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Abstract. In order to be able to carry out a construction project with the expected final 
result, professional risk management as well as a conscious risk sharing among the actors in 
the project are required. A question of a particular interest for the actors in Swedish 
construction industry is the way in which project risk management needs to be further 
developed, based more on openness, trust and collaboration rather than on sharp contract 
formulations. The objective of the study is to investigate the impact of the chosen form of 
contract and collaboration on risk management in construction projects. We analyse three 
major forms used in Sweden: performance-based contracts, design-build contracts and 
collaboration through partnering. A questionnaire survey and a series of interviews with 
clients, contractors and consultants involved in three construction projects were conducted. In 
the performance-based project no collaboration in risk management process existed between 
the actors. Both identified and unforeseen risks occurred in the project and had a large 
economic effect for the contractor. The design-build project showed very good project 
performance and successful collaboration in risk management. From the contractor’s 
perspective, risk management is more effective in design-build projects as it gives the 
contractor the possibility to influence the project during the early phases. In contrast with first 
two projects, the partnering project showed that all actors had the same degree of influence 
on risk management. Despite the fact that the identified risks occurred during the project 
implementation, all actors acknowledged very good collaboration in risk management. 
Moreover, the partnering project was completed with a better economic result for both the 
client and the contractor. The results show a clear connection between the form of contract 
and collaboration and risk management in the chosen construction projects. Those forms that 
support early involvement of the actors and create opportunities for open dialogue and 
collaboration result in a more efficient risk management process. 

 
 

 
1 INTRODUCTION 

In recent years, the Swedish construction industry has been criticized for increasing costs, 
low productivity, quality problems and project delays1. As construction projects are 
characterized by many and varying uncertainties, an ability to manage risks throughout the 
construction process is an important and central element preventing unwanted consequences. 
Risk management is also decisive for achieving a good final result within budget. Effective 



Ekaterina Osipova. 

collaboration and a conscious sharing of project risks between clients, contractors and 
consultants are important factors for a successful risk management process. 

How risks are allocated in a construction project is to a large extent governed by the choice 
of contractual form and what is stated in the related contract documents. Two contractual 
forms that are mostly used in Sweden are performance-based contracts and design-build 
contracts. Based on the experience from the UK and Denmark, the collaborative form of 
partnering, has been adopted in Sweden. A question of particular interest for the actors in the 
Swedish construction industry is the way in which project risk management needs to be 
further developed, based more on openness and trust rather than on sharp contract 
formulations.  

The aim of the study is to investigate the impact of the chosen form of contract and 
collaboration on risk management in construction projects. This paper focuses on three forms 
of contract and collaboration, which are typically used in Sweden: performance-based 
contracts, design-build contracts and the collaborative form of partnering. The research results 
are based on a questionnaire survey and a series of interviews with construction project actors 
involved in three construction projects recently performed in Sweden. 

The paper is organised as follows. In section 2, a state-of-the-art review is presented. The 
research method is described in section 3. Section 4 presents the results of the questionnaire 
survey and the interviews and analyses risk management in the construction projects. The 
results are discussed in section 5. The concluding remarks follow in section 6. 

2 STATE-OF-THE ART REVIEW 

2.1 Risk and risk management 
Project risks are uncertain events or conditions that may have an impact on project 

objectives1-6. A risk has a cause and, if it is triggered, also a consequence. Risk management 
is a formal process directed to identification, assessment and response to project risks2, 5-9. The 
overall goal of the risk management process is to maximise the opportunities and minimise 
the consequences of a risk event. 

Risk identification process aims at deciding on potential risks that may affect the project. 
There are several approaches to classifying project risks and risk sources2, 10-12. In general, the 
sources of risk in construction projects may be divided into external risks (e.g. financial, 
economic, political, legal and environmental), internal risks (e.g. design, construction, 
management and relationships) and force majeure risks. During the risk assessment, the 
identified risks are evaluated and ranked. The goal is to prioritise risks for management. 
Baccarini and Archer13 describe a methodology for the risk ranking of projects, which allows 
for an effective and efficient allocation of the resources for the management of project risks. 
The JRAP model proposed by Öztas and Ökmen14 is a pessimistic risk analysis methodology, 
which is effective in uncertain conditions within construction projects. The risk response 
process is directed to identifying a way of dealing with the project risks and consists of three 
main techniques: risk reduction, risk transfer and risk retention15. Baker et al.16 identified that 
risk reduction is the most frequently used technique within the construction industry in the 
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UK. 

2.2 Risk allocation in construction contracts 
An appropriate allocation of risks between actors in a construction project is important 

because it is impossible to eliminate all potential risks. Risk allocation influences the 
behaviour of project actors and, therefore, has a significant impact on the project performance 
in terms of the total cost. One of the main problems identified in the literature is the actors’ 
different perception of to whom a specific risk or group of risks should be allocated. Usually, 
contractors indicate that they have to bear the majority of project risks17. This leads to an 
increasing number of disputes between the parties during project execution. A study by 
Zaghloul and Hartman18 shows a significant relation between risk allocation and trust. 
Trustful relationships between project actors result in a more effective risk allocation process, 
decrease of contingency funds and, finally, in project cost reduction. A number of models 
providing a framework for risk allocation decisions can be found in the literature (e.g. Lam et 
al.19). 

Construction contracts deal with project risks through their allocation to the parties 
involved. The contract is a written agreement between a client and a contractor where the 
liabilities and responsibilities of each party are assigned. Many countries have legislation that 
regulates contractual relationships. In Sweden, the majority of contracts are based on 
standardized conditions of contract. These documents are developed and issued by the 
Building Contracts Committee (BKK), a non-profit association consisting of authorities and 
organizations in the sector. The performance contracts are based on “General Conditions of 
Contract for Building, Civil Engineering and Installation Work” (AB). The design-build 
contracts are regulated by ”General Conditions of Contract for Building, Civil Engineering 
and Installation Work performed on a package deal basis” (ABT). AB and ABT assign 
responsibilities and liabilities of each contracting party regarding job performance, 
organisation, timeframes, guarantees, errors and payment. 

2.2.1 Performance-based contracts 
Performance-based contracts are those contracts where the client is responsible for the 

planning, design and function of a construction and the contractor is responsible for the job 
execution. Within this contract form, two main organisation alternatives are possible: divided 
contracts and general contracts. A divided contract implies that the client appoints several 
contractors and signs a separate contract with each contractor. This form allows the client to 
choose the best possible tender for every part of the work. On the other hand, the coordination 
costs are very high and it could be difficult to identify exactly which contractor is responsible 
for a particular error.  A general contract implies that a client signs only one contract with a 
general contractor, who in turn appoints subcontractors to carry out the work. The general 
contractor is solely responsible for the coordination of subcontractors. This type of 
organisation is used more often in Sweden than divided contracts. Simu20 showed that smaller 
contractors in Sweden prefer performance-based contracts or general contracts in particular. 
In the case where a design-build contract is used, contractors increase their price to include 



Ekaterina Osipova. 

insurance for the extra risks involved. Results of a survey conducted by Gruneberg et al.21 in 
the UK show rather opposite results: most contractors would not accept a performance-based 
contract. 

2.2.2 Design-build contracts 
In design-build contracts the contractor is responsible for both design and construction. 

The client signs only one contract, thus this form is the most straightforward from the 
perspective of responsibility. In the procurement documentation, the clients set their demands 
in terms of functionality. Öztas and Ökmen22 state that the popularity of design-build 
contracts has increased in recent years, because a single point of responsibility is attractive to 
clients. A study by Ernzen and Schexnayder23 shows that the average profit margin for a 
design-build project was higher than that for non-design-build. From the risk management 
perspective, design-build contracts are more attractive for the client as the responsibility for 
design implies that more risk is allocated to the contractor. On the other hand, the design-
build alternative may be more expensive compared with performance contracts. Furthermore, 
the quality of the final product may be lower if the contractor uses cheaper solutions, trying to 
decrease his own costs. This problem is especially relevant in contracts with a lump sum 
payment mechanism. In terms of time, the design-build system arguably provides an earlier 
start for project execution than is the case for other forms. Toolanen24 found that clients 
choose design-build contracts more often when the project’s timeframe and availability of 
resources are critical factors. From the contractor’s point of view, design-build construction 
projects could be very risky when the contractor lacks knowledge and experience of the 
design-build system. Håkansson et al.25 highlight that the competence requirements are higher 
in design-build contracts, and so structured risk analysis should be done very early in the 
project.  

2.2.3 Collaborative form of partnering 
Over the last decade, the collaborative form known as partnering has become popular in 

the construction industry. The concept of partnering is differently defined in the research 
literature. To summarise, partnering is a way to create effective collaboration between the 
project’s actors. Such components as common goals, continual improvement and structures 
for problem solving form the concept of partnering. Effective collaboration is claimed to lead 
to fewer disputes, lower construction costs and a better quality product. Positive experiences 
of partnering in the USA, UK, Norway and Denmark have meant that the partnering concept 
has become adopted in Sweden. One of the goals of partnering is better utilisation of the 
overall qualifications of the project’s actors. Examples of partnering projects are presented in 
Rhodin26 and Kadefors27. Since 1999, NCC - one of the largest construction companies in 
Sweden - has implemented about one hundred partnering projects. According to NCC’s 
assessment, these projects have provided sound final results. Partnering is an acceptable 
alternative for project implementation when a trust relationship between the actors exists. It 
allows for a more efficient risk management process based on common goals. Both parties get 
a final product of good quality in a shorter time and with fewer disputes. Furthermore, 
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partnering helps in transferring knowledge and experience between the project actors. It is 
important to note that the partnering concept demands high professionalism and very good 
knowledge of the project on the part of the client and the contractor. 

3 RESEARCH METHOD 
The study is a part of a research project which is investigating risk management in 

different forms of contract and collaboration. The research project involves nine construction 
projects recently undertaken in Sweden. In the paper, we present the major findings from 
examples of the three most illustrative projects adopting different forms of contract and 
collaboration (Table 1). 

 
N Location Type of the 

project 
Form of contract/ 

collaboration 
Payment mechanism Contract 

amount 
(MSEK) 

1 Norrbotten Building Performance-based Lump sum 18 
2 Stockholm Building Design-build Lump sum 48 
3 Stockholm Building Performance-based 

/Partnering 
Cost reimbursable 15 

Table 1 : Characteristics of construction projects included in the study. 

To find out how risks were managed in the project, a questionnaire survey was conducted. 
The survey sample comprised clients, contractors and consultants. Within each group those 
who were working with risk management in a particular project were identified. The 
respondents from the client’s side were a representative signing the contract and a project 
manager. From the contractor’s side, they were a representative signing the contract, a site 
manager and an estimator. The respondent from the consultant’s side was an architect or a 
design manager. 

A draft questionnaire was developed, consisting of five sections. The first section 
contained general questions about the respondent. In the second section, aspects of the risk 
management process through the different phases of the project were covered. The third 
section investigated relationships between the actors in the project. The fourth section focused 
on computer software systems, which the company used in its risk management process. The 
fifth, concluding section was for miscellaneous comments regarding the risk management 
process in the project. Before sending a questionnaire, two workshops for about 50% of 
prospective respondents were organised. The workshop participants were given an 
opportunity to complete the draft questionnaire and offer the comments on the content. 
Following the workshop, the final version of the questionnaire was developed and sent in 
electronic form to the intended respondents in three construction projects. In total, 13 
completed questionnaires were received and analysed.  

Based on the compiled results of the questionnaire survey, eight interviews across three 
projects were conducted. The objective of the interviews was a deeper analysis of the risk 
management process in the projects. Since it was impossible to interview all survey 
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respondents within the time constraints, the number of interviewees was limited to the two or 
three persons responsible for risk management in the project. From the client side, it was a 
project manager, from the contractor side a site manager and from the consultant side an 
architect or design manager.  

Each interview took approximately one and a half hours and consisted of three main parts. 
First, the important definitions in risk management were discussed. Since the questionnaire 
contains the terms risk, risk management, risk identification, risk assessment, risk response 
etc., it is important to understand the perception of these terms by the respondents. Then the 
results of the survey were presented and the respondents were asked to explain their answers. 
Finally, the respondents were given an opportunity to express their thoughts about risk 
management in the project. 

4 RESULTS 
In order to analyse how risk management worked in the projects, the following issues were 

considered: 
- Project implementation in terms of function, cost and time. 
- Involvement of the actors in four main project phases: programme, planning, 

procurement and production. 
- Systematic performance of risk identification, risk assessment and risk response. 
- Influence of the actors on the risk management process. 
- Importance of risk management in the different phases of the project. 
- Occurrence of identified and unforeseen risks and their effect on the project 

cost/budget. 
- Collaboration between the actors in risk management. 
- Degree of communication of known risks by the actors in the procurement phase. 

4.1 Project A: Performance-based 
Project A was undertaken between 2004 and 2005 and took 10 months to complete. The 

project included the rebuilding, refurbishment and additional construction of the university 
premises, located in the northern part of Sweden. The contract sum was 18 MSEK and the 
final cost of the project was 20 MSEK. A lump sum payment mechanism was chosen. A 
performance contract, based on “General Conditions of Contract for Building, Civil 
Engineering and Installation Work” (AB), was signed between the client and the contractor.  

The technical characteristics and functionality of the final product were evaluated high by 
all actors. However, the project implementation in terms of cost was unsatisfactory from the 
contractor’s perspective. The contractor’s costs increased significantly due to the poor quality 
of design documents. Time constraints for project execution were kept and the project was 
finished earlier than planned. 

The client was involved in all four phases of the project: programme, planning, 
procurement and production. The architect participated in the programme and planning phase, 
but was not involved in the production phase. From the perspective of dealing with risks, non-
participation of the architect in the production phase created problems and conflicts because 
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there was need for design changes during the project execution. The contractor joined the 
project in the procurement phase, which is the traditional approach for performance-based 
contracts. 

The actors noted that the risk identification and risk response processes were carried out 
systematically in the project. The risk assessment process, however, was not performed by the 
client. The contractor assessed risks systematically in the production phase using quality 
management software. During the planning phase, the client cooperated with the consultant in 
the risk identification process. However, the identified risks occurred in the project and their 
financial impact was large. The unforeseen risks occurred as well, but had a smaller effect on 
the project’s financial position. 

The client had the largest influence on the risk management process according to all actors. 
The influence of the contractor and, especially, the architect was significantly lower. A 
serious problem identified by the actors is that no collaboration in the risk management 
process existed between the client and the contractor. Moreover, both the client and the 
contractor communicated known risks, as if they were of a low priority, during the 
procurement phase. This created conflicts during project execution. The low degree of risk 
communication during procurement was explained by the actors as a matter of the absence of 
trust: “First we sign the contract and only after that we discuss risks” (Contractor in project 
A). 

During discussion about a possible connection between the chosen form of contract and 
collaboration and risk management in the project, the actors expressed the following thoughts. 
The contractor argued that traditional procurement forms like performance-based contracts do 
not create the opportunity for open dialogue and collaboration in risk management between 
the client and the contractor. In these forms each actor is focused on his own part of the 
project and tries to manage the associated risks. The general conditions of contract (AB) are 
well-developed documents, which assign responsibilities and liabilities of each party. 
However, the client often deviates from AB by trying to transfer more risk to the contractor. 
The client agreed that in the performance-based contract, joint risk management is impossible 
because the contractor follows the client’s instruction and executes the project according to 
the client’s requirements: “There is no room for discussions in the performance-based 
projects” (Client in project A). On the contrary, the architect was positive about risk 
management process in the performance-based projects. He argued that the architect has more 
flexibility and cooperation with the client in such projects than in design-build. In the latter, 
the contractor is a ‘filter’ between the client and the architect. He is focused on short-term 
financial results rather than on the life cycle cost and, therefore, may use cheaper technical 
solutions, which are not always optimal. However, performance-based contracts assign more 
responsibility to the architect, while in a design-build project the architect shares risks with 
the contractor. On the other hand, collaboration with the contractor is worse in performance-
based projects, because the consultant usually does not participate in the production phase. 

4.2 Project B: Design-build 
Project B is a design-build project, based on ”General Conditions of Contract for Building, 



Ekaterina Osipova. 

Civil Engineering and Installation Work performed on a package deal basis” (ABT). The 
project included reconstruction of a residential building in Stockholm and was executed over 
12 months between 2004 and 2005. The contract sum was 47MSEK and a lump-sum payment 
mechanism was chosen. 

Project implementation, in terms of function, cost and time was very good for both the 
client and the contractor. Risk identification, assessment and response were carried out 
systematically in the project. Moreover, these processes were performed in the form of joint 
risk management under all project phases; neither identified nor unforeseen risks occurred 
during the project implementation. All actors evaluated collaboration in risk management as 
very good.  

As the contractor was responsible for the project design, he had the largest influence on 
risk management in the project. The client’s influence on risk management was therefore 
lower. The planning and production phases were identified as the most important in risk 
management. Both the client and the contractor communicated known risk in the procurement 
phase on a very detailed level. This resulted in a low contingency fund in the contract (2.5%). 

In a discussion about risk management in the different forms of contract and collaboration, 
the client stated that design-build contract can be very risky because of the client’s inability to 
control the technical solutions chosen by the contractor. As a result, the client may suffer 
deviations in the quality of the final product. To avoid this situation, continual discussion of 
technical solutions between the actors is required. Cooperation and trust were identified as the 
most important factors for successful risk management. The contractor stated that design-
build projects are optimal from the perspective of cooperation between actors. Design-build 
gives the contractor the opportunity to influence the project in the early stages, which leads to 
fewer conflicts with the client and more effective risk management. 

4.3. Project C: Partnering 
Project C included the reconstruction of a residential building, located in Stockholm. The 

reconstruction was executed in 2005 and took 6 months. The project was implemented in the 
form of partnering with a cost reimbursable payment mechanism. The contract was based on 
“General Conditions of Contract for Building, Civil Engineering and Installation Work” 
(AB).  

The project implementation in terms of function, cost and time was good. Jointly the client 
and the contractor succeeded in decreasing project costs. As there were important time 
constraints, project execution had to start when the design was incomplete. This resulted in 
low degree of communication of known risks in the procurement phase and in re-design of 
some parts of the project. All actors participated in the early phases of the project and were 
involved in risk management. Even though the contractor was not responsible for the design, 
he participated in the planning phase. This phase played, according to the actors, the most 
important role in risk management. Risk identification, assessment and response were 
performed systematically in the project. At the beginning of the project the client organised 
workshops, where all actors identified risks and decided who was better qualified to deal with 
them. In contrast to projects A and B, in project C the client, the contractor and the architect 
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had equal influence on risk management. 
Despite the fact that identified risks occurred in the project and their financial effect was 

large, the actors succeeded in cooperating to find the best solution to solve the problem. They 
all agreed that it was possible due to the partnering form: they evaluated their collaboration in 
risk management as good.  

The client in project C argued that not only did the contractual form influence risk 
management, but also a payment mechanism and working procedures within the organisations 
played their part too. Factors that characterise partnering projects, such as open dialogue, trust 
and cooperation help to manage risks effectively: “I don’t believe the client can gain 
something by concealing known risks, because in reality that would result in loss for all 
partners” (client in project C). The contractor said that there is no difference in risk 
management routines across the different forms of contract; however, the involvement of the 
actors in the process is different. An advantage of partnering is that risk management 
processes are carried out from the earliest stages of the project: “Partnering means that we 
organise a small enterprise Project C and work together to get a good final product; we share 
both risks and opportunities and have close collaboration” (contractor in project C). 
Partnering projects allocate more responsibility to the contractor than performance-based 
projects, where the contractor works from construction drawings. According to the architect, 
the way in which risk management is organised in the project depends to a large extent on the 
client. He argues that the client has responsibility for engaging the actors in joint risk 
management. Different forms of contracts and collaboration give different opportunities for 
open dialogue and can, therefore, influence project risk management. The organisational 
structure of partnering projects creates more opportunities for good collaboration. The 
payment mechanisms also affect the risk management process: “It is very difficult to raise the 
problem if the actor knows he/she would pay for that” (architect in project C).  

4.4. Summary of the results 
In the previous sections, we presented the risk management process for three projects with 

the different forms of contract and collaboration. In particular, we analysed performance-
based and design-build contractual forms and the collaborative form of partnering. To 
summarise, the design-build project gave the best project performance without any of 
identified risks occurring during project execution. The partnering project showed a good 
performance as well, despite the fact that many identified and unforeseen risks occurred 
during project implementation. From the perspective of dealing with risks, the performance-
based project was the most unsuccessful and resulted in a high final cost for the contractor. 

Taking into consideration the form of the contract and collaboration, the main factors that 
explain the differences in project performance are identified and summarised in Table 2. 
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1. Involvement of the actors in the project phases and their responsibilities 
 Performance-based Design-build Partnering 
Description - Non-participation of the 

architect in the production 
phase. 
- Non-participation of the 
contractor in the planning 
phase. 
- The contractor executes the 
project according to the 
client’s construction 
documents. 

- Participation of the 
contractor in the planning 
phase 
 

- All actors participated in 
all four phases of the 
project 
- The client, the contractor 
and the consultant had the 
same degree of influence 
on risk management 

Outcome - Contractor’s cost increase 
due to the poor quality of 
design documents. 
- No collaboration between 
the contractor and the 
architect in the planning 
phase. 
- No discussion of the 
technical solutions and 
construction risks between 
the client and the contractor. 

- Contractor’s opportunity 
to influence the project in 
the early stages. 
- No conflicts with the 
client during the project 
execution 
- No deviations in the 
function of final product. 

- Workshops there all 
actors identified risks and 
decided who had better 
qualification to deal with 
them. 
- Effective joint risk 
management through the 
whole project 

2. Trust and collaboration between actors 
Description - Absence of trust and 

collaboration in risk 
management 
 

- Trustful and 
collaborative relationships 

- Trustful and 
collaborative relationships 

Outcome - Low degree of risk 
communication during 
procurement. 
- Client’s attempt to transfer 
more risk to the contractor. 
- Contractor’s cost increase. 

- Communication of risks 
in the procurement phase 
on the very detailed level. 
- Joint risk management 
under all project phases. 
- Low contingency fund 
(2.5%) 
- The project 
implementation in terms of 
function, cost and time was 
very good for all actors. 

- The actors succeeded to 
solve the problems and 
decreased the final cost  
- Even the identified risks 
occurred in the project, it 
was clear who was 
responsible for managing 
them. 

3. Payment mechanism 
Description Lump sum Lump sum Cost reimbursable 
Outcome Contractor’s cost increased 

significantly 
Due to effective 
collaboration the final 
financial result was good 

- Open dialogue about 
project risks and joint 
search for best solutions 
- Cost savings for both the 
client and the contractor. 

Table 2 : Characteristics of construction projects included in the study. 
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5 DISCUSSION AND FURTHER RESEARCH 
General contract conditions that are widely used in Sweden formalise risk allocation 

between the client and the contractor. However, the Swedish construction industry has been 
criticized for increasing costs, low productivity, quality problems and project delays1. A 
stronger focus on how risks are managed in the different forms of contract and collaboration 
seems necessary in order to decrease the construction cost and quality problems for both the 
client and contractor. 

The results of the study show that traditional performance-based contracts do not create the 
opportunities for joint risk management and open discussion of project risks. This finding 
supports the results of Gruneberg et al.21 that the contractors try to avoid performance-based 
contracts.  

Design-build projects offer more opportunities for joint risk management due to early 
involvement of the contractor. One possibility to influence risk management in the early 
stages results in better control of construction risks. On the other hand, the design-build form 
demands more control from the client. The combination of the professional client and the 
contractor, continuously discussing technical solutions, offers effective joint risk management 
for the project.  

Partnering project is a very good example of an effective project organisation with very 
good cooperation likely in risk management. Collaboration between the project actors during 
all project phases resulted in successful problem solving and cost savings for both the client 
and the contractor. 

Trust and commitment are the most important factors that influence risk management in 
the project. Performance-based contracts do not create a trustful environment in the project 
because each actor is involved in limited number of the project phases and, therefore, focuses 
on his own work and protects his interests rather than the project overall. The lack of trust is 
an important obstacle for intensive communication of known risks in the procurement phase. 
An economically-executed design-build project can be partially explained by a very 
professional and enthusiastic client, which created cooperative and trustful relationships 
between the project actors. This resulted in a low contingency fund (2.5%) and, therefore, 
lower project cost. In comparison, contingency funds in Canadian contracts are between 8 and 
20%18. In this context, the partnering form creates more opportunities for trustful relationship 
because the actors work together during the whole project and everyone is involved in risk 
management and enjoys open dialogue about risks. 

The results presented in the paper show a clear connection between the form of contract 
and collaboration and the effectiveness of risk management in the projects. However, the 
study is based on the analysis of three construction projects and more research is needed to 
verify the findings. In order to study further the impact of contractual and collaboration form 
on risk management six projects will be analysed additionally. 

6 CONCLUSIONS 
The project costs and the number of quality problems are not decreasing in the Swedish 

construction sector despite the wide use of general contract conditions, which formalise the 
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allocation of project risks. The aim of this paper was to investigate the impact of the chosen 
form of contract and collaboration on risk management in a select number of projects. The 
paper focuses on three forms of contract and collaboration which are typically used in 
Sweden: performance-based contracts, design-build contracts and the collaborative form of 
partnering.  

The major finding of the study is that there is a clear connection between the form of 
contract and collaboration and risk management in the chosen construction projects. 
Performance-based contracts do not create the opportunities for open discussion of project 
risks and joint risk management. Design-build projects offer a higher degree of collaboration 
in risk management due to the involvement of the contractor in early phases. Partnering helps 
to establish cooperative relationships because the actors work together throughout the project 
and each actor participates in joint risk management. The lack of trust and personal 
commitment is an important obstacle for effective communication of project risks and joint 
risk management. The overall conclusion is that those forms that support early involvement of 
the actors and create opportunities for open dialogue and collaboration result in a more 
efficient risk management process. Further research, based on a larger number of projects, is 
needed to support the findings of the study.  
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