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Abstract

In the era of a growing population, systemic changes to the world, and the rising risk of crises, humanity has been facing

an unprecedented challenge of resource scarcity. Confronting and addressing the issues concerning the scarce resource’s

conservation, competition, and stimulation by grappling its characteristics and adopting viable policy instruments calls the

decision-maker’s attention with a paramount priority. In this paper, we develop the first general decentralized cross-sector

supply chain network model that captures the unique features of scarce resources under a unifying fiscal policy scheme.

We formulate the problem as a network equilibrium model with finite-dimensional variational inequality theories. We then

characterize the network equilibrium with a set of classic theoretical properties, as well as with a set of properties that

are novel to the network games application literature, namely, the lowest eigenvalue of the game Jacobian. Lastly, we

provide a series of illustrative examples, including a medical glove supply network, to showcase how our model can be

used to investigate the efficacy of the imposed policies in relieving supply chain distress and stimulating welfare. Our

managerial insights inform and expand the political dialogues on fiscal policy design, public resource legislation, social

welfare redistribution, and supply chain practice toward sustainability.
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1 Introduction

Humanity depends on the supply of an array of essential resources. These resources, such as agricultural crops, fisheries,

wildlife, forests, petroleum, metals, minerals, even air, soil, and water, are not only critical to the flourishing of humanities

but also considered assets for businesses operations, product innovation, and government affairs (Rosenberg, 1973; Wagner

and Light, 2002; Krautkraemer, 2005). The impact of resource scarcity has also become a popular theme that impels some

of the futuristic opinions and critiques on potential societal collapse and humanity trajectory (see also, Friedman (2009a,b),

Gilding (2012), inter alia). Therefore, meeting the resource demands is a substantive economic, commercial, and societal

matter for the decision-makers.

However, modern history has never been immune to resource scarcity; in fact, we are experiencing shortages with greater

magnitude and frequency. In the 1970s, the western world faced oil crises, which had a lasting impact on the United States

and extended the oil shortage of 1979 to the farm crisis in the 1980s, resulting in low crop prices, foreclosed farmlands,

and thereby the low farm income (Corbett, 2013; FDIC, 1997). Since the 2000s, many regions around the world, including

North and South Africa, South and Central Asia, and some parts of the U.S., have been under enormous water stress.

For instance, California of the U.S. declared to have experienced the driest year in 2013, and again in 2021 (Worland,

2014; Jones, 2021). Since 2019, induced by the COVID-19 global pandemic, the world has experienced an overwhelming

shortage of commodities, ranging from raw materials such as lumber, precious metals, and labor, to the end-products such as

medical supplies, semiconductor chips, grocery items, and household cleaning products. (Gasparro et al., 2020; Chou, 2020;

Valinsky, 2021). As is summarized by an Economist (2021) article: we are in a shortage economy.

Some of the key causes of the resource scarcity, as is pointed out by Population Reference Bureau, include supply,

demand, and structure (UN, 2012). Today, with the world’s population projected to reach 8.5 billion in 2030 (UN, 2019), the

demand for the planet’s scarce resources continues to grow at a staggering rate. Meanwhile, the industrialization in the past

two centuries has ended the “ever-cheaper” commodity resources era and set the fierce competition with rising prices for the

“ever-scarcer” resources as the new norm (Krautkraemer, 1998). Furthermore, traumatic crises, such as the aforementioned

COVID-19 pandemic, also induce the scarcity of specific supplies.

As a means to relieve resource shortages, stimulate growth, and influence economic outcomes, especially during critical

times, supply-side fiscal policies are commonly used by governments as strategic instruments. The fiscal policy describes

changes to government spending and revenue behavior (Keynes, 1936). In the energy crisis of the 1970s, the U.S. Senate

advanced supply-side fiscal incentives to mitigate the ramification of the energy problems (Long, 1973). Those policies

included investment credits for domestic exploratory drilling, research and development on the commercial exploitation of

alternative energy sources. In the global financial crisis of 2007-2008, the U.S. Congress passed the $787 billion American

Recovery and Reinvestment Act in 2009, after the $125 billion provided by the Economic Stimulus Act of 2008 (Davig

and Leeper, 2011). In the COVID-19 pandemic of 2020, worldwide governments adopted economic packages including

fiscal, monetary, and financial policy measures to mitigate the negative effects of the public health crisis on the economy

and to sustain public welfare (Gourinchas, 2020). To date, the estimated global stimulus effort has totaled $ 10.4 trillion

(Economist, 2021) with $5.2 trillion by the U.S. (Romer and Romer, 2021). Monitoring the global fiscal policy in the wake

of the COVID-19 pandemic, IMF (2021) sees the worldwide fiscal stimulus in many advanced economies (e.g., the European

Union and the U.S.) starting to make it more productive, equitable, and sustainable.

From the industrial standpoint of a scarce resource value chain, the supply-side fiscal policies, such as production in-

centives, tax credits, or expansionary funds, serve as a cost reduction and revenue increase for firms in short term and

entrepreneurial processes in long term (Arestis and Sawyer, 2003; Braunerhjelm, 2022). In particular, the provision of fiscal

policies to a resource sector in scarcity, directly or indirectly, can have an extreme preserve effect on the management of the

targeted sector and the broader economy (Young, 2015). For example, in the face of groundwater depletion in Indian states

like Punjab and Gujarat, farmers are given free access to electricity to pump groundwater, in compensating for the massive
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underinvestment in water-saving technologies. Such a benefit results in a more profound impact on the resilience of the sup-

ply chain as well. Today, the emerging resource scarcity, especially from the latest pandemic, has served as a wake-up call

by exposing the vulnerability of the supply chains. Along with an overwhelming pleading for fiscal stimulation in popular

press (Blinder, 2021; Winegarden, 2021; Smith, 2021), it bears merit to investigate how the supply-side fiscal policies could

relieve the shortage and stimulate the social outcome.

In existential resource scarcity where the demand is not limited to one single resource type, governments must identify

their optimal grand strategies. But often, policies and regulations alone can inadvertently create sub-optimal signals to

economic or environmental concerns. As a response to the need for expanding and informing political dialogues, growing

acknowledgment of the cross-sector consideration such as the well-known water-energy-food (WEF) nexus concept (Hoff,

2011) (see also, Bazilian et al. (2011) and the reference therein) has emerged in the past decade. Similarly, the cross-

sector construct considers key issues in each commodity sector’s security through a holistic lens in order to achieve long-

term sustainability (cf. Biggs et al. (2015)). For instance, the discussions on integrated water resources management have

now emphasized issues through analyses of inter-sectoral competition for surface freshwater resources, integration of water

management at farm, system, and basin scales, or balancing tradeoffs with electricity generation and fuel supply (Kurian,

2017; Zhang and Vesselinov, 2016). To date, the cross-sectoral approach has tended toward technical assessments to enable

knowledge and information sharing, support intersectoral cooperation, and enhance productivity and synergies (Biggs et al.,

2015; Olawuyi, 2020).

In this paper, we construct a general supply chain network equilibrium (SCNE) model to better understand the scarce

resources vis-à-vis conservation, competition, transportation, and policy intervention, by consolidating a resource’s innate

scarcity and the supply-demand caused shortage (more in §2.1). Our supply chain network model incorporates the inter-

dependency of the scarce resources by allowing for cross-resource sector links. With the inclusion of multiple resource

products that are differentiated by markets, such a network emulates the scarce resource’s heterogeneity feature in a similar

approach by Zhang (2006). The interdependency and heterogeneity are two features inspired by Pfeffer and Salancik (2003),

and Hunt (2000). Furthermore, in the model, we install a unifying supply-side fiscal policy scheme in relation to the scarce

resource ownership and production. We assess the efficacy of utilizing incentives and taxes in addressing the supply chain

shortage from an industrial organization’s viewpoint. Also, we incorporate a non-cooperative behavior of decision-makers,

considering the unique ownership of the resources and the nature of quantity competition under the context of scarcity. We

believe such behavior is best represented by a decentralized network, a construct known for its generality, efficiency, and

ability to synthesize local information in supply chains (see also, Lee and Billington (1993), inter alia). Finally, in illustra-

tion, we provide a series of numerical examples, including one that concerns medical personal protective equipment (PPE)

supplies, to illustrate the utility of our model.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 is a literature review and the contributions of our work.

Section 3 presents the scarce resource supply chain network model with fiscal policies and its mathematical formulation. In

Section 4, we show the solution concept of the model. Section 5 establishes the theoretical properties of the equilibrium in

the context of both classic and novel network game studies. Section 6 proposes an algorithmic procedure to find the network

equilibrium. Section 7 demonstrates the utility of the model with small-scale illustrative examples. Section 8 provides the

decision-makers and practitioners with real-world managerial insights. Lastly, Section 9 is a highlight of our study and

foresight to its extension.
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2 Literature review

2.1 Scarce resources

The broader studies on resource scarcity lie primarily in the fields of economics and management, each of which gives a self-

containing viewpoint toward the characteristics of scarce resources. On one hand, the equilibrium and monopoly theories of

Adam Smith, John Stuart Mill, and John Nash, as well as the rent and location theories of Alfred Marshall and Alfred Weber,

tie the scarcity to the location and quality of resources needed for industrial and agricultural purposes (Weber and Friedrich,

1929). On the other hand, among the rising organizational theories, the Resource Dependence Theory (Pfeffer and Salancik,

2003) claim the importance of resource by which the owners, producers, and suppliers are connected and interdependent (cf.

Caniëls and Gelderman (2007)), whereas the Resource Advantage Theory (Hunt, 2000) posits resource’s features, including

their demand heterogeneity and roles, in a firm setting. Overall, from an economic perspective, scarce resources can be

characterized as of oligopolistic supply-side power, heterogeneous intra-sector demand, and low price-elasticity of products.

From a management perspective, the possession of scarce resources is indicative of a firm’s competitive advantage and

negotiation power. The coalescence of these two avenues of studies in resource scarcity has yet to occur in literature.

The scholarly interests in the interconnectedness of scarce resources started to agglomerate since the release of the

World Economic Forum report introduced the WEF nexus as a novel concept (Hoff, 2011). Nearly all WEF-related literature

that we are aware of has sought integrated solutions or suggested the interconnection of resources. For instance, Bai et al.

(2016) investigated the interplay between agricultural and fuel products; Zhang and Vesselinov (2016) studied the interaction

between water and energies; Bakker et al. (2018) exemplified a regional economy with water and agriculture in focus; Mun

et al. (2021) provided an expansionary solution to the hydro networks for energy, irrigation and flood control for developing

countries. Almost all of these works, at the same time, amalgamate with agricultural supply chain management (SCM), in

which resource scarcity was associated with a range of societal and economic issues.

In the tumultuous times of critical resource shortages, especially in the wake of the COVID-19 pandemic, a wealth of

studies have emerged to demonstrate the utility of quantitative supply chain models for the urgency of healthcare, agricultural,

logistical, and humanitarian challenges. For example, Kazaz et al. (2016) developed a malaria medicine supply chain model

to improve supply and reduce price volatility via interventions. Arifoğlu and Tang (2022) devised a decentralized system

to combat the frequent supply and demand mismatches of the vaccines. Both Chen and Tang (2015) and Liao et al. (2019)

used stylized models to examine the impact of information provision policies on farmers in developing countries. Yu et al.

(2020) constructed three-echelon supply chain models to study donors’ optimal subsidy strategies for the development of

under-developed areas. Chintapalli and Tang (2021) modeled, analyzed, and evaluated the impact of a credit-based scheme

on the welfare of small-scale, risk-averse farmers. Shen and Sun (2021) explained the impact of the pandemic on supply

chain resilience, identified the challenges that retail supply chains had experienced in China, and showcased the practical

response of JD.com throughout the pandemic.

2.2 Fiscal policies

The research of fiscal policies such as economic incentives in behavioral economics is also related to our work. Under such

subdomain, the design of fiscal policies often becomes a delicate and complex matter when presented with a decentralized

system of multiple decision-making agents (cf. Arrow and Kruz (2013)). Generally, to assess the interplay of incentives

and behaviors, microeconomic approaches are often adopted (see also, Frey and Jegen (2001), Huck et al. (2012), inter

alia). With such approaches, incentives may be linked to the network topology and its design (cf. Belhaj and Deroïan

(2013), Jackson and Zenou (2015)). For instance, Calvo-Armengol and Jackson (2004) showed that education subsidies and

other labor market regulation policies display local increasing returns due to the network structure. Hu et al. (2019) studied

the price fluctuation in agricultural markets by discussing the role a carefully designed preseason buyout contract plays in
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individual farmer’s welfare. Srai et al. (2022) explored how the interplay between competing and coexisting policy regimens

can affect the supply dynamics between producers, customers, and their intermediaries in a supply network.

As noted before, today’s fragmentation and globalization of supply chains give impetus to new value-adding opportuni-

ties with the inclusion of supply-side fiscal policies. A plethora of recent works is dedicated to designing supply chain smart

tax- and incentive-based schemes to promote new energies, foster sustainability, and develop e-commerce, health system, or

broader economies. For example, Alizamir et al. (2019) analyzed the impact of two U.S. farmer’s subsidy programs on con-

sumers, farmers, and the government. Jiang et al. (2021) studied the government’s penalty provision in a bioenergy supply

chain. Tao et al. (2020) evaluated the impact of various carbon policies on planning and operation decisions in emerging mar-

kets. Xu and Choi (2021) investigated the effect of the blockchain technology on the manufacturer’s operational decisions

under cap-and-trade regulation. Arifoğlu and Tang (2022) developed a two-sided incentive program that proposes “vacci-

nation incentives” to be given to both the demand and supply side to combat the frequent supply and demand mismatches.

Levi et al. (2022) analyzed the effectiveness of various government interventions in improving consumer welfare under an

artificial shortage in agricultural supply chains.

2.3 Supply chain network equilibrium models

Also akin to this study are the supply chain network models with multi-agent decision-making, in which case, game theory

is often used (e.g., Hu et al. (2021), inter alia). Among the wealth of existing literature, the SCNE models, inaugurated by

Nagurney et al. (2002), permit one to represent the interactions between decision-makers in the supply chain for general

commodities in terms of connections, flows, and prices. Since then, this sub-domain has proliferated to a wide range of

applications with timely interests. In conjunction with resource scarcity and shortages, we note, for instance, Wu et al.

(2006) and Matsypura et al. (2007) modeled power transmissions. Masoumi et al. (2012), Dutta and Nagurney (2019) each

modeled the supply and demand of a unique medical item; Besik and Nagurney (2017) and Wu et al. (2018) modeled the

logistics of fresh produce in the scope of their qualities and preservation. In conjunction with supply-side fiscal policies, on

the other hand, we are aware that Yu et al. (2018), Wu et al. (2019), and Yang et al. (2021, 2022), for example, captured the

design of an environmental tax or subsidy policy in a green supply chain. Nagurney et al. (2019a,b) studied how global trade

policies could impact the suppliers and markets.

To date, albeit the research in SCNE models has been well developed, new studies continue to proliferate. In surveying

the SCNE studies since 2020, we now identify a few trends of its application. First, the Chinese e-commerce industry

has evolved rapidly with explosive consumer traffic in online shopping, payment, marketing, and services, as the works of

Zhang et al. (2020), Guoyi et al. (2020), and Chen et al. (2020), all affiliated with Chinese institutions, demonstrated the

opportunities and utilities of such model in this industry. Second, the studies in socially responsible practices, led by firms’

environmentally conscientious strategies, have reflected the zeitgeist of our renewed societal values. In particular, Chen et al.

(2020), Zhang et al. (2021), and Yang et al. (2021, 2022) all showcased that corporate-level efforts like de-carbonization

have embodied today’s global supply chain practitioners’ response. Last but not least, the COVID-19 pandemic has evidently

created a host of complex problems in the logistics of medical supplies and labor, among which, for example, are the works

by Nagurney (2021a,b), inter alia.

2.4 Research gap and current contribution

While most of the literature in SCM focuses on either a category of general products or one specific type, it remains largely

sparse on the interdependence of firms and the specific resource commodities they produce in a cross-sector framework (cf.

Bell et al. (2012)). Such a gap can be exemplified by the papers referenced in §2.1, as they mainly emphasize one or two

specific products. To the best of our knowledge, we are not aware of a study in SCM that explores the characteristics of

resource scarcity and the shortage conditions from both economic and management perspectives. A systematic review by
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Matopoulos et al. (2015) has underscored a need for further research on understanding the implications of resource scarcity

for supply chain relationships and their impact on supply chain configurations.

Moreover, the fiscal policy scheme we implement in our model is inclusive of both incentives and taxes. We also set forth

our scope of policy calibration as the broader social outcome and firm’s collective profits, instead of specific performance

measures (e.g., prices and quantities), as what appeared in the referenced papers in §2.2. The coalescence of these two

aspects has been limited in the theoretical literature on supply chain networks. Such a topic would have provided invaluable

managerial insights and should, therefore, merit attention. The major contributions of this paper are summarized as follows:

1. The construction of the first decentralized 4-tier multi-product scarce resource SCNE model with supply-side fiscal

instruments. The model could handle not only the supply chains of scarce resources but also those of general resources

that pertain to the aforementioned characteristics of scarcity.

2. The first work to examine a general supply-side fiscal policy that encompasses both economic incentives and taxes in

one model, with the social outcome as a calibration.

3. A rigorous variational inequality formulation of the modeled general Nash equilibrium problem due to the consid-

eration of both competition and resource capacities; The establishment of a set of novel theoretical conditions to

characterize the network equilibria.

4. Our examples and the resulted managerial insights instilled for governments and supply chain practitioners to handle

scarce resource management, fiscal policy design, shortage relief, and sustainable development.

Finally, we use Table 1 to compare and differentiate our work with other closely related SCNE models mentioned in this

section.

Table 1: A comparison of closely related SCNE articles

Article Multi-product Oligopolistic Competition Capacitated
Policy Instrument

Single Unifying

Masoumi et al. (2012) •
Besik and Nagurney (2017) •
Yu et al. (2018) • •
Yang et al. (2021) • •
Yang et al. (2022) • •
Zhang (2006) •
Nagurney and Dutta (2021) •
Wu et al. (2006) •
Nagurney et al. (2019b) •
Wu et al. (2019) •
Hu and Qiang (2013) •
Nagurney et al. (2017) •
This Paper • • • •
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3 The cross-sector multi-product scarce resource supply chain network model

In the network, there are I types of scarce resources, denoted as i = 1, ..., I. We assign i’s alias j in order to use it in different

tiers. Naturally, j = 1, ..., I. Each type of resource is affiliated with Ni owners, M j producers, and S j suppliers. The unfinished

or end-product throughout the entire supply chain network is assumed to be homogeneous by the types of resources. See

Figure 1 for the network topology. Later, when referring to a certain type of resource, we will omit the phrase “type” or

“type of”.

Resource iResource 1 Resource I

Resource
Owner

Resource
Producer

Resource
Supplier

Market

1,1 1,n 1,N1 i,1 i,n i,Ni I,1 I,n I,NI

1,1 1,m 1,M1 j,1 j,m j,M j I,1 I,m I,MI

1,1 1,s 1,S1 j,1 j,s j,S j I,1 I,s I,SI

1 k K

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

1 . . . t . . .T1 1 . . . t . . .TI

1

Figure 1: A cross-sector scarce resource supply chain network model

The first tier of nodes in the network represents the resource owner. For instance, a soybean-producing farmer is an

owner of a resource type "soybean products". As the stakeholder of a scarce resource, an owner may supply such a resource

to any producer. A typical resource owner is denoted as (i,n), where n = 1, ...,Ni.

The second tier of nodes represents the resource producer. An example of a resource producer can be a food manufacturer

who uses the soybeans purchased from the farmers as raw material and produces soybean-related foods. A resource producer

is able to obtain any type of resource from any owner, as stated above, but is only able to sell and ship its products to

the suppliers who are specialized in the same type of resource. A typical resource producer is denoted as ( j,m), where

m = 1, ...,M j.

The third tier of nodes represents the resource supplier. A resource supplier can only obtain and supply one type of

resource to all markets. A soybean supplier, for instance, does not supply any other resources. A typical resource supplier is

denoted as ( j,s), where s = 1, ...,S j.

The fourth tier of nodes represents the physical markets. A typical physical market, consuming some resources from

its suppliers, is denoted as k, where k = 1, ...,K. Each supplier has t transportation modes, where t = 1, ...,Tj, to ship a

resource product to any physical market. To emulate the heterogeneity of the scarce resources characterized by Hunt (2000),

we assume that each market has its own perception of the same resource, but is unable to distinguish the same resource from

different suppliers or transportation modes. We assume also all markets to be competitive and, thereby, price-takers.
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We consider the network to be decentralized, i.e., each firm of a given tier competes with all others in a non-cooperative

fashion to maximize its own profit by determining its optimal production quantity and shipments, given the simultaneous

best response of all competitors. All of the notations regarding the model are listed in Table 2.

Table 2: Notations of the model

Notation Definition

Indices:

i, j The index of resource. j is an alias of i. i, j ∈ {1, ..., I}.
n The index of resource owner i. n ∈ {1, ...,Ni}.
m The index of resource producer j. m ∈ {1, ...,M j}.
s The index of resource supplier j. s ∈ {1, ...,S j}.
t The index of transportation mode of resource product j. t ∈ {1, ...,Tj}
k The index of a physical market. k ∈ {1, ...,K}.
g The index of an incentive payment bracket. g ∈ {1, ...,G}.
Parameters:

Ui The total amount of resource i. U ≡ {U1,U2, ...,UI} is a column vector.

Ai
g The g’th incentive payment bracket of resource owners (i,n)

B j
g The g’th incentive payment bracket of resource producers ( j,m)

ψ in
jm The non-negative conversion rate at resource producers ( j,m) from owner (i,n)

wts The weight on market demand over supplier s via transportation mode t

Variables:

xin
jm The flow between resource owner (i,n) and producer ( j,m).

x jm
s The flow between resource producer ( j,m) and supplier ( j,s).

x js
tk The flow between resource supplier ( j,s) and market k via transportation mode t.

xin,x jm,x js The column vectors that collect xin
jm, x jm

s , x js
tk , respectively.

d jk Demand of resource j at market k.

pin
0 jm The transaction price between resource owner (i,n) to producer ( j,m).

p jm
1s The transaction price between resource producer ( j,m) to supplier ( j,s).

p js
2tk The sales price by supplier ( j,s) for market k via transportation mode t.

p js
3tk The transaction price at market k from supplier ( j,s) via transportation mode t.

δ in
g Resource owner (i,n)’s excess of output quantity to bracket g.

δ
jm

g Resource producer ( j,m)’s excess of output quantity to bracket g.

λ 0
i The Lagrange multipliers associated with constraint (9).

λ 1
jm The Lagrange multipliers associated with constraint (18).

λ 2
js The Lagrange multiplier associated with constraints (24).

µ0
ing The Lagrange multipliers associated with constraint (10).

µ1
jmg The Lagrange multipliers associated with constraint (19).

πin,π jm,π js The profit of resource owner (i,n), producer ( j,m), and supplier ( j,s), respectively.

CS jk The consumer surplus of resource product j at market k.

SW Social welfare of the entire supply chain network.

Functions:

α i
g(.) The incentive payment to resource owners in bracket g.

β
j

g (.) The incentive payment to resource producers in bracket g.
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f in = f in(xin) The operating cost incurred by resource owner (i,n) in terms of outgoing shipments.

cin
jm = cin

jm(x
in
jm) The transaction cost incurred by resource owner (i,n) with producer ( j,m).

f jm = f jm(x jm) The operating cost incurred by producer ( j,m) in terms of incoming shipments.

c jm
s = c jm

s (x jm
s ) The transaction cost incurred by producer ( j,m) with supplier ( j,s).

f js = f js(x js) The operating cost incurred by resource supplier ( j,s) in terms of outgoing shipments.

c js
tk = c js

tk(x
js
tk) The transaction cost incurred by supplier ( j,s) for market k via transportation mode t.

ĉ js
tk = ĉ js

tk(x
js
tk) The transaction cost incurred by market k with supplier ( j,s) via transportation mode t.

p j
3k = p j

3k(d jk) The price-demand function of resource j at the market k.

3.1 The fiscal policy scheme

For the ease of conceptualization, in our model, we apply a supply-side fiscal incentive to resource owners and producers. We

design a piece-wise scheme to represent some of the most commonly used governmental incentive policies. The incentive

scheme devised here can easily be expanded to a general fiscal policy to include taxation.

We now define the incentive scheme. Let Ai
g denote the cutoff bracket of the incentive on resource i, with g enumerating

between 1, ...G. Let δ in
g denote the resource owner (i,n)’s output quantity excess over the bracket Ai

g. We assume the

incentives given to each entity to be a series of linear functions, only affected by its output quantity, as most commonly used

governmental economic policies are (cf. Sadka (1976); Huck et al. (2012); Yu et al. (2018), inter alia). As such, we define

the incentive payment function as

α
i
0(.)+

G

∑
g=1

α
i
g(.), (1)

where α i
0(.) is usually non-negative, both α i

0(.) and α i
g(.) are linear. For an arbitrary output quantity of x, the payment

scheme for the resource owners is piece-wise linear in shape and can be expressed as:

If 0≤ x < Ai
1, then the incentive payment is α i

0(x);

If Ai
1 ≤ x < Ai

2, then δ in
1 = x−Ai

1, and the incentive payment is α i
0(x)+α i

1(δ
in
1 );

If Ai
2 ≤ x < Ai

3, then δ in
2 = x−Ai

2, and the incentive payment is α i
0(x)+α i

1(δ
in
1 )+α i

2(δ
in
2 );

If Ai
g ≤ x < Ai

g+1, then δ in
g = x−Ai

g, and the incentive payment is α i
0(x)+α i

1(δ
in
1 )+α i

2(δ
in
2 )+ ...+α i

g(δ
in
g );

If x≥ Ai
G, then the incentive payment is α i

0(x)+α i
1(δ

in
1 )+α i

2(δ
in
2 )+ ...+α i

g(δ
in
G ) = α i

0(x)+∑
G
g=1 α i

g(δ
in
g ).

Finally, a resource owner’s general incentive payment function in terms of δ in
g can be rewritten in a compact form as

α
i
0(x)+

G

∑
g=1

α
i
g(δ

in
g ), i = 1, ..., I, n = 1, ...,N, (2)

where,

δ
in
g = max{x−Ai

g, 0}, g = 1, ...,G. (3)

In particular, when α i
0(.) is set to be a constant and α i

g(.) to be negative, expression (2) represents a regressive incentive.1

An example of this incentive scheme is the United States Economic Impact Payments of COVID-19.2 Naturally, with the

properly chosen parameter values, expression (2)-(3) can also represent a general tax scheme. We will use this scheme to

express the fiscal policies for the rest of the paper. Specifically, in §3.3, we will invariably define the incentives administered

to the resource producers.

1A regressive incentive is one whose marginal rate decreases (cf. Sadka (1976)).
2See: https://www.irs.gov/coronavirus-tax-relief-and-economic-impact-payments.
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3.2 The resource owner’s problem

A typical resource i has a total capacity of Ui, shared by all Ni owners of the same resource. A resource owner (i,n)

strategically determines its shipment quantity xin
jm to a resource producer ( j,m). We use Q0, a column vector with Q0 ∈

R
∑

I
i=1 ∑

I
j=1 NiM j

+ , to group all xin
jm. We assume an owner incurs an operating cost of

f in = f in(xin), ∀i,n, (4)

where xin ≡ (xin
11, ...,x

in
jm, ...,x

in
IM j

), and a transaction cost of

cin
jm = cin

jm(x
in
jm), ∀i,n, j,m. (5)

The incentive payment received by the resource owner (i,n) is

α
i
0(

I

∑
j=1

M j

∑
m=1

xin
jm)+

G

∑
g=1

α
i
g(δ

in
g ), ∀i,n, (6)

where, the quantity excess

δ
in
g = max

{
I

∑
j=1

M j

∑
m=1

xin
jm−Ai

g, 0

}
, ∀g = 1, ...,G. (7)

We group all δ in
g into a column vector �0, with �0 ∈ R∑

I
i=1 GNi

+ , and assume all of the cost functions above, i.e., f in, cin
jm, to

be continuously differentiable.

The price of products between the resource owner (i,n) and the producer ( j,m) is denoted by pin
0 jm. We further denote

the equilibrium of such a price as pin∗
0 jm. Hence, the total revenue of each owner is ∑

I
j=1 ∑

M j
m=1 pin

0 jmxin
jm.

As a profit-maximizer, each typical owner faces the following problem.

Maximize: πin =
I

∑
j=1

M j

∑
m=1

pin
0 jmxin

jm− f in(xin)−
I

∑
j=1

M j

∑
m=1

cin
jm(x

in
jm)+α

i
0(

I

∑
j=1

M j

∑
m=1

xin
jm)+

G

∑
g=1

α
i
g(δ

in
g ) (8)

Subject to:
Ni

∑
n=1

I

∑
j=1

M j

∑
m=1

xin
jm ≤Ui, (λ 0

i ) (9)

I

∑
j=1

M j

∑
m=1

xin
jm−δ

in
g ≤ Ai

g, ∀g, (µ0
ing) (10)

xin
jm ≥ 0, ∀ j,m, δ

in
g ≥ 0, ∀g.

The constraint (9) is the resource capacity. The constraint (10), along with δ in
g ≥ 0, is the equivalence of expression (7).

λ 0
i and µ0

ing are the Lagrange multipliers3 associated with inequality constraints (9) and (10), respectively. We subsequently

group all λ 0
i and µ0

ing into a column vector λ 0 and µ0, with λ 0 ∈ RI
+ and µ0 ∈ R∑

I
i=1 GNi

+ , respectively.

In this decentralized supply chain, the resource owners compete in a non-cooperative fashion, a behavior of classic

Cournot-Nash (Cournot, 1838; Nash, 1950, 1951) stating that each owner determines the optimal output, given the simul-

taneously optimal ones of all competitors. As such, the optimal behavior of all resource owners can be expressed as a

3For the details of such reformulation technique, see Bertsekas and Tsitsiklis (1989).
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variational inequality (VI)4: determine (Q0∗,�0∗,λ 0∗,µ0∗) ∈K 1, satisfying:

I

∑
i=1

Ni

∑
n=1

I

∑
j=1

M j

∑
m=1

[
∂ f in(xin∗)

∂xin
jm

+
∂cin

jm(x
in∗
jm )

∂xin
jm

− pin∗
0 jm−

∂α i
0(x

in∗
jm )

∂xin
jm

+λ
0∗
i +

G

∑
g=1

µ
0∗
ing

]
× (xin

jm− xin∗
jm )

+
I

∑
i=1

Ni

∑
n=1

G

∑
g=1

[
−

∂α i
g(δ

in∗
g )

∂δ in
g

−µ
0∗
ing

]
× (δ in

g −δ
in∗
g )+

I

∑
i=1

[
Ui−

Ni

∑
n=1

I

∑
j=1

M j

∑
m=1

xin∗
jm

]
× (λ 0

i −λ
0∗
i ) (11)

+
I

∑
i=1

Ni

∑
n=1

G

∑
g=1

[
Ai

g−
I

∑
j=1

M j

∑
m=1

xin∗
jm +δ

in∗
g

]
× (µ0

ing−µ
0∗
ing)≥ 0,

∀(Q0,�0,λ 0,µ0) ∈K 1,

where, K 1 ≡ {(Q0,�0,λ 0,µ0)|(Q0,�0,λ 0,µ0) ∈ R
∑

I
i=1(∑

I
j=1 NiM j+2GNi)+I

+ }.
Due to constraint (9), the solution to the optimality condition (11) is a variational equilibrium (Kulkarni and Shanbhag,

2012), a refinement of the general Nash equilibrium (GNE)5. In a variational equilibrium, all of the Lagrange multipliers

associated with the shared constraints are equal. By formulating a GNE in VI, we can resort to a set of well-established

theoretical properties (more in Section 5) and algorithmic schemes than with a formulation by quasi-inequality, a formalism

for GNE problems (Facchinei and Kanzow, 2007).

In addition, condition (11) proffers a readily interpretable mathematical form from an economic perspective. According

to the first summand, a resource owner will ship a positive amount of the product to a resource producer if the price that the

producer is willing to pay for the product is exactly equal to, the owner’s marginal cost less the marginal incentive benefit.

If the owner’s marginal cost, less the marginal incentive benefit, exceeds what the retailer is willing to pay for the product,

then there will not be any shipments from the owner to the producer.

3.3 The resource producer’s problem

A resource producer ( j,m) strategically determines its shipment quantity x jm
s to a resource supplier ( j,s). We group all x jm

s

into a column vector Q1, with Q1 ∈ R
∑

I
j=1 M jS j

+ . We introduce a non-negative conversion rate of production ψ in
jm. We assume

that the producer’s operating cost is associated with its total raw material quantity receivables from the owners and that it

can be written as

f jm = f jm(x jm), ∀ j,m, (12)

where, x jm ≡ (x11
jm, ...,x

in
jm, ...,x

INi
jm ).

The producer’s transaction cost is associated with the flow between each pair of producer and supplier

c jm
s = c jm

s (x jm
s ), ∀ j,m,s. (13)

Similar to the incentive scheme for the resource owners, we let B j
g denote the cutoff bracket of the incentives, with g

enumerating between 1, ...G. Let δ
jm

g denote the excess of output quantity over bracket B j
g. As such, we define the resource

producer’s incentive payment function as

β
j

0 (.)+
G

∑
g=1

β
j

g (.), (14)

4Gabay and Moulin (1980) were among some of the earliest landmark works to establish the equivalence between the optimization problem and
variational inequality problem. See also, Nagurney (1999).

5GNE problem has been frequently used in common-pool resource studies as a mathematical-economic tool. For more information on general Nash
equilibrium problems (GNEP), see Harker (1991), Facchinei and Kanzow (2007).
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Specifically, the incentive payment received by the resource producer ( j,m) is a function of its total output quantity, i.e.,

β
j

0 (
S j

∑
s=1

x jm
s )+

G

∑
g=1

β
j

g (δ
jm

g ), ∀ j,m, (15)

where, the quantity excess

δ
jm

g = max

{
S j

∑
s=1

x jm
s −B j

g, 0

}
, ∀g = 1, ...,G. (16)

We group all δ
jm

g into a column vector �1, and assume f jm, c jm
s to be continuously differentiable, β

j
0 , and β

j
g to be linear.

The price of products between the resource producer ( j,m) and the supplier ( j,s) is denoted by p jm
1s . We further denote

the equilibrium of such a price as p jm∗
1s . Hence, the total revenue of a producer is ∑

S j
s=1 p jm

1s x jm
s .

As a profit-maximizer, each typical producer faces the following problem.

Maximize: π jm =
S j

∑
s=1

p jm∗
1s x jm

s −
I

∑
j=1

Ni

∑
n=1

pin∗
0 jmxin

jm− f jm(x jm)−
S j

∑
s=1

c jm
s (x jm

s )+β
j

0 (
S j

∑
s=1

x jm
s )+

G

∑
g=1

β
j

g (δ
jm

g ) (17)

Subject to:
I

∑
i=1

Ni

∑
n=1

xin
jm ·ψ in

jm ≥
S j

∑
s=1

x jm
s , (λ 1

jm) (18)

S j

∑
s=1

x jm
s −δ

jm
g ≤ B j

g, ∀g, (µ1
jmg) (19)

x jm
s ≥ 0, ∀s, δ

jm
g ≥ 0, ∀g.

The constraint (18) is the flow conservation in light of the inter-resource conversion. The constraint (19), along with

δ
jm

g ≥ 0, is the equivalence of expression (16). λ 1
jm and µ1

jmg are the Lagrange multipliers associated with inequality

constraints (18) and (19), respectively. We subsequently group all λ 1
jm and µ1

jmg into a column vector λ 1 and µ1, with

λ 1 ∈ R
∑

I
j=1 M j

+ and µ1 ∈ R
∑

I
j=1 GM j

+ , respectively. The optimal behavior of all resource producers can be expressed as a VI:

determine (Q0∗,Q1∗,�1∗,λ 1∗,µ1∗) ∈K 2, satisfying:

I

∑
i=1

Ni

∑
n=1

I

∑
j=1

M j

∑
m=1

[
∂ f jm(x∗jm)

∂xin
jm

+ pin∗
0 jm−ψ

in
jmλ

1∗
jm

]
× (xin

jm− xin∗
jm )

+
I

∑
j=1

M j

∑
m=1

S j

∑
s=1

[
∂c jm

s (x jm∗
s )

∂x jm
s

− p jm∗
1s −

∂β
j

0 (x
jm∗
s )

∂x jm
s

+λ
1∗
jm +

G

∑
g=1

µ
1∗
jmg

]
× (x jm

s − x jm∗
s ) (20)

+
I

∑
j=1

M j

∑
m=1

G

∑
g=1

[
− ∂β

j
g (δ

jm∗
g )

∂δ
jm

g
−µ

1∗
jmg

]
× (δ jm

g −δ
jm∗

g )+
I

∑
j=1

M j

∑
m=1

G

∑
g=1

[
B j

g−
S j

∑
s=1

x jm∗
s +δ

jm∗
g

]
× (µ1

jmg−µ
1∗
jmg)

+
I

∑
j=1

M j

∑
m=1

[ I

∑
i=1

Ni

∑
n=1

xin∗
jm ·ψ in

jm−
S j

∑
s=1

x jm∗
s

]
× (λ 1

jm−λ
1∗
jm)≥ 0,

∀(Q0,Q1,�1,λ 1,µ1) ∈K 2,

where, K 2 ≡ {(Q0,Q1,�1,λ 1,µ1)|(Q0,Q1,�1,λ 1,µ1) ∈ R
∑

I
j=1(∑

I
i=1 NiM j+M jS j+2GM j+M j)

+ }.

3.4 The resource supplier’s problem

A typical resource supplier is denoted as ( j,s). Each supplier has t modes to transport the resources to Market k. The

supplier’s strategic variable is x js
tk , its shipment quantity to market k with transportation mode t. We group all x js

tk into a
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column vector Q2, with Q2 ∈ R
∑

I
j=1 KS jTj

+ . We assume the supplier incurs an operating cost that is associated with the resource

product flow from the producers, i.e.,

f js = f js(x js), (21)

where, x js ≡ (x j1
s , ...,x jm

s , ...,x jM j
s j ), ∀ j,s. The supplier also incurs a transaction cost with each outgoing shipment to the

markets:

c js
tk = c js

tk(x
js
tk). (22)

We assume f js and c js
tk to be continuously differentiable.

The price of goods between the resource supplier ( j,s) and the market k via transportation mode t is denoted by p js
2tk. We

further denote the equilibrium of such a price as p js∗
2tk . Hence, the total revenue of each supplier is ∑

Tj
t=1 ∑

K
k=1 p js

2tkx js
tk .

As a profit-maximizer, each typical supplier faces the following problem.

Maximize: π js =
Tj

∑
t=1

K

∑
k=1

p js∗
2tkx js

tk −
M j

∑
m=1

p jm∗
1s x jm

s − f js(x js)−
Tj

∑
t=1

K

∑
k=1

c js
tk(x

js
tk) (23)

Subject to:
Tj

∑
t=1

K

∑
k=1

x js
tk ≤

M j

∑
m=1

x jm
s , (λ 2

js) (24)

x js
tk ≥ 0, ∀t,k.

The constraint (24) is the flow conservation of the finished resource commodities at each supplier, with λ 2
js being the

associated Lagrange multipliers. We subsequently group all λ 2
js into a column vector λ 2 with λ 2 ∈ R

∑
I
j=1 S j

+ . The optimal

behavior of all resource suppliers can be expressed as a VI: determine (Q1∗,Q2∗,λ 2∗) ∈K 3, satisfying:

I

∑
j=I

S j

∑
s=1

Tj

∑
t=1

K

∑
k=1

[
∂c js

tk(x
js∗
tk )

∂x js
tk

− p js∗
2tk +λ

2∗
js

]
× (x js

tk − x js∗
tk )

+
I

∑
j=1

M j

∑
m=1

S j

∑
s=1

[
∂ f js(x js∗)

∂x jm
s

+ p jm∗
1s −λ

2∗
js

]
× (x jm

s − x jm∗
s ) (25)

+
I

∑
j=I

S j

∑
s=1

[
M j

∑
m=1

x jm∗
s −

K

∑
k=1

Tj

∑
t=1

x js∗
tk

]
× (λ 2

js−λ
2∗
js )≥ 0, ∀(Q1,Q2,λ 2) ∈K 3,

where, K 3 ≡ {(Q1,Q2,λ 2)|(Q1,Q2,λ 2) ∈ R
∑

I
j=1(KS jTj+M jS j+S j)

+ }.

3.5 Demand market equilibrium conditions

Scarce resources, such as clean water, energy, foods, and industrial materials, are consumed in demand markets with unique

needs. Concerned with its willingness to pay, a market determines the purchasing quantity from each supplier via each

available transportation mode.

Because the difference in the suppliers or the transportation modes can cause different product preservation in the net-

work, without loss of generality, for an arbitrary market k (k = 1, ...,K) receiving resource commodity j ( j = 1, ..., I), we

assign a set of ex-ante weights wts across all flows via transportation modes t (t = 1, ...,Tj) and suppliers s (s = 1, ...,S j). In

other words, the demand for product j at market k is

d jk =
Tj

∑
t=1

S j

∑
s=1

wts · x js
tk , ∀ j,k. (26)
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We group all d jk from (26) into a column vector d, i.e., d ≡ (d11, ...,d jk, ...,dJK), where d ∈ RIK
+ . We further denote the

equilibrium of such demands as d∗jk and d∗, respectively. Because each scarce-resource product in each market has a unique

demand function, as is in (26), it corresponds with a market price p j
3k in the form of price-demand function

p j
3k = p j

3k(d). (27)

Market k incurs a transaction cost from supplier ( j,s) via transportation mode t

ĉ js
tk = ĉ js

tk(x
js
tk), ∀ j,s,k, t. (28)

We assume ĉ js
tk to be continuously differentiable. Finally, we adopt the classic Spatial Price Equilibrium (SPE) model6 to

represent the markets. The corresponding equilibrium condition is given by

p js∗
2tk + ĉ js∗

tk (x js∗
tk )

{
= p j

3k(d
∗) i f x js∗

tk > 0

≥ p j
3k(d

∗) i f x js∗
tk = 0

∀ j,s, t,k. (29)

The intuition of equation (29) is, that the consumption of resource at the markets will remain positive if the supplier’

purchase price of such a resource plus all associated cost is equal to the price consumers are willing to pay; however, if

the supplier’ purchase price plus cost turns out to be higher than what consumers are willing to pay, then there will be no

shipments between the supplier and the market.

As such, the optimal behaviors of all demand markets as a spatial price equilibrium can be expressed in a VI form:

determine (Q2∗,d∗) ∈K 4, satisfying:

I

∑
j=1

S j

∑
s=1

Tj

∑
t=1

K

∑
k=1

[p js∗
2tk + ĉ js

tk(x
js∗
tk )]× (x js

tk − x js∗
tk )−

I

∑
j=1

K

∑
k=1

p j
3k(d

∗)× (d jk−d∗jk)≥ 0, ∀(Q2,d) ∈K 4, (30)

where, K 4 ≡ {(Q2,d)|Q2 ∈ R
∑

I
j=1 KS jTj

+ , d ∈ RIK
+ }.

3.6 Welfare estimates

To assess the social impact of the model elements in our supply chain network, we provide an estimate of consumer surplus

and social welfare. The consumer surplus, termed to measure the aggregate of consumers’ benefits upon purchasing a product

(cf. Willig (1976)) of resource j at demand market k is given by:

CS jk =
∫ d∗jk

0
p j

3k(z)dz− p j∗
3kd∗jk, ∀ j,k. (31)

We also denote social welfare of the network to be the aggregation of all firm profits and consumer surplus, i.e.,

SW =
I

∑
i=1

Ni

∑
n=1

πin +
I

∑
j=1

M j

∑
m=1

π jm +
I

∑
j=1

S j

∑
s=1

π js +
I

∑
j=1

K

∑
k=1

CS jk, ∀i, j,n,m,s,k. (32)

4 The network equilibrium

Definition 1 (Cross-sector multi-product scarce resource supply chain network equilibrium with fiscal policy)
A product flow pattern (Q0∗,Q1∗,Q2∗,�0∗,�1∗,d∗,λ 0∗,λ 1∗,λ 2∗,µ0∗,µ1∗) ∈ K is said to constitute a cross-sector multi-

6The Spatial Price Equilibrium model appeared in the early literature of Samuelson (1952), Takayama and Judge (1964), inter alia, and was thereafter
extended with VI theories by Dafermos and Nagurney (1984).
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product scarce resource supply chain network equilibrium with fiscal policy if it satisfies condition (11), (20), (25), and

(30).

Theorem 1 (Variational inequality formulation)
The equilibrium conditions governing the cross-sector multi-product scarce resource supply chain network, according to

Definition 1, are equivalent to the solution to the following VIs:

Determine (Q0∗,Q1∗,Q2∗,�0∗,�1∗,d,λ 0∗,λ 1∗,λ 2∗,µ0∗,µ1∗) ∈K , satisfying

I

∑
i=1

Ni

∑
n=1

I

∑
j=1

M j

∑
m=1

[
∂ f in(xin∗)

∂xin
jm

+
∂ f jm(x∗jm)

∂xin
jm

+
∂cin

jm(x
in∗
jm )

∂xin
jm

−
∂α i

0(x
in∗
jm )

∂xin
jm

+λ
0∗
i −ψ

in
jmλ

1∗
jm +

G

∑
g=1

µ
0∗
ing

]
× (xin

jm− xin∗
jm )

+
I

∑
j=1

M j

∑
m=1

S j

∑
s=1

[
∂ f js(x js∗)

∂x jm
s

+
∂c jm

s (x jm∗
s )

∂x jm
s

−
∂β

j
0 (x

jm∗
s )

∂x jm
s

+λ
1∗
jm−λ

2∗
js +

G

∑
g=1

µ
1∗
jmg

]
× (x jm

s − x jm∗
s )

+
I

∑
j=I

S j

∑
s=1

Tj

∑
t=1

K

∑
k=1

[
∂c js

tk(x
js∗
tk )

∂x js
tk

+ ĉ js
tk(x

js∗
tk )+λ

2∗
js

]
× (x js

tk − x js∗
tk )

+
I

∑
i=1

Ni

∑
n=1

G

∑
g=1

[
−

∂α i
g(δ

in∗
g )

∂δ in
g

−µ
0∗
ing

]
× (δ in

g −δ
in∗
g )+

I

∑
j=1

M j

∑
m=1

G

∑
g=1

[
− ∂β

j
g (δ

jm∗
g )

∂δ
jm

g
−µ

1∗
jmg

]
× (δ jm

g −δ
jm∗

g ) (33)

−
I

∑
j=1

K

∑
k=1

p j
3k(d

∗)× (d jk−d∗jk)+
I

∑
i=1

[
Ui−

Ni

∑
n=1

I

∑
j=1

M j

∑
m=1

xin∗
jm

]
× (λ 0

i −λ
0∗
i )

+
I

∑
j=1

M j

∑
m=1

[ I

∑
i=1

Ni

∑
n=1

xin∗
jm ·ψ in

jm−
S j

∑
s=1

x jm∗
s

]
× (λ 1

jm−λ
1∗
jm)+

I

∑
j=I

S j

∑
s=1

[ M j

∑
m=1

x jm∗
s −

K

∑
k=1

Tj

∑
t=1

x js∗
tk

]
× (λ 2

js−λ
2∗
js )

+
I

∑
i=1

Ni

∑
n=1

G

∑
g=1

[
Ai

g−
I

∑
j=1

M j

∑
m=1

xin∗
jm +δ

in∗
g

]
× (µ0

ing−µ
0∗
ing)+

I

∑
j=1

M j

∑
m=1

G

∑
g=1

[
B j

g−
S j

∑
s=1

x jm∗
s +δ

jm∗
g

]
× (µ1

jmg−µ
1∗
jmg)≥ 0,

∀(Q0,Q1,Q2,�0,�1,d,λ 0,λ 1,λ 2,µ0,µ1) ∈K ,

where, K ≡K 1×K 2×K 3×K 4 =
{
(Q0,Q1,Q2,�0,�1,d,λ 0,λ 1,λ 2,µ0,µ1)|(Q0,Q1,Q2,�0,�1,d,λ 0,λ 1,

λ 2,µ0,µ1) ∈ R
∑

I
i=1(∑

I
j=1 2NiM j+2GNi)+∑

I
j=1(2M jS j+2KS jTj+2GM j+S j+M j)+IK+I

+

}
.

Proof: See Appendix A.

It should be noted that variable pin∗
0 jm, p jm∗

1s , and p js∗
2tk do not appear within the formulation of Theorem 1. They are

endogenous to the model and can be retrieved once the solution is obtained. To retrieve p js∗
2tk , for all j,s, t,k, recall equilibrium

condition (29). Since p j
3k(d

∗) is readily available from (27), if x js∗
tk > 0 for some j,s, t,k, then p js∗

2tk can be obtained by the

equality

p js∗
2tk = p j∗

3k(d
∗)− ĉ js

tk(x
js∗
tk ). (34)

Invariably, if x jm∗
s > 0 for some j,m,s, then from the second summand in (25), one may immediately obtain

p jm∗
1s = λ

2∗
js −

∂ f js(x js∗)

∂x jm
s

. (35)

And, if xin∗
jm > 0 for some i,n, j,m, then from the first summand of (20),

pin∗
0 jm = ψ

in
jmλ

1∗
jm−

∂ f jm(x∗jm)

∂xin
jm

. (36)
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5 Theoretical properties

We provide a few classic theoretical properties of the solution to VI (33), based on Gabay and Moulin (1980), Nagurney

(1999), and Melo (2018), inter alia. In particular, we derive existence and uniqueness results by incorporating strategic

measure of network games from the latest theoretical advancement.

To facilitate the development in this section, we rewrite VI problem (33) in standard form as follows: determine X∗ ∈K

satisfying

〈F(X∗), X−X∗〉 ≥ 0, ∀X∗ ∈K , (37)

where, X ≡ (Q0,Q1,Q2,�0,�1,d,λ 0,λ 1,λ 2,µ0,µ1), with an indulgence of notation, F(X)≡ (FQ0 ,FQ1 ,FQ2 ,F�0 ,F�1 ,Fd ,Fλ 0 ,

Fλ 1 ,Fλ 2 ,Fµ0 ,Fµ1), in which each component of F is given by each respective summand expression in (33), and, K ≡
K 1 ×K 2 ×K 3 ×K 4. The notation 〈·, ·〉 represents the inner product in a Euclidean space. Both F and X are N -

dimensional column vectors, where N = ∑
I
i=1(∑

I
j=1 2NiM j +2GNi)+∑

I
j=1(2M jS j +2KS jTj +2GM j +S j +M j)+ IK + I.

First, we provide the existence properties. While F in (37) is continuous, the feasible set K is not compact. This causes

the existence condition of (33) not readily available. But one can impose a weak condition to guarantee the existence of a

solution pattern, as in Nagurney et al. (2002). Let

Kb ≡
{
(Q0,Q1,Q2,�0,�1,d,λ 0,λ 1,λ 2,µ0,µ1) | 0≤ Q0 ≤ b1,0≤ Q1 ≤ b2,0≤ Q2 ≤ b3,0≤ �0 ≤ b4,

0≤ �1 ≤ b5,0≤ d ≤ b6,0≤ λ
0 ≤ b7,0≤ λ

1 ≤ b8,0≤ λ
2 ≤ b9,0≤ µ

0 ≤ b10,0≤ µ
1 ≤ b11

}
,

where b = (b1,b2,b3,b4,b5,b6,b7,b8,b9,b10,b11) ≥ 0 and Q0 ≤ b1, Q1 ≤ b2, Q2 ≤ b3, �0 ≤ b4, �1 ≤ b5, d ≤ b6, λ 0 ≤ b7,

λ 1≤ b8, λ 2≤ b9, µ0≤ b10, µ1≤ b11 means that xin
jm≤ b1, x jm

s ≤ b2, x js
tk ≤ b3, δ in

g ≤ b4, δ
jm

g ≤ b5, d jk ≤ b6, λ 0
i ≤ b7, λ 1

jm≤ b8,

λ 2 ≤ b9, µ0
ing ≤ b10, µ1

jmg ≤ b11 for all i, j,n,m, t,k. Then Kb is a bounded, closed, convex subset of RN
+ . Tangentially, the

existence of b is sensible from an economic perspective. Thus, the VI expression

〈F(Xb), X−Xb〉 ≥ 0, ∀Xb ∈Kb (38)

admits at least one solution. Following Kinderlehrer and Stampacchia (1980), and Nagurney et al. (2002), it is straightfor-

ward to establish:

Lemma 1
The VI (37) admits a solution if and only if there exists a b > 0 such that the VI (38) admits a solution in Kb, with

Q0 < b1, Q1 < b2, Q2 < b3, �
0 < b4, �

1 < b5, d < b6, (39)

λ
0 < b7, λ

1 < b8, λ
2 < b9, µ

0 < b10, µ
1 < b11.

Theorem 2 (Existence)
The VI problem (33) admits at least one solution in Kb.

Proof: By virtue of theorem 3.1 in Harker and Pang (1990), one can easily verify that Kb is non-empty, compact, and

convex, and that the mapping F representing (33) is continuous. Therefore, there exists a solution to the problem (33) in Kb.

�

Next, we provide a set of sufficient conditions for the uniqueness properties. In general, uniqueness is often associated

with the monotonicity of the F that enters the VI problem. Here, we begin by redefining a set of well-known monotonicities

(definition 2.3.1 by Facchinei and Pang (2003)).
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Definition 2 (Monotonicity)
A mapping F : K ⊆ Rn→ Rn is said to be

(a) monotone on K if

〈F(X1)−F(X2), X1−X2〉 ≥ 0, ∀X1,X2 ∈K . (40)

(b) strictly monotone on K , if

〈F(X1)−F(X2), X1−X2〉> 0, ∀X1,X2 ∈K , X1 6= X2. (41)

(c) strongly monotone on K , if

〈F(X1)−F(X2), X1−X2〉> α
∥∥X1−X2∥∥2

, ∀X1,X2 ∈K , (42)

where α > 0.

Definition 3 (Lipschitz Continuity)
F(X) is Lipschitz Continuous on K , if

〈F(X1)−F(X2), X1−X2〉 ≥ L
∥∥X1−X2∥∥2

, ∀X1,X2 ∈K , (43)

where L is the Lipschitz constant.

We will also use the following established lemma (theorem 1.6 in Nagurney (1999)).

Lemma 2
Suppose that F(X) is strictly monotone on K , then the solution to the V I(F,K) problem is unique, if one exists.

To further characterize the nature of the network, we need to adopt an additional set of notations. Following Melo (2018),

we define the game Jabocian7 of F(X) as an N -by-N matrix

J(X)≡ [∇qFr(X)]q,r =

[
∂Fr(X)

∂Xq

]
q,r

, ∀q,r = 1, ...,N ,X ∈ RN
+ . (44)

Decomposing the Jacobian in terms of its diagonal and off-diagonal element yields

J(X) = D(X)+N(X), (45)

where D(X) is a diagonal matrix, whose elements are

Dqr(X) =

{
∂Fr(X)

∂Xq
i f q = r

0 otherwise,
(46)

and N(X) is an off-diagonal matrix, whose elements are

Nqr(X) =

{
∂Fr(X)

∂Xq
i f q 6= r

0 otherwise.
(47)

7The game Jacobian is akin to the topology, equilibrium analyses, strategic interaction, and comparative statics of the network. For more details,
see Bramoullé et al. (2014), Jackson and Zenou (2015), Parise and Ozdaglar (2019), Melo (2018), and the reference therein.
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To accommodate the scenarios in which the Jacobian may be non-symmetric, we expand the definition of Jacobian in

(45) by rewriting it as

J̄(X) = D(X)+ N̄(X), (48)

where N̄(X)≡ 1
2 [N(X)+NT (X)].

Finally, we denote the lowest eigenvalue of a square matrix as λmin(·).8 Clearly, both D(X) and N̄(X) have real-numbered

eigenvalues because they are symmetric. Now we are ready to present the main results for the uniqueness.

Theorem 3 (Sufficient conditions for Uniqueness)
Assuming the condition for Theorem 2 is satisfied, the solution X∗ to VI (33) is unique, if

(i) F is strictly monotone on K , or

(ii) F is strongly monotone on K , or

(iii) U is strictly concave, and the condition |λmin(N̄(X))|< λmin(D(X)) holds ∀X ∈K , where ∇XU(X) = F(X).

Proof:
(i) The proof is immediate with Lemma 2 and Theorem 2.

(ii) See the proof of theorem 1.8 in Nagurney (1999).

(iii) Because all cost, incentive, and demand functions in equation (33) are continuously differentiable, all of their partial

derivatives are well defined. By virtue of proposition 4 in Melo (2018), F(X) is strictly monotone on K . Combining Lemma

2 and Theorem 2, condition (iii) is proved. �

Remark
A few observations can be made. First, it is well-known that the monotonicity conditions in Definition 2 are ranked

in the ascending order of "strength" (Facchinei and Pang, 2003), i.e., (c) implies (b), and (b) implies (a). In Theorem 3,

the uniqueness condition (i) and (iii), in essence, are established under strict monotonicity, whereas (ii) is under strong

monotonicity. Hence, one can easily infer a relation of "(ii)⇒ (i)", as well as "(ii)⇒ (iii)" in Theorem 3.

Second, to characterize the uniqueness of variational equilibrium (33), one could also establish similar sufficient condi-

tions by the semidefiniteness of J(X) as it pertains to the analogous monotonicity features (cf. Parise and Ozdaglar (2019);

Melo (2018)).

6 The algorithm

To solve a VI problem in standard form, we propose an algorithm with theoretical measures of the result. The algorithm is

extragradient method first proposed by Korpelevich (1976), which is later promoted as the modified projection method in

Nagurney (1999) by setting the step length to 1. The solution is guaranteed to converge as long as the function F that enters

the standard form is monotone and Lipschitz continuous. The realization of the algorithm for the cross-sector multi-product

scarce resource supply chain network model is given as follows.

The modified projection method:

Step 0. Initialization

Set X0 = (Q00,Q10,Q20,�00,�10,d0,λ 00,λ 10,λ 20,µ00,µ10) ∈K . Set τ =: 1 and select ϕ such that 0 < ϕ ≤ 1/L, where

L is the Lipschitz constant for function F .

Step 1. Construction and computation

8For more information on how the lowest eigenvalue of a game Jacobian allows us to elicit insights on the interplay, neighboring influences,
aggregate effect, see Bramoullé et al. (2014).
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Compute X̄τ−1 = (Q̄0τ , Q̄1τ , Q̄2τ , �̄0τ , �̄1τ , d̄τ , λ̄ 0τ , λ̄ 1τ , λ̄ 2τ , µ̄0τ , µ̄1τ) ∈K by solving the VI sub-problem

〈X̄τ−1 +ϕF(Xτ−1)−Xτ−1, X− X̄τ−1〉 ≥ 0, ∀X ∈K . (49)

Step 2. Adaptation

Compute Xτ = (Q0τ ,Q1τ ,Q2τ ,�0τ ,�1τ ,dτ ,λ 0τ ,λ 1τ ,λ 2τ ,µ0τ ,µ1τ) ∈K by solving the VI sub-problem

〈Xτ +ϕF(X̄τ−1)−Xτ−1, X−Xτ〉> 0, ∀X ∈K . (50)

Step 3. Convergence verification

If |Xτ −Xτ−1| ≤ ε , for ε > 0, a pre-specified tolerance, then, stop; otherwise, set τ =: τ +1 and go to step 1.

The algorithm converges to the solution of V I(F,K ) under the following conditions.

Theorem 4 (Convergence)
Assume that F(X) is monotone, as is in expression (41), and that F(X) is also Lipschitz continuous, then the modified

projection method converges to a solution of VI (37).

Proof: See Theorem 2.5 in Nagurney (1999).

7 Small scale examples

In this section, we construct several numerical cases to illustrate our model’s utility. Example 1 is an application to the

medical PPE glove supply. Example 2 broadens the application to an interconnected abstract resource-trio supply chain.

The aforementioned algorithm is implemented in MATLAB installed on an ordinary ASUS VivoBook F510 personal laptop

computer with an Intel Core i5 CPU 2.5 GHz and RAM 8.00 GB. We exhibit and discuss the highlights of each example.

Example 1.1: A medical gloves supply chain network (benchmark)

The COVID-19 pandemic of 2020 has reportedly caused a demand surge for medical gloves (Finkenstadt et al., 2020).

In a single 100-day wave during early 2020, the estimated need for medical gloves was 3.939 billion (Toner, 2020), followed

by a subsequent official guideline on conservation and optimizing usage of gloves during medical practice in the U.S. (CDC,

2020). It has become clear that the scarcity of medical gloves calls for a boost in the supply chain to the extent of better

coordination and stimulus effort. Commonly used medical glove materials include latex, made from natural rubber, and

nitrile, made from petroleum-based materials (Anedda et al., 2020; Henneberry, 2020).

This example illustrates a resource-duo supply chain network with natural rubber and petroleum as the resources, and

medical gloves as their end-products. Specifically, the network contains 2 owners, 2 producers, and 2 retailers, as in Figure

2. The corresponding end-products, latex and nitrile gloves, are shipped to in 2 demand markets, medical and residential

facilities, via 1 available transportation mode. We use this example as our benchmark case, in which the supply chain network

has unlimited resources and is imposed no fiscal policies. We will continue to use the same topology on example 1.2-1.5,

with variations of setting. We examine the output quantities of firms, market prices, and welfare estimates.

The cost functions are constructed for all i = 1, ..., I and j = 1, ...,J, with I = J = Ni = M j = K j = 2 and Tj = 1, as the

following.

f 1n(x1n) = 2.5(
I

∑
j=1

M j

∑
m=1

x1n
jm)

2 +(
I

∑
j=1

M j

∑
m=1

x1n
jm)(

I

∑
j=1

M j

∑
m=1

x2n
jm)+2

I

∑
j=1

M j

∑
m=1

x1n
jm,
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Figure 2: A resource-duo network with medical gloves supply chain

f 2n(x2n) = 0.5(
I

∑
j=1

M j

∑
m=1

x2n
jm)

2 +(
I

∑
j=1

M j

∑
m=1

x1n
jm)(

I

∑
j=1

M j

∑
m=1

x2n
jm)+2

I

∑
j=1

M j

∑
m=1

x2n
jm,

c jm
s (x jm

s ) = 0.5(x jm
s )2, f js(x js) = 0.1(

M j

∑
m=1

x jm
s )2, ĉ js

tk(x
js
tk) = 0.01x js

tk ,

c11
11 = 0.5(x11

11)
2 +3.5x11

11, c11
12 = 0.5(x11

12)
2 +3.5x11

12, c12
11 = 0.5(x12

11)
2 +2x12

11, c12
12 = 0.5(x12

12)
2 +2x12

12,

c21
11 = 0.4(x21

11)
2 +3.5x21

11, c21
12 = 0.4(x21

12)
2 +3.5x21

12, c22
11 = 0.4(x22

11)
2 +2x22

11, c22
12 = 0.4(x22

12)
2 +2x22

12.

All other costs are set to zero. The price-demand functions at the markets are:

p j
3k(d jk) =−d jk +300, ∀ j,k.

In addition, the conversion rates of production by resource producers are ψ in
jm = 0.9. The weights of resource commodi-

ties at the markets are w11 = 0.5,w12 = 0.5. The parameters concerning the resource capacities and policy instruments, Ui,

Ai
g, Bi

g, are all set to a sufficiently large number, given their absence.

We initialize the algorithm by setting all the flow quantity to be 1, the step-size ϕ to be 0.01 (unless noted otherwise),

the convergence tolerance ε to be 10−4. The computation process takes approximately 2.0 seconds. We display the solution

in Table 3.9 Among the equilibrium solution, the zero values of δ in
g and δ

jm
g simply reaffirm the incentives to be flat-rate,

whereas the zero values of all Lagrange multipliers suggest that the corresponding constraints are inactive.

Table 3: The equilibrium solution of example 1.1

Variable Result Variable Result Variable Result Variable Result

x11∗
11 8.88 x11∗

1 13.79 δ 11∗
1 0.00 λ 0∗

1 0.00

x11∗
12 8.88 x11∗

2 18.19 δ 12∗
1 0.00 λ 0∗

2 0.00

x11∗
21 9.50 x12∗

1 13.79 δ 21∗
1 0.00 λ 1∗

11 247.28

x11∗
22 9.50 x12∗

2 18.19 δ 22∗
1 0.00 λ 1∗

12 247.28

x12∗
11 8.88 x21∗

1 14.53 δ 11∗
1 0.00 λ 1∗

21 247.29

x12∗
12 8.88 x21∗

2 19.65 δ 12∗
1 0.00 λ 1∗

22 247.29

x12∗
21 9.50 x22∗

1 14.53 δ 21∗
1 0.00 λ 2∗

11 266.59

x12∗
22 9.50 x22∗

2 19.65 δ 22∗
1 0.00 λ 2∗

12 263.64
9The complete result of all examples is available at: https://github.com/Pergamono/SRSCN.
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x21∗
11 8.88 x11∗

11 13.79 µ0∗
111 0.00 λ 2∗

21 267.64

x21∗
12 8.88 x11∗

12 13.79 µ0∗
121 0.00 λ 2∗

22 264.97

x21∗
21 9.50 x12∗

11 18.18 µ0∗
211 0.00 d∗11 15.98

x21∗
22 9.50 x12∗

12 18.18 µ0∗
221 0.00 d∗12 15.98

x22∗
11 8.88 x21∗

11 14.53 µ1∗
111 0.00 d∗21 17.10

x22∗
12 8.88 x21∗

12 14.53 µ1∗
121 0.00 d∗22 17.10

x22∗
21 9.50 x22∗

11 19.67 µ1∗
211 0.00

x22∗
22 9.50 x22∗

12 19.67 µ1∗
221 0.00

Example 1.2: The commons10 with a resource capacity limit

The natural rubber shipments from the commons of farming and harvesting, which are concentrated in Southeast Asia,

can be severely affected by external shocks, such as natural disasters, geopolitical shifts, regulations, and pandemics (Chou,

2020; Lee, 2020). Therefore, it bears merit to investigate the resilience of these supply chains. We perform a sensitivity

study on the rubber capacity limit, by inheriting all settings from example 1.1, with the additional imposition of resource

capacity on natural rubber. Acknowledging U1’s level when such a limit can be reached, we vary U1 between 10 and 100. As

Figure 3: Owner profits under a resource capacity
Figure 4: Total profits and welfare under a resource ca-
pacity

the natural rubber’s capacity increases, as expected, each glove producer, supplier’s profit, as well as the consumer surplus,

increases. The petroleum miners, however, suffer from the abundance of natural rubber, as Figure 3 shows. The total profits

or surplus of each supply chain tier are displayed in Figure 4. It is worth noting that the overall height of each stacked bar

indicates social welfare of the entire network. Interestingly, we find that social welfare peaks at a U1’s level of around 60,

likely owing to a similar trend of the owners’ total profit that peaks at the similar level of U1.

Example 1.3: Who should get the incentive, owners or producers?

In this example, we compare the scenarios in which either the natural rubber farmers or the latex glove producers receive

a fairly small flat-rate incentive on their production quantity. As such, we inherit all settings from example 1.1, with the

additional imposition of a fiscal policy in the form of quantity incentives. Specifically, we separately incentivize the natural

rubber farmers and the latex glove producers with a flat-rate of α1
0 and β 1

0 , respectively.

10A commons is where the natural resources are owned and shared collectively (Ostrom, 1990).
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(a) Latex glove market price (b) Nitrile glove market price

Figure 5: Glove market prices by flat-rate incentive

We elect to examine only the glove prices at the markets, as the rest of the equilibrium results can be examined invariably.

In Figure 5, we observe that with the flat-rate incentives administered to the latex glove supply chain, the corresponding latex

glove prices at the market are reduced, whereas the prices of the substitute product, nitrile glove, change in opposite trends.

Figure 6: Total profits and welfare under the flat-rate incentives

From the standpoint of the supply chain participants, the farmers, producers, and consumers each as a tier, benefit mildly,

because of the relatively small amount of incentives. See Figure 6. The suppliers, however, enjoy a discernible gain in total

profit when the incentives are given to the rubber farmers.
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Figure 7: Social-welfare gains and policy efficiency under the flat-rate incentives

From the standpoint of the incentive administer, it bears meaning to examine such a fiscal policy’s social benefit and

efficiency. We use the Benefit-Cost ratio, i.e., the dollar amount of social-welfare gain for every $1 incentive administered

to the system, to represent the efficiency. In Figure 7, we show the social-welfare gains, as well as the efficiency of the

incentive. It can be seen that the efficiency of the incentive given to the resource producer suffers more severely.

Example 1.4: Regressive vs. flat-rate incentives

In this example, we examine how a regressive incentive policy differs from a flat-rate one, as well as how the incentive

bracket affects the system performance. Once again, we inherit all settings from example 1.1, plus the additional imposition

of regressive incentive policy, with α1
0 = 11 and α1

1 = −2.2 on both natural rubber farmers, to be selected to provide a

sensible comparison against a flat-rate, α1
0 = 10, incentive policy. The only incentive bracket, A1

1, will be left varying as a

sensitivity study parameter.

Figure 8: Total profits and welfare under the regressive in-
centives

Figure 9: Social-welfare gains and Benefit-Cost ratio under
the regressive incentives

The range of A1
1 displayed in Figure 8 and 9 are selected to ensure each farmer’s total output quantity exceeds such
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a bracket value for it to take effect. In Figure 8, we observe that the change of the regressive incentive bracket does not

influence each supply chain tier’s profit and the consumer welfare significantly. Such a result is consistent with the findings

with respect to the effect of the “tax brackets” on firm’s profits in a study by Yu et al. (2018). In Figure 9, a mildly increasing

gain of social welfare can be gleaned as the bracket increases, though falling short of the comparable flat-rate policy. The

dollar amount of social benefit, embodied by the Benefit-Cost ratio, on the other hand, trends up with the bracket level.

Example 1.5: Critical resource shortage relief

In this example, we use a flat-rate incentive to relieve a latex glove shortage caused by a demand surge at the medical

facilities. First, we construct a distressed supply chain in which the natural rubber emerges to be a critical shortage in its

supplies at the medical facilities. In doing so, we inherit all settings from example 1.1, except the price-demand function of

latex gloves at medical facilities, which is set as

p1
31(d11) =−d11 +420.

Our algorithm returns the result including the shipments from two of the suppliers to a market, x11
12 and x12

12 being 0. To

illustrate, Figure 10(a) displays the topology of this disrupted supply chain, in which the residential facilities are completely

cut from the supply of latex gloves. To aid such circumstances, we impose a flat-rate incentive on both latex glove producers,

(a) A latex glove shortage occurs at residential (b) Shortage relieved by producer incentives

Figure 10: Critical resource shortage relief through production stimulus

with β 1
0 = 50, and re-run the model. Immediately, the previously disrupted supply can be restored. We use Figure 10(b) to

display the recovered supply chain status. Similar results of shortage relief can be achieved by imposing a flat-rate incentive

on both rubber farmers.

Example 2: A mixed fiscal policy in an abstract scarce resource supply chain

In many developed economies, governments tend to be concerned with levels of income inequality, and are, therefore,

interested in making redistribution of societal wealth a substantial objective for economic development. Thus, it is meaning-

ful to evaluate the utility of a mixed fiscal policy in redistributing social welfare. In this example, we construct an abstract

resource-trio network to illustrate a mixed fiscal policy with a combination of incentives and taxes. In the network topology

shown in Figure 11, the red nodes indicate the firms that are being taxed whereas the blue ones incentivized.

The cost functions are constructed, for all i = 1, ..., I and j = 1, ...,J, with I = J = 3,Ni = M j = K j = 2 and Tj = 1, as the

following.

f 11 = 2.5q2
11 +q11(q21 +q31)+2q11, f 12 = 2.5q2

12 +q12(q22 +q32)+2q12,
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Figure 11: A resource-trio supply chain network with a mixed fiscal policy

f 13 = 2.5q2
13 +q13(q23 +q33)+2q12, f 21 = 0.5q2

21 +q21(q11 +q31)+2q21,

f 22 = 0.5q2
22 +q22(q12 +q32)+2q22, f 23 = 0.5q2

23 +q23(q13 +q33)+2q23,

f 31 = 0.5q2
31 +q31(q11 +q21)+2q31, f 32 = 0.5q2

32 +q32(q12 +q22)+2q32,

f 33 = 0.5q2
33 +q33(q13 +q23)+2q33, where, qin =

I

∑
j=1

M j

∑
m=1

xin
jm;

c11
1 = 0.5(x11

1 )2, c11
2 = 0.25(x11

2 )2, c12
1 = 0.5(x12

1 )2, c12
2 = 0.25(x12

2 )2,

c21
1 = 0.5(x21

1 )2, c21
2 = 0.25(x21

2 )2, c22
1 = 0.5(x22

1 )2, c22
2 = 0.25(x22

2 )2,

c31
1 = 0.5(x31

1 )2, c31
2 = 0.25(x31

2 )2, c32
1 = 0.5(x32

1 )2, c32
2 = 0.25(x32

2 )2;

f 11 = 0.1(x11
1 + x12

1 )2, f 12 = 0.1(x11
2 + x12

2 )2,

f 21 = 0.1(x21
1 + x22

1 )2, f 22 = 0.1(x21
2 + x22

2 )2,

f 31 = 0.1(x31
1 + x32

1 )2, f 32 = 0.1(x31
2 + x32

2 )2;

c11
11 = 0.5(x11

11)
2 +3.5x11

11, c11
12 = 0.5(x11

12)
2 +3.5x11

12,

c12
11 = 0.5(x12

11)
2 +2x12

11, c12
12 = 0.5(x12

12)
2 +2x12

12,

c21
11 = 0.4(x21

11)
2 +3.5x21

11, c21
12 = 0.4(x21

12)
2 +3.5x21

12,

c22
11 = 0.4(x22

11)
2 +2x22

11, c22
12 = 0.4(x22

12)
2 +2x22

12,

c31
11 = 0.45(x31

11)
2 +3.5x31

11, c31
12 = 0.45(x31

12)
2 +3.5x31

12,

c32
11 = 0.45(x32

11)
2 +2x32

11, c32
12 = 0.45(x32

12)
2 +2x32

12;

ĉ js
tk(x

js
tk) = 0.1x js

tk .

All other costs are set to zero. The price-demand functions at the markets are

p j
3k(d jk) =−d jk +300, ∀ j,k.
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Similar to example 1-5, we set the production conversion rates ψ in
jm = 0.9, the market resource commodity weights w11 =

0.5,w12 = 0.5, the parameters concerning the resource capacities, Ui, sufficiently large. In contrast to previous examples,

here we set the step-size ϕ to be 10−5, the convergence tolerance ε to be 6×10−4 for this example.

To examine the efficacy of this mixed fiscal policy, we first establish the equilibrium of the benchmark scenario, i.e.,

the setting without such policy. As such, we present the results in Table 4. With the ex-ante knowledge that the resource

owners capture most of the supply chain profit, we then impose such a policy in which the producers of resource 1 are given

a flat-rate incentive of β 1
0 = 12, whereas the owners of resource 1 and producers of resource 3 are charged a flat-rate tax of

α1
0 =−10 and β 1

0 =−2, respectively.

The projection method takes approximately 120 seconds for this problem of a total of 99 variables to converge to the

preset tolerance. We include all equilibrium results in the supplemental file while displaying only the profit-related outcome

in Table 4 again. It is worth pointing out that the "net incentive" is the total taxes collected net of the total incentive disbursed

by the government.

Table 4: Profit and welfare results of example 2

Profit Benchmark With policy Welfare Benchmark With policy

Owner π11 2573.50 2359.58 Consumer CS11 104.26 141.64

Owner π12 2573.50 2700.43 Consumer CS12 120.11 97.84

Owner π21 2573.50 2700.43 Consumer CS21 107.24 77.30

Owner π22 2573.50 2359.58 Consumer CS22 104.26 141.64

Owner π31 2573.50 2700.43 Consumer CS31 120.11 97.84

Owner π32 2573.50 2700.43 Consumer CS32 107.24 77.30

Producer π11 248.25 340.20 Tot. owner πtotal 15441.00 15520.90

Producer π12 433.20 345.63 Tot. producer πtotal 1977.61 1963.28

Producer π21 307.36 295.82 Tot. supplier πtotal 1825.59 667.13

Producer π22 248.25 340.20 Tot. consumer CStotal 663.21 633.57

Producer π31 433.20 345.63 Soc. welfare SW 19907.42 18784.87

Producer π32 307.36 295.82 Net Incentive 0.00 99.15

Supplier π11 323.04 175.60 Soc. welfare gain ∆SW 0.00 -1122.55

Supplier π12 302.42 60.78 Benefit-to-cost BC - -11.32

Supplier π21 255.43 95.10

Supplier π22 319.75 182.51

Supplier π31 291.83 58.54

Supplier π32 333.12 94.60

In Figure 12, we observe that under the mixed fiscal policy, the directly affected firms, i.e., the top two tiers of the

network, do not consistently respond to the intended policy elements, as there are both increases and decreases of profit on

both the incentivized and taxed firms. On the bottom two tiers of the network, the supplier profits drop unanimously, whereas

the distribution of consumer surplus across the markets becomes more uneven.

Overall, with a positive net incentive, $99.15, administered to the network, we observe, however, that social welfare

gains a negative amount, owing to the significant decrease in supplier profits. See Table 4 and Figure 13.

26



Figure 12: Profits and welfare under a mixed fiscal policy

Figure 13: Total profits and welfare under a mixed fiscal policy

8 Managerial implications

Government plays a key role in maintaining a balance between the firm’s profitability, consumer’s well-being, supply chain’s

overall health, and society’s sustainable growth. Yet in the face of widespread resource shortages that stifle the economic

growth in supply chains, balancing the tradeoffs between the goals has been enormously challenging for governments. The

proposed cross-sector multi-product scarce resource supply chain network model can serve as a support system for both the

supply chain practitioners and governments to make operational and strategic planning decisions. With a particular focus on

the practice that can be adopted by the government to help address the insurgent scarcity and achieve overall sustainability,

we herein instill the following managerial implications.

1. From the viewpoint of designing a stimulative fiscal policy, the legislator will likely face a caveat between the choice

of a flat-rate policy and a regressive one. Our analysis shows that the flat-rate incentive generally performs more ef-

fectively than its regressive counterpart when administered to the resource owners in stimulating supply chain welfare.

This result is in general agreement with a dual study by Yu et al. (2018), in which they pointed out the strength of
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flat-rate tax when imposed to discourage adverse environmental activities. This result is also supported by the advan-

tages of approximately linear tax in maintaining welfare (Mirrlees, 1971). Furthermore, as a case in point, we also find

that if the legislator’s focus of policy design shifts to the efficiency of it, i.e., the social-welfare gain on every dollar

of fiscal investment, then a carefully designed two-bracket regressive incentive can be more advantageous in policy

efficiency than its flat-rate counterpart. That is, with a large enough “bracket”, the legislator may be able to devise a

regressive incentive scheme that can achieve a higher Benefit-Cost ratio, and almost as high of a net welfare gain as

the flat-rate scheme. Though delicate, the value of such a bracket can be practically narrowed down by determining

the largest effective bracket, followed by determining the largest achievable net welfare gain.

2. For the choice of incentive recipients in a supply chain, i.e., the resource owners or the resource producers, the decision-

makers should anticipate a tradeoff. When the incentives are administered to the owners, both the social welfare gain

and the policy efficiency will remain at a relatively high level. When the incentives are administered to the producers,

the supplier’s profit will enjoy the most gains, whereas the market price of the affected products will be reduced

significantly. In practice, the market price of a scarce resource not only influences the consumer’s behaviors, but also

serves as a key indicator for the broader economy. Under a supply chain disruption, we suggest that the governments

first administer an appropriate amount of incentives to the producers so that the commodity prices can be reduced at

the market level in short term. We note that, at the same time, any commodities experiencing shortage at the market

level may also be relieved by the same incentives. Once the cause for the disruption has subsided and the supply

chain’s performance measures stabilized, governments can then reelect the appropriate supply chain tier(s) as the new

recipients of the next round of incentives, depending on the economic objectives and legislative priorities.

3. “Income inequality” is believed to hinder economic growth. Using fiscal policy to reduce income gaps has become

the goal of many advanced economies (Coady and Gupta, 2012). In our observation, the large profit difference across

the supply chain tiers entices a growth-minded government to pursue a redistributive strategy for social surplus. It has

been found, however, that the redistribution of welfare among resource owners and producers via a mixed fiscal policy

may result in a net loss of welfare. While we acknowledge that such a finding resembles the rhetoric of the opposition

to the dominant social policy notion that the resources generated by economic growth should be redistributed to fund

social programs (Midgley, 1999), it is pertinent to note that our analytical takeaway is derived from a microeconomic

framework with standard assumptions. Nonetheless, we note further that the welfare loss caused by our experimental

mixed fiscal policy has been previously associated with the elasticity of demand from the classic oligopoly theories

(Worcester, 1975). In particular, it is also widely acknowledged in literature that taxation can be ineffective in reducing

wealth inequalities as opposed to what conventional wisdom would have anticipated (Mirrlees, 1971). As is demon-

strated before, our proposed fiscal policy can effectively relieve resource shortages and stimulate growth in supply

chains. But for the governments or practitioners who oversee the supply chain grand strategies in a post-crisis stage,

we caution that the well-intended fiscal interventionist may derail the overall economic sustainability of society. We

advise that the use of a mixed fiscal policy in supply chains should follow the principle of configuring a mild or less

redistributive policy, as is recognized in Coady and Gupta (2012).

4. Finally, we note an interesting link between resource capacity and welfare within a competitive supply chain. In related

literature, Chen and Chou (2008) imposed firm-wise resource capacity in their supply chain and found that capacity

limit restricts welfare. In both Nagurney et al. (2019b) and Hu and Qiang (2013), though the shared capacity limit was

modeled, neither study associated such a limit with its impact on social welfare. The current study, however, proffers

further results. We find that the capacity limit of a given type of scarce (more often, natural) resource does not strictly

curtail social welfare. Rather, an appropriate level of the limit can even benefit the social outcome. In practice, the

ownership and the right to use a natural resource as a shared public good is often governed by its respective common
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laws or local policies11. Thus, if a natural resource of critical importance belongs to a government’s jurisdiction, it is

advisable for the government to legislate and impose a mild restriction on the usage of such natural resources. The

restriction, if properly selected, will not only preserve the quantity of the shared resource but also create a “sweet spot”

that induces higher social welfare.

Admittedly, the above managerial implications are based on our stylized numerical experiments and thus, are limited to

the extent of the characteristics of the network, e.g., the competitive nature of the nodes, the substitutability of the flows,

the mix of policies, etc. Moreover, because of the number of features incorporated in our model, it is probable that in the

presence of multiple features, their interactions could result in more profound managerial implications than what we have

uncovered. Nonetheless, practitioners and decision-makers should carefully verify and validate the premises of the model

before expanding the aforementioned insights.

9 Conclusions

Prima facie, the munificence of scarce resources is akin to the sustainability and growth of individual firms, societies, and the

flourishing of humanity. Yet, in this age of intensifying societal changes, shocks, crises, and inter-connectivity, the conflict

and competition for scarce resources and products have become more fierce. Fiscal policy remains the most common

governmental policy instrument to relieve the shortage of supplies and stimulate economies. In this paper, our contributions

to the literature on scarce resources and supply chain networks include the following.

We construct the first general decentralized cross-sector scarce resource SCNE model with a unifying supply-side fiscal

policy. We provide a rigorous VI formulation for the governing equilibrium conditions of the network model. Such a substi-

tute network provides a versatile tool for the evaluation of profit, welfare, policy instruments, cost structure, transportation,

conservation, competition, and interdependence of resources throughout the supply chains. The generality of our model

also allows for a variety of extensions, i.e., dynamics, stochastic features, multi-criteria decision-making, disequilibrium

behaviors, etc, to be furnished.

Second, our model is also a general Nash equilibrium problem. We formulate the GNE of the network model in VI.

There are only a few GNEP studies that incorporate fiscal policy in the SCNE literature. The utility of this model is not

limited to the scarce resource supply chains, but also eligible to any resource commodity that pertains to the aforementioned

characteristics of scarce resources.

Third, from a technical aspect, we introduce a recently uncovered approach to characterize the network equilibrium by

adopting a novel set of theoretical properties, including λmin. To the best of our knowledge in the supply chain network

literature, such a means of characterization for the uniqueness property of network equilibrium has yet to appear heretofore.

Lastly, we furnish the model with numerical studies and extract managerial insights that provide governments, resource

owners, and firms useful advice in expansion, cost restructuring, resource conservation, competition/collaboration strategy,

shortage handling, and post-crisis stimulation. In particular, we provide guidance on supply-side policy design and admin-

istration in relieving and stimulating the PPE shortage caused by the COVID-19 global pandemic. Our findings also enrich

the political discussion on public resource legislation, income inequality, and sustainable development. We anticipate that

the extension of this model can shed light on the stimulation and relief effort on vaccine distribution and economic recovery.
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APPENDIX

A Proof of Theorem 1

Proof: First, we prove that an equilibrium according to Definition 1 coincides with the solution of VI (33). The summation

of (11), (20), (25), and (30), after algebraic simplifications, yields (33).

Next, we prove the converse, that is, a solution to the VI (33) satisfies the sum of conditions (11), (20), (25), and (30),

and thereby, is a cross-sector multi-product scarce resource SCNE pattern, in accordance with Definition 1.

In (33), we begin by adding the term ∑
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M j
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2tk to the fifth summand expression over i, s, t, and

k. Since these terms are all equal to zero, (33) holds true. Hence, we obtain the following inequality:
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Rearranging (51) yields:
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Clearly, (52) is the sum of the optimality condition (11), (20), (25), and (30), and thereby, is, according to Definition 1,

a cross-sector multi-product scarce resource SCNE pattern. �
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