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ABSTRACT. Cui et al. and Caliskan-Demirag et al. have shown that a coordinating whole-
sale price contract can be designed when the retailer is concerned about fairness. One
necessary required condition of coordination in their result is 8 > ﬁ It means that the
condition for coordination requires extreme generosity from the retailer. There exist some
questions deserved to be considered. When supply chain is coordinated, whether profits
of both parties are improved compared to the traditional supply chain case. Besides, in
practice this rather extreme generosity from the retailer is hard to be achieved, and then
whether moderate generosity from the retailer can improve supply chain performance and
get win-win scenarios. This paper is to explore win-win region of wholesale pricing when
the retailer cares about fairness. According to Cui et al. and Caliskan-Demirag et al.,
we derive win-win parameter region for a dyadic channel composed of a supplier and a
retailer under linear demand and nonlinear demand, respectively. Our results reveal that
win-win scenarios can be achieved under some certain conditions, which are given via
S1T propositions.

Keywords: Supply chain management, Fairness, Wholesale price contract, Win-win
region

1. Introduction. In traditional decentralized two-level supply chain system with whole-
sale price contract, each of supply chain members aims at maximizing their own interests,
which often leads to the well-known problem: double marginalization [1]. Wholesale price
contract is one of the simplest contracts in supply chain system and it is widely used in
practice. Since the execution of wholesale price contract is simple and it saves adminis-
trative costs for the enterprises, to study supply chain performance under wholesale price
contract is necessary. Lariviere and Porteus [2] give a detailed explanation on wholesale
price contract and supply chain operations. Yu and Liu [3] study the impact on supply
chain performance based on the pricing power transferring of the wholesale price and find
that the efficiency of supply chain system is improved. In two decades, researches in be-
havioral economics [4,5] have shown that community and social pressures often motivate
firms to act in ways other than that prescribed by pure profit maximization. Firms, like
individuals, are inspired by concerns of fairness in business relationships, including chan-
nel relationships. Boniface [16] shows that the stronger the buyer-seller relationship is,
the more efficient and sustainable the supply chain is. The related studies in economics
and marketing [6-11,19] reveal that fairness plays an important role in developing and
maintaining channel relationships. To examine how firms’ concerns about fairness affect
the nature of optimal contracts in a marketing channel, Cui et al. [12] introduce the
members’ fairness concerns into channel and study the supply chain performances analyt-
ically. They find that a coordinating wholesale price contract can be designed when only
the retailer or both parties are concerned about fairness. And experimental work finds
support for their analytical results [17,18]. Caliskan-Demirag et al. [13] extend the results
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of Cui et al. [12] to other nonlinear demand functions and discover that the exponential
demand function requires less stringent conditions to achieve coordination when only the
retailer is fairness-concerned. Bi et al. [14] study the stochastic demand function and
realize that when the retailer is under advantageous aversion, the supply chain system
can be coordinated. Wu and Niederhoff [15] study the impact of fairness concerns on
supply chain performance in the two-party newsvendor setting and explore the win-win
conditions for the channel. They discover that in order for the retailer’s fairness concern
to improve expected profits of both parties compared to the traditional supply chain case
(win-win), the demand uncertainty cannot be too low; the retailer is not very averse to
disadvantageous inequity, and his ideal allocation to the supplier is within a specific range.

For Cui et al. [12] and Caliskan-Demirag et al. [13], they do not explore the win-win
conditions for the retailer and the supplier. In this paper, our objective is to investi-
gate win-win parameter region of wholesale pricing when the retailer cares about fairness.
We analyze the supply chain system with liner demand and nonlinear demand, respec-
tively. Based on the win-win parameter region of wholesale pricing when the retailer cares
about fairness, we can achieve a win-win wholesale price contract to improve profits of
both parties compared to the traditional supply chain case, which has a certain practical
significance.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Next section shows the model description
of wholesale pricing in supply chain system. In Section 3, the win-win region of wholesale
pricing when a retailer cares about fairness is explored and six propositions are given to
explain the detailed cases. Finally, some conclusions are reported.

2. Model Description. Consider the standard dyadic channel where a single supplier
sells its product to consumers through a single retailer. The supplier moves first and
charges a constant wholesale price w with a unit production cost c¢. Then, taking the
wholesale price w as given, the retailer sets his price p. We analyze the linear demand
function D(p) = a — bp, where a > 0, b > 0, and the nonlinear demand function D(p) =
Ae7 where A > 0, b > 0, respectively. In traditional supply chain without considering
fairness, given a wholesale price w, the retailer chooses the optimal retail price p* to
maximize his profit function m. = (p — w)D(p). While the supplier sets a wholesale
price w* to maximize his profit function 7y = (w — ¢)D(p). However, when the retailer
cares about fairness, he maximizes a utility function U,(w,p) that considers his own
profit as well as his concern about fairness through setting his price, while the supplier
sets wholesale price to maximize his profit function II; = (w — ¢)D(p). U,(w,p) can be
written as the following:
Ur(w,p) = (w,p) + fr(w,p)

where II.(w,p) = (p — w)D(p). Here, II.(w,p) represents the monetary profit of re-
tailer and f,.(w, p) denotes the retailer’s disutility due to unfairness or inequity. And the
disutility function of the retailer can be written as

fr(wap) = -« maX{fst(wap) - Hr<w7p)7 O} - 6maX{Hr(wap> - "YHS(U),]?), O}
where « is retailer’s disadvantageous inequality parameter, (8 is retailer’s advantageous
inequality parameter, and v is retailer’s equitable payoff parameter. f < o, 0 < g < 1.
Note that the disutility function can only take nonpositive values.
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3. Win-Win Region of Wholesale Pricing When a Retailer Cares about Fair-
ness.

3.1. Linear demand. In traditional supply chain with linear market demand function

D(p) = a — bp, the wholesale pricing contract leads to double marginalization. The

supplier’s optimal wholesale price is “erlfc and the optimal retail price is 3““’@ Then, the

resulting profit of supplier is 7, = (a_szc) , the retailer’s profit is m, = (“lé’g and the

supply chain profit is 3(0“1_625)2. To achieve win-win scenarios, profits of both parties should
be improved. Referring to Cui et al. [12], the globally optimal wholesale price and profits
are shown in Table 1. Based on the results of Cui et al. [12], we derive win-win parameter

region.

TABLE 1. Wholesale price and profits of the supplier when the retailer cares
about fairness

Feasible region w* IT;
0<p<Fandazp wy = R Gy
B2 < asa<s o - b Gt
T <f < g and o 2 max{a, ) e = TR sy
52 md f<ax il s = e, (ot
o= anda>max{1;7ﬁ} wy = g o)
T
1+7<5<1anda>max{1+}y,ﬁ} w[]:%y- izalﬁ;

where g — (=8=871=27)2—8372

8y2—(1-B—Pv—27)2

From Table 1, we know that under w* = wyyy, the supplier’s profit II} equals %,
which is less than 7, = (a SZC Therefore, the second, fourth and sixth cases in Table 1
cannot lead to win-win scenarios. Besides, when the condition w* = w; = (a+gz)((1 Bﬁ ) ﬁiﬁ’cﬁ 7
holds, the supplier’s profit IT* equals %, which is more than ©=t<" bc . While the
optimal retail price p* corresponds to “J;;w’ _ 8 g((i” _’;)C), which is equal to %ﬂ So, the

(a—bc)? (a—bc)?

supply chain profit equals 2 and the retailer’s profit 7 is less than 5. It means
that the first case in Table 1 also cannot achieve win-win scenarios. We mainly focus on
the third, fifth and seventh situations in Table 1 to find out the win-win parameter region
for both the supplier and the retailer. Proposition 3.1 gives the win-win region of the
third situation in Table 1 under v < % and Proposition 3.2 shows the win-win region of
the third situation in Table 1 under v > % Proposition 3.3 gives the win-win region of

fifth and seventh situations in Table 1.

Proposition 3.1. If retailer’s equitable payoff parameter is 3 Loy<! 5, and Vy € (%, %} ,
there exists resulting region of 3 and « that holds

ﬁ()<ﬁ<1+,anda2max{d,ﬁ} (1)

then, the profits of both parties are improved compared to the traditional case, where & =

%;ﬁ?fj;igj:g%f, (7) is a function with respect to v, it satisfies (kﬂg;ﬁ(v))wz ;= =,

—B()7+27)
and (B(7) decreases in 7.
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Proof: From the third case in Table 1, when = 27 < B < 115 and a = max{a, 8}, then
W' = wy = % and the resulting proﬁt of suppher is ITX = % The
(a—be)*(1-B)y*

resulting profit of retailer is IT* = (p—w»)D(p) = (155 12,07 Where p = ‘”‘2%1”2 _B ;((f’fg)c)

and D(p) = a — bp. One knows that in the traditional case, the profit of supplier is

e = (“’82‘3)2, and the retailer’s profit is 7, = (azﬁbbc)Q. To achieve win-win scenarios, IT¥ > 7,
* _ (1-B8)y 1 _ (1=B)~* 1
H > T, Should be met. It means f(/g ’7) = W 3 g(ﬁ ’}/) = ==B+27)2 > 16

When v < 1, if g(8,7) > 1 satisfies, then f (6 v) > § certainly holds. Hence, we only
need to seek out the region where g(3,7) > 15 holds. By taking first partial derivatives

of the g(83,7), one knows gj; = (1;% Obv1ously, g5 > 0 under § < 1= Similarly,
one finds ¢/, = 27@*58(1 ﬂﬂ ﬁfgj)z JA=8) " When 8 < = g, > 0 always holds. And when
f =2 5 =1 one gets g(f8,7) = L. Besides, when § = ——, v = 1, one knows
1+ 2 16 1+ 3
9(8,7) = 15. So, under 3 < v < 3, owing to fz > 0 and f’ > 0, there exists a
resulting (), when 5 > [(y) > 1+27, it satisfies g(83,v) > 16, where () satisfies
i3 g )ﬁ(z)))%zw = ;=. Since fs>0and f] >0, 3(y) decreases in v. This completes the
proof.

Proposition 3.2. If retailer’s equitable payoff parameter is % <y <1, and Vy € (%, 1),
there exists corresponding region of (3 and « that satisfies

B(v) < B < 1+w and o > max{a, f} (2)

then, the profits of both parties are improved compared to the traditional case, where
q = (=B=B1=27)?-83y? (L=BMM)y _ 1

8v2—(1—B—py—27) ’ (1-B(7)—B(y)y+27)? 8’
and B(7) increases in 7.

(7) is a function in regard to vy, it holds

Proof: Analogous to the proof of Proposition 3.1, in order to achieve win-win scenarios,

IT* > 7, II} > =, should be held. It means f(f3,v) = % > %, 9(B,v) =
% > <. When v > = , if f(8,v) > % satisfies, then g(3,v) > %6 surely holds.

Hence, we only need to find out the region in which f(3,v) > é holds. Through taking

first partial derivatives of the f(3,7), one finds fj = % Obviously, f5 > 0

under ﬁ < 1 Likewise, one realizes f! = (lf_)(ﬁl__gj f;v_)fv) Apparently, f/ < 0 holds

When = < 7 < 1. When g = L and v = 1, one can find that f(3,7) = %. So, under
2 < < 1, because of fj > 0 and f1 < 0, there exists corresponding 3(7) that, when
B> B(v) , it meets f(5,7) > g, where §(v) satisfies U=B))y = 4. Since f5>0

(1-B(m)—B(v)v+27)?
and f! <0, B(y) increases in 7. This completes the proof.

Proposition 3.3. ]f% < v <1, and conditions
B> anda>p (3)
are satisfied, then the channel can be coordinated and achieved win-win scenarios.

Proof: From the fifth and seventh cases in Table 1, under 8 > = and > max {7 J&,

B }v one knows that I} = (a—be)® It = a—be)® get win-win scenarios, it should meet

1b(147) 4b(1+)
_ 2 _ 2 . .
the condition II? > =g, II¥ > 7, where 7y = %, T, = % Hence, the feasible region
—1
0f715—<7<1 Slneeﬁ>m,andm<0under—<7<1 a>max{:’m,ﬁ}

equals a > 3. This completes the proof.
From Figure 1, when retailer’s equitable payoff parameter is + < v < 1, 3() that

3 2
T El) el ()))7 o % decreases in v. While retailer’s equitable payoff parameter

satisfies i
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FIGURE 1. Win-win region about 4 and v under linear demand

is % < v < 1, B(v) that holds (1—ﬂ((w1>_—ﬁﬁ({§)))3+27>2 = % increases in . So, the win-win
but not coordinated region is the area surrounded by three curves. The win-win and

coordinated region is the area above solid line (3 > ﬁ) when retailer’s equitable payoff

parameter is % < v < 1. If the retailers equitable payoff parameter v is 0.8, the retailers
disadvantageous inequality parameter « is 0.3, and the retailers advantageous inequality
parameter (3 is 0.2, we know that the channel can be improved and achieved win-win
scenarios based on Figure 1. Furthermore, when (v, «, ) = (0.8,0.8,0.7), the channel
can be coordinated and achieved win-win scenarios. It means that when the fairness
parameters of (v, a, 3) are given, the performance of the channel can be known.

3.2. Nonlinear demand. In the traditional decentralized setting under the nonlinear
market demand function D(p) = Ae~%, the supplier’s optimal wholesale price is ¢ + %
and the retailer’s optimal retail price is ¢ + % Hence, the corresponding profit for each
member is £e~*2 and the supply chain profit is 22e~(**+?). Hence, to get win-win
scenarios, profits of both parties under the retailer’s fairness concern should be more than
de=(et2) - Depending on the outcomes of Caliskan-Demirag et al. [13], we derive the
win-win parameter region under nonlinear demand. According to Caliskan-Demirag et
al. [13], the supplier’s optimal strategy when the retailer cares about fairness is given in
Table 2. And the information of equilibrium prices, profit, and utility when the retailer
is concerned about fairness is shown in Table 3.

From Table 3, obviously, when the supplier’s optimal price equals w; or wyy, the supply
chain cannot achieve win-win scenarios. Because the corresponding profit of supplier is
less than the traditional profit of supplier. Hence, we only need to focus on the cases
when the supplier’s optimal price is wy or wy;.

Proposition 3.4. If retailer’s equitable payoff parameter is ﬁ < v <1, and Vv €

( L 1} , there exists resulting region of B and « that meets

e—17
B) <B < g and a > f3 (4)
then, the profits of both parties are improved compared to the traditional case, where (3(7y)

is a function with respect to vy, it meets (1 —6(7))62_(1_’6(7))(1+%) =1, and B(~) decreases
m .
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TABLE 2. The supplier’s optimal strategy when the retailer cares about fairness

Feasible region w*

y<1,0 < Y and o > wy

v <1, BE[1+7,1+7>anda>ﬁ Wy

Yy<L B> anda>ﬁ wrr

ve(1,2], <2 F and a € [ﬁ, i%) arg max {11, 1 (w2)", IL, 5(wyrr) }
76(1,2],5<Fanda>max{ﬁ,%} wo

ve(L,2],p¢€ [%,ﬁ) andaZmax{ﬁ,%} wo

76(1,2],ﬁ21+ and a > (8 wrr

v>2, < ﬁ and o € [ﬁ, 1+'y> arg max {IL, 1 (w2)", L, 5(wyr) }
fy>2,ﬁ<ﬁanda>max{ﬁ,%} Wa
7>2,ﬁ>ﬁanda€[ﬁ%) wrrg

’y>2,52ﬁanda> {ﬂ, (i+71+«,)} wry

T Note that I, ; (wy) = I, o(wy) and we write I1, ; (ws) without loss of generality.

TABLE 3. Wholesale price and profits of the supplier when the retailer cares
about fairness

w* p* IT U;

_ 1-8 2 AQ=B) —(bc+2) AQ=pB) —(bc+2)
wrwipm O O =) (1-8)(1+7) N (1-8)(1+9)
Wy = ﬂ T e+ (1—ﬁ2§1+w) A(i;ﬂ)€7<bc+%) A(lb—ﬂ)ef(bc+%)

1 A —(be+1 A —(be+1

Wi = b(l—i—w) +c cty b1+ € (o) b(hzv)e (bt
_ 2 A(+a)  —(be+2 AQ+a) —(bet2

Wi = gatay TC €T Ritaran€ Ste e

—B) — =5+
Proof: From Table 3, one knows that when w* = ws, then II} = %Vme (be+ E=22)
)~ (bet+ =220 . . .
and I} = A(lTﬁ)e (bet ). To achieve win- wm scenarios, both II¥ and II should
be more than 2e~(¢“*2 When v < 1, if II} > 2e~(**2) meets, then H* > fdem(bet?)

surely satisfies. So, we only need to find out the reglon in which II} > 7 Ae=(bet2) holds.
It means that f(5,v) = (1 — ﬁ)eQ_(l_ﬂKH%) > 1. By taking the first partial derivatives
of the f(3,7), one finds that f5 = [(1 + l) (1-75)— 1} 62_(1_@(14_%), which is strictly

positive when [ < 1 . Similarly, one can know that f = (- 5)2 2-(1- 'g)(H%), which is
’Y

always positive When 6= ;7 and v = 1, one knows that f(B,7v) = 1. Besides, when

0= 1J1W, V= 1, one gets f(ﬂ 7) = 1. Hence, under — <y <1, on account of f5>0

and f! > 0, there exists resulting 3(v) that, when j3 > ﬁ( ) > } +3, it always satisfies

f(B,7v) > 1, where () satisfies (1 — 5(7))62_(1_&7))(14—%) = 1. Since f5 > 0 and f! >0,
B(7y) decreases in 7. This completes the proof.

Proposition 3.4 reveals the win-win region of the second case in Table 2. And the win-
win region of the fifth and sixth cases in Table 2 are presented by Proposition 3.5. The
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proof of Proposition 3.5 also shows that the supplier’s optimal price w* = wy of the ninth
case in Table 2 cannot lead to win-win scenarios.

Proposition 3.5. If retailer’s equitable payoff parameter is 1 < v < e — 1, and Vy €
(1,e — 1), there exists corresponding region of  and « that satisfies

By )<ﬁ<m,anda>max{ﬁ,%} (5)

then, the profits of both parties are improved compared to the traditional case, where 3(7)

1-B(3) 2~ (1=B() (1+7
Y

1s a function in regard to vy, it satisfies 1) = 1, and ((7) increases in

y.
Proof: To achieve win-win scenarlos both II? and II should be more than Z‘e’(bcw)
Under 1 < <e—1,if II; > 2~ holds, then, I} > 4e~(t+2) always meets. Hence,

we only need to seek out the region where IT* > f (be+1) holds. It means g(3,7) =
%62_(1_’6)(1+%) > 1. By taking the first partial derivatives of the g¢(3,7), one finds

that g = [(1 + ) (1-75)— 1] (1A (145 ) which is strictly positive under 3 < 1+w

Similarly, one can realize that g/ = (ﬂ — 1) (1=p) g2-(-8 )(H?) which is always negative
under 1 < 7. When [ = —andv-e—l g(ﬁ 7v) = 1. Hence, under 1 < v < e — 1,
owing to g > 0 and g/, <0, there exists a correspondlng B(7); when 5 > ((v), it always
satisfies g(3,7) > 1, where ((v) satisfies * (7) 2-0-8N(43) = 1. Since gb > 0 and

g, <0, B(v) increases in 7. Besides, when ﬁ — and v=2,9(8,7) = me < 1. So,

the ninth case of Table 2 cannot lead to win-win scenarlos This completes the proof.
Proposition 3.6. If ﬁ <7 <e—1, and conditions
ﬁZF,CmdaZﬁ (6)

are satisfied, then the channel can be coordinated and achieved win-win scenarios.

A ef(chrl)
b(1+7)
To achieve win-win Scenarios both II? and II} should be more than

and

Proof' From Table 3, one knows that when w* = wy, then II? =
* be+1
I (1+ ) —(bet1)

’2 (be¥2) " So, the feasible region of v is -~ < v < e — 1. This completes the proof.
From Figure 2, when retailer’s equltable payoff parameter is ﬁ < v < 1, the G(v)

that satisfies (1 — 6(7))62_(1_5(7))(1+%> = 1 decreases in 7. While retailer’s equitable
payoff parameter is 1 < v < e — 1, the () that holds %”)62_(1_6(7))(1+%) =1 in-
creases in 7. So, the win-win but not coordinated region is the area surrounded by

e

three curves. The win-win and coordinated region is the area above solid line (ﬁ > ﬁ)

when retailer’s equitable payoff parameters is ﬁ < v < e — 1. If the retailers equitable
payoftf parameter v is 0.8, the retailers disadvantageous inequality parameter « is 0.5,
and the retailers advantageous inequality parameter 3 is 0.4, we know that the channel
can be improved and achieved win-win scenarios based on Figure 2. Furthermore, when
(v, , 8) = (0.8,0.8,0.7), the channel can be coordinated and achieved win-win scenarios.
It means that when the fairness parameters of (v, o, 3) are given, the performance of the
channel can be obtained.

4. Conclusion. In the paper, we derive the win-win region of wholesale pricing when
the retailer cares about fairness. We find that when the retailer is extreme generosity

<ﬁ > %), the channel can be coordinated and achieved win-win scenarios under certain
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= = (1-B(v))*exp(2-(1-B(y)*(1+1/y))=1
091 (1-By)yexp(2—(1-B(y)*(1+1/y))=1
— By)=1(A+y)
0.8 b
0.7F h

0.1f

1.4 1.6

FIGURE 2. Win-win region about 3 and ~ under exponential demand

conditions (Proposition 3.3 and Proposition 3.6). While the retailer is moderate gen-

erosity (ﬁ < %), the channel can be improved and achieved win-win scenarios under

certain conditions (Propositions 3.1, 3.2, 3.4 and 3.5) compared to traditional supply
chain case. Furthermore, our research can be further extended to explore the win-win
region of wholesale pricing when both the retailer and the supplier care about fairness,
which will be studied in the future.

(1]

REFERENCES

J. Spengler, Vertical integration and antitrust policy, Journal of Political Economy, vol.58, no.4,
pp-347-352, 1950.

M. A. Lariviere and E. L. Porteus, Selling to the newsvendor: An analysis of price-only contracts,
Manufacturing & Service Operations Management, vol.3, no.4, pp.293-305, 2001.

H. Yu and L. Liu, Impact analysis on supply chain performance based on the pricing power trans-
ferring of the wholesale price, Systems Engineering — Theory & Practice, vol.29, no.5, pp.11-16,
20009.

R. F. Gorman and J. B. Kehr, Fairness as a constraint on profit seeking: Comment, The American
Economic Review, vol.82, pp.355-358, 1992.

D. Kahneman, J. L. Knetsch and R. Thaler, Fairness as a constraint on profit seeking: Entitlements
in the market, The American Economic Review, vol.76, pp.728-741, 1986.

E. Anderson and B. Weitz, The use of pledges to build and sustain commitment in distribution
channels, Journal of Marketing Research, vol.29, no.1, pp.18-34, 1992.

G. L. Frazier, Interorganizational exchange behavior in marketing channels: A broadened perspec-
tive, Journal of Marketing, vol.47, no.4, pp.68-78, 1983.

D. Corsten and N. Kumar, Do suppliers benefit from collaborative relationships with large retailers?
An empirical investigation of efficient consumer response adoption, Journal of Marketing, vol.69,
no.3, pp.80-94, 2005.

I. Geyskens, J. B. E. M. Steenkamp and N. Kumar, Generalizations about trust in marketing chan-
nel relationships using meta-analysis, International Journal of Research in Marketing, vol.15, no.3,
pp-223-248, 1998.

S. C. Hackett, Is relational exchange possible in the absence of reputations and repeated contact?
Journal of Law, Economics, & Organization, vol.10, no.2, pp.360-389, 1994.

J. B. Heide and G. John, Do norms matter in marketing relationships? Journal of Marketing, vol.56,
no.2, pp.32-44, 1992.

T. H. Cui, J. S. Raju and Z. J. Zhang, Fairness and channel coordination, Management Science,
vol.53, no.8, pp.1303-1314, 2007.



[13]

[14]

15]
16]
17]
18]

[19]

ICIC EXPRESS LETTERS, VOL.10, NO.8, 2016 2035

O. Caliskan-Demirag, Y. F. Chen and J. Li, Channel coordination under fairness concerns and
nonlinear demand, Furopean Journal of Operational Research, vol.207, no.3, pp.1321-1326, 2010.
G. B. Bi, A. M. Qu and L. Liang, Supply chain coordination with wholesale price contract in-
corporating inequity aversion, Systems Engineering — Theory & Practice, vol.33, no.1, pp.134-140,
2013.

X. L. Wu and J. A. Niederhoff, Fairness in selling to the newsvendor, Production and Operations
Management, vol.23, no.11, pp.2002-2022, 2014.

B. Boniface, Producer relationship segmentation in Malaysia’s milk supply chains, British Food
Journal, vol.114, no.10, pp.1501-1516, 2012.

E. Katok, T. Olsen and V. Pavlov, Wholesale pricing under mild and privately known concerns for
fairness, Production and Operations Management, vol.23, no.2, pp.285-302, 2014.

C. H. Loch and Y. Wu, Social preferences and supply chain performance: An experimental study,
Management Science, vol.54, no.11, pp.1835-1849, 2008.

T. Jambulingam, R. Kathuria and J. R. Nevin, How fairness garners loyalty in the pharmaceuti-
cal supply chain: Role of trust in the wholesaler-pharmacy relationship, International Journal of
Pharmaceutical and Healthcare Marketing, vol.3, no.4, pp.305-322, 2009.



