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Abstract

This capstone looks into how an audience interprets movies when their social background
is involved. In other words, how they feel about a movie that speaks to their social and cultural
circumstances. Two movies are considered Mer Bak (1997) and The Promise (2016). A set of
interviews and focus groups were conducted to better understand the relation of meaning-making
and social backgrounds and give a deeper insight into Armenian communities globally. This
capstone examines other literary studies about film depiction, making meaning through the
aesthetics of a film, human rights issues, and Soviet Armenian film analysis. The paper
concludes by showing that social background is quite important for an audience to connect to a

movie that is more relatable to their childhood stories and memories.



Introduction

Armenians, apart from the ones living in their homeland, are dispersed worldwide
forming a diaspora community mainly because of the Armenian genocide in 1915. According to
the Genocide Convention (1948) adopted by the United Nations, genocide is the act of violence
with the intent of eliminating an ethnic, racial, national, or religious group. The Armenian
genocide, at the beginning of World War I, led to a drop of the Armenian population in the
Ottoman Empire. The two million population turned to a number less than 400,000 by 1922,
according to John Kifner in Armenian Genocide of 1915: An Overview (2007). “There were
executions into mass graves, and death marches of men, women, and children across the Syrian
desert to concentration camps with many dying along the way of exhaustion, exposure and
starvation” (Kifner, J. 2007), which killed about 1.5 million of the Armenian people. Those that
survived the death marches fled to all corners of the world, with some changing surnames and

changing religion to hide from the Ottoman soldiers.

The survivors of the genocide settled and integrated into the host communities of the
countries they sought refuge at. Generations later, they still remember the Armenian genocide.
The Armenians who stayed in Armenia however, after the collapse of the Ottoman and Russian
Empires, became part of the Soviet Union from 1922 until independence was declared in 1991

(BBC, 2012).

These events greatly inspired the literature, arts, and visuals within Armenian
communities worldwide. There has been a vast overflow of arts on the topic of genocide

appearing in most art works. Mark Crispin Miller in 4 Pantheon Guide to Popular Culture:



Seeing Through Movies (1990) argues that directors put themselves into their movies.Given the
Soviet Union era and its influence, the Russian language has also been incorporated into a lot of
the arts that have been produced by local Armenians within the republic of Armenia. Some
examples of these are films like Mayrig (1991) and Armenia, My Love (2016), a story about a
shattered childhood after the 1915 Armenian Genocide, and Mer Bak (1997) that takes place in
Yerevan after the collapse of the Soviet Union and includes a lot of the Russian language and

jokes.

In this project, two films are considered that incorporate the cultures of the diasporan and
local Armenian communities in Armenia, in their films, Mer Bak (1997) and The Promise
(2016). When looking into these two films and comparing them, most Armenians (Diaspora and
non-diasporic) relate more to the movie 7he Promise, that barely resembles the lives of
Armenians now, than the movie Mer Bak, that talks about the life of local modern Armenians.
Mer Bak is a local Armenian comedy musical, showcasing the lives of Armenians after the
collapse of the Soviet Union, produced by Sharm Holding, premiered in 1997. The Promise is an
American movie set in the Ottoman Empire, showcasing the beginning of the Armenian

genocide, produced by Babieka, Survival Pictures, and Wonderful Films in 2016.

Literature Review

There are four studies used to consider how meaning is made through aesthetics.
Aesthetics Theory by Theodor Adorno (1970), The Measurement of Meaning by Osgood,
Tannenbaum, and Suci (1978), The Reflexive Function of Bergman’s “Persona” by Paul Newell

Campbell (1979), and Aesthetics Making Meaning by Olivia Gude (2008).



Campbell’s The Reflexive Function of Bergman’s “Persona’ and Gude’s Aesthetics
Making Meaning use Adorno’s aesthetic theory to analyze part of their study on how aesthetics,
meaning, and social backgrounds impact films and arts. The aesthetic theory argues how
aesthetics finds truth-content not in how a subject is perceived but on the art object itself.
However, Adorno also argues that the truth-content is inspired by the artists’ self-awareness of
his/her work after isolating themselves from society. This, says Adorno, is what makes art be
born, isolation and self-awareness are in part what influenced modern art. Truth-content is
eventually a relation between several analytical and logical interactions that materialize from the

art’s position and the audience and their culture (1970, pg 64).

Gude uses this theory to explain how meaning-making is a social construct. Gude argues
that looking into aesthetics, the meaning that the artist intends is usually (more often than not)
overlooked and interpreted differently because of the audience’s social background (2008, pg
72). Campbell shows the way aesthetics theory works in films like Persona to explain the

reflexive structure in the film.

However, Osgood, Tannenbaum, and Suci in The Measurement of Meaning (1978) do not
base their entire research on the aesthetics theory to explain meaning-making and society. They
use a different set of categories to explain how people perceive and make meaning out of things.
One specific category, sensitivity, include the theory of aesthetics and how images can make an
organism experience meaning. With this, they also explain how some meaning or reactions are
made on reflex while others are not. Their weakness is that they provide no conclusions on the

research.



The directors’ role is considered important regarding the message they put into the works
they produce. In A Pantheon Guide to Popular Culture: Seeing Through Movies Miller (1990)

provides an article about how a director can affect a work of art.

Miller’s book is a collection of six articles from Todd Gitlin, Douglas Gomery, Pat
Aufderheide, Peter Biskind, Stuart Klawans, as well as Miller’s own article; all compare “oldie”
and recent (70s till 80s) films. Giltin talks about how television has replaced movies as the main
point, Gomery talks about how people watch a movie for entertainment or tired of shopping
instead of going to a theater just to watch a movie. Peter Biskind, whose article is titled
“Blockbuster: The Last Crusade,” talks mainly of the film The Last Crusade and one of its
co-directors George Lucas. The main idea is that directors put themselves into their movies. The
Last Crusade’s directors (both Lukas and Spielberg) and the protagonist of the film are “children
of the sixties” (Biskind, 1990, 45). He argues that even though the director (Lucas) has never
been in the same situations as Luke (the protagonist), they are the same person because Lucas’s
movies, “despite their slick, formulaic sheen, are surprisingly personal (it’s no accident that

Lucas’s hero is named Luke) and so permeated by countercultural values” (Biskind, 1990, 102).

Looking into more of the Armenian perspectives, it is important to note the history of the
local Armenian community and take into consideration what films they have been exposed to
during the Soviet era. The works contemplated are Parajanov’s Playful Poetics: On The
'Director's Cut' Of The Color Of Pomegranates by James Steffen (1995) and Soviet Armenian

Identity and Cultural Representation by Hrach Bayadyan as part of the book Representations on



the margins of Europe: Politics and identities in the Baltic and South Caucasian States by

Tsypylma Darieva, and Wolfgang Kaschuba (2008).

Steffen looks closely into the two versions of Parajanov’s film The Color of Pomegranate
and the “Director’s Cut.” Both films are originally from Parajanov, but one is heavily edited by
Sergei Yutkevitch and the other left as an original version by Parajanov himself. However, the
article’s main point is to try and figure out why the Soviet Union had declined the original
version of Parajanov, The Director’s Cut and accepted Yutkevitch’s version to be seen in Soviet
Armenia. The article talks about aesthetics, nationalistic scenes, and historical background of
previous Parajanov movies that detail his specific style in cinematography. It also mentions that
after the collapse of the Soviet Union, Yutkevitch’s version was no longer screened and instead

the original Parajanov’s version was screened.

Bayadyan however, doesn’t focus on film to discuss Armenian fine arts rather he focuses
on artists and drawings. He dedicates only one chapter to examine Armenian cinema and how the
Soviet Union influence affected the Armenian identity representation in films. He pays attention
to the 1960s, where a policy change during the Soviet Union hugely changed the way artists

viewed art.

Despite all the gruesome and touching themes of Armenian movies, no one ever talks
about how ethical it is to portray such things. However, Sonia Tascon does talk about human
rights and the ethicality of these themes in “Considering Human Rights Films, Representation,
and Ethics: Whose Face?” in Human Rights Quarterly (2012) examines the use of films for

human rights purposes and human rights education. Tascon studies different works from Gayatri



Spivak, bell hooks, and Emmanuel Lévinas and looks deeper into the debates in “media, visual,
and film disciplines in relation to representation, politics, and ethics” (2012, 864). By doing this,
she explains how human rights have started to impact films and how more and more festivals

have started to emerge for the purpose of educating the audience about human rights.

According to Tascon, “the emergence and increase in popularity of these festivals
appears to herald both the acceptance of visual culture as an important part of modern
communication framework™ (2012, p. 865). This also shows the potential films have in raising

understanding and tolerance in the world of others.

However, despite all the events that Armenians have gone through (genocide and Soviet
Union), comedy is still present within their culture and in movies like Mer Bak (1997). The
Comic Mind; Comedy and Movies by Gerald Mast (1979) discusses the different types of
comedy in film. It talks about the different comedy categories present in a film, the eight most
used comedy plots, the atmosphere comedy presents in films, and how people view comedic
films. It also analyzes different comedy stars, like Charlie Chaplin, Keaton, and Harold Lloyd to
see the differences and similarities in comic style. According to Mast (1979), “A film is truly
funny when the audience is not conscious that it intends to be funny. As soon as one becomes

aware of artifice and fakery, comedy disintegrates into banal and obnoxious posturing” (p. 26).

To prepare for the primary research and the capstone creative project, it is crucial to
understand what is needed to prepare to shoot a documentary. 7The Documentary Film by Willard
Van Dyke (1950), Pre-Planning The Documentary Film by Edward Freed (1957), and Visual

Storytelling: The Digital Video Documentary by Nancy Kalow (2011) all speak about the



importance of documentary films in society, give an overview on what is required to shoot a
documentary in terms of techniques, and cover the basics of pre-planning the shooting. All three
authors agree that documentary films are different than a journalistic report because they are

more personal that conveys a message or story through emotions.

Van Dyke’s The Documentary Film is a historical overview of how documentaries were
made through the 1920s all the way to the 1950s. He mentions there were three phases that shape
a documentary. The most critical one is the third phase where films are focused on a certain

problem, and the answers lay within reactions and emotions of the audience.

Kalow’s Visual Storytelling: The Digital Video Documentary is a guide book on how to
shoot a documentary film. She lists the techniques that are important to know when to keep the
camera stable, when to move it, how to shoot the audio, how to use different angles for different
scenes, and so on. She notes that the director and the cameraman (it is a lucky situation if they
happen to be the same person) should “shoot-to-edit” because the editing process is one of the
most crucial parts of making a film. The editor (usually the director) should have enough scenes
with different angles to have a selection of shots to work with and pick the best one. Therefore,

the pre-planning stage is of utmost importance (2011, p 120).

Freed agrees with Kalow on the fact that the pre-planning stage is the most crucial part of
making a documentary. In Pre-Planning The Documentary Film, he gives a guide on how to
pre-plan for a shooting. He notes that the director needs to have a clear idea on what they want
the film to be like. However, the director should not be persistent on his/her idea because the

film does not always turn out to be the way they want it to be. Freed also comments that for a



documentary to be powerful, it is important to depict real emotions using real situations coming

from real people (1957, p 85).

This collection of literature gave a chance to understand how the audience connects to a
movie, what aspects of the movie make the audience relate, how to shoot something that is
emotional. The pre-planning a documentary books gave a head start for me to imagine what I

would like my own documentary to be.

Research Questions

This capstone aims to answer one main question: How does social background affect
making meaning of and connecting to a film? There are two sub-questions considered to
strengthen the research conducted on the main question: How do Armenians make meaning
through the films Mer Bak and The Promise? And why do both the Diaspora and the local

communities in Armenia, relate more to the movie The Promise rather than with Mer Bak?

Methodology

For the purpose of this research, two focus groups were organized. The purpose of these
focus groups was to have a group of Armenians (both Diaspora and local in Armenia) and hear
how they would feel about the movies while hearing other Armenians speaking about their
feelings and thoughts too. These focus groups took place at the American University of Armenia
on two consecutive days in February 2019. There was a call for participants through an online
Google Forms application stating the purpose, procedure, and logistics (date, time, venue) of the

focus groups. The focus groups included movie screenings followed by question and discussion

10



sessions. On Friday, February 15th, the participants watched the movie Mer Bak and on
Saturday, February, 16th, they watched the movie The Promise. Each focus group lasted about
three hours, with the movie screenings taking up to two hours, then a 15-minute coffee break,
followed by the discussions.

Only five participants signed up through the Google Forms. On the first day of the focus
group, even after two reminders, only two people showed up. The rest were unavailable to any
phone calls and unresponsive to any emails that were sent. It is unclear what the reasons were for
not being present. The crew that was there to assist in the screenings volunteered to be
participants in the focus groups. And so there were five participants for the first day. On the
second day of the focus group, three of the previous participants from the first day cancelled for
personal reasons. However, when the remaining participants were told of this issue, they
volunteered to bring in participants from their group of friends. This way, on the second day of
the focus groups, five participants were present as well.

Thus, there were ten participants in total. On the first day two out of the five participants
were local Armenians aged 20 and 21, one Syrian Armenian aged 18 who has lived in Armenia
for the past 11 years, one Syrian Armenian aged 18 who has lived in Armenia for three years,
and one Jordanian Armenian aged 20 who has lived in Armenia for only a year. On the second
day, out of five participants, no local Armenians were present. There was one Syrian Armenian
and one Jordanian Armenian (the same participants from the previous day), two Kuwaiti
Armenians both aged 18 who have been living in Armenia for the past year, and one Lebanese

Armenian aged 24.

11



Considering the fact that during the entire process of the focus groups only three local
Armenians were present, it was decided to include several one-on-one interviews with local
Armenians to have a balance of opinions and thoughts. The interviewees were selected based on
them watching the two movies. An inquiry about who has seen both movies was posted on
Facebook and one of the commentators agreed to do the interview. An interview took place at
the Green Bean Cafe on Amiryan street, with a local Armenian aged 24. The time of the
interview was decided based on the availability of the interviewee. (See Appendices for the
focus group and interview guidelines.) With this, I was able to understand what each thinks of
each movie and how each group perceived the movies. The focus groups and interview are
included in the documentary based on the responses of the participants. The documentary is
mainly segments of both the focus groups and interview.

The documentary is in Armenian (both Western and Eastern Armenian) with English
subtitles or in the case of the participants speaking in English, Armenian subtitles is provided.
The documentary is in both dialects of the Armenian language because the participants of the
focus groups and interviewees are both diasporans residing in Armenia and local Armenians.

The main focus of the documentary is to highlight how members of various Armenian
communities perceive the screened movies, given that Dyke (1950), Freed (1957), and Kalow
(2011) all argue a documentary is powerful only when it tells a story of people and not disastrous

historical events.

Research Findings and Analysis

The first part of the research were the two focus groups conducted. During the first focus

group. The one thing that stood out to the audience from the film Mer Bak were the neighbors.
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Out of the five participants, four commented on how they either had bad or good neighbors. One
local Armenian, commented on how she never had good neighbors, even though she was living
in Armenia and she never felt the connection of neighbors that was portrayed in the film. The
Jordanian Armenian, commented that even though he has not lived in Armenia, however, his
Armenian neighbors back in Jordan were the exact same way the film had portrayed. “We also
had this experience [in Jordan]. The neighbors were not always so close and were fighting most
of the time. However, when a problem occurred, they supported each other the same way they

did in the film” (G. Baghsarian, 2019).

The participants seemed to share one common idea: Armenia is no longer the same way it
was portrayed in the film. Albeit rightfully so, the film was to show how life in Armenia was
back in 1997 and things have changed since then. The local Armenians and the Syrian Armenian
who has been living in Armenia for the past 11 years, said they miss the days that are shown in
the film. “When we [the participant and his family] first came to Armenia, that was how life was.
Everyone was always in the courtyard (bak) all day long. Watching this, I remembered the old
days and I got emotional” (H. Artinian, 2019). However, the Diasporans who have moved to
Armenia in the past three years, commented that Mer Bak is the only place where they have seen
a bak (courtyard) where everyone is gathered. One local Armenian mentioned that Armenia has
changed a lot, “before, after 8pm, people would be outdoors. Now after 8pm, they are all inside”

(K. Gevorgian, 2019).

The Local Armenians and the Syrian Armenian who has lived in Armenia for 11 years,
agreed that Mer Bak is a movie that only people who grew up and lived in Armenia in the past 10

years would relate to. And so it seemed. The idea of the bak, the old men playing nardi
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(backgammon) in the bisedka (benches with a small roof in the courtyard), the one person who
knows about everyone and what they are doing, and the kids playing in their small yard, seemed
like too much of a foreign concept for them to be able to participate much in the conversation
about that part of local Armenian culture. One local Armenian commented that she feels very
lucky to have lived in the time when playing in the yard was still something children did (C.

Hakobyan, 2019).

The second focus group was a less diverse group, because of the lack of local Armenians.
However, the five participants were Armenians from different places. One was from Syria, one
from Jordan, two from Kuwait, and one from Lebanon. The movie discussed at this focus group
was The Promise. The first thing that was revealed was that it was very emotional for the
participants to watch it. Two of the Kuwaiti girls said that they had watched it a couple times
before the focus group and each time they ended up crying: “everytime you watch the movie,
you discover something new, and it gets to you in a different way each time you see the film” (H.

Artinian, 2019).

The language of the film The Promise also played a huge rule for the group of
diasporans. For the first-time watchers, they revealed they were disturbed when a movie about
the Armenian genocide started in English or was made in English, despite the fact that they
realize the movie was made for others (non-Armenians) to learn about the genocide. “The movie
was able to get some parts of the Armenian culture and the genocide correctly. But the truth of
the matter remains that this film is more of an international film than it is an Armenian film” (N.

Najarian, 2019). Another participant mentioned that this is “our story” and watching it in another

14



language feels a bit foreign and rude at first but it takes time to get used to the language (L.

Hovsepian, 2019).

The aspects of the film that felt Armenian to the participants were the church related
scenes, Gomidas (Soghomon Soghomonian, Armenian priest and composer, known as the father
of Armenian national music) singing, helping each other (being a good Christian) — one
participant recalled the scene where Michael and Ana, the main protagonists of the film, were
running away and saw an Armenian on the ground asking for help, and instead of turning their
backs on him, despite how hard their own situation was, they helped him. In contrast there were
scenes depicting the “greed” and “jealousy” of Turkish people. One participant mentioned of the
scene at the beginning of the movie, where the genocide had not yet started, and the character of
a Turkish merchant says, “this Armenian dog is stealing my customers” (The Promise, 2016).
According to the participant, the film with this scene showed that “the Turkish people are always
jealous of the Armenian people. It showed that the Armenians are always better than the Turks.

This part of the film was completely Armenian” (H. Artinian, 2019).

The Promise was an easy-to-watch, more bearable, and less gory Armenian genocide
movie. According to Nareg Najarian, this movie was for the general public, since compared to
other Armenian genocide movies this was easier to watch and easier to grasp. It was not a
documentary “there was a story mixed with it” (H. Artinian, 2019). The story was about this one
person and his village life, his city life, his professional life, and his life during the genocide. It

was not about the entire Armenian people which made things easier to swallow.
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One thing in The Promise that was similar to Mer Bak was the Armenian community’s
affection, love, and care towards each other. They all felt that the portrayals of the church
environment, the close community of helping each other, and being so affectionate to each other,
are all dying out. Even though one participant mentioned that people only come together when
there is a crisis, the others disagreed that with Armenians that was not the case until the past few
years. One participant from Syria mentioned that now Armenians are not as close as they were
and only come together during a problem, “during the war in Syria, Armenians were always
ready to help fellow Armenians. Whenever they heard an Armenian was injured or was dead,

they tried helping that person or their family the best they could” (H. Artinian, 2019).

The participants all agreed that the film included only a snippet of what the Armenian
genocide entailed. As mentioned earlier, it was about this one man’s story. It felt that the film
only gave an idea of what the genocide was. One participant mentioned that this was a good
thing. With this film, it can be shown to other people who are not Armenian and have them know
a little about the Armenian history and make foreigners curious about the Armenians. However,
some participants disagreed about showing this film to foreigners to learn about Armenians. “I

don’t like others to watch this and pity us” (H. Artinian, 2019).

After the focus groups, interviews were conducted.Sona Hakobyan, a 24-year-old local
Armenian, was interviewed. She expressed that she and her friends still use some of the terms
and phrases from the film Mer Bak. She mentioned that she did not have the bak experience
however, because the movie was and still is such a popular one, the jokes and the phrases are
used in day to day life. However, she stated that not many things have changed from the movie,

“yes, generations have changed since then, everything has become more modern, and so on but

16



the Yerevanian culture and community is still the same, people still joke with each other the

same way, people still talk to each other the same way” (S. Hakobyan, 2019).

Ms. Hakobyan does not believe this is a good movie to show to non-Armenians to learn
about Armenia. She explains that it would be very hard for foreigners to understand the culture

that is portrayed within the film (the jokes, the Niva cars, and the bak in general).

Ms. Hakobyan believes that The Promise is an Armenian movie despite it being produced
in the USA and most of the actors are American. She felt the need to mention that Kirk
Kerkorian was one of the people who financed the movie. She also mentioned that it is not
important where the movie was shot, where it was edited, and who the cast was. For Ms.
Hakobyan, what was important was the story. Ms. Hakobyan also mentioned that The Promise
despite having some Armenian details within the film (the clothes, the churches etc), it still

lacked to portray a full description of the Armenian culture.

Limitations and Avenues for Future Research

The proposal for this capstone included interviews from directors to understand how they
think the audience make meaning and what do they do, as directors, to make a movie as such to
have a strong relatedness to its audience. The Armenian directors, who were contacted were
either not able to allocate time or were unreachable to speak with. For further research, it would
be valuable to have the insight of Armenian directors’ opinions on the connection of social

background and meaning making.
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For upcoming further research, it would be good to speak with more people with a larger
age group. The current age group were of young adults aged 18-24. This age group is a small one
and limits the results of the study. To speak with people with a bigger age group, say 18-40, the

research would be much more comprehensive.

Conclusion

The two films both made an impact on the participants of the focus groups and the
interviewees. However, from the reactions mainly from the focus group participants, it was clear
that the thesis is disproved. After the discussions, it became clear that the participants related
more to the film that their childhood related to most. The local Armenians and the one Syrian
Armenian that lived in Armenia for 11 years since the age of six, related more to the film Mer
Bak. This is because it reminds them of something they hold dear, something that they enjoyed
as little kids, and something that no longer exists as often as it did back then. For the Diasporans,
Mer Bak was merely something that they watched. They were unable to understand most of the
jokes, they were unable to engage in the conversation about the idea of a bak, hence, they were
unable to relate to the movie at all. The age group of the local Armenians and one diasporan
spoken with for this research, all grew up in a society that made the same jokes and used the

same phrases as the characters in the movies.

In case of The Promise, the diasporan Armenians related more to this movie than did the
local Armenians. The diasporan Armenians were brought up in a society that was concentrated

more on the genocide and its stories. For the diasporans, this is the movie that spoke more to

18



their childhood and to the stories they grew up with. Compared to Mer Bak, The Promise had a

more emotional response from the diasporans than from the local Armenians.
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Appendices

Appendix I:
Documentary:

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=uZcTmWfwnKs&feature=voutu.be

Appendix I1:

Focus group questions about the movie Mer Bak — English

To both locals and diasporans:

How do you feel after watching the movie?

e I[s this film in any form familiar to the way you lived or similar to the stories your parents
or friends told you of the way life in Armenia used to be?

e Do you connect on a personal level with film? And why?

e How do you think this film portrays the Armenian culture?

e What do you think makes this film more “Armenian”? (The songs, the jokes, the setting,
etc)

e What stood out the most to you?

e What do you think is the most important part of this film?

e Do you think this film should be what foreigners watch to learn about Armenians?

Extra question to diasporans:

e Does this film in any form have a familiarity with the life you lived where you are from?

23


https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=uZcTmWfwnKs&feature=youtu.be

Focus group questions about the movie Mer Bak — Armenian

e hiswb"u bp Qtq qanid hiip nhuintnig htwnn:

e Upnyn"p wyu $hiop hbs-np duny Gowb tp dbp wwpbwybpwho Ywd Gowb wyl
wwuwndnigntbbephh, np dbnp 6GnnOGna nL nOYyEPGEPD Wwwndb] G0, pE hGswhuhl £ Bt
Ywbpp <wjwuwnwbniy:

e Upnn"p wldbwwbtu Yupnnwlnwd tp Yuwyb $hioha, beb wyn, www hOswtu

e [Quwn atq $hiip hbswb"u E OpYuwywgnd hwyyuiywb dawynypn:

e &p Jupdhpny h°Gs0 & Dhidp hwybigh nwndlnid (Epbatinp, Ywwnwybbnp, Juyinp b w)iG)

e h°0s tp wybh wwpptnpynn d6q hwdwn:

e Qbtp Ywnshpny $hith n"np dwulb b wikbwywplnpp:

e Upnyn°p Ywpnn Gl onnwptpypwghbtpp Gwybp wyu $hidp hwybph dwuhb unynpbint

hwdwn:

Extra question to diasporans:

e Upnyn°p $hiup hbs-np dlny 00wl b wyb wwpbwybpwhh, nphb nnip hbwnlb) Gp wjbuntn

npuntinhg ubpnud Gp:

Appendix I11:

Focus group questions about the movie The Promise — English

To both local and diasporas:

e How do you feel after watching this film?
e Do you consider this an Armenian film even though it was produced in America?

e [fanswered yes to the previous question, what makes this film Armenian?
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e [fanswered yes to the second question, is any Armenian culture or tradition portrayed in
this film?

e Do you relate more to this film or Mer Bak?

e Do you think this film depicts the history of the beginning of the Genocide correctly?

e What do you think is the most important part of this film?

e Do you think this film should be what foreigners watch to learn about Armenians?

Focus group questions about the movie The Promise — Armenian

e hOswb"u tip Qg qgnid $hitip nhunknig hbwn:

e Upnyn"p hwidwpnid bp uw hwyyuwywb $hd sOwjwé, np Gyupwhwbyt) b UdEphywyned:

e Gpb Gwhunpn hwpghl wwwnwuluwbb] tp win, www wubp, pb h°050 £ $hidp nwpdbnid
hwjtgh:

e Gpb wwunwufuwlb| Gp wyn Gpypnpn hwnpght, GepYujwgdwé E wpnn®p hwyyuywl
Gawynypp Ywd wdwbnnypltpp $hidned:

e N°n $hiud t dbq hwdwn wybkih hngGhwpwquun, w®ju $hiip, pE” <<Ubp pwyp>>:

e Upnyn"p wyu $hidp ghpwin £ OGpYujwglnud <wjng Stnwuwwbnipjwl wwwndwyw
uyhqgpp:

e [uw atqg, n"pp £ $hidh wikbwywnplnp hwwnywén:

e Upnn°p uw wbwp £ 1hoh wyb $hidp, np onwptpypwghbtnp nhunnd GO hwytph dwuhl

undnpbnt hwdwn:

Appendix IV:

Consent Form for Focus Groups — English

Consent to participate in a capstone project conducted at the American University of Armenia
(AUA). This is to state that I agree to participate in the capstone project conducted by Merry
Artinian. The capstone director is Dr. Hourig Attarian of the College of Humanities & Social
Sciences at AUA (tel.: 060 612769, email: hourig.attarian@aua.am).
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PURPOSE: I have been informed that the purpose of the project is to give a deeper insight into
the Armenian community, and how the meaning-making process is changed when a social
background is involved. Within the bigger context of the project, the focus group conducted by
Merry Artinian is meant to shed light on Armenians (both Diaspora and non-diasporic) and their
connection to the films Mer Bak and The Promise and how they make meaning from films
related to their social backgrounds.
PROCEDURES: I understand that the focus group will be conducted at the AUA and recorded
on video. As a participant, [ will be asked to explore how the films made me feel, how I connect
to the films, to what extent do I relate to them and why, and how the films portray the Armenian
culture. The focus groups will take place after watching the films and will last approximately an
hour and a half, however, the participants are free to stop at any time, refuse to answer any
questions or withdraw from the project at any given point. I understand that if I wish to extend
the focus group for more than an hour and a half, I will be provided that opportunity.
RISKS AND BENEFITS: I understand that this focus group involves the sharing of my
personal views and opinions, which will be treated with the utmost care and consideration. I have
been informed that I am free to stop, take a break or discontinue at any time. There are no risks
involved in partaking in this focus group.
CONDITIONS OF PARTICIPATION:
As a participant, [ will have access to all the recorded material for verification purposes.
Throughout the project, if and when the material produced is in Armenian, I will have the
opportunity to review and verify the English translations.
__T'understand that I am free to withdraw my consent and discontinue my participation at
any time without negative consequences.
I understand that the data from this project may be published in print or digital format for
academic purposes.
In terms of identification and reproduction of my participation:
T agree to disclose my identity. [ understand that my identity may be revealed in any
publications or presentations that may result from this focus group. I understand that I may
mask the identities of other persons appearing in my narratives if I so choose.
I agree to the reproduction of sound and images from this focus group by any
method and in any media for academic purposes, which will include documentary
clips.
I HAVE CAREFULLY STUDIED THE ABOVE AND UNDERSTAND THIS AGREEMENT.
I FREELY CONSENT AND VOLUNTARILY AGREE TO PARTICIPATE IN THIS STUDY.
FOCUS GROUP PARTICIPANT:

NAME (please print)

SIGNATURE DATE
FOCUS GROUP ORGANIZER:

NAME (please print)

SIGNATURE DATE

If at any time you have questions about your rights as a capstone project participant, please
contact Dr. Hourig Attarian of the College of Humanities & Social Sciences at AUA (tel.: 060
612769, email: hourig.attarian(@aua.am).
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Consent Form for Focus Groups — Armenian

<{wiwdwyantpjwl hwywuwnwghn

<wiwdw)bwghp dwubwygbint nhwndwihb 6pwanh hpwlywbwgliwb <wjwuwnwbh wikphyjwb
hwiwuwnpwbnw: <wdwdw)bwghnb wre wjl, np Gu hwdwdédw)b GBI dwubwygbnt nhwndwjh
opwaph hpwywbwgdwlp Utnh Upphltiwh Yynndhg: Hhwindwhl wiuwnwbph nGywywnp
<niphy Unnwnbw(h § <U< <nidwbhuinwp L hwuwpwywywb ghinngynibbtph pnitohg (hen.
060 612769, k. hwught: hourig.attarian@aua.am):
Lwhuwgéh Gwwunnwyp
Gu wnbnbYwgyt &4, np Spwanh Gwwwnwyp hwyyuwywb hwiwibph dwuhb funpp
wuwuwnytpwgnuibtp nwil t L 0GpYyuwywgbbp, pb hOswtu E wywwnybpwgnid Yuglbine
gnnépOpwgp thnfudnid, Gpp hwuwpwywywb GwfuwnpwiOtpp Lo 0G6pwedwé 60: Spwgph
wybih (wyb hwiwwnbpuwnnid, Usph Upphbbwbh uwqiwybpwwé dnyniu funidpp Guywunwy
nLbp (nuwynpt hwytph (W hwywunwbOwpOwy, L uthjniepwhwy) L 0pwbg «UGp pwyp» L
«lunuwinniip» $hidbph Yuwwh dwuhb, hGswtu Gwl, pb hOswbu GG Opwbp $hidknh
hdwuwnwynpnud Ywjuywé hptog hwuwpwywywb hwyjwgplbphg:
Clpwgwywnagp
Gu hwuywlnud &4, np $nyniu funipp Yhpwywbwgyh <U<-nid L yunbuwanyh: Npwtu
dwulwyhg, bu Yyhutd, pb h°0s qquigh $hidkpp nhuintinig, hbswb"u Ywwytigh $hidtpha, h°os
wuwinh&wOh L hognt®, L hOswbu GG hidbpp GepYuywgnd hwyyuwywb duynypp: dnyniu
funtdpp Yuyuygh $hdbpp Gwybinig woihowwtu hbuinn L Yunbh dnuinwynpwwbu dEYynilytGu dwdg,
pwjg Owulwyhglbtpp wqwun G0 nwnwptint gwiywgwéd wwhh, hpwdwnybint wwunwufuwbbg
gwOywgwé hwngh Ywa [phbint pahwnpydwb ubbjwyp gwbywgwdé wwhh: Gu hwuywbnud Gy, np
hGd Yupgh hGwpwynpnipntd $nynwu funwipp pyunptglt) deynytu dwihg wytih, Gpb
gwlywbw:
Nhuybp L ognunlbp
Gu hwuywlnid G4, np wyu hwpgwgnnygp hp ke O6pwenad £ hd wadbwywb wpdbpltph L
ywnéhph Yhuntd, nphb Yytpwpbpytlt wewybjwgnyb fjubwdpny L hnguwnwnnigjwdp: hbé
inbnjwy 60 wwhb], np Gu wqwuwn A Ywbqlbbing, nwnwp wnwint b s2upnibwybine guwaywgwé
wuwhh: dnynwu judphb dwubwygbip sh OGpwend nplt rhuybn:
Uwulwygnipjwl wwjdwabbpp
Npwbu dwubwyhg, h0é hwuwth Yho6h pninn dwjbwagnnipnttOtpp hwunwundwl
Owwuwnwyny: Opwanph pbpwgpnty, tpb L Gpp 0)nwebp |h060 hwytptony, Gu YnlbbOwad
hGwpwynpnipinth yepwbwytint L hwuwnwuntint UWaqiEpt0 pwpgdwbnipgynitbbbpp:
— hwuywlnud G4, np wquun B8 hpwdwnybint hwdwdéw)bwagnphg L s2wpnibwytint ha
Gwulbwygnipnibp gwblywgwéd wwhh, wewlg nplk pwgwuwlwb henbwOpbbnh:
— hwuywlnud G4, np wyu 6pwanph tnyjwbtpp Ywpnn GO0 hpwwwpwyybp tnyywé ywd pywihb
tnwpptpwyny” wywntihwywb bwywwnwybtpny:
hd hwpgwgpnygh hGpbnipjwb pwgwhwjndwb L yepwpunwnpdwb weniind,
— hwiwdw)b 6O pwgwhwjntint hd hOpbniyntbp: Gu hwuywOnwd G4, np hd hbpOnipyntlp
ywpnn t pwgwhwynyt) guwblywgwd hnwwwnpwydwb Yuwd Gepyuwywgiwb ke, nnnbp Yihoakha
$nyniu fudph wipmyynibpn:
— <widwdw)b 6O ghnnwnunwywb Guywwnwyatpny wju $nynwu fjudph Gywpbtph ni
dw)Gwagnnipnbbbph yepwpunwnpdwOp nplt hwnnpnwdheongny (Ytp Ywyptn,
Jwytpwgnwywb Shiatn b wyb):
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NFCUNhM YUNPIUSEL BU dGMe curuN4yuol L <Uuvyuunty GU Uu3u <uvuausuuanrn
ugsSeNe: <NcuNuyuy <UUvUU3LNIU GU UuuLUuustL U3u NtuntuLuuhMNHE3ULL:
dNuNtU vUe,h yuuuuhs

uuntu /Nty GLL ANGL STUSUNY

usnruarnkasntu uuuuflehy
dNuUNtU vUPh YURUULUGNME2

uuntu

usnruanrnkasntu uuuurehy

Gprbt gwlywgwd ywhh hwpgbp ynibtbwp d6n hpwynibpltph dwuhl, npwtu nhwyndwh
Spwanh dwulwyhg, fubnpnid Gop Ywwyb) Y. <niphy Unnwntwbh hbwn, <UL {ntdwbhunwn b
hwuwpwywywb ghnnipyntbbtph pnitohg (htn. 060 612769, k. hwugk:
hourig.attarian@aua.am):

Appendix 1V:

Consent Forms for One on One Interviews — English

Consent to participate in a capstone project conducted at the American University of Armenia
(AUA). This is to state that I agree to participate in the capstone project conducted by Merry
Artinian. The capstone director is Dr. Hourig Attarian of the College of Humanities & Social
Sciences at AUA (tel.: 060 612769, email: hourig.attarian@aua.am).
PURPOSE: I have been informed that the purpose of the project is to give a deeper insight into
the Armenian community, and how the meaning-making process is changed when a social
background is involved. Within the bigger context of the project, the focus group conducted by
Merry Artinian is meant to shed light on Armenians (both Diaspora and non-diasporic) and their
connection to the films Mer Bak and The Promise and how they make meaning from films
related to their social backgrounds.
PROCEDURES: I understand that the interview will be conducted at my convenience and
recorded on video. As an interviewee, I will be asked to explore how the films made me feel,
how I connect to the films, to what extent do I relate to them and why, and how the films portray
the Armenian culture. The interview will last approximately half an hour, however, the
interviewees are free to stop at any time, refuse to answer any questions or withdraw from the
project at any given point. [ understand that if I wish to extend the interview for more than half
an hour, I will be provided that opportunity.
RISKS AND BENEFITS: I understand that this interview involves the sharing of my
personal views and opinions, which will be treated with the utmost care and consideration. I have
been informed that I am free to stop, take a break or discontinue at any time. There are no risks
involved in partaking in this interview.
CONDITIONS OF PARTICIPATION:
As an interviewee, [ will have access to all the recorded material for verification purposes.
Throughout the project, if and when the material produced is in Armenian, I will have the
opportunity to review and verify the English translations.

__T'understand that I am free to withdraw my consent and discontinue my participation at

any time without negative consequences.

28


mailto:hourig.attarian@aua.am
mailto:hourig.attarian@aua.am

T understand that the data from this project may be published in print or digital format for
academic purposes.
In terms of identification and reproduction of my participation:
T agree to disclose my identity. [ understand that my identity may be revealed in any
publications or presentations that may result from this interview. I understand that I may
mask the identities of other persons appearing in my narratives if I so choose.
T agree to the reproduction of sound and images from this interview by any method
and in any media for academic purposes, which will include documentary clips.
I HAVE CAREFULLY STUDIED THE ABOVE AND UNDERSTAND THIS AGREEMENT.
I FREELY CONSENT AND VOLUNTARILY AGREE TO PARTICIPATE IN THIS STUDY.
INTERVIEWEE:

NAME (please print)

SIGNATURE DATE
INTERVIEW ORGANIZER:

NAME (please print)

SIGNATURE DATE

If at any time you have questions about your rights as a capstone project participant, please
contact Dr. Hourig Attarian of the College of Humanities & Social Sciences at AUA (tel.: 060
612769, email: hourig.attarian(@aua.am).

Consent Form for One on One Interviews — Armenian

<wiwdw)anipjwl hwywuwnwghp

<widwdwjbwaghn dwubwygbint nhwyndwjhb épwanh hpwywlwgdwb <wjwuwnwbh watphyjwb
hwidwjuwnwOnw: <wdwéw)bwghpb we wyb, np Gu hwdwdw)b G4 dwubwygbint nhwndwjhb
dpwanh hpwywbwgdwp Utph UpphOtwh Ynndhg: Hhwindwihb wzfuwwnwbph nGhwdywnp
<niphy Unnwinbwb £ <U< <nidwbhwnwn bW hwuwpwywywb ghinngynibbbnph pnitiohg (htn.
060 612769, |. hwught: hourig.attarian@aua.am):

Lwuwgséh Gywuwnwyp

Gu wnbnbYwgyt G4, np Spwaph Gwwwnwyp hwyyuwywb hwiwibph dwuhb fJunpp
wwwnytpwgnibbp vnwib kL 0epYuywgltip, pt hOswtu £ ywwnybpwgnd Yuqdkint
gnpépbpwgn thnfudnid, Gpp hwuwpwywywb dwfuwnpywiitpp Lu 0Gpwedwé 60: Spwgph
wybih jwyb hwdwwnbpuwnnud, Ueph Upphbbwbh Jugqiwybspwwd hwngwagnniygp Guwwwnwy
nLbh (nuwynpt) hwytph (W hwywunwOwpOwy, L uthjniepwhwy) L 0pwbg «UGp pwyp» L
«lunuunnuip» $hidtph Ywwh dwuh, hOswtu Owl, pE hGswtu GO Gpwbp $hjvena
hdwuwnwynpnud Ywjuywé hptog hwuwpwywywb hwyjwgplbphg:

COpwgwywpgp

Gu hwuywbnud G4, np hwpgwaqnpnyg wwip L lnGuwboywpwhwbbp Ywugwé Yyhth ha
gwlynipinthg: Npwtu hwpgwanpnyg wynn, hGa Yrulnptl GeEpyuwywglty, pb hbswtu £ Shidp
hGd uinhwb| qqwy, hbswbu Y Yuwyb] $hiutphl L haswtu 60 $hidkpp Gepywywglnid
hwjywywb Gywynypp: hwpgwagnpnypp Yunbh dnunwynpwwtu 30 pnwt, pwyg dwubwyhgbbpp
ywpnn G0 Ywhqlbglt] hwpgwannygp guwiywgwé wwhh, hnwdwnyb] ywunwuuwbsg
gwllywgwé hwpgh Ywd 6pwgphg nnipu qwp gwaywgwdé Yewnnid: Gu hwuywbnid 64, np nlbkad
hGwpwynpnipinth Gpywpwagbint hwpgwagpnygh dwdwbwyp 30 pnwbhg wybih:

Nhuytp L ognunlbp
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Gu hwuywlnid G4, np wyu hwnpgwagnnygp hp dke GEpwenad  hd wodbwywb wpdbpltph L
Ywnéhph Yhund, nphb Yytpwpbpytlt wewybjwgnyb fjubwdpny L hnguwnwnnigjwdp: b0
nbnjwy 6O wwhb], nnp Gu wquwuwn G YwOqOGint, nwnwp wtnwint L s2upnilbwytint gwbywgwsd
wwhh: hwpgwqpnyghl dwubwygtp sh G6pwenud nplk rhuytp:
Uwulwygnipjwl wwjdwabtpp
Npwbu dwubwyhg, hGd hwuwth Yho6h pninp dwjbwagnnipnttbtpp hwunwundwb
Owwunwyny: Opwgph pbpwgpenty, Gt L Gpp Ginuekn |hokh hwjbptany, Gu YnibGhwad
hGwpwdnpnie)ntt yepwlw)tine b hwuwnwuwntnt UbgGpta pwpgiwbnienibbbpp:
— hwuywlnid &Y, np wqwwn GO hpnwdwnpybint hwiwéw)bwgnphg L spwpnibwytine hd
Qwulbwygnipnibp gwblywgwéd wwhh, wewdg npltk pwgwuwlwb henbwOpbbph:
— hwuywlnd &Y, np wju dpwanph ndjwibtpp Ywpnn 60 hpwwwnpwydb tnwyydwd yuwd puwhl
wnwnpptpwyny” wywntihwywb Gwywwnwybtpny:
hd hwpgwqgpniygh hGpbnipjwb pwgwhwjndwb L yGpwpunwnpdwb wenuind,
— hwiwdw)b 60 pwgwhwjwnbint hd hOpbniyntbp: Gu hwubwbnd G4, np hd hbpbnipyntlp
ywpnn t pwgwhwjnyt) gwbywgwéd hnwwwnpwydwb uwd Gepyuwywgiwb ake, nnnbp Yihosha
hwpgwapnygh wpnyntbpp:
— {wiwdw)l 68 ghrnwnwuntwywb Gwywwnwybtnpny wju hwpgwanpnygh GywpbGph nt
dwjbuwannipntbOtph Yytpwpuwnpdwp npbt hwnnpnwidhengny (Ybp Ywyptn,
Jwytpwapwywl Shidtn b wyb):
NFCUNhM YUNIUSGEL BGU JvG6Ne cunrunNyuol L <uuyuuntu GU Uu3u <uvugu3uuarp
uGstNre: <NduNPuyuy <UUUQU3LNIU GU UuUuuustL u3u NtuntUuuuhMnHa3UuLL:
<Uursuarkn3sh vuuvuuuns
uunru /nunNrnNid GLR aNGL SMUSsUn/

usnruanrnkasntu uuuuflehy
<UNsu2MNkn3sh yuauuusNMt2

uuntu

usnruarnk@sntu uuuurehy

Gpb gwlywgwdé wwhh hwpgtp YnibGhwp d6p hpwynibplbtph dwuhl, npnwtu nhwyndwhb
dpwanh dwulwyhg, fubnpnid Gop Ywwyb, M. <niphy Unnwntwbh htwn, <UL {nidwbhunwn b
hwuwpwywywb ghunnipyntbbtph pnitohg (htn. 060 612769, k. hwugk:
hourig.attarian@aua.am):
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