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Briefing is commonly perceived as the process of eliciting client requirements. The existing prescriptive literature tends to see briefing primarily as a data and information collection process. Numerous checklists and flow charts are repeatedly advocated as guides to better practice. It is contended that the dominant information-processing paradigm perpetuates an impoverished and mechanistic approach to the briefing process. A new perspective is offered drawing from the emerging concept of knowledge management (KM), and specifically from the highly relevant KM literature relating to the problems of ‘knowledge transfer’ between organisations. The underlying proposition is that client requirements containing the essence of organisation knowledge cannot simply be ‘transferred’ from one organisation to another. Organisation knowledge is frequently tacit in nature and embedded in context. In contrast, the information-processing model of briefing takes it for granted that knowledge relating to client requirements can be easily codified. Unfortunately effective briefing not only depends upon explicit organisation knowledge, but also upon tacit organisation knowledge that is notoriously difficult to codify. From a KM perspective, briefing becomes a process of knowledge creation between client representatives and professionals. A designed process of knowledge creation becomes of central importance to the briefing process. Issues of data collection and information management remain important for the transfer of explicit knowledge. Nevertheless, the frequent dominance of tacit knowledge within organisations means that client requirements cannot be understood without a prolonged socialised process of mutual contextualisation. The KM perspective on briefing process provides a number of recommendations for improving current briefing practice.
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Introduction 

Historically briefing had been intertwined in the realisation of a building project for a long time. But with the developments in the field of project management, especially the increasingly demanding focus upon client’s building needs and satisfaction, briefing started to be identified separately as an independent stage and sub-discipline at last four decades ago (Cherry, 1998). A better briefing process can deliver a better product to the client’s satisfaction has become the premise of most briefing research works. Thus, briefing is commonly perceived as the process of eliciting client requirements thoroughly into a documentation of brief to provide guidance for the sequential phrases of the design and construction processes. Due to the intention of documentation, numerous briefing guides tend to see the briefing process primarily as a data and information collecting process. However, it is contended that this dominant information-processing paradigm has limitations and unrealistic presumptions in briefing practice, which can be revealed by other perspectives.  In this regard, a new perspective is suggested drawing from the concept of knowledge management (KM), specifically from the highly relevant KM literature on organisation knowledge transfer and knowledge creation. The implications of KM for briefing are argued to offer a new insight into the briefing problems for the improvements.    

The overall objectives of this paper are to review current briefing perceptions, to identify briefing problems and limitations, and to re-conceptualise the briefing process from a knowledge management perspective. In particular, the key features of knowledge management and its implications to the briefing process will be discussed and identified.

Current Perceptions of the Briefing Process 

Briefing can be perceived differently depending on the aspect from which it is considered. Generally speaking, the briefing process has been discussed under three aspects in the literature: the procedural stages in briefing, brief formulation and the relationship with the client organisation:

Procedural Stages in Briefing

Briefing has been seen as a staged-process in the sequential stages of construction process. At first, briefing was regarded as a ‘one-off’ inception stage, through which client requirements relating to project objectives could be identified as guidance for carrying through the sequential phases of the design and construction processes (Pena et al., 1977; O'Reilly, 1987). As the emphasis on strategic management has progressed to the construction of buildings, ‘strategic’ briefing has been further specified as an independent stage to set up the project strategy, identifying client needs prior to any formal design action (Kelly et al., 1993; CIB, 1997; Blyth and Worthington, 2001). Following the route maps approach to the design operation practice (RIBA, 1973), the process of briefing was also regarded as consisting of a set of separable stages in a sequential order in relation to the development of design (Salisbury, 1998; Blyth and Worthington, 2001). The function of briefing was to process out in advance the pre-determined agenda of each stage in order to set out the course of design actions. Furthermore, in the light of project evaluation, the function of briefing has even been extended to the post-project stage as a constant feedback-loop (Nutt, 1993; Duerk, 1993; CIB, 1997; Duerk, 1997; Blyth and Worthington, 2001). Briefing may be no longer regarded as a ‘one-off’ phase, but as a continuous activity throughout the whole progress of the project in order to develop and maintain the project objectives. With the procedural stage perspective, it was suggested that the briefing process itself consists of a sequence of identifiable stages, like flow charts of steps. As a result, client requirements relating to project objectives were supposed to be processed out comprehensively through a set of procedural stages.      

Brief Formulation 

Commonly the purpose of briefing process was perceived to compile and formulate client requirements into formal documents called ‘briefs’. In addition to listing the procedural stages of briefing, many briefing guides have proposed several kinds of information needed within each stage in the form of checklist to aid the formulation of briefs (e.g. Palmer, 1981; O'Reilly, 1987; CIB, 1997; Salisbury, 1998 etc.). The intention of documentation was to make client requirements detectable and quantifiable like data and information. The briefing process, therefore, was intended to be an activity to collect data and information, and to categorise activities. For example, the ‘matrix’ framework has been proposed as a primary briefing tool to ensure all necessary information was collected completely into each of the ‘boxes’ (Pena et al., 1977; Palmer, 1981; Duerk, 1993). Client requirements were set down into a prioritising and hierarchical structure in terms of time, cost, and quality parameters. Alternative methods were suggested such as the design issue-based approach to avoid the ‘procrustean’ information situation (Kumlin, 1995) and the interactive interview and workshop for ‘new’ information (Blyth and Worthington, 2001). However, briefing still was presumed to result from the identifiable information sources by a unilateral information-collecting process for brief formulation. Furthermore, in terms of information management, Information Technology (Yusuf, 1997) and the information system of Quality Function Deployment (Fisher, 1999) have both been applied in the briefing stage as a support tool to formulate client requirements into a high-level matrix structure. Generally the underlying assumption of brief formulation was that client requirements were explicitly identifiable through converting the inputs collected (information) into the formatted outputs (brief). Besides, the description of briefing focused on the products of each stage rather than on the process itself. 

Relationship with Client Organisation

Here, briefing is seen more as the generator of form than as the facilitator of dialogue and exploration in the relationship between clients and consultants. Following the study of client organisation complexity and its involvement in construction management by Cherns and Bryant (1984), understanding clients’ responsibilities and roles has become a crucial issue for the effective briefing process. It has been argued that the client role in briefing was directly responsible for the project development and implementation in a ‘symbiotic’ and ‘reciprocal’ relationship with the consultants (Murray, 1996). The adopted approach to client briefing might be differentiated not only by pre-determined parameters of client types – such as sector and experience (Kelly et al., 1992; Gameson, 1996), project participants (Farbstein, 1993), and knowledge-support needed (Barrett, 1991) – but also by understanding the social complexity of client organisation by a ‘metaphorical’ analysis of the organisation (Green, 1996). The purpose of briefing is no longer to view the client organisation simplistically by its technical characteristics. Instead, the client organisation should be regarded as pluralistic and complex in nature needing a social process to be understood. Furthermore, in terms of client requirements, a ‘disclosure-feedback’ communication between clients and consultants was proposed to explore an area ‘unknown’ to clients and consultants at the outset of project (Bejder, 1991). In other words, client requirements could not be revealed comprehensively until a social interaction had taken place within the project team. Briefing could be regarded as a process revolving around a social interaction between clients and consultants to discover and understand client requirements. The nature of client requirements needed more than an attainable objective fact derived from an information collection method. It required a subjective construction from the social interaction of project participants.    

Briefing Problems and Limitations 

There are a number of identifiable and interrelated factors that characterise problems in the briefing process: client experience with the building industry; representation of client interest groups; identification of client needs; interpretation of client needs in building terms, and provision of sufficient time for briefing (Kelly et al., 1992). Client briefing was seen as an ‘open-ended’ problem lacking a one-right-answer solution (Smith et al., 1998). In other words, descriptions of briefing problems will change according to the perspective adopted and then will lead to different solutions for improvement. Several divergent perspectives have been employed to discuss the limitations in current briefing practice:  

Objective and Engineered Processing Perspective 

Firstly, an objective processing perspective was commonly adopted to enhance the current information-processing protocols of briefing. Here briefing problems were approached like engineering problems, which can be separated into several measurable elements and resolved objectively. For example, with a focus on client requirements, Kamara and Anumba (2001) have argued that current briefing problems mainly resulted from inadequate involvement of design activities. All briefing problems were perceived and explained by a presumption that briefing is too involved with the design process to identify the objectivity of client requirements. They have suggested that client requirements should be defined separately and distinctly from other project requirements (such as site, environmental and regulatory requirements etc.), and should be non-solution-focused and traceable (not relying on the representation of sketches and drawings) in order to achieve an objective prioritisation of client requirements and maintain client satisfaction afterwards. In this respect, the Client Requirements Processing Model was proposed to ‘define’, ‘analyse’, and ‘translate’ client requirements into ‘solution-neutral’ design specifications. Briefing was seen as a re-engineered process to ensure that client requirements could be neutrally and objectively established.

There are several underlining presumptions about the client requirements to sustain this engineered processing model. Firstly, client requirements are pre-existent and separable from other project requirements, and must be understood independently from a purely client perspective, not those of the different professional disciplines. Secondly, a thorough understanding of the client requirements can be achieved objectively without the involvement of design activity, which was termed as involving subjective and exclusive aspects. Finally, client requirements can be formatted into an unambiguous and traceable representation at the outset of the project, and be consistent all the time. The traceability of client requirements is required to allow tracing and managing the inevitable changes to requirements. Therefore, it is clear that client requirements are perceived merely as an ‘object’ like data and information, which can be codified and collected thoroughly in time by a formalised-engineered process. Briefing is perceived as relying on detectable, quantifiable information only. In other words, if client requirements are regarded as ‘information’ only, these assumptions will make sense in sustaining such an engineered processing model. However, these assumptions are challenged by other contrary perspectives. Some possible explanations for the problematic situation in briefing may come from other alternative perspective.     

Non-Rationalist Decision-making Perspective   

A shifting perspective on the critique of rationality in decision-making has offered a new insight into explanations of briefing problems (Barrett and Stanley, 1999; Hudson, 1999). Under a rationalist decision-making paradigm, Hudson (1999) has argued that briefing requires three conditions to function satisfactorily. Firstly, objectives precede action: client requirements relating to project objectives should be identified in advance of the design action. Secondly, objectives will not be changed by action: client requirements should be pre-determined neutrally as objectives, and not be affected by the design process. Finally, objectives remain constant over time: client requirements relating to project objectives will be used to evaluate the finished building. However, according to March’s (1994) critique of rational decision-making, Barrett et al. (1999) have found these conditions cannot be satisfied comprehensively in briefing practice, and have argued that briefing relevant to decision making was based on an logic of ‘appropriateness’ rather than one of ‘consequence’. In other words, objectives are not decided as a definitive consequence, but exist in a state of flux that is driven by an appropriate action for particular individuals or groups in a particular context. 

Similarly, in the field of operation research, Rosenhead (1989) has also offered several points to criticise the simplistic approach to a rational formulation of objectives. His critique can be summarised under the following headings: it is like a one-player game, application is limited to a specific type of organisation, agreed objectives are needed in advance for analysis, lack of consideration of human factors etc. Generally, he has criticised the rational formulation model as ‘socially undesirable’ as it was presumed that a single agency could deploy agreed objectives while failing to consider the pluralistic nature, and ‘practically infeasible’ in its failure to provide evidence of linking action and consequence. 

The critique of rationalist decision-making has provided a new insight into the briefing problem and its limitations. In terms of non-rationalist decision-making, briefing is no longer seen as logic of consequence process, in which project objectives are presumed as pre-existent and consistent all the time. Instead, objectives emerge from the action rather than precede the action. According to March (1994), a decision is an outcome of the interplay between problems, solutions, participants, and choices, and happens only when suitable problems, solutions, participants, and choices coincide. This statement has been also discussed in the field of design methodology. 

Learning Design Methodology Perspective    

The focus of this perspective is on briefing in relation to the design process. Conventionally, briefing was defined as ‘analysing’ and ‘defining’ design problems to precede the design process and ‘synthesising’ and ‘solving’ them sequentially (for example, Pena, 1977). This sequential relation, however, has been questioned and criticised as a result of examining the nature of design problems and the solution process. Firstly, the design problem has been regarded as ‘ill-defined’ or ‘wicked’ in nature (Rittel and Webber, 1973; Simon, 1973; Lawson, 1997). The characteristics of design problems were described as unable to be comprehensively stated at the outset; interrelated and interacting together in a dynamic situations; involving participants’ divergent subjective interpretations; and changing over time through the development of design problem-solving process etc. Therefore, as Lawson (1997) has concluded, the identification of design problems depends upon the interplay between the designers’ adopted approach, the time availability, and the working relationship of clients and designers. In general, defining design problems in briefing is no longer seen as through a definitive and thorough formulation process, but as a social understanding based upon an interactive working relationship.             

In response to the ill-defined problem, the perspective of design methodology has been shifted from a sequence of identifiable activities in a rational paradigm to an intermingling process of problem definition and solution in a learning paradigm (Darke, 1979; Lawson, 1997). While the design process is regarded conventionally as a sequence of ‘analysis’, ‘synthesis’ and ‘evaluation’ to deal with the pre-determined and agreed problems, a ‘primary generator’ process (Darke’s terms) was observed in the practice, where designers tend to generate and examine preconceived solutions to understand and explore problems from a learning approach. Design problems and solutions are not consecutive, but tend to emerge in parallel. To an extent, design solutions may create design problems. In this respect, briefing is integrated with design process in a complementary relationship, rather than precedent to design process in a sequential consequence. Besides, a place for creativity in briefing was required and enhanced as an aid to forming design problems.    

These three perspectives have some important implications for the proposition of this paper. Firstly, a rational processing approach to achieving the objectivity in briefing can function satisfactorily only under very limited conditions. Due to its unrealistic presumptions, refining existing processing approaches are unlikely to result in much improvement in practice, but may stifle and impoverish the practice in progress. Secondly, the critique on a rationalist model of decision-making and design methodology has introduced human and social considerations into the briefing practice. Briefing is no longer seen as an engineered processing to collect client requirements like data and information, but as a social learning process to understand and explore them. Finally, an alternative perspective is needed to convert the social matters of briefing into a methodological approach. In other words, the new perspective on briefing process can provide a methodology for improving current briefing practice.   

From Information Processing to Knowledge Management Perspective 

In the field of Knowledge Management (KM), knowledge transfer for effective leverage within the company and knowledge creation for new product and service provision have been identified as two new insights into the understanding of organisation knowledge management (Von Krogh, 1998). The efficient transfer of existing knowledge and the effective creation of new knowledge have become two major management tasks for organisation knowledge. Reviewing related KM literature, it can be found that existing knowledge transfer and new knowledge creation between organisations are highly relevant to the briefing process. 

Client Requirements: from Information to Knowledge 

In order to ensure a clear concept that client requirements contain the essence of organisation knowledge, firstly it is necessary to distinguish between information and knowledge. According to Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995), there are two distinctions between information and knowledge. First, while both knowledge and information are about meaning attribution in some specific and relational context, knowledge, unlike information, is regarded distinctly as ‘beliefs’ and ‘commitment’, which are both deeply rooted in individuals’ value systems. Knowledge is seen as personal ‘justified true belief’ rather than information that is seen with the imposed meaning of ‘messages’ or ’signal carrier’. Second, knowledge is created dynamically by a flow of information. Information is seen as a necessary ‘medium’ or ‘material’ containing new meaning to elicit and construct knowledge. Conversely, the perception of information is relative to what knowledge is held already. Generally, Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) focus their attention on the active, subjective, and information-produced nature of knowledge. From this viewpoint, client requirements cannot be perceived only as a flow of information, but also as knowledge that contains subjective beliefs and commitments to organisation’s business goals, environments, and culture. Thus, the knowledge perspective can enhance the subjectivism of client requirements as human elements and social matters. 

The Nature of Organisation Knowledge 

Taxonomy has been identified as one of themes necessary to understand the static concept of organisation knowledge (Scarbrough, 1999). Adapting and extending Gill’s (1994) categorisation of knowledge types, there are two approaches to understanding the nature of organisation knowledge: non-person centred and human centred. 

The non-person centred approach regards knowledge as able to be accumulated, codified and objectified, and its nature is considered as absolute, static, and universal over time. Knowledge is non-contextual, time-independent and depersonalised – e.g. explicit knowledge. On the other hand, the human centred approach is developed from constrains and limitations of the concept of non-person centred knowledge. The implicit aspect of knowledge is recognised as personal and embedded in a specific context. Knowledge is context-specific, time-dependent and personalised, and difficult to formulate and communication – e.g. tacit knowledge. Because of its implicit nature, the value and importance of tacit aspect of knowledge has been identified in most KM literature (Scarbrough, 1999). Tacit knowledge is a crucial matter when human centred issues are emphasised as an evolving discipline of KM. 

Within this dual distinction of knowledge, three further dimensions can be found to recognise the complexity of organisation knowledge. The first one is the level of codification – the extent to which it is expressed in writing or is in a tacit form. The second is the degree of dependence of context – the extent to which the knowledge is embedded in its context or is stand-alone. The third is the level of ownership – the extent to which it is the individual’s own or the organisation’s own. It can be concluded that organisation knowledge is complex in nature and its transfer within an organisation and between organisations cannot be achieved in a simplistic manner. 

Organisation Knowledge Transfer   

The ambiguity of tacit knowledge has been associated with the problems of knowledge transfer and has become a central issue in the field of KM (Blackler, 1995; Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995; Scarbrough, 1999). Since recognising knowledge as tacit in nature and embedded in context, knowledge transfer across organisational boundaries becomes problematic and cannot easily be done by tools and techniques such as Information Technology, which only focuses on capturing, codifying and compiling the explicit knowledge (Swan et al., 1999). Instead, several social influences on tacit knowledge transfer, such as the group dynamics relationship and forms of expression, have been recognised as a place for design creation and innovation (Gill, 1994; Hislop, 2000). Even Nonaka and Takeuchi have contended that knowledge cannot be managed like tangible assets, but needs a creation process to deal with its intangibility. In a sense, knowledge transfer problems can be resolved through a knowledge creation process.  

The problems of knowledge transfer in the field of KM are highly relevant to current briefing problem situations. In terms of organisation knowledge, client requirements cannot be seen only as codified and explicit in nature, but also embedded in context and tacit. The information processing model of briefing, which take it for granted that client requirements can be fully codified, is questionable from a perspective of organisation knowledge transfer.                              

Organisation Knowledge Creation Theory 

The central theme of the organisation knowledge creation theory is that organisation knowledge is created through a continuous dialogue of tacit and explicit knowledge between individuals and groups within the company and between companies (Nonaka, 1994). There are three important premises for organisation knowledge creation, which are also relevant to justifying briefing as an organisation knowledge creation process: 

· From information processing to knowledge creation: In classical organisation theory, organisations innovate by simply processing information, from the outside in, in order to solve existing problems and adapt passively to a changing environment. Now organisations rather have to create knowledge and information, from the inside out, in order to redefine both problems and solutions to recreate their environment actively (Von Krogh and Grand, 2000). In other words, in order to cope dynamically with the changing environment, the organisation needs to create knowledge and information actively, not merely to process and transfer them passively (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995).  

· Organisation knowledge as justified true beliefs about individual and social, tacit and explicit: Knowledge is not simply like information, but a ‘dynamic human process of justifying personal belief’ (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995). Organisation knowledge needs to be reproduced to address specific tasks or issues in order to respond to the changing environment. It involves shared beliefs about a situation that are justified individually, socially, tacitly and explicitly. In other words, organisation knowledge depends on the situation and people involved rather than on absolute truth or hard facts (Von Krogh et al., 2000).   

· Organisation knowledge relies on a range of perspectives: With a constructionist perspective, organisation knowledge is defined as a social construction of reality rather than in any abstract or universal way (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995). Different perspectives are helpful to reveal and understand a phenomenon and situation better. Acknowledging a rage of perspectives is essential to construct the organisation knowledge (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995).     

Based upon the above premises, an organisation knowledge creation framework was proposed as a two-dimension spiral process through a series of creation phases under several enabling conditions (Nonaka, 1994; Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995) (Figure 1):
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Figure 1 Spiral of Organisation Knowledge Creation Model (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995)  

The Epistemological Dimension: the conversions between tacit and explicit knowledge. With an assumption that knowledge is created through conversion between tacit and explicit knowledge, four different modes of knowledge conversions were proposed: (1) Socialisation: from tacit to tacit knowledge, (2) Externalisation: from tacit to explicit knowledge, (3) Combination: from explicit to explicit knowledge, (4) Internalisation: from explicit to tacit knowledge. Through an interactive and social process, knowledge is created not only by each of the conversion modes independently, but also by a dynamic interaction between all four of them.  

The Ontological Dimension: the level of social interaction. Organisation knowledge creation also relies on a social interaction between individuals and organisations. In this regard, several levels of social interaction were identified from individual, group, organisation and inter-organisation levels by informal and formal processes.       

Five-phase of organisation knowledge creation: Organisation knowledge creation involved five main steps: (1) Sharing tacit knowledge: a face-to-face dialogue in a self-organisation team and corresponds to ‘socialisation’. (2) Creating concepts: ‘abduction’ employing figurative language such as metaphors and analogies and corresponds to ‘externalisation’. (3) Justifying concepts: screening justified true beliefs against available market data, the firm’s strategy, and commercial and technological feasibility of the solutions proposed. (4) Building an archetype: the justified concept is converted into an archetype, which is tangible and concrete. Through this step, newly created explicit knowledge will be combined with existing explicit knowledge. (5) Cross-levelling knowledge: newly created knowledge is shared intra- and inter- organisationally.

Five enabling conditions for organisational knowledge creation: Five enabling are identified as creation drivers to promote the knowledge creation spiral: (1) Intention: concerned with how individuals form their approach to the world and try to make sense of their environment. (2) Autonomy: all members of organisation should be allowed to act autonomously as far as circumstances permit in order to increase the chance of introducing unexpected opportunities. (3) Fluctuation and creative chaos: these are perceived to stimulate the continuous interaction between the organisation and the external environment. (4) Redundancy:  this is concerned with the existence of information that goes beyond the immediate operational requirements of organisational members. Sharing redundant information promotes the sharing of tacit knowledge. (5) Requisite variety: this can help organisational members to cope with many contingencies in order to deal with challenges posed by the external environment.       

In their work on knowledge creation theory, Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) have demonstrated that new knowledge is created socially when tacit knowledge interacts with explicit knowledge. It is a social as well as an individual process, which contains the need for ‘justification, explanation, persuasion, and human connectedness’ (Von Krogh et al., 2000). It implies an active approach to dealing with tacit knowledge in terms of creation into newly articulated configurations. In other words, knowledge is no longer managed passively as tangible and codified matters, but understood through sharing and creating socially. Also, a place for creativity can be identified clearly from this creation paradigm.  

This organisation knowledge creation theory provides a fresh perspective for improving current briefing practice. In terms of knowledge creation theory, briefing is perceived not only as a means of collecting, gathering, and processing information about client requirements, but also of creating new knowledge about their requirements. Moreover, this new knowledge is created by a collective knowledge creation process from the client’s business and the consultant’s building knowledge contributions. The combination of creativity of client organisations and consultants is necessary to access the tacit essence of client requirements. Therefore, it is contended that bringing clients and consultants together into the knowledge creation process is key to achieving successful briefing. The organisation knowledge creation theory also provides methodological recommendations for briefing improvements. 

Conclusion 

Conventionally briefing was perceived as a mean of accumulating information, seeking advice, resolving queries and then establishing criteria procedurally in order to have fundamental influences on the subsequent course of action. However, this rational procedure process has its limitations and unrealistic underlying presumptions from a human and social perspective. Beyond the critique on a rational processing model in briefing, the KM perspective can provide a fresh insight into briefing practice and also offer a potential development of briefing methodology. Specifically, knowledge transfer and conversions between explicit and tacit knowledge are the essence of knowledge creation within the briefing process. It is contended, therefore, that there is a need for a paradigm shift of briefing process:

1. Information processing paradigm – a cognitivist perspective: 

The limitations of the rational processing aspect:  

· Organisation is considered as passive and static all the time 

· Innovation is seen merely as a problem-solving process, which is an input-output sequence of hierarchical information processing process.

· Client’s requirements are seen as static, detectable, and quantifiable, existing ‘over there’ within the client’s side and which can be processed out by an information processing process. 

2. Knowledge creation process paradigm – a constructionist perspective:     

· The fundamental task for organisation is not only to process information efficiently, but also create information and knowledge in response to a changing environment.

·  Innovation is considered as an ongoing process in which the organisation creates and defines problems by the creation of knowledge and then actively develops new knowledge in turn to solve them

· Client’s requirements contain the essence of organisation knowledge, which can be revealed and understood from a two-sectoral knowledge creation process. 

In terms of KM, briefing can be perceived to initiate the demand of knowledge acquisition, which consists of knowledge transfer and creation, in order to resolve the discrepancies of knowledge between clients and consultants in order to understand building requirements. Generally the briefing process is not just about information collection and processing like the IT tools. It must also be about relationships and community-building to germinate the ideas about the client requirements that are facilitated by a knowledge-creation framework.     
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