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Abstract

Si­mi­lar­ly to other in­dustries, the academic world has increasin­gly become a ‘global village’, in which 
foreign-born in­structors consti­tute a lar­ge propor­tion of uni­ver­si­ty faculty. Most studies on foreign-born 
fa­cul­ty members ha­ve do­cumen­ted va­rio­us diffi­cul­ties in the in­teg­ra­tion of fo­reign-born in­structors in 
academic insti­tutions. This paper presents data in­di­cating the successful in­tegration of foreign-born in
structors in Isra­el’s largest public col­lege, and iden­tifies the factors that con­tributed to this success. Da­ta 
are based on several measures used to assess faculty members on an an­nual basis in teaching, research, 
admi­nistration, and communi­ty ser­vi­ce. Li­near discri­mi­nant analysis (LNA) was per­for­med to exami­ne 
whether faculty assessment scores distin­guish between Israeli-born and foreign-born in­structors. Fin
dings show that foreign-born in­structors have become successfully in­tegrated in the insti­tution. Four 
complemen­tary explanations for their successful in­tegration are proposed. We conclude with a discus
sion of managerial impli­cations for insti­tutions seeking to di­ver­si­fy their staff and successfully in­tegrate 
foreign-born in­structors FBF in higher education insti­tutions. 
Key words: foreign-born in­structors, faculty assessments, social networks theory, si­mi­lari­ty-attraction 
paradigm.

Intro­duction 

For ma­ny de­ca­des, Ame­ri­can uni­versi­ties ha­ve attracted a large number of fa­culty members 
from all over the world (Lee, 2004). The­se immigrants are attracted by the high standards of li­
ving, aca­de­mic fre­e­dom, better work envi­ronment, absence of corrup­tion, and above all, supe­rior 
op­portuni­ties cre­a­ted by a system of me­ri­tocra­cy unpa­ralle­led in the world (Bradford, 1990). This 
glo­bal trend has ex­panded and intensified since 1999, when the Bo­logna Accords were signed by 
the educa­tion mi­nisters of the Europe­an countries. The tre­a­ty aims to ma­ke it easier for students 
and re­se­archers to access Europe­an educa­tion systems. Now signed by 45 countries and reinforced 
by the Lisbon Re­cogni­tion Convention, the impact of the Bologna process ex­tends be­yond the Eu­
rope­an bounda­ries. 

The job market in U.S. has be­come less accessible to young workers in science and engi­ne­
ering fields, relative to many other high-level occu­pations. While these obstacles discou­rage US 
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stu­dents from being active in these fields, the benefits are still sufficient to attract large immigrant 
flows, particu­larly from develo­ping countries (Freeman, 2005). The gro­wing number of attractive 
job op­portuni­ties in the US economy for na­ti­ve colle­ge gra­dua­tes and the low ra­te of re­turn of 
investments in gra­dua­te educa­tion ha­ve led to a ri­se in the percenta­ge of foreign-born fa­culty in 
Ame­ri­can uni­versi­ties, espe­cially in techni­cal are­as. After comple­ting their aca­de­mic work, ma­ny 
foreign students re­main in the US to serve as aca­de­mic instructors, government scientists, or indust­
rial re­se­archers fue­ling the US economic engi­ne further towards gre­a­ter le­vel of success (Gwynne 
& Kay, 1999). According to Finkelstein et al. (1998), foreign-born fa­culty members compri­se more 
than one-sixth (16.9%) of all new entrants, compa­red with only one-ninth (11.5%) of all se­nior fa­
culty members. 

Despi­te the ever-incre­a­sing number of foreign-born scientists in the US, ve­ry few studies ha­ve 
examined the research activity and performance of this group; This field is often termed an “unders
tudied topic” (Manri­que & Manri­que, 1999; Mervis, 2004). This lack of knowledge may conce­al a 
se­rious gap betwe­en na­tional poli­cies to encoura­ge immigra­tion and internal insti­tutional practi­ces 
in aca­de­mic re­se­arch insti­tutions The main objecti­ve of this re­se­arch is to provi­de poli­cyma­kers 
empi­ri­cal evi­dence of successful integra­tion of foreign-born scientists at the largest Isra­e­li public 
college, reflected in these scientists accomplishments in teaching, research, and commu­nity service. 
Uni­versi­ties and colle­ges around the world may use the Isra­e­li ex­pe­rience to enhance their unders­
tanding of the integration of fo­reign-born scientists and the benefits this pro­cess offers. 

Our pa­per opens with a re­view of the li­te­ra­ture on foreign-born instructors, highlighting their 
compli­ca­ted sta­tus. Their impressi­ve achie­ve­ments are contrasted by the discri­mi­na­tion, stigma, 
and lone­li­ness they suffer. In the se­cond section of this pa­per, we re­port a study on foreign-born 
instructors at Isra­el’s largest public colle­ge. Findings re­ve­al successful integra­tion of foreign-born 
instructors, me­a­sured in their performance scores in the are­as of te­aching, their re­se­arch publi­ca­tion 
re­cord, and their aca­de­mic ranks. The pa­per concludes with a discussion of the possible factors that 
contri­bute to this success.

Fo­reign-born Facul­ty Mem­bers

The rise of America has histo­rically benefited from imported talents, and higher edu­cation has 
traditio­nally played a cru­cial ro­le in the areas of pu­re and applied sciences (Lin, Pearce & Wang, 
2009). According to the findings of Stephan and Levin (2001), fo­reign-born scientists contribu­te dis
proportiona­te­ly to the knowledge production of US science. They found that 19.2% of the members 
of the Na­tional Aca­de­my of Engi­ne­e­ring (NAE) and 23.8% of those of the Na­tional Aca­de­my of 
Sciences (NAS) we­re foreign-born. Not only do foreign-born fa­culty members enhance the offe­ring 
of vario­us academic pro­grams, they also write “hot papers” that have higher than average citation 
rates (Gwynne & Kay, 1999). In fact, Khafagi (1990) suggests that “without the use of fo­reign-born 
faculty, universities would have suffered difficulties in handling the edu­catio­nal and research pro
grams that are currently sup­ported” (p. 69).  

A study of 750 ex­patria­te fa­culty members found that the respondents are ge­ne­rally producti­ve 
re­se­archers. More than 35% ha­ve each published more than 20 re­fe­re­ed journal articles; 12% ha­ve 
published between eleven and 20 articles; 29% have published between five and ten articles; and 
the remainder have published fewer than five articles. Thirty-five percent have published bo­oks or 
written chap­ters in books. They ha­ve also published nume­rous proce­e­dings and parti­ci­pa­ted in ma­
ny confe­rences (Qua­zi, Quddus, Debnath, & Tandon, 2004).

Using multiple indicators, Lee (2004) found that fo­reign-born scientists do not differ significant
ly from their na­ti­ve-born counterparts in re­se­arch colla­bora­tion and grants. In terms of publi­ca­tion 
producti­vi­ty, howe­ver, foreign-born scientists are consistently more producti­ve than their na­ti­ve-
born colle­a­gues. Even when re­le­vant va­riables are controlled, being foreign-born still has a strong 
posi­ti­ve effect on publi­ca­tion producti­vi­ty. This study also exa­mi­ned the impact of being foreign-
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the producti­vi­ty of na­ti­ve-born scientists, whe­re­as the strong re­se­arch pre­fe­rence of foreign-born 
scientists contri­butes to their re­la­ti­ve­ly higher producti­vi­ty (Lee, 2004). Foreign-born scientists ha­
ve a si­mi­lar number of colla­bora­tors, a si­mi­lar stra­te­gic moti­va­tion for colla­bora­tion, and a si­mi­lar 
number of co-authorship pools as do na­ti­ve-born scientists. Ma­mi­seishvi­li http://www.springerlink.
com/content/223x16q25j64v522/ – ContactOfAuthor1#ContactOfAuthor1 and Rosser (2009) also 
found that internatio­nal faculty members were significantly mo­re pro­ductive in research, but less 
producti­ve in te­aching and communi­ty servi­ce acti­vi­ties compa­red to their US-ci­ti­zen colle­a­gues.

In contrast to the data shown abo­ve, so­me research findings suggest that mino­rity faculty ex­hi
bit lower re­se­arch producti­vi­ty, a strong te­aching orienta­tion, and substantial commitment to insti­tu­
tional servi­ce. According to Olsen, Map­le & Sta­ge (1995) ha­ve found that compa­red to na­ti­ve-born 
scientists, foreign-born scientists are less enga­ged in colla­bora­tion and ha­ve fe­wer grants and are 
slightly less pro­ductive especially du­ring the first three years after their PhD, though the difference 
is not statistically significant.

Furthermore, although most studies indi­ca­te that foreign-born aca­de­mic scientists and engi­
neers are mo­re pro­ductive than their US-born peers in all areas, they face vario­us difficulties and 
challenges. Any aca­de­mic embarking on a te­aching ca­re­er is conti­nually eva­lua­ted on her abi­li­ty to 
te­ach, conduct re­se­arch, publish, and perform other duties. Foreign-born fa­culty members working 
in US uni­versi­ties, howe­ver, fa­ce a uni­que set of challenges that differ from those fa­ced by their 
na­ti­ve-born colle­a­gues (Collins, 2008). 

Despi­te ex­pecta­tions, higher educa­tion ap­pe­ars to lag substantially be­hind socie­ty as a whole in 
terms of diversification efforts, at least with regard to the compo­sition of its faculty. Diversity trends 
in higher educa­tion ha­ve most close­ly pa­ralle­led local and na­tional popula­tion efforts in discip­li­nes 
where pay for faculty and pro­gram gradu­ates is comparatively low. Where compensation for faculty 
and gradu­ates is high, the diversification pro­cess is substantially retarded (Micceri, 2003).

If they are invited to serve in the administration, fo­reign pro­fessors often find themselves left in 
the lower eche­lons as program advi­sers, coordi­na­tors, or chairpersons. More­over, ave­ra­ge sa­la­ries 
and work sa­tisfaction le­vels for foreign-born scientists are lower than for US-born scientists (Cor­
ley & Sabharwal, 2007). Asian- Americans do not derive comparable benefits from several charac
te­ristics associa­ted with higher sa­la­ries for Cauca­sian Ame­ri­cans and ap­pe­ar to ha­ve more li­mi­ted 
pathwa­ys to higher sa­la­ries (Lee, 2002). 

Micce­ri (2003) exa­mi­ned the re­la­tionship betwe­en ethnic ori­gin of fa­culty and aca­de­mic ran­
king. He found that mi­nori­ty and fe­ma­le fa­culty growth is more promi­nent in the lower sa­la­ried 
ranks; Since the di­versi­ty ini­tia­ti­ve be­gan (1996), only for associa­te professors has the curve ste­
epened upward for mino­rities and females, while the assistant pro­fessor trend flattened for both 
groups. 

So­me researchers have claimed that cultu­ral bias, racial pro­filing, and sheer nepo­tism impede 
advance­ment and scholarship on some campuses (Ngwainmbi, 2006). For example, with a na­tion­
wi­de survey of 2,265 foreign-born fa­culty members of US uni­versi­ties, Manri­que and Manri­que 
(1999) found that 38% of the respondents felt that they had be­en discri­mi­na­ted against either by 
fellow fa­culty or by admi­nistra­tors. Furthermore, ne­arly one-half of the respondents knew other 
foreign-born fa­culty who had be­en targets of discri­mi­na­tion. Although discri­mi­na­tion is large­ly 
subjecti­ve, immigrant scientists are more li­ke­ly to ha­ve some forms of discri­mi­na­tion-re­la­ted di­
sadvantages that might affect their research activities (Heylin, 1992). So­me PWIs (Primarily White 
Insti­tutions) ha­ve be­en accused of pre­venting te­nure-se­e­king mi­nori­ty professors from enjoying 
the same academic freedoms as their White colleagu­es. In many cases, PWIs have implemented 
narrowly defined scho­larship po­licies that are inconsistent with the bro­ader spectrum of academic 
fre­e­dom. By doing so, te­nure committe­es ha­ve undermi­ned cultural re­se­arch. The­se consti­tute sig­
nificant aspects of the research interests of many mino­rity pro­fessors, and hence the pro­fessors are 
mo­re often denied tenu­re. So­me institu­tions are no­to­rio­us for racially pro­filing candidates befo­re a 
“su­itable” one is selected for a teaching and/or administrative po­sition. Others recruit persons who 
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fit a geographic, ethnic or gender pro­file without serio­usly evalu­ating his/her credentials. The majo
ri­ty of women and mi­nori­ty are concentra­ted at less presti­gious two – and four-year colle­ges, and at 
the lower end of the fa­culty ranks, or in non-te­nure track posi­tions.

According to a Scien­tist ma­ga­zi­ne survey (Park, 2001), a ma­jori­ty of foreign-born scientists 
responded that communi­ca­tions pose their gre­a­test problem in re­se­arch due to the langua­ge diffe­
rence. Communi­ca­tion problems may also adverse­ly affect foreign-born fa­culty members’ social 
and psycho­lo­gical well-being. Drawing on several office-hour interactions between internatio­nal 
te­aching assistants and Ame­ri­can colle­ge students, Chiang (2009) exa­mi­ned the linguistic and cul­
tu­ral sources of commu­nication pro­blems. Collins (2008) also presented findings on the negative 
re­actions of students to the accent of foreign-born instructors.

As re­ported in a re­cent Scien­ce article (Mervis, 2004), even foreign-born scientists who gra­du­
a­ted from the US uni­versi­ties still ha­ve langua­ge problems in their early ca­re­er sta­ge as a fa­culty 
member. Some foreign-born fa­culty members said that students are re­luctant to ha­ve them serve as 
the­sis committee members, and re­la­ti­ve­ly few students re­giste­red for classes taught by foreign-born 
instructors. Racial and cultu­ral biases exist in the classro­om as well. White stu­dents often openly 
question the intellectual ca­li­ber of their Black professors, whi­le Afri­can-Ame­ri­can students automa­
tically accept the autho­rity of White pro­fessors. Both groups often minimize the talents and contribu
tions of foreign-born fa­culty (parti­cularly Afri­can and Asian professors). Some pe­op­le be­lie­ve that 
students le­arn less with foreign-born professors be­cause of their accents and problems arti­cula­ting 
Ame­ri­can phone­tics. Ma­ny students, pa­rents, and le­gisla­tors doubt the abi­li­ty of foreign-born in­
structors to ensure that students se­cure ade­qua­te achie­ve­ments (Alberts, 2008).

Cultural diffe­rences in educa­tional practi­ces can le­ad to mi­sunderstandings betwe­en fa­culty 
members and students (Collins, 2008). In her survey of 30 foreign-born fa­culty members from dif­
fe­rent countries, Collins found that 87% of the respondents re­ported stress ari­sing from the ne­ed 
to cope with cultural diffe­rences, such as the de­gree of forma­li­ty de­e­med ap­prop­ria­te in social or 
professional re­la­tionships. Six­ty-three percent of the respondents re­ported fe­e­lings of isola­tion and 
loss of contacts with friends and fa­mi­ly members. Although some respondents mentioned sup­port 
groups that were designed to fill their so­cial needs, these groups are apparently not very active or 
well publi­ci­zed. Two potential sources of sup­port, the chairs of the de­partments and the insti­tu­
tion’s internatio­nal office; were found to offer inconsistent assistance, which led to the negative 
fe­e­lings of going through the adjustment process alone with ve­ry little help. About one-third of the 
professors at histori­cally Black colle­ges and uni­versi­ties come from de­ve­loping countries, mainly 
Africa and India. Though highly qu­alified, many of these fo­reign-born instructors report being over
worked, underpaid, unde­rap­pre­cia­ted, and fa­ce discri­mi­na­tion from Afri­can-Ame­ri­can professors, 
students, and staff.

FSU Im­migrant Facul­ty in Israeli Academia 

In 1989, the former Soviet Union ope­ned its ga­tes to ci­ti­zens who wished to emigra­te. This 
event triggered the second wave of immigration to Israel from the FSU (after the first wave of im
migra­tion from the Soviet Union in the 1970s). By 2008, the number of FSU immigrants to Isra­el 
from this se­cond wa­ve ex­ce­e­ded one million. The FSU immigrant popula­tion is highly educa­ted 
re­la­ti­ve to the Isra­e­li-born popula­tion. Betwe­en 2000 and 2008, 31% of the immigrants had aca­de­
mic or scientific occu­pations or technical and pro­fessio­nal occu­pations (Ministry of Absorption, 
2008). The­se immigrants ca­me to Isra­el se­e­king new socio-economic op­portuni­ties, and vie­wed 
employment as a ma­jor ele­ment of their integra­tion in Isra­el (Me­na­hem & Geist, 1999). Today 
the­re are 15,700 scientists in Isra­el who immigra­ted from the FSU in the last wa­ve of immigra­tion 
(Mei-Ami, 2008). 

The comple­xi­ty cha­racte­ri­zing the sta­tus of foreign-born instructors in aca­de­mic insti­tutions is 
evidence of the asymmetry in benefits and drawbacks in terms of their integration. The meaning of 
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the ability of academic institu­tions to benefit from the impressive po­tential of fo­reign-born instruc
tors.

The study re­ported he­rein assumes that an important goal of poli­cyma­kers is to establish a mo­
re ra­cially and ethni­cally di­verse aca­de­me. The study ex­plores the achie­ve­ments of foreign-born 
instructors at Ariel Uni­versi­ty Center, Isra­el’s largest public colle­ge, me­a­sured by fa­culty asses­
sment scores, compa­red to those of Isra­e­li-born fa­culty members, as an indi­ca­tor of the successful 
integra­tion of foreign-born instructors. Fa­culty members at aca­de­mic insti­tutions perform a wi­de 
range of acti­vi­ties, including: te­aching, re­se­arch, re­se­arch publi­ca­tions, pre­senta­tions at confe­ren­
ces, submitting re­se­arch grants, aca­de­mic admi­nistra­tion, communi­ty servi­ce, etc. Assessments of 
fa­culty acti­vi­ties and achie­ve­ment-ba­sed re­wards ha­ve be­come important topics over the past four 
decades (Altbach, 2000; Gillespie, Hilsen & Wadsworth, 2002; Hearn, 1999; Tarquinio, Dittus, Byr
ne, Kaiser, & Neilson, 2003; Wadsworth, 1994). 

Metho­do­lo­gy of Reseaerch

The main re­se­arch question of the pre­sent study is whether foreign born fa­culty members ha­ve 
integra­ted successfully into Ariel Uni­versi­ty Center (AUC). Successful integra­tion me­ans that their 
achie­ve­ments are not infe­rior to the accomplishments of their na­ti­ve-born pe­ers, as me­a­sured by 
faculty assessment sco­res in several fields.

Ariel Uni­versi­ty Center is the largest Isra­e­li public colle­ge and is in the process of se­curing 
re­cogni­tion as a uni­versi­ty. Ariel Uni­versi­ty Center of Sa­ma­ria was established in 1982 as a colle­ge 
in Ke­dumim. Its aca­de­mic history be­gan as an ex­tension of the Bar-Ilan Uni­versi­ty in 1990 with the 
move to the Science Park in Ariel. That year, a Re­se­arch Insti­tute was founded, hi­ring a group of 
new immigrant re­se­archers from the former USSR. The de­ci­sion to establish the Re­se­arch Insti­tute 
was ba­sed on the understanding that re­se­arch is an integral part of an aca­de­mic insti­tution. Se­ve­ral 
of the­se re­se­archers consti­tute the core of the aca­de­mic fa­culty in a number of Engi­ne­e­ring and 
Na­tural Science De­partments. AUC’s four fa­culties (Engi­ne­e­ring, Social Sciences and Huma­ni­ties, 
Na­tural Sciences, and the School of He­alth Sciences) offer undergra­dua­te de­gree programs in 23 de­
partments. Four of the­se de­partments award masters de­gre­es. The AUC also offers 9 double-ma­jor 
programs, as well as programs in the School of Archi­tecture and School of Communi­ca­tions. 

AUC has established its sta­tus as the largest public aca­de­mic insti­tution in Isra­el that is not 
a re­se­arch uni­versi­ty, both in number of students, number of se­nior fa­culty members, and va­rie­ty 
of de­gree programs. In the 2008-9 aca­de­mic year, the student body compri­ses more than 8,000 stu­
dents. 

As se­en in Fi­gure 1, the fa­culty at AUC compri­ses four main ethnic groups: (a) Isra­e­li-born, (b) 
US-born, (c) FSU-born, and (d) other foreign-born instructors (i.e., Argenti­na, France, and Syria). 

The rector of AUC is a FSU immigrant who arrived to Israel in 1992. He is the first FSU-born 
professor to achie­ve such a high aca­de­mic rank in Isra­el. He earned a Dr. Sc. de­gree in physi­cal che­
mistry at the USSR Aca­de­my of Science, Insti­tute of Me­tallurgy. Shortly after his arri­val to Isra­el he 
be­ca­me a fa­culty member in the De­partment of Physics At AUC. Six­te­en years la­ter, he was elected 
to the posi­tion of Rector of AUC.

The De­an of the Fa­culty of Na­tural Sciences is also a FSU-born immigrant who arri­ved to 
Isra­el 20 years ago; the he­ad of the De­partment of Mole­cular Biology immigra­ted from FSU 13 
years ago. The he­ad of the De­partment of Electric engi­ne­e­ring was born in the US and immigra­ted 
to Isra­el 18 years ago; the he­ad of the De­partment of Communi­ca­tion was born also in the US and 
immigra­ted to Isra­el 20 years ago. 
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Figure 1.	 Ethnic origin of AUC facul­ty.

Sample

This study is ba­sed on 206 aca­de­mic fa­culty members from the AUC. 62.6% of the fa­culty 
members are na­ti­ve Isra­e­lis, 19.4% are immigrants from the FSU, 12.1% are US-born, and 5.8% 
came from other countries (See figu­re 1 abo­ve). FBF in this stu­dy are pro­fessors that arrived to Is
ra­el after 1989, the year in which the mass immigra­tion from FSU has be­gan. In order to exa­mi­ne 
the corre­la­tion betwe­en fa­culty member de­mograp­hic da­ta and assessment scores, fa­culty members 
we­re di­vi­ded into four groups of ori­gin: Isra­el, FSU, USA, and others.

At the AUC, fa­culty members who hold at le­ast a 2/3 full-ti­me te­aching posi­tion, and are ran­
ked in the top 60% of assessment scores earn an annual bonus, ba­sed on their achie­ve­ments during 
the pre­vious year. Bonuses range from 7.5% (the lower 20% of the ex­cellence scores) to 15% (the 
middle 20% of the ex­cellence scores) to 20% (the top 20% of the ex­cellence scores), according to 
the number of points accu­mu­lated. This stu­dy calcu­lates average sco­res based on five measu­res of 
assessment, and pri­ma­ri­ly pe­er eva­lua­tions of aca­de­mic acti­vi­ties by se­nior colle­a­gues, including 
de­ans, and student eva­lua­tions of te­aching qua­li­ty. 

Results of Research

The first part of the stu­dy examined links between perso­nal and pro­fessio­nal data of academic 
fa­culty and their country of ori­gin with the aim of ana­lyzing diffe­rences betwe­en na­ti­ve Isra­e­li and 
immigrant faculty members. Items analyzed are gender, age, senio­rity, departmental affiliation, em
ployment sta­tus and rank. On the whole, it was found that the­re is no link betwe­en age, sta­tus and 
rank on one part, and country of ori­gin on the other. Concurrently it was found that the­re is a link bet­
ween gender, senio­rity and departmental affiliation on one side, and country of origin on the other.

Table 1.	 Breakdown of Facul­ty Mem­bers and Country of Origin by Gender.

Ori­gin Isra­el FSU USA Ot­hers Total
Gender Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. %
Ma­le 86 66.7 32 80 18 72 11 91.7 147 71.4
Fe­ma­le 43 33.3 8 20 7 28 1 8.3 59 28.6
Total 129 100 40 100 25 100 12 100 206 100

Table I and regression analyses indicate a significant link between gender and country of ori
gin: There is a significantly higher percentage of wo­men among native Israeli faculty members than 
among immigrant fa­culty members. Furthermore, ma­les domi­na­te the fa­culty: 71.4% of fa­culty 
members are ma­le and 28.6% fe­ma­le. This gender bre­akdown does not compa­re fa­vorably with the 
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of the fa­culty of social sciences and huma­ni­ties on the na­tional le­vel; 29.3% of the fa­culties of exact 
sciences, and na­tural and li­fe sciences; and 37.6% of the fa­culties of he­alth sciences and me­di­ci­ne 
(CBS, 2008, Table 8.58).

Table 2. 	 Breakdown of Facul­ty Mem­bers by Senio­rity at the Academic  
		  Institution and Country of Origin.

Ori­gin Isra­el FSU USA Ot­hers Total
Seniori­ty Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. %

3 years or less 21 16.3 9 22.5 4 16 1 8.3 35 17.0
3-5 50 38.8 6 15.0 6 24 2 16.7 64 31.1
6-10 26 20.2 14 35.0 3 12 1 8.3 44 21.4
11+ 32 24.8 11 27.5 12 48 8 66.7 63 30.6
Total 129 100 40 100 25 100 12 100 206 100

Table II and chi-squ­are test results indicate a statistically significant correlation between years 
of se­niori­ty at the aca­de­mic insti­tution and country of ori­gin (χ² (9) = 22.95, p > .01). Ap­proxi­ma­
te­ly one-quarter of na­ti­ve Isra­e­li and FSU-born fa­culty members ha­ve be­en working at the pre­sent 
pla­ce of employment for 11 years and more, whi­le among US-born fa­culty members 48% ha­ve be­en 
associa­ted with the insti­tution for over 11 years. Among immigrants from other countries, 66.7% 
ha­ve over 11 years of se­niori­ty.

Table 3. 	 Breakdown of Facul­ty Mem­bers by Facul­ty and Country of Origin.

Ori­gin Isra­el FSU USA Ot­hers Total
Fa­culty Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. %

Archi­tecture 6 4.7 0 0 2 8 3 25 11 5.3
He­alth Sciences 11 8.5 0 0 1 4 0 0 12 5.8
Engi­ne­e­ring 27 20.9 15 37.5 4 16 0 0 46 22.3
Soc. Sciences & huma­
ni­ties 74 57.4 7 17.5 16 64 4 33.3 101 49.0

Na­tural Sciences 11 8.5 18 45 2 8 5 41.7 36 17.5
Total 129 100 40 100 25 100 12 100 206 100

Table III and chi-squ­are test results indicate a statistically significant correlation between de
partmental affiliation and country of origin (χ² (12) =63.66, p>.001). 57.4% of na­ti­ve Isra­e­lis and 
64% of US-born fa­culty members te­ach at the Fa­culty of Social Sciences and the Huma­ni­ties, whi­le 
only 17.5% of immigrants from the FSU te­ach at this fa­culty. In addi­tion, 45% of immigrants from 
the FSU te­ach at the Fa­culty of Na­tural Sciences and 37.5% at the Fa­culty of Engi­ne­e­ring. The­re 
are almost no immigrant instructors (from the FSU, USA, and other countries) at the Fa­culties of 
Archi­tecture and He­alth Sciences. Their aca­de­mic staff is pri­ma­ri­ly Isra­e­li-born.

Fi­nally, in order to exa­mi­ne to what de­gree background va­riables distinguish betwe­en immig­
rants and na­ti­ve Isra­e­lis, a discri­mi­nant ana­lysis was performed. No diffe­rences we­re found betwe­
en na­ti­ve Isra­e­lis, immigrants from the FSU, immigrants from the USA and from other countries. 
Ho­wever a borderline significant tendency to­wards differences between native Israelis and all im
migrants was found.

The pre­dictors of diffe­rences betwe­en Isra­e­lis and others included the following va­riables: 
se­niori­ty, age, sex, aca­de­mic rank, te­nure (background va­riables), and assessment scores (achie­ve­
ment variables). This series of variables was found to have a borderline significant contribu­tion to 
the distinction between immigrant and Israeli-born faculty members (Wilks’ Lambda = 0.94, df = 6, 
Chi Squa­re = 12.22, p = .057). As mentioned above, the following three va­riables we­re found to 
contri­bute to the distinction betwe­en immigrants and na­ti­ve Isra­e­li fa­culty:
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*	 Seniori­ty (F (1,204) = 4.30, p < .05): Immigrant fa­culty members ha­ve grea­ter se­niori­ty 
than na­ti­ve Isra­e­lis.

*	 Scoring on ex­cellence cri­teria (F (1,204) = 4.45, p < 0.05): A grea­ter percenta­ge of immig­
rant faculty members versus native Israelis satisfied the criteria for salary bo­nu­ses.

*	 Gender (F (1,204) = 3.75, p = 0.054): Among na­ti­ve Isra­e­li fa­culty members the­re is a hig­
her percenta­ge of women than among immigrant fa­culty members. 

*	 De­part­men­tal af­fi­liation (χ² (12) = 63.66, p > .001): Whereas the majo­rity of the native 
Isra­e­lis and the fa­culty members born in the US work in the Fa­culty of Social Sciences and 
Hu­manities, the great majo­rity of FSU-born faculty members are affiliated with the faculties 
of na­tural sciences and engi­ne­e­ring. 

The se­cond part of the study exa­mi­ned re­la­tionships betwe­en fa­culty members’ assessment 
scores and their country of ori­gin, with the aim of ana­lyzing diffe­rences betwe­en na­ti­ve Isra­e­li and 
immigrant fa­culty members.

Table 4. 	 Breakdown of Facul­ty Mem­bers by Sco­res on Bo­nus Criteria and 		
		  Country of Origin.

Isra­el FSU USA Ot­hers Total
Satisfies criteria Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. %
Yes 86 66.7 20 50 16 64 4 33.3 126 61.2
No 43 33.3 20 50 9 36 8 66.7 80 38.8
Total 129 100 40 100 25 100 12 100 206 100

Table IV and chi-squ­are test results indicate a significant correlation between assessment sco
res and country of origin (χ² (2) = 7.74, p < .05). One-half (50%) of FSU-born faculty members met 
the cri­te­ria for an annual bonus, as did 66.7% of fa­culty members from other overse­as countries 
(ex­cept the US); Howe­ver only 36% of US-born fa­culty members and 33.3% of na­ti­ve Isra­e­lis met 
the cri­te­ria for the bonus. In all fa­culty assessment ca­te­gories, foreign-born fa­culty members scored 
higher than Isra­e­li-born fa­culty members. 

Fa­culty members also are awarded points for parti­ci­pa­ting in insti­tutional, na­tional or interna­
tional aca­de­mic committe­es (e.g. te­aching committe­es, admission committe­es), and for serving as 
a chairperson of such committees. Results of the analysis of variance indicated statistically signifi
cant diffe­rences in scores for aca­de­mic admi­nistra­tion by ori­gin (F (3, 76) = 4.56, p < .01). Fa­culty 
from the US and other countries re­cei­ved higher scores for aca­de­mic admi­nistra­tion than na­ti­ve 
Isra­e­li and FSU-born fa­culty members (see Table V).

Table 5. 	 Means and Standard Deviations of Facul­ty Sco­res for Academic  
		  Administration in 2007 by Country of Origin (maximal sco­ring: 10). 

Ori­gin Mean SD N
Isra­el 3.63 3.56 43
FSU 2.25 2.34 20
USA 7.67 9.75 9
Other 7.50 3.93 8
Total 4.05 4.69 80

Discussion and Conclusion

Most aca­de­mic insti­tutions in Europe and the US hi­re large numbers of foreign-born fa­culty 
members. Howe­ver, re­se­arch on higher educa­tion has not paid ade­qua­te attention to documenting 
the special issu­es and difficulties they face. This paper offers an attempt to contribu­te to our unders
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We believe po­licy makers of academic institu­tions should take steps to facilitate the integration of 
fo­reign-born instructors in academic institu­tions to benefit from their accomplishments in teaching, 
re­se­arch, and communi­ty servi­ce. 

This study compa­red achie­ve­ments of foreign-born and na­ti­ve-born fa­culty members in Isra­
el’s largest pub­lic college. The study was ba­sed on 206 aca­de­mic fa­culty members from the Ariel 
Uni­versi­ty Center, whe­re 37% of all fa­culty members are foreign born. The­se scholars might be 
deemed a success sto­ry, as the research findings indicate that they have beco­me well integrated at 
the insti­tution. Far from suffe­ring from discri­mi­na­tion and infe­rior accomplishments, the immigrant 
faculty members pro­du­ced outstanding achievements. We believe a combination of the follo­wing 
four factors has yielded go­od results for both faculty and the institu­tion: (a) a fit between supply 
and de­mand for fa­culty; (b) sup­porti­ve social networks; (c) strong moti­va­tion; (d) the herd effect 
and cultural superiori­ty.

(a) Supply and demand
A ma­jor factor that may ex­plain the impressi­ve achie­ve­ments of foreign-born fa­culty members 

in Ariel Uni­versi­ty Center is the corre­la­tion betwe­en the high le­vel of de­mand for ex­perts in the 
fields of natu­ral sciences and engineering in Israel in general, and at AUC in particu­lar, due to the 
li­mi­ted number of na­ti­ve-born ex­perts in the­se are­as. Thus, foreign-born fa­culty members, and es­
pe­cially FSU immigrants, who spe­cia­li­zed in the­se are­as in their country of birth ha­ve fa­ced little 
compe­ti­tion in the workpla­ce and ha­ve attai­ned high aca­de­mic ranks with little obstacles. 

According to the Coordi­na­tion and Budget Committee of Isra­el’s Council for Higher Educa­
tion) CHE, 2008), Isra­el’s se­ven uni­versi­ties offers a total of 18,720 fa­culty posi­tions. Three of 
the­se uni­versi­ties are loca­ted in the ge­ograp­hic area of AUC. Betwe­en the 2004–2005 and 2005-6 
academic years, the number of po­sitions in these fields declined by 1.5% – 2.9% in two of the three 
universities, while five jobs were added at the third. At the same time, the number of candidates for 
the­se posi­tions conti­nued to incre­a­se ste­a­di­ly. It is impossible to esti­ma­te the number of ap­pli­cants 
for each academic po­sition, since this information is classified. We can estimate this number by the 
number of docto­ral stu­dents who were awarded their docto­ral degree. According to CHE figu­res 
(2009), 450 pe­op­le re­cei­ved a doctora­te de­gree in 1989-9; in the 1999-2000 aca­de­mic year this 
number had ri­sen to 800; in 2002–2003 999 doctora­te de­gre­es we­re awarded; and in 2003-2004, the 
number rose to 1,135. In percenta­ge terms, the annual incre­a­se in the number of doctora­te de­gre­es 
awarded also rose from 5.9% in 1999–2000, to 13.6% in 2003–2004. The large number of PhDs cre­
a­tes a large pool of potential ap­pli­cants who compe­te for the li­mi­ted number of uni­versi­ty posi­tions. 
The scarci­ty of aca­de­mic posi­tions in Isra­e­li aca­de­mic insti­tutions has incre­a­sed migrant scientists’ 
moti­va­tion to ex­cel. 

This factor provi­des empi­ri­cal sup­port for the Pi­pe­li­ne Argument. This argument holds that 
the lack of rep­re­senta­tion of ethnic mi­nori­ties among professors in ge­ne­ral, and parti­cularly at the 
rank of full pro­fessor, is simply a lack of qu­alified candidates (Sanderson et al., 2000). This argu
ment may suit Ame­ri­can aca­de­mia, and re­cei­ves va­li­da­tion in Isra­el in which the op­posi­te si­tua­tion 
occurs: a large po­ol of highly qu­alified candidates leads to the successful integration and even over
rep­re­senta­tion of immigrant professors.

Another factor that fa­ci­li­ta­tes the entrance of immigrant professors to aca­de­me and their pro­
motion within the aca­de­mic insti­tution is the posi­ti­ve ste­re­otypes associa­ted with Soviet culture in 
Isra­el. In Isra­el, Russian culture is consi­de­red more presti­gious by both ve­te­ran Isra­e­lis and FSU im­
migrants. For example, findings a recent survey of FSU immigrants indicate that 62% of the respon
dents be­lie­ve that Russian culture is supe­rior to the Isra­e­li culture, and 43% pre­fer to educa­te their 
children according to Russian cultural va­lues. Communi­ca­tion re­se­archers ha­ve pointed to popular 
sa­ti­ri­cal articles that portray na­ti­ve Isra­e­lis as uncultured boors who lack ba­sic manners.

Na­ti­ve Isra­e­lis tend to attri­bute to FSU immigrants posi­ti­ve traits such as high-qua­li­ty human 
ca­pi­tal and a good le­vel of educa­tion. A study by Pe­res and Lissitsa (2000) also found an ap­pre­cia­
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tion among na­ti­ve Isra­e­lis for FSU immigrants’ professional and educa­tional ca­pa­bi­li­ties. Accor­
ding to this stu­dy, native Israelis believe that FSU immigrants ex­cel in two fields – science and tech
nology, and discip­li­ne and working re­la­tions. A study by Schwartzwald and Tur-Kaspa (1997) also 
found that immigrants are posi­ti­ve­ly eva­lua­ted for their accomplishments and intellectual skills. 
More­over, studies by Gal (1994) and Va­da­na (1997) found that na­ti­ve Isra­e­lis ha­ve a posi­ti­ve eva­lu­
ation of the immigrants’ contribu­tion in two key fields – cultu­re and the eco­no­my. 

 
(b) Supporti­ve social net­works
As descri­bed in the li­te­ra­ture re­view, a large number of foreign-born fa­culty members ex­pe­rien­

ce ne­ga­ti­ve fe­e­lings of lone­li­ness and suffer from a lack of social sup­port. It is re­a­sonable to assume 
that this emotional sta­te adverse­ly affects their psychologi­cal well-being and aca­de­mic producti­vi­
ty. In contrast to the poor social sup­port for foreign-born fa­culty members in the US and Europe, 
foreign-born fa­culty members in Isra­el li­ve in dense social networks. Most are immigrants who 
arri­ved with their nucle­ar fa­mi­lies and/or friends from their home­lands; They tend to li­ve in clusters 
of FSU immigrants, which provi­de social and emotional sup­port. Three aspects of the social net­
work can shed some light on the densi­ty of social networks of FSU immigrants: Sa­tisfaction with 
social re­la­tionships, fre­quency of social inte­ractions, and number of fa­mi­ly members. According to 
da­ta from the Social Survey of the Isra­e­li Central Bure­au of Sta­tistics (CBS), immigrants ex­press 
mode­ra­te le­vels of sa­tisfaction with their social and fa­mi­lial re­la­tionships; compa­red to the le­vels 
ex­pressed by their veteran counterparts, these levels are a little lo­wer, though not significant, on all 
me­a­sures (Bokek-Cohen & Lissitsa, 2009). 

Poli­cy ma­kers in higher educa­tion insti­tutions should enhance social sup­port for foreign-born 
fa­culty members and fa­ci­li­ta­te their emotional and psychologi­cal well-being. This sup­port can be 
given either formally, by a special office that is designed to pro­vide appropriate support, or infor
mally, by assigning a mentor to each foreign- professor, to assist in the professor’s accultura­tion 
process, help her be­come fa­mi­liar with local va­lues, and provi­de social sup­port.

(c) Moti­va­tion 
One of the most fre­quently ci­ted diffe­rences betwe­en immigrants and na­ti­ves is work moti­

va­tion: Immigrants tend to be more moti­va­ted to work and to achie­ve success. In Ame­ri­can and 
Europe­an aca­de­me, the le­gal sta­tus of foreign scientists incre­a­ses their moti­va­tion in their re­se­arch 
ende­a­vors (Espensha­de & Rodri­guez, 1997), be­cause US immigra­tion laws prohi­bit off-campus em­
ployment of professors. In contrast, immigrant professors in Isra­el automa­ti­cally re­cei­ve ci­ti­zenship 
according to Israel’s Law of Return and benefit from generous public assistance pro­grams designed 
to fa­ci­li­ta­te their social and economic integra­tion. 

Most foreign-born fa­culty members who arri­ve in the US plan to stay for a short term: They 
view their aca­de­mic ex­pe­rience outsi­de their home­land as a me­ans to boost aca­de­mic ca­re­er and 
will help them se­cure a promotion when they re­turn.  Accordingly, their efforts at integra­tion are a 
re­versible ex­pe­rience. In contrast, one of Isra­el’s main na­tional goals is to attract re­turning Jews, 
espe­cially those who are highly educa­ted, and to help them to integra­te in socie­ty. Accordingly, fo­
reign-born fa­culty members in Isra­el are immigrants with full ci­ti­zenship, and the vast ma­jori­ty of 
immigrants do not wish to re­turn to their countries of ori­gin. Accordingly, their moti­va­tion to ex­cel 
is ve­ry diffe­rent, though not ne­cessa­ri­ly gre­a­ter.

(d) The herd ef­fect and cultural superiori­ty
The Ariel Uni­versi­ty Center of Sa­ma­ria was established in 1982 as a colle­ge in Ke­dumim, 

which is a small villa­ge ne­ar the ci­ty of Ariel. Its aca­de­mic history be­gan as an ex­tension of the 
Bar-Ilan Uni­versi­ty in 1990 with the move to the Science Park in Ariel, whe­re a ra­pid ex­pansion of 
the Colle­ge’s programs took pla­ce. That year, a Re­se­arch Insti­tute for Mathe­ma­tics and Physics was 
founded, hi­ring a group of new immigrant re­se­archers from the former USSR. 
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on informal methods of recruitment (Ta­nova, 2003). As the ori­gi­nal members of the Re­se­arch Insti­
tute we­re FSU immigrants, it is assumed that the recruitment of addi­tional scientists to the insti­tute 
was based on a “herd effect” whereby FSU immigrant scientists invited colleagu­es from their wide 
social and professional network to join the insti­tute. 

Epstein and Hillman (1998) present their “herd mo­del” for immigrants’ decisions in the host 
country. They consi­der indi­vi­duals ma­king se­quential de­ci­sions re­garding emigra­tion. Each indi­vi­
dual re­cei­ves a signal that conve­ys pri­va­te informa­tion re­garding pre­ferred loca­tions abroad, and 
also observes the de­ci­sions ma­de by pre­vious emigrants. The herd be­ha­vior which ensues gi­ves ri­se 
to ge­ograp­hi­cal concentra­tion in host countries of immigrants from a single loca­tion. Herd effects 
can be ex­pected to ha­ve both posi­ti­ve and ne­ga­ti­ve conse­quences. On one hand, immigrants be­ne­
fit the so­cial support of immigrants of their ethnic origin, inclu­ding information and advice. On 
the other hand, if there is a scarcity of jobs in a specific geographic lo­cation, immigrants are mo­re 
li­ke­ly to suffer from unemployment or bad employment condi­tions be­cause of the large sup­ply of 
candi­da­tes for each job.

A ma­jor strength of the pre­sent study is its quanti­ta­ti­ve da­ta about scientists of the sa­me ethnic 
ori­gin. Da­ta from the large group of FSU-born professors enable us to identi­fy common fe­a­tures 
of this ethnic group rather than ana­lyzing indi­vi­dual professors of di­verse ethnic ori­gins. If, for 
example, discri­mi­na­tion we­re pre­sent against a parti­cular ethnic group, da­ta of the promotion and 
ranks of all the professors of this group would enable us to ex­plore this discri­mi­na­tion. Another 
source of the advanta­ge in studying scientists of the sa­me ethnic ori­gin is the possi­bi­li­ty to control 
for linguistic/cultural cha­racte­ristics that are commonly sha­red among pe­op­le of the sa­me ethnic 
background.

The me­a­sure­ments used in this study ha­ve strong advanta­ges. The fa­culty bonus cri­te­ria do 
not focus only on the number of journal articles published as the me­a­sure of re­se­arch producti­vi­ty; 
rather, the qua­li­ty of re­se­arch and other outputs (e.g. pa­tents and confe­rence proce­e­dings) are also 
included. Howe­ver, the publi­ca­tion score does not ta­ke into account the qua­li­ty of journals and the 
impact or qua­li­ty of the published articles. Pa­tents are a ma­jor re­se­arch output, parti­cularly in some 
engineering fields (such as mechanical engineering and bio-engineering). Conference pro­ceedings 
(with pe­er re­view) are equally important in some discip­li­nes (e.g. computer science and computer 
engi­ne­e­ring). 

Nonethe­less, the sample has two li­mi­ta­tions. First, da­ta was collected only from professors at 
a single institu­tion, the AUC. Although this offers so­me benefits (such as the similar organizatio­nal 
culture and orga­ni­za­tional de­sign) in compa­ring re­se­arch acti­vi­ty and performance, the sample is 
not rep­re­senta­ti­ve of the enti­re group of foreign-born scientists in Isra­el, and a broa­der sample is 
ne­eded that rep­re­sent this group in all aca­de­mic fa­culties in Isra­el. Se­condly, the professors sampled 
in this study are enga­ged in se­ve­ral discip­li­nes. Consi­de­ring the diffe­rent na­ture of discip­li­nes, this 
di­versi­ty li­mits our abi­li­ty to draw causal infe­rences avai­lable from the ana­lysis. A sample of profes­
sors in a single discip­li­ne might yield re­sults with a much more powerful ex­pla­na­tion of cause and 
effect. For example, scientists of na­tural sciences and engi­ne­e­ring tend to se­cure more funds than 
other social re­se­archers. 

As for the me­a­sures used to eva­lua­te foreign-born fa­culty members’ integra­tion, the bonus cri­
te­ria used in this study also includes fa­culty members’ success in se­curing re­se­arch funding. This 
performance indicator is pro­blematic since it depends on the financial state of funds all over the 
world. The­re are also ti­me lags betwe­en fundrai­sing and publi­ca­tion producti­vi­ty. The survey da­ta 
lacks so­me important variables that could significantly impro­ve the cau­sal inference. Specifically, 
the data lack information on pro­fessors’ level of langu­age pro­ficiency, cultu­ral assimilation, and 
re­a­sons for immigra­ting to Isra­el. 

Future re­se­arch should be conducted using a qua­li­ta­ti­ve ap­proach in order to provi­de social, 
emotional, and psychologi­cal insights to foreign-born fa­culty members’ ex­pe­rience in aca­de­my. Se­
ve­ral strong points of the study warrant re­pli­ca­tion. Our knowledge of the process of foreign-born 
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fa­culty members’ integra­tion has be­en advanced by exa­mi­ning the context in which successful and 
less successful instructors work. In doing so, this research has filled a gap in our understanding of 
the factors that influ­ence academic performance in general, and tho­se of fo­reign-born faculty mem
bers in parti­cular. 

The li­te­ra­ture re­view indi­ca­tes that the­re is a contrast betwe­en goals of di­versi­ty (equal op­por­
tuni­ties) and the re­a­li­ty of mi­nori­ty rep­re­senta­tion in fa­culty ranks in ma­ny insti­tutions. AUC rep­re­
sents an academic institu­tion in which these go­als go hand in hand, to the benefit of all sides. Our 
paper highlights several factors that reconcile rheto­ric and reality. We ho­pe our findings may help 
poli­cyma­kers of aca­de­mic insti­tutions establish a more ra­cially and ethni­cally di­verse fa­culty, to the 
benefit of stu­dents, faculty, and the so­ciety at large.

References

Alberts, H. C. (2008). The challenges and op­portuni­ties of foreign-born instructors   in the classroom. 
Jour­nal of Geography in Higher Education, 32(2), 189–203. 	

Altbach, P.G. (Ed.) (2000). The chan­ging academic workplace: Comparati­ve per­specti­ves. Chestnut 
Hill, Mass: Boston Colle­ge.

Bokek-Cohen, Y., & Lissitsa, S. (2009). Spousal in­fluen­ce stra­tegies in the purcha­se decision pro­cess: 
an ecologi­cal per­specti­ve, working pa­per.

Bradford, C. (1990). Why dro­ves of fo­reign profs toil in U.S. gro­ves. The Wall Street Jour­nal, March 
29, A12.

Chiang, S. Y. (2009). De­a­ling with communi­ca­tion problems in the instructional inte­ractions bet­
we­en interna­tional te­aching assistants and Ame­ri­can colle­ge students. Lan­guage and Education,  
http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/title~db=all~content=t794297816~tab=issueslist~branches=23-
v2323(5),  461–478.

Collins, J. M. (2008). Coming to Ame­ri­ca: Challenges for fa­culty coming to Uni­ted Sta­tes’ uni­versi­ties. 
Jour­nal of Geography in Higher Education, 32(2), 179–188.

Corley , E. A., & Sabharwal, M. (2007).  Foreign-born aca­de­mic scientists and engi­ne­ers: producing mo­
re and getting less than their U.S.-born pe­ers?  Research in Higher Education, 48(8), 909–940. 

Coordi­na­tion and Budget Committee, Council for Higher Educa­tion (2008), da­ta on aca­de­mic posi­tions. 
Retrie­ved from: http://www.che.org.il/downlo­ad/files/vatat-3_1072.pdf.

Council for Higher Educa­tion (2009). Number of re­ci­pients of doctora­te de­gre­es. Retrie­ved from: http://
www.che.org.il/articles/article.aspx?ArticleId=2.

Epstein, G. S., & Hillman, A. L., (1998). Herd effects and migra­tion, CEPR Discussion Pa­pers 1811, 
C.E.P.R. Discussion Pa­pers.

Espensha­de, T. J., & Rodri­guez, G. (1997). Comple­ting the Ph.D: Compa­ra­ti­ve performances of U.S. 
and foreign students, Social Scien­ce Quar­ter­ly, 78(2), 593–605.
Finkelstein, M. J., Se­al, R. K., & Schuster, J.H., (1998). The new academic generation: A profession in 
transfor­mation. London: John Hop­kins Uni­versi­ty Press. 

Freeman, R. B. (2005). Do­es glo­balization of the scientific/engineering workforce threaten U.S. eco­no
mic le­a­dership? NBER Wor­king Paper No. W11457.  

Gal, R., (1994). A public sur­vey regar­ding the atti­tude of the Jewish population in Israel toward the im
migration and the immigrants. Tel Aviv: Pori Insti­tute.

Gandal, N., Hanson, G. H., Matthew, M. J., & Slaughter, J. (2004). Technology, tra­de, and adjustment 
to immigra­tion in Isra­el, European Economic Review, 48, 403–428.  

Gillepsie, K. H. (ed.), Hilsen, L. R., & Wadsworth, E. C. (Ass. eds.) (2002).  A gui­de to faculty develop
ment. Bolton, MA: Anker Publishing.



PROBLEMS 
OF EDUCATION 

IN THE 21st CENTURY
Volume 20, 2010

56 Gwynne, R. N., & Kay, C.,  (1999). Latin Ameri­ca Transfor­med: Globali­zation and Moder­ni­ty. Ca­li­for­
nia: Arnold Publi­ca­tions. 

He­arn, J. C. (1999). Pay and performance in the uni­versi­ty: An exa­mi­na­tion of fa­culty sa­la­ries. The Re
view of Higher Education, 22(4), 391–410.

He­ylin, M., (1992) Foreign-born Che­mists Ponder Ca­re­er Prospects, Chemi­cal En­gi­neering News, 37–
38.

Khafagi, B., (1990). Influ­ence of internatio­nal stu­dents on the U.S. edu­catio­nal system and pro­fessio­nal 
practi­ce. Ci­vil En­gi­neering – ASCE, 60(11), 67–69.

Lee, S. M., (2002).  Do Asian-Ame­ri­can fa­culty fa­ce a glass cei­ling in higher educa­tion? Ameri­can Edu
cational Research Jour­nal, 39(3), 695–724 .

Lee, S., (2004). Fo­reign-born scien­tists in the United Sta­tes – Do they perform differently than na­ti
ve-born scien­tists? Doctoral disserta­tion pre­sented to the School of Public Poli­cy, Ge­orgia Insti­tute of 
Technology. 

Lin, Z., Pearc, R., & Wang, W. (2009). Imported talents: demographic characteristics, achievement and 
job sa­tisfaction of foreign born full ti­me fa­culty in four-year Ame­ri­can colle­ges. Higher Education, 
57(6), 703–721.

Ma­mi­seishvi­li ,  K., & Rosser, V. J., (2010). Interna­tional and ci­ti­zen fa­culty in the uni­ted sta­tes: An exa­
mi­na­tion of their producti­vi­ty at re­se­arch uni­versi­ties. Research in Higher Education, 51(1), 88–107. 
Manri­que, C. G., & Manri­que, G. G. (1999). The multi­cultural or immigrant faculty in Ameri­can society. 
New York: The Edwin Mellen Press.

Marvasti, A., (2005). U.S. Aca­de­mic insti­tutions and percei­ved effecti­ve­ness of  foreign-born fa­culty. 
Jour­nal of Economic Issues, 39, 39–54.

Menachem, G., & Geist, A. (1999). Langu­age, emplo­yment, and affiliation with Israel among immig
rants from the CIS in the ‘90s. Megamot: Jour­nal for the Behavioral Scien­ces, 40(1), 132–148. (in 
Hebrew). 

Mervis, J. (2004). Ma­ny ori­gins, one desti­na­tion, Scien­ce, 304, 1277.

Mervis, J. (2004), Perceptions and Realities of the Workplace,  Scien­ce, 304(5675), 1285–1286.

Mey-Ami, N. (2008). In­tegration of immigrants in in­dustry, busi­ness, and scien­ce. Submitted to the com­
mittee for immigra­tion, absorp­tion, and the Diaspora. (in Hebrew). 

Micce­ri, T., (2003). Evi­den­ce suggesting that salaries relate negati­vely  to the per­cen­tage of un­der­rep
resen­ted mi­nori­ties and females at a metropoli­tan uni­ver­si­ty, Pa­per pre­sented at the Associa­tion for 
Insti­tutional Re­se­arch Annual Forum,  Tampa, FL, May 18–21, 2003.

MOIA  (2008). Da­ta on immig­rant scien­tists for the years 1989-1999. Mi­nistry websi­te: www.moia.gov.
il/Moia_he/Statistics/Stat+89-99,  Retrieved on Janu­ary 10, 2009. (in Hebrew). 

Myers, S. L., &  Turner, C. S. (2004). The effects of Ph.D. sup­ply on mi­nori­ty fa­culty rep­re­senta­tion. 
Ameri­can Economic Review, 94(2), 296–301.
Ngwainmbi , E. K., (2006). The struggles of foreign-born fa­culty. Diverse Issues in Hig­her Educa­tion, 
23(10), 28.

Olsen, D., Maple, S. A., & Stage, F. K. (1995). Wo­men and mino­rity job satisfaction. The Jour­nal of 
Higher Education, 66(3), 267–293.

Park, P. (2001). Managing the scientific multitu­des. The Scien­tists, 15(19), 31.

Pe­res, Y., and Lissitsa, S. (2000). FSU immigrants – iden­ti­ty development and in­tegration processes – re
search report, Yitzhak Ra­bin Center for the Study of Isra­e­li Socie­ty.

Qua­zi, R. M., Quddus, M., Debnath, S., & Tandon, S. (2004). Foreign-born professorate in Ameri­can 
insti­tutions: a case study. Pa­per pre­sented at IABPAD confe­rence, Tuni­ca, Mississip­pi, March 2004. 



PROBLEMS 
OF EDUCATION 
IN THE 21st CENTURY
Volume 20, 2010

57

Ya’arit BOKEK-COHEN, Nitza DAVIDOVICH. The Successful Integration of Foreign-born Instructors in the Academe: 
Lessons from Israel’s Largest Public College

Sanderson, A. R., Dugoni, B. D., Hoffer, T., & Myers, S. L. (2000). Docto­ra­te re­ci­pients  from uni­ted 
sta­tes universities: Summa­ry report 1999. Na­tional Opi­nion Re­se­arch Center at the Uni­versi­ty of Chi­ca­
go.

Step­han, P. E., & Le­vin, S.G., (2001). Ex­cep­tional contri­butions to US science by the foreign-born and 
foreign-educa­ted. Population Research and Poli­cy Review, 20, 59–79.

Tano­va, C. (2003). Firm size and recruitment: staffing practices in small and large organizations in North 
Cyp­rus. Ca­reer Development In­terna­tio­nal, 8(2), 107–114.

Tarquinio, G. T., Dittus, R. S., Byrne, D. W., Kaiser, A./ & Neilson, E.G. (2003). Effects of performan
ce-ba­sed compensa­tion and fa­culty track on the cli­ni­cal acti­vi­ty, re­se­arch portfolio, and te­aching mission 
of a large de­partment of Me­di­ci­ne. Academic Medi­ci­ne, 78(7), 690–701.

Va­da­na, Y. (1997). Atti­tudes of the Isra­e­li public toward immigrants from the Former Soviet Union, Re­
se­arch Re­port, Shvakim Panorama Public Opi­nion Insti­tute (in Hebrew).

Wadsworth, E.C. (Ed.) (1994). To impro­ve the academy resources for faculty. In­structional and Or­gani
za­tio­nal Development, 13, pp. 109–120. 

Zilberg N. (1995). In-group humor of immigrants from the Former Soviet Union to Isra­el, Israel Social 
Scien­ce Research, 10(1), pp. 1–22.

Advi­ced by Gabi Li­ber­man, Ariel Uni­ver­si­ty Cen­ter of Samaria, Israel

Ya’arit Bo­kek-Co­hen Ph.D. in So­cio­lo­gy, Lectu­rer at Ariel University Center of Samaria, Israel. 
p.o.b. 3, Ariel, Israel. 
Pho­ne: 972-50-2498585.
E-mail: ybo­kek@gmail.com
Website: http://www.yosh.ac.il/

Nitza Davido­vich Head, Academic Development & Assessment Unit, Ari’el University Centre, Ari’el Isra
el.
E-mail: d.nitza@ariel.ac.il
Website: http://www.ariel.ac.il


