surveyed with the identical instrument early in the following academic year. Data were 
analyzed using both chi-square and t-tests. Our project was deemed a quality improvement 
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project by the Quality Improvement Committee in the Department of Medicine at Mount Sinai 
Hospital in February 2018, and thus Institutional Review Board approval was not required.

RESULTS
PRE-CURRICULUM SURVEY RESULTS

The pre-curriculum survey response rate was 30% (118/392). Demographics of these residents 
and their survey responses are summarized in Table 1. 35% of respondents reported that they 
frequently or almost always felt frustration or stress knowing that they had to care for a LEP 
patient. 59% reported that they deferred obtaining formal medical interpretation less than 50% 
of the time. 48% reported that they inform patients of the right to interpretation services at the 
beginning of the encounter, while 48% did so when they perceived difficulty. 39% reported they 
had received adequate education in techniques for eliciting a history from a patient with LEP 
and “Teach-Back.” 34.7% reported they were aware of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. 
55%reported using Teach-Back to check a patient’s understanding and accuracy of translation. 
42% reported feeling confident in their ability to know whether the patient understood what 
the interpreter said. At least one resident reported fluency in 18 languages, with 20% (24/118) 
and 8% (9/118) reporting fluency in Spanish and Mandarin Chinese, respectively. Availability 
of interpretation services was reported to be highest for phone services in all care locations 
(Figure 1). Systemic barriers in accessing all forms of interpretation were reported; for example, 
there are sites where interpreter phones do not consistently work or are not consistently 
available. Residents reported limited cell service in some of the Emergency Department (ED) 
sites, and limited access to video interpretation in the ED.

Box 1: Curricular Components: Caring for Patients with LEP

Engendering Empathy for Patients with LEP and Addressing Bias

– Immersion Exercise [30]
– Medical narrative of patient subject to bias and outcome [48]
– Mechanism to mitigate bias [49]

Review of Literature on Quality of Care, Patient Safety, and Health Care Disparities for LEP 
Patients

– Cost of care considerations [11, 20]
– Patient safety [13, 14]
– Healthcare disparities [3–5]
– The role of formal medical interpretation on mitigating the above [15–21]

How to develop effective and therapeutic relationships with patients despite language 
barriers

– Language concordant patient-physician relationship vs. discordant [10, 18, 50]
– Demonstration of ineffective vs. effective use of formal medical interpretation [51]
– How to utilize a formal medical interpreter effectively and appropriately [52]
– How to use Teach-back [43]

The importance of vetting healthcare professionals self-reported language ability

– Recognizing the limits of language ability and impact
– Review of the literature on residents using limited language ability [22–24]
– Mechanism of vetting self-reported language ability as well as obtaining formal 

medical interpretation status at the institution

Time and other barriers to delivering the best care to patients with limited English proficiency

– Review of challenges and barriers to delivering best care
– Systemic barriers: lack of written materials, time constraints, role models, lack of 

access to in-person interpreters
– Lack of formal training in caring for patients with LEP
– Discussion of how these barriers could be overcome

https://doi.org/10.29024/jsim.90
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POST-CURRICULUM SURVEY
40 PGY-1 residents received both the pre and post-curriculum survey. Response rates were 58% 
(23/40) and 48% (19/40) respectively. Demographics of the PGY-1 residents who completed 
both the pre and post-curriculum surveys and a summary of their responses are shown in Table 2. 
After implementation of the LEP curriculum, there were significant differences in responses to 
several of the survey questions (Table 2). A higher percentage of residents responded that they 
informed patients of LEP services in the beginning of the encounter (42% vs 58%, p = 0.03), 
were more likely to inform them of those rights even if a family member was present (p = 
0.008), checked understanding with “teach-back” (38% vs. 63%, p = 0.002), felt confident in 
the ability to know if the patient understood the interpreter (25% vs 42%, p = 0.01), and were 
aware of Title VI (13% vs. 74%, p < 0.0001). There were no statistically significant changes after 
implementation of the curriculum in question responses that addressed the effect of pressures 
of time on accessing interpretation service, deferring of formal medical interpretation, and the 
use of a family member or friend to perform interpretation.

DISCUSSION
This project demonstrated that a brief curriculum was feasible and increased the likelihood 
that residents would report that they inform patients at the onset of the encounter of their 
right to formal medical interpretation. Residents’ awareness of the Title VI of the Civil Rights 

Box 2: Workshop Format “Caring for Patients with LEP”

Introductions: Prompts (10 minutes)

– What were your reasons for choosing medicine?
– Where you were born?
– What is your language fluency and your use of that language with patients?
– Has your fluency ever been assessed? Have you interpreted for your colleagues?

Immersion Scenario and discussion (10 minutes)

– Adapted from: Green AR, Kenst KS, Gall GB Providing safe and  effective care for 
patients with limited English proficiency. Course Guide- Citation 30

– Involves closing your eyes and imagining you are in a country where you don’t speak 
the language, you are injured and require healthcare. This is followed by discussion of 
what it felt like and concerns/considerations.

Dyad discussion (5 minutes)

– Discuss a patient with LEP encounter where you were directly involved in or witnessed. 
What went wrong or went right? How did you feel? Have you ever seen a situation 
where patients with LEP have been at risk?

Group discussion and sharing dyad discussion (5 minutes)
Reading: Hiding in Plain Sight – Citation 48 (5 minutes)
Group Discussion (15 minutes)

– Consider your own implicit/explicit bias or witnessed implicit/explicit bias you observe 
around caring for patients with LEP. How can this bias be mitigated? What can you do 
when you observe that quality patient care is or at risk of being compromised?

Power Point Presentation (25 minutes)

– Legal rights of patients with LEP
– Literature on disparities, patient safety, cost of care, patient-physician communication
– Video presentation (AHRQ) on encounter gone wrong & then gone right
– How to effectively utilize formal medical interpretation
– How to vet language ability and become certified medical interpreter

Group discussion (15 minutes)

– Consideration of systemic interventions that could be implemented to support your 
care of patients with LEP

– Discussion of possible QI projects
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Act of 1964 was heightened. Under this law, healthcare providers receiving federal funds are 
required to provide equal access for LEP patients. They were more likely to report receiving 
didactic education in techniques for eliciting a history for LEP patients, and to report the use 
of teach-back, the recommended approach to working with patients with LEP to check for 
understanding [43]. Not surprisingly, there were no changes in reported stress and frustration 
as no systemic interventions were made. While the curriculum had the components reported 
to increase the likelihood that residents will obtain interpretation, we did not see a significant 
difference in residents reporting that they deferred formal medical interpretation less than 50% 
of the time.

Our survey data were consistent with data found in earlier studies on residents deferring 
interpretation. Despite evidence that high quality patient-clinician communication can 
mitigate disparities [44], and nationwide emphasis on the National Standards for Culturally and 

Residency Location (%)

A 29.7

B 29.7

C 40.7

Race/Ethnicity (%)

White 37.3

Black 2.5

Asian 33.9

Latino 12.7

Other/Prefer Not 13.6

Post–Graduate Year (%)

1 46.6

2 28

3 24.6

Women (%) 47.5

Have you taken cultural competency training before? (%) 38

I have received adequate didactic training for: (%Y)

Pacific Interpretation (phone) 77.1

Live Video 46.6

Live interpreter 44.1

Eliciting History W/ Interpreter + “Teachback” 38.9

I am aware of Title VI (% Y) 34.7

When do you inform re: LEP Services? (% Beginning) 47.5

Confident in ability to know when medical interpretation needed? (%Y) 86.4

How often do you defer medical interpretation? (% less than 50% of the time) 59

How do you check understanding? (% “Teach–back”) 55

Confident in ability to know if patient understood interpreter? (% Y) 42

If family member present, do you inform of interpretation rights? 
(1–5, 5 = Almost Always)

3.4

Have you ever used family member or friend to interpret? 
(1–5, 5 = Almost Always)

3.2

Have pressures of time interfered with accessing interpreter services? 
(1–5, 5 = Almost Always)

3.4

Have you experienced stress or frustration caring for patients with LEP? 
(% Frequently or Almost Always)

34.7

Table 1 Demographics and 
summary of survey responses 
of residents who completed 
pre-curriculum survey 
(n = 118).
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Figure 1 Availability of 
interpreter services by clinical 
location (ICU: intensive 
care unit; ED: Emergency 
Department).

PRE 
(N = 24)

POST 
(N = 19)

P–VALUE

Race/Ethnicity (%)

White 25 36.8 0.39

Black 0 0

Asian 41.7 31.6

Latino 12.5 15.8

Other/Prefer Not 20.8 15.8

Women (%) 45.8 31.6 0.04

Have you taken cultural competency training before? (% Y) 16.6 10.5 0.11

I have received adequate didactic training for: (% Y)

Pacific Interpretation (phone) 54.2 68.4 0.007

Live Video 41.7 63.1 0.007

Live interpreter 20.8 47.4 0.002

Eliciting History W/ Interpreter + “Teachback” 16.7 57.9 <0.0001

I am aware of Title VI (% Y) 12.5 73.7 <0.0001

When do you inform re: LEP Services? 
(% Beginning)

41.7 57.9 0.03

Confident in ability to know when medical interpretation needed? 
(%Y)

79.2 94.7 <0.0001

How often do you defer medical interpretation? 
(% less than 50% of the time)

41.7 47.4 0.19

How do you check understanding? (% “Teach–back”) 37.5 63.2 0.002

Confident in ability to know if patient understood interpreter? (% Y) 25 42.1 0.01

If family member present, do you inform of interpretation rights? 
(1–5, 5 = Almost Always)

3 4 0.008

Have you ever used family member or friend to interpret? 
(1–5, 5 = Almost Always)

3.2 2.8 0.26

Have pressures of time interfered with accessing interpreter services? 
(1–5, 5 = Almost Always)

3.5 3.5 0.98

Have you experienced stress or frustration caring for patients with LEP? 
(% Frequently or Almost Always)

41.7 52.6 0.10

Table 2 Comparison of survey 
results, before and after 
implementation of limited 
English Proficiency (LEP) 
curriculum (Y: Yes).
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Linguistically Appropriate Services (CLAS) in Health and Health Care [45], residents continue to 
defer formal interpretation. Education alone is not sufficient to ensure that patients are able 
to communicate with their physicians in their preferred language. Systemic interventions like 
assuring ready access to interpretation services, and changes in clinical workflow are needed. 
In an editorial [15] on the necessary conditions for achieving language access and quality care 
for patients for LEP, the author wrote: “However persistent use of ad hoc interpreters…leaves 
unanswered questions about why physicians and patients with LEP do not use professional 
interpreters even when they are available. Answering this question will require soliciting honest 
input from doctors, patients and family members.”

Our survey showed that residents continue to report time as a major constraint and source 
of frustration in caring for patients with LEP. Comments cited by residents in our pre-survey 
revealed possible answers to the question of why formal interpretation may not be accessed 
even when available. One resident reported that “pre-rounding utilizing interpreters is very 
difficult even if only 1–2 patients on the service are LEP.” Another resident pointed out that “it 
can take a long time to access interpreters if specific languages and/or dialects are needed,” 
and “clinic visits are not scheduled in such a way to accommodate the extra time needed to 
care for patients with LEP.”

Systemic barriers should be addressed to enable our trainees to implement equitable care. 
More time is needed to care for patients with LEP [46, 47]. Residents may not be able to access 
interpretation if they are not given adequate time with patients or do not have convenient 
access to appropriate technology. Possible interventions to address this barrier include lowering 
the admission cap or increasing the appointment times for LEP patients. Leaders in academic 
medicine should advocate for what residents need to deliver high-quality care every time 
to every patient. We believe programs should implement a curriculum to educate residents 
on the needs of LEP patients. The curriculum should address how disparities are mitigated 
and patient safety preserved with skillful and consistent formal medical interpretation 
for patients with LEP. Next steps include identifying possibilities for systemic intervention, 
as well as assessment of whether the outcomes found in this study are preserved over  
time.

Our study has limitations. As our assessment only used a survey, we were unable to objectively 
evaluate changes in resident behavior. In addition, our small sample size limits generalizability 
of these results. Though it is possible that other factors or educational experiences may 
have contributed to our post-survey results, we were not aware of other internal educational 
curricula with similar content.

CONCLUSIONS
Our QI project demonstrated that a brief, interactive workshop can increase resident 
awareness of LEP patient rights to formal interpretation, which may increase the likelihood 
that residents will inform patients of their right to interpretation services. It may also increase 
the likelihood of their use of teach-back which is an important mechanism to augment patient 
comprehension.
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•	 Supplement. Supplemental Online Content (Survey Instrument). DOI: https://doi.

org/10.29024/jsim.90.s1

•	 Raw Survey Data – Caring for LEP Patients. Caring for Patients with Limited English 
Proficiency – Resident Experiences: Raw Survey Data. DOI: https://doi.org/10.29024/jsim.90.s2

COMPETING INTERESTS
The authors have no competing interests to declare.

https://doi.org/10.29024/jsim.90.s1
https://doi.org/10.29024/jsim.90.s1
https://doi.org/10.29024/jsim.90.s2


8Maldonado et al. 
Journal of Scientific 
Innovation in Medicine  
DOI: 10.29024/jsim.90

AUTHOR AFFILIATIONS
Maria Maldonado  orcid.org/0000-0003-3637-9721 
Icahn School of Medicine at Mount Sinai, US

Samira Farouk  orcid.org/0000-0001-5598-5925 
Icahn School of Medicine at Mount Sinai, US

Kirk Campbell  orcid.org/0000-0003-3855-8651 
Icahn School of Medicine at Mount Sinai, US

David Thomas  orcid.org/0000-0002-9934-3905 
Icahn School of Medicine at Mount Sinai, US

REFERENCES
1. United States Department of Agriculture. Limited English Proficiency Definition. Civil Rights 

Division. Available at: https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detailfull/national/about/
civilrights/?cid=stelprdb1262663. Accessed June 8, 2020.

2. Ryan C. Language use in the United States: 2011. American Community Survey Reports. Available at: 

www.cencus.gov/prod/2013pubs/acs-22.pdf. Accessed June 8, 2020.

3. Kim EJ, Kim T, Paasche-Orlow MK, Rose AJ, Hanchate AD. Disparities in hypertension associated 

with limited English proficiency. J Gen Intern Med. 2017; 32(6): 632–639. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1007/
s11606-017-3999-9

4. Smith DL. Health care disparities for persons with limited English proficiency: Relationships from the 

2006 Medical Expenditure Panel Survey (MEPS). J Health Disparities Research and Practice. 2010; 3(3): 

57–67.

5. Shi L, Lebrun LA, Tsai J. The influence of English proficiency on access to care. Ethnicity & Health. 

2009; 14(6): 625–642. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1080/13557850903248639
6. Berdahl TA, Kirby JB. Patient-provider communication disparities by limited English proficiency (LEP): 

Trends from the US Medical Expenditure Panel Survey, 2006–2015. J Gen Intern Med. 2019; 34(8): 

1434–1440. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1007/s11606-018-4757-3
7. Rivadeneyra R, Elderkin-Thompson V, Silver RC, Waitzkin H. Patient centeredness in medical 

encounters requiring an interpreter. Am J Med. 2000; 108(6): 470–474. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/
S0002-9343(99)00445-3

8. Baker DW, Hayer R, Fortier JP. Interpreter use and satisfaction with interpersonal aspects 

of care for Spanish speaking patients. Med Care. 1998; 36(10): 1461–1470. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.1097/00005650-199810000-00004

9. Morales LS, Cunningham WE, Brown JA, Liu H, Rays RD. Are Latinos less satisfied with 

communication by healthcare providers? J Gen Intern Med. 1999; 14(7): 409–17. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.1046/j.1525-1497.1999.06198.x

10. Baker DW, Parker RM, Williams MV, Coates WC, Pitkin K. Use and effectiveness of interpreters 

in an emergency department. JAMA. 1996; 275(10): 783–788. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1001/
jama.1996.03530340047028

11. Schulson L, Novack V, Smulowitz PB, Dechen T, Landon BE. Emergency department care for 

patients with limited English proficiency: A Retrospective Cohort Study. J Gen Intern Med. 2018; 

33(12): 2113–2119. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1007/s11606-018-4493-8
12. Lindholm M, Hargraves JL, Ferguson WJ, Reed G. Professional language interpretation and inpatient 

length of stay and readmission rates. J Gen Intern Med. 2012; 27(10): 1294–1299. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.1007/s11606-012-2041-5

13. Schenker Y, Wang F, Selig SJ, Ng R, Fernandez A. The Impact of language barriers on 

documentation of informed consent at a hospital with on-site interpreter services. J Gen Intern Med. 

2007; 22(Suppl 2): 294–299. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1007/s11606-007-0359-1
14. Wasserman M, Renfrew MR, Green AR, Lopez L, Tan-McGrory A, Brach C, et al. Identifying and 

preventing medical errors in patients with limited English proficiency: Key findings and tools for the 

field. J Healthcare Quality. 2014; 36(3): 5–16. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1111/jhq.12065
15. Karliner L. Establishing the necessary conditions for achieving language access and equitable, 

quality care for populations with limited English proficiency. The Joint Commission Journal on Quality 

and Patient Safety. 2019; 45(6): 395–396. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcjq.2019.04.004
16. Taira BR, Kim K, Mody N. Hospital and health system-level interventions to improve care for limited 

English proficiency patients: A Systemic review. The Joint Commission Journal on Quality and Patient 

Safety. 2019; 45(6): 446–458. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcjq.2019.02.005
17. Cunningham H, Cushman LF, Akuete-Penn C, Meyer DD. Satisfaction with telephonic interpreters in 

pediatric care. JAMA. 2008; 100(4): 429–434. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/S0027-9684(15)31277-3
18. Lee LJ, Batal HA, Maselli JH, Kutner JS. Effect of Spanish interpretation method on patient 

satisfaction in an urban walk-in clinic. J Gen Intern Med. 2002; 17(8): 641–645. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.1046/j.1525-1497.2002.10742.x

https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3637-9721
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3637-9721
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5598-5925
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5598-5925
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3855-8651
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3855-8651
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9934-3905
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9934-3905
https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detailfull/national/about/civilrights/?cid=stelprdb1262663
https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detailfull/national/about/civilrights/?cid=stelprdb1262663
www.cencus.gov/prod/2013pubs/acs-22.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11606-017-3999-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11606-017-3999-9
https://doi.org/10.1080/13557850903248639
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11606-018-4757-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0002-9343(99)00445-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0002-9343(99)00445-3
https://doi.org/10.1097/00005650-199810000-00004
https://doi.org/10.1097/00005650-199810000-00004
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1525-1497.1999.06198.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1525-1497.1999.06198.x
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.1996.03530340047028
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.1996.03530340047028
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11606-018-4493-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11606-012-2041-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11606-012-2041-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11606-007-0359-1
https://doi.org/10.1111/jhq.12065
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcjq.2019.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcjq.2019.02.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0027-9684(15)31277-3
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1525-1497.2002.10742.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1525-1497.2002.10742.x


9Maldonado et al. 
Journal of Scientific 
Innovation in Medicine  
DOI: 10.29024/jsim.90

19. Yeheskel A, Rawal S. Exploring the ‘patient experience’ of individuals with limited English proficiency: 

A Scoping review. Journal of Immigrant and Minority Health. 2019; 21(4): 853–878. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10903-018-0816-4

20. Karliner LS, Perez-Stable EJ, Gregorich SE. Convenient access to professional interpreters 

in the hospital decreases admission rates and estimated hospital expenditures for patients 

with limited English proficiency. Med Care. 2017; 55(3): 199–206. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1097/
MLR.0000000000000643

21. 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(5): 545–53. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annemergmed.2012.01.025
22. Lee KC, Winickoff JP, Kim MK, Campbell EG, Betancourt JR, Park ER, et al. Resident physicians’ use 

of professional and nonprofessional interpreters: A National Survey. JAMA. 2006; 296(6): 1050–1053. 

DOI: https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.296.9.1050
23. Diamond LC, Schenker Y, Curry L, Bradley EH, Fernandez A. Getting by: Underuse of interpreters by 

resident physicians. J Gen Intern Med. 2008; 24(2): 256–262. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1007/s11606-
008-0875-7

24. Sandler R, Myers L, Springgate B. Resident physicians’ opinions and behaviors regarding the use 

of interpreters in New Orleans. Southern Medical Journal. 2014; 107(11): 698–702. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.14423/SMJ.0000000000000186

25. Cardinal LJ, Maldonado M, Fried ED. A National survey to evaluate graduate medical education 

in disparities and limited English proficiency: A Report from the AAIM Diversity and Inclusion 

Committee. Am J of Med. 2016; 129(1): 117–125. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amjmed.2015.09.007
26. Marshall J, Admon A, Ward D, Rittschof J, McCullough WR, Spencer M, et al. Language barriers 

in caring for patients with limited English proficiency: Are residents prepared [abstract]. Journal of 

Hospital Medicine. 2015; 10 (suppl2). http://www.shmabstracts.com/abstract/language-barriers-in-
caring-for-patients-with-limited-english-proficiency-are-residents-prepared/. Accessed April 23, 2015.

27. Thompson DA, Hernandez RG, Cowden JD, Sisson SD, Moon M. Caring for patients with limited 

English proficiency: Are residents prepared to use medical interpreters? Acad Med. 2013; 88(10): 

1485–1492. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1097/ACM.0b013e3182a3479d
28. Hernandez RG, Cowden JD, Moon M, Brands CK, Sisson SD, Thompson DA. Predictors of resident 

satisfaction in caring for limited English proficient families: A Multisite study. AcadPediatrics. 2014; 

14(2): 173–180. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.acap.2013.12.002
29. Diamond LC, Jacobs EA. Let’s not contribute to disparities: The Best methods for teaching clinicians 

how to overcome barriers to health care. J Gen Intern Med. 2009; 25(Suppl 2): 189–193. DOI: https://
doi.org/10.1007/s11606-009-1201-8

30. Green AR, Kenst KS, Gall GB Providing safe and effective care for patients with limited English 
proficiency. Course Guide. Developed by: The Disparities Solutions Center and MGH Institute of Health 

Professions. 2013. Boston, MA.

31. McEvoy M, Santos MT, Marzan M, Green EH, Milan FB. Teaching medical students how to use 

interpreters: A Three year experience. Med Educ Online. 2009; 14: 12. Res00309. Available from 

http:www.med-ed-online.org. DOI: https://doi.org/10.3885/meo.2009.Res00309
32. Ikram UZ, Essink-Bot ML, Suurmond J. How we developed an effective e-learning module for 

medical students on using professional interpreters. Med Teach. 2015; 37(5): 422–427. DOI: https://
doi.org/10.3109/0142159X.2014.939579

33. Kalet A, Gany F, Senter L. Working with interpreters: an interactive Web-based learning module. 

Acad Med. 2002; 77(9): 927. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1097/00001888-200209000-00029
34. Griswold K, Kernan JB, Servoss TJ, Saad FG, Wagner CM, Zayas LE. Refugees and medical student 

training: results of a programme in primary care. Med Educ. 2006; 40(7): 697–703. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1365-2929.2006.02514.x

35. Zabar S, Hanley K, Kachur E, Stevens D, Schwartz MD, Pearlman E, et al. “Oh! She doesn’t speak 

English!” Assessing resident competence in managing linguistic and cultural barriers. J Gen Intern 

Med. 2006; 21(5): 510–513. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1525-1497.2006.00439.x
36. Wu AC, Leventhal JM, Ortiz J, Gonzalez EE, Forsyth B. The Interpreter as cultural educator of 

residents. Arch Pediatr Adolesc Med. 2006; 160(11): 1145–1150. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1001/
archpedi.160.11.1145

37. Taylor EP, Mulenos A, Chatterjee A, Talwalkar JS. Partnering with interpreter services: Standardized 

patient cases to improve communication with limited English proficiency patients. MedEdPORTAL. 

2019; 15: 10826. DOI: https://doi.org/10.15766/mep_2374-8265.10826
38. Zdradzinski MJ, Backster A, Heron S, White M, Laubscher D, Siegelman JN. A novel simulation to 

assess residents’ utilization of a medical interpreter. MedEdPORTAL. 2019; 15: 10853. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.15766/mep_2374-8265.10853

39. Waldman S, Kalet A. Working with interpreters: Learning to conduct a cross language medical 

interview with an online web-based module (out of print). MeedEdPORTAL. 2007; DOI: https://doi.
org/10.15766/mep_2374-8265.654

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10903-018-0816-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10903-018-0816-4
https://doi.org/10.1097/MLR.0000000000000643
https://doi.org/10.1097/MLR.0000000000000643
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annemergmed.2012.01.025
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.296.9.1050
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11606-008-0875-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11606-008-0875-7
https://doi.org/10.14423/SMJ.0000000000000186
https://doi.org/10.14423/SMJ.0000000000000186
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amjmed.2015.09.007
http://www.shmabstracts.com/abstract/language-barriers-in-caring-for-patients-with-limited-english-proficiency-are-residents-prepared/
http://www.shmabstracts.com/abstract/language-barriers-in-caring-for-patients-with-limited-english-proficiency-are-residents-prepared/
https://doi.org/10.1097/ACM.0b013e3182a3479d
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.acap.2013.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11606-009-1201-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11606-009-1201-8
http:www.med-ed-online.org
https://doi.org/10.3885/meo.2009.Res00309
https://doi.org/10.3109/0142159X.2014.939579
https://doi.org/10.3109/0142159X.2014.939579
https://doi.org/10.1097/00001888-200209000-00029
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2929.2006.02514.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2929.2006.02514.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1525-1497.2006.00439.x
https://doi.org/10.1001/archpedi.160.11.1145
https://doi.org/10.1001/archpedi.160.11.1145
https://doi.org/10.15766/mep_2374-8265.10826
https://doi.org/10.15766/mep_2374-8265.10853
https://doi.org/10.15766/mep_2374-8265.10853
https://doi.org/10.15766/mep_2374-8265.654
https://doi.org/10.15766/mep_2374-8265.654


10Maldonado et al. 
Journal of Scientific 
Innovation in Medicine  
DOI: 10.29024/jsim.90

TO CITE THIS ARTICLE: 
Maldonado M, Farouk S, 
Campbell K, Thomas D. 
Development, Implementation 
and Evaluation of a Limited 
English Proficiency Curriculum. 
Journal of Scientific Innovation 
in Medicine. 2021; 4(2): 30, 
pp. 1–10. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.29024/jsim.90

Submitted: 14 April 2021     
Accepted: 20 May 2021     
Published: 11 June 2021

COPYRIGHT: 
© 2021 The Author(s). This is an 
open-access article distributed 
under the terms of the Creative 
Commons Attribution 4.0 
International License (CC-BY 
4.0), which permits unrestricted 
use, distribution, and 
reproduction in any medium, 
provided the original author 
and source are credited. See 
http://creativecommons.org/
licenses/by/4.0/.

Journal of Scientific Innovation 
in Medicine is a peer-reviewed 
open access journal published 
by Levy Library Press.

40. Rao AN, Warad D, Rodriguez V. Cross cultural training for pediatric hematology/oncology fellows. 

MedEdPORTAL. 2017; 13: 10543. DOI: https://doi.org/10.15766/mep_2374-8265.10543
41. Lie D. Interpreter cases for cultural competency instruction. MedEdPORTAL. 2006. DOI: https://doi.

org/10.15766/mep_2374-8265.205
42. Callahan E, Garcia E, Rehm J. Talk louder? Communicating with your Spanish speaking patients. 

MedEdPORTAL. 2011. DOI: https://doi.org/10.15766/mep_2374-8265.8427
43. Betancourt JR, Renfrew MR, Green AR, et al. Improving patient safety systems for patients with 

limited English proficiency: a guide for hospitals. (Prepared by the Disparities Solutions Center, Mongan 

Institute for Health Policy at Massachusetts General Hospital and Abt Associates, Cambridge, MA, 

under Contract No. HHSA290200600011I). Rockville, MD: Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality; 

July 2012. AHRQ Publication No. 12-0041. September 2012.

44. Perez-Stable EJ, El-Toukhy S. Communicating with diverse patients: How patient and clinician 

factors affect disparities. Patient Education and Counseling. 2018; 101(12): 2186–2194. DOI: https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.pec.2018.08.021

45. National Standards for Culturally and Linguistically Appropriate Services (CLAS) in Health 
& Health Care. Think Cultural Health. HHS.gov. https://thinkculturalhealth.hhs.gov/assets/pdfs/
EnhancedNationalCLASStandards.pdf. Accessed June 8, 2020.

46. Fagan MJ, Diaz JA, Reinhert SE, Sciamanna CN, Fagan DM. Impact of interpretation method on 

clinic visit length. J Gen Intern Med. 2003; 18(8): 634–638. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1525-
1497.2003.20701.x

47. Kravitz RL, Helms LJ, Azari R. Comparing the use of physician time and health care resources among 

patients speaking English, Spanish, and Russian. Medical Care. 2000; 38(7): 728–738. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.1097/00005650-200007000-00005

48. Maldonado M. Hiding in Plain Sight. Connecticut Medicine. 2017; 81(7): 435–437.

49. Ross H. Everyday bias: Further explorations into how the unconscious mind shapes our world at work. 

2014. http://www.cookross.com/docs/everyday_bias.pdf. Accessed June 8, 2020.

50. Hsueh L, Hirsh AT, Maupome G, Stewart JC. Patient-provider language concordance and health 

outcomes: A Systematic Review, Evidence Map, and Research Agenda. Medical Care Research and 

Review. [published online ahead of print, 2019 Jul 10]. Med Care Res Rev. 2019; 1077558719860708. 

DOI: https://doi.org/10.1177/1077558719860708
51. Agency for Healthcare Quality & Research. TeamSTEPPS Limited English Proficiency Training Videos. 

https://www.ahrq.gov/teamstepps/lep/videos/opportunity/index.html.
52. Society of General Internal Medicine. A Train the Trainer Guide: Health Disparities Education, 2008. 

https://www.sgim.org/File%20Library/SGIM/Communities/Education/Resources/SGIM-DTFES-Health-
Disparities-Training-Guide.pdf.

https://doi.org/10.29024/jsim.90
https://doi.org/10.29024/jsim.90
https://doi.org/10.29024/jsim.90
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.15766/mep_2374-8265.10543
https://doi.org/10.15766/mep_2374-8265.205
https://doi.org/10.15766/mep_2374-8265.205
https://doi.org/10.15766/mep_2374-8265.8427
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pec.2018.08.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pec.2018.08.021
https://www.hhs.gov/
https://thinkculturalhealth.hhs.gov/assets/pdfs/EnhancedNationalCLASStandards.pdf
https://thinkculturalhealth.hhs.gov/assets/pdfs/EnhancedNationalCLASStandards.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1525-1497.2003.20701.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1525-1497.2003.20701.x
https://doi.org/10.1097/00005650-200007000-00005
https://doi.org/10.1097/00005650-200007000-00005
http://www.cookross.com/docs/everyday_bias.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077558719860708
https://www.ahrq.gov/teamstepps/lep/videos/opportunity/index.html
https://www.sgim.org/File%20Library/SGIM/Communities/Education/Resources/SGIM-DTFES-Health-Disparities-Training-Guide.pdf
https://www.sgim.org/File%20Library/SGIM/Communities/Education/Resources/SGIM-DTFES-Health-Disparities-Training-Guide.pdf

