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18 Abstract
19 Introduction: Language barriers within clinical settings pose a threat to patient safety. As a 

20 potential impediment to understanding, they hinder the process of obtaining informed 

21 consent. This study investigates the impact of the current use of interpreters, with a 

22 particular focus on the efficacy of engaging laypersons as interpreters, rather than 

23 professional interpreters. A further objective is to explore the validity and reliability of 

24 phone-based telemedicine.

25 Methods: In three groups (N per group = 30), we compared how using lay or professional 

26 interpreters affected non-German speaking patients’ subjectively perceived understanding 

27 (understood vs. not understood) and recollection (recollected vs. not recollected) of 

28 information about general anaesthesia. Fluent German speaking patients served as the 

29 control group. Statistical analyses (𝛘2 tests and binomial) were calculated to show 

30 differences between and within the groups.  

31 Results: All three groups indicated similar, high self-reported levels of having understood the 

32 medical information provided. This was in stark contrast to the assessed objective 

33 recollection data. In the lay interpreter group, recollection of anaesthesia facts was low; only 

34 around half of participants recalled specific facts. For patients supported by professional 

35 interpreters, their recollection of facts about anaesthesia was significantly enhanced and 

36 elevated to the same level of the control group (fluent in German). Moreover, for these 

37 patients, providing information by means of  phone-based telemedicine before anaesthesia 

38 yielded high levels of understanding and recollection of anaesthesia facts.

39 Conclusion: Phone-based telemedicine is a safe and reliable method of communication in the 

40 professional interpreter group and German speaking control group, but not in the lay 

41 interpreter group. Compared to lay interpreters, professional interpreters significantly 

42 improve patients’ uptake of critical information about general anaesthesia, thus highlighting 

43 the importance of professional interpreters for patient safety and informed consent. 

44
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45 Introduction
46 Increasingly multicultural societies and migration in many European countries is creating 

47 linguistically more diverse patient populations. Consequently, language barriers are becoming 

48 a more pressing issue for healthcare professionals and institutions. In the DACH region 

49 (Germany, Austria, Switzerland), reports show that language barriers affect the routines of 

50 healthcare professionals from multiple times a week to daily (1-3). Challenges in 

51 communicating and understanding are inevitably linked to problems in establishing informed 

52 consent and treatment compliance and negatively affect healthcare routines and health 

53 outcomes (4-8). With patient safety in focus, the importance and advantage of effective and 

54 professional interpretation services should therefore be apparent to healthcare professionals, 

55 clinical operators, and governmental legislators. This study aims to demonstrate how the 

56 current status quo of utilising interpreters in an Austrian hospital affects patients’ 

57 understanding of medical procedures and consequently their patient safety.

58 From a legal and ethical perspective, the ability to understand a medical consultation is  

59 fundamental to self-determined decision making and thus a basis for informed consent. This 

60 right is established in Article 3 of the World Health Organization Declaration on the Promotion 

61 of Patients’ Rights in Europe (9), as well as in Article 8 of the European Convention of Human 

62 Rights (10), and Article 3 of the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union (11). In 

63 contrast to countries such as Sweden where anyone who cannot speak Swedish has the formal 

64 right to an interpreter in the healthcare setting (3, 12), in Austria there is no explicit legislation 

65 giving patients the right to medical consultations in their native language. Nonetheless, 

66 patients must be able to make informed and self-determined decisions based on the 

67 information provided by physicians. It is the legal responsibility of the physician and/or the 

68 hospital to demonstrate that patients have understood the medical information provided (1). 

69 Very often this is achieved by asking the patients directly (e.g., Did you understand everything? 

70 Do you have any questions?), or even indirectly inferring understanding through further verbal 

71 or non-verbal cues, e.g., nodding behaviour (4). If as a result of language barriers informed 

72 consent cannot be obtained, healthcare professionals are not obliged to conduct medical 

73 procedures (except for medical emergencies). In fact, this could even result in liability issues 

74 and legal consequences (13).
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75 Importantly, in addition to the legal ramifications, it is well-established that language barriers 

76 are associated with several negative outcomes. Patient safety, healthcare routines, patient 

77 and healthcare professional satisfaction, patient compliance, and access to health care are all 

78 negatively affected when communication and understanding cannot be properly established 

79 (14-19). Additionally, problems in understanding can be linked to higher costs as language 

80 barriers result in the use of more expensive tertiary health services rather than primary 

81 services, multiple visits to physicians, and longer hospital stays (5, 20-22). Therefore, for legal, 

82 ethical, economic, and especially patient safety issues, it is of paramount importance that 

83 patients understand the planned medical procedures. This necessitates effective and reliable 

84 interpretation services.

85 With respect to interpretation services, the current situation in Austria’s healthcare sector is 

86 often as follows: The demand for interpretation is undoubtedly high and will likely increase 

87 due to demographic developments. This is supported by a recent Austrian study 

88 demonstrating that 71% of healthcare professionals interviewed reported encountering 

89 language barriers 2 to 3 times a week. In some departments, physicians sometimes treated 

90 patients with insufficient command of German to communicate effectively on a daily basis. In 

91 only about 37% of these cases are professional interpreters consulted (1). These rather low 

92 levels of professional interpreter use in Austria are in line with international observations (19). 

93 Interestingly, although professional interpreters are often theoretically available at clinics (1), 

94 most interpretations are (still) conducted with the help of lay interpreters. These are persons 

95 available on an ad hoc basis, either family members such as siblings, (underaged) children or 

96 parents, or other non-professional interpreters including friends, non-medical hospital staff 

97 or even other patients (1, 19, 21). 

98 It is interesting to note that public health guidelines often endorse the use of lay interpreters. 

99 The Austrian Ministry of Health, for example, explicitly approves the use of laypersons as 

100 interpreters to provide pre-operation diagnostic information and obtain informed consent for 

101 operations (23). This fact is critical to note, as using lay interpreters creates challenges in 

102 clinical contexts for all parties involved. For example, there are serious implications on the 

103 interpreter side: Using non-medical professionals or other available persons (such as other 

104 patients or family members) on an ad hoc basis can put severe emotional strain on these 

105 interpreters. This factor is considerably aggravated when underaged children function as 
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106 interpreters (1, 24). Ultimately, this can increase the caregiver burden and diminish their 

107 psychological and physical health (25, 26). Additionally, using lay interpreters raises serious 

108 confidentiality concerns (1). When physicians or other healthcare professionals use their 

109 second (or third) language, a further set of problems may often arise: cultural beliefs and 

110 traditions of which they are often unaware can compromise the (medical) information 

111 provided (27, 28). Non-proficient speakers, in particular, often overestimate their linguistic 

112 abilities, assuming they can sufficiently master a language to “get by” without engaging a 

113 professional interpreter (29). 

114 The points above raise concerns about the quality of interpretations provided by lay 

115 interpreters, and indeed, more negative health outcomes are reported when lay interpreters 

116 are used compared to professional interpreters (5, 22, 29-31). Lay interpreter services are 

117 linked to more interpretation errors (31, 32), more emergency room and physician visits (14, 

118 33), a higher risk of readmission, and an increased length of stay (34). This gravely impacts 

119 patient safety. Although professional interpretation services require more time, greater 

120 organisation, and higher costs (35) in the short run, over the long run they can result in shorter 

121 hospital stays, reduced medication, more appropriate treatments, and better clinical 

122 outcomes (5). Thus, although empirical evidence strongly points towards better clinical as well 

123 as economic outcomes, the reasons for often not using theoretically available interpretation 

124 services deserves further scrutiny. 

125 To further investigate how the type of interpreter impacts understanding of medical 

126 information, this study considers a typical clinical scenario for which informed consent is 

127 required: pre-anaesthetic information for general anaesthesia in elective surgery. We tested 

128 how lay and professional interpreters affect patients’ information uptake and recollection of 

129 critical clinical facts about anaesthesia. The information provided about anaesthetic 

130 procedures is well suited for testing the effects of language barriers as this information is 

131 usually presented in a highly standardised manner following best practice guidelines (36-38). 

132 This allows for a common comparison standard across different operations and patients with 

133 different language backgrounds. We developed a questionnaire to evaluate the patients’ self-

134 reported level of understanding, and included a knowledge assessment with respect to critical 

135 facts about anaesthesia. We hypothesised that the level of understanding and recollection will 

136 be lower in the patient group which uses lay interpreters. In contrast, the patient group using 
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137 professional interpreters, or fluent German speaking patients, should show similar levels of 

138 understanding and recollection.

139 This study also considered another important aspect, namely whether telemedical solutions 

140 – in this case providing pre-anaesthesia information via phone – are a reliable basis for 

141 establishing informed consent (39). This is important to demonstrate, as several national, 

142 European, and global agendas (40, 41) promote the use of telemedical consultations in clinical 

143 contexts. For example, the restrictions during the COVID-19 pandemic clearly demonstrated 

144 the need for telemedical solutions. Consequently, these tools will become a more common 

145 form of healthcare provision in the near future. In fact, the motto of Austria’s recent health 

146 strategy is “Digital before ambulatory before stationary” (42). Although the feasibility of 

147 obtaining consent via telephone in anaesthesia settings has been demonstrated in previous 

148 studies in Austria (43) and other countries (44), it needs to be shown that remote 

149 consultations result in valid and reliable information transfer that allows patients with and 

150 without language barriers to establish informed consent. Low levels of subjectively reported 

151 understanding and/or low levels of recollection would indicate problems with this method of 

152 providing medical information. 

153 Material and Methods
154 Ethical approval according to the guidelines of the Declaration of Helsinki (45) was provided 

155 by the Medical University of Vienna Ethics Committee (2138/2017). The manuscript is drafted 

156 according to the Strengthening the Reporting of Observational Studies in Epidemiology 

157 standards (STROBE) (46).  

158 Participants

159 The study was undertaken from June 2021 to December 2021 at the General Hospital of the 

160 Medical University of Vienna, Austria, during COVID-19 pandemic restrictions. Pre-

161 anaesthesia information was provided by phone to avoid personal contact and the risk of 

162 infection. This was the first use of telemedical services for the provision of pre-anaesthesia 

163 information. Participants were patients scheduled for elective surgery with little or no 

164 expected complications (ASA PS <= 2; 47, 48). 
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165 To enable a critical comparison of utilising lay vs. professional interpreters in medical 

166 translations, the study included patients who lacked German language proficiency. It is the 

167 responsibility of the physician to assess whether informed consent can be obtained from such 

168 patients, or whether the language barrier represents an impediment and therefore 

169 constitutes a liability risk (13). Consequently, when checking language skills in the context of 

170 telemedical consultations (as in our study setting), it is the duty of the physician to determine 

171 whether the patient’s language skills are sufficient to understand the consultation to the 

172 extent required, as is the case with face-to-face consultations. Interpreters were used for 

173 study participants for whom the physician could assume, based on previous medical 

174 experience, that informed consent could not be obtained by providing information in the 

175 language of treatment. The non-German speaking patients were randomly assigned to two 

176 groups using the randomizer tool (https://www.randomizer.at/). One group was supported by 

177 professional interpreters while being given pre-anaesthesia information by the physician. For 

178 the other group, laypersons (e.g., family members, friends, etc.; see Sup. B for complete list) 

179 served as the interpreters. Both groups were supported by professional interpreters when 

180 answering the follow up study questionnaire. All professional interpretation services were 

181 provided by SAVD, an agency that provides on-site and remote interpreting services (SAVD, 

182 www.savd.at). A third group of German speaking patients served as control. 

183 Questionnaire

184 Providing medical information in a way which allows patients to make informed decisions and 

185 follow medical instructions requires patients to understand and remember important medical 

186 details. The questionnaire was designed to capture these aspects by organising 20 questions 

187 into three thematic groups. One set of questions (Subjective level of understanding: three 

188 questions) surveyed the subjective level of understanding (Do you understand everything? 

189 Are you missing information? Do you have any open questions?). These types of questions are 

190 typically asked by physicians as a proxy to infer understanding in their patients (4). 

191 The next set of questions tested how well participants had memorised specific facts about 

192 general anaesthesia (Remembering facts about anaesthesia: Nine questions). Four questions 

193 asked for a single fact (Spontaneous breathing during anaesthesia? Food intake before 

194 anaesthesia? Drinking before anaesthesia? Food intake after anaesthesia?) and four questions 

195 for multiple facts (Please provide reasons not to eat after anaesthesia; What are the side 
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196 effects of breathing tubes? What are the side effects of anaesthesia? Which physiological 

197 signals are monitored?). Additionally, as a control question, participants indicated whether 

198 they had educated themselves about anaesthesia (yes, no), as this could influence recollection 

199 of facts about anaesthesia. 

200 The third group included questions designed to evaluate whether physicians had provided 

201 specific explanations or asked about certain patient conditions (Did the physician explain/ 

202 ask…?) Seven questions: Type of anaesthesia; possible side effects; current diseases; allergies; 

203 previous operations; current medications; chronic pain. 

204 Procedure

205 The study was divided into two parts. Firstly, participants received standardised information 

206 (36) about general anaesthesia from an anaesthesiologist in the study team via phone. 

207 Physicians were free to adapt interviews according to the patient’s specific surgery, concerns, 

208 and information needs. This is in line with the daily pre-anaesthesia information procedure at 

209 the study hospital and thus constitutes an ecologically highly valid setting. All participants 

210 were called during standard opening hours (weekdays 7:30 – 14:30) at the anaesthesia 

211 outpatient clinic at the Department of Anaesthesia, Intensive Care Medicine, and Pain 

212 Medicine. Where participants were unavailable, a fixed time slot was scheduled. Depending 

213 on random group assignment, a layperson or a professional interpreter was brought in to 

214 communicate the medical information in the language of the respective patient.

215 Secondly, after physicians had finished providing medical information, the call was transferred 

216 to a researcher (Albrecht). The researcher explained the study procedure and asked for 

217 informed consent for the study (with the help of professional interpreters when speaking to 

218 non-German speaking patients), documented consent in a separate form, which was followed 

219 by a structured questionnaire (as outlined above). As this study was conducted during COVID 

220 19 peak times oral consent (in accordance with the IRB) was the most feasible and safest way 

221 to obtain consent. Answers to the questions were directly transmitted to an answer sheet by 

222 the researcher. After completing the questionnaire, participants were thanked and debriefed. 
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223 Statistical analysis strategy

224 All statistical analyses were conducted in R and R-Studio (49, 50). All answers were 

225 transformed into a binary answer format. For the questions concerning “Subjective level of 

226 understanding”, “Did the physician explain/ ask…?”, and “Remembering single facts about 

227 general anaesthesia”, binary outcomes were given (yes vs. no; recollected vs. not or 

228 incorrectly recollected). In the section “Remembering facts about anaesthesia”, multiple 

229 correct answers could be provided for four questions. Initially, it was planned to use the total 

230 score of correct/incorrect answers per participant for analysis. However, answering patterns 

231 showed that participants recalled between 1 to 4 facts which were all correct, or did not recall 

232 any facts at all. Thus, these questions were also transformed into a binary format – 

233 participants recalling at least one correct fact (recalled) vs. participants not providing any 

234 correct answer (not recalled). 

235 As answers were coded in binary format; proportions, frequencies, percentages, and cross-

236 tables are reported. In testing for significant differences between and within groups, Pearson 

237 𝛘2 tests and binomial tests are reported respectively. We used the ggstatsplot package (51) 

238 which allows us to show raw data combined with visualisations of data centrality, dispersion, 

239 and directly including outcomes of statistical tests. Results are provided according to the 

240 sequence of thematic clusters in the questionnaire: Subjective level of understanding – Results 

241 1; Remembering facts about anaesthesia – Results 2; Questions/explanations provided by 

242 physicians – Results 3. Questionnaire data are available in Sup. C.  

243 Results

244 Participants

245 Thirty participants were included in each group, totalling 90 participants (Age: mean = 49.2, 

246 SD = 16.8, Range 18 to 82 years, Sex: 49 female). A priori power calculations using G*Power 

247 (52) for the planned 𝛘2-Square tests showed that medium effects (w >= 0.34) can be detected 

248 assuming a power of 0.8 and an α of .05 (df = 2; N = 90).
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249 Results 1: Subjective level of understanding

250 Nearly all participants (>= 97%) reported a good understanding of the anaesthesia information 

251 provided, had no open questions, and reported not missing any information – See Fig. 1:

252 Fig 1: Subjective level of understanding (three questions)

253 Following these high levels of understanding, similarly high levels of recall of the provided 

254 anaesthesia facts would be expected – see Results 2. 

255 Results 2: Remembering facts about anaesthesia

256 Fig 2 and Fig 3 show group comparison results (lay vs. professional interpreter vs. German 

257 speaker) and statistical tests for the questions concerning anaesthesia facts. 

258 Fig 2: Remembering facts about anaesthesia: Single fact

259 Fig 3: Remembering facts about anaesthesia: Multiple facts

260 As can be seen in Fig 2 and Fig 3, the 𝛘2 tests show significant group differences. Critically, 

261 within the lay interpreter group, the pattern of answers indicated little recall of facts about 

262 anaesthesia (rate of recall 27% to maximum 67%). Strikingly, the fluent German and 

263 professional interpreter group clearly recalled anaesthesia facts well, and here rates of recall 

264 were very similar (rate of recall: 73% to 100%). These outcomes provide a clear indication: 

265 Patients using lay interpreters had great difficulties recalling important aspects of the general 

266 anaesthesia information provided by their physicians. Patients using professional interpreters 

267 performed as well as patients who speak German fluently. 

268 In a side analysis, we tested outcomes in participants who had indicated having educated 

269 themselves about anaesthesia prior to the consultation (e.g., via internet, books, TV, other 

270 individuals, previous surgeries, etc.), as this could influence the level of recollection. Overall, 

271 the rate of self-education differed significantly between groups (𝛘2(2) = 6.02, p = .04, Cramers-

272 V = .26). In particular, patients who speak German fluently reported higher rates of self-

273 education compared to the other groups (rate of self-education 53%, standardized residuals 

274 > 2). Within the lay and professional interpreter groups, levels of self-education were similar 

275 (lay interpreter: 23%, professional interpreter: 33%). Consequently, the observed differences 
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276 in these two groups cannot be attributed to differences in the rate of self-education. For a 

277 more detailed analysis of the relation between self-information to memory between groups, 

278 please see Sup B. 

279 Results 3. Questions/explanations provided by physicians

280 With respect to the final set of questions (Which questions/explanations were provided by 

281 physicians?), both the fluent German speaking and the professional interpreter groups 

282 reported very high rates of received information. Only 3% of the participants in these two 

283 groups missed some information – see Table 1. For the lay interpreter group, however, missing 

284 information was reported more frequently (23% no explanation about type of anaesthesia; 

285 30% no explanation about possible side effects; 7% no questions about current diseases). 

286 One question resulted in an exception to this general pattern: With regard to chronic pain, all 

287 groups reported higher rates of not being asked about this aspect (10% professional 

288 interpreter group, 36% fluent German speaking group, and 50% in the lay interpreter group). 

289 In sum, while German speaking patients and patients with professional interpreters reported 

290 high levels of having received and been asked about clinical information, patients with lay 

291 interpreters appeared to have missed some information.

292 Table 1: Did the physician explain/ask for …?

Layperson Interpreter German

… the type of anaesthesia? yes 77% 97% 97%

 no 23% 3% 3%

… possible side effects? yes 70% 97% 97%

 no 30% 3% 3%

… current disease? yes 93% 97% 100%

no 7% 3% 0%

… allergies? yes 97% 97% 100%

no 3% 3% 0%

… previous operations? yes 97% 100% 100%

no 3% 0% 0%
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… current medications? yes 97% 100% 100%

no 3% 0% 0%

… chronic pain? yes 50% 90% 64%

 no 50% 10% 36%

293

294 Discussion
295 The primary aim of this study was to demonstrate the implications of engaging lay 

296 interpreters, currently the predominant method used to address language barriers in hospitals 

297 in Austria (1). The main results are explicit and direct: Patients using lay interpreters were 

298 barely able to reproduce critical facts about anaesthesia immediately after having received 

299 them (see Results 2). A lot of critical information is literally lost in interpretation. Support from 

300 professional interpreters, however, significantly improved patient comprehension and 

301 understanding. In fact, using professional interpreters elevated recollection and 

302 understanding of medical anaesthesia information to the same level as in the fluent German 

303 speaking control group. 

304 In detail, we identified critical differences between the three groups examined. Those utilising 

305 lay interpreters encountered substantial challenges in recalling crucial details (such as side 

306 effects and safety information). Both fluent German speaking patients and patients aided by 

307 professional interpreters demonstrated high proficiency in recalling information, and 

308 performed equally well. Notably, these objective memory assessments sharply contrasted 

309 with the subjective self-reported level of understanding (see Results 1 and 2). In this aspect, 

310 nearly all participants from the three groups expressed confidence in having understood the 

311 information provided, not having missed any information, nor having any open questions. 

312 Such a disparity between subjective perception of knowing vs. objectively knowing is a widely 

313 examined psychological phenomenon (53). Multiple, not mutually exclusive, theories can be 

314 proposed to explain this discrepancy, particularly within the lay interpreter group. Factors 

315 such as cognitive bias and distortions (e.g., being overconfident or lacking confidence about 

316 one’s own memory abilities), hierarchical and social structures, as well as cultural norms (e.g., 

317 reluctance or embarrassment about admitting a lack of understanding, norms within the 

318 physician-patient interaction) might all contribute to the observed discrepancy (53-56). 
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319 Irrespective of the reasons, the implications of this finding are profound for procedures and 

320 workflows in clinical contexts. Frequently, subjective patient self-reports are the sole basis for 

321 confirming understanding and comprehension of medical explanations. Our study 

322 unequivocally shows that such subjective reports are not a reliable predictor of 

323 comprehension and insight. From a patient safety perspective, verbally (or even non-verbally) 

324 signalling understanding might not be sufficient proof of the high level of comprehension 

325 which is the fundamental basis for informed medical consent. From a legal perspective, in 

326 Austria the burden of proof that medical explanations have been understood lies with the 

327 physician or care provider (1). Therefore, in legal terms, the conventional procedure of asking 

328 a patient if they have understood might not be adequate as an assumed basis for informed 

329 consent. Consequently, when there is doubt about having established understanding during a 

330 physician-patient interaction – especially where the risk of incomprehension is high (e.g., due 

331 to using lay interpreters) – subjective patient reports should be supplemented by explicitly 

332 verifiable questions. Although this approach might require extra time and resources (44,45), 

333 only through this procedure can high levels of patient comprehension and understanding be 

334 ensured. Ultimately, this contributes to improved patient safety and reduces the clinical, 

335 ethical, legal, and economic ramifications associated with language barriers (22, 30, 31). 

336 Reliably providing information about clinical procedures is a prerequisite for ensuring patient 

337 safety. Physicians often use guidelines to achieve this goal (e.g., Thieme-Compliance, & 

338 Diomed; AN01E, see 33). However, in daily clinical procedures, physicians sometimes tend to 

339 deviate from guidelines as they adopt the information they provide according to medical and 

340 patient needs and the current situation. Deviating from guidelines could result in some 

341 information being missed. Nonetheless, our study showed that physicians provided 

342 information reliably. The groups of fluent German speakers and patients with professional 

343 interpreters reported that physicians had informed / asked about critical anaesthesia-related 

344 conditions well (see Results 3) and showed high recollection levels (Results 2). However, 

345 patients supported by lay interpreters more often indicated that they had not been informed 

346 about or not asked about certain facts. Whether this was due to constraints in using lay 

347 interpreters, general problems of understanding, memory problems in patients, or whether 

348 physicians did not or only incompletely explain procedures due to language barriers or other 

349 organisational or time constraints (interpretations often afford more time especially with lay 
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350 interpreters), cannot be directly answered by this study. Patient-physician interaction was not 

351 monitored due to confidentiality, privacy, and ethical factors.

352 The second main finding of this study is that, where language is not a barrier, physicians using 

353 telemedical tools (in our case via phone) to provide pre-anaesthesia information to patients 

354 is a safe and reliable form of information transfer. At the time of the study, external 

355 circumstances made telemedical information provision a necessity as the study was 

356 conducted during the height of the COVID-19 pandemic. Personal contacts would have posed 

357 significant risks to patients and healthcare professionals. Not only did the telemedical 

358 consultation to provide pre-anaesthesia information mitigate this risk, more importantly it 

359 showed that patients reported high levels of understanding and recollection of critical 

360 anaesthesia facts. This suggests that consulting patients via phone is a suitable method for 

361 informing and educating patients about full anaesthesia in a highly reliable fashion. 

362 Consequently, this telemedical method can serve as basis for informed consent for 

363 anaesthesia (40). 

364 Outlook and Limitations

365 The implementation of telemedical call services revealed additional advantages of remote 

366 pre-anaesthesia information provision. The provision of information (at home, via phone) was 

367 temporally separate from the time at which informed consent was given (in the hospital, prior 

368 to the operation). In standard clinical procedures, information and consent is tightly paired in 

369 a very strict clinical schedule. Therefore, patients might sometimes feel pressured to provide 

370 consent. Temporal separation allows patients to consider the information and risks 

371 beforehand (57). Indeed, anecdotally, some patients reported greatly valuing this possibility. 

372 Another advantage is that travel times for patients and/or physicians are reduced (58, 59). 

373 There is one important aspect that was not tested in this study, namely, how providing 

374 telemedical consultations impacts trust. Establishing and maintaining trust is a central 

375 element in effective patient-physician interactions and positively affects clinical outcomes (60, 

376 61). Future studies should consider this aspect in more detail, especially if the provision of 

377 information shifts from a personal to more automated format, e.g., using digital applications 

378 for the provision of pre-anaesthesia information (43, 57, 62). In fact, a central aim of the 

379 European Health Strategy (European E-Health Strategy; 40) is to digitalise the provision of 
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380 medical information for such procedures. Therefore, such implementations should be backed 

381 by strong empirical evidence.

382 One restriction of our study is the inclusion of only a single hospital: this setting was able to 

383 provide the infrastructure needed to conduct the study in a time and resource-efficient 

384 manner during COVID. We nonetheless think that, in essence, the outcomes of this study are 

385 applicable and transferable to other hospitals and healthcare providers. Recent national and 

386 international reports show that other hospitals and providers face similar problems and lack 

387 the possibilities and/or do not use professional interpretation services (1, 9, 14). 

388 Finally, we did not collect more detailed socio-demographic data (e.g., educational level, 

389 economic level, etc…), mainly due to ethical constraints. Although a more detailed analysis 

390 could possibly yield deeper insights, reviews show that such research endeavours are 

391 complex. Socio-demographic factors interact in a complex fashion (63). Given our study design 

392 and participant numbers, such granular effects could not have been detected. Nonetheless, 

393 we observed moderate to large effects for our main variables (for which the study was 

394 statistically well powered), and our study results are cross-validated by other language barrier 

395 studies (5, 14, 32, 34, 64). 

396 Conclusions 

397 Compared to lay interpreters, using professional interpreters significantly improves the 

398 uptake of critical information about general anaesthesia. It is therefore first and foremost an 

399 ethical imperative to act on these outcomes, as improved information transfer is directly 

400 linked to better clinical outcomes (1, 7, 14, 16, 19, 65). Consequently, it increases patient 

401 safety. Importantly, it might also be a financial imperative as studies clearly indicate long-term 

402 cost benefits of using professional interpreters in medical care settings (30, 65). 

403 We strongly recommend raising awareness, improving guidelines, teaching (66) and, 

404 importantly, adopting structures and processes in the healthcare setting to overcome 

405 language barriers. Physicians sometimes face conflicting interests in their established 

406 healthcare routines. Although they often have some awareness of the negative effects of 

407 language barriers, they are required to uphold the workflow within the clinical environment 

408 with no or few interruptions and forced to treat patients in a time and cost-efficient manner. 

409 It is therefore the responsibility of the healthcare provider to enable and enforce structures 
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410 and processes that allow clinical workflows to incorporate professional interpretation services 

411 (67). Lastly and importantly, it is also the responsibility of the government and legislature to 

412 act on empirical evidence. For example, recommendations on using lay interpreters within 

413 Austria’s public guidelines – “Providing pre-operation information for elective surgeries - BQLL 

414 PRÄOP” (18, pp. 9-10 )” – are clearly contested by the strong empirical evidence of our, and 

415 other, studies in the literature (1,7, 8, 9,11, 14, 15, 28, 29, 65). 

416 In a nutshell, use professional interpreters in clinical contexts. Anything else could, and should, 

417 be considered as negligent and endangering patient safety.
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