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Recently several persons involved with laﬁauage study .'

in the U.S.S.R. have publicly voiced ccncerns cn the value of summer
programs for American students there. The proliferation of these
programs in the last ten years calls fcr a reexamination of what
students vho study in the Soviet Unicn are expected to achieve. By
examining the expectations of students and how they bave developed
versus the reality of study in the Soviet Upion, and the intentions
‘rof faculty versus the actual achievements of students, two issues are
brought into focus. Why should students ke sent to the Scviet Onion?
What should be demanded of a program before it is recommended to

students? At the present time there are clearly substantial
differences' of opinion between students vho wish free time to

participate in their Russian experience and professors whc fglace
greater olphaszs on academic excellence. dNonetheless, a synthesis of
the opposing vievpoints lay be found in recent innovative theories of

"comsunicative competence,”

mlingvostranovedenie® and "culture.%

These concepts provide new justificaticn for faculty support of

‘overseas programs and offer new areas for tbhe evaluaticn cf student

progress made in the U.S.S.R. At the sase time, these -concepts
represent a framevork within vhich can be placed those prograams. which
consitute a balanced diet of academic pursuits and cultural

interaction..
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.%k¢ . How Can They- Study when the Nights are #hite?
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: In Octolier 1977 at t\ptgnnual Conventlion of the

. A.A. A.S.S.. Fichard Thompson of the U.S. Office of Education
speaking in & panel discussion of Age*ican languace programs
in the Soviet gnlon rais}d the following questions: What ;;é

. the purposes aﬁd goaiﬁ'of these programs, and do not under-

graduates who comprise the majority of participanté in such.

'programs lack clear direction and coﬁmitments? Mr. Thompson

is not aione- he joins the small but growing ranks of persons

interested 1n or involved with language study 1n the U.S.S.R.

who have publicly voiced concerns on the value of such programs.

A good friend and colleague, Frofessor Gerald Mikkelson,

recently expressed his diséppointments and frustrations, as

well as constructive suggestions for tﬁe future of the Russian

Language Program at’Leningra@ State ﬁniversity.l Professor

’Bobgrt Baker was one of the first to volce similar misgivings

voﬂ the quality and effectiveness of the academic aspects

of such programs several years ago.2 The issues addressed

by Prqfessors Mikkelson and Baker are indications of a

FLooF,/SE -
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- responsible and timely reevaiuation of our own fleld and, 1n

2 -
.

- particular, a reexamiﬁatlon of what We intend and hope to

achieve with our students. Indeed. some thought on the

origlnal premises for the creatlon of quch programs is

-,required Af only on the basis of the literal explosion and.

<pncontrolled proliferation of language programs in tﬁe U.S.S.R.

which we have witnessed in the last ten ten years. .- The ;
ﬁ' 4

f‘expan‘slo'n of opportunities to study in Moscow or Leningrad

is the clessical response of the free market to the rising

demands of consumers -- our students. One might well ask

»

if this desire to satisfy student demands has not resulted

e * L4

in a lessening of the quality control, which-ﬁe in the prdfession

. have the reSponslbility to exercise. Another question wqhigh,

pose 1is what do the studerits really want and expect from a
language program in the Soviet Union? Because at the present
time_it would be d%{flcult for any one individual tolprovide .
an informed and objective pverview of all existing prosgrans,

I have decided to rely priharily on my own limited, thdugh
somewha£4un1§ue. experiences with one of these programs.

In 1967 I was a student participant-lh the first C.1.E.E.
(then C.S}T.) summer program at Leningrad State Unlversity. |
Subsequently, I served as an assistant group leader in 1969,
and as the g-'oup leader for the University of Kansas'

contingent of C.I.E.E. in the summer of 1975. The most

fascinating aspect of this experience was the ability to
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jiu . 6bserve and appreciate the considerable differences.in
their perspeotives between the undergraduate student aﬁd
. tLe e professor of-Russian. By examining the expectations
ﬂf _ ¥ of studé‘ts and how they have developed in the pest ten
; .'p, years versus the reality of study in the Soviet Union and

the intentions of faculty versus the actual achievements L i,

of our students, I hope to 'bring into focus two issues.

?/ ) Why should we send our students to the Soviet Union? what ,
should we demand of a program before recommending it tO\ '\
our students? | ) .

““‘f”Lw“; In the spring of 1967 1 ,was a sophomore completlng ’

s T

third year intensive Russian at the School of Languages
and Linguistics;at Georgetown University. .Having absolutely <
no idea of the the quafity‘of the various competing programs,
I fortuitously and fortunately'applied and was accepted to
the C.S.T. summer progranm in.Moscow.wwhich was later ‘moved
- to Leningrad. At'that time I had only one concern: to go to
Russia. My desire %as based on the premise (now cqnsidered
naive and ldealistic in _some quarters) that by speaking

with Russians, sharing a better understanding with them

of our respective cultures and experiencing Soviet 1life

at first hand, that this would be one small step on the

road to world peace and internatibnar cooperation. Genevra

Gerhart réoeﬂtly wrote: "T is argument is used by:foreign

language pushers grasping gt straws as they sing in the .
quioksand of public non-acceptance and non-support."3 a
' "

>
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1 stronagly disagree. I am even'more flrmly convlnced today |

' that directtcontact and converaatton with Russians in their'' -

own language and the ability ‘to experlence the fullness and
complexlty of Sovlet qoclety by deans of language are

E esseptial .elements 1n the preparation of any. expert who hopes ..

to deal effectlvely wlth the Russlans. whether that be a"

business representative for an american corporation. in Mo§5w.

'or an advisor to the President on nattonal securlty matters.

or a profe;sor of Russian ‘1literature txying to:convey the
magic and mistery'ef a Dostoevskian novel.

Another. though admLttedly minor, concern when I was
a student was to 1mprove my Russian so as to be bettiy able
to participate in those dlscussions watch would further my -
progréss toward my stated goals. This desire to speak and
understand RuESianvl not to be confused with any firm yﬁ‘ .
I 3 that this could be best achleved in

conviction on my par

the tradltlonal‘claqsxoom Adtually. I recalllwlth some

delight, that aﬁ the tdme I had no real apprectiation of

any academic aspect of the program. Somewhere in the large
packet of orientation materials. now long dlscarded. theree
ust have ‘been 1nf§rmation stating that 1nstruction would
be given and that aittendance at classes and lectures was

expected: but thls hought was most probably relegated .to

the subconscious and\largely obscured by the more attractive
activities to be offerred. My motto at the time was : "Don't

let calleze interfere with your education." As you might

L
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suspect 1 was severely disappointed and frustrated by the = -

A 4

iack of free time to qearch out.and find the "real Russians.
; ‘Have students changed since 196?? To a large degree
the,idealism_of my~generation,has been replaoed by the
‘eynicism and pragmatism of a;stu&ent;body worried abput
employnent”aﬂger'gradnation. Few members in my group in
1975 would have felt oomforfable in.expressing-their intent
to further thefpause of worl& peace. Rather;.they seemed
interested in improving their Rpssian'in‘order to enhance
their professional qualifications and conseqqenfly their
marketability. As students they were far more conscientious’
than those of us- in 1967, and they were certainly more

grade consclcus. [ s$111l cannot understand how some'students
could spend the evening in their room studying instead of
enjoying a-walk along the banks of the Neve when the ﬁnite
Nights alone appear to be sufficient Bustification for .
Peter's selectionlof a site for.his new.capital. Nontheless.‘
;fhe studerits still valued personal contacts as more meaningful
and useful than time spent in class. £

Opposed to the view of'students..although not insensitive"

to their motivations, faculty members have placed far greater
emphasis on academic exceilence. Educators hoped thaf ' :
intensive language study supported by total and genuine
cultural immersion would produce fluency in the langy@ge

A

* for their students. Or as one student remarked to me in 1975:




* my Bussian."' Unfortmnately; nelther could the 'Soviet

Beyer 6 ;

"My professors told me thatsthey coulé do nothing more bor

'1nstructors;o Some of the dlsappointments volced by members
N\

of the professlon are centered in the inahility of these.

. prggrams ‘to 1mprove substantially language skills as they

are traditiorélly measured On a more praotical and\mundane
level faculty group leaders have assumed a modified in loco

parentis posture, in whioh they have been primarily responsible

’for attendance at classes and lectures. and have . tried to 1nsure‘

‘that no one missed the train to Moscow or the bus to Novgorod.

3

etc 3 . of ~

While it might seem that the positions of students

_and prqfessoxs are essentlally antfth°tica1 and almost -

‘1rreconclliable. recent developments 1n the profession provide

ooncepts which serve well as A synthesls of these opposing
views, Threo expressions which™ seem ;o be in fashion today
are “communicative competence," "lingvostranovedenle" and
"culture with a small and big te'." Wwhile educators have
jJust as it were embraced the first, I suspect thagrﬁt were
doing as students in 1967 was improving our communicative
competence. ‘Certainly we were far more concerned with the

message or load than with the form or code of our utterances.

fOften we, as do students today, had the impression that those

who demanded our presence at lectures or on excursions and.

the teachers in the classroom cared far more for how we said
' \

L3

\
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) aanethlﬁg then for what we said. While stadents undbubéably
»supﬁort commuhicative’bompetence'ln the classrooa §obh at
'hone and_abroad we in the profession should be more’ cautious.
Our chief re<ponsib111ty 1n the basic langauage courses should
be to coacentrate on the correctnesa of ‘form, allowing_for ' r
. mature expressions of content only after the basics of the
language have aeen maspered. Students in theilr casual
encouhters'with Soviets have ample oppdrtuﬁity to express*
-thei; innermost thoughts without the?Soviet 1nterru§t1dg
with grammatical'correctlohs. While we should sgek some
a;cpmodation.‘neither we nor our, Soviet colleagues should

\ .
provide encouragement or positive reinforcement for such

sentences as: Ja Sitaju gazets.

One ma jor advantage for atudents in the Soviet Union
is their abl ity to assimilate cultural linguistic difference
The work of V. Kostomarov in this field has done much to make
this an important 1lssue in language acquisition. Lingvostra-
névedenie 1s as he aef}nes it: "oznakomienie 1nps$rannyx
Skol'nikov, studentov, sta¥erov, 1zudajudéix russki} Jazyk,

S sovre@ennoj.sovetskoq dertvitel}nost'Ju. kul'turo}

terez posfedstvo russkogq,Jazyka'i v processe ego izuéenlja."u

‘It is in this area where the greatest gains may be made by

a prolonged stay in the -Soviet Union.. Lingvostranovedenie

is one topic which can be presented/lﬁ the classroom and which

~
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i naturally and 1mmed1ate1y reinforced in the. dany 1ife

of* the student Késtomarov comments on a variety or
snbjects rangin; from lexical 1tems. to gestures:and
Q, o practical 1nformatlon, as to how to address a\IZEEQf.
e " Students in the Soviggiggickly come 9~ reeognize the ] e

cul tural 1mpact of such w?rds as dezurna]a and drufina,

snd to use judiclously such’' expressions as: Ex ty. svolo&!.
CWhllq'We are all aware of the diffiocultyof-providing
direct lexicel equivalents for. some Russian .words, .our
'7 : 3 studéﬁts autcmatically associate lexical items with their
cultural context. It i1s interesting to listen fo Amerlca§
students in the Soviet Unios copversing in a strange
dialect of English. "I'm going to the ééstronom for some
limonad.” Few Americans are willing or able to equate a
Soviet gastronom with an American supermarket or ilmonad
Vo W¥ith American soft drinks. In such 1nstances._the student's
very presence in the Soviet Union is a means of. obtalning
. ' linguistic as well as cultural 1nformation.

Finally, ‘there is the current fascination with culture )
courses: elther little '¢? or'big"c' varlietv. Genevra pN
Gerhart distinguishes between "'little c' or 'hearshstone' .
culture, which suzgests that we discuss what Russians have ';
for breakfast, dailf health routines and "songs. rhvmes
and poems,' etc." and "'ble c! eulture which means ¥

traditional, formel categzories such as Art, History. Literature
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and the 1ike."? ?In these areas.'the Sovlot'experlenoe is
& veritable textbook which no* amoun% of time in the ’
Amerlcan classroom can replace de who have.been ta the |
.Soviet’Union often forget that what 1q so obvious to us is )
most often a new, eXcitlng and different world for. our
students. No story book readers can substitute for a brief

"chat'with tha eéurna]a in a Novqorod museum on the meanlng

of World Nar II or with the garderobéxik in the Tret'jakovka

who willlngly seWws on coat loops. for men only. Similarly,
no slide show or art reprodﬁctions in a class on duxovnaja
kul'tura can ever hope to achleve the effect of Kuind¥i's

1

haunting green moon in his ﬂhnnajé noX? gg'ﬁnepre displayed

.

in Leningrad's Russki) Muzej. I woddbi if wé'narrow the #~
.range of our students' perspectlveq in our desire to accomodate
their demands for more free time. Surely any cultural

activity is is preferable to having oﬁr students sitting in -

a room and conjugating verbs of dotion..

In liéht of the uniqﬁe;qpportunities availablo to
students-who study in the Soviet Union. we as educators.
those engaged in 1ead1ng our students out of thelr own »
"narrow ‘linguistic and cultural shells, should actively
encourage student pqrticipation in serlous programs. We
should also recognize the absoloté‘neeessity for 1ntegfation
- of formal 1nngfbtion..échedu1ed events aﬁd.free time.
Without thehlingulstic base provided in the -academic

atmosphpre of the classroom, students will lack the toois

10
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~

“for the apquisltioq,of communicative competence and culture,

?

‘Without free time, how can we-expect our students to use

the language as 4 means of gommunication? Lastly. wlthout

-~ \

‘scheduled cultural activities, can we ever be assured that __

e
+

.
ErmitaZ, byt unaware of the Russian treasures just a few

‘blocks away =t the Russki) muzej? If we wish for this

diversificatioh, however, we must realistically revise our

own expectations to take the uniqueness of the total
experience irnto ‘account. Because any good program should

focus not only on the academiq or technical aspects of » \
language learning. we should be prepared to measure progress

’

by standards other than_b;aditional gr&mmér tests. Why should
wéﬁgéﬁd our students to the Soviet Union -- because the whole
is greater thah the sum of the parts. The best iesulf is

the growth in maturity‘and ‘understanding, a pefson with-a -
new a;areness 6} the Russian laqguagb and Soviet reality,

plus a new appfeciation of ope's own naiiVe culture. |
"Whicﬂ programs should'wélsupport and reoommend? We
must seek out tho§3 program; which offer a balanced diet of
academic excellence, a. variety of cultural activities, and

sufficient free time in an area where 1t 1t s valuabfe.

" To 1nsure adademic sténdards we must inslist on programs

with active particlpation of American profé%§ors to advise

and superv&se the Soviet staff -To seﬁd students on a -
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on a program wlth no academic standing i to deceive and «:

-and cheat them. Indeed, weé must assume that there are some . -

Y, W .

thlngs that =2ighteen year blds should not and can not be

‘expected t6 know. Cultural lectures and excursions should

~. ‘also be ineluded as a regular part of the program ' Students

should be taken to pldbes like Piskarevskoe kladbisEe. which
they might not find on their own, but’wlthout which one.cannots
fully appreciate the Soviet mind. ﬁlkewlse.‘We must insist

-

that our students study Russlan in areas where the'language
learnlng process is reinforced durlng fnee tlme. l.e. S

~ Moscow or Leningrad. Russlan is difficult enough wlthout
trying to.declpher the signs in Ukrainian in Kiev. a

nice place to visit, but a horrlble settiug for Russian
.Classes. 1 also wonder how useful free time 1q durlng‘an ‘

" an extended academic stay in Soéi, or God forbid DJuni? ,

: The C.I.E.E. program at Leningrad State Universlty.ls.one of -
‘only a handful of programs which csn meet the above criteria,
and 1 suggest that 1f you are unfamilar with study opportéﬁltles
for underzraduates in the Soviet Union that you 1nvestlgate

’

it more closely.
.Langvage is a system of communication. Any student
who works hard enough to learn Busslan should have the chance,
even if only orice, to cqmmunicate.with peoule in the Soviet
Union. If the level of that communication sometimes falls
, C

short of -our aspirétigns for_perfeCtioni Wwe can always'send_ ,

our students to graduate school.

12
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