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Abstract. Intending to solve the coordination problem between multi-manufacturers
and single-retailers, this paper constructed a retailer-led, multi-manufacturer-following
supply chain model, using Stackelberg game theory to discuss the profit of the cooperating
parties and the supply chain in decentralized and centralized decision-making. We used
the Shapley value method and the same profit growth rate method to make a coordinated
comparison. The research showed that the dominant retailers choose the same profit
growth rate method to be more beneficial to themselves. In contrast, the subordinate man-
ufacturers choose the Shapley value method as more useful to themselves.
Keywords: Retailer-led, Multi-manufacturer, Homogeneous products, Shapley value,
The same profit growth rate

1. Introduction. Supply chain coordination is an essential concept in today’s competi-
tive business, and is particularly important in [1]. Supply chain coordination management
is an effective management, and has become a research hotspot in supply chain-related
fields [2]. Regarding supply chain coordination, the subjects and methods used by various
scholars differ. Many scholars use the commitment-based revenue sharing and punishment
model to coordinate the supply chain coordination where two members face random de-
mand [3-6]. [7] effectively coordinated the supply chain through volume discounts, and
[8] used revenue and cost-sharing to achieve coordination among supply chain members.
[9,10] studied the benefit-sharing coordination mechanism of two-level supply chains to
create a win-win situation. [11] not only extended the coordination to the three-level
supply, but also deduced the coordination conditions of the two supply chain structures.

Most of the above studies are dominated by manufacturers. Even if retailers are dom-
inant, exiting studies focus primarily on single-manufacturer-to-single-retailer or single-
manufacturer-to-multi-retailer coordination. For example, [12] achieved the coordination
of a single manufacturer and a single retailer through an optimal production rate. [13] and
[14] achieved supply chain coordination among single manufacturers (suppliers) and multi-
ple retailers, respectively. Even if there are literature studies on supply chain coordination
between numerous manufacturers and a single retailer, there are generally only two manu-
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facturers involved. [15] constructed a supply chain model of a retailer, a supplier, and a
manufacturer, and achieved supply chain coordination through Pareto improvement. [16]
extended Model 4 to the case of single-retailer-to-multi-manufacturers procurement, ex-
ploring delivery supply chain coordination for future quotes and hedging issues.
For the coordination of multiple manufacturers and a single retailer, [17] found that

the retailer should choose m orders with the lowest wholesale price among n manufac-
turers, 2 ≤ m ≤ n, but this does not consider the relationship between the profits of
the parties in the cooperation and the number of manufacturers, nor does it feel the ho-
mogenization of products among manufacturers. At this stage, it is relatively common
for multiple manufacturers to sell products to consumers through a single retailer, due
to the dominant position of retailers, and manufacturers can only obtain retained profits.
As a result, the stability of the supply chain is affected. Therefore, the decision-making
and coordination problem of the n : 1 supply chain dominated by retailers has become a
real problem that members of the supply chain face. Based on previous research results,
this paper considered the research of strategic choices and development countermeasures
of the relationship between the profits of all parties in the n : 1 supply chain and the
number of manufacturers, the homogeneity of products among multiple manufacturers,
and the comparison of manufacturers under various coordination mechanisms. The Shap-
ley value method and the same profit growth rate method were chosen for supply chain
coordination; both ways resulted in increased profits for manufacturers and retailers com-
pared to the decentralized decision. How exactly to choose is also the question that needs
to be explored in this paper to provide a new approach and reference for supply chain
coordination mechanism.
The rest of this paper is organized as follows. We perform the model description in

the second part and conform to the assumptions. In the third section, the decentralized
decision-making scenario is explored. The fourth section focuses on the analysis of the
centralized decision scenario; it concludes that manufacturers are motivated to participate
in the coordination of centralized decisions only if they obtain no less profit than when the
decisions are decentralized. In the fifth section, the supply chain coordination mechanism
is completed using the Shapley value method and the same profit growth rate method.
In the sixth section, numerical arithmetic examples are used to derive the precision of the
conclusions in the text. Finally, in the seventh section, we conclude and propose directions
for future research.

2. Model Description and Symbolic Assumptions. This paper mainly considered
the n : 1 (n ≥ 1) supply chain coordination between multiple manufacturers and a single
retailer under asymmetric information; that is, it was assumed that n manufacturers
are selling homogeneous products to consumers through retailers. The model structure is
shown in Figure 1.
The transaction price between the manufacturer and the retailer will directly affect

the retail price set by the retailer for the consumer, affecting the market demand. The

Figure 1. n : 1 supply chain model
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market demand further affects the benefits of each member of the supply chain. For ease
of analysis, assume that the manufacturer’s unit production cost is cM , the wholesale price
to retailers is ω, n is the number of manufacturers (n ≥ 1), qi is the quantity supplied by
manufacturer i to the retailer, Q =

∑n
i=1 qi indicates total supply, πMi is the profit for the

manufacturer i; p is the retail price of the product sold by the retailer, and p = a− b ·Q
assumes that the retailer can sell all products at a specific price, where a, b are constants
greater than zero, cR is the unit cost of goods sold by the retailer, and g is the unit
profit. At this point, the unit profit, wholesale price, and retail price satisfy p = ω + g.
πR is the retailer’s profit and π is the whole profit of the total supply chain system.
For the convenience of the research, it was assumed that there is no essential difference
between the manufacturers’ products, and retailer R is fair and non-discriminatory to
manufacturer i.

According to the assumptions, the respective profit expressions of the manufacturer
and the retailer can be obtained:

πMi = (ω − cM)qi = (p− g − cM)qi = (a− bQ− g − cM)qi

=

(
a− b

n∑
i=1

qi − g − cM

)
qi

(1)

πR = (p− ω − cR)Q = (g − cR)Q (2)

To compare the effect of cooperation and non-cooperation, this paper analyzed the
profit situation in the case of decentralized and centralized decision-making, respectively.

3. Decentralized Decision-Making. Assuming that a single retailer is the leader of
the Stackelberg game, multiple manufacturers are followers. Their goals are to maximize
their profits to play a non-cooperative game, the decision order is: the retailer first decides
its unit profit level g, and the manufacturer decides the supply quantity qi based on the
decision of the retailer. According to the reverse induction method (It means that there is
a sequence of actions of the players in the game, and the players who act later can observe
the previous steps.), the first-order condition of qi in Formula (1) can be obtained:

qi =
a− g − cM
(n+ 1)b

(3)

The retailer’s total supply to the manufacturer is then

Q =
n∑

i=1

qi =
n(a− g − cM)

(n+ 1)b
(4)

Substitute Equation (4) into Equation (2) and obtain from the first-order condition of
g:

g =
a− cM + cR

2
(5)

Substituting Equation (5) into Equation (3), the optimal supply quantity from manu-
facturer i to the retailer is

q∗i =
a− cM − cR
2(n+ 1)b

(6)

Then, the optimal decision for total sales volume, retail price, and wholesale price
obtained from Q =

∑n
i=1 qi, p = a− b ·Q, and ω = p− g are as follows:

Q∗ =
n(a− cM − cR)

2(n+ 1)b
(7)

p∗ =
2a+ n(a+ cM + cR)

2(n+ 1)
(8)



50 X. WANG, J. JIANG AND Q. WANG

ω∗ =
a+ (2n+ 1)cM − cR

2(n+ 1)
(9)

Substitute Equations (6)-(9) into Equations (1) and (2) to obtain the optimal profits
of manufacturers, retailers, and supply chains:

π∗
Mi =

(a− cM − cR)
2

4b(n+ 1)2
, π∗

M =
n∑

i=1

π∗
Mi =

n(a− cM − cR)
2

4b(n+ 1)2

π∗
R =

n(a− cM − cR)
2

4b(n+ 1)
, π∗ = π∗

M + π∗
R =

(n2 + 2n)(a− cM − cR)
2

4b(n+ 1)2

(10)

4. Centralized Decision-Making. If both parties can play cooperative games with
the goal of maximizing the total profit of the supply chain, the wholesale price of the
manufacturer to the retailer is the production cost cM , and then the expression of the
total profit of the supply chain is

π = (p− cM − cR)Q = (a− bQ− cM − cR)Q (11)

Substitute Q =
∑n

i=1 qi into Equation (11). Since it has been assumed that there is no
essential difference between the products of the manufacturers, and the retailer R is fair
and non-discriminatory to manufacturer i, the first-order condition of qi in Equation (11)
can be obtained:

q∗∗i =
a− cM − cR

2bn
(12)

Then, the equilibrium result under centralized decision-making can be obtained:

Q∗∗ =
a− cM − cR

2b
(13)

p∗∗ =
a+ cM + cR

2
(14)

π∗∗
Mi = 0, π∗∗

R = π∗∗ =
(a− cM − cR)

2

4b
(15)

Property 4.1. Whether it is a decentralized or centralized decision-making situation, the
dominant retailer, at best, leaves the manufacturer with retained profits. With decentraliz-
ing decision-making, the sum of the multi-manufacturer profits is only 1

n+1
of the retailer’s

profit. When decision-making is centralized, the gain of the supply chain is concentrated in
the retailers, and the total profit of the supply chain is higher than that under decentralized
decision-making.

Proof: Comparing manufacturers, retailers, and supply chain profits

∆πMi = π∗∗
Mi − π∗

Mi = −(a− cM − cR)
2

4b(n+ 1)2
< 0

∆πR = π∗∗
R − π∗

R =
(a− cM − cR)

2

4b(n+ 1)
> 0

∆π = π∗∗ − π∗ =
(a− cM − cR)

2

4b(n+ 1)2
> 0

From Equations (10) and (15), the following inferences can be obtained.

Inference 4.1. In the case of decentralized decision-making, as the number of manufac-
turers n increases, the retailer’s profit increases, and the manufacturer’s profit decreases.

Inference 4.2. The larger the number n of manufacturers, the closer the total profit of the
supply chain under decentralized decision-making is to the profit of centralized decision-
making.
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Since retailers are the leaders and manufacturers are followers, if the supply chain is to
be stable, it is necessary to ensure reasonable profits for the supply chain members. Only
when the manufacturer makes a centralized decision and obtains no less than the profit
when a decentralized decision is made, can he actively participate in the centralization.
The coordination of decision-making, therefore, requires a reasonable profit distribution
mechanism.

5. Coordination Mechanism of an n : 1 Supply Chain. The role of the coordination
mechanism is not only to make the profits of both manufacturers and retailers higher than
before coordination, but also to be quantified and easy to operate. In the following, a
research method from [18] is used for reference, the Shapley value method and the same
profit growth rate method are used to distribute the profits of the supply chain system in
centralized decision-making separately, and we study the applicable conditions of different
distribution mechanisms.

5.1. Shapley value method coordination mechanism. When n members are en-
gaged in a non-confrontational economic activity, the increase in the number of members
participating in the action will not only not cause a decrease in benefits, but will increase
the benefits, and the cooperation of all n members will bring the most significant over-
all benefits. In terms of benefit distribution, the Shapley value method can be used for
distribution based on the contribution made by each member to the alliance.

In the Shapley value method, the profit distribution of each enterprise under cooper-
ation I is recorded as ϕ(v) = [ϕ1(v), ϕ2(v), . . . , ϕn(v)] and among them ϕi(v) represents
the distribution amount obtained by the i-th enterprise under cooperation I.

ϕi(v) =
∑
s∈si

w(|s|)[v(s)− v(s\i)], i = 1, 2, . . . , n, w(|s|) = (n− |s|!)(|s| − 1)!

n!

where si is all subsets of member i contained in set I, |s| is the number of elements
in subset s, w(|s|) is the weighting factor, v(s) is the benefit of subset s, v(s\i) is the
number of elements removed from subset s’s benefits after member i, and n is the number
of elements in set I.

For the convenience of analysis, M is used to represent all manufacturers, and R is used
to represent retailers. The calculation process of the Shapley value of manufacturers is
shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Manufacturer Shapley value assignment calculation

s M M ∪R
v(s) π∗

M π∗∗

v(s\1) 0 π∗
R

v(s)− v(s\1) π∗
M π∗∗ − π∗

R

|s| 1 2
w(|s|) 0.5 0.5

w(|s|)[v(s)− v(s\1)] π∗
M

2

π∗∗ − π∗
R

2

Adding up the data in the last row of Table 1, the profit distribution of the manufacturer
is

ϕM(v) =
π∗∗ + π∗

M − π∗
R

2
=

(2n+ 1)(a− cM − cR)
2

8b(n+ 1)2
(16)

Similarly, the profit distribution of the retailer can be obtained as

ϕR(v) =
π∗∗ + π∗

R − π∗
M

2
=

(2n2 + 2n+ 1)(a− cM − cR)
2

8b(n+ 1)2
(17)
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Compared with the decentralized decision-making situation, it can be concluded that

ϕM(v)− π∗
M =

π∗∗ + π∗
M − π∗

R

2
− π∗

M =
π∗∗ − (π∗

M + π∗
R)

2
=

(a− cM − cR)
2

8b(n+ 1)2
> 0 (18)

ϕR(v)− π∗
R =

π∗∗ + π∗
R − π∗

M

2
− π∗

R =
π∗∗ − (π∗

M + π∗
R)

2
=

(a− cM − cR)
2

8b(n+ 1)2
> 0 (19)

Property 5.1. By distributing the cooperative profits of manufacturers and retailers
through the Shapley value method, the profits of all parties are higher than that under

decentralized decision-making, and the higher amount is (a−cM−cR)2

8b(n+1)2
.

Therefore, before cooperation, if the manufacturer and the retailer reach a consensus
on using the Shapley value method to distribute the cooperation profits, all parties will be
motivated to collaborate to achieve a win-win improvement compared with independent
decision-making.

5.2. Coordination mechanism of the same profit growth rate. To compare the
applicability of different coordination mechanisms, we used the same profit growth rate
method to distribute profits in centralized decision-making. Assuming that the profit
growth rate under centralized decision-making is more decentralized than that of decen-
tralized decision-making, r, we can obtain from π∗∗

π∗ = 1 + r:

r =
π∗∗

π∗ − 1 =
(a−cM−cR)2

4b
(n2+2n)(a−cM−cR)2

4b(n+1)2

− 1 =
1

n(n+ 2)

Then, under centralized decision-making, the profits distributed to manufacturers and
retailers according to the same profit growth rate are

ΠM = (1 + r)π∗
M =

(n+ 1)2

n(n+ 2)
· n(a− cM − cR)

2

4b(n+ 1)2
=

(a− cM − cR)
2

4b(n+ 2)
(20)

ΠR = (1 + r)π∗
R =

(n+ 1)2

n(n+ 2)
· n(a− cM − cR)

2

4b(n+ 1)
=

(n+ 1)(a− cM − cR)
2

4b(n+ 2)
(21)

The added value of profits in the case of more decentralized decision-making is

ΠM − π∗
M =

(a− cM − cR)
2

4b(n+ 2)
− n(a− cM − cR)

2

4b(n+ 1)2
=

(a− cM − cR)
2

4b(n+ 1)2(n+ 2)
(22)

ΠR − π∗
R =

(n+ 1)(a− cM − cR)
2

4b(n+ 2)
− n(a− cM − cR)

2

4b(n+ 1)
=

(a− cM − cR)
2

4b(n+ 1)(n+ 2)
(23)

Property 5.2. Use the same profit growth rate to distribute the profits of centralized
decision-making based on the earnings of decentralized, so that the earnings of manufac-
turers and retailers are increased in the same proportion; therefore, ΠM > π∗

M , ΠR > π∗
R

and ΠR > ΠM .

5.3. Profit comparison under different strategies. The analysis of the above two
coordination mechanisms shows that, whether using the Shapley value method or the
same profit growth rate method to distribute the profits in centralized decision-making,
the retailer’s profit is always more significant than the sum of the profits of the manu-
facturers. Comparing the profits of manufacturers and retailers under the two allocation
mechanisms, the following properties are obtained.

Property 5.3. ΠR > ϕR(v) > ϕM(v) > ΠM .

Proof: Compare the following results obtained from the above two allocation mecha-
nisms.
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ϕM(v)− ΠM =
(n+ 1)(a− cM − cR)

2

8(n+ 2)(n+ 1)2b
> 0, which is ϕM(v) > ΠM

ΠR − ϕR(v) =
n(a− cM − cR)

2

8(n+ 2)(n+ 1)2b
> 0, which is ΠR > ϕR(v)

It can be seen that although both coordination mechanisms can make the profits of
manufacturers and retailer higher than that of non-cooperation, there are still differences
in the size of the profits obtained by each party with different coordination methods. It
is more beneficial for the manufacturer to use the Shapley value method, while it is more
beneficial for the retailer to use the same profit growth rate method.

Calculated from ϕR(v), ϕM(v), ΠR, ΠM out of (16), (17), (20), (21), the profit added

value (a−cM−cR)2

8b(n+1)2
of both parties when the Shapley value method is used in Formulas (18)

and (19), and the profit added value (a−cM−cR)2

4b(n+1)2(n+2)
of the manufacturer and value (a−cM−cR)2

4b(n+1)(n+2)

of the retailer when the same profit growth rate method is used in Formulas (22) and (23),
give the following inference.

Inference 5.1. In the above two coordination mechanisms, the changing trend of the
profits of retailers and manufacturers with the number of manufacturers n is the same
as that in decentralized decision-making; when reconciling using the Shapley method, the
increase in profit is precisely the same for both parties and decreases with the increase
in the number of manufacturers n. When using the same profit growth rate method for
coordination, with the increase of manufacturers n, the added value of both parties’ profits
shows a decreasing trend, and the added value of the manufacturer’s profit decreases faster.

According to the assumptions of this paper, the retailer is the dominant enterprise
in the supply chain system, so the retailer will tend to choose the same profit growth
rate method for profit distribution. The profit obtained by the manufacturer is also more
extensive than that in the non-cooperative game.

6. Numerical Example. Suppose a = 2.5, b = 0.1, cM = 0.35, cR = 0.15 and n = 9,
and let the retailer be the dominant enterprise. The calculation results are shown in Table
2, and the results in Table 2 further verify the correctness of Property 4.1.

Table 2. Equilibrium results and comparison of decentralized decision-
making and centralized decision-making

Decentralized Centralized
Balanced contrast

decision-making decision-making
Manufacturer’s profit π∗

M = 0.9 π∗∗
M = 0 π∗∗

M < π∗
M

Retailer’s profit π∗
R = 9 π∗∗

R = 10 π∗∗
R > π∗

R

Supply chain profit π∗ = 9.9 π∗∗ = 10 π∗∗ > π∗

We choose the cell phone as a representative product category to conduct the numerical
study. A data report from STATISTA shows that the manufacturing cost of the iPhone is
in the range of [0.16, 0.35] [19], and we choose cM = 0.35 [20]. It shows that the cost of the
retailer accounts for 35%-60% of the manufacturing cost, and we assume that cR = 0.15.
To ensure the positive value of the retailer price, we assume that a = 2.5 and b = 0.1 [21].
Without loss of generality, we also assume that n = 9 to represent the realistic scenario.

In decentralized and centralized decision-making, two coordination methods are used to
distribute profits. The profits of manufacturers and retailers are shown in Table 3. When
the retailer is the leading enterprise, the relationship between the profit size is consistent
with Properties 5.1 and 5.2’s conclusions.

It can be seen from Table 3 that the distribution of the cooperative profits of man-
ufacturers and retailers through the Shapley value method and the same profit growth
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Table 3. Comparison of profits under different situations

Decentralized Shapley Profit growth Balanced
decision-making value method rate contrast

Manufacturer’s profit π∗
M = 0.9 ϕM(v) = 0.95 ΠM = 0.909

ϕM(v) > π∗
M ,

ΠM > π∗
M

Retailer’s profit π∗
R = 9 ϕR(v) = 9.05 ΠR = 9.09

ϕR(v) > π∗
R,

ΠR > π∗
R

rate method can make the profits of all parties higher than that of decentralized decision-
making. When the retailer is the dominant enterprise, it is most beneficial for the retailer
to choose the profit growth rate method for distribution. When using the same profit
growth rate method for distribution, the difference between the manufacturer’s profit and
the distributed decision-making profit is 0.009; the difference between the retailer’s prof-
it and the decentralized decision-making profit is 0.09. Obviously, using the same profit
growth rate to distribute the profits of centralized decision-making based on the profits
of decentralized decision-making, the results are 0.009

0.909
, 0.09

9.09
respectively, and the profits of

the manufacturers and retailer increased in the same proportion.

7. Conclusion. Based on game theory, this paper studies the coordination of an n : 1
supply chain composed of multiple manufacturers and a single retailer under the condi-
tion of complete information. Through comparing decentralized decision-making in non-
cooperative games and centralized decision-making in cooperative games, we found that
supply chain collaboration is an effective way for supply chain members to win togeth-
er. For the coordination of multi-manufacturer homogeneous n : 1 supply chains under the
condition of complete information, under the premise of a linear demand function, this pa-
per used the Shapley value method and the same profit growth rate method. Distributing
profits using the Shapley value method enables manufacturers and retailers to obtain the
same profit increment; however, using the same profit growth rate method for distribu-
tion, the profits of both parties will be increased in the same proportion, and the profit
gap will be further enlarged. No matter which coordination mechanism is adopted, as the
number of manufacturers increases, the manufacturers’ profits decrease and the retailers’
profits increase. The coordination mechanism depends on the dominant position and bar-
gaining power supply chain members. To maintain the stability of the entire supply chain,
retailers should not choose too many manufacturers of homogeneous products for supply,
and should make appropriate concessions to manufacturers. Manufacturers should also
seek opportunities to form supply chains with more downstream companies, for example,
supply chain coordination between supermarkets selling fresh milk, yogurt, and manufac-
turers; supply chain coordination between hotels requiring disposable consumables and
manufacturers, etc. This provides a decision-making reference for the selection of n : 1
supply chain coordination strategies and cooperation objects in reality. This paper studied
a supply chain system composed of homogeneous multi-manufacturers and a single retail-
er under complete information. In fact, the situation is usually more complicated, and
dealing with asymmetric information, multi-layer supply chains, and multiple upstream
enterprises with non-homogeneous synergy needs further study.

Acknowledgment. This work is funded by General Project of Philosophy and Social Sci-
ences Research in Jiangsu Universities “Research on Supply Chain Configuration Mode
and Cooperation Strategy of New Energy Vehicle After-Sales Service Responsibility”
(2021SJA0486). This work is partially supported by Prof. Shi, my supervisors Prof. Zhao
and Prof. Li. The authors also gratefully acknowledge the helpful comments and sugges-
tions of the reviewers, which have improved the presentation.



ICIC EXPRESS LETTERS, PART B: APPLICATIONS, VOL.14, NO.1, 2023 55

REFERENCES

[1] J. Asl-Najafi, S. Yaghoubi and S. Noori, Customization of incentive mechanisms based on product
life-cycle phases for an efficient product-service supply chain coordination, Computers in Industry,
vol.135, 103582, 2022.

[2] J. Xue, W. J. Zhang, Z. S. Rasool and J. Zhou, A review of supply chain coordination management
based on bibliometric data, Alexandria Engineering Journal, vol.61, no.12, pp.10837-10850, 2022.

[3] M. Shafiq and M. M. Savino, Supply chain coordination to optimize manufacturer’s capacity pro-
curement decisions through a new commitment-based model with penalty and revenue-sharing, In-
ternational Journal of Production Economics, vol.208, pp.512-528, 2019.

[4] S. A. Raza, Supply chain coordination under a revenue-sharing contract with corporate social respon-
sibility and partial demand information, International Journal of Production Economics, vol.205,
pp.1-14, 2018.

[5] S. Y. Xu, H. J. Tang and Z. J. Lin, Pricing and sales-effort analysis of dual-channel supply chain with
channel preference, cross-channel return and free riding behavior based on revenue-sharing contract,
International Journal of Production Economics, vol.249, 108506, 2022.

[6] D. P. Wang, Z. Wang and B. Q. Zhang, Vendor-managed inventory supply chain coordination based
on commitment-penalty contracts with bilateral asymmetric information, Enterprise Information
Systems, vol.16, no.3, pp.508-525, 2022.

[7] H. S. Lau, C. Su, Y. Y. Wang and Z. S. Hua, Volume discounting coordinates a supply chain
effectively when demand is sensitive to both price and sales effort, Computers & Operations Research,
vol.39, no.12, pp.3267-3280, 2012.

[8] D. A. Phan, T. L. H. Vo, A. N. Lai and T. L. A. Nguyen, Coordinating contracts for VMI sys-
tems under manufacturer-CSR and retailer-marketing efforts, International Journal of Production
Economics, vol.211, pp.98-118, 2019.

[9] J. Heydari and M. Ghasemi, A revenue sharing contract for reverse supply chain coordination under
stochastic quality of returned products and uncertain remanufacturing capacity, Journal of Cleaner
Production, vol.197, no.1, pp.607-615, 2018.

[10] B. Wang, F. Ji, J. Zheng, K. Xie and Z. Feng, Carbon emission reduction of coal-fired power supply
chain enterprises under the revenue sharing contract: Perspective of coordination game, Energy
Economics, vol.102, 105467, 2021.

[11] B. Hu, C. Meng, D. Xu and Y. J. Son, Three-echelon supply chain coordination with a loss-averse re-
tailer and revenue sharing contracts, International Journal of Production Economics, vol.179, pp.192-
202, 2016.

[12] J. Noh, J. S. Kim and B. Sarkar, Two-echelon supply chain coordination with advertising-driven
demand under Stackelberg game policy, European Journal of Industrial Engineering, vol.13, no.2,
pp.213-244, 2019.

[13] P. Tantiwattanakul and A. Dumrongsiri, Supply chain coordination using wholesale prices with mul-
tiple products, multiple periods, and multiple retailers: Bi-level optimization approach, Computers
& Industrial Engineering, vol.131, pp.391-407, 2019.

[14] Y. S. Huang, J. W. Ho and C. H. Chuang, Multi-Round coordination for capacity allocation in
supply chains with multiple retailers, Computers & Industrial Engineering, vol.169, 108154, 2022.

[15] A. Qiao, S. H. Choi and Y. Pan, Multi-party coordination in sustainable supply chain under consumer
green awareness, Science of the Total Environment, vol.777, 146043, 2021.

[16] Y. Zhai and T. C. E. Cheng, Lead-time quotation and hedging coordination in make-to-order supply
chain, European Journal of Operational Research, vol.300, no.2, pp.449-460, 2022.

[17] X. L. Wang and L. W. Liu, The many-to-one supply chain coordination model under the background
of the strong downstream retailers, Chinese Management Science, vol.16, no.5, pp.96-109, 2008.

[18] Y. D. Gong, B. Y. Li and T. Liu, Supply chain coordination strategy based on Shapley value and
same profit growth rate, Journal of Systems Management, vol.18, no.1, pp.61-66, 2009.

[19] STATISTA, Manufacturing Costs of the iPhone, https://www.statista.com/chart/5952/iphone-man
ufacturing-costs/, 2017.

[20] A. Timoumi, N. Singh and S. Kumar, Is your retailer a friend or foe: When should the manufacturer
allow its retailer to refurbish?, Production and Operations Management, vol.30, no.9, pp.2814-2839,
2021.

[21] R. C. Savaskan, S. Bhattacharya and L. N. Van Wassenhove, Closed-loop supply chain models with
product remanufacturing, Management Science, vol.50, no.2, pp.239-252, 2004.


