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SUMMARY

Consignment contracts have recently received increasing attention and have been widely
employed in many industries. Under this contract, items are sold at a retailer’s but the supplier
retains the full ownership of the inventory until purchased by consumers; the supplier collects
payment from the retailer based on actual units sold. By building a game-theoretic model, we
are able to obtain insightful results from analysis of the supply chain decisions and performance
under different consignment arrangements. We extend the research in consignment contracts to
more realistic situations with the presence of (1) more than one retailer in the supply chain, (2)
more than one supplier in the supply chain and (3) a dual channel supply chain. Incorporating
these new features enables us to gain new insights and derive practical implications on the
implementation of consignment contracts.

In the first part of the thesis, we investigate how competition between two retailers influ-
ences the supply chain decisions and profits under different consignment arrangements with
one supplier, namely a consignment price contract and a consignment contract with revenue
share. First, we investigate how these two consignment contracts and a price only contract
compare from the perspective of each supply chain partner. We find that the retailers benefit
more from a consignment price contract than from a consignment contract with revenue share
or a price only contract, regardless of the level of retailer differentiation. The supplier’s most
beneficial contract, however, critically depends upon the level of retailer differentiation: a con-

signment contract with revenue share is preferable for the supplier if retailer differentiation is
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SUMMARY (Continued)

strong; otherwise, a consignment price contract is preferable. Second, we study how retailer
differentiation affects the profits of all supply chain partners. We find that less retailer differ-
entiation improves the supplier’s profit for both types of consignment contract. Moreover, less
retailer differentiation improves profits of the retailers in a consignment price contract, but not
necessarily in a consignment contract with revenue share.

In the second part of the thesis, we study how the presence of supplier competition affects the
decisions and performance of a supply chain with a single retailer and two suppliers. The impact
of supplier competition on the retailer’s profit critically depends upon the type of consignment
contract. Specifically, supplier competition helps improve the retailer’s profit in the consignment
price contract, but not necessarily in a consignment contract with revenue share. Next, we
consider a situation in which one supplier sells products directly to consumers, through a
direct channel, in addition to selling through the retailer via consignment. The added level of
competition between the supplier’s direct channel and the retailer has a negative impact on
the retailer’s profit but not on the suppliers’ profits due to access to a larger consumer base.
Higher channel competition between the supplier’s direct channel and the retailer does not
always increase the total supply chain profit and the efficiency. That is, channel competition

improves the total channel profit when competition is not intense.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The global economic slowdown has had a noticeable negative impact on many businesses
in virtually all industries. Companies have found it necessary to become more focused and
fastidious in their business practices, than ever before. Many creative, and sometimes novel,
business solutions have been proposed, explored, and implemented. Retailers have been every
bit as interested in discovering a new and mutually beneficial relationship with their suppli-
ers in order to maximize profits. A variety of contractual relationships exists including: the
wholesale-price contract, buyback contract, price-discount contract and consignment contract.

This research will focus on one of these, namely, the consignment contract.

1.1 Motivations

In the Spring of 2005, The Home Depot, a leading home improvement retailer, launched
the Pay-By-Scan (PBS) program across the live plant industry. The goal was to help re-
duce risk of selling seasonal plant products, while providing a venue for growers to sell their
production. The PBS program allows Home Depot to decide the retail price for each of the
products, and the growers decide how much inventory is allocated into designated Home De-
pot retail sites. Ownership of the products does not transfer until they are sold to customers.
Once products are sold, Home Depot makes a payment to the suppliers and retains the differ-

ence between this payment and the retail price (For more details on Home Depot and PBS,



see http://suppliercenter.homedepot.com/wps/portal). Similarly, Autozone, one of the
biggest automobile parts resellers, adopts Pay-On-Scan contracts with its suppliers. Under
such a contract, Autozone selects suppliers and sets the retail price for each product. Autozone
pays the supplier only when a product has been scanned and sold, with payment terms of up
to 90 days after the sale (Boorstin, 2003; Fahey, 2003).

Several types of consignment contracts with various characteristics are being used, in varying
degrees, across all product categories and in many industries. A prime example of a consign-
ment contract in Internet commerce is Amazon Marketplace (Wang et al., 2004). Amazon.com,
America’s largest online retailer, not only sells products directly to consumers, but also intro-
duced an additional online site called “Amazon Marketplace”. Marketplace enables and invites
other merchants to sell their products through the Amazon website. The merchants can decide
the quantity of products and the selling price. The merchants incur no cost for listing their
items, but Amazon receives a commission on products sold by deducting a certain percentage
from the final sale price. Amazon has adopted, essentially, a consignment contract with revenue
sharing in its Marketplace. The Marketplace strategy has proven to be a successful business
strategy for Amazon, because 30% of items sold on Amazon are sold by third parties (Wikinvest,
2012) (For more details on Amazon Marketplace, go to: http://www.amazon.com).

Consignment contracts have recently gained popularity in many other industries, such as
healthcare (Bendavid et al., 2011) and a variety of retail businesses. Consignment contracts
allow the supplier to retain ownership of the items in the healthcare retail facility at no charge

until items are actually dispensed. Items with consignment potential include intraocular lenses,



orthopedic implants and pulse generators. For example, the University of California San Fran-
cisco Medical Center implements consignment contracts with its suppliers of various products
(University of California, 2006). Large retailers, such as Wal-mart and Target, and category
specialists, including Toys “R” Us, often use consignment with their small or specialized suppliers

(Gosman and Kelly, 2002).

1.1.1 Consignment contracts

The APICS Dictionary (Blackstone and Cox, 2005) defines consignment as the process in
which the supplier retains the full ownership of the inventory, places items at a retail location
(or, virtually, anywhere) with no payment received until the goods are sold to consumers. This
process presents to the retailer the advantage of not incur, if any, risk associated with the
uncertainty of the demand other than the storage cost and the opportunity cost due to shelf
space usage. The supplier bears all risk associated with demand uncertainty. If the merchandise
does not sell, no money is exchanged. The supplier gains access to consumers and transfers
the responsibility and the cost of storage to the retailer, which could potentially increase sales
volume and profits.

One of the most critical features of a consignment contract is the payment mechanism
specified in the contract. The specific mechanism for determining the supplier’s revenue impacts
all parties in the contract. To our knowledge, two consignment contract terms are used in
practice, and have been discussed in the literature. On the one hand, in (Wang et al., 2004),
a Stackelberg game model is proposed in which the retailer, acting as the leader, offers the

supplier a consignment contract which specifies the supplier’s revenue share as a percentage



of the retailer’s revenue for each unit sold. On the other hand, in (Ru and Wang, 2010), the
supplier is the leader and selects a fixed consignment price, specifying the amount of payment
to the supplier for each unit sold at the retailer. The retailer acts as a follower and, based upon
the consignment price selected by the supplier, decides the retail price and order quantity.
Our research focuses on a consignment contract under the two different payment schemes
for the supplier previously mentioned: (i) a fixed consignment price per unit sold and (ii) a

percentage of the revenue earned by the retailer as the supplier’s revenue share.

1.1.2  Dual channel supply chain

Although suppliers can benefit from selling through a large retailer via consignment, it
could be more profitable for the supplier to sell its products directly to consumers and retain
the margin generally taken by retailers. Instead of solely selling on consignment with a retailer,
suppliers also often sell their products directly to end users and bypass a downstream retailer.
Realizing the great potential of the Internet to reach consumers, many companies have added
direct channel operations while continuing to sell through a retailer (Tsay and Agrawal, 2004b).
Examples include L’ Occitane en Provence, a company that produces body, face, and home
products, and that sells its products directly to consumers at its store locations or through its
website (http://usa.loccitane.com) as well as on Amazon.com. Aldo Group, a Canadian
company that owns and operates a chain of shoe and accessory stores, has its own online retail
store and also sells through Amazon.com.

The existence of a dual channel could imply more shopping options and price savings due to

additional retail competition for consumers. The implications for the supplier and the retailer



are, however, not straightforward. Adding a direct channel could lead to greater demand due to
access to new customers, and hence a higher profit for the supplier; on the other hand, higher
competition on the retail market could lower prices and thus profits. This raises the question of

how the supplier’s dual channel affects the entire supply chain, under a consignment contract.

1.1.3 Competition

The majority of research in consignment contracts has focused on a channel structure con-
sisting of a single supplier and a single retailer (Wang et al., 2004; Li et al., 2009; Ru and
Wang, 2010). A large number of researchers have considered horizontal competition in the
supply chain and contracts (for example, (Choi, 1996; Dana Jr. and Spier, 2001; Bernstein and
Federgruen, 2005; Yao et al., 2008b; Cachon and Kok, 2010)). (Wang, 2006) studied the equi-
librium decisions of multiple competing suppliers of complementary products in consignment
contracts. (Zhang, 2008) has included competition between two manufacturers of substitutable
products under deterministic demand. However, none of these studies has considered consign-
ment contracts.

Our work differs from prior studies in consignment contracts in the following ways: (1)
We assume the demand is stochastic and analyze the effect of demand uncertainty on the
equilibrium result. (2) We consider horizontal competition at the supplier or retailer level in
addition to vertical competition between the retailer and the supplier levels, (3) We relax the
model assumption of perfectly complementary products to allow product differentiation. (4)
We extend the consignment demand model to a dual channel supply chain. This allows us to

study the impact of product differentiation as well as store differentiation. Incorporating these



new features in our model enables us to gain new insights that have practical implications for

research in consignment contracts.

1.2 Research questions and contributions

The large majority of research on consignment contracts has focused on a channel structure
consisting of a single supplier and a single retailer (Wang et al., 2004; Li et al., 2009; Ru and
Wang, 2010). Consignment contracts in the presence of retail competition have received little
or no attention. A large number of researchers have considered horizontal competition in the
supply chain and contracts (for example, (Choi, 1996; Dana Jr. and Spier, 2001; Bernstein
and Federgruen, 2005; Yao et al., 2008b; Cachon and Kok, 2010)), but none of them studied
consignment contracts. Regarding horizontal competition in the framework of consignment con-
tracts, only the effect of upstream competition among suppliers has been marginally discussed
(Wang, 2006; Zhang, 2008). Downstream competition among retailers has not. Our contribu-
tion is significant in that it fills the gap in the literature by considering consignment in a setting
where retailers compete horizontally, thereby extending the research in consignment contracts
from a non-competing market to the more realistic setting in which downstream competition
exists. The first part of the thesis, thus, introduces horizontal competition at the retailer level
in addition to vertical competition between the supplier and the retailers.

Although upstream competition among suppliers has been discussed to some extent, existing
work relies upon some restrictive assumptions, such as perfect complementarity of products
and deterministic demand (Wang, 2006; Zhang, 2008). Despite the popularity of direct sales

channel, no existing consignment study has considered a supply chain in which a supplier can



sell directly to consumers through a direct channel, in addition to selling through the retailer
via consignment contracts. The second part of the thesis contributes to the literature on
consignment contracts and competition by providing insights on how the presence of supplier
competition affect the decisions and performance of the supply chain. In addition, we are
interested in how the presence of a direct channel affects the channel decisions and profits.

The purpose of this thesis is to investigate the effect of retail competition and supplier
competition on the decisions and the channel performance under different scenarios. This
includes the case with consignment price contracts, consignment with revenue share contracts
and dual channel supply chain.

The results of the study are used to answer the following research questions:

1. How do consignment contracts compare with price-only contracts from the entire system’s
perspective? Do consignment contracts improve channel performance? Do consignment

contracts benefit all supply chain members?

2. Which contract term (e.g., fixed consignment price or revenue sharing) should be used in

a consignment contract to provide the greatest benefit to all supply chain members?

3. How does the presence of competition among retailers and the level of retailer differenti-

ation affect decisions such as retail prices and consigned quantity?

4. Does increased retail differentiation improve total channel profits and the profit of each
supply chain member? Are these patterns of improvement the same across different

supplier payment mechanisms?



5. How does the decentralized channel under consignment contracts perform, compared to
the centralized channel with respect to the total channel profits, in the presence of com-

petition among suppliers?

6. How do the members of of the supply chain make their pricing and quantity decisions,
in a supply chain under supplier competition? Does supplier competition improve total

channel profits and each supply chain member’s profit?

7. Under what circumstances, does one supplier benefit from adding a direct channel, in ad-
dition to its retail channel? How does this additional direct channel affect other members

of the supply chain members?

1.3 Structure of the thesis

One of our contributions to research in consignment contracts is to provide insights on how
demand uncertainty and the presence of competition affect the decisions and performance of
the supply chain. In order to achieve this, we consider a supply chain under uncertainty, in
which competition between retailers and/or competition between suppliers exist.

In the first part of the thesis, we utilize game-theoretic concepts by modeling the problem
as a Stackelberg game between a supplier and two competing retailers and a non-cooperative
Nash game between the two retailers. We solve a two-period problem via backward induction
in order to find the Stackelberg/Nash equilibrium between the supplier and two retailers.

In the second part of the thesis, we build a game-theoretic model in order to analyze
consignment contracts between two competing suppliers and one retailer acting as the leader.

Moreover, we are interested in how a direct channel for one of the suppliers affects the channel



decisions and profits. We solve a two-period problem via backward induction in order to find
the Stackelberg/Nash equilibrium between the agents of the supply chain.

We first determine the best response functions of each player. Subsequently, we derive
certain conditions of the profit functions, first order or second-order conditions that ensure
the existence of a unique equilibrium of the game. The presence of competition and demand
uncertainty significantly increase the level of analytical complexity, and in certain cases, closed
form solutions for the equilibrium solution are unattainable. In those cases, we use extensive
numerical computations to solve the equilibrium and gain useful insights.

The thesis is organized as follows: Chapter two provides an overview of related literature.
Chapter three describes the non-linear demand model that incorporates retail competition
as well as demand uncertainty. We examine the effect of retail competition on the equilibrium
channel decisions and the profits, under retailer-managed consignment inventory. Then, we de-
rive expressions for the equilibrium retail prices, supplier’s price (or revenue share), and stocking
quantity under three types of contracts. Finally, we provides a numerical study to investigate
the equilibrium solutions for each contract. In Chapter four, we propose a linear demand
model for two supply chain structures: (1) consignment channel with supplier competition and
(2) dual channel supply chain. We first present how product differentiation (supplier competi-
tion) impacts the equilibrium decisions and profits for the supply chain members. Moreover,
this chapter studies the effect of a supplier’s additional direct channel on the decisions and
profits of each supply chain member. Chapter five concludes and suggests future research

directions. An appendix contains the detailed mathematical proofs.



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

In this chapter, we provide an overview of the literature on topics closely related to different
aspects of the thesis. We first review the literature on supply chain coordination via contracts
and on consignment contracts. Next, we cover literature related to competition. Finally, we

present references that are relevant to a dual channel supply chain.

2.1  Supply chain coordination via contracts

It is well known in the literature on supply chain management that total supply chain
profits in a decentralized channel are in general lower than those in an integrated or centralized
channel-a characteristic known as double marginalization. In a decentralized chain, supply
chain members maximize their own objective and their “selfish” actions result in poor overall
channel performance (i.e., lower total channel profits than in a centralized channel). The loss
in total supply chain profit in the decentralized chain is referred to as supply chain inefficiency.
Several types of contracts have been introduced and implemented to coordinate the supply
chain. A contract coordinates the supply chain if it provides incentives to all participants
so that the total profits in the decentralized channel match those in the centralized channel
(Cachon, 2003). A variety of contractual relationships for reducing supply chain inefficiency,

their benefits and drawbacks have been discussed in the literature: e.g. the price-only contract

10
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(wholesale-price contract), buy-back contract, price-discount contract, revenue sharing contract
and consignment contract.

The simplest and the most common contracts are price-only contracts, or wholesale price
contracts. As described in (Perakis and Roels, 2007), the price-only contract specifies a constant
price per unit purchased from a supplier by a retailer. Despite its popularity, (Cachon, 2003)
shows that the price-only contract cannot coordinate the supply chain since the retailer does
not order enough inventory to maximize the supply chain total profits. Buy-back contracts
allow a retailer to return unsold merchandise up to a specified amount at an agreed-upon price.
This contract gives the retailer an incentive to increase her order quantity, resulting in higher
product availability and higher profits for both the supplier and the retailer. However, the
buy-back contract may result in surplus inventory for the supplier and it may lead to inflated
retail orders (Tsay, 1999). (Bernstein and Federgruen, 2005) study a price-discount contract,
in both linear and nonlinear forms. Closely related to a buy-back contract, a linear price-
discount contract specifies a wholesale price and a buy-back rate. These two terms are linear
functions of the chosen retail price. Bernstein and Federgruen conclude that such a contract
can coordinate the price-setting newsvendor problem in a supply chain with one supplier and
multiple non-competing retailers. Furthermore, they demonstrate that a nonlinear version of
the price-discount contract can coordinate the channel in the case of competing retailers.

It is common in the literature for a price-only contract to be used as a benchmark for
comparing the channel performance (total profit earned) of several types of contracts. For

example, (Cachon, 2004) studies and compares the allocation of inventory risk under several
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types of contracts (e.g., an advance-purchase contract) against a wholesale price contract. (Ozer
and Wei, 2006) focus on comparing capacity-reservation and advance-purchase contracts with
a price-only contract. (Pasternack, 2002; Gerchak and Wang, 2004; Yao et al., 2008a; Pan
et al., 2010; Katok and Wu, 2009) compare the channel performance of the revenue sharing
contract with the performance of the price-only contract. (Su and Zhang, 2008) compare
buyback, markdown money, and sales rebates contracts with a price-only contract. (Chen,
2011) compares the performance of a return-discount contract and a price-only contract.
(Cachon and Lariviere, 2005) introduce a revenue sharing contract with a single retailer and
a single supplier. Under such a contract, the supplier charges the retailer a wholesale price for
each unit purchased and a percentage of the revenue that the retailer generates. The authors
find that revenue sharing is equivalent to buy-backs in the newsvendor case and is equivalent to
price discounts in the price-setting newsvendor case. (Yao et al., 2008a) find that the benefits of
revenue sharing contracts for each supply chain member vary depending on the price sensitivity
and demand variability. (Linh and Hong, 2009) generalize a revenue sharing contract with
a single retailer and a single supplier to a two-period newsvendor problem. They find that
the optimal revenue sharing ratio for the retailer is linearly increasing in wholesale prices. In
every revenue sharing study cited above, the retailer makes decisions on the inventory level
and the retail price. (Pan et al., 2010) consider both the case when retailer(s) or supplier(s)
make these decisions, and compare a revenue sharing contract with a wholesale price contract
under deterministic demand in a supply chain with two different channel structures: (a) two

manufacturers and one retailer; (b) one manufacturer and two retailers.
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2.2 Consignment contracts

Consignment is different from other types of contracts in terms of inventory ownership and
time of payment. (Wang et al., 2004) propose a single product consignment contract with
revenue sharing between a supplier and a retailer. The retailer first decides the fraction of the
revenue to keep for each unit sold; the supplier then chooses the retail price and the quantity
placed at the retailer’s. The authors assess the impact of the retailer’s share of the channel
cost and the demand-price elasticity on channel profits. They conclude that the loss of profit
in a decentralized supply chain decreases with the retailer’s cost share and increases with the
demand-price elasticity. (Wang, 2006) extends consignment contracts to a supply chain with
multiple suppliers of complementary products and a single retailer. The suppliers decide on the
price and product quantity, either simultaneously or sequentially.

Contrary to (Wang et al., 2004), (Li et al., 2009) utilize a cooperative game approach (Nash
bargaining model) to coordinate the decentralized consignment channel with a single supplier
and a single retailer. They show that coordination between the two supply chain partners can be
achieved. (Zhang et al., 2010) study coordination under a consignment channel with a multi-tier
bonus structure and revenue-sharing with side payment (RSSP). With the bonus structure, a
supplier earns a bonus i.e., a reduction in the retailer’s commission, when its total sales revenue
exceeds a certain threshold. With the RSSP structure, a supplier pays a fee (side payment) to
a retailer for permission to sell its products and a discount in the retailer’s commission. The
authors find that consignment contracts with a bonus structure cannot coordinate the channel,

whereas consignment contracts with RSSP can coordinate the channel.
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(Ru and Wang, 2010) further study a consignment contract in two different settings: a
retailer-managed consignment inventory (RMCI) and a vendor-managed consignment inventory
(VMCI) settings. They demonstrate that both settings lead to an equal split of the channel
profits between the supplier and the retailer. However, the supply chain inefficiency under
VMCI is lower than that under RMCI. They thus conclude that both the supplier and the
retailer benefit from a supplier-controlled inventory.

The consignment channel with competition has been recently discussed in the literature.
(Wang, 2006) extends consignment contracts to a supply chain with multiple suppliers of com-
plementary products and a single retailer. The suppliers make decisions either simultaneously
or sequentially. They find that the profits for both the manufacturers (in the direct channel)
and the retailer always increase from a change from the simultaneous to the sequential decision

structure. However, manufacturers in the indirect channel, do not benefit from this change.

2.3 Competition

(Choi, 1996) describes three major factors that could be used to represent the nature of
channel competition: (1) the channel structure describes how products flow from suppliers to
retailers, (2) the channel leadership determines whether a supplier or a retailer has the power to
exploit the other’s reaction function, and (3) the horizontal product and store differentiations
specifies competing products and stores. The supply chain with one common retailer selling
competing products from multiple suppliers have been widely studied. (Choi, 1991) examines
price competition between two manufacturers that produce substitutable products. (Cachon

and Lariviere, 2005) study coordination via revenue-sharing contracts. They extend their main
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results for a single manufacturer and a single retailer setting to the case with one manufacturer
and multiple retailers. (Cachon and Kok, 2010) consider two manufacturers who compete to
supply a single retailer. They conclude that, in the presence of competition among manufac-
turers, it is more beneficial for the retailer to adopt the quantity discount and two-part tariff
contracts than the wholesale-price contract. This finding is contrary to the results for the case
with a single manufacturer

The literature on supply chain coordination with a single manufacturer selling to multiple
competing retailers is very rich. (Dana Jr. and Spier, 2001) focus on a revenue sharing contract
in the presence of perfectly competitive retailers. They conclude that revenue sharing can
coordinate price-setting retailers, while each retailer earns zero profit in equilibrium. (Bernstein
and Federgruen, 2005) investigate the equilibrium behavior of a decentralized channel with
a monopolistic supplier and competing retailers under demand uncertainty. They employ a
combination of wholesale price and buy-back contracts to coordinate the decentralized channel.
(Yao et al., 2008b) study a revenue sharing contract for coordinating a supply chain with one
manufacturer and two competing retailers facing stochastic demand. They analyze the impact
of demand variability, price-sensitivity, and level of competition on decisions such as retail
prices, order quantity and profit sharing between manufacturer and retailers. The channel
structure in one of the models considered in (Pan et al., 2010) consists in one manufacturer
interacting with two retailers. They focus their study on comparing the channel performance
of the revenue-sharing contract (without consignment) with the channel performance of the

price-only contract. None of these studies, however, considers consignment. We thus analyze
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the effect of downstream competition between two retailers under consignment contracts in
Chapter 3.

A significant amount of literature focuses on supply chain coordination with a single re-
tailer and multiple competing suppliers. Well known examples include (McGuire and Staelin,
1983; Choi, 1991; Pan et al., 2010). (McGuire and Staelin, 1983) examine Nash equilibria in
duopoly structures, in which each of two competing manufacturers can distribute its goods
through a common and exclusive retailer. They find that product substitutability affects the
supply chain’s equilibrium decisions and profits. (Choi, 1991) considers a supply chain consist-
ing of two competing manufacturers and one common retailer. He focuses on three different
noncooperative games of different power structures in a channel for linear and non-linear de-
mand functions. He investigates the effect of power structures, product differentiation and
production cost on equilibrium decisions and profits. Interestingly, he finds that the prices and
profits are increasing as products become less differentiated under the linear demand function.
The channel structure in one of the models considered in (Pan et al., 2010) consists of two man-
ufacturers and one retailer. In their setting, each manufacturer can select either a price-only
contract or a revenue-sharing contract with his retailer. They focus their study on comparing
the channel performance of the revenue-sharing contract (without consignment) with the price-
only contract, under different channel power structure. They conclude find that it is profitable
for either one manufacturer or both manufacturers to adopt a revenue-sharing contract under

the manufacturer-dominated scenario, given certain system parameters.
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Nevertheless, only a few studies consider the effect of supplier competition in a consignment
setting. (Wang, 2006) examines the equilibrium price and stocking factor of multiple suppliers
of perfectly complementary products and the revenue share decision of the retailer. He con-
cludes that competition among suppliers lead to higher product prices and lower production
quantities. Results are opposite from those in substitutable products settings. (Zhang, 2008)
extends the work by (Wang et al., 2004) by including competition between two manufacturers,
producing substitutable products under deterministic demand. He finds that higher product
substitutability benefits the retailer. Conversely, the suppliers only benefit from higher product
substitutability when product substitutability is not too strong. Our work in Chapter 4 is
closely related to (Wang, 2006) and (Zhang, 2008), in that we study the channel performance
under consignment contracts in a supply chain with supplier competition. However, our work
focuses on a more realistic setting in which each supplier competes by selling substitutable,
but differentiated, products with uncertain demand. In contrast to perfectly complementary
products, substitutable (but differentiated) products do not have to be consumed together, i.e.,

there can be a different demand of each of the products.

2.4 Dual channel supply chain

The rise of the use of Internet Commerce enables the suppliers to set up their own direct
sales channel, in addition to selling through the retailer. Dual channels, the hybrid channels of
direct and reseller-intermediated channels, are widely discussed in the marketing and economics
literature (see (Tsay and Agrawal, 2004b) and references therein). A substantial number of

researchers focus on a dual channel with a single supplier and a single retailer, and its impact
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on the channel’s decisions and profits (for example, (Tsay and Agrawal, 2004a; Dumrongsiri
et al., 2008; Cai, 2010; Niu et al., 2012)). However, only a few studies consider a supply
chain channel with the existence of supplier competition (Kurata et al., 2007; Liao and Tseng,
2007; Chiang et al., 2003).

(Liao and Tseng, 2007) consider a wholesale price contract under a dual channel supply
chain, with two manufacturers and one common retailer. Each manufacturer can decide whether
or not to use a direct channel with its consumers. A retailer also can choose to sell its private
brand, in addition to selling the manufacturers’ products. The authors find that when products
(manufacturers’ and retailer’s private brands) are less differentiated, the retail prices in the di-
rect selling, private brand and retail channels decrease. This, in turn, leads to lower profits for
the manufacturers. On the other hand, when a retailer and a manufacturer’s direct channel are
less differentiated, the retailer’s profit decreases. They conclude that despite more intense mar-
ket competition, manufacturers should implement a direct channel and the retailer should sell
its private brand in addition to selling manufacturers’ products. (Chiang et al., 2003) consider
the effect of adding a direct channel to a conventional retail channel on prices and profits of a
vertically integrated firm. The authors find that the presence of a direct channel (in addition
to a retail channel) induces the retailer to lower the price, which, in turn, increases the demand
as well as the profit in the retail channel. Additionally, they find that the presence of a direct
channel increases channel efficiency, not only in a one-manufacturer and one-retailer setting,
but also in a one-manufactuerer and oligopolistic retailers setting. (Wang, 2006) explores and

compares equilibrium decisions and profits, under two different decision sequences in a supply
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chain including n manufacturers selling complementary products in a consignment channel. He
shows that the difference in the manufacturers’ profit between the simultaneous and sequential
decision settings, depends critically upon whether the channel involves a retailer. To the best
of our knowledge, no existing of consignment studies has considered a dual channel. Thus, we
extend the research in consignment contracts by considering the effect of channel competition
(i.e., store differentiation) from a supplier’s direct channel. In particular, we are interested in
how this additional direct channel impacts each of the supply chain members’ decisions and

profits.



CHAPTER 3

CONSIGNMENT CONTRACTS WITH RETAIL COMPETITION

This chapter focuses on a consignment contract under the two different payment schemes
for the supplier previously mentioned: (i) a fixed consignment price per unit sold and (ii)
a percentage of the revenue earned by the retailer as the supplier’s revenue share. In order
to understand the impact of these two types of consignment contracts, a price-only contract
(wholesale price contract) is used as a benchmark to evaluate consignment contracts. The study
quantifies the benefits to all members of the supply chain under different contract settings and
helps determine which contract terms are most beneficial to the entire system as well as to the

different parties involved.

3.1 Model assumptions

Consider a supply chain with one supplier and two retailers. We assume the supplier (.5)
produces one product and sells it through two competing differentiated retailers (R and Rs).
The supplier produces at a constant unit cost of $cps, and retailer i incurs a unit cost of
$cr,, i = 1,2 for handling and selling the product to consumers. Define ¢ = cg + cg, + cg,
as the total unit cost for the channel, and o; = cg,/c as the share of the channel cost that is
incurred at retailer i, ¢ = 1,2. Note a3 + as < 1.

We consider a demand for the product at each retailer during a single selling season that

is price-dependent and uncertain. We use a multiplicative model to capture the randomness

20
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in the demand. A multiplicative demand uncertainty is widely used in the literature (see for
example (Karlin and Carr, 1962; Petruzzi and Dada, 1999)). In the context of consignment,
(Wang et al., 2004; Wang, 2006; Ru and Wang, 2010) also adopt this model. We thus model

the demand for the product at retailer i, denoted by D;(p) where p = (p1,p2), as:

Dz(p) = yz(p) 6, 1=1,2, (3'1)

where p;, i = 1,2 is the retail price charged by retailer ¢ to consumers, y;(p) is the expected
demand at retailer 7 and € is a random scaling factor, representing randomness of the demand,
with a mean value of 1, cumulative distribution function F'(-) and probability density function
f(-) that have support [A, B] C R" with B > A. Let h(xz) = f(x)/[1 — F(x)] denote the failure
rate function.

We model the expected demand as an exponential function of both prices. In absence of
competition, an exponential demand model (also called log-linear) y(p) = ae PP, where § is
a price sensitivity parameter and p is the retail price, has been adopted in several studies in
the supply chain management literature (Gallego and Van Ryzin, 1994; Petruzzi and Dada,
1999; Huang et al., 2006; Ru and Wang, 2010; Besbes and Maglaras, 2009). This model is also
common in the economics literature (Greenhut et al., 1988; Jeuland and Shugan, 1988; Cowan,
2008). In the presence of competition, (Talluri and Van Ryzin, 2005; Simon, 2007) propose a

N
natural extension of this demand model in the form of y;(p;, p—i) = a;exp Z Bijpj ¢, where

j=1
fBi; is a price-elasticity coefficient and 3; > 0, 3;; < 0 for j # 7. The main motivation behind
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such a model is that it follows intuitive monotonicity properties (increasing in the competitor’s
price and decreasing in the price of the corresponding retailer) and that the logarithm of the
demand is linear in prices. We also adopt this type of model in the case of two competing

retailers by modeling the expected demand at retailer ¢ as

yi(p) = ae PPTP=i g By >0; B> 1. (3.2)

Note that the expected demand at retailer ¢ is a decreasing function of the retailer’s own
price p;, and an increasing function of its competitor’s price p_;, where —i = 2 if i = 1 and
—i=1ifi=2.

In this formulation, a is the primary demand of each retailer (i.e., demand if both prices
were zero), [ is each retailer’s own price sensitivity of demand, and + is the price sensitivity of
demand with respect to the competitor’s price. The larger the value of 3 (resp. ), the more
a retailer’s expected demand is affected by a change in her own (resp. the competitor’s) price.
The assumption S > ~ indicates that sales at a given retailer are relatively more sensitive to
price changes at the same retailer than at the competitor’s, which is a standard assumption
in economics when sellers are differentiated. Parameter « is related to the level of retailer
differentiation: the larger ~y, the less differentiated the two retailers, and the more potential
price competition.

Retail competition is incorporated into the model as retailers compete simultaneously on

both retail prices and order quantities. Each retailer makes decisions (price and quantity
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decisions) that maximize its own objective (expected profit). Each retailer’s objective depends
on the decisions of the competitor via the demand function because the demand for the product
at each retailer depends not only on its own price, p;, but also on its competitor price, p_;.
Note that the retailers are not constrained to select the same retail prices. This type of retail
competition model via demand dependency on the competitor’s price is common to many studies
in the operation management literature (McGuire and Staelin, 1983; Jeuland and Shugan,
1988; Choi, 1991; Choi, 1996; Pan et al., 2010; Yao et al., 2008b; Zhang, 2008).

Similarly to (Vives, 1984; Vives, 1985; Petruzzi and Dada, 1999), we impose a mild restric-

tion on the demand distribution known as the increasing failure rate (IFR) condition.

Assumption 3.1.1. The demand distribution satisfies the IFR property: h(x) = f(z)/[1 —

F(x)] is increasing in x.

In practice, it is possible for the supplier to offer different contract parameters to different
retailers in the industry. However, (Villas-Boas, 2008) suggests that “if the manufactured prod-
ucts sold through different retailers are the same, then they should be set at the same wholesale
price.” Another reason to support the common use of this assumption is a policy of banning
wholesale price discrimination (Meyer and Fischer, 2004; Villas-Boas, 2008; Hastings, 2009),
in which the manufacturer or the supplier is constrained to set a uniform, nondiscriminatory
wholesale price for a brand sold at any of the retailers. Moreover, the assumption that the single
supplier offers two competing retailers identical contract terms (i.e., the same consignment price
or revenue share) is common to many studies in the contract literature (Dana Jr. and Spier,

2001; Yao et al., 2008a). This assumption has also been made by a number of studies of two-part
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tariff in competitive supply chains (Tsay and Agrawal, 2000; Xiao et al., 2005; Narayanan et
al., 2005). As a result, we also make the assumption that the supplier offers the same contract

terms to the two competing retailers.

3.2 Retailer managed consignment inventory with retail competition

The decision on the inventory quantity, in consignment contracts, can be made by the
upstream supplier or the downstream retailers. The former arrangement is known as retailer
managed consignment inventory (RMCI) and the latter arrangement is called vendor managed
consignment inventory (VMCI). In this chapter, we focus our study on the RMCI in which the
retailer has full control over the inventory quantity. This agreement is commonly used in supply
chain in which the retailer is more powerful than the supplier (Giimiis et al., 2008). A prime
example, Autozone, Inc., one of the biggest auto parts resellers, operates under a consignment
contract (called pay-on-scan agreements) with their suppliers and chooses how much inventory

to order.

3.3 Analytical results

We model the decision making of the two-tier supply chain as a Supplier-Stackelberg game.
Following the standard newsvendor model (Cachon, 2003), the following sequence of events takes
place: (1) the supplier, acting as a leader, offers a contract specifying the terms of payment to
him from the retailers upon sale of items to consumers; (2) each retailer, acting as a follower,
chooses the quantity @; to order from the supplier and the retail price p;; (3) before the start

of selling season, the supplier produces @ = Q1 + Q2 units of the product and delivers @); units
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to retailer 4, i = 1,2; (4) demand realizes; (5) transfer payments are made between supplier
and retailers according to the agreed contract.

The supplier and two retailers play, vertically, a Stackelberg game with the supplier as the
leader and the two retailers as followers. Horizontally, the two retailers play a Nash game,
i.e. they simultaneously decide their prices and stocking quantities. We solve this equilibrium
problem to find the Stackelberg/Nash equilibrium. Here, we present equilibrium solutions for

three types of contracts and derive their implications.

3.3.1 Price-only (PO) contracts

In this type of contract, the supplier charges each retailer a wholesale price w, per unit
ordered. The time of payment and the ownership of inventory are key differences between
price-only and consignment contracts. In price-only contracts, the retailers have full ownership
of the inventory ordered and thus bear all the risks for all unsold units. The supplier receives
the payment for all the units ordered by retailers, regardless of whether the retailer sells them.
However, in a consignment agreement, the supplier retains ownership of merchandise even
though items are at retail locations. The supplier receives no payment until the items are sold
by retailers. Therefore, the retailers incur no risk for any unsold units. We use the price-only
(PO) contract as a benchmark for evaluating the performance of consignment contracts with
two different payment schemes.

In this section, we adapt a PO contract in a single retailer situation (Cachon and Lariviere,
2005) to a setting with our demand model and with two competing retailers that act as followers.

The sequence of events is as follows: (1) the supplier specifies the wholesale price w, for each
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unit ordered; (2) each retailer i simultaneously selects the retail price p; and order quantity
Q;; (3) demand is realized. We find the equilibrium solution by using backward induction. We
first derive each retailer’s best response price and inventory quantity to the supplier’s wholesale
price decision.

3.3.1.1 Retailer i’s selling price and stocking factor best response

At the second step of the decision sequence, for a given wholesale price w, selected by the
supplier, retailer 7 selects the retail price p; and order quantity (); to maximize her own expected

profit:

R, (Pi, Qilwp) = piE{min(D;, Q;)} — (coy + wp)Q;. (3.3)

Similarly to (Petruzzi and Dada, 1999; Wang et al., 2004; Ru and Wang, 2010), we define
zi = Q;i/yi(p) the stocking factor of inventory. The stocking factor is defined as a surrogate
for safety factor and is a measure of the deviation of the ordered quantity from the expected
demand (see (Petruzzi and Dada, 1999) and the references therein). Using z; as a decision

variable instead of @;, we can rewrite retailer ¢’s profit function (Equation 3.3) as

TR (pi, zilwp) = yi(PHpi(zi — A(zi)) — (cow + wp)zi}

= ae PP (2 — A(%)) — (cai +w)z b,

where A(z) = [1'(z — ) f(z) dx.

We provide two lemmas that will be useful in the remaining of the thesis.
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Lemma 3.3.1. The quantity z; — A(z;) is positive for any given stocking factor z; > 0.

The following lemma is provided in (Ru and Wang, 2010).

Lemma 3.3.2. Let G(z;) = 1_1;(21_) - Zi_f{(zz_). Under Assumption 3.1.1, G(z;) is increasing in

Zi-

To find the best response, denoted by (Z;, p;), that maximizes mg, (p;, zi|wp) for a given wy,
we first derive the retailer’s best response retail price p;(z;|wp) for a given stocking factor z;
we then find the best response stocking factor z; that maximizes g, (p;(zi|wp), zilwp). Note
that z; and p; are functions of w, but we omit to explicitly show the dependency to keep the

notation simpler. The results are summarized in the following propositions.

Proposition 3.3.3. For any given stocking factor z;, wholesale price w, > 0 and price p_; of

retailer —i, retailer i’s unique best response price p;(zi|wp) is given by

1 (cai + wp)zi

B + o — Az (3.4)

ﬁi(zi‘wp) =

Proposition 3.3.3 implies in particular that each retailer’s best response price (for a given z;

and wy) is independent of the competitor’s price decision. A price strategy that is independent

of the competitor’s is a property that appears in previous literature. (Moorthy, 1988) and (Choi,

1991) found that the class of constant price elasticity (iso-elastic) demand functions, such as
-8,

a multiplicative function ¢; = ap, pj; 1,5 = 1,2; 1 # j, is known to result in price strategies

that are independent of the competitor’s strategy. Our demand model, y;(p) = ae PPitIP; g,
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in fact, related to an iso-elastic demand function after a change of variable p; = log(p;). Thus,
this characteristic of the result in Proposition 3.3.3 is consistent with their findings.
According to Proposition 3.3.3, for a given stocking factor z; and wholesale price w,, retailer
i’s best response retail price p;(z;|wp) consists of two components: the first component 1/3
is related to the sensitivity of consumers to price changes, and the second component (ca; +
wp)zi/(zi—A(z;)) reflects the retailer’s costs, that is, the wholesale price paid to the supplier and
the holding cost, for each unit ordered. The first component increases in 3 because as consumers
become more sensitive to price changes, the retailer lowers the price. The second component
increases proportionately to the total cost per unit. Specifically, the effect of the retailer’s
costs on the retail price depends upon the ratio z;/(z; — A(z;)) = vi(p)zi/(yi(pP)(z: — A(2))),
representing the ratio of expected demand to the expected quantity sold. If this ratio is high,
meaning that the retailer incurs a higher risk of over-ordering merchandise, then the retailer

increases the retail price.

Proposition 3.3.4. The retailer i’s best response stocking factor z; that mazximizes the retailer

i’s profit mr, (Pi(zilwp), zilwy) for a given wy, is uniquely determined as the solution of:

1 Zi . 1
(ca,- + ’ll)p),@ Zi — A(EZ) - 1-— F(Z) ’

(3.5)

Similarly to the best response price, Proposition 3.3.4 suggests that the retailer’s best re-
sponse stocking factor Z; is independent of the competitor’s stocking factor. Note that there is

no closed form expression for z;. However, we are able to prove the following property.
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Corollary 3.3.5. The best response stocking factor z; is decreasing in wy.

This result means that as the supplier charges the retailer more per item, the retailer orders
less compared with the expected demand to lower her overstock risk exposure.

Using (Equation 3.4) and (Equation 3.5), we obtain that the best response retail price to a
wholesale price w, is

_ o 1 coy + Wy)Zz;
Di :pi(zi|wp) = B + %

35 4

(a) Best response price pi (b) Best response stocking factor z1 (c) Best response quantity Q1

Figure 1. Retailer 1’s best response price, stocking factor and quantity as a function of the
wholesale price w, when 8 =2, v = 1.5, a =10, a; = az = 0.125 in the PO contract

Figure Figure 1 illustrates the retailer’s best response price, stocking factor and quantity

as a function of the supplier’s wholesale price. The retailer’s best response price increases
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with w,. This observation is intuitive because as the supplier’s wholesale price increases, the
retailer transfers this cost increase to consumers by increasing the retail price. The higher
retail price causes the demand to go down, which leads to a lower quantity at each retailer.
As a result, both the expected demand and quantity decrease with w,. However, the order
quantity decreases faster than the expected demand. Thus, the stocking factor decreases with

the supplier’s wholesale price (consistent with Corollary 3.3.5).

3.3.1.2  Supplier’s wholesale price decision

At the first step, anticipating the retailers’ reaction, the supplier sets the wholesale price

wp to maximize her own expected profit:

Ts(wp) = wp(Q1+ Q2) —c(l — oy — a2)(Q1 + Q2)
= [wp —c(l — a1 —a){y1(P)21 + y2(P) 22}
= fwp—c(l—as — ag)]{ae_BmJ”ﬁzZl + qe PP2tym ).

*

To find the equilibrium solution wy,

we seek to maximize mg(w,) over wy,. Since Z; and p; are
only known as implicit functions of wy, given by (Equation 3.5) and (Equation 3.6), this problem

has no analytical solution. Thus, we find wy; numerically; numerical results are discussed in

Section 3.4.

3.3.2 Consignment price (CP) contracts

In the consignment setting, the supplier retains full ownership of the inventory that is placed

at retailers’. Therefore, the supplier bears all the risk associated with demand uncertainty while
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the retailers incur only a holding cost for over-ordered merchandise. T'wo types of consignment
contract exist in the literature. In this section, we consider consignment price (CP) contracts.
We will discuss the second type, consignment contract with revenue share (CR) in the next
section.

Our model is different from previous studies (Wang, 2006; Zhang, 2008) in that we consider
consignment contracts with retail competition. Furthermore, our focus differs from (Wang et
al., 2004) due to the fact that we focus on retail-managed inventory, meaning that retailers
decide the inventory quantity. This agreement is commonly used in supply chains (Giimiis et
al., 2008). A prime example of such a setting is seen in the automotive market. For example,
AutoZone, Inc., one of the biggest auto parts resellers, operates under a consignment contract
(called pay-on-scan agreements) with suppliers.

Under CP contracts, decisions are made in two sequential steps. At the first step, the
supplier decides the consignment price w corresponding to the amount of payment to be received
from the retailers for each unit sold to consumers. At the second step, given this consignment
price, each retailer simultaneously selects the retail price p; and order quantity @Q;. We find the
equilibrium solution by using backward induction. We first derive each retailer’s best response

price and inventory quantity to the supplier’s consignment price decision.
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3.3.2.1 Retailer i’s selling price and stocking factor decision

At the second step of the decision sequence, for a given consignment price w selected by
the supplier, retailer i selects the retail price p; and order quantity (); to maximize her own

expected profit:

R, (Di, Qilw) = [pi — wlE{min(D;, Q;)} — coyQ;.

Notice that, in contrast with (Equation 3.3) for a PO contract, the price w paid to the supplier
applies only to sold quantities and not to ordered quantities. Since z; = Q;/y;(p), the profit

can be rewritten as

TR, (Pis zilw) = yi(P{(pi —w)(zi — A(zi)) — cayzi}

= ae” PPIPiL(p; —w)(z — A(%)) — caiz}.

To find the best response, denoted by (p;, Z;), that maximizes 7g, (p;, zi|w) for a given w, we
first derive the retailer’s best response retail price p;(z;|w) for a given stocking factor z;; we
then find the best response stocking factor z; that maximizes mg, (pi(zi|w), z;|w). Note that z;
and p; are functions of w but we omit to explicitly show the dependency to keep the notation

simpler. The results are summarized in the following propositions.
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Proposition 3.3.6. For any given stocking factor z;, consignment price w > 0 and price p_;

of retailer —i, retailer i’s unique best response price p;(z;|w) is given by

- 1 couZ;

For a given stocking factor z; and consignment price w, the retailer’s best response price
pi(zi|w) consists of two components. Similarly to the PO contract, the first component 1/
is related to the sensitivity of consumers to price changes. The second component co;z;/(z; —
A(z;)) + w reflects the retailer’s total cost, including the holding cost for each unit ordered
and the consignment price paid to the supplier for each unit sold. The effect of the retailer’s
holding cost on the retail price depends upon the ratio z;/(z; — A(z;)), which is related to the
risk of excess inventory. The effect of the consignment price, however, is independent of this
ratio. This is because under the CP contract, each retailer only pays the consignment price
to the supplier for each unit sold (not for each unit ordered). The retailer incurs no risk of
loss associated with unsold merchandise, thus the retail price increases with an increase in the
consignment price w, regardless of how the quantity ordered compares with the quantity sold.

Comparing the best response retail price in a CP contract (Equation 3.7) and a PO contract
(Equation 3.4), we observe that for a fixed stocking factor z; and a given supplier’s price w, =
w, the PO best response retail price is higher than the CP best response retail price in a

consignment price contract by ﬁl(zl) This finding reflects the fact that in a PO contract,
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the retailers incur more risk associated with over-ordered products than in a CP contract, and

therefore charge consumers a higher retail price.

Proposition 3.3.7. The retailer i’s best response stocking factor z; that mazximizes the retailer

i’s profit wr, (Pi(z:), zi|lw) for a given w is uniquely determined as the solution of:

1 n Zi . 1
ca,ﬂ Zi —A(Ei) N 1—F(52)

(3.8)

Proposition 3.3.7 implies that Z; does not depend on the supplier’s consignment price w,
thus Zz; is the retailer i’s equilibrium stocking factor z;. In particular, using (Equation 3.7),
this implies that p;(z;|w) — w is independent of w.

Using (Equation 3.7) and (Equation 3.8), we find that the best response retail price to a
consignment price w is

1 coyZ;

Figure Figure 2 illustrates the retailer’s best response price and quantity as a function of
the consignment price. The best response retail price increases with w. Similarly to the PO
contract, the retailers transfer any consignment price increase to consumers by increasing their

retail prices, which causes the demand to decrease and thus the quantity to decrease.
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Q)
3

(a) Best response price pi (b) Best response quantity Q1

Figure 2. Retailer 1’s best response price and quantity as a function of the consignment price
w when 8 =2, vy =15, a =10, a; = as = 0.125 in the CP contract

3.3.2.2  Supplier’s consignment price decision

At the first step, anticipating the retailers’ reaction to her decision, the supplier sets the

consignment price w to maximize her own expected profit mg(w), given by

ms(w) = w[E{min(D1,Q1)} + E{min(Da,Q2)}] — c(1 — a1 — a2)[Q1 + Q2]
= wly(P)(z1 — A(21)) + v2(P) (22 — A(22))] — c(1 — a1 — ) [y1(P)21 + y2(P) 2]
= ae PPy (2 — A7) — e(1 — g — an)7]

+aePP2EPL [z — A(Z2)) — (1 — o — a9)Za].

To find the equilibrium solution, denoted by w*, we maximize mg(w) over w.
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Proposition 3.3.8. The supplier’s unique equilibrium consignment price w* is given by

ot = Rl = AG)) + (B = 7)e(l — o — az)z1] + ko[(22 — A(22)) + (B —7)e(l — a1 — az) 2]
(B =)k (21 — A(21)) + k2(Z2 — A(22))]

Bo Z; Yo iZ_;

o Bz - ‘
where k; = e <zi’A(zi) Z*i*A(z*i)), i=1,2.

We interpret the result above in a special case.

3.3.2.3 Special case: Consignment price contracts for symmetric retailers

We now consider the case where the two retailers have symmetric cost structure, i.e., a; =
ay = «, where 0 < a < 0.5. It follows from Proposition 3.3.7 that retailer i’s equilibrium

stocking factor z; satisfies 2] = 25 = 2* where

1 zF _ 1
caf3 Tz A(z¥)  1—F(z%) (3.10)

_c(B—y)az”
It follows from Proposition 3.3.8 that, since k; = ko = e ="~AE") | the supplier’s unique

equilibrium consignment price w* is given by

1 c(l —2a)z*

(3.11)

w = + .
B—v 2= Az
Let pf = pi(z}|w*); It follows from Proposition 3.3.7 that pj = pj = p* where
1 1 c(l —a)z*
Pt ==+ 1-o) (3.12)

A R )
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Notice that at equilibrium, the retailers’ margin

P B 2 —A(zY)

does not depend on the competitor’s price sensitivity «v. Therefore, the level of retail competition
affects the retail price only through the consignment price selected by the supplier.
We first focus on the impact of the price sensitivity on the supplier’s equilibrium consignment

price and the retailers’ equilibrium retail price.
Proposition 3.3.9.

e The equilibrium stocking factor z* decreases in 3.
o The equilibrium supplier’s consignment price w* decreases in f3.

o The equilibrium retail price p* decreases in 3.

Proposition 3.3.9 indicates that the equilibrium stocking factor z* decreases with the con-
sumers’ sensitivity to the retail price. Since the expected demand decreases when consumers
become more sensitive to the retail price, retailers reduce their order quantity to reduce the
risk of excess inventory. Specifically, the quantity ordered by each retailer Q* decreases in
faster than the (expected) demand y*(p*). Furthermore, the consignment price w* and the
retail price p* are decreasing functions of 8: as consumers are more sensitive to the retail price,
the supplier charges each retailer a lower consignment price so that retailers can lower their

retail prices.
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We now focus on the impact of retailer differentiation. Since the equilibrium stocking
factor z; is independent of the price cross-sensitivity, we study how the supplier’s equilibrium
consignment price w*, the retailer’s equilibrium selling price p;, the retailer’s equilibrium profit,
the supplier’s equilibrium profit and the total profit of the channel vary with the level of retailer

differentiation.

Proposition 3.3.10.

o The supplier’s consignment price at equilibrium w* increases in .
o The retail price at equilibrium p* increases in 7.
e The ratio p* /w* decreases in .

o The retailer’s order quantity at equilibrium Q* increases in 7.
e The retailer’s profit at equilibrium W?; increases in vy.

o The supplier’s profit at equilibrium 7Tg~* increases in vy.

Proposition 3.3.10 indicates that the supplier’s consignment price increases in the price cross-
sensitivity. This suggests that the supplier takes advantage of the increased competitiveness
between less differentiated retailers (large ) by charging a higher consignment price. The
retailers transfer this price increase to consumers by increasing their retail price. This result is
consistent with several existing studies (Jeuland and Shugan, 1988; Choi, 1991). Moreover, the
ratio of the retail price to the consignment price p*/w* decreases when retailer differentiation
decreases, implying that the retail price does not increase as fast as the consignment price when

retailers are less differentiated. Furthermore, Proposition 3.3.10 indicates that the quantity
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ordered by each retailer increases in . The effect of retail differentiation on the order quantity
is subject to two opposing effects: a direct effect, and an indirect effect through the retail price.
On the one hand, the direct effect of an increase of v is to increase the (expected) demand
which could drive the ordered quantity to go up. On the other hand, as « increases, the retail
price increases which tends to make the (expected) demand decrease and thus would drive the
quantity to go down. Because the direct effect is stronger, overall the order quantity increases
when ~ increases. Since both the supplier’s consignment price, the retailers’ selling price and
the order quantity increase in -, the profits for the supplier and the retailers increase as the
level of retailer differentiation decreases.

We can quantify the effect of retail competition on the retailers’ share of the decentralized

channel profits (Lariviere and Porteus, 2001)

Note that the retailers’ share of the channel profits is linearly decreasing in « but increasing in
B. That is, the retailers jointly earn proportionally less in channel profits when the competition
is more intense, as expected. However, the retailers collect a larger share of channel profits
when the demand is more sensitive to a change in their own prices. Surprisingly, the retailers’

share of channel profits does not depend on the retailers’ cost ac.
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3.3.3 Consignment contracts with revenue share (CR)

In this section, we consider another type of consignment contract, known as consignment
contract with revenue share (CR). Under CR contracts, decisions are made in two sequential
steps. At the first step, the supplier decides the revenue share r of the retailers’ revenue that she
will receive for each unit sold to consumers. At the second step, given this revenue share, each
retailer simultaneously selects the retail price p; and order quantity ;. We find the equilibrium
solution by using backward-induction. We first derive each retailer’s best response price and
inventory quantity to the supplier’s revenue share decision.

3.3.3.1 Retailer i’s selling price and stocking factor decision

At the second step, for a given revenue share r selected by the supplier, retailer i selects the

retail price p; and order quantity @); to maximize her own expected profit which is given by

ﬂ-Ri(piv Ql|r) = (1 - T‘)pZE{mm(DZ, QZ)} - CaiQi'

Since z; = Q;/yi(p), the profit can be rewritten as

TR, (Piszilr) = vi(P){(1 —7r)pi(zi — A(2i)) — caizi}

= ae PPiITP-il(1 — r)pi(zi — A(2%)) — coyzi). (3.13)

To find the best response, denoted by (p;, Z;), that maximizes 7g, (p;, z;|r) for a given r, we first
derive the retailer’s best response retail price p;(z;|r) for a given stocking factor z;; we then

find the best response stocking factor z; that maximizes g, (p;(z;|r), zi|r). Note that z; and p;
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are functions of r but we omit to explicitly show the dependency to keep the notation simpler.

The results are summarized in the following propositions.

Proposition 3.3.11. For any given stocking factor z;, revenue sharing proportion 0 < r < 1

and price p_; of retailer —i, retailer i’s unique best response price p;(z;|r) is given by

CO,; 25

5 (sl = L
pi(zilr) = 3 T (1 —7)(z — Az))

(3.14)

For a given stocking factor z; and revenue share r, the retailer’s best response price p;(z;|r)

consists of two components. Similarly to the PO and CP contracts, the first component 1/

is related to the consumers’ sensitivity to price changes. The second component %

reflects the retailer’s cost for each unit ordered. The effect of the retailer’s cost on the retail

Zi vi(P)zi

price depends upon the ratios FZTAG) = 5 zi—AG) and ﬁ The first ratio represents the

risk of excess inventory. The second ratio can be considered a “markup” factor due to the

revenue share owed to the supplier.

Proposition 3.3.12. The retaileri’s best response stocking factor z; that maximizes wg, (pi(zi|r), zi|r)

for a given revenue share r is uniquely determined as the solution of:

1—r+ Zi . 1
coiB Tz —AzZ) 1-F(%)

(3.15)

Proposition 3.3.12 indicates that the retailer’s best response stocking factor does depend on
the supplier’s decision in a CR contract, as opposed to a CP contract (Proposition 3.3.7). One

explanation for this difference is that at the best response in a CP contract the retailer’s margin
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is independent of the supplier’s decision, as noted in Section 3.3.2.3, while in a CR contract it

depends on .

Using (Equation 3.14) and (Equation 3.15), we find that the best response retail price to a

revenue share r is

1 (e 7% 7]

pi = pi(Zir) = 8 + (1—7r)(z — Az))

(3.16)

Corollary 3.3.13. The best response stocking factor z;(r) is decreasing in r.
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(a) Best response price p1 (b) Best response stocking factor £ (c) Best response quantity Q1

Figure 3. Retailer 1’s best response price, stocking factor and stocking quantity as a function
of the revenue share r where 8 = 2.0, v = 1.5, a = 10, a3 = as = 0.125 in the CR contract

Figure Figure 3 illustrates that the retailer’s best response retail price increases with the

supplier’s revenue share r: when the supplier keeps a higher share of the retailers’ revenue, the

1
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retailers transfer this increasing revenue loss to consumers. The higher retail price causes the
demand to go down, which leads to a lower quantity at each retailer. While both the expected
demand and order quantity decrease with the supplier’s revenue share r, the order quantity
decreases faster than the expected demand. Therefore, the stocking factor decreases with the

supplier’s revenue share (consistent with Corollary 3.3.13).

3.3.3.2  Supplier’s revenue sharing fraction decision

At the first step, anticipating the retailers’ reaction to her decision, the supplier sets the

revenue sharing fraction r to maximize her own expected profit mg(r), given by

ns(r) = rprE{min(D1,Q1)} —c(1 — a1 — a2)Q1 + rpeE{min(D3, Q2)} — ¢(1 — a1 — a2)Q2
= nd®)rpi(z1 — A7) — (1 — a1 — az)a] + y2(p)) [rp2(22 — A(2)) — c(1 — a1 — az) %)
= (1,6_6151—’_’”52 [7’]31(21 — A(El)) — C(l — Q] — ag)il]

+aePPrIPL 1Py (2 — A(Z2)) — (1 — o — ) 7). (3.17)

To find the equilibrium solution, denoted by r*, we would have to maximize 7wg(r) over r.
Obtaining an analytical solution for this maximization problem is intractable, therefore, we use

numerical methods as shown in Section 3.4.

3.3.3.3 Special case: Consignment contracts with revenue share under deterministic

demand

In order to shed some light on the supplier’s equilibrium revenue share r*, we consider a

special, more tractable case. In this section, we assume that the demand function is determin-
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istic, i.e., e = 1 and D;(p) = y;(p). Since there is no stochasticity, the quantity ordered by the
retailers matches the demand (i.e. the stocking factor equals 1) and the only decision left to
retailers is the retail price.

It follows from Proposition 3.3.11 that the best response retail price of retailer i, p;, to the

supplier’s revenue share r is given by

1 Q;C
= _ 3.18
Pi=gti (3.18)
It follows from (Equation 3.17) that the supplier’s profit can be expressed as
7s(r) = ae PPrEP2rp; — (1 — g — ag)d + ae PP2HPLrpy — (1 — ag — o)), (3.19)

Using (Equation 3.18) into (Equation 3.19), we find

_g[l, _eic 1, age 1
rs(r) = ae Pt Etaty] [r <B 4 e ) —(1—oy — az)c]

1 age 1 ajce
_‘_aeﬁ[g‘i'm]‘i"ﬂg*'m} [T (

Proposition 3.3.14. If% < g—; < g, the supplier’s equilibrium revenue share v* is the solution

of

2

I {% MR [(50?1_—1?5 i)c} [7’ <% ' <1a—icr>> e a"')c] } -
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In the proposition above, the condition on a; /a9 guarantees that the supplier’s profit func-

tion is bounded from above. If g—; ¢ (%, g), then the supplier’s profit function is unbounded.

3.4 Numerical results

In this section, we obtain numerically the equilibrium quantities that could not be obtained
in closed-form in previous sections, and we interpret the findings.

Our numerical study is geared at understanding the impact of price sensentivity parameters
5 and ~ on the performance of consignment contracts in comparison to the price-only contract.
It is common in the literature to focus on the impact of such parameters (Yao et al., 2008a; Yao et
al., 2008b; Lau and Lau, 2002). We first investigate the effect of the price sensitivity parameter
B on the equilibrium decisions and profits. In order to properly evaluate this effect, we need
to isolate it from the effect of other parameters (such as the cross-price sensitivity v and each
retailer’s share of the channel cost «;) by keeping all these parameters constant. Likewise, when
we next consider the effect of retailer differentiation on the equilibrium decisions and profits
through parameter v, we keep 8 and «; constant. In both cases, we choose values of a1 and as
that are equal to avoid introducing a cost difference that could bias the effect of the parameter
of interest.

The random perturbation on the demand, €, is assumed to follow the uniform distribution
on [A, B]. Following previous numerical studies (Choi, 1991; Li et al., 2009; Zhang et al., 2010),
we set ¢ = 10, ¢ =1, and oy = ay = 0.125. Moreover, we choose A =0 and B = 2 in order to

ensure that the perturbation on the demand has a mean value of 1.
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3.4.1 The effect of the price sensitivity factor

We study the impact of the price sensitivity parameter 5 on the supplier’s equilibrium
price (PO and CP contracts), equilibrium revenue share (CR contract), equilibrium retail price,
equilibrium quantity and equilibrium profits. The values of the parameters are chosen to ensure

that 8 > . The value of v is fixed at v = 2.
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0.88 0,

(a) Supplier’s wholesale price wp, consign- (b) Retailer i’s selling price p;
ment price w and revenue share r

Figure 4. Supplier’s price (or revenue share) and retailer’s selling price as a function of
under three contracts

Figure Figure 4(a) demonstrate that the supplier’s wholesale price (PO contract), consign-
ment price (CP contract), and revenue share (CR contract) decrease in 5. Indeed, the supplier
must decrease the price/ revenue share charged to the retailers when consumers are more sen-

sitive to price changes. As a result, the retail price decreases in 5 under all types of contracts,
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as seen in Figure Figure 4(b), because the retailers transfer their decreased loss of revenue to
consumers. The fact that the consignment price and the retail price decrease in 5 under the

CP contract is consistent with Proposition 3.3.9.

7,8
]

2 22 2.4 26 28 3 3.2 3.4 36 38 4
B

(a) Retailer i’s order quantity Q; (b) Retailer i’s stocking factor z;

Figure 5. Retailer i’s stocking quantity and stocking factor as a function of 5 under three
contracts

The effect of the price sensitivity parameter 5 on the order quantity @)} depends on the type
of contract. An increase of 3 drives the (expected) demand to decrease, everything being kept
constant (direct effect). On the other hand, as 8 increases, retail prices decrease, which could
cause the (expected) demand to increase (indirect effect). The cumulative effect of 3 is thus
a combination of two opposite effects. Figure Figure 5(a) illustrates that in the CP contract,
the direct effect is stronger, leading to a decrease of the order quantity in 5. However, in the

PO and CR contracts the order quantity is not a monotonic function of 5: it first increases
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then decreases. One explanation is that the direct effect of 5 (which causes the demand to
decrease) dominates the the indirect effect of S (which drives the demand to increase) when
price sensitivity S is low. However, the indirect effect prevails when price sensitivity 5 is high.

Figure Figure 5(b) shows the effect of the price sensitivity parameter on the stocking factor.
The stocking factor in the PO and CR contracts is not monotonic with 5, due to the non-
monotonicity of the order quantity with 5. The stocking factor in the CP contract, however,

decreases in 3, which is consistent with Proposition 3.3.9.

@

(a) Retailer ’s profit wy, for low price sensitivity — (b) Retailer 4’s profit 7%, for high price sensitivity

Figure 6. Retailer i’s profit as a function of S under three contracts

Figure Figure 6 depicts the effect of 5 on the retailers’ profits. The retailers’ profits decrease
in 8 under the CP contract because the retail price and the order quantity decrease in 8. The

retailers’ profits under the PO and CR contracts, however, do not display a monotonic pattern
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because the order quantity is not monotonic. No contract yields higher profits to the retailers
than the other two contracts for any level of price sensitivity. Specifically, when the price
sensitivity is low, the CP contract yields a higher profit to the retailers than both the PO and
the CR contracts; when the price sensitivity is high, the PO yields higher retailers’ profits than

both consignment contracts.

2 2 2 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 3 3 3 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 4
(a) Supplier’s profit w5 for low price sensitivity — (b) Supplier’s profit wg for high price sensitivity

Figure 7. Supplier’s profit as a function of 8 under three contracts

The supplier’s profit decreases in /3 in all contracts since the supplier’s price/ revenue share

decreases in 3, as depicted in Figure Figure 7. Surprisingly, the share of the channel profits for

.
R

+ *
the retailers % increases in § for all contracts (Figure Figure 8). This indicates that the

supplier’s profit decreases in 3 at a higher rate than the retailers’ profits.
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Figure 8. Retailer’s share of the total channel profits as a function of g under three contracts
L
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The effect of the price sensitivity parameter on the decisions and profits for each of the
supply chain members is summarized in Table Table 1.

3.4.2 The effect of retailer differentiation

The major difference between our work and previous studies in consignment contracts (Wang
et al., 2004; Wang, 2006; Zhang, 2008; Ru and Wang, 2010) is that we incorporate retailer
differentiation into our model. The price cross-sensitivity = represents the price sensitivity with
respect to the competitor’s price, and captures retailer differentiation. That is, if the retailers
are less differentiated, then ~ is larger (closer to /).

The values of the parameters are chosen to ensure that 8 > . The value of 3 is fixed at
B =4.

We now examine the effect of retailer differentiation on equilibrium prices, quantities and

profits. Figure Figure 9 suggests that the supplier’s wholesale price (PO contract), the consign-
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Decisions PO contract | CP contract | CR contract Remark
and profits
wy, or w* or r* decreasing decreasing decreasing w* > wy
D decreasing decreasing decreasing piCP T > pZP 0" > D; R
Q7 not monotonic | decreasing | not monotonic QZ-CP T > QZCR* > Qf O for small /3
QZ-CR* > QZCP* > QZPO* for large 8
zF not monotonic | decreasing | not monotonic zic LSS zic LSS zZP o
77}31_ not monotonic | decreasing | not monotonic ngp > WI];_O > wgﬁ* for small
ﬂgio* > W}Cg) T > ﬂgﬁ* for large 3
Ty decreasing decreasing decreasing ﬂgp T > WgR* > 7T§ O for small j3
ﬂgR > wgp* > wgo* for large 8
WRl;E;RQ increasing increasing increasing PO >CP>CR
TABLE 1

EFFECT OF THE PRICE SENSITIVITY PARAMETER g ON THE EQUILIBRIUM
DECISIONS AND PROFITS

ment price (CP contract) and the revenue share (CR contract) increase in «. This indicates

that the supplier takes advantage of lower retailer differentiation (a higher value of v) by in-

creasing her price or revenue share. The retail price p;, in all three contracts, also increases in

~. This reflects the fact that retailers transfer to consumers their increased supplier costs, and is

consistent with the intuition that consumer surplus is lower when retailers are less competitive.

Since the consignment price in a CP contract is always higher than the wholesale price in a PO

contract, the retail price is also higher in a CP contract than in a PO contract, for any level of

retailer differentiation.

Figure Figure 10 depicts the effect of retailer differentiation on the order quantity @);. This

effect depends on the type of contract. An increase of « drives the (expected) demand to
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Figure 9. Supplier’s price (or revenue share) and retailer’s selling price as functions of v under
three contracts

increase, everything being kept constant (direct effect). On the other hand, as 7 increases,
retail prices increase, which could cause the (expected) demand to decrease (indirect effect).
The cumulative effect of v is thus a combination of two opposite effects. Figure Figure 10
illustrates that in the CP contract, the direct effect is stronger, leading to an increase of the
order quantity in 7 (which is consistent with Proposition 3.3.10). However, in the PO and CR
contracts the order quantity is not a monotonic function of v: it first increases then decreases.
One explanation is that the direct effect of v (which drives the demand to increase) dominates
the the indirect effect of v (which causes the demand to decrease) when the level of retailer
differentiation is strong (small values of ). On the other hand, when retailer differentiation is

less intense (larger values of ), the indirect effect prevails.
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(a) Retailer #’s order quantity @Q; for high retailer (b) Retailer ¢’s order quantity Q; for low retailer
differentiation differentiation

Figure 10. Retailer ¢’s order quantity as a function of v under three contracts

Figure Figure 11 demonstrates that the effect of retailer differentiation on the stocking
factor depends on the contract. The stocking factor in the PO and CR contracts decreases in «
while in the CP contract it is independent of «. The explanation is that under the PO and the
CR contracts, the best response stocking factor depends on the supplier’s wholesale price w,,
and revenue share r, respectively. However, the best response stocking factor in a CP contract
does not depend on the consignment price w. Therefore retailer differentiation affects the
equilibrium stocking factor in the PO and the CR contracts through the equilibrium wholesale
price and revenue share, respectively, but has no effect on the equilibrium stocking factor in
the CP contract. The fact that the stocking factor in the PO and CR contracts decreases in
~ means that the order quantity does not increase as fast as the (expected) demand when the

level of retailer differentiation decreases.
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Figure 11. Retailer ¢’s stocking factor as a function of v under three contracts, where
6=4 a=10, ag = a3 =0.125, c=1

Since the retail price and the order quantity in the CP contract increase when the level of
retailer differentiation decreases, the retailers’ profits, consequently, increases in -, as illustrated
in Figure Figure 12, which is consistent with Proposition 3.3.10. The retailers’ profits under the
PO and CR contracts, however, are non-monotonic functions of v because the order quantity is
not monotonic. No contract yields higher profits to the retailers than the other two contracts for
any level of retailer differentiation. Specifically, when the retailer differentiation is high (small
v), the PO contract yields a higher profit to the retailers than both consignment contracts;
when the retailer differentiation is low, the CP yields higher retailers’ profits than the PO and
CR contracts.

Figure Figure 13 indicates that the supplier’s profit under all types of contracts increases
in 7, meaning that the supplier profits more when the retailers are less differentiated, which

is consistent with Proposition 3.3.10 (in a CP contract with symmetric retailers). No contract
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(a) Retailer i’s profit 7%, for high retailer differen- (b) Retailer ¢’s profit 7%, for low retailer differen-
tiation tiation

Figure 12. Retailer i’s profit as a function of v under three contracts

yields higher profits to the supplier than the other two contracts for any level of retailer differ-
entiation. If retailer differentiation is strong, the CR contract is the most beneficial; otherwise
the CP contract yields highest supplier profit.

The retailers’ share of the total channel profits, %, as illustrated in Figure Figure 14,
decreases in v, implying that as retailer differentiation decreases, the retailers’ share of the total
channel profits decreases under all contracts. In particular, when the retailers are completely
differentiated and there is thus no competition among them (v = 0), the retailers jointly earn
close to 100% of the total channel profits in the PO and CP contracts. As the level of retailer
differentiation decreases, the retailers compete more and their profits do not increase as fast as

the supplier’s profit. Furthermore, under any level of retailer differentiation, the retailers earn

a higher share of the total profits under the PO than under either the CP or CR contracts.
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Figure 13. Supplier’s profit as a function of v under three contracts

The retailers’ share of the total channel profits decreases as the level of retailer differentiation
decreases, implying that the supplier collects a larger share of the total profits than the retailers
as vy increases. Thus, the supplier’s profit has a stronger impact on the total channel profits than
the retailers’. As a result, the total channel profits exhibit the same trend as the supplier’s profit.
That is, the total channel profits under all contracts increase in vy (shown in Fig. Figure 15).
When the level of retailer differentiation is high, the CR contract yields higher total channel
profits than both the PO and the CP contracts. As the level of retailer differentiation decreases,
the CP contract prevails over the other contracts.

The effect of retailer differentiation on the decisions and the profits for each of the supply

chain members (with a fixed 8 = 4) is summarized in Table Table II.
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o

(a) Total channel profits 77 = 7, + 7k, + 75 (b) Total channel profits 77 = 7, + 7k, + 7§
under low retail competition under high retail competition

Figure 15. Total channel profits as a function of v under three contracts

o7



o8

Decisions PO contract | CP contract | CR contract Remark
and profits
wy, or w* or r* increasing increasing increasing w* > wy
x increasin increasin increasin oPr pP or > p-CR*
p; g g g p; i i
Qr not monotonic | increasing | not monotonic | QYT > QFY" > QYT for small v
CcP* CR* PO*
Q7 > Qi > QZ for*large ~
zF decreasing independent decreasing 2077 > L OR S P0
TR, not monotonic | increasing | not monotonic 775_0* > ﬂgf T > Wg,R* for small ~
wgp* > 7711%’_0* > wgﬂ* for large
Ty increasing increasing increasing WgR* > 7r§ or > ng " for small ~
ng* > ng* > ﬂgo* for large
TR, T7F . . .
le* 2 decreasing decreasing decreasing PO >CP>CR
S
TABLE II

EFFECT OF PARAMETER ~v ON THE EQUILIBRIUM DECISIONS AND PROFITS
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3.5 Extension: The case of ten competing retailers

Thus far, we have considered three different contracts (the PO contract, the CP contract,
and the CR contract) under a supply chain with one supplier and two competing retailers. In
the previous section, we solve for the equilibrium solutions numerically and we draw managerial
insights on the effect of the price sensitivity factor and the effect of retail differentiation on the
equilibrium decisions and profits of the supply chain members. In practice, however, there are
often more than two retailers in competition. One question of interest is whether our conclusions
remain valid in the case of multiple (more than two) retailers.

In this section, we consider an extension of our results to the case of 10 competing retailers,
and we investigate numerically whether our findings still hold. In addition, we also study the
effect of an increasing number of retailers (i.e., an increasing level of retail competition) on the

profit of each supply chain member.

3.5.1  Analytical results

We extend the analysis to a supply chain with 10 competing retailers. In order to keep the
problem tractable, we assume that the cross price-elasticity of demand ~ is symmetric for all

of the 10 retailers. The generalized demand function can then be written as:

where

—Brity > pj
yl(p) = ae =t 7 ) a7577 > 0; 5 > 9/7
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Note that in this model the expected demand at retailer i, y;(p), is a decreasing function
of the retailer’s own price (p;), and an increasing function of any of its competitor’s price (p;,
where 1 < j <10, j #1i).

We also assume that the 10 retailers have a symmetric cost structure, i.e., a; = ... = a9 =
a. As a result, each retailer ¢ incurs a cost a;c = ac, to retain the products from the supplier,
and the supplier’s production cost is (1 — 10«)e, where 0 < o < 0.1.

We compute the best response decisions under the the PO contract and find that the retailer
i’s unique best response stocking factor z; for a given w, is given by equation (Equation 3.5)
and the retailer ¢’s best response price for any given wholesale price w,, is given by equation
(Equation 3.6). This is consistent with the fact that, in the case of two retailers, the retailer’s
best response to the supplier’s decision was independent of the other retailer’s price.

Similarly, under the CP contract, we find that retailer ¢’s unique best response stocking fac-
tor Z; for a given w is given by equation (Equation 3.8) and the best response price for any given
consignment price wy, is given by equation (Equation 3.9). Under the CR contract, the retailer
i’s unique best response stocking factor z; for a given r is given by equation (Equation 3.15)
and the retailer i’s best response price for any given consignment price r is given by equation
(Equation 3.16). Consequently, the retailer’s best response price and quantity functions to a
given supplier’s decision exhibit the same trend as in the case of two retailers.

Since it is intractable to obtain the equilibrium solution in closed-form, including the sup-
plier’s price, the retail price, and the quantity for each contract, we solve for the equilibrium

quantities numerically.
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3.5.2 Numerical results

Following our previous numerical study, we set a =10, ¢ =1, and a3 = ... = ajg = 0.025 and
the random perturbation on the demand € is assumed to follow a uniform distribution on [0, 2].
For the analysis of the effect of the price sensitivity parameter, we fix v = %; for the analysis

of the effect of retailer differentiation, we fix § = 4.

3.5.2.1 The effect of price sensitivity

Overall, the conclusions on the effect of the price sensitivity parameter 8 on the equilibrium
decisions and profits in the case of two retailers (as summarized in Table Table I) remain valid
for the case of 10 retailers. For example, we still see that the retail price is highest in the CP
contract, for any level of price sensitivity (as depicted in Figure Figure 16(a)). Moreover, the
effect of 8 on the order quantity varies, depending on the type of contract. Figure Figure 16(b)
illustrates that the order quantity decreases in 3, under the CP contract. However, in the PO
and CR contracts, the order quantity is not a monotonic function of 3.

3.5.2.2 The effect of retailer differentiation

The numerical results on the effect of retailer differentiation on the equilibrium decisions and
profits, for a channel of one supplier and 10 retailers under all types of contract, lead us to
conclusions similar to those obtained in the case of two retailers (as summarized in Table Ta-
ble II). For instance, we still observe that the consignment price in the CP contract is always

higher than the wholesale price in the PO contract, regardless of level of retailer differentia-

* *
7rR1 +

tion. Furthermore, the retailers’ share of the total channel profits, TR?, decreases in v, as
S
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(a) Retailer #’s price p; (b) Retailer i’s order quantity Q;

Figure 16. Retailer i’s equilibrium price and order quantity as a function of 8 under three
contracts

illustrated in Figure Figure 17. The retailers’ share of the total channel profits is highest in the

PO contract, for any level of retailer differentiation.

3.5.2.3 The effect of an increasing number of retailers

We consider the effect of an increasing number of retailers (i.e., an increasing level of retail
competition) on the profit of each supply chain member (for any given price sensitivity of
demand and cross price sensitivity of demand). As expected, the supplier can exploit the

increased retailer competition by gaining greater profit, under all types of contracts

3.6 Extension: Consignment price contracts with revenue share (CPR)

In this subsection, we consider a more general consignment contract which combines the
consignment price with a revenue share. The study of a combination of the consignment price

and the revenue share contracts could potentially bring new insights into the study of con-
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Figure 17. The retailers’ share of the total channel profits as a function of v under three
contracts

signment contracts with retail competition. Therefore, we analyze the outcome of this type of

contract, which we refer to as consignment price with revenue share (CPR) contract.

3.6.1 Analytical results

In this contract, decisions are made in two steps. In the first step, the supplier decides the
consignment price w, and the revenue share 7 to be received from the retailers for each unit
sold to consumers. In the second step, given this consignment price and revenue share, each
retailer simultaneously chooses the retail price p; and order quantity Q;.

3.6.1.1 Retailer i’s selling price and stocking factor decision

For a given stocking factor z;, consignment price w, > 0, revenue share 7 and price p_; of
retailer —i, retailer i’s unique best response price p;(z;|w,, ) is given by
1 cou 2 Wy

Pilzen ) = B ARG —AG) 17
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Retailer i’s best response stocking factor Z; that maximizes the profit for a given w, and a

given 7 is uniquely determined as the solution of:

1-7 n 2 . 1
co,; 3 Zi — A(Z_Z) 1— F(Z_Z) '

The CPR best response stocking factor does not depend on the supplier’s consignment price
w,, but does depend on the supplier’s revenue share 7. This is consistent with the best response
stocking factor in both the CP and the CR contracts. By definition, the retailer’s best response

quantity is y;(p)Z, where y;(p) = ae~PPitIP—i,

~
o
b
S S e S S R}

0.5 1 15 2 0 05 1 15 2 0 0.5 1 15 2
w w w

(a) Best response price pi (b) Best response stocking factor £ (c) Best response quantity (1

Figure 18. Retailer 1’s best response price, stocking factor and quantity as a function of the
consignment price w, when =2, v=1.5, a =10, a3 = as = 0.125 and r is fixed at 0.5 in
the CPR contract
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Figure 19. Retailer 1’s best response price, stocking factor and quantity as a function of the
revenue share ¥ when § =2, v= 1.5, a = 10, a1 = as = 0.125 and w is fixed at 1 in the CPR
contract

Figures Figure 18 and Figure 19 depict that the retailer’s best response retail price increases
with the supplier’s consignment price w, and revenue share 7: when the supplier keeps a higher
consignment price and/or a higher share of the retailer’s revenue, the retailers transfer the in-
creasing cost to consumers. The higher price causes the demand to decrease, which leads to a
lower quantity at each retailer. While both the expected demand and order quantity decrease
with the supplier’s consignment price and revenue share, the order quantity decreases faster
than the expected demand. Therefore, the stocking factor decreases with the supplier’s con-

signment price and revenue share.
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3.6.1.2  Supplier’s consignment price and revenue share decision

At the first step, anticipating the retailers’ reaction to her decision, the supplier sets the
consignment price w, and revenue share 7 to maximize her own expected profit. For any given
revenue share 7, the supplier’s unique equilibrium consignment price w, () is given by

klvl + kg’l)g

) S (I (1 - A&+ k(3 A

c BazZ; R )

where k; = e_m<2i’“5i)_27i’“2f”), and

vi = (% — A7) — 222 [7%(% + gic_a/@i))(gi —AZ) —c(l —a; —ay)z|,i=1,2.

To find the equilibrium solution, denoted by 7#* and w} = w,(7*), we have to maximize

ms(w,(7),7) over 7. Obtaining an analytical solution for this maximization is intractable,

therefore, we use numerical methods.

3.6.2 Numerical results

Following our previous numerical study, we set a = 10, ¢ = 1, and a3 = ay = 0.125 and the
random perturbation on the demand € is assumed to follow a uniform distribution on [0, 2]. For
the analysis of the effect of the price sensitivity parameter, we fix v = 2; for the analysis of the

effect of retailer differentiation, we fix g = 4.

3.6.2.1 The effect of price sensitivity

Figures Figure 20(a) and (b) depict the effect of the price sensitivity parameter on the supplier’s
consignment price w, and revenue share 7, respectively. The supplier’s consignment price w,

decreases in B, which is consistent with our finding in the CP contract. Interestingly, the
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supplier’s revenue share 7 increases in 3 (while the revenue share r in the CR contract decreases
in ). One explanation is that as  increases the consignment price w, decreases, the supplier
needs to compensate this loss by increasing the revenue share 7.

We also find that the effect of the price sensitivity parameter 5 on the retail price, the
order quantity, the stocking factor, the retailers’ profits, the supplier profit, and the share of
the channel profits for the retailers are consistent with the findings in the CP contract (i.e.,
they are decreasing functions of ). Figure Figure 21 shows the effect of the price sensitivity
parameter on the supplier’s profit. Interestingly, the supplier earns the highest profit in the
CPR contract, for any level of price sensitivity. The effect of the price sensitivity parameter on

the decisions and profits for each of the supply chain members is summarized in Table Table III.
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Figure 20. Supplier’s price or revenue share at equilibrium as a function of 5 under four
contracts
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(a) Supplier’s profit wg for low price sensitivity  (b) Supplier’s profit wg for high price sensitivity

Figure 21. Supplier’s profit at equilibrium as a function of 5 under four contracts
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Decisions and profits

PO contract

CP contract

CR contract

CPR contract

Remark

wy, or w* or wy decreasing decreasing - decreasing w* > wy > wy, for small 3
w* > wy > w;y for large 8
r* or 7 - - decreasing increasing r* > 7
i decreasing decreasing decreasing decreasing pClD T > pCP LSS p 0" > pCIfor small 8
? * ? *
pZP >p20 >pZPR > p¢'E for large S
QF not monotonic | decreasing | not monotonic decreasing QZCP > QZCP R* > QZCR* > Qf) O* for small 3
QYPE > QFR" > QYT > QPO for large 3
zF not monotonic | decreasing | not monotonic decreasing CP T > zCP LSS ZCR* > zP 0"
77}31_ not monotonic | decreasing | not monotonic decreasing %P > 7TCP LSS 7TP 0" > 7TCR for small 5
RO > 7TdP > ﬂgPR > WgR for large
Ty decreasing decreasing decreasing decreasing gp LS ng > WgR > ﬂg o for small 3
gPR >7TCR > g g > Ty L0 for large f8
TR, t7 . . . . . . . .
le* B2 increasing increasing increasing increasing PO >CP>CPR>CR
q
TABLE III

EFFECT OF THE PRICE SENSITIVITY PARAMETER g ON THE EQUILIBRIUM DECISIONS AND PROFITS
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3.6.2.2 The effect of retailer differentiation

We find that the supplier’s revenue share 7 is a non-increasing function of v while the consign-
ment price w, is increasing in v (as depicted in Figure Figure 22). This reflects the fact that
the supplier cannot simultaneously increase both the consignment price and the revenue share
because this would lead to a very high retail price.

The effect of retailer differentiation on the retail price, the order quantity, the retailers’
profits, and the supplier profit are consistent with the findings in the CP contract (i.e., they are
increasing in 7). Figure Figure 23 depicts that the retailer suffers the highest profit loss in the
CPR contract, when retailers are more differentiated. This loss in profit decreases as retailers
are less differentiated (a higher value of ). On the other hand, figure Figure 24 shows that
the supplier earns a highest profit from the CPR contract, when the retailers are more differ-
entiated. This benefit decreases as retailers become less differentiated. The effect of retailer
differentiation on the decisions and profits for each of the supply chain members is summarized

in Table Table IV.

Our numerical study shows that the CPR contract yields the highest profit to the supplier,
as compared with the other types of consignment contracts considered, namely CP and CR
contracts, for any level of price sensitivity. Our numerical study also illustrates that the benefit
of the CPR contract to the supplier and the retailers depends upon the level of retailer dif-
ferentiation. When retailer differentiation is strong, the CP contract yields highest profits to

the retailers; when it is weak, the CPR contract yields highest profits. Conversely, the supplier
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(a) Supplier’s prices w;, (CP), w* (CR)

and wy (CPR)
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(b) Supplier’s revenue share 7* (CPR) and
r* (CR)

Figure 22. Supplier’s profit at equilibrium as a function of v under four contracts

earns a higher profit in the CPR contract than the other types of consignment contracts when

retailer differentiation is strong. The CP contract is more beneficial to the supplier as retailers

become less differentiated. The comparison of these three types of consignment contracts is

summarized in Table Table V.
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(a) Retailer i’s profit 7%, for high retailer differen- (b) Retailer ¢’s profit 7%, for low retailer differen-
tiation tiation

Figure 23. Retailer ¢’s profit at equilibrium as a function of v under four contracts
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Figure 24. Supplier’s profit at equilibrium as a function of v under four contracts



Decisions and profits | PO contract | CP contract | CR contract CPR contract Remark
wy, or w* or wy increasing increasing - increasing w* > wy, > wy for small v
w* > wy > wy for large v
r* or 7* - - increasing non-increasing 7* > r* for small ~
r* > 7* for large ~
D; increasing increasing increasing increasing ZGP > pfg 0" > D; ORT > piCP R for small
D; cop > p; CPR >pZPO* >pZ-CR* for large
Q7 not monotonic | increasing | not monotonic increasing QYTE > QP > QPO > QYT for small v
QZCP* > QZ-CPR* > QZ-CR* > QZPO* for large ~y
zF decreasing independent decreasing non-decreasing CP T > ZCR* > zP o > ZCP R
CP > zCPR > zCR > zPO for large v
TR, not monotonic | increasing | not monotonic increasing P or > ng > W%R > ﬂgp R for small
dP* > WRPR > wgo > 7TRR for large v
Ty increasing increasing increasing increasing gp B> RR > 7TSO > 7T for small v
ng* > 7TCPR > 7TCR > 7150 for large v
:;RQ decreasing decreasing decreasing non-increasing PO > CP > CR > CPR for small ~
PO > CP > CPR > CR for large ~
TABLE IV

EFFECT OF PARAMETER v ON THE EQUILIBRIUM DECISIONS AND PROFITS

€.
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| Decisions and profits |

Retailer differentiation

Py

p¢T" > ptH > pCPR for more retailer differentiation (small )
piCP S D; CPR* pCR for less retailer differentiation (large )

QFFE > QYF > QP for more retailer differentiation (small )
QYT > QFYPHE" > QYR for less retailer differentiation (large )

2877 > 2ORT 5 2OPET for more retailer differentiation (small )

6P > zCP R > 2O for less retailer differentiation (large )

ﬂgf > ﬂgR > ng R for more retailer differentiation (small )

ﬂg_P T > 7TCP RS WCR for more retailer differentiation (small +y)

gp LS WCR > ng for more retailer differentiation (small +y)

m$F > R# B > 7GPR for less retailer differentiation (large )

CP > CR > CPR for more retailer differentiation (small ~)
CP > CPR > CR for less retailer differentiation (large )

TABLE V

THE COMPARISON OF THREE TYPES OF CONSIGNMENT CONTRACTS

3.7 Extension: Comparison between consignment contracts and revenue-sharing

contracts

In sections 3.2 — 3.4, we use the price-only contract as a benchmark for evaluating con-

signment contracts. In this section, we compare consignment contracts with revenue-sharing

contracts.

The key difference between revenue-sharing and consignment contracts is the time of pay-

ment and the ownership of inventory. In revenue-sharing contracts, the retailers pay the supplier

a wholesale price for each unit ordered in addition to a percentage of the revenue the retailers

generate (Cachon and Lariviere, 2005; Yao et al., 2008b; Linh and Hong, 2009; Pan et al., 2010).
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Thus, the retailers have full ownership of the inventory and bear all the risk of unsold units
remaining . The supplier receive the payment for all the units ordered by retailers, regardless
of whether or not the retailer sells them, in addition to a percentage of the retailers’ revenue.
In a consignment contract, the supplier retains ownership of merchandise even though items
are at retail locations. The supplier receives no payment until the items are sold by retailers.

Therefore, the risk of underselling is now born by the supplier.

3.7.1 Analytical results

In the revenue sharing (RS) contract, decisions are made in two steps. In the first step, the
supplier decides the wholesale price w), for each unit ordered by retailers and the revenue share
r to be received from the retailers for each unit sold to consumers. In the second step, given
this wholesale price and revenue share, each retailer simultaneously chooses the retail price p;
and order quantity ;. We first derive each retailer’s best response and inventory quantity to

the supplier’s wholesale price and revenue share decisions.

3.7.1.1 Retailer i’s selling price and stocking factor decision

For a given stocking factor z;, consignment price w > 0, revenue share r and price p_; of

retailer —i, retailer ¢’s unique best response price p;(z;|w, 7) is

(cay + w)z;
1—7r)(z — Az))

pi(zilw,r) = % + (

The retailer i’s best response stocking factor Z; that maximizes the retailer i’s profit for a

given w and a given r is uniquely determined as the solution of:
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In particular, the RS best response stocking factor depends on both the supplier’s wholesale
price w and the supplier’s revenue share r. This result is consistent with best response obtained
in both the PO and the CR contracts. The retailer’s best response quantity is y;(p)Zz;, where
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(a) Best response price pi (b) Best response stocking factor £ (c) Best response quantity (1

Figure 25. Retailer 1’s best response price, stocking factor and quantity as a function of the
wholesale price w when 8 =2, v = 1.5, a =10, a1 = ag = 0.125 and r is fixed at 0.5 in the
RS contract

Figures Figure 25 and Figure 26 illustrate that the retailer’s best response retail price in-
creases with both the supplier’s wholesale price w and revenue share r: when the supplier keeps

a higher wholesale price and/or a higher share of the retailer’s revenue, the retailers transfer
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Figure 26. Retailer 1’s best response price, stocking factor and quantity as a function of the
revenue share r when f =2, v =15, a =10, a1 = as = 0.125 and w is fixed at 1 in the RS
contract

the increasing cost to consumers. The higher price causes the demand to decrease, which leads
to a lower quantity at each retailer. While both the expected demand and order quantity de-
crease with the supplier’s wholesale price and revenue share, the order quantity decreases faster

than the expected demand. Therefore, the stocking factor decreases with the supplier’s revenue.
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3.7.1.2  Supplier’s revenue sharing fraction decision

At the first step, anticipating the retailers’ reaction to her decision, the supplier sets the

wholesale price w and revenue share r to maximize her own expected profit mg(w,r), given by

ms(w,r) = rprE{min(D1, Q1)} + rp2E{min(D2, Q2)} + (w — (1 — a1 — 02))(Q1 + Q2)
= n@)lrpi(a — Az)) + (w — (1 — o — a2))z]
+y2(P))[rp2(2z2 — A(2)) + (w — ¢(1 — a1 — a2)) )]
= ae” PP rpy (21 — A(Z1)) + (0 — o1 — e — a2))z1]

HaelPP P rpy (2 — A(22)) + (w — (1 — a1 — a2)) 2]

To find the equilibrium solutions, denoted by r* and w* = w(r*), we have to maximize
mg(w(r),r) over r. Obtaining an analytical solution for this maximization problem is in-

tractable, therefore, we use numerical methods.

3.7.2 Numerical results

Following our previous numerical study, we set a = 10, ¢ = 1, and a3 = ay = 0.125 and the
random perturbation on the demand € is assumed to follow a uniform distribution on [0, 2]. For
the analysis of the effect of the price sensitivity parameter, we fix v = 2; for the analysis of the

effect of retailer differentiation, we fix g = 4.
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Our numerical study shows that the equilibrium supplier’s wholesale price w* is very close
to zero for any given 8 and . This means that at equilibrium, the supplier’s income (or
profit) would almost entirely come from the fraction of the retailers’ revenue. The retailers pay
almost nothing for each unit purchased from the supplier but remit a share of their revenue to
the supplier (for each unit sold to consumers). Indeed, the supplier is better off not charging
the retailers for each unit ordered to incentivize them to order more and price adequately.
Essentially, the revenue-sharing contract is equivalent to our consignment with revenue share
(CR) contract. The results and conclusions of the effect of the price sensitivity parameter and
the effect of retailer differentiation on the equilibrium decisions and profits of the supply chain

members for the CR contract remain valid for the RS contract.



CHAPTER 4

CHANNEL COORDINATION IN A CONSIGNMENT CONTRACT
WITH SUPPLIER COMPETITION AND DUAL CHANNEL SUPPLY

CHAIN

In this chapter, we study consignment contracts between two competing suppliers and one
retailer, acting as Stackelberg leader, under two different payment terms: (i) a fixed consign-
ment price per unit sold and (ii) a percentage of the revenue earned by the retailer as the
suppliers revenue share. We also consider the situation where one of the suppliers sells its
products directly to consumers via a direct channel, in addition to selling through the retailer

via consignment (dual channel).

4.1 Model assumptions and centralized channel

4.1.1 Model assumptions

Consider a supply chain with one retailer (R) and two suppliers (S; and Sz). We assume
each supplier produces one product which is substitutable to (but differentiated from) the
product of the other supplier, and sells it through a common retailer. The supplier i produces
at a constant unit cost of $cg;, ¢ = 1,2, and the retailer incurs a unit cost of $cg,, i = 1,2 for
handling and selling product ¢ to consumers.

We consider a demand for the product from each supplier during a single selling season

that is price-dependent and uncertain. A multiplicative demand model is widely used in the

80
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literature to capture the randomness of the demand (see for example (Petruzzi and Dada,
1999; Wang et al., 2004; Ru and Wang, 2010)). We model the demand for product i at the

retailer, denoted by D;(p) as:

Dz(p) = yz(p) e, 1=1,2, (4'1)

where p = (p1,p2) and p;, i = 1,2 is the retail price of supplier i’s product, y;(p) is the expected
demand for product i, and € is a random scaling factor, representing randomness of the demand,
with a mean value of 1, cumulative distribution function F'(-) and probability density function
f() that have support [A, B] C R" with B > A. Let h(z) = zf(x)/[1 — F(x)] denote the
generalized failure rate function.

We model the expected demand as a linear function of each supplier’s own price and its
competitor’s price. A linear demand has been widely adopted in many studies in the supply
chain management literature (see for example (Coughlan, 1992; Raju et al., 1995) in the absence
of competition and (Choi, 1996; Niu et al., 2012; Liao and Tseng, 2007; Pan et al., 2010;
Bernstein and Federgruen, 2005) in the presence of competition). This type of model captures

product differentiation. The expected demand for product i is given by

vi(p) = a— pi +v(p—i — pi), a, v>0; y<1 (4.2)

where p; is the supplier’s own price and p_; is the competitor’s price.



82

Note that in this model, the expected demand for each product is a decreasing function
of its own price p;, and an increasing function of its competitor’s price p_;, where —i = 2 if
i =1and —i = 1if i = 2. Parameter a is the primary demand of each product (i.e., demand
if both prices were zero). Parameter « is related to the degree of product differentiation. As
« increases (approaches 1), the products are more substitutable (less differentiated), therefore
the price difference between two products at the retailer has more impact on the demand (see
(Choi, 1996; Pan et al., 2010; Liao and Tseng, 2007)). When = is zero, the two products are

completely differentiated and therefore the price difference has no impact.

Assumption 4.1.1. The demand distribution satisfies the increasing generalized failure rate

(IGFR) property: h(z) = % is increasing in x.

This assumption is less restrictive than the increasing failure rate (IFR) assumption in
(Vives, 1984; Vives, 1985) and (Petruzzi and Dada, 1999). Many distributions, such as the

uniform, exponential, and normal distributions, satisfy both IFR and IGFR conditions.

max
3

Assumption 4.1.2. The price p; for product i takes values on S; = [0,p

max ,
|, where p"** is

the mazimum admissible value of p; and y;(p)|p=pma= is positive for i =1,2.

This assumption imposes an upper bound on prices and assures that the expected demand
is positive (Vives, 1984).

4.1.2 Centralized channel

In the centralized channel, a decision maker simultaneously chooses the selling price and

the quantity for each of the products in order to maximize the expected total channel profit.
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Following the standard newsvendor model (Cachon, 2003), the following sequence of events
occurs: (1) a central decision maker simultaneously chooses the selling price and the quantity
for each of the products; (2) before the start of selling season, the supplier i produces and
delivers ¢; units of product i to the retailer; (3) demand realizes; (4) transfer payment are made
between supplier and retailer based upon the centralized price decisions and demand realization.

The objective is to maximize the expected channel profit which can be written as:

mc(p,d) = pi1E{min(Di,q1)} — (cs, + cr,)q1 + p2E{min(Ds, q2)} — (cs, + cr,)q2-

Denoting z; = q;/y;(p), the profit can be rewritten as

mo(P,z) = yi(P){(P1(z1 — Az1)) — (s, +cry)21} + y2(P){(p2(22 — A(22)) — (cs, + cry)22}
= (a—p1+7(p2 —p1){p1(21 — A(21)) — (cs, +cry )21}

+(a —p2 +v(p1 — p2)){p2(22 — A(22)) — (cs, + cry )22}, (4.3)

where A(z;) = [{'(z — ) f(z) dw.

To find the optimal solution, denoted as (p*,z*), which maximizes (Equation 4.3), we first find
the optimal stocking factor z¢ (p) for a fixed price vector p and then maximize 7¢(p,z¢ (p))
with respect to p to find the optimal price pic*, i = 1,2 (Vives, 1984; Vives, 1985; Petruzzi and

Dada, 1999).
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In theory, it is possible for the suppliers to produce zero quantities of the products. However,
we consider a more interesting case in which the suppliers produce positive quantities of the
products, i.e., ¢ > 0, ¢ = 1,2. Thus, we assume that cg, + cr < p; i.e., the sale of a product
covers the costs incurred to ensure that the optimal stocking factor exists and is unique (Porteus,

1990).

Proposition 4.1.3. For any given price p; > cs, + cr, supplier i’s unique optimal stocking
factor 2" (p;), is given by

% (i) = F~(6), (4.4)

s, TCR;

where 0; = 1 — o

According to Proposition 4.1.3, the first best stocking factor (ratio of the quantity supplied
and the expected demand) for supplier i’s product is nondecreasing in its relative total mar-
gin, i.e., the ratio of supplier ’s unit margin (difference between unit selling price and unit
production cost and retailer’s cost) to the unit selling price. Indeed, when the relative total
margin from selling supplier ¢’s product increases, both supplier ¢ and the retailer would want
to increase the quantity ordered.

The optimal quantity qic " can be easily derived from qic T =, (p)zic "
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Proposition 4.1.4. The optimal prices plc* and pg* that mazimize the centralized profit

7c(p, 2" (p)) must satisfy the first-order necessary conditions, given by

-1
N N e ) N we s M af(@)de _ A+
o P et@yde (@—pi+ype—p) [ P af@)de  a—pi+y(p2—p1)
— F-1(
14 55 + CR, F~1(62) + P1 [ O 2 f(z) do _ (1+7)p2 (45)

pz PO up@yde (a—pa e —p2) [L P af@)de =2+ —p2)

Proposition 4.1.4 gives, implicitly, the unique first best price for each of the suppliers’
products as the solution of a system of two equations. This allows us to find, numerically, the
centralized solution.

As noted by (Lariviere and Porteus, 2001; Petruzzi and Dada, 1999; Yao et al., 2008b), obtaining
an analytical solution for a maximization problem of m¢(p, zic "(p)) is intractable. Therefore,

we solve it using numerical methods as described in Section 4.4

4.2 Decentralized channel with consignment contracts

In the decentralized channel, each of the competing suppliers produces and sells a product
through a common retailer under consignment. The suppliers retain full ownership of the
inventory that is placed at retailer’s. As a result, the suppliers bear the risk associated with
demand uncertainty while the retailer incur only a holding cost for over-ordered merchandise.
We consider two types of consignment contracts, namely consignment price (CP) contracts and
consignment with revenue share (CR) contracts.

We model the decision making of this two-tier supply chain as a Retailer-Stackelberg game.

Following the standard newsvendor model (Cachon, 2003), the following sequence of events
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takes place: (1) the retailer, acting as a leader, offers a consignment contract specifying the
terms of payment to her from each supplier for every unit of product sold to customers; (2)
each supplier, acting as a follower, chooses the quantity ¢; and the retail price p;; (3) before the
start of selling season, supplier ¢ produces and delivers ¢; units of product i to the retailer; (4)
demand realizes; (5) transfer payments are made between the retailer and suppliers according
to the agreed upon contract.

In this study, the retailer and two suppliers play, vertically, a Stackelberg game with the
retailer as a leader and the two suppliers as followers. Horizontally, the two suppliers play a
Nash game, i.e., they simultaneously decide their prices and quantities. We solve this equilib-
rium problem to find the Stackelberg/Nash equilibrium. The next sections present equilibrium

solutions for two types of consignment contracts and derive their implications.

4.2.1 Consignment price (CP) contracts

Under CP contracts, decisions are made in two sequential steps. In the first step, the retailer
decides the consignment price w corresponding to the amount of payment to be received from
the suppliers for each unit sold to consumers. In the second step, given this consignment price,
each supplier simultaneously selects the retail price p; and quantity ¢;. We find the equilibrium
solution by using backward induction. We first derive each suppliers best response price and
inventory quantity to the retailers’ consignment price decision.

Prime examples of CP contracts in practice include the Home Depot and Bonanza.com.
The Home Depot implements the Pay-By-Scan (PBS) program with its seasonal plant grow-

ers. Once products are sold, Home Depot makes a payment to the suppliers and retains the
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difference between this payment and the retail price. Similarly, Bonanza.com, online shopping
website, only collects a fixed commission (not a percentage share) once products are sold to

consumers.

4.2.1.1 Supplier i’s selling price and stocking factor decision

At the second step of the decision sequence, for a given consignment price w selected by
the retailer, supplier i selects the retail price p; and quantity ¢; to maximize his own expected

profit:

7s, (P, gilw) = (pi —w)E{min(D;(p),q:)} — cs,4i-

Since z; = ¢;/yi(p), the profit can also be rewritten as

s, (P, zilw) = yi(P){(pi — w)(zi — A(zi)) — 5,2}

= (a—pi+y(p-i —pi)){(pi —w)(zi — A(2i)) — cs,2i}-

To find the best response, denoted by (p;, z;), that maximizes g, (p, z;|w) for a given w and
p—i, we first derive the retailer’s best response stocking factor Z;(p;|w) for a given p;, p_; and
w; we then find the best response retail price p; that maximizes g, (p|lw, Z (p;|w)). Supplier ¢’s
best response (as a follower) to the retailer’s consignment price w is denoted by (p}, z). Note

that p; and z; are functions of w and p_; and p; and Z; are functions of w, but we omit to



88

explicitly show the dependency to keep the notation simpler. The results are summarized in
the propositions below.

In theory, it is possible for the suppliers to produce zero quantities of the products at
equilibrium. However, we consider a more interesting case in which the suppliers produce
positive quantities of the products, i.e., ¢; > 0, i = 1,2. Thus, we assume that 0 < w+cg, < p;
i.e., the selling price covers the total costs incurred to ensure that the optimal stocking factor

exists and is unique.

Proposition 4.2.1.

e For any given price p; and consignment price w > 0 where w + cs; < p;, supplier i’s

unique best stocking factor Z;(p;|w) is given by

Zi(pilw) = F~ (), (4.6)

o The supplier i’s best response price p; that mazimizes wg,(p|w, Z (pilw)) for a given con-

signment price w and price p_; of supplier —i is uniquely determined as the solution

of:

cs; F~'(¢i) (A +7)(pi =~ w)
1 i - 4.7
+pi—w jfl(qﬁi)xf(x) de o—pi+v(p—i—pi) D

1 _CSi
where ¢; = 1 =g

Proposition 4.2.1 implies that supplier i’s best response stocking is nondecreasing with its

relative margin, i.e., the ratio of supplier i’s unit margin (the difference between unit selling
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price and unit consignment price and unit production cost) to the unit payment received. This
reflects the fact that the supplier would want to increase the quantity supplied to the retailer
when its relative margin for each unit sold increases.

Using (Equation 4.6) and (Equation 4.7), we obtain the best response stocking factor to a

consignment price w and price p_; of supplier —i as

= Al = PG = (10 ). (48)

Therefore, the unique joint best response prices for suppliers 1 and 2 (as the followers) to the
retailer’s consignment price w, denoted by (p}, p5), respectively, is the solution to the system

of equations

1 + s, F~1(¢1) _ (1+7)(p1 —w)
w (@) p@yde @ —P1+(p2—p1)
14 s “(42) _ A4z —w) (4.9)

p2—w fj’l(@) ef(x)de  @—Pp2+7(pL—D2)

This allow us to find, numerically, the best response price.
The corresponding best response stocking factor z; to a consignment price w, where i = 1,2

is

= At = PR - P (1o ) (1.10)

pl —w
Figure Figure 27 illustrates the supplier’s best response price, stocking factor, and quan-

tity as a function of the retailer’s consignment price w. We observe that the supplier’s best



(a) Retailer 1’s best response price p; to  (b) Retailer 1’s best response stocking
a given consignment price w factor zj to a given consignment price
w
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(c) Retailer 1’s best response quantity q;
to a given consignment price w

Figure 27. The retailer 1’s best response price, stocking factor and stocking quantity to a
given consignment price w where v = 0.5,a = 5, cg, = cg, = 0.4 in the CP contract

response price increases with w. Clearly, as the retailer’s consignment price increases, the sup-

plier must transfer this cost increase to consumers by increasing the retail price. The higher

retail price causes the demand to go down which leads to a lower quantity supplied by each

supplier. Consequently, both expected demand and quantity decrease with w. However, the

quantity decreases faster than the expected demand. Thus, the stocking factor decreases with

the retailer’s consignment price.
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Retailer’s consignment price decision At the first step, anticipating the suppliers’ reaction
to its decision, the retailer sets the consignment price w to maximize its own expected profit

mr(w), given by

mr(w) = wE{min(D1(p*),q1)} + E{min(D2(p"), ©2)}] — ¢ri @i — cr, B
= wn(P*)(z1 — AZ)) +12(p7) (22 — A(22))] = cri1(P)Z1 + cryy2(P7) %
= (a—pi+7(P — p1))[w(z — A(ZD)) — g, 7]

+(a—py+ (01 — p2))[w(z — M%) — cr, 2]

To find the equilibrium solution, denoted by w*, we seek to maximize mr(w) over w. Since p;
and Zz; are only known as implicit functions of w given by (Equation 4.9) and (Equation 4.10),
we find w* numerically.

Once w* is computed, equations (Equation 4.9) and (Equation 4.10) allow us to determine

the equilibrium price and the equilibrium stocking factor for each of the supplier’s products.

4.2.2 Consignment with revenue share (CR) contract

In this section, we consider another type of consignment contract, known as consignment
with revenue share (CR) contract. Under CR contracts, decisions are made in two sequential
steps. In the first step, the retailer decides the revenue share r of the suppliers’ revenue that
he will receive for each unit sold to consumers. In the second step, given this revenue share,

each supplier simultaneously selects the retail price p; and quantity ¢;. We find the equilibrium
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solution by using backward induction. We first derive each supplier’s best response price and
inventory quantity to the retailers revenue share decision.

One of the most predominant examples of CR contracts is Amazon Marketplace. The mer-
chants (suppliers) decide the quantity of products and the selling price. Amazon.com collects

a certain percentage from the final sale price only when products are sold to consumers.

4.2.2.1 Supplier i’s selling price and stocking factor decision

At the second step, for a given revenue share r selected by the retailer, supplier i selects the

retail price p; and quantity g; to maximize his own expected profit which is given by

ms,(p,qilr) = (1 —r)piE{min(D;(p),q:)} — cs,4:-

Since z; = ¢;/y;(p), the profit can be rewritten as

75, (Pyzilr) = yi(P){(1 —7)pi(zi — Az:)) — cs,2i}

= (a—pi+y(p-i —pi)){( —7)pi(zi — A(z:1)) — cs;2i} (4.11)

To find the best response, denoted by (p;, Z;), that maximizes g, (p, z;|r) for a given r and
p—;, we first derive the retailer’s best response stocking factor Z;(p;|r) for a given p;, p_; and r;
we then find the best response retail price p; that maximizes g, (p|r, Z;(pi|r)). The supplier’s
best response (as a follower) to the retailer’s revenue sharing fraction r is denoted by (p}, Z;).

Note that p; and z; are functions of r and p_; and p; and z are functions of r, but we omit
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to explicitly show the dependency to keep the notation simpler. The results are summarized in
the propositions below.
In theory, it is possible for the suppliers to produce zero quantities of the products. However,

we consider a more interesting case in which the suppliers produce positive quantities of the

cs;
1—r

products, i.e., ¢; > 0, ¢ = 1,2. Thus, we assume that 0 < < p; i.e., the sale covers the cost

incurred to ensure that the best response stocking factor exists and is unique.

Proposition 4.2.2.

e For any given price p; > % and revenue sharing proportion 0 < r < 1, retailer i’s unique

best response stocking factor Z;(p;|r) is given by

Zi(pilr) = F~4(pa), (4.12)

o The supplieri’s best response price p; that mazimizes the supplieri’s profit ws, (Z;(pi|r), P|r)
for a given revenue share r and price p_; of supplier —i is uniquely determined as the

solution of:

L4 F'p) (L +)pi (4.13)

(L =r)pi [F70) o p(ayde @ —pit (i —pi)

cs;
where p; =1 — T=rpr

Proposition 4.2.2 suggests that supplier i’s best response stocking stocking is nondecreasing
with its relative margin, i.e., the ratio of supplier i’s unit margin (the difference between unit

selling price and unit revenue share fraction and unit production cost) to the unit payment
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received. This reflects the fact that the supplier would want to increase the quantity supplied
to the retailer when the relative margin for each unit sold increases.
Using (Equation 4.12) and (Equation 4.13), we obtain that the best response stocking factor

to a revenue sharing proportion r is
_ .= 1= — Cs,
a:amszlwnzFlQ————f> (4.14)

Therefore, the unique joint best response prices for suppliers 1 and 2 (as the followers) to
the retailer’s revenue share fraction r, denoted by (p}, p3), respectively, is the solution to the

system of equations

L4 s Flp)  __ (+9)m
tac FT(o0) = as )
(L =r)p1 [F00) o (2)de @ —P1+7(p2 = 1)
-1
T F~(p2) _ (1+7)p2 . (4.15)

(1 —7)p2 ff”(m) af(x)de 0~ P2+t v(p1 — p2)

This allows us to find, numerically, the best response price.
The corresponding best response stocking factor z; to a revenue sharing proportion r, where
1=1,21s

st =il = P60 = P (1 ) (4.16)

Figure Figure 28 illustrates the supplier’s best response price, stocking factor, and quantity

as a function of the retailer’s revenue share r. When the retailer keeps a higher share of the

suppliers revenue, the suppliers transfer this increasing revenue loss to consumers. The higher
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Figure 28. The retailer 1’s best response price, stocking factor and stocking quantity to a
given revenue share r where v = 0.5,a = 5,cg, = ¢g, = 0.4 in the CR contract

retail price causes the demand to go down, which leads to a lower quantity ordered from each
supplier. While both the expected demand and quantity decrease with the suppliers revenue
share r, the quantity decreases faster than the expected demand. Therefore, the stocking factor

decreases with the retailer’s revenue share.

4.2.2.2 Retailer’s revenue sharing fraction decision

At the first step, anticipating the suppliers’ reaction to its decision, the retailer sets the

revenue sharing fraction r to maximize its own expected profit mr(r), given by
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mr(r) = rpiE{min(D1(p%),q1)} — cr, 1 + rp2E{min(D(p"), %)} — cr, T
= n@)Nrpi(Er — A(Z)) = eri 7] + 42(D7))[rpa (22 — A(%)) — cry 23]
= (a—p1+7(P2 = p1))lrpi(z — A(21)) — g, 7]

+(a =Py + (01 — P2)lrpa(2 — A(22)) — cry 23]

To find the equilibrium solution, denoted by 7*, we would have to maximize mg(r) over
r. Since pf and z; are only known as implicit functions of r given by (Equation 4.15) and
(Equation 4.16), obtaining an analytical solution for this maximization problem is intractable.
Thus, we use numerical methods.

Once r* is computed, using equations (Equation 4.15) and (Equation 4.16) allow us to solve,
numerically, the equilibrium price and the equilibrium stocking factor for each of supplier’s

products.

4.2.2.3 Special case: CR contracts for the case of deterministic demand and symmetric

cost structure

In order to shed some light on the retailer’s optimal revenue share r*, we now consider
a special case where the two suppliers have a symmetric cost structure (cs, = cg, = cg)
and the retailer incurs the same costs of handling and selling products from both suppliers
(cr, = ¢r, = cgr). In this section, we assume that the demand function is deterministic,

i.e., e =1and D;(p) = y;(p). Since there is no stochastic, the quantity ordered by the retailer
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matches the demand and the only decision left to suppliers is the retail price. The best response
retail prices satisfy p} = p5 = p* by symmetry.
Using (Equation 4.15), the best response retail price for each supplier, p* to the retailer’s

revenue share r is given by

—x 1 (1+/7)CS
- . 4.1
P 247y [a+ 1—r (4.17)

It follows from (Equation 4.17) that the retailer’s profit can be expressed as
mr(w) = 2(a—p")[rp* — cr). (4.18)
Using (Equation 4.17) in (Equation 4.18), we find

= sfoe gt o G} e o 4122

Proposition 4.2.3. The retailer’s equilibrium revenue share r* is the solution of:

1+~
2+~

@ 4 eg) s {[mwa <1+v><1+r>cS}_6R}' w1

2C+nA-r2 L 2+7 2+y)A-r)
Proposition 4.2.3 gives, implicitly, the retailer’s equilibrium revenue share. This allows us
to find, numerically, the equilibrium revenue share in the case of deterministic demand and

symmetric cost structure
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4.3 Dual channel supply chain (DC)

Although suppliers who enter consignment contracts can increase sales volume and profits
by gaining access to consumers and transferring the responsibility and the cost of storage to
the retailer, it could be beneficial for the supplier to additionally sell its products directly to
consumers and thereby eliminate the margin (charged by the retailer). Recall that we consider
a supply chain with one common retailer (R) and two suppliers (S; and Ss). Assume that
one supplier, S, introduces an additional direct channel to sell products directly to consumers
while continuing to sell through the retailer via consignment. The cost of producing and selling
a unit of product 1 through its direct channel (direct sale unit cost) is $cSii. We assume that
$cslli > $cg,. This indicates that the cost incurred at supplier 1’s direct channel is higher than
that in its retail consignment channel due to additional expenses.

In order to measure the channel performance, we consider two settings — centralized and
decentralized. In the centralized case, a decision-maker simultaneously chooses the selling price
and the quantity for each of the products in order to maximize the expected total channel
profit for both suppliers and the retailer. On the other hand, in the decentralized case, each
of the competing suppliers chooses the selling price and the quantity for his product in order
to maximize his expected profit. We are interested in: (i) The channel efficiency i.e., does the
supplier additional direct channel help improve channel efficiency? and (ii) the effect of the
supplier’s direct channel on the channel decisions and profits.

Let y1(p), ¥2(p) and y¢(p), respectively, denote the expected demand for product 1, product

2 at the retailer and the expected demand for product 1 in the direct channel. Using an extended
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linear demand functions that consider both product differentiation and store differentiation
(Choi, 1996; Liao and Tseng, 2007), we model the expected demand for product i at the
retailer, y;(p) for i = 1,2, and the expected demand for product 1 at its direct channel, yil(p),

as

yi(p) = a—pi+vp2—p1)+a®i —p)
y2(P) = a—p2+7(p1 —p2) +ay(®] — p2)
yi(p) = a—pi+alp —p))+avp2—pf), av,a>0 v,a<l (4.20)

where 7 is related to product differentiation and « is related to store differentiation. Parameter
a is the primary demand of each product. As « increases, the stores (direct channel and the
retailer) are less differentiated (more substitutable), therefore the price competition is more
intense. a-y is related to the cross effect of the degree of store and product differentiation.
The demand for product ¢ at the retailer and the demand for product 1 at its direct channel,

respectively, are defined as:

DY(p) = wi(p)-¢
DP%(p) = w2(p)-€

D{P%p) = yi@)-e, p=(p1,p2.1}). (4.21)
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Centralized channel

In the centralized direct channel, a decision maker simultaneously chooses the selling price and
the quantity for each of the products in order to maximize the expected total channel profit for
both suppliers and the retailer. The following sequence of events occurs: (1) a central decision
maker simultaneously chooses the selling price and the quantity for each of the products; (2)
before the start of selling season, supplier ¢ produces ¢; units of product ¢ for selling through the
retailer via consignment and supplier 1 produces qil units of product 1 for selling in its direct
channel; (3) demand realizes.

The central planner’s objective is to maximize the total expected channel profit, which is
the sum of both the suppliers’ and the retailer’s profits. The central planner simultaneously
chooses the selling price p;, the quantity ¢; for product i, where ¢ = 1,2 as well as the selling
price p{ and the quantity ¢f. The objective is to maximize the expected total channel profit
which can be written as:

6% (p,a) = prE{min(DPC, q1)} — (cs, + cry)ar + p2E{min(DF, ¢2)} — (cs, + cr,) a2

+p{ E{min(D{ P, ¢{)} — cgaqf.
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It follows from Proposition 3.3.3 that for any given price p; > cg, + cg,, supplier i’s unique

C/DC*(

optimal stocking factor z; p;) is given by

7 () = F ), i=1,2% (4.22)

for any given price p‘li > cgl, supplier ’s unique optimal stocking factor zic /pC (

p;) is given
by

24 CIPC iy = P (), (4.23)

Cgd
,fori:1,2andyf:1_i

CS.+CR.
where v; = 1 — =—2 .
Di 1

/DC*  C/DC*

Following Proposition 3.3.4, the unique optimal prices pf , Py and p

4 OO that

*

maximize the centralized direct channel profit Wc/Dc(p,zC (p)) must satisfy the first-order
necessary conditions

We solve this system of three equations, numerically, to find the optimal prices and thus

the quantities in Section 4.4.

Decentralized channel

In the decentralized channel, each of the competing suppliers chooses the selling price and the
quantity for its product in order to maximize its expected profit. The following sequence of
events occurs: (1) each of the suppliers simultaneously chooses the selling price and the quantity

for his product (for direct and indirect channel in the case of supplier 1); (2) before the start
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of the selling season, supplier ¢ produces ¢; units of product ¢ for selling through the retailer
via consignment (i = 1,2) and supplier 1 produces q{l units of product 1 for selling through its

direct channel; (3) demand realizes.

Supplier 1’s objective:

Supplier 1’s objective is to maximize the total profit which is the sum of the profits from the
direct channel (d) and indirect channel (IC') profits. Thus, supplier 1 chooses the selling prices
p‘f and p; as well as the quantities qil and ¢q, for both direct and indirect consignment channels

respectively. The objective is to maximize the expected total profit which is given by:

T d d IcC
g, (P,a1) = 7s (P,qt) + 7s (P, q1),

where p = 9p%, p1,p2) and q1 = (¢4, q1).

Consignment price (CP) contracts: supplier 1’s expected profit can be written as:

ok (poailw) = p{E{min(D{ P )} ~ cgaqf + (o1 — w) E{min(D{°(p). 1)} — es,41.

Consignment with revenue share (CR) contracts: supplier 1’s expected profit can be

written as:

& (poailr) = piE{min(D{ %, ¢{)} — cgaqi + (1 = r)pr E{min(DY° (p), 1)} — cs,q1-
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We first derive the best response stocking factor zl for the direct channel. It follows from
Proposition 3.3.6 for w = 0 and r = 0 that, for any given price p{ > Csd supplier ¢’s unique

best response stocking factor E‘f(pl) is given by

2 PCpe) = FH ), (4.24)

Sd
where V{l =1—-—+
p1

The best response stocking factor z; for the indirect channel is as given by Proposition 3.3.6.

Next, we derive the best response price for the direct channel and the best response price for

the indirect channel under CP and CR contracts.

e Consignment price (CP) contracts: the unique joint best response prices for supplier
1 that maximizes the supplier 1’s profit 71%:1 (z1(p), p|w), for a given price py of supplier 2

and a consignment price w, must satisfy the first-order necessary conditions, given by:

fA @) xf(z)dw
F-1(p4d —1(pd
p1 Ja U0 f(x) do (a—pi“roé(pl —pl) + ay(p2 — pf) fA WD ¢ () do
_ (14 o+ ay)pt
a—pf+ a(pr = pf) + ay(p2 — pf)’
-1 I/d
s Fle) opf [i "V af(x)da
1 —
—w (O e f@yde (a—pf+alpr —pd) +av(pe —p) [V af(e) da
_ (I+y+a)p1—w)
a—p1+y(p2 — p1) + (p§ — p1)

1+
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d cSii CS.
where v{ =1 — o and ¢; =1 — g
1 T

e Consignment with revenue share (CR) contracts: the unique joint best response
prices for supplier 1 that maximizes the supplier 1’s profit ng(il(p),ph‘), for a given
price ps of supplier 2 and a revenue share fraction r, must satisfy the first-order necessary

conditions, given by:

a(l —r)py f£71(¢1) xf (z)dx
—1(pd —1(pd
PLT D af@yde  (a—pd+alpr—pD) + av(ps — pD) [4 D 2f(2) da
_ (14 o+ ay)pt
a—pf+apr —pd) +ay(ps — pf)’
F71 l/d
L% F~Y(¢1) n apd [, ( 1):Ef($) dx
— _
pr—w (VO pp @)y de (0 pf 4 alpy — pf) + ar(pr — D) [1 O af(@) da
_ (1+’y+a)(p1—w)
a—p1+7y(p2 —p1) + i —p)

d Csy ©s;
Wherel/l :1—¥ ande:1—W

Supplier 2’s objective function is the same as in sections 4.2.1 and 4.2.2. Using backward
induction, the retailer, anticipating the supplier’s reaction to its decision, sets the consignment
price w (CP contract) or the revenue share fraction r (CR contract) to maximize her own
expected profit mg. We use numerical methods to solve for the equilibrium solution, denoted
by w* or 7* and we then solve, numerically, the equilibrium price and the equilibrium stocking

factor for each of the supplier’s products.
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4.4 Numerical results

In this section, we obtain numerically the equilibrium quantities and we interpret the find-
ings. The efficiency of the decentralized system is defined as Eff= 7le—? : 7776:*.

Our numerical study is intended to gain an understanding of the impact of product differ-
entiation v on the equilibrium decisions and profits. We then consider the effect of this factor
on the efficiency of the decentralized channel. Moreover, we are interested in how demand
variability affects the equilibrium decisions, profits and channel efficiency. Subsequently, we
examine how the presence of a direct channel affects equilibrium decisions, profits and channel
efficiency (the effect of store differentiation o). We are also interested whether the presence of
a direct channel always benefits some supplier chain members.

The random perturbation on the demand, ¢, is assumed to follow a uniform distribution
on [1 —C,1+C]for 0 < C < 1. Following previous numerical studies (Choi, 1991; Li et al.,
2009; Zhang et al., 2010; Adida and Ratisoontorn, 2011), we set a = 5, cg, = c¢g, = 0.4 and

cr, = cr, = 0.1. We choose A =0 and B = 2 in order to ensure that the perturbation on the

demand has a mean value of 1.

4.4.1 The effect of product differentiation

The major difference between our work and previous studies in consignment contracts (Wang
et al., 2004; Ru and Wang, 2010; Adida and Ratisoontorn, 2011) that we incorporate supplier
competition into our model. Although (Wang, 2006) considers supplier competition in his con-
signment study, he assumes that products from competing suppliers are perfect complements.

Our model, however, relaxes this assumption by considering substitutable, but differentiated,
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products from two suppliers. The parameter v is related product differentiation. That is, if

products are less differentiated (price competition is more intense), then ~ is larger (closer to

1). The value of v varies within [0, 1) to ensure y < 1.

221t o7 ‘s 0.69
. )

6
0 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 1

Y

(a) Retailer’s consignment price w* or
revenue share r*

01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09

Y

(b) Retail price p}

© o1 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09

Y

(¢) Quantity ¢

Figure 29. Retailer’s consignment price (or revenue share), retail price and quantity as a

function of v under CP and CR contracts

We now examine the effect of product differentiation on equilibrium prices, quantities and

profits. Figure Figure 29(a) suggests that the retailer’s consignment price (CP contract) de-

creases in -y while the revenue share (CR contract) increases in . This opposite patterns can

be explained by: (1) The retailer could take advantage of a more intense level of competition

between suppliers (products are less differentiated at a higher value of ) by increasing its rev-

enue share. (2) On the other hand, as the level of competition increases the suppliers’ natural

response is to decrease their retail price. The retailer, anticipating the suppliers’ reaction, would

1
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Figure 30. Supplier i’s profit (for ¢ = 1, by symmetry, suppliers 1 and 2 have the same profits)
and retailer’s profit as a function of v under CP and CR contracts

lower its consignment price. Figure Figure 29(c) depicts the effect of competition (product dif-
ferentiation) on the quantity ¢f. That is, as products are less differentiated (higher value of ),
the equilibrium quantity increases. This result is intuitive since a more intense level of supplier
competition generally increases the quantity (Choi, 1996; Liao and Tseng, 2007).

Figure Figure 30(a) illustrates that the suppliers’ profits under both types of consignment
contracts decreases in . On the other hand, the retailer’s profit under the CP contract increases
in v and is not monotonic in v under the CR contract (Figure Figure 30(b)). The fact that
the retailer’s profit in the CR contract is non-monotonic in v is due to the combination of two

opposite effects of v on profits. On the one hand, an increase of v may lead to an increase of the
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Figure 31. Total channel profit as a function of v and channel efficiency under CP and CR

(expected) demand which may increase the retailer’s profit. On the other hand, as v increases,

the retail price decreases which, in turn, could cause the retailer’s profit to go down.

We now compare the decisions and the total profits in the centralized and the decentralized

channels. Unsurprisingly, the retail price in the centralized channel is lower than the retail

price in the decentralized channel due to double marginalization (Figure Figure 29(b)). Also

as expected, the quantity in the decentralized channel (in CP and CR contracts) is smaller

than that in the centralized channel (Figure Figure 29(c)).

It is interesting to note that the

retail price in the centralized system is independent in vy (Figure Figure 29(b)) because the two

products have symmetric costs and as a result, have the same retail price, which eliminates the

1
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effect of product differentiation on the price, quantity and total profit in the centralized channel
(Figures Figure 29(b), (c¢) and Figure 31(a)).

The total profit in the decentralized CP contracts increases in v because the retailer’s profit
sharply increases in < and this increase dominates the decrease in the suppliers’ profits in ~.
Similarly, the total profit under the CR contract is not monotonic in v because of the non-
monotonicity of the retailer’s profit. In the decentralized supply chain, the total profit in the
CR contract is always higher than that in the CP contract, regardless of the degree of product
differentiation (Figure Figure 31(a)).

Figure Figure 31(b) shows the impact of product differentiation on supply chain efficiency.
The channel efficiency for CP contract increases in . This means that increased competition
between the two suppliers helps improve the channel efficiency. This conclusion is consistent
with the study by (Van Ryzin and Mahajan, 1999; Yao et al., 2008b) that the channel efficiency
increase as products become less differentiated (higher level of supplier competition). The
channel efficiency for CR contract, however, is not monotonic in v due to non-monotinicity of
the total channel profit. The efficiency of the decentralized CR. contract is always higher than
the efficiency of the CP contract. However, the channel efficiency of the CP contract is higher
(closer to that of the CR contract) as products become less differentiated.

The effects of product differentiation (supplier competition) on the decisions, profits and

supply chain efficiency are summarized in Table Table VI.
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Decisions/profits | Centralized Channel | CP contract | CR contract Remark
w* or r* - decreasing increasing

Dy independent decreasing decreasing p¢T" > pf > pt”
q; independent increasing increasing ql-c T > ql-c LS ql-c P
TS, - decreasing decreasing ng T > W%R*
TR - increasing | not monotonic W%R* > ﬂgp "
T independent increasing | not monotonic ng* > W%P i
Eff - increasing | not monotonic Effcr >Effcp

TABLE VI

EFFECT OF PARAMETER v ON THE EQUILIBRIUM DECISIONS,PROFITS AND
CHANNEL EFFICIENCY

4.4.2 The effect of the presence of a direct channel

One of our contributions to the literature is to introduce a dual channel supply chain in the
study of consignment contracts. Here, we consider a supply chain in which one supplier can sell
products directly to consumers through its direct channel, in addition to selling through the
retailer via consignment. Thus, we introduce another level of competition (store differentiation)
between the supplier’s direct channel and the retailer, in addition to supplier competition
(product differentiation between the two suppliers).

In this section, we study the impact of store differentiation between the supplier’s direct
channel and the retailer, with the existence of product differentiation between the two suppliers.
We then examine whether the presence of an additional direct channel always benefits the
supplier and the other supply chain members? Additionally, we also benchmark the channel

profit and efficiency against those of the corresponding supply chain without a direct channel.



111

The parameter « represents the level of store differentiation, i.e., it captures store compe-
tition between the supplier’s direct channel and the retailer. That is, if these two channels
are less differentiated (competition is more intense), then « is larger (closer to 1). The value
of o varies within [0, 1) to ensure a < 1. The value of ~ is fixed at 0.5 in order to avoid
introducing intense product differentiation (and competition) that could bias the effect of store

differentiation. In this study, we set Cod = 0.45.

4.4.2.1 The effect of store differentiation
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Figure 32. Retailer’s consignment price w* (or revenue share r*)

We study the effect of store differentiation (parameter a) on equilibrium prices, quantities

and profits. Figure Figure 32 suggests that the retailer’s consignment price (CP contract) and
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Figure 34. Quantity for supplier ¢’s product as a function of a under CP and CR contracts

revenue share (CR contract) decrease in «. It is clear that when the supplier’s direct channel

and the retailer become less differentiated (higher channel competition), the retailer needs to

lower the consignment price/revenue share charged to the suppliers. As a result, the retail

price decreases ((Figures Figure 33(a) and (c)).

This finding is consistent with the result of
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Figure 35. Supplier i’s profit and retailer’s profit as a function of o under CP and CR
contracts

(Choi, 1996) and (Liao and Tseng, 2007) who study the impact of store differentiation on the
equilibrium under a wholesale price contract.

Figure Figure 34 depicts the effect of channel competition (store differentiation) on the
quantity. As the supplier’s direct channel and the retailer become less differentiated (higher
competition: a higher value of «), supplier 1 direct channel’s quantity and supplier’s 2 quantity
increase. On the other hand, the supplier 1 indirect channel’s quantity decreases in a. This
could be because supplier 1 has a higher incentive to sell products through its own direct channel
when its direct channel and the retailer are less differentiated.

The profits for both suppliers increase as the level of channel competition increases in both
types of consignment contracts (Figures Figure 35(a) and (b)). The retailer’s profit, however,
decreases as channel competition is more intense (Figure Figure 35(c)). As expected, the degree

of store differentiation has a positive impact on the suppliers’ profits but a negative impact on

1
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Figure 36. Total channel profit as a function of «

the retailer’s profit. The finding is in line with previous research (Choi, 1996; Pan et al.,
2010; Liao and Tseng, 2007) which states that channel competition leads to an increase in the
supplier’s profit and a decrease in the retailer’s profit.

We now compare the decisions and the total profits in the centralized and the decentralized
channels. It is worthwhile to note that the retail price in the decentralized channel could
potentially be lower than the retail price in the centralized channel, due to the effect of intensified
channel competition (Figures Figure 33(a) and (c)).

The total channel profit under CP and CR contracts is not monotonic in a (Figure Fig-
ure 36). In other words, channel competition between the direct and retail channels does not
necessarily help improve the total supply chain’s profit. When the direct and retail channels are

more differentiated, a larger retailer’s profit drives the total supply chain profits to increase with



115

the level of channel competition. When the direct and retail channels are less differentiated,
however, the retailer’s profit contributes less to the total profits and the trend thus follows the
suppliers’ profits which decreases with the level of channel competition.

The effects of store differentiation (channel competition) on the decisions, profits and supply

chain efficiency are summarized in Table Table VII.

Decisions/profits | Centralized | CP contract CR contract Remark
Channel
w* or r* - decreasing decreasing
D] independent decreasing decreasing p?P T > p?R* > p?*, small «

cp* c* CR*
py" >p;y >p;, large o

p‘li* independent decreasing decreasing pcll S p‘li LIS pcf R

D5 independent decreasing decreasing pgp T > pgR* > pg*, small «
ps" > p§" > p§H large o

qi decreasing decreasing decreasing qlc* > qlcR* > qlcp .

qil* increasing increasing increasing q‘li orr qil CR qil ¢

95 decreasing increasing increasing ¢ > 5T > §T

ﬂgl - increasing increasing W§2P T > ﬂglR*

TS, - increasing increasing 7T§2P T > ngR*

TR — decreasing decreasing W%R* > wgp .

T independent | not monotonic | not monotonic W%R* > ﬂgp ", small o

ﬂgp* > ﬂ%R*, large «
Eff — not monotonic | not monotonic Effor >Eff cp, small «

Eff cp >Eff cr, large o

TABLE VII

EFFECT OF PARAMETER o« ON THE EQUILIBRIUM DECISIONS,PROFITS AND
CHANNEL EFFICIENCY
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Performance comparison of the two channel structures

Adding a direct channel could lead to larger demand due to access to new consumers, and

thus a higher profit to the supplier. On the other hand, higher competition on the retail market

could lower price prices and hence profits. We examine whether adding a direct channel to the

supply chain always benefits both suppliers and /or the retailer. We then compare the channel

performance with a supply chain without direct channel.
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Figure 37. Supplier 1’s profit and retailer’s profit as a function of o under the indirect and
dual channels

It is expected that supplier 1’s profit increases since adding a direct channel helps the

supplier gain access to a larger consumer base (as shown in Figure Figure 37(a)).

The re-
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Figure 38. Supplier 2’s profit as a function of « under the indirect and dual channels

tailer’s profit decreases as a new channel increases competition in the retail market (Figure
Figure 37(b)). It is more interesting, however, that supplier 2 also benefits from this direct
channel (Figure Figure 38). This implies that the direct effect of o (which causes the demand
to increase) dominates the indirect effect of a (high channel competition which drives the de-
mand to decrease). Consequently, the positive impact of a direct channel on both suppliers’

profits helps improve the total channel profit (Figure Figure 36).

4.4.3 The effect of demand uncertainty

We first consider the impact of demand uncertainty via the standard deviation of the per-
turbation parameter o on the retailer’s equilibrium consignment price (CP contract), revenue
share (CR contract), retail price, quantity, profits and supply chain efficiency, in the consign-

ment channel. The mean value of the perturbation is fixed to 1 and the value of demand
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variability o varies within [0.12 — 0.58]. The value of 7 is set at 0.5, in order to avoid intro-

ducing intense product differentiation and competition that could bias the effect of demand

uncertainty.

We then consider the effect of demand uncertainty on the equilibrium decisions, profits and

channel efficiency in the dual supply chain channel. The range of values of demand variability is

the same as the previous study. The values of v and « are set at 0.5, in order to avoid introducing

intense product and store competition that could bias the effect of demand uncertainty.

Finally, we compare the effect of demand uncertainty on the equilibrium decisions, profits

and channel efficiency, under each type of the consignment contract. We are interested in how

the benefit of dual channel supply chain varies with different degrees of demand uncertainty.
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Figure 39. Retailer’s consignment price (or revenue share) and retail price as a function of o

under CP and CR contracts
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Figure 40. Supplier i’s profit (for ¢ = 1, by symmetry, suppliers 1 and 2 have the same profits)
and retailer’s profit as a function of ¢ under CP and CR contracts

Figure Figure 39(a) shows that the retailer’s consignment price (CP contract) and revenue

share (CR contract) decrease as demand variability increases. One explanation is that under

consignment contracts, the retailer incurs no risk associated with demand uncertainty, whereas

the suppliers bears all risk associated with demand uncertainty, hence suppliers’ profits go down.

To give an incentive to suppliers to continue selling, the retailer decreases its consignment price

(and its revenue share) to help share risk with the suppliers from the increased variability in

demand. The retail price, however, increases with the increase in demand uncertainty. Indeed,

the suppliers must increase their retail price to compensate for increased risk associated with

demand uncertainty.
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Figure 41. Total channel profit in centralized and decentralized channels and channel
efficiency as a function of o

Figure Figure 39(b) also demonstrates that the retail price in the centralized system in-

creases in o. This suggests that the central decision maker increases the retail price as demand

uncertainty increases, in order to compensate for all risk associated with this uncertainty.

An increase in demand uncertainty increases the quantity ¢ that suppliers deliver to the

retailer, under the CP contract in order to prevent stockouts (Figure Figure 39(c)). The findings

showing that retail price and quantity increase with the increased demand uncertainty are also

consistent with findings by (Yao et al., 2008Db).

Figures Figure 40(a) and (b) illustrate the effects of o on the suppliers’ profits and the

retailer’s profit in a decentralized system, respectively. It is expected that the profits of the

suppliers and the retailer decrease as demand uncertainty increases. Figure Figure 41(a) shows

0.6
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that the channel profits (both centralized and decentralized systems) decrease with the increased

demand uncertainty. The total profit under the CR contract is higher than that under the CP

contract, regardless of the level of demand variability.

Figure Figure 41(b) depicts the impact of demand uncertainty on supply chain efficiency.

The channel efficiency under both types of consignment contracts decreases in o. It is known

that demand uncertainty can reduce the channel efficiency for the decentralized channel. This

result further suggests the interesting finding that the channel efficiency under the CP contract

is less sensitive to the demand variability than the CR contract.

The effects of demand uncertainty on the equilibrium decisions, profits and supply chain

efficiency are summarized in Table Table VIII.

Decisions/profits | Centralized Channel | CP contract | CR contract Remark
w* or r* - decreasing decreasing
Dy increasing increasing increasing piCP > pic LS p; ’
q; increasing increasing | non monotonic | ¢¢ > ¢Ff > ¢FF”
T — decreasing decreasing Wg_P T > ﬂg_R*
TR - decreasing decreasing ﬂgR > ng
T decreasing decreasing decreasing W%R > wgp .
Eff - decreasing decreasing Effcr >FEffcp
TABLE VIII

EFFECT OF DEMAND UNCERTAINTY ¢ ON THE EQUILIBRIUM DECISIONS AND

PROFITS




CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSIONS

Consignment contracts have received increasing attention in the Supply Chain Management
literature, with most of this attention being focused on a channel structure with a single supplier
and a single retailer. While upstream competition has been recently discussed, downstream re-
tailer competition has not. The first part of the thesis contributes to research in consignment
contracts and retail competition by providing insights on how the presence of retail competi-
tion and retailer differentiation affect the decisions and performance of the supply chain. We
build a game-theoretic model in order to analyze the channel decisions and performance in
three different contracts: price-only, consignment price, and consignment with revenue share
contracts.

Although upstream competition among suppliers has been discussed to some extent, existing
work relies upon some restrictive assumptions, such as perfect complementarity of products and
deterministic demand. Despite the popularity of direct sales channel, no existing consignment
study has considered a supply chain in which a supplier can sell directly to consumers through
a direct channel, in addition to selling through the retailer via consignment contracts. The
second part of the thesis contributes to the literature on consignment contracts and competition
by providing insights on how the presence of supplier competition affects the decisions and
performance of the supply chain. In addition, we are interested in how the presence of a direct

channel for one supplier affects the channel decisions and profits. We build a game-theoretic
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model in order to analyze the channel decisions and performance in two different consignment
contracts: consignment price, and consignment with revenue share contracts. We summarize
our findings below.

(1) There is no particular type of contract that dominates the others from all players’
perspective. The benefit of each consignment contract critically depends upon the level of
retailer differentiation. The CP contract is preferable to all supply chain members when retailer
differentiation is weak. When retailer differentiation is strong, the PO contract yields higher
profits to the retailers than the two types of consignment contracts. The supplier, however,
earns the highest profit in the CR contract when retailer differentiation is strong.

(2) In order to understand how the different payment terms in consignment contracts affect
the decisions of the channel members and supply chain performance, we consider two different
payment schemes: fixed (CP contract) and proportional (CR contract). The comparison of these
two types of contracts is summarized in Table Table IX. Our numerical study shows that the
CP contract yields higher profits to the retailers than the CR, contract, regardless of the level
of retailer differentiation. The benefit of each type of consignment contract to the supplier,
however, depends upon the level of retailer differentiation. When retailer differentiation is
strong, the CR contract yields a higher profit to the supplier; when it is weak, the CP contract
is more beneficial.

(3) The effect of retailer differentiation on the decisions of the supplier and the retailers
are as follows: with less retailer differentiation, the supplier increases the price (wholesale or

consignment) or revenue share charged to the retailers. An increase of the supplier’s price or
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revenue share leads the retailers to increase the retail price. The order quantity in the CP
contract increases when the level of retailer differentiation decreases, but it is non monotonic
in the PO and CR contracts.

(4) The supplier earns a higher profit when the level of retailer differentiation decreases, for
all three contracts. The retailers also earn a higher profit when the level of retailer differentiation
decreases in the CP contract; however, the retailers’ profits in the PO and CR contracts is not
monotonic with retailer differentiation. Furthermore, our numerical study suggests that the
benefits of the a lower retailer differentiation are not equally distributed across all supply chain

members: the retailers collect a smaller share of the total profits as the differentiation decreases.

Decisions and profits | Retailer differentiation |
. QYT > QYT for more retailer differentiation (small )
QZCR* < QZCP " for less retailer differentiation (large )
CP7 CR~
zF R
TR, _ i ﬂgip > ﬂgZR
TS 7S > 7S for more retailer differentiation (small )
7S < 7T for less retailer differentiation (large )
TR T}
2 CP>CR
q

TABLE IX

THE COMPARISON OF TWO TYPES OF CONSIGNMENT CONTRACTS



125

(5) The suppliers’ profits decrease as products are less differentiated. The impact of supplier
competition on the retailer’s profit, however, critically depends upon the type of consignment
contract. Specifically, supplier competition helps improve the retailer’s profit in the CP contract,
but not necessarily in the CR contract. This is due to the combination of two opposite effects
of supplier competition on the profits. On the one hand, a higher supplier competition may
lead to an increase of the (expected) demand which may increase the retailer’s profit. On the
other hand, as competition between two suppliers increases, the retail price decreases which, in
turn, could cause the retailer’s profit to decrease.

(6) As expected, channel competition has an opposite impact on the suppliers’ and the
retailer’s profits. That is, high channel competition always improves the suppliers’ profits and
decreases the retailer’s profit. More interestingly, we find that high channel competition between
the direct and retail channels does not necessarily help improve the total supply chain’s profits.
When the direct and retail channels are more differentiated, a larger retailer’s profit drives the
total supply chain profits to increase with the level of channel competition. When the direct
and retail channels are less differentiated, however, the retailer’s profit contributes less to the
total profits and the trend thus follows the suppliers’ profits which decreases with the level of
channel competition.

(7) Adding a direct channel to the supply chain, in addition to selling through the retailer via
consignment introduces another level of competition (channel competition) to the existence of
product differentiation between two suppliers. It is intuitive that the suppliers’ profits increase,

since adding a direct channel helps one supplier gain access to a larger consumer base. The
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retailer’s profit decreases as a new channel increases competition in the retail market. It is
more interesting, however, that the supplier (without a direct channel) also benefits from its
competitor’s direct channel. This implies that the direct effect of o (which causes the demand to
increase) dominates the indirect effect of v (high channel competition which drives the demand
to decrease). Consequently, the positive impact of a direct channel on both suppliers’ profits
helps improve the total channel profit.

Clearly, the results and insights obtained in the thesis are based on a specific demand func-
tion, i.e., non-linear and linear demand with multiplicative demand uncertainty (Ru and Wang,
2010; Chen, 2011). As suggested in (Wang et al., 2004) and (Wang, 2006), obtaining closed
form solutions for some demand functional forms, such as linear and additive demand model,
is intractable even for the simplest setting with one retailer and one supplier. However, (Wang
et al., 2004) conduct numerical experiments and show that the properties and insights gener-
ated from their iso-price-elastic and multiplicative demand model still hold strongly for other
demand models such as the linear with multiplicative demand model. It would be interesting
to examine whether their conclusion still remains valid for the case of two suppliers.

In future research, one could consider different power structures (e.g., Nash game) (Choi,
1991; Wang, 2006; Pan et al., 2010). We also assume that the common retailer faces symmetric
demands for products from different suppliers. It may be of interest to study the effect of
demand asymmetry among retailers on decisions and profits. Finally, this model could be

extended to a situation in which the retailer faces multiple competing suppliers or the supplier
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faces multiple competing retailers and possibly to an even more general setting with multiple

agents at both levels of the supply chain.
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Appendix A
PROOFS OF CHAPTER THREE

Proof of Lemma 3.3.1. . We consider three possible cases.
1. For z; < A, z; — )=z — fA (£)dr =2;—0=2>0
2. For A<z < B, zi— MNz) =z — [} (zi — @) f(x)dv = 2z — 2 F(z) + [} «f(2) da.
Thus, z; — A(z;) > 0as F(z) <1and [; af(z)dz >0
3. For z; > B, z — )=z — fA )dm:zi—zi—l—ffa:f(a:)dm:ffxf(x)da:

Thus, z; — A(z;) > 0 since ff zf(z)de = E(e) =1 O
Proof of Proposition 3.3.3. . For any given stocking factor z;, we take the partial derivative of

TR, (pi, zilw) with respect to p; as

%};;sz)) = ae PP [z, — N(z) — B{pi(zi — A(2)) — (cay +wp)zi}] .

— 67TR (pi,zilw) coitwp)z; .~ 87TRZ-
Since aePPitPi > 0, gy = = 0 when p; = 3 —i—% = pi(z,-]wp). Moreover, o 0

2

for all p; < pi(zilwp) and 7% < 0 for all pi > Pi(zilwp), so pi(zi|wpy) is the unique maximizer

of mr, (pi, zi|w) for fixed z;, w, and p_;. U
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Proof of Proposition 3.3.4. . We want to derive z; that maximizes mg, (p;(zi|wp), zi|wp). By the

chain rule, we have

drr, (Pizilwp), zilwp) _ Or, (Pilzilwp), zilwy) - dpi(zilwp) | Omr, (Bilzilwp), zilwp)
dZZ' 8pi dZZ' 8ZZ' '

Om R, (Pi (2iwp),zi|wp)

The first term is zero since = 0, due to optimality of p;(z;|wp).

Opi
Thus, we have
drg, (Pi(zilwp), zilwp) _ OmR, (Pi(zilwp), zilwp)
dZZ' 822’
—Bpi(% o 1 (cay +wp)z

— ﬁpz(zz‘wp))'i"\/pfz(zfz) _ ? b/~ 1— F(z)] — .
ae { [5 + = A(2) [ ()] — (ca; + wp)}
ae—BPi(zi|lwp)+yp—i(z—:)

= -9(2i),

Bz — A(zi))

where g(z;) = [2i — A(2) + B(cai + wp)zi| [1 — F(z)] — B(cay +wp) (2 — A(z)). Since the ratio

—BP;i(zilwp)+rp_i(z;) . . . .- .
ac B(z-—i(z-)) in the above expression is always positive since we know from Lemma 1.

that z; — A(z;) is positive, first-order condition requires that the optimal z; satisfy ¢(z;) = 0,

which gives (Equation 3.8). Such a Zz; always exists in the support interval (A, B) of F(-),
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because ¢(z;) is continuous, and g(A) = A > 0 and g(B) = —fca; < 0, since the mean value of

€ is equal to 1. To verify the uniqueness of z;, we have

(=) = (= FE){1 = F() - hz)[Bleai +wp)zi + 2 — A=) }
9"(z1) = —h(zi)g (=)

1= Fi)l{ = F(z) = W () [Blea + wp)zi + 2 — A(z0)] = h(z) [Bleai +wp) +1 = F(z)] },

where h(z;) = f(2i)/[1 — F(z;)] is the failure rate of the demand distribution. From Assumption
3.1.1, W/(z;) > 0, then ¢"(2;) < 0 whenever ¢'(z;) = 0, implying that g(z;) is a unimodal function.

We have proved that Z; is a unique maximizer of 7g, (p;(zi|wp), 2i|wp). O

Proof of Corollary 3.3.5. . (Equation 3.5) can be rearranged as

1 Zi 1

1-— F(Z) B Zi — A(Z) N (Cai + 'wp)/B

The right-hand side is a decreasing function of w,, thus G(%;) decreases in wy,, where G was

defined in Lemma 2. The result then follows from Lemma 3.3.2. O

Proof of Proposition 3.3.6. . The proof is similar to the proof of Proposition 1 and is therefore

omitted. O
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Proof of Proposition 3.3.7. . We want to derive z; that maximizes g, (p;(zi|w), zi|w). By the

chain rule, we have

drg, (pi(zilw), zilw)  Omg, (Pi(zi|w), zilw) dpi(zi|w) | Omg, (Pi(2i|w), zi|w)
— . +
dz; Op; dz; 0z

. . o Rr. (Pi(zi|w),zi|lw
The first term is zero since —= (i (zifw),ziw)

= 0, due to optimality of p;(z;|w). Thus, we have

Op;
drr, (pi(zi|w), zilw) _ Omg, (Pi(zi|w), zi|w)
dz; 0z;
~ 1 CcOu 2
— —BPi (2:|w)+vp—i(2-i) o = F(2)] — ca
ae {ERe] IRCIR.
—Bpi(zilw)+yp—i(2i)
= e 'L(Zi)a

B(zi — A(2i))

ae~BPi(zilw)+yp_;(2;)

B(zi—A(zi))

where L(z;) = [z; — A(2;) + Beayzi)| [1—F(z;)]—Bea; (z;—A(z;)). Since the ratio
in the above expression is always positive, first-order condition requires that the optimal Z;x
satisfy L(z;) = 0, which gives (Equation 3.8). Such a z; always exists in the support interval
(A, B) of F(-), because L(z;) is continuous, and L(A) = A > 0 and ¢g(B) = —fca;pu < 0, where

1 is the mean value of €. To verify the uniqueness of Z;, we have

L(z) = [1- F(zi)]{[l — F(2)] - hlz:) [Beaizi + 2 — A(z1)] }

L'(z) = —h(z)d(z)+[1— F(zi)]{ — fz) — W (2) [Beqizi + 2 — A(z:)] — h(zi) [Beas + 1 — F(z1)] }



133
Appendix A (Continued)

where h(z;) = f(z;)/[1 — F(z)] is defined as the failure rate of the demand distribution. From
Assumption 3.1.1, h'(z;) > 0, then L”(z;) < 0 whenever L'(z;) = 0, implying that L(z;) is a

unimodal function. We have proved that z; is a unique maximizer of g, (p;(zi|w), z;|w). O

Proof of Proposition 3.3.8. . At the second step, z; chosen by the retailer i does not depend

on the consignment price w set by the supplier at the first step. Since p; = p;(z;i|lw) = 5 +

@

zic—a/i%i) + w, the first derivative of mg(w) with respect to w can be written as

dﬂj(w) _ ge PlEr ek e [ R o) [(51 —A(R))
w

~(B=[wE ~AE)) — el - a1 —ar)a]]

1 cagzo cayzy

+a65[ﬁ+m+w] b+ 2kt o] [(22 — A(z2))

(B =)0z~ A=) - el - 01 — )3

Y Z

Baqz
— ae—5[1/6+w]+v[1/6+w]{e—((21—A1<211>>‘(22%(22)))0[(21 —A(z))

(8= )[wz — A=) - el - a1 — a)71]]

BagZzy Yo Zy

+e‘(<sz—z\<zz))—<217A<sl>>)c[(52 — A(%))

—(,8 — ’y) [w(EQ — A(Eg)) — C(l — o1 — ag)ig]] }

Since aeAl/Arwlall/B+u] 5 ¢ dﬂjl(uw) = 0 implies that

«_ kil(; = A(Z) + (B —7)e(l — a1 — ag)z] + ko[(22 — A(Z

w =

Z2)) + (B —7)e(l — aq — ag) 2]
(B =) [k1(21 — A(Z1)) + k2(Z2 — A(Z2))] ’
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Boiz; YE_jF—q

where k; = e_<<z‘z‘*/\(fi)) (z,ifA(z,l))> , i =1,2 and z; as in (Equation 3.8). Moreover, ?—ws >0

for all w < w* and Cgr—ws < 0 for all w > w*, so w* is the unique maximizer of 7g. O

Proof of Proposition 3.3.9. .

e From (Equation 3.8), ﬁ is a decreasing function in 8. Thus G(z*) decreases in 3. The

Q,

result then follows from Lemma 3.3.2.

e To show that w*is decreasing in 3, we show that 85”6 <0

2F()-AR) _ [yzf@de o0

ow* _ 2F(z2)=A(z) | 9z* .

o5 T T (B- “/)2 +e(l - a) [7@_“2))2 ] 5 < 0 since g’ = CoRg)e
0z*

% <0.

e To show that p*is decreasing in 3, we show that is equivalent to %—? <0

* F _A *
%’”B :_%4-@04[%]%%—#%"6 <Osmce%<0andaw <0.

Proof of Proposition 3.3.10. .

e To show that w*is increasing in v, we show that 63—1{: > 0 (see (Equation 3.11)).
e To show that p*is increasing in -y, we show that %_11: > 0 (see (Equation 3.12)).

e To show that p*/w*is decreasing in 7, we show that 9lp jw] / v <.

op*/w*] _ 1 1 caz*
N G Vi z*—A(z*J < 0.

e To show that QQ*is increasing in v, we show that 88;6?; > 0.

* _ 1 ez cz*
8@% (ﬁ 7)[ B— “/+Z* A(Z*) { (5 ’7) —|— [% + B—i“/ + z*—A(z*)]}'

(B~ L1 cz™ *
= ac™ ””ﬂﬁfﬁzwz*ﬂz*{% + =S
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. o onf
e To show that 7'(';% *is increasing in 7, we show that 8«72 > 0.

omd’ BT IR S S .
ot = ae B ”’”6*&#%%@*)%(% + —Z*_C/Z\(z*—)>[z* — A(2*)] > 0, where i = 1,2.

ond”
S
75 >0,

e To show that ng is increasing in v, we show that

~BNE gt el 1 1 (1 ] ]
BT B A( ){W—Fm(B‘Fm)}[Z —A(Z)]ZO.

O

Proof of Proposition 3.3.11. . We take the partial derivative of (Equation 3.13) with respect

to p; and get

%}:Z”T) = ae PP [(1 — 1) (2 — A(z)) — B{(1 — m)pi(zi — A(zi)) — cazzi}] .

Since ae=PPitIPi > 0, %};’Zim = 0 implies that p;(z;|r) = % + %, which gives us

(Equation 3.14). Moreover, agpf" > 0 for all p; < pi(z|r) and 85;1?. < 0 for all p; > pi(zr), so
pi(zi|r) is the unique maximizer of 7, (p;, z|r) for fixed z;,r and p_;. O

Proof of Proposition 3.3.12. . We want to derive z; that maximizes 7g, (p;(2i|r), zi|r). By the

chain rule, we have

drr, (Pi(zilr), zilr) _ Omg, (Pilzilr), zilr) dpi(zlr) | Omr, (Pilzilr), ilr)

dz; Op; dz; 0z
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om g, (Pi(zilr),zi|r)

The first term is zero, = 0, due to optimality of p;(z;|r). Thus, we have

Op;
drg, (pi(zir), zi|r) O (Pi(zilr), zi|r)
dz; 0z;
N 1 COli %
— —Bpi(zilr)+vp—i _ - st _ A}
ae {(1 T) [ﬁ + A= 10s — M) [1— F(z)] caz}

= -H Zi)s
B Ay )

where H(z) = [(1 —7)(z; — A(2i)) + Beaizi) [1—F(z)]—Bea; (zi—A(z;)).Since the ratio %
in the above expression is always positive, first-order condition requires that the optimal Z;
satisfy H(z;) = 0, which gives us (Equation 3.15). Such a Zz; always exists in the support
interval (A, B) of F(-), because H(z;) is continuous for any given r where 0 < r < 1, and

H(A) = A(1 —r+ a;e¢fr) > 0 and H(B) = —fBca;(1 —r) < 0, since the mean value of € is 1.

To verify the uniqueness of z;, we have

) = 1= FEH 0= ) - F(a) — ) [Beaszs + (- ) - Aeo)]
H"(z) = —h(z)H (z)+[1 - F(z,)]{ — f(z)(1 —7) = W' (2;) [Beaizi + (1 — ) (2 — A(z:))]

—h(zi) [Beai + (1= 7)(1 = F(z))] },

where h(z;) = f(z;)/[1 — F(z)] is defined as the failure rate of the demand distribution. From
Assumption 3.1.1, h'(z;) > 0, then H"(z;) < 0 whenever H'(z;) = 0, implying that H(z;) is a

unimodal function. We have proved that z; is a unique maximizer of 7g, (p;(zi|r), zi|r). O
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Proof of Proposition 3.3.14. . Consider the supplier’s profit function

rg(r) = ae BB {Ze s [r <% + (1a_1cr)> —(1—a;— Oé—i)C:| } .

If &L ¢ (% %) meaning that —ﬁc( — %a_,-> > 0, then

. 2 —(Ba;—va_;)e 1 are
lim7g(r) = ae F=N1/8 lime (-7 [limr <E + ) —lim(1 — o — - )c]

e r—1 r—1 (1 — T) r—1

= +o0.

Thus, if g—; ¢ <%, g), then the supplier’s profit function is unbounded.
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Assume that % < g—; < g, the first order condition requires the optimal revenue share r*

satisfy the following equation:

drg G SRS L WPV 5 WP L i | ajc ajer
205 FTanTNETT 2
a Grta—n ta-r
—Baqc Yasc 1 aic
Z (1= —
+|:(1—7’)2+(1—7’)2 T 5+(1—7’) ( (651 042)6}
_B[%"‘ ?Ei)]""'Y[%"‘(?&i)} l @ac Qacr

+ae {ﬁ+(1—r)+(1—r)2

—Basc yoie 1 (nc
Do ®2C N g
+|:(1—7’)2+(1_7,)2 r B+(1—T) ( aq a2)c }
= ae_(ﬁ_W)%{QW{l L e | _aer

o T
T P Gray) 0w )

+77(B?127”>“)C{1+ da¢
e et —
g (1-r) (1-r)?

[ () o)

There exists 7* € [0, 1] such that Czr—f]rzr* = 0 because dg—f is continuous in 7, %T—f\r:o > 0 and

ClzerS|r=1 < 0. To verify that wg(r) is strictly increasing for 0 < r < r* and strictly decreasing

for 7* < r <1, we need to show that 7mg(r) is a unimodal function.
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Consider

%;; _ e(%%ﬁw{(f?gz (??%3—2wzi;¥?k{T(%+(§¥%>—%l—a1—aﬂ%
_2(ﬁa1—’ya2)c [l alc N ajer ]
(1—N2225 (I=r) (1-r)?
+(5a21__7;§i) ¢ [r <% - %) —(1—a; — 042)0] }
R e A e [ (G )~ (-]
_2(Bag —ya asc aser
T [%* 13r> =d
50z2 — 7(11 [ < > (1—ay— a2)c] }
(1—r)* (1—r)
d2ﬂ _ w 2a1c 2avicr 2(Bay — ’yag) 1 aqc o
a (5o e (Gray) e e )
7*(@1 Yoo a Q aqc ajer
I () G )

ef(ﬁczll yag)e ((ﬁal 'yag)c> {1 ajc ajer

-2 )G a—na-ne

il G fi‘i)) e

—(Bag—yai)e  2apc 2aicr 2(Bag — yaqc 1
(1—r) — — — -
e {(1—7~)2 G- —a-rF |"\BT@ (1-a1—aze| }
_ef(ﬁczlg::)anc (Bag —yaq)c {l 4 _O2c | omer }
(1—r)? B (L=r) (L-r)?
_e*(ﬁcg%:;y)m)c (/BQQ — ’yal)c {l n Q9C X Qocr
(1—r)? Bo(L=r) (L-r)?

T P (Gray) 0w}

At 7* such that dzlr_rs = 0, the third and sixth terms become zero.
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drs —Beg negle ¢ ;¢ 2aicr 2(Bon — yag)e 1 aic
—Z | = =) _ 1 Lo
dr? | € {(1 —T)2 + (1_7,)3 (1—T) T + (1—7’) —( a1 — ag)c }

L e e E e }
(1—r)2 B (1—7’ (1—r)2

—(Bag=ye1)e  2q9¢ 2ap0r 2(Bag — yozlc 1 agc
a-n — — (1—a; — }
te {(1 —r)? + (1—r)3 (1—7) B o —az)e

—(Pag=yaq ) (Bag —yay)c 1 ascr
—e - <—(1—7’)2 >{,8+( l—T }
At 7*,
67(6?11::;2%{1 e | _aer [(5@1 —’70[2)6:| [r <l L e > C(-a-a )c} }
B (-n  (-r? (1—7)? B (- L
—(Baz—naq)e (1 asc ager (Bag —yaq)e 1 age o B
e S e T P [(rwv }P<ﬁ+ﬂ—ﬂ> 5 “lcm%}‘a
Thus,

—(Bay—yag)e ¢ 2a1¢ 2a1cr 2(Bay — yag)c 1 ajc
a=r) _ bl (1 —an — }
¢ { (1—r)2 ™ 1—r)3 1—7)3 U i (1 -1 —ag)e

“(Baz—yan)e ¢ Qapc 2ap0r 2(Bag — yaqc 1 aocC
v e - e (5 ) e o] )

2 *(5?1*“/)042)6 *(5?2*%&1)6
—_ e 1—r + e 1—r .
B —r)
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Therefore,
A7 2 —(Bay—yag)e —(Bag—yaq)e
— s = —— | e (I-7) +e (1-r)
dr? Bl —r)
_67(6?11::)&2)6 (5041 — ’YCMQ)C {l n a1C I ajcer }
(1—r)? B A-r) (L-r)?
—e% (Bag —yaq)e {l n asc n aser }
(1—r)? B (1-=r) (1-r)?
—(Bag—yag)c —(Bag—yay)c _ _
Since e- -7 e - % and % are positive, d;% 7 1s negative.
d[j;rgs < 0 whenever CZT—T,S = 0. Therefore, wg(r) itself is a unimodal function. The proof is
complete. 0

Proof of Corollary 3.3.13. . (Equation 3.15) can be rearranged as

1 B Zi . 1—7r
1-— F(Z) Zi — A(Z) a COéZ',B '

1—r
ca; B

is a monotonic decreasing function in r. In conjunction with Lemma 3.3.2, there is a one-
to-one correspondence between z; and r, given that any other parameters remain unchanged.

Therefore, we can further say that decreases z; in r. The proof is complete. O
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PROOFS OF CHAPTER FOUR

Proof of Proposition 4.1.83. For any given price p;, we take the partial derivative of w¢ with
respect to z; as

onc(p,z)

9z, = (a—pi +v(p=i —pi))pi(1 = F(z)) — (cs; + cr,)]-

onc

Since cg, + cr < p;, 0; € [0, 1] and since a — p; +y(p—i —pi) > 0, 7 =0, when z; = F~Y0;) =

2&" (p;). Moreover, %’TTS > 0 for all z; < 2 (p;) and %’T—Zf < 0 for all z; > 2 (p;), so 28 (p;) is

a unique maximizer of o for a fixed p;. O

Proof of Proposition 4.1.4. Consider the centralized profit function when z = z¢" (p).

7cp) = 7.z (p))

A

F~1(61)
= (a—p1+7(p2—p1)) {pl (F_1(91) — 0.F~1(61) +/ zf(z) dﬂ?) — (s, + CRl)F_l(el)}

F~1(62)

+(a — p2 4+ v(p1 — p2)) {pz (F_l(ez) — 02 F 1 (02) + /

A

l’f(l’) d:E) - (Csz + CRQ)F_1(92)}

A

F~1(01) F~1(02)
= (a—p1+7(p2—p1)) {pl/ zf(r) diﬂ} + (@ — p2 +v(p1 — p2)) {pz/A zf(z) dw} :
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The first-order necessary condition requires supplier ¢’s optimal price pz-c* to satisfy the following

equation:

P F=1(0,) ) )
Wac;)(ip) = (a—pi +7v(p—i — pi)) {/A zf(z)dz + %F_l(ei)}

F=1(6;) F=1(0_y)
(1 +7)pi /A vf(x)dz +yp—; /A rf(x)dr

= 0.

Since a — p; + y(p—i — pi) > 0 and ffﬁl(gi) xzf(x)dz > 0, the first-order conditions for the

optimal prices pic* can be rewritten as:

-1 F=H(0-4)
cs; +cr,  F(0i) Yp—i [4 xf(x)de _ (1 +7)p;
pi (PO pr@ydr (a—pi+roi—p) [E W af)de @ pi+y(p-i —pi)

1+

The proof is complete. O
Proof of Proposition 4.2.1.

e For any given price p;, we take the partial derivative of mg, with respect to z; as

aﬂ-Si (p7 Zl|w)

P (a=pi s — ) (s — w)(1 — F(a) — s

Since 0 < w + ¢s; < pi, ¢; € [0,1] and since a — p; + v(p—; — pi) > 0, %j“w) =0,

when z; = F~1(¢;) = Zi(ps/w). Moreover, %jim > 0 for all z; < Z(p;lw) and
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ors. (p,zi ~ ~ . . ..
%@_Zlm < 0 for all z; > Z;(pi|w), so Z;(p;|w) is a unique maximizer of 7g for a fixed p;

and w.

e We want to derive p; that maximizes g, (p|w, Z;(p;|w)) which is given by

ms.(plw) = ms,(Zi(pilw), plw)
F=(¢i)
= (@ pi+y-i ) {0 — 0) [F 7 (01) — 6iF 7 (60) + /A zf(x) de
—cs, F 1(¢z’)}
F=1(¢:)
= (a—pi+( pz)){(pz—w)/A a:f(a:)dx}

Applying a monotonic logarithmic transformation to 7, (p|w) we obtain
Y(¢i)
in(rms(plw)) = Infa=pi+ oo —p)) +in (i-w) [ af(@yde )

For any given consignment price w and p_;, we take the partial derivative of in(7g; (p|w))

with respect to p; as

omzs(plw) _  —(+y) ff T pf (@) de+ 5 F -1<¢i>
Op; a—pi +v(p—i — i) fA (i) g;f
_ 1 —(1+’Y)(pz'—w) +fA ) (o )dﬂf‘i‘iF_l(@)
 pi—w | a—pi+y(p-i —pi) JETO) 4 f(2) da
_ 1 —A+NEi—w) - cs; F‘l(@-)
pi—w | a—p;+y(p—i — i) wf o), ) dx
- —wi(plu),

pi —w
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, _ (1) (pi—w) F~1(¢s) L
where \I/Z(p\w) ~ a—pi+y(p—i—pi) +1+ Di —w fA F~1(¢;) +f(x) dz and ¢; =

pi—w’

Since p_—iw > 0, the first order condition requires that the optimal p; satisfies ¥;(p|w) = 0

which gives (Equation 4.7). To verify that there always exists p; € [w + cg,, p/"*®*] such
that U;(p|lw) = 0, we consider
(1 _
Im  Wiplw) = lm —ODPZW g s W
pi—w+cs, pi—wtes; @ — p; + ’Y(p_i - pi) pi—w+tcs; P; — f ((751

The first term is a finite negative number since a — p; + v(p—; — p;) > 0. The last

CSg.
term becomes very large (4+00) as p; — w + cg, because llmpl_)w+052 pli = 1 and

Hmy, apteg, F~Y(¢;) = A. Therefore, limy, utes, Yi(Plw) = +00 > 0.

Similarly, consider

- 1 i . F—l y
lim ¥(plw) = lim (L+2) (i —w) 414+ lm -5 . (¢i) .
p1—>pmaz pi—>p;naf” a— p; + fy(p_l —_ pz) pl_>pmaz D —w fA (;52) xf(x) dx

The first term is a very large negative number (—oco) since limy, yme> a—p;+7(p—i —pi) =

0" and the last term is finite. Therefore, lim,,, ,pma= W;(plw) = —oc < 0.

max]

We have proved that p; satisfying ¥;(p|w) = 0 always exists in the interval [w + cg,, D}
because ¥(p|w) is continuous in p;, and limp, y4cq. ¥i(Plw) > 0 and limy, _pmaz W5 (plw) <

0.
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To verify the uniqueness of p;, we intend to show that ¥;(p|w) is decreasing in p; (i.e.,

% < 0). We have

—(1 ;P — ) F_l i
\Iji(p|w) ( + fY)(p w) + 1 + s F*l(qb') ((b )
a—pi+y({p—i —pi) pi—w [y Vxf(x)dx
= m(plw) + 1+ gi(p;|w),
_ () (pi—w) Cs; F~(¢i)

where m(pw) a=pi+y(p—i—pi) and g;(pilw) = pi— Lf*l(m) 2f(z) da

om(plw) _ —(A+y)(a—(A+y)wtyp—;

We can easily show that m(p|w) is decreasing in p; since T e e A
0. We then want to show that g(p;|w) is decreasing in p;. Consider

cs; cs; ¢s; =14 .\)2

dg(pilw)  pi—w {( f(F fA z)dr — = (F7 (1)) ]
dp; B bi) 2
(fA zf(x) da:)
. cs F~'(¢y)

(i —w)? fjil(@) zf(x)dx

Let u= F~1(¢;) = F~1( pzciiw), then 1% =1-F(u) and % = (pi_w)gjf(%,l(@)) > 0.

Thus, %}ﬂw) can be rewritten as
1

1—F(u) du

M: —uu$:n3:—u2u——
0= nw) [ s o) RS

dp;

where h(u) = 1“%?2&)
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dg(p)

%}fi‘w) is now similar to o in the proof of Lemma 1 in (Chen et al., 2004). Thus,

dg(pi|w)

dpi 1s decreasing in p; (see (Chen et al., 2004) for a detailed proof). We have thus

proved that U;(p) is decreasing in p;. Therefore, the proof that p; is a unique maximizer

of mg, (p|w, Z(pi|w)) for fixed p_; and w is complete.
]

Proof of Proposition 4.2.2. The proof is similar to Proposition 3.3.6 and therefore omitted. [



CITED LITERATURE

Adida, E. and Ratisoontorn, N.: Consignment contracts with retail competition. European
Journal of Operational Research, 215(1):136-148, 2011.

Bendavid, Y., Boeck, H., and Philippe, R.: Rfid-enabled traceability system for consign-
ment and high value products: A case study in the healthcare sector. Journal of Medical
Systems, 0(0):1-17, 2011.

Bernstein, F. and Federgruen, A.: Decentralized supply chains with competing retailers under
demand uncertainty. Management Science, 51(1):18-29, 2005.

Besbes, O. and Maglaras, C.: Revenue optimization for a make-to-order queue in an uncertain
market environment. Operations Research, 57(6):1438-1450, 2009.

eds. J. H. J. Blackstone and J. F. Cox APICS Dictionary. Virginia, APICS, eleventh edition,
2005.

Boorstin, J.: An auto-parts store your mother could love. Fortune, 148(10):163, 2003.

Cachon, G. P.: Supply chain coordination with contracts. In Handbook in Operations Research
and Management Science: Supply Chain Management, eds. S. C. Graves and A. G. Kok,
pages 229-339. Amsterdam, Elsevier, 2003.

Cachon, G. P.: The allocation of inventory risk in a supply chain: push, pull, and advance-
purchase discount contracts. Management Science, 50(2):222-238, 2004.

Cachon, G. P. and Kok, A. G.: Competing manufacturers in a retail supply chain: On con-
tractual form and coordination. Management Science, 56(3):571-589, 2010.

Cachon, G. P. and Lariviere, M. A.: Supply chain coordination with revenue-sharing contracts:
Strengths and limitations. Management Science, 51(1):30-44, 2005.

Cai, G.: Channel selection and coordination in dual-channel supply chains. Journal of Retailing,
86(1):22-36, 2010.

148



149
CITED LITERATURE (Continued)

Chen, F. Y., Yan, H., and Yao, L.: A newsvendor pricing game. IEEE Transactions on Systems,
Man, and Cybernetics - Part A: Systems and Humans, 34(4):450-456, 2004.

Chen, J.: Return with wholesale-price-discount contract in a newsvendor problem. International
Journal of Production Economics, 130(1):104-111, 2011.

Chiang, W., Chhajed, D., and Hess, J.: Direct marketing, indirect profits: A strategic analysis
of dual-channel supply-chain design. Marketing Science, 49(1):1-20, 2003.

Choi, S. C.: Price competition in a channel structure with a common retailer. Marketing
Science, 10(4):271-296, 1991.

Choi, S. C.: Price competition in a duopoly common retailer channel. Journal of Retailing,
72(2):117-134, 1996.

Coughlan, A. T.: Retail pricing: Does channel length matter. Managerial and Decision
Economic, 13(3):201-214, 1992.

Cowan, S.: When does third-degree price discrimination reduce social welfare, and when
does it raise it? Economics series working paper 410, Washington University of Oxford,
Department of Economics, 2008.

Dana Jr., J. D. and Spier, K. E.: Revenue sharing and vertical control in the video rental
market. Journal of Industrial Economics, 49(3):223-245, 2001.

Dumrongsiri, A., Fan, M., Jain, A., and Moinzadeh, K.: Asupplychainmodel with direct and
retailchannels. European Journal of Operational Research, 187(3):691-718, 2008.

Fahey, J.: Stock now, pay later. Forbes, 172(9):60, 2003.

Gallego, G. and Van Ryzin, G.: Optimal dynamic pricing of inventories with stochastic demand
over finite horizons. Management Science, 40(8):999-1020, 1994.

Gerchak, Y. and Wang, Y.: Revenue-sharing vs. wholesale-price contracts in assembly systems
with random demand. Production and Operations Management, 13(1):23-33, 2004.

Gosman, M. L. and Kelly, T.: Big customers and their suppliers: A case examining business
relationships and their financial effects. Issues in Accounting Education, 17(1):41-56, 2002.

149



150
CITED LITERATURE (Continued)

Greenhut, M. L., Norman, G., and Hung, C.: The economics of imperfect competition: a
spatial approach. Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization, 9(3):321-323, 1988.

Giumis, M., Jewkes, E. M., and Bookbinder, J. H.: Impact of consignment inventory
and vendor-managed inventory for a two-party supply chain. International Journal of
Production Economics, 113(2):502-517, 2008.

Hastings, J.: Wholesale price discrimination and regulation: Implications for retail gasoline
prices. Yale University Working Paper, 2009.

Huang, C., Yu, G., Wang, S., and Wang, X.: Disruption management for supply chain coor-
dination with exponential demand function. Acta Mathematica Scientia, 26(4):655-669,
2006.

Jeuland, A. and Shugan, S.: Competitive pricing behavior in distribution systems. In Issues
in Pricing: Theory and Research, ed. T. M. Devinney, pages 219-238. Lexington Books,
1988.

Karlin, S. and Carr, C. R.: Prices and optimal inventory policies. In Studies in Applied
Probability and Management Science, eds. K. J. Arrow, S. Karlin, and H. Scarf, chapter 10,
pages 159-172. Stanford University Press, 1962.

Katok, E. and Wu, D. Y.: Contracting in supply chains: a laboratory investigation.
Management Science, 55(12):1953-1968, 2009.

Kurata, H., Yao, D., and Liu, J. J.: Pricing policies under direct vs. indirect channel competi-
tion and national vs. store brand competition. European Journal of Operational Research,
180(1):262-281, 2007.

Lariviere, M. A. and Porteus, E. L.: Selling to the newsvendor: An analysis of price-only
contracts. Manufacturing and Service Operations Management, 3(4):293-305, 2001.

Lau, H. S. and Lau, A. H. L. The effect of reducing demand uncertainty in a
manufacturer-retailer channel for single-period products. Computers and Operations
Research, 29(11):1583-1620, 2002.

Li, S., Zhu, Z., and Huang, L.: Supply chain coordination and decision making under con-
signment contract with revenue sharing. International Journal of Production Economics,
120(1):88-99, 20009.

150



151
CITED LITERATURE (Continued)

Liao, C. and Tseng, B.: Strategic selection of direct selling and private brand in retail market
under retailer stackelberg. Department of Economics and Graduate Institute of Interna-
tional Economics Working Paper, National Chung Cheng University, 2007.

Linh, C. T. and Hong, Y.: Channel coordination through a revenue sharing contract in a
two-period newsboy problem. European Journal of Operational Research, 198(3):822-829,
2009.

McGuire, T. W. and Staelin, R.: Industry equilibrium analysis of downstream vertical integra-
tion. Marketing Science, 2(2):161-191, 1983.

Meyer, D. and Fischer, J.: Strategic decentralization in channels. Federal Trade Commission
Bureau of Economics Working Paper #271, 2004.

Moorthy, K. S.: Strategic decentralization in channels. Marketing Science, 7(4):335-355, 1988.

Narayanan, V. G., Raman, A., and Singh, J.: Agent costs in a supply chain with demand
uncertainty and price competition. Management Science, 51(1):120-132, 2005.

Niu, R. H., Zhao, X., Castillo, I., and Joro, T.: Pricing and inventory strategies for a two-stage
dual-channel supply chain. Asia-Pacific Journal of Operational Research, 29(1):xxx—xxx,
2012.

Ozer, O. and Wei, W.: Strategic commitments for an optimal capacity decision under asym-
metric forecast information. Management Science, 52(8):1238-1257, 2006.

Pan, K., Lai, K. K., Leung, S. C. H., and Xiao, D.: Revenue-sharing versus wholesale price
mechanisms under different channel power structures. European Journal of Operational
Research, 203(2):532-538, 2010.

Pasternack, B. A.: Using revenue sharing to achieve channel coordination for a newsboy
type inventory model. In Supply Chain Management: Models, Applications, and Research
Directions, eds. J. Geunes, P. M. Pardalos, and H. E. Romeijn, pages 117-136. Kluwer
Academic Publishers, 2002.

Perakis, G. and Roels, G.: The price of anarchy in supply chains: Quantifying the efficiency of
price-only contracts. Management Science, 53(8):1249-1268, 2007.

Petruzzi, N. and Dada, M.: Pricing and the newsvendor problem: A review with extensions.
Operations Research, 47(2):184-194, 1999.

151




152
CITED LITERATURE (Continued)

Porteus, E. L.: Stochastic inventory theory. In Handbooks in Operations Research and
Management Science, eds. D. P. Heyman and M. J. Sobel, pages 605-652. North-Holland,
Elsevier, 1990.

Raju, J. S., Raj, S., and Sanjay, D. K.: The introduction and performance of store brands.
Marketing Science, 41(6):957-978, 1995.

Ru, J. and Wang, Y.: Consignment contracting: Who should control inventory in the supply
chain? European Journal of Operational Research, 201(3):760-769, 2010.

Simon, C.: Dynamic pricing with demand learning under competition. Doctoral dissertation,
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 2007.

Su, X. and Zhang, F.: Strategic customer behavior, commitment, and supply chain perfor-
mance. Management Science, 54(10):1759-1773, 2008.

Talluri, K. T. and Van Ryzin, G. J.: The theory and practice of revenue management. Boston,
Springer, 2005.

Tsay, A. A.: The quantity flexibility contract and supplier-customer incentives. Management
Science, 45(10):1339-1358, 1999.

Tsay, A. A. and Agrawal, N.: Channel dynamics under price and service competition.
Manufacturing and Service Operations Management, 2(4):372-391, 2000.

Tsay, A. A. and Agrawal, N.: Channel conflict and coordination in the e-commerce age.
Production and Operations Management, 13(1):93-110, 2004.

Tsay, A. A. and Agrawal, N.: Modeling conflict and coordination in multi-channel distribution
systems: A review. In Handbook of Quantitative Supply Chain Analysis: Modeling in the
E-Business Era, eds. D. Simchi-Levi, S. D. Wu, and Z.-J. Shen, pages 13-66. Kluwer
Academic Publishers, 2004.

University of California, S. F. M. C.: Materiel service or resources and education
guide. http://www.ucsfmedicalcenter.org/matserv/misc/or_guides/or_resource_
and_information_guide.doc, 2006. [Online; accessed April 12, 2011].

Van Ryzin, G. and Mahajan, S.: On the relationship between inventory costs and variety
benefits in retail assortments. Management Science, 45(11):1496-1509, 1999.

152



153
CITED LITERATURE (Continued)

Villas-Boas, S. B.: An empirical investigation of the welfare effects of banning wholesale price
discrimination. Department of Agricultural and Resource Economics, UCB, UC Berkeley,
2008.

Vives, X.: Duopoly information equilibrium: Cournot and bertrand. Journal of Economic
Theory, 34(1):71-94, 1984.

Vives, X.: On the efficiency of bertrand and cournot equilibria with product differentiation.
Journal of Economic Theory, 36(1):166-175, 1985.

Wang, Y.: Joint pricing-production decisions in supply chains of complementary products with
uncertain demand. Operations Research, 54(6):1110-1127, 2006.

Wang, Y., Jiang, L., and Shen, Z.: Channel performance under consignment contract with
revenue sharing. Management Science, 50(1):34-47, 2004.

Wikinvest: Amazon.com (amzn). http://www.wikinvest.com/stock/Amazon.com_(AMZN),
2012. [Online; accessed January 29, 2012].

Xiao, T., Yu, G., Sheng, Z., and Xia, Y.: Coordination of a supply chain with one-manufacturer
and two retailers under demand promotion and disruption management decisions. Annals

of Operations Research, 135(1):87-109, 2005.

Yao, Z., Leung, S. C. H., and Lai, K. K.: The effectiveness of revenue-sharing contract to coor-
dinate the price-setting newsvendor products’ supply chain. Supply Chain Management:
An International Journal, 134(4):263-271, 2008.

Yao, Z., Leung, S. C. H., and Lai, K. K.: Manufacturer’s revenue sharing contract and retail
competition. European Journal of Operational Research, 186(2):637-651, 2008.

Zhang, D.: Essays On Supply Contracts And Dynamic Pricing. Doctoral dissertation, Univer-
sity of Towa, 2008.

Zhang, D., de Matta, R., and Lowe, T. J.: Channel coordination in a consignment contract.
European Journal of Operational Research, 207(2):897-905, 2010.

153



NAME:

EDUCATION:

TEACHING:

MEMBERSHIP:

PUBLICATIONS:

PRESENTATIONS:

VITA

Nantaporn Ratisoontorn
Ph.D., Industrial Engineering and Operations Research
University of Illinois at Chicago, Chicago, Illinois, 2012

M.S., Computer Science
University of Chicago, Chicago, Illinois, 2007

M.S., Information Systems Management (Honors)
National Institute of Development Administration, Bangkok, Thai-
land, 2004

B.S., Mathematics (Honors)

Mahidol University, Bangkok, Thailand, 2002

Department of Mechanical and Industrial Engineering, University of
Illinois at Chicago, 2010-2012

Department of Information and Decision Sciences, Liautaud Gradu-
ate School of Business, University of Illinois at Chicago 2008-2011
International Conference on Information System (ICIS)

Institute of Operations Research and the Management Sciences (IN-

FORMS)

“Consignment Contracts with Retail Competition” (with E. Adida),
European Journal of Operational Research, Vol. 215(1): 136-148,
2011

“Supply Chain Coordination under Consignment Contracts with
Supplier Competition” (with E. Adida). Working paper.

“Consignment Contracts with Retail Competition” POMS Annual
Conference April 2012, Chicago IL.

“Consignment Contracts with Retail Competition” INFORMS An-
nual Meeting November 2011, Charlotte NC.

154



