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Chapter 1 - Background  
 
At its meeting on October 31, 2006 the Council for Higher Education (CHE) decided to 
evaluate study programs in the field of Psychology and Behavioral Sciences during the 
academic year 2006-2007. 
 
Following the decision of the CHE, the Minister of Education, who serves ex officio as the 
Chair of the CHE, appointed a committee for the evaluation of the academic quality of 
Psychology and Behavioral Sciences studies on April 29, 2008.  On October 7, the 
committee was expanded and it currently comprises the following members1: 
 
 

• Prof. Susan Andersen, Department of Psychology, New York University, U.S.A  
-  Committee Chair 

 
 

• Prof. Victor Azarya, The Department of Sociology and Anthropology, Hebrew 
University (emeritus), Israel 

 
 

• Prof. Yinon Cohen, Department of Sociology, Columbia University, U.S.A and 
Departments of Sociology & Anthropology and Labor Studies, Tel Aviv 
University, Israel 

 
 

• Prof. Susan Goldin-Meadow, Department of Psychology, University of 
Chicago, U.S.A 

 
 

• Prof. Avishai Henik, Department of Psychology, Ben-Gurion University of the 
Negev, Israel 

 
 

• Prof. Morris Moscovitch, Department of Psychology, University of Toronto, 
Canada 

 
 

• Prof. Steven J. Sherman, Department of Psychology, Indiana University, U.S.A 
 
 

• Prof. Varda Shoham, Department of Psychology, University of Arizona, U.S.A 
 

 

• Prof. Seymour Spilerman, Department of Sociology, Columbia University, 
U.S.A 

                                                 
1
 Due to the fact that there were 12 departments undergoing evaluation, committee members divided the 

visits amongst themselves. 
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• Prof. Sidney Strauss - Chief Scientist at the Israeli Ministry of Education 
(previously - Department of Psychology, Tel Aviv University), Israel  

 
 

• Prof. Barbara Tversky, Department of Psychology, Stanford University, U.S.A 
 
Ms. Alisa Elon - Coordinator of the Committee on behalf of the CHE. 
 
Within the framework of its activity, the Committee was requested to submit the following 
documents to the CHE: 

1. A final report for each of the institutions which would include an evaluation of 
Psychology and Behavioral Sciences study programs, the Committee's findings and 
recommendations. 

2.  
2.1 A general report regarding the status of the evaluated field of study in Israeli 

institutions of higher education. 
2.2 Recommendations for standards in the evaluated field of study. 

 
The Committee's letter of appointment is attached as Appendix 1. 
 
The first stage of the quality assessment process consisted of self-evaluation, including the 
preparation of a self-evaluation report by the institutions under evaluation. This process 
was conducted in accordance with the CHE’s guidelines as specified in the document 
entitled "The Self-Evaluation Process: Recommendations and Guidelines" (December 
2006). 
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Chapter 2 - Committee Procedures 
 
During May – June 2008 Committee members conducted full-day visits to five of the twelve 
institutions whose Psychology and Behavioral Science study programs the committee was 
requested to examine.  
The committee visited the remaining seven institutions during December 2008. 
 
During these visits, the Committee met with the relevant officials at each institution, as well 
as with faculty members, students and alumni, and also conducted a tour of the campus. 
 
This report deals with the Department of Psychology at Tel Aviv University. 
 
The Committee's visit to Tel Aviv University took place on December 15, 2008. 
 
The following members of the committee participated in the visit to Tel Aviv University: 
 

• Prof. Susan Andersen - Committee Chair 

• Prof. Susan Goldin-Meadow 

• Prof. Avishai Henik 

• Prof. Morris Moscovitch 

• Prof. Varda Shoham 

• Prof. Barbara Tversky 
 

The schedule of the visit, including the list of participants representing the institution, is 
attached as Appendix 2.  
 
The members of the committee thank the management of the institution and the 
Department of Psychology for the self-evaluation report and for their hospitality towards 
the Committee during its visit. 
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Chapter 3 - Evaluation of the Department of Psychology at Tel Aviv University 
 
Background  
 
Tel-Aviv University was established in 1956 and was fully accredited by the Council for 
Higher Education in 1969.  
 
According to the institution's self-evaluation report, during the academic year 2006-7 there 
were approximately 34,000 students at the university of whom approximately 22,400 were 
studying for a BA degree, 9,200 for an MA degree and 2,200 for a Ph.D. degree. 
 
Tel Aviv University’s Psychology Department was established in 1961.  
In 1967, a graduate program was inaugurated, initially in the fields of clinical and 
educational psychology and at a later stage with additional programs in social, vocational 
and cognitive psychology, as well as psychobiology. 
 
In 1978, a Ph.D. program was established. 
 
According to the university's self-evaluation report, the number of students in the 
Department of Psychology at Tel Aviv University during the academic year 2006-7 was as 
follows: 865 students were studying for a BA degree, 209 for an MA degree and 91 were 
studying for a Ph.D. degree. 
 
 
 
1.  Mission, Goals, and Goal Attainment 
 
As the self-evaluation document indicates, the mission of the Department of Psychology is 
three-fold, echoing the mission statement of its Social Sciences parent unit at Tel Aviv 
University: (1) to produce knowledge in psychology, (2) to disseminate this knowledge, and 
(3) to prepare this knowledge for practical application. The department considers 
excellence in research to be its central objective, along with teaching at the graduate and 
undergraduate levels and producing talented young researchers. The committee sees the 
department as on a solid path that can enable these main objectives to be met. The faculty 
also has good track record in producing top-notch, funded research that is published in 
respected specialized and also high impact, general journals.  
 
Both the BA- and MA-level programs also appear to have set appropriate goals, in the 
committee’s view. In the BA program, the department aims to educate students to think 
scientifically and creatively by combining lectures, broad-based reading, and research 
activities into the curriculum. The committee sees this goal as highly desirable, although 
there are major barriers to achieving it in the department and within the university, for 
example, the high teaching load, high student to faculty ratio, and only rare use of 
graduate student teaching assistants (see below for details). Perhaps it is in response to 
such stresses that there is only rather loose, if any, coordination among the various 
instructors that might otherwise prevent unnecessary overlap in the content of basic 
courses in the undergraduate curriculum. At the MA level, this is also true in particular for 
the clinically-oriented MA programs, where the central objective is to train students to be 
capable, knowledgeable clinicians in accord with the scientist-practitioner model. The 
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objective of the other MA programs (those that are not clinical) is to train research 
scientists who will contribute to knowledge in the field. Based on the self-evaluation 
document and our meetings, the committee’s view is that the objectives of the latter 
programs are largely met, although there is room for improvement. 
 
An additional goal of the department, according to the self-evaluation document, is to 
contribute to the community. It does this by having its BA students take part in guided 
activities in educational or therapeutic programs outside of the University; by sponsoring 
workshops on psychology for interested members of the public; by encouraging faculty 
members to discuss with the media topics on which their research bears that are relevant 
to the community (e.g., ways of handling anxiety or violence); by developing a small but 
apparently effective program to integrate students of Ethiopian background into the 
University; by giving BA students credit to teach courses to adults and youths from 
underprivileged background as part of the People’s University project. These activities do 
indeed foster ties with the community, and the committee commends the department for 
engaging in these activities, especially under the current financial constraints.  
 
Overall, the department has strong faculty and students who are productive, especially 
considering the university’s financial duress, which itself exerts stress on both faculty and 
students and is beginning to harm morale as well. The committee’s impression is that the 
university administration does not accord the faculty either the resources or the respect 
that this strong and active department is due. This is a department that needs investment 
at the level of a life-science department if its excellence is to be sustained. The committee 
thus urges the university administration to carefully review current constraints on this 
department and to do everything possible to alleviate them. All universities with first-rate 
international reputations have strong and thriving psychology departments, and Tel Aviv 
should not be an exception.         
 
2.  The Program of Study 
 
The Department of Psychology offers a BA in Psychology both as a single major with 
intensive focus on psychology and as a double major with another discipline. The 
undergraduate program offers a traditional program of study in psychology that appears to 
be of sufficient scope and depth to form a solid major. As indicated in the committee’s 
meetings (although less clear from the self-evaluation report), students are required to take 
content courses from each of the core areas of the discipline, i.e., social-personality-
developmental, cognitive-perception-learning, and psychopathology, as a breadth 
requirement. Students also concentrate in one of these areas. The committee sees this as 
a sensible structure. The self-evaluation document further indicates that students begin 
their studies by gaining solid grounding in statistics and research methods based on 
required courses, and in their third year they take a research seminar in which they 
formulate a research question, design a mini-research study that they then conduct, 
analyze and interpret the data, and write up their findings as a research report. Beyond 
this, some students have the opportunity to work directly with MA and Ph.D. students in 
faculty labs on ongoing research. Overall, the committee’s view is that this is the kind of 
combination of experience and classroom learning that best prepares students for 
advanced studies in psychology. The department is to be commended for this aspect of 
the education it provides. At the same time, the large number of students in the program 
limits opportunities for hands-on laboratory experience, and there seems to be, as noted, a 
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lack of coordination in the content of undergraduate courses offered, allowing more 
content overlap across courses than would be preferable, even though the curriculum itself 
(including course titles) are appropriate. Aside from course work requirements, students 
would ideally have additional opportunities to work with faculty on faculty research and to 
take part in fieldwork in educational or therapeutic settings, e.g., in teaching 
underprivileged adults and children for course credit.   
 
Beyond the standard psychology program, there is also a psychobiology program in which 
courses in neuroscience are added to the typical course requirements for a double major 
in psychology and biology. Its select students graduate from this program with a BSc 
degree in psychobiology. Overall, the committee’s view is that the department provides 
BA-level students with a solid background in psychobiology or psychology, preparing them 
for advanced studies or other endeavors.    
 
These programmatic strengths notwithstanding, class size is a serious problem that seems 
to compromise the quality of education and training. The absence of teaching assistants 
from most core courses further exacerbates the problem. There are almost no 
exercise/discussion sections (targilim) in students’ BA studies, which would otherwise give 
students the opportunity to ask questions, do writing assignments, and make class 
presentations that would enable them to solidify the knowledge they gain. The committee’s 
impression is that students feel insufficiently challenged and are not learning as much as 
they could or should. The lack of discussion sections (targilim) compromises the quality of 
the BA-level education in psychology and this should be remedied—both by admitting 
fewer students (so that class size is reduced in size by more than half) and by introducing 
one exercise/discussion section per week for every 20 to 30 students. 
 
The department offers an MA and Ph.D. in five areas of study: (a) Psychobiology, (b) 
Cognitive Psychology, (c) Social Psychology, (d) Clinical Psychology, and (e) Child-
Clinical. These areas represent the range of the discipline well, and the graduate programs 
seem defined clearly and sensibly. The first three programs are geared toward research 
excellence in the fields they target and toward training competent and creative researchers 
who can contribute to knowledge. The latter two programs are applied and aim to train 
capable clinicians who are well prepared to treat patients in accord with the scientist-
practitioner model. A thesis grounded in empirical research is required by each MA 
program, including the clinical programs, which the committee regards as essential.  
 
The psychobiology, cognitive psychology, social psychology and clinical psychology 
programs all have a strong, productive faculty who are visible and well funded, and 
students are well trained within the research programs of the faculty. The psychobiology 
program emphasizes neuroscience, including anatomy, physiology, the nervous system, 
psychopharmacology, and methodologies like brain imaging, as the self-evaluation reports 
notes. The program appears to maintain a high standard of training. Students in 
psychobiology may also participate in the behavioral and cognitive neuroscience track 
within the program. 
   
 
The focus of the cognitive psychology program is basic information processing, in fields 
ranging from perception and attention to memory, language, and decision making. As with 
the psychobiology program, students in cognitive psychology may participate in the 
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behavioral and cognitive neuroscience track within the program.  
  
The social psychology program centers on social cognition and decision making, attitudes 
and persuasion, and social distance and empathy, among other areas (e.g., the Arab-
Israeli conflict). Given the centrality of social psychology to the discipline, its importance to 
challenges the State of Israel faces, and the long history of strength in this field at Tel Aviv, 
the university and department are to be commended for maintaining a solid program in this 
area. The small number of faculty (only three are listed as full-time in the handout provided 
to the committee) relative to other programs suggests that the department would do well to 
strengthen this program over time and enhance its excellence.    
 
The clinical psychology program, as noted, endorses the scientist-practitioner model and 
evidence-based practice in the research and practice training it provides, as is the 
international standard in the field. Research in the program ranges from coping with stress, 
trauma and conflict to obsessive-compulsive disorder, smoking cessation, and 
psychoanalysis. According to this (scientist-practitioner) model, all instruction must be 
grounded in the latest research evidence in clinical science and clinical training must focus 
on evidence-based assessment and intervention. The committee sees the program as 
working to achieve these training objectives, and yet sees the objectives as compromised 
by the very large number of courses students are required to take, and by the contents of 
certain course that are not grounded in scientific evidence. The integration of science and 
practice is of considerable importance to the public good, and hence it is especially 
troubling that some diagnostic procedures taught by the program are either invalid (e.g., 
the Bender) or do not add incremental validity (projective tests like the Rorschach) relative 
to what the clinician can infer from simpler measures. The course load seems to include 4 
semester-long courses in diagnostic testing, 4 in psychopathology, and several other 
courses in psychotherapy. Although the committee is aware that these requirements are 
set forth by the Council of Psychologists’ Professional Committee (through the Ministry of 
Health) as required for licensure, the curriculum does not meet international standards for 
high-quality of graduate education in these fields. The argument in favor of meeting such 
international standards is that doing so is essential for public health and the public good.  
Although meeting the programs goal of focusing on evidence-based practice is difficult 
under existing circumstances, the committee believes more must be done to eliminate 
these outdated course requirements.   
 
The child clinical psychology program maintains a research focus on developmental 
psychopathology of anxiety and stress, exposure to trauma, sleep disorders, and gender 
issues. The training model and coursework is shared with adult clinical program, although 
its students also study normal development and psychopathology, and do diagnosis and 
treatment with children, as noted in the self-evaluation report. Because licensure 
constraints impact graduate training in this program as well, the challenges the program 
faces are comparable to those in the adult clinical program. It is the committee’s view that 
this program too should focus on evidence-based practice and require content courses 
that are commensurate with this focus, without overloading students with outdated course 
requirements. 
 
Overall, as indicated, the faculty in psychology in the department have a solid track record 
of publication in the discipline and are committed to their individual research programs. On 
the other hand, the committee is concerned with what seem to be lagging faculty morale.   
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This is linked in part to continuing budget problems and a faculty-student ratio that is too 
high for high quality undergraduate, and graduate, education. The committee is concerned 
about this problem and eager to consider ways of boosting faculty resources, and with it 
morale, within the university. In addition, the committee got the impression that at both the 
undergraduate and graduate level, the coursework may not be of uniformly high quality. In 
short, there seems to be a shortage of proactive planning of what both undergraduate and 
graduate students should know in order to be fully informed and up-to-date in the full range 
of any given subfield – and little in the way of setting up and monitoring courses to assure 
that they provide this coverage without undue redundancy. Doing so in a systematic way 
would thus be valuable.   
 
3.  Faculty and Teaching 
 
Faculty. In spite of mounting demands on faculty time, and also highly compromised lab 
space, the core faculty in the department are active and distinguished researchers with 
high national and international visibility in their fields. They publish their work, often with 
other faculty or their graduate students, in top-tier journals. Approximately half of the 
faculty have obtained intramural and extramural grants, and they have strong credentials, 
as evidenced by awards received and elections or appointments to offices in professional 
organizations. The faculty have managed to achieve this success under highly 
compromised circumstances. However, the committee is concerned that these working 
conditions will soon take a toll on the quality of the department, and recommends that 
steps should be taken to prevent this outcome (see recommendations).   
 
There are 27 full-time faculty in the department. Only 1 of the 27 is pre-tenure and about 
half of the faculty are full professors, making the department top-heavy. Moreover, the size 
of the faculty has been decreasing, which is problematic given increased demands on 
faculty time. In the last five years, the number of faculty members dropped by about 25% 
(from 37 to 27 positions). Concurrently, the number of undergraduate and graduate 
students increased. The full-time faculty carry a substantial teaching load (4-courses per 
semester) and advise a very large number of MA and Ph.D. students. The number of MA 
students is currently 300 and the number of Ph.D. students is over 100. Hence, the ratio of 
graduate students to faculty increased in the last few years to about 14:1 (400 graduate 
students to 27 full time faculty members). From the committee’s point of view, excellence 
in graduate training requires that any one faculty member supervise a more limited number 
of graduate students at once. In particular, the number of Ph.D. students each faculty 
member is supervising should not exceed 6, and the total number of MA and Ph.D. 
students supervised by any given faculty member should not exceed 8, i.e., the latter ratio 
should be 8:1 or less. Note that all MA students are expected to hand in their MA thesis 
within 3 years and, when combined with the fact that the thesis must be empirical (which is 
as it should be), the large number of students creates a state of affairs that is not 
conducive to intensive scientific supervision. The committee’s impression was that 
research supervision for graduate students can be very difficult to obtain, even while some 
faculty noted that they must limit most (if not all) of their scientific writing to the summer 
because of their advising load. 
 
This situation warrants both reducing the number of students and adding new hires to the 
faculty in the department—in order to reduce faculty load, thus enabling better training and 
more focused attention to research supervision of graduate students. Where possible, 
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enhancing research mentorship of undergraduate students in faculty labs would also 
greatly enhance the preparedness of top undergraduates for graduate school training and 
add to the productivity of the graduate students and faculty. Given the preponderance of 
senior faculty, new hiring should focus on junior faculty so that the department can become 
less top-heavy over time. Further, in considering where and how to hire, priority should be 
given to building a critical mass in each area before expanding to new domains or 
programs. In this vein, based on the faculty list provided to us by the department (a 
separate handout), the committee notes that while most programs have 6 or 7 full-time 
faculty (and child clinical psychology has 5), the social psychology program lists only 3 full-
time faculty. The committee’s concern is that this small core of full-time faculty is unlikely to 
be sufficient to constitute a critical mass in this important field. In order to maintain and 
enhance the social program in a way that is consonant with the program’s laudatory history 
at Tel Aviv, the program will need to be strengthened.  
 
It should also be noted that several faculty in the applied areas of clinical and child-clinical 
psychology are high caliber researchers and clinical scientists at the cutting edge of the 
profession who are highly committed to science-based training. However, in this program 
in particular, the faculty teach and advise cohorts of clinical students that are far too large. 
These large cohorts severely compromise the faculty’s ability to provide quality training in 
clinical science. For example, clinical faculty are barely able to supervise students’ clinical 
work, and thus cannot guide them and model the integration of science and practice in 
patient care. Reliance on adjunct faculty to supplement clinical teaching and supervision is 
the way the department has been forced to solve this problem, which is a source of major 
concern to the committee. Most of the literature that adjunct faculty seem to include in their 
syllabi (when these lists were provided) was outdated, and it was not balanced in terms of 
representing various state-of-the-science approaches to psychopathology and 
psychodiagnostic systems, giving primary emphasis instead to psychodynamic theory.  
The intervention courses seem far better balanced, and indeed, these are taught by the 
core faculty. 
 
Overall, the committee met with 10 faculty and the committee had the impression that they 
may feel insufficiently respected and supported by the higher administration. From the 
committee’s point of view, this seems to be increasingly reflected in a lagging morale in the 
department, as noted earlier. In spite of the large numbers of students that the faculty 
teach and the sizeable grants that they bring in – not to mention their productivity and 
visibility overall – this strong and active department seems also not receive the resources it 
needs and deserves. The committee’s view, in addition, is that these faculty do not seem 
to receive their fair share as compared with faculty in Life Science departments or even the 
faculty in some Humanities departments. Although the higher university administration, 
especially the Rector and the SBS Dean, indicate having high respect for the department, 
these sentiments seem not to have been translated into practice: there are apparently 
resources available for hiring only one new faculty member in the near future, a hiring plan 
is simply not adequate for departmental needs. 
 
Faculty morale and frustration with the institution may also end up being reflected in the 
way students view the faculty. Although the committee met only a handful of students from 
each level, the committee’s impression was that at the BA-level there may also be lagging 
morale due in part to students finding faculty inaccessible and having the sense that their 
concerns are not taken seriously. At the graduate level, some students also seemed to feel 
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less than well served than they should in terms of fending for themselves in navigating 
their own research and their research careers, and in managing their own internship 
selection process (in clinical). On the other hand, it seemed to the committee that some 
faculty advisors were particularly supportive, perhaps when these advisors were also 
highly productive and well funded,  
 
Aside from the above issues, the faculty also mentioned finding the procedures for 
promotion and tenure not to be particularly transparent. Although most candidates for 
tenure eventually did receive it, the process was long and unnecessarily onerous. It would 
thus be helpful to create a mentoring system for untenured faculty in the department, and 
to provide as much feedback as possible to faculty at all ranks as they go through the 
promotion process. 
 
Teaching. Judging simply by course titles, the BA and MA curricula appear sequential and 
logical. However, the coherence and the exact structure of the curriculum were not as 
apparent in the self-evaluation report as the committee would have liked. Thus, there is 
some concern that the coherence of the curriculum may not always be clear to students.  
More troublesome, some instructors did not provide the department with detailed syllabi, 
making the job of the committee more difficult. In addition, the undergraduates with whom 
we met reported a lack of coordination among instructors and considerable topic overlap 
across courses, creating unnecessary repetition in the program, as noted earlier. The 
faculty affirmed in our meetings that the department does not have a mechanism in place 
that would ensure such coordination across courses. Although the department chair 
appointed BA and MA coordinators, the department does not have undergraduate or 
graduate teaching committees that review the curriculum and syllabi and make decisions.  
Improving such coordination would improve teaching and learning.       
 
In the BA program, as noted, students take a comprehensive program that is traditional 
and seems well thought out in its requirements. The program is composed primarily of 
mandatory and specialization courses, and some electives. Faculty members emphasize 
that psychology is an experimental science and that the department’s curriculum at the BA 
level presents such a program. However, it was less clear to the committee, based on the 
committee’s meetings, that undergraduate students are as systematically able to take part 
in the science psychology as they could be. Finding a way to offer more systematic 
exposure to the research opportunities in the department and a mechanism for increasing 
the numbers of undergraduates involved in research in faculty labs is important.  
 
The MA programs differ in the loads they place on students. The two clinical tracks, as is 
typical, have the heaviest requirements in terms of semester hours. Clinical Psychology 
requires 58 semester hours on top of two days a week of field work (i.e., practicum), 
whereas Cognitive Psychology requires 38 semester hours, a particularly significant 
disparity. There also seems to be a very small number of elective courses in the clinical 
tracks. Cutting across these differences, the most serious problem for excellence in 
graduate training in the department is that there is almost no funding for MA students, 
forcing students to spend a great deal of time working outside the university to support 
themselves throughout their education.   
 
In terms of the individual programs, the self-evaluation report indicates that students in the 
cognitive psychology and psychobiology programs may elect to take part in a behavioral 
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and cognitive neuroscience track, which appears to be relatively new. In light of recent 
advances in cognitive psychology, the committee’s view is that integrating this track within 
the cognitive program would be especially valuable in promoting excellence in the 
department by ensuring that students in this program take courses in neuroscience.   
Indeed, it may even make sense to consider meshing the psychobiology, cognitive, and 
neuroscience programs into one with differing tracks that can offer a wider and possibly 
deeper program for students. 
 
In the clinical programs (adult and child), not only is the required course load very heavy, 
but also this load is imbalanced because of what the paradoxically wise decision of the 
program to add needed courses on evidence-based practice, in order to reflect a pluralism 
of approaches to intervention (rather than focusing exclusively on psychodynamic 
approaches). These science-based courses, however, are added to a load of courses 
apparently mandated by Israeli licensure requirements. The content in these mandated 
courses, unfortunately, lacks scientific validity, overburdens the curriculum with materials 
unnecessary for students to become competent clinicians, and takes precious training time 
away from teaching empirically supported assessment and treatment methods and away 
from students’ own research training. In particular, the program includes too many 
assessment (psychodiagnosis) courses, and those required courses overemphasize 
projective techniques of questionable validity. This is incompatible with the principles of 
evidence-based practice in the scientist-practitioner model. The core clinical faculty note 
that these burdensome program requirements are mandated by professional committees 
under the umbrella of the Council of Psychologists. However, our committee’s impression 
is that some departments in the country have chosen not to have such a heavy course 
load in their clinical tracks, and still their students obtain internships and become licensed. 
 
The committee met with three adjunct faculty who teach a substantial number of required 
psychopathology and psychodiagnostic courses. While training by highly experienced 
practicing clinicians can substantially augment the students’ training, the professional 
attitudes expressed by adjunct faculty often were at odds with those of core faculty and 
with the state-of-the-science literature. For example, in our meeting, adjunct faculty 
underscored the superiority of clinical experience over scientific data for the sake of 
treatment plans, ignoring overwhelming evidence that casts serious doubt on the validity of 
clinical experience, evidence dating back to seminal work by clinical and actuarial 
scientists such as Paul Meehl. Hence, the committee’s view is that the core faculty needs 
to reevaluate and make changes in the curriculum in both clinical programs: (a) to 
economize on the number of courses students take in each of the main areas of 
psychopathology, assessment, and intervention, as specified in our recommendations; (b) 
to hire adjunct faculty whose attitude and knowledge fit the mission and goals of the 
program; and (c) to oversee the syllabi constructed by adjunct faculty, adding and deleting 
topics and readings, and evaluating students’ aptitude and attitude at the end of all 
courses.  
 
4.  Students 
 
Undergraduates are selected on the basis of a weighted matriculation score and the 
psychometric exam. Students with a matriculation score below 85 are not considered; the 
psychometric cutoff has been lowered since 2003 to approximately 641. An affirmative 
action program was mentioned, but details as to how many students participate and their 
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fate were not given. In the last year reported, 2006, 1728 students applied to psychology, 
799 were accepted and 308 enrolled. It is not clear why fewer than half of those admitted 
chose to attend Tel Aviv University. The dropout rate also seems high at 21% in the two 
most recent years reported. The reasons for this high rate are not known, but many faculty 
suspect that dropouts result from a realization that psychology may not be the best career 
path for the student. The academic level of students in psychology is acknowledged by the 
Dean to be higher than the academic levels of students studying in other departments at 
this university, with the possible exception of economics, a much smaller department. The 
cutoff for admission to psychology was lowered by design in order to increase the number 
of undergraduates and revenues to the University in response to the financial difficulties of 
the University. Thus, the number of psychology undergraduates at Tel Aviv has grown 
from 190 in 2002 to 308 in 2006.  At the same time, the faculty has decreased from a high 
of 40 to the current 26-27. This has put considerable pressure on faculty in terms of 
teaching, advising, and research guidance, reflected in students’ complaints that classes 
are too large, that exams test trivial facts rather than general or central knowledge, and 
that students have no opportunities to speak or write, no academic guidance, and too few 
research opportunities. The administration needs to keep in mind that, although it is in the 
social sciences, psychology is a laboratory-based scientific discipline with demands 
comparable to those of the life sciences. Such heavy teaching loads and large class sizes 
are not compatible, in the long run, with excellence either in research or in teaching. 
 
Very few undergraduates met with the committee (and an unusually small number in the 
committee’s experience), including the student head of the undergraduate psychological 
organization. Still, despite various concerns, they noted they were especially pleased with 
their interactions with each other and with the existing psychological organization for 
students, reporting that the student organization served them well. Of their courses, they 
noted that they especially enjoyed and learned from statistics and research methodology.  
These, they said, are the only courses that have smaller exercise sections (targilim), more 
individual attention and discussion. They were also particularly enthusiastic about their 
statistics teacher. At the same time, the committee had the impression, as noted, that large 
classes and no exercise/discussion sections posed significant obstacles to students 
learning the science-based curriculum. In addition, there seems to be concern about 
considerable repetition across required courses and a sense that instructors should better 
coordinate course content to prevent this. The committee’s view is also that students seem 
also to be much in need of information and advice from faculty on courses, potential career 
tracks, and graduate studies. Hence, more systematic student advisement procedures 
may be needed.  
 
The MA programs vary considerably in selectivity. The two clinical programs are in high 
demand, with 18 out of 250 applicants accepted to the general clinical program and 12 out 
of 190 applicants accepted to the child clinical program in 2006. All students accepted 
chose to attend those programs. In 2006, the social, cognitive, and psychobiology 
programs had 28, 34, and 27 applicants, respectively. About half were accepted to each 
program; the enrollments varied from all accepting in psychobiology to about half in social.  
Student impressions were nearly impossible to obtain as only one MA student met with the 
committee (again, highly unusual in the committee’s experience). But this student, in the 
adult clinical program, did relate that the courses were good though securing an internship 
was difficult. The faculty reported that the recent push to have master’s students finish 
their course work and begin their empirical research within two years seems to be working.   
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The Ph.D. program is large; the faculty reported that it has 101 students. It is not clear why 
the program has so many Ph.D. students. Both faculty and students stressed the lack of 
support for graduate students. There are not enough fellowships given by the University 
and there is uncertainty every year as to how many will be given and who will receive 
them. Fellowship funds are typically distributed among a larger group of students so actual 
stipends, which would be low in any event, are even lower. Grants to faculty help, but 
these do not support all students. More support is available for the early years of Ph.D. 
study. Fellowship support is given for a maximum of 4 years; a 5th year may be obtained 
from soft money.   
 
Although few Ph.D. students met with the committee, feedback on the program was also 
supplied by some teaching assistants so that ultimately led us to hear from several Ph.D. 
students. Overall, these students seemed eager to do research and to study. At the same 
time, the committee’s view is that morale was low primarily because of lack of funding, 
difficulty in obtaining post-docs upon graduation, which is considered necessary to obtain 
an academic job, and even more difficulty obtaining academic jobs. In addition, the 
committee got the impression that there may be too few highly challenging course 
offerings in psychobiology (on par with the challenge in those offered in biology and 
medicine), and a need in the clinical program for more coursework in statistics as well as 
more advising and guidance in research and for possible career paths. 
 
In sum, the students in psychology seem to be highly qualified but, at every level, there are 
too many students for the small faculty. At all levels, there also seems, in the committee’s 
view, to be dissatisfaction among students with the education they are receiving.  
Especially at the BA level, but also at the MA and Ph.D. levels, the courses that are offered 
overlap in content, are not sufficiently challenging, and do not offer opportunities for 
professional development. More advanced and challenging courses are desired but are 
not offered. Advising is also insufficient at all levels. For graduate students, funding and job 
opportunities are serious problems. 
 
5.  Research  
 
Faculty. Both the high quality and the quantity of research in the department suggest that 
the department meets its own standards and compares favorably with research of major 
universities in Israel and the world. In reviewing faculty CVs (although we note that quite a 
number of faculty did provide us with their CV and there is no tradition in the department of 
requiring faculty to do so), the committee was impressed by faculty research productivity 
(median articles per faculty [of the faculty providing CVs] is 11 for the last five years). It 
appears that everyone on the faculty is engaged in research, the majority of publications 
are in top-ranked specialty journals (average impact factor of 3.09), and some in the 
highest ranked general journals (impact factor grater than 5). This is true of the faculty in 
each program, i.e., psychobiology, cognitive psychology, social psychology, and adult and 
child clinical psychology. This is all the more impressive given the conditions under which 
the department works—high teaching load at both the undergraduate and graduate levels, 
inadequate laboratory space, and sometimes inadequate funding, plus the lack of funding 
for graduate students (impeding research progress). It is a testament to the quality and 
dedication of the faculty that Tel Aviv’s department compares favorably with North 
American and European departments where teaching load is lower, laboratory space 
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greater, and access to funding easier. Faculty publish articles with high citation rates, are 
invited to present their work at international conferences, serve on editorial boards of 
journals, and win awards in their fields. 
 
The faculty have also been successful in attracting grant funds. Most faculty hold grants 
and most are competitive ones. Though the total number of grants has dropped over the 
last five years, the average remains the same, suggesting the absolute loss may derive 
from reductions in the number of faculty from 2003 to the present. The current year has 
seen a substantial jump in funding, reflecting the high quality of the young faculty that have 
recently been hired. In addition, there is good collaboration among the faculty, with many 
publications co-authored by different faculty. 
 
To permit sufficient time for research, it is critical that the administration institute a 
reduction in the very large teaching load at both the graduate and undergraduate levels, 
which currently creates unmanageable demands for student supervision. In the 
committee’s view, the optimal solution would be to make the faculty teaching load in 
psychology much more parallel with that of faculty in the life or natural sciences than it 
currently is. Psychology is as much a laboratory science as disciplines in those areas and 
such a shift would take this fact (as well as the comparable time needed to administer 
grants and supervise research students) into account. This shift in how psychology is 
classified is fast becoming the norm internationally. 
 
Graduate level. Research at the graduate level is very good. Of the students we 
interviewed, all had published at least a couple of articles before receiving their Ph.D., 
some having published even in their MA years. Despite this productivity, one student noted 
that there was lack of access to some of the more sophisticated, advanced equipment, 
though we could not tell whether this was only one student’s experience or whether it was 
true in general. Our sense was that research facilities were adequate, though space was at 
a premium. 
 
As noted, funding for graduate students is very poor. Consequently, most students hold 
jobs while studying, which impedes how much they are able to get done and what they are 
able to learn. This, and the absence of funds for teaching assistantships, also has a very 
negative impact on undergraduate education, both for the students who want to receive a 
general education, and for those who wish to conduct research simply because graduate 
students are a major source of supervision for undergraduate students and for classroom 
teaching (in exercise/discussion sections). If graduate students are working outside the 
university to supplement their income, they cannot help supervise and foster 
undergraduate research. 
 
Undergraduate level. Undergraduates, according to the self-evaluation document, are 
encouraged to conduct research and are provided with courses to enable them to do so.  
These include courses on statistics, methodology, and an organized systematic course in 
which they are taught to design and conduct experiments through hands-on experience.  
As indicated, however, not enough students are involved in supervised research in the 
laboratory of a faculty member, and this number could be improved. 
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6.  Infrastructure 
 
Some aspects of the infrastructure in the department are excellent. For example, the 
library is as good as any in major universities in the world. Students and faculty have 
internet access to the library from work and home—for accessing electronic journals and 
data bases, and they expressed satisfaction with the accessibility of its holdings.   
Classroom space also seems adequate, as does the availability of computers to students 
from the BA to Ph.D. programs. Office space for faculty is also up to the standards seen in 
other Israeli universities. 
 
Laboratory space, however, is not sufficient, and because there is no office space for 
students, the minimal lab space also doubles as student offices. This is a vexing problem 
in human labs where a person must vacate the office whenever a participant enters to be 
tested. Apart from the nuisance, this has a negative impact on students’ education 
because it leads so many students to work at home, reducing their interaction with one 
another and with faculty, interaction which is essential to their education. Academic 
discourse and involvement in the day-to-day operation of a lab and department contributes 
to good research. Space issues thus need to be solved. Moreover, beyond the sheer 
amount of space, its distribution is problematic. The close proximity of animal quarters to 
offices is uncomfortable. More serious is the separation between offices and labs on the 
one hand, and classrooms on the other, reducing the interaction between students and 
faculty, especially at the BA level. Hence, there is also a need to restructure existing 
space, including space for housing non-human animals. A thorough reconfiguration 
addressing the above is needed and would increase synergy at both an educational level 
and in research.  
 
In addition, existing laboratory equipment from computers to electrophysiological 
equipment to equipment for sophisticated bio-assays, while satisfactory for the time being, 
will be insufficient in the near term given the pace of development in technology. That is, a 
substantial portion of the equipment will need to be replaced, modified, or supplemented 
over the next five years. Indeed, even now some students complained to the committee 
about a dearth of equipment and access to it in some areas. A most important asset is that 
the department has access to newly acquired fMRI scanners for humans and small 
animals. These are already being used quite extensively, and this is likely to increase. 
 
 
7.  Recommendations 
 
Meetings with the University leadership, faculty, and students were frank and informative.  
On the other hand, it did not seem that the department prepared adequately for the site 
visit in that the committee’s meeting schedule in the department was not as organized as 
we would have preferred. In our view, fewer faculty and students took part in these 
meetings than should have, limiting what the committee could learn from the visit. The self-
evaluation document was also not as informative or organized as it might have been. It 
was thus difficult to determine exactly which courses were offered and the course content 
in each graduate track, and the number of Ph.D. students in each track. That said, it is 
evident to the committee that the department has a strong and productive faculty and 
talented students. Given the strengths of the department and the challenges it faces, as 
we have indicated, the committee recommends that the department build on existing 
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strengths and foster faculty productivity as well as excellence in graduate and 
undergraduate training. These recommendations are offered below in an approximate 
order of priority, with several recommendations of about equal importance. Overall, we 
suggest a 12 to 24 month window for making recommended improvements, with a follow 
up at 36 months.    
 
1. Departmental Structure and Resources  
 

Financial stress within the institution has led both to an increase in enrollments (increasing 
funds provided to the University) and to reductions in faculty and in graduate student 
teaching assistantships for large undergraduate courses. The reductions have had 
adverse effects on education offered at every level. Added to this is the lack of space in 
the department, which compromises research productivity and grant activity. 
 

A.  Treating psychology as a laboratory science 
One of the most effective ways to reduce the burden on existing faculty (the heavy 
teaching load at both the graduate and undergraduate levels, including student 
supervision) would be to treat the department as a life or exact science in terms of the 
funding formula used. Thus, the committee recommends that the teaching load for faculty 
in psychology at the undergraduate level be reduced to that of the faculty in the life or 
natural sciences, since psychology is as much of a laboratory science as disciplines in 
those areas. A change of this sort would take into account the amount of extra time it takes 
to run ongoing research programs and labs, administer grants, and supervise research 
students, and it would remove burdens from faculty that obstruct research potential. It 
would also better enable faculty to be available to the students they mentor in research 
and to teach at the undergraduate level in a manner suitable to the sciences (i.e., with 
targilim).  
 
Also helpful along these lines would be to fund graduate students in psychology at the 
level of graduate students in the life or exact sciences. As noted, poor graduate student 
funding and the virtual absence of shared office space for graduate students has an 
adverse effect on their research and education, as well as on the education of 
undergraduate students, which ultimately also affects the faculty’s research productivity.   
The committee strongly recommends that the university find a way to improve the funding 
of graduate students to at least a minimal subsistence level (for example, perhaps 36,000 
shekels per year). As it stands, students cannot devote the time and focus to their 
graduate studies needed to maintain excellence in graduate training.  One consequence is 
that the time to complete their degrees is longer than it should be, because they are 
diverted by working outside jobs to survive.  
  

(1) The committee recommends that the department and administration formulate a 
strategic plan in the first year for how best to go about changing the funding formula 
in psychology in the above ways by treating psychology as a life or exact science, 
and implementing the plan in the second and third years. 

 
B.  Decreasing size of student body relative to faculty size 
One way of decreasing stress in the department and increasing educational and research 
excellence would be to decrease the number of students in the program, particularly in the 
graduate program. The current overload is clearly affecting the quality of education at 
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every level. It is thus imperative that the number of students at the undergraduate level be 
decreased. We recommend that each MA program admit no more than 12 students a year. 
In addition, we recommend that, at any given time, the total number of graduate students 
(Ph.D. and MA students combined) per faculty member not exceed 8. 
 

(1) The committee recommends that within a year from the receipt of this report, the 
department and university develop a strategic plan for addressing how best to reduce 
the current overload on faculty in terms of admissions policies. 

 
(2) The committee recommends that the changes be implemented in the second and 
third years. 

 
C.  Hiring new faculty to represent the discipline 
The needs of the department and of students do not seem to correspond well to the 
interests of existing faculty in that the number of faculty in the psychobiology program 
seems proportionally large, whereas the number in social psychology, and even cognitive 
psychology, seems relatively small, with very little representation in developmental 
psychology. The committee thus recommends that future hires be directed toward these 
areas that are underrepresented in the department, building solid domains of excellence.  
Strengthening these domains in the department would also greatly facilitate a load 
reduction in the department.    
 

(1) The committee recommends that the department and administration formulate a 
strategic plan in the first year for how to go about recruiting two new full time faculty 
members, one in social psychology and one in developmental psychology. 

 
(2) The committee recommends that the plan be implemented in the second and 
third years. 

D.  Increasing laboratory space 

There is a great need for additional space, and for a restructuring of existing space, 
including space for housing non-human animals. It would be ideal to house the department 
in one location, which would allow for greater interaction among the people in different 
fields and among students. Such an arrangement would increase synergy at both 
educational and research levels. The committee recommends that a strategic plan be 
formulated at the departmental or university levels to expand space and also replace out-
dated equipment.  
 
E.  Faculty Mentoring 
To provide faculty with more information and support in the department, the committee 
recommends that the department establish a mentoring system for untenured faculty in the 
department to provide regular feedback to faculty at all ranks as they go through the 
promotion process. 
 

(1) The committee recommends that a strategic plan for such a mentoring system 
be developed in the department in the first year and implemented in the second. 
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2.  Undergraduate Program 
 
A. Curriculum 
The committee recommends that the department scrutinize course requirements and 
course content for each track in the undergraduate program, including elective courses.   
The goal is to ensure sufficient breadth of exposure to the core areas of psychology, to 
ensure the adequacy of the coverage of the area, and to ensure depth in terms of readings 
and appropriate assignments and testing. The assessment should also ensure that there is 
only minimal overlap across courses in the department (an overlap that is now apparently 
high). Efforts should be made to include writing assignments in the undergraduate 
program, as well as experience speaking about material and discussing it in the course 
offerings (presumably by exercise/discussion sections). It is also important to provide more 
research opportunities for undergraduates. Providing these opportunities to undergraduate 
students is likely to depend in large measure on increased availability of teaching 
assistantships at the graduate level (addressed below). A reconsideration of the curriculum 
in each track in the undergraduate program with these challenges in mind should thus be 
undertaken by the department—for example, by a curriculum committee which includes 
faculty from each area with the power to approve or disapprove specific courses.  
 

(1) A strategic plan should be developed within one year about how to make 
improvements on the matters noted, and recommended changes in course offerings 
and content should be implemented within two or three years. 

 
B. Advising 
The committee recommends that the department institute an advising program for 
undergraduates. One way to implement such a program would be through the 
undergraduate association. Graduate students and advanced undergraduates should be 
trained to advise younger students. Faculty should also be more involved in student 
advisement where possible. 
 

(1) A strategic plan should be developed within one year about how to establish 
such an advising program, and it should then be implemented within two or three 
years. 

 
3.  Graduate Programs 
 
A. Curriculum   
It would be helpful if the department established a procedure, in conjunction with the 
programs, for determining how much breadth in coursework is adequate in each area and 
how much depth is required as well. Perhaps this could be done by a departmental 
curriculum committee, as noted above, or by program-specific curriculum committees, with 
a focus on which course should be required or electives. In the committee’s view, the 
curriculum should be monitored every two or three years, re-examining actual courses 
offered and collecting and reviewing the syllabi of those courses to ensure that each 
program is meeting its own standards and the needs of the department.  
 

(1) A strategic plan should be developed within one year to make this kind of 
curriculum evaluation possible, and the changes in course offerings and content 
recommended should be implemented within two or three years. 
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B. Advising 
Similarly, a plan for advising graduate students within each track of each graduate 
program should be developed within a year, and implemented in the second year. Peer 
and group advising might be an effective means as long as it is done systematically. For 
example, an ongoing graduate seminar could be used for this purpose in which students 
discuss their work with other students and faculty, and in which faculty provide information 
on course choices and career paths.   
 
C. Clinical Programs 
The committee strongly recommends that the core faculty in the two clinical programs 
(Adult and Child) take ownership of the curriculum in these programs to make the following 
changes. 
 

(1) The committee strongly recommends that these programs bring the training they 
offer to international standards by economizing on the number of courses and 
reducing inefficient use of student time in each of the main areas of 
psychopathology, assessment, and intervention. This change will also increase the 
time students have available to do research.  

 
(a) In particular, the number of semester-long courses devoted to 
psychodiagnostic tests is excessive and should be reduced to 3 (i.e., 1-1/2 
annual courses) and the focus of these courses should be on assessment 
tools known to be valid. If the program wishes to cover diagnostic 
instruments of questionable validity, then this should be restricted to one 
course and only if the course also covers the evidence indicating that the 
validity of these instruments is at best in dispute.  

 
(b) Similarly, the number of 1-semester courses devoted to psychopathology 
should be reduced to 2 (i.e., 1 annual course), only one semester of which 
should cover historical and psychodynamic approaches to psychopathology, 
with the other focused on advances in the clinical science of 
psychopathology. 

 
(c) Courses on the Clinical Interview should be reduced to a 1-semester 
course. Courses on intervention should be reduced to 3 single-semester 
courses (1.5 annual courses) focused on evidence-based treatments, with at 
least one semester focused on Cognitive-Behavioral Therapies (CBT).  
Regarding the remaining course, the aim should be for the program to be 
able to articulate how their choices fit with international standards of training 
in evidence-based practice. 
 
(d) A curriculum committee should be established in the clinical programs 
whose responsibility is to evaluate the syllabi within the program to 
recommend changes as needed to meet international standards in clinical 
science. 
 
(e) The department and program should develop a strategic plan in the first 
year for making the above curriculum changes and structural-programmatic 
changes in the clinical programs, and these changes should then be 
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implemented in the second and third years. 
 

(2) The committee also strongly recommends that the department pay special 
attention, in collaboration with the clinical faculty, to the hiring of adjunct faculty in 
the clinical programs. 

 
(a) Specifically, adjuncts should be hired whose attitude and knowledge fit 
the mission and goals of the program in training students to be scientist-
practitioners whose own practice will be evidence-based.  

 
(b) In this vein, the committee also recommends that the department and 
program oversee the syllabi constructed by adjunct faculty, making sure to 
add and delete topics and readings, as needed to ensure the adequate 
coverage of clinical science and evaluate students’ aptitude and attitude at 
the end of all courses.  
 
(c) A strategic plan should be developed in year one to make these 
procedural changes in how adjunct hiring in clinical is done and the plan 
should be implemented in the second and third years. 
 

(3) The committee suggests as well that every effort be made to ensure that 
students have the option to do their clinical practicum in a setting that makes use of 
evidence-based practice techniques, e.g., CBT. Although the committee is aware 
that this may be limited by availability of such practicum sites, this is the way to 
make sure students are able to train to proficiency in these techniques.  

 
 
4.  Alumni:  Tracking Program Graduates 
 

There are no records of what students do after they leave the program. The committee 
recommends that the Department conduct an alumni survey and establish ongoing 
contacts with alumni in that way. Knowing what students do with their education and where 
they go after graduation (at each level in the department) will help the department know 
whether it is achieving its goals with respect to educating students. The committee also 
suggests that the department stay in touch with students and keeping them involved with 
the university, e.g., by newsletter and communities of graduates organized, perhaps by 
department or current employment area or geographic region, which can confer benefits to 
the institution. For example, alumni groups often offer financial support to their alma 
maters. 
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