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Table 1 Comparisons of profits for all parties in different outsourcing modes
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Table 2 Costs and profits allocation in different outsourcing modes
LLP ) LLP ( )
1 500 1 400 1500
0 200 200
TPL1 1 000 1100 1100
500 500 600
0 0 100
800 800 800
TPL2 500 500 500
300 300 300
1150 1 000 1150
600 500 500
0 150 100
1150 1 000 1150
0 50 0
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Allocation mechanism in inbound logistics based on multiprincipal and
multi-agent model

ZHOU Xin HUO Jia—<hen
School of Economic and Management Tongji University Shanghai 200092 China

Abstract: This paper investigates the allocation mechanisms in inbound logistics system consisting of single
supplier single manufacturer and multiple third party logistics providers. The aim is to compare profit sharing
and cost allocation in two outsourcing modes direct outsourcing and lead logistics partner ( LLP) . Multi—prin—
cipal and multi-agent models are applied to investigate the system and solution procedures are proposed. Com-—
paring the profit of all parties results reveal that the manufacturer can obtain more profits in LLP mode than
direct outsourcing and the extra profits are generated from specialized management of LLP. When LLP’ s re—
served utility is the same with direct sourcing mode the extra profits contributed by LLP are deprived and allo—
cated between the manufacturer and the supplier. When LLP increases its reserved utility it can share the ex—
tra profits with the manufacturer and its income is the same with direct outsourcing mode.

Key words: inbound logistics; outsourcing; profits allocation; lead logistics partner; multiprincipal and

multi-agent model



