Curriculum Development: Anthropology in Bulgaria and Macedonia in the Post-socialist period (1995-2005)

Final Report (Draft)

1 January – 30 September 2006

The research goal was examination - collecting detailed information about and analysis of - anthropology and ethnology curricula at 5 target universities. This comprised anthropology and ethnology BA and MA programs at the following departments: Department of Anthropology at the New Bulgarian University (NBU), Department of Ethnology and Philosophy at ‘Paisii Hilendarski’ University in Plovdiv (PU), Department of Ethnology, Faculty of History, and Department of Theory and History of Culture, Faculty of Philosophy at ‘St. Kliment Ohridski’ Sofia University (SU), Department of Bulgarian Literature, Philological Faculty at the South-western University in Blagoevgrad (SUB), and the Institute of Ethnology and Anthropology at the Faculty of Natural Sciences and Mathematics, University of Skopje (US). The examined programs are as follows:

 Undergraduate programs: Anthropology (NBU), Ethnology (PU), Ethnology (SU), Ethnology (SUB), Ethnology (US);

 Graduate programs: Cultural and Social Anthropology (NBU), Applied Ethnology (PU, 1999-2002), Cultural Anthropology (PU, 1999-2002), Cultural Tourism and Projects in the Field of Culture (PU, since 2005), Ethnology of the Macedonians (US), Cultural Tourism (SU), Cultural Anthropology (SU).

In addition, we also collected information about anthropology courses taught at the Faculties of Philology and Philosophy at US by the same team of lecturers from the Faculty of Philosophy within different programs. However, no such individual courses taught at Bulgarian universities were included within the scope of the research.  

All of the above-mentioned curricula, despite their titles, announce a specialization in anthropology. For instance, the BA program of Ethnology at the university in Skopje provides the following professional qualification for the graduates: ‘ethnologist and cultural anthropologist’. The data we collected put the stress on the changes and development of curricula, teaching methods, major goals, and mission of the departments and programs at focus, recruitment and qualifications of the faculty members, SWOT (strong/ weak sides/ opportunities/ threats) analysis made by senior lecturers, students’ evaluation (only of two programs).

The initial information about current programs, their structure and mission, profile and course outline, terms for graduation, etc was collected through a close examination of existing online sources. Thus, we could compare the variations of anthropology and ethnology curricula, according to their immediate context (departments and faculties where they are situated) and announced mission and goals.

A further step was to identify our major contacts at each of the departments, who would provide in-depth information about each particular curriculum - its present status and the changes it has undergone over the years, its current problems and future opportunities. We were aimed at people who have been and are directly involved in the curricula organization and development, such as heads of departments, deans, and program directors, i.e. mostly senior faculty members. We were also looking for junior faculty who had specialized (PhD or MA degrees) in one of the programs under study and after graduation were involved as teaching assistants there. Our major respondents at each of the target departments were the following: Prof. Plamen Bochkov, dean, former head of the Department of Anthropology (NBU) and senior lecturer at PU, Prof. Cvete Lazova, former director of the basic program of anthropology (NBU), Prof. Maria Shnitter, dean and former head of the Department of Ethnology and Sociology (PU), Meglena Zlatkova, PhD student, alumni and teaching assistant (PU), Dr Ilia Iliev, assistant professor at the Department of Ethnology (SU), Prof. Ivailo Dichev, MA program director at the Department of Theory and History of Culture (SU), Assoc. Professor Ilia Nedin, vice dean of the Faculty of Philology and former organizer of the program of Ethnology (SUB), Prof. Vladimir Penchev, senior lecturer at SUB, Prof. Aneta Svetieva, head of the Institute of Ethnology and Anthropology (US), Assoc. Prof. Slobodanka Markovska, senior lecturer at the Faculties of Philology and Philosophy (US).

Much of the information we acquired through informal discussions (on telephone, by e-mail, in person) thanks to the respondents’ willingness to be of help for our research. For a more systematic comparative view on anthropology and ethnology curricula, however, we prepared a questionnaire, aimed at illuminating such issues as: curriculum changes and development at the particular department in the period of interest (1995-2005), specializations/ qualifications of the teaching staff, the nature of the courses (mandatory/ elective, lectures/ seminars/ research methods training, ratio between general/ specialized courses), the program profile (scholarly/ practice oriented), the teaching methods employed, the teaching materials, readings and textbooks used, etc. (see attached questionnaire). At the end of the inquiry we asked every respondent to make a brief SWOT analysis of the respective program/s and express their attitude towards the future of the discipline.

In using the questionnaire we proceeded the following way: firstly, we disseminated the list of questions to our contacts at each of the departments and asked them to provide brief, yet consistent written answers; this was important because some of the questions required collecting data in advance; secondly, after having read the received written responses, we made informal interviews with some of the respondents to add missing comprehensive information. We can attach 4 such written inquiries: 3 in English (by Ivailo Dichev, Ilia Iliev, Meglena Zlatkova), and 1 in Macedonian (Slobodanka Markovska), and 2 extended interviews based on the same questionnaires in the vernacular languages (by Aneta Svetieva and Maria Shnitter). There are no such written answers by a representative of NBU for the simple reason that the members of the research team work there and had the full documentation of the Dept. of Anthropology at their disposal. 

We also initiated evaluative inquiries among students in the programs under study, aiming to reveal their interest in the discipline (inquiry attached). By the end of the research period, however, we only received the results of the inquiries at PU and NBU. They were professionally processed by the sociologist Prof. Ivan Evtimov from NBU, who also added a comparative analysis of the two surveys (in Bulgarian language).

In conducting the inquiry we were assisted by post-graduate students (M.Zlatkova, N.Bokova, V.Ivanova, V, Zhikoska). 

We also prepared a list of publications, produced by faculty members at the target departments, including lectures, readers, and articles on the state of art of the discipline and on curriculum development (see the attached list). 

As provisioned in the project proposal, the members of the team asked Professor Aneta Svetieva for an expert report on the case of the Republic of Macedonia - development of anthropology and ethnology curricula at Macedonian universities. We have received from her a recent article of hers dealing with the subject, and a couple of other relevant publications. She also agreed to give us an extended interview and we had a number of informal talks during the team’s visit to Skopje on 6-9 September 2006. We also base our analysis of the Macedonian case on the publications and inquiry provided by S. Markovska. 

For the Bulgarian case, we obtained two expert evaluations by international scholars, both regarding the programs at NBU: by the professors of anthropology Peter Black (George Mason University, Virginia) and Mariano Pavanello (University La Sapienca- Rome). Prof. Plamen Bochkov provided an analytical report comparing the BA programs at NBU and PU (in Bulgarian). 

We collected also information about recent research projects, related to teaching, all of them projects with students’ participation; this is with the aim to outline in a comparative perspective the particular subjects of interest and of specialization at each of the departments.

Implemented Activities

 Examining departmental and program web-sites – January through April, 2006

 Collecting and analysis of BA and MA curricula in anthropology and related disciplines at the target universities – since January 2006

 Preparing a list of international publications on anthropology curricula and teaching anthropology in the post-socialist countries - January

 Preparing a list of relevant publications and teaching materials, produced by the target departments – since January (still in process)

 Initiating contacts with colleagues at the departments in Sofia and in Skopje – February – beginning of March, 2006

 Compiling a list of research projects related to teaching – since February 2006

 Field trip to SUB, Blagoevgrad, 25.01.2006;

 Field trip to PU, Plovdiv, 6.02.2006;

 Field trip to PU, Plovdiv, 6.03.2006;

 Field trip to SUB, Blagoevgrad, 15.03.2006;

 Field trip to SUB, Blagoevgrad, 24.04.2006;

 Field trip to PU, Plovdiv, 12.04.2006;

 Field trip to PU, Plovdiv, 20.05.2006;

 Field trip to PU, Plovdiv, 26.05.2006;

 Field trip to PU, Plovdiv, 3.07.2006;

 Field trip to US, Skopje, Macedonia, 6-9.09.2006;

 Preparing a questionnaires and conducting an inquiry of students’ evaluation of curricula at NBU and PU – April-May 2006;

 Processing of the results of the two evaluative inquiries – July 2006;

 Preparing a questionnaire and conducting interviews with faculty members – April-September 2006;

 Examination of teaching literature, as well as of publications on the development of anthropology in the two countries at focus, and in other CEE countries – since January 2006;

 Translation into English of the BA curriculum in Anthropology at NBU and the BA curriculum in Ethnology at PU – April-May 2006; and submitting the curricula for evaluation to two international experts – May 2006;

 A draft version of a systematized analytical report on the ethnology and anthropology curricula at PU, prepared by Irena Bokova (with a possibility to be published);

 An article by Magdalena Elchinova, entitled ‘Socio-cultural Anthropology in Bulgaria: From Fragmentarization to Cross-discipline Curricula?’, which is to be submitted to a volume ‘Anthropology of Europe: The Teaching Perspective’, ed. By M. Segalen, A. Barrera, P. Skalnik (to be published in 2007 by Berghahn Books) (still in process).

The supporting activities and expenses include printing (curricula, lists of

publications and research projects, online materials, questionnaires, inquiries, reports), photocopying (curricula, questionnaires, books and articles, etc), translations, correspondence, etc.

The collected materials allow for the comparative analysis of the curricula

of interest in the following perspectives:


1. Curricula background and change: 


Anthropology and ethnology have no academic traditions in Bulgaria; they were introduced at Bulgarian universities only in the 1990s and their development was a result of the then ongoing social, political and ideological changes in the country (…). The immediate impact of this was that several curricula under the same name (ethnology) but of different format appeared paralelly in different faculties – for instance in USU Ethnology was situated at the Dept. of Literature, in PU at the Dept. of Ethnology and Sociology, located again in the Philological Faculty, whereas at SU it was within the Faculty of History where traditionally courses in ethnography had been taught. Around 1996 there were two different and competing patterns of academic ethnology in Bulgaria – a ‘philological’ and a ‘historical’ one. Both types of ethnology curricula were heavily influenced by the established disciplines within the context of which they emerged, respectively philology and history. The percentage of literature and language, and history courses respectively, was so high, that ethnology was initially considered a hybrid discipline, offering double specialization for its students. This continued until such hybrid disciplines were prohibited by the updated law for higher education, and, consequently,  a number of particular transformations had occurred at each of the universities at focus. These transformations were equally due to issues of institutionalization of the discipline, the qualifications of the members of the teaching staff, the students’ interest, as well as the growing number of studies in the field (i.e. development of research methods, publications, subjects of interest). However, one thing remained persistent – no matter what the changes were ethnology curricula remained closely related to and influenced by the dominant and more established disciplines at the respective faculties/ departments. Thus for example, Ethnology at PU was initially introduced within the philological perspective with solid philological training, a corpus of ethnology proper courses and some training in sociology. Later the number of ethnology and sociology courses grew at the expense of training in language and literature. In 2005, after substantial structural changes at the university, ethnology was placed at the newly opened Faculty of History and Philosophy, Dept. of Ethnology and Philosophy, and the curriculum was significantly transformed again, this time in order to include more courses from the field of history and philosophy.


The case of anthropology was somewhat specific, as it appeared relatively later and on a more limited scale within Bulgarian academia. The first to announce their work as related to anthropology were scholars outside universities, coming from various backgrounds – folklore study, ethnography, history, sociology, philosophy, literary studies, etc. Curiously, anthropology was among the fields of re-valorization of scholarly identities of quite a few of those who previously dealt with highly ideological subjects, such as Marxism-Leninism, scientific communism, history of the BCP. However, anthropology was introduced at the undergraduate level only at the private NBU, established in the early 1990s. In 1997/98 a BA program of Anthropology–united was introduced, which included specializations of Anthropology–philosophy, Anthropology– literature, Anthropology–linguistics, Anthropology–humanities, Anthropology– sociology and social anthropology. It is clear that behind such a pattern lies a broad understanding of the subject of anthropology, as well as the opportunity it offers for interdisciplinary training. But alongside these conceptual reasons there were two practical, and even more important factors that brought about such a pattern – the lack of trained anthropologists who would develop anthropological courses, and institutional problems (see below). During the next academic year there were already a basic program of anthropology (2 years of training, mostly fundamental and general courses, high percentage of courses from the social sciences and the humanities, and few anthropology proper courses) followed by 2 years of BA training in Sociology and Social Anthropology (with accent on sociology, but with a different profile than the one at the state universities). In 2004, following the changed state standards a four-year BA program of Anthropology was developed, including a specialization in Sociocultural anthropology and in Sociology. 


The NBU pattern of anthropology sets the discipline closely related to sociology with a particular stress on sociological qualitative and quantitative methods of collecting data and analysis (and not the predominantly theoretical and philosophical training in sociology inherited from the times of state socialism). However, from the very beginning the goal has been the establishment of this new discipline in Bulgaria, and, consequently, within a relatively short span of time this has led to the development of a very consistent undergraduate curriculum in anthropology and the recruitment of senior and junior faculty, able to put it into practice.


During the 2000s a number of MA programs of anthropology of a more or less similar nature appeared at several Bulgarian universities, open for students from all the humanities and social sciences. All these programs try to strike a balance between fundamental/ theoretical training and conducting of extended fieldwork as the basis of the graduation theses of the students. Interestingly, in some of the cases – as at SU and PU - these programs are designed for the needs preliminarily of undergraduate students of ethnology.


Unlike the Bulgarian case, in RMacedonia academic ethnology had its traditions since 1946. There was an ethnology program at US, Faculty of Philosophy until 1953, when the discipline was closed down. It was opened again in 1984. However, at the time the Faculty of Philosophy did not react to the government decision of reopening the discipline, and it was hosted by the Faculty of Natural Sciences and Mathematics, Department of Geography (since the 1930s there was a strong anthropogeographical tradition in the country which gave grounds for such a move). There initially Ethnology was very much dependant on the bigger structure it was incorporated into, both financially and in terms of curriculum development and hiring policy. As a result, in the 1880s about 70% of the courses taught within Ethnology were in the field of geography (the idea being to provide classes for the faculty members at the department). With the years this situation has gradually changed, and today there is a minimal number of geography courses in the curriculum. However, a number of lecturers of a historical background have been hired, which has resulted in a growing number of history oriented courses. Since last academic year there is a separate department of ethnology and anthropology, which opens perspectives for a more independent and consistent curriculum development.  There is no undergraduate program in anthropology at US, although a growing number of anthropological courses has been introduced within the Ethnology curriculum over the past few years, and the word anthropology is largely used in titles and names, in order to better specify the nature of the students’ training, especially in an international context. Like in the case with PU and SU, anthropology appears for the needs of specialization of ethnology students.


Several courses in anthropology were offered during the 1990s by faculty members of the Faculty of Philosophy at US, who teach at several programs in this and the Philological Faculty. These courses include: Anthropology, and since 2006-07, Introduction to Anthropology, Anthropology and Linguistics, Anthropology of Women. Admittedly, these courses were meant to replace ideological disciplines, such as Marxism, that are no longer taught. Their goal today is to add an anthropological training in disciplines, such as philosophy, sociology, defectology, literature and language.


2. Faculty

It is a common problem of all departments and programs at focus, that there is an insufficient number of senior and junior faculty, and this often leads to limitations of curricula themselves. All the programs in Bulgaria had to hire specialists of a various background coming from the institutes of the Bulgarian Academy of Sciences. A characteristic trait is that many of those who teach ethnology and anthropology proper courses more often than not come from among folklorists and ethnographers (because of their fieldwork experience). State universities have to balance the new specialists with the faculty members of another major field of knowledge (according to the department where anthropology/ ethnology curricula are located), that is why anthropology/ ethnology specific courses are often omitted or limited, and other courses corresponding with the lecturers’ major specialization are largely introduced instead. All programs are too young to provide the trained junior lecturers from among their graduate students, so the departments still rely on attracting lecturers from outside. However, at the state universities this process is administratively restricted and the procedures are clumsy, the result often being the suspension of indispensable specialized courses and their replacement with courses from other disciplines. Perhaps the most successful faculty policy so far is the one at NBU, where the Dept. of Anthropology has managed to attract a number of qualified senior and junior lecturers, including alumni of foreign universities. Still, there is a need for specialists in certain anthropological subjects, for instance of particular ethnographic areas (anthropology of Asia, of Africa, of the Pacific region, etc) and such courses are still absent from all the anthropology curricula in Bulgaria.


In Macedonia, in contrast, most of the teaching staff are alumni of the same department and program. However, the lack of enough, especially junior lecturers is considered the biggest obstacle to the successful curriculum development. Currently both the BA and MA programs are taught by 6 full-time professors and assistants (including 1 full professor, 3 associate professors and 2 teaching assistants, all with PhD degrees). Additional but very limited number of part-time lecturers also teach there. This not only leads to a horarium overloading of every faculty member, but makes the same person the specialist in so many subjects that this inevitably leads to lower quality of teaching in certain cases. For instance, the Ethnology curriculum at US includes courses of various ethnographic regions (ethnology of China, Asia, Japan, etc), often taught by the same person who had never done any field work or other research in the respective region.


To summarize, the establishment of a highly qualified and adequate teaching team is a problem and priority throughout the universities at focus, and the insufficiency of trained lecturers still determines most of the insufficiencies in curricula.


3. Institutionalization

Another such factor is the institutionalization of the discipline. Especially in Bulgaria where the discipline is new, problems of institutionalization have determined much of the curricula transformations and had even ended up with the suspension of certain programs, as was the case with Ethnology at USU. There is a state approved Register of higher education disciplines which gives legitimacy to programs and diplomas, and until mid-1990s this Register did not include neither ethnology, nor anthropology. In 1996 ethnology was introduced in the register as a historical discipline (this has much to do with the tradition of teaching ethnography in history curricula, and the practice of simple rendering of ethnography as ethnology). Since all the ethnology curricula at focus already existed as a part of a hybrid discipline, this move gave legitimacy only to the ‘historical’ ethnology at SU, and put into trouble the ‘philological’ programs at USU and PU. Within a couple of years the program at USU was closed because of the collision between the philologists and historians there; at PU it survived, mostly due to the fact that there was no developed history training there at the time, but today Ethnology is within the newly established Faculty of History and Philosophy. 


Anthropology was introduced only in the summer of 2002 and this is one of the explanations why there still is only one BA program in the whole country.


Institutionalization has yet another impact on the development of the discipline. In Bulgaria, in order to obtain a degree or professorship, one has to be approved by a centralized specialized commission of higher education, and the procedure requires that every such competition is related to a discipline that has a code (i.e. this is another kind of state approved classification). Whereas ethnology acquired the code of ethnography, the situation with the degrees in anthropology is much more complicated – applicants have to choose one of the existing related fields with codes – theory and history of culture, folklore study, sociology.


The lack of academic traditions in the discipline and the above-mentioned issues of institutionalization have from the very beginning determined the diversity of ethnology and anthropology curricula, the lack of shared standards with regard to contents, as well as the controversial development of the discipline at each particular university.


In Macedonia, the existing traditions in teaching ethnology and the lack of centralized commissions for obtaining degrees have contributed to a more favourable development of ethnology curricula. However, there is a more restricted procedure of approval of full-time teaching positions, which has a negative effect on curriculum development.


4. Curriculum analysis

The collected data allow to seek answers for questions such as: what is the nature of the courses in the curricula under study (what anthropology/ ethnology courses are developed, which ones are still missing, can we speak in the end about competitive curricula, corresponding to internationally recognized standards); what are the prevailing course formats (general/ specialized courses, theoretical/ practice-oriented courses, interdisciplinary courses); what are the possibilities of implementing innovative teaching methods; are their sufficient teaching materials (textbooks, online lectures, teaching films, etc); what kinds of research projects are developed to train future anthropologists/ ethnologists, etc. The larger issues that could be discussed in this respect include: anthropology/ ethnology curricula in the context of other, previously established disciplines; how are anthropology and ethnology regarded – as synonyms or as separate disciplines; what is the perspective of curriculum development of these disciplines – towards interdisciplinarity or fragmentarization; can we speak of specific profiles of the curricula and departments under study. The analysis of these topics requires a largely comparative perspective: between curricula and departments; between Bulgaria and RMacedonia; in a larger international context (with established as well as new traditions in teaching anthropology).


All these issues are to be discussed in further publications, related to this project.


5. Students’ interest towards anthropology/ ethnology curricula

Attracting students has been and still is one of the biggest challenges in front of departments developing anthropology and ethnology, especially in the case of Bulgaria. Professionally oriented higher education has established traditions in the country and the introduction of completely new disciplines (where students do not know what they are going to do after graduation) risks to attract a dramatically low number of students. Students’ evaluation inquiries reveal that anthropology is still the first choice of a very small (but growing) number of freshmen, and undergraduate students prefer to have more practice-oriented training and internships at agencies and businesses that can be their future employers. This situation additionally explains for the ‘hybridization’ of anthropology/ ethnology curricula in some cases, the combination of anthropological training with some other, more familiar qualification (for instance teaching qualifications), and the strive for a particular specialization that would attract students’ interest.


In RMacedonia we got the impression that this is not an issue, as there is a stable number of students each year and the labour marked for ethnologists is well-developed. On the contrary, there is even a tendency to keep the number of freshmen into certain limits, because the higher number of ethnology students is expected to lead to lower quality of graduate students (the number of those who study ethnology only to obtain diplomas for higher education will be higher). 


6. Public promotion of the discipline

7. Publications (teaching materials and analysis of the state of art of the discipline) 

12.09.2006

Magdalena Elchinova

Project leader
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