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

i. The overall structure of the curriculum is generally good but there is a need to re-
proportion non-studio courses in order to achieve a better balance between studies 
of heritage, the humanities, and the social sciences.  Landscape studies and ecology 
could become more important and unique in this School.  

ii. At present, the School is rather insular and it's teaching somewhat out of date.  
Renewal of the curriculum should begin with the 1st year program, which lacks focus 
and relevance.  An equally important step will be the cultivation of a culture of critical 
thinking, in both studio projects and seminar work.   

iii. The committee's impression was that the admission standards are too low and 
the college should develop a plan for raising them. It should also raise the bar for 
academic achievement & expectations for graduating students. 

iv. Clear criteria for appointing Head of School should be developed, as well as 
criteria for the appointment and promotion of teaching staff.  If these exist, in whole 
or part, they should be shared with existing staff and put to general use. 

v. No research culture exists in the College.  Research should be encouraged, as 
means for faculty development and renewal, and research initiatives should be 
rewarded. 

vi. The gender balance of faculty should reflect that of student body. 

vii. The shortcomings of the School’s infrastructure should be addressed: the library 
needs to be greatly expanded, the workshops need improvement, and some aspects 
of the building should be renovated, in order to indicate real architectural quality. 

vii. The School can achieve its mission more fully if it takes its location more 
seriously and systematically develops its curriculum to address the School’s unique 
location and student body. This would involve recruiting the right staff and then 
building a curriculum that allows that staff to teach in their areas of expertise.   
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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, 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. 
 

                                                            

1 Unfortunately,  Prof.  Thomas Maver was not able to participate in the visit to the College of Judea and Samaria for 
personal reasons. 
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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 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 School of Architecture at the College of Judea and 
Samaria (CJS). 
 
The committee's visit to the College of Judea and Samaria took place on May 24-25, 
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 
School 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 School of Architecture at the College of Judea and 
Samaria 
* 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 College of Judea and Samaria in Ariel was established in 1982. Its academic 
history began as an extension of Bar-Ilan University. In 1996, the CHE accredited 
the college, giving it the authority to award academic degrees as an autonomous 
institution. 

According to the self-evaluation report, during the 2008-9 academic year there were 
7,974 students at the college of whom 7,733 were registered for Bachelor’s degrees 
and 241 for Master’s degrees. 

The School of Architecture at CJS was established in 1995 and in 2001 its B.Arch. 
received full accreditation from the CHE. The SER states that during the academic 
year 2008-9 there were 302 students at the school of architecture.  

 
2. MISSION AND GOALS 
 
2.1 Observations 
 
The School’s mission statement is brief, clear and modest. The stated goal is to train 
individuals to become effective practitioners in architecture. Because architecture is 
seen as one of the professions that shapes the physical environment, the concepts, 
methods, and skills required for practice in related fields, particularly landscape 
design, interiors, and urban planning, are also introduced. 

The knowledge, methods, and skills introduced to students are described as “basic.”  
This may seem to ‘set the bar’ rather low, but the Evaluation Committee (EC) 
believes this aspiration indicates a good degree of realism with respect to the 
students who typically enroll in this program, as will be explained below. 

Architecture’s cultural frame of reference is introduced in the goal statement, but the 
SER as a whole indicates both a narrow and wide sense of architecture’s context: 
the program seeks to introduce architecture in its social, technological, and labor 
frame of reference, its disciplinary context; and it seeks to take advantage of the 
College’s geographical, socio-economic, and political environment, its cultural 
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context. The site visits clearly indicated that both conceptions have shaped the 
School’s organization, staffing, student body, and curriculum.  

The mission statement indicates the desire to graduate individuals who will be 
effective in professional offices immediately upon graduation. For this reason the 
subjects that are necessary for competent practice are given strong emphasis: 
design and planning at several scales.  But the SER also indicates that the School’s 
mission is to capitalize on the College’s geographical location on the outskirts of 
Ariel, surrounded by the “original landscape of the Land of Israel”...virgin landscapes 
that are thought to inspire students because they have not been tainted by 
“grandiose global modern architecture". This statement suggests a clear distinction 
between national culture and global civilization, and indicates a strong desire to 
contribute to the preservation and development of the former, while recognizing the 
existence of the latter. 

The SER suggests that this School, more than any other in the country, can take 
advantage of Israel’s less urbanized lands. Yet many students and staff see a 
different advantage in the School’s location: its relative seclusion shapes the 
individuals who remain there into a community, rather like a monastic compound.  
The fact that the College’s location is not only remote but contested was not 
addressed directly, but was implicit in much of what was presented.   

The Mission Statement (p. 21) does not specifically address the typical profile of 
students in this program, but the site visit clearly indicated a sense of mission with 
respect to the School’s current student body. Differences in religion and ethnicity 
were often mentioned, as was the “lower” socio-economic level of most students.  
Many faculty and administrators expressed dedication to this group and described 
how the educational program had been specially tailored to its constituency. 

The EC found considerable evidence of this sense of mission, as well the awareness 
it assumes. The Committee also saw how the educational program has been 
fashioned with this group of students in mind.  Yet, we were surprised and puzzled to 
see how few of the studio projects actually took up themes and problems specific to 
the College’s location and surrounding culture. Given the Mission Statement’s focus 
on the un-urbanized lands of Israel, it was odd to see so many projects sited in the 
country’s major cities, not focused on populations who exist in the periphery. 

2.2 Recommendations 

The Evaluation Committee believes that the School can achieve its mission more 
fully if it takes its location more seriously and systematically develops its curriculum 
to address the School’s unique location. One way to do this is to build upon and 
combine new initiatives in landscape teaching and ecological design. More will be 
said about this possibility in the part of this report dedicated to Curriculum.   
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The Committee believes that success in practice can be sustained over the many 
years of a graduate’s career only if he or she is well-trained in the full range of 
subjects that enter into architectural understanding and competency, subjects 
ranging from the natural to the social sciences and the humanities.  These subjects 
must be taught at the right level by individuals who have the right training and 
expertise.  This will be addressed more fully in the section of this Report dealing with 
faculty. 

3. CURRICULUM  
 
The curriculum is divided into 4 tracks: 
 

o Planning studio/design 
o Theory 
o Technology 
o Urban and regional planning 

 
These tracks have been variously developed and implemented. The urban and 
regional planning track, for example, has not been activated and is temporarily 
integrated into the theory track.  The theory track has been designed to function as 
an open-ended unit that supports development on the basis of both change and 
persistence in architectural concepts and cultural values. The technology track 
includes all the technological, theoretical and practical courses, including all subjects 
relating to the professional practice of architecture. The architectural design track is 
the core of the program, and is designed to concentrate and express the knowledge 
accumulated in all the other elements of the curriculum.  

The structure is based on raising the complexity threshold and size or scale of the 
projects from the 1st semester of the 1st year through the 5th year. The strategy of 
organization is described in stages; the first stage involves initial familiarization with 
the discipline; the second stage initiates personal identification and expression; and 
the third stage introduces thematic studios. As they advance, students are allowed to 
choose from several studios, variously designed to focus on a diverse range of 
subjects, including landscape design, product design, interior design, urban design, 
sustainable design and others.  

3.1 Observations  

3.1.1 General Observations 
 

1. The SER and the site visits revealed that the curriculum is not in line 
with one of the stated missions of the school – to address issues 
particular to the non-urban locations in Israel.  Nor does the curriculum 
address the location of the School in its unique human and physical 
landscape in Israel. 
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2. The curriculum offers over 250 contact hours through the 5 years (more 
than other schools of architecture in Israel).  This increase is intended to 
supplement limited knowledge of the School’s typical students, particularly 
in fields related to the practice of architecture (such as geography, social 
sciences, etc). 
3. The curriculum is organized in tracks.  Generally, the Committee felt 
that the idea of creating these tracks could benefit the learning process, 
yet it felt that the tracks are not integrated with one another as well as 
they could and should be. 
4. Students presented studio projects from all 5 years of the studio/design 
track. Projects ranged from small scale studies to large urban 
interventions. The work at all levels represented a more superficial level of 
investigation and problem resolution that one would expect at similar 
levels of study in a school of architecture. Work in preservation appeared 
to be insensitive to existing historic buildings and public space. Advanced 
studios of large scale complex building/urban design were minimally 
developed without any definitive design integration, including landscape 
design. In addition, the development of building technologies was largely 
missing.  
5. Communication techniques from traditional drawing and modeling to 
advanced digital media approaches are elementary or primitive at best. 
6. Critical thinking as well as sensory creativity is weak and fuzzy as 
observed in faculty and student performance.    
 

3.1.2 Technology track 
  
1. Courses in the technology track are taught as workshops through 
much of the five year course of studies. 
2. The workshops concentrate on building technologies and materials. 
These courses emphasize the practical aspect of applied technologies 
and have a deficiency in the theoretical aspects of building materials, 
structure, system and technologies.  
3. Information technologies are understood as a means of 
communication rather than a method for ideation and understanding 
design and building technology. 
4. Technology track course work is not evident in the studio track. 
Definitive design is not evident in studio work which weakens the process 
and development of design work from initial small scale studies through 
building design to urban and regional studies. 

 
3.1.3 Theory track 
 

1. Courses in the theory track are meant to broaden students' knowledge 
in a variety of fields and to supplement architectural design work mainly in 
the thematic studio work of year 3 and 4, addressing topics such as urban 
design and planning, landscape architecture, interior design, industrial 
design, ecology, sustainability and others. There is little or no evidence 
that this aim has been achieved. 
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2. Virtually all non-studio courses are prescribed. Among those that can 
be selected there are few choices in the fields of social sciences, natural 
sciences and the arts. 
3. The electives concentrate to a large extent in a unit of Jewish heritage 
(6 courses) which all students are obliged to take. 
4. Courses in the theory track and specifically in history and theory of 
architecture are delivered mainly in years 4 and 5. The Committee feels 
that this is not in the best interest of the curriculum.  The Head indicated 
his intention to change this, which the EC commends. 
5. The curriculum offers courses in English for architects, scientific 
writing and research methods and the inclusion of a thesis, although 
outcomes of these courses were not presented.    
6. The theory courses appear to be based on data collection and 
analysis versus ideas and theories.  
7. Theoretical course work does not appear to be integrated into the 
studio curriculum at the various levels of study.  
 

3.1.4 Design track 
 

1. The Committee observed that the design studio is supplemented by 
courses such as basic design, descriptive geometry, drawing, and CAD. 
Yet, as noted before, CAD should be further emphasized to be in tune 
with present architectural technologies as a generator of architectural 
intervention and expression. 
2. The Committee felt that the structure of the design courses is not 
comprehensive; that some of the key aspects of professional education 
are understudied.  
3. The studios of the first year are far too ambitious for the abilities of 
students at this level and fail to lay the foundation for the proceeding 
studios in years 2-5.  What is worse, these ambitious studies seem to 
confuse students. 
4. Concepts of change and persistence (issues mentioned in the Mission 
Statement) are lost in implementation in the core studio track. The studio 
work appears to be stagnant, often reflecting the past portfolios of the 
faculty leading the studio. 
5. The Committee felt that the design track doesn’t take advantage of the 
location of the School and its student population. Projects did not 
emphasize the unique landscapes, areas in the periphery, and their 
population.  

 
3.2 Recommendations 

3.2.1 General 
 

1. Retain the overall structure and number of hours of the curriculum as 
mandatory, to give both broad knowledge and professional skills for the 
School’s student body. 
2. Enhance broad knowledge courses to be delivered (maybe through a 
central unit in the College). Courses offered in the unit of Jewish heritage 



  11

are not enough. One way to achieve this goal would be to re-proportion 
non-studio courses, achieving a better balance between heritage and 
humanities and social sciences. 
3. The curriculum should incorporate courses and discourse with other 
departments in the CJS. 
4. The curriculum should also allow for changes in line with 
developments and teaching in architecture around the world. 
 

3.2.2 Technology and Theory tracks 
  

1. Courses should be distributed more evenly from 1st to 5th year. In 
particular, history and theory of architecture should be presented from the 
1st year, with an emphasis on modern and contemporary architecture (the 
Head of Department told the Committee that this will be taken care of as 
of the next academic year). 
2. The curriculum should expand its offerings in the humanities, social 
sciences, arts and natural science. This may require refocusing and 
redefining courses in architecture technology, making them more effective 
and relevant. (The Head of Department told the Committee that they are 
considering this notion now). 
3. Courses in theory, such as urbanism, environment, landscape etc. 
should be enhanced to give a solid academic base to the related thematic 
studios. 
4. Architectural theory is a subject in its own right, which must be part of 
an architect’s education.  Courses in this area need to become part of this 
curriculum. 
5. Information technologies should be considered an essential part of a 
modern architect’s training, redefining them as explorative generators in 
the design process, not mere tools of design communication. They should 
be introduced from year 1. 

 
3.2.3 Design track 
             

1. The studios should exploit the School’s location – its land and 
landscape – and take advantage of the diversity of its student body. This 
could give a unique character to the design track of the School.  
2. Expand on the thematic studios in landscape design, eco-architecture, 
industrial design, and interior design. Develop each as a unique and 
distinct track offered by this School. 
3. Better integrate the technological studies into the design studio project, 
redefining them as explorative generators in the design process, not mere 
tools of design realization. 
4. Expand on conceptual programming of design and process of design in 
the all of the studio courses. 
5. Information technologies should be incorporated both in the technology 
and the design tracks. 
6. Examine and redefine the first year design curriculum to provide 
foundational understanding for design, rather than the kind of project more 
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suitable to upper year studies (such as human activities, space and 
context, and conservation).  
7. The design curriculum should place greater emphasis on the process of 
creative problem solving as well as related strategies including: alternative 
analysis techniques and diagramming studies in order to build knowledge 
of critical thinking versus pre conception approaches.  
8. Critical thinking as well as sensory creativity subjects should focus on 
the development of a clear pattern of knowledge building.  
 
 

4. FACULTY  
 
4.1 Observations 

4.1.1 Composition of the staff: 
 
The staff of the School of Architecture at the CJS comprises of 26 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.  
 
The staff comprises three groups:  
 

Full-time teaching staff [17] 
Part-time teaching staff [1] 
Adjunct teaching staff   [21] 

 
Almost all staff are full-time: teachers are generally expected to teach a studio 
course and a theoretical course, while also engaged in professional practice. This 
structure may be the result of the CJS’s unique location (discussed elsewhere in this 
report), making it more practical to attract faculty through better compensation – a 
result of full-time, compared to part-time employment.  

One of the consequences of this approach is that almost all the instructional courses 
are based in the School. While this concentration makes the courses offered closely 
aligned and relevant to the School's mission, it also deprives students from more 
specialized instruction in some needed areas that are outside the sphere of 
competencies of the current teaching staff, such as New Media, Sustainability, and 
more (see section on Curriculum for further detail).  

Another consequence is that full-time teaching appointment, combined with 
professional practice, leaves staff with no time for traditional academic research, nor 
is such research expected (see section on Research). 

The ratio of senior staff (14) to junior (6) and adjunct staff (21) is appropriate. 
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4.1.2 Appointments and promotions: 
 
The appointment of staff members is at the discretion of the Head of School: there is 
no formal process of advertising for open positions. Rather, it appears that an 
informal process of word of mouth is used, taking advantage of personal networking, 
which results in the appointment of former students and professional acquaintances, 
who may or may not be the most qualified persons for the specific subjects. 

Once appointed, most staff members (other than adjuncts) have continuing 
appointments, akin to tenure.  

There is no formal review of faculty performance, other than annual discussions by 
the Head of School. The administration stated that students evaluations of the 
teaching staff are "taken very seriously," but reports from students contradicted this 
statement, on the basis of the low yield of completed questionnaires (under 30%), 
which makes them statistically not meaningful. Rather, the EC got the sense that 
review of teaching staff, like many other aspects of the School, is informal. 

Junior faculty are not aware of clear criteria for advancement in academic ranks, 
other than at the discretion of the Head of School. Junior staff interviewed by the EC 
were unclear about their advancement path. Many indicated their frustration with 
lack of clarity, and desire for clearly stated criteria for advancement.  

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

4.1.3 Responsibilities: 
 
Architecture staff are responsible for teaching the practice (studio) courses, as well 
as the non-studio courses (except for 6 mandatory breadth courses, which deal with 
the history and culture of Israel and the Jewish people).  

Architecture staff in the pedagogic committee, together with the Head of School, are 
responsible for the formulation and coordination of the curriculum, according to year 
and specialization. 

4.1.4 Qualifications: 
 
The presence of staff with advanced degrees bodes well for the possibility of 
meeting the School's mission and goals in years to come.  

Most of the teaching staff are drawn from the ranks of practicing architects in Israel. 
They include some very prominent names. Yet, students' projects revealed that 
competency had not been transmitted in many cases.   
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Although many (16) staff members hold advanced degrees (M.Arch, Ph.D., D.Des), 
there is limited evidence of their expertise reflected in the students' work the 
committee was shown. That weakness was also evident in the answers students 
gave to specific questions they were asked by members of the EC. Hence, the 
Committee questions whether the teaching roles assigned to specific staff members 
are best aligned with their qualifications.  

The staff appears to be enthusiastic, up-beat, and share the vision of the School. 
They have a sense of mission, both professionally and socially: professionally, they 
wish to produce competent architects, graduates who are ready to practice from the 
first day they enter the profession. Socially, they wish to address and promote a wide 
range of the Israeli population, especially from lower, disadvantaged, social and 
economic classes.  

The staff is well-informed about the mission, curriculum, and direction of the School, 
and agree with that direction. They feel they can and have contributed to the 
formation of that mission, a sense that is supported by the informal mood that 
permeates the School. 

All staff feel they work hard (beyond formal contractual obligations). 

Senior staff have their own office space, which they share with junior staff. This 
helps make them feel a sense of belonging to the place, and makes it easy for 
students to contact the staff outside formal class time.  

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

4.1.5 Head of School: 
 
The Head of School is, by far, the most dominant and powerful figure in the School: 
he recruits, appoints, promotes, and (potentially) dismisses staff, sets the goals and 
the mission of the School, sets the curriculum, and much more. 

There are no formal qualifications for appointing the Head of School. It was not clear 
to the EC how Heads of Schools are chosen. The Evaluation Committee was 
informed that this practice is common in the College, but questions its 
appropriateness for a program in architecture (given the professional responsibilities 
and registration requirements of an architect). 

4.1.6 Staff Development:  
 
The College fosters and encourages simultaneous academic and professional 
development of the staff, and uses its own funds to help senior staff attend 
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conferences in Israel and abroad. The EC suggests that such assistance should be 
extended also to junior staff. 
 
4.1.7 Committees: 
 
The committee structure is clear and appears to work well. Senior staff have 
important leadership roles and they collaborate in those roles. 
 
4.2 Recommendations 

4.2.1 Head of School: 
 
Centralizing all the authority in the Head of School has both positive and negative 
consequences: on one hand, it allowed the School of Architecture to organize itself 
around a coherent vision, as stated in the Mission section of this report. On the other 
hand, it fashioned a School in the image of its Head. As the Head of School is 
appointed for a fixed term, much can change when the Head is replaced. The EC 
has observed such changes in the making, as the current Head of School has only 
been recently appointed. Renewal may be positive, but also a source of anxiety and 
uncertainty to the staff, especially since they have little influence on the appointment 
process, and since their roles, even employment conditions, are strongly affected by 
the Head of School. 

The Evaluation Committee recommends that: 
 
1. Formal criteria and qualifications be developed for the appointment of the Head of 
School. These criteria should be developed by both School's staff and College's 
administration and outside consultants, both professional and academic. 
2. An open search for the most qualified person to hold that position be pursued in 
future recruitment opportunities. 
3. That formal criteria be established for evaluating the performance of the Head of 
the School. 
 
4.2.2 Staff: 
 
The Committee recommends development of formal A&P criteria for staff that will be 
shared with the administration of the College, 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 Head of School). 

The EC strongly recommends that staff members be tasked to teach subjects in 
which they are proven experts, and that new staff be recruited to teach subject 
matters that are important but outside the sphere of expertise of the current staff.  
Such "proof" may consist of specialized degrees, scholarly publications, and critically 
reviewed professional practice. 
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Teaching staff should be encouraged and rewarded for producing original research, 
demonstrated through scholarly publications and/or critically reviewed professional 
practice. Their advancement in the ranks should be linked to scholarly production, as 
common in higher education institutions in Israel and abroad. 

The EC recommends that the balance between male and female staff members be 
rebalanced to better reflect the gender composition of the student body, the majority 
of which consists of female students (58.5%). While the teaching staff did not see 
this as a problem, female role models are important for the intellectual and 
professional development of female students in Israel, as has been proven world-
wide. 

 
5. RESEARCH  
 
5.1 Observations  

As stated in the SER, the CJS does not have a research culture, nor incentives, 
rewards for conducting scholarly research. Nor are there negative consequences for 
the absence of scholarly production (in terms of staff appointments and promotions). 

There is confusion between "research" and "data gathering," which is evident in the 
staff's and students' lack of awareness, or poor approach to current global issues 
that are relevant to the discipline of architecture, such as information technologies, 
new materials, globalization, sustainability, and more.  

Although (senior) teaching staff have access to funds to go to conferences, to keep 
current, it is not clear if they make good use of these opportunities for self-
advancements. 

As a result, there appears to be limited, or mistaken, 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 these issues, and the false confidence of the teaching staff that 
they are ‘current,’ while lacking benchmarks to support that assertion.  

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

5.2 Recommendations 

The EC recommends that, for the sake of self renewal, 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. 
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This will be of particular importance as the School develops and institutes a Masters 
program. 
 
Junior staff should be encouraged and supported in attending professional 
conferences in Israel and especially abroad, to make them aware of current 
developments in their fields. 
 
Students should be introduced to, and participate in research activities. The solar 
project is an example of the kinds of research students can take part in. 
 
Critical practice should be encouraged in the staff who practice architecture 
professionally. The nature of this sort of practice will require definition within the 
School, as will, perhaps, the entire subject of research in architecture. 
 
 
6. STUDENTS AND LEARNING 
 
6.1 Observations 

6.1.1 General 
 
According to the SER the student body is diverse and specialized due to 
characteristics, background and financial status.  

Students have several objectives when they seek higher education in architecture in 
Israel. According to a study on personal family profiles, enrollment intentions, 
academic climate, and student satisfaction, dated April 2009, conducted by the CJS, 
students come to the institution for the following reasons: 

61.5%- social environment 
52.7%- admission criteria 
41.8%- rejected by other institutions 
24.2%- high academic level 
 
This establishes a unique composition of students for the School that reflects on 
their social, academic and creative abilities and energy.  While the EC appreciates 
the outreach, the current admission criteria are probably too lax (pp. 83: 119 
admitted out of a pool of 147, who are not necessarily the strongest students in the 
country).  Also, the number of applicants seems to be dropping (pp. 83, table 3.12); 
hence their attempt to be more inclusive may not be working, perhaps because it 
resulted in lower standards of admission. 

Students expressed enthusiasm for the unique nature and location of the School as 
an environment conducive to social, collegiality and learning that is intense and 
almost monastic in nature.   
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Students also expressed satisfaction with the teaching they received. When asked to 
indicate the areas of teaching strength, they pointed out that teachers who give both 
studio and theoretical courses are more effective than those who teach studio only.  
They also indicated their sense of the need to broaden the curriculum and electives 
in arts, humanities and social sciences beyond the courses in Jewish heritage. And 
they expressed the desire to have an opportunity to study abroad but pointed out 
that there is no official exchange program in the department. 

As mentioned in the SER, students confirmed that they participate in committee 
meetings, can influence curriculum, and that they have an open-door to the Head of 
the School and conduct free dialogue with faculty members.  

Some students pointed out that they are required to take more courses than at other 
institutions. This is part of the difficulty in completing the course of study in 5 years.   

6.2 Recommendations 

The committee feels that with the vision of providing architecture education to all 
sections of Israeli society, the admission criteria should be reviewed. More strict 
requirements might result in a stronger student body for the benefit of the School. 
While this goal should be sought, target figures should not be put at unreasonable 
risk. 

A student exchange program should be established, as was indicated in the SER.  
 
Student work in the foundation course on historic buildings and public spaces should 
be restructured to identify methods of analysis, archeological studies and 
interventions. 
 
 
7. INFRASTRUCTURE and RESOURCES 
 

7.1 Observations 

This School occupies a new, purpose-designed building. The building is located in 
the Lower Campus, near the site of the future library (now only a hole in the ground). 

The new building provides accommodations that are typical in architecture schools: 
rooms for the school administration and its assistants, offices for the teaching staff 
(10, some shared and located near one another, others located near the studios), a 
range of studio spaces (8), classrooms (5), open areas for the exhibition and 
presentation of projects, a small woodshop, computer lab (40 computers), an 
external courtyard (frequently used for large-scale construction projects), and a 
cafeteria. Some computers are also located in the studios and the peripherals 
(printers, plotters, and scanners) have a separate location, which the EC did not see. 
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Some facilities in the Department of Engineering are available to architecture 
students; specifically, the construction materials laboratory. Classes in building 
technology and construction materials and components are held in this laboratory.   

The School of Architecture does not have a working library in its building.  In a small 
room used as an archive for student work there is a very small collection of 
architecture books, but too few to be called a working or effective resource. The 
College’s main library houses the institution’s architecture collection, not large by 
Israeli standards and small in comparison with collections in European and American 
schools (although there seems to be no budget limit for buying in this area). Still, 
there is a shortage of journals, also an indication that journals that exist are not up-
to-date. The librarian reported that architecture students use this collection with 
comparatively high frequency. When asked the obvious question about relocating 
the architecture books to the architecture building, so that students would have more 
immediate access to them, the librarian reported that existing policy prevented such 
a re-location. While plans and a site for a new library exist, progress with that project 
seems to be on hold. 

The School’s workshop is very small and poorly provisioned. The computer lab 
seems to be serviceable. The building’s two outdoor spaces provide significant but 
unexploited opportunities. 

7.2 Recommendations 

The EC recommends that the collection of architecture books be moved to the 
architecture building. This relocation is necessary because books not only constitute 
the real knowledge base of the discipline, but are also used with great frequency by 
students, even if they don’t keep the books for extended periods of time. The 
program will be strengthened if the student’s have more immediate access to the 
collection. The Committee makes this recommendation regardless of the status of 
the new library. 

The woodshop needs to be much better equipped. It should allow students to work in 
wood, metal, plaster, and plastics. It should also be relocated in to a larger room.  
Having such a new facility near the open court or construction yard would be ideal.   

The School must develop a plan for the purchase and use of up-to-date equipment 
for computer aided cutting, milling, and shaping.    

While the gallery and display spaces are reasonably effective, more space and 
better lighting should be designed and built. One option for developing such a design 
would be to run a student competition or a course in one-to-one design and 
fabrication. The inner court yard could be approached similarly likewise the entry 
plaza. 
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The provision of student meeting places apart from the cafeteria would facilitate the 
building of a stronger sense of community. Such spaces could be outdoors, 
especially if the outdoor landscape were improved with plantings and trees. This, 
too, could result from designs developed in student competitions, with emphasis on 
ecology. 

Generally, the School faculty and students should try to improve the aesthetic quality 
of the whole building: a good coat of white paint over many of the colored surfaces 
would help a great deal. Potentially the building could inspire and serve as a 
laboratory for study, research, etc. 
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