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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
Summary of the Evaluation Committee’s Observations and Recommendations  

 
 

i. The Faculty of Architecture and Town Planning has drifted from its core mission. The 
Evaluation committee (EC) was given the impression that Undergraduate architecture is no 
longer at the center of the Faculty, that the Architecture staff has diminished power in the 
institution. The Evaluation Committee (EC) recommends that a new Dean be appointed and 
that that person should be from architecture. He or she should be charged and empowered 
to re-center the Faculty on architecture.   

ii. The undergraduate program lacks clarity about its central mission.  The entire program 
needs refocus, reconstruction, and renewal. The EC recommends that the program’s 
teaching staff and administration redefine its core mission and that they develop goals and 
a timeline for the articulation and implementation of its mission. 

iii. A talented but disharmonious faculty exists. Collegiality must be restored and the 
structure of the faculty must be balanced (between architectural academicians and 
practitioners). The EC recommends that the program’s leadership and senior staff develop 
a detailed plan for reshaping the body of the faculty, balancing the numbers of individuals at 
the various ranks, in the various subjects, and with the various types of appointment (full-
time, part-time, etc.). 

iv. Architecture has diminished standing at the Technion. This may be due to the internal 
issues of the Faculty, listed above, but also due to the fact that the architecture program has 
not asserted its unique contributions to the institution as the Faculty where science and art 
combines in ways that do not exist in other faculties. The EC recommends that the 
administration and teaching staff define and institutionalize educational and research 
opportunities in order to take better advantage of the architecture program's position within 
a research oriented institution. These opportunities may lead to more and deeper 
collaborations with colleagues elsewhere in the Technion. 

v. Linkages with the profession and with industry and other stakeholders need to be rebuilt. 
The Technion's role as a place for discourse of architecture in Israel needs to be renewed.  

vi. The Faculty’s infrastructure is inadequate (studio space, workshops, computer lab). The 
program’s administration needs to develop a detailed plan for the improvement of its 
facilities. 
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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, USA1 
  
• Professor Moshe Margalith, School of Architecture, Tel Aviv University  
 
• Professor Thomas Maver, Mackintosh School of Architecture, Glasgow 

School of Art, Scotland 
  
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 that would include an evaluation of 
Architecture programs, the Committee's findings, and recommendations. 

 
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. 

                                                            

1 In View of the fact that Prof. Yehuda Kalay is being considered by the Technion as a candidate for the position of 
dean and in order to prevent the appearance of a conflict of interests, Prof. Kalay has not signed this report. 
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The first stage of the quality assessment process consisted of each institution’s self 
assessment, resulting in the preparation and delivery of a self-evaluation report. This 
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 meetings 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 Architecture Programs at the Faculty of Architecture and Town 
Planning at the Technion – Israel Institute of Technology. 

The Committee's visit to the Technion took place on March 29-30, 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 Faculty of 
Architecture and Town Planning for the self-evaluation report and for their hospitality 
towards the Committee during its visit. 
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1.3 Evaluation of Architecture Programs in the Architecture and Town Planning 
Faculty at the Technion  
* 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 Technion opened in 1924. It comprises 18 academic units.  

The self-evaluation report states that during the academic year 2006/2007 the Technion 
student population was 12,474, of which 8,703 were registered for a Bachelor’s degree, 
2,844 for a Master’s degree and 927 for a doctoral degree. 

According to the self-evaluation report, the Faculty of Architecture and Town Planning was 
established in 1924, when the Technion first opened. The report also states that study 
programs in the following fields are taught in the faculty: Architecture, Landscape 
Architecture, Urban and Regional Planning and Industrial Design. 

According to the self evaluation report, the undergraduate study program in architecture has 
been offered since the opening of the Technion in 1924. The graduate program in 
Architecture is the oldest graduate program in the Faculty, offering a second (M.Sc.) degree 
and a third (Ph.D.) research degree.  The self-evaluation report further states that, in 2007 
there were 406 Architecture and Town Planning undergraduate students, 62 M.Sc. students 
and 16 PhD students. 

 
2. Mission and Goals 
  
2.1 Summary of the goals stated in self-evaluation report (SER) for the 
Undergraduate Program 

To graduate 80 students per year, ready to practice. 
To graduate individuals who are ready to serve society and shape 
culture. 
To grant students appropriate knowledge, values, and skills. 
To instruct in the discipline’s key subjects. 
To enable students to acquire design and artistic qualifications. 
To cultivate independent thinking plus both social and 
environmental responsibility. 

 
2.2 Summary of the goals stated in the SER for the Graduate Program 

To develop new programs according to faculty specializations. 
To disseminate new knowledge nationally and internationally. 
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To rebuild the faculty, following retirements. 
To attract excellent students from Israel and abroad. 
To involve alumni and professionals in programs. 

 

2.3 Observations 

Albeit often general, the stated goals are appropriate for both the undergraduate and 
graduate programs. There is some consensus among staff and students about these 
general goals. Such consensus is particularly strong with respect to the graduate program, 
less so with respect to the undergraduate program. In particular, there is little agreement 
about the specific steps to be taken to achieve these goals in the undergraduate program, 
and where there is agreement about overall strategy there is disagreement about tactics. In 
fact, within the undergraduate program the lack of consensus has reached the level of 
profound disagreement.  

A framework for discussing and deciding on specific steps is lacking. The lack of agreement 
on ways of implementing goals in the undergraduate program has resulted from a serious 
lack of leadership at all levels: the dean, the senior staff, and the program directors, in the 
Faculty has also contributed to disagreements about how to move forward.  

Undergraduate teachers who have been given responsibility for curriculum development, 
teaching, and learning often lack real authority to implement the changes that would allow 
the program to achieve its goals.   

The extensive list of publications is evidence of the success in the dissemination of 
knowledge developed in the graduate program.   

There has been very little success with respect to the recruitment of staff to replace 
retirements or develop new areas of research. 

2.4 Recommendations  

For the Faculty’s mission to be accomplished its goal of rebuilding the staff must be 
achieved. This task should be planned together with the development of a 
renewed/refocused curriculum (as opposed to simply replacing retired staff), so the new 
staff will help move the Faculty in the desired direction.  Part of this task is stabilizing the 
leadership of the Faculty. The EC has the following recommendations for staff development: 
1) the development of a plan for recruitment and renewal of the staff in concert with the re-
development of core mission of the Faculty; 2) the development of appointment and 
promotion criteria that are specific and appropriate to architecture, criteria that will be 
shared with the respective committees of the Technion; 3) that the staff, under the 
leadership of the dean, develop structures for shared self governance within the 
Architecture program that are staffed by colleagues within the architecture programs; 4) that 
the next dean of the School or the Faculty of Architecture and Town Planning should be 
appointed from among the profession of architecture; and 5) that professors of architecture 
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be recruited and appointed to the staff (filling existing faculty lines), as well as the 
appropriate number of new and well-qualified adjunct faculty.   

The need for changes in the make-up of the Faculty’s staff suggest to the EC the possibility 
of even more profound changes in the Faculty’s structure and organization. The reasons for 
these changes will be described below, in this Report’s section on the Faculty (section 4.2).  
We recommend that the Institute and Faculty consider transforming the Faculty into a 
School, with separate Faculties for Architecture, Urban and Regional Planning, Landscape 
Architecture, and Industrial Design, or some combination of these units. At the same time, 
the Evaluation Committee recommends against combining the Faculty of Architecture with 
Civil and/or Environmental Engineering into one school. 

3. CURRICULUM 
 
3.1 Observations 

The SER describes the curriculum with clarity. The self-evaluation also attests to the 
Faculty’s self-awareness of innovation and renewal in the evolution and development of the 
curriculum. The emphasis in the graduate program on academic research that includes 
undergraduates in the 5th year is strong and beneficial to prospective entering students and 
the future of the program. 

3.2 Undergraduate Curriculum 

The undergraduate program consists of two main components: (1)  The studio and other 
applied design courses, which include 70% of the program; and (2) knowledge based 
courses, which include 30% of the course work, including subjects like building engineering, 
building systems, urbanism, landscape history and theory of architecture and electives. 

3.2.1 Design Studio 

In architectural education the studio environment is continually evolving and yet it evokes an 
historic foundation for architectural study. The existing sequence of design studios at the 
Technion is in a state of change. Some staff expressed the need to re-emphasize building 
design and to re-distribute urbanism in the studio sequence.   

Presently, the five year studio sequence is generally organized with introductory small scale 
exercises (real problems) in the first year, proceeding to larger scale more complex 
problems as the students move through the sequence into the fifth year.  Architecture and 
landscape are introduced in the second year, which is considered to be a positive and 
contributing asset. Building technology is also integrated with design in the second year.  
The third year includes a focus on climate and energy; however, there is evidence of a third 
year gap or discontinuity in the design sequence (as expressed by some staff and 
students).  Urban design appears to be in flux and the fourth year “thematic” solar climate 
studio is apparently new to the sequence.  The fourth year also includes “imbedded theory”, 
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an assembly of tailored materials that integrates history, theory and political events, ideas 
and issues into the studio work. The fifth year includes student initiated (or selected) 
comprehensive work.   

A staff member appointed as studio coordinator chairs each year in the sequence. Yet, 
given the current make up of the teaching staff, which includes both permanent (tenured) 
and impermanent (adjunct) appointments, it is difficult to expect an open debate and 
agreement on the content and sequence of studies within the design program. 

There is a concern among members of the EC that the design sequence is insulated and 
has stagnated, despite, or because of, the administrative steps described above. In 
addition, some questions have arisen concerning the teaching and the staff; particularly, the 
quality and appropriateness of some of the teaching within the overall framework of the 
curriculum, especially of teachers who come from non-architecture units in the Institute.   

The work presented by students from the studio sequence is described in this Report in the 
section on Students.  In brief, this work does not indicate creativity, nor does it show real 
advancement or quality. The EC takes this to be evidence of the serious need for new 
leadership, open discussion, and openness to curricular innovations that are occurring at 
other schools in Israel and abroad, such as the use of advanced materials and innovative 
construction technologies. The EC also believes that in the future design study will become 
partly virtual, the products of which will be demonstrated in more advanced forms of 
communication and interaction, such as game-based immersive simulation.  While research 
into advanced digital and media does exist at the graduate level, there is little evidence that 
it has found its way into the undergraduate curriculum.  The teaching program will need to 
embrace state of the art developments in architectural theory and practice, if it is to achieve 
its goals of educating practitioners for the 21st century.  Studios should continue to evolve.  
It would seem natural in the context of the Technion for teachers and students to put more 
emphasis on the design of buildings and their sites, more emphasis on construction 
technology, including integrative building sub-system analysis, more emphasis on 
sustainability, and especially, more focus on “the reality” of the project.  Equally obvious in 
this institution, it seems, is the development of higher understanding of digital information 
and its potential roles in the process of creativity, which the Committee found surprisingly 
lagging behind commensurate schools world-wide. 

3.2.2 Single Subject Courses 

Traditional single subject coursework supports the acquisition of knowledge outside the 
studio, in some subjects that are part of the discipline and others that are developed in 
related fields. The EC observed a lack of coursework in the humanities, social sciences and 
the liberal and fine arts. In addition, there appears to be a weakness in the teaching of 
structures, building technologies, and materials and methods. This weakness, at the 
bookends of the curriculum, leaves it unframed and lacking comprehensiveness. 
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The integration of theory and design, and both with the technologies described above, is 
another topic of concern. Careful balance of emphasis seems to be lacking. Were this 
balance restored, creativity would be promoted, as would forward movement in the process 
of gaining knowledge. 

3.3 Graduate Curriculum 

The graduate division is a sophisticated organization of 100 M.S. and Ph.D. students. Its 
faculty has significant credentials. Its diverse programs are integrated with the areas of 
research ranging from architecture and urban design, building technologies, environmental 
architecture, digital studies, and history and theory of architecture.  The EC was unsure and 
wondered if this last subject (history/theory) is given adequate academic support in the 
Technion. 

The several research areas are rich and diverse. In quality, they seem on par with 
international standards.  The length of studies in the M.S. program is 2 years.  This, too, is 
compatible with programs abroad. The Ph.D. path (3 years) is shorter than some 
international programs.  This may imply narrowed scope.  It may be that the program has 
become somewhat too wide and that colleagues would benefit from seeing convergences 
among their individual interests, as well as taking advantage of the Technion's rich 
academic environment. In particular, programs in areas such as Building systems, Structure 
design, Building technologies and Materials could be unique to a Faculty of Architecture in 
the Technion. 

The work of the graduate students is incorporated in staff research and publications, and in 
the undergraduate program. 

3.4 Recommendations 

The fundamental prerequisite for the development of the Faculty’s curriculum is the renewal 
and re-establishment of the Faculty’s academic leadership, as outlined above, in this 
Report’s recommendations on Mission and Goals, so a coherent and agreed-upon plan can 
be established, and the means to achieve it can be implemented. 

Graduate, undergraduate students and alumni should be given opportunities to offer input 
into curriculum evolution. Faculty charged with curriculum development should make 
themselves aware of developments at other schools, in Israel and elsewhere.  

Just as important as leadership and awareness is the institutional framework for curriculum 
development and renewal. This framework should be clear, agreed upon by all the 
stakeholders, and participatory.  It should consider both required and elective parts of the 
course of study.  The EC also thinks the development of the curriculum should encourage 
experimental or exploratory courses and course work.  The Faculty and its staff would also 
benefit from an external advisory panel on curriculum development. 
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The EC also recommends consideration of more specific topics in curriculum development: 
1) state-of-the-art course work in building science, structures, material and fabrication 
strategies, and component-building systems to complement the history theory sequence, 2) 
required introduction and use of current computer software for each student, and 3) courses 
in modeling, graphic design, video, film and digital media.  

Lastly, the Faculty might also consider contact hour revisions in the studio sequence, 
especially in the fifth year. 

 
4. FACULTY 
 
4.1 Observations 

The staff of the Faculty of Architecture and Town Planning at the Technion comprises of 31 
FTE, of which 5.5 positions are currently vacant. The department of Architecture has 16.5 
FTE's (which are 19 staff/people) out of the 31.  

The Department's staff comprises three groups:  

Full-time teaching staff: 14  
Part-time teaching staff: 5 
Adjunct teaching staff: 88 

 

Full-time staff are responsible for teaching most of the theory courses (some are taught by 
teachers from outside the Faculty), for coordinating most of the design programs, and for 
administrative and research functions. Most full-time staff have advanced degrees (MSc, 
PhD, DDes), and are tenured or tenure tracked. They are highly qualified, well motivated, 
and very productive in research, as demonstrated by a respectable list of publications and 
grants.  

Part-time and adjunct staff are responsible mostly for teaching design studios. With some 
exceptions, their involvement in the daily activities of the Faculty is limited. Part-time staff 
are mostly drawn from the practice of architecture. They are neither tenured nor tenure-
tracked, as per the bylaws of the Technion. 

Most staff, whether full-time, part-time, or adjunct, appeared to be demoralized, distrustful of 
one another, and isolated from each other. They are un-informed about each other’s work, 
and lack the administrative and/or physical structures that would allow them to become so 
informed. Meetings among staff members mostly happen in limited forums (committees) or 
informally, in the corridors.  

While the Faculty’s mission is well understood, staff members are in disagreement with 
each other about how to implement the mission at the undergraduate program level, where 
such agreement is most needed because of the sequencing and inter-dependence of 
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courses from year to year. At the graduate program level, where courses are relatively 
independent of each other and staff has more autonomy, the effect of such disagreements 
is less pronounced, yet better integration would be beneficial. 

Although there are many committees (perhaps too many), Architecture has no single 
Program head (other than the dean), compared to City & Regional Planning, Landscape 
Architecture, and Industrial Design. Rather, there are two separate program heads: one for 
undergraduate studies, another for graduate studies. This duplication is seen by the senior 
administration of the Faculty as an advantage. The EC, however, sees this duplication as 
detrimental, because the same Architecture staff report to two different program heads. The 
division of leadership into undergraduate and graduate heads, without commensurate 
division of the staff, effectively results in diminished integration of graduate and 
undergraduate studies, and in lack of a coherent representation of Architecture staff in the 
Faculty. Considering the dean as the de-facto head of the Architecture program is not 
effective, especially when the dean comes from a discipline other than architecture, as is 
the present case and as has happened numerous times in the recent past. S/he cannot be 
expected to comprehend the needs of the different architecture programs to the degree a 
dedicated program head would, nor effectively to represent them to other unit's intra- or 
extra the Faculty. As a result, the various Architecture committees are not coordinated, and 
lack authority to implement the conclusions they arrive at. 

The absence of program-specific academic leadership, coupled with disagreements among 
the staff and the lack of supportive governance structures, have compromised the 
development of mutually agreed upon plans of action for teaching, and for appointment and 
promotion (A&P). The effects of lack of leadership on teaching are discussed in another 
section of this report. 

The absence of clearly articulated, agreed-upon plan and criteria for appointment and 
promotion of Architecture staff are of particular concern, due to the Faculty’s unique position 
within the Technion, where all Faculties but one (Medicine) use “traditional” academic 
criteria for A&P. Architecture (and Medicine) also employ practicing professionals, whose 
scholarship and creative products are not communicated through papers, books, and similar 
traditional academic means, but rather through critical practice: built or un-built creative 
works that have been the subject of peer-review in the form of design competitions, 
critiques written by recognized architectural critics, and other forms of professional scrutiny. 
(This shortcoming has been acknowledged in the SER p.62, and by the senior 
administration leadership of the Technion.) 

The absence of established, agreed-upon, and publically available criteria for A&P has 
hampered the appointment of new staff, both full- and part-time, and impeded the promotion 
of existing staff. Coupled with recent retirements, this has led to diminution of full-time staff, 
increased workload for the remaining staff, and resulted in the current state of having only 
one full-professor of architecture. 
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Although the Technion has made provisions to appoint part-time Clinical Professors (in the 
Medical School) and Professors in Practice (for Architecture), the Faculty of Architecture 
has not been successful at attracting prominent architects to devote much of their time to 
teaching, while also running their own practice. The bylaws of the Technion prevent part-
time staff from assuming appointment to senior academic positions (full professors).  As a 
result, the Faculty suffers from the absence of high-level practicing architects as teachers, 
especially at the 4th and 5th years of the undergraduate program. 

The ratio between practicing architects, who are mostly part-time or adjunct appointments, 
and researchers, who are mostly full-time appointments is, therefore, lopsided. As a Faculty 
who prepares students for the practice of architecture, more full-time practicing faculty 
should be engaged in teaching undergraduate studios. 

4.2 Recommendations 

The EC understands that as long as it is constituted as a Faculty, the Technion’s by laws do 
not allow for appointment of a single head to architecture’s programs (undergraduate and 
graduate), nor forming architecture-specific administrative structures such as A&P 
preparatory committee and Faculty Council. Therefore, and in concurrence with the 
published plans of the incoming President of the Technion, the EC recommends 
transforming the Faculty into a School, with separate Faculties for Architecture, Urban and 
Regional Planning, Landscape Architecture, and Industrial Design, or some combination of 
these units (e.g., Architecture + Industrial Design, Landscape Architecture + Urban & 
Regional Planning). 

The Committee recognizes that this may diminish the interrelationships between the 
programs, but contends that this shortcoming will be easier to overcome, by the explicit 
actions of the dean, than the current dysfunctional administrative and interpersonal 
relationships among the staff. 

At the same time, the EC recommends against combining the Faculty of Architecture with 
Civil and/or Environmental Engineering into one school—a move that will diminish the 
autonomy of Architecture in the Technion, and will solve none of the problems observed 
above. 

The EC further recommends that the next dean of the School or the Faculty of Architecture 
and Town Planning should be an appointee with an established track record in architectural 
education, in order to reinforce the status of the architecture programs within the Faculty 
and within the Technion. This recommendation is based on the recognition that it is the 
undergraduate program in Architecture which enrolls the majority of students in the Faculty, 
and gives the Faculty its unique character and status within the Technion. 

The Committee recommends that the staff, under the leadership of the dean, develop 
structures for shared self governance within the Architecture program that are staffed by 
faculty within the architecture programs. This includes the development of formal forums for 
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intellectual sharing among the staff, and encouraging them to become familiar with each 
other’s work. 

The Committee strongly recommends development of accepted A&P criteria that will be 
shared with the respective A&P committees of the Technion. Similar criteria have been 
developed at other schools of architecture around the world, which can be consulted and 
used as a basis for developing specific A&P criteria for the Faculty of Architecture at the 
Technion. 

The Committee strongly recommends developing a plan for recruitment and renewal of the 
staff: a large number of full-time staff members, especially the more senior among them, 
already have or are about to retire in the next few years. Coupled with the relative paucity of 
practice-oriented, rather than research-oriented staff, it is highly critical that a plan that 
articulates the staffing needs of the Faculty, in accordance with its stated mission, and re-
balances the ratio of full-time, permanent staff who are engaged in the practice of 
architecture with those whose primary interest is in research and theory, be developed. 
Such replenishment of staff should, however, come after, and in concurrence with, a 
coherent plan of study has been developed. 

 

5. RESEARCH 
 
5.1 Observations 

The EC found clear evidence of research strengths in the field of architecture. 

The scale of the operation of the Graduate Program is commendable: a graduate student 
population of close to 100, an impressively large number when compared to other programs 
in Europe and the USA. The Committee noted the effective mutual interchange between the 
graduate and undergraduate programs and the participation of the Masters and Ph.D. 
students in the research agendas of their supervisors. 

The research output, over the 7 areas of activity, is prodigious. In a number of areas – 
notably sustainable/green architecture – research output is appropriately impacting both 
architectural education and practice. 

5.2 Recommendations 

The EC recommends that if the research endeavor and reputation of the School is not to be 
under mined, vacant posts for full-time staff should be filled, as a matter of urgency. 
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6. STUDENTS and LEARNING 
 
6.1 Observations 

The SER describes a cohesive and thorough study of the built environment within the 
context of a comprehensive curriculum.  It also presents a picture of a strong and diverse 
faculty as well as a strong student body consisting of undergraduate, graduate, and doctoral 
students. The report shows a desire to put students in contact with a wider frame of 
reference.  

The graduate to undergraduate student ratio in comparative size is a strong point as is the 
diversity of offerings. In addition, the Faculty appears to be very good at promoting 
academic research and including students in their advisors’ research, for the students’ 
benefit. 

Students at all levels should thrive in this environment. The EC evaluated the students with 
respect to their expectations, performance and attitude, beginning with their entry into the 
program and their experiences throughout the course of their studies. 

The meetings the EC had with the students caused the Committee to qualify the account 
presented in the SER. 

6.1.1 Undergraduate Students 

Students come to the Technion for its potential of integration of architecture and modern 
technologies. Students also stated that (in their judgment) the Technion has the best 
program in architecture and produces the best architects in Israel. Students also noted the 
excellent reputation of the school. Alumni stated that they would not go anywhere else for 
their architectural education. 

The students’ impression of the curriculum was very favorable; some mentioned that they 
would have liked to be exposed to a wider range of courses in social sciences arts and 
humanities. They admitted to partial understanding of its overall content, however, 
especially students in the early years of the program. The curriculum materials submitted as 
supplements to the SER begin to describe its nature, the distribution of courses, the 
cognitive taxonomies, and the contact hours. 

Still, the student work that was presented to the Committee was weak. It lacked creative 
ingenuity, skill development, craft quality, presentation effectiveness, and awareness 
progressive approaches to design thinking.  The work presented at all levels was mundane 
at best.  This was surprising, given the high quality of the work published in the school’s 
annual student award booklets over the last several years.   

Students indicated that the school is challenging and that they have freedom to choose 
projects. The students believe that the staff in the design studios is effective and devoted 
teachers. The Faculty’s administrators, however, reportedly ignore the students – 
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particularly with respect to curriculum and their ideas for its development.  Despite their 
sense of the staff’s devotion to teaching, students have criticism of their teachers; they feel 
the professors are insufficiently critical, that the grades they give are too high, and little, if 
any ranking is established (non-differentiation between high, medium and/or low quality 
student work). The students seek more scrutiny and intensity of evaluations each semester 
in studio and course work.  The Evaluation Committee agrees with the student assessment. 

A positive characteristic of undergraduate students is their sincere attitude and great desire 
to learn.  A highlight of student activity is their idea to cooperate on programs and debates 
with other schools of architecture in Israel. This idea exchange could grow beyond Israel 
toward expanded global exchanges.  

6.1.2 Graduate Students 

The graduate students chose the Technion because of its reputation, as well as the 
availability of range of study areas, rather than because of the specific research areas of 
their thesis advisors. In fact, some students seemed to be unaware of their advisors 
research, especially the research of faculty who were not their advisors. Students were 
concerned about the lack of collaboration with other graduate faculty and students. 

This explains why students feel isolated from each other, although they are obliged to teach 
in the undergraduate program. Collaboration between graduate and undergraduate 
students would capitalize on an existing opportunity for undergrads to participate in 
academic research, particularly during the 5th year of undergraduate studio. 

 

7. INFRASTRUCTURE / RESOURCES (Physical and Human) 
 
7.1 Observations 

Consideration of the infrastructure of the Faculty is predicated on what the Committee 
understands to be unprecedented financial constraints affecting the Higher Education sector 
in Israel. The Technion has been operating a deficit budget for the past 5 years, during 
which the number of academic staff has fallen from circa 640 to circa 550, with 
consequences for all Faculties in the Institution. 

In a number of sections, the SER acknowledged how these circumstances have impacted 
the delivery of quality teaching. 

7.1.1 Human Resources 

A significant number of senior staff have recently retired or are about to retire but have not 
yet been replaced either by recruitment or promotion. 
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The SER speaks of “faculty members torn between heavy teaching loads in the 
Undergraduate Program and research and teaching responsibilities in the Graduate 
Program”; it asserts that this contributes to “slower promotions” in Architecture vis-à-vis 
Urban and Regional Planning (pp35/36). 

The EC formed a view that these difficulties could be attributed, to a substantial degree, to 
Architecture’s inability in agreeing to the criteria for the appointment of new staff (-between 
5 and 6 positions) and on the criteria for promotion (p62). 

The level of technical and administrative support is considered to be high and of a good 
standard. 

7.1.2 Space 

Although architecture occupies a well-appointed building, the premises do not form an 
integrated whole: staff have their own building, which is disconnected from the 
administrative and teaching facilities.   

As acknowledged in the SER (p. 71) and above in this Report, the provision of studio space 
is inadequate in both volume and quality.  This has a particular impact on the students of 
the 5th year (p. 71) by undermining the sense of a “studio community", academic dialogue 
etc. Although students did not comment on the shortage of and inadequate studio space, its 
paucity is apparent.  We consider “hot desks” (desks shared in studio by more than one 
student) to be unacceptable. The ensuing ad-hoc use of studio space is not conducive to 
the creative individual and team activity that is typical of studio space in an architecture 
program.  The student work stations (small tables) are not adequate to support the diversity, 
scale, and synergy required to establish the creative learning environment. 

7.1.3 I.C.T. 

The view of the EC (which is also shared by the students) is that the international standard 
of provision of, and commitment to, ICT in architectural education, for which the Technion 
was renowned, is no longer upheld.  The computer lab is open 24/7 and well served, but 
equipment is out-dated and insufficient and the range of accessible software limited.  It may 
be that these shortcomings contribute to an apparent diminution in the encouragement and 
support from staff in the deployment of ICT, as evidenced in the student presentations of 
studio work.  Moreover, state-of-the-art equipment, such as laser cutters and 3D printers, 
are lacking. 

7.1.4 Library 

The library is considered by both students and staff to be an excellent resource, expertly 
managed. We concur.   
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7.1.5 Workshops 

Although well-provisioned by Israeli standards, the workshops are inadequate when 
compared to institutions abroad, an observation shared by both students and the EC.  

7.1.6 Management Infrastructure 

The EC firmly believes that the development and delivery of the curriculum is impeded by 
the lack of an appropriate and effective management infrastructure.   

7.2 Recommendations 

The EC strongly recommends that, as a matter of urgency, the criteria for appointments and 
promotion are agreed upon and shared with the Technion management. Such agreement 
might be facilitated by reference to criteria developed in a number of leading architectural 
schools outside Israel.  

On space, the EC recommends to enhance the provision of studio space, particularly with 
respect to fifth year students. 

On ICT, the EC has two recommendations: 1) that the Faculty considers adopting a 
requirement for all students to have a laptop with minimum specification appropriate to 
CAD; and 2) that a range of advanced software and hardware is made available on-line 
from within the building(s). 

With respect to the School’s workshops, the recommendation is that architecture seeks to 
regain an international standard of provision in the metal/plastic/wood workshops and the 
photo-lab. 

On Management Infrastructure, the Committee strongly recommends that within the 
Faculty, a structure will be put in place which can secure clear, responsible, and 
authoritative leadership for all the architectural programs. 
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