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A B S T R A C T

For product supply chains, contractual relationships that provide win-win outcomes between the supply chain
members, have been found to offer optimum results. However, for bargaining situations where time/cost is the
source of the uncertainty, i.e. projects, there is limited knowledge available on how contracts can be used to
establish win-win relations. This paper investigates whether cost-sharing project contracts can establish a win-
win solution in project supply chains where the project manager is risk-neutral and the contractor is risk-averse.
The paper examines how the theory can be extended beyond the symmetrical normal distributions to asym-
metrical beta and gamma distributions that are more appropriate, and so more often used, for project completion
times. Besides using the Nash bargaining approach for analyzing the bargaining process, the paper also analyzes
the bargaining problems using the Kalai-Smorodinsky and Utilitarian approaches to bargaining. It was found that
the solutions from cost-plus contracts dominate any other form of cost-sharing contract, and so they provide a
win-win solution for both members of the supply chain for the cases of Nash and Kalai-Smorodinsky bargaining.
However, this is not the case for Utilitarian bargaining. A numerical exercise was conducted to investigate the
results and implications of how the models would work in practice. The research shows that from a theoretical
perspective, cost-plus contracts are the optimal bargaining solution not only when using a normal distribution,
but also when using more appropriate asymmetrical distributions. This optimality is robust for the Nash and
Kalai-Smorodinsky bargaining approaches, but not for the Utilitarian approach whose sensitivity to noise makes
it an inappropriate choice here.

1. Introduction

This paper analyzes the problem of setting an appropriate contract
price between a project manager and a contractor for carrying out a
project whose cost is uncertain. Cost uncertainty is a major issue that
projects encounter. Numerous examples exist of large projects costing
substantially more than their original estimates, e.g. the refurbishment
of Wembley stadium, and Denver airport baggage handling system in-
stallation project [36]. Misaligned goals and objectives between the
members of the supply chain are often cited as one of the main reasons
behind this e.g. the case of cost overrun in the Denver airport baggage
handling system installation project [36]. Despite these problems, little
is known about the tools and techniques that could help organizations
to avoid these problems and achieve a win-win solution by aligning the
individual goals and objectives with the overall goals and objectives
when projects have greater uncertainty [28]. Some authors have at-
tempted to address these challenges through the use of project

contracts, but these have been limited to the context they used such as a
take it or leave it situation [28] or the optimization was considered for
one organization only [4]. Hence, this research investigates if win-win
coordination can be achieved when the outcomes are negotiated be-
tween a project manager and a contractor faced with cost uncertainty.

Aligning the goals and objectives of the members of the supply
chain can reduce the impact of supply chain problems such as in-
formation distortion across the supply chain [10] and double margin-
alization [31]. For product supply chains, numerous papers have ad-
dressed these issues. However, these concepts have received much less
attention in project settings. A few models have been described that are
based on take it or leave it situations like the counterpart problem in
manufacturing supply chains [5,28,33]. When the supply chain mem-
bers negotiate in bargaining situations, the tools required to analyze the
process are different in comparison to those that are used in take it or
leave it situations. Thus, the existing models for take it or leave it si-
tuations may not work correctly in bargaining situations. Interestingly,
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bargaining in a project setting in practice was considered in the study of
Bajari et al. [3]. The authors discussed the negotiated contracts in the
North California building construction sector during 1995–2000. More
recent instances include the re-negotiated building contracts in Dubai
post the economic downturn in 2008 [7]. Despite these reports, bar-
gaining situations have received limited attention in the existing models
in the literature. Lippman et al. [33] developed a bargaining model
using the Nash bargaining approach coupled with a normally dis-
tributed cost function, but this is limited by the selection of the cost
function and the bargaining approach. Unfortunately, normal dis-
tributions are not usually a good model for project cost functions as the
cost functions are normally asymmetric with high Skewness and Kur-
tosis values [2]. Moreover, the use of normal distributions may require
certain assumptions that are not applicable in practice e.g. it is un-
bounded on both sides of the peak and has a non-zero probability of
having a negative cost. In fact, the use of bounded distributions is more
appropriate in project settings due to the ease of combining with the
widely used tool PERT, a tool recommended by the Project Manage-
ment Book of Practice [39]. The beta distribution has been found to be
the most commonly used distribution in this context [17,39,43].
However, there are situations with greater uncertainty around the
maximum possible completion cost, where a better distribution with no
upper bound on the right tail would be more appropriate. There is a
considerable academic debate on the actual nature of these distribu-
tions, partly because they are context dependent. Despite all these de-
bates, the project manager can make an estimate of the probability
distributions from past experience [17]. Hence, to cover these situa-
tions, we used the beta and gamma distributions as a representative of
the skewed distributions for the cost functions. The beta distributed cost
is representative of bounded distributions (both tails) and the gamma is
representative of unbounded distributions (for the right tail). We used
cost-based contracts that can be flexibly converted to various contract
types including fixed-price and cost-plus. These types of contracts are
commonly used as mentioned by the Joint Contracts Tribunal Ltd., UK
[26]. Furthermore, we present some recent examples of the use of these
cost-based contracts from real-life projects in the discussion section.
Additionally, although the Nash bargaining model is widely used, there
are equally valid alternatives to it. Hence this research investigates and
answers the research questions:

If win-win coordination can be achieved when the outcomes are nego-
tiated between a project manager and a supplier using more appropriate
project cost functions? and whether the results depend on the bargaining
approach used with three different bargaining approaches (Nash, Kalai-
Smorodinsky and Utilitarian) being analyzed?

Our results for the case of a risk-neutral project manager and a risk-
averse contractor support the findings of Lippman et al. [33] for Nash
and Kalai-Smorodinsky bargaining, but there are some differences
when using the Utilitarian approach. However, when both the members
of the supply chain have some degree of risk-aversion, we found some
different results as partial cost-sharing was an optimal solution.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows: the next section
provides a brief literature review; and then descriptions of the basic
model are presented for the three different bargaining approaches:
Nash Bargaining, Kalai-Smorodinsky Bargaining, and Utilitarian
Bargaining. This is followed by the numerical analysis and results.
Finally, we discuss the implications of the proposed model along with
some concluding remarks.

2. Literature review

For many situations, cooperative bargaining approaches have been
found to be beneficial for all the parties involved in the negotiation by
offering them win-win outcomes. A recent example is Fan et al. [13]
who consider an energy-hub based integrated energy system. However,
despite its proven benefits, the application of bargaining models in
supply chain management (particularly with respect to supply chain

coordination) has received relatively less attention in comparison with
other game-theoretic approaches [38]. Among the few papers on bar-
gaining approaches in the supply chain literature, Nash bargaining has
been found to be the most commonly used tool. This has been used in
the literature to address several supply chain issues such as coordina-
tion and benefit sharing in a three echelon distribution channel with a
deteriorating product [38], optimization of inventory [16,45], co-
operative advertising [24], cost-sharing [45], and profit-sharing
[30,37,44]. One of the limitations of these papers is the lack of focus on
the risk preference of the members of the supply chain as the members
have been assumed to be risk-neutral. However, authors including Abad
[1], Huang [23], Gan et al. [14], He and Zhao [20], and Huang and Li
[24] used a Nash bargaining approach to propose optimal solutions
with differential risk preferences for the members of the supply chain.
As an extension to Nash bargaining, authors including Hezarkhani and
Kubiak [21], Lin et al. [32], Zheng and Negenborn [47], and Modak
and Kelle [34] used generalized Nash bargaining that takes into account
the differential bargaining power of the supply chain members. How-
ever, a key aspect of these supply chains is that the product’s demand is
the decision variable. Other notable uses of bargaining models in supply
chains include the Nash Bargaining like solution for the division of the
uncertain future profits [15], inventory model for a two-echelon supply
chain with a declining price-sensitive demand [35], the Rubinstein
bargaining model [46] and a few other non-zero sum bargaining al-
gorithms [41,42]. Again, the difference between these supply chains
and this paper is that these are supply chains with the product’s demand
as the decision variable.

In contrast to the supply chains mentioned in the last paragraph, the
application of bargaining concepts in a project setting is very limited.
To the best knowledge of the authors of the present research, only the
models proposed by Lippman et al. [33] have considered bargaining
games between the members of a project-based supply chain. However,
these models are limited by assuming that the statistical distribution of
the cost variable is a normal distribution. The restrictive nature of this
assumption was discussed in the Introduction. Thus, the existing model
proposed by Lippman et al. [33] might not work correctly with a cost
function distributed as a non-normal continuous distribution. Moti-
vated by this problem in practice and the limitations in the literature,
this research has examined if the model proposed by Lippman et al.
[33] can be extended with gamma and beta distributed cost functions.
Moreover, the models by Lippman et al. [33] are only based on Nash’s
bargaining approach. Hence, it would be valuable to see whether the
results are consistent with other bargaining approaches. This is im-
portant as although the Nash bargaining approach is widely employed
in the economics literature, alternative bargaining models can be re-
garded as equally valid. To compare the results of bargaining across
different bargaining approaches, we derived models using Kalai-Smor-
odinsky and Utilitarian approaches alongside the Nash bargaining ap-
proach. Additionally, the literature mostly considers one member of the
supply chain as risk-averse (usually the contractor) and the other as
risk-neutral. In practice, there could be some degree of risk aversion for
both the members of the supply chain. We analyzed this further using
numerical examples.

3. Problem description

A dyadic supply chain with one project manager and one contractor
is considered. The project manager is referred to as she and the con-
tractor is considered as he. This research assumes that the project
manager belongs to a large scale organization with the financial re-
sources to be neutral towards the level of the financial risks from the
projects whereas, her counterpart contractor belongs to a small scale
organization that is more vulnerable to financial risk. Thus, in this
context, the project manager is considered to be risk-neutral and the
contractor is considered as risk-averse. In order to maintain consistency
with the existing literature, the bargaining models are analyzed using
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utility maximizing supply chain members. The following acronyms are
used in this paper.

• z = Wealth value or the pay-off to the member of the supply chain
under consideration
• =Upm The project manager’s utility
• =Uco The contractor’s utility
• N (a,b) = Nash product
• a = Fixed part of the cost-sharing contract with a= a0 for the fixed-
price contract and a = a1 for the cost-plus contract
• b = Variable part of the cost-sharing contract with b ∈ [0, 1]
• X = Cost function as a random variable
• W = Risk exposure of the contractor
• q = The project value
• D = Disagreement point pay-off
• ai(z, D) = The aspiration point pay-off
• K(z,D) = The Kalai-Smorodinsky solution
• U(z,D) = The utilitarian sum
• η = Constant representing the degree of risk preference of the
contractor
• δ = Constant representing the degree of risk preference of the
project manager
• ω = Shape parameter of the gamma distributed cost
• ϕ = Scale parameter of the gamma distributed cost or scale for the
beta distributed cost
• c & d = Shape parameters of the beta distributed cost
• μ = Mean value of the cost
• σ = Standard deviation of the cost

By definition, the utility function for a risk-neutral member should
have a constant marginal return [19,29]. This is satisfied by a linear
form of utility function with respect to wealth. Thus, for, the risk-
neutral project manager and the risk-neutral contractor, the utility
functions are as follows

= =U z U z z( ) ( )pm co (1)

On the contrary, a risk-averse contractor’s utility function should satisfy
the diminishing marginal return [19,29]. This condition is satisfied as
long as the utility function is concave in nature [29]. We used the de-
creasing exponential form of the utility function as it is the most
common concave form of utility function [8]. This ensured no change in
the risk premium with respect to the absolute risk aversion (We con-
sidered a decreasing absolute risk-aversion case in the numerical ana-
lysis section as an extension to this original case). Thus, the utility
function for the risk-averse contractor was assumed to be

= >U z e( ) 1 where 0 for the risk averse membersco
z (2)

The project manager has a project of value q. She needs to outsource the
project to an external contractor and so she offers a cost-sharing con-
tract P. The contractor can either accept or reject the contract. If he
rejects the contract, then it would be the subject of further negotiation.
The contractor would accept the contract if his utility is at least equal to
the disagreement point utility (D). We assume that the disagreement
point utility (D) for the members of the supply chain to be zero. When
the contractor accepts the contract, he needs to select a resource con-
sumption rate to complete the project. Upon completion, the project
manager verifies the cost of completion and makes the payment to the
contractor. We also assume that the value of η to be of common
knowledge to the members of the supply chain in this case.

For a cost-sharing contract, P takes the form of P = a+ bX, where X
is the cost function to the contractor. The cost-sharing contract has two
parameters a and b. It is assumed that a > 0 and b ∈ [0, 1]. a is the
fixed component of the contract. b is the variable component of the
contract. When b=0 or b=1, the cost-sharing contract is equivalent to
a fixed-price contract and a cost-plus contract respectively. For ease of
exposition, the time value of money is ignored from this model. Thus,

the expected utility functions can be derived as follows from Eqs. (1)
and (2)

= + =U E q a bX q a bE X For the project manager[ ( )] ( )pm

(3)

=
=

+U E e
e E e For the risk averse contractor

[1 ]
1 [ ]

co
a bX X

a b X

{( ) }

(1 ) (4)

[Where the X is the cost function (a random variable)].

4. Bargaining models of supply chain coordination with cost-
sharing contracts: Nash’s bargaining

Using the Nash bargaining approach, the project manager and the
contractor would maximize the Nash product N(z, D) as below

=
=

N z D N a b
N a b U a b U a b

( , )* max: ( , )
where ( , ) ( , )* ( , )pm co (5)

With b ∈ [0, 1], the solution of the bargaining process with the risk-
neutral project manager and the risk-neutral contractor leads to equal
utilities for the project manager and the contractor [33]. More im-
portantly, it can be shown that the solution is the same for all b ∈ [0, 1]
in this case. Due to their simplicity of implementation, in practice,
fixed-price contracts are likely to be preferred by members in these
cases.

On the contrary, for the case where the risk-neutral project manager
and the risk-averse contractor are as defined in Eqs. (3) and (4),
Lippman et al. [33] used a normally distributed cost function X. As
argued earlier, this is very unlikely in practice. Thus, this research ex-
tends the model with different forms of the probability distribution for
the cost function X, namely the gamma and the beta distributions.

As defined earlier, the expected value =E X µ( ) . Additionally, let W
be defined as =W E e[ ]b X(1 ) . The value of E e[ ]b X(1 ) can be derived
from the moment generating function of the respective distribution of
the cost function X. We assume that W represents the expected risk
exposure of the contractor. Thus, using these values in Eq. (5) gives

=N a b q a bµ e W( , ) ( )(1 )a (6)

In order to get the optimal first-best value, differentiating Eq. (6) with
respect to a and setting that equal to zero gives the first-order condition
as

= + + =N
a

W a bµ q e We( ) 1 0a a
(7)

On the one hand, with b =0, the contract becomes a fixed-price con-
tract. On the other hand, with b=1, the contract becomes a pure cost-
plus contract. Thus,

= =
= =

a a W W
a a W W

and for fixed-price contracts
and for cost-plus contracts

0 0

1 1

It can be easily shown when b = 1, then =W 11 . Both the contracts’
(fixed-price and cost-plus) parameters should satisfy the first best
condition in Eq. (7). Thus, using the values of a and W from above, the
following conditions can be derived as

+ + =
+ + = =

W a q e
a µ q e W

[ ( ) 1] 1 0 For fixed-price
[ ( ) 1] 1 0 For cost-plus[ 1]

a

a
0 0

1 1

0

1 (8)

The W value can be calculated as below

= =
+ +

+ += =

W E e
t

c r
c d r

t
i

[ ]

1
(1 )

gamma distributed cost

1
!

beta distributed cost
tX

i

i

r

i i

1 0

1

(9)
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where =t b(1 ), please see Section 3 for the rest of the parameter
details

Thus, for a fixed-price contract with b = 0, the following can be
derived

= =
+ +

+ += =

W W
c r

c d r i

1
(1 )

gamma distributed cost

1
!

beta distributed cost
i r

i i i0

1 0

1

(10)

As stated earlier, W=1 for b=1 irrespective of any distribution. Now,
the mean value μ for the cost functions are as follows

=
+

µ c
c d

gamma distributed cost

beta distributed cost
(11)

Using these values of W (Including W0) and μ in Eq. (7), the optimal
condition for the contract parameter a can be determined for the se-
lected distributions of the cost function. This is summarized in the
following lemmas.

Lemma 1. The optimal value of contract parameter a0 of a cost-sharing
contract P= a+bX that maximizes the Nash product, satisfies the following
conditions if b = 0

+ + =

+ +
+ +

+ + =

= =

1
(1 )

[ ( a q) 1]e 1 0 gamma

1 c r
c d r i!

[ ( a q) 1]e 1 0

beta

0
a

i 1 r 0

i 1 i i

0
a

0

0 (12)

Lemma 2. The optimal value of contract parameter a1 of a cost-sharing
contract P= a+bX that maximizes the Nash product, satisfies the following
conditions if b = 1

+ +
=

+
+ +

=

a q
e

a c
c d

q

e

[ ( ) 1]
1 0

gamma distributed cost

1

1 0

beta distributed cost

a

a

1

1

1

1 (13)

Following Lippman et al. [33]’s suggestion to use the sign test of the
derivatives, the Nash product or the individual utility functions of the
members of the supply chain can be shown as either increasing or de-
creasing in b. Accordingly, it can be concluded whether fixed-price, or
cost-plus or any other form of cost-sharing contract dominates the so-
lution. Thus, differentiating Eq. (5) with respect to b, we get

= +dN a b
db

U dU
db

U dU
db

( , )
co

PM
PM

co

(14)

Differentiating Eq. (3) with respect to b, and using the value of
=E x µ( )

=dU
db

da
db

µPM
(15)

Rearranging the terms from Eq. (7), we get

= =

=

q a bµ e W
e W

A
A

A e W

( ) 1 1

[where ]

a

a

a (16)

Differentiating Eq. (16) with respect to b, we get the following

=da
db

µ
A

dA
db

1
2 (17)

Now

= +dA
db

e W da
db

e dW
db

a a
(18)

Using this value of A and dA
db

from (18) in Eq. (17)

= + = +da
db

µ
A

A da
db

A
W

dW
db A W

dW
db

µ1 1 1
2 (19)

As mentioned earlier, =U e W1co
a . Based on the assumption made

in Eq. (16), =U A1co . Thus, differentiating both sides with respect to
b

=dU
db

dA
db

co
(20)

Thus, the signs of dU
db

pm and dU
db

co depend on the signs of dW
db

and dA
db

re-
spectively. The sign tests of these derivatives depend on the nature of
the distribution of the cost function X. Using the first-order derivative of
W i.e. dW

db
for gamma and beta distributed cost in the Eq. (19) we get

=

+

+

+

+ +

+

+ + + +

+
+ + + + +

+

+
+ + +

( )
( )

da
db

µ

A
b
b

b

1
1

(1 )
{1 (1 )}

gamma dist cost

1 (1 )
beta dist cost

c b
c d A

d
c d c d

d c b
c d c d c d

c
c d

b

c c
c d c d

2

(1 )
( ) ( )( 1)

2 ( 1) (1 )
2 ! ( )( 1)( 2)

(1 )
2 !

( 1)
( )( 1)

2

2 2

2

(21)

The parameters ω, c, d, and ϕ are assumed to be positive. The value of A
as assigned in Eq. (16) is positive. It can be easily shown that

>b1 (1 ) 0 for the gamma distributed cost functions (Please see
the appendix for a detailed proof). Hence, from Eq. (21), it can be
shown that the right-hand side of the equation becomes positive for
0 ≤ b < 1 and zero for b=1. Combining this observation with what
we found in Eqs. (15) and (17), the situation is summarized in the
following lemma (Please see the appendix for a detailed proof)

Lemma 3. With a cost-sharing contract P=a+bX (where X follows a
gamma with shape parameter ω and scale parameter ϕ or beta distribution
with shape parameters c and d, and scale parameter ϕ), the Nash product
and the utility functions of the risk-neutral project manager & the risk-averse
contractor are higher under the cost-plus contract than under the fixed-price
contract or any cost-sharing contract (0 < b < 1).

Similarly, the calculations can be extended for cost functions fol-
lowing other continuous distributions such as the exponential, and
Weibull. It can be shown that cost-plus contracts are capable of offering
a dominating solution to ensure a win-win solution. Hence, from the
findings from lemma 3, the following generalization is proposed

Proposition 1. With a cost-sharing contract P=a+bX (where cost
function X follows any non-normal skewed continuous distribution), the
Nash product and the utility functions of the risk-neutral project manager &
the risk-averse contractor are higher under the cost-plus contract than under
the fixed-price contract or any other cost-sharing contract (0 < b < 1).
The optimal condition for the fixed parameter of the contract satisfies the
condition in Eq. (13) in lemma (2) for the gamma and beta distributed costs.
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5. Bargaining models of supply chain coordination with cost-
sharing contracts: Kalai-Smorodinsky bargaining

The utility functions for the project manager and the contractor
remain the same as described in Eqs. (3) and (4) respectively. According
to the Kalai-Smorodinsky rule [27], the optimal solution is

=K z D arg z D
a z D D

( , ) max min
( , )z i pm co

i i

i i( , )i (22)

Where i denotes either the project manager or the contractor; zi is the
pay off to member i; Di is the disagreement pay-off; and ai(z, D) is the
aspiration pay-off to member i. ai(z, D) is defined as

=a z D arg z( , ) max( )i i . Thus, the Kalai-Smorodinsky solution K(z,D)
maximizes the individually rational pay-off normalized (Upmn for the
project manager and Ucon for the contractor in this case) with respect to
the aspiration point pay off.

As before, the disagreement pay-off (Di) for both the members is
assumed as zero. The aspiration point for the project manager and the
contractor are respectively as follow

For the project manager

= =a z D q E X q µ( , ) ( )pm (23)

For the contractor

=
=

a z D
q µ

e E e e V
( , )

Risk neutral contractor
1 { } 1 Risk averse contractorco q X q

(24)

[where =µ E X( ) and =V E e{ }X ]
Similar to the case of Nash’s bargaining with risk-neutral members,

for Kalai-Smorodinsky bargaining the maximum utility is equally split
amongst the members. Like Nash’s bargaining, this is the same for fixed-
price and cost-plus contracts. Thus, due to its simplicity, the fixed-price
contract is likely to be preferred over the cost-plus contract in practice
in this situation.

On the contrary, for the case with the risk-neutral project manager
and the risk-averse contractor, using these aspiration point values, the
normalized individual rationalities of the members of the supply chain
are calculated as follows

=U q a bµ
q µ

For the project managerpmn (25)

=U e W
e V

For the contractor1
1

[W follows equation (9)]con
a

q (26)

In order to satisfy the condition for optimal K, the minimum values of
the two fractions on the right hand side of the Eqs. (25) and (26) should
be maximized. When the minimum of these two fractions are max-
imized, they become equal in value. Thus, at the optimal solution

=q a bµ
q µ

e W
e V

1
1

a

q (27)

As defined earlier, =W E e( )b X(1 ) . Thus, (for b = 0), =V W0 as V is
assumed as E(eηX). Moreover, it is defined in Section 4 that =b 1, =a a1
for a cost-plus contract, and =W 1. On the contrary, =b 0, =a a0 for a
fixed-price contract; and =W W0. Thus using these values in the op-
timal condition for the Kalai-Smorodinsky Solution in Eq. (27), the
optimal conditions are summarized in the lemmas

Lemma 4. The optimal value of contract parameter a0 of a cost-sharing
contract satisfies the following when the Kalai-Smorodinsky bargaining
approach is followed with b=0
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Lemma 5. The optimal value of contract parameter a1 of a cost-sharing
contract satisfies the following when the Kalai-Smorodinsky bargaining
approach is followed with b=1
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In order to identify if the solution with the fixed-price or the cost-
plus contract or any other cost-sharing contract (0 < b < 1) dom-
inates, the sign tests for the first-order derivatives of the utilities of the
project manager ( )dU

db
pm and the contractor ( )dU

db
co are required. To de-

termine the sign on the right hand side of the above equation, both sides
of the Eq. (27) are differentiated with respect to b

=
µ

q µ
e W da

db
e dW

db e V
1

1

da
db a a

q
(30)

Rearranging the above gives

+ =da
db

µ e WB e dW
db

e Wµ B( )(1 )a a a
(31)

[where =B q µ
e V1 q ]

Now the term B is positive as the maximum possible utilities of the
members have to be positive for the participation of the members. The
values of W and dW

db
would change depending on the nature of the

distribution of X. Using the values of W and dW
db

for the gamma and beta
distributed costs, we get the following

=

+

+ + + +
+

+
+ + + + +

+

da
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µ

B e W

B e W
Be µ

B e W
d b

c d c d

d c b
c d c d c d

(1 )
gamma

(1 )
(1 )

( )( 1)

2 ( 1) (1 )
2! ( )( 1)( 2)

beta

a µ b
b

a

a

a

(1 )
{1 (1 ) }

2 2 2

(32)

The value of B has to be positive as it is assigned as the ratio of the
maximum value of the utilities of the members of the supply chain (The
maximum values of the utilities have to be positive for participation
purposes). Following the same assumptions and arguments from
Section 4, from Eq. (32), it can easily be shown that the right-hand side
of the equation is positive for 0 ≤ b < 1 and 0 for b=1. Now dif-
ferentiating both sides of Eq. (30), and replacing the values of ,dU

db
co it

can be shown that 0dU
db

co for b ∈ [0, 1]. Hence, combining these ob-
servations with the findings from Eq. (15), the situation is summarized
in the following lemma (Please see the appendix for a detailed proof)
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Lemma 6. With a cost-sharing contract P = a+bX (where X follows a
gamma with shape parameter ω and scale parameter ϕ or beta distribution
with shape parameters c and d, and scale parameter ϕ), the Kalai-
Smorodinsky value K, and the utility functions of the risk-neutral project
manager and the risk-averse contractor are higher under the cost-plus
contract (b = 1) than under the fixed-price contract (b = 0) or any other
cost-sharing contracts (0 < b < 1).

Similarly, the calculations can be extended for cost functions fol-
lowing other continuous distributions such as the exponential and
Weibull. It can be shown that cost-plus contracts are capable of offering
a dominating solution to ensure a win-win solution. Hence, from the
findings from lemma 6, the following generalization is proposed

Proposition 2. Using the Kalai-Smorodinsky bargaining with a cost-sharing
contract P = a+bX (where X can follow any non-normal continuous
distribution, and a & b are contract parameters), the solutions for the Kalai-
Smorodinsky value K, and the utilities of the risk-neutral project manager &
the risk-averse contractor are the dominant solution for a cost-plus contract
(b = 1). This dominates the solutions from any cost-sharing contract
(0 < b < 1) and fixed-price contract (b = 0). The optimal condition for
the fixed parameter of the contract satisfies the condition in Eq. (29) in
lemma (5) for the gamma and beta distributed costs.

6. Bargaining models of supply chain coordination with cost-
sharing contracts: Utilitarian approach to bargaining

According to the Utilitarian rule, the sum of the utilities during the
bargaining negotiation is maximized. Thus,

= =U z D arg U( , ) max ( for all the members i.e. i pm, co)
u z

i

(33)

In a similar way to the previous calculations of supply chains with both
risk-neutral members, the solution is indifferent to fixed-price or cost-
plus contracts for the utilitarian approach. Due to the simplicity,
members of the supply chain are likely to be inclined to use fixed-price
contracts in practice. For the case with a risk-neutral project manager
and a risk-averse contractor, substituting the utility functions from
Eqs. (3) and (4) into Eq. (33) gives

= +U z D arg q a bµ e W( , ) max[( ) (1 )]
u z

a
(34)

In order to get the optimal solutions for contract parameter a, Eq. (34)
is differentiated with respect to a and then it is set equal to zero as
below.

= + =dU z D
da

e W( , ) 1 0a

Rearranging the terms of the above equation, the first-order condition
for a is as follows

= +a W1 log ( ) 1 log ( )e e (35)

In order to find the optimal conditions for b (0 ≤ b ≤ 1), Eq. (34) is
differentiated with respect to b and rearranging the terms gives

=dU z D
db

da
db

e W µ e dW
db

( , ) ( 1)a a
(36)

Differentiating Eq. (35) gives

=da
db W

dW
db

1
(37)

Thus, using this value of da
db
Eq. (36) becomes

=dU z D
db W

dW
db

µ( , ) 1
(38)

The values of W and dW
db

would vary depending on the nature of the
distribution (see Eq. (9)). Using the values of W and dW

db
for the gamma

and beta distributed costs in the equation above (38), we get the fol-
lowing

=

+ + +
+

+
+ + + + +

+

dU z D
db
µ b

b
µ

W
d b

c d c d

d c b
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(1 )
( )( 1)

2 ( 1) (1 )
2! ( )( 1)( 2)

beta dist

2 2 2

(39)

It can be shown that the right-hand side of Eq. (39) is positive for
0 ≤ b < 1 and 0 for b=1. Differentiating Upm with respect to b and
using the values of μ for the gamma and beta distributed costs, it can be
shown that =dU

db
dU z D

db
( , )pm and = 0dU

db
co . Using this observation, the si-

tuation is summarized in the following lemma (Please see the appendix
for detailed proof)

Lemma 7. With a cost-sharing contract P = a+bX (where X follows a
gamma with shape parameter ω and scale parameter ϕ or beta distribution
with shape parameters c and d, and scale parameter ϕ), the Utilitarian sum
U, and the utility functions of the risk-neutral project manager are higher
under the cost-plus contract (b = 1) than under the fixed-price contract (b
= 0) or any other cost-sharing contracts (0 < b < 1). However, the risk-
averse contractor’s utility does not change for any values of b for b ∈ [0, 1].

Similarly, the calculations can be extended to cost functions fol-
lowing other continuous distributions such as the exponential and
Weibull. It can be shown that cost-plus contracts are capable of offering
a dominating solution to ensure a win-win solution for the project
manager and the contractor’s utility remains unchanged for b ∈ [0, 1].
Hence, from the findings from lemma 7, the following generalization is
proposed

Proposition 3. Using the utilitarian bargaining approach for any non-
normal continuous distribution with a cost-sharing contract P=a+bX, the
solutions derived from a cost-plus contract (b = 1) dominates over the
solutions derived from any other cost-sharing contract (0 < b < 1) or a
fixed-price contract (b = 0) for the utilitarian sum U(z,D) and the utility
value of the risk-neutral project manager. However, the utility value for the
risk-averse contractor remains the same for b ∈ [0, 1]. The optimal value of
a satisfies the condition in Eq. (35). The W value in Eq. (35) satisfies the
conditions in Eq. (9).

Following from the Proposition 3, the contractor is indifferent to the
value selected for b when b ∈ [0, 1] if his objective is to maximize his
utility from the contract offered by the project manager. Hence, if the
contractor has a secondary objective of maximizing his profit or if the
contractor is less risk-averse than the project manager perceives, then
there is a chance that the contractor may prefer the b which is not 1 for
b ∈ [0, 1]. Thus, depending on the bargaining power of the members of
this supply chain, the negotiation may result in an outcome which is not
win-win for both.

7. Numerical analysis and results

This section illustrates the bargaining models using numerical ex-
amples. We used an Australian electricity company’s dataset from their
construction projects. The dataset was retrieved from the paper by
Jackson [25]. The authors derived the standard deviation of the com-
pletion costs as a percentage of the mean. Hence, for ease of exposition,
we assume the mean completion cost to be =µ k$100 . The average
value of the standard deviation has been computed as 26%. According

N. Palit and A. Brint Operations Research Perspectives 7 (2020) 100130

6



to Potts and Ankrah [40], construction projects have low margins.
Thus, we assume the cost to be 80% of the original project value and we
calculate this to be q=$125k.

The models are derived using gamma and beta distributed costs. The
parameter η is assumed as 0.05 in the beginning. The other distribution
specific values are assumed as below. With the information (mean and
standard deviation) as above, for a gamma distributed cost, the shape
parameter becomes ω = 14.80 and the scale parameter becomes ϕ =
6.76. Firstly, the value of W is calculated for the gamma distribution
using the numeric values. For construction projects, beta distributed
costs are usually coupled with Project Evaluation Review Techniques
(PERT). Davis [11] proved that the sum of the shape parameters should
be between 4 and 8 i.e. +c d4 8. With the mean and standard
deviation values mentioned earlier, using Excel’s Solver, we calculated
the shape parameters as c = 4.97 and d = 3.03. The scale is calculated
as = 160.84.

7.1. Nash bargaining

Using the conditions from equation (8), the optimal value of a is
calculated for b=0, 0.25, 0.5, 0.75 and 1. Using these values, the values
of Upm, Uco and Nash product N are calculated. The results are presented
in Fig. 1(a).

From Fig. 1(a), it was found that the value of the Upm was 1.51
(5.76) units at b=0 for the gamma (beta) distributed cost. Then it in-
creased monotonically and became 14.24 units at b=1 for both the cost
distributions. Similar is the case for Uco with 0.07 (0.22) units at b=0
for gamma (beta) distributed cost, then increased monotonically, and
finally became 0.42 units at b=1 for both the cost distributions. As a
result of the changes in Upm and Uco, the Nash product increased
monotonically for b ∈ [0, 1]. For b=0, the Nash product was 0.11
(1.28) units for the gamma (beta) distributed cost and at b=1, it was
5.93 units for both the cost distributions. Thus, the results of a cost-plus
contract (at b=1) dominates the solutions from a fixed-price contract
(at b=0) or any other cost-sharing contract with 0 < b < 1. This
supports the original findings from the models. Comparing the results of
the two distributions, we found a similar movement of the functions
Upm, Uco, and N. However, the difference of utilities for b=0 (fixed price
contract) and for b=1 (cost-plus contract) is higher in the case of
gamma distributed cost. This could be explained by the nature of the
distributions. The upper limit of the gamma distributed cost is un-
bounded whereas it is bounded for the beta distributed cost. Having an

unbounded upper limit would leave the possibility of a higher incurred
cost than the bounded upper limit. This was perceived as more risky
leading to a greater amount of perceived benefit of using a cost-plus
contract over a fixed-price contract. Hence, for the same mean and
standard deviation, the impact of using the cost-plus contract was more
significant over the fixed cost in this unbounded case (gamma dis-
tributed cost function).

We further presented the efficiency of the win-win solution of se-
lecting b=1 over the other cost-sharing contracts with 0 ≤ b < 1 in
the form of comparison in Fig. 1(b). If the project manager deems the
cost-plus contract i.e. b=1 to be inappropriate due to the lack of control
over the contractor’s expenditure and any opportunistic behavior, then
she would lose up to approximately 90% and 60% of her utility (at
b=0) for the gamma and beta distributed cost functions respectively.
For other cases (0 < b < 1) where the project manager shares a part
of the cost of the contractor, the loss of utility may not be as significant
as 90%, but may still be significant in most cases. However, for values
of b≥ 0.75, this utility loss is less than 10% for both the contractor and
the project manager for both the distributions. In practice, any project
manager would try to avoid these huge utility losses. However, she
would be required to make the trade-off between the trust she has on
the contractor not being opportunistic to exaggerate the cost, and the
loss she would incur for selecting a cost-plus contract (b=1). If her fear
of being exploited becomes a dominant decision making factor, that
would lead her to become risk-averse and in that case, her decisions for
the selection of the b value will change.

7.2. Kalai-Smorodinsky bargaining

Using the parameter values assumed earlier, the values of Upm, Uco,
and the Kalai-Smorodinsky Function K are determined for b=0, 0.25,
0.5. 0.75 and 1. The results are presented in the distributed cost
Fig. 2(a).

Similar to the observation in the case of Nash’s bargaining, the
values of Upm, Uco, and K are found to be increasing in the value of b
when b ∈ [0, 1]. From Fig. 2(a), it was found that the value of the Upm

was 2.67 (7.96) units at b=0 for the gamma (beta) distributed cost.
Then it increased monotonically and became 22.37 (17.89) units at
b=1 for both the gamma (beta) distributed cost function. Similar is the
case for Uco which was 0.01 (0.13) units at b=0 for gamma (beta)
distributed cost, then increased monotonically, and finally became 0.12
(0.30) units at b=1 for the gamma (beta) distributed cost function. As a

Fig. 1. Individual Utilities/Nash Product for different b values.
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result, the K values increased monotonically from 0.11 (0.32) for the
gamma (beta) distributed cost at b=0 to 0.89 (0.72) for gamma (beta)
distributed cost at b=1. Thus, once again the results of a cost-plus
contract dominate the solutions from a fixed-price contract and from
any other cost-sharing contract with 0 < b < 1. This once again
supports the original findings from the model.

Again similar distribution specific impacts on the functions Upm, Uco,
and K were observed as we found in the case of Nash bargaining. Again,
the unbounded gamma distributed cost has a non-zero chance of having
higher completion cost at a specific value which is not the case with the
bounded beta distributed cost. This was again perceived to be riskier
leading to a greater amount of perceived benefit of using a cost-plus
contract over a fixed-price contract for the gamma distributed cost over
the beta.

We further presented the efficiency of the win-win solution of se-
lecting b=1 over the other cost-sharing contracts with 0 ≤ b < 1 in
the form of comparison in Fig. 2(b). The project manager and the
contractor both would lose up to approximately 90% and 55% of her
utility (at b=0) for the gamma and beta distributed cost functions re-
spectively. For other cases (0 < b < 1) where the project manager
shares a part of the cost of the contractor, the loss of utility may not be
as significant, but is still considerable in many cases. In practice, any
project manager would try to avoid a huge utility loss. Hence, again, the
project manager would be required to manage the trade-off we men-
tioned in the case of Nash bargaining.

7.3. Utilitarian bargaining

Using the optimal value of a from Eq. (35) in the equation of the
utility function of the contractor and rearranging the terms

=U 1 1
co (40)

As mentioned earlier, Uco > 0, otherwise the contractor will not par-
ticipate in the bargaining. Thus, for the utilitarian bargaining approach
η > 1. Thus, unlike the case of Nash’s bargaining and Kalai-Smor-
odinsky bargaining, the risk aversion parameter η cannot take lower
values. To put it in other words, the utilitarian approach is applicable
for more risk-averse members than the cases we explored for Nash and
Kalai-Smorodinsky bargaining cases.

μ and q are assumed as $100k and $125k respectively as before.
However, η is assumed as 1.3. Moreover, we assumed the σ as 2.69%

instead of 26%. This was because the derived models were generating
undefined utilities for standard deviations with a higher θ for
0 ≤ b < 1. In practice, this can be explained as the non-applicability of
the models in the cases of higher risk and lower risk-aversion. Thus, this
would become another limitation of using the utilitarian approach.
Again, the analysis was conducted for gamma, and beta distributed
cost. For the gamma distributed cost, the parameters are calculated as

= 14.80 and = 0.7. The parameters for the beta distributed costs are
calculated as c = 4.97, d = 3.02 and = 16.66. Using these, the values
of Upm, Uco, and the Utilitarian Sum are determined for b=0, 0.25, 0.5.
0.75 and 1. The results are presented in distributed cost Fig. 3(a). We
found some similarity in results for the utilitarian sum and the utility of
the project manager in comparison to what we found in the cases of
Nash bargaining and the Kalai-Smorodinsky bargaining. Both those
functions (U and Upm) were found to be monotonically increasing with
the increase in b for b ∈ [0, 1]. However, unlike the previous cases, the
contractor’s utility remained the same ( =U 0.23co ) throughout for
b ∈ [0, 1].

Again some distribution specific impacts on the functions Upm and U
were observed. The impact of using cost-plus contracts on the project
manager’s utility and on the utilitarian sum was more significant over
using the fixed-price contracts for the gamma distributed cost functions.
Again this was due to the same distribution specific characteristics
explained in the case of Nash bargaining. However, the impact of using
the cost-plus contracts over fixed price was found to have no effect for
both the distributions. In fact, it even remained unchanged for gamma
and beta distributed costs as long as η remained the same. This can be
explained from the Eq. (40). The contractor’s utility only depended on
his risk perception parameter η.

We further presented the efficiency of the win-win solution of se-
lecting b=1 over the other cost-sharing contracts with 0 ≤ b < 1 in
the form of comparison in Fig. 3(b). The project manager would lose up
to approximately 15% and 2.5% of her utility (at b=0) for the gamma
and beta distributed cost functions respectively. In practice, any project
manager would try to avoid any huge utility loss. Hence, again, the
project manager would be required to manage the trade-off we men-
tioned in the case of Nash bargaining.

7.4. Comparison between the three bargaining approaches

We found similarities and dissimilarities between the results of the
three bargaining approaches we used for modeling. In both the cases of

Fig. 2. Individual Utilities/Kalai-Smorodinsky value K different b values.
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Nash and Kalai-Smorodinsky bargaining approaches, the solutions with
a cost-plus contract ( =b 1) were found to be dominating the other so-
lutions for both the project manager and the contractor. In fact, the
project manager (the contractor) was found to be losing up to 90% of
her utility for not selecting the cost-plus contract in certain cases of the
gamma distributed cost. However, the percentage loss of utilities for not
selecting b=1 was different for the project manager and the contractor
for the Nash bargaining approach, but the same for the Kalai-
Smorodinsky bargaining approach. This was due to the normalization
applied as part of the Kalai-Smorosinsky approach. Nevertheless, the
trade-off for the project manager (between not trusting the contractor
to avoid the opportunistic behavior of cost exaggeration and losing a
significant amount of her utility) would generate significantly different
results upon selection of the extremes of the trade-off in both of these
bargaining cases.

On the contrary, the utilitarian bargaining approach, showed
somewhat different results for the cases explored. The contractor did
not have any change in his utility for b ∈ [0, 1] and hence, no loss of
utility for not selecting b=1. The percentage loss of utility for the
project manager not selecting b=1 was not as significant as we found in
the other two bargaining approaches (Please see Fig 3(b)). Thus, the
trade-off for the project manager (between not trusting the contractor
to avoid the opportunistic behavior of cost exaggeration and losing a
significant amount of her utility) would not generate such significantly
different results as found in the other two bargaining cases. Thus, the
project manager may have some indecision over selecting the correct
value of b ∈ [0, 1]. Furthermore, the project manager’s (the con-
tractor’s) profit was found to be increasing (decreasing) with any in-
crease in b for b ∈ [0, 1]. Due to the indifference in her utility values, if
the contractor has a secondary objective of profit maximization apart
from his primary one of reducing the risk, then he might prefer the fixed
price contract. Summarizing the discussion of this paragraph, the use of
the utilitarian bargaining approach may lead to some inconclusive re-
sults. This suggests that the win-win solution may be difficult to be
reached, and hence, this approach may be difficult to be managed in
practice.

7.5. Further sensitivity analysis

In Sections 7.1, 7.2, and 7.3, we presented the cases with only the
contractor as risk-averse whereas the project manager as risk-neutral. In

this section, we consider the case when the project manager is risk-
averse too. We denote her degree of risk preference as δ (as stated
earlier). Her utility function becomes =U e M1pm

q a( ) (assuming
the risk-averse project manager will also have an exponential utility
function like the risk-averse contractor. =M E e[ ]bX is the expected risk
exposure of the project manager).

For the case of Nash bargaining, the project manager and the con-
tractor would try to optimize the Nash product

=N e M e W(1 )(1 )q a a( ) . The optimal a value satisfies the
condition +Me We MW e{ ( ) }a q a a q a( ) ( ). We further
analyzed the optimal b value numerically and the results are presented
in Figs. 4(a) and (b).

From these figures, we found that the optimal value of b is neither 0
nor 1, but somewhere between 0 and 1 when both the project manager
and the contractor are risk-averse. We analysed two cases: when the
project manager was less risk-averse than the contractor ( = 0.02 and

= 0.05), and vice-versa ( = 0.05 and = 0.02). When the project
manager is less risk-averse than the contractor, the optimal solution is
around b=0.75 to 0.8 i.e. she is ready to share 75% to 80% of the
contractor’s cost as an optimal solution. This reduction in b value in
comparison to the base case of the risk-neutral project manager was due
to the project manager becoming risk-averse. We further investigated
the case with the project manager becoming more risk-averse (with

= 0.05) and the contractor becoming less risk-averse(with = 0.02).
We found that the optimal b=0.25 to 0.3 the project manager preferred
to share approximately 25% to 30% of the contractor’s cost. It can be
easily shown that when the project manager becomes risk-averse and
the contractor risk-neutral, the optimal solution becomes a fixed-price
contract. This can be explained from practical considerations - as the
project manager became more risk-averse, she preferred to avoid any
risk of an excessive cost from the contractor being passed over to her
(please see the issues around trust in Section 7.1). This is why she
preferred contracts closer to a fixed price when she started to become
more risk-averse. It can be easily shown when both the project manager
and the contractor are equally or almost equally risk-averse, the op-
timal solution of b is around 0.5 i.e. they negotiate to share approxi-
mately 50% of the cost incurred by the contractor.

Similar results were also found in the Kalai-Smorodinsky case. The
optimal a value satisfied the condition =e M

e L
e W
e V

1
1

1
1

q a
q

a
q

( )
(M is de-

fined earlier in this section; L is assumed as the =L E e[ ]X ) which are

Fig. 3. Individual Utilities/Utilitarian sum value U for different b values.
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presented in Figs. 5 (a) and (b).
For the Utilitarian bargaining approach, for various values of δ and

η, the proposed model failed to offer solutions for some of the values of
b ∈ [0, 1]. However, for most of the cases, we found that b=0.5 gave
the optimal value of both the project manager’s and the contractor’s
utilities.

We also conducted a sensitivity analysis of when the utility function
of the risk-averse contractor is not an exponential function keeping the
project manager risk-neutral as before. We considered =U z( )co

z
1

1

(For z > 0 and η ≠ 1. For = 1, the function would become
=U zlnco ); so the utility of the contractor becomes =Uco

a b X{ (1 ) }
1

1
.

This type of risk-aversion function is used for decreasing absolute risk
aversion (DARA) cases. This ensures that the risk-averse contractor will
require less risk-premium with the increase in wealth value z. We did
not consider the increasing absolute risk-aversion case as the risk pre-
mium will continue to increase with the increase in the wealth, and so
the original results are less likely to change. We kept the risk-neutral
project manager’s utility as considered before. The results are generated
with the assumption that >a b X(1 ) , i.e. the project manager needs
to offer a minimum contract value that is greater than the incurred cost
by the project manager. We also used the same set of parameter values
as assumed in sections 7.1 and 7.2. The results for the Nash bargaining
and Kalai-Smorodinsky bargaining cases are presented in Fig. 6(a) and
(b) respectively. We found that the cost-plus contracts are still dom-
inating the solutions i.e. the best possible options for both the project
manager and the contractor. However, the change in utilities with re-
spect to the fixed price or any other cost-sharing contracts, for using the
cost-plus contract was found to be very low. This was due to the fact
that the contractor’s risk aversion function was a decreasing absolute
risk aversion and he was prepared to invest more money or expecting
less risk premium for his participation. As a result, the expected benefits
were less than the base case. The results for a Utilitarian bargaining
case (presented in Fig. 6(c)) is somewhat different than we found in the
case of the Nash and Kalai-Smorodinsky bargaining case. Unlike the
original case presented in Section 7.3, the proposed models failed to
generate any meaningful result for η > 1. Hence, we considered

= 0.05 keeping the rest of the parameters the same as assumed in
Section 7.3. The cost-plus contract was found to be very marginally
more beneficial (in comparison to the fixed price) for the project
manager, but it was marginally less beneficial (in comparison to the
fixed price) for the contractor than in comparison. As a result, our

model failed to get a unique win-win solution in this case. In real
projects, if the members use this type of bargaining, then the outcome
would be subject to their individual bargaining power.

8. Discussions and concluding remarks

This paper has analyzed the bargaining solution for projects where
the contractual payment from the project manager to the contractor is a
linear function of the contractor’s cost. The important categories of
fixed price and cost-plus contracts are included in this type of contract.
It was assumed that the project manager was risk-neutral and the
contractor was risk-averse - this corresponds to the common situation of
a large project manager and a significantly smaller contractor. The key
contributions to the knowledge include

• The derivation of mathematical models for project supply chain
bargaining situations that can establish an optimal win-win solution
with differential risk perceptions of the supply chain members when
the cost functions follow more realistic distributions (gamma and
beta).
• The Nash and Kalai-Smorodinsky bargaining approaches have a si-
milar impact on the win-win results, while the Utilitarian approach
gives different results.
• An investigation of the difficulties a utilitarian bargaining approach
has on generating the win-win outcome as it leads to inconclusive
results in certain cases.

There are certain managerial implications that can be drawn from
the findings of this paper. The first one is the analysis of more realistic
distributions for the cost functions. Gamma and beta distributions were
used to model the contractor’s cost as they have been found to be a
better model of project costs than the previously used normal dis-
tribution [17,43]. A comparison between the two types of cost dis-
tributions revealed some further managerial implications. Due to the
right tail being unbounded, the gamma distributed cost functions had a
non-zero probability of having an unknown maximum value of com-
pletion cost. This led to a greater cost uncertainty. This did not apply to
the beta distributed cost due to its bounded nature. Thus, for these
cases, the project manager was required to offer a greater amount of
surplus to entice the contractor to participate. Especially in these types
of cases of uncertainty (with unknown maximum cost), the benefit of

Fig. 4. Individual Utilities/Nash Product for different b values: both risk averse members.
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using a cost-plus contract over the fixed price contract was significantly
higher than with the cases of having a known upper bound of the cost.
Similar results can be derived for other continuous distributions fol-
lowing the same set of procedures highlighted in this paper for the cases
of the gamma and beta distributed cost. The results would vary a little
depending on the type of the distribution (if bounded on the right tail or
not).

Secondly, three bargaining models were analyzed: Nash, Kalai-
Smorodinsky and Utilitarian. The results from the analyzes of these
three also revealed further implications for practice. In most of the
cases, the cost-plus contract was the best linear contract, i.e. b=1.
However, in the Utilitarian case, the contractor’s utility Uco was the
same for b ∈ [0, 1]. Hence the contractor is insensitive to the value of b.
This has the problem that if the contractor is slightly less risk-averse
than the project manager believes or if the contractor has a secondary
objective of maximizing his profit, then the contractor will prefer the
utility they receive if b is fixed at zero and then the value of a is chosen,
by the bargaining model, rather if b is fixed at one before choosing a.
For the Nash and Kalai-Smorodinsky bargaining models, the con-
tractor’s utility was higher at b=1 than for other values of b, and so
they do not suffer from this instability. Consequently, this highlights a
significant problem with the Utilitarian bargaining model. This may be
due to the fact that the utilitarian approach is one of the extreme
bargaining approaches.

Although cost-plus contracts solve the bargaining models, and so
provide the optimal solution, they have the drawback as far as project
managers are concerned, that the project manager lacks direct control
of the costs that the contractor incurs. Consequently, there can be a
concern that the contractor is making expenditure decisions that may
be higher than the optimal on the grounds that they will be reimbursed
for the project costs. This fear of being exploited may lead to some
trade-off in the decision making of the project manager (between the
loss of utility for not selecting a cost-plus contract and the loss of
control due to the opportunistic behavior of the contractor) of the
project manager. In practice, if the project manager has less trust over
the contractor’s opportunistic behavior, she may choose a value of b
that is below 1 if the utility loss for not selecting the optimal is not
significant. Despite these challenges, it is used in practice. We found
evidence of its use from a report of the European Union on the projects:

treatment, valorisation and solid-waste disposal of inter-municipal
system of the “Litoral Centroâǥ region (ERSUC), and Sanitation sub-
systems of Barreiro/Moita and Seixal (SIMARSUL) in Portugal [9]. We
also found recent evidence of the use of cost-based contracts including
cost-plus contracts, e.g. the USA’s Department of Defence, recently
awarded a cost-plus fixed-fee contract to Science Application Interna-
tional Corporation [22]. Bargaining power can play an important role
in the selection of the type of the contract and a wrong selection could
make things less profitable leading to organizations involved going into
administration. This is quite common in construction sector projects
such as recent failures in the UK of JistCourt [6] and Carillion [18]. The
main reason cited for these failures was the presence of less profitable
projects. In fact, Goodley [18] reported that the failure of Carillion was
due to a popular phenomenon “subbie-bashing” where the small and
medium firms are financially exploited by powerful large farms in their
supply chain. Above all, the value of the current research is in proving
that the best solution occurs at b=1, and so allows the loss of utility
from choosing a non-optimal value of b to be determined.

Furthermore, our sensitivity analysis investigated how things
changed when the project manager also became risk-averse. This has
several practical implications. In reality, it is likely that the project
manager may have some degree of risk-aversion in many cases. It can
be easily shown (both analytically and numerically) that the risk-averse
project manager’s best interest was to offer a fixed price contract to
avoid any exploitation of uncontrolled costs being passed over to her by
the contractor as discussed in the last paragraph. On the contrary, our
analysis showed that the risk-averse contractor was inclined to bargain
for a cost-plus contract as he was having the fear of uncertainty in cost
estimation at the beginning of the project. Depending on the degree of
risk-aversion of the member, the optimal results were neither a fixed
price (b=0) nor a pure cost-plus (b=1), but rather a cost-sharing
contract with 0 < b < 1. We also found when both are more or less
equally risk-averse, the optimal solution tends to be around b=0.5 i.e.
the cost incurred by the contractor is equally shared between the pro-
ject manager and the contractor. In reality, the bargaining power of the
members of the supply chain also plays an important role in this type of
bargaining where both members are risk-averse. As a result, things may
not always be optimal and this may become detrimental for the member
with less bargaining power.

Fig. 5. Individual Utilities/K for different b values: both risk-averse members.
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Further sensitivity analysis with a different type of risk-aversion
(Decreasing Absolute Risk Aversion) showed how the efficiency of the
cost-plus contracts may change (decrease in this case) when the type of
risk aversion changes. The main reason for this change was the change
in the contractor’s level of financial engagement (more in this case and
as a result expecting less risk premium). Again, the results were quite
similar for the Nash and Kalai-Smorodisnky bargaining cases, but
somewhat different for the Utilitarian bargaining cases. This may be
again due to the extreme bargaining nature of this type of utilitarian
approach.

There are certain areas where our models can be extended for future
research. Firstly, how the optimal solutions may change in the presence
of another third party such as a mediator can be investigated in future
work (as highlighted in a different context in the recent work of
Fairchild [12]). Furthermore, we showed numerically with multiple
scenarios of how the optimal contract was neither a fixed price (b=0)
nor a pure cost-plus (b=1) when both the members were risk-averse.

Further research can be conducted with the empirical validation of this
type of situation with how the bargaining power plays a role in it. The
proposed models of this paper could also be extended to the situation
where several potential contractors are competing through an auction
process. Of particular interest would be how a fixed b, e.g. b=0.5, in-
teracts with the risk aversion level of the bidder, and so, for example,
quantifying how much smaller contractors are disadvantaged when b is
small.
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Appendix A. Proof of Lemma 3 and Proposition 1

Differentiating equation (9) with respect to b, the following is derived

=
+

+ += =

dW
db

W
b

c r
c d r

i b
i

{1 (1 )}
gamma dist cost

(1 )
!

beta dist cost
i r

i i i i

1 0

1 1

(A.1)

As mentioned in the problem description i.e in Section 3, η > 0 for the risk-averse members. It can also be shown that >q a 0,0 otherwise the
project manager’s utility would be negative and she would never participate in the bargaining. Thus, from equation (12), it can be shown that

> 01
(1 ) for a gamma distributed cost when η and ϕ both are positive. Thus, ηϕ < 1. It was shown on page 9, Section 4 that W=1 for b=1 and

=W W0 for b=0. It is also assumed before that 0 ≤ b≤ 1. This leads to <b0 (1 ) 1 and >b1 (1 ) 0. Thus, the value of dW
db

is negative.
This means W is a decreasing function of b for b ∈ [0, 1]. Since W is decreasing in b for b ∈ [0, 1], W is positive as the minimum value could be 1.

Now using the value of =µ from equation (11) and the value of dW
db

from Eq. (A.1) in equation (19), the value of µda
db for the gamma

distributed cost in equation (21) is derived.
In the equation (21), the right-hand side of the equation is positive with 0 ≤ b < 1 and zero with b =1. Thus, the value of the term µ( )da

db is:
positive with 0 ≤ b < 1 ; and zero with b =1 for a gamma distributed cost function X. Using this observation in equation (15), Upm is found to be
increasing in b in the range 0 ≤ b < 1 and attains the maximum with b = 1. It is also assumed earlier that η > 0. Thus, from equation (17),

> 0dA
db . This proves that 0dU

db
co for b ∈ [0, 1]. Thus, Uco is increasing in b with 0 ≤ b < 1 and attains the maximum with b=1. This proves the

case for gamma distributed cost for Lemma 3. Using these above observations in equation (14), it can be shown that > 0dN
db for 0 ≤ b < 1 and

= 0dN
db for b=1. This proves the case for Nash product with gamma distributed cost in lemma 3.

Now for the beta distributed cost, expanding the right-hand side of Eq. (A.1), the following is derived
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Using this value of dW
db

and the = +µ c
c d for the beta distributed cost in Eq. (19) and expanding the value of W from Eq. (9), we get the following
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This above equation serves the case for the beta distributed cost in equation (21). It can be easily shown that the term
+ + ++

+
+ + +b1 (1 ) ,c

c d
b c c

c d c d
(1 )

2 !
( 1)

( )( 1)

2 2 2
in the above equation is W. Similar to the argument for the case of gamma distributed cost

function, it can be shown that W is positive. The parameters η, c, and d are all positive. It is also shown that A is positive. Thus, when 0 ≤ b < 1, the
right-hand side of the equation (21) becomes positive. When b=1, the right hand side is zero. Hence, µ 0da

db with 0 ≤ b ≤ 1. This again
concludes that Upm is increasing in b with 0 ≤ b < 1 and attains the maximum value with b = 1. Using the observations above in equation (17), it
can be shown 0dA

db for b ∈ [0, 1] i.e. 0dU
db

co for b ∈ [0, 1]. Thus, similar to the calculations of the gamma distribution, it can be shown Uco is
increasing in b for 0 ≤ b < 1 and attains the maximum at b = 1. This proves the case for beta distributed cost in lemma 3. Using these observations
in equation (14), it can be shown that > 0dN

db for 0 ≤ b < 1 and = 0dN
db for b=1. In other words, N is increasing in b for 0 ≤ b < 1 and is maximum

at b = 1. This proves the case for Nash product with beta distributed cost in lemma 3. The proposition 1 is the generalization following from lemma 3
and can be very easily proved for other non-normal continuous distributions. The paper by Lippman et al. [33] has derived models for the normal
distributed cost and Nash bargaining.

Appendix B. Proof of Lemma 6 and Proposition 2

Using the value of W (for the gamma distributed cost function) from equation (9) of Section 4 and dW
db

(for the gamma distributed cost function)
from Eq. (A.1) in Eq. (31) in Section 5 and rearranging the values in terms of W, we get the right-hand side of the equation (32) in Section 5 for the
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gamma distributed cost function. It was shown Appendix A that >b1 (1 ) 0 for a gamma distributed cost function with shape parameter ω
and scale parameter ϕ. Hence, the right-hand side of the equation (32) is positive for 0 ≤ b < 1 and zero for b=1 for a gamma distributed cost
function with the shape parameter ω and the scale parameter ϕ. Hence, combining this with the findings from equation (15), it can be said that Upm is
increasing in 0 ≤ b < 1 and attains the maximum value at b=1. By replacing the value of dU

db
co on the right-hand side of equation (30) in Section 5

and rearranging the values, it can be easily shown that =µ B( )da
db

dU
db

co . Now the term B is positive as argued in Section 5. Hence, from the above

observation, if µ( )da
db is positive for b ∈ [0, 1) and zero for b=1, then same is the case for dU

db
co . This means Uco is increasing in b for 0 ≤ b < 1

and attains the maximum value at b=1. These observations about Upm and Uco prove the arguments presented in lemma 6 for the gamma distributed
cost.

For a beta distributed cost X with scale parameter ϕ (0 < X < ϕ) and shape parameters c and d, using the value of dW
db

from Eq. (A.2) and the
expanded form of W from equation (9) in equation (31) gives
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[The value
+

c
c d

was replaced with μ for the beta distributed cost in the above derivation on the right hand side in step 2]
From the above equation, it can be shown that the right-hand side of the equation is positive for 0 ≤ b < 1 and zero for b=1. This is because η is

positive (as argued earlier), and c and d are both assumed as positive as well. Following the steps shown in gamma distributed cost, it can be again
shown that Upm and Uco both are increasing in b for 0 ≤ b < 1 and maximum at b = 1. These observations about Upm and Uco prove the arguments
presented in lemma 6 for the beta distributed cost.

Now using these above observations for Upm and Uco (for gamma and beta distributed costs) with what was found in equation (27), it can be
shown that the Kalai-Smorodinsky value K value is increasing in b for 0 ≤ b < 1 and is maximum for b=1. This further proves the argument about
the Kalai–Smorodinsky value K in lemma 6. The proposition 2 is the generalization following from lemma 6 and can be very easily proved for other
non-normal continuous distributions. For the normally distributed cost, the standard deviation and the mean are not the functions of the same
combination of parameters. Hence, it would be interesting to see this in future work if the derived models can be generalized for the case of normal
distributed costs.

Appendix C. Proof for Lemma 7 and Proposition 3

Using the values of W from equation (9) and dW
db

from Eq. (A.1) for the gamma distribution in equation (37) gives

=da
db b1 (1 ) (C.1)

Using the value of =µ from Eq. (11), and using the value of da
db
from the Eq. (C.1) in Eq. (37) or the values of W from Eq. (9) and the value of dW

db
from Eq. (A.2), in Eq. (38), we get the right-hand side of the Eq.(39) for the gamma distributed cost. Following the arguments from Appendix A, it
can be shown that ηϕ < 1, and >b1 (1 ) 0. Hence, it can be shown that the right-hand side of the Eq. (39) for the gamma distributed cost is
positive for 0 ≤ b < 1 and zero for b=1. Combining this observation with the findings from Eq. (15), Upm is found to be increasing in b for
0 ≤ b < 1 and attains the maximum with b = 1. From Eqs. (15), (37) and (38), it can be easily shown that =dU z D

db
dU

db
( , ) pm . Now differentiating both

sides of the Eq. (34), and replacing the value of ,dU
db

pm it can be easily found that = 0dUco
db . Hence, Uco remains unchanged for b ∈ [0, 1] and U(z,D)

changes the same way Upm does. This proves the case for gamma distributed cost as argued in lemma 7.
Using these values of W for the beta distribution from Eq. (9) and dW

db
from Eq. (A.2) in Eqs. (37) and (36), we get
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[The mean value of beta distributed cost = +µ c
c d ] and
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Following the arguments from Appendix B,it can be shown that the right-hand side of the above equation is positive for 0 ≤ b < 1 and zero for b =
1. This leads to the conclusion that U(z, D) is increasing in b for 0 ≤ b < 1 and reaches a maximum at b = 1. Following the same steps for the case of
gamma distributed cost with utilitarian bargaining, it can be shown that = 0dU

db
co and =dU

db
dU z D

db
( , )pm . Hence, Uco remains unchanged for b ∈ [0, 1] and

U(z,D) and Upm are found to be increasing in b for 0 ≤ b < 1 and attains the maximum with b = 1. This proves the case for beta distributed cost as
argued in lemma 7. The proposition 3 is the generalization following from lemma 7 and can be very easily proved for other non-normal continuous
distributions. For the normal distributed cost, the standard deviation and the mean are not the functions of the same combination of parameters.
Hence, it would be interesting to see this in future work if the derived models can be generalized for the case of normally distributed costs.

References

[1] Abad PL. Supplier pricing when the Buyer’s annual requirements are fixed. Comput
Oper Res 1994;21(2):155–67.

[2] Back WE, Boles WW, Fry GT. Defining triangular probability distributions from
historical cost data. J Constr Eng Manag 2000;126(1):29–37.

[3] Bajari P, McMillan R, Tadelis S. Auctions versus negotiations in procurement: an
empirical analysis. J Law Econ Organ 2009;25(2):372–99.

[4] Bajari P, Tadelis S. Incentives versus transaction costs: a theory of procurement
contracts. RAND J Econ 2001;32(3):387–407.

[5] Bayiz M, Corbett CJ. Coordination and incentive contracts in project management
under asymmetric information. SSRN Electron J 2005:1–32. http://www.ssrn.com/
abstract=914227

[6] BBC. Port Talbot building firm Jistcourt in administration. 2019. https://www.bbc.
co.uk/news/uk-wales-48718625.

[7] Bertenshaw J.. Negotiating contracts in the construction industry. 2012. http://
www.tamimi.com/en/magazine/law-update/section-6/june-4/negotiating-
contracts-in-the-construction-industry.html.

[8] Corner JL, Corner PD. Characteristics of decisions in decision analysis practice. J
Oper Res Soc 1995;46(3):304–14.

[9] COWI, CSIL, Milieu. Environmental report on eight case studies work package.
2011. https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docgener/evaluation/pdf/
expost2013/wp6_case_study.pdf.

[10] Croson R, Donohue K. Behavioral causes of the bullwhip effect and the observed
value of inventory information. Manag Sci 2006;52(3):323–36.

[11] Davis R. Teaching note-teaching project simulation in excel using pert-beta dis-
tributions. INFORMS Trans Educ 2008;8(3):139–48.

[12] Fairchild R. Direct versus indirect bargaining, conflicts, overconfidence and un-
certainties: a game-theoretic approach. SSRN Electron J 2019. https://doi.org/10.
2139/ssrn.3312850.

[13] Fan S, Li Z, Wang J, Piao L, Ai Q. Cooperative economic scheduling for multiple
energy hubs: a bargaining game theoretic perspective. IEEE Access
2018;6:27777–89.

[14] Gan X, Sethi SP, Yan H. Coordination of supply chains with risk-averse agents.
Supply chain coordination under uncertainty. Springer; 2011. p. 3–31.

[15] Gerchak Y, Khmelnitsky E. Bargaining over shares of uncertain future profits. EURO
J Decis Process 2019;7(1–2):55–68.

[16] Gjerdrum J, Shah N, Papageorgiou LG. Fair transfer price and inventory holding
policies in two-enterprise supply chains. Eur J Oper Res 2002;143(3):582–99.

[17] Goicoechea A, Krouse MR, Antle LG. An approach to risk and uncertainty in benefit-
cost analysis of water resources projects. Water Resour Res 1982;18(4):791–9.

[18] Goodley S.. Construction industry needs a watchdog to stand guard over the little
builders. 2018. https://www.theguardian.com/business/2018/apr/22/
construction-industry-watchdog-carillion-small-contractors-exploited.

[19] Haugen RA. Modern investment theory. 5. Prentice Hall Englewood Cliffs; 2001.
[20] He Y, Zhao X. Coordination in multi-echelon supply chain under supply and de-

mand uncertainty. Int J Prod Econ 2012;139(1):106–15.
[21] Hezarkhani B, Kubiak W. A coordinating contract for transshipment in a two-

company supply chain. Eur J Oper Res 2010;207(1):232–7.
[22] Homeland-Security-Today. Department of defense contracts for sept. 3, 2019s.

2019. https://www.hstoday.us/federal-pages/department-of-defense-contracts-for-
sept-3-2019/.

[23] Huang Z. Bargaining, risk and franchising coordination. Comput Oper Res
1997;24(1):73–83.

[24] Huang Z, Li SX. Co-op advertising models in manufacturer–retailer supply chains: a
game theory approach. Eur J Oper Res 2001;135(3):527–44.

[25] Jackson G. Contingency for cost control in project management: a case study.
Constr Econ Build 2012;3(1):1–12.

[26] JCT. Deciding on the appropriate JCT contract 2016. 2016. https://www.jctltd.co.
uk/docs/Deciding-on-the-appropriate-JCT-contract-2016.pdf.

[27] Kalai E, Smorodinsky M. Other solutions to Nash’s bargaining problem. Econom J
Econom Soc 1975;43(3):513–8.

[28] Kwon HD, Lippman SA, Tang CS. Optimal time-based and cost-based coordinated
project contracts with unobservable work rates. Int J Prod Econ
2010;126(2):247–54.

[29] Levy H, Levy M. Arrow-Pratt risk aversion, risk premium and decision weights. J
Risk Uncertain 2002;25(3):265–90.

[30] Li S, Zhu Z, Huang L. Supply chain coordination and decision making under con-
signment contract with revenue sharing. Int J Prod Econ 2009;120(1):88–99.

[31] Li X, Li Y, Cai X. Double marginalization and coordination in the supply chain with
uncertain supply. Eur J Oper Res 2013;226(2):228–36.

[32] Lin Z, Cai C, Xu B. Supply chain coordination with insurance contract. Eur J Oper
Res 2010;205(2):339–45.

[33] Lippman SA, McCardle KF, Tang CS. Using nash bargaining to design project
management contracts under cost uncertainty. Int J Prod Econ
2013;145(1):199–207.

[34] Modak NM, Kelle P. Managing a dual-channel supply chain under price and de-
livery-time dependent stochastic demand. Eur J Oper Res 2019;272(1):147–61.

[35] Modak N, Panda S. Bargaining end customer prices for supply chain coordination in
a declining price sensitive market. Int J Manag Sci Eng Manag 2017;12(1):68–78.

[36] Moore S. Strategic project portfolio management: enabling a productive organiza-
tion. 16. John Wiley and Sons; 2009.

[37] Nagarajan M, Bassok Y. A bargaining framework in supply chains: the assembly
problem. Manag Sci 2008;54(8):1482–96.

[38] Panda S, Modak NM, Cárdenas-Barrón LE. Coordination and benefit sharing in a
three-echelon distribution channel with deteriorating product. Comput Ind Eng
2017;113:630–45.

[39] Pérez JG, Martín MdML, García CG, Granero MÁS. Project management under
uncertainty beyond beta: the generalized bicubic distribution. Oper Res Perspect

N. Palit and A. Brint Operations Research Perspectives 7 (2020) 100130

15

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0001
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0001
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0003
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0003
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0004
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0004
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0005
http://www.ssrn.com/abstract=914227
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-wales-48718625
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-wales-48718625
http://www.tamimi.com/en/magazine/law-update/section-6/june-4/negotiating-contracts-in-the-construction-industry.html
http://www.tamimi.com/en/magazine/law-update/section-6/june-4/negotiating-contracts-in-the-construction-industry.html
http://www.tamimi.com/en/magazine/law-update/section-6/june-4/negotiating-contracts-in-the-construction-industry.html
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0006
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0006
https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docgener/evaluation/pdf/expost2013/wp6_case_study.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docgener/evaluation/pdf/expost2013/wp6_case_study.pdf
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0007
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0007
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0008
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0008
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3312850
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3312850
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0011
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0011
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0012
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0012
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0013
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0013
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0014
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0014
https://www.theguardian.com/business/2018/apr/22/construction-industry-watchdog-carillion-small-contractors-exploited
https://www.theguardian.com/business/2018/apr/22/construction-industry-watchdog-carillion-small-contractors-exploited
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0016
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0016
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0017
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0017
https://www.hstoday.us/federal-pages/department-of-defense-contracts-for-sept-3-2019/
https://www.hstoday.us/federal-pages/department-of-defense-contracts-for-sept-3-2019/
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0018
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0018
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0019
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0019
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0020
https://www.jctltd.co.uk/docs/Deciding-on-the-appropriate-JCT-contract-2016.pdf
https://www.jctltd.co.uk/docs/Deciding-on-the-appropriate-JCT-contract-2016.pdf
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0021
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0021
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0022
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0022
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0022
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0023
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0023
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0024
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0024
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0026
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0026
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0027
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0027
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0027
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0028
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0028
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0029
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0029
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0031
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0031
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0032
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0032
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0032
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0033
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0033


2016;3:67–76.
[40] Potts K, Ankrah N. Construction cost management: learning from case studies.

Routledge; 2014.
[41] Sucky E. Inventory management in supply chains: a bargaining problem. Int J Prod

Econ 2005;93:253–62.
[42] Sucky E. A bargaining model with asymmetric information for a single suppli-

er–single buyer problem. Eur J Oper Res 2006;171(2):516–35.
[43] Wang WC. Sim-utility: model for project ceiling price determination. J Constr Eng

Manag 2002;128(1):76–84.

[44] Yan R. Managing channel coordination in a multi-channel manufacturer–retailer
supply chain. Ind Market Manag 2011;40(4):636–42.

[45] Ye F, Xu X. Cost allocation model for optimizing supply chain inventory with
controllable lead time. Comput Ind Eng 2010;59(1):93–9.

[46] Zhang CT, Wang HX, Ren ML. Research on pricing and coordination strategy of
green supply chain under hybrid production mode. Comput Ind Eng
2014;72:24–31.

[47] Zheng S, Negenborn RR. Price negotiation between supplier and buyer under un-
certainty with fixed demand and elastic demand. Int J Prod Econ 2015;167:35–44.

N. Palit and A. Brint Operations Research Perspectives 7 (2020) 100130

16

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0033
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0034
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0034
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0036
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0036
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0037
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0037
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0038
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0038
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0039
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0039
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0041
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2214-7160(19)30115-0/sbref0041

	A win-win supply chain solution using project contracts with bargaining games
	Introduction
	Literature review
	Problem description
	Bargaining models of supply chain coordination with cost-sharing contracts: Nash’s bargaining
	Bargaining models of supply chain coordination with cost-sharing contracts: Kalai-Smorodinsky bargaining
	Bargaining models of supply chain coordination with cost-sharing contracts: Utilitarian approach to bargaining
	Numerical analysis and results
	Nash bargaining
	Kalai-Smorodinsky bargaining
	Utilitarian bargaining
	Comparison between the three bargaining approaches
	Further sensitivity analysis

	Discussions and concluding remarks
	CRediT authorship contribution statement
	mk:H1_15
	Acknowledgments
	Proof of Lemma 3 and Proposition 1
	Proof of Lemma 6 and Proposition 2
	Proof for Lemma 7 and Proposition 3
	References




