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Abstract
This paper addresses sourcing decisions with order allocation in the presence of 
supplier disruption risks in a two-echelon supply chain considering both quantita-
tive and qualitative aspects. A mixed-integer linear program is proposed for the opti-
mal supplier selection and order allocation considering finite and expandable pro-
duction capacity, failure probability, all-unit price discount, and spot-market cost. 
Due to the time complexity of the problem to get an optimal solution, we develop a 
heuristic which is found highly efficient in time complexity and highly competitive 
in solution quality. A multi-objective model is formulated to capture the qualitative 
aspect of suppliers by maximizing the total purchase value along with minimizing 
the expected total cost. We have applied NSGA-II and MOPSO, two widely used 
evolutionary algorithms, to solve the multi-objective model. A numerical illustration 
is presented along with sensitivity analysis considering a supplier base of twenty 
suppliers and a sourcing strategy up to six suppliers. It has been found that dual-
sourcing and triple-sourcing are mainly part of the non-dominated Pareto front. 
Also, increasing demand would lead to a higher level of sourcing strategy, which 
also depends on the maximum capacity of suppliers and the minimum order to be 
allocated to the selected suppliers.
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1 Introduction

The world economy has become more integrated and interdependent due to glo-
balization, and many organizations around the world have preferred to focus on 
different value-added activities. The increasing importance of competitive fac-
tors such as cost, quality, flexibility and innovation has encouraged outsourcing 
to grow exponentially, which has paved a path for global organizations to adopt 
better sourcing strategies for competitive advantage in the international market 
(Rundh 2007). Over the last few years, globalization of commerce has made the 
supply chain more disseminated, and the supply of parts has become more vulner-
able to disruption. Hence, organizations are trying to adopt different approaches 
as disruption mitigation strategies, out of which selection of a suitable number of 
suppliers is a prominent approach.

The selection of the right sourcing strategy in a supply chain is crucial for each 
manufacturing organization to gain a competitive advantage in terms of high-
quality products at a lower cost with higher customer satisfaction. Due to the 
presence of different supply chain disruption risks (Salehi et al. 2016; Ghavamifar 
et al. 2018), the decision making for sourcing has become more complicated. In 
recent years, supplier failure is identified as one of the top supply chain risks 
(O’Marah 2009). Several researchers (Jüttner et  al. 2003; Spekman and Davis 
2004; Rao and Goldsby 2009) have explained various types of risks that may 
result in supplier failure. Supplier failure may lead to poor customer service, rev-
enue loss, an unanticipated increase in acquisition cost, excessive downtime of 
production resources, and loss of market share. Different strategies such as local 
versus global sourcing, single- versus dual/multiple-sourcing, performance-based 
supply contracts, and optimizing order allocation among multiple suppliers have 
been proposed in the literature for minimizing the impact of supplier failure 
(Swink and Zsidisin 2006; O’Marah 2009). In the present research, we have con-
sidered single- versus multiple-sourcing to mitigation the supplier failure risk.

The occurrence of different catastrophic events and their impacts on supply 
chains is always a concern for any organization. From Fig.  1, it can be under-
stood that the frequency of catastrophic events is increasing over the years due to 
various reasons. These types of events have a significant impact on supply chains. 
The December 26th Tsunami in the Indian Ocean in the year 2004 had a con-
siderable impact on the fishing industry of the southern part of India due to the 
destruction of fishing infrastructure in the coastal area. The economic impact of 
this event on the local and global fish supply chain was enormous. As per The 
WorldFish Center Report, the fish supply to some markets dropped by 90% due to 
the Tsunami. Shortcomings of selecting a single-sourcing strategy can be under-
stood by the case where Ericsson has to bear a loss of around 400 million Euros 
due to a fire at a supplier (Philips microchip) plant in the year 2003. In 1999, 
General Motors reported a quarterly loss of 900 million US dollars due to the 
labour strike at one of its supplier factories supplying brakes. Other pronounced 
events are the Toyota brake valve crisis, Boeing’s loss of $2.6 billion, and the 
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Taiwan earthquake, which have acted as an eye-opener for other organizations to 
think about mitigation strategies against such disruptive events.

The best way to overcome this type of supply disruption is to have multiple sup-
pliers (Tomlin 2006; Taleizadeh 2017). At the same time, increasing the supply base 
may increase the total supply cost and require initial investments for new suppliers. 
A buyer with a multiple-sourcing strategy may miss the benefit of cost reduction due 
to a learning effect. The coordination and relationship between buyer and supplier 
will degrade with an increase in the number of suppliers. Upgradation of any prod-
uct in a multiple-sourcing scenario is always a difficult task for a buyer. Even in the 
case of a multiple-sourcing strategy, suppliers are not much involved with product 
improvement.

Based on the above discussions, the next ambiguity is to decide the number of 
suppliers and the order allocation pattern when the failure probability of suppliers 
is different. The problem becomes more complex when other factors such as quan-
tity discount, spot-market purchase cost for an additional order, expandable capacity 
are considered together. In this study, a mixed-integer linear program is proposed 
for the optimal supplier selection and order allocation, considering these factors. 
We develop a heuristic which is found to be highly efficient in time complexity and 
highly competitive in solution quality. Optimal or near-optimal solutions are found 
based on the lowest expected total cost which comprises of normal purchase cost, 
spot-market cost, lost cost, and fixed cost. The total purchase value is used to cap-
ture the qualitative aspect of suppliers, and a multi-objective problem is formulated 
to minimize the expected total cost (ETC) and maximize the total purchase value 
(TPV). We have used two widely used evolutionary algorithms, Non-dominated 
Sorting Genetic Algorithm-II (NSGA-II) and Multi-objective particle swarm opti-
mization (MOPSO), to solve the multi-objective model.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 provides a brief literature 
review on supply disruption risk and disruption management, single- vs. multiple-
sourcing strategies, sourcing decisions, and order allocation. Section  3 presents 

Fig. 1  Number of world natural catastrophes (1980–2016). Source: © 2017 Munich Re, Geo Risks 
Research, NatCatSERVICE
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the mathematical models and formulations in detail. The solution methodology is 
described in Sect. 4. Section 5 presents numerical illustrations of the proposed mod-
els and the impacts of various parameters through sensitivity analysis. Managerial 
insights are presented in Sect.  6. Finally, Sect.  7 presents conclusions along with 
future research directions.

2  Literature review

A significant amount of literature is available on sourcing strategies addressing vari-
ous issues such as criteria for supplier base selection, supplier qualification, sup-
plier selection criteria, selection of the optimal number of suppliers, optimal order 
allocation, recovery strategies, and supplier relationship management. The present 
research is closely related to the following two aspects of sourcing strategy: select-
ing an optimal number of suppliers and optimal order allocation under supplier dis-
ruption risk. Therefore, we present literature on supply chain risk and disruption 
management followed by the literature related to single- vs. multiple-sourcing, sup-
plier selection and order allocation with a single objective and multiple objectives.

2.1  Supply chain risks and disruption management

The supply chain risk leadership council (SCRL 2011) stated that business globali-
zation provided opportunities to generate benefits in terms of enhancing the effi-
ciency and effectiveness of an organization, but it has also exposed a supply chain to 
different types of risks, which make the supply chain more vulnerable to disruption. 
Rao and Goldsby (2009) reviewed and outlined various supply chain risks with their 
definitions. Hendricks and Singhal (2003) found that the performance of various 
outsourcing-dependent organizations is significantly reduced once they faced sup-
ply risk and resulted in up to 40% decrease in shareholder returns. Yin et al. (2018) 
studied managing global sourcing considering disruption risks with the combination 
of global sourcing and local sourcing.

Cavinato (2004) classified supply chain risk into five groups: (i) physical (ii) 
financial (iii) informational (iv) innovational and (v) relational. However, Chopra 
and Sodhi (2004) expressed that it would not be easy to segregate and identify 
risk due to interconnection among them. They explained that risk could be of any 
form, such as system risk, forecast risk, intellectual property risk, procurement risk, 
receivable risk, and other risks. It is also important that the cumulative impact of 
operational and disruption risks may result in an incorrect decision, more invento-
ries, and higher supply chain cost. Later, Tang (2006) classified the supply chain 
risks into two broad categories: operational risk (inherent uncertainties such as sup-
ply uncertainty, demand uncertainty) and disruption risk (natural and manmade dis-
asters such as earthquake, terrorist attack, currency fluctuations).

A conceptual framework known as ‘SAM’ (S: specifying the risk, A: assessment 
of risk and M: mitigation of risk) was proposed by Kleindorfer and Saad (2005) for 
supply chain risk management (SCRM) with ten working principles. Tang (2006) 
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developed a framework to classify and review the studies related to SCRM and pro-
posed an approach in which the author mentioned that controlling four aspects could 
manage supply chain risk: supply management, product management, demand man-
agement, and information management. Narasimhan and Talluri (2009) addressed the 
perspectives of risk management in a supply chain and presented the works carried 
out in the field of SCRM by addressing methodological and theoretical issues. SCRL 
(2011) defined SCRM as the coordination of activities to direct and control an enter-
prise’s end-to-end supply chain under supply chain risks. SCRLC also explained that 
the efforts to implement SCRM must address four principles: leadership, governance, 
change management, and development of a business case. Simchi-Levi et  al. (2015) 
explained that the deployment of limited resources optimally to mitigate risk in an 
organization is difficult due to hidden risks. They proposed a risk exposure model con-
sisting of TTR (Time to Recover) model and TTS (Time to Survive) model, which pro-
vides an advantage over the legacy risk.

2.2  Single vs. multiple sourcing

Successful supply chain management is always dependent on the adoption of an effec-
tive sourcing strategy to overcome supply disruption risk (Yu et  al. 2009). Further, 
Yu et al. (2009) classified sourcing strategy into three categories: (i) single, (ii) dual, 
and (iii) multiple. Berger et al. (2004) considered risks as catastrophic super event and 
unique event. The author proposed a decision tree-based model to determine the opti-
mal number of suppliers required for a buying firm. Later, Berger and Zeng (2006) 
extended the model to find an optimal supplier size considering loss function, operating 
cost function and the probability of all suppliers failed. Burke et al. (2007) mentioned 
that when supplier capacities are larger than buyer’s demand, and the buyer is not inter-
ested in diversification benefits, single-sourcing is the most dominating strategy, and 
multiple-sourcing is preferred in all other scenarios. Li and Debo (2009) proposed an 
analytical model for decision making between sole and second sourcing considering 
capacity investment cost. They found that both low and high capacity costs make sec-
ond sourcing favourable. Glock (2012) and Sawik (2014) both studied single- vs. dual-
sourcing under different setup, where Glock (2012) studied the influence of supplier 
learning effect on supplier selection and Sawik (2014) found supplier selection and 
customer order schedule jointly. Fang et al. (2013) compared different sourcing strate-
gies such as single, dual, multiple, and contingent sourcing based on an approximate 
dynamic programming approach. They concluded that in any circumstances, more than 
two suppliers provide minimal additional benefit. Tsai (2016) determined the optimal 
number of standby suppliers required in the presence of supplier failure risk. Factors 
such as supply risk, operational cost, loss cost, and length of supply period were impor-
tant for decision-making.

2.3  Supplier selection and order allocation

Minner (2003) and Thomas and Tyworth (2006) reviewed various aspects of sup-
plier selection and order allocation. Berger et al. (2004) selected the optimal number 
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of suppliers considering equal failure probability under disruptive events and com-
pared supplier lost cost and supplier management cost. They concluded that the 
number of suppliers increases with an increase in failure risk. Ruiz-Torres and 
Mahmoodi (2007) extended the model to consider an individual unique failure prob-
ability for each supplier to consider the risk of a super-event and semi-super event 
into a decision tree model. Comparing all the experimental conditions, they found 
that sole-sourcing could overtake other sourcing strategies if the supplier is highly 
reliable. Yu et al. (2009) used a decision tree approach for supplier selection to com-
pare the expected profit function considering the disruption of the primary supplier 
only.

Considering different supplier capacity and failure probability, Meena et  al. 
(2011) developed an algorithm to find the optimal number of suppliers based on the 
expected total cost. They assumed equal order allocation among the selected sup-
pliers. Lee (2015) formulated an NLP model with quantity discounts for supplier 
selection and order allocation. They applied a decision tree approach for arbitrary 
order allocation in the solution. Meena and Sarmah (2016) developed a problem-
specific algorithm for order allocation, considering the same aspect of Lee (2015). 
Ray and Jenamani (2016a) used a newsvendor framework and developed a problem-
specific algorithm for order allocation among the selected suppliers. They found that 
multiple sourcing is preferable over single-sourcing in a capacitated environment. 
Firouz et al. (2017) studied a multi-sourcing problem for a firm with multiple ware-
houses for a single product considering stochastic demand, varying prices, capacity, 
and quality. Azad and Hassini (2019) studied recovery strategies for single-sourcing 
and multi-sourcing cases when there is a supply network disruption. Hu and Dong 
(2019) emphasized the importance of supplier selection in a humanitarian relief 
operation considering various criteria such as price discounts, lead-time, and physi-
cal inventory.

Several authors (Ebrahim et al. 2009; Sawik 2010; Amin and Zhang 2012; Azad-
nia et al. 2015; PrasannaVenkatesan and Goh 2016; Ray and Jenamani 2016b) for-
mulated sourcing decision as a multi-objective model. Pan and Wang (2014) for-
mulated an integrated multi-objective supplier selection and order allocation model 
while maximizing the quality and minimizing the sum of purchase cost, ordering 
cost, and lost cost. Torabi et al. (2015) built a resilient supplier base through a bi-
objective, two-stage stochastic programming model. They considered the mini-
mization of the total expected cost and maximization of the resilience level of the 
supplier base. They did not include quantity discount, spot-market cost and the 
subjective aspects of suppliers in the model. Considering supply and demand risks, 
Nooraie and Parast (2015) formulated a multi-objective model for risk manage-
ment to maximize supply chain visibility and minimize supply chain cost and risk. 
PrasannaVenkatesan and Goh (2016) developed a multi-objective mixed-integer 
programming model for supplier selection and order allocation with the expected 
cost minimization and total purchase value maximization. They considered purchase 
cost, supplier management cost, and lost cost Zhang et al. (2019). Recently maxi-
mized the expected total profit for a multi-period, multi-product model consider-
ing uncertain demand and quantity discount. Olanrewaju et  al. (2020) proposed a 
cost minimization model specific to disaster management where they incorporated 
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the buyer’s penalty for not purchasing the minimum commitment quantity from a 
supplier. Sahebjamnia (2020) minimized the total expected cost and maximized the 
supplier resilience, whereas Wong (2020) proposed a multi-objective fuzzy goal 
programming model to consider the minimization of risk, cost and market penalty 
and the maximization of market bonus and green consensus.

Table 1 summarizes the related studies and presents a comparison with the pre-
sent study. It can be observed that some of the researchers have addressed the suppli-
ers’ selection and order allocation problem considering quantity discount, lost cost, 
and disruption probability along with the issues of additional order allocation and 
qualitative aspect of suppliers. However, the problem is not modelled adequately 
considering spot-market purchase cost and expandable supplier capacity. Therefore, 
in this study, we address the following research questions considering the above 
factors.

 (i) How many suppliers and which suppliers are to be selected?
 (ii) How much of the order quantity to be allocated among the selected suppliers?
 (iii) Whether consideration of the qualitative aspect of suppliers can influence the 

suppliers’ selection and order allocation?

The contribution of this study is to simultaneously consider supplier’s failure 
probability, quantity discount, spot-market purchase cost for an additional order, and 
the suppliers’ expandable capacity to find the optimal supplier selection and order 
allocation. We consider a qualitative function, called supplier utility function, in 
terms of the total purchase value by which a buyer may benefit from all the crite-
ria that the buyer wants to consider during the decision-making process. Therefore, 
we present a multi-objective model to maximize the total purchase value to address 
the qualitative aspect of suppliers and minimize the expected total cost. In terms of 
solution methodology, we developed a highly efficient heuristic for supplier selec-
tion and order allocation problem and presented two effective meta-heuristics to 
solve the multi-objective model.

3  Mathematical model

In this paper, a two-stage supply chain with one buyer and multiple suppliers is 
considered. It is assumed that there is a large base of prequalified suppliers. The 
buyer aims to select an optimal number of suppliers from the supplier base and allo-
cate them orders optimally. All suppliers are exposed to failure due to disruptive 
events, which are characterized by a failure probability to represent the shutdown 
of a supplier. All suppliers offer an all-unit quantity discount to the buyer under a 
normal situation. We have considered minimum order quantity and maximum sup-
plier capacity for each supplier. A decision tree approach is used to consider all pos-
sible disruption scenarios of the selected suppliers. A supplier can be either in an 
active state or a failed state. Therefore, the total number of possible scenarios for n 
selected suppliers is given by  2n, as shown in Fig. 2. The buyer considers allocating 
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additional orders to the selected active suppliers as a contingency measure against 
the risk of supply disruption. Like other firms, the buyer is interested in sourcing the 
maximum possible orders from a preferred supplier to maximize the total purchase 
value. However, disruption of the preferred supplier may result in a huge monetary 
loss to the buyer, which leads to an increase in the total expected cost. Thus, due to 
the above two conflicting objectives, we have formulated two models. In the first 
model, we minimize the total expected cost to determine the best set of suppliers 
and order allocations to them. In the second model, we consider the maximization of 
the total purchase value and minimization of the total expected cost.

3.1  Model assumptions

 (i) Demand is known and constant.
 (ii) The production capacity of each supplier is also known and constant.
 (iii) A supplier will be either in an active state or in a completely failed state.
 (iv) All suppliers offer a different all-unit quantity discount.
 (v) Unit spot-market purchase cost for an additional order beyond the normal 

order is more than the unit normal cost, and unit lost cost is more than unit 
spot-market cost.

 (vi) The failure probability of all suppliers is independent.

3.2  Notation and decision variables

Parameters

S Set of prequalified suppliers
N Number of prequalified suppliers
n Type of sourcing strategy, such as n = 1 means single-sourcing

Fig. 2  An example of possible scenarios and state of nature for dual-sourcing
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Parameters

S(n) Set of n selected suppliers from the set S
S�(n) Set of n suppliers selected from the reduced set S�(n) ⊆ S

F Set of possible scenarios, index by s
k Index of discount intervals for each supplier, k = 1, 2, ...,K

�i Probability of failure of the ith supplier
ps Probability of the sth scenario
d Total demand of the buyer
vi Capacity of the ith supplier
ei Expandable capacity of the ith supplier
fi Fixed cost for buying from the ith supplier
cik Unit normal cost charged by the ith supplier in the kth discount interval
ai Unit spot-market cost charged by the ith supplier for an additional order
l Unit lost cost for an unmet demand, l > ai > cik,∀i, k

ti Preferential weight of the ith supplier
wsi State of nature of the ith supplier under the sth scenario. wsi = 0 if the ith supplier is dis-

rupted; wsi = 1 , otherwise
qmin

i
Minimum order quantity allocated to the ith selected supplier

uik Upper bound of the kth discount interval of the ith supplier, ui0 = �,∀i ∈ S , where � is a very 
small number

FC Fixed cost incurred by the buyer for all selected suppliers
NPCs Normal purchase cost incurred by the buyer under the sth scenario
SPCs Spot-market purchase cost incurred by the buyer under the sth scenario
LCs Lost cost incurred by the buyer under the sth scenario
Decision variables
xik A binary variable for discount selection; if the quantity allocated to the ith supplier falls in the 

kth discount interval, then xik = 1 , otherwise xik = 0

qik Order quantity allocated to the ith supplier in the kth discount interval
msi Additional quantity supplied by the ith supplier under the sth scenario

3.3  Cost functions

The expected total cost of the buyer is the sum of the fixed cost (FC), normal pur-
chase cost (NPCs) , spot-market purchase cost (SPCs) , and the lost cost (LCs). Out of 
all these cost components, only fixed cost is scenario-independent and the remaining 
costs are scenario-dependent. Considering the states of nature of all selected suppli-
ers in scenario s, the probability ps of the sth scenario can be derived as (Ray and 
Jenamani 2016a)

[(
1 − �i

)
wsi + �i

(
1 − wsi

)]
 in Eq. (1) represents the probability of the state of nature 

of the ith supplier under the sth scenario. This means in the sth scenario, if sup-
plier i remains active, then 

(
1 − �i

)
wsi becomes non-zero and �i

(
1 − wsi

)
 becomes 

(1)ps =
∏
i∈S(n)

[(
1 − �i

)
wsi + �i

(
1 − wsi

)]
.
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zero, and if supplier i fails, then 
(
1 − �i

)
wsi becomes zero and �i

(
1 − wsi

)
 becomes 

non-zero. Thus, the probability ps is the multiplication of the probability of state of 
nature of all selected suppliers in the sth scenario.

3.3.1  Fixed cost (FC)

Irrespective of the proportion of total demand allocated to a selected supplier, the 
fixed cost is due to the supplier management cost of all selected suppliers in a sourc-
ing strategy. The supplier management cost includes the cost of negotiation, cost of 
monitoring the quality of suppliers, and tooling cost provided to suppliers. The fixed 
cost is scenario independent and can be expressed as the sum of the fixed cost of all 
selected suppliers, which is given by

3.3.2  Normal purchase cost (NPCs)

Here, we have considered that suppliers offer all-unit quantity discount (Manerba 
and Mansini 2012; Manerba et al. 2018). The normal cost is to be paid by the buyer 
to the ith supplier for purchasing qik units at unit price cik in the kth discount interval 
in the sth scenario if the ith supplier is active, i.e. wsi = 1 . Therefore, the normal pur-
chase cost under the sth scenario can be obtained as

For the ith selected supplier, order allocation qik is positive for a given value of 
k and is zero for other values of k . This is ensured by using binary variables, which 
has been explained later while presenting the discount constraints.

3.3.3  Spot‑market purchase cost (SPCs)

The buyer incurs a spot-market purchase cost to compensate for the lost quantity due 
to the failure of at least one supplier. Under supplier failure conditions, remaining 
active suppliers can compensate for the lost quantity based on their available and 
expandable capacities at the spot-market purchase cost. Therefore, the spot-market 
purchase cost under scenario s can be written as

For the derivation of the spot-market purchase cost for the ith supplier under the 
scenario s, the unit spot-market purchase cost ai is multiplied with the additional 
order quantity msi and the state of nature wsi . This implies that the spot-market cost 

(2)FC =
∑
i∈S(n)

fi.

(3)NPCs =
∑
i∈S(n)

(
wsi

K∑
k=1

cikqik

)
.

(4)SPCs =
∑
i∈S(n)

aimsiwsi.
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will be only paid to the suppliers which are active and provide some amount of addi-
tional order.

3.3.4  Lost cost (LCs)

The lost cost is caused by the failure of the selected suppliers due to their disruption. 
The buyer has to accept a substantial loss when the total demand cannot be received 
from the selected suppliers. Though there is a provision for compensation of the lost 
quantity from the active suppliers through additional order at unit spot-market price, 
this quantity will be limited by the number of active suppliers and their capacity. 
The lost cost corresponding to the scenario s can be expressed as

The above expression is the multiplication of the unit lost cost l and the total 
lost quantity under scenario s. For each scenario s ∈ F , we calculate the lost quan-
tity by subtracting the total available order from the total demand d. The total avail-
able order is the sum of qik (normal order) and msi (additional order) obtained from 
selected suppliers i ∈ S(n).

Now, considering all possible scenarios and the four cost components derived 
above, the expected total cost can be obtained as

On substitution for the respective terms in the above equation, we get

3.4  Qualitative function

The buyer always tends to allocate orders as much as possible to the most preferred 
supplier, which in turn maximizes the supplier utilization in terms of the total pur-
chase value. However, due to disruption risk, the failure of the preferred supplier 
may lead to a huge loss to the buyer. To overcome this, the buyer allocates orders 
to alternative suppliers. The total purchase value for the ith supplier is calculated as 
the product of the supplier preferential weight ti and the quantity received from the 

(5)LCs = l

(
d −

( ∑
i∈S(n)

(
wsi

K∑
k=1

qik

)
+

∑
i∈S(n)

msiwsi

))
.

(6)ETC=FC +

|F|∑
s=1

ps
(
NPCs + SPCs + LCs

)
.

(7)

ETC =
�
i∈S(n)

fi +

�F��
s=1

⎡
⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

�
i∈S(n)

��
1 − �i

�
wsi + �i

�
1 − wsi

��
⎧
⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩

�
i∈S(n)

�
wsi

K�
k=1

cikqik

�
+

�
i∈s(n)

aimsiwsi

+l

�
d −

� �
i∈S(n)

�
wsi

K�
k=1

qik

�
+

�
i∈S(n)

msiwsi

��

⎫
⎪⎪⎬⎪⎪⎭

⎤
⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

.
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ith supplier. There are various multi-criteria decision-making tools to evaluate the 
preferential weight of suppliers based on various qualitative attributes such as cost, 
product quality, delivery schedule, after-sale service, and capacity. Thus, the TPV 
can be obtained as

The above equation provides the supplier utility value for the buyer by allocating 
qik + msi quantity to the ith supplier in scenario s, where the preferential weight of 
the ith supplier is pre-evaluated as ti using Analytic hierarchy process (AHP).

3.5  Model constraints

In this section, the related constraints of models are explained.

3.5.1  Normal order allocation

The total demand d of the buyer will be allocated to all selected suppliers. Consider-
ing the discount intervals, the total order constraint can be written as

All selected suppliers will be able to meet the total demand d, unless their capaci-
ties constrain them.

3.5.2  Minimum order allocation

The minimum order allocation constraint ensures that each selected supplier i must 
be allocated a pre-decided minimum order quantity qmin

i
 irrespective of cost and the 

value of preferential weight.

3.5.3  Capacity constraint

The following constraint ensures that the quantity qik allocated to each selected sup-
plier i should not exceed the supplier’s production capacity vi.

(8)TPV =

|F|∑
s=1

ps

∑
i∈S(n)

ti

(
K∑
k=1

qik + msi

)
wsi.

(9)
∑
i∈S(n)

K∑
k=1

qik = min

{
d,

∑
i∈S(n)

vi

}
.

(10)qik ≥ qmin

i
xik, ∀i ∈ S(n), k = 1, 2, ...,K.

(11)qik ≤ vixik, ∀i ∈ S(n), k = 1, 2, 3, ...,K.
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3.5.4  Additional order allocation

In any scenario, active suppliers are only capable of supplying additional quantity 
above the normal order quantity. Therefore, Eq.  (12) ensures that only active sup-
pliers are allocated an additional order. As the unit lost cost l is higher than the unit 
spot-market purchase cost ai, the model will always try to allocate the maximum 
possible additional order to meet the total demand, which is assured by Eq. (13).

and

3.5.5  Maximum order for individual supplier considering the expandable capacity

Suppliers are capable of expanding their capacity in case of emergency to supply 
additional order quantity through overtime payment or using the resources from 
other projects. As a result, suppliers will increase the unit price for additional order 
quantity. Therefore, the total order quantity, i.e. normal order qik and additional 
order msi , cannot be more than the total capacity of a supplier, including expandable 
capacity (i.e., vi + ei ), and the resulting constraint is given by

3.5.6  Discount constraint

In this study, we consider an equal number of discount intervals for all suppliers. 
However, we can convert an unequal number of discount slabs for suppliers into an 
equal number of discount slabs. This can be done by splitting the discount slabs of a 
supplier to match with the number of discount slabs of the supplier having the maxi-
mum number of discount slabs.

The normal order quantity allocated to a supplier will fall in one of the quantity 
intervals offered by the supplier. To ensure this, a binary decision variable xik is used 
and the following three constraints (15)–(17) have been formulated. The first two 
constraints (15) and (16) will ensure that the quantity allocated should be within 
the upper bound uik and the lower bound (upper bound of k-1, i.e., ui,k−1 + ε) of a 

(12)msi(1 − wsi) ≤

K∑
k=1

qikwsi, ∀s ∈ F, i ∈ S(n)

(13)
∑
i∈S(n)

(
K∑
k=1

qik + msi

)
≤ d, ∀s ∈ F.

(14)
K∑
k=1

qik + msi ≤ vi + ei, ∀s ∈ F, i ∈ S(n).
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discount interval k, and Constraint (17) ensures that the quantity allocated to a sup-
plier must fall exactly in one discount interval.

3.6  Model formulation

We have developed two models: cost-based sourcing (Model 1) and cost- and value-
based sourcing (Model 2). Under cost-based sourcing, the objective of the buyer is 
to minimize the expected total cost. But many times for critical components, pur-
chase managers have an interest in cost and purchase value both, and they look for 
a trade-off between cost and purchase value. Therefore, we developed the second 
model as a multi-objective optimization model to provide a trade-off between total 
cost and total purchase value for an effective sourcing-decision. Objective functions 
of both models are presented below along with constraints which are same for both 
models.

3.6.1  Model 1: cost‑based sourcing

Minimize ETC [given by Eq. (7)]

Subject to

Constraints (9)–(17).

3.6.2  Model 2: cost and value‑based sourcing

Minimize ETC [given by Eq. (7)]

and

Maximize TPV [given by Eq. (8)]

Subject to

Constraints (9)–(17).

(15)qik ≤ uikxik ∀ i ∈ S(n), k = 1, 2, ...,K

(16)qik ≥
(
uik−1 + �

)
xik ∀ i ∈ S(n), k = 1, 2, ...,K

(17)
K∑
k=1

xi,k−1 = 1 ∀ i ∈ S(n)
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4  Solution methodology

To solve the above models, we used two different methods. For the first model, we 
have developed an effective heuristic to avoid evaluating all possible combinations 
of suppliers under each sourcing strategy. Compared to earlier studies (Meena et al. 
2011; Meena and Sarmah 2016), the proposed heuristic is different in the follow-
ing aspects. First, we found the solution for supplier selection and order allocation 
simultaneously, which was not considered by Meena et al. (2011). Second, though 
Meena and Sarmah (2016) developed a heuristic for both supplier selection and 
order allocation, they did not consider spot-market cost and expandable suppliers’ 
capacity, which have been considered in the proposed heuristic. Next, we reduced 
the supplier base to a much smaller supplier base based on the effective unit cost, 
which significantly decreased the time complexity of the heuristic. Details of the 
heuristic are presented in Sect. 4.1. For the second model, we applied two widely 
used evolutionary algorithms, NSGA-II (Deb et  al. 2002) and MOPSO (Prasan-
naVenkatesan and Goh 2016), to solve the multi-objective model. A brief discussion 
and working principles are presented in Sect. 4.2.

4.1  Model 1: cost‑based sourcing

The buyer has to select n best suppliers from the prequalified base of N suppliers 
(n ≤ N). For this purpose, we need to compare the expected total cost for all pos-
sible combinations NCn under each sourcing strategy n = 1, 2, …, N. As a result, 
we need to evaluate the total 

∑N

n=1
NCn combinations to find the best sourcing strat-

egy. Moreover, there are 2n disruption scenarios for each combination. To avoid 
such an exhaustive search and reduce computational time, we have developed an 
efficient heuristic to find the solution for supplier selection and order allocations. In 
this regard, we have developed three algorithms. The first algorithm is proposed to 
reduce the supplier base N by deriving an effective unit cost, and the second algo-
rithm is proposed for the order allocation and cost calculation for a given set of sup-
pliers. Finally, Algorithm  3 is proposed for the optimal supplier selection and to 
determine the corresponding order allocation.
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In Algorithm 1, we compute the effective unit cost in the form of weighted unit 
cost, where every possible order quantity is considered as weight. Based on the 
demand, we combine the unit normal cost, unit spot-market cost, and the unit lost 
cost corresponding to all possible order quantity and compute the effective unit cost. 
Once we sort the suppliers in the increasing order of the effective unit cost, we select 
n + m or at most N number of suppliers for the nth sourcing strategy. Here, we con-
sider m additional suppliers to generate an effective solution. For a higher value of 
m, solution quality and execution time both increase. Therefore, a trade-off is pos-
sible for choosing a suitable value of m.
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4.2  Model 2: cost and value‑based sourcing

Cost and value-based sourcing are formulated as multi-objective problem to mini-
mize the expected total cost and maximize the total purchase value. In the litera-
ture, solution methods for solving multi-objective optimization problems are broadly 
classified into two categories: (i) analytical methods (e.g. weighted sum method, 
goal programming, and �-constraint method), (ii) evolutionary algorithms (e.g. 
NSGA-II, MOPSO, NCRO, and MOGOA). In the last couple of decades, various 
meta-heuristic approaches are developed to handle complex and customized prob-
lems. In this study, we applied two meta-heuristic approaches, NSGA-II (Deb et al. 
2002) and MOPSO (PrasannaVenkatesan and Goh 2016), to solve the second model.

4.2.1  NSGA‑II

NSGA-II is a widely used population-based evolutionary algorithm for solving a 
multi-objective problem, which generates a set of non-dominated solutions known 
as the Pareto front. Apart from the basic operators such as selection, crossover, and 
mutation in the Genetic Algorithm (Rofin et al. 2020), the generation of non-dom-
inated solutions, maintaining the diversity using crowding distance and preserving 
the best solution are the key features of NSGA-II (Jha et al. 2019). The key steps 
involved in NSGA-II are briefly presented below.

(i) Generation of an initial population: a predefined number of populations repre-
senting a set of solutions is generated randomly. Each solution, called a chromo-
some, is represented by an array consisting of the value of all decision variables. 
A possible range is defined for each decision variable.

(ii) Non-dominated sorting: it is the process of finding solutions that are non-dom-
inated in nature, i.e. no solution dominates the other solutions in the set. This 
non-dominated sorting is performed on the combined population of the parent 
and child solutions. It ensures the elitism principle.
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(iii) Crowding distance: crowding distance is calculated between two nearby non-
dominated solutions as the absolute difference of the objective function values. 
Through this measure, one can understand how non-dominated solutions are 
distributed along the front. During the selection process, the solution with a 
higher crowding distance will get preference, ensuring a better exploration of 
the search space. To endure the presence of two extreme/boundary solutions, a 
crowding distance of infinity is assigned for the extreme solutions.

(iv) Genetic operators: in order to search the solution space effectively, crossover and 
mutation are performed, where new child solutions are produced from the par-
ent solutions. The solution space is exploited through crossover and is explored 
through mutation.

(v) Selection: selection is the process of finding solutions for the next generation. 
Here, solutions of the same population size are taken from the set of non-dom-
inated solutions.

The pseudocode of NSGA-II is outlined below, and the flowchart of the algo-
rithm is also presented in Fig. 3. For further details of NSGA-II, interested read-
ers can refer to Deb et al. (2002).
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4.2.2  MOPSO

MOPSO is another important evolutionary algorithm that uses the search technique 
of particle swarm optimization (PSO) in the multi-objective domain. PSO is a sto-
chastic optimization technique based on swarm movement that explores a complex 
solution space in cognitive and social dimensions (Eberhart and Kennedy 1995). 
PSO has worked significantly well for a variety of problems and even performed bet-
ter than most of the traditional optimization techniques (Maiyar and Thakkar 2017).

In PSO, each solution is termed as a swarm, and its position and velocity are 
initialized at the beginning. Over the iterations, position and velocity are updated 
based on the local best solution (pbest) and global best solutions (gbest). For a given 
swarm of dimension d, the velocity v and the position x are updated as follows.

Start Input and parameter 
Initialization

Initialization 
of population

Termination
Criteria?

Pareto front for 
Rank #1 solutions

Best solutions

Fitness evaluation of 
child solutions

Offspring generation End

Yes

Mutation

Combine parent and child 
solutions

Non-dominated
Sorting for ranking

Crowding distance 
calculation

No

Elite solutions updateBest solutions of 
Model-I

Fitness evaluation of 
parent solutions

Fig. 3  Flowchart for NSGA-II



3315

1 3

Sourcing decisions with order allocation under supply…

and

where � , c1 , and c2 are inertia, cognitive and social weights, respectively. The ran-
dom numbers r1 , and r2 are uniformly distributed in the interval [0, 1]. The funda-
mental difference among evolutionary algorithms lies in the search process, i.e. how 
a new solution is found in order to find the optimal or near-optimal solution. In PSO, 
we have one global best solution, whereas, in MOPSO, all the non-dominated solu-
tions are part of global best solutions. Velocity and position are updated based on 
a randomly selected non-dominated solution from the set of global best solutions. 
Here, a similar approach is adopted in finding non-dominated solutions and crowd-
ing distance. PrasannaVenkatesan and Goh (2016) also used a similar approach. The 
pseudocode of MOPSO is presented below.

5  Numerical illustration and discussions

This section demonstrats the proposed models through a numerical illustration fol-
lowed by the impacts of various parameters on supplier selection and order allo-
cation. We have considered a real case of an Indian aviation organization. The 
numerical data are closely based on the observations made in that organization. 

vd
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= �vd
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The concerned organization spends more than 60% of its revenue on the sourcing 
of materials and services. The data illustrated are about sourcing a critical compo-
nent whose current annual demand is 552 units and is expected to reach 864 units in 
the next four years. So, for the illustration, we have considered the annual demand 
as 864 units. All other important data are modified suitably to follow the confiden-
tiality clause of the organization. To make the analysis insightful without making 
it complicated, we have considered 20 prequalified suppliers, and the details of all 
suppliers are presented in Table 2. The value of some parameters, such as the proba-
bility of failure and flexible capacity, are assumed rationally following the literature. 
The unit lost cost for each unit of unmet demand is considered as INR 2850. We 
implemented the proposed algorithmic approach to solve Model 1, while two evo-
lutionary algorithms NSGA-II and MOPSO, are applied to solve the multi-objective 
problem in Model 2. All programs and analysis are performed in MATLAB 2018b 
on a personal computer with a Core i5 processor and 4 GB RAM.

5.1  Results of Model 1

The results obtained using the proposed algorithms outlined in Sect. 4.1 are com-
pared with the results obtained using the inbuilt optimization function in MATLAB. 
Based on Table 2, the supplier base has been increased stepwise from 4 to 20 with a 
step size of 4. Therefore, we choose a supplier base of 4, 8, 12, 16, and 20 and con-
sider sourcing strategy from a single supplier to six suppliers. Using Algorithm 1, 
we reduce the supplier base from 20 to the number of suppliers equal to the sourc-
ing strategy plus three suppliers (m = 3) in increasing order based on the computed 
effective unit cost. We select three additional suppliers for further processing after 
comparing the outcomes of additional suppliers from 1 to 6. Table  3 presents a 
detailed comparison between the optimal solutions obtained using the inbuilt opti-
mization function intlinprog of MATLAB and the proposed heuristic approach. 
The heuristic solution method is highly efficient in terms of execution time. As we 
increase the sourcing strategy (i.e., the number of selected suppliers), the execution 
time of the optimal solution increases exponentially. For example, with the supplier 
base of N = 20, dual-sourcing took 3.13 s, triple-sourcing took 42.05 s, 293.95 s for 
four suppliers, 1238.44 s for five suppliers, and 4874.38 s for six suppliers, but the 
proposed heuristic took less than 2 s for all cases. The heuristic method is highly 
competitive in terms of solution quality as the average solution gap is only 0.66%, 
and the maximum solution gap is 1.62%. The optimal solution for the numerical 
problem matches for both solution methods.

From Table 3, it is found that triple-sourcing is the best sourcing strategy for the 
considered problem based on the lowest ETC. Suppliers 1, 10, and 17 are selected, 
and the corresponding normal order allocations are 50, 454, and 360, respectively. 
Normal order allocation is an important aspect to get the lowest ETC because addi-
tional order allocation under various disruption scenarios (F) depends on the nor-
mal order allocation. Table 4 presents the additional order allocation details of the 
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optimal order allocation solution under the different disruption scenarios for illustra-
tion and easier understanding.

To get further insights, Fig.  4 is presented to compare the share of differ-
ent cost components, on an average basis, obtained using the optimal solution 
approach and the heuristic approach. The average value of each cost component 
is calculated considering their values obtained for all supplier bases: 4, 8, 12, 16, 
and 20. The normal purchase cost (NPC) is a major component in the ETC, fol-
lowed by the spot-market purchase cost (SPC) and the lost cost (LC), whereas 
the fixed cost (FC) primarily depends on sourcing strategy, i.e. the number of 
selected suppliers. Next, it can be observed from Fig. 5 that as we increase the 
supplier base, the ETC decreases because there are alternative suppliers with a 
lower unit cost. Figures 6 and 7 show that with an increase in the supplier base, 
the reduction in NPC is relatively more than the reduction in ETC, which is par-
tially compensated due to an increase in the SPC. This can probably be attributed 

Fig. 4  Comparison of different 
cost components
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Fig. 5  Comparison of ETC for different supplier bases
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to the situation in which NPC is reducing due to the allocation of normal orders 
to low-cost suppliers, and SPC is increasing due to the allocation of additional 
orders.

It can also be observed that with an increase in the supplier base, NPC is 
decreasing, and SPC is increasing monotonically for the optimal solution, but 
they are compensatory in nature for the heuristic solution. It signifies that the 
heuristic approach gives a lower NPC value for a few instances compared to 
the optimal solution, even though the ETC is a little higher. For example, when 
we select only one supplier from the supplier base of 20, the optimal solution 
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Fig. 6  Comparison of NPC for different supplier bases
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method selects supplier 3 with NPC as 921,375 and ETC as 1,389,711, whereas 
the heuristic solution method selects supplier 1 with NPC as 912,177 and ETC as 
1,412,157.

5.2  Sensitivity analysis

To get some meaningful insights, sensitivity analysis is carried out to study the impact 
of different parameters such as normal unit cost (cik) , unit spot-market cost (ai) , failure 
probability (�i) , and total demand (d) on supplier selection and order allocation.

5.2.1  Sensitivity on the unit normal cost (cik)

To understand the influence of the unit normal cost of suppliers on order allocation, 
we have considered the best sourcing strategy and changed the unit normal cost of sup-
plier 17, keeping other parameters unchanged. Table 5 shows that there is a change in 
supplier selection and normal order allocation. Supplier selection does not change due 
to a reduction in unit normal cost, as the unit normal cost is the lowest for the selected 
suppliers in comparison to other suppliers in the supplier base, but it changes when unit 
normal cost increases. However, the normal allocation changes when the unit normal 
cost reduces by 7.5%. On the other hand, due to an increase in the unit normal cost of 
supplier 17, this supplier is not selected, and there is no impact on order allocations. 
It depends on the comparative value of the unit normal cost of suppliers. As a result, 
dual-sourcing becomes the base strategy when the unit normal cost increases. Further, 
the reduction in unit normal cost leads to a reduction in expected normal purchase cost 
and expected total cost. With the change in the unit normal cost, the expected lost cost 
does not change if the selected suppliers remain the same.

5.2.2  Sensitivity on the unit spot‑market cost (ai)

We have analyzed the sensitivity of the unit spot-market purchase cost by changing the 
unit spot-market price of supplier 1, keeping the value of other parameters unchanged. 
We have changed the unit spot-market cost by 5% and 10% on both sides, and Table 6 
provides detailed results. The unit spot-market cost is also an important factor in sup-
plier selection and order allocation. For 5% and 10% increase in unit spot-market cost, 
supplier 1 is not selected, instead supplier 11 is selected, which is in line with the unit 
normal cost that signifies that an increase in unit cost (normal or spot-market) leads 
to the selection of a different set of suppliers when the unit cost of suppliers is highly 
competitive. Similarly, for 10% decrease in unit spot-market cost, normal order alloca-
tion also changes between supplier 10 and supplier 17.

5.2.3  Sensitivity on the failure probability (�i)

We study the impact of failure probability on a triple-sourcing strategy by swap-
ping the failure probability of two suppliers at a time. Therefore, there will be three 
possible cases (3C2 = 3) . Table  7 presents the detailed results. Failure probability 
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influences all cost components except fixed cost, which signifies its importance in 
supplier selection and order allocation. As a result, the best sourcing strategy may 
change. This precisely happens when the failure probability of supplier 1 changes 
from 0.20 to 0.10 or 0.13. The best sourcing strategy changes from triple-sourcing to 
dual-sourcing, and supplier 1 and supplier 11 are selected instead of supplier 1, sup-
plier 10, and supplier 17. It also impacts the expected total cost and total purchase 
value.

5.2.4  Sensitivity on the total demand (d)

We analyzed the impact of total demand on supplier selection and order allocation 
by varying the total demand (d) . We consider total demand as 400, 600, 1000, 1500, 
and 2000. Table  8 presents the details of supplier selection, order allocation, and 
costs. As the total demand increases, the number of selected suppliers also increases, 
and a new supplier is included in the new list of selected suppliers. However, the 
order among the selected suppliers is reallocated in the revised solution, based on 
their relative unit cost. For example, supplier 10 is the only supplier when the total 
demand is 400, and it remains as part of the solution when demand is 2000. Supplier 
17 is added when demand is 600 and remains as part of the solution when demand 
is 2000.

5.3  Results of Model 2

We have used NSGA-II and MOPSO as mentioned in Sect. 4.2 to solve the multi-
objective problem for minimizing the ETC and maximizing the TPV. We have set 
the various parameters of NSGA-II and MOPSO by carrying out several trials based 
on various combinations of the respective key parameters. Thus, population size as 
100, number of iterations as 150, crossover probability as 0.9, and mutation prob-
ability as 0.1 are set for NSGA-II. For MOPSO, we set inertia weight ( �) as 0.8, 
accelerating coefficients, i.e., social weight c1 as 0.5 and cognitive weight c2 as 1.5, 
and the population size and the number of iterations are kept at the same value as in 
NSGA-II. Based on these parameter settings, we found the non-dominated Pareto 

Table 8  Sensitivity on total demand (d)

Demand (d) Supplier selec-
tion

Normal order 
allocation

Various expected cost

Normal cost Spot-market 
cost

Lost cost Total cost

400 [10] [400] 462,852 0 114,000 599,352
600 [10, 17] [500, 100] 705,933 104,377 22,230 873,040
1000 [10, 17, 18] [460, 90, 450] 1,182,726 174,311 30,227 1,456,264
1500 [10, 11, 17, 18] [500, 50, 370, 

580]
1,768,852 294,338 18,817 2,172,007

2000 [5, 10, 11, 17, 
18]

[400, 500, 50, 
470, 580]

2,337,499 431,154 23,025 2,897,678
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front as in Fig.  8 for NSGA-II and in Fig.  9 for MOPSO. The overall pattern of 
Pareto solutions is similar for both the evolutionary algorithms. However, the solu-
tions obtained using NSGA-II are more diverse though extreme solutions are similar.

Based on the Pareto solutions (Figs. 8, 9), we have found that mostly dual-sourc-
ing and triple-sourcing solutions are part of non-dominated solutions. There are only 
two solutions where the number of selected suppliers are four. Triple-sourcing pro-
vides both the extreme solutions, i.e. the minimum ETC and the maximum TPV 
value, whereas solutions corresponding to the dual-sourcing lie between these two. 
The minimum ETC is observed as INR 1,265,828 (the corresponding TPV is 42.67) 
against the optimal solution found in Model 1. The maximum TPV is observed as 
55.72 (corresponding ETC is 1362584) against the normal order allocation of 60 
units to supplier 3 204 units to supplier 4, and 600 units to supplier 19.

As preferential weights have a substantial influence on TPV, it is natural that sup-
pliers with higher preferential weight will be preferred. At the same time, failure 
probability is another important factor in determining the TPV, as this will decrease 
the probability of not meeting the total demand. For further analysis, we make 
the preferential weights for all suppliers equal and found that the maximum TPV 
becomes 43.20, a little higher than the TPV value corresponding to the minimum 
ETC of INR 1,265,828. This is achieved through a sourcing strategy with more sup-
pliers with the following order allocation details: 425 units for supplier 2, 147 units 
for supplier 3, 80 units for supplier 4, 109 units for supplier 7, and 103 units for 

1.28 1.3 1.32 1.34 1.36 1.38

Total Expected Cost 106

42

44

46

48

50

52

54

56
To

ta
l P

ur
ch

as
e 

Va
lu

e
n = 2
n = 3
n = 4

Fig. 8  Pareto plot of non-dominated solutions using NSGA-II



3329

1 3

Sourcing decisions with order allocation under supply…

supplier 13, so that probability of not meeting the total demand under different dis-
ruption scenarios is reduced. This little gain in TPV will not be worth as the ETC 
becomes INR 1,452,338. However, the insights are important for better decision 
making.

6  Managerial insights

In this section, we have presented key managerial insights that are observed in 
the previous sections. Unit normal cost considering the discount was found to be 
the most important deciding factor in the selection as well as order allocation to 
a set of suppliers. Failure probability coupled with unit spot-market cost is also 
an important combination in deciding supplier selection and order allocation. It 
may be noted that single-sourcing is highly risky in case of a completely failed 
scenario, thus it is always better to avoid because, in case of failure, the amount 
of lost cost is very high. Further, the actual number of suppliers to be selected 
for the lowest expected total cost would depend on the constraints imposed, i.e. 
total demand, minimum order allocation constraint, and capacity of the suppliers. 
At the same time, the selection of too many suppliers would also create a prac-
tical problem of managing and ensuring uniformity in quality. Therefore, if the 
total demand can be met with two or three suppliers, it may be a good idea to go 
with double- or triple-sourcing. It may be noted that this is more indicative rather 
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Fig. 9  Pareto plot of non-dominated solutions using MOPSO
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than a general decision. However, the optimal solution can only be obtained 
once all factors are taken into account. Based on the sensitivity analysis, it has 
been observed that the reduction in the unit cost of the selected suppliers does 
not change the supplier combination but changes the order allocation. Similarly, 
an increase in unit cost can potentially alter supplier selection and order alloca-
tion. The probability of disruption is another important factor, which alters sup-
plier selection as well as order allocation. Optimal supplier selection and order 
allocation can be evaluated based on the prevailing parameter values. Increasing 
demand would lead to a higher level of sourcing strategy, and it also depends on 
the capability of each supplier in terms of maximum capacity and minimum order 
allocation required once a supplier is selected.

7  Conclusions

This paper addresses sourcing decisions with optimal order allocation in the pres-
ence of supplier disruption risks. We have developed two models, considering the 
various decision-making scenarios. To the best of our knowledge, this paper has 
considered minimum ordering policy, consideration of compensation with unique 
spot-market cost, an all-unit quantity discount, flexibility in supplier capacity, and 
lost cost, which are not addressed together in the literature. A mixed-integer lin-
ear programming model with the objective of minimization of ETC has been for-
mulated in Model 1. In Model 2, a multi-objective MILP model to minimize ETC 
and maximize TPV is formulated, and NSGA-II and MOPSO have been applied 
to obtain non-dominated Pareto optimal solutions.

A highly efficient heuristic is developed to solve Model 1 instead of finding an 
optimal solution through an exhaustive search. A detailed comparison is made 
between optimal solutions and heuristic solutions. The heuristic is not only very 
time efficient but also highly competitive in terms of solution quality. A sen-
sitivity analysis of the key parameters is carried out and analyzed. It has been 
observed that unit normal cost, unit spot-market cost, failure probability, and total 
demand are important. It is important to note that all the parameters have their 
impact on optimal decision-making and need to be considered in combination.

The multi-objective model has been developed to provide decision alternatives 
before a purchase manager to choose the best sourcing strategy considering the 
various aspects. It has been found that dual-sourcing and triple-sourcing solu-
tions are mainly part of the non-dominated Pareto front. For this study, the buyer 
should select triple-sourcing for the best ETC and TPV. Preferential weights and 
failure probability are two important factors that affect TPV.

The current model has been considered for a single product and single period 
scenario, whereas it can be extended for a multi-period multi-product sourcing 
problem. The demand considered here is of deterministic type. It would be inter-
esting to study the results of a dynamic demand scenario. The model has been 
formulated to minimize the total cost from the buyer’s perspective, whereas the 
supplier’s perspective could be another possible future work.
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