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Research on incentive pool allocation in construction project under IPD mode

LIU Hua , LI Guanjie, XIN Xiaowei
(School of Management,Xi'an Univ. of Arch. & Tech. , Xi'an 710055, China)

Abstract: In order to solve the problem that the existing profit distribution mode could easily lead to unfair
distribution of earnings target cost, the essential difference between incentive pool distribution and profit
distribution is analyzed and a comprehensive evaluation index system is designed considering the characteristics of
enterprise, the actual contribution, the degree of effort, the risk and the dynamic factors by full-factor method, and
based on that, multi-weight Shapley value method is improved to construct a mode of incentive pool allocation
considering the marginal contribution and actual contribution of the participants. Finally, an example is given to
demonstrate the effectiveness of the model, which makes the profit distribution of IPD model fair and flexible.
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