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Introduction 

Disciplines change. We are now at a time when talks about disciplinary boundaries, transdisciplinarity, interdisciplinarity, permeation, blurring, cracking and crossing of disciplinary boundaries abound.
 If it becomes increasingly difficult to set exact boundaries for as “traditional” disciplines as philosophy, history, sociology, political sciences etc., it should look like an impossible and almost ridiculous task to try to discuss disciplinary shifts in such a contested discipline as gender studies and, furthermore, in such a “young” and unstable context as Romania. But this is precisely what I attempt to do in this paper, namely to explore the dynamics of gender studies as an officially recognized autonomous academic discipline taught within state-based higher education. I will try to explain the various, complex and often contradictory transformations that gender studies in Romania is at present going through, by inquiring into the factors that contributed to its rather early and rapid establishment, by analyzing several changes in the conceptualization and application of curriculum formation and ideology, and last but not least, by setting the general context of Romanian society as a post-socialist society with a rich heritage of patriarchy and rigid institutional structures. 

This paper is the result of a more extensive research undertaken in January-August 2006 and meant to offer a broad picture of the complex process of institutionalization of gender studies as an academic discipline in Romania. The research was carried with Mihaela Frunza, and we cannot say we reached final conclusions, but we were able to trace some tendencies and understandings of the complex and pluridimensional process of establishing, working and re-working academic programs in gender studies in Romania. We believe necessary to emphasize the provisional character of the conclusions of our research, and the very fact that we decided to write several papers as an outcome of our research is telling with respect to the complexity and contestation of both the current state of higher education system in Romania and the particular place of gender studies as a taught discipline within it. This also gives a hint re our own different if not to say divergent positionality with respect to the readings of some of the data.

The research can be circumscribed within the area of social history, more specifically the social history of institutions. For the purpose of the research, we considered more useful and revealing to broaden the field of curriculum development as to include possible answers to questions such as ‘Why did the institution/ postgraduate program appear in that particular moment?’, ‘What where the specific circumstances of the emergence of the institution/ program?’, ‘What where the factors that furthered the development?’, ‘What factors hindered the development?’. There are mainly three methodological components that informed the research: comparative analysis of administrative documents (statement of purpose/ objectives of the postgraduate programs, administrative reports etc.) and curricular documents (the set of courses offered every year, syllabi etc.), in-depth interviews (non-directive, explorative and opinion) with instructors, students and graduates of the three Romanian gender studies graduate programs, and personal experience with the programs and the broader Romanian gender teaching and NGO scene.

The Short Exultant Life of Gender Studies in Romania
Gender studies, as site of knowledge production and transmission, can be and in fact is contested from both within the discipline and from outside it. There are always political decisions behind naming and the history of the name of a discipline can be very telling with respect to the tribulations that shaped the face of the discipline. Though there are many differences in various geo-temporal contexts, gender studies, as a name, can be said to have appeared later and somehow out of women’s studies. This very fact of deciding to name a discipline – and therefore a course of study, as well as departments in universities, research centers and academic specializations – in a certain way amounts to making a political decision. Rosi Braidotti considers that the name “gender” and the institutional practices that its introduction triggered are problematic for feminists: 

The scientific-sounding term gender appears to strike a more reassuring note in the academic world than the more explicitly political term, feminist studies. This factor is partly responsible for the success encountered by ‘gender studies’ in universities and publishing houses of late. In my opinion, this success has resulted in a shift of focus away from the feminist agenda towards a more generalized attention to the social construction of differences between the sexes. It is a broadening out that is also a thinning down of the political agenda. 

Thus, the contestations from within start from its name and all it implies and go on to question the “mainstream-ization” of the discipline, its ideological conceptualization of the founding principles, too much or too little opening up or closing off. The fact that the discipline took the path of institutionalization was by some read as forgetting or abandoning the initial position of a reactionary social critique of patriarchal structures which was now moving towards the center and thus becoming part of the very structures it was supposed to challenge and oppose.

Whether it is called women’s or gender Studies, such arguments and questions as “is women’s studies dead?”
, “commemorating women’s studies?”
, “the impossibility of women’s studies”
 etc. point to the profound re-evaluation and actually crisis that women’s/ gender Studies is facing in many geo-cultural areas. Gabriele Griffin talks about a certain “decline” of women’s studies as a taught subject in the United Kingdom and the same trend is discernible all over “western” Europe, arguing that women’s studies in the United Kingdom “is in a crisis and, one could argue with Audre Lorde, that the master’s tools have failed to dismantle the master’s house, that academe has failed to be transformed by the institutionalization of Women’s Studies.”
 She extensively explains and gives examples of difficulties faced by this discipline in its endeavor for institutionalization, but despite the efforts, courses of study and programs are closing down, there are less professors of women’s and gender studies than in the mid-90s and student numbers are decreasing. And the case of the United Kingdom is not a singular one. Many programs and study courses of gender studies throughout the globe are in the same situation, though, undoubtedly, research and knowledge production in the field are in an unparalleled expansion.

When one looks at the state of the discipline in the post-socialist region, one could conclude, with Susan Zimmermann, that we are witnessing a “victorious march” of gender studies in the central-eastern European and former Soviet space.
 However, in this paper I argue that this “victorious march” should be understood in a more nuanced and contextualized way, and the internal dynamics of the discipline, as well as the external factors that shape it, should be appreciated in their continuous change and transformation. What I want to discuss here is exactly this issue of “victory” or success of gender studies in Romania and the criteria for appreciating whether we are witnessing a success or a failure. I believe the answer is more difficult and contextual than simply considering the success/ failure paradigm and choosing one of them for describing the state of the discipline.

The emergence and development of women’s and gender studies in central and eastern Europe can be traced back since the late 1980s and Zimmermann distinguishes broadly three phases of the institutionalization of the discipline for the entire central eastern and post-soviet space. The first period, starting in the late ‘80s until mid-‘90s is the period of endeavors and activities to introduce gender studies in the region, mostly within non-governmental organizations and informal settings, supported by western networks and foundations. In this period no institutional change occurs and courses of study as well as research only take place outside the officially recognized framework of higher education. The next phase, from 1995 to 2000, is called by Zimmermann the “time of the Americans” when funds are mostly coming from north American and Anglo-Saxon transnational organizations and the first substantial steps are being taken towards the institutionalization of gender studies. It is the time of the establishment of a “shadow network” of private higher education with full scale gender studies programs and ample outreach activities. What is interesting in this process is the constitution of gender studies as one of the symbolic markers of the much broader agenda for the transformation of higher education and post-socialist societies as a whole, and gender studies were allowed to be introduced along with other concepts like market democracy, human rights, tolerance, equity etc. Zimmerman reads the emergence and institutionalization of gender studies as being not so much about gender, but within the framework of the “western” style liberal market. 

The last phase of this process started in 2000 and could be considered under the influence of the European Union requirements. The Bologna process seeks the uniformization and nivelation of higher education systems in the EU countries and in the “accession zone”. These processes are targeted at increasing student mobility and allowing students to switch between universities with broadly similar programs and courses of study. In this phase, funds are mostly coming from European organizations and are granted for the acceleration of the state-based higher education reform. In this picture of “europeanunion-ization” of higher education, gender studies programs start being established by state bureaucracy and a growing tension between state-based higher education and private networks is now discernible.

Academic programs do not appear in a vacuum. Just like they are not entirely objective and fully justified academic products. However, in order for a program to emerge, there have to be some prior circumstances, both public and personal, that would lead to the establishment of a particular program of study. By public, in this context, I understand existing scholarly research and interest, funds granted for research studies, translations and publications, non-governmental organizations and other formal or informal groups who undertake academic (or academic-like) and activist activities, libraries with relevant collections in the field etc. By personal, as I will discuss below, I am referring to the right person at the right place at the right moment. Or, to put it in the words of one of the interviewees, ‘the right woman’s right husband’.

Gabriele Griffin points out that Women’s Studies evolved from various disciplines in local contexts, and there are several factors that could be used to explain the dynamics of the discipline for each context. For example, in the United Kingdom, as a protestant country with no recent history of fascism, Women’s Studies evolved from sociology and the arts, in countries such as Spain, Portugal and Italy, catholic countries with recent history of fascism and military dictatorships it evolved from history, while in many post-socialist countries it emerged from philosophy. “In all these instances, the political and socio-cultural history of the country plays a vital role in determining the disciplinary base from which Women’s Studies has emerged, and the particular emphases its curricula project.”
 Furthermore, it is obvious that women’s/ gender studies would find a greater support within the so-called liberal democratic states concerned with equality agendas, than the more conservative patriarchal ones with rigid education systems based primarily on preferment rather than merit.

All three Romanian MA programs in gender studies have been taught within state-based institutions: the National School of Political Studies and Public Administration in Bucharest (NSPSPA), Babes-Bolyai University (BBU), Cluj-Napoca and the University of the West (UW), Timisoara. They have been either established and/ or supported through research centers and non-governmental organizations and many of the instructors teaching at the MA programs were active in these organizations. Starting with 1998, when the MA program in gender studies at NSPSPA from Bucharest was established, gender studies became an officially recognized discipline, but only at the graduate level. There are no BA degrees in gender studies, just like there are no PhD programs in gender studies. However, many students do their BA theses with a topic on gender or women’s issues and there are several PhD supervisors who accept gender studies topics, but based in other disciplines.
 This means that there are quite a few BA and PhD graduates who have a gender specialization, but their diplomas are in another discipline.

There are several research centers in gender studies in Romania, such as The Center for Gender Studies and Curriculum Development Filia at NSPSPA in Bucharest, The Center for Gender Studies at the Faculty of European Studies, BBU in Cluj-Napoca, The Interdisciplinary Center for Gender Studies from UW, Timişoara. A special case is the Society for Feminist Analyses AnA, founded in the beginning of the ‘90s and based in Bucharest. To this mostly academic feminist NGO (the only one that uses the label “feminist” in the title!) the Romanian gender studies scene – as both teaching and research, but also to some degree as activism – owes a lot. Most of the instructors and students who started the graduate program in gender studies at NSPSPA in 1998 were coming from AnA, either as founders, project coordinators or as volunteers. Many of the students and graduates of the MA participated in programs or projects carried on at AnA or at least used the library or the resources available there. It is interesting and worth noticing that AnA seized its activities in July this year. 

During this last decade, tens of books in Gender Studies were published in Romania: original researches, theories and case-studies, translations of some of the fundamental works in the field, edited volumes and conference proceedings etc. A few publishing houses initiated book series dedicated to this field (Polirom, Politeia, Limes, Desirée), a couple of academic journals started to be published (AnAlize in Bucharest, Gender Studies in Timisoara) and others had special issues on gender (Journal for the Study of Religions and Ideologies, Secolul XX etc.) conferences, seminars, workshops and summer-schools were organized, research projects were carried out, websites, e-lists and online discussion were set up.

In Romania, gender studies evolved from several disciplines and though apparently it respects the post-socialist country “canon”, at a closer look we would notice some general dissimilarities. It is true that two of the three initiators of the gender programs have an academic background in philosophy, but all three programs are based in other departments: in Bucharest in political sciences, in Cluj in European studies, and in Timisoara in philology/ English language and literature. The first two disciplines that accepted to “host” gender studies are themselves newly established ones, since during state-socialism political sciences and European studies did not exist, and the fact that they are still “young” in the Romanian academic scene and the boundaries more flexible is very likely to have contributed to the easier acceptance and inclusion of gender studies within their curricula. At the same time, it is relevant to notice again the heavy influence exercised by the “promoters” of the discipline within the higher education institution: gender studies was introduced in the institution where that person was based (Mihaela Miroiu at the Faculty of Political Sciences from NSPSPA, Enikö Magyari-Vincze at the Faculty of European Studies from BBU and Reghina Dascal at the Faculty of English Language and Literature from UW).

What is interesting about the institutionalization of gender studies in Romania, as an officially recognized academic discipline taught under state-based higher education, is the fact that it does not respect several of the trends and phases identified for the central eastern European and post-soviet region. The first graduate program in gender studies was established in 1998 (according to Zimmermann’s periodization, full scale state-based graduate programs started to be established only after year 2000), as an officially recognized course of study under a state-based higher education institution and it was the first and only such program in the central and eastern Europe for more than five years. Unlike other countries from the region, Romania does not have an extensive or abundant recent history of women’s or feminist formal or informal groups. Though there were several small groups of women with feminist activities, but mostly academic interests, they had a rather minor visibility and did not manage (or, rather, did not struggle) to establish courses of study in gender studies. We cannot attribute this rather early and rapid success of gender studies to the Romanian higher education system either, since it is far from being a progressive or open to change one. It is therefore quite surprising and worth inquiring into the reasons and contexts that led to the rapid establishment of gender studies in spite of the lack of substantial women’s/ gender activist and research centers, of a “shadow network” (Zimmermann) of gender studies/women’s studies and of significant (international) funding.

The idea of establishing a graduate program in gender studies appeared in the mid-‘90s. There were a few gender specialists in various fields of expertise and several courses were offered at the undergraduate level (Mihaela Miroiu mentions at least three such courses, all of them taught at the University of Bucharest: at the departments of Philosophy, English and Sociology).
 In 1996 the group of women gathered at the Society for Feminist Analyses AnA considered the idea of establishing a course of study in gender, but only in 1998, when Mihaela Miroiu became the dean of the Faculty of Political Studies at NSPSPA, the MA program could have been created. So, on the one hand, the efforts of these women could only take shape when Miroiu had a high position in the university administration and so secured a positive answer to her proposition, and, on the other hand, the official recognition from the Ministry of Education was secured through Adrian Miroiu, Mihaela Miroiu’s husband, who held a high position in the hierarchy of the Ministry of Education.
 

This profound personal involvement in the creation of an institution can be seen as both beneficial – the MA program was established and received official recognition and financial support ever since the beginning – and detrimental – as long as the personal link is still strong the person who created it can threaten its existence. Mihaela Miroiu considers that an institution is not mature until the personal involvement disappears: 

I believe that this field will really become autonomous when it does not depend so heavily upon the power of personal negotiation. As long as there are just a few persons who matter so much for the field we are still dealing with immature fields. In our context, we can not talk about the maturation of this area, in the sense of being considered a significant epistemic necessity. We don’t have yet, within the academic environment, that conscience that would allow saying: yes, we need the program because the outcomes of having it are genuinely very good. In the case of NSPSPA the results are palpable, obvious, are very public: studies, books, research. On a small scale, the impact is clear. And this is the reason why, even if there needs to be a reduction of the number of places (around 10 places are state-funded every year for the MA programs, the rest are fee-paying students) available for the students, the deans’ first concern in to secure enough places for this MA program. So, decidedly, it’s not a problem of legitimization anymore. With or without me, I don’t have any official position anymore.

The reasons for establishing the postgraduate program in gender studies are many folded. Laura Grünberg mentions the need for professionalizing the field. Though the generation of women active in NGOs had a specialization in gender studies, did their PhDs with a topic related to gender studies, but based in another discipline (Miroiu in Philosophy, Grünberg in Sociology etc.), they felt that this was not enough and a program that would provide younger women with the opportunity to obtain, at the same time, competencies in this field, and a diploma that would prove they were gender specialists was needed:

Because I thought and still think it’s important to have a team that would attest the competencies in the field. Maybe it’s utopian, but I’d like to believe that we could get sometime to a moment when for certain positions and jobs the gender expertise, proved by a diploma – that I or Mihaela Miroiu don’t have, her PhD is in philosophy, mine in sociology –, would be a requirement. However, since 1998, 10 to 12 persons every year have an MA degree that says on the certificate “Gender Studies”. I think it would be a real success if on the labor market in certain instances this specialization would be a requirement. The fact that we thought to offer this possibility and give the Romanian scene a number of specialists in the field appeared to me as an excellent project. 

At NSPSPA there was no significant international support or funding for the establishment of the graduate program in gender studies, though most of the instructors who taught within the program had had personal research grants and/ or participated in seminars, workshops and summer schools in the field at “western” and American institutions. The situation at BBU and UW is somewhat different. Though the discipline had already been recognized by the Romanian ministry of education, and there have been significant women’s/ gender studies courses and researches, a full-scale graduate program was established only in 2003. Furthermore, in Cluj for example, there had been an undergraduate program that lasted for three years (2000-2003) based within the university, that offered courses in gender studies for BA students in other disciplines, but the graduation certificate was not officially recognized. This example proves that the institutional backing is vital for the establishment of the discipline, a fact that is also supported by the Bucharest experience, where gender studies was introduced at NSPSPA, a young state-based institution, and not at the University of Bucharest. So, though the Cluj and Timisoara programs had benefited from (some) international financial support, the path towards institutionalization of gender studies in these academic centers was not easier or smoother. 
Gender Studies and Curriculum Transformation
In the previous section I set the general context for the institutionalization of gender studies as an autonomous academic discipline under state-based higher education. There are several aspects and factors that impacted on the establishment and development of the discipline: the profound personal involvement of the “promoter” of the discipline in the institutional setting, the strong link between the gender studies graduate programs and the “host” discipline, and last, but not least, the so-called process of “europeanunion-ization” of the society as a whole, and its corollary for the higher education system – the reform brought about by the Bologna process.


In this section I will briefly outline the current state of the discipline which I believe is going through a process of change and re-adjustment that I would call “transformation”. To apply polarized labels such as development or, to the contrary, withdrawal or recoil, to this transformation process I believe would be over-simplifying and detrimental. However, I would like to acknowledge the “democratic potential” of question mark and to inquire into the changes that have been obviously taking place during the last couple of years. I would also like to acknowledge the many differences between the three graduate programs in gender studies in Romania and to emphasize that in this paper I attempt to trace the overall dynamics of the discipline and in so doing I might overlook important particularities. However, I believe that the communalities I identified and problematized are relevant and critical to the development and general move of the discipline as a whole. I will discuss briefly the changes occurred in the curricula used at the graduate programs in gender studies, the human resources available, as well as the institutional changes and restructuring. All these evidence for the transformation process we are witnessing are informed by intertwined economic and political factors that affect the Romanian higher education system in general, but are of particular significance for gender studies as an academic discipline.
When the graduate programs in gender studies were established, the curricula were shaped mainly according to the available expertise. The women (and the few men) in the groups that constituted the nucleus of the programs were called to design and teach courses in their area of expertise.
 We can not talk yet about a coherent ideology of curriculum design, but rather about a beginning phase where there is still a great amount of testing and searching for the right topics and the right people to teach them. This is obvious if we look at the courses and instructors over a longer period. During the first generations most of the courses remained the same, but starting with the third generation we can notice several changes, both in the courses offered and in the people teaching at the program. Some courses disappeared entirely from the program, while others were changed or the instructors changed. Apparently, there are several reasons for these changes. The institutional changes can be explained in terms of the political shift in curriculum design; for example the MA program at NSPSPA shifted towards a more public policy oriented content. This change is most visible in the title of the program itself: in 1998, when it was established, the title was “Gender Studies”, in 2001 it changed to “Gender Studies and Public Policy”, and a more radical change took place in 2005, when the title changed again to “Gender and European Politics.” These changes and searches for the right (i.e. most attractive and thus profitable) niche are an evidence of the “europeanunion-ization” and “marketization” of gender studies in particular, but is applicable to the Romanian higher education system in general. 

The courses taught for the first generation of students covered areas such as sociology of gender, gender and social institutions, history of women’s movements in Romania, feminist philosophy, gendered politics, feminist political theories, identity and social stereotypes, popular culture, gender and the media.
 A brief analysis of the curriculum change at the MA program at NSPSPA shows how curriculum is adjusted to the trends within the larger academic environment and “marketization” of education.
 These transformations are especially visible in the 2005-2007 course offerings of the MA program at NSPSPA, when several courses were removed from the curriculum and were replaced by others with public policy and European politics content where the gender perspective is secondary or even erased. In this way, such courses as “European Union Institutions,” “Politics of European Communities” and “Management of Communitarian Funds” “replaced” courses on “Feminist Philosophy,” “History of the Romanian Feminist Movement and Ideas,” “Gender and the Media.” These changes occur due to administrative rather than curriculum concerns and are informed by financial choices that follow the more general academic ‘trend’ of trying to make all programs, but especially graduate ones, more ‘attractive’ to the public, i.e. to attract more candidates and, if possible, tuition paying students. 

As shown in the table below, the number of enrolled students every year varies between 6 and 16, but only around 40 to 75 percent graduate every year. The lowest graduation rate was from the cohort of 2003-2005 in Bucharest, when only 5 out of 13 students (38.46%) graduated, and the highest was from the cohort of 2002-2004 in Cluj, when 75% graduated. The average graduation rate is a little more than half – 52.85%. There are several reasons for this rather small graduation rate: some students simply drop out because of either lack of interest or a job that does not allow for enough time and energy for graduate work. Other students drop this course of study because they enroll in other graduate studies, usually in western universities, quite a few at CEU.
 

	Year
	Bucharest
	Cluj
	Timisoara

	
	enrolled
	Graduates
	%
	enrolled
	graduates
	%
	enrolled
	graduates
	%

	1998-2000
	12
	7
	58.33
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	1999-2001
	13
	7
	53.84
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	2000-2002
	10
	4
	40.00
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	2001-2003
	11
	7
	63.63
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	2002-2004
	10
	7
	70.00
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	2003-2005
	13
	5
	38.46
	16
	9
	56,25
	7
	3
	42.85

	2004-2006
	12
	7
	58.33
	8
	6
	75.00
	6
	3
	50.00

	2005-2007
	11
	-
	-
	7
	4
	57.14
	13
	6
	46.15

	Total
	81
	44
	54.32
	31
	19
	61.29
	7
	3
	42.85


Generally students’ motivation for pursuing a graduate program in gender studies can be thought to belong to one of the three broad categories: 

1. Strong interest in the field, usually combined with previous knowledge and involvement in gender studies, either in activist NGOs or academic environment. This was the case of most of the students from the first cohort in Bucharest (1998-2000), who were adult women, active in the Society for Feminist Analysis AnA and who later started to teach at the MA program or in other departments.
 They were also those who continued their studies with PhDs with a topic on gender studies, either in Romania (many under Mihaela Miroiu’s supervision), or in western universities, including CEU. These women started teaching at the MA program and are now part of the faculty.

2.  Some interest in gender studies, either due to the professional positions they hold at that given moment, where gender specialization was required or constituted an asset, or to the one they envisaged to apply for. This is the case of some of the students currently enrolled in the MA program from Bucharest (2005-2007). Their interest comes mainly from the need to prove they are prepared for the job and have a diploma that attests their competences. In the same category of interest are the students who consider gender studies a fashionable field, especially since the lingua of equal opportunities, gender mainstreaming etc. is part of the requirements of the European Union and so many see it as a “career opportunity”. These students can be seen, to a certain extent, career or academic opportunists. However, as it may happen, they become genuinely interested and produce good academic results.

3.  No interest in gender studies, usually no previous knowledge of the field whatsoever. Since the number of candidates is quite low, there are students who want to have an MA degree and this program is seen as easier to get admitted to on state-funded places. Many of these students drop out before the end of the course, but there are a few who become interested and graduate.

There are also clear differences in students’ profile from one cohort to the other. Generally the first cohorts were formed of adult students who had a clear interest in gender studies and either a solid academic background in another field or an activist experience in women’s issues. The more recent cohorts are formed of younger students who have recently graduated their BA studies and are in search of a career path. A possible explanation for this trait of the different generations of students could be the shift in the politics of the graduate program in Bucharest, going from a more focused gender content to a more public policy and European politics one. The fact that the program did not attract a wide audience from students’ part also contributed to the attempt to make it into a more attractive course of study. In this respect, “attractiveness” amounted to making it into a more marketable “European” oriented master’s program which also led to attracting a certain number of students who applied only for the “public policy” or “European politics” part of the title, rather than for the “gender” part. This feature was also found in the interviews with students and graduates from the MA program in Cluj and Timisoara, where there are candidates who apply for the “[…] Differences, Inequalities” part of the title “Gender – Differences, Inequalities” (Cluj) or for the “[…] Interdisciplinary Approaches” from the “Socio-Cultural Gender: Interdisciplinary Approaches” (Timisoara). A similar decrease in students’ interest and motivation for pursuing an MA program in gender studies is noticeable from the interviews with instructors from Timisoara and Cluj:

There are very few [students]. As far as I am concerned, I consider that there is a step back from the moment of inception; from the point of view of their preparation and quality, as well as of their number. Here we are talking about the same eternal problem of priorities […] they are returning students, meaning that they graduated some time ago, they come back to do an MA program, they all have professional careers […] and after a year or some they discover other priorities.

The program director, Reghina Dascal, mentioned several strategies they tried to use in the attempt to solve this problem: analysis and evaluation of the program, “harmonization” and “continuous optimization” of the syllabi, “diversification of the courses”, but the result was still unsatisfactory: “in the end we are still left with sis students”.
 The final attempt consisted in radically changing the program’s content and title, from “Socio-Cultural Gender: Interdisciplinary Approaches” to “Teaching and Researching: Gender Issues”, in which some of the initial courses were replaced with practical courses on teaching, English pedagogy and research methods. The results of this change are yet to be seen, as the first year of the new program is 2006. So, though there are obvious differences between the three Romanian graduate programs in gender studies, most of the problems encountered are similar and the strategies used to maintain their status are broadly the same.

There is no available information about the career paths of the alumna/e so I could only make a provisional and partial sketch of the professions of the graduates based on the informal accounts of some of them. From the information gathered, a significant difference in the career paths followed by the different generations of alumna/e can be observed. Most of the graduates from the first generations remained in the field, either by continuing their studies with a PhD and starting to teach at the MA programs in gender studies and in other departments and universities, or by being active in governmental and non-governmental organizations. From the last generations of students, though there are a few who continued to work in gender-related issues, most do not use their postgraduate studies in the current profession.
Financial restrictions have also a strong impact and shape the content of the curriculum. One of the main reasons for the disappearance of some of the fundamental courses in gender studies is the new requirement of using predominantly permanent faculty employed at that university to teach at the MA programs. Hence courses taught by visiting professors have been eliminated from the curriculum (such is the case of several courses: “History of feminist movements in Romania”, “Gender and the Media” etc.). New academic priorities, related to some extent to financial reasons, but mostly shaped by the requirements imposed by the Bologna process, affect the all MA programs and influence and the ones in gender studies as well. For example, the doctoral programs are more important for the university and for individual professors who would gain academic recognition and financial advantages from teaching at the PhD programs. So it often happens that resources are directed more to the doctoral programs and less to the master’s programs.

Conclusion

“[W]hilst one might argue that short lecture courses or modules on feminist topics as well as feminist research in general have proliferated in European universities, the ability to convert this activity into free-standing, financially supported degrees and departments has been very limited indeed.”
 Gabriele Griffin’s conclusion with respect to the success of the institutionalization of gender studies for the European context is broadly applicable to the Romanian teaching scene as well. Hence, “the victorious march” of gender studies in Romania should be thought within the obvious limitations it entails. Questions such as should gender studies be an entirely autonomous discipline or should it be integrated in other disciplines as a fundamental approach or perspective are vital for the accurate understanding of the current place and dynamics of the Romanian gender studies. 

Gender studies, as an academic discipline taught under state-based higher education is going through a complex process of transformation that involves continuous re-adjustment and restructuring of both positioning of the discipline within the larger academic system, and curricula taught at the graduate programs. The shifts in curricular ideology and orientation of the discipline are most visible in the changes in title of the MA programs and send to the changes in the content of the curriculum. As a consequence of the close connection between the gender studies graduate programs and the “host” disciplines, the curriculum is heavily shaped by institutional factors, in addition to the strong personal influence exercised by the “promoters” of the programs.

The decrease in the number of candidates who apply for the MA programs and students’ interest generally in pursuing gender studies during the last couple of years, combined with financial restrictions compelled the coordinators of the programs to find strategies to make the graduate programs more attractive and marketable. Therefore, economic factors, common to other humanities and social sciences programs and courses of studies, impact upon the development of the gender studies as an academic discipline, and should be thought under the broader paradigm of the “marketization” of higher education. The political factors also influence the transformation of the discipline through the so-called process of “europeanunion-ization” of generally the Romanian society and particularly its state-based higher education system.
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