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1. Introduction 
Summary of the Evaluation Committee’s Observations and Recommendations 
i. The focus of the Architecture program at Bezalel is on culture and community.  This focus 
is unique among schools of architecture in Israel, and should be strengthened in the 
curriculum. 

ii. However, this emphasis on co culture and community must not come at the expense of 
the unique position of this Department within the Bezalel Academy of Art and Design in 
Jerusalem, namely—building on Bezalel’s strengths as a design, arts and crafts school—
which, in the opinion of the Evaluation Committee, seem surprisingly lacking in the work of 
the students.  

iii. Centralizing much of the authority in the Department Head has been beneficial, but also 
carries potential problems, especially as the current head’s term will expire in a year.  
Criteria for the appointment of the new head should be devised to ensure continuity with the 
program’s current strengths.   

iv. While there is clear commitment to the “professional” aspects of architectural education 
in this program, the current faculty and new leadership should develop more articulate and 
measurable goals with respect to “how” architects act in the world, their specific skills, 
technologies, and competencies.   

v. In this program there is insufficient emphasis on what this Committee understands as 
“definitive design.” The EC also observed that students are not benefiting as much as they 
might from courses and facilities offered elsewhere in the Academy. Given the clear 
distinction between the two parts of the curriculum (3 years of comprehensive education 
followed by 2 in” thematic -specialized” courses), some students may graduate with gaps in 
the skills and knowledge required to practice architecture.  

vi. The EC observed a talented and committed teaching staff. Yet, questions did arise 
concerning faculty expertise; particularly, the faculty’s competence in some of the areas of 
skill and knowledge that are particular to our time, building and information technologies for 
example. The EC recommends that the Department’s leadership recruit and promote 
teachers whose competence includes skills and knowledge appropriate to the realities of 
contemporary practice.   

vii. There do not seem to be clear and well-known criteria for making decisions for faculty 
appointment and promotion. If criteria do not exist they should be developed. If they do 
exist, they should be shared with all the teaching staff.   

viii. Research at Bezalel hardly exists. Incentives for research should be established and a 
“culture of scholarly inquiry” should be developed. 

ix. While the reasons for the existence of two campuses are clear to the EC, the Committee 
feels this division hinders architectural education at Bezalel. For that reason, we 
recommend that the Academy vigorously pursues its intention to build a new facility in the 
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Russian Compound.  This is the only way of overcoming the “two cultures” and making one, 
coherent department. 

1.1 Appointment and Membership of the Evaluation Committee 
At its meeting on 23.10.07 the Council for Higher Education (CHE) decided to evaluate 
study programs in the field of Architecture during the academic year 2007-8. 

Following the decision of the Council for Higher Education (CHE), the Minister of Education, 
who serves ex officio as Chair of the CHE, appointed an evaluation committee for the 
evaluation of the academic quality of architecture studies in Israel. The committee consists 
of: 

• Professor David Leatherbarrow, Department of Architecture, University of 
Pennsylvania, USA, Committee Chair  

 
• Architect Bracha Chyutin, Chyutin Architects, Tel Aviv, Israel  
 
• Professor Michael Gelick, School of Architecture, University of Illinois at 

Chicago, USA  
 
• Professor Yehuda Kalay, College of Environmental Design, University of 

California, Berkeley, USA  
 
• Professor Moshe Margalith, School of Architecture, Tel Aviv University 
  
• Professor Thomas Maver, Mackintosh School of Architecture, Glasgow 

School of Art, Scotland 1 
 

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 on each of the institutions, which would include an evaluation of architecture 
programs, the committee’s findings and recommendations.  
2. a. A general report regarding the status of the evaluated field of study within the Israeli                   
institutions of higher educations. 
    b. 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 each institution’s self- 
assessment, resulting in the preparation and presentation of a self-evaluation report. This 
                                                            

1 Unfortunately,  Prof.  Thomas Maver was not able to participate in the visit to Bezalel Academy of Art and Design for personal 
reasons. 
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process was conducted in accordance with the CHE’s guidelines as specified in The Self-
Evaluation Process: Recommendations and Guidelines (October 2007). 

 
1.2 Committee Procedures 
 

The committee held its first meeting on March 22, 2009. At this meeting committee 
members were given an overview of higher education in Israel and a description of the 
Israeli CHE. They also discussed Architecture study programs in Israel and fundamental 
issues concerning the committee's quality assessment activity.  

During the period March-May 2009, committee members conducted a two-day visit to each 
of the four institutions under evaluation.  

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 Architecture at Bezalel Academy of Art and 
Design. 
 
The committee's visit to Bezalel took place on May 18-19, 2009. 

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 Architecture for the self-evaluation report and for their hospitality towards the 
committee during its visit. 
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1.3 Evaluation of the Department of Architecture at Bezalel Academy of Art and 
Design 
* This Report relates to the situation current at the time of the visit to the institution, and does 
not take account of any changes that may have occurred subsequently. The Report records the 
conclusions reached by the Evaluation Committee based on the documentation provided by the 
institution, information gained through interviews, discussion and observation as well as other 
information available to the Committee. 
 
Background 
  
The Bezalel School of Arts and Crafts was established in Jerusalem in 1906. Currently, it 
comprises 8 departments. In the late 1960s the CHE recognized the institution as an 
institution for higher education to be known as “The Bezalel Academy of Art and Design.” 
Bezalel's self-evaluation report states, on the basis of data from November 2008, that the 
Bezalel student population was 1,886. In 1991 The Bezalel Academy of Art and Design 
received authorization from the Council for Higher Education to award a B.Arch. degree. 
The Department of Architecture at Bezalel, in its present form, has been in existence since 
1992. According to the self-evaluation report, in 1995 a decision was made to relocate the 
Architecture Department back to the campus in the historic building in central Jerusalem in 
order to become an influential focal point in the heart of the city, and also in light of the 
Architecture Department's desire to reposition itself at the core of a vibrant urban activity. 
Today the Architecture department is located in the historic Bezalel building in central 
Jerusalem, whereas the theoretical studies take place at Bezalel's campus on Mt. Scopus. 
The SER states that in 2007-8 there were 358 students in Bezalel's Architecture 
Department. 

 
2. MISSION AND GOALS 
 
2.1 Observations 
 
The Department’s mission statement is ambitious, comprehensive, and inspiring.  A desire 
for relevance is stated, but measures of impact and significance were not set out and were 
not explained during the site visits.  

The Department’s key goal – teaching architecture as a cultural practice – is claimed to give 
Bezalel uniqueness among other programs in Israel.  The site visits clearly indicated that 
this idea was introduced and has been championed by the Department Head. There is 
consensus about this goal at all levels of the administration and faculty, as well as among 
the students.  The subject matter of the teaching often reflects this goal, as do the efforts to 
continue and strengthen ties between the Department and the Academy, particularly those 
parts of the Academy’s curricula that relate to the cultural framework for artistic and 
architectural practice. 

The goal of teaching architecture as a cultural practice is tied to another ambitious aim: 
changing the face of art and design in Israel. Obviously, this is a long term project, the 
accomplishment of which is only slightly in evidence at the time of the evaluation visit. 
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Professional training, an obvious goal of any architectural program, and a traditional goal of 
this one, is tied to a new and larger aspiration: training “architect-intellectuals.”  This theme 
is addressed repeatedly in the SER and was stated by many during the EC’s site visit.  Yet, 
the term and the vision of the architect it signifies, remains somewhat indefinite, or only 
partially realized in the educational program. The EC would like to suggest that this idea of 
the architect-intellectual is not really new. But its uniqueness in Israeli architecture programs 
cannot be denied. 

Graduates of this program are meant to become socially involved and assertive.  The SER 
states that this program’s graduates will operate in an enlarged area of responsibility.  This 
wider responsibility is meant to be exercised both locally (Jerusalem and Israel) and 
globally.  Evidence of the first was clear, especially in the case of the program’s focus on 
the complicated social-political issues facing Jerusalem. Evidence of the second (global 
responsibility) is less evident. 

The SER lists ten more specific goals, mostly concentrating on curriculum.  A few general 
themes emerge from this list: to match training in architecture’s basic subjects with the 
capacity for both experimentation and critical thinking, to build or strengthen relationships at 
three scales: with the Academy, the city, and the global context; to begin the process of 
institutionalizing research in the department (largely through the newly created thematic-
specialization  units and the new Masters program); and to recruit faculty that will help the 
department achieve these goals. Different degrees of success have been achieved on 
these goals, as will be explained in the sections on curriculum below. 

The EC observed the absence of a statement of goals with respect to this Department’s 
unique position in an art academy, in comparison to other schools in Israel. 

2.2 Recommendations 

The Head of this Department has considerable power. This is evident in the history of 
decision making (as described in the SER), also the structure and manner of decision 
making (on faculty appointments and curriculum development), and the general orientation 
of the program.  Consensus about the program’s goals and the steps to be taken for their 
achievement depends largely on the current Head’s leadership ability, even “charisma.”  
Because the current Head’s appointment will end in a year’s time, further progress with 
these goals and steps will require the institutionalization of a decision making infrastructure 
that does not depend so greatly on a single individual.     

During the site visit the Head of the Department enunciated a three-part framework for 
building the curriculum and faculty: to address the “what, why, and how” of architecture.  
The meaning of these terms is rather unique to this department: the “what” indicates 
architecture’s traditional and typical disciplinary objectives, the “why” refers to this 
program’s historical, cultural, and political context, and the “how” points to the practicing 
professional’s abilities.  The EC finds that there is considerable clarity about the “what” and 
“why” of architectural education at Bezalel, but less lucidity about the “how". The Committee 
recommends that the current faculty and new leadership develop more articulate and 
measurable goals with respect to “how” architects act in the world, their specific skills, 
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technologies, and competencies. The Committee also believes that more focused attention 
to these issues will allow the department to take fuller advantage of not only the theoretical 
but the practical courses in the Academy, an advantage it possesses that other programs in 
Israel do not, but one that the department does not seem to have fully benefitted from. 

 

3. CURRICULUM 
 
3.1 Observations  

The curriculum is built in line with the mission and goals of the Academy and the 
Department. It reflects a cultural-based orientation relevant to local context, while aware of 
global perspective. It offers the students multiple choices in both academic courses 
integrated with the academy and design studios dealing with specific subjects.  

The curriculum is meant to be structured vertically and horizontally (SER p. 24). It seems 
from the SER and site visits that the intention was to structure the “vertical” parts of the 
curriculum incrementally. Yet, there appears to be a lack of follow through and integration of 
learning experiences from one course to the next in courses such as engineering, 
construction technologies and building techniques. 

There is strength in the integration of history and theory but there is a weakness in the 
integration of technology and studio work integration.  

First year studio work was found to be creative and critical, second year work less so, and 
third year teaching fails to be a comprehensive summation of earlier studies. This is 
important, because the third year is expected to achieve and indicate preparation for 
professional practice. 

Research work in this program is very rudimentary; basically, data collection and site 
description. 

Several issues arose in consideration of the non-studio curriculum:  

1) There seem to be too few support courses offered or taken by students to build 
their background in social, economic and political sciences.  

2) There seems to be an unequal weighting of non-studio subjects: great weight 
given to history and theory, less to social science and humanities (philosophy, 
politics, etc.), and even less to the physical sciences. 

3) The engineering and technology program is slight when compared to the other 
vertical concentration, history and theory.  This is serious because admissions data 
indicate that some students do not have the background to confront traditional 
studies in engineering.  
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4) Students taking “Thematic-specialization” or “concentration” courses in the 4th 
and 5th years could graduate with some gaps in the skills and knowledge that are 
required in the professional practice of architecture.  

              The EC also observed a number of issues with respect to the studio curriculum:  

1) The 1st year studio work was very good, particularly the one-to-one studies, the 
material analysis, human scale studies, and the 3 dimensional ergonomic studies.  
Yet, the Committee doubts the efficacy of the methods used to study historical 
examples (line and mass studies of important historical buildings). 

2) The 2nd year studio work also has strengths.  It examines small scale design 
(“ideal” house) and its expression in an actual context.  This is innovative and 
could be followed throughout the studio sequence, particularly the interchange 
between small and large scale design and architectural detailing.  

3) The 3rd year studio aims to deal with the complexity and integration of different 
components in the design and construction process. The Committee felt that the 
projects were not sufficiently detailed to give evidence of a clear design process, 
from analysis to the formulation of intentions and development of comprehensive 
solutions that indicate understanding of building assembly, structure, materials and 
building systems.  

4) In the 4th and 5th year studio units enable students to concentrate in specific 
areas. The Committee felt that research and analysis should be more academic 
and the design outcomes should address context and large scale.  

5) In general, the Committee felt that the student presentations of the 1st year 
were expressive and innovative, yet those of the following years were rather 
ordinary and failed to exploit available technologies. Upper level studios do not 
effectively integrate building technology and structures with other aspects of 
architectural design. In fact, designs are not developed beyond schematic levels.  
Nor does the student work show the benefit of courses and studies offered 
elsewhere in the Academy. The studio work was far less exploratory and inventive 
than the EC expected from a program in an art academy. The EC also observed 
that landscape design is not considered as a subject in its own right. 

6) Moreover, the EC got the impression that the curriculum attempts to complete 
the students’ architectural education in the first 3 years, leaving the 4th and 5th 
years for “specialization.” Such an approach would be much too short to cover all 
that an architect needs to learn. Most other schools, both in Israel and abroad, use 
5 to 6 years to educate professional architects. The Bologna protocol, which was 
adopted recently in Europe, does indeed entail a 3 + 2 years program, but 
professional qualification is achieved only after 5, not 3 years of study.   
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3.2 Recommendations 

Since relevancy in the cultural-social-economic and political context is one of the 
Department’s stated goals, courses on these subjects should be a mandatory part of the 
curriculum.   

Educational opportunities with other programs in the Academy should be taken advantage 
of, especially the practical courses (Academy workshops). 

Academic courses in construction technologies and building techniques should be 
continued through the 4th and 5th years. Because not all students are adequately prepared 
in the sciences a unique program in mathematics should be developed. 

Electronic visualization, film, video and related techniques should be enhanced to state-of 
the art systems of communication, exploration of electronic software potential should be 
incorporated into the curriculum. The role of information technology in design should be 
developed.   

Studio courses:  

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

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 “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). 

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

 
4. FACULTY  
 
4.1 Observations 

4.1.1 Composition of the staff: 

The staff of the Department of Architecture at the Bezalel Academy comprises of 14 FTE. 
There does not appear to be a fixed FTE target, hence there are no ‘vacant’ positions. 
Rather, staff are appointed as the need arises, subject to budget.  
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The staff comprises three groups:  

Full-time teaching staff [1] 
Part-time teaching staff [21] 
Adjunct teaching staff [33] 
 
Only the Head is full-time, everyone else, by design, has 3.5/12 -11/12 appointment. This 
structure conforms to Bezalel’s general concept of having their faculty engaged in their 
respective professions, as a way of keeping them informed and current.  
The part-time teaching appointment, combined with professional practice, leaves faculty no 
time for ‘traditional’ academic research. 

The ratio of senior staff (27) to adjunct staff (33) is appropriate. 

4.1.2 Appointments and promotions: 

The appointment of staff members is at the discretion of the Department Head: there is no 
formal process of advertising for open positions. Appointments can be made to new 
initiatives, upon discussion with the Department Head. Once appointed, most staff members 
(other than adjuncts) have continuing appointments, akin to tenure, albeit de facto.  

There is no formal review of faculty performance, other than annual discussions by the 
Department Head. This is unusual in architecture programs elsewhere; in most universities 
a committee takes on this responsibility, and follows stated procedure too. 

There is no clear path for advancements, other than at the discretion of the Department 
Head, and all the staff interviewed by the Evaluation Committee were unclear about their 
advancement path (many indicated their desire for more clarity on that subject). 

Promotions beyond the rank of Senior lecturer are made by a committee of the CHE, as 
Bezalel does not have the authority to do so on its own.  

Currently, four staff members of the Department of Architecture are at the rank of Professor 
– the most of any department at Bezalel. 

4.1.3 Responsibilities: 

Architecture staff are responsible for teaching the practice (studio) courses and some theory 
courses.  

The bulk of the theory courses are taught by staff at the History and Theory Department, 
which is an independent department at Bezalel and serves all other departments [see 
comments on the desirability of this structure under Curriculum].   

Architecture staff who serve on the pedagogic committee, together with the Department 
Head, are responsible for the formulation and coordination of the curriculum, according to 
year and specialization.   
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4.1.4 Qualifications: 

Staff are well-qualified. Many, especially the more junior, hold advanced degrees from 
respectable universities around the world (US, Europe, Japan), some with specializations in 
history/theory, social factors, Japanese architecture, and more.  This adds depth to the 
capabilities of the staff.  

The majority of staff are engaged in professional practice, but many with limited 
professional experience.   

The EC found that the staff who teach in the first three years are well-suited to their task.  
However, the staff in the fourth and fifth years were said to be less well-suited, according to 
student comments.  The Head explained that he faced difficulties finding teachers who were 
qualified to teach the technical aspects of architecture within the studio context and the 
technology support courses. 

The staff appears to be enthusiastic, up-beat, and share the vision of the Department 
(almost to a fault). They uphold the view of “Architecture as a cultural practice,” as opposed 
to “Architecture as a profession,” meaning that students should be taught Why something 
needs to be designed, more than (just) How to design it.   

The staff is well-informed about the mission and direction of the Department and agrees 
with that direction, though the extent of their contribution to the formation of that direction is 
unclear. 

The staff works hard, often beyond formal contractual obligations.  

Staff have no office space, which limits their involvement with the department to the hours 
they teach (typically, two days per week): “… their presence at the Academy is restricted to 
the times of their actual class/courses and departmental meetings/discussions” (p. 71).  

Staff members appear to be knowledgeable of each other’s work and interests, though 
there is no formal collaboration and integration, beyond participating in each other’s student 
reviews. 

4.1.5 Department Head: 

The Department Head is, by far, the most dominant and powerful figure in the Department: 
he recruits, appoints, promotes, and (potentially) dismisses staff, sets the goals and the 
mission of the Department, sets the curriculum, advises students, and much more. As 
mentioned above, such concentration of power only works well if the department head is 
suitable for the task, as the current head appears to be. Moreover, when department heads 
change, as will be the case in one year, the entire direction of the department may change 
as well. 

The EC was informed that this practice is common in the Bezalel Academy, where there are 
no formal qualifications for heads of departments, and where new directions are welcomed.  
However, such lack of consistency is a-typical in architecture programs, given the 
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professional responsibilities and registration requirements of an architect (compared to an 
artist). But the EC, therefore, questions the appropriateness of this practice for a program in 
architecture. 

The appointment process, described on p. 66 of the SER, describes a minimal involvement 
of the Department in the appoint process. Rather, the appointment committee includes only 
one member of the Department – all other members are Academy administrators and heads 
of other departments at Bezalel. As stated in the SER, “this procedure makes it difficult for 
the department to select its own head.” 

4.1.6 Staff Development:  

The Academy fosters and encourages simultaneous academic and professional 
development of the staff, providing them with funds to attend conferences in Israel and 
abroad. Most staff members do seem to take advantage of such opportunities. 

4.1.7 Committees: 

The committee structure is clear and appears to work well. 

All committees are headed by the Head of the Department (p. 17, 18), which fosters 
coordination but also conformity to the Head’s agenda. 

The Department Council includes all staff members. It convenes at least 2 times per year.  

4.2 Recommendations 

4.2.1 Department Head: 

Centralizing all the authority in the Department Head has both positive and negative 
consequences: on one hand, it has allowed the Department of Architecture to re-organize 
itself (for the better) over the past 7 years, but has also fashioned a Department in the 
image of its Head. As Department heads in the Academy are appointed for a fixed term 
(4+4 years), much can change when Department Heads are replaced.  When continuity is 
sought, the change of leaders with such power can cause problems. The current 
Department Head is about to be replaced in a year’s time, which is a source of anxiety and 
uncertainty to staff, especially since they have little influence on the appointment process. 

The Evaluation Committee recommends that: 

1) Formal criteria and qualifications be developed for the appointment of the 
Department Head.  Both department staff and Academy administrators should take 
part in the development of these criteria. 

2) An open search for the most qualified person to hold that position be pursued. 

3) That the Department be given more representation in the Head Appointment 
committee than is currently specified. 
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4.2.2 Staff: 

The Committee recommends development of formal appointment and promotion criteria for 
staff that will be shared with the administration of the Academy, as well as with current and 
prospective staff members. This will make the appointment process more transparent and 
less dependent of the agenda of a single person (the Department Head). 

The EC also believes that the presence of leading practitioners from Israel and abroad 
should be increased. 

 
5. RESEARCH 
 
5.1 Observations  

As an Art Academy, Bezalel does not have a research culture, nor incentives or rewards.  
Nor are there negative consequences to the absence of research in terms of faculty 
appointments and promotions. 

A rather underdeveloped attitude toward research is also evident in the Department of 
Architecture, where professional development is limited to architectural practice, and 
participation (though not necessarily presentation) at conferences. 

In fact, when the subject of research came up during the EC’s visits, there was some 
confusion between data collection and research.  This confusion was widespread, apparent 
in the descriptions of the Department Head, the studio leaders, and the students. 

Students are not involved in research because the faculty do not provide them with 
opportunities, nor with role models. 

As a result, there appears to be limited awareness of recent global trends that affect 
architecture as a discipline (sustainability, globalization, technology). These shortcomings 
are evident in the students’ work, their lack of understanding of such issues, and the false 
confidence of the teaching staff that they are ‘current,’ while lacking benchmarks to support 
that assertion. 

5.2 Recommendations 

The EC recommends that for the sake of self renewal, and to keep abreast of 21st century 
issues that affect the discipline of Architecture, staff be encouraged and rewarded for 
developing original research, at standards commensurate with similar academic institutions 
in Israel and world-wide. 

This will be of particular importance as the Department develops its upper level units and 
institutes a Masters Program, and indispensable if it aspires to develop a PhD program (as 
was stated during the site visit). 
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6. STUDENTS 
  
6.1 Observations 

Students enjoy many options for learning at Bezalel Academy. External or additional 
learning experiences by visiting faculty are also available and desirable for student learning.  
The Committee observed that the student body at large is enthusiastic, motivated, willing to 
learn and in tune with the spirit of the Department's academic and creative vision.  

There is no comprehensive advising program. This is a problem because unadvised 
elective selection runs the risk of a student graduating with insufficient preparation for 
professional practice. There is little or no student advising procedure concerning the 
structuring of an individual’s total educational experience in light of the alternative paths.  

Students are enthusiastic about the 1-3 year studio courses and learning experiences and 
appear to have gained substantial conceptual design knowledge and experience, where 
definitive design and building technology knowledge is limited.  

Concentration- thematic studios include teaming and interdisciplinary efforts, for example 
between industrial design and urban design. However, students appear to work separately, 
side by side, but not together in an integrated approach. The first year one-to-one 
collaborative experiences and projects are strong and beneficial however these experiences 
do not appear to carry through to the third year and/or concentration studios with the same 
force and consistency. 

The focus on cultural, social-economic and political issues pushing the boundaries of an 
architect's role has empowered the students approach to design, architecture and planning 
relevancy. The potential of the architects emerging from this background and making an 
impact on the culture as well as environment is evident in the example of the alumni 
working in the NEGEV and others involved in "critical practice."  

Students have developed strength in the area of design conceptualization however they 
lack state of the art knowledge in definitive design and building technology as a result of a 
weak program in this area of the curriculum. Given the school’s student body, and in line of 
admission requirements, the school should be challenged to formulate a unique and 
creative program in technology, structures, materials, and construction technologies. 

Students thought that the diverse faculty teaching design courses, experienced 
professionals and young professionals with expanded academic background creates a 
positive academic discourse. Yet, they emphasized that in the 4th and 5th the choice of 
teachers is limited. 

Student activities: the students are offered a variety of choices to gain experience in joint 
courses and exchange courses with institutions abroad. Some students take advantage of 
this opportunity.  

Student participation: the SER emphasized that students participate in Department 
committees such as the pedagogic committee, and the Department Council. Meeting with 
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students and alumni provided evidence that the opportunity given to students to influence 
Department activities actually does occur. Furthermore, commendable remarks by students 
were that they felt they conduct free and direct dialog with faculty and the head of the 
Department pertaining to their academic studies. 

6.2 Recommendations 

The EC feels that admission criteria could be raised to meet the goals of the Department 
(especially in math and physics), yet the Department should continue to attract and support 
all segments of the student population.  

Because the ratio between enrollment and graduation is almost 1:1 the EC recommends 
that the faculty review its standards and grading procedures. 

The Committee feels that student counseling should be instrumental and formal and not left 
to the Head of Department alone. A formal pattern of advising should be developed within 
the curriculum to assist students in planning a comprehensive education. 

The Committee suggests that the Department examine the composition of staff appointed to 
teach 4th and 5th year studios (experience, personality, etc.). This will respond to a strong 
student desire for more variety and more expertise. 

The Committee feels that opportunities for study abroad can be developed into a unique 
part of this program. It can equip students with additional professional skills through 
exposure to local and global contexts.  

 
7. INFRASTRUCTURE and RESOURCES 
 
7.1 Observations 

Teaching architecture at Bezalel is divided between two locations: the Mt. Scopus campus 
(the home to the Academy) and the city center campus (two buildings), where one building 
houses the program’s administration, small studios, some class rooms, a small wood 
workshop, computer lab, and small library (p. 70). The other building house  studios, lecture 
rooms, and the cafeteria. The idea of a downtown campus is excellent, but the split that 
results is a hindrance to the Department. The students interviewed by the Committee 
described the split campus as an annoyance that caused them to waste a lot of their time.  
The Committee feels the problem is larger: that the split campus creates two cultures of 
architectural education, one disciplinary (in a traditional sense) and one extra-disciplinary 
(that co-determines the training of the “architect-intellectual". and the development of 
architecture as a “cultural practice”). 

The SER states (p. 9) that the Academy seeks to build a new campus in the Russian 
Compound. Given the fact that there are no concrete plans for that project, nor funding, 
there is a clear need for enlargement and enhancement of current facilities, because what is 
available presently is cramped, under-provisioned, and inadequate. This fact, too, is 
acknowledged in the SER.  Yet, there are no clear plans for solving current problems.  The 
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need for “interim solutions” is indentified, yet what they might be and who will develop and 
implement them is unclear but pressing. 

A serious lack of office space is noted in the SER (p.71), and there is an accurate but partial 
assessment of the negative consequences of this lack: the department is lacking one of the 
typical formats for student learning (individual student advising in a teacher’s office), staff 
are lacking a sense of belonging and permanence in the institution, and opportunities for 
informal (but necessary) meetings and discussion are reduced. 

The EC observed a number of strengths with respect to infrastructure and resources: video 
projectors in each studio are commendable, and laptops in possession of each student are 
good. Yet, there are also problems: the workshops in the architecture department are 
inadequate, the library is poor, and the absence of a faculty lounge, conference rooms, etc. 
are important in what is essentially a commuter campus. 

7.2 Recommendations 

The EC recommends that the Academy vigorously pursue its intention to build a new facility 
in the Russian Compound. This is the only way of overcoming the “two cultures” and 
making one, coherent department. 

In the interim, plans for enlarging and upgrading the program’s facilities must be produced.  
The Committee recommends that these plans be developed within the next year and 
implemented immediately thereafter. The immediate steps listed in the SER (p. 38): a 
research room added to the library; new tools in the workshop; upgrading hardware and 
software in the computer lab, together with permanent ‘smart consoles’ in the studios 
should be taken; but these will not obviate the problems of overcrowding, poor lighting, and 
lack of storage space. 

The Committee also feels that any move toward relocating the small architecture library 
back to the Mt. Scopus campus should be resisted.  

Lastly, the Committee strongly recommends that the library be upgraded. Toward that end, 
we also recommend that a faculty advisory committee be appointed to plan and implement 
the growth of the library (its facilities and study materials: books, journals, web resources, 
etc.). 
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