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Inside the Jury Room: 
A Report on the Theory and Practice of Selecting a 

Winning Design 
 
 
Magnus Rönn, Chalmers University of Technology, mronn@chalmers.se 
Anna Braide, Chalmers University of Technology, anna.braide@chalmers.se 
Christian Koch, Halmstad University and University of Southern Denmark, christian.koch@hh.se 
 
 
Abstract  
This report discusses and theorizes the selection of winners in two architectural competitions held by 
the City of Norrköping in a format known in Sweden as “design developer competitions.”  The City 
organized the competitions in cooperation with Architects Sweden (a trade union and professional 
organization) and researchers affiliated with Chalmers University of Technology and Halmstad 
University. The first was an invited competition that included four design teams selected after 
prequalification by the organizer. The second was an open competition among six design teams. In both, 
the public organizer sought design proposals with climate- and energy-smart architecture, flexible 
layouts, and affordable costs. To achieve these objectives, the competitions were intended to serve as 
professional laboratories and experimental arenas that would support creativity and new thinking in 
architecture and construction. 
 
The aim is of this is to critically reflect and theorize about how qualified jurors have succeeded in 
identifying the best design solutions in the two Norrköping competitions. Through a close reading of 
transcribed field notes from meetings inside the jury room, the authors propose a judging theory that 
shows how professional jurors choose winning designs. Some of the fundamental dilemmas that 
confront jurors are highlighted. The idea behind this theorizing is that professionals making qualified 
assessments must go through certain critical steps for ethical reasons. In this model, finding the best 
solution is influenced by four factors: (a) context and policy, (b) design proposals and competition site, 
(c) judging process and competition program, and (d) selection of the winner in the jury report. The 
theorizing describes and explains how professionals act in fulfilling their assignment of identifying a 
winner. The theory represents a model of general interest for jury work in architecture and urban design 
competitions. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
This report presents findings from an investigation inside jury rooms of how winners were selected in 
two design developer competitions, a special form of architectural competition developed in Sweden. 
The modern architectural competition has developed from a tool for education into a professional prac-
tice and a field for research. Prior to the design developer competition, there was a long history of 
architectural competitions in Europe, starting in the eighteenth century in the design studios of the 
French Royal Academy of Architecture. By 1763, competitions were being used in training the school’s 
young designers in the academic ethos of architecture. According to Bergdoll (1989), the academy was 
dedicated to debating and judging students’ competition entries. With the French Revolution came the 
first “free” competition in 1793, which was open to anyone qualified (Wearn, 1996). In the mid-nine-
teenth century, the architectural competition became a professional practice in the growing industrial 
society. To compete for assignments became important. The competition was seen as a democratic 
institution in a market economy (Tostrup, 1999), and winning designs were expected to express the new 
era.  
 
Varied competition formats gradually stabilized around generally accepted rules supervised by the pro-
fessional associations of architects in Europe. These required there be (a) a program describing the task 
and its condition, (b) designers producing proposals, and (c) jurors judging the submissions. The 
selection of winners and financial compensation for participating designers are issues that are still being 
debated today. Now a hundred years later, architectural competitions have become a topic of research 
at universities. The first thesis on competitions in architecture and urban design was published in the 
Nordic countries in the 1980s. Also, in 1980s municipalities in Sweden began holding design developer 
competitions. This format is a product of deregulation and expanding market thinking in the construction 
industry; however, private companies need access to land for construction, and municipalities are huge 
landowners in Sweden. The design developer format is controlled locally by municipalities, and so far 
there are no national guidelines or standards approved by the participating companies because of 
deregulation. As a result, this competition format has taken on multiple faces and is widely varied in 
execution. 
 
Two design developer competitions were held by the City of Norrköping in 2022 as a part of an R&D 
project financed by Vinnova in search of future-oriented design solutions to the housing challenges of 
tomorrow.12 A growing population, now 145,000, is driving plans for new housing. Two competition 
formats were used: invited competition and open competition. The invited competition included four 
design teams selected after invitation and prequalification.3 The open competition had six competing 
design teams.4 Thus, jurors had to evaluate ten proposals in all and select a winner in each competition. 
This paper focuses on how the jury members examined the competition proposals, ranked their qualities, 
weighed the criteria in the program, and motivated their findings in a jury report. 
 
The R&D project is a joint venture between a public authority (the City of Norrköping as organizer of 
the competitions), academia (research support from Chalmers University of Technology and the 
University of Halmstad), and the private sector (design teams made up of architects, engineers, and de-
veloper/builders). The competitions were intended to serve as professional laboratories and ex-
perimental arenas to support creativity and new thinking in architecture and construction. In the two 
competitions in Norrköping, the organizer sought multidisciplinary design teams to address complex 
and future-oriented challenges. The global objective was to promote proposals with the following 
characteristics: (a) provide housing of high architectural quality that fits in well on the site; (b) produce 
more renewable energy than it uses; (c) reduce CO2 emissions by 40 percent compared to regular 
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housing; (d) support circular resource management in architecture and construction; (e) support social 
sustainability through flexible-plan apartments that meet a diversity of needs and households that grow 
and shrink over time; (f) affordable to rent or own; (g) offer housing qualities, functionality, and ex-
periences of beauty in everyday life; and (h) address challenges facing the local community through 
creativity and new thinking in design, construction, and housing management. 
 
The organizer specified the task in two competition programs that included descriptions of the purpose, 
competition sites, judging criteria and jurors, delivery requirements, and information about the detailed 
plans for development. These programs were produced by the municipality in collaboration with 
Chalmers University of Technology, Halmstad University, and Architects Sweden (a trade union and 
professional organization for architects and urban planners). The two programs and their conditions 
were approved by Architects Sweden. Thus, the competitions may be seen as a combination of pro-
fessional practice and research expertise from scholars who specialize in competitions, housing, and 
construction management. The researchers involved (Braide, Koch, and Rönn) participated actively in 
developing the programs for the two design developer competitions.  
 
The municipality was seeking architecture that would provide flexible apartment layouts, affordable 
housing, energy-positive solutions, significant reduction in CO2 emissions, circular resource manage-
ment, and innovation. One motive behind the competition was to test how CO2 emissions could be 
reduced through early steering in design and construction. According to the Swedish National Board of 
Housing, Building and Planning, the construction and real estate industry in Sweden is responsible for 
21% of the total emissions of greenhouse gases.5 The average level of CO2 emissions for residential 
buildings in Sweden has been set at 318 kg CO2e/m2 GFA (gross floor area) for the construction of 
multifamily residential buildings in Modules A1–A5 in Sweden (Malmqvist et al, 2021). The objective 
in the competitions was a 40% reduction, which translates to maximum emission of 191 kg CO2e/m2 
GFA in the design proposals. Together with the energy-positive requirement, emissions reduction was 
a major reason behind the search for multidisciplinary design teams that could find good solutions to 
“wicked” design problems (Rittel & Webber, 1973). The R&D project addresses the need for climate-
smart architecture, flexible apartments (Braide, 2023), socially sustainable housing (Braide, 2019), and 
innovation. Flexibility was identified as a design strategy that can respond to the needs of households 
and families that grow and shrink over time.  
 
Objectives and Questions 
This report intends to produce knowledge about how juries in design developer competitions select an 
overall best solution. The findings are developed out of one case study that includes two competitions. 
The investigation takes an explorative research approach. The specific purpose is to show, understand, 
theorize, and critically reflect on how design proposals are evaluated.  
 
Key data from the competitions are: (a) objectives, (b) judging criteria, and (c) delivery demands in the 
competition programs; (d) assessment materials (design proposals, jury reports, expert reports, detailed 
development plans, and municipal guidelines); and (e) observations and (f) field notes from inside the 
jury room. The following four aspects and research questions will be investigated: 
 
• Objectives and judging criteria: How have the design proposals been ranked by the juries in relation 

to the competition objectives, judging criteria, and assessment materials? 
• Judging design proposals: What kind of values, qualities, and shortcomings in the design proposals 

have been identified, reviewed, and compared by the jurors? 
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• Assessment process and working method: How have the juries been organized, and what were the 
critical steps observed when they were selecting an overall best solution to the task?  

• Jury decision and report: How were the winning designs chosen, and how did the juries motivate 
their judgments in their public jury reports? 
 

Case Study and Action Research 
This investigation is a case study involving two competitions. They must be understood in both a local 
context (Groat & Wang, 2002) and in a more general one of contests in architecture, construction, and 
urban design (Flyvberg, 2006). The jury work is presented as a thick description to maximize the lear-
ning (Stake, 2000; Geertz, 2008). The research group (Braide, Koch, and Rönn) participated in pre-
parations for the competitions and played an active role in designing the competition programs and their 
appendices. The group has been actively developing and testing the design developer competition as a 
municipal toolbox for eliciting innovative proposals. For design teams, the competition can be a pro-
fessional laboratory and experimental arena for supporting creativity and new thinking in the search for 
solutions to complex design challenges. Based only on a competition program, the competitors produce 
design proposals for the task at hand. Their interest is focused on producing a single scheme. There is 
no supervising or demanding client for the designers to manage. Nor can jurors intervene in the design 
process when the submissions must be presented anonymously. These conditions provide a kind of 
freedom that allows professionals to test fresh design ideas and visualize new concepts. Thus, the 
competition may serve as a professional laboratory and experimental arena for developing innovative 
proposals that respond to challenges in the competition program. 
 
Methods 
With reference to Nigel Cross (2006), the research methods can be described as follows: 

 
• Interviews with the winning design teams: Professionals in two winning design team were inter-

viewed. Their fields are architecture, landscape architecture, energy, climate footprint, ecological 
sustainability, circular resource management, and implementation. The team includes project deve-
loppers and builders. Altogether, 16 interviews were conducted with professionals on the design 
teams.  

• Field notes and observations: The research group took part in the jury meetings. The jury work was 
observed inside the jury room and documented through field notes. These notes proved important 
in understanding the jury’s evaluations. The jury needed four to five meetings for each competition 
to examine the design proposals, identify the winning design, and agree on the wording of their jury 
reports. 

• Action research methods in designing the competition program: The active involvement by the 
research group in the competitions can be seen as engaged scholarship (Van de Ven, 2007) and as 
an example of action research approaches (Carlsson & Koch, 2014). This participation requires a 
distance to the research object, a need for critical reflection on the findings, and an awareness of the 
researcher’s role in R&D projects when findings are identified and results are presented.  

• Testing the competition formats: This study is a part of the research group’s efforts to test the 
design developer competition as a municipal tool to promote innovative thinking and support 
creative solutions to housing needs. Seen from the competitors’ perspective, the competitions in 
Norrköping may serve as professional laboratories and experimental arenas for new ideas. The or-
ganizer provides both a challenging task and a professional jury for the evaluation. 

• Reflecting and theorizing about the evaluation of design proposals: The collected data was used 
to describe the assessment of design proposals in steps that are necessary for a professional jury that 
must select a winner in a credible way. The juror needs to identify, see, and reinforce differences in 
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the solutions presented. They compare and rank the designs, identify the values they perceive in 
each contribution, and finally justify their choice of winner in a public statement. It is important for 
jurors that the competing design teams, their colleagues, and elected officials in Norrköping all 
accept their choice of winner. 

 
Empirical Work 
The accumulated data, information, and knowledge comprise primarily documents from the City of 
Norrköping, interviews of professionals on the winning design teams, field notes and observations from 
the jury meetings, and information on websites. The competition documents consist of competition 
programs and their appendices, ten design proposals, the jury reports, and expert evaluations regarding 
energy solutions and carbon emissions. The entries have been presented in drawings, illustrations, 
spreadsheets, digital models, and written descriptions of the design ideas. The submissions for the two 
Norrköping competitions include site design, buildings, apartments, and construction methods, as well 
as appendices that account for rent level, energy usage, and climate impact.  
 
Local Guidelines 
The design objectives, judging criteria, and delivery requirements were established in the competition 
programs. In addition, the juries relied on several complementary documents in their evaluations: 
detailed development plans for competition sites (detaljplaner för tävlingtomterna), Guidelines for 
Municipal Land Allocation in the City of Norrköping (Riktlinjer för kommunala markanvisningar i 
Norrköpings kommun), Action Plan for Land Allocation for Housing Construction (Handlingsplan för 
marktilldelning vid bostadsbyggande), and Architecture City Norrköping (Arkitekturstaden Norrköp-
ing).  
 
Inside the Jury Room 
The most important and critical data in this study of how juries reviewed competition entries were the 
research team’s field notes and observation from the jury meetings. These data provide firsthand 
experience of how design proposals are evaluated, showing how the juries conducted their work and 
illuminating the process by which winners were selected. The research team followed the jury’s work 
inside the jury room in both competitions. The jurors had four or five meetings per competition for 
identifying a winning design and agreeing upon the jury report. The final editing of the reports was made 
by an exchange of email among the jury members. 
 
LEARNING FROM PRACTICE AND RESEARCH 
 
This section presents professional advice. Professional organizations publish guidelines for running 
competitions in architecture and urban design. They have a complex relationship to the companies in 
the construction industry. Their advice seems to be both an attempt to share lessons learned from practice 
and an attempt to advocate for competitions and marketing their competition services. We will begin by 
commenting on recommendations provided by associations of architects in the United States, Sweden, 
Norway, Denmark, and Finland. These guidelines offer advice about how to conduct a qualified assess-
ment of entries and how a jury should report its ranking of design proposals. The guidelines can be seen 
as a global commitment to a fair and professional competition in architecture and urban design. The 
Handbook of Architectural Design Competition, published in 1982 by the American Institute of 
Architects, has a special section on the function and composition of a jury, member commitment and 
obligation, jury reporting, etc. The paragraph starts by stating that the function of a jury is to examine 
submissions (design proposals) with respect to the competition program and its requirements. The client 
(organizer) gets support in a competition from a jury for its evaluation and the “selection of the best 
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solution should be made by experts in the appropriate field” so the competitors “can be confident in the 
ability of juries to judge their work fairly and fully. The quality of the jurors thus helps determine … the 
quality of submitted designs” (p. 19). 
 
In the American handbook, the jury work is described as demanding (“the task of judging numerous 
architectural designs is extremely demanding”), and the jury needs two to five meetings to choose a 
winner (p. 19). This corresponds to the jury meetings in the Norrköping competitions. Furthermore, the 
juries “must have a commitment to the competitions process and an interest in the subject that calls forth 
a particular competitive effort” (p. 19). The jury “should regard the competition program as a contractual 
document binding equally on them as it is on competitors and sponsor” (p. 19). The competition program 
defines the design problem the competitors should respond to. The jury’s ethical obligation is to apply 
the competition program in judging all submitted work. Anyone who accepts a position on a jury also 
approves the competition program. In the Norrköping competitions, the proposals had to be presented 
anonymously to the jury. This requirement reflects ideas of fair play and equal terms. The jurors in 
competitions requiring anonymity must make the following promises: 
 
• Have no contact with any of the competitors,  
• Devote themselves fully to the task of evaluating entries on the days established for judging,  
• Respect and maintain the anonymity of the submissions,  
• Abide by the requirements of the competition program in evaluating the competitors’ entries,  
• Refrain from interjecting considerations in addition to or contrary to those specifically described in 

the program,  
• Make every effort to arrive at a consensus regarding the selection of a winner, 
• Submit a report explaining their decision(s). 

 
The American handbook suggests that jurors should be appointed by the organizer (sponsor/client) in 
consultation with a professional advisor. Although the expertise needed depends on the task, the 
handbook recommends that “a majority of jury members in an architectural competition should be 
architectural professionals with substantial knowledge and skill” (p. 20). This will ensure that “informed 
judgements are made regarding the merits of the competitors’ proposals,” and “architects are in the best 
position to understand the drawings and visualize the finished product indicated in the graphic material 
submitted by other architects” (p. 20). Experienced architect jurors are presumed to be able to determine 
if a particular design is buildable technically and economically. In the two Norrköping competitions, the 
jurors included outside as well as in-house architects, engineers, and a public servant charged with 
energy issues. 
 
Evaluation: Judging Design Proposals in the United States 
The American Institute of Architects describes the working method for evaluation in design compete-
tions as follows: “A jury’s selection of award winners is made by a progressive elimination of entries” 
(p. 22). Decisions on excluding submissions from further evaluation may be made in consensus or by 
vote, depending on how many proposals the jury must examine. More important than how eliminations 
are made “is the exchange of views that takes place during a jury’s deliberations, for the decisions a jury 
makes grow out of the dialogue that members have with one another” (p. 22). After a complete review, 
the remaining design proposal will now be the focus of the jury’s attention.  
 
Some criteria are more difficult to apply than others. Design criteria typically have an open character 
and must be interpreted in the specific context. Towards the end of the evaluation, there are only a 
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limited number of good design proposals left in the competition as possible winners. At this point, 
according to the guidelines, the design review sometimes become more demanding. When the jury has 
agreed on a winner, the result is presented in a report describing the competition process, the work of 
the jury, the submissions, and how they have been ranked. The jury comments on the merits and 
shortcomings of each. Finally, the jury justifies its selection of the overall best solution to the task. The 
jury statement can also address ambiguities in the winning proposal that need to be processed further in 
the next stage. According to the AIA, the jury report has three basic functions:  

 
• It is written evidence to competitors, sponsor, and public alike that the evaluation and selection 

proceedings were fair and careful, thus conferring both a procedural and aesthetic legitimacy on the 
prize-winning designs; 

• It is an educational document that describes criteria for evaluating design, stimulating thought for 
competitors, professionals, end-users, and the public; and 

• It is an historic document that lists the winners and explains why a specific design was chosen, thus 
elucidating the values attendant to the creation of a structure at a particular time and place.  
 

The jury report serves several ethical considerations. The jury informs competing colleagues, organizing 
bodies, decision makers, and professionals in related associations about its assessment. But it also 
addresses local neighbors and stakeholders and the wider community who are likely to be affected by 
the competition and the implementation of the winning design. They have a right to be informed. Pro-
fessional jury members may feel a long-term responsibility. Implementation reaches beyond the 
contemporary requirements of the competition at hand, and the long lifespan of the buildings affects 
future generations. 
 
The Nordic Model for Competitions: Judging Design Proposals in Scandinavia 
The professional organizations for architects in the Nordic countries market competition services on 
their websites and produce guideline for jurors and clients. They have special divisions that sell 
competition services to potential organizers. The advice they offer for jury work is much the same as 
the recommendations of the American Institute of Architects. In Finland, the basic conditions for jury 
work can be found in the description of roles for architectural competitions. Although there is a common 
core among the Nordic countries, the execution of competitions shows some cultural differences. In 
Sweden, there are two guidelines published by Architects Sweden: Arranging an Architecture Compe-
tition (Att anordna en arkitekttävling, 2021) and A Publication on Jury Work and Assessment (En skrift 
om juryarbete och bedömning, undated). Corresponding information can be found on the association’s 
website.6 The advice can be summarized in nine points:  

 
• Read the competition program carefully: The program defines the conditions for both the jurors 

and the competitors. The program is as an agreement and may not be changed afterwards. 
• Jury at work: A careful analysis of the program is required for the correct evaluation of the design 

proposals. There are lessons to be learned in all the proposals.  
• The beginning of the assessment: Start by reading each proposal. Avoid hasty prioritization.  
• Checklist: A good way to review the proposals is to use a checklist (criteria) that has been adapted 

to the particular competition. This facilitates comparison among the contributions.  
• Ranking: Experience shows that grading designs with points is of limited value. A summation of 

points easily gives a misleading result. Make an overall assessment based on qualities.  
• Qualities and values: A part of the assessment is to analyze which characteristics are most decisive 

for a good solution. These qualities and values should be given special attention.  
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• Interests: Different interests and skills are usually present in the jury. Listen to each other—avoid 
territorial surveillance. A complex task cannot be solved through suboptimization. 

• Fundamental ideas: Assessment should focus primarily on the driving ideas of the proposals, not 
how free of error in detail they are. The details can be improved in the next stage. 

• Balance: The assessment often involves a weighing of costs versus qualities in design proposals. 
Quality should be valued first. 

• Ethical considerations and fairness: Only members of the jury, its secretary, and consulting experts 
shall be present during the assessment. Jurors must attend all meetings. When judging anonymous 
proposals, jurors must not make assumptions about the author. The competition administrators may 
not be present at the judging, since they may know the identity of the competitors. 

 
In the Norrköping competitions, the initial plan was for the division of Architects Sweden that handles 
competitions to act as jury secretary and guide the evaluation. However, they withdrew because that 
division was not enthusiastic about researchers examining the design review, which partly can be 
explained by the recommendation that no “outsiders” should be present inside the jury room. 
 
The Norwegian recommendation for planning competitions from 2018 is called Competition Guide 
(Konkurransveileder) and has been published by the National Association of Norwegian Architects and 
the Association of Consulting Architects in Norway. This guideline is more comprehensive compared 
to the recommendation by Architects Sweden. Another difference is that the Norwegian guide clearly 
highlights the relationship between the juror’s expertise and the quality of their assessment. The jury 
must be both broadly composed and contain a variety of skills. However, no less than one third of the 
jury members must be architects in design competitions. This demand follows the EU regulation for 
project competitions. Furthermore, the Norwegian guide emphasizes the importance of having architects 
with recognized talent and good reputations in the jury, which in turn is assumed to enhance the 
attractiveness of the competition. That would presumably encourage architecture firms to invest more 
resources in design proposals. Thus, a jury of expert professionals is considered to motivate participation 
in the competitions. In addition, the Norwegian guide argues for the importance of the developer 
(client/organizer) being well represented on the jury. Both the organizer and developer need to feel 
ownership of the winning design and contribute to a trouble-free implementation.  
 
The Norwegian guide comments on two support functions in the competition: the secretary and the 
competition administrator. Jury secretary is described as a qualified role and should be treated as a 
separate function. The recommendation is to select an architect to serve as secretary in design com-
petitions. The secretary should not be a regular jury member. The reason is the challenge of combining 
the responsibility for taking notes and minutes while also assessing the pros and cons of each proposal. 
The competition administrator is to be a point of contact, receiving and registering submissions and 
checking whether the proposals meet the requirements in the competition program. It is also the 
competition administrator who handles the communication between the jury/organizer and competitors 
to preserve their anonymity. The competition program usually has some unforeseen shortcomings or 
demands that need to be clarified. Questions from competitors need to be answered.  It is the competition 
administrator who sends the organizer’s replies to the competitors. 
 
The secretary should summarize the competition in a report and coordinate the jurors’ opinions of the 
design proposals. The Norwegian guide argues that the jury must make a well-developed statement. 
Firstly, the report must present the important advice from the jury as to the next step in the process and 
indicate how the winning proposal should be further developed. This advice is aimed at the client, the 
organizer, and the competitors. Secondly, the jury report is regarded as feedback to the participants in 
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the competition. The competing design teams must be able to see that the jurors have done a thorough 
and serious job and found the best proposal in the competition. Thirdly, the benefit of the competition 
must be made visible according to the guidelines. The jury’s statement should therefore present pro-
fessional learnings from the competition and provide an exchange of knowledge. Even the competitors 
who were not highly ranked should benefit from their participation in the competition.  
 
In 2020, the Danish Association of Architects, in cooperation with the Danish Association of Architec-
tural Firms, published Guidelines for Project Competitions: 7 Good Tips (Vejledning til projektkonkur-
rencer – 7 gode råd). This is also a comprehensive guideline for planning and organizing competitions. 
The target group is the developer/client and their advisors. The focus is on the project competition, 
which in turn includes the production of architectural concepts as well as building design and planning 
activities. The background to the guidelines is a survey of transaction costs in competitions. The study 
was carried out on behalf of the Danish Association of Architects and the Danish Association of Archi-
tecture Firms. According to the survey, it is too costly for architects and developers to produce design 
proposals. The overall recommendation, therefore, is to simplify the competition program and select the 
best design concepts. The developer should trust advice from professional consultants. To evaluate the 
pros and cons of design proposals, a skilled eye is needed. The Danish guidelines’ seven good tips for 
the client can be summarized as follows: 

 
• Apply good advice: Hire professionals for the planning of the competition process and the develop-

ment of the competition program. They can contribute knowledge about both the program and the 
process and will make sure that every step of the competition is executed in a good way.  

• Simplify the competition program: Even if the competition task is complex, no extensive program 
is needed. Simplify the needed documents. This will liberate resources on both sides of the table 
and create space for good ideas.  

• Use professionals in the jury: Always include professionals on the jury. They can convey the 
architectural qualities of the submissions and ensure that the client receives a qualified evaluation. 

• Focus on ideas: The competition should result in a clear architectural scheme that fulfils the com-
petition program. The submission requirements should be limited to necessary visualizations, 
drawings, models, and descriptions. The proposal should be submitted as digital presentations.  

• Pick the most robust project: The winning design should be selected based on fundamental ideas, 
originality, and robustness. The design will later be weighed against financial issues. A robust 
project can be altered without losing its qualities. Details can be resolved later. 

• Budget: There must be an overall budget for implementing the winning design. The financial costs 
for the realization of the project must be detailed in the next step. 

• Be an ambitious developer: The competition creates a foundation for the project. Success is depen-
dent on the client’s ambitions. Therefore, assemble a strong team of experts to assess the design 
solutions submitted for the competition task. 
 

The Danish guidelines try to mitigate the high transaction costs of architectural competitions for design 
teams and developers/clients. This format is used when the intent is for the winning submission to lead 
to a design commission and ultimately implemented and built. The high cost in the early stage is the 
reason for simplifying the execution of project competitions. The guidelines also include an overview 
of the project competition to inform potential clients about the process. This paragraph presents typical 
steps such as planning the competition, prequalification (for invited competitions), programming the 
competition task, competitors designing proposals, assessment, jury report, and negotiating the design 
commission and signing a contract. 
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In summary, four conditions stand out in the Nordic and American guidelines. Firstly, the guidelines are 
embedded in a professional culture that is rooted in the history of architecture. It is the architects’ 
interests that are highlighted. The contribution of other actors is minimized. Secondly, the guidelines 
are published to promote the specific competition format approved by architects’ professional organi-
zations in the Nordic countries. This format is marketed on the organizations’ websites as to a tool for 
creativity and new thinking that produces qualities and values for clients as well as society. Thirdly, 
there are only minor references to research in the Handbook of Architectural Design Competition by the 
American Institute of Architects. Its advice seems to be founded on the professional experiences of 
architects and public organizers. The Danish guidelines are being revised to address a recognized 
problem in competitions: the burden of comprehensive programs and the high cost of generating a pro-
posal. Simplification is intended to mitigate these barriers while to safeguarding the benefits. Fourthly, 
the guidelines published by Architects Sweden have not influenced the jury work in the two Norrköping 
competitions. None of the jurors referred to these guidelines as they organized the assessment and 
discussed how the evaluation should be carried out.  
 
Theory and Research on Competitions 
The academic research on competition in architecture and urban design has developed out of scientific 
conferences and research projects presented in anthologies, theses, and articles (Anderson, Bloxham, 
Zettersen & Rönn, 2016). This body of academic knowledge can be divided into two overall categories: 
(a) architectural competition seen from an architectural history perspective and (b) architectural com-
petition as a contemporary phenomenon of modern society. Important conferences on competition have 
been held in Princeton (2005), Stockholm (2008), Copenhagen (2010), Montreal (2012), Helsinki 
(2012), Delft (2014), Leeds (2016), Amsterdam (2017), Vilnius (2018), and Checiny (2018).7 Besides 
these conferences, several scientific journals have published thematic issues on competitions in ar-
chitecture and urban design: Journal of Architectural Education (No 1984-2), Journal of Architectural 
and Planning Research (No 1990-2), Nordic Journal of Architectural Research (No 2010-2/3 and No 
2012-1), Scandinavian Journal of Management (No 2011-1), Geographic Helvetia (No 2011-2), and 
FORMakademisk (No 2013-4 and No 2014-1). A new research area seems to be emerging. The academic 
research on competitions is young, but there is an increasing number of scientific articles on compe-
titions in architecture and urban design. Laryea and Watermeyer (2020), for example, have identified 
359 articles in the Scopus database. A closer examination shows that the authors could have found many 
more scientific articles by searching in other databases. Nevertheless, few studies have focused on jury 
work in competitions. 
 
Some scholars have studied evaluation by jurors in architectural competition looking for sustainable 
design solutions (Goubran, 2021; Cuccuzella, 2020). The transformation of objectives from competition 
briefs to proposals evaluated by jurors can be understood as design, critique, or translation. Chupin 
(2011) regards the judging of entries in competitions as a design process and consequently interprets 
comments from jurors as a matter of re-design. Architecture critique is probably a much better way of 
understanding how design proposals are evaluated by professionals (Attoe, 1978; Lundequist, 2002; 
Lymer 2010). Students of architecture are trained to present projects and review design qualities by the 
practice of architectural critique (Murphy, Ivarsson & Lymer, 2012; Oh, et al, 2013). Architecture criti-
que may also be found in three aspects of the Norrköping competitions: (a) as a method used by jurors 
in judging design proposals, (b) as written statements in the jury reports, and (c) as comments made by 
coworkers at the office on their design responses to the competition briefs.  
 
A handful of articles show how design proposals are reviewed by juries inside the jury room. Some 
examine the evaluation of juries in dialogue competitions. In these studies, competitors have presented 
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drafts and discussed their design ideas with jurors in face-to-face sessions (Lans & Volker, 2008; 
Kreiner, 2010; Silberberger, 2011; Cucuzella, 2011; Kreiner, Jacobsen & Jensen, 2011; Kreiner, 2012; 
Memon & Vanderburg, 2014; Meyer, 2016; Jacobsen & Kamstrup, 2017). However, the conditions for 
evaluating drafts in dialogue competitions differ from judging anonymized proposals. In the Norrköping 
competitions, the jury and the competitors were not allowed to communicate with each other. The public 
organizer required anonymized entries. For the competitors in such cases, designing solutions becomes 
a kind of “shadow dancing” with an absent partner. The idea behind anonymity in competition, a com-
mon demand in competition rules and briefs, is that the jurors shall make assessments without knowing 
the authors behind the submissions. Anonymized proposal is assumed to promote fair play and equal 
terms. Juries are obligated to identify and review qualities that can be found in the design proposals 
without external considerations about the design team. 
 
Leif Östman (2012) reports on the jury work in an idea competition in Finland that included four design 
proposals. The competition objective was to find ideas for a county center in a publicly organized 
competition. Östman was a member of the jury and made field notes during the evaluation. The jury 
consisted of twelve individuals: five elected officials, four leading administrators from the county, and 
three external professional jurors, one of which represented the Finnish Association of Architects. The 
judging in competitions approved by the architect’s association is kept secret from outsiders, according 
to Östman. For this reason, there are few studies on the judging processes inside the jury room. Kreiner 
(2020) also concludes that the jury work in competitions is one of the best-kept secrets: “Juries are 
seldom accessible for observation, and many jury members appear surprisingly unaware of the intri-
cacies of assessing the competing design proposals” (p. 31). Östman reports that the evaluation, as 
expected, started with formalities and a short presentation of the jurors followed by an examining of the 
contributions. During the second meeting, one of the professional jurors pointed out a proposal as 
inadequate within the urban structure at the site, “Suddenly, we all saw and accepted this conclusion” 
(2012, P. 132). This was the first strong statement in a series of judgements in the evaluation process 
that are not clearly noted in the meeting minutes. In the third session, the chairperson wanted the jury to 
single out a winner. The meeting began with a discussion of the difficulties of finding a best solution, 
and the jurors were not certain how to proceed. Although the assessment was clearly constructive, it 
became obvious to Östman “that the two of the lay jurors and I as a professional jurors favored” one 
solution, in contrast to the other jurors, but there was no strong antagonism between the different 
opinions (2012, p. 138). However, the conflict inside the jury room was not bridged. The professional 
jurors decided to select two entries as joint winners. Having two winning designs is rare in competitions 
and can be seen as a failure. This may happen in ideas competitions, since their organizers don’t promise 
in the competition program that they will lead to a commission and implementation.  
 
Charlotte Svensson (2008) has investigated the evaluation of contributions inside the jury room in two 
Swedish architectural competitions that were approved by Architects Sweden. Both competitions were 
organized by small municipalities. The first case was an invited competition with four entries by com-
petitors selected after prequalification (Svensson, 2009). The objective was to rebuild a school building 
and make space for an extension. The jury consisted of nine members: two architects, three local elected 
officials, two teachers and two directors from the local administration. In this case, public opinion 
influenced the evaluation of design proposals inside the jury room: another school had to be closed, 
which caused debate among citizens and put pressure on the local jurors. Svensson identified two 
separate strategies for judging and decision-making among the jurors. She described them as evaluation 
through architecture critique (Attoe, 1978) versus ranking by transforming qualities into scored charac-
teristics with differentiated values for counting the outcome as points, which represents a rational 
decision-making process (Bazerman, 2006). The assessment turned into a positioning in the jury room 
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between architects and design laymen. After three meetings, the jury identified a winner. Financial 
issues and the need to have a qualified architect who was willing to cooperate became crucial in choosing 
the best proposal. 
 
In the second case study, Svensson (2012) examined how the jury selected a winner in an open archite-
ctural competition by following the review inside the jury room. The organizer was looking for a cultural 
building suitable for the town’s annual song festival. The mission for the jury was to choose a winning 
design proposal from among 94 entries. The submissions had to be sorted into different design principals 
to make sense. The jury comprised eight individuals: four architects (including the city architect), two 
local elected officials, and two professionals representing musical arrangement and festival. The jury 
secretary, from Architects Sweden, acted as counselor in the evaluation process. The first meeting lasted 
two days and started with discussion of the assignment and of how the proposals could be sorted 
preliminarily and judged in steps. The jurors then reduced the 94 entries to 47. In the next step, they 
further reduced the field to 15 strong design proposals. Now the jurors studied the entries in more detail. 
In the following session, each juror had to pick five favorites. However, no obvious best solution could 
be seen, and a negative attitude began spreading among the jurors. 
 
The final jury meeting opened in a doubtful condition. The jurors started the review by placing physical 
scale models of the entries into a larger town model of the competition area. One by one, each of the 
proposed buildings was put into the town model. This created a new opportunity to evaluate the com-
peting contributions visually, and Svensson observed that enthusiasm returned to the jury room. There 
was a winner. The jurors all saw that one of the design proposals fit best into the site. The members 
were convinced by what they saw with their eyes, and this bridged the differences between architects 
and layman. In their prior discussions, the design favored by the laymen had the visual appearance of a 
guitar. The facade was easy to read and related clearly to the competition objective of a cultural building 
for music. The architects, on the other hand, disliked this scheme. They preferred another that had a 
complex design with a modernist expression of vertical strips and glass in the facade. These two entries 
had different types of architectural rhetoric. The assessment generated a learning process that produced 
knowledge about the entries and their pros and cons. The comparison of the proposals created a 
foundation for ranking design qualities that combined reason and feelings. The power of the visual 
dimension, shown in the model, became obvious in the final decision. Svensson concluded that the jurors 
identified a winner by looking at the model, as was later pointed out in the jury report.  
 
One of the lessons learned from the case studies in Finland and Sweden is that, in several meetings, 
jurors representing different interests struggled to choose a winner. Differences must be bridged in the 
final decision for a project competition intended to implement a winning design. This is the case in 
Svensson’s articles. Judging proposals appears to be a question of identifying values and visualizing 
qualities. Professionals can demonstrate options that can be seen in the proposed schemes. The designs 
are judged by eye. Another important lesson is that the world outside the jury room influences the judg-
ing, even if design proposals are presented anonymously. However, the reported jury processes in Fin-
land and Sweden exhibit exceptions in terms of outcome, different from our research on design devel-
oper competitions. The number of submissions differ. Open architectural competitions in Finland may 
have from 30 to 250 proposals (Kazemian, Svensson & Rönn. 2007). To single out a winner among 94 
submissions has never been the case in a design developer competition, to the best of our knowledge. In 
Sweden, this competition format has seldom more the 20 contributions. The learnings of these cases are 
therefore somewhat limited and underline a gap in the research. 
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Juror at work inside the jury room in the Norrköpings-competitions. Photo: Magnus Rönn 
 
CASE STUDY: THE TWO DESIGN DEVELOPER COMPETITIONS 
 
There were a total of ten design proposals to be assessed by the jurors in the two Norrköping compe-
titions. The invited competition received four submissions. Only rental housing was required. The site 
has a suburban location. The price of the competition site is 3,500 SEK/m2 RFA (residential floor area). 
The neighborhood includes a pre-school, playground, detached houses, and semi-detached houses. The 
master plan is open and allows housing in three stories (Appendix 1). 
 
The open competition generated six design proposals. The site is part of a large transformation of the 
port into a new downtown district. The price of the competition site is SEK 4,800 SEK m2 RFA. The 
detailed development plan stipulated that the land be used for housing with ground-floor commercial 
space. Residential buildings could be up to seven stories high. The competition program left it up to the 
design team to choose between rental and ownership of the apartments. The detailed development plan 
gave a lot of specific regulations steering the design and use of the site (Appendix 2). In addition, there 
a special aesthetic program developed for the transformation of district was to be applied in the compe-
tition. 
 
The two competitions were similar in purpose, assessment criteria, submission requirements, and jury 
composition. Both competitions presented a complex challenge for design teams. The organizer was 
trying to create housing that (a) had high architectural quality and fit into the context well; (b) produced 
more renewable energy than it used; (c) reduced CO2 emissions by 40% compared to the average multi-
story building (191 kg CO2e/m2 GFA); (d) promoted circular resource management in architecture and 
construction; (e) contributed to social sustainability through flexible apartments that met a diversity of 
needs, including allowing households to grow and shrink over time and providing space for communal 
activities; (f) had affordable rent/costs and simultaneously fulfilled demands for climate-smart and 
ecologically sustainable housing; (g) supported housing qualities, functions, and experiences of beauty; 
and (h) addressed challenges in the local community with creative solutions and innovation in design, 
construction, and management.  
 
The competition programs had five appendixes. The objective was to support the design teams in their 
production of design solutions. The five appendices focused on: 1) design strategy for flexibility in 
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housing, 2) template for energy management describing how energy should be reported, 3) template for 
climate declaration describing how CO emissions should be presented, 4) template describing circularity 
in architecture and construction, and 5) template describing how innovation can be understood in design 
developer competitions.  
 
Jury and Assessment Criteria 
The jurors for each of the two competitions consist of seven people, five appointed by the municipality 
and two external members chosen by the research group. Their task was to rank the contributions and 
identify a winner. The jurors had to judge the design proposals by weighing eight criteria of equal im-
portance:  

 
• Architectural quality 
• Energy use 
• Climate footprint  
• Circular processes 
• Social sustainability 
• Affordable rent/cost 
• Innovation 
• Developability 

 
The criteria for energy, climate, and affordability were measurable and could be quantified. The other 
five criteria had soft characteristics and dealt with quality, which is typical in architecture and urban 
design competitions. The jurors were to interpret and clarify these soft criteria while assessing the 
submissions.  
 
Submission Requirements 
The design proposals were be presented on five posters in A1 format. The submissions had to be 
anonymously presented and include all required drawings, illustrations, models, descriptions, and three 
appendices. The requirements can be summarized as follows: 

 
• Site plan at scale 1:400 showing the buildings in their setting as well as the site design and zones.  
• One perspective illustration showing the design proposal in its context. 
• One illustration showing the courtyard design. 
• Two sections at scale 1:400 of the residential buildings and landscaping. 
• Complete facade drawing at scale 1:400 indicating materials and colors. 
• Detailed drawings at scale 1:50 showing material transitions, eaves, balconies, windows, and en-

trances. 
• Apartment layouts at scale 1:200 of varying sizes to fit different households, with one solution 

furnished. 
• Digital model of the buildings.  
• A brief description of architectural qualities and fundamental ideas, design strategies, energy mana-

gement, circularity, innovations, and construction methods.  
• Appendix 1: A summary of energy management according to a provided template. 
• Appendix 2: A climate declaration reporting CO2 emissions according to a provided template,  
• Appendix 3: A report on the number of apartments and rent cost. 
 
The energy solutions and the climate declarations from the competing design teams were evaluated by 
two independent external experts. They reported their findings to the jurors in written statements. 
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Case 1: The invited competition 
In the first case, the jury needed four meetings to choose a winner from among the design proposals. 
They conducted two face-to-face meetings, one online meeting, and one hybrid meeting with jurors both 
in person and online. The evaluation started on October 4, 2022 with a two-day meeting. The jury was 
informed that one submission was missing a digital model, and they notified the design team that they 
must send in the model within one day. The organizer had prepared hard copies of the proposals and 
presented them in the jury room. The jury administrator handed out a template with the judging criteria 
for scoring. This tool was intended as an aid in ranking the proposals. The administrator also gave a 
general overview of the future of the area and put the competition site in a planning context. The jurors 
presented themselves and the researcher’s role as observers was clarified. After this introduction, the 
evaluation began with a presentation of the design proposals. 
 
Round 1: An overview 
Jury meeting October 4, 2022. One of the jurors from the organizer acted as session leader and presented 
the main characteristics of the design proposals one by one. The presentation of the submissions was 
accompanied by descriptive comments from jurors, evaluative judgments and questions about solutions 
that seemed to be unclear. The review created a first overall understanding of the submissions. 
 
Round 2: Testing innovation 
This round was a test of how the proposals responded to the criterion of innovation. Under this heading, 
the design teams were as to declare the kind of new thinking and creativity they put into their submis-
sions. The session leader started by reading the paragraph for innovation. This concerned different topics 
such as housing finance, design for reuse, waste management, working with circular resource manage-
ment, hybrid panels for electricity and heating, refinement of solutions in design and construction, 
construction components of clay and straw, digital services, community garden on the site, etc. The re-
view generated question about the concept of innovation. The jurors commented that statements of new 
thinking in design under this heading seemed to be missing in some of the submissions. 
 
Round 3: Planning and individual opinions 
Jury meeting October 5, 2022. The session began with a discussion of the coming jury meetings and the 
structure of the jury report. By the next meeting, everyone was to have read the proposals individually 
and formed an opinion as to which of the entries might be the best solution from an overall perspective. 
The jury report would have to express a shared vision about the knowledge created through the jurors’ 
review of the proposals. The jurors highlighted that all design teams deserved to feel they had been seen 
in the assessment. 
 
Round 4: Circularity 
The jury continued with a review of circularity. Again, the session leader read the paragraph in proposals 
expressing their support for circular resource management, such as re-designing proven solutions, 
design strategies for re-cycling, methods for reducing use of recourses, and collaboration on reuse of 
materials with the City. Circularity should also be achieved by cooperation with companies whose 
business model was reuse, alternative materials, extending the life of materials, etc. The jurors noted 
that the proposals were about developing reuse. This raised questions regarding the credibility and im-
plementation of recycling. 
 
Round 5: Social sustainability and architectural quality 
In this round, the jury examined social sustainably and architectural quality. The session leader read 
these two paragraphs in the proposals. The responses to social aspects and flexibility could be charac-
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terized as diversity of housing types, combinations of room units, variation through autonomous space 
and change of housing boundaries, movable walls, transformation of uses, parallel entrances, shared 
space for social activity, and outdoor environments with private and collective zones. The jury’s 
comments on architectural quality issues touched on design expressions, volumes, scale and variety of 
the buildings, relationship to the street, roofs, facades, materials and color, balconies, entrances and 
stairways, the location of service buildings, space for gardening, playground, and the access to parking 
for cars and bicycles. There was no clear focus on review, but the jurors tried to understand the design 
ideas of the proposals. 
 
Round 6: Energy and climate footprint 
Jury meeting October 21, 2020. This was an online session. The session started with a discussion of the 
proposals’ climate declarations and energy solutions and calculations. All four submissions presented 
calculations showing energy-positive solutions that could reduce CO2 emissions by more than 40 
percent. Their goals were fulfilled. For jurors, the uncertainty had to do with the credibility of the 
solutions and calculations. The jurors had to rely on evaluations by the external experts for energy and 
climate footprint. 
 
Round 7: Preliminary ranking 
Now the jurors made a first preliminary ranking of the proposals by giving them numerical grades. This 
was done to show which entries had the potential to win. Three proposals became top-ranked. However, 
the scoring of the criteria varied. No proposal received the highest grade for all judging criteria. The 
jurors noted that design represented different time perspectives: the solutions had both short-term impact 
and long-term effect with uncertain outcome. The entries contained technologies that were available on 
the market as well as design solution that could be expected to become available in the future. 
 
Round 8: Circularity revisited 
This round focused on circular resource management. The jurors compared the description of circularity 
in the proposals to how solutions were expressed in the design. Several jury members found the criterion 
to be both difficult to judge and an important future-oriented challenge. How should reuse be handled 
in building permits? One of the proposals stood out in the discussion as particularly interesting, with an 
architectural framework visualizing the reuse of materials in the facade. This design team requested that 
the city administration play an active role in the development of circular processes in architecture and 
construction. 
 
Round 9: Social substantiality and housing 
During the review of social sustainability in the proposals, the two external jurors expressed a strong 
opinion that had a significant impact on the selection of the winner. Access to daylight and design for 
flexibility became crucial. They pointed out clear differences in the quality of the apartments’ layouts 
in the drawings. After this, only two proposals remained as possible winners. 
 
Round 10: Innovation revisited 
This round was a discussion of innovation. The jurors began their examination by reading how the con-
cept of innovation was defined in the appendix to the brief. The competition administrator showed the 
proposals for the jurors, and they saw different degrees of innovative solutions for energy supply, 
recycling, and construction. The jurors also found hidden innovations in some submissions. Not all 
design teams had highlighted the novelty or creativity of their solutions. Once again, it was the apartment 
layouts that made difference. The proposals showing flexible solutions for housing won the jury’s 
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appreciation. A summary of the preliminary scoring confirmed the final assessment. The task for the 
next session was to finalize the jury report. 
 
Round 11: Preliminary draft and final ranking 
Jury meeting October 28, 2020 was a hybrid session with jurors both online and in person. Prior to the 
meeting, the session leader had sent a draft of the jury report to be discussed. The mission this time was 
to adjust the wording of the report and rank the submissions from one to four. In particular, the ranking 
between the second and third positions needed to be clarified. At first, the jurors had different favorites 
for second place. The organizer wanted to know which proposal should be in this position as a guarantee 
that would allow them to proceed with the implementation if the winner for some reason chose to cancel 
the winning entry and returned the site to the municipality. 
 
Round 12: Structuring the jury report 
After the ranking was clarified, the wording of draft took center stage for the discussion. The two 
external jurors again had strong opinions. They recommended a summary of the learning outcome at the 
beginning of the jury report followed by a paragraph describing qualities of each submission with respect 
to the judging criteria. Shortcomings didn’t need to be pointed out. One final issue to sort out was if the 
report should recommend some improvement of the winning design. The jurors chose to focus on the 
motives supporting their statement and recommended only minor changes in the scheme. The common 
space at the entrance could be better if some apartments were deleted. The session leader then finalized 
the jury report according to the discussion, and the members signed it. 
 
The Jury Report 
The jury report states that the competition has shown that it is possible to build climate-smart, socially 
sustainable, and innovative housing at approximately the same rental cost as ordinary residential build-
ings. This statement is supported by rental costs reported by Statistics Sweden. The jury motivated its 
choice of winner as follows: 
 
After completing the assessment, the jury has concluded that BoroBoro is the proposal that most con-
vincingly combines architectural quality and the high goals of the competition and recommends the 
proposal for further processing and implementation. The proposal is an exciting design concept include-
ing reuse, with a strong character of its own. Getting the calculated climate impact to be this low, it is 
necessary to implement these solutions or climatically equivalent design in future phases of the project. 
The jury is aware that a great deal of humility about reuse is required. The industry is facing a forth-
coming journey in this area, which places demands on the continued process, but it is nonetheless 
important that reuse become a fundamental starting point in the development of innovative climate-
smart housing. (Jury report, 2022, p. 4) 
 
The winning design proposal was produced by a multidisciplinary design team made up of professionals 
in architecture, engineering, and project development. The team included four companies: an architect-
ture firm (Spridd) that is a member of the association Building Architects, a landscape architecture firm 
(Nivå Landskapsarkitektur), an engineering firm (Inocoord), and a small project development firm 
(Kvarnstaden), which later was replaced in the land allocation agreement by Livi Fastigheter. Spridd 
and Livi Fastigheter are acting as developers in the contract (Appendix 3). 
 
Case 2: The open competition 
In the second case, the jury had to conduct five meetings to identify a winner among six design propo-
sals. They had three face-to-face meetings and two online meetings. The evaluation started on December 
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7, 2022 with a two-day meeting. The organizer had prepared hard copies of the proposals and presented 
them in the jury room. This jury had the same structure as the previous one, with seven professionals. 
However, the members were not all the same. A new competition administrator had been appointed by 
the organizer. One major difference this time was that two new external jurors took part in the jury work. 
They were selected by the research group. The jurors appointed by the organizer were the same. The 
two external experts for reviewing energy solution and climate footprint were also the same as in the 
previous competition. After the presentation of the members of the jury and a short introduction, the 
evaluation started with a discussion about how to organize the jury work. 
 
Round 1: Introduction 
The first question was whether the upcoming jury meetings should be in person or online. The consensus 
was that either method could work. The competition administrator informed the jury that all six 
proposals fulfilled the delivery demands, although one design team needed to add material to their 
submission. The number of apartments, rent level/housing cost, and form av tenure were to be summariz-
ed for the next meeting. The jury administrator also handed out a template with the judging criteria for 
scoring the entries, and it was similar to the template used in the previous competition. The digital 
models would be presented at next meeting, due to an error in the supporting system. 
 
Round 2: General overview 
This session started with finding space to display the submissions in the jury room. They were presented 
in five posters. The jurors walked around and familiarized themselves with the proposals individually. 
They then began to review how the different entries designed the ground floor, outdoor milieu, stair-
ways, and space for service and business. This evaluation resulted in comments about visibility into 
apartments, corridors, entrances and their relation to street and yard, housing combining work area and 
space for business, space for social activities, flexibility and ceiling height, the ability for desired 
vegetation, and parking. Gradually the discussion came to include the scale of the building and its 
relationship to its surroundings, roof terraces, the number of apartments and their size and character, 
design for recycling, CO2 emissions, and energy solutions. 
 
Round 3: Examining the models 
This session focused on the digital models and how they visualized the design. The session leader put 
the models on a screen and presented them. The jurors tried to understand the entries by carefully looking 
and experiencing them as built environments. The jurors commented on the designs both in detail and 
overall. The jurors examined and commented on the posters in an effort to understand the underlying 
design ideas. The discussion was oriented toward how architectural quality could be seen in the models. 
The jurors noted pros and cons in the street interface, facade, roof landscape, scale, variation, material 
and colors, balconies, corners, portico, access to garden, sunlight, private and common zones, etc. 
 
Round 4: Circularity 
In this session, the criterion of circularity took center stage. The jurors reflected on the suggestions of 
circularity in the proposals and their credibility. The suggestion was in two different groups—one with 
substantial solutions involving choice of materials, the other proposing a process and an organization to 
produce solutions. The design teams also emphasized two different strategies in organizing—on one 
hand internal expertise in circularity, and on the other hand access to strategic partners with business 
models for recycling materials and components such as brick, sheet metal, porcelain, windows, doors, 
etc. They all had plans for reuse and promises that were difficult to assess. The jurors found that two of 
the design teams presented a more developed strategy for circularity than their competitors. 
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Round 5: The model revisited 
The jury meeting of January 15, 2023 was an online session. The jurors returned to the digital models 
for the design review of proposals. The session leader showed the digital models on a screen, asking for 
individual opinions and a preliminary scoring of the submissions and began to “walk” around in the six 
models, simultaneously commenting on the architectural design. The many requirements in the detailed 
development plan resulted in extensive questions about the intention behind regulations. One of the in-
house jurors was given the task of the detailed development plan. The organizer jurors also pointed out 
that the aesthetic program for the area was included in the detailed develop plan, which was a comple-
mentary way of steering design. When the jurors were asked to give their own personal judgments, they 
reported the pros and cons they saw in the digital models. At the end of the session there were still four 
possible winners. It was agreed that for the next meeting each juror should choose two favorites. 
 
Round 6: Need for finding important differences 
The jury meeting of January 20, 2023 was an online session. The competition administrator started the 
session by showing an overview of rent level and housing costs together with the juror’s preliminary 
scoring based on that criterion. The in-house energy expert on the jury showed a comparison of the 
energy usage, and all but one proposal achieved a good outcome. However, they did not have energy 
energy-positive solutions when household energy use was included. After lunch, the jurors focused on 
the five best entries in the competition. In their review, the jurors identified differences in terms of 
architectural quality, expression of facades, design of apartments, parking, climate footprint, innovation, 
novelty, and relation-ship to surroundings/park. After this evaluation, three design proposals were still 
in the race as possible winners. 
 
Round 7: External impact 
The next jury meeting, on February 2, 2023, was also held online. The purpose was to rank the favorites. 
The session leader started the ranking by asking the jurors if they had seen something new in the design 
proposal. Some of jurors wanted to point out and support new thinking, innovation, and experimental 
approaches. The facade toward the park with recycled material was highlighted. From this perspective, 
one submission stood out, although its many small apartments could be seen as a drawback. This state-
ment by jurors was strongly affected by knowing the plan for the surrounding buildings in the area. 
 
Round 8: Renewed ranking 
This session ended in two possible winners for further evaluation. The jury discussion oscillated between 
the details and the whole of each design proposal. Examples of aspects that were re-evaluated include 
the design of the ground floor, the size of apartments, access to flexible rooms and common spaces, 
outdoor design, ideas about the target groups for the homes, rent level and costs, climate footprint, 
circularity, space for recycling near the site. They also discussed how the reuse of materials in architect-
ural design could affect the review of applications for building permits. 
 
Session 9: Identifying a winner 
In the next session, the jury focused on finding the overall best solution. After comparing the two re-
maining contributions and making valuable judgments about the design, the jurors returned to their 
digital models for a final review. They examined room heights on the ground floor and basement, use 
and flexibility, space for social gatherings, plans for vegetation, access to sunlight, degree of openness 
to the surroundings, and the architectural facades. After some hesitation, the jury finally agreed on a 
winning design based on a balance of qualities and values. The great number of small apartments in the 
winning entry could contribute to diversity by attracting young adults, and it might make the area 
accessible to small households. 
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Session 10: Motivation and reasoning 
The task this time was for the jury to produce a statement that reported its evaluation. The statement 
would contain comments on how the winning proposal should be further developed. In addition, the jury 
also had to determine which five submissions would receive financial compensation. This was clear and 
did not raise any discussion. The session leader aimed to present a preliminary statement at the next 
session. The jury scheduled a final meeting to discuss the wording of their report. The winner would 
therefore be presented to the elected officials who decide upon the land allocation. 
 
Session 11: Structuring the judgments 
The jury meeting of March 3, 2023 was conducted online. The jurors were given the names of the authors 
behind the design proposals. The jury report—its structure, content, and argumentation—were the focus 
of the session. A draft had been distributed prior to the meeting. The session leader read the preliminary 
text, which was discussed, revised, and supplemented by the jurors. The wording should be consistent 
and logical in its argumentation. The review took longer than expected, so the jury had to complete the 
work online.  
 
Session 12: Finale statement 
The session leader had revised the jury report based on email comments from the jurors. There seemed 
to be only a few details remaining to clarify in the wording. The jurors had no difficulty agreeing upon 
the wording, and they all signed the report even though some minor errors remained. This would pro-
bably have been solved if the jury had conducted a proper online meeting. The only adjustment of the 
winning design recommended by the jury in the final report was to include some larger apartments in 
the project. 
 
The Jury report 
The statement summarized the jurors’ experiences of the open competition. According to the report, the 
competition task was a challenge that resulted in innovative and climate-smart housing. Conditions for 
achieving climate goals in the built environment seemed to be good. Two proposals achieved a strong 
reduction of CO2 emissions. The jurors further noted that the design teams had solved the task in 
different ways and responded to varying degrees to the needs for circularity, affordable housing, and 
energy-positive buildings. Since the competition site had such a visible location in the city, its 
relationship to its surroundings was an important part of the competition. An attractive design of the 
ground floor, mixed uses, and space for business took on greater importance because of the location. 
The jury explained its decision to select as winner the entry with a lot of small apartments in combination 
of collective space for social activities, which might attract young residents into the area, was motivated 
as follows: 
 
After completing the assessment, the jury has concluded that Ramverket is the proposal that most 
convincingly combines architectural quality and the high goals set in competitions and recommends the 
proposal for further processing and implementation. The proposed framework is an exciting concept 
with an important point of departure in recycling, with a strong character of its own. In order to get the 
climate impact to be as low as calculated, it is necessary that the climate-smart solutions are im-
plemented in the coming stages of the project. Great humility is required around recycling. The industry 
is facing a huge journey in this area, which places high demands on the continued process, but it is 
nevertheless important that recycling can become a key point of departure in the development of 
innovative climate-smart homes. (Jury report, 2023, p. 4) 
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The winning design proposal was produced by a multidisciplinary design team made up of professionals 
in architecture, project management, and construction. The team comprised five companies: an archi-
tectture firm (Kaminsky Architecture), a landscape architecture firm (Mareld landskapsarkitektur), two 
small development and management firms (Preservia and Kian Propertied) and one construction com-
pany (Moelven Byggmodul). Preseriva served as developer for the land allocation agreement. (Appen-
dix 4) 
 
UNDERSTANDING THE JURY WORK 
 
This section of the paper presents a theory model showing how juries composed of professionals choose 
winners in design developer competitions. Although the model is based on data from only two case 
studies, the judging theory presented here is of general importance and shows crucial steps in evaluating 
design proposals in architecture and urban design competitions. The basic assumption is that profes-
sionals making a qualified assessment must go through certain steps, regardless of whether those steps 
are outspoken and clearly expressed or embedded in evaluation processes and hidden in statements. The 
steps are necessary for the professionals to justify their choice of winner and to explain their assessment 
to colleagues and the competing firms. The jury work is conducted within a strong ethical framework. 
 
The entries must be assessed in a fair and unbiased way. The jurors are professionally and morally 
obligated to find an overall best solution by applying criteria described in the competition program. The 
design review is a process that operates in four categories with specific steps. The categories don’t 
follow a specific timetable in the design developer competition. Instead, they may influence the judge-
ment at several phases of the competition process. The categories can be summarized as follows: 

 
• Context and policy: external factors such as legislated guidelines, detailed development plans for 

the competition area, the selection of jurors, and ethical conditions. 
• Design proposals and the competition site: how these particular design proposals respond to the 

competition task, visualize ideas, show qualities, express values, and fit to site. 
• Judging process and competition program: the organization and structure of the evaluation process 

and how jurors understand the mission, competition objectives, judging criteria, and delivery re-
quirements described in the competition program.  

• Selection of winner in the jury report: the need for jurors to evaluate entries, rank, compare, and 
evaluate entries and to explain, motivate, and justify the selection of a winner in a public report 
distributed to competitors, colleagues, and the decision-makers providing the land to the developers. 
 

This four-category theory describes, shows, and explains how professional jurors act in carrying out 
their assignment, and can be understood from their perspective. The complex influence on judgements 
in the design developer competition can be described as follows below. 
 
Context and policy 
Two types of documents played a governing role for the competitions in Norrköping: the policy for land 
allocation and the detailed development plans. The policy for land allocation should be understood as 
legislated guidelines for competitions that have been built into the competition programs. The jury took 
this guidance for granted. The two competition formats, invited and open competition, had no major 
impact on the jury work, which may be explained by the small difference in the number of submissions. 
The organizer chose to hold the competitions on sites that had already been regulated in detailed 
development plans. These plans steered the degree of exploitation at the site, the design of buildings, 
and the land use for housing and business. These prerequisites had a direct impact on the assessment in 
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terms of how the proposals fit the sites. In particular, the open competition had a detailed plan with 
many detailed rules that forced the organizer’s juror to check how the entries met the requirements. This 
is a context influence on judging in competitions on sites regulated in detailed development plans. 
Another governing precondition in the competitions was the location and characteristics of the compe-
tition sites.  
 
The invited competition had a site in a suburban location surrounded by nature and buildings. A pre-
school had been built on the neighboring property. The qualities of the site and its potential were 
developed by the design team and commented upon by jurors in their examinations. The jurors also 
visited the site to get a better understanding of how the proposals addressed it. The open competition, 
on the other hand, had a site in a central urban location that was part of the establishment of a new 
district of great public interest. In this case, the site had to contain both residential and ground-floor 
commercial space. The exploitation of land had been made possible by the relocation of port operations 
to another site. The only historical remnant of the wharf on the site was a set of railroad tracks. The 
competition site was to be surrounded by new buildings. The adaptation of the design to the site was to 
be based on documents describing how the area was supposed to look in the future. Differences in master 
plans and site plans strongly affected the jury’s evaluation. Context and policy both matter in design 
developer competitions. They produce different conditions for the jury work. The impact of information 
and action outside the jury room may be seen as controversial by the organizer, competitors, and jurors. 
However, surprising new conditions cannot be foreseen. Holm Jacobsen, Tryggestad & Harty (2021) 
show how formats allowing a dialogue between jurors and competitors during the design process have 
the potential to change the rules of the game in terms of both how submissions are judged and how 
solutions are developed. 
 
The jurors were experienced and had the necessary professional expertise for the assignment. In 
addition, they were supported by external experts in evaluating energy solutions and climate declara-
tions. The jurors appointed by the research group had professional expertise as practicing architects as 
well as experience in research. Jurors appointed by the organizer were experts in architecture and urban 
design, land surveying, and energy. They could be assumed to have strong positions in the City 
administration. More interesting is that the jury reflects the division of roles and power in design 
developer competitions between elected officials and civil servants in the City administration. There 
were no elected officials serving on the jury to bridge this gap. The winners were appointed by civil 
servants, but it was elected officials who decided on the land allocation in Norrköping, according to the 
jury reports.  
 
The proposals were presented anonymously for the jurors to ensure equal terms. The ethical considera-
tions in competitions can be summarized as fair play. The idea a fairness is a fundamental principle in 
competitions, although there are no specific competition rules or national standards for design developer 
competitions. Lampel et al (2012, p. 76) remind us of the crucial sense of fair play: “At the heart of the 
competition is the assurance to participants that all performances will be judged impartially, without 
allowing competitors’ previous reputation or economic clout to influence assessment. This means crea-
ting a governance structure where rules are fair and unambiguous, and communicating this governance 
structure as clearly as possible.” 
 
Design proposals and the competition site 
Design is by nature future oriented (Lundequist, 1992). Both juries and design team produce knowledge 
about the future. The jury produces architectural knowledge through their design review and selection 
of a winner. The design team produces knowledge of possible futures by designing solutions in response 
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to competition tasks. The entries are models that show how the built environment could look on the site. 
Therefore, professional jurors mentally enter the models and partly experience them as a built environ-
ment. Design proposals do not seek scientific facts about the reality. Instead, they are models of pos-
sibilities. Jurors must formulate well-informed judgments of what they see as excellent, appropriate, or 
unclear in the schemes presented (Rönn, 1995) to the best of their ability. Lehtonen (1991) has in-
vestigated the relationship between architecture as a model and the built environment in competitions. 
People in drawings and illustrations are not real individuals but fictional persons. Despite that, pro-
fessional jurors can read the proposals and make credible assumptions about how the environment can 
be experienced. Lehtonen claimed that competent jurors are able to make qualified judgments in 
competitions. The prerequisite for making credible predictions is that the model provides a sufficiently 
realistic picture of the future on the site. This is the background to the submission requirements in the 
competition programs regarding drawings (site plan, section, facade, details, apartment layout), 
perspective illustrations, and digital model. Delivery demands must also reflect the financial compen-
sation for producing design proposals, as noted by Architects Sweden in its approval of the competition 
programs. 
 
The target group for housing in the competition programs is very different in the two winning proposals. 
In the invited competition, the winning design has flexible apartments that meet the needs of households 
that vary in size over time. The response is both a changeable structure and apartments that facilitate 
changes in layout. Their orientation towards families appears appropriate due to the pre-school and 
playground close to the site. The open competition, on the other hand, has no clear target group in the 
program. Different forms of rent/own tenure were made possible. The jury therefore found it more 
difficult to assess how the six proposals suited the site. The winning proposal combined a lot of small 
apartments with collective space for social activities. This design was at risk of being seen as a hotel 
rather homes. In this scheme, flexibility is expressed in three ways: (a) through illustrations of small 
apartments showing varied types of furnishing and use of living space, (b) through apartments on the 
ground floor that integrate space for living space with commercial space, and (c) through a garage in the 
basement that could be converted to other uses and was accessible from the courtyard. The jury found 
that this proposal would likely contribute to diversity in the new district. The small homes should attract 
single-person households and young people looking for a central location. The other housing in the new 
district is made up of larger apartments for an established middle class. The conclusion is that the degree 
of precision and freedom in the competition program and the location, external conditions, and 
surroundings of the site have influenced the assessment of proposals in the Norrköping competitions. 
The study shows that the judging criteria are interpreted by jurors based on the context. The proposals 
visualize new dimensions of the task, and by reviewing the solutions they expand their understanding 
of the competition. 
 
Judging process and competition program 
The design review in both competitions started without the selection of a chair, reporter, or secretary for 
the jury report. Those roles became clarified through praxis. One of jurors appointed by the organizer 
acted as session leader, presented the proposals, and finalized the jury report. From this perspective, the 
structure for evaluation differs from the guidelines published by Architects Sweden and may have 
caused some confusion in the beginning of judging process. Also, the presence of researchers inside the 
jury room differs from the professional association’s recommendation. According to fieldnotes, all the 
jurors were attracted to the idea of fair play. The competition programs were understood as an ethical 
agreement among the organizer, jurors, and design teams. All the entries took part in the competition. 
They fulfilled the delivery demands. Based on the fieldnotes, the jury’s work may divided into eight 
steps, which are typically required to select a winner in competitions: 
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• Step 1:  A positive atmosphere. The jurors started the review by getting to know the design proposals, 
judging criteria, and planning the evaluation. The task was exciting. The jury had to choose a winner. 
For the design teams, the competition was now over and they had to wait for the outcome. The jurors 
reflected on two kinds of criteria at work in the competition programs: hard and soft criteria. Energy, 
climate footprint and affordable rent/cost are criteria that can be converted into quantities and become 
measurable by numbers. The outcomes are “hard facts” for qualifying submissions. Architectural quali-
ty, circular processes, social sustainability, innovation, and developability represent soft criteria. These 
kinds of criteria are open to interpretation, though they can be used for judging design. The jurors found 
that developability in particular was a criterion that could be understood in different ways, and they 
chose to apply this concept at the end of the evaluation. There was a sense of curiosity and excitement 
among the jurors in the room, reported in the fieldnotes. The design proposals were in front of them. 
The organizer was no longer shadow dancing with absent partners. The jurors could at last meet the 
design teams as partners in the competition, and they began to communicate with the competitors, 
although not directly because of the demand for anonymity, but rather by posing questions to their 
submissions and perceiving responses from them. 
 

• Step 2: Conditions outside the jury room influence the evaluation process. This impact from the external 
world had two faces. Firstly, the planning of new buildings on the competition sites influenced the jury’s 
assessment in terms of values and qualities the proposals could be assumed to bring to the site. Entries 
cannot be seen as separate from sites and their surroundings. Secondly, the assessments may also to be 
affected by technical experts with access to measurable systems. The strong demand for energy solutions 
and for minimizing CO2 emissions was important in the two design developer competitions. Cucuzzella 
(2016) has observed in competitions organized in Canada that risk management tools such as environ-
mental certification appear to be attractive for their predictive power. Outcomes are regarded as facts. 
Ranking designs becomes the result of rational deliberation, which in turn gives environmental experts 
a dominant role in jury work. Instead of being part of the jury, Cucuzzella therefore suggests that 
technical experts should be outside the jury room and provide the jurors with reports to help in their 
assessment of proposals. 
 
Östman (2016) has a partially different view after studying a competition in Finland with sustainability 
requirements. The winner was announced by an expert jury including several architects. Sustainability 
was evaluated by an external expert. However, it appears that sustainability had no impact on the selec-
tion of the winner. No one inside the jury room took much notice of the expert report. For this reason, 
Östman argues that sustainability criteria must be better integrated into the review of proposals. External 
statements are not enough, even if these are seen as valuable by the jury. In the Norrköping competitions, 
the tension between expertise outside and inside the jury has been bridged by the organizer in three 
ways: (a) by appointing an in-house expert on energy as a juror, (b) by having two external experts 
outside the jury reviewing energy use and climate declaration, and (c) by approving proposals that fulfil 
measurable goals for ranking by quality. Only climate-smart architecture was competitive in their 
evaluations.  
 

• Step 3: Developing individual and collective opinions. This kind of learning from practice is typical in 
professional jury work. The competition calls for jurors to quickly come to an understanding of the 
submissions, and this is a recommendation in the guidelines published on the website of Architects 
Sweden: “start by reading each proposal.” The advice aims to make several voices heard and create a 
dialogue between perspectives among professionals inside the jury room. In this case, the jurors had to 
read the proposals individually at home and return with opinions about them. This was required in both 
competitions. Individual judgments gradually transformed into collective judgements during the ses-
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sions. The jurors saw critical aspects in the competition the more they learned about the submissions by 
reviewing them. At first it seemed easy to provide useful evaluations of entries and make clarifying 
comments on the proposed solutions. It was only at the end of the assessment, when the entries needed 
to be ranked, that differences among the jurors become visible inside the jury room. These difficulties 
were bridged by the ethical obligation to choose a winner. 
 

• Step 4: Sorting design ideas and solutions into sense-making patterns. The juries divide or sort design 
proposals into categories based on fundamental ideas identified in the submissions (Rönn, 2019). The 
purpose is to find, express, and show important differences between the contributions. The categoriza-
tion is a method for creating meaningful patterns as a starting point for the design review. The more 
proposals jurors must assess, the greater the need for sorting. The recommendation from the architecture 
associations of the Nordic countries to juries is that the evaluation should focus on design ideas in the 
proposals. As there were only a handful of proposals in each of the Norrköping competitions, the jury 
did not need to divide the proposals into several categories. However, sorting made sense later, when 
the competitions were compared. At first the juries could review design ideas in the proposals by looking 
at how they tried to solve the task. In the invited competition, the winning contribution showed an 
architectural framework that visualized recycling in the facade. The idea was that the frame would be 
filled with reused materials. Flexible housing was designed for families that grow and decrease over 
time. The winner of the open competition was also designed as a framework for recycled sheet metal 
and windows. This time the facade had a uniform and elegant character. Another major difference was 
the target group. The many small apartments were intended to attract single-person households and 
young adults. This organization of the proposals into different patterns must make sense when they are 
viewed on the competition site. The winning designs are individual solutions showing different ways of 
solving a common challenge. The jurors are responsible for seeing the bigger picture across the various 
possibilities illustrated by the entries and offered to the organizer— he salient features that show 
differences in design qualities among the proposals. (Kreiner, 2020). 
 

• Step 5: Comparing design proposals in relative autonomy. The jurors compared the proposals in four 
different ways. Firstly, they compared them based on the judging criteria stated in the competition 
programs. Secondly, they compared them as overall solutions to the competition task. Thirdly, they 
compared the entries in design details. Fourthly, they compared them as digital models. Comparison is 
a useful method when there are several solutions to the same design problem. This is typical in com-
petitions in architecture and urban design. The organizer usually wants to make space for surprises and 
be able to embrace unforeseen proposals. The aim of comparison in competitions is to identify 
similarities and differences among the design proposals, which in turn form the logical basis for ranking. 
Drewey (1939) regards comparison as a key concept in valuation. But it is not only the character of 
designs that are made visible through comparisons; the juror’s comparison of contributions in the 
Norrköping competitions also showed that none of them had the best solution on all eight judging 
criteria. For this reason, the jurors needed to be able to make an overall assessment of the proposals 
(Rönn & Koch, 2022). The competition programs in Norrköping provided this freedom of action for the 
jurors.  
 

• Step 6: Partial ranking of proposals into better and worse. The method for ranking contributions in 
design developer competitions is a combination of architectural critique and transforming qualities into 
numbers. Without ranking design as good, better, or worse, professional juries cannot choose a credible 
winner. Some contributions must be seen as better than their competitors. Ranking is thus a mandatory 
task in competitions. Proposals in design developer competitions are often ranked in terms of both 
criticism and numbers because the jurors are made up of architects and engineers. Rational decision-
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making for engineers is achieved by weighted and scored criteria in competition programs. The proposal 
that gets the most points in the ranking wins (Bazerman, 2006; Svensson, 2009). Architects Sweden 
recommends that jurors avoid grading design by points. The reason is probably that architects are trained 
in judging design through architectural critique (Lundequist, 2002; Lymer, 2010). All eight judging 
criteria in the Norrköping competition were given the same value, in accordance with advice from both 
the research group and Architects Sweden. For the organizer, this also became a way to bridge potential 
conflicts in advance by using both measurable and assessable criteria. The organizer provided the jurors 
with a simple tool for scoring, which was perceived as a support for their ranking. The scoring operated 
as a check of the ranking done through architectural critique. Another reason for ranking design via 
scoring in Sweden is that the allocation of municipal land to companies is not seen as a task for in-house 
physical planning, architecture, and urban design; instead, it is typical for land-use and development 
authorities to handle land allocations through competition, tenders, and direct allocation (Rönn & Koch, 
2023). This is also the case in Norrköping. The degree to which the outside development companies 
collaborate with the City’s departments for physical planning, architecture, and urban development 
depends on how strong the focus is on architecture in competitions. Thus, the ranking of design 
proposals is influenced not only by the objectives, criteria, and requirements of the competition program 
but by local land allocation policies. 
 

• Step 7: Seeing differences and expanding their importance. At this stage of the evaluation process, 
jurors are trying to assess the pros and cons of various qualities shown in the proposals. The jurors need 
to identify differences in design quality among the proposals, make them visible, and then expand their 
importance for the final ranking. Especially at the end of the assessment, when the best proposals 
compete against one another, small differences in solutions become clearer for jurors if they are 
magnified. Examples of differences that took on decisive importance for the final selection of the winner 
in the invited competition were the design of flexible apartments and the way circularity was shown in 
the architecture. These two aspects were highlighted as a future-oriented perspectives. In the winning 
design, the jurors highlighted circularity as (a) a design strategy, (b) recycling of materials, and (c) 
collaboration with the municipality. The flexible housing solutions were perceived as credible and 
innovative. In the open competition, the outcome of the final assessment was determined by the jury’s 
interpretation of the proposals’ architectural qualities. This time the jurors had more difficulty seeing 
differences in quality that could be expanded and explained by ranking. The facade facing the park came 
to be determinative. The site had an important urban quality. The recycled sheet metal in the facade in 
the winning proposal gave the residential building an elegant and impressive expression. This was 
appealing to the jurors. According to the design team, a collaboration had been established with a 
contractor who had sheet metal recycling as a business model. This gave credibility to the design of the 
proposal. 
 

• Step 8: Point out design ideas, qualities, and values demonstrating mission accomplished. The advice 
from the professional architectural associations in Sweden, Norway, and Denmark seems very clear: 
focus on ideas. The jurors should look for fundamental design ideas in the proposals. Drake (1979) 
called them primary generators because of their driving force in design processes. Jurors are advised to 
pay special attention to identifying strong ideas, qualities, and values rather than looking for errors in 
details. In the Norrköping competitions, the juries expressed judgments and exchanged comments dur-
ing the evaluation of submissions in a manner that is common in architectural competitions (Svensson, 
2013). Al-Qaysi (2018) regards judgment as a basis for selecting the best solution. The preferences, 
choices, and reasoning of individual jurors in the evaluating processes ends in a coordinated statement 
justifying the outcome. The jurors did manage to select a winner by following most of the fundamental 
principles in the Nordic guidelines. By examining the design proposals individually and collectively, 
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they exchanged comments in several rounds until they were united in their choice of winner. In each 
competition, one proposal was considered to have captured crucial values and qualities better than its 
competitors. Theory is hidden in the practice of judging design. 
 
The Value Handbook (2006), published by the Commission for Architecture and the Built Environment 
(CABE), reports six categories of values in architecture and urban design: (a) exchange value, (b) use 
value, (c) image value, (d) social value, (e) environmental value, and (f) cultural value. Exchange value 
represents commercial aspects in the handbook, which are influenced by the market, location, design, 
etc. User value stands for how well the design fits its purpose according to end-users, housing manage-
ment, owners, and the local community. Image value is the scheme’s ability to express messages and 
communicate ideas by design. According to CABE, social value arises when architecture and urban 
design encourage people to connect to the environment, promote mutual understanding, and support 
cooperation. Environmental value depends on how projects manage materials for design and construc-
tion, how the land is used and occupied, and the resources required for building operations and 
maintenance. Cultural value, broadly speaking, provides a sense of identity and belonging to contem-
porary living and puts people in a historical context.  
 
The jurors in the Norrköping competitions identified and reviewed the values and qualities in the design 
proposals according to the judging criteria set out in the competition programs. Values and qualities 
were understood as something good in their discussions. Exchange value could be measured by the price 
developers were willing to pay for the site in Norrköping and how the proposals met demands for 
affordable housing. There was a fixed price for the land in both competition programs, allowing the 
design teams to compete on the quality of the design in their proposals. Use value and social value in 
the competitions were judged in relation to the criterion of social sustainability and identified by the 
jurors as the proposal’s target group and expected inhabitants, the flexibility of the apartments and 
construction system, and access to common space and services. Furthermore, use value and social value 
were also important in the review of outdoor design in terms of private space, public land, and social 
activities. Environmental value was measured quantitatively as energy use and CO2 emissions. 
Circularity as an environmental value was assessed on the solutions presented by the design teams. 
Cultural value played a role in the review of the proposals in the open competition. The railroad tracks 
on the competition site was regarded as having culture value and reminding local residents, the 
surrounding community, and visitors that the area is a former harbor with an industrial legacy. Image 
value was expressed by the winning design in facades in two different ways. The winner in the invited 
competition presented climate-smart architecture designed as a frame that featured recycled material in 
the façade, demonstrating diversity by incorporating reused material. The winner of the open compe-
tition also featured a climate-smart architectural frame supporting recycled cans, sheet metal, and other 
materials. However, in this case, the jury saw the facade as elegant with a unified expression for a 
location of civic importance. 
 
Selection of winner in the jury report 
The jury report is the outward expression of the design review that takes place inside the jury room. The 
competition outcome is a result of both steering design schemes in advance and evaluating them after 
submission through jury deliberations. Judging becomes a combination av ex-ante and ex-post positions 
(Rönn, 2013). The two positions influence each other. Ex-ante stands for early steering, done in the 
Norrköping competitions by prequalifying competitors and through the competition programs’ de-
scription of the task, objectives, and judging criteria, including delivery demands. Ex-post represents 
steering the design of solutions by evaluation of the submitted entries. The jurors’ search for values and 
quality can only start after the proposals have been submitted to the organizer. Expressions in design 
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proposals are transformed into impressions inside the jury room. The choice of winners in the Norr-
köping competitions seems to have been the result both of gradual growth of learning among the jurors 
(about the proposals and the competition) and of forcing insight at the end in selecting one good solution 
as the overall best entry. The jury had already decided upon the winner before working to finalize its 
report (Kreiner, 2020). That conclusion is supported by the fieldnotes from the jury work. However, that 
decision needed to be justified, explained, and described in the jury report. Several ethical aspects had 
to be considered when the outcome was presented. The jurors knew their report might be read by 
professional colleagues, competing companies, administrators in the city planning department, and 
elected officials, as well as being announced in the press. The jury report could be assumed to have a 
broad target audience. In this case, competition programs, design proposals, and jury reports have also 
been presented publicly on the Architects Sweden website for competitions, the City of Norrköping 
website, and the Chalmers University of Technology Center for Housing Architecture website. The 
people of Norrköping could see the design proposals in an exhibition at the local museum and at the 
same time read the jury report.  
 
For jurors, the reasoning behind their selection of a winner became a matter of framing their selection 
in a way that seemed ethically correct, fair to design teams, logical, and the result of differences in value 
and quality among the design proposals. The jurors succeeded in picking two good proposals as winners. 
They fulfilled their task. Mission accomplished. The two jury reports are typical cases of architectural 
critique. Their structure and wording include an introductory overview, a description of the proposals, 
comments, and evaluative judgments. Seen in this perspective, the reports are in line with the standard 
and recommendations from Architects Sweden. The judging of the design proposals was a form of 
architectural criticism in action, though influenced by the organizer’s desire to see qualities transformed 
into measurable properties. This division between “good quality” and “right quality” is much stronger 
in design developer competitions than in the typical architectural competition approved by Architects 
Sweden. The explanation is that a design developer competition is part of municipal land allocation 
policy and is run by departments responsible for land use and development in Sweden (Rönn & Koch, 
2022). Picking the winner in design developer competitions is more art than science. It is a model of a 
forthcoming built environment—expressed in drawings, illustrations, words, numbers, and visualiza-
tions—that jurors have identified as a winning design for further development in the two Norrköping 
competitions. Neither has been implemented yet. Judging a design in its early phases will always be 
attended by uncertainty and doubt in the search for the best solution to a competition task. The jury 
reports must bridge the lack of certainty about the future, justify the selection of a winner, and clarify 
the evaluation process. The wording in the jury report therefore became a final important assignment 
for the jurors in their selection of the winner. 
 
Concluding remarks 
The answers to research questions in this study are complex and point in several directions. Our intention 
has been to combine theory and practice. Still, the design proposals are at the center of the judging in a 
competition. The assessment criteria provide a starting point. The anonymous presentation of submis-
sions compels the jurors to direct their design review towards the proposals offered and their solutions 
to the task rather than the reputation and talent of the competing design teams. The fieldnotes from the 
Norrköping competitions show that comments on qualities and values, pros and cons in design, played 
a decisive part in the evaluation. They allowed us to identify and theorize the critical steps taken in 
identifying the best solution and agreeing upon a winner. Jurors can be assumed to investigate com-
petition submissions to the best of their ability. The study shows that the jury report’s description of the 
process of selecting a winner was an after-construction that cloaks the judging in an explanatory and 
sense-making pattern intended to give legitimacy and credibility to the decision. 
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