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Environmental standards and judgment processes in competitions

for public buildings

Jean-Pierre Chupin, Carmela Cucuzzella, Montréal

1 Introduction

This article highlights the often underestimated impact
of environmental standards on the judgment process
with particular reference to contemporary Canadian
competitions for public buildings. It argues that recent
attention given to environmental standards could lead
to a potential crisis in the competition process. After
establishing a clear distinetion between evaluation and
judgment, the article offers to reassess current prac-
tices through a theoretical model, which shifts from
«judgment on design» to «judgment by design».

Contrary to calls for public tender or public-private
partnerships, the public building competition distin-
guishes itself through a comparison of proposals in the
form of «projects». Besides the evaluation of technical,
quantitative or budgetary aspects, these projects are
judged on the basis of their intrinsic qualities. Despite
the importance of the competition process for the
quality of public buildings (Apamczyk 2004; STRONG
1996), this procedure is not exempt from its problems,
in particular in what concerns the judgment criteria
and the qualitative evaluation of the projects. Indeed,
the judgment process is complex by nature in architec-
tural, landscape and urban planning competitions but
has nevertheless been far too little theorized.

In this theoretical «vacuums, two trends that may cur-
rently be observed have the potential to complicate
the judgment process further. The growing demand
for the diversification of jury members, where the
heterogeneity of the jury is considered synonymous
with the diversification of viewpoints, and the marked
increase in the use of standard environmental meth-
ods (i.e. Leadership in Energy and Environmental
Design - LEED). These two trends are closely related,
since it is not the plurality of views that is problem-
atic in a judgment process, as discordance is seen as a
necessary dimension for reflection and judgment, but
the coercive nature of the diverse worldviews that the
heterogeneity of jurors may represent. For example,
the inclusion of a LEED expert on the jury not only
changes its constitution, but may considerably affect
the outcome because of the relationship that jurors
have to the results of this evaluation method.

Because of the increasing demand worldwide for the
use of standardised methods for assessing sustain-

ability (Moore & Encstrom 2005), not only has the
development of such methods over the past 30 years
grown dramatically, but their importance for the plan-
ning and creation of public buildings has in turn been
impacted — and not always in the way that is most obvi-
ous. This phenomenon may be seen in Canada, and is
likely to be similar elsewhere.

In this paper, the focus is on specific weaknesses in
the judgment process regarding the adoption of the
environmental standard LEED. The discussion is
illustrated by examples taken from the Canadian con-
text. It concludes with a call to reconsider judgment
in architecture, which instead of being an operation of
evaluation or even a form of criticism from outside the
project, would rather be considered from inside the
project. In other words, what is often understood as
«judgment on the design» would in fact consist of a
form of «judgment by design», meaning that the col-
lective act of judging indeed participates to the elabo-
ration of the project itself, as most constructive judg-
ments would. This is not intended to be prescriptive
but precisely descriptive as a more accurate theoreti-
cal model of a vast majority of practices. This paradigm
shift would offer not only a way to theorize judgment
in the domain of architecture, landscape and urbanism,
but also a way to better contextualize environmental
standards.

2 Standard environmental evaluation methods and
the competition process in Canada

Like most professional organisations, the Royal Archi-
tectural Institute of Canada (www.raic.org) defines an
architectural competition as a method of

«obtaining a design selution to a sponsor’s requirements

that relies on a process which is fair and equitable to all

stakeholders»,
where stakeholders here refer to the sponsor, the
professional advisor, the jury, the technical commit-
tee, competitors, and the public. In such a process,
people from various disciplines and professions are
brought together to evaluate and render judgement
on a series of architectural projects submitted by vari-
ous competitors. There are many formats for archi-
tectural competitions: one or two phased, completely
anonymeous, partially anonymous, by invitation only
or by submission of a dossier. A design brief typically
contains the rules and guidelines as well as the criteria
and requirements for the project. The members of the
jury are made publically known when the competition
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is launched and carefully selected so that their back-
grounds and perspectives are supportive of the task of
selecting the winner. Finally, depending on the com-
plexity of the brief or the amount of participants and
whether a longer deliberation and judgement process
is necessary, a jury can meet for more than one day
(STRONG 1996).

If the varied backgrounds of the jury members are
meant to enrich the jury deliberation process, their
lack of common world views may at times render the
deliberation process coercive or unbalanced. What
social, creative, argumentative or cognitive processes
do the jury members adopt so that the process remains
transparent, fair and constructive? One of the difficul-
ties in judging competitions resides in the language
and world view gaps that exist between the various
stakeholders involved in competitions, and in particu-
lar between jurv members and expert evaluators. This
latter group represents a particular challenge within
the theory of judgment and for the competition in gen-
eral due to potentially different understandings of the
difference between evaluation and judgement.

In addition, with the increasing international emphasis
on quantitative standard methods for evaluating issues
related to sustainability, there is concern that these
may overcome other qualitative aspects of public
space and buildings. This in turn, has implications on
the way in which these projects are judged within the
competition process.

Indeed, these standards have animpact on the nature of
the competition for decision-makers, whether they are
political or institutional, and have led in some cases, to
competitions being used as the implicit privileged sole
vehicle of communication of environmental policies
instead of as a means of finding the best solution, in its
entirety, to a given question. This phenomenon is par-
ticularly evident in the judgment process where these
same environmental standards tend to overpower the
meore traditional criteria of quality evaluation, present-
ing themselves as «meta-criteria». Environmental per-
formance thus seems to have become more important
than quality of space or constructive choices.

One of the problems when tools like LEED become
the defining criteria for sustainability is that the design
as well as the judgment approach is often reduced to
one of eco-efficiency (PrRINcEN 2005; WoRLD BUSINESS
COUNCIL FOR SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT - WBCSD
20000). This reduction leads to a deterministic approach
to design and evaluation due to the underlyving princi-
ple of prevention (CucuzzerrLa 2009; CucuzzeLLA &
DE ConInek 2008; PoLIMENI et al. 2008). Such quanti-
fied results can provide the cognitive certainty that the
public can relate to, even if it only reflects a perceived

sense of certainty (Errur 1964). Thus, it appears
imperative for design and judgment in this context
to shift from instrumental decision-making to critical
exploration.

Several authors argue that reflective distance from
deterministic-based evaluation methods is neces-
sary (Harper & STEIN 1992; Jonas 1985) to prevent
tools like LEED from becoming the driving force of
our future due to their authoritative presence in all
aspects of decision-making (ErLuL 1964; ELLur 1987,
HEIDEGGER 1977). What tools like LEED provide is a
means to democratize risks, in the sense that universal
systems of indicators have been developed by national
or international stakeholders with an interest in envi-
ronmental building design. The problem with such
democratized indicators is that they can become very
abstract and sometimes far removed from the con-
text in which they are to be applied (Guy & Moore
2005a). These universal codes represent the values of
their creators (on the most part an international set
of stakeholders) and not the balanced value systems
of a society within which they are adopted (Guy &
Moore 2005b). Such methods are simply an aggre-
gated sum of a fragmented set of indicators — far from
a representation of the complexity of the real world.
Thus, attempts to conceptualize and judge an architec-
tural project that seeks sustainability through a set of
standard environmental indicators may have the effect
that the complex reality of a design situation becomes
fragmented. This could shift the focus of the qualita-
tive dimensions of an architectural project to a set of
quantitative indicators, possibly leading to a loss of
caherence of the project.

Two examples of contemporary Canadian competi-
tions have been chosen to illustrate the above dis-
cussed critical shift in the judgment process: the 2008
competition for the New Montreal Planetarium and
the 2009 Saint-Laurent Library competition. Both
competitions defined their sustainability criteria by
the LEED norm. The relevant research data may be
found in the Canadian Competitions Catalogue public
database (see www.ccc.umontreal.ca).

The winning project, whose main visible components
from the street level are its telescopic canon shaped
theatres, blatantly symbolizing astronomical instru-
ments, is otherwise immersed underground (see
Figure 1). From the media perception, the most con-
ventional of the projects submitted won, vet it met
the strictest LEED standards (LEED Platinum),
mainly from technical solutions. The multitude of
press releases and documents connected to the project
particularly emphasize the importance of the project
for strengthening Montreal’s position as a leader in
sustainable development. Why this emphasis? Is the
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Fig. 1: View of the winning project for the Montreal Rio Tinto Planetarium competition (Canada, 2008). Team:
Cardin+Ramirez/Aedifica/SNC Lavalin/Dupras-Ledoux/Fauteux et associés

The main visible components from the street level are the telescopic canon shaped theatres, symbolizing astronomical instru-
ments — all other components are otherwise immersed underground.

Projet architectural du vainqueur du concours du Montréal Rio Tinto Planéiarium (Canada, 2008). Equipe:
Cardin+Ramirez/Aedifica/SNC Lavalin/Dupras-Ledoux/Fauteux et associés

Das Gewinner-FProjekt des Wettbewerbs fiir das Montréal Rio Tinto Planetariwm (Kanada, 2008). Team:
Cardin+Ramirez/Aedifica/ SNC Lavalin/Dupras-Ledoux/Fauteux et associés

purpose of such competitions to find the best solution
for a public building or to communicate the status of
a region’s environmental policies? For some competi-
tion organizers, at least in the Canadian context, it now
seems that reaching an ultimate LEED norm is more
important than other architectural qualities. Although
LEED remains a highly significant analytical tool
helping designers to address a series of ecological
concerns, its dominant position in architectural com-
petitions may lead to other important architectural
concerns not being appropriately addressed and may
obscure the cultural and social motivations that archi-
tectural projects as unique as this may provide.

The Saint-Laurent Library competition, launched in
2009 for the borough of Saint-Laurent in Montreal
is another example of a competition which strongly
emphasized environmental evaluation. The certifi-
cation requirement for this competition was LEED
Gold. The winning team addressed the objective of
sustainability through a series of technical solutions
based solely on LEED categorizations, without pro-
viding arguments for the wider impact of the project at
cultural or social levels. This is contradictory to current
views of sustainability which also call for the consider-
ation of aesthetic and symbolic aspects of architectural
projects. As Guy and FarMER state (2000:79),

«our ethical responsibility is in creating a new architec-

tural iconography that has transformative value in altering

our consciousness of Nature».
In the light of this statement, one can question the

appropriateness of the monumentality of the winning
project: its immense front door to the forest hides
much of the forest from the street, its imposing struc-
ture implies an overpowering of nature and there is
little attempt to incorporate the essence of the natu-
ral surroundings in the architecture (see Figure 2).
According to Guy and FarmEeRr (2000: 80),
«the role of green buildings is [...| not simply to reduce the
energy consumption or the ecological footprint of build-
ings, but to inspire and convey an increasing identification
with Nature and the non-human world».
As the emphasis on LEED in this competition was
so strong, most of the other finalist projects were also
trapped into the «ratings game»; it appeared more
important to accumulate LEED points than to explore
innovative ways for addressing the given architectural
and urban challenges. The result was that the only pro-
ject that provided a solution addressing a «new archi-
tectural iconography» through its aesthetic details
inspired by the nature surrounding the site was also
considered by the jury in their report as the riskiest
in terms of attaining the required LEED credits (see
Figure 3).

The primary analysis of these two competitions
already indicates that there is an emerging difficulty in
the use of standard environmental evaluation methods
for competitions, which has to date been neglected.
Their dominance could lead to less attention being
paid to cultural or social sustainability. This may there-
fore lead to the shifting of repercussions from one
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Fig. 2: View of the winning project for the Saint-Laurent library competition (Canada, 2009). Team: Cardinal
Hardy/Labonté Marcil/Eric Pelletier Architectes en consortium/Leroux Beaudoin Hurens et associés inc./SDK
et associés inc.

A contradiction exists between its imposing structure and the way in which it seems to overpower nature instead of trying to
express the essence of its natural surroundings.

Projet architectural du vaingueur du concours de la bibliothégue de Saint- Laurent (Canada, 2009). Equipe: Car-
dinal Hardy/Labonté Marcil/Eric Pelletier Architectes en consortium/Leroux Beaudoin Hurens et associés inc./
SDK et associés inc.

Das Gewinner-Projekt des Wetthbewerbs fitr die Saint-Laurent Bibliothek (Kanada, 2009). Team: Cardinal Hardy/

Labonté Marcil/Eric Pelletier Architectes en consortium/Leroux Beaudoin Hurens et associés inc./SDK et associés

inc.

domain of sustainability to another. In other words,
the result may be that the impacts of an architectural
project are shifted from, for example, the environmen-
tal pillar to the cultural pillar of sustainability. In this
sense, the global sustainability crisis will not have been
appropriately addressed. As the use of environmen-
tal standards is no longer negotiable for many public
architectural and urban projects, a critical awareness
of their impact on the qualitative practices of these
projects is necessary. In particular, some of the prob-
lems emerging in the judgment process may be traced
to the fact that there is often confusion about the dif-
ference between evaluation and judgment.

3 Distinguishing between the concepts of evaluation
and judgment

According to the American pragmatist JAMES DEWEY
(1980), discord, conflict, disagreement, or dissonance

induce reflection of a situation, experience or object
of observation. One cannot ignore the reflection nec-
essary to comprehend this discord or conflict, and by
doing so, can resist from oversimplifying the problem.
He defines judgment as criticism and states further:
«Judgment has to evoke a clearer consciousness of constitu-
ent parts and to discover how consistently these parts are
related to form a whole. Theory gives the name of analysis
and synthesis to the execution of these functions» (p. 310).

DewEY, however, prefers to refer to these functions as
discrimination and unification, and claims that the uni-
fying phase (synthesis) is in fact the creative response
of the individual who judges and that without a unify-
ing view, criticism (and therefore judgment or emer-
gence) ends in the enumeration of details. The author
of «How We Think» (1933) claims that there are three
main characteristics of judgment: (1) a controversy,
consisting of opposite claims; (2) a process for defin-
ing and elaborating claims and of sifting through facts;
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Fig. 3: View of a finalist project for the Saint-Laurent library competition (Canada, 2009). Team: Chevalier
Morales Architectes/Les Architectes FABG/Tecsult-AECOM inc.

The only project that provided a solution addressing a «new architectural iconography» through its aesthetic details inspired by
the nature surrounding the site was also considered by the jury in their report as the riskiest in terms of attaining the required

LEED credits.

Projet finaliste du concours de la bibliothéque de Saint-Laurent { Canada, 2009). Equipe: Chevalier Morales Archi-

tectes/Les Architectes FABG/Tecsult-AECOM inc.

Lin Finalisten-Projekt des Wettbewerbs fiir die Saint- Laurent Bibliothek ( Kanada, 2009). Team: Chevalier Morales

Architectes/Les Architectes FABG/Tecsuli-AECOM inc.

and (3) a final decision, therefore arriving at closure
— a consensus. A judgment therefore arises only when
there are different meanings, rival interpretations,
points of contention regarding some matter at stake,
in short, when there is doubt and controversy. Evalua-
tion, on the other hand, is the specific analysis of con-
stituent parts of a whole, an inevitable activity in the
criticism of a whole.

The judgment of architectural projects therefore can
hardly be evaded through the «efficient» use of quan-
titative tools which rely on abstract models of a world.
In fact, ScHON (1983) stated that the complexity, uncer-
tainty, uniqueness, and value-conflict so prevalent in
real world situations, such as in architectural situa-
tions, do not fit the model of «Technical Rationality»,
since in this perspective they are reduced to problem-
solving exercises. This problem-solving approach is the
space in which many evaluation methods still exist, a
puzzling anomaly in the context of conceptualizing
and judging architectural projects. If this technical
knowledge is placed within the broader context of
reflective inquiry, then the link between the uncer-
tainty and uniqueness prevalent in practice and the
more quantitative approaches to evaluation of tech-

nical dimensions of any project are made possible.
This critical perspective is what Scuon (1983) refers
to as reflection-in-action, a necessary activity during
the conceptualization or judgment of a project whose
constituent parts are evaluated using methods that lie
within the quantitative, measurable, provable doctrine.

4 Complexity of the judgment process for the
architectural competition

Considering the above argumentation, the distinction
between evaluation and judgment is especially rel-
evant within the context of the architectural competi-
tion. Expert evaluators, generally external to the jury
process, provide quantified information to the jury
regarding a series of technical (e.g. structural, finan-
cial, environmental) evaluations. These evaluations
are imperatively done before the jury deliberation and
must be taken into consideration along with all other
relevant aspects by each juror. But, they remain expert
data and do not have the status of judgment,since judg-
ment is comprised of not only evidential data, but alse
of a set of principles as well as tacit knowledge. Thus,
the main distinguishing characteristic between evalua-
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tion and judgment for the competition process is that
evaluation is a process in which each of the elements
within it are systematically assessed in the exact same
manner according to the model of technical rational-
ity. This is very different from the deliberation process
of judgment, which is predominantly a recursive pro-
cess, meaning that each consideration and reflection
has a consequence on the considerations that follow —
reflection-in-action, as defined by Scaown (1983). In the
judgment process, there is therefore a constant oscilla-
tion between these two activities.

In the next section, a new theoretical model of judge-
ment is presented as «judgment by design». The advan-
tages of the model are seenin its potential to support a
meore accurate understanding of common dimensions
of judgment in the domain of architecture, landscape
and urbanism, and therefore a better contextualization
of standards in this complex qualitative process, now
seen as a reflective process.

5 «Judgment by design» as a critical model

Rather than viewing judgment as a separate process
from design, jurors may be considered the re-design-
ers of the potential winning project. From this point of
view, the judgment process requires jurors to converge
on a project, to the point where they can appropriate
it and make it theirs in a common decision. Since the
winner is the «product» of the judgment process, it fol-
lows that the product is the «project of the jury», as if
the jury had designed it (CHupin 2011b). It is impor-
tant to highlight that this paradigm shift does not pre-
scribe a new way of judging, but is intended to convey
a better description of an existing reality.

In this line of reasoning, if a judgment process is anal-
ogous to a design process, on what theoretical model
of the design process can we rely on to conceptualize
judgment? In other words, can we agree on a design
model that could handle the complexity of the basic
operations of judgment by ajury? The history of the self
named movement of «design methods and methodolo-
gies» from the 1960s to the 1990s has been dealt with
sufficiently by various historians: BroaDBENT (1988),
Cross (1984), Bucaanan and MarcoLin (1995), Rows
(1987), Boupon (1993), CrupiN (2010). This history has
already shown not only the difficulties encountered by
the scholars who have attempted this task, but also the
contradictions to which they have been exposed when
trying to understand a complex system such as design
thinking. In the limits of this article three classical
models are presented: (1) design as variety restriction;
(2) acceptable solutions versus feasible solutions; and
(3) synthesis of spiral patterns. The description of the
maodels starts with the simplest of the three.

5.1 Design as variety restriction

In the 196(’s a number of researchers considered
design to be a process of simplification. For example,
GorpoN BEsT, a young researcher at the Symposium
of Portsmouth in 1967, presented an outline of what
he called the «design variety restriction» (BEsT 1969).
In this model (see Figure 4), the initial situation is
understood as an ill-formed set of requirements. From
an initial situation, the designer is supposed to move
towards a so-called design solution by going through
a set of intertwined interpretive operations and infor-
mation structuring. Following this simplistic model,
which has been largely criticised since, the question
that arises is: Is there any relevance for describing the
jury experience today through this simplistic model?
This model describing a process going from unstruc-
tured to structured information would imply that the
jury receives an unstructured stack of proposals and
indeed, this is essentially what the jury perceives when
faced with an impressive number of panels and pro-
jects. In some competitions a jury can review more
than one hundred proposals presented in the form of
2-3 panels. Since the task of the jury is to identify the
most appropriate solution through a series of interpre-
tive phases, then according to this model, the closer the
jurors get to the final decision, the simpler the deci-
sion becomes since the alternatives are increasingly
reduced. What BEsT calls a «design variety restrictions.
Unfortunately, our empirical observations of the jury
deliberation processes showed that it is in fact the
opposite, meaning that the conflicts of interpretation
increase as the number of projects are reduced. Are
these divergences in judgment (1) conflicts of interpre-
tation, (2) types of misunderstandings, (3) problems
of translation, or something else? This model, which
is not only simplistic regarding the description of the
design process, remains too generic to describe the
judgment process.

Today, most researchers are aware of the difficulties
encountered by those who sought to represent the
design process in the past. Regrettably, it often takes a
long time before developments at the theoretical level
have an impact on practice. If the design process as a
form of problem-solving has long been questioned in
theoretical circles, it is still however an accepted para-
digm in current practice and this disjunction of inter-
pretation complicates the observation of the phenom-
ena. This is a common paradox of reflective practices
(RowE 1987; ScHON 1983).

Many studies have shown that there can be no simple
solution to a problem, first and foremost because it is
not always clear whether the situation being dealt with
is a problem. The notion of «wicked-problem» first
proposed by Horst RITTEL (BUCHANAN 1992) 18 a way
of describing the paradoxes of the design process. If
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——d form
unstructured homomorphic reduction design
information (structured information) solution

Fig. 4: Diagram of the design process by G. Best (1969)

Notice the passage from the initial situation (non-form) to the solution (square) of the problem through a generic process of

«variety reduction».

Diagramme du processus de conception selon G. Besr (1969)

Diagramm des Design-Prozesses von G. Best (1969)
Source: Brst 1969, in: BRoADBENT & WarD 1969: 157

in a well-structured problem, all parameters are easily
identifiable; in an ill-structured problem or wicked-
problem, one or more constituents are missing. RITTEL
and WesBeRr (1973) identified at least ten characteris-
tics of what they called the «wicked problems of plan-
ning»: for example, the lack of a definitive formulation,
no stopping rule, solutions that are not true-or-false
but good-or-bad, no ultimate test for a solution, a lack
of opportunity to learn by trial-and-error and no enu-
merable set of potential solutions. In addition, the pre-
conceptions of judges, as well as their prejudices, affect
the judging process as much as the preconceptions of a
designer when approaching their project. Here, again,
numerous well-known research projects have shown
that not only do preconceptions filter the view of the
designer, but they have a determining, in fact, a neces-
sary role, in the launch of the process, the latter func-
tion termed by DARKE (1979) as «primary generatorss.
Following this, when transposed to the jury process,
these observations imply that jurors cannot be devoid

of preconceptions. So, how does a collectivity of jurors
deal with the variety of preconceptions?

5.2 Acceptable solutions versus feasible solutions

The question of design problems can be dealt with
from the opposite side, i.e. design solutions instead
of design problems. What is a design solution? And
how does it relate to the result of a judgment process?
Bruce ARrcHER, another historical figure of «design
methods» presented a neo-Cartesian model of the
complexity of a solution (ArRcHER 1969). Following his
diagram (see Figure 5), the area of the solution would
be at the intersection of the domain of acceptabil-
ity and the domain of feasibility. A competition jury,
who must constantly oscillate between that which is
acceptable and that which is deemed feasible for the
given situation is often familiar with this ambivalence.
However, these choices are linked to the knowledge of
each juror, and are triggered by their preconceptions,
as previously mentioned. In other words, if applied to
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area for a solution

Fig. 5: The solution space by L.B. ARcHER (1969)

realm of feasibility

Pz

P

P1

Cartesian model distinguishing the realm of feasibility, the domain of acceptability, and the solution space: «The interdepend-
ence of the states of the properties constitutes an n-dimensional hypersurface on the realm of feasibility. The product of the
erection of limiting states of the properties is an n-dimensional space or domain of acceptability. The superimposition of the
domain of acceptability on the realm of feasibility marks out the arena within which a solution is to be selected».

L’espace de solutions selon 1.B. ArcuEr (1909)
Der Lésungs-Rawm von 1..B. ArcHER (1969)
Source: ArcHER 1969, in: BROADBENT & WarD 1969: 83

judgment, this understanding of the design process
would require that jurors recognize the limits of what
is acceptable and what can be judged feasible. Again,
empirical observation shows that a jury is rarely com-
posed with such precautions in mind (CauriNn 2011a;
CucuzzeLLa 2011).

5.3 Synthetic spiral model

In spite of the difficulties encountered by research-
ers dealing with issues of design thinking in the 1960°s
and 197(’s, there has been some significant progress
in 1980’s. Jou~ ZEIseL schemalised a series of previ-
ous models into a general «spiral model» in «Inquiry
by Design» in 1981 (see Figure 6). Initially embedding
it within a behaviourist theoretical framework, he
republished it again in 2006 using a lexicon inspired
by the field of neurosciences (ZeIseL 2006). Given that
a demonstration for validating this model for the rep-
resentation of design is no longer necessary, the focus
here is on what it can contribute towards the theory
of judgment. The model is based on a series of itera-
tions, starting from an initial image, where it revolves

around a domain of acceptable responses. The cyclic
nature of design is also reflected in the judgment pro-
cess, with each juror reviewing the visual presentations
over many cycles to ensure sufficient understanding of
the proposals invelved. However, the cycle of compar-
ison does not suffice to converge to a winning project.
Jurors should be able to make «conceptual leaps» using
predominantly analogical thinking (Caupin 2010). At
the end of the process, jurors take a decision after a
variable number of conceptualization cycles. Follow-
ing this model, it is easier to describe the relationship
between a juror and a project as dependant on cvcles
of imagination and formalization through which the
jury progressively «re-presents» and one can even say,
«re-designs» the ultimate proposal. From this descrip-
tion, it is clear that the model is not linear because the
jury's perception of the process is anything but linear
and incremental. There is a point of departure and a
point of arrival, but there are also moments during
which the jury seems to regress, go back and reflect.
They may seem to go backwards, but, in reality, they
have nevertheless made progress in their compre-
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Fig. 6: Development spiral of design by J. ZE1serL (1981).
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In the republished version of 2006, 25 years later, the author reformulates the legends adopting a lexicon inspired by research
in neurosciences and artificial intelligence but the diagram is strictly identical.

La spirale de la conception selon J. ZEISEL (1981)
Die Design- Emtwicklungs-Spirale von 1. ZEriseL (1981)
Source: ZrIseL 1981, 2006: 30

hension of the situation since the spiral is not flat but
three-dimensional, like helicoids, all attributes of a
recursive process.

However, a crucial concept for understanding design
and critical judgment is that of the notion of reflec-
tivity, as put forward by DoNaLD A. ScHON in various
seminal publications (1984, 1983). Scaon particu-
larly insists on the correlation between reflectivity
and the power to conceptualize. He showed that the
best designers constantly enrich their projects, chal-
lenge their preconceptions, are able to take a critical
distance from their project, and are able to distance
themselves from their own appreach: all attributes of
«reflective practice». Within this set of attributes, all
equally important for critical judgment, that the use of
environmental standards can be contextualized within
the design thinking process.

Within ZEISEL’s synthetic spiral model, the notion of
reflectivity is represented as a row of arrows follow-

ing the progress of the project and which the author
labels as the «vision of process and product». What
are the correspondences for judgment? First, we can
say that jurors do not all have the same reflective abil-
ity, which also comes with experience, habit, critical
thinking and especially from the inherent culture of
the domain. This implies that jurors should not be fix-
ated on their own idea of the winning project, and at
the same time be able to recognize that the selected
scheme will in some way be «their own» project. They
can look at the same project from divergent vantage
points but they should be able to step back and reflect,
and if necessary, acknowledge arguments that chal-
lenge their own, even if this would imply the need to
reconsider a project that may have been dismissed too
carly. In other words, jurors should be open to enrich-
ing their «project», challenging their preconceptions,
and making use of critical distance, verv much like any
designer should.

This demonstration rests at once on empirical obser-
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vations of jury deliberations and a critical history of
the domain of design. Future research will be nec-
essary to delineate a model of judgment that may
indeed be more representative of the complexity of
architectural judgment (CoLLiNs 1971). However, we
can already conclude that following the «judging by
design» model, a jury has a similar function as the
head of an architecture or urban design firm. Rather
than being practically involved, their function is to
give feedback, resolve, approve, evaluate, assess and
redirect at critical points in the project. Most of these
interventions are typical reflective operations. Given
that the jury is representative of the complexity of
the public in a democratic system of decision making,
this collective reflectivity is indeed at the core of the
judgment process. This is why rejecting the competi-
tion process based on its lack of representativity of the
public good can only be a frustration following a badly
judged competition. In the same way, imposing envi-
ronmental norms as the main criteria for a judgment
process reduces the complexity of architectural qual-
ity,just as it reduces the complexity of sustainability to
one of eco-efficiency.
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Summary: Environmental standards and judgment
processes in competitions for public buildings

This article highlights the often underestimated impact
of environmental standards on the judgment process
with particular reference to contemporary Canadian
competitions for public buildings. It argues that recent
attention given to environmental standards could lead
to a potential crisis in the competition process. After
establishing a clear distinction between evaluation and
judgment, the article offers to reassess current prac-
tices through a theoretical model which shifts from
«judgment on design» to «judgment by design».

Keywords: environmental design, environmental
standards, competitions for public buildings, evalua-
tion, qualitative judgment, design thinking, geogra-
phies of architecture, architectural and urban forms

Résumé: Normes environnementales et processus de
jugement dans les concours d’édifices publics

En dépit de leur importance dans la qualité des
constructions et des espaces publics, les procédures
de jugement en situation de concours d’architecture,
de paysage et d’'urbanisme ont été trés peu étudiées et
encore moins théorisées. Dans ce vide théorique, I'in-
troduction récente de deux facteurs est venue compli-
quer les opérations relatives au jugement: d’une part
la demande croissante pour une plus grande diver-
sification des peints de vue dans la composition des
jurys réduisant, comme c’est actuellement le cas dans
le contexte canadien, le role des architectes et, d’autre
part, Uintroduction systématique des normes environ-
nementales (par exemple LEED). Cet article propose
de considérer un nouveau modele du jugement, appelé
«CONCevoIr en jugeant» qui permet non seulement de

modéliser les traits caractéristiques du jugement dans
les domaines de I'architecture, du paysage et de 'ur-
banisme, mais également de situer ces normes & leur
juste place dans le processus.

Mots-clés: conception des environnements humains,
normes environnementales, concours d’édifices
publics, évaluation, jugement qualitatif, géographies
de I'architecture, formes architecturales et urbaines

Zusammenfassung: Umweltstandards und Entschei-
dungsprozesse bei Wettbewerben fiir éffentliche
Gebiude

Entgegen ihrer prignanten Rolle hinsichtlich der
Qualitat offentlicher Bauten wurde der Jurierungs-
prozess in Wettbewerbsverfahren in der Stadt- und
Landschaftsplanung sowie in der Architektur bislang
ungeniigend theoretisch durchleuchtet. Zwel jiingst
hinzukommende Faktoren komplizieren die jury-
basierte Entscheidungsfindung im genannten theore-
tischen Vakuum: Einerseits wiichst die Forderung nach
einer Diversifizierung der Jury-Mitglieder. Die gefor-
derte Heterogenitit wird (im kanadischen Kontext)
als Massnahme zur Sicherstellung der Multiplizitit
von Standpunkten verstanden. Andererseits verindert
der zunehmende Gebrauch von Umwelt-Standards
(z.B. LEED) die Entscheidungsfindung. Im Artikel
wird ein Modell prisentiert, welches als «Judgement
by Design» bezeichnet wird. Dieses verdeutlicht einer-
seits die gemeinsamen Charakteristiken von Wettbe-
werben in den Bereichen Architektur, Stadt- und
Landschaftsplanung, erlaubt aber vor allem, die ent-
sprechenden Normen addquat im Prozess zu situieren.

Schliisselwérter:  Umweltgestaltung, Umweltstan-
dards, Wettbewerb fiir 6ffentliche Bauten, Evaluation,
qualitative Beurteilung, Design Thinking, Geographies
of Architecture, Architektur und Stidtebau
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