Russian Language Journal, Vol. 72, 2022

The Participatory Approach and Student
Active Learning in Language Teaching;:
Language Students as Journalists and Filmmakers

SVETLANA SOKOLOVA, ANDREI ROGATCHEVSKI
KRristiaAN ByorRkLUND, DAvID HENRIK LAVEN
HAKON SVERDRUPSEN

1. Introduction

This article contributes to two recent discussions in pedagogy and
education, namely, the impact of the participatory approach (Jenkins et
al., 2009; Yowell & Rhoten, 2009) on learning and the benefits of student
active learning (Sokolova et al., in press; Spasova & Welsh, 2020). The
participatory approach incorporates texts and tasks on the topics of
interest that are relevant to students’ daily lives and potential workplaces.
Student active learning builds upon the idea that “L2 learners must
engage in classroom activities that allow them to be active learners rather
than passive listeners” (see Nesset et al., this volume). This idea is closely
connected with the flipped-classroom approach (Abeysekera & Dawson,
2015; Strelan et al., 2020), in which traditional lecture content is moved out
of the classroom, thereby freeing up valuable classroom time for student
active learning tasks.

We show that the participatory approach and student active
learning techniques dovetail to improve language learning. We summarize
our experience with a new Russian course, Media Language in Use,
introduced at UiT The Arctic University of Norway (UiT) in the Fall
semester of 2020, and an educational film project, Our Common Victory,
completed in the Spring semester of 2020 (see Bjorgve et al., 2020), which
incorporated the active use of documentary filmmaking into learning
Russian as a foreign language. In both cases, the student projects were
multifaceted and included the following stages: (a) a brainstorming
stage, (b) a preparatory stage with lectures on the selected topic given by
specialists, (c) individual and group work to further develop the concept,
(d) collection of relevant vocabulary and constructions, (e) a production
stage (filming, interviewing, collecting data for the written genres), (f) and
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a postproduction stage (editing the film, making subtitles, and writing an
article, a review, or an op-ed and presenting it to a peer audience). We
placed particular focus on interview techniques, which activate a range
of practical language skills. While collaborating on the projects, language
students became amateur journalists and filmmakers. The written genres
they worked with reflect the types of texts that were most relevant for
their potential future workplaces.

While the participatory approach ensures that the proposed topics
are of interest to students, student active learning techniques provide a
suitable environment for optimal interaction among class participants.
With these projects, we moved away from the linear hierarchical
communication of the typical teacher-student relationship and organized
classes as joint workshops, in which all participants, including instructors,
have shared responsibility. Providing meaningful tasks relevant for
career development and creating a mutually supportive atmosphere in
the classroom allowed students to master practical language skills above
their proficiency level.

We present our argument through three case studies. First,
we provide backstage insights into working with two text-oriented
media genres as part of the language curriculum within the course
Media Language in Use: book/film review (Sections 2.1 and 2.2) and
interview (Sections 2.3 and 2.4). We then detail our experiences with
the film-oriented project Our Common Victory, for which students made
a documentary film (Section 3). Each section offers both the instructors’
and the students’ perspectives on the project, similar to Rytnosuke
Akutagawa’s famous 1922 story “In a Grove” (Akutagawa, 1952) and its
award-winning film adaptation (Kurosawa, 1950), which feature several
different eyewitness versions of the same event. We first present the
two perspectives independently to highlight the aspects that were most
salient for the students. We then summarize the two perspectives in the
conclusion (Section 4). Appendices 1-2 present the outcomes of the joint
student and instructor work in the Media Language in Use course.

2. Text-oriented projects: “Media Language in Use”

The course Media Language in Use (Common European Framework
of Reference [CEFR] level B1-B2) familiarizes students with four major
media genres: news article, interview, book/film review, and op-ed.
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Each genre is covered by a different instructor in six teaching hours,
spanning three teaching weeks (with one two-hour class per week).
Students are usually instructed in a mixture of Russian, English, and
Norwegian, depending on their native language and relative fluency in
these three languages. It should be noted that multilingual instruction
is a common practice in Russian language classes at UiT (and possibly
further afield) to accommodate Erasmus exchange students who may
not know the host country’s language and rely mostly on their English
(rather than their less-advanced Russian) skills for communication and
study purposes.

In the first segment of the class, students receive general
information about the media genre and analyze a text sample provided in
the course curriculum. In the second segment, the instructor and students
collaborate on genre-specific projects (we provide selected examples in
subsequent sections). In the last segment, students choose one genre for
their course project and start working on their projects under individual
supervision. At the end of the semester, students present the preliminary
results of their projects to their peers and all course instructors at a mini-
workshop. Before submitting the final course project, students have the
opportunity to polish their Russian texts with the help of an assigned
instructor and write a short project description (one to two pages) in
their native language (usually Norwegian; occasionally, native speakers
of Danish, Swedish, or Polish take the course, in which case English
may become a lingua franca for both students and instructors). In their
project descriptions, students explain why they chose a particular genre
and outline the challenges they faced during the project, both related and
unrelated to language.

In the following sections, we detail our experience with a
collaborative effort between instructors and students, based on the two
genres most popular among students: review and interview.

2.1. The review genre: The instructor’s perspective

In the Media Language in Use course, instruction about the review genre
is largely based on the instructor’s (Rogatchevski’s) considerable personal
experience as a reviewer. In the past 35 years, Rogatchevski has published
over 130 reviews of films, fiction, poetry, art exhibitions, theatrical
performances, and academic monographs in venues that included, among
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others, Hesasucumas zasema [Independent Newspaper] (Moscow), Pyc-
ckas moicav [Russian Thought] (Paris), BBC Russian, Kinokultura (Bristol),
The Times Literary Supplement (London), and The Los Angeles Review of
Books. The following descriptions, which encompass reviews’ customary
characteristic features, originate from the instructor’s personal knowledge
and not from a secondary literature source.

Based on the students’ language proficiency and lack of prior
professional experience, the Language Learning for Business and
Professionals approach is not a suitable choice for this course segment.
Rather, the instructor focuses on teaching students how to write a review
using the fairly common structural, lexical, and syntactical conventions
of the genre. The main language production output goal for this course
segment is a concise review of a few hundred words that is linguistically
and factually accurate. To ensure factual accuracy, the instructor must be
acquainted with the books/films/shows that students choose to review as
their last assignment of the course segment.

In class, students are first instructed about the dos and don’ts
of review writing: (a) making sure they familiarize themselves with the
material they are reviewing; (b) explaining why they liked or did not like
the material using a couple of illustrations; and (c) avoiding the temptation
to show off (i.e., prioritizing their own ego over the material under
review). Furthermore, students are instructed that the review structure
should consist of three principal parts: the introduction, the main section
(pro et contra), and the conclusion.

As a rule, the introduction to the review covers the plot and
conflict summary and the material’s context, ideally in one or two
paragraphs (the context may include the historical background,
information about the author, awards and prizes, etc.). The main part
of the review summarizes both the praiseworthy and questionable
aspects of the material (the reviewer’s attitude should be supported by
representative examples). The conclusion of the review addresses the
following questions: Is the material worth attending/reading/buying?
What kind of audience does it suit? Finally, students are asked to give
their review a catchy title (this should be the final task, completed after
the review has been written).

Before the next class, students watch a (short) film in Russian,
with subtitles in English or a Scandinavian language, chosen by the
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instructor in advance (watching a film usually takes up much less self-
study time than reading a book, hence the preference for films) and
read and analyze a published review of the film. Students also watch
another short film (a documentary or animation, also in Russian with
subtitles, again chosen in advance by the instructor), and review it in
about 300 words in Russian. The review drafts are co-edited with the
instructor in class so that students, while actively participating in the
editing process, can see how the language and content can be improved.
The third and final assignment of the review course segment is to write
in Russian a review of a film in any language (preferably Russian),
chosen by the student independently of but in discussion with the
instructor.

In the following section, we detail the experience of Lavén, a third-
year BA student who reviewed the animation short IInuonckue cmpa-
cmu [The Passions of Spies] (Gamburg, 1967) and co-edited his review in
class with his instructor (see Appendix 1). The instructor’s goal during
the editing process was to interfere with the student’s text as little as
possible while helping the student make the text linguistically correct and
meaningful. Lavén is a mature student with a diverse cultural experience.
His ideas about the film were sufficiently profound and his Russian
already quite advanced to merit only superficial involvement from the
instructor.

During the editing process (carried out in a classroom with
other students present and with Lavén’s permission), Lavén was
asked to identify the linguistic mistakes in his review. After such
an identificaton, he was encouraged to suggest a correction. Lavén
cooperated eagerly and helpfully. The instructor’s input consisted
only of providing the concluding sentence of the review (Tema napoduu
ocmaemcs axkmyarvroi u ce2odns [The topic of parody remains relevant
today]) and the review title (drawing a parallel between the late 1960s
when the animation was filmed and our time): instead of IlInuotckue
cmpacmu [The Passions of Spies], the instructor proposed Llnuoroma-
Hus 6 sepxare camupuvl: Tozda u cetivac [Spy Mania in the Mirror of Satire:
Then and Now]. Lavén kindly agreed to the suggestion. The resulting
final edit has been added to the PowerPoint presentation of the review
course segment for training purposes for other classmates and future
students.
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2.2. The review genre: The student’s perspective

In this section, we provide Lavén’s written experience of writing a

film review. Lavén is a native speaker of Swedish and is also fully

fluent in Norwegian and English. He chose to write his feedback in

English:
The purpose of this assignment was to watch the Soviet animated
film called IInuonckue cmpacmu [The Passions of Spies] and write
a short review of it. I naturally started by watching and getting
familiar with the film, which was easily accessible on YouTube.
I also read a little about the film on Wikipedia to learn a little bit
about the director, and maybe a little bit about the spirit in which
it was conceived. The instructor also talked about the film and
his personal relationship to it, growing up in the Soviet Union in
the late 1960s, which I thought was very interesting. I personally
liked the film, and thought it was very original and unique,
which definitely inspired and helped me get started working on
the review.
During the writing process, my main focus was not grammar and
spelling. I tried to write a good review that would be properly
structured and meet the criteria which we had talked about
earlier in class. Also, my goal was to write an enjoyable review
that would actually be fun and interesting to read. Having spent
the last eighteen months learning Russian and Russian grammar
without any previous knowledge of the language, constantly
worrying about finding the correct grammatical forms, I found it
very liberating to be able to write creatively, freely and personally.
It gave me for the first time a real sensation that my Russian was
“taking off,” and it boosted my confidence. The pedagogical
approach of discussing the students” work, correcting it, and
reworking it slightly together in class was a new experience
to me, but a very positive one. It was fun to discuss my own,
and the other students’, work together. I really appreciated the
comments from the instructor and the other students in the
group. During discussions I had the opportunity to identify my
own mistakes, which was very helpful because it made me realize
how difficult this is (your own work can make you blind after a
while). It taught me how comments from teachers and peers can
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definitely improve your work. However, this process was very
time-consuming, and it would probably not be possible in a large
group of students. There were only four of us, and we all know
each other well, which enabled us to discuss each other’s work in
a very relaxed and comfortable environment.

2.3. The interview genre: The instructor’s perspective

The interview segment of the Media Language in Use course builds on
the instructor’s (Sokolova’s) experience with the interview-oriented film
project Our Common Victory (2020), addressed in more detail in Section
3. While working earlier (in 2017-2018) on another interview-oriented
film project Homo ludens (see Sokolova & Reiseeter, 2017-2018), together
with the internationally acknowledged team from the REC.A film studio,’
the instructor helped develop the compendium Documentary Film Basics
(Bokova et al., 2017), which contains a substantial section on interview
techniques.

In the interview class, students learn about the main characteristics
of interview as a genre, including finding a new angle of communication
witha public person and providing unique information. Students alsolearn
what to avoid when interviewing, including the following: (a) conducting
a pseudo-interview, a format sometimes used by public-relations (PR)
specialists in which frequent questions of the target audience are presented
in the form of answers from the expert, e.g. with an intent to promote
a specific brand; (b) making comments in which the interviewer’s point
of view outweighs the expert’s answers; (c) flattering the interviewee, a
technique often used by new interviewers who are eager to talk with a
famous person; and (d) engaging in conflict, which most often occurs in
biased political or business interviews to create negative PR.

We particularly emphasize the role of an interviewer and the
types of questions interviewers should ask during an interview. During
the first class in the interview segment, students analyze the types of
questions presented in a published interview offered as part of the class
curriculum.”? We encourage students to begin an interview with more
general questions about the interviewee to foster conversation. We

! See https://www.rec-a.ru/about/.

2 We used an abridged and slightly simplified version of the interview given by the
Belarusian film director Daria Zhuk to the Village journal (Sugak 2018). We wanted to
select a text that would be both topical and suitable for CEFR level B2.
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instruct students not to overuse closed questions that can be answered
only with “yes” or “no” but mention that these questions can be handy
to shift the topic or to give the interviewee some time to relax. We
also instruct students that the core of the interview comprises specific
questions (using the question words “when, why,” etc.) and
alternative questions like “Do you plan to continue working in the USA,
or would you prefer to return to Belarus?” The interviewer can also use
clarifying questions when the interviewee’s answer is not complete or
when something needs to be specified.

s ams

where,

During the second class, the students interview a Russian speaking
guest. In 2021, the guest was Igor Shaytanov, a member of the Tromse
International Film Festival (TIFF) team in charge of selecting Russian and
Eastern European films for screening. Before the in-class interview, the
students learned how to prepare for an interview. We provided links to
news articles about Igor and his profile and asked students to prepare their
own list of questions for the interview. During the first part of the class,
before the interview began, students created a joint file with questions
and analyzed the type and order of the questions, with special emphasis
on the opening and wrapping-up questions. All the students contributed
to this joint file, distributed the questions among themselves, and took
turns asking the questions during the interview.

During the third class, students usually present an outline of their
interview projects to the instructor and their peers, providing information
about the interviewee and a list of questions. At the end of the class, the
students informally present their outlines to an experienced journalist®
and receive instruction about challenging issues that might arise in
the interviews. After finalizing their topics, the students conduct the
interviews and start working on their respective texts under the instructor’s
individual supervision (both during office hours and via email).

One student, Bjeorklund, a third-year BA student, chose the
interview as his final course project (his interview appears in Appendix
2). As it can be challenging for students to find a Russian native speaker
to interview, students can conduct their interviews in any language, but
the final project must be submitted in Russian. Students are also asked to
provide a list of the project vocabulary that they found challenging.

% In 2021, we invited Kirsten Elise Johannessen, a regular contributor to local newspapers
such as ITromse and Nordlys, as the external expert.
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Typically, student interviews utilize rather informal speech, as
the students mostly choose to interview their friends (e.g., international
students). In Fall 2021, Bjerklund interviewed his mother, who is the head
manager of their family farm. The interview, conducted in Norwegian
and translated into Russian, addresses the challenges faced by present-
day farmers in Norway, including the difficulties associated with
combining regular office work with on-farm responsibilities. Discussing
such a professional topic presented a challenge for Bjerklund, who has a
CEFR level of B2, as a significant amount of industry-specific terminology
was used. Bjorklund received some minor feedback from the instructor
regarding Russian grammar* but otherwise successfully tackled the
professional vocabulary on his own.

One Norwegian term was particularly difficult for Bjerklund to
translate, as the Norwegian realia had no matching phenomena in Russia:
avlpsere [temporary farm workers] vs. the Russian suggestion speneri-
Hble HAéMHble ceAbckoxossticmeentvle pabouue (cesonujuku). In this case,
Bjorklund and the instructor had to consult external specialists to find an
appropriate Russian translation for the Norwegian term.

2.4. The interview genre: The student’s perspective
In this section, Bjerklund shares his perspective of the interview project;
he chose to summarize his reflections in English:

The new course “RUS-2022 Media Language in Use” gave
us students an opportunity to learn about media genres and their
uses, but also to make our own texts as an undergraduate project.
For the interview genre, the courses’ lectures taught us especially
about the purpose of interviews in Russian, what they consist of
and how to use a suitable language, based on the target group and
interview type.

To use what we had learned in practice, we got the great
opportunity to prepare and conduct an interview with Igor
Shaytanov, a producer at the Tromsg International Film Festival.
During the preparation, we worked together to create an interview
based on the courses’ lectures. This included coming up with

* In general, the instructors try to retain as much of the students’ original text as possible,
s0 some minor stylistic roughness may remain. In the process of correction, however, it
is crucial that the students have the opportunity to correct the grammatical errors they
recognize and, in other cases, can explain what has been corrected and why.
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balanced questions, choosing the target group [and] the interview
type, and finding out what we wanted to achieve by interviewing
Igor. It turned out to be very beneficial and interesting, because
we gained experience, in addition to learning more about him.

In the process of making our interview, we once again
got to use what we had learned in practice. This bit consisted of
three parts: the project description, the interview, and the glossary.
The choice of topic was completely optional and flexible, which
gave us an opportunity to decide what we ourselves wanted to
find out more about. The interview itself could be conducted in
any language, but the final project had to be written in Russian.
Regardless of the languages used, such a process provides
learning benefits in the sense that you either have to translate at
a professional level to keep the interview as original as possible,
or you get a training in listening and speaking. As a guideline
for writing professionally, lectures included a list of common
constructions and suitable expressions in Russian for interviews,
and we could, at any point, ask the teacher for help. After handing
in our written interviews, we received good feedback from both
the teacher and other students, because we looked through each
other’s work in class.

Overall, the course “RUS-2022 Media Language in Use” is
a very good addition to the bachelor’s degree in Russian, because
it focuses on the use of the language in practice. For students, this
is both important and instructive, in terms of future work and pro-
fessionalising the language skills.

3. The Film-oriented project: Our Common Victory
3.1. The instructor’s perspective

The project Our Common Victory (Bjergve et al. 2020) was planned in
connection with the 75th anniversary of the end of World War II. The
project combines three academic components—history, language, and
film—and was primarily aimed at students within the Russian Studies
program at UiT, which has a strong historical component. To discover
what people know and remember about World War II 75 years after
its end, a group of seven students from UiT traveled to Arkhangelsk
and conducted interviews with eight representatives of different
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generations (two in each age group): people who survived the war (age
80+), survivors’ children (age 60+), survivors’ grandchildren (age 40+),
and survivors’ great-grandchildren (age 20+).”

Through the lectures and seminars on World War II, as well
as through personal communication with people who experienced
the war, the students gained deeper insight into how the war affected
Northern Norway and Russia. Throughout the project, the students had
considerable exposure to both Russian and Norwegian: the interviews
were conducted in Russian, and certain episodes were translated into
Norwegian. The project resulted in a short documentary film called
Our Common Victory,® which the students were mainly responsible for
producing. They were introduced to interviewing and filming techniques,
selected relevant episodes, and wrote the Norwegian subtitles. The last
component of the project was the social contact established across the
border, fortified by joint academic and social gatherings, excursions,
and the film’s premiere, hosted at UiT and accompanied by a lively
discussion.

The project involved 1) a preproduction stage that was meant to
orient the participants in the details of World War II in Northern Norway
and Northern Russia, 2) a production stage that included conducting
and filming interviews, and 3) a postproduction stage, which involved
analyzing and sorting the footage, as well as editing the film. At the
preproduction stage, the student participants were offered introductory
lectures about World War II: two lectures on the war in the North were
held by Norwegian history professors at UiT (Kari Aga Myklebost and
Marianne Neerland Soleim) before the students’ trip to Russia; two
additional lectures covering the same events with a special focus on the
Arkhangelsk region were offered by Russian history professors (Andrej V.
Repnevskijand Mikhail N. Suprun) at Northern (Arctic) Federal University
(NArFU), Arkhangelsk, during the first days of the trip. The lectures
in Arkhangelsk directly preceded the production stage that involved
interviewing the informants. In addition to the history lectures, the
preproduction stage included two seminars that covered methodological
issues in connection with the interviews (e.g. how to conduct interviews

> Eight students were supposed to participate (one interviewer per one interviewee), but
one student could not come.
¢ The film is available at https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qAdYm-JF_co&t=2740s.
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with time witnesses from the war). The students were also encouraged to
discuss and formulate questions for the film project Our Common Victory.”

The concept for the film was discussed by students at a
brainstorming seminar that concluded the session of lectures by history
professors at UiT. At this informal meeting with tea and snacks, the
students and the instructors examined some of the following issues: what
tasks each student was most interested in (e.g., formulating questions,
interviewing, filming, editing, working with subtitles, etc.); what the
students knew about World War II in the North, what this war meant
to them, what they would like to learn about the war, and what kinds of
questions they could ask the interviewees. The students drafted a plan
that outlined preliminary working groups, provisional division of labor
within the groups, and potential topics for the film. The topics, however,
were further adjusted onsite, in Arkhangelsk, as it was hard to predict
interview outcomes beforehand without much information available
about the interviewees. The general questions that constituted the main
concept for the film were as follows: What do the interviewees know
about the war, and what do the war and Victory Day mean to them and
their families?

The project was exceptionally multifaceted and engaged the
students in various tasks. While some activities included familiar
assignments, such as translating (the subtitles), other activities were quite
new and thus more challenging for the students, e.g. coming up with the
concept for the film, preparing questions for the interviews, and analyzing
the recorded material.

One major challenge for students was choosing the interview
questions and asking them at the interview. The students realized that it
was necessary to collect information about the interviewees in order to
come up with suitable and more personal questions. While in Arkhangelsk,
the instructors provided the students with short biographies of each
interviewee and helped them make a list of relevant questions.

Two student groups were formed consisting of three and
four people, respectively. Each group was initially assigned to three
interviewees. After the first interview, the group of four interviewers
split in two and interviewed two more interviewees. Some students were

7" The list of activities offered at the preproduction stage is available at https://site.uit.no/
russianfilmclub/2020/01/30/our-common-victory-pre-production/.
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responsible for asking questions and keeping the conversation going,
while others were in charge of the camera work. We typically used three
recording devices: two for filming and one, a cell phone, to record the
sound. In general, each interview lasted for about an hour. Interviews
with older informants (age 80+) took a little longer and contained
more digressions and reminiscences. As many interviews were highly
emotional, this dynamic presented an additional challenge for the student
interviewers.

The last major challenge was sorting through the recorded
material and selecting relevant episodes for the film. Rather than utilizing
a predesigned script as some professional documentaries do, we opted
for free communication with the interviewees, following the pattern of
the general questions.

The original plan was for Norwegian students to interview Russian
respondents in Russia, and Russian students to interview Norwegian
respondents in Norway. The goal for the language component of the
project was thus to place the students in an environment where using a
foreign language would be most natural. We managed to complete the
Russian interviews before March 2020 but had to cancel the interviews
scheduled in Norway because of the COVID-19 pandemic.

Originally, one of the additional goals of the project was to
provide students with opportunities to learn the technical skills of
editing a film and working with subtitles. During the preproduction
stage, the research technician at UiT MediaLab and film director Fredrik
Mortensen presented a lecture to students on how to make a film from
scratch. Mortensen was supposed to guide student volunteers through
the process of editing at MediaLab when the footage was ready, but due
to the outbreak of COVID-19 and a strict quarantine in Norway, we were
unable to complete this step. The students selected the episodes for the
film, while the editing was transferred to REC.A (Murmansk, Russia),
our previous collaborative partner.®

Within the first three months of the nationwide quarantine, many
students faced challenges staying motivated to work on the project. We
kept in touch with students through email and online meetings via Teams
or Zoom. Some students volunteered to proceed with the film editing
and subtitles. Because the project received funding from the Norwegian

8 The film was edited using Adobe Premiere and Blackmagic DaVinci Resolve.
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Barents Secretariat (BAR002-1045584, 265,000 NOK), we were able to
pay small compensations to the student participants. The work on the
subtitles (translating the Russian text into Norwegian) was divided
among six student volunteers, who received approximately 800-1,500
Norwegian Krone for their work, depending on the length of the episode
they translated.

3.2. The student’s perspective

Sverdrupsen was a first year MA student at the time of the project’s
completion. He selected and transcribed episodes from the interviews
that he had conducted, and prepared respective subtitles for the film.
Following is his written perspective on the project, written in Norwegian
and translated into English by Sokolova:

In the spring of 2020, I participated in the project Our
Common Victory and traveled to Russia. I have always been
interested in World War 1II, and especially the war on the Eastern
Front. This is a part of history that is often overlooked when we
talk about the war here in Norway. I appreciated the opportunity
to learn more about the topic through new methods.

The mostinteresting thing was to get different perspectives
on the war. Before the trip to Arkhangelsk, we had some lectures
with Norwegian professors at UiT. Then we had lectures with
Russian professors in Arkhangelsk. Even when the same events
were described, different angles and views emerged. Given the
current situation, it is interesting that the memory of the war is
so different.

In the lectures and interviews, it was difficult to understand
everything that was said. This is because some interviewees used
difficult language and many technical terms, for example, military
terminology. I learned a lot from this, especially in the work of
editing the film. I helped to make the subtitles for the film.

One of the things I remember best from the interviews is
our meeting with someone who survived the war as a child. His
story of the post-war famine made a deep impression on me.

Thehighlight of the trip for me was the visit to Severodvinsk.
I knew before that the city was a military one, and basically not
open to foreigners. I was a little unsure of what I was going to
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discover. However, the closed city turned out to be a completely
normal Russian city.

4. Conclusion

In this article, we have presented advances in the use of the participatory
approach to foreign language instruction through three case studies:
two text-oriented genres as part of the language curriculum within the
course Media Language in Use (review and interview) and the film-
oriented project Our Common Victory. The participatory approach is meant
to incorporate linguistic tasks into topics of interest that are relevant to
students’ daily lives. The written genres that students work with in the
Media Language in Use course reflect the types of texts that are relevant
for their potential careers as journalists, advisers, translators, or film
festival organizers, as emphasized by the feedback presented by Lavén
and Bjerklund. Sverdrupsen highlighted the benefits of learning relevant
terminology through transcribing interviews and working with subtitles
for a film. All three students appreciated tackling linguistic problems in
practically oriented projects, supported by valuable feedback from both
instructors and class peers.

While conducting and filming an interview could present technical
challenges that may distract students from specific linguistic tasks, our
experience with these projects indicates that such challenges can be
resolved by providing thorough feedback at all levels of the process and
by close interaction with and among the students.

The instructors place major focus on the methodological
challenges of language instruction: students’ difficulties with writing
an advanced Russian text can be resolved through joint co-editing of
student texts in class. The students emphasize additional challenges with
terminology that inevitably appear in practically oriented texts. At the
same time, the students appreciate the additional knowledge they gained
by participating in such multifaceted projects — for instance, when visiting
a closed Russian city or learning about different perspectives on the same
historical phenomenon.

With these projects, we have created a natural environment for
mastering the language at higher levels (CEFR B and C) and presented
a case for the merits of the participatory approach that fosters student
active learning.
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Appendix 1. A Joint Student-Instructor Review Written During the
Media Language in Use Course

IIImnonoMaHMs B 3epKaae catupsl: Torga u cerrgac (perieH3ms
Aasnga /lasena Ha «llIm1onckne crpactm» E. T'amOypra,
HarmicaHa aast 3aHaTus 11 okTaopst 2021, ¢ norpaskamMu AHgpest
Porauesckoro)

«[IInnoHcKMe cTpacTi» — COBETCKMI YépPHO-0eAblll MyAbTUILAMKAIIMIOH-

HBIi1 (PUABM, BBIITYIIIEHHBIN B TBICSTYA A€BSATHCOT IIIECThAECST Ce4bMOM IOAY.

Dra napoaus pexxnccépa Epnuma Abpamosnua 'amOypra Ha IIIIMOHCKIIE

¢pumapMbI cTasa OYeHDb IOIYASPHOI U CIUTAETCA Ky ABTOBBIM (PILABMOM.

Croxer Takoit. B Coserckom Corose mocrponan 3ameyaTeabHOE
3yOoBpauebHOe Kpecao, KOTOpoe AeduT Bce CToMaToAormdeckue 3abo-
AesaHusA. Y JupeKkropa MHOCTPaHHOTO pa3BeAblBaTeAbHOTO YIIPaBAEHIs
6oaut 3y6. ITosTomy oH mocelaaeT mmunoHa B Cosetcknit Coi03, UTOOHI
yKpacTh Kpecao 13 3yOospaueOHOro texHukyma. Ilaan xpasxu — rocra-
BUTH OOMOY, CIIpATaHHYIO B KOPOOKe KOH(ET 1104, KPeCAOM, I BBIBE3TH €To
gyepes 11oa3eMHbIn xod. ITpo6aema B Tom, yto Coserckmit Coio3 110410H
CBOIX areHTOB, KOTOpble IIpOOYIOT OCTaHOBUTH pabOTy MHOCTPaHHOIO
IIITMOHA ¥ €0 IIOMOITHIKOB. Bee MIoHAT 3a Bcemu, Bce BOBA€UEHBI B CH-
cremMy 40HOCcOB. HukoMy HeBo3MO>KHO g0BepsiTh. Ha 9Kpane paspupaoTcs
HeBepOsTHbIe ITPUKAIOUEHNs] IIIMOHOB, areHTOB, AaIOIIX KOTOB I TOBO-
pAIINMX MAaAeHIIeB, KOTOpbIe UCII0AB3YIOT YAUBUTEABHYIO TeXHOAOTHUIO.

B mectuaecsATsie roabl, Koraa 14a XoA0AHas BOJHa, IIIIMOHCKIe
$uabMBI cTaau odeHb nomyAspHeIMI. Ha 3armajge, camblil M3BECTHBIN 1
AI00MMBII TepoIl XKaHpa — aHrAuIcKnii mmnmoH Jxeiimc bonga, oobesxa-
IOIINIT BeCh MUP B IIpoIiecce IOPa3UTeAbHBIX IIOXOXKAEHIIA.

Mse xa’keTcsl, YTO 9TOT (PUABM — HACTOSIIas1 ITapoANs, HacMeXxa-
IOIascs Haj KaHPOM IIIMOHCKMX (PMABMOB, OCOOEHHO B YacTU yIIOTpe-
©./AeHMs TeXHOAOIUM U CLIeH AeVICTBIS, MMEeHHO Tak, KakK B (puabMax IIpo
Axeitmca bonaa. Kpome Toro, B ¢puabme IpuCyTCTBYeT DAeMeHT Kpu-
Tuky cucremsl Coserckoro Coiosa, cpeau IIpodero cucreMsl J4oHocos. K
IpuMepy, Aa’ke MAaeHIIbl MOTYT ITIO3BOHUTE B passeAKy. Takast moanTu-
Jeckasl caTupa npuaaét GpuapMy eIné oAuH MHTePecHLbI DA1eMeHT. B 3a-
KAIOYeHIe O HeMaA0BakKHOM: My3bIKa K (PMAbMY IIpeKpacHa, OHa co3jaeT
KaKyIO-TO aBaHTIOPHYIO aTMocdepy.

51 Ob1 pekoMeHA0BaA PUABM AIOAAM, KOTOPBIE IIeHsIT OpUTMHAAD-
HOe ICKYCCTBO KIHO. TeMa rmapoaun ocTaeTcs akTyaAbHON 1 CEeTOAHS.
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Appendix 2. Student Interview Project from the Media Language in
Use Course

«3aHMMAaTbCsI CEABCKVIM XO35IMICTBOM — 9TO O0pa3 XKU3H»

Murepsrio ¢ pepmepoM u Meacectpoii n3 Cépperice

Kpucruan bépxayng - 3 aexadps 2021

OBYAPH/I: 3umoii 6 osuapte noAHo xusomuuix. Kpacrotii céem xopoui 0Asl
cra osety. Pomo: Kpucmuar bépiaymo

Bcé 60apmie n 60abie ¢pepmMepoOB 3aKphIBaIOT CBOM (pepMbl. 51
norosopmua ¢ pepmepoMm I'pu bépkayna, 4ToObI y3HATh €6 MbIcAV OO
9TOV OTpUIIaTEeAbHOM TeHAeHOuM. MBI Tak>XXe MOAYYINMM IIpejcTaB-
aeHUe O XusHu pepmepa.

— But dasHo 3anumaemecsh CeAbCKUM XO03STLCTBOM ?

— Mou poaurtean HadaAy 3aHMMAaTBCS CEABCKMM XO3SIJICTBOM, KOTJa MHe
Op110 ceMb aeT. [IovTOMY B AeTcTBe 51 OAy4lMAa XOPOIIIUIA OIIBIT, IIOMO-
rasg Ha gepMme. C 1994 (TpicAYa AEBATHCOT AEBSIHOCTO YETBEPTOIO roga)’
110 2004 (4Be THICAYM YETBEPTHIN TO4) MBI C MOMM MY>KeM TaM OBLAM Bpe-
MEHHBIMI HaéMHBIMI CeAbCKOXO3ICTBeHHbBIMU pabounmMu. B 2004 roay
(ABe TBHICSYM YETBEPTOM Trogy) Mbl Kynuau gpepmy u nocrpouan B 2016
roay (ABe TBICAYM IIECTHAAIIATOM IOAy) HOBYIO COBPEMEHHYIO OBYapPHIO.
Cerogns y Hac 220 (aBecTu ABaaliaTh) OBell.

?In all practical Russian courses at UiT, students are asked to spell out numbers in writing.
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— Kax svieasdam Bawu pabouue onu?

— 51 aymaro, uTo Mou pabourie AHU BBITASIAAT O4eHb Pa3HOOOPa3HO, IIOTO-
My 4TO y OBII€BOAUeCcKOi pepMBbI MHOTO pabounx 3ajau. S Takke Mece-
cTpa 1 paboTalo IT0AHbII pabounit AeHb B goMe mpectapeanix B Cépperice.
3uMOT1 OBeI] cojep>KaT B OBIapHe U KOPMAT TPYDKABI B AeHb. Mol My>K
IIeHCHOHEP, IIOYTOMY OH paboTaeT II0AHBIN pabounii AeHb Ha pepme. M
AeAVM 00513aHHOCTH 10 KOPMAEHMIO, TaK UTO MHe IIPOCTO HY>KHO XOANUTD
B OBYApPHIO pa3 B AeHb. BecHOI1, 04HaKO, B OBUapHe CTaHOBUTC: 00.aee Oec-
ITOKOJTHO 13-3a OKOTa. Takum o0pa3oMm, c Hagala Masi 40 cepeAVHbBI UIOH:
s1 Oepy OTIYCK ¢ pabOTHl B AOMe ITpecTapeabiX. Torga y Hac ecTp I1daH
paboTHI, IIOTOMY YTO, IIOMIMO KOPM/EHN:I OBell, MBI CA€AVIM 32 OKOTOM,
KOTOPBIV IIPOUCXOAUT KPYTAOCYTOYHO.

— Umo npedcmasasem coboti npodyxius 061,e600cmea?

— IIpoayxkiiueii OBLIeBOACTBA SIBASIIOTCSI B OCHOBHOM MsCO U IIePCThb, U3
KOTOPOI1 AeaaloT MpsKy. OBLIBI TakKKe Ba’KHBI A4 KYABTYPHOIO AaHA-
madTa, ITOCKOAbKY OHI IacyTCs U IIpe40TBpallaioT 3arycreHue Aeca. Ce-
HOKOC Ba’KeH A5 KOPMAEHVI:I ¥ COXpaHeHNs 3eM AN 10/ ITapOoM.

— Aasatime nozosopum 00Avuie 0 Bawux pabouux sadawax na pepme.

- ﬂ,a. TTomumo HpaKTI/I‘IeCKOﬁ qacT y MEHS eCTb agMIUHVCTPaTVBHBIE
3agaun. OHM cocToAT M3 yuéra pepMbl, OIAaThl CYETOB, IIAAHNPOBAHIS
pa6OTI)I, OTBETCTBEHHOCTI 3a COTPYAHMKOB VM KOHTPOAS KadecTBa B C€Ab-
CKOM XO3SJICTBe. B mmpaxTiyeckoir yacTu 51 OTBe4Yalo 3a MapKUpPOBKY OBeL]
W SITHSIT, CIIMICKM OBell, CTPUPKKY 1 COPTUPOBKY oBeuben Iepcry, a Takxxe
3a IIOMCK OBel] OCeHBIO.

— Y Bac ecmv ceavbckoxossiicmeeritoe 00pasosarue?

— Y MeHs HeT (POPMAABHOIO CEABCKOXO3SIICTBEHHOTO OOpa3OBaHIs, HO
y MeHs DOABIION OHBIT pabOTHL. S TakKe IIpoIllda HECKOABKO KYpCOB,
CpeAu MpOYero, Kypchl IO 01aroroAy4mnio JKMBOTHBIX, 3aIlIUTe pacTeHNIA
1 iepBoi1 moMoiy. Mosi KOMIIETEeHTHOCTh B KauecTBe MeJCecTphl IleHHa
IIpu HaOAIOAeH!M 3a OOABHBIMMU KMBOTHBIMI.

— Bb1200H0 AU 3aHUMAMDCS. CEADCKUM X035LUCEOM ?
- 910 YKOHOMIYHO, HO O4YeHb Ba>KHO, YTOOBI y Bac Ob1a KOHTpPOAb Ha4 MH-
BeCTUIMAMIU U OpFaHI/ISaL[I/Ieﬁ pa6OTbI. Tenepb Ha c])epMaX AO0AKHO OBITH
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He MeHee cTa oBell. }I3-3a ocoboro pabouero AHs paboTy Ha pepMe TakKe
MO>KHO COBMeIllaTh C APyToii mpodeccueit. DTO MOAOXKUTEALHO CKasKeTCsI
Ha DKOHOMIKe. B oBIleBoACTBe pa3 B rog 11oAy4aioT 40X0J, KOTAa OCeHBIO
OTIPaBASAIOT ATHAT Ha yooil. B ¢peBpase moaygaior cyOcnmamnio, Koropas
paccYMTBIBAETCS MICXOAS M3 KOAMYeCTBa OBell Ha (pepMme.

— But ynomaryau pariee 06 omsemcemeerrocmu 3a compyorukos. Moxeme Au
Bui paccxasamo Ham HemH0z0 0 c60ux compyoHurax?

- Aa, y Hac Ha pepMe ABOe BpeMeHHBIX HaéMHBIX CeAbCKOXO35/ICTBEHHBIX
pabounx, KoToprsle pabOTalOT HENOAHBIN paboumMil AeHb. ¥ HUX MHOTIO
Pas3HBIX 3a4a4, TaKIX Kak KOpMAeHNe, paboTa Ha TpaKTOpe I IIOMCK OBel]
OCEHBIO.

— Ceavcroe xo3siicmeo kaxemcs mpydoémxum. Ckaxume, noxaryicma, amo
00pas Kusru?

- Ja, 3aH1MaTbCs CeAbCKUM XO35ICTBOM — HTO 00pa3 SKMU3HNU. DTO 3HAUMNT,
9TO KOPMJAEHNE U YXOJ 3a KMBOTHBIMM BasKHBI Ka>KABIN A€Hb, KPYTABII
roa. Ecam Bpl coOupaeTech Ha9aTh 3aHMMATHCS CEABCKUM XO3SI1ICTBOM, TO
BaM AeCTBUTeABHO HY>KHO DTOTO 3aXOTeTb. Sl Tak:ke peKOMeHAYIO Apy-
ruM epmepaM BpeMs OT BpeMeH! JeAaTh IepephiBbl B paboTe, YTOOLI
3aHATLCA APYTUMU gelaMu. BoT moyemy BpeMeHHBIe HaéMHBIE CeAbCKO-
XO3sJCTBeHHbIe paboulie OYeHb BaXKHBI: €CAH BbI JeJaeTe IIepephIBLl B pa-
OoTe, OHM MOTYT paboTaTh BMECTO Bac.

— Kax Bot dymaeme, nouemy gepmepuvl nepecmarom 3aHUMAmoCs CeAbCKUM
xo3sucmeom?

— Mnue kaxetcsi, uTo (dpepMepsl IepecTalOT 3aHMMAaThCS CeAbCKUM XO-
35JICTBOM, IIOTOMY UTO OHM B ®TOM H€ BUAAT BHITOABL. DTO TPYAOEMKO
1 MOXeT OBITh 3aTPaTHO. B COBpeMeHHOM CeAbCKOM XO3SICTBE MHOTO
TpeOOBaHMII, KOTOpPhIe CO34al0T TPYAHOCTU AAs MHOTMX. OdeHb Ba>kKHO,
9TOOBI y Bac ObL1 KOHTPOADb HaJ MHBECTULIMAMY, MHaue y Bac OyAeT MHOTO
AOATOB, KOTOPBIe IIPUBEAYT K CHVUDKEHIIO MOTUBALTUL.

— UYmo Bu peKomeHDyeme ATO()}LM, Komopuvle X0meAu 0bl HAYAM D 3AHUMANLCS
CeADCKUM XO035UCmeom?

- Hpe>1<4e BCEro Ba>kKHO C/AeA0BaTh 32 CBOEI MeUTOI. A PEKOMEHAYIO I10-
TOBOpUTDL C APYIIMU c])epMepaMI/[, 4TOOBI IIOAY4IUTD XOpOH_II/IIZ COBeT.
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Bam aerko moxker craTh 0AMHOKO, Oyayun ¢pepmMepoM, IIODTOMY KOH-
TaAKThl OYeHb Ba>KHBbI.

— ¥ Bac na gepme uriozda dviearom nocemuimeru?

— ¥ Hac ecTb Ipeaao>KeHne AAsl AI0Aeil C AeMeHIIMel, KOTOPBIX MBI IIpU-
ramiaeM Ha ¢pepmy. 159451 Ha OBel1, MBI gapUM AI0AAM OOABIIYIO PasOCTh
B rToBcegHeBHOCTI. Ha ®TOM 51 He 3apabatbiBalo AeHbIN, HO 51 paja, IOTO-
MY YTO MOTIY MCIOAB30BaTh CBOI OIIBIT MeACeCTPHI B CAydasX JeMeHI[UN
Yy IManeHToB. B Hamrem pernoHe Takoe 1peaao>XKeHmne eCTb TOAbKO Yy Hac.

— Kaxum Bui 6udume oyoyuiee pepmuvl?

— I BrIpocaa co cpoeit cembeit. C paHHero Bospacra y MeHs Oblaa 11eab —
KyrmTh Gpepmy. K cuactpio, MHe 9TO y4aa0ch. 1 odeHs Bepio, YTO HEKOTO-
pBle 13 MOMX AeTell KyIIAT 9Ty (pepMy Tak >kKe, KaK 1 s Kynuaa. TO Ou4eHb
yCITIOKaMBaloIasl MbICAb — 3HaTh, YTO (pepMa He OITyCTeeT.

— Xomume Au Bvt ckazamv umo-mo 8 3aKAtoueHue?

— HecMoTpst Ha pocT KoamdecTBa 3aKpbIBalOINXCs depM, s HaaeIoCh,
4YTO ®Ta TeHAEHIINs CKOpo m3MeHurcsa. K cyacTeio, y Hac CKOpo cMeHa
IIpaBUTEAbCTBA.

Gloser [Vocabulary]

Bpemennple HaéMHBIE CeABCKOXO3SAIICTBeHHBIe paboume — avlesere
(midlertidig ansatte gardsarbeidere)

Osuapns — fjos

Kopmu'ts/mokopmuTs — & fore

Kopmaenus — foring

KpyraocyTouno — degnet rundt

ITpsika — garn

ITacTrics — & beite

IIpeaoTBpamaTe/IipeOTBpaTTh 3arycteHme Jdeca - a forhindre
fortykning av skog

CoxpaneHnne seman 1104 napom — vern av brakkmark

Yuét pepmer — gardsregnskap

Konrpoas kauectsa — kvalitetskontroll

Habao4€eH1e — observasjon

PaccunTniBaThes ncxoas u3 — & beregne ut fra
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Yxo04 3a >xmBoTHBIMU — dyrestell
ITycreTs/omycTeTs — & tomme, a bli tom
CMmeHna npaBuTeabcTBa — regjeringsskifte
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