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Figure 1  The study model
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Figure 2  The structural equation model
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Table 2 The results of the model fitting
EUREE L e RS S
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Table 3 The standardizes path coefficients of the structure equation model
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Supply Chain Networks: Multicriteria Decision — Making Un-

The decision model of vertical structure under Stackelberg game among supply chains

Li Baixun', Zhou Yongwu®, Wang Shengdong’
(1. School of Business Administration, Guangdong University of Business, Guangzhou 510320, China;
2. School of Business Administration, South China University of Technology, Guangzhou 510640, China;
3. Department of Mathematics, Electronic Engineering Institute of PLA , Hefei 230037, China)

Abstract . By taking two supply chains as a research object, each of them containing one manufacturer and one retailer, the prob-
lem involving Stackelberg game is discussed, when two supply chains adopt different decision structures, respectively. In particu-
lar, four decision structures between these two supply chains are analyzed, including the structures of decentralized — decentral-
ized, deceniralized — centralized, centralized — decentralized, centralized — centralized. It is found that (1) centralized decision
is the dominate strategy for the leader supply chain; (2) as for the follower supply chain, whether adopting centralized decision or
decentralized decision, it is depended on the substitutability degree of products and the selection of the leader supply chain; (3)
when the substitutability degree of product is low, the structure of centralized — centralized is the equilibrium solution of single
and repeat games; and when the substitutability degree of product is high, the structure of centralized — decentralized is the equi-
librium solution of single game; while the structure of decentralized - decentralized is the equilibrium solution of repeat games.

Key words: multi — supply chains; price competition; decision; Stackelberg game
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The factors affecting key stakeholders’ knowledge sharing behavior

in the complex product development

Wang Juanru', Yang Jin’
(1. School of Management, Northwestern Polytechnical University, Xi’ an 710072, China;

2. School of Humanities, Economics, and Law, Northwestern Polytechnical University, Xi’ an 710072, China)

Abstract; Six factors that affect key stakeholders’ knowledge sharing behavior in the complex product development, are ana-
lyzed; they are project strategy factor, stakeholders’ characteristics, organization factor, technology factor, knowledge character-
istics, and internal enable factor. Then, by using empirical study methods, survey objects which are the key stakeholders in the
complex product development process are selected, confirmatory factor analysis for collecting data is conducted by applying soft-
ware of SPSS 18.0 and Amos 7.0. And the relationship of each factors between key stakeholders’ knowledge sharing behavior
and among each factors are explored, the interaction degree are quantitatively studied. Finally, the conclusions are obtained as
follows ; project strategy factor, stakeholders’ characteristics, organization factor, technology factor, and internal enable factor all
have a significant positive effect on key stakeholders’ knowledge sharing behavior in the complex product development, and
knowledge characteristics have a significant negative effect on key stakeholders’ knowledge sharing behavior in the complex prod-
uct development.

Key words: complex product development; key stakeholder; knowledge sharing behavior



