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Preface

“If you please--draw me a sheep!” [.... | So then I made a drawing. [...] My
friend smiled gently and indulgently. “You see yourself,” he said, “that this
is not a sheep. This is a ram. It has horns.” So then I did my drawing over
once more. But it was rejected too, just like the others. [...] By this time my
patience was exhausted [...]. So I tossed off this drawing. And I threw out
an explanation with it. “This is only his box. The sheep you asked for is
inside. “I was very surprised to see a light break over the face of my young
judge: “That is exactly the way I wanted it! [...] And that is how I made the
acquaintance of the little prince.

From: ‘The Little Prince’ by Antoine de Saint Exupéry, translated from the French
by Katherine Woods

The architect selection process of clients is an intriguing decision process which
shows a lot of resemblance with decisions in our daily life. We make numerous
decisions every day. Some decisions are based on a range of explicit and physical
alternatives; others are based on implicit ideas about the options we have in mind.
In many of these situations interaction takes place between people and between
people and their alternatives. Somehow we have to find a way to communicate
about our preferences and the direction of our decisions. My research interests
focus on the interaction between people and the options that are available when
they are making decisions that relate to the built environment. This interaction
has a lot of do with expectations, perceptions, emotions, and the use of our senses
and intuition. Many of these issues are intangible by nature.

During my research I frequently experienced an intriguing tension between
tangibility and intangibility of the characteristics that shape our built environ-
ment. I performed my PhD research at the Faculty of Architecture of Delft
University of Technology in the Netherlands. In general technology is considered
as a tangible aspect of our environment. Many engineers assume that, in the end,
every tangible can and will be measured and explained. Some of them even think
that everything that cannot be measured should not be included in research. In
psychology subjectivity and unconsciuss thoughts are a given and scholars try
to deal with it as well as possible. Designers often believe that every situation is
unique and should therefore be handled as such. I think that we need all these
different perspectives to increase the level of scientific knowledge about the built
environment. To discover the ‘truth’ in such a multidisciplinairy environment we
have to try to stand on the shoulders of our diverse ancestors, but also identify and
cherish our differences. Because a gap still exists between ratio and truth it might
be the best option just to listen to our intuition in finding the way how.

In this research I tried to find out how public clients decide about ‘their” archi-
tects. | used insights from social sciences, in particular social and environmental
psychological, as well as architectural design to successfully answer the research
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questions. Nevertheless I also realise that the more you know, the more you be-
come aware of the things you do not yet know. Especially in the connections be-
tween the different fields of science I think there is a lot to discover still. Science
is never finished and that is why I think it is so fascinating. I hope you will get in-
spired by reading this thesis and we can continue our scientific journey together.

Leentje Volker
August 2010
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

Architect soap opera in Delft

It starts to gradually show features of a soap opera. The municipality or-
ganises a competition for a new Railway Station/Municipal Office, and in
no time all competing architects are angry.

Volkskrant - Machteld van Hulten on 11 January 2007 (translated from Dutch)

Slip-up: architect cannot build library of Utrecht after all

The municipality of Utrecht made a miscalculation, and appointed the
wrong architect.

Volkskrant - Jochem Lybaart on 23 August 2008 (translated from Dutch)

Public in Rotterdam wants Search, but OMA will build town office
Not the public darling Search, but Rem Koolhaas’ officce OMA will provide
the design for the new Rotterdam Municipal Office. The professional jury
considered the four green cones proposed by SEARCH in collaboration
with Christian Miiller to be ‘too eccentric’.

Cobouw — Edo Beerda on 22 October 2009 (translated from Dutch)

Jo Coenen: 'We were an hour and forty-five minutes late’

The entry of Jo Coenen & Co Architects for the new town hall of Almelo has
been rejected because it was submitted almost two hours too late, says Jo
Coenen in a response his office being excluded from further participation
in the selection procedure. The architect blames himself, but a bitter after-
taste remains.

Architectenweb.nl — 20 January 2010 (translated from Dutch)

1.1 The selection of architects

The above quotes are prototypical examples of newspaper headlines that have
dominated the image of tender procedures of Dutch public clients selecting an
architect in the past few years. The search for an architect can be characterised as
an interactive selection process in which a client tries to find an architect who can
visualise and implement the clients’ needs and ambitions best. It is a challenging
process of surprises and unforeseen circumstances in which legal and social obli-
gations have to be considered. The diverse roots of the selection process appear
to cause conflicts in current Dutch tender practice. In this research I explore the
origin of these problems as currently experienced by public commissioning clients
in architect selection in order to propose implications for future practice.

The current practice of architect selection by public clients has its roots in
three distinct systems: 1) tendering for services and works, 2) the selective search
to identify a suitable architect or design team, and 3) the architectural competi-
tion (Strong, 1996). Changes in the traditional regulations for architect selections
influenced by European procurement law have encountered resistance from the
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architectural community (e.g. Atelier Kempe Thill, 2008; Postel, 2001). Until a
few years ago Dutch architects did not, as contractors do, go to court when deci-
sions during the tendering phase were not as desired. This practice has changed
and we find more and more case law on tender procedures in which architects are
the suing party (van Wijngaarden & Chao-Duivis, 2010a, 2010b). A dispute over
aggregated rating points and a difference of a tenth of a percent led in several cases
to a repetition of the entire selection process (Houben, 2007; Lybaart, 2008). In
one case several Dutch firms withdrew their proposals from a tender because of
excessive assignments in the award phase and involved the media to start a counter
demonstration (Heijbrock, 2008). Committee decisions that used to be an enrich-
ment and source of conflict of the architectural profession as well as a matter of
professional judgement among fellow architects have become subject to judicial
scrutiny of procedural correctness (Mieg, 2006). The community of architects,
which takes pride in professional rigor and aesthetic judgement, feels that it has
become prey to the community of lawyers, consultants and unprofessional risk
averse clients (Architectuur Lokaal, 2009a; Kroese, Meijer, & Visscher, 2008).

Architects who participate in tenders, and political parties as well, increas-
ingly demand additional justifications from public clients for their decisions, as
for example in the case of the new Municipal Office in Rotterdam (van Geels
& Kiriens, 2009). It is felt that the design quality of Dutch buildings and of
the Dutch cultural environment will eventually suffer because of a lack of diver-
sity, creativity and innovation (Atelier Kempe Thill, 2008; van der Pol, Brouwer,
Jansen, Mensink, & Geertse, 2009). Decision makers representing a public client
have to justify their decisions to their stakeholders, the architectural profession
and society at large. They seem more and more reluctant to expose their profes-
sional judgements in such a litigious atmosphere. The current regulations encour-
age the use of rating schemes with criteria and weighting factors, instead of more
qualitative assessments as were traditional in design competitions, because a ra-
tional(-istic) decision is often seen as more acceptable and easier to defend than
a decision based on intuition or professional judgement (Sinclair & Ashkanasy,
2005). The official procedures thus work to deprive the client of the explana-
tions of professional quality judgements they were intended to bring to light. The
pressure to comply with transparent and objective procedures seems to dominate
over the need to select maximum design quality (Maandag, 2007). This leads to
the idea that the process is dominated by political decision making rather than a
desire to make the right judgement about the quality of a design (van Hardevelt
& Schénau, 2009).

Architectural competitions are part of the design tradition. Since the ancient
Greeks organised a design competition in 448 BC for the design of a war memo-
rial on the Acropolis, the quality and the value of architectural designs have been
a matter of public debate (de Haan & Haagsma, 1988; Strong, 1976). In a pursuit
for excellence a design competition offers a choice between different design con-
cepts to those representing the public or the client (Spreiregen, 1979). In architec-
ture it is generally accepted that the quality of design proposals is judged by panels
(juries or committees) of specially commissioned experts working alongside repre-
sentatives of the client. However, the choices made by architectural juries are often
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controversial and could lead to public debates or scrutiny (de Haan & Haagsma,
1988; Strong, 1996), whereas the choices made by laypersons are often considered
poor and ill informed by architects. A design competition does not only fulfil the
pragmatic aim of selecting an architect, but fulfils also more political and societal
goals such as discovering new talent, creating a dialogue on design, marketing a
project, or coordinating different interests (Spreiregen, 1979; Svensson, 2008).
For public clients this has led to pressure to make jury decisions more transpar-
ent and to include the public more directly in decision making (Sagalyn, 2005).
Theories about decision making confirm that experts are generally better decision
makers than laypersons and that they prefer to use intuition over rational analysis
(Hogarth, 2005; Rosen, Salas, Lyons, & Fiore, 2008). However, expertise is often
limited to a particular domain. Even with the same level of expertise, committee
members often vary in their judgements of concepts, and even greater differences
appear between expert and lay judgement of architectural quality (Collins, 1971;
Gifford, Hine, Muller-Clemm, & Shaw, 2002; Nasar & Kang, 1989).

In an attempt to address issues of fair competition, the European Union has
imposed strict rules for the tendering of public contracts. The selection of an
architect is part of the regulations for contracting architectural design services
(European Parliament & Council of the European Union, 2004). The EU rules
are intended to enhance equal treatment, integrity, objectivity and transparency
of the selection process. Procurement law offers several procedures to organise a
tender process. Even though a design competition (referred to as ‘contest’ in legal
terms) is a possible option under the EU Directives, most public commissioning
bodies choose the restricted tender procedure to select their architects. In this
clients break with the tradition of design competitions. At the same time they
include elements of the traditional design competitions in their tender procedure,
such as the submission of a design proposal and an open debate about design
quality. The anonymous assessment of proposals and expert jury panels are often
replaced or augmented by other procedures, while it is these very elements that
secured fairness in design competitions. Legal and management consultants are
often hired to support the commissioning client in organizing the tenders. Yet the
growing field of case law on EU and national procurement law does not seem to
provide enough support to guide clients on compliance with the regulations. In
Dutch practice these developments have led to “a confrontation between the need
for certainty and the desire for creativity” (van der Pol, et al., 2009, p. 10). The
effect has been to encourage defensive and risk avoiding strategies of public clients
in the design and realisation of tenders in architecture. This is particularly dis-
concerting since architect selections could offer valuable opportunities that could
benefit governance and cultural heritage.

1.2 Research focus

This research focuses on the process of architect selection from the perspective of
public clients in the context of EU procurement law. The project started in 2005
when the Dutch architectural community began to feel uncomfortable about the
manner in which public clients selected their architects. EU tenders were still seen
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as design competitions in which a jury panel assessed the submissions and deter-
mined a winner. However, the legal context created additional awareness of the
consequences of such a decision. Public clients realised that they were obliged to
set up a tender procedure before they could select an architect (van der Pol, et al.,
2009). They also started to realise that such a project needs to be embedded in
their organisational structure and requires specific knowledge about architecture
and procurement. Responsibilities have to be assigned to different kinds of actors.
A building project takes place in a dynamic political context with legal as well as
social obligations towards users, citizens, the professional field of architecture and
society in general. The aims of a building project depend on the ambitions, means
and accommodation needs of the client. By selecting an architect the material
direction of the project is chosen and the project acquires its physical shape by
design. A tender for architectural design services offers opportunities to a public
client that range from involving citizens in order to increase political support to
positioning a city. Public administrators also have personal and strategic aims. A
tender is therefore an important part of the initial stage of a building project.

Social science can contribute to the understanding of psychological processes
of decision making in the context of architectural design. Such an analysis can
help to identify situational characteristics in the dilemmas that public clients face
in the selection of an architect. In this research I empirically investigated the ori-
gin of these dilemmas. The research is based on two research traditions: judge-
ment of design quality, and cognitive and social processes of decision making. In
both traditions the concepts of perception (e.g. Bell, Greene, Fisher, & Baum,
1996; Tversky & Kahneman, 1981), intuition (e.g. Dane & Pratt, 2007; Sadler-
Smith & Sparrow, 2008), judgement (e.g. Gifford, et al., 2002; Hogarth, 1988),
expertise (e.g. Hekkert & van Wieringen, 1998; Hutton & Klein, 1999), and
emotion (e.g. Desmet, 2002; Simon, 1987) play an important role. My definition
of design quality is grounded in the comparison of the character and elements of
quality in design from the disciplines of architecture, environmental psychology,
product experience, and value management. Design quality is consequently de-
termined in the interaction between the individual and the object of study. The
results of this interaction are part of the value judgements that are used during
decision making. Decision making is a way to align expectations and needs to
reach goals (Hodgkinson & Starbuck, 2008a). Individual decisions are made by
processes that are range from rational to intuitive and conscious to unconscious
(e.g. Chaiken & Trope, 1999; Hogarth, 2005; Sadler-Smith & Sparrow, 2008).
The concepts of bounded rationality (Simon, 1997), heuristics (Gigerenzer, Todd,
& ABC research group, 1999; Tversky & Kahneman, 1974), and naturalistic de-
cision making (e.g. Gore, Banks, Millward, & Kyriakidou, 2006; Lipshitz, Klein,
& Carroll, 2006) could explain the decisions that are made about design quality.
They show that not every decision is rational by nature (Sinclair & Ashkanasy,
2005). At the organisational level the concept of sensemaking (Balogun, Pye, &
Hodgkinson, 2008; Weick, 1995) and image theory (Beach, 1990) attribute to
the understanding of decision processes and the importance of the justification of
a decision (Vidaillet, 2008). It is within this strategic, dynamic and elusive organi-
sational context that public clients have to select their architect.
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There are two conflicting models to frame the process of architect selection
in the context of European tendering regulations. On the one hand, procurement
law appears to be based on a rational managerial decision model that assumes that
decision criteria for comparison of alternatives are known beforehand (Beach &
Connolly, 2005; Harrison, 1999). On the other hand, Kreiner (2006) suggests
that decision making during a design competition is actually a process of sense-
making instead of choice. Jury members see it as an obligation to select a winning
entry by consensus and usually try as hard as possible to reach this (Kazemian
& Rénn, 2009; Svensson, 2008). Criteria on which the final decision is based
are typically developed or specified during the process because such flexibility is
needed to create room for negotiation (Kreiner, 2006). This is in contrast with
the legal obligations to apply the same criteria and their relative weights as those
published in the call for proposals in order to be as transparent as possible. This
kind of transparency would enable competing architectural teams to be aware of
the potential importance of the preferences and biases of individual jury mem-
bers, but essentially winning a competition appears to be a matter of ‘pushing the
right button’ or finding the hidden key’ (Kreiner, 2007a).

According to Rénn (2008, p. 10) most difficulties in decision making during
the selection of an architect result from “a number of legitimate interests that need
to be weighed against each other, such as panel members who have different roles,
interests and judging qualifications, the competition programme that describes
the goals, brief, conditions, and requirements, the candidates who present differ-
ent solutions for the assignment and competition regulations which set the gen-
eral rules.” In my opinion the selection process of an architect should indeed be
considered as a process of sensemaking in which decision makers aim to select the
most suitable designer to deliver architectural design quality for a future build-
ing of a client. Rational decision processes that are implied by procurement law
often do not reflect the way in which selection decisions are made in practice but
do provide the context of the decision process. Architectural judgement and the
interpretation of legal requirements clearly need to be shaped accordingly. Both
architects and public clients lack knowledge of the ‘right’ way to implement the
EU legislation regarding the selection of service providers in architectural design.

1.3 Knowledge gaps and scientific challenges

Several knowledge gaps can be identified concerning the topic of architect se-
lection that also frame the scientific challenges in undertaking this research. In
the long history of design competitions hardly any actempts have been made to
observe, analyse or evaluate the process of selecting architects (van Wezemael,
2008). Most publications on design competitions show the rich diversity of sub-
missions accompanied by a statement of the jury about the relevance of competi-
tions for the architectural profession (e.g. de Haan & Haagsma, 1988; Glusberg,
1992). Others describe the aims, procedures, potentials and pitfalls in a histori-
cal perspective (Lipstadt, 2005; Spreiregen, 1979; Stichting Bouwresearch, 1980;
Sudjic, 2005) or the relevance of competitions for the architectural profession
(e.g. Collyer, 2004; Larson, 1994). In almost every publication the competition
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is experienced a unique phenomenon. Studies either focus on one competition,
the winning entries from a range of comparable competitions or on input from
a relatively small amount of experts. The experiences and interests of the client
as future user of the building are usually neglected (Nasar, 1999; Nasar & Kang,
1989). Manzoni (2010) found only 58 serious publications to include in her re-
view study about design competitions, which shows the limited research tradition
in the field. Manzoni distinguishes four major research themes over the past 35
years: the role of competitions and their (dis)advantages; their history; their sys-
tems and their adoptions across countries; and the management and organisation
of competitions. She found an increasing interest in competitions from the man-
agement and organisation studies in the last five year (e.g. Ewenstein & Whyte,
2007; Jones & Livne-Tarandach, 2008).

In the early 1970 Collins discussed the similarities and differences in legal
and architectural judgements without noticeable scientific consequences (Collins,
1971). Possibly the only publication that explicitly addresses EU procurement
law in architectural competitions was written by Judith Strong (1996), a former
Competitions Director for the Royal Institute of British Architects. Recently a
few scholars have studied the judgement process of jury panels in the current
context of design competitions (Kazemian & Rénn, 2009; Kreiner, 2006, 2008;
Silverberger, 2010; Spreiregen, 2008; Svensson, 2008), sometimes directly related
to the assessment of design quality and expertise (Ronn, 2010; Svensson, 2010)
or the strategies of architectural teams that join competitions (Kreiner, 2007a,
2007b; Manzoni, Morris, & Smyth, 2009). Only Kreiner (2006) explicitly ad-
dresses the sensemaking character of the decision process of the client while select-
ing a winner of a competition.

None of these publications address the impact of procurement on the proce-
dure and decision processes in a competition. Competition and tender publica-
tions and models have been written from the perspective of the architect (e.g.
van Campen & Hendrikse, 1997) or the legal advisor (e.g. Jansen, 2009), but
not from the perspective of the client or the management of a complex project
in a governance context. The available procedures are often taken as given and
no interest in shown in the considerations of the client or organiser made dur-
ing preparation and realization of the competitions. The long tradition of design
competitions could have opened up numerous possibilities if the competitions
had been well documented, structurally evaluated and scientifically compared.
Connections to fields of decision making, quality perception or strategic manage-
ment could easily have been made and could have supported the development of
current practice.

The initial ease with which the traditions of design competition, procurement
and partner search were merged implies that no real obstacles were experienced.
However, the increasing number of problems in current practice suggests that un-
derlying conflicts do exist. On the one hand, these problems appear to be caused
by the removal of essential elements that used to guarantee the proper function-
ing of the selection processes, such as an expert jury panel. On the other hand,
the merge seems to stress the inadequacies of the long standing tradition of design
competitions. Although the context of architect selection has changed, discussions
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in practice do not properly address these changes. Since the introduction of the
procurement directives in 2004 (Directive/18/EC of the European Parliament &
Council of the European Union) the selection of an architect is suddenly out in
the open. Architects participating in the selection process have the opportunity
to take their dissatisfaction to court. The increasing numbers of law cases shows a
cultural change in the attitude of architects in relation to their clients. This means
that the architectural profession is gradually looked upon from a legal perspective.
Terms such as fair competition, objectivity, and transparency now start to have
different meanings than they had in the era of design competitions. Case law deals
with legal reasoning rather than architectural reasoning. It is based on extreme
cases where practice led to a serious argument that could not be solved in a dia-
logue or by mediation. The dialogue that used to be perceived as essential for the
development of design quality is now conducted in presence of a judge, and the
focus has shifted from the product to procedural issues. There is a general lack of
insight into the preceding phases that led to an escalation of opinions.

Clients and consultants are remarkably absent from the discussions that tend
to be dominated by architects (e.g. Atelier Kempe Thill, 2008; Postel, 2001).
Most architects portray themselves as victims of the tender system rather than re-
sponsible actors, even those who also serve as members of jury panels themselves
(van der Pol, et al., 2009). With the exception of Atelier Kempe Till (2008), nei-
ther architects nor clients have approached this problem from a research perspec-
tive. In general discussions about tenders do not address cause and effect. They
tend only to describe the problems instead of critically analyzing them (see for
example Architectuur Lokaal, 2009a; van der Pol, et al., 2009). For example, cur-
rent literature does not discuss the differences between a design contest in which
the EU regulations are applied, and a design competition without this strict legal
framework. As far as I am aware of the evaluation process of jurors, neither the
differences between an expert jury panel and a mixed jury panel, nor the benefits
and disadvantages of the available procedures have ever been seriously addressed
scientifically. Without a proper analysis of the origin of problems, a solution can-
not easily be found.

The lack of a proper problem analysis is rooted in both the culture and the
multi-disciplinary character of the research field. In spite of its international char-
acter and the numerous journals and books on architecture, the field of architec-
tural design still has a rather limited empirical research traditio