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Abstract: Despite the theoretical importance of intervention in 

interpreting practice, there is a paucity of experimental research 

into this concept in interpreting courses. Using facilitative 

interventions, teachers involved in interpreting training can 

provide scaffolding strategies for students to properly fulfill the 

demanding tasks of interpreting. The present study, following an 

explanatory sequential mixed-methods design, mainly aimed to 

examine the effect of facilitative interventions on consecutive 

interpreting performance and to explore the students’ reactions to 

the use of facilitative interventions in consecutive interpreting 

courses. The sample consisted of 46 homogeneous BA translation-

major students in the quantitative phase of the study, and a pool of 

eight students participated in the qualitative phase of the study. 

The students were divided into three experimental classes, and 

each class was exposed to a type of facilitative intervention, 

including cathartic, catalytic, and supportive. To gather the 

relevant data, two reliable tests and a semi-structured interview 

question protocol were used, and to analyze the data, one-way 

ANOVA and theme-based categorization, including inter-rater and 

inter-coder reliability, were conducted. The results confirmed that 

there was a statistically significant difference between the three 

groups at the p<.05 level, and the effect size was large. The 

findings showed that cathartic and supportive groups 

outperformed the catalytic group. Following this, after measuring 

the inter-coder reliability, seven themes were elicited from the 

students’ responses to the interview questions, namely novel, 

challenging, motivating, engaging, self-discovery, self-

efficacious, and eustress. Using facilitative interventions, teachers 

can provide students with actions and techniques through which 

they can enable students to foster positive emotions and overcome 

negative emotions regarding interpreting job. 
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1. Introduction 
Interpreting practice is interwoven with listening skill, which is 

generally considered the least explicit skill among the four language skills 
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(Vandergrift, 2003). Buck (2001) emphasizes that this skill is multi-

dimensional in nature, including a wide range of sources of information 

in no fixed order. Indeed, listening has been an important concept in the 

domain of interpreting practice inasmuch as the development of 

interpreting competence requires both linguistic processing and real-time 

cognitive control, especially under task-induced pressure (Wen et al., 

2022). Over the past few decades, considerable literature has grown up 

around the theme of interpreting since it implies the facilitation of spoken 

interaction between different languages (Modarresi & Jalilzadeh, 2020). 

According to Pöchhacker (2004), for people engaged in intercultural 

communication, interpreting serves as the instant form of translational 

activity. Interpreting is typically categorized into simultaneous and 

consecutive interpreting (Gerver, 1976). As clearly explained by Gile 

(2009), in consecutive interpreting, the interpreter listens to a few minutes 

of a talk by the speaker in the original language, takes notes, and then 

delivers the whole segment in the target language, and then, while the 

speaker keeps talking for a few minutes, the interpreter orally translates 

the next segment, and so on to the point that the talk is terminated. 

According to Rahmanpanah (2022), consecutive interpreting 

encompasses a number of challenging cognitive and affective processes 

for the interpreter. To provide students involved in interpreting with 

training courses, instructional tools, and new insights, such as technology 

from other disciplines, are welcomed (Pöchhacker, 2023).  

Intervention, as an effective instructional tool, is a highly researched 

area in language learning and teaching (Negueruela & Lantolf, 2006; 

Jalilzadeh et al., 2020); however, in translation studies, little research has 

been conducted to implement such techniques in translation and 

interpreting courses (Schiavi, 1996). The point is that the way teachers 

provide feedback for students in interpreting training courses would be 

effective in re-motivating demotivated students. Whereas feedback 

mainly focuses on the information provided by the teachers to raise 

awareness and reinforce self-correction, intervention chiefly deals with 

the actions and strategies that the teachers employ to enable improvement.  

According to Lai (2012), the how of delivering the interventions, such as 

the verbal/oral channels and the emotive sentences used to implement 

such interventions, has been rarely investigated in the realm of 

interpreting studies. That is why the existing empirical findings highlight 

the role that dynamic scaffolding and targeted intervention perform in 

enhancing student engagement and fostering autonomous learning in 

interpreter training contexts (Huang et al., 2023).  
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Actually, the concept of intervention focusing on the provision of 

instructional feedback can provide students with a scaffolding tool that 

would involve them in accomplishing translation skills (Modarresi, 2009). 

As for the distinction between feedback and intervention, some scholars 

believe that teachers offer direct responses to interpreting tasks in the 

traditional model of feedback, which is time-consuming and taxing for 

teachers (Shen et al., 2020). Heron (2001) defines intervention as an 

identifiable piece of verbal and non-verbal behavior that is provided by 

the person in charge to facilitate learning. The background witnesses that 

the usefulness of feedback should be evaluated not only by its quality but 

also by the extent to which the learners become engaged in the task (Guo 

et al., 2024). This involvement can comprise different dimensions, among 

which four components of engagement are more cited by the researchers, 

including cognitive, behavioral, social, and emotional engagement 

(Handley et al., 2011; Hosseini & Modarresi, 2015; Koltovskaia, 2020). 

Nevertheless, there is a severe lack of research into the use of intervention 

in interpreting practice, whereas research in translator training 

demonstrates that structured scaffolding through self-and peer-assessment 

interventions leads to significant gains in both assessment literacy and 

translation performance (Chen et al., 2023). Moreover, recent studies in 

interpreter training have underscored the effectiveness of scaffolded 

interventions in students’ autonomy and cognitive engagement (Xu & 

Ouyang, 2023).  

More specifically, Heron’s (1976) six-category intervention analysis 

can be implemented in interpreting courses. Among many existing types 

of interventions (Sloan & Watson, 2002), the framework put forward by 

Heron (1976) has been frequently used in a variety of fields where there 

is a pressing need for promoting interpersonal skills (Ashmore, 1999). To 

elucidate, Heron (1991) developed two main categories for interventions, 

namely authoritative and facilitative. In the authoritative intervention, he 

introduced three subcategories entailing informative, prescriptive, and 

confronting interventions. On the other hand, the facilitative intervention 

further breaks down into three subcategories, which encompass cathartic, 

catalytic, and supportive interventions. The rationale for choosing 

facilitative interventions in the study is that, whereas the existing research 

has confirmed that informative and supportive interventions are most 

frequently used by teachers, facilitative interventions have not been 

touched by practitioners in translation and interpreting studies despite 

their potential for interpreting development (McMahon et al., 2023); 

therefore, the present study mainly focuses on facilitative interventions.  
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It is hoped that this research will contribute to a deeper understanding 

of the concept of intervention since it can be employed in interpreting to 

provide guidance, increase motivation, promote self-discovery, and 

elevate engagement. Actually, by applying interventions, teachers can 

create a stimulating and friendly environment for the students to 

participate attentively in class activities while doing interpretation tasks 

from the original language into the target language. Recent research in 

translation education has shown that integrating peer collaboration and 

structured mediation promotes deeper cognitive engagement and 

improves translation outcomes (Chen et al., 2023). According to Alinouri 

and Badpa (2025), a successful translator takes both linguistic and extra-

linguistic factors into account. By employing interventions, teachers can 

successfully challenge to the task students while playing back to make 

students find their own mistakes, and helping them avoid making the same 

mistake again (Heron, 2001; Sloan, 2006; Modarresi et al., 2020). 

Additionally, studies in educational settings indicate that scaffolded 

interventions, which raise learners’ self-efficacy through teacher 

modeling and peer interaction, endorse sustained motivation and develop 

interpreting skills (Guo et al., 2023). 

Meanwhile, Pöchhacker (2011) noted that few researchers have 

focused on aspects of interpreting, in general, and on the quality of 

interpreting performance, in particular. Actually, interpreting courses 

introduced to translation-major students are mostly presented based on a 

listening and testing format with a teacher asking the students listen to a 

message and interpreting it into the target language whereas such courses 

should be presented in a teaching and assessing format with a teacher 

training the students interpreting strategies and techniques and then, 

assessing their performance based on the most recent assessment types 

such as dynamic assessment. To Graham (2011), the major challenge in 

interpreting courses is that the students are required to listen to someone 

speaking in one language and try to render it in another language, and this 

may demotivate them. Recent inquiry into interpreting practice reveals 

that interactive scaffolding and appropriate feedback help sustain 

motivation (Wei et al., 2022). The problem is that teachers are mainly 

accustomed to offering the answer to the students, abruptly or directly, 

and they address the students’ mistakes. However, the way of behaving 

with students in interpreting tasks can be more interesting and inspiring to 

them if the teachers are equipped with the most recent types of 

interventions and do not just provide them with the right answer, but help 

them to find the answer themselves by means of facilitating interventions. 

Furthermore, longitudinal findings in interpreting suggest that 
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transitioning from directive to facilitative intervention over time 

encourages learner independence and fosters sustained skill development 

(Xu & Ouyang, 2023). 

However, intervention models for teaching and working on 

interpreting courses have rarely been used to improve the interpersonal 

relations in the instructional contexts of the classroom. Employing such 

interventions has been neglected in the translation scope, although Schiavi 

(1996) attempted to promote feedback as a facilitative technique in 

interpreting practice. When Niranjana (2023) called for an interventionist 

approach to translation, he mainly focused on those intervention types that 

teachers employ rather than the intervention types that the translation 

students prefer. Neurocognitive findings from interpreting training 

indicate that trainees who receive structured guidance and feedback 

exhibit improved attentional alertness and executive control, both of 

which correlate with better interpreting accuracy under pressure (Xing & 

Yang, 2023). Therefore, this debate requires further investigation in order 

to shed light on the extent to which applying facilitative interventions 

could enhance interpreting performance, and the present study aims to 

tackle this knowledge gap in interpreting courses.  

2. Literature Review 
2.1. Interpreting: A Brief Overview 

In recent years, much of the greater part of the literature has 

acknowledged that research into interpreting has been interwoven with 

applied perspectives emerging from multidisciplinary works, which are 

welcomed to deal with the multiple dimensions of interpreting 

competence (Riccardi, 2011; Sistani, 2024). Over the past two decades, 

interpreting has been largely recognized as a distinct profession from 

translation studies (Darwish, 2006). As Gile (2009) mentions, 

“interpretation is the oral translation of oral discourse as opposed to the 

oral translation of written texts” (p. 43). The existing background in 

interpreting practice acknowledges that although there are hot debates on 

the definition of interpreting ability, two of the main factors contributing 

to the definition of interpreting are the cognitive and emotional processing 

approaches (Gerver, 1975; Gile, 2009; Baghery Moghadam & Modarresi, 

2025) in which scholars attempt to model the important linguistic, 

cognitive, and emotional factors pertinent to interpreting performance. 

Moreover, recent research highlights the growing role of psychological 

and neurocognitive approaches in interpreter training, demonstrating that 

(neuro) feedback can significantly improve interpreting performance 

(Christoffels et al., 2006; Modarresi, 2021). According to Arjmandi and 
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Ghafari (2025), metaphoric ecology remarks that interpreting necessitates 

interdisciplinary approaches to deal with sociocultural issues. According 

to Riccardi (2011), the most straightforwardly identifiable methods to 

examine interpreting have been “the cognitive-psychological, the 

neurophysiological or neurolinguistic, the translational, the linguistics-

centered, the intercultural, and the sociological” (p. 15).  

Furthermore, professionals in interpreting have reviewed interpretation 

skills based on different kinds of interpreting, such as consecutive, 

simultaneous, and whispering interpreting (Méndez et al., 2001), and it 

has been construed that such approaches, often interrelated, result in a 

more all-inclusive method to interpreting practice. More recently, Xing 

and Yang (2023) have found that interventions are conducive to 

interpreting performance. In this respect, different models have been 

developed to evaluate interpreting performance. In his pioneer model, 

Gerver (1975) suggested the notion of mental structure in simultaneous 

interpreting. Later, Setton (1999) suggested a practical model, 

categorizing the possible steps in understanding source-language input 

and target-language output. However, to Chen (2017), the cognitive 

demand factor is closely linked to less success in interpreting 

performance. Additionally, the effort model suggested by Gile (2009) is 

deemed to be the most frequently-used model of interpreting processes in 

which four major efforts of listening and analysis, memorization, 

production, and coordination are offered (Han et al., 2021). For instance, 

in quantitative experimental studies, one way to assess interpreting 

performance is propositional analysis, that is, the analysis in terms of 

meaning units (e.g., Gieshoff, 2021; Hild, 2015; Modarresi & Ghoreyshi, 

2018). More recently, Rahmanpanah (2023), following the guidelines 

suggested by Gile’s (2009) gravitational model, found that lexical items 

are not stimulated equally in the oral and written systems.  

Recent findings using EEG and self-reported workload measures 

reveal that interpreting students experience significantly higher cognitive 

load compared to professionals, which could lead to a decline in 

interpreting accuracy under complex conditions, whereas providing 

guidance and mediation could lessen mental loading (Boos et al., 2022). 

For example, Khorami and Modarresi (2019), using Rasch measurement 

and structural equation modelling, developed and validated a rubric for 

consecutive interpreting performance with four major constructs, namely 

language competence, interpreting strategies, communication ability, and 

personality traits, and including 22 items, among which there are items 

which highlight the importance of mediation and feedback in enriching 

consecutive interpreting performance. Furthermore, a systematic review 

https://www.researchgate.net/scientific-contributions/FX-Mendez-2089841828?_tp=eyJjb250ZXh0Ijp7ImZpcnN0UGFnZSI6InB1YmxpY2F0aW9uIiwicGFnZSI6InB1YmxpY2F0aW9uIn19
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of cognitive load in distance interpreting highlights how cognitive 

mediations such as chunking and anticipation mediate the demands 

imposed by interpreting tasks and support improved performance in 

digitally mediated settings (Zhu & Aryadoust, 2022). More recently, Xing 

and Yang (2023) found that mediated interpreter training can significantly 

enhance cognitive flexibility, central to managing interpreting tasks, 

which suggests that scaffolding interventions could improve interpreting 

readiness.  

2.2. Feedback in Interpreting Practice 

The existing literature on feedback in education is extensive, which is 

referred to as the information offered by textbooks, teachers, and peers 

while interacting with students in the class (Hattie & Timperley, 2007). 

Likewise, in the domain of translation, this concept performs a key role in 

accomplishing learning goals, helping interpreting students to reflect on 

their works from the outlooks of listeners, and to enhance self-assessment 

skills (Washbourne, 2014; Rouhani & Modarresi, 2023). In this regard, 

Rollinson (2005) found that peer feedback could significantly improve 

interpreting skills by nurturing self-awareness and collaborative learning. 

Moreover, practitioner surveys in interpreter education reported that 

structured instructor-led feedback sessions correlate with higher learner 

motivation and more sustained engagement compared to solely peer-

mediated feedback (Lee, 2017). In the same vein, Yu et al. (2020) 

confirmed the effectiveness of different types of feedback in translation, 

such as written corrective feedback, based on which students with low L2 

proficiency could benefit more from direct feedback. Recently, Sha et al. 

(2022), using anonymous online peer feedback in translation training, 

found that students experienced higher self-efficacy and cognitive 

engagement in doing translation tasks.  

More specifically, in translation experiments, feedback usually refers 

to comments or reactions, either corrective or evaluative, that guide 

translators toward better choices in their work (Xu, Su, & Liu, 

2025). However, intervention is defined as a deliberate step that 

researchers add to observe how it affects performance, such as applying a 

method, introducing a tool, or using a protocol (Guastaferro & 

Pfammatter, 2023). In written translation research, feedback is often given 

as comments on drafts, while interventions may include systematic 

training or the use of AI-supported revision tools (Pietrzak, 2014). While 

feedback in interpreting contexts can be in the form of prompt corrective 

comments, interventions can include scaffolding, guided practice 

sessions, or technology (Neunzig & Tanqueiro, 2005). Neunzig and 
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Tanqueiro (2005) found that corrective feedback improved immediate 

accuracy in interpreting, whereas intervention through guided practice 

and scaffolding led to more sustainable long-term progress. In other 

words, intervention is proactive and intended to test its impact on 

outcomes within experimental designs, whereas feedback is reactive and 

appears after a performance (Guastaferro & Pfammatter, 2023). 

Several scholars (e.g., Gao et al., 2024; Xu et al., 2025; Abbasian & 

Modarresi, 2022; Kashanizedeh et al., 2025) maintain that whereas the 

merits of translation feedback and artificial intelligence feedback are well-

documented, the implementation of feedback has remained a time-

intensive process, especially in large classes that need more time and 

effort to interact with the students. For such reasons, teachers encountered 

the issue of adjusting the quality of intervention while working on 

interpreting skills (AlGhamdi, 2024). Meanwhile, Han and Lu (2023) 

have encouraged researchers to delve into translation feedback that could 

lessen the accountability for teachers while sustaining the quality of 

feedback. Furthermore, longitudinal facilitation studies have 

demonstrated that facilitators who dynamically shift from directive to 

non-directive interventions over time, in response to learners’ emerging 

competencies, significantly enhance learner agency and engagement 

(Harvey et al., 2023). Taken together, Heron (2001) outlines two major 

types of intervention, including authoritative and facilitative 

interventions, which are further divided into six subcategories, to account 

for the way teachers intervene while doing the tasks. Recent research that 

adapts Heron’s model in higher education settings confirms that 

facilitators’ ability to shift flexibly between directive and non-directive 

roles enhances learner autonomy and group cohesion (Masek et al., 2022).  

The present study followed the guidelines suggested by Heron’s (2001) 

facilitative interventions that include the followings: 1) cathartic 

intervention which seeks to enable the other person to discharge and 

express painful emotion, usually grief, anger or fear, 2) catalytic 

intervention which seeks to elicit self-discovery, self-directed learning, 

and problem solving, and 3) supportive which intervention seeks to affirm 

the worth and value of the other person, and their qualities, attitudes and 

actions (Heron, 2001). It is hoped that these interventions could provide 

us with a new pathway to increase students’ motivation, elevate their 

engagement and self-esteem, and enrich their interpreting skills in social 

communication. Furthermore, a longitudinal evaluation of novice 

facilitator development reveals that, over time, an incremental transition 

from authoritative to facilitative intervention leads to greater student self-

regulation and sustained engagement in learning tasks (Harvey et al., 
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2023). Taken together, the current study poses the following two 

questions:  

1. Is there any significant difference between cathartic, catalytic, and 

supportive facilitative interventions with respect to consecutive 

interpreting performance?  

2. How do translation students react to the role of intervention 

strategies in improving their consecutive interpreting performance?  

3. Method 

The present study followed an explanatory sequential mixed-methods 

design, including a quasi-experimental phase, and was complemented 

with a semi-structured interview method, which could largely fortify the 

internal validity of this research work.  

3.1. Participants 

The study included 46 students (females: n=31, 67.4%; males: n=15, 

32.6%; Mean age=21.87, SD=3.19) who were studying English 

translation at the BA level. They were selected based on convenience 

sampling from Islamic Azad University of Quchan and Islamic Azad 

University of Mashhad, Iran. They were in their junior year of academic 

study, so they had already passed the audio-visual interpreting course as 

a prerequisite course, and they were taking the two-credit course of 

consecutive interpreting. Nevertheless, first of all, their homogeneity was 

specified by means of the listening section of the preliminary English test 

(PET). The study considered scores with one standard deviation above or 

below the mean; hence, taking the mean and standard deviation 

(M=17.12; SD=4.23), students whose scores were between 21 and 13 

were chosen; consequently, out of 53 participants, 46 students joined the 

study. Moreover, eight students (females: n=5, 62.5%; males: n=3, 37.5%; 

Mean age=21.59, SD=2.71) were selected to contribute to the qualitative 

phase of the study based on purposive sampling following a data 

saturation approach. To clarify, the pertinent data were gathered to the 

point that no new information was added.  

3.2. Instruments 

Initially, to homogenize the students, PET, developed by Cambridge 

ESOL, was utilized. The test is composed of three main sections: 

Reading/writing, listening, and speaking. The listening part consists of 

four parts, ranging from short exchanges to more extended dialogues and 

monologues. This section consists of 25 items to be answered in 35 

minutes, and the scoring procedure is calculated out of 25. 
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To assess students’ interpreting performance, two texts were selected 

from VOA Dateline news as the pretest and posttest, appropriate for 

students at the intermediate level. The tests were approximately at similar 

degrees of difficulty. As calculated by the Gunning fog formula, the 

readability level of the texts for the pretest was 15.35 and for the posttest 

was 15.77, which were considered satisfactory for junior college students, 

following the guidelines by Gunning (1952). Moreover, having conducted 

a pilot study, the reliability of both the pretest and posttest, as estimated 

by Cronbach’s alpha, was acceptable (r=0.76 & 0.78, respectively).  

To evaluate consecutive interpreting performance, the study employed 

the rubric suggested by Angelelli  (2009) for measuring interpreting 

performance. The scale used to allow for assessment of interpreting 

competence, ranging from poor to advanced level. The sub-competencies 

could be broken down and scored separately. The students’ scores are 

measured from one to four, which could be multiplied by 10 for the ease 

of further analysis, so that the scores’ range is between 10 and 40.  

To explore the role of facilitative interventions in improving students’ 

consecutive interpreting performance, four semi-structured interview 

questions were constructed. The contents of the questions centered on the 

extent to which the students were familiar with the concept of 

intervention, kinds of facilitative intervention, their feelings, and the 

extent to which they found these types of mediation fruitful. The questions 

were checked by three experts in translation studies, who were faculty 

members and provided us with constructive feedback. To ensure the 

content validity of the questions, we applied their changes meticulously. 

3.3. Procedure and Data Analysis 

The study followed a straightforward procedure to carry out the study, 

including 16 sessions. Initially, in session one, PET was administered to 

the students to ensure the homogeneity of the representative sample based 

on which they were divided into three experimental groups; one group 

was provided by cathartic intervention (n=16), another group was 

provided by catalytic intervention (n=15), and the other group was 

provided by supportive intervention (n=15). During the second session, 

which was regarded as the pretest session, the teacher assessed the 

students’ performance on consecutive interpreting in each class. To 

clarify, the students were provided with thorough instructions on how to 

respond to the questions. The guidelines were useful because most of the 

students had no previous experience with such tasks. First, they listened 

to high-quality audio clips on a sound recorder and then interpreted them 

after each pause in front of two raters who were the authors of the present 
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study, measuring their interpreting performance. The treatment phase 

lasted 13 sessions in each group with the same teacher, who was one of 

the authors of the present study. Meanwhile, during the course, the teacher 

held two compensatory sessions because the regular sessions were 

cancelled due to the holidays. Throughout the treatment phase, the teacher 

scaffolded the students in the three experimental groups by means of 

facilitative interventions so that the students could receive the feedback in 

a face-to-face manner. In each group, the teacher worked with the students 

energetically, employing illustration and exemplification to clarify the 

point. Each type of intervention was applied according to a standardized 

protocol developed for the study, which included specific criteria for when 

to intervene, step-by-step procedures, and a scripted approach to ensure 

uniformity across students and sessions. In addition, to ensure that 

interventions were implemented consistently, some sessions were 

observed by the second author of the study. Some examples which were 

put forward by the teacher in each group were as follows:  

Examples of cathartic interventions:  

■ Would you like to share your problem with us?  

■ You don't look Ok today. Is there any problem? 

■ Don’t worry. This is quite common. Many other students have this 

problem.  

Examples of catalytic interventions:  

■ Tell me about the last time you had to work with a classmate whom 

you found particularly difficult. How did you deal with him?  

■ What would you do to solve the problem? 

■ Your classmate Reza has some problems with… How would you act 

if you were him?  

Examples of supportive interventions:  

■ Wow! That was a precise interpretation. Thanks!  

■ It sounds like you managed that in a confident way.  

■ Well done! I am really proud of you. 

To be more exact, the weekly sessions were thematically organized as 

follows: During sessions three to five, the students were introduced to 

consecutive interpreting, and the teacher helped and provided feedback 

with a focus on psychological factors such as engagement, anxiety, and 

personal attributes. In sessions six and seven, the teacher worked with the 

students on interpreting strategies such as shadowing and anticipating, 

through which everyday conversations and social interaction scenarios 

were presented to them. During sessions eight and nine, workplace 

dialogues and professional communication were presented by means of 

VOA news so that the students could become familiar with various 
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authentic interactions occurring in authentic situations such as hospitals, 

travel agencies, and courts. In sessions 10 and 11, the teacher worked on 

cultural topics, making the students encounter cultural differences so that 

they could enrich their intercultural competence while doing 

interpretation tasks. In sessions 12 and 13, longer input segments were 

presented during the class time to help the students tolerate higher mental 

loading pressures of interpreting processes. Furthermore, the teacher 

worked with the students on various topics so that they could gain 

experience for the roles they should perform in different situations, and 

more importantly, the teacher could provide facilitative interventions in 

different situations so that the effectiveness of interventions in improving 

interpreting skills could be assessed more precisely both cognitively and 

emotionally. To clarify, each group received interventions consistent with 

its designated facilitative strategy, based on which cathartic interventions 

promoted emotional expression and stress management, catalytic 

interventions focused on self-discovery and problem-solving through 

reflective questioning, and supportive interventions emphasized 

encouragement, confidence-building, and affirmations. 

Following the treatment phase, during session 14, the students were 

required to take the posttest of consecutive interpreting in which they 

listened to high-quality audio clips on a sound recorder and then 

interpreted them after each pause in front of the two raters who measured 

their interpreting performance. Following this, during sessions 15 and 16, 

the researchers held semi-structured interviews with the students, and 

each interview lasted approximately 15 minutes. Each interview was 

lengthened to the point that the interviewees’ responses provided no more 

new information. The students had the choice to reply to the questions in 

the Persian language since they might express their views more easily; 

however, their responses were then transcribed into English. 

Regarding the first research question of the study, one-way ANOVA 

was performed because the independent variable had three levels, 

including cathartic, catalytic, and supportive interventions. Moreover, to 

ensure the consistency of ratings, the inter-rater reliability of the scores 

was calculated by means of the Pearson correlation coefficient. 

Concerning the second research question, theme-based categorization 

(Dörnyei, 2007) was applied, through which the information gathered was 

organized and classified. Following this, the transcripts were sorted into 

categories through which any unnecessary information was removed. 

Finally, the inter-rater reliability for coded transcripts was calculated 

based on the measurement guidelines (Garrison et al., 2006).  
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4. Results 
4.1 Facilitative Interventions and Consecutive Interpreting 

Performance 

As for the first research question, initially, the researchers reported the 

inter-rater reliability of the pretest scores, which was acceptable for each 

group, including cathartic, catalytic, and supportive groups (r=0.82, 0.75 

& 0.78, respectively). Before running the ANOVA test, the normality of 

the data was inspected. The results obtained from the Kolmogorov-

Smirnov statistic confirmed that the distribution of scores was normal 

since the significant values were 0.18, 0.06, and 0.20 for cathartic, 

catalytic, and supportive interventions, respectively. Moreover, the 

Levene’s test showed an insignificant value (p=0.83), suggesting that the 

homogeneity of variance assumption was not violated.  

Table 1. Descriptive statistics for pretest scores 

Group Mean Std. Deviation N 

cathartic 18.13 2.99 15 

catalytic 18.50 2.73 15 

supportive 20.43 2.92 16 

Total 19.04 2.99 46 

 

As shown in Table 1, the results obtained from descriptive statistics for 

mean and standard deviation were as follows: Cathartic intervention 

(M=18.13; SD=2.99), catalytic intervention (M=18.50; SD=2.73), and 

supportive intervention (M=20.43; SD=2.92).  

Table 2. ANOVA test for students’ pretest scores 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 48.24 2 24.12 2.90 .06 

Within Groups 365.67 44 8.31   

Total 413.91 46    

 

As displayed in Table 2, the results of one-way ANOVA showed that 

there was no statistically significant difference for the three sets of scores 

prior to the treatment phase [F (2, 44) =2.90, p=.06].  

Following the treatment phase, the inter-reliability of the posttest 

scores was also acceptable for each group, entailing cathartic, catalytic, 

and supportive groups (r=0.75, 0.84 & 0.71, respectively). Before running 

the ANOVA test, the normality of the data was checked. The results of 

the Kolmogorov-Smirnov statistic indicated no violation of the 

assumption of normality since the significant values were 0.20, 0.06, and 

0.10 for cathartic, catalytic, and supportive interventions, respectively. 
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Moreover, the significance value for Levene’s test was 0.22, and since this 

was greater than .05, the homogeneity of variance assumption was not 

violated.  

Table 3. Descriptive statistics for posttest scores 

Group Mean Std. Deviation N 

Cathartic 22.73 3.34 15 

Catalytic 19.87 2.47 15 

Supportive 23.62 3.38 16 

Total 22.06 3.43 46 

 

As shown in Table 3, the results obtained from descriptive statistics for 

mean and standard deviation of each group were as follows: Cathartic 

intervention (M=22.73; SD=3.34), catalytic intervention (M=19.87; 

SD=2.47), and supportive intervention (M=23.62; SD=3.38). 

Table 4. ANOVA test for students’ posttest scores 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 122.37 2 61.18 6.40 .00 

Within Groups 420.43 44 9.55   

Total 542.80 46    

 

As displayed in Table 4, the results of one-way ANOVA confirmed 

that there was a statistically significant difference for the three sets of 

scores [F (2, 44) =6.40, p=.00]. After dividing the Sum of squares for 

between-groups (122.37) by the total sum of squares (542.80), the 

resulting eta squared value was .22, which in Cohen’s (1988) terms would 

be considered a large effect size. Cohen classifies .01 as a small effect, .06 

as a medium effect, and .14 as a large effect. 

Table 5. Multiple comparisons for students’ posttest scores 

(I) group (J) group 
Mean Difference 

(I-J) 
Std. Error Sig. 

cathartic catalytic 2.85* 1.11 .03 

supportive -.89 1.11 .70 

catalytic cathartic -2.85* 1.11 .03 

supportive -3.75* 1.09 .00 

supportive cathartic .89 1.11 .70 

catalytic 3.75* 1.09 .00 

 

As displayed in Table 5, post-hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD 

test showed that cathartic and supportive interventions were significantly 

different from catalytic intervention at the p<.05 level, after checking the 

asterisks next to the values listed. To be more exact, to provide the exact 
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answer to the first research question, the students in cathartic and 

supportive groups outperformed those in the catalytic group since the 

significance values for these constructs were less than 0.05.  

 

4.2 Results Obtained from the Interviews  

Regarding the second research question of the study, the researchers 

explored the reactions of the students towards the role of facilitative 

interventions in their interpreting performance. The main themes 

extracted from the interviews are reported below: 

The responses elicited from the students in the cathartic group revealed 

that they, initially, were confronted with the stressful environment of 

interpreting classes; however, they were provided with some emotional 

feedback from the teacher. One of the students noted: 

While I was involved in interpreting, I felt that I couldn’t do 

interpreting very well, so I was embarrassed and I had tension; 

however, the teacher said to me, “Your interpretation seems very 

nice, so why are you so anxious?” This sentence relaxed me and I 

felt that the teacher was there around to reduce my tension. Such 

behavior from the teacher increased my engagement, motivation, 

and self-efficacy.  

Indeed, students felt that interpreting is a demanding job since they 

should gain mastery over both listening and interpreting simultaneously, 

and since listening skill increases memory loading, the students feel tired 

and confused while doing interpreting tasks. The results of the interviews 

with the students in the catalytic intervention group revealed that the 

learning culture in the interpreting courses is based on listening to the 

segment and interpreting it, and the teacher expected the students to 

respond promptly and correctly; otherwise, the teacher provided the 

correct answer. One of the students said: 

I was listening to the clip, trying to translate it orally, but what I 

was listening to was too hard to understand and do interpreting so 

that I thought the teacher would tell the right answer, but the 

teacher said to me, “Let’s see how you try to solve this problem”, 

and I found that I should try again, and this type of help from the 

teacher was challenging and involving since I was expected to find 

the answer myself.  

Actually, teachers should not teach from A to Z to the students, but 

they can provide them with hints and learning questions so that the 

students can become autonomous and direct their own learning; however, 

it was hard for some students to become involved in problem-solving 
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activities, so that they became much more tedious instead of exerting more 

effort. The responses obtained from the students in the supportive 

intervention group indicated that valuing the students’ attempts could 

galvanize their endeavor, and students would perform better when the 

teacher acted as a scaffolder and facilitator rather than responder. One of 

the students mentioned: 

During the classwork, I could see how my teacher helped me. 

Whenever I could not get the meaning of the words to provide good 

equivalents while listening and interpreting, I became frustrated 

and disengaged; however, my teacher highlighted that I should 

focus on the task since progress requires tolerance. When he told 

me, “I have noticed you are making good progress. Good job!”, 

this intervention was so inspiring that it decreased my 

embarrassment.  

The results of the interviews revealed that the students like a teacher 

who affirms their qualities and values their actions and behaviors. Indeed, 

a teacher who makes the students happy establishes rapport, builds 

confidence, and fosters learning. The sociopsychological bonds between 

the teacher and students can be enhanced by means of interventions. 

Therefore, teachers can replace distress (harmful stress) with eustress 

(beneficial stress) and help students become engaged in the task 

cognitively, emotionally, and socially by providing interventions that 

discharge students’ tension and nervousness. Providing students with 

emotional feedback to ponder on the message and activate their mental 

processing would yield better results, and students could apply what they 

learn inside the class in real situations. 

 Following this, after classifying the themes obtained from the 

responses to the interview questions, the first author accomplished the 

coding task by asking the second author of the present study to elicit the 

common themes. Next, the second author coded the common factors by 

eliciting the similarities and, to a great extent, reached the same 

conclusion. Following the guidelines proposed by Campbell et al. (2013), 

the researchers divided the number of coding agreements by the total 

number of agreements and disagreements to calculate the inter-coder 

reliability. Taken together, initially, 14 themes emerged to which at least 

one of the authors assigned a code, and in nine cases, both coders applied 

the same code, so that the inter-coder reliability of the data was 64 percent 

(9/14). However, after resolving discrepancies to achieve inter-rater 

agreement by the authors, the number of shared themes was reduced to 

seven, achieving an inter-coder reliability of 81%, which is considered 

acceptable in qualitative research (Miles et al., 2014). Consequently, 
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seven themes were finalized from the students’ responses, and examples 

of the excerpts from which these themes were derived are presented in the 

following table. 

Table 6. Some excerpts emerged from the interviews 

Participants  Excerpts Themes 

Interviewee A The way the teacher reacted to our problems 

and mistakes was really different.  

novel 

Interviewee B The teacher’s interventions were both 

interesting and problem-posing since he 

helped us mostly implicitly.  

challenging 

Interviewee C Interpreting courses were always stressful to 

me and I preferred to postpone taking these 

courses, but I am becoming more willing to 

take these courses because of my teacher’s 

encouragement.  

motivating 

Interviewee D The teacher was available for making us 

involved and I didn’t feel how the time was 

passing in the class.  

engaging 

Interviewee E Whenever the teacher intervened to help us, 

he acted as a kind facilitator who did not 

teach from A to Z, but he provided us with 

leading questions and prompts so that we 

could try to accomplish the task ourselves. 

self-discovery 

Interviewee F I can express my abilities and I would like to 

take part in question-and-answer interactions 

with the teacher since the teacher is there to 

encourage me and I feel that I can express my 

abilities freely.  

self-efficacious 

Interviewee G I felt that the teacher had such a rapport with 

us that I became eager to attend the class with 

a positive stress.  

eustress 

 

As illustrated in Table 6, to provide the answer to the second research 

question, the themes that emerged from responses included: novel, 

challenging, motivating, engaging, self-discovery, self-efficacious, and 

eustress. 

5. Discussion 

The results of the present study confirmed that employing facilitative 

interventions had a significant effect on interpreting performance. More 

specifically, students in the cathartic and supportive groups outperformed 

those in the catalytic group. Moreover, the responses emerged from the 

semi-structured interviews revealed that students had a positive reaction 

to the use of facilitative interventions since the interventions were 

challenging, motivating, and involving them.  
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Taking the first research question into consideration, the results of the 

study are aligned with a previous study conducted by Loerscher (1997), 

who concluded that in every stage of process-oriented translation, such as 

translating and revising, the feedback and mediation offered by the teacher 

would help students improve their performance. The findings are also in 

agreement with an earlier study conducted by Shore (2001), who 

concluded that intervention assists students in enhancing their translation 

competence. Correspondingly, employing efficient intervention 

techniques would lead to pleasant changes in classroom settings (Dörnyei 

& Murphy, 2003). Likewise, the findings are consistent with the research 

work carried out by Chernov et al. (2004), who concluded that providing 

students with interpreting techniques and feedback could enrich their 

listening and interpreting abilities. In the same vein, Pietrzak (2014) 

confirmed that intervention and feedback from the teacher acts as 

assistance in process-oriented translation in both the translating and 

editing phases. Moreover, the findings are in line with the earlier study 

undertaken by Mahmoodzadeh and Mousavi Razavi (2014), who came to 

the conclusion that instructional feedback could enhance interpreting 

performance.  

Indeed, as accentuated by Mellinger and Jiménez (2019), whereas 

language ability is useful in interpreting courses, gaining mastery over 

instructional techniques can enrich interpreting skills. This is why Woang 

(2021) emphasized that students can opt for those techniques and 

strategies that are conducive to interpreting competence so that teachers 

can focus on those kinds of intervention that work best for the students 

themselves. Meanwhile, it can be argued that there exists some shared 

discourse among the students with respect to the intervention types that 

are more effective, taking psychosocial and cultural aspects into account. 

For instance, this study showed that cathartic and supportive interventions 

are more conducive to students than catalytic interventions in certain 

contexts. Furthermore, Han and Zhao (2021) found empirical evidence 

that peer evaluators in interpreting training can accurately assess quality 

dimensions, thereby reinforcing the potential of peer-mediated 

intervention as a complementary mechanism to teacher feedback in 

interpreting courses. In the same vein, more recently, Chen et al. (2023) 

concluded that scaffolding through structured peer and teacher 

interactions yields greater gains in translation accuracy compared with 

traditional feedback-only methods, confirming the findings of the present 

study.  

This study found that catalytic intervention was less effective than 

cathartic and supportive approaches. This may be due to contextual 
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factors: in cathartic and supportive interventions, teachers offer 

encouragement and invite students to express themselves, whereas 

catalytic intervention requires learners to engage in self-discovery and 

problem-solving, which demands deeper reflection and greater 

involvement. Hence, students may experience confusion and frustration 

when unable to find solutions independently, as they are often used to 

spoon-fed instruction rather than prompt-based pedagogy, which is 

designed to cultivate critical thinking, promote self-regulation, and 

strengthen autonomous learning. An important aspect of this debate is the 

need to adopt teaching methods that stimulate students’ mental alertness, 

strengthen critical thinking, and encourage them to solve problems 

independently through the use of implicit prompts and hints. This 

approach has also been emphasized by Shahrokhi and Nikbakht (2024). 

Moreover, it should be noted that the absence of a control group because 

of practical constraints raises questions about the validity of the findings; 

the results of the study can only suggest that certain facilitative 

interventions are more effective than others, rather than proving they are 

superior to standard practice. 

Concerning the second research question of the study, the results of the 

responses from the interviews indicated that the integration of cognitive 

and emotional interventions would help the students empower their 

interpreting skills, which has been accentuated by Shore (2001) and 

Khorsand and Modarresi (2023), who found that cognitive and emotional 

interventions from the teacher are conducive to learning development. 

Actually, the emotional encouragement and supportive behaviors by the 

teachers would arouse positive feelings and make students involved in 

accomplishing the tasks. In this regard, the findings are consistent with 

the earlier research project carried out by Riccardi et al. (1998), who came 

to the conclusion that emotional factors are meaningfully associated with 

interpreting performance. Moreover, the results of the interviews revealed 

that students find the role of interventions motivating and challenging, 

which is in line with the findings by Çayırdağ (2011), who concluded that 

those who are more engaged in accomplishing an interpreting task 

navigate more emotions and express inspirations towards the tasks they 

do.  

Moreover, the responses emerged from the interviews revealed that 

students who were exposed to facilitative interventions were mostly 

satisfied with the instructions provided by the teacher and they found the 

interventions new and different which were engaging and increased their 

self-efficacy and this is aligned with the conclusions reached by Pietrzak 

(2014) who found that interventions could act as facilitative tools for the 
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students to become engaged and succeed in their translation practice.  

Likewise, the study conducted by Azizi and Modarresi (2017) revealed 

that attention to intellectual, cognitive, and emotional factors is conducive 

to translation performance. Likewise, Chiu and Hew (2018) confirmed 

that attending to cognitive processes was strongly associated with 

comprehending the message uttered by the speaker. Similar to the findings 

of the current study, Modarresi (2019) concluded that translation students 

who are more involved create better translations. The results of the 

interviews showed that knowledge of interpreting assessment galvanizes 

the students to focus on different aspects of interpreting, and similarly, the 

study undertaken by Modarresi et al. (2021) indicated that knowledge of 

assessment literacy, including techniques and strategies, is helpful in 

translation performance. The study is in line with the earlier study by Guo 

et al. (2023), who found that interventions increase learners’ self-efficacy 

through teacher modeling, which in turn fortifies sustained motivation.  

Likewise, Harvey et al. (2023) confirmed that facilitative interventions 

over time largely enrich learner agency and engagement. Similarly, an 

interview-based investigation in graduate language education (Wang & 

Wang, 2024) revealed that students who employed diverse emotion 

regulation strategies received varied types of teacher support, which 

jointly heightened their emotional and behavioral engagement, thereby 

extending the conclusions of Baghery Moghadam and Modarresi (2025), 

who found that the regulation of emotions is closely related to translation 

engagement and performance. In the same vein, recent observational 

research in public service interpreting (Campanella, 2024) highlights that 

emotional labor regulations are critical and must be explicitly addressed 

in interpreter training to support both performance quality and emotional 

well‑being.  

6. Conclusion and Implications 

Working on facilitative interventions while working on interpreting 

skills highlights the fact that during the last two decades, there has been a 

shift in paradigm in interpreting studies from a product-based perspective 

to a process-based perspective, focusing on what is going on in the mind 

of the interpreters. According to Laviosa (2008), the attention to 

psychological factors positively influences students’ interpreting 

performance, and this study illustrates that psychological factors 

contribute to the quality of interpreting as they can be reinforced by 

emotional feedback and interventions from the teacher. The empirical 

findings in this study provide a new understanding of the provision of 

interventions, both cognitively and emotionally, which can accelerate the 
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process of interpreting. Working on direct and indirect interventions, 

along with heated debates on the issues related to the merits and privileges 

of interventions, professionals in interpreting studies can develop a 

structured verbal/aural framework to deliver mediation, intervention, and 

assistance in the interpreting context. This verbal behavior can 

enormously contribute to building, fostering, and expanding teachers’ 

immediacy in the classroom, leading to creating a more positive learning 

atmosphere, replete with support and assistance. Hence, teachers’ 

awareness of intervention types and knowledge of facilitative 

interventions to implement these interventions play a fundamental role in 

preparing the grounds for successful learning. In brief, it can be concluded 

that interpreting courses are in special need of an interactive learning 

atmosphere in the Iranian context so as to build a unification of instruction 

and assessment, highlighting dynamic assessment. Interpreting courses 

should be based on a training and assessing paradigm, not a listening and 

testing paradigm. A learning atmosphere in which, through employing 

proper intervention models provided by interpreting teachers and geared 

to individuals’ preferences, needs, and differences, their teacher 

immediacy is promoted and assistance is provided through a more 

efficient helping paradigm. 

Interpreting students should try to reduce their boredom, distress, and 

anger while working on interpreting especially because the task of 

interpreting is taxing and need higher tolerance on the part of students, 

and they should focus on interpreting the tasks themselves and try to 

engage themselves in problem solving activities and not waiting for the 

teacher to provide them with the correct answer; otherwise, they regret for 

the lack of investment through which they could spend more time and 

exert more effort. As for the interpreting teachers, the role of mediation 

and scaffolding is crucial in interpreting courses since a more capable 

expert should provide hints and prompts to a less capable individual to 

precisely perform a learning task. The more they engage in providing 

cognitive and emotional interventions, the better the quality of their 

prompts, since facilitative interventions allow the classroom teacher to be 

a guide or facilitator who can enhance students’ self-discovery and 

autonomy. To elucidate, interventions in interpreting courses provide 

teachers with rich feedback regarding the quality of their hints and 

emotional propositions, and they can improve the quality of the 

interventions they offer so as to accommodate the learners’ needs. They 

are responsible for acting as energy boosters for the students since their 

accountability can create a positive environment through which 

competition can be incorporated into cooperation.  Using the information 
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obtained from the intervention phase, teachers can understand the 

students’ current levels of engagement and competency and try to elevate 

their engagement and empower their interpreting competence. 

Furthermore, teachers who are involved in interpreting training courses 

can help students to foster positive emotions and overcome negative 

emotions regarding the interpreting job. Finally, teachers can design 

lesson structures that incorporate and mix facilitative interventions, 

thereby scaffolding students’ progression from guided reflection and 

practice to autonomous engagement in independent learning.  

Although this study recommends some enlightening information, it has 

a number of limitations too. First, regarding the external generalizability 

of the findings, researchers need to be cautious because the sample is not 

representative of all BA translation students. Furthermore, more 

longitudinal research is needed to delve into the extent to which 

interventions can improve interpreting performance. Additionally, this 

study entailed no control group because of the limited number of students 

available. Indeed, according to Gass and Mackey (2016), while the use of 

a control group is normally suggested, in some circumstances, the 

inclusion of a control group might not be possible for practical reasons. 

Finally, there is a need for further research to compare facilitative and 

authoritative interventions with respect to interpreting skills across 

different universities. All in all, in order to provide a more comprehensive 

picture of interventions in interpreting courses, further studies may 

expand their scopes to examine how software tools and artificial 

intelligence can affect the correlation between interventions and 

interpreting competency.   
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