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[bookmark: _Toc213248291]1. Background and Introduction to Contracts in Project Management 
Contracting techniques in project management constitute the structural foundation of defining relationships, responsibilities, and sharing risks among key stakeholders. A contract makes deliverables definite but controls accountability, performance incentives and dispute mechanisms that are vital to effective project implementation (Ma and Fu, 2022). With the growth in the complexity of projects, particularly in industries like construction, the energy industry, the information technology industry, the contracting method used holds critical importance to the efficiency of costs and schedule as well as innovation results (Alvarez-Pozo et al., 2024).
There are many different contracting models applicable to modern organisations where some are Turnkey, Multicontract, Do-It-Yourself (DIY), and Hybrid ( Multicontract + DIY ) which vary in their level of integration, control and risk sharing (Dhanushkodi, 2012). Turnkey strategies make it highly accountable and have a point of single accountability, so that a single contractor is in charge of the total delivery of the project, whereas Multicontracting splits the project into multiple specialised contracts and executes them concurrently (Nwajei, 2021). Conversely, DIY and Hybrid models are focused on in-sourcing management and mutual independent control systems and frequently electronic platforms and sophisticated technology to enhance coordination (Hunhevicz et al., 2022).
The current studies identify that proper contract selection should be dependent on the complexity of the project and the maturity of the organisation. The popularity of hybrid and agile-based contractual structures is increasing as it is flexible and responsive to changing circumstances of projects (Gemino, Horner Reich and Serrador, 2021). 


[bookmark: _Toc213248292]2. Analytical Framework and Method 
A systematic and critical analysis of the four contracting approaches including Turnkey, Multicontract, Do-It-Yourself (DIY), and Hybrid requires the application of a structured evaluation framework based on six major evaluation dimensions namely; risk allocation, cost control, schedule performance, accountability of the stakeholders, capacity to be innovative and the alignment with sustainability. These dimensions are informed by the literature of established project governance and contract management (Ma and Fu, 2022).


[bookmark: _Toc213248293]3. Method 1 – Turnkey Contracting 
[bookmark: _Toc213248294]3.1 Definition and Core Characteristics
The Turnkey contracting strategy assigns the entire design, procurement, construction and commissioning to one contractor, who provides a facility that is ready to be operated (Dhanushkodi, 2012). This model reflects into a Design-Build-Deliver model, with the client being only engaged in specifying the output specifications and performance parameters. Turnkey contracts are typically backed by digital governance tools to track the progress, quality assurance parameters, in the modern practise (Hunhevicz et al., 2022).
[bookmark: _Toc213248295]3.2 Advantages of Turnkey Contracts
Turnkey models ensure predictability of prices, time certainties, and responsibility, as all risks are embodied in the same contract (Alvarez-Pozo et al., 2024). By giving one point of responsibility they make communication easier, interface conflicts less common, and the contractual discipline greater. Moreover, the contractors are able to maximise the integration of design and construction delivering the better performance of the project and ensuring quality (Nwajei, 2021).
[bookmark: _Toc213248296]3.3 Disadvantages and Limitations
Although the Turnkey approach has its efficiencies, it can inhibit flexibility after the contract has been implemented. The change in the design is not always easy to execute by the clients, which results in variation claims or a dispute (Hamledari and Fischer, 2021). Additionally, there is a propensity to premium pricing when there is considerable risk transfer because contractors institute contingencies to cushion the profit margins (Nwajei, 2021). This dynamic can also diminish collaboration since the client loses control of technical making of decisions.
[bookmark: _Toc213248297]3.4 Suitable Contexts for Application
Turnkey contracts are most appropriate to complex industrial, energy, or infrastructure projects, where the outputs are more functional, and the client favours little or no involvement to the management. They are not so applicable in the projects that have uncertainty, innovation, or changing needs of the stakeholders (Gemino, Horner Reich and Serrador, 2021).

[bookmark: _Toc213248298]3.5 Summary of Key Evaluation Dimensions
	Evaluation Dimension
	Turnkey Contract Performance
	Reference

	Risk Allocation
	High risk transferred to contractor
	Dhanushkodi (2012)

	Cost Predictability
	Strong due to fixed lump-sum pricing
	Álvarez-Pozo et al. (2024)

	Schedule Certainty
	High – contractor controls all phases
	Nwajei (2021)

	Flexibility
	Low – scope changes restricted
	Hamledari and Fischer (2021)

	Innovation & Adaptability
	Moderate; constrained by rigid structure
	Ma and Fu (2022)




[bookmark: _Toc213248299]4. Method 2 – Multicontract Approach 
[bookmark: _Toc213248300]4.1 Definition and Core Characteristics
Multicontract or package contracting approach splits a single project into a number of specialised contracts the design, civil works, electrical, or systems integration contract, each contract set to a different contractor. The client is the integrator where he is given the responsibility of coordinating, synchronising schedules as well as managing interfaces (Dhanushkodi, 2012). This method is frequently followed in situations when competition in the market, specialisation of resources, or time constraints allow a series of workstreams running in parallel (Nwajei, 2021).
[bookmark: _Toc213248301]4.2 Advantages of the Multicontract Approach
This approach of using multiple contractors on directly leads to increased bargaining power and cost transparency to clients. Competitive bidding at work package level promotes value-based results and enables the category of specialists to be approached early (Alvarez-Pozo et al., 2024). Parallel contracting reduces lead-time, enabling the support of fast-track delivery, and clients have a greater influence on design and quality decisions (Gemino, Horner Reich and Serrador, 2021). Additionally, it is a more innovative way of diffusion because suppliers with different experiences introduce new technical knowledge and experience in the previous projects (Klunder et al., 2020).
[bookmark: _Toc213248302]4.3 Disadvantages and Limitations
The main disadvantage is the risk of interface-management is high. In the absence of disciplined governance, there can be delays and claims because of hand-offs with overlapping scopes and unclear hand-offs (Hamledari and Fischer, 2021). Administrative overheads are increased since the client has to control several contractors and to guarantee sequencing cohesion of deliverables. In cases where the client ability or digital maturity is low, the fragmentation may lower the reliability of the schedule and responsibility (Ma and Fu, 2022). 
[bookmark: _Toc213248303]4.4 Contexts for Application
Multicontracting suits large, modular, or technically diverse projects—for example, infrastructure corridors or campus developments—where work packages can be clearly segregated and the client possesses a capable project-management office (PMO). It best fits in stable regulatory conditions where the market of contractors is developed, and integration systems are well established (Nwajei, 2021). The flexibility required in projects, incremental innovation, and prototyping by iteration also have the advantage of the approach flexibility (Gemino, Horner Reich and Serrador, 2021).
4.5 Comparative Evaluation
	Evaluation Dimension
	Multicontract Performance
	Reference

	Cost Control and Competition
	Strong through package bidding
	Álvarez-Pozo et al. (2024)

	Schedule Acceleration
	Moderate–High via parallel execution
	Gemino et al. (2021)

	Interface Risk
	High; requires skilled integration
	Hamledari and Fischer (2021)

	Innovation Potential
	High due to multiple specialists
	Klünder et al. (2020)

	Governance Complexity
	High; demands robust coordination tools
	Hunhevicz et al. (2022)





[bookmark: _Toc213248304]5. Method 3 – Do-It-Yourself (DIY) Contracting 
[bookmark: _Toc213248305]5.1 Definition and Core Characteristics
The Do-It-Yourself (DIY) contract method describes the procedures in which the client organisation performs direct control of the majority of the design, procurement, and construction procedures and employs external contractors to carry out specific services. The structure inspires internal ownership and alignment to organisational goals that are usually backed by digital devices to facilitate a real-time decision-making process and visibility (Hunhevicz et al., 2022). In contrast with Turnkey or Multicontract models, DIY contracting is extremely dependent on the internal project management skills and the technical knowledge of the client (Dhanushkodi, 2012).
[bookmark: _Toc213248306]5.2 Advantages of DIY Contracting
High level of control and flexibility is the major advantage of DIY contracting. Clients have direct control over the design modification, allocation of costs, and quality management, and make timely adjustments to the project challenges (Burga et al., 2022). This also makes it easier to retain knowledge within the organisation which enhances the continuous improvement in the project portfolio (Örnek, 2023).
Recent researches have observed that DIY models increase accountability and add to organisational agility particularly when agile project management practices are integrated (Gemino, Horner Reich and Serrador, 2021). 
[bookmark: _Toc213248307]5.3 Disadvantages and Limitations
The DIY approach, though flexible, presents a major workload and risk exposure to the client. Simultaneously managing procurement, scheduling, and quality assurance may put a lot of strain on organisational capacity (Ma and Fu, 2022). The lack of proper expertise can lead to inefficiencies, cost excesses or irregular record keeping. Besides, self-delivery cannot be economical in those projects that entail specialised technologies or international consistency (Alvarez-Pozo et al., 2024).
[bookmark: _Toc213248308]5.4 Contexts for Application
DIY contracting fits organisations well that have mature PMOs, robust technical units, and internal innovation cultures. It is suited to projects that are strategically sensitive, and that have some control and confidentiality as greater than outsourcing benefits (Nwajei, 2021). 
[bookmark: _Toc213248309]5.5 Summary of Evaluation
	Evaluation Dimension
	DIY Contract Performance
	Reference

	Control & Flexibility
	Very high – client-led governance
	Burga et al. (2022)

	Cost Efficiency
	Moderate – depends on internal capability
	Ma and Fu (2022)

	Risk Exposure
	High – retained by client
	Dhanushkodi (2012)

	Knowledge Retention
	Strong – internal learning
	Gemino et al. (2021)

	Technological Integration
	Enhanced via automation tools
	Hamledari and Fischer (2021)




[bookmark: _Toc213248310]6. Method 4 – Multicontract + DIY (Hybrid Approach) 
[bookmark: _Toc213248311]6.1 Definition and Core Characteristics
The Hybrid Multicontract + DIY strategy combines strategic control of the client inherent in DIY delivery and specialisation and efficiency of multicontract procurement. In this type, the client retains core business functions, including integration, governance, performance monitoring, among others in-house but contracts out specialist packages to other contractors (Ngereja and Jorgensen, 2025). The objective of this hybridisation is to create autonomy, innovation, and accountability by matching internal competency with external skills (Burga et al., 2022).
Hybrid contracting is becoming increasingly improved with the help of digital coordination systems and smart contracts, which allow the parties to collaborate transparently and automatically verify the deliverables (Rathnayake, Wedawatta and Tezel, 2022). 
[bookmark: _Toc213248312]6.2 Advantages of the Hybrid Approach
The hybrid model is risk-balanced looting of risks; clients retain strategic factors and share technical and financial risks with package contractors (Ngereja and Jorgensen, 2025). The innovation is promoted by this dual control structure, where the in-house team is able to experiment and external partners offer specialised knowledge (Poyyamozhi et al., 2024).
The other important advantage is provided by better agility: hybrid governance systems enable dynamic sequence of reprioritisation of packages without impacting the general project flow (Gemino, Horner Reich and Serrador, 2021). Increased digital interconnectedness also leads to an exchange of information in real-time, which will support proactive resolution of issues and decreases claims (Rathnayake, Wedawatta and Tezel, 2022).
[bookmark: _Toc213248313]6.3 Disadvantages and Limitations
The level of organisational maturity is mandatory in hybrid contracting because the process of coordinating external and internal teams can be highly intricate (Ma and Fu, 2022). Weak integration mechanisms would expose the project to cost or delay due to blurred accountability boundaries. Also, a high level of cyber-security and data-government practices is required by massive use of digital tools, which not every organisation has (Yang and Wang, 2021).
[bookmark: _Toc213248314]6.4 Contexts for Application
This approach fits large and technologically varying projects, such as smart-building campuses or infrastructure programmes, where sustainability and optimising performance is a primary deliverable (Madabathula et al., 2025). 
6.5 Evaluation Summary
	Evaluation Dimension
	Hybrid Contract Performance
	Reference

	Risk Allocation
	Shared – client retains integration, contractors hold delivery risk
	Ngereja and Jørgensen (2025)

	Innovation and Sustainability
	High – combines internal agility with specialist innovation
	Poyyamozhi et al. (2024)

	Governance Complexity
	Moderate–High – requires integration frameworks
	Ma and Fu (2022)

	Digital Integration
	Strong – supported by blockchain and IoT systems
	Rathnayake et al. (2022); Yang and Wang (2021)

	Context Suitability
	Excellent for smart, multi-disciplinary projects
	Madabathula et al. (2025)




[bookmark: _Toc213248315]7. Cross-Method Comparative Synthesis 
[bookmark: _Toc213248316]7.1 Comparative Overview
Comparative analysis of the four contracting methods, Turnkey, Multicontract, Do-It-Yourself (DIY) and Hybrid (Multicontract + DIY) indicates clearly their strengths and limitations related to the type of governance, level of digital maturity, and organisational ability. Turnkey is sure and easy, but it comes at the cost of flexibility and innovation (Alvarez-Pozo et al., 2024). Multicontract increases competition and specialisation, but increases the risk of coordination (Nwajei, 2021). The DIY maximises control and learning and exposes the client to more work and higher risks of delivery (Burga et al., 2022).. 
[bookmark: _Toc213248317]7.2 Summary Comparison Table
	Evaluation Criteria
	Turnkey
	Multicontract
	DIY
	Hybrid (Multi + DIY)

	Risk Allocation
	Transferred to contractor
	Shared across packages
	Retained by client
	Balanced/shared

	Cost Predictability
	High
	Moderate
	Variable
	High–Moderate

	Flexibility
	Low
	Medium
	Very High
	High

	Governance Complexity
	Low
	High
	High
	Moderate–High

	Innovation Potential
	Moderate
	High
	High
	Very High

	Best-fit Context
	Clear-scope, industrial
	Modular, competitive
	Technically mature client
	Complex, tech-enabled projects





[bookmark: _Toc213248318]8. Conclusion 
This essay critically examined four major contracting strategies, namely Turnkey, Multicontract, Do-It-Yourself (DIY), and Hybrid (Multicontract + DIY), and their logic of operation, strengths and weaknesses. The results indicate that there is no standardised solution and the success of each model depends on the context of a project, risk regarding, and organisational capacity (Ma and Fu, 2022). Turnkey contracting expounds certainty of cost and time but Multicontracting is more competitive but challenging to govern (Nwajei, 2021). DIY models are the models that have the biggest control and innovation and leave clients exposed to delivery risk (Burga et al., 2022). The Hybrid model enhanced by online tools and smart-contract regulation provides the most balanced incorporation of adaptability, responsibility, and sustainability.
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