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 לכבוד
 וינטרוגב' מרב שר

 מרכזת בכירה בתחום טכנולוגיה והנדסה
 המועצה להשכלה גבוהה

Uירושלים 
 

 ג.נ.,
 

תגובת המחלקה לארכיטקטורה בבצלאל  למכתבו של יו"ר הועדה Uהנדון: 
 להערכת איכות הבינלאומית

 

מצ"ב תגובתנו למכתבו האחרון של פרופ' דיוויד לת'רובורו בנוגע ליישום המלצות הועדה 
. כדי שלא לשמוט סעיפים, כפי שקרה לצערנו 2009הבינלאומית להערכת איכות משנת 

במסמך היישום האחרון שהגשנו, המסמך מוגש כתשובות לסעיפים ממכתבו של הפרופ' 
 . תגובת המחלקה לארכיטקטורה באדום בגוף הטקסט שלהלן. לת'רבורו

 בברכה,

 אדר' יובל יסקי

 ראש המחלקה לארכיטקטורה

 בצלאל, אקדמיה לאמנות ועיצוב, ירושלים

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

1. Bezalel Academy of Arts and Design 

The response prepared by the faculty of the Bezalel Academy addresses 
many of the points raised by the EC.  A number of the statements are, 
however, non-specific, indicating intentions and strategies rather than 
specific steps and implementations.  The EC’s primary points about 
commitment to the professional aspects of architectural education and 
definitive design are cases in point; likewise, the observations on the faculty 
(expertise, development, and appointment).  The EC’s comments on 
research, however, have led to concrete steps, with what seems to be 
positive results.  The overall structure of the response was difficult to follow, 
because of its two-part structure.  
 
1. Bezalel’s involvement with the discussions between the schools and the 
Registrar, together with the program’s new contacts with construction 
companies, indicate positive responses to the EC’s recommendations for 
greater emphasis on the “professional” aspects of architectural education. 

 
2. The establishment of a steering committee for considerations of the 
curriculum is a positive step toward addressing the EC’s observations on 
Bezalel’s teaching program.  The curriculum changes described more fully in 
the most recent report (March 2012) indicate positive changes in the 
technology curriculum, as well as improvements in the study of 
architecture’s professional conditions and constraints, and in the study of 
information technology.  These curriculum changes also indicate the 
integration of technology studies into the studio sequence.  The one risk to 
be mindful of with this “integration” is the possibility of abbreviating the 
proper subject matter of the technology course for the sake of 
“applications".  
We at Bezalel appreciate very much this comment and are aware of these 
risks. The issue of the integration of "Technology" within our curriculum is a 
matter that we pay a lot of attention upon, through our "Course 
Coordinators Forum" (a new forum established this year for the purpose of 
improving the horizontal integration of courses and the awareness of the 
vertical sequence over the five years program. In order to improve our 
performance in teaching of Technology in the department, we consult 
regularly with other departments, in which this issue is embedded in the 
curriculum for many years and who acquired experience in this matter. 
 
3. The observations on faculty appointment procedures begin to address the 
EC’s concerns.  It seems odd, however, that appointment and promotion 
decisions are handled in a curriculum committee.  The EC’s recommendation 
was to separate appointment decisions from other concerns so that this 
important part of the program—the structure of the faculty—is given the 
attention it needs.  More work, and more institutional structure, is needed in 
this area. 

The appointment procedures were never part of the curriculum committee's 
agenda, but is under the jurisdiction of the "'academic and teaching 
committee" (ועדת הוראה). In this committee we discuss the future needs we 
have in light of our curriculum, we discuss issues of faculty development, and 



 

when needed we interview prospect teachers in order to find the best fit for 
our needs. In recent years, such process was conducted when the committee 
decided to establish a new vertical studio (unit) that will specialize in "Green 
Architecture". The committee issued a call for applications and interviewed a 
number of candidates, both from within our existing staff and from the 
outside and recommended one of the candidates for the position. The 
institutionalization of the promotion processes are discussed today at the 
level of the new President and Vice President for Academic Affairs in order to 
improve the short and long term faculty development process in all the 
departments, and make the process more transparent and more grounded 
on objective parameters.  

 
4. The work on developing a culture of inquiry and research at the Bezalel 
Academy is very positive and appears to have had good results.  It is clear 
that the specific nature and opportunities of an art academy have been taken 
into consideration in the definition of the kinds of research that are being 
encouraged. 
 
5. On students and learning- it is good that an advising procedure for final 
year students has been established.  It is unclear, however, why this 
procedure is appropriate for final year students only.  Also good, but possibly 
insufficient, is the identification of an academic advisor “for all students of all 
years.”  Surely a team of advisors is required, preferably with teachers 
advising students in the year that they teach.  The exchange and outreach 
programs are very positive and should be both supported and developed 
further. 
This year the department of architecture implemented the full process of 
academic counseling for the whole student body. The counseling process is 
conducted as follows: at the end of the summer, a few days before the class 
registration begins, we conduct a full day of counseling for 2P

nd
P-5 P

th
P year 

students. The process is coordinated by the department's advisor and 
includes the department of History and Theory, where our students study 
20% of their classes. 3P

rd
P,  4P

th
P and 5 P

th
P year students have a studio 

presentations event that include an A & Q session, followed by counseling 
session with the class coordinator, that assists them to elect their studios. 
Throughout the academic year, the academic advisor is responsible for 
assisting students to make class changes, and re-structure the course 
sequence for students whose sequence was disrupted for some reason. The 
academic advisor is a member of the "'academic and teaching committee" 
    .and reports to it on a regular basis (ועדת הוראה)
6. All of the steps that have been taken to develop the program’s 
infrastructure and outreach seem positive.  The “reality labs” hold the 
promise of addressing the EC’s observations on the professional dimension 
of Bezalel’s educational program.  The nature of the “engagement” with 
professional organizations is, however, unclear.  One wonders, for example, 
if professionals are used as “consultants” in any of the studio projects, and if 
such a role forms a designated part of the curriculum. 
The nature of the engagement of professionals and professional 
organizations in the department of architecture is not yet part of the 



 

curriculum, but it is our intention to develop a new section, within the 
established curriculum, that will deal with practical issues, such as real-estate 
development, economy, career development etc. As for now, we have 
implemented two courses - "Planning and Construction Laws and 
Regulations" and "Professional Practice" both are mandatory courses for 5th 
year students. On the other hand, we are expanding our collaborations with 
professional organizations and practices in ex-curricular activities (such as 
intensive workshops, Symposia etc.).  
7. Bezalel’s program, like the others in Israel, will need to take a decision on 
the basic structure of its course (whether to follow the “European” or 
“American” model).  Involvement in the TEMPUS project seems a good way 
to prepare for that decision.  The formation of the curriculum steering 
committee is positive, as has been said.  It is not clear, however, that this 
committee needs to be chaired by the Head of the program.  In most 
faculties, committee are charged by the program leader, expected to 
undertake their work, and then report to the Head of school and the wider 
faculty for discussion and vote.   
We appreciate this remark and implement it immediately. Except of the 
"'academic and teaching committee" (ועדת הוראה) which is chaired by the 
department head, the other committees will be chaired by faculty members 
and will report to the department's head and council.  
8. On contact with other departments in the Academy- the development of 
joint courses with other departments seems very positive.  Also positive is 
the development of the cross-departmental project focused on community 
engagement.  More courses of this kind should be considered, for they will 
take advantage of the unique opportunities of the Academy and give its 
program in architecture special distinction.  
This issue is very high on the agenda of the architecture department. The 
success of the cross-departmental project opened many new opportunities 
for this kind of collaborations which are being discussed between the 
department and the other departments such as the Art department, the 
Photography department, Visual Communications, and others. It is important 
to note that academic collaborations are discussed and materializes with 
other academies in Israel and abroad, In this matter we can mention the 
Hebrew University in Jerusalem, the Pratt Institute in NYC, CEPT in 
Ahmedabad (India). 
9. On technology courses- the attention to planning and construction 
legislation seems good, but the structure of the overall technology 
instruction (the sequence of topics, and the comprehensiveness of the study) 
is hard to discern from these brief comments.  The alignment of technology 
courses with studios is good, but this again leaves open the nature and 
sequence of those courses.  On support courses. . . the responses to the EC’s 
observations on non-studio courses seem very positive (increase of credits, 
more work in history and theory, and the math proficiency test). 
This year the technology sequence materialized and is now more defined. 
The first year courses foundational- the emphasis in the first semester is on 
drafting (conventions and techniques) and representation, the second 
semester deals with construction materials, the way they come together and 
their applications on site. During that semester the students conduct 
construction site surveys and submit a report of their site. The second year is 
based on the structures 1-2 sequence, and the students are required to work 



 

"hands on" on construction challenges in order to improve their intuition 
regarding the forces (compression, tension, shear etc.), during these two 
semesters the students engage in concrete casting, wood construction  and 
other 1:1 construction exercises. The 3rd year technology curriculum includes 
an "Integrative course" which is based on a Design Development process for 
the student's 2nd year studio project. This course is integrated with the 
Structures 3 course, and includes sessions with consulting engineers from 
different disciplines such as HVAC, Electric, Plumbing etc. The 4th year 
technology course is a Construction Documents course in which the students 
are required to develop the DD from 3rd year into a complete set of CD's.    
10. The description of changes to the curriculum does not address the EC’s 
observations on the subject matter of studio teaching.  These comments 
should be addressed.  This is a striking omission in the response. 

The designated number of studio contact hours should accurately reflect the actual 
number of hours being taught.     

Following, please find the Department's response to the EC recommendations 
regarding the studio curriculum: 

The contact hours in studio, has been changed to reflect the actual hours, students 
spend in studio with their instructors, this applies mainly to 1st and 2nd year 
students. 

This program’s attempt to achieve professional training in 3 years is likely to be 
successful in many but not all cases. The EC recommends that the Department 
determine if all students are receiving the comprehensive education they need and 
if some are not that it consider a 4+1 sequence, with one year of concentration 
options instead of 2, allowing a place for definitive design in the 4th year. Projects 
should include detailed design in a smaller scale as part of the overall large scale 
to ensure that students are equipped with professional skills in design and 
construction technique of the built environment.  

The program does not attempt to achieve full professional training in the first 3 
years, but to shift the focus of the curriculum on the transition from 3rd year to the 
vertical years. As mentioned in section 9, the technology curriculum has changed 
in the last year to achieve a much higher degree of integration between studio 
work and the supporting technological courses which run through the 4th year. The 
aim of the implemented integration is to educate the students and make them more 
aware of the practical implications of their design ideas in the studio. Parallel to 
that, we have reexamined the studio sequence, in lieu with the EC observations 
and implemented a few changes to it. 

As the committee observed and mentioned, the 1st year studios are very successful 
and there had traditionally been a drop in the quality of the work in the 2nd year 
which then affected the rest of the studios on 3rd to 5th year. In order to maintain 
the rhythm, enthusiasm and creativity, from the 1st year, on to the 2nd and 3rd year 
studios, new class coordinators were appointed. The new second year coordinator 
has been teaching 1st year studio for a few years and was appointed in order to 
create a continuity into the 2nd year. Already on his 1st year (2011-12), there had 
been a tremendous change in the work produced by the 2nd year students, On the 
one hand, the work have managed to sustain the intensity of the 1st year but still it 
is much better grounded and represented than ever before. The 3rd year curriculum 
remained the same but the new coordinator is responsible to get the instructors on 



 

board with the new criteria for this year. Among the changes that has been made 
in that year's studio curriculum, Is the introduction of "hands on" experiences, 
where the students are encouraged to go out and become more active in the world 
through architectural projects. 

The 4th-5th have changed too, today the department carries on a consultation 
process in which students must consult with the academic advisors (as described 
above in section 5), before they can enroll in the vertical studios. The goal of 
consultation process at that stage is to make sure that none of the students 
graduate from the program without acquiring all the necessary skills and 
knowledge required. 

This last summer, we have successfully changed the routine of the final 
presentations for our graduating class. In the new scheme, the graduate class does 
not present with the rest of the school but about a month later. At the end of the 
spring semester, all of the graduating students have to present their projects and 
get a Go or No-Go from a panel of instructors. This new scheme is acting as a 
quality control mechanism to ensure that all students produce the necessary 
documents and reach the required resolution of the project.  

Starting this year, in accordance with the agreement signed by the CHE, the 
architects registration board and the other schools of architecture in the country, 
final projects must be carried out individually. This constraint is meant to enable 
the school to examine each of the students and evaluate their skills just before 
graduating, 

The “specializations” in the 4th and 5th years at Bezalel include subjects that 
should be addressed throughout the curriculum and that all students should 
experience (e.g., green building). 

This remark is true and we have invested a lot of thinking about the ways to insert 
the content of such issues as "Green Building" or Landscape architecture into our 
mandatory curriculum. No actual action has been made until this point to 
accommodate those issues in the curriculum. Today we deal with it through 
workshops and lecture but we intend to implement it within our next curriculum 
on which we are working these days. 

The Committee recommends the development of an area of concentration in 
interior design, which is to say, interior space planning and design.   

This has been tested in the past through the "XS design unit" but, since the 
program is a professional degree in architecture, the xs projects does not comply 
with the demands of the Architect's Registration board's demands for a final 
project. 

 
11.  On staff development- the strong recommendations by the EC are partly 
acknowledged, but it seems few concrete steps have been taken to address 
the issues of assessing staff performance and paths for advancement. 
See the above answer #3 
12.  On research - as observed above, the work on research in the program 
(among students and faculty) is very positive and suggests the likelihood of 
successful results in establishing a culture of inquiry and research at Bezalel. 



 

 
13. On students - all of the steps outlined with respect to student selection 
and evaluation seem very positive and in line with the EC recommendations. 
 
14. On infrastructure - all the steps outlines with respect to infrastructure 
seem very positive and in line with the EC recommendations. 
 
In consideration of the observations set out above, in two years an expert in 
the field should reexamine the implementation of the recommendations that 
have not been followed. 

 
 

Submitted by: 
 

 
 
 
Professor David Leatherbarrow 
University of Pennsylvania 
 
Former Chair, CHE Evaluation Committee. 

 

 

 

 

 

 


