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Abstract

If client values are not fully understood in a construction project it is likely to result in either low fulfilment of

client expectations or multiple design alterations during the project process which lead to additional costs

and frustration among the project participants. However, it is not a straightforward management task to

operationalize client value in construction. Within this context, the client group comprises multiple

stakeholders, which often have conflicting goals and values that may not be fully realized by the stakeholders

themselves. The management challenge is further complicated by the fact that the delivery team, which is

responsible for understanding and delivering client value, is made up of even more different parties. The

article reports the initial outcome of a joint research project between academics and practitioners, which

aims to develop a practical workshop model that incorporates client values into the conceptual design of

construction projects. The workshop model draws on value management and lean thinking as underlying

principles in an attempt to address the ambiguous concept of ‘value’.

B Keywords – Briefing; client; communication; design management; lean design management; value; value management

INTRODUCTION

Relevant stakeholders are seldom sufficiently

engaged in the early briefing phase and the outcome

is often an inadequate project definition leading to

misinterpretation of client values among the design

and delivery team (Koskela et al., 2002; Thomson

et al., 2003; Ballard, 2006). If client values are not

fully understood in a construction project it is likely

to result in either low fulfilment of client

expectations or multiple design alterations during

the project process which lead to additional costs

and frustration among the project participants.

However, when starting to analyse and articulate

client values there are (at least) two fundamental

questions that must be tackled. What is the nature

of value, and who is the client? Simple questions for

which there are many different interpretations and

answers, but which need to be addressed as an

explanation and a basis for improving a value-based

workshop model, which aims to facilitate client value

creation.

The workshop model described below can be

viewed as a value management (VM) approach

because it is consensus oriented and deals with
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client values in the conceptual phase prior to detailed

design. However, it has been inspired by lean thinking

and can also be viewed as an attempt to adopt lean

principles in construction design. Lean design

management has received little attention in the

construction industry compared with research and

application of lean on-site production activities

(Jørgensen, 2006). Consequently, the workshop

method introduced can also be seen as a

contribution within this field of research. A brief

introduction of lean design management and VM is

therefore provided. In addition, experiences from a

case study of applying the workshop model are

reported, which results in suggestions for

development and future research. Thus, the

contribution of this article is partly theoretical in its

focus on client value and values, and partly

empirical, practice oriented in its description of the

workshop model, the case study and the

suggestions for its improvement.

Recognizing the correlation of different

management concepts – such as lean and value

management – this research can also be situated

within the broad field of construction design

management. In acknowledging that design

management has various meanings (see London et al.,

2005), it should be noted that in this article the authors

define design management as the management and

integration of the design process between multiple

stakeholders (companies) on a construction project.

Currently, the research is deliberately limited to

exclude the strategic organizational management

within the design firm, although this, as argued by

Emmitt (2007), interfaces with management at a

project level. Attention is focused on the early

conceptual phase, given that this is where the scene

is set for everything that follows. Finally, the authors

recognize the potential of addressing the

psychological aspects of design management (e.g.

proposed by Sebastian, 2004) which will be

broached in the discussion of value, although this is

not the main focus of the work reported here.

VALUE

Even though the discussion of value can be traced

back to Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics (Johnson,

1939; Korsgaard, 1986), it seems that a commonly

agreed definition is yet to be found. Value is often

associated with monetary value, representing the

economic view of market exchange value. However,

value can also be looked at from a philosophical

point of view which to a great extent complicates

the conception of value. A concise review of

value theory is provided below as a basis for

operationalizing the concept in a management

context; it is considered whether value is subjective

or objective, intrinsic or time and context dependent

and whether it is measurable at all.

OBJECTIVITY VS SUBJECTIVITY

Looking for a generic definition of value, Perry (1914)

argues that value consists of the fulfilment of

interest. In this case, Perry uses the word ‘interest’

in terms of ‘a subject’s liking or disliking’ and thereby

suggests that value is subjective. However, one

could argue that for example ‘goodness’ and

‘beauty’ are objective values of which nobody could

disapprove. This, according to Moore (1922), is the

strongest argument against the ‘subjective view’.

Korsgaard (1986) describes the subjective view as an

acknowledgement of the dependency of human

interest in most things that are considered to be

good. According to Korsgaard, the advantage of the

objective view is that it acknowledges that it is only

human to make a false judgement of what is good

and that humans sometimes desire things that are

not good – therefore it should be possible to ascribe

the good to the object itself (Korsgaard, 1986).

However, Moore (1922) believes that the discussion

about objectivity and subjectivity is really about the

existence of intrinsic value.

INTRINSIC AND EXTRINSIC VALUE

Intrinsic value can be associated with respect for

certain ‘intrinsically valuable’ things or creatures

such as humans, historical artefacts and nature

(Bradley, 2006). Rice (1943) distinguishes between

two kinds of intrinsic value; the conative source of

value and the perceptual source of value. The

conative source of value is associated with the joy

experienced within the process of accomplishing

any purpose (Rice, 1943: 341). The perceptual kind

of intrinsic value is experienced, even though we

may not strive for it deliberately, and it brings
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(unexpected) enjoyment through its mere presence.

According to Rice, it is mostly seen in aesthetic

experience (Rice, 1943: 342). Rice comments on

Perry’s definition of value that ‘the fulfilment of

interest’ includes some kind of expectation, which is

not consistent with the perceptual kind of value (Rice,

1943). In any case, intrinsic value must be ‘objective’

although the opposite implication is not always true

given the possible dependency of context (Moore,

1922). The concept of intrinsic value implies to some

extent the involvement of metaphysics which

determines value that is unchangeable and universal.

This is, according to Moore (1922), a fundamental

argument for those who oppose the concept of

intrinsic value.

Extrinsic value is defined simply as value that is not

intrinsic value (SEP, 2007). Extrinsic value has often

been associated with instrumental value which is the

value that something has in terms of being a means

to an end (SEP, 2007). For example, money can be

viewed as having instrumental value because it is

indeed an instrument to attain something else.

However, it can be argued that instrumental value is

a subcategory of extrinsic value (Smith, 1948; SEP,

2007). As an example of another kind of extrinsic

value, Smith (1948) refers to a gift that has value

only in virtue of the person who gave/made it – a

person that the receiver of the gift holds dearly.

Accordingly, Smith points out that if one values an

object for its own sake it is not necessarily

intrinsically valuable, since it may be a subjective

valuation that is not tied to the object in isolation

(Smith, 1948). It is extrinsically valuable even though

it is not instrumental, i.e. extrinsic value is about

context dependency.

THE ASPECT OF TIME

Thomson et al. (2003) argue that value is time-

dependent. Also, Perry’s definition of value as

the fulfilment of (subjective) interest implies that

value can change over time. Acknowledging the

existence of extrinsic value understood as value that

is context dependent, also necessitates dependency

of time. Another interesting point made by Perry is

the fact that an individual can take joy in the

expectation of some achievement prior to its

manifestation, even though it may not ever occur;

that is, according to Perry, the value of faith and

fancy (Perry, 1914).

MEASURING VALUE

Moore (1922) argues that in some cases the

assessment of one object as being better than

another can indeed be made objectively. However,

the assessment usually depends on the context,

which can change and thereby cause an alteration of

the initial judgement. However, Moore emphasizes

that the value of a whole does not equal the sum of

the values of its parts (Moore, 1903: 18). Perry

(1914) points out that interest can be based on an

assumption that may be true or false and value can

therefore be tested. So if a value is based on a true

judgement it can be said that it is more durable.

Perry (1914) also points out that value can be viewed

as more significant when the interest in an object is

collective, thus fulfilling the liking of the community.

The dependency of collective interest is also pointed

out by Rice (1943), who describes how interests, not

viewed in isolation but in the context of life, conflict

with each other and how the preference of interest

does not depend only on the individual, but also

on what the environment can supply and the issues

on which a group can consent. The challenge is

to integrate different interests individually and

collectively.

VALUE IN CONSTRUCTION

In construction, one of the first known attempts to

define value was made by the Roman architect

Marcus Vitruvius Pollio (who died about 25BC) who

wrote that all architecture should possess strength,

utility and beauty or firmness, commodity and delight

depending on the translation of the ten books of

Vitruvius (book 1, chapter 3). It is often overlooked

that Vitruvius also mentions the importance of

considering ‘the nature of the place’ or suitability to

surroundings in his sixth book, chapter 2 (Vitruvius).

This highlights the range of the value concepts in

construction. However, recent attempts to try to

define value are more mathematical. According

to Kelly (2007), the most common definition is:

Value ¼ Function

Cost
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Given the more philosophical thoughts on value,

this definition seems rather simplistic and, in the

view of the authors, it does not make sense to say

that ‘value’ multiplied by cost consequently should

equal ‘function’.

In line with the subjective view of value, Thomson

et al. (2003) argue that ‘value’ is represented by the

relationship of positive and negative consequences

and ‘value does not exist in its own right, but is an

assessment of an object’ (Thomson et al., 2003:

339). In addition, they define ‘values as the principles

by which we live. They are the core beliefs, morals

and ideals of individuals and are reflected in their

attitudes and behaviours in society’ (Thomson et al.,

2003: 337). This distinction between value and

values is supported by Kelly et al. (2004: 148).

VALUE CHARACTERISTICS

On the basis of this literature review, the following

characteristics have been identified which should be

taken into consideration when addressing the

concept of value:

l Value will in most cases be a subjective judgement

depending on human interest (Perry, 1914;

Korsgaard, 1986; Thomson et al., 2003).

l The term ‘value’ (a judgement) can be

distinguished from the term ‘values’ – the

individuals core beliefs, morals and ideals

(Thomson et al., 2003; Kelly et al., 2004: 148).

l An item can in some cases be objectively

measured as more or less valuable compared with

another item (Moore, 1922: 256; Thomson et al.,

2003).

l The objective valuation (often) depends on context,

e.g. what the environment can supply, group

consent, etc. (Moore, 1922: 256; Smith, 1948;

Thomson et al., 2003).

l Some (if not all) values change over time (Perry,

1914; Thomson et al., 2003).

l A valuation can be said to be more durable if many

people agree on it and it is based on ‘right’

assumptions/information (Perry, 1914; Bonke and

Winch, 2002).

l Value can be instrumental (Smith, 1948; SEP, 2007).

l Value can be found not only in connection with a

physical object, but also in activity, love, goodness,

friendship, knowledge, etc. (Aristotle, 350BC, book

10: 8; Bradley, 2006). Specifically, (conative) value

can be experienced within a process towards a

goal (Perry, 1914; Rice,1943).

These value characteristics are highlighted below in

the description of the case study where relevant.

THE CONSTRUCTION CLIENT AND

CLIENT VALUES

As mentioned earlier, the term ‘client’ usually covers a

wide range of stakeholders with different and often

conflicting values and needs (Bertelsen and Emmitt,

2005). Differentiation is often made between

experienced, inexperienced, public and private,

short-term (developers) and long-term clients

(owners) which all represent different perspectives

regarding the construction process. In addition, the

client will often comprise end-users, the surrounding

society, legislators, funders and a project champion

who leads the project for the client organization

and who may be supported by a business case

team and client advisers. All have different roles

and responsibilities and complexity is increased by

the fact that the involvement of individuals may

change during the project (Blyth and Worthington,

2001: 57).

To further complicate the matter, change is

embedded in construction projects, as a result of the

uncertainties associated with the development

process, the temporary multiple organization, task

fragmentation, changes in the environment, resource

availability, etc. This creates various gaps between

the expectations (aspirations, plans, etc.) and reality

and it is the client’s perception of these gaps that

forms the basis of client satisfaction (Boyd and

Chinyio, 2006). The change process is influenced by

the client’s ability to cope with the ‘knowledge gap’

during the project, since an inability to handle

uncertainty can lead to communication difficulties

and irrational behaviour (Boyd and Chinyio, 2006).

Thus, psychological aspects and human emotions

add to the uncertainty in a chain of consequences.

This has also been highlighted by Sunding and

Ekholm (2007) who argue that psychological defence

mechanisms constitute a fundamental problem in

construction teamwork.
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In summary, the client is a complex assembly of

different individuals with different values and

perspectives. During the construction project the

involvement of each individual will change as will

their values and perspectives, which may be

contradictory and unpredictable due to the change

process and the nature of human behaviour.

Therefore it is vital to identify the client and establish

good communication from the outset of a project to

create a sufficient amount of trust for parties to both

listen and speak ‘the truth’ and thereby enhance

understanding of the joint situation in the view of the

different parties. This is an aspect of the workshop

model described below.

VALUE MANAGEMENT

One way of capturing client values is value

management. VM has grown out of value

engineering (VE) which originated in the US

manufacturing industry in 1947 and spread to the

construction industry in the late 1960s (Kelly et al.,

2004). Green (1994) differentiates between VE and

VM as ‘hard-systems thinking’ and ‘soft-systems

thinking’, respectively. VE strives for an optimum

solution (required function at least cost), whereas VM

acknowledges that an optimum solution may not

exist, but the objective is to ‘develop a common

understanding of the design problem, identify

explicitly the design objectives, and synthesize a

group consensus about the comparative merits of

alternative courses of action’ (Green, 1994: 51).

According to Leung and Liu, the primary purpose of

value management is ‘to specify the participants’

values and goals through the conflict stimulation and

conflict resolution processes’ (Leung and Liu, 2003:

18) where conflict refers to both intrapersonal and

interpersonal value conflict. VM seems more

proactive than VE in the sense that VM is often

applied from the outset of the project as workshops

in the conceptual phase to determine the way ahead,

whereas VE is usually conducted as an audit on the

basis of sketch design. The latest development in VM

does however suggest that VM is an all-embracing

method that includes VE and can be defined as:

Value management (VM) is a service that maximizes

the functional value of a project by managing its

development from concept to use through the

audit of all decisions against a value system

determined by the client. (Kelly et al., 2004: 31)

However, the Japanese approach to VE is different in

the sense that it focuses on continual improvement

throughout the process (Kelly et al., 2004). It seems

that there is a link to the lean product development

principles developed by Toyota, which emphasize

the importance of assessing many alternatives (a

method known as set-based concurrent engineering)

and focus on the elimination of unnecessary costs or

waste in the entire development and manufacturing

process (Morgan and Liker, 2006). As stated by

Haque and James-Moore (2004: 9): ‘They [Toyota]

excel at value analysis and value engineering but do

not use the textbook matrices.’ Toyota is, however,

more famous for its development of lean thinking.

LEAN DESIGN MANAGEMENT IN

CONSTRUCTION

In reviewing the literature on lean construction design

management, there seems to be a skewed focus

towards flow management and waste reduction as

opposed to managing and enhancing client value

(Jørgensen, 2006). Accordingly, techniques such

as the design structure matrix (DSM) and the

last planner system of production control for

coordination and scheduling of design tasks have

been promoted in several publications (e.g. Koskela

et al., 1997; Ballard, 2000; Hammond et al., 2000),

but a holistic approach with equal emphasis on the

value creation aspect of construction design seems

to remain absent. However, there appears to be an

increasing interest in the ‘value creation perspective’

and some propositions of applying quality function

deployment (QFD) (e.g. Koskela et al., 2002; Lima

et al., 2008), target costing (Ballard, 2006) and

set-based design (e.g. Parrish et al., 2008) can be

viewed as developments in this respect, together

with the work of the authors (e.g. Emmitt et al.,

2005), which include the initial development of the

workshop method.

THE WORKSHOP MODEL

The workshop model described below has been

developed mainly by construction industry
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practitioners. The method was conceptualized as part

of a range of developments in the Habitat consortium

in the national Process and Product Development in

Construction initiative from 1994 to 1999, which was

supported by the Danish authorities and aimed to

stimulate productivity and innovation in the Danish

construction industry (published in Bertelsen and

Davidsen, 2000). The Habitat consortium consisted

of 10 companies representing the entire supply

chain including building material suppliers,

contractors and architectural firms, which were led

by the engineering consultancy company NIRAS.

Habitat’s purpose was to investigate the possibilities

of ‘re-industrializing’ construction processes from the

ideal of the manufacturing industry and, thus,

the development of the workshop model was from

the outset inspired by the lean construction

community. Since then, it has largely been NIRAS

that has developed the model to its current form

together with a few other practitioners and

academics outside the company. Until the case

study project commenced, various versions of the

workshop model had been applied to about a dozen

small to medium-sized projects ranging from about

$2–10 million in capital cost.

The current idea of the workshop model is to

explore the client values on the basis of the client

brief at the outset of the project stage (model

process Blyth and Worthington, 2001: 204) and

incorporate these into the conceptual (sketch)

design through a series of creative workshops

similar to the Walt Disney film-making method of

going through the stages of vision, realism and

criticism. However, to acknowledge the importance

of trust and communication, a partnering workshop

is held prior to the VM workshops. The four

workshops are outlined in Figure 1.

At the partnering workshop, all relevant client

stakeholders (funder, representatives of end-users

and authorities, etc.) meet with representatives of

the design team (architects and engineers) together

with representatives of the construction team. The

construction team can be included via different types

of contracts; however, no matter what procurement

route is used, the aim is to keep the design and

delivery team together throughout the entire project

and the objective of the partnering workshop is

teambuilding to establish the foundation for trust and

effective communication. In order to operationalize

the concept of value, distinction is made between

product and process values (value characteristic

no 8). The partnering workshop is concerned with the

latter, understood as the values that the entire project

team holds regarding cooperation and work ethics.

Through discussion and consensus building, a

partnering charter is made that reflects the agreed

‘process values’.

Workshop 1 is concerned with client ‘product

values’, understood as underlying values (value

characteristic no 2) that determine the client’s

judgement of the end product (value characteristic

no 1). The aim is to make the ‘product values’ explicit

and reveal instrumental value or hidden values to

address potential conflict and also create group

consent among the stakeholders (value characteristic

no 4). This should give the design and delivery

team an unambiguous understanding of the project

objectives and thereby reduce downstream

uncertainty in design and construction. The client

organization is not asked simply what kind of building

it desires, because the client may have a limited point

of reference in order to envisage a construction facility.

On the basis of the value discussion, it is up to the

designers to create a facility beyond the client’s

imagination (in line with the aforementioned

perceptual kind of intrinsic value). Also, the value

system opens a way to explore multiple design

solutions instead of constraining the project through

statements of preferred product solutions. The

investigation of client values is done via a standard

value agenda, comprising the main headings of:

beauty, utility, durability, harmony with surroundings,

environmental issues, and buildability (inspired by

Vitruvius). A value tree is established from the main

headings and prioritizing of values can be carried out

(see example in Table 1). After the workshop at least

three design alternatives are developed by the

design team.

In workshop 2, the design alternatives are

presented to the client and construction team and

the designs evaluated against the ‘product values’.

In addition, time and cost restraints are introduced

as well as any authority restraints. A decision matrix,

in which the designs are ranked according to
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FIGURE 1 The workshop model
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conformance to the value system (value characteristic

no 3), can be applied to guide the decision-making

process (a method is described by Green (1994)). A

winning proposal is then selected for further

articulation.

The winning proposal is evaluated in workshop 3,

called the criticism workshop, in which all the

project participants have the opportunity to evaluate

and criticize the design solutions in order to ensure

that the design is truly optimized in accordance with

(current) client values and boundary conditions. In

addition, the process is evaluated against the

partnering charter as a starting point for the

continuous cooperation in the subsequent stages of

detailed design and construction.

THE CASE STUDY

The case study project consisted of two buildings, one

of three storeys and one of five storeys, together

containing 42 apartments with a total area of

3600 m2 at a capital cost of US$6,240,000. The client

was a non-profit organization that owned 13,000

dwellings in the Copenhagen area. The ‘client’

comprised a board of residents but would be termed

an experienced client in a Danish context. The

dwellings were constructed with financial support

from the city council which therefore has a

right of disposal of some of the flats. Within this

project, these flats were mainly for elderly people

who require care and families with a disabled child

(Figure 2).

FIGURE 2 Excerpt of elevation and plan drawings of the case

study project

TABLE 1 Excerpt of ‘value tree’ developed in the case study
project

Durability Easy

maintenance

Parts that are not renewable (or hard to

replace) should be of a high quality

Renewable parts should be standard

components

Minimize amount of complex joints

Low

life-cycle

cost

Utility Function Flexible walls

Considerations for disabled occupants

Good indoor climate

Technology IT considerations for the future

Beauty Shape Organic

Expression Simplicity

Correlation between colours in facade
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The application of the workshop model was set up

through earlier cooperation between NIRAS, the client

and the architectural firm and via financial support

from the Danish Ministry of Social Welfare. The

participants did not have prior experience with the

workshop model, except for the process facilitator.

The first workshop (workshop 0) was conducted in

spring 2005 and the process continued into autumn

2005 when the last workshop was held, after which

the contractor withdrew because of financial

concerns, and the project stopped.

In autumn 2007, a new contractor was found and it

was decided to restart the project as well as the

workshop process, to integrate the contractor and

evaluate the design, which, at this stage, was very

well developed because of the work performed in

2005. This second round of applying the workshop

model was initiated at the same time as the present

research project had started and even though it was

biased, by the ‘first round’ it was found to be a good

case for initial investigation of the workshop method.

This was confirmed when the workshop model gave

way for some unexpected project developments.

METHOD

The results of the case study were obtained through

passive participation and observation at each

workshop during the second application. Data were

collected in the form of written notes during the

workshops – no sound recording was allowed.

There was no time to arrange a detailed research

design and, consequently, the credibility of the case

study findings are limited by reliance on the written

notes, which were not systematically carried out

according to any coding scheme or other data

collection methodology. However, the notes formed

the basis of the minutes of the workshop meetings

and were consequently approved by all participants.

Accordingly, the findings serve as a record of events

and ‘stepping stones’ for future research. The

approach to analysis of the data adopted in this case

study was to make ‘critical’ interpretations of the

data in order to elicit limitations of the workshop

model that could form the basis for future practical

improvements. Thus, special attention was paid to

any ‘negative’ utterances about the process and

things that did not go as planned.

CASE STUDY ANALYSIS
The workshops were held with an average of 13

participants comprising architects, engineers,

landscape architect, general contractor

representatives, process facilitator, client project

leader, facility manager, client in-house engineer and

landscape architect and city representatives (some

specialists did not attend all of the workshops). At the

end of workshop 3, an evaluation of the process was

conducted among the participants by means of

anonymous questionnaires. The participants were

asked to rank the process against each of the initial

agreed process values1 on a scale of 1 to 10, where

10 was considered to be the best (see Table 2). The

overall average was 9 with a variance of 0.85 which

indicates great satisfaction among the participants

(nine respondents). The lowest individual score given

by any of the participants was 7.

The biggest benefit of going through the

workshop process again was gaining new insight

TABLE 2 ‘Process values’ evaluation

PARTNERING CHARTER (PROCESS VALUES) AVERAGE

SCORE 1–10

We will be trustworthy 9.33

We will respect each other – both personally

and professionally

9.11

We will be loyal to the decisions made 9.13

We will be ready to make compromises where

our initial personal interest needs to give way

for other interests

9.00

We want good communication and we will

make sure to inform all (relevant) participants

on progress in matters

8.67

We will be constructive regarding changes and

solutions

9.11

We will keep options open as long as possible

(last responsible moment)

9.13

We will balance expectations and goals and use

our resources rationally (no need to ask for CAD

drawings if a sketch will provide the sufficient

information)

8.67

We will work according to coordinated

schedules and be respectful to other

professionals’ operation

8.50

We will keep our agreements 9.13
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into the needs of the older end-users, who were less

mobile and needed more care than originally

anticipated. Representatives of the city council

provided this information, which initiated a very

creative process to create more space in the

bathrooms and bedrooms and supplement

the ventilation system with air injection to improve

the indoor climate – all of which were to be

accomplished within the budget. This was achieved

mainly by removing some kitchen and basement

facilities that the older users would rarely use, as

well as making some changes to the windows

and removing some built-in wardrobes. Subsequently,

a cheaper facing brick was chosen to keep the project

within budget. All the participants contributed to this

process, however it was critical that the contractor’s

representatives were experienced enough to make

cost estimates on the spot (which was not the case in

the first application of the workshop model and it

hampered the decision-making process). The client

expressed great satisfaction with this change and

the contractor found it motivating to know that the

facility would satisfy the needs of the end-users to a

greater extent.

Some other changes were suggested by the client

that were found not to be feasible; however,

additional assessments were made to ensure that

these changes could be made later on if they

were found to be ‘critical’ and if the additional

expenses were considered necessary to

accommodate such changes. In this way adaptability

was considered.

It should also be noted that within this process, it

seemed to be a supporting factor that the client

representative was enthusiastic about the concept

of the workshop model and possessed the authority

of an experienced professional who was able to

make decisive decisions – this had a contagious

effect on the rest of the team.

However, some critical observations were also

made:

l Several comments were made regarding the

workshop model being very time consuming (each

session lasted about 4–5 hours).

l After workshop 3, the architect and contractor

were so confident about the way ahead and were

so eager to get on with the detailed design and

construction that they did not consider a fourth

workshop (about integrated design and

construction scheduling) to be necessary – so they

carried on without it.

l Even though the client was very pleased with the

changes being made, the architects expressed

some annoyance about making the changes.

However, the changes would have been much

more expensive to make, if not impossible, later on

in the process.

l The value tree was not rigorously used by the

architects when presenting the design solutions. It

seemed more like an add-on explanation for some

of the choices being made, rather than an integral

part of the process.

l As may have been expected, the participants were

much better at discussing technical solutions than

talking about value or values.

DISCUSSION AND SUGGESTIONS FOR

FUTURE DEVELOPMENT

The case study shows that even though the workshop

model had already been conducted, a second round of

discussion of the client’s needs gave new insights and

an improvement of ‘product value’ (from a user’s

perspective). This highlights the importance of taking

the time to understand client needs and corresponds

with the notion that needs (value) changes over time

(value characteristic no 5) and/or with the different

participants representing the ‘client’. Even though it

is not possible to generalize the findings, the

analysis indicated that the workshop model can

facilitate good cooperation through discussion of

‘process values’. Furthermore, the case study

highlighted the importance of having experienced

participants with decision-making authority, who can

engage constructively then and there. This calls for a

thorough analysis of the potential team participants

before making invitations to the workshops.

Professionals’ time is valuable and great effort

should be directed towards limiting the duration of

the workshops. Also, clear agreement should be

made about payment for making more than one

design alternative and the subsequent changes to

design as a result of using the workshop approach.
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Greater acceptance of these changes may also be

facilitated by some negotiation of the client values

with the delivery team to establish commitment

(value characteristic no 6). The extent of frontloading

in relation to the type of project should also be

considered. The haste of the architect and

contractor to progress may be reasonable if indeed

they had a clear sight of what was to be done and

when to do it. Finally, the case study shows that

speaking of value is a tricky thing and a more

rigorous use of quality function deployment may help

to translate the client values into a language

understandable to building professionals.

Alternatively, one should accept that value may not

be stated easily and instead of trying to ‘freeze’ client

value statements, the value tree should be perceived

as a dynamic document (or ‘boundary object’)

reflecting an ongoing value conversation/interpretation.

As in the construction industry, lean design

management or lean product development (LPD) is

a relatively new area of research compared with the

extensive coverage of lean production within the

manufacturing industry (Haque and James-Moore,

2004; Baines et al., 2006). However, the Toyota

Product Development System (TPDS), which can be

viewed as the source of LPD, has been thoroughly

described by Morgan and Liker (2006). Thus,

primarily based on their work, the findings

correspond with the lean methodology in the

following respects:

l the importance of a ‘large project leader’ (Womack

et al., 1990; Baines et al., 2006; Morgan and Liker,

2006) to be the change agent – in this case, the

client

l the importance of means for efficiency in meetings –

there is a great risk of lengthy meetings within the

teamwork approach (Karlsson and Åhlström, 1996;

Morgan and Liker, 2006)

l the importance of policy deployment with

regard to translating client values into

understandable design criteria and facilitating a

commitment to accommodate these (Morgan

and Liker, 2006)

l the value of integrating skilled production-oriented

participants into the early design phase (Womack

et al., 1990; Morgan and Liker, 2006), and finally

l the value of frontloading the process, taking a

sufficient amount of time to explore client needs

and ‘make the changes’ upfront (Baines et al.,

2006; Morgan and Liker, 2006).

In addition, the characteristics of value and client

complexity should be addressed, which leads to the

challenge of predicting the future and understanding

the ‘drivers’ for client values in order to predict

change in the value system (value characteristics nos

4, 5 and 6). There are two approaches to this

problem: first, increase knowledge/information to

qualify a forecast and anticipate changes, e.g. use of

stakeholder analysis and scenario building or, second,

accept the unknowns and incorporate adaptability/

flexibility into the design and use the ‘last responsible

moment’ principle. Both approaches may be applied

simultaneously. Of course design changes are

imposed not only by the client, but are also inevitable

due to the nature of creative problem-solving and the

(different) information provided by the design and

delivery team, as well as different interpretations of

client value. Change should be embraced with a

positive attitude and systematic change management

(London et al., 2005). Consequently, a skilled

facilitator knowledgeable in how to address these

issues may be very beneficial.

CONCLUDING COMMENTS

The work reported in this paper describes the initial

findings of a research project that aimed to develop

a value-based workshop method to facilitate client

value creation in construction. A review of value

theory and the exploration of client complexity

highlight the difficulty of the task. However, an

analysis of the initial case study indicates good

results from applying the method and suggestions

have been put forward for future practical

development. Thus value theory provides a good

explanation for some of the issues identified and

lean product development principles also seem to

correspond as well as provide practical development

guidelines for the method. The suggestions put

forward are centred on the need for change

management and the case study in particular adds

to a new understanding of value management as an

ongoing value conversation.
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Value is not something that can be made explicit

once and for all by writing it down in a fixed value

system for subsequent design evaluation (value

engineering), as is common practice in VM methods

(Kelly et al., 2004: 31). Also, the need for a skilled

process facilitator is highlighted. This together with

other issues identified will be addressed in ongoing

research work. From a research perspective, a major

concern is that practical improvements to the

workshop model will be difficult to measure in a

rigorous manner due to the technical uniqueness and

contextual difference (social construction) of each

construction project, which makes it impossible to

establish a ‘norm’ as well as standardized comparable

data. However, face-to-face interviews, as a

supplement to observations, can provide some

accounts of the ‘effects’ of the workshop model from

the perspective of the project participants, who can

relate their experience to their ‘normal’ practice. In

addition, the subjective concept of ‘satisfaction’ or

‘value’ can be dealt with through interviews even

though interview accounts have many kinds of bias

(Alvesson, 2003). These challenges are not unique,

but they highlight some of the difficulties of reporting

practical work in the design management field.
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NOTE
1 The process values were established in the first workshop through open

discussion and grouping of suggestions facilitated by the workshop

facilitator. The partnering charter was subsequently approved on the

second workshop. No greater argument about the content was observed

within this process. No ranking was performed.
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Karlsson, C. and Åhlström, P., 1996, ‘The difficult path to lean

product development’, Journal of Product Innovation Management

13, 283–295.

Facilitating Client Value Creation in the Conceptual Design Phase of Construction Projects 29

ARCHITECTURAL ENGINEERING AND DESIGN MANAGEMENT



Kelly, J., 2007, ‘Making client values explicit in value management

workshops’, Journal of Construction Management and Economics 25,

435–442.

Kelly, J., Male, S. and Graham, D., 2004, Value Management of Construction

Projects, Oxford, Blackwell Science.

Korsgaard, C.M., 1986, ‘Aristotle and Kant on the source of value’, Ethics

96(3), 486–505.

Koskela, L., Ballard, G. and Tanhuanpää, V.-P., 1997, ‘Towards lean design
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