School of Management

Identifying the Indicators of Trust for Strategic Collaborative Buyer-Supplier
Relationships

Nicolas van der Nest

This thesis is presented for the Degree of
Doctor of Philosophy
of
Curtin University

Month 2021

Declaration

To the best of my knowledge and belief this thesis contains no material previously published
by any other person except where due acknowledgment has been made.

This thesis contains no material which has been accepted for the award of any other degree
or diploma in any university.

The research presented and reported in this thesis was conducted in accordance with the
National Health and Medical Research Council National Statement on Ethical Conduct in
Human Research (2007) – updated March 2014. The proposed research study received

human research ethics approval from the Curtin University Human Research Ethics
Committee (EC00262), Approval Number # HRE2019-0356

Signature: ………………………………………….

Date: ………………………...

ii

Abstract

The research focuses on identifying the indicators of trust that enable the signalling of trust
behaviours within strategic collaborative buyer-supplier relationships. Despite the significant
role that trust plays in interorganisational relationships, as acknowledged by industry and
academia alike, organisations often fail to capitalise on trust. This failure to capitalise on trust
in the buyer-supplier relationship could be due to trust being scarce and fragile. However, it
often stems from the incapability of organisations to signal trust to a counterpart. The
research objective was the development of a conceptual Trust Management System (TMS)
and framework to enable organisations within a long-term collaborative buyer-supplier
relationship to gauge, monitor, and improve the levels of trust within the relationship. To

accomplish this objective, the research aims were to identify and validate the indicators of
trust, develop the conceptual TMS model, and propose a framework to guide organisations

for applying the system. My original contribution to knowledge is the identification of the
indicators of trust for collaborative buyer-supplier relationships. As organisations vary in size

and access to resources, the thesis presents two approaches for organisations interested in
signalling trust to a counterpart. For instance, organisations with access to significant

resources could choose to apply a comprehensive approach consisting of the 51 trust
indicators identified in this research. In contrast, organisations lacking in resources could

choose to apply the focussed approach consisting of 11 trust indicators. Moreover, the
research develops a conceptual model of the TMS and proposes a framework to guide

organisations in collaborative relationships in implementing the system.

To achieve the research aims, a mixed-methods approach was adopted, which included data
from three sources. Sources for the data included a content analysis of newspaper articles to
identify the indicators of trust from the media's perspective. A content analysis of peerreviewed journal articles to identify the indicators of trust from an academic perspective.
Additionally, expert interviews were conducted with five supply chain practitioners to
validate trust indicators for industry application. The interviews with the supply chain experts
utilised both a quantitative questionnaire and a qualitative verbal semi-structured portion. In
the context of supply chain management, the thesis responds to a call from academia to
iii

identify generally applicable indicators of trust that could address various industries from all
over the world. Additionally, the research addresses the call for progress when considering
performance measurement systems in the supply chain by proposing a system that would
allow organisations to quantify trust. Moreover, the thesis contributes to the body of extant
knowledge concerning approaches to help sustain and develop interorganisational
relationships while providing a system for addressing trust challenges. It is anticipated that
the research findings will provide organisations with information that will allow them to signal
trust behaviours to a counterpart in a collaborative buyer-supplier relationship. Moreover,

the research findings could serve as a steppingstone for researchers interested in developing
an application that would further trust-based governance in the supply chain.
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474)
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1.

Introduction

1.Chapter Abstract
Organisations face multiple challenges in the guise of threats, barriers and uncertainties in
the marketplace that could hinder their ability to succeed (Hintsa et al., 2009; Nooraie and
Mellat Parast, 2015; Vitasek, 2016). Challenges such as an increase in competition in the
market due to globalisation or rapid changes in technology and consumer demand (Anand
and Grover, 2015; Soosay and Hyland, 2015; Singh and Teng, 2016; Ghadge et al., 2017;
Michalski, Montes and Narasimhan, 2019). As well as increasing levels of supply chain
complexity caused by supply chain strategies such as the circular economy (CE) (Leising, Quist
and Bocken, 2018) and new product development collaborations between organisations
(Huang and Wilkinson, 2013; Ho, Ghauri and Larimo, 2018). From a transaction cost
perspective, organisations facing considerable uncertainty may choose to place a higher
degree of control over their activities by either employing vertical integration or by cultivating
long-term collaborative buyer-supplier relationships (Van Dijk, 1995; McCombs, 2002;
Tokman et al., 2007; Kim et al., 2012; Scholten and Schilder, 2015; Soosay and Hyland, 2015;
Singh and Teng, 2016). Where collaboration refers to the ability of two or more organisations
to work together strategically in a buyer-supplier relationship to achieve a shared objective
(Scholten and Schilder, 2015; Soosay and Hyland, 2015). Organisations choosing to
collaborate may benefit in several ways; for instance, an increase in supply chain flexibility,
speed, and visibility, higher efficiency in spending resources, developing competencies,
improved positioning in markets (Soosay and Hyland, 2015), and higher levels of operational
performance (Jones et al., 2014).
Collaborative buyer-supplier relationships, however, are not without challenges that may
negatively impact the involved organisations and require effective governance (Dyer and
Singh, 1998; Jones et al., 2014; Michalski, Montes and Narasimhan, 2019). Governance of the
buyer-supplier relationship refers to the mechanisms used to ‘regulate’ and ‘facilitate’ the
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actions between the organisations (Poppo and Zenger, 2002; Arranz and Arroyabe, 2012). The
challenges that organisations in collaborative relationships could face include acts of
opportunism (Lui and Ngo, 2004; Pavlou and Gefen, 2004), or lack of performance (La and
Choi, 2012), or power imbalances (Ghadge et al., 2017; Sætrevik, Ghanonisaber and Lunde,
2018). To protect themselves from challenges, organisations within collaborative buyersupplier relationships rely on effective governance mechanisms to ensure that their
counterparts deliver on their promises (Gulati and Singh, 1998; Yang, Xu and Zhang, 2000).
Two possible types of governance mechanisms available to organisations within collaborative
buyer-supplier relationships are contractual and trust-based governance mechanisms which
may be implemented together or by themselves to ensure adherence between the
organisations (Jones et al., 2014; Krishnan, Geyskens and Steenkamp, 2016; Fawcett et al.,
2017). The contractual governance mechanism, as supported by transaction cost theory, rely
on detailed formal contracts with an extensive focus on terms and clauses detailing each
organisation’s obligations, rights, and sanctions for non-compliance (Krishnan, Geyskens and
Steenkamp, 2016; van der Valk et al., 2016; Vitasek, 2016). The trust-based governance
mechanism supported by relational theory (Heide, 1994; Dyer and Singh, 1998; Krishnan,
Geyskens and Steenkamp, 2016) represents an informal governance mechanism based on
trust, a ‘bilateral expectation’ that each organisation will act in a befitting manner (Krishnan,
Geyskens and Steenkamp, 2016).
When considering both contract-based and trust-based governance, some researchers view
them as substitutes for one another where either trust or contracts can serve to achieve the
desired outcome of governing the buyer-supplier relationship (Herz et al., 2016; van der Valk
et al., 2016; Calderon-Monge and Pastor-Sanz, 2017). Alternatively, some researchers
consider contract-based and trust-based governance as complementing one another, where
trust and contracts support one another to achieve the desired outcome of the relationship.
This thesis supports both views: that trust and contracts could act as either a substitute or a
complement to one another. Regardless of whether trust-based governance is implemented
as a substitute or a complement it requires indicators to signal the presence of trust
behaviours (Cullen, Johnson and Sakano, 2000). Trust signalling behaviours between
organisations have also been studied in the literature utilising several synonyms. For instance,
they are also referred to as the variables of trust (Wright and Grace, 2011; Usman et al., 2017),
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or the components of trust (Perrone, Zaheer and McEvily, 2003), or the indicators of trust
(IoT) (Cater and Kidwell, 2014; König and Schuknecht, 2019). For the sake of simplicity, the
study refers to the term’s indicators of trust or trust indicators. Similarly, the notion of trust
between organisations has been studied and referred to using alternating designations in
literature. For instance, trust between organisations has been referred to as organisational
trust (Khalifa and Saad, 2017), or inter-organisational trust (Krishnan, Geyskens and
Steenkamp, 2016; Staniskiene, Stankeviciute and Daunoriene, 2019; Szromek and Naramski,
2019), or inter-firm trust (Elliot, Zhu and Wang, 2019; Espadinha-Cruz and Grilo, 2019; Parast,
2019), or as business-to-business (B2B) trust (Zaheer, McEvily and Perrone, 1998; Saunders
et al., 2004; Jones et al., 2014; Cherry, 2016; Vanneste, 2016). The scope of the study primarily
focuses on inter-organisational trust and is referred to as trust throughout. When referring to
trust between organisations, this study utilises the following definition as the primary
interpretation of trust:
“Trust is simply one’s belief that one’s supply chain partner will act in a
consistent manner and do what he/she says he/she will do.”
Spekman, Kamauff, and Myhr (1998, p. 56)

In a trust-relationship, the trustor represents the party that places its trust in another party,
namely the trustee (van Esterik-Plasmeijer and van Raaij, 2017; Börjeson, 2018). Trust plays a

vital role within supply chain management between the buyer and the supplier (Lee and
Billington, 1992; Dekker, 2004; Wagner, Coley and Lindemann, 2011; Singh and Teng, 2016;

Fawcett et al., 2017; Elliot, Zhu and Wang, 2019; Staniskiene, Stankeviciute and Daunoriene,
2019). Organisations seeking to benefit from innovation and transformation are turning to
long-term relationships where the competitive winning at all costs strategies are replaced by
a collaborative relationship strategy (Ganesan, 1994; Yeung, Chan and Chan, 2009; Vitasek,
2016).

Generally, industries are aware of the importance of trust for buyer-supplier

collaborative relationships (Fawcett et al., 2017). However, few industries have access to a
mechanism to manage collaborative buyer-supplier relationships using trust (Fawcett et al.,
2012, 2017; Day et al., 2013; Jones et al., 2014). Alternatively, organisations may choose not
to implement trust-based governance due to fear that their counterpart may act

opportunistically or that it may result in conflict between the organisations (Fawcett et al.,
3

2017). There has been a call for research into understanding the nature of trust concerning
its use as a governance mechanism (Fawcett et al., 2017), where trust indicators are required
to allow organisations to use trust to manage collaborative buyer-supplier relationships.
Research to address this gap has provided several studies to identify the indicators of trust as
discussed in Section 2.5. However, while the indicators of trust as identified in these studies
are informative on a theoretical level, no studies have sought to validate their findings using
industry feedback after the research analysis phases (Gamero et al., 2011; van EsterikPlasmeijer and van Raaij, 2017; Susanty Aries, Sirait Norma Mustiana and Bakhtiar Arfan,

2018). Moreover, the indicators of trust identified in the literature commonly lack
generalisability due to the focus of the articles limiting the indicators to a geographic area

(Khalifa and Saad, 2017; Usman et al., 2017; Suparjo and Sunarsih, 2018) or a specific industry
(Ozawa and Sripad, 2013; Saleh et al., 2015; van Esterik-Plasmeijer and van Raaij, 2017). The

research in the thesis addresses this gap by identifying the indicators of trust by analysing the
newspaper articles supported by peer-reviewed journal articles. The findings of which have

been subjected to feedback from industry experts. The research then implements the
resulting indicators of trust to conceptualise a trust-based governance mechanism, titled the

Trust Management Systems (TMS) model. The model provides a steppingstone for
organisations within a collaborative buyer-supplier relationship to gauge, monitor, and

improve the levels of trust.

1.2 Purpose of the Thesis

The purpose of the study is to develop a conceptual model for long-term collaborative buyersupplier relationships to integrate trust as a strategic component. Organisations in industries

engaged in complex supply chain strategies such as the sustainable supply chain and new
product development collaborations require higher degrees of collaboration for successful

implementation (Um and Kim, 2018; Dominguez et al., 2019; Dora, 2019; Pemartín, SánchezMarín and Munuera-Alemán, 2019). Concerning innovation and transformation, Vitasek

(2016) argued for the utilising of collaborative relationships between buyers and suppliers.
While Michalski, Montes, and Narasimhan (2019) stated that trust and innovation are
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‘essential ’for relational management and are the ‘basic elements ’required for the formation,
organisation, and operation of the supply chain. Moreover, for organisations seeking to
transition from a traditional supply chain to a sustainable supply chain, such as a circular
economy, collaboration is considered to be essential (Leising, Quist and Bocken, 2018).
Collaborative buyer-supplier relationships are considered too essential for complex supply
chain strategies. Due to suppliers within arm’s length relationships, as viewed from the
Transaction Cost Economics (TCE) perspective, it generally seeks only to fulfil the buyer’s
exact specifications. With very little encouragement to provide additional value through

innovation (Vitasek, 2016), requiring the need for organisations to distinguish which
relationships are strategic and which are relegated to arm’s length buyer-supplier

relationships.

In order to identify which relationships, qualify as being strategic, both academia and industry
employ purchasing portfolio approaches (PPAs) (Montgomery, Ogden and Boehmke, 2018;

Aloini et al., 2019). The Kraljic Portfolio Matrix (KPM), developed by Kraljic in 1983, is
grounded in TCE (Formentini et al., 2019), and is a well-established and accepted purchasing

portfolio model (Caniëls and Gelderman, 2005; Narsimhan and Ungarala, 2016; Montgomery,
Ogden and Boehmke, 2018; Formentini et al., 2019). As Figure 1-1 illustrates, the KPM utilises

four quadrants categorising purchases based on an external dimension (supply
risk/complexity) and an internal dimension (importance of the purchase). The thesis when

using the term ‘products ’refers to both tangible goods and intangible services. The categories
in the KPM were classified by Kraljic (1983) as being: bottleneck (low-profit impact, high
supply), leverage (high-profit impact, low supply risk), noncritical (low-profit impact, low
supply risk), and strategic (high-profit, high supply risk) (Ghadge et al., 2017). The proposed
TMS framework is specifically focused on relationships where the items in the exchanges
(transactions) are categorised within the Strategic Items quadrant (high profit/high supply) of
the KPM purchasing focus (see Figure 1-1).
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Figure 1-1 Kraljic Portfolio Matrix as adapted from Montgomery, Ogden, and Boehmke (2018)

Products classified as Strategic Items by Kraljic (1983) require decision-making from top-level

management, focusing on developing long-term buyer-supplier relationships. These products
are highly detailed, requiring long-term supply and demand information. Examples provided

by Kraljic as being strategic items included Benzol Cyclohexane, high-value components, and
scarce metals. The long-term nature of the relationship and the strategic importance of these

products, as identified by Kraljic, are well suited for collaborative buyer-supplier relationships.
When considering the need for innovation and transformation, the utilisation of a

collaborative relationship is further emphasised (Revilla and Knoppen, 2015). The ability of
the supplier to add ‘differentiated incremental value ’require the organisations to form a

relationship, which allows the contracts between the organisations to be written in a manner
that allows for innovation and transformation to occur in a relationship utilising repeated

transactions over a long period (Vitasek, 2016). Organisations in collaborative relationships
rely on signalling behaviours to gauge the state of the buyer-supplier relationship.

Signalling behaviours in the buyer-supplier relationship allow organisations to interpret their
counterpart's actions, which is especially true when considering trust. Thus, the indicators of
trust (as discussed in section 1.1) are implemented in the proposed TMS through the TMS
framework, presented in Chapter 7, to function as key performance indicators (KPIs). KPIs are
relied upon by decision-makers and top management to provide accurate data for making
6

strategic decisions (Chae, 2009; Azadeh et al., 2015). Trust plays a significant role in the buyer
and the supplier relationship despite it being elusive and fragile; however, the numerous
benefits associated with having trust in the collaborative relationship warrant the pursuit of
further research on trust between buyers and suppliers (Shin, Collier and Wilson, 2000; Cai et
al., 2013). The research presented in the thesis contributes to the extant knowledge of interorganisational trust concerning collaborative buyer-supplier relationships.

1.3 Objective of the Thesis

The overall objective of this research is the development of a conceptual Trust Management
Systems (TMS) and framework to enable organisations within a long-term collaborative

buyer-supplier relationship to gauge, monitor, and improve the levels of trust within the
relationship.

This overall objective can be broken down into the following sub-objectives:
1. To identify and validate the indicators of trust:
1.1 Identifying the indicators of trust within a business or commercial context by
analysing newspaper media utilising the Factiva database.
1.2 Identifying the indicators of trust within peer-reviewed journal articles utilising the
Scopus database.
1.3 Validating the findings from the analysis of the Factiva database using interviews
with supply chain experts.
1.4 To compare and analyse the findings from the Factiva analysis, the Scopus analysis,
and the feedback from the interviews with the supply chain experts.
2. To develop the Trust Management System.
3. To propose a framework to guide organisations when implementing the Trust
Management System.
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1.4 Research Phases
The research methodology employed in the thesis to develop the conceptual TMS model
employed a qualitative research approach. The study reaches its objectives by moving

through five main research phases:

Figure 1-2 Research phases

Research phase I

Phase I is the review of peer-reviewed literature predominantly focused on trust in the supply
chain. The literature review aims to familiarise the reader with the foundational knowledge
surrounding the topic and to identify the research's focus. The literature review starts by
providing a brief introduction to the concept of supply chain relationships and supply chain
management. The chapter then discusses trust from the perspective of the supply chain. Trust
in the supply chain plays a pivotal role in impacting the relationships between the supply chain
members and, ultimately, the end-consumer. The literature review then explores trust in
collaborative buyer-supplier relationships by discussing inter-personal trust and inter8

organisational trust before presenting the challenges to trust that can adversely impact the
levels of trust between a buyer and a supplier. The literature review then discusses the
indicators of trust in the literature before presenting a case study to illustrate the importance
of trust in monetary terms to the buyer-supplier relationship. The chapter concludes by
presenting the research focus of the thesis, highlighting the need for identifying indicators of
trust validated by the industry. Additionally, the section considers the call for methodologies
in the literature to progress performance measurement between organisations, especially
when considering the measurement, monitoring, and building trust in buyer-supplier

relationships.

Research phase II

Phase II relates to identifying of the indicators of trust through a content analysis of
newspaper articles utilising the Factiva database. The newspaper media presents information
that resonates with both businesses and consumers—providing a valuable source of
information for understanding trust. The content analysis was accomplished by implementing
a text analysis of newspaper articles to understand trust signalling behaviours as reflected in
the newspaper media. The content analysis applied the NVivo software to identify and codify
the indicators of trust from the media's perspective.

Research phase III

Phase III describes how an empirical qualitative content analysis of peer-reviewed journals
was performed to identify the existing indicators of trust within journal articles in the Scopus
database. The purposeful literature review utilised NVivo software to identify and codify the
indicators of trust from the perspective of academia.
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Research phase IV

Phase IV presents the results from the Factiva media analysis (Phase II) to industry experts to
validate the applicability of the identified indicators of trust for use in the supply chain. Here,

five experts with over 85 years of experience from various industries were invited to
participate in semi-structured interviews providing verbal (interviews) and non-verbal

(questionnaires) data collections. The NVivo software was applied to identify and codify
concepts and indicators of trust.

Research phase V

Phase V compares the findings resulting from Phase II to Phase IV to structure the TMS
indicators of trust and the TMS trust clusters for the proposed Trust Management System.
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1.5 The Significance of this Thesis
The purpose of the study is the development of the Trust Management System (TMS) model
(see Figure 1-3). The TMS provides a conceptual representation of a mechanism to support
organisations in collaborative buyer-supplier relationships when implementing trust-based
governance. The thesis also provides a practical TMS artefact to illustrate the potential
application of the system. The TMS aims to facilitate organisations within collaborative buyersupplier relationships to build and maintain trust between the organisations. Allowing
organisations to take advantage of the significant benefits of trust while reducing
organisations reliance on costly and inflexible contract-based governance mechanisms (Dyer,
1997; Wang, Yeung and Zhang, 2011; Herz et al., 2016). The Trust Management System (TMS)
model and practical artefact utilise the indicators of trust identified in the thesis. These

indicators may apply to groups and organisations within various sectors. Additionally, the
thesis presents a framework to guide how organisations could apply the TMS in strategic

collaborative relationships. Moreover, the thesis contributes to the overall understanding of
supply chain management by examining supply chain relationship theory and relationship

governance by focusing on collaborative buyer-supplier relationships that implement trust as
a relationship governance mechanism. Traditionally, the supply chain management literature

has focussed extensively on contract-based governance as the primary means of governing
relationships between the buyers and suppliers (Krishnan, Geyskens and Steenkamp, 2016;

Vitasek, 2016). However, as buyer-supplier relationships have developed over time, there has
been a shift in focus towards implementing relational governance when considering

collaborative relationships in the supply chain (Poppo and Zenger, 2002; Zhao et al., 2019).
Furthermore, the thesis contributes to the growing body of knowledge concerning relational

governance by exploring trust and trust-based governance and develops a conceptualised
mechanism (model) and framework to implement the system.
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While previous studies of trust have focussed on identifying the indicators of trust, none have
utilised the newspaper media as the source of the indicators. By identifying the indicators of
trust identified in the newspaper media, that industry experts have then validated, the study
provides an alternative perspective when discussing trust. Additionally, the study provides a
stepping-stone for future research focussed on quantifying trust in buyer-supplier
relationships by identifying and illustrating the utility of the indicators of trust identified in
the study. The study provides managerial significance by providing valuable insights into how
trust is perceived within collaborative buyer-supplier relationships. Additionally, the thesis

provides organisations with a framework to guide implementing trust as a governance
mechanism. Moreover, the framework provides organisations seeking to improve trust with

both comprehensive and focussed approaches.

Figure 1-3 Thesis Outcomes
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1.6 Outline of the Thesis
Chapter 1 - this chapter served as an introduction to the thesis by presenting the main topics
discussed in the thesis before highlighting the importance of trust-based governance for
collaborative buyer-supplier relationships. The chapter identified the purpose of the thesis
before then outlining the objectives of the thesis. Additionally, the chapter presented the
research methodologies used in the thesis. The chapter then addressed the significance of
the thesis before providing an outline of what was to come.

Chapter 2 - provides a theoretical understanding of the existing research and demonstrates
the gap in the literature the thesis addresses. The literature review defines the concepts and

discusses the theory related to trust and the governance of the buyer-supplier relationship
(Research Phase I).
Chapter 3 – discusses the research methodology employed in the thesis. The chapter starts

by discussing the research aims and objectives. The chapter will then discuss the theory
supporting the research methodology, starting with the research philosophy, the research

approach to the theory development, the research choice, the type of research strategy, and
the research time horizon. The chapter then discusses the ethical considerations and

limitations of the research before presenting the research procedures.
Chapter 4 - the purpose of the chapter is to discuss the content analysis employed to identify

trust indicators. The chapter discusses the procedures employed for the content analysis of
the newspaper articles (Research Phase II) and the content analysis of peer-reviewed journal
articles (Research Phase III).

Chapter 5 - presents the interview procedures implemented with supply chain experts to
validate the indicators of trust identified from Factiva content analysis (Research Phase III).

The chapter discusses the interview research methodology applied by first discussing the
interview guide (Research Phase IV). The chapter then provides background information of

the interviewees before discussing the interview process.
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Chapter 6 - presents and discusses the research findings (Research Phase V). The chapter
starts by presenting the Factiva content analysis findings before presenting the Factiva
thematic clusters of the indicators of trust. It then presents the thematic clustering of the
indicators that resulted from the Factiva content analysis. The chapter then presents the
Scopus content analysis findings before presenting the Scopus thematic groupings of the
indicators of trust. The chapter then presents and discusses the findings from the interviews.
Subsequently, the chapter concludes by applying methodological triangulation before
discussing the findings from both a media and industry perspective.

Chapter 7 - presents the conceptual Trust Management System (TMS) model. The chapter
starts by first presenting the purpose of the system before presenting the conceptual model.
The chapter then discusses the methodology and selection of the indicators of trust for
implementation in the Trust Management System. The chapter then provides an overview of
a conceptualised model of the Trust Management System as an artefact before providing
examples to illustrating the utility of the system in addressing problems that may arise within
the buyer-supplier relationship (BSR). The chapter then concludes by providing a framework
as a guide to how organisations could implement the system.
Chapter 8 - serves as the discussion and conclusion chapter of the thesis. The chapter provides

a summary and the research phases employed in the thesis before responding to the research
objectives of the thesis. The chapter then discusses the significance of the research, after
which it discusses future research that could stem from the research before concluding the
thesis.
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Figure 1-4 Thesis outline
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2.

The Literature Review

2.1 Chapter Abstract

To help protect from challenges in the marketplace and capitalise on the significant benefits
linked to collaboration, more organisations choose to engage in long-term collaborative

relationships (Soosay and Hyland, 2015; Vitasek, 2016; Dave et al., 2018). To ensure both the
buyer and the supplier in collaborative relationships adhere to the agreements made requires

implementing a governance mechanism (Michalski, Montes and Narasimhan, 2019). As trustbased governance plays a significant role as either a complement or substitute to contract-

based governance, the research proposes the value of the Trust Management System (TMS).
This chapter, the literature review chapter, provides the foundational knowledge most

relevant to the research in the study by reviewing the topics of supply chain management and
trust. As trust plays a central role in the study, it has been linked with the principal concepts

throughout the chapter.

The literature review starts by examining the supply chain management literature. Supply
chain relationships are explored from a supply chain management perspective emphasising
the role of relationships and collaboration for supply chain success. Co-development of new
products and sustainability are then discussed as collaboration intensive initiatives, further
accentuating the need for collaboration and trust in the supply chain. Trust is then discussed
from a broad supply chain perspective highlighting both the benefits and difficulties of trust
before reviewing extant literature on the topic. The literature review then focuses on buyersupplier relationships by first exploring how buyer-supplier relationships have developed over
time before discussing the types of buyer-supplier relationships. Establishing the
collaborative buyer-supplier relationship as the chapter transitions to where in the buyersupplier relationship the system belongs. The chapter lays the foundation for where the

system belongs by discussing both contract-based and trust-based governance of buyer-
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supplier relationships before shifting the focus of the literature review from the supply chain
to that of trust.

The literature review then examines the trust literature. Highlighting the value of trust as it is
shown to be rare, fragile, and complicated. Trust is then shown to be multi-levelled, applying
to both individuals and organisations. Motivation is then provided for why the trust should
be applied in the relationship by focussing on the consequences of trust, the challenges to
trust, and the financial reward associated with trust. The chapter then presents the literature

discussing trust indicators and identifies the indicators as critical elements of the buyersupplier relationship. The literature review chapter concludes by presenting the research

focus of the study by identifying the gap in the literature and the call from academia for the
research presented in the thesis. A table describing the content of the literature reviews has

been placed in Appendix XXV.

Figure 2-1 Overview of the Literature Review
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2.2.

Supply Chain Relationships

Supply chain relationships play a pivotal role in the success of the entire supply chain.
Collaboration and trust enable the members of the supply chain to cultivate strong
relationships. However, the degree to which organisations choose to collaborate is often
predicated on the type of relationship between the buyer and the supplier.

Figure 2-2 Supply chain relationships overview
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2.2.1. Supply Chain Relationships and Supply Chain
Management
The significance that organisations place on the supply chain has evolved from focusing

primarily on the product, to include the role that the supply chain plays as a source of
competitive advantage (Anand and Grover, 2015). The term supply chain relationship, also

referred to as a buyer-supplier relationship (Wagner and Johnson, 2004), refers to both
interpersonal relationships and inter-organisational relationships between members in a

supply chain. Interpersonal supply chain relationships refer to the relationships between
employees of separate organisations working on behalf of their respective organisations in a

supply chain. In contrast, inter-organisational supply chain relationships refer to the
relationships between organisations in a supply chain (Wagner and Johnson, 2004). The
relationships between the members (organisations) in a supply chain play a significant role in
understanding how the supply chain works and the roles of the members within it (Lee and
Woo, 2019). The types of relationships in a supply chain range from the traditional arm’s
length buyer-supplier relationship to collaborative buyer-supplier relationships (Goffin,
Szwejczewski and New, 1997; Wagner and Johnson, 2004) (see Section 2.2.4). The thesis
focuses primarily on the collaborative buyer-supplier relationship in the supply chain
environment due to the interest of the organisations in preserving the relationship.

Supply chain management has become a central focus for organisational management due to

the competitive advantage that it provides organisations (Anand and Grover, 2015;
Paparoidamis, Katsikeas and Chumpitaz, 2019a). The term supply chain management refers

to the management philosophy associated with the understanding and control of the
activities within the supply chain (Mentzer et al., 2001). The study applies the definition of

supply chain management as proposed by the Council of Supply Chain Management
Professionals (CSMP, 2020):

Supply chain management encompasses the planning and management of all

activities involved in sourcing and procurement, conversion, and all logistics
management activities. Importantly, it also includes coordination and collaboration
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with channel partners, which can be suppliers, intermediaries, third party service
providers, and customers. In essence, supply chain management integrates supply
and demand management within and across companies.

For the most part, supply chains refer to large and complex networks of individual
organisations (Leising, Quist and Bocken, 2018; Sarkis, Santibanez Gonzalez and Koh, 2019).
The main objective of supply chains is to deliver value to both customers and stakeholders
through production and distribution in a sustainable and cost-effective manner (Lima-Junior

and Carpinetti, 2017). To accomplish this objective, the supply chain must both be efficient
and responsive which requires strong levels of collaboration between supply chain members

(Narayanan, Narasimhan and Schoenherr, 2015; Panahifar et al., 2018). Supply chain
collaboration is based on mutual trust, openness, and the sharing of risks and rewards

(Soosay, Hyland and Ferrer, 2008). Strong collaboration in the supply chain enables the
participating organisations to have an increased ability to address various market forces such

as competition, cost reduction, sustainability and innovation with a higher degree of success
(Fawcett et al., 2012; Salam, 2017). Traditionally organisational success has been focussed on

the internal processes of the organisation, with the transactions only considering ‘the simple
transfer of ownership ’(Matopoulos et al., 2007). However, the last couple of decades have

seen a shift of focus from this internal focus to an external focus on organisational
collaboration in the supply. This shift in focus benefits both the individual organisations and

the supply chain as a whole (Ramanathan, Gunasekaran and Subramanian, 2011; Panahifar
et al., 2018).

The literature identifies several benefits that may result from effective collaboration in the
supply chain. For example, effective supply chain collaboration allows organisations facing
threats, barriers, and uncertainties (cumulatively referred to as challenges in the study) to be
more competitive in the market and to benefit from improved information sharing abilities
(Soosay and Hyland, 2015; Panahifar et al., 2018). Organisations sharing information on
performance data with supply chain members improve the overall performance of the entire
supply chain (Ramanathan, Gunasekaran and Subramanian, 2011). Furthermore, the ability
to collaborate in the supply chain helps organisations to mitigate the impacts of the bullwhip

effect by allowing for improved forecasting (Almeida et al., 2017; Panahifar et al., 2018).
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Additionally, organisations who are able to collaborate effectively improve the utilisation of
resources (Fawcett et al., 2012; Soosay and Hyland, 2015). Organisations effectively
collaborating within the supply chain have shown to improve the resilience of the supply chain
(Scholten and Schilder, 2015). Also, collaboration between supply chain partners can lead to
a reduction in costs (Matopoulos et al., 2007; Panahifar et al., 2018), while also increasing
revenue growth for the organisations (Matopoulos et al., 2007).

Supply chain relationships on both an interpersonal and inter-organisational level play a

significant role in determining the success of a supply chain. As the main objective of the
supply chain is to deliver value through production and distribution, the collaboration

between the members of the supply chain is essential. The following section argues the merits
of healthy levels of collaboration by discussing new product development and sustainable

supply chain management as examples of complex supply chains.

2.2.2. Arguments Promoting Supply Chain Collaboration
For the members in the supply chain to be efficient and responsive it requires strong levels of

collaboration. The following section discusses new product development and sustainable
supply chain management as key examples of supply chain initiatives that require increased

levels of collaboration between supply chain partners. These industries serve as examples of
the type of organisations that would stand to benefit from a mechanism that would improve

collaboration through trust.

2.2.2.1.

Supply Chain Collaboration and New Product
Development

Collaboration in the supply chain is required to drive the innovation and transformation
essential for new product development (Melander and Lakemond, 2015; Um and Kim, 2018;

Pemartín, Sánchez-Marín and Munuera-Alemán, 2019). Innovation is a knowledge intensive
activity that is highly structured within supply chain networks where suppliers should be
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treated as part of an organisation’s technical and business functions (Wang, Yeung and Zhang,
2011). Due to the repeated transactional nature of the relationship, suppliers within
collaborative buyer-supplier relationships are able to provide the buyer with value that
exceeds the limitations placed in the contract resulting in higher levels of innovation and
transformation (Yeung, Chan and Chan, 2009; Revilla and Knoppen, 2015; Vitasek, 2016).
Innovation and transformation are essential when considering new product development
(NPD) (Kahn, 2018) which may significantly benefit from organisations forming collaborative
relationships.

The co-development of new products often involves complex projects (Bernstein, 2015) that

involve the relational exchange between two or more organisations in a long-term joint effort
(Pemartín, Sánchez-Marín and Munuera-Alemán, 2019). New product development (NPD)

collaborations with external organisations have, in general, replaced previous NPD
development practices (Pemartín, Sánchez-Marín and Munuera-Alemán, 2019). However, the

quality of collaboration between the organisations considerably impacts whether the NPD
project will be a success or a failure (Um and Kim, 2018). Organisations collaborating on NPD

projects face challenges that endanger the joint efforts of the organisations.

Uncertainty is inherent in NPD collaborations and creates several challenges for the
organisations involved in the development of a new product (Pemartín, Sánchez-Marín, and

Munuera-Alemán 2019, Callia et al. 2007, Jap 2001). These challenges may include increased
difficulty when defining work plans, the calculation of the required contributions for each
organisation ahead of time, and the equitable distribution of outcomes 33(Um and Kim, 2018;
Pemartín, Sánchez-Marín and Munuera-Alemán, 2019). NPD collaborations are also at higher
risk of a counterpart acting opportunistically (Pemartín, Sánchez-Marín and MunueraAlemán, 2019). Due to the uncertain nature of NPD collaborations and risks, the contracts
between the organisations need to be kept open to allow organisations to learn and adapt
continuously (Pemartín, Sánchez-Marín and Munuera-Alemán, 2019). Authors such as
Melander and Lakemond (2015) stated that the governance of NDP collaboration projects
included contractual arrangements, shared goals, and trust. The authors suggested that
organisations in NPD collaborations utilise a combination of contract-based transactional
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governance (see Section 2.3.2), and trust-based relational governance such as trust (see
Section 2.3.4).

Organisations in NPD collaborations endeavouring to overcome uncertainty and risk
proactively try to improve the levels of trust between the organisations (Pemartín, SánchezMarín and Munuera-Alemán, 2019). Trust is considered to be vital in collaborative
relationships, however, this importance increases in NPD collaboration relationships due to
the exchange of valuable proprietary information (Pemartín, Sánchez-Marín and Munuera-

Alemán, 2019). Melander and Lakemond (2015) suggest a combination of governance
mechanisms which may include transactional and relational governance for NPD

collaboration projects. Emphasising the need for a framework for collaborating organisations
to aid in the implementation of relational governance between organisations is developed in

this dissertation.

2.2.2.2.

Supply Chain Management and Sustainability

The significance of collaboration in the supply chain is also apparent in the high levels of
collaboration required in order to implement sustainable supply chains effectively (Seuring
and Müller, 2008; Dominguez et al., 2019; Dora, 2019; Sarkis, Santibanez Gonzalez and Koh,

2019). Organisations and their stakeholders are increasingly becoming aware of the
importance of sustainability. This awareness has placed pressure on organisations to shift

from a traditional model of the supply chain, which focusses only on value creation, to a
sustainable chain model, which focusses on the creation of value while preserving the

environment alongside business and social facets (Bocken et al., 2016; Difrancesco and
Huchzermeier, 2016; Dubey et al., 2017; Govindan and Soleimani, 2017). This has led to

sustainable supply chain management (SSCM) becoming a strategic process that is used to
help organisations achieve a competitive advantage (Genovese et al., 2017).

Sustainable supply chain management refers to the cooperation of organisations to achieve

the objectives based on the three dimensions of sustainable development (economic,
environmental, and social dimensions, to manage the flows of capital, material and
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information (Seuring and Müller, 2008; Dubey et al., 2017). Sustainable supply chain
management differs from the general supply chain management definition from the Council
of Supply Chain Management (CSMC) (as presented in Section 2.2.1) in that it places less
emphasis on the activities in the supply chain and more on the three dimensions of
sustainability. Both definitions, however, share the sentiment that collaboration is required
between supply chain partners. Sustainable supply chain network strategies require higher
levels of supply chain collaboration due to the complexity of sustainable supply chains and
the increased levels of information sharing required to implement them (Dominguez et al.,

2019; Dora, 2019; Sarkis, Santibanez Gonzalez and Koh, 2019). A popular subset of the
sustainable supply chain management is the concept of the circular economy which requires

high levels of supply chain collaboration to reach its objectives.

2.2.2.2.1.

The Circular Economy

The circular economy involves the creation of self-sustaining production systems where
resources are continuously reused (Genovese et al., 2017) as opposed to the traditional linear

approach of production which utilises a ‘take-make-use-dispose ’approach (Bocken et al.,
2016; Hartley, van Santen and Kirchherr, 2020). The circular economy, also referred to as

circularity (Cardoso et al., 2019), is rooted in industrial ecology (IE) and examines industrial
systems and the development of closed material loops able to sustain itself (Bocken et al.,

2016; Leising, Quist and Bocken, 2018). Successful transition to a circular economy requires
buyers and suppliers to collaborate by collecting and sharing of data, the creation of

examples, and to improve innovation (Dora, 2019). Organisations applying the circular
economy supply chain model require a high degree of collaboration. The need for higher

levels of collaboration stems from the need of organisations from a variety of disciplines in
the supply chain to work together to achieve their shared vision of employing the circular

economy strategy by assigning responsibilities to all stakeholders within the supply chain
(Leising, Quist and Bocken, 2018; Dora, 2019). The support for the circular economy has
grown, as a sustainable supply chain management approach to replace the traditional linear
supply chain.
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The concept of the circular economy has gained popularity within academia, business
industries (Kirchherr, Reike and Hekkert, 2017; Leising, Quist and Bocken, 2018), and
governments (Hartley, van Santen and Kirchherr, 2020). With governments such as the
European Union (EU) (Korhonen, Honkasalo and Seppälä, 2018; Schröder, Lemille and
Desmond, 2020), Canada, China, Japan, and the United Kingdom (UK) promoting its
application (Korhonen, Honkasalo and Seppälä, 2018). Sustainability literature supports the
application of the circular economy for sustainable production and development to occur,
stating that industries need to evolve from a linear production model to a circular model to

reduce waste (Leising, Quist and Bocken, 2018; Dora, 2019; Hartley, van Santen and Kirchherr,
2020; Schröder, Lemille and Desmond, 2020). The importance of collaboration for the

implementation of the circular economy has been supported in the sustainable supply chain
literature.

Cardosa, Machado, Chiappetta, & Lopes (2019) argue the need for further research into

governance in the circular economy, and that both formal and informal governance
mechanisms can positively impact the introduction of the circular economy as a green

practice. Their study concerns a cosmetics supply chain, in which the formal governance
mechanisms consisted of contracts and environmental norms, and the informal or relational

governance mechanisms, consisted of trust and cooperation. In their study, trust is identified
as an essential variable to informal governance mechanisms. Furthermore, trust and

cooperation were found to aid in the adoption of sustainable practices in the supply chain.
Dora (2019) researched collaboration in the supply chain and the circular economy from an
agricultural perspective focussing on food waste management. The article explored how
suppliers, the farmers, managed the various collaborative relationships in the supply chain to
reduce waste. Their research identified that to achieve sustainable practices, collaborative
relationships were required in the supply chain. These collaborative relationships could be
instigated by stakeholders by developing a collaborative culture — the authors relating to the
collaborative nature of the relationships in the circular economy as being symbiotic.

Bao, Lu, Chi, Yuan, and Hao (2019) researched procurement innovation in the construction
and demolition (C&D) waste industry. The authors utilised a case-study from a C&D waste

recycling project in Suzhou, China. The authors identified that one of the lessons learnt from
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the case study was that the contract between the public and private organisation tended to
be relational: an informal contract based on verbal agreements. The authors noted that both
academia and practitioners have started to understand the drawbacks associated with the
traditional contract-based governance mechanism. The authors identified that relational
contract type agreements are able to aid organisations in public-private partnerships to
reduce negotiation times, deal with ad hoc problems, allow for the development of the
circular economy and to build trust between the organisations. The authors noted that how
the verbal agreement was supported between the organisations was based on trust and

collaboration. Leising, Quist, and Bocken (2018) examined three pilot projects in the Dutch
building sector and proposed a tool for supply chain collaboration in the circular economy.

The authors examined the network dynamics of the relationships between the organisations
(actors) by analysing their essential activities for building the projects and the relationships

between the organisations. strategic (continuity) it led to the formation of trust which in turn
led to a collaborative attitude.

These studies highlight the importance of supply chain collaboration and relational

governance when implementing a complex supply chain system, and the positive impact of
trust between organisations. Organisations that can successfully implement the circular

economy as a supply chain strategy are able to take advantage of the environmental (Bocken
et al., 2016; Witjes and Lozano, 2016; Genovese et al., 2017; Leising, Quist and Bocken, 2018;

Dora, 2019), economic, and social benefits that this strategy offers (Genovese et al., 2017;
Dora, 2019). The circular economy may additionally serve as a method to create an industrial
symbiosis where the waste from one industrial process is utilised within another process of
product line (Bocken et al., 2016).

Despite the growing interest in the circular economy within academia, business, and
governments, only nine percent of the global economy has adopted the strategy (Hartley, van
Santen and Kirchherr, 2020). An increase in the number of organisations utilising a supply
chain strategy heavily reliant on supply chain collaboration calls for a governance mechanism
framework based on trust to help organisations breach the limitations of traditional contractbased mechanisms.
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2.2.3. The Supply Chain and Trust
Trust improves the supply chain and supply chain relationships (Yang et al. 2020, Michalski et
al. 2019, Fawcett et al. 2017). The literature abounds with articles that boast the benefits of

trust, for instance, from a financial perspective, trust in the supply chain has been shown to
improve economic performance, lower transaction costs (Paparoidamis, Katsikeas and

Chumpitaz, 2019a; Yang et al., 2020) and helps organisations by improving their competitive
advantage (Fainshmidt and Frazier, 2017; Michalski, Montes and Narasimhan, 2019;

Staniskiene, Stankeviciute and Daunoriene, 2019). Trust between supply chain partners has
shown also to improve the profitability of organisations (Fawcett et al., 2017) (see Section
2.4.3.2). Despite evidence promoting the benefits of trust for organisations, the reality is that
for the most part organisations in the supply chain do not trust their counterparts (Jones et
al., 2014).

Trust is difficult to establish in the supply chain (Minerbo et al., 2018). There are several
reasons why the members in the supply chain may distrust their counterparts (Yang et al.
2018, Manu et al. 2015). A lack of trust between organisations may stem simply from a lack
of understanding or lack of ability on the part of the organisations to express their
trustworthiness to their respective counterparts (Jones et al., 2014). Alternatively, the lack of

trust between organisations may be due to external challenges such as opportunism and
uncertainty which may negatively impact the supply chain (Yang et al., 2018). A lack of trust

between organisations in the supply chain could, for instance, prevent organisations from
forming closer organisational ties such as strategic alliances (Gambetta, 2000; Laeequddin et

al., 2010). Additionally, a lack of trust has shown to impede collaboration between
organisations. For instance, Brooks, Leaver, Spence, Elliot, and Dean (2017) researched the

perceptions of trust, agency, and power within the Northern Irish beef industry to determine
how weaker organisations (actors) in the industry characterised accommodation by more

influential organisations. Brooks et al. (2017) noted that the discussion of trust and power in
the supply chain had transitioned from using power as coercion to a more collaborative

approach over the last 40 plus years. The use of coercive power in the supply chain by meat
processors had negatively impacted the trust farmers had in one another and the trust they
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had in the meat processors. This lack of trust between the organisations in the supply chain
was shown to have negatively impacted how organisations collaborated as the buyers in the
low trust relationship viewed the suppliers as adversarial.

Abdallah A.B., Abdallah M.I., and Saleh (2017) examined the effect of trust with suppliers
within hospital supply chains in Jordan and found that trust had a positive impact on the
hospital supply chain performance and supply chain integration with suppliers. The authors
selected trust as a factor that impacted performance because trust is an intangible

component of social capital, the importance that trust plays in supply chain management, and
the lack of existing literature discussing the impact of trust on supply chain performance and

supply chain integration. Notably, supplier integration in the supply chain was found to help
transform trust into supply chain performance — with the authors stating that trust was

central to collaboration within the healthcare supply chain system. While Panahifar, Byrne,
Salam, and Heavey (2018) researched the role of trust and information sharing on supply

chain collaboration and organisational performance in Thailand and found that trust was
foremost in supply chain collaboration.

Trust plays an essential role for collaboration among supply chain organisations (Abdallah

Ayman Bahjat, Abdullah Mais Issam and Mahmoud Saleh Firas Izzat, 2017; Brooks et al., 2017;
Panahifar et al., 2018; Yang et al., 2020), which influences the buyer-supplier relationships

within the supply chain.

2.2.4. Buyer-Supplier Relationships
The relationship between the buyer and the supplier has developed over time. Allowing the

members of the buyer-supplier relationship to take advantage of the benefits afforded
through the implementation of strategic sourcing. However, not all types of buyer-supplier
relationships are able or even inclined to implement strategic sourcing as a strategy.
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2.2.4.1.

The Development of Buyer-Supplier Relationships over
time

The buyer-supplier relationship has developed significantly over time. For most of the

twentieth century, organisations utilised Adam Smith’s simple transaction-based approach
until the 1980s when authors such as Porter (1980) and Kraljic (1983) suggested that

organisations view procurement from a strategic perspective (Vitasek, 2016). The 1980s saw
organisations gradually shifting towards more cooperative approaches due to competition

from abroad and embracing collaborative practices such as total quality management and
lean manufacturing (Choi and Wu, 2009). In 1984 Watson proposed the utilisation of the

‘buyer-supplier stability matrix ’based on price and margins while researching dependence
and power in buyer-supplier relationships which emphasised the push to a more strategic

view of procurement (Watson, 1984). However, it was not until the 1990s that organisations
in general started to implement Porter’s Five Forces model and the Kraljic Matrix (Vitasek,

2016). The 1990s then saw a relationship focus shift from industrial distribution relationships
to buyer-supplier relationships (Ellram and Ueltschy Murfield, 2019), with collaboration in

buyer-supplier relationships emerging in the 1990s. In 1993, Han, Wilson, and Dant (1993)
examined the changes in perception in the industrial marketplace concerning the buyersupplier relationships. The authors found that the was a shift in the industry to reduce the
number of suppliers signifying a shift in the arm’s length buyer-supplier relationship. Circa
2006, collaboration started appearing as a central theme in the supply chain management
literature (Ellram and Ueltschy Murfield, 2019), signifying a shift from the internal
organisational perspective to a greater acknowledgement of the need to improve
collaboration between supply chain partners (Choi and Wu, 2009; Ellram and Ueltschy
Murfield, 2019). There is a growing consensus that the arm’s length approach to the buyer-

supplier relationship does not always allow organisations to achieve or optimise their
objectives (Soosay and Hyland, 2015; Zhao et al., 2019). There has been a significant increase

in the focus being paid to collaborative buyer-supplier relationships from a relational theory
perspective over the last two decades (Zhao et al., 2019). A recent development has seen

organisations shift to a strategic sourcing approach when considering buyer-supplier
relationships.
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Figure 2-3 Evolving nature of buyer-supplier relationships

Strategic sourcing plays a pivotal role in the buyer-supplier relationship (Talluri, DeCampos
and Hult, 2013; Knight et al., 2017). The relationships utilising strategic sourcing are
considered to be based on trust, loyalty, and openness (Talluri, DeCampos and Hult, 2013).

The reduction in the supplier base allows the buyer to spend more resources and time to
develop and improve the buyer-supplier relationship which benefits both organisations (Su,

2013; Talluri, DeCampos and Hult, 2013; Kim and Chai, 2017). Strategic sourcing employs
supplier management approaches and supply network designs that improves both the

operational and performance objectives for the organisations. That may lead to benefits, such
as, a competitive advantage, improved strategic flexibility, supply chain agility, and increased

profitability (Kim and Chai, 2017). However, for strategic sourcing to succeed the
organisations in the buyer-supplier relationship must focus on collaboration and trust. For

strategic sourcing to be effective it requires high levels of collaboration (Knight et al., 2017)
and trust between the buyer and the supplier (Birasnav, Mittal and Dalpati, 2019). For
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collaboration to occur between buyer and supplier organisations and by extension the
individuals working for these organisations trust is required to succeed (Huang and Wilkinson,
2013). Buyer-supplier relationships that exhibit trust are highly valued in the supply chain as
they exhibit increased levels of commitment (Birasnav, Mittal and Dalpati, 2019). However,
the level of trust that an organisation is willing to place in a counterpart depends on the type
of buyer-supplier relationship which plays a strategic role in the success of an organisation
(Bensaou, 1999; Wagner and Johnson, 2004).

2.2.4.2.

The Types of Buyer-Supplier Relationships

Buyer-supplier relationships generally fall into one of two categories: the arm’s length buyersupplier relationship and the collaborative buyer-supplier relationship (Goffin, Szwejczewski
and New, 1997; Wagner and Johnson, 2004; Meqdadi, Johnsen and Johnsen, 2017),
sometimes referred to as competitive (arm’s length) and cooperative (collaborative)
relationships (Choi and Wu, 2009). When considering the Kraljic Portfolio Matrix, the basis for
the relationship between the buyer and the supplier often depends on the type of transaction
(Kraljic, 1983). When from the perspective of the buyer, the availability of the product is low
and can only be sourced from a limited number of suppliers, the buyer may choose to foster
a collaborative buyer-supplier relationship to ensure a continuous supply of the product.

However, when the availability of a product is high and can be sourced from multiple
suppliers, the buyer may choose to utilise an arm’s length relationship (Caniëls and

Gelderman, 2005; Narsimhan and Ungarala, 2016; Montgomery, Ogden and Boehmke, 2018).

2.2.4.2.1.

The Arm’s Length Relationship

An arm’s length buyer and supplier relationship is one where the transactions and boundaries
of the relationship are discrete (Phillips and Caldwell, 2005), the buyer-supplier relationship

is considered to a ‘win-lose ’situation, adversarial (Choi and Wu, 2009) and is generally
focussed on the short-term (Choi and Wu, 2009; Brink, 2017). The arm’s length buyer-supplier

relationship does not embrace collaboration (Chen et al. 2017, Phillips and Caldwell 2005,
Heide and John 1990). In an arm’s length buyer-supplier relationship, the primary focus of
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the relationships is placed on the product in the transaction: the quality of the product, the
amount of the product being ordered, and the delivery of the product. The responsibility for
how the product is created lies solely with the supplier (Phillips and Caldwell, 2005).
Organisations in arm’s length relationships generally have low levels of interdependence and
low transaction costs (Dyer and Singh, 1998). The arm’s length buyer-supplier relationship
utilises a stringent formal contract that places strict limitations on the various processes that
the buyer and the supplier utilise while transacting to achieve a pre-specified outcome (Das
and Teng, 1998; van der Valk et al., 2016). Additionally, arm’s length relationships do not

emphasise the need or the importance of trust where self-interest is assumed to be the
primary driver in the relationship as the arm’s-length relationship limits the duration of the

buyer-supplier relationship (Dyer and Singh, 1998). The self-interested focus of the arm’s
length relationship negatively impacts the buyer-supplier relationship.

The arm’s length buyer-supplier relationship structure can place additional stress on the

supplier if it perceives itself as being replaceable (Spekman et al., 1998). This perceived
replace-ability diminishes the commitment the supplier places in the relationship. An arm’s

length buyer-supplier relationship generally does not utilise asset-specific investments on the
part of both the buyer and the supplier. The organisations within these relationships tend to

minimise their investments in considering governance mechanisms (Dyer and Singh, 1998).
This unwillingness to invest in the buyer-supplier relationship in terms of assets and

governance reduces the likelihood that the organisations within these types of relationships
would invest in a framework to address the levels of trust between the organisations. The
inherent risks associated with arm’s length relationships further emphases and supports the
need for collaborative buyer-supplier relationships (Phillips and Caldwell, 2005).

2.2.4.2.2.

The Collaborative Buyer-Supplier Relationship

Industry and academia have started to embrace the departure from the arm’s length buyersupplier relationships to that of the collaborative buyer-supplier relationship (Ganesan, 1994;
Phillips and Caldwell, 2005; Fang et al., 2008; Yeung, Chan and Chan, 2009; Jones et al., 2014;
Revilla and Knoppen, 2015; Singh and Teng, 2016; Vitasek, 2016; Dave et al., 2018; Varoutsa
and Scapens, 2018; Ellram and Ueltschy Murfield, 2019). Depending on the needs of the buyer
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and the supplier the arm’s length relationship structure may not adequately support the
necessary coordination required for either organisation to remain competitive in the current
market (Huang and Wilkinson, 2013). Organisations when considering complex supply chain
strategies such as strategic purchasing, high innovation and transformation industries (Revilla
and Knoppen, 2015) or organisations choosing to utilise sustainable supply chain
management may benefit from employing collaborative buyer-supplier relationships (Leising,
Quist and Bocken, 2018; Dora, 2019). The collaborative buyer-supplier relationships could
benefit from a framework that would improve collaboration between the organisations.

Organisations who effectively collaborate benefit from several advantages (Cai et al., 2013;

Najafi-Tavani et al., 2018; Cloutier, Oktaei and Lehoux, 2019; Dora, 2019).For instance,
collaboration plays an key role in collaborative buyer-supplier relationships as it enhances

their ability to communicate (Doney and Cannon, 1997; Bensaou, 1999; Gambetta, 2000;
Johnson, Sohi and Grewal, 2004).Collaboration also improves the effectiveness of informal

networks while reducing both the social and procedural complexity between the
organisations (Abdul-Rahman and Hailes, 2000) while improving customer satisfaction

(Wagner and Johnson, 2004). Collaboration between the organisations enables organisations
to resolve conflict with one another with a higher degree of efficiency (Morgan and Hunt,

1994; Rousseau et al., 1998; Deutsch, Coleman and Marcus, 2011). While reducing the time
and resources spent on negotiations (Rousseau et al., 1998; Hald and Ellegaard, 2011).

Additionally, the collaboration between organisations reduces the need for monitoring and
the resources spent monitoring one another (Narayanan, Narasimhan and Schoenherr, 2015).
As collaborative buyer-supplier relationships view the relationship with a long-term
perspective (Choi and Wu, 2009) it may be more pertinent than that of the arm’s length
buyer-supplier relationship with a short-term perspective (Choi and Wu, 2009; Brink, 2017)
as organisations in short-term relationships do not generally consider additional expenditures
to maintain relationships. Collaborative relationships provide the organisations in the
relationship’s financial advantages.

From a financial and logistical perspectives, collaborative relationships provide organisations
with significant advantages. For instance, collaborative relationships provide organisations

with the ability to extend their reach and improve their financial positions (Fawcett et al.,
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2012; Ayadi, Halouani and Masmoudi, 2016) and reduces costs (Das and Teng, 1998; Dyer and
Singh, 1998; Wagner and Johnson, 2004; Revilla and Knoppen, 2015). Collaborating
organisations are also able to improve their competitive advantage in the market (Goffin,
Szwejczewski and New, 1997; Dyer and Singh, 1998; Spekman, Kamauff and Myhr, 1998;
Bensaou, 1999; Gambetta, 2000; Ferreira et al., 2012; Huang and Wilkinson, 2013; Ayadi,
Halouani and Masmoudi, 2016; Fawcett et al., 2017). Additionally, collaboration between
organisations could aid in reducing the risks brought on by macroeconomic factors (Berger,
Gerstenfeld and Zeng, 2004; Wagner and Johnson, 2004). From a logistical perspective, the

selection of a reliable supplier as a collaborative supply chain partner may improve the
robustness of the buyer’s supply chain (Kleindorfer and Saad, 2005; Ledwoch, Yasarcan and

Brintrup, 2018). Moreover, the ability to reduce supply chain volatility (Das and Teng, 1998;
Dyer and Singh, 1998). Supplier integration combines both the buyer's and the supplier's

access to resources and facilitates joint processes to the benefit of both parties and reduces
inventory requirements (Mentzer et al., 2001; Wagner and Johnson, 2004). Collaboration

between buyers and suppliers additionally provides benefits when considering
manufacturing.

From a manufacturing perspective, collaboration between organisations allow them to access

significant benefits. For instance, the collaboration between the buyer and the supplier may
additionally enhance value creation ability of the organisations (Seppänen, Blomqvist and

Sundqvist, 2007; Narayanan, Narasimhan and Schoenherr, 2015; van der Valk et al., 2016).
Collaborative relationships have also been shown to improve both innovation (Revilla and
Knoppen, 2015) and product quality (Wagner and Johnson, 2004). Buyers and suppliers
collaborating provide one another with a higher degree of freedom that often benefits the
buyer, as the supplier can adapt processes as improved methodologies become available
(Ferreira et al., 2012; Voigt and Inderfurth, 2012). For instance, if a material that can reduce
cost or improve the quality of the product becomes available, the manufacturer can
substitute the inferior material if it is within the scope of the buyer's requirements.
Organisations within collaborative relationships also exhibit higher efficiency in operational
performance (Seppänen, Blomqvist and Sundqvist, 2007; Hald, Cordón and Vollmann, 2009;
Flynn, Huo and Zhao, 2010; Narayanan, Narasimhan and Schoenherr, 2015; van der Valk et
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al., 2016). The research focuses on collaborative relationships as it provides a suitable
environment for trust.

Relational theory advocates the use of trust between trade partners to form the basis of the
collaborative relationship (Yilmaz, Sezen and Ozdemir, 2005; Jones et al., 2014). While trust
remains to be a popular option to utilise as a governance tool theoretically, the practical
application of trust as the foundation of the collaborative relationship in the real world seems
to be the exception rather than the rule (Dekker, 2004). However, organisations that fear to

risk trusting their counterparts often miss on fully taking advantage of the relationship (Jones
et al., 2014; Singh and Teng, 2016). In an endeavour to curtail these fears organisations fall

back on relying on strict complex formal contracts to control the behaviour of the other
through fear of legal retribution if a line is dared to be crossed (Che Ibrahim, Costello and

Wilkinson, 2013). Thereby negating the initial drivers of the collaboration and restricting the
multitudes of benefits gained from a relationship based on trust.

Supply chain relationships between the members of the supply chain play an essential role in

the management and success of the supply chain. Collaboration between the members of
supply chain is key to building and maintaining supply chain relationships. However, the level

of collaboration between organisations is often depended on the type of buyer-supplier
relationship. The collaborative buyer-supplier relationship, as the names suggests, provides

organisations with stronger levels of collaboration. The following section discusses how
buyer-supplier relationships are governed.

2.3. Relationship Governance Mechanisms
The members within the collaborative relationships require a mechanism to govern their
affiliation with one another (Dyer and Singh, 1998; Jones et al., 2014; Michalski, Montes and
Narasimhan, 2019). The study discusses two types of governance mechanisms which are
available to organisations within collaborative buyer-supplier relationships as being contractbased governance mechanisms and trust-based governance mechanisms. Both contractbased governance mechanisms, based on transaction cost economics, and trust-based
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governance mechanisms, based on relational theory, are considered to be central for buyers
and suppliers to transact with one another (Cho, Bonn and Terrell, 2019).

Figure 2-4 Relationship governance overview

2.3.1. Transaction Cost Economics
Transaction cost economics, also known as the ‘economics of governance ’and the ‘economics
of organisation ’(Williamson, 2009), has multiple applications within the field of industrial

organisation as well as economics, public policy, and agriculture (Williamson, 2009).
Williamson (2009) identified that the unit of analysis for transaction cost economics was the

‘transaction’, and defined the dimensions of a transaction as complexity, asset specificity, and
the disturbances that may impact the transaction. Transaction cost economics emphasises

that production and transaction costs determine the productivity of the value chain (Dyer and
Chu, 2003; Cho, Bonn and Terrell, 2019). Transaction cost economics advocates the reduction
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of supply market risks such as dependence, price increases, and product shortages by pitting
suppliers against one another to compete for the business of the buyer and utilises
contractual safeguards for the market risks that competition between the suppliers does not
address (Formentini et al., 2019). Transaction cost theory highlights the need for
organisations to protect against the perceived risk of a partner acting opportunistically
(Williamson, 1979; Lui and Ngo, 2004). Opportunism is considered to be a key risk of buyersupplier relations (see 2.4.4.1), where the characteristics that affect the likelihood of
opportunism occurring includes the type of transaction, the trade partner, and the

relationship between the buyer and the supplier (Lui and Ngo 2004). This propensity for
opportunism to occur requires a means to govern the buyer-supplier relationship.

Transaction cost economics have often been utilised as a tool when researching inter-

organisational governance mechanisms (Williamson, 1991; Poppo and Zenger, 2002; Lacity
and Khan, 2016). Williamson (2009) stated that transaction cost economics is an ex-post (after

the fact) governance construction that emphasises transactions in which the continuity of the
relationship is important. In this context, ‘governance ’is described as the overarching concept

through which transaction cost economics places operational content and control into an
organisation. The author stated that governance should be examined through the ‘lens of the

contract ’to reach the objective of a predictive theory of economic organisation. From a
transaction cost perspective, scholars identify the formal contract as the primary

transactional mechanism (Arranz and Arroyabe, 2012) and that organisations should
implement contract-based governance to guard themselves from risks that may affect the
buyer-supplier relationship (Arranz and Arroyabe, 2012; Krishnan, Geyskens and Steenkamp,
2016).
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2.3.2. Contract-Based Governance
Contract-based governance relies on detailed formal contracts, also referred to as complex
contracts (Williamson, 2009; Wang, Fu and Fang, 2019), that focus extensively on the terms

and clauses detailing both organisations ’obligations, rights, and sanctions for noncompliance (Wang, Yeung and Zhang, 2011; Krishnan, Geyskens and Steenkamp, 2016; van

der Valk et al., 2016; Vitasek, 2016; Cho, Bonn and Terrell, 2019). Contract-based governance
mechanisms, also referred to as contractual governance, is supported by transaction cost

theory (Krishnan, Geyskens and Steenkamp, 2016). A formal contract is a legally binding
agreement between two or more parties for specific goods or services (CSMP, 2020).
Contract-based governance relies on the threat that the buyer-supplier relationship will be
ended if the terms of the contract are not complied with, and requires extensive monitoring
to safeguard organisations from opportunistic behaviour (Poppo and Zenger, 2002; Wuyts
and Geyskens, 2005; Arranz and Arroyabe, 2012; Krishnan, Geyskens and Steenkamp, 2016).
Contract-based governance does provide the buyer-supplier relationships with the means to
control the relationship. Contract-based governance has been shown to lead to effective
coordination and the benefit of having a written record for use in court if required, while
reducing the likelihood of a counterpart to act opportunistically or to deliver a sub-par
performance (Krishnan, Geyskens and Steenkamp, 2016; Ghadge et al., 2017). Contract-based

governance mechanisms have been shown to be able to deal with moderate behavioural and
environmental uncertainty as the formal contract is able to sufficiently address the possible

risks related to the moderate levels of uncertainty (Krishnan et al. 2016). Despite the efficacy
of the formal contract, it is not infallible when governing the buyer-supplier relationship.

While formal contracts are able to govern the buyer-supplier relationship, they are not

without inadequacies, requiring support from other governance mechanisms to be effective
(Argyres, Bercovitz, and Zanarone 2020; Herz et al. 2016; Gorovaia and Windsperger 2013).

Despite the ability and the fortitude of the organisations drafting the contract, the risk
remains that contracts cannot be enforced entirely due to the inability of organisations to

foresee and detail every eventuality within a contract (Williamson, 2008, 2009; Jones et al.,
2014; Krishnan, Geyskens and Steenkamp, 2016; Fawcett et al., 2017; Cho, Bonn and Terrell,
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2019; Argyres, Bercovitz and Zanarone, 2020). This incompleteness renders the formal
contract susceptible to gaps, mistakes, and omissions (Argyres, Bercovitz and Zanarone,
2020). Moreover, organisations are required to repeatedly revise, and rewrite formal
contracts to adjust to current circumstances, adding to the accumulated costs (Cho, Bonn and
Terrell, 2019). In some instances, formal contracts have been shown to be counterproductive
by diminishing productivity (Gambetta, 2000; Voigt and Inderfurth, 2012) as formal contracts
that are too detailed hinder collaboration and information sharing between the organisations
(Calderon-Monge and Pastor-Sanz, 2017). Another drawback of solely relying on contract-

based governance is that while formal contracts might efficiently deal with privacy issues and
could provide both parties with a sense of security, formal contracts generally fail to provoke

trust in one another (Gambetta, 2000; Johnston et al., 2004; Calderon-Monge and PastorSanz, 2017). Counter intuitively, formal contracts could signal distrust to a counterpart which

could lead to the opportunistic behaviour the formal contract was aimed at preventing (Gulati
and Nickerson, 2008). The formal contract, while useful, is not impervious to flaws and

requires another governance mechanism to complement it. The study supports the
implementation of a trust-based governance mechanism as supported by relational theory.

2.3.3. Relational Theory
The last two decades have seen a significant shift in focus to view the buyer-supplier
relationship from a relational theory perspective (Zhao et al., 2019). The ‘relational view ’

suggests that organisations should cultivate close relationships with their supply chain
partners to build trust, improve information sharing and to increase relational capital (Zhao

et al., 2019). These close relationships that form the social bond, however, still require a
manner in which they can be governed. Relational governance (RG), also referred to as

relational controls, refers to a supply chain partnership that is predicated on more than a
hierarchy or market structure (Dekker et al., 2019). Instead, it also focusses on an implicit
relational contract based on trust, relational norms, and mutual expectation of the
organisations ’continued cooperation. As such it is a social arrangement focussed on
implementing a long-term reciprocal arrangement between the participating organisations
(Arranz and Arroyabe, 2012; Singh and Teng, 2016; Cho, Bonn and Terrell, 2019; Dekker et al.,
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2019; Argyres, Bercovitz and Zanarone, 2020; Yang et al., 2020). Relational governance
includes the appreciation of past transactions, the anticipation of continuing the relationship,
flexibility, information sharing, shared problem solving, and the willingness to restrain the use
of power (Singh and Teng, 2016). Whereas the contract-based governance employs a formal
contract, relational governance employs a relational contract.

The relational contract is a self-enforcing agreement that represents an implicit agreement
between the parties that can be adapted to unforeseen contingencies (Singh and Teng, 2016;

Argyres, Bercovitz and Zanarone, 2020). Relational contracts are able to complement or to
substitute formal contracts through self-enforced informal incentives (Singh and Teng, 2016;

Argyres, Bercovitz and Zanarone, 2020; Yang et al., 2020). However, in contrast to the strict
formal contract, the relational contract allows organisations increased freedom in the manner

in which they produce the desired outcome for their counterparts (Singh and Teng, 2016).
With the aid of relational contracting, relational governance provides both the buyer and the

supplier significant benefits. For instance, the implementation of relational governance
reduces transaction costs and improves commitment between organisations (Poppo, Zheng

Zhou and Zenger, 2003; Yang et al., 2020). Additionally, relational governance reduces the
need for contracts to be drafted and re-drafted continuously to reflect the changes of each

transaction (Ganesan, 1994; Wuyts and Geyskens, 2005; Yeung, Chan and Chan, 2009).
Relational governance has also been shown to reduce the impact of the bullwhip effect on

organisations who have been involved in long-term buyer-supplier relationships as well as to
promote mutual trust and higher degrees of accuracy in communication (Zhao et al., 2019).
Relational governance reduces bargaining costs and improves an organisation’s ability to
reach its performance objectives. Most importantly, relational governance facilitates trust
between organisations (Singh and Teng, 2016).

Relational governance provides organisations with a means to govern the buyer-supplier
relationship that relies on the social bonds between the organisations to either substitute or
complement traditional contract-based governance. Trust-based governance as a type of
relational governance plays a vital role in the relationship between the buyer and the supplier.
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2.3.4. Trust-Based Governance Mechanisms
A trust-based governance mechanism represents an informal governance mechanism based
on the ‘bilateral expectation ’that each organisation will act in a befitting manner (Krishnan,

Geyskens and Steenkamp, 2016). Fawcett et al. (2017) reiterated that trust is both widely
accepted and an essential governance mechanism that allows organisations to work together

in order to create value. The implementation of a trust-based governance mechanism is not
blindly predicated on faith that the counterpart will act with benevolence and integrity but

utilises intermittent probes to gauge whether the respective trade partners are performing
accordingly (McEvily, Perrone and Zaheer, 2003; Krishnan, Geyskens and Steenkamp, 2016).
While the implementation of trust-based governance is widely supported, the manner in
which it is applied has been questioned. Scholars are still debating the merits of whether
trust-based governance should be used to substitute or to complement contract-based
governance (Dyer and Singh, 1998; Wuyts and Geyskens, 2005; Faems et al., 2008; Gulati and
Nickerson, 2008; Wang, Yeung and Zhang, 2011; Arranz and Arroyabe, 2012; Herz et al., 2016;
van der Valk et al., 2016; Calderon-Monge and Pastor-Sanz, 2017; Shi et al., 2018; Varoutsa
and Scapens, 2018; Yu, 2019). To facilitate trust-based governance as either a substitute or to
complement contract-based governance, the following section provides a background to
both.

2.3.4.1.

Trust-Based Governance as a Substitute

Relational theory scholars propose that a trust-based governance mechanism could be
employed to deal with the same challenges that contract-based governance deal with and be
able to achieve similar outcomes when faced with both behavioural and environmental
uncertainties (Adler, 2001; Cavusgil, Deligonul and Zhang, 2004; Gulati and Nickerson, 2008;
Gulati and Sytch, 2008; Wang, Yeung and Zhang, 2011; Zhou and Xu, 2012; Herz et al., 2016;
Krishnan, Geyskens and Steenkamp, 2016; van der Valk et al., 2016; Calderon-Monge and
Pastor-Sanz, 2017). It has been suggested that a trust-based governance mechanism can be
used as a substitute to formal governance mechanisms when it offers a more cost-effective

and improved safeguard than can be offered by vertical integration and contract-based
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governance (Gulati and Nickerson, 2008). Some scholars, such as Dyer and Singh (1998) and
Uzzi (1997), argue that trust is a superior form of governance as contracts may be countereffective and redundant. Similarly, authors such as Wang, Yeung, and Zhang (2011) and Gulati
(1995) state that trust de-emphasises the need for organisations to monitor the clauses in a
contract thereby reducing the need for the contract (Gulati, 1995; Wang, Yeung and Zhang,
2011).

Trust-based governance provides organisations with benefits similar or even surpassing

contract-based governance (Herz et al., 2016; Krishnan, Geyskens and Steenkamp, 2016; van
der Valk et al., 2016; Calderon-Monge and Pastor-Sanz, 2017). For instance, trust as a

substitute to contract-based governance has been shown to be more effective within interorganisational relationships where a higher emphasis is placed on innovation as it provides

organisations with the freedom to experiment (Wang, Yeung and Zhang, 2011). Similar to
contract-based governance, trust-based governance is able to safeguard organisations

against opportunism (Herz et al., 2016), while reducing the need for an organisation to control
its counterpart (Wang, Yeung and Zhang, 2011). Moreover, trust-based governance as a

substitute reduces transaction costs by reducing both governance costs (Gulati and
Nickerson, 2008) and the costs associated with formal contracts (Dyer, 1997; Wang, Yeung

and Zhang, 2011; Herz et al., 2016).

2.3.4.2.

Trust-Based Governance as a Complement

Trust-based governance is able to complement contract-based governance (Gorovaia and

Windsperger, 2013; Calderon-Monge and Pastor-Sanz, 2017; Cho, Bonn and Terrell, 2019),
and the implementation of multiple forms of governance has been advocated broadly in

academia (Ring and van de Ven, 1992; Wuyts and Geyskens, 2005; Gulati and Nickerson, 2008;
Arranz and Arroyabe, 2012). The implementation of both contract-based and trust-based

governance complements the flaws of both mechanisms. Where the contract-based
governance, as a transactional mechanism, provides the legal framework for the

organisations to adhere too, trust-based governance provides the relational guides
addressing concerns which are not subject to legal ramification (Wang, Yeung and Zhang,
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2011; Gorovaia and Windsperger, 2013; Calderon-Monge and Pastor-Sanz, 2017; Cho, Bonn
and Terrell, 2019). Trust-based governance and contract-based governance working in
tandem provides organisations with multiple benefits. As discussed in section 2.3.2, contractbased governance mechanisms utilising complex formal contracts are unable to foresee all
eventualities and therefore, will never be complete (Poppo and Zenger, 2002; Wuyts and
Geyskens, 2005; Williamson, 2008; Wang, Yeung and Zhang, 2011; Arranz and Arroyabe,
2012). To address these deficiencies in the contract, trust may be used in addition to the
contract-based mechanism to complement the incomplete contract (Gorovaia and

Windsperger, 2013; Herz et al., 2016; Argyres, Bercovitz and Zanarone, 2020). Additionally,
trust-based governance as a complement increases communication and knowledge sharing

between the organisations (Herz et al., 2016). As a complement to formal governance
mechanisms, trust-based governance is generally more adaptable and flexible so it may

overcome the limitations imposed by an overly complicated contract (Wang, Yeung and
Zhang, 2011). In relationships where trust and contracts are utilised as governance

mechanisms, the use of a contract may serve as a complement to trust by wording informal
limitation which cannon be codified by trust (Wang, Yeung and Zhang, 2011) and reduces

supplier opportunism (Cho, Bonn and Terrell, 2019). Organisations using trust and contracts
to complement each other can achieve increased levels of innovation and performance

(Wang, Yeung and Zhang, 2011). Furthermore, Wuyts and Geyskens (2005) showed that when
implementing detailed contracts in buyer-supplier relationships that did not share a close

mutual contact, the threat of opportunism increased. Trust as a complement is also crucial
for the enforcement of a contract as well as for the collaboration efforts of the organisations
(Wang, Yeung and Zhang, 2011).

2.3.4.3.

The Benefits of Trust-based Governance

The previous sections discussed the benefits of trust-based governance identified in

literature, by first presenting the benefits of trust as a substitute and then as a complement
to contract-based governance. The following discusses the benefits of trust-based

governance identified in the literature that did not distinguish between trust as being a
complement or substitute to contract-based governance.
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The benefits of trust-based governance for the buyer-supplier relationship include benefits
to performance, risk, cost, communication, and the relationship between the organisations.
Trust-based governance improves organisational performance, for instance, trust-based
governance has shown to improve the task performance (Carson et al., 2003), the ability of
organisations to conduct joint problem solving (Herz et al., 2016), and increases organisations
competitive advantage (Fawcett et al., 2012, 2017). Additionally, trust-based governance
improves the flexibility of organisations (Carson et al., 2003; Fawcett et al., 2017). Concerning

risk, organisations implementing trust-based governance mechanisms could engineer it to
increase gains and or to minimise risks (Carson et al., 2003; Michalski, Montes and

Narasimhan, 2019). Trust-based governance has also been shown to reduce the probability
of opportunism occurring (Wang, Yeung and Zhang, 2011; Ho, Ghauri and Larimo, 2018;

Varoutsa and Scapens, 2018) occurring and improves cooperation between the organisations
(Ho, Ghauri and Larimo, 2018). Concerning cost, trust-based governance mechanisms have

also shown to reduce governance costs (Fawcett et al., 2017), and transaction costs and or
increases transactional value (Dyer and Singh, 1998; Griessmair, Hussain and Windsperger,

2014). Regarding communication, trust-based governance improves communication
(Gorovaia and Windsperger, 2013; Herz et al., 2016) and information-processing abilities

(Carson et al., 2003; Krishnan, Geyskens and Steenkamp, 2016; Fawcett et al., 2017).

Scholars have stated that in order for collaborating organisations to utilise trust as a
governance mechanism effectively, organisations should be able to gauge, monitor, and
improve the levels of trust between the organisations (Azadeh et al. 2015; Jones et al. 2010;
Laeequddin et al. 2010; Chae 2009; Plank, Reid, and Pullins 1999; Moorman, Zaltman, and
Deshpande 1992; Butler 1991). The manner in which a buyer-supplier relationship is governed
plays a significant role in determining the success of the relationship. Traditionally, contractbased governance has been the primary manner in which the buyer-supplier relationship has
been governed. However, this conception has been challenged by the acceptance of trustbased governance in supply chain management. This increasing acceptance of trust-based
governance as either a complement or substitute to contract-based governance is because of
the significant number of benefits it affords the buyer-supplier relationships implementing it.
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The following section delves deeper into trust by examining trust in collaborative
relationships.

2.4. Trust in Collaborative Relationships
Considering trust in the supply chain, the literature abounds with a variety of interpretations.
This section explores the concept of trust from the wealth of interpretations and perspectives
which often conflict with one another to highlight the complexity of trust. The section then
explores the multi-levelled nature of trust as it relates to relationships on both an
interpersonal and inter-organisational level, before exploring the behaviours that lead to the
creation of trust. The consequences and challenges of trust, along with the case study, are
then discussed

Figure 2-5 Trust in collaborative relationships overview
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2.4.1. The Concept of Trust
Despite the significant number of definitions for the concept of trust (Barney and Hansen,
1994; Lewicki and Benedict Bunker, 1994; Varoutsa and Scapens, 2018; Akrout and La, 2019;

Elliot, Zhu and Wang, 2019), there has been little consensus on the final interpretation of trust
(Zeffane, 2010) (see Appendix I).This lack of consensus could stem from the sheer number of

interactions and interpretations that trust touches upon (Kramer, 1999; Michalski, Montes
and Narasimhan, 2019; Szromek and Naramski, 2019). Authors such as McKnight, Cummings,

and Chervany (1998), further emphasising this quandary, stated that the word ‘trust ’almost
defies definition due to the broad and confusing interpretations associated with it. Over
twenty years later, scholars are still debating the concept of trust due to it being
simultaneously vague and rigid (Börjeson, 2018). Trust has been researched by scholars from
both an economic and social perspective (Blois, 1999; Young-Ybarra and Wiersema, 1999;
Pavlou and Gefen, 2004; Cook and Schilke, 2010a; Cho, Bonn and Terrell, 2019) (see Appendix
II), has been researched in multiple industries (see Appendix III) and has been described in a
myriad of ways (Szromek and Naramski, 2019):

From a psychological perspective, trust is a psychological concept (Lewis and Weigert, 1985;
Kramer, 1999; La and Choi, 2012) or state of mind (Das and Teng, 2001) that evolves over

time (Zeffane, 2010). Trust is also considered to be a mechanism that explains behaviour
(Khalifa and Saad, 2017) based on the positive expectations of a counterpart (Johnson-George

and Swap, 1982; Mayer, Davis and Schoorman, 1995; Nooteboom, 1996; Robinson, 1996;
Kramer, 1999; Lui and Ngo, 2004; La and Choi, 2012; Krishnan, Geyskens and Steenkamp,

2016; Varoutsa and Scapens, 2018; Akrout and La, 2019), and is built on behaviours such as
the satisfaction gained from previous experiences where a counterpart had illustrated

benevolence, honesty, and fair treatment (La and Choi, 2012). Trust is also portrayed as a
type of transferable commodity where an organisation’s reputation, built through prior

experience with a counterpart, is shared with others (Doney and Cannon, 1997; Stewart,
2003; Pavlou and Gefen, 2004; Fawcett et al., 2017).
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From a buyer-supplier perspective, trust has been conceptualised as an organizing principle
to assign market hierarchy (McEvily, Perrone and Zaheer, 2003). Trust is regarded to be one
of the most critical elements required for creating and maintaining a successful buyersupplier relationship (Mayer, Davis and Schoorman, 1995; Doney and Cannon, 1997; Zaheer,
McEvily and Perrone, 1998; Johnston et al., 2004; Seppänen, Blomqvist and Sundqvist, 2007;
Laeequddin et al., 2010; Gregori, Daniele and Altinay, 2014; Henke and Yeniyurt, 2014;
Cherry, 2016). Trust has also been described as the core of a buyer-supplier relationship,
dictating numerous essential aspects such as communication, collaboration, and risk (C.

Moorman, Zaltman and Deshpande, 1992). Trust within the buyer-supplier relationship has
also been described as a strategic choice (Fawcett et al., 2017) which may serve as a

relationship quality indicator between the buyer and the supplier (Narus and Anderson, 1986;
Anderson and Narus, 1990; C. Moorman, Zaltman and Deshpande, 1992). The multitudes of

ways that trust has been considered and interpreted highlights both the complexity and the
significance of trust.

Trust plays a significant role in the buyer-supplier relationship on both an interpersonal and

inter-organisational level. The following section discusses trust on an interpersonal level
before discussing trust on an inter-organisational level before discussing the interplay

between both concepts.

2.4.2. Interpersonal Trust and Inter-Organisational Trust
Interpersonal trust and inter-organisational trust both play important roles when considering

the success of an inter-organisational relationship (Fang et al., 2008). While similar in certain
respects, interpersonal trust and inter-organisational trust convey trust on different levels

and are distinct from one another (Anderson and Narus, 1986, 1990; Zaheer, McEvily and
Perrone, 1998; Huang and Wilkinson, 2013; Vanneste, 2016). Despite the similarities between
inter-personal and inter-organisational trust it would be a mistake to regard them as being
identical (Zaheer, McEvily and Perrone, 1998; Shin, Collier and Wilson, 2000; Huang and
Wilkinson, 2013). Research has come to identify this mutualisation of the two concepts as a
'cross-level fallacy' (Zaheer, McEvily and Perrone, 1998; Akrout and La, 2019), Young-Ybarra
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and Wiersema (1999) noted that despite the differences between interpersonal trust and
inter-organisational trust. Many researchers have extended the attributes of interpersonal
trust to inter-organisational trust. Thus, there is a need to accurately differentiate between
trust at an individual level from the trust at an organisational level.

2.4.2.1.

Interpersonal Trust

Within the business relationship context, interpersonal trust is defined as the trust placed by

the individuals in one organisation into the individuals from another organisation (Shibin
Sheng, Brown and Nicholson, 2005; Huang and Wilkinson, 2013; Akrout and La, 2019). Trust

on an interpersonal level develops over time with the experiences the individuals from the
respective organisations share with one another (Doney and Cannon, 1997; Vanneste, 2016).
Interpersonal trust is considered to be both affective and cognitive; thus, a person chooses
whom and why to trust (Zeffane, 2010). For instance, the trust between a procurement agent
and a salesperson represents an interpersonal trust relationship. The two employees from
their respective organisations choose to trust one another on an interpersonal level.
Interpersonal trust between individuals plays a vital role in the supply chain as it serves as a
foundation for inter-organisational trust to develop between organisations (Shibin Sheng,
Brown and Nicholson, 2005; Vanneste, 2016; Varoutsa and Scapens, 2018; Birasnav, Mittal

and Dalpati, 2019). The foundation provided by interpersonal trust allows for social
interactions to occur on various levels within an organisation and with the employees of other

organisations (Cai et al., 2013; Chang et al., 2014; Brinkhoff, Özer and Sargut, 2015; Ojha,
Shockley and Acharya, 2016; Susanty Aries, Sirait Norma Mustiana and Bakhtiar Arfan, 2018).

The inter-personal trust formed between the individuals from their respective organisations
encourages loyalty, communication and reciprocity between the organisations while

improving both personal and business understanding while reducing the probability of
opportunism occurring (Butt, Sohal and Prajogo, 2019). Additionally, interpersonal trust

between the individuals from the buyer and supplier organisations could lead to increased
commitment from the buyer toward the supplier (Butt, 2019) and an increased ability to

tolerate risks (Akrout and La, 2019). Trust on both an interpersonal and inter-organisational
level impacts how the buyer-supplier relationship functions; however, inter-organisational
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trust plays a more significant role in the buyer-supplier relationship (Zaheer, McEvily and
Perrone, 1998; Akrout and La, 2019).

2.4.2.2.

Inter-organisational Trust

The increasing attention in the literature placed on the importance of trust in buyer-supplier

relationships has led to inter-organisational trust becoming a key indicator when researching
organisational performance, collaboration and relationships between the buyer and the

supplier (Granovetter, 1985; Ring and van de Ven, 1992; Dyer and Chu, 2000a; Vanneste,
2016). Inter-organisational trust refers to the degree of trust placed into another organisation

by the employees of the focal organisation (Zaheer, McEvily and Perrone, 1998; Akrout and
La, 2019). Inter-organisational trust develops over time through interactions between the
organisations (Anderson et al., 2017; Varoutsa and Scapens, 2018; Michalski, Montes and
Narasimhan, 2019) where trust requires continuous attention to maintain (Birasnav, Mittal
and Dalpati, 2019). Research into the topic of inter-organisational trust is supported by a
wealth of literature (Akrout and La, 2019). For instance, authors such as Seppänen, Blomqvist
and Sundqvist (2007) identified that from the early 1990s, a notable increase in the academic
research supporting the role of trust within the buyer-supplier relationship was conducted.
While trust between organisations have been discussed extensively in the literature, the

manner in which it is considered has made significant strides within industry.

The importance of inter-organisational trust has not been limited to the theoretical
applications of the concept within the academic environment; the importance of inter-

organisational trust has also made significant progress within industry (Jones et al., 2014; Ho,
Ghauri and Larimo, 2018; Varoutsa and Scapens, 2018; Staniskiene, Stankeviciute and

Daunoriene, 2019). For instance, the practical application of trust has been ranked as the
most influential and successful creator of value within supply chain relationships according to

a survey of 49 manufacturing organisations (Jones et al., 2014). According to a study by Jones
et al. 2014, an organisation within a buyer-supplier relationship expresses trust toward

another organisation through the decisions that the management of the organisation make
concerning that company. These choices may serve as an indicator to its counterpart for the
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current relational status of the collaboration between them. Within the context of the buyersupplier relationship, an example of an inter-organisational trust may be the members of the
buying organisation's general trust in the ability of the supplier's organisation to provide a
product at a certain level of quality, at the correct quantity and within the scheduled
timeframe. Figure 2-6 illustrates inter-organisational trust within the context of supply chainrelated trust. It refers to a human trait where the collective trust of the individuals working
for Organisation A is placed collectively in the individuals working as a collective for
Organisation B.

Figure 2-6 Conceptualisation of inter-organisational trust as adapted from Doney and Cannon

(1997), Zaheer et al. (1998), Cherry (2016), Vanneste (2016), and Jones et al. (2014)

2.4.2.3.

Interplay between Interpersonal Trust and Interorganisational Trust

Interpersonal trust serves as a foundation for inter-organisational trust to develop (Cai et al.,
2013; Chang et al., 2014; Brinkhoff, Özer and Sargut, 2015; Ojha, Shockley and Acharya, 2016;
Susanty Aries, Sirait Norma Mustiana and Bakhtiar Arfan, 2018). During the supplier selection
phase of the buyer-supplier relationship, in other words before the commencement of the
transactional relationship, the levels of trust between organisations may be influenced by its
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counterpart on both an interpersonal and inter-organisational level (Khalifa and Saad 2017;
Langerak 2001). For instance, interpersonal trust can be represented by the level of trust
between the supplier’s sales representative and the buyer’s procurement agent. If the sales
representative is perceived to be untrustworthy by the procurement agent, the negative
association taints the buyer organisation’s perspective of the supplier organisation.
Conversely, if the procurement agent perceives the sales representative to be trustworthy, it
transfers to the perceived trustworthiness of the supplier’s organisation. The interplay
between interpersonal trust and inter-organisational trust can be described visually.

Figure 2-7 Interpersonal and interorganisational trust within a buyer-supplier relationship as

adapted from Ganesan and Hess (1997) and Fang et al. (2008)

Figure 2-7 illustrates the interplay between interpersonal and inter-organisational trust in the
buyer-supplier relationship. Ganesan and Hess (1997) described the buyer-supplier

relationship as consisting of four distinct entities. The buying organisation (A) represented by
its buyer (a), and the supplier organisation (B), represented by its sales representative (b). As

illustrated, there are two levels of trust illustrated within the scenario, namely interpersonal
trust and inter-organisational trust. The attributes assigned to the two concepts stay the same

despite the presence of the two levels of trust. Trust moves both collectively and
interpersonally: collectively from the employees of Organisation A to the collective staff

members of Organisation B, and interpersonally from the buyer (a) to the sales representative
(b).
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Trust plays a significant role in the buyer-supplier relationship on both an interpersonal and
inter-organisational level. As the focus of the thesis is on trust on an inter-organisational
perspective it focusses on the antecedents and the consequences of trust.

2.4.3. Antecedents and Consequences of Trust
The antecedents and consequences of trust play a vital role in the buyer-supplier relationship.
Where the antecedents of trust explain how trust in the relationships starts and the
consequences of trust explain the benefits of trust in the buyer-supplier relationship. The
discussion of the antecedents and consequences of trust provides a deeper understanding of
trust in the buyer-supplier relationship. Firstly, the antecedents of trust refer to actions or

behaviours that lead to the creation of trust, supporting the notion that trust is something
that can be controlled. Secondly, the consequences of trust illustrate the significant benefits

organisations could achieve by focussing on trust within their collaborative relationships.

2.4.3.1.

Antecedents of Trust

Certain activities are designed and implemented with the purpose of creating trust (Franklin
and Marshall, 2019). Within the context of supply chain management, this focus on the
creation of trust between organisations is often referred to as the antecedents of trust or the
determinants of trust (Jennings et al., 2000; Zeffane, 2010; Franklin and Marshall, 2019). The
antecedents of trust are considered to be the building blocks of trust (Theron, Terblanche and

Boshoff, 2011) which facilitate the preliminary factors and processes in the development of
trust (Khalid and Ali, 2017) within a collaborative buyer and supplier relationship. The study

supports the notion that the antecedents of trust depend on the contextual situation in which
they are utilised as the application of a single or multiple antecedents of trust will not

automatically lead to the creation of trust. For instance, Kumar (1996), utilising the qualities
of honesty and dependability as examples, stated that a counterpart that often promises
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punishment and then follows through on the promise is both honest and dependable
however these actions may not lead to trust. The antecedents of trust play an important role
in understanding the trust relationship between the buyer and the supplier as they lead to
the creation of trust. While certain antecedents of trust, such as competence and effective
communication, are considered to be straightforward some such as co-creation and
satisfaction are harder to understand (Franklin and Marshall, 2019). Existing literature has
placed a great emphasis on researching the origins of trust (Mayer, Davis and Schoorman,
1995; Bianchi and Saleh, 2010; Khalid and Ali, 2017).

The antecedents of trust have been researched from multiple perspectives (Kwon 2008,

Khalid and Ali 2017). In business-to-business relationships several antecedents of trust have
been identified in the literature, for instance, benevolence, co-creation, communication,

competence, integrity, satisfaction, and shared-values (Franklin and Marshall, 2019). The
antecedents of trust have also been studied when considering international exchanges, for

instance, authors such as Bianchi and Saleh (2010) considering the differences in between
countries and cultures identified that trust positively impacted performance. When focussing

on a deeper commitment in the buyer-supplier relationship by looking at international joint
ventures (IJV), Khalid and Ali (2017) referred to two types of antecedents the social

antecedents based on social exchange theory, as communication and expected continuity of
the relationship. And the structural antecedent based on transaction cost economics, as

resource complementary. Communication as antecedent of trust when considering IJV was
also identified by Kwon (2008) who studied 94 IJVs in Korea. As IJVs engage in repeated
alliances over time (Khalid and Ali, 2017) previous experience with a counterpart could lead
to the creation of trust (Boersma, Buckley and Ghauri, 2003). When considering culture as an
antecedent of trust, Boersma et al. (2003) found that cultural sensitivity improved trust
between organisation in IJVs. Additionally, an organisation’s reputation has been shown to
be antecedent of trust as it positively relates to trust when considering IJVs (Jennings et al.,
2000). The antecedents of trust presented in this section represent a small percentage of the
antecedents of trust discussed in the literature. While Table 2-1 presents additional
antecedents of trust in the literature the list is by no means exhausted.
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Table 2-1 Antecedents of trust
THE ANTECEDENTS OF TRUST
ABILITY (KNOWLEDGE)
Mayer, Davis, and Schoorman (1995), Schoorman, Mayer, and Davis (2007), Saleh, Ali, and Quazi (2013)
ADAPTABILITY (CUSTOMISE, FLEXIBILITY)

Aulakh et al. (1996), Doney and Cannon (1997), Luo (2002), Coulter and Coulter (2003), Sharif et al. (2005), Kwon (2008),
BENEVOLENCE

Mayer, Davis, and Schoorman (1995), Doney, Barry, and Abratt (2007), Schoorman, Mayer, and Davis (2007), Lohtia et al.
(2009), Franklin and Marshall (2019)
CO-CREATION
Franklin and Marshall (2019)
COLLABORATION
De Ruyter, Moorman, and Lemmink (2001), Nielsen and Nielsen (2009)
COMMITMENT

Anderson and Narus (1990), Anderson and Narus (1990), Morgan & Hunt (1994), Sako and Helper (1998), Selnes (1998),
Jennings (2000)
COMMUNICATION
Anderson and Weitz (1989), Anderson and Narus (1990), Hyvönen (1993), Moorman, Deshpande, and Zaltman (1993),
Morgan & Hunt (1994), Sapienza and Korsgaard (1996), Geyskens, Steenkamp, and Kumar (1998), Selnes (1998), YoungYbarra & Wierseman (1999), Sharma and Patterson (1999), De Ruyter, Moorman, and Lemmink (2001), Coote, Forrest,
and Tam (2003), Ball, Simões Coelho, and Machás (2004), Bstieler (2006), Doney, Barry, and Abratt (2007), Nes, Solberg,
Silkoset (2007), Bstieler and Hemmert (2008), Kwon (2008), Styles, Patterson, and Ahmed (2008), Costa e Silva, Bradley,
and Sousa (2012), Saleh, Ali, and Quazi (2013), Saleh, Ali, and Mavondo (2014), Kadefors (2004), Oba and Semerciöz (2005),
Katsikeas, Skarmeas, and Bello (2009), Altinay et al. (2014), Jiang, Lu, and Le (2016), Khalid and Ali (2017), Franklin and
Marshall (2019)

CONCERN
Wong, Then, and Skitmore (2000)
CO-LOCATION
Carson et al. (2003)
COMPETENCE
Coulter and Coulter (2003), Theron, Terblanche, and Boshoff (2011), Sariola and Martinsuo (2016), Jiang, Lu, and Le (2016),
Franklin and Marshall (2019)

CONFIDENTIALITY
Moorman, Deshpande, & Zaltman (1993)

CONFLICT HANDLING
Selnes (1998)
CONTINUITY EXPECTATION (COMMITMENT, EXPECTED LONGEVITY)
Heide & John (1990), Aulakh et al. (1996), Maurer (2010), Liao et al. (2012), Khalid and Ali (2017)
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CONSISTENCY
Dyer and Chu (2000b)
COOPERATION (ASSISTANCE)

Anderson & Narus (1990), Heide & John (1990)
CULTURE (SIMILARITY, SENSITIVITY)

Mehta et al. (2006), Kwon (2008), Styles, Patterson, and Ahmed (2008), Lohtia et al. (2009), Saleh, Ali, and Mavondo (2014),
Bianchi and Saleh (2010), Altinay et al. (2014), Khalid and Ali (2017)
CUSTOMER ORIENTATION
Doney, Barry, and Abratt (2007)
DEMOGRAPHICS (AGE, DIALECT FLUENCY, GEOGRAPHIC PROXIMITY)

Gulati (1995), Gulati and Singh (1998), Dyer and Chu (2000b), Armstrong and Yee (2001),
INTERDEPENDENCE (Functional, POWER, AUTONOMY)

Hyvönen (1993), Simpson and Mayo (1997), Oba and Semerciöz (2005), Sharif et al. (2005), Lee et al. (2012), Liao et al.
(2012), Anderson et al. (2017)
ECONOMIC HOSTAGE
Young-Ybarra & Wierseman (1999)
EMPATHY
Coulter and Coulter (2003)
EXPERIENCE (with one another, HISTORY)

Larson (1992), Gulati (1995), Poppo, Zhou, and Zenger (2003), Oba and Semerciöz (2005), Khalfan, McDermott, and Swan
(2007), Saleh, Ali, and Quazi (2013), Saleh, Ali, and Mavondo (2014), Khalid and Ali (2017)
EXPERTISE
Moorman, Deshpande, & Zaltman (1993), Johnson and Grayson (2005), Oba and Semerciöz (2005), Lohtia et al. (2009)
GOALS SHARING (REWARD, BENEFIT)
Anderson and Weitz (1989), Geyskens, Steenkamp, and Kumar (1998), Jennings (2000), Khalfan, McDermott, and Swan
(2007), Maurer (2010)
GOVERNANCE MECHANISMS (CONTRACT)
Dahlstrom and Nygaard (1995), Gounaris and Venetis (2002), Poppo and Zenger (2002), Zhou, and Zenger (2003), Mayer
& Argyres (2004), Jiang, Lu, and Le (2016)

GOVERNANCE MECHANISMS (SOFT CONTRACT)
Oba and Semerciöz (2005)

INFORMATION SHARING (OPEN)
Aulakh et al. (1996), Jennings (2000), Coulter and Coulter (2003), Sharif et al. (2005), Anderson et al. (2017)

INTEGRITY (HONESTY, CREDIBLE, FAIRNESS)
Moorman, Deshpande, & Zaltman (1993), Mayer, Davis, and Schoorman (1995), Kumar (1996), Geyskens, Steenkamp, and
Kumar (1998), Jennings (2000), Wong, Then, and Skitmore (2000), Bstieler (2006) Doney, Barry, and Abratt (2007), Khalfan,
McDermott, and Swan (2007), Schoorman, Mayer, and Davis (2007), Bstieler and Hemmert (2008), Robson, Katsikeas, and
Bello (2008), Jiang, Lu, and Le (2016), Franklin and Marshall (2019)
INTERACTION (FREQUENCY)
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Gulati (1995), Gulati and Singh (1998), Sariola and Martinsuo (2016)
INVESTMENT (PARTNER SPECIFIC)
Heide & John (1990), Larson (1992), Ganesan (1994), Sharif et al. (2005), Suh and Kwon (2006), Katsikeas, Skarmeas, and
Bello (2009)
KNOWLEDGE (Sharing)
Nielsen and Nielsen (2009), Saleh, Ali, and Mavondo (2014)
LIKABILITY
Styles, Patterson, and Ahmed (2008)
MANAGEMENT PRACTICES
Dahlstrom and Nygaard (1995)

MONITORING MECHANISMS (REDUCED)
Nielsen and Nielsen (2009)

OPPORTUNISM (LACK)
Geyskens, Steenkamp, and Kumar (1998), Nielsen and Nielsen (2009), Saleh, Ali, and Mavondo (2014)

PERFORMANCE
Geyskens, Steenkamp, and Kumar (1998), Wong, Then, and Skitmore (2000), De Ruyter, Moorman, and Lemmink (2001),
Johnson and Grayson (2005), Altinay et al. (2014)
POLITENESS
Coulter and Coulter (2003)

PROFESSIONAL BEHAVIOUR
Khalfan, McDermott, and Swan (2007)

PROBLEM-SOLVING
Bstieler (2006), Khalfan, McDermott, and Swan (2007)
PROMPTNESS
Coulter and Coulter (2003)
QUALITY
Heide & John (1990), Sharma and Patterson (1999), Gounaris and Venetis (2002), Gounaris (2005), Doney, Barry, and
Abratt (2007), Ian Stuart, Verville, and Taskin (2012)

RECIPROCITY
Khalfan, McDermott, and Swan (2007), Jiang, Lu, and Le (2016)

RELATIONSHIP (BILATERAL, BONDING, SOCIAL)
Gulati and Singh (1998), Armstrong and Yee (2001), Gounaris and Venetis (2002), Zhang, Cavusgil, and Roath (2003),
Gounaris (2005), Doney, Barry, and Abratt (2007), Kwon (2008),
RELIABILITY
Coulter and Coulter (2003), Ian Stuart, Verville, and Taskin (2012)

REPUTATION
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Ganesan (1994), Anderson and Weitz (1989), Jennings (2000), Coulter and Coulter (2003), Oba and Semerciöz (2005),
Sharif et al. (2005), Lee et al. (2012), Jiang, Lu, and Le (2016), Khalid and Ali (2017)
RESOURCES (COMPLEMENTARY, ASSET SPECIFICITY, FIRM SIZE)
Doney and Cannon (1997), Kwon (2008), Bianchi and Saleh (2010), Khalid and Ali (2017)
RESPONSIVENESS (TIMELINESS)
Moorman, Deshpande, & Zaltman (1993)
RISK SHARING
Jennings (2000)
RULES
Jennings (2000)
SALESPERSON
Swan, Trawick, and Silva (1985), Doney and Cannon (1997), Nicholson and Sethi (2001), Coulter and Coulter (2003)

SATISFACTION
Selnes (1998), Johnson and Grayson (2005), Leonidou C., Talias, and Leonidou C.N. (2008), Theron, Terblanche, and Boshoff
(2011), Franklin and Marshall (2019)
SERVICE (SUPPORT)
Geyskens, Steenkamp, and Kumar (1998), Anderson and Weitz (1989), De Ruyter, Moorman, and Lemmink (2001), Chiou,
Droge, and Hanvanich (2002), Gounaris and Venetis (2002)
SHARE OF PURCHASES

Johnson and Grayson (2005)
SKILL
Carson et al. (2003)
SIMILARITY
Armstrong and Yee (2001), Johnson and Grayson (2005), Robson, Katsikeas, and Bello (2008)
SINCERITY
Moorman, Deshpande, & Zaltman (1993)
TACT
Moorman, Deshpande, & Zaltman (1993)

TASK TEACHABILITY
Carson et al. (2003)

TEAM BUILDING
Kadefors (2004)

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
Coulter and Coulter (2003)
UNCERTAINTY
Saleh, Ali, and Mavondo (2014)

57

VALUES (SHARED)
Morgan & Hunt (1994), Young-Ybarra & Wierseman (1999), Sirdeshmukh, Singh, and Sabol (2002), Theron, Terblanche,
and Boshoff (2011), Costa e Silva, Bradley, and Sousa (2012) Franklin and Marshall (2019)
VULNERABILITY (IN BUYER INCREASES SUPPLIER TRUST)
McEvily, Zaheer, & Perrone (2003)

2.4.3.2.

The Consequences of Trust

The consequences of trust for organisations have been researched thoroughly in the

academic realm due to the accumulating evidence that trust provides organisations with
significant benefits (Kramer, 1999). Inter-organisational trust plays multiple roles within the

context of the business environment (McEvily, Perrone and Zaheer, 2003). Interorganisational trust has been described as a ‘social glue ’that binds organisations enabling

long-term exchange relationships to exist (Saunders et al., 2004; Varoutsa and Scapens, 2018;
Zhang, Zheng and Li, 2019). Inter-organisational trust has also been described as a ‘social

lubricant’, allowing the relationship between the buyer and the supplier to run smoothly (Ke
et al., 2009). Inter-organisational trust has been shown to provide the organisations utilising

it with multiple benefits (McEvily, Perrone and Zaheer, 2003). In terms of collaboration in
buyer-supplier relationships, perhaps the most significant role that inter-organisational trust

plays are that it enables organisations to enter a commercial relationship. For instance,
Anderson and Narus (1990) found that despite the nature of the governance mechanisms,

such as contractual safeguards, that very few organisations would enter into a significant
buyer-supplier relationship without the presence of at least a low level of initial trust in the
counterpart. Moreover, inter-organisational trust in the buyer-supplier relationship improves
the ability of the organisations to collaborate (Morgan and Hunt, 1994; Dirks and Ferrin, 2001;
Lau and Rowlinson, 2009; Huang and Wilkinson, 2013; Anderson et al., 2017). Allowing for
improved coordination with one another and supports the organisation’s ability to manage
expectations and improve various interactions between the organisations (Ke et al., 2009;
Akrout and La, 2019). Trust between organisations have shown to improve the levels of
communication between them (Seppänen, Blomqvist and Sundqvist, 2007; Huang and
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Wilkinson, 2013; Ho, Ghauri and Larimo, 2018; Akrout and La, 2019) while also reducing the
risks associated with the sharing sensitive information (Cai et al., 2013).

Regarding performance, inter-organisational trust has shown to reduces costs (Dyer and Chu,
2003; Narayanan, Narasimhan and Schoenherr, 2015; Jiang, Lu and Le, 2016) and increases
organisational performance (Cullen, Johnson and Sakano, 2000; Dirks and Ferrin, 2001; Dyer
and Chu, 2003; Zhang, Cavusgil and Roath, 2003; Seppänen, Blomqvist and Sundqvist, 2007;
Hald, Cordón and Vollmann, 2009; Katsikeas, Skarmeas and Bello, 2009; Lau and Rowlinson,

2009; Bianchi and Saleh, 2010; Narayanan, Narasimhan and Schoenherr, 2015; Singh and
Teng, 2016; van der Valk et al., 2016). Inter-organisational trust also assists organisations to

achieve a competitive advantage (Akrout and La, 2019). Moreover, trust between the buyer
and the supplier additionally improves the probability of the supplier granting the buyer

improved credit terms since the supplier considers the buyer to be less of a risk than it would
an unknown entity (More and Basu, 2013). In terms of risk, the presence of inter-

organisational trust between the buyer and the supplier serves as a practical methodology to
reduce the perceived risk associated within the collaboration (Saunders et al., 2004; Anderson

et al., 2017). Additionally, inter-organisational trust has also shown to reduce the likelihood
of opportunism occurring while also acting as a mediator between the buyer and the supplier

(Zhang, Cavusgil and Roath, 2003). Trust between organisations reduces the need for
monitoring and control efforts (Narayanan, Narasimhan and Schoenherr, 2015; Jiang, Lu and

Le, 2016). Concerning the commitment of the members of the buyer-supplier relationship,
inter-organisational trust has shown to increase the probability that organisations to cultivate
long-term relationships (Ganesan, 1994; Doney and Cannon, 1997; Spekman, Kamauff and
Myhr, 1998; Armstrong and Yee, 2001; Huang and Wilkinson, 2013; Yin and Jahanshahi, 2018;
Yang et al., 2020) with higher levels of commitment toward one another (Morgan and Hunt,
1994; Geyskens, Steenkamp and Kumar, 1998; Huang and Wilkinson, 2013). While Table 2-2
presents additional consequences of trust in the literature the list is by no means exhausted.
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Table 2-2 Consequences of inter-organisational trust
THE CONSEQUENCES OF TRUST
Consequences of Trust

Article
Positive Consequences of Trust

Ability (expertise)

Geyskens et al. (1998), Armstrong and Yee (2001)

Adaptability (Flexibility)

Young-Ybarra and Wiesema (1999), Stahl et al. (2011)

Agreement

Schurr and Ozanne (1985), Geyskens et al. (1998)

Anticipation (for future
interaction)

Crosby et al. (1990), Doney and Cannon (1997), Geyskens et al. (1998), Armstrong and
Yee (2001), Gounaris and Venetis (2002), Johnson and Grayson (2005)

Attitude

Schurr and Ozanne (1985)

Commitment

Moorman, Zaltman, & Deshpande (1992), Morgan and Hunt (1994), Geyskens et al.
(1998), Sako and Helper (1998), Sharma and Patterson (1999), Gounaris (2005), Doney,
Barry, and Abratt (2007), Leonidou C., Talias, and Leonidou C.N. (2008), Styles,
Patterson, and Ahmed (2008), Tian, Lai, and Daniel (2008), Saleh, Ali, and Mavondo
(2014), Stahl et al. (2011)

Communication

Anderson and Weitz (1989), Geyskens et al. (1998), Sako and Helper (1998), Seppänen,
Blomqvist and Sundqvist (2007), Huang and Wilkinson (2013), Sekhon et al. (2013), Ho,
Ghauri and Larimo (2018), Akrout and La (2019)

Competitiveness

Jap and Anderson (2003), Zhang, Cavusgil, and Roath (2003)

Conflict (reduces conflict,
functional conflict)

Anderson and Narus (1990), Morgan and Hunt (1994), Geyskens et al. (1998), Lau and
Rowlinson (2009),

Continuity

Schurr and Ozanne (1985), Anderson and Weitz (1989), Geyskens et al. (1998), Selnes
(1998), Armstrong and Yee (2001), Coulter and Coulter (2003), Jap and Anderson (2003),
Lau and Rowlinson (2009), Bianchi and Saleh (2010),

Collaboration / Cooperation /
Coordination

Moorman, Zaltman, & Deshpande (1992), Morgan and Hunt (1994), Andaleeb (1995),
Geyskens et al. (1998), Dirks and Ferrin (2001), Vélez, Sánchez, and Álvarez (2008), Lau
and Rowlinson (2009), Huang and Wilkinson (2013), Anderson et al. (2017), Akrout and
La (2019)

Cost (-)

Dyer and Chu (2003), Narayanan, Narasimhan and Schoenherr (2015), Jiang, Lu and Le
(2016), Paparoidamis, Katsikeas, and Chumpitaz (2019b)

Efficiency

Johnson and Grayson (2005), Kwon (2008), Katsikeas, Skarmeas, and Bello (2009),
Paparoidamis, Katsikeas, and Chumpitaz (2019b)

Information sharing

Maurer (2010), Stahl et al. (2011)

Innovation

Maurer (2010), Liao et al. (2012)

Investment

Anderson, Chang, Cheng, and Phua (2017)

Mediator

Saparito, Chen, and Sapienza (2004), Bstieler (2006), Nielsen and Nielsen (2009)

Monitoring (reducing cost)

Jennings (2000), Dyer and Chu (2003), Anderson, Chang, Cheng, and Phua (2017),
Paparoidamis, Katsikeas, and Chumpitaz (2019b)

Long-term orientation

Ganesan (1994), Geyskens, Steenkamp, and Kumar (1998), Sako and Helper (1998),
Sharif et al. (2005)

Loyalty

Schurr and Ozanne (1985), Geyskens et al. (1998), De Ruyter, Moorman, and Lemmink
(2001),Tian, Lai, and Daniel (2008), Paparoidamis, Katsikeas, and Chumpitaz (2019b)
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Objective (strategic)

Kwon (2008)

Opportunism (reduce)

Jap and Anderson (2003)

Performance

Dahlstrom and Nygaard (1995), Kumar (1996), Aulakh, Kotabe, and Sahay (1996),
Geyskens et al. (1998), Zaheer, McEvily, and Perrone (1998), Cullen, Johnson and
Sakano (2000), Jennings (2000), Dirks and Ferrin (2001), Lane, Salk, and Lyles (2001),
Poppo and Zenger (2002), Carlson et al. (2003), Dyer and Chu (2003), Jap and Anderson
(2003), Zhang, Cavusgil and Roath (2003), Lui and Ngo (2004), Kadefors (2004), Kauser
and Shaw (2004), Bstieler (2006), Doney, Barry, and Abratt (2007), Seppänen, Blomqvist
and Sundqvist (2007), Hald, Cordón and Vollmann (2009), Katsikeas, Skarmeas, and
Bello (2009), Lau and Rowlinson (2009), Bianchi and Saleh (2010), Ian Stuart, Verville,
and Taskin (2012), Costa e Silva, Bradley, and Sousa (2012), Saleh, Ali, and Quazi (2013),
Jain, Khalil, Johnston, and Cheng (2014), Narayanan, Narasimhan and Schoenherr
(2015), Singh and Teng (2016), Wu (2015), Jiang, Lu, and Le (2016),Paparoidamis,
Katsikeas, and Chumpitaz (2019b)

Profit

Jennings (2000), Jap and Anderson (2003), Stahl et al. (2011)

Quality improvement

Lau and Rowlinson (2009), Liao et al. (2012)

Relationship (+)

Moorman, Zaltman, & Deshpande (1992), Selnes (1998), Armstrong and Yee (2001),
Dyer and Chu (2003), Zhang, Cavusgil, and Roath (2003), Johnson and Grayson (2005),
Kwon (2008), Katsikeas, Skarmeas, and Bello (2009), Bianchi and Saleh (2010), Sekhon
et al. (2013), Paparoidamis, Katsikeas, and Chumpitaz (2019b)

Risk taking

Mayer, Davis, Schoorman (1995), Nooteboom, Berger, & Noorderhaven (1997)

Satisfaction

Anderson and Narus (1990), Armstrong and Yee (1994), Mohr and Spekman (1994),
Geyskens, Steenkamp, and Kumar (1998), Bianchi and Saleh (2010), Stahl et al. (2011),
Ian Stuart, Verville, and Taskin (2012), Alitinay et el. (2014), Paparoidamis, Katsikeas,
and Chumpitaz (2019)

Stability

Geyskens et al. (1998)

Time allocation (partner)

Anderson (1987), Geyskens et al. (1998)

Time savings

Lau and Rowlinson (2009),

Uncertainty (decision making) (-) Morgan and Hunt (1994)
Negative Consequences of Trust

Commitment (calculative)

Geyskens et al. (1998)

Control (-)

Andaleeb (1995)

Distributive bargaining

Schurr and Ozanne (1985)

Influence stance (threats)

Andaleeb (1995)

The antecedents and consequences of trust play a vital role in the success of the buyersupplier relationship. The antecedents of trust identified the origins of trust and the
consequences of trust the motivation for implementing trust in the buyer-supplier
relationship. The challenges to trust present some of the threats to trust in the buyer-supplier
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relationship, which could adversely impact trust between the organisations and ultimately
lead to the destruction of the buyer-supplier relationship.

2.4.4. The Challenges to Trust
The challenges to trust in buyer-supplier relationships must be considered in the creation of
a mechanism to aid organisations in monitoring and controlling trust within collaborative
relationships. The challenges to trust illustrate that there are phenomena that could adversely
impact the trust relationship and serves as a motivation for applying the TMS. There are a
number of challenges that may negatively impact the collaborative buyer-supplier
relationship (Dyer and Singh, 1998; Jones et al., 2014; Michalski, Montes and Narasimhan,
2019). This section provides an overview of some of the challenges that may adversely impact
the level of trust between a buyer and a supplier. As discussed earlier in this chapter, it is

challenging to create trust. However, despite this difficulty to create trust, it is notoriously
easy to destroy (Slovic, 1993; Kramer, 1999; Schweitzer, Hershey and Bradlow, 2006). In

addition to trust being fragile, it has also been described as being incredibly rare and elusive
within the context of the organisational relationships (Williamson, 1993; Gambetta, 2000).

The presence of trust from one organisation will not always lead to trust being reciprocated
or that the trusted organisation will not act in an opportunistic manner (Granovetter, 1985;

McEvily, Perrone and Zaheer, 2003).

Buyers and suppliers within collaborative relationships, such as alliances, may need to
consider weighing when a decision is beneficial for its organisation against decisions that will

benefit the relationship. These self-interested considerations, referred to as ‘social
dilemmas’, may cause tension within the relationship, detracting from the levels of trust

between the buyer and the supplier in the process (Jones et al., 2014). The social dilemmas
that may negatively impact the relationship between the buyer and the supplier may include
opportunism (Williamson, 1996; Das and Teng, 1998, 2001; Lui and Ngo, 2004; Pavlou and
Gefen, 2004), power imbalances (Pavlou and Gefen, 2004; Ke et al., 2009; Jones et al., 2014),
uncertainty (Williamson, 1985; Bhattacharya, Devinney and Pillutla, 1998; Krishnan, Geyskens
and Steenkamp, 2016), supplier failures (Hendricks and Singhal, 2005; Schoorman, Mayer and
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Davis, 2007; Ellis, Henry and Shockley, 2010; La and Choi, 2012), globalisation (Ghadge et al.,
2017; Michalski, Montes and Narasimhan, 2019; Yang et al., 2020), and employee flows (Lee,
2010; Jones et al., 2014).

2.4.4.1.

Opportunism

Opportunism is considered to be a core concept in transaction cost economics (Williamson,
1979; Wang, Fu and Fang, 2019) and involves violations of both formal and relational

contracts (Wathne and Heide, 2000a; Shi et al., 2018). Williamson (1955, p.47) defined interfirm opportunism as the “calculated efforts to mislead, distort, disagree, obfuscate or

otherwise confuse.” However, Williamson later revised this definition of opportunism to
emphasise the counterpart’s purposeful intent to mislead by describing it as follows:
“opportunism - which is a more subtle form of self-interest seeking to include self-interest
seeking with guile” (1996, p. 152). Opportunism has also been described as the morally weak
actions of a counterpart (Morgan and Hunt, 1994; Cho, Bonn and Terrell, 2019). The purpose
of buyers and suppliers transacting with one another is to create joint value. However, due
to the competitive environment, organisations may choose to act opportunistically due to
self-interest (Cho, Bonn and Terrell, 2019). There are several ways that organisations may act
opportunistically toward a counterpart, for instance, an organisation may avoid fulfilling

obligations and responsibilities made to a counterpart (Wathne and Heide, 2000a; Shi et al.,
2018; Cho, Bonn and Terrell, 2019). An organisation may also be considered to be acting

opportunistically when choosing to withhold relevant information from a counterpart or even
providing its counterpart with inaccurate information (Cho, Bonn and Terrell, 2019). Another

example of opportunism is when an organisation chooses to withhold agreed-upon resources
from the counterpart or provides its counterpart with products known to be defective (Cho,

Bonn and Terrell, 2019; Zhang, Zheng and Li, 2019). Acts of opportunism, in general, may be
described as the acts of an organisation to deceive or to manipulate (Wang, Fu and Fang,

2019; Yu, 2019).

Opportunism, and even the perceived risk of opportunism on the part of a counterpart, may
negatively impact the cooperative efforts of the relationship severely damaging the ability of
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victim of the opportunistic behaviour to trust the offending party (Das and Teng, 1998, 2001;
Lui and Ngo, 2004; Pavlou and Gefen, 2004; Cho, Bonn and Terrell, 2019). The victim
organisation may then choose to retaliate or to forgive the offending organisation (Zhang,
Zheng and Li, 2019). Opportunism is often ‘triggered ’by uncertainty in the interorganisational relationships (Wang, Fu and Fang, 2019). Moreover, the higher the degree of
damage caused by the act of opportunism by the perpetrator the higher the degree of
damage to the level of trust by its counterpart (Zhang, Zheng and Li, 2019). Opportunism has
also been described as being the antithesis of trust (Barney and Hansen, 1994; Yu, 2019). As

opportunistic acts emerge over time, the levels of trust between the buyer and supplier may
vary (Zhang, Zheng and Li, 2019). However, the damage caused to the level of trust by the act

of opportunism is not limited to the act alone as the manner in which the organisations
respond to opportunism may further impact the levels of trust between the organisations

negatively (Zhang, Zheng and Li, 2019). Thus, an alternative means to build the levels of trust
post the damage inflicted by the act of opportunism may be required to facilitate the

rebuilding of trust.

2.4.4.2.

Power Imbalance

Power imbalance, also referred to as asymmetry (Özen, Uysal and Çakar, 2016; Meqdadi,

Johnsen and Johnsen, 2017), occurs when one organisation in the buyer-supplier relationship
yields a higher level of control (power) in the relationship over its counterpart (Ke et al., 2009;

Ghadge et al., 2017; Sætrevik, Ghanonisaber and Lunde, 2018). Power imbalances occur when
one organisation has greater access to activities, outcomes, or resources than another

organisation (Sætrevik, Ghanonisaber and Lunde, 2018). Power embodies the ability of an
organisation to enforce compliance from another organisation (Meqdadi, Johnsen and

Johnsen, 2017). The difference in the power dynamics between the organisations may play a
significant role for the buyer and the supplier and impact several aspects of the relationship.

For instance, when considering power imbalances during contract negotiations, the less
powerful organisation may be less effective in securing an equitable agreement (Ghadge et

al., 2017). When considering dependence, the less powerful organisation may fear
exploitation from the more powerful organisation (Özen, Uysal and Çakar, 2016). The
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dependence of the less powerful organisation on the dominant organisation may result in the
less dominant organisation being coerced into making an unreasonable number of
concessions or face the prospect of being replaced by another more compliant organisation
(Pavlou and Gefen, 2004; Ke et al., 2009; Özen, Uysal and Çakar, 2016). Power imbalances
may impact the buyer-supplier relationship in several ways.

While some authors believe that power imbalances may provide both structure and a formal
hierarchy to the buyer-supplier relationship, excessive imbalances in power may have severe

negative impacts on the relationship if abused (Sætrevik, Ghanonisaber and Lunde, 2018).
Power imbalances are often characterised negatively as being coercive (Meqdadi, Johnsen

and Johnsen, 2017), with examples of the negative impacts of the power imbalances on the
buyer-supplier relationship involving relationship asymmetry, environmental uncertainty,

opportunism and reduced cooperation between the organisations (Michalski, Montes and
Narasimhan, 2019). Power imbalances may also lead to a disparity when distributing

information within the relationship (Pavlou and Gefen, 2004), causing anxiety, conflict, and
tension between the organisations (Sætrevik, Ghanonisaber and Lunde, 2018). Additionally,

less powerful organisations are less able to adequately spread risk as effectively as their more
powerful counterparts (Jones et al., 2014). Thus, an unforeseen event occurring which may

bankrupt the less powerful organisation, may not even cause significant damage to the more
powerful organisation. Less powerful organisations may also not be able to capitalise on the

substantial discounts afforded to more powerful organisations based on their access to more
significant economies of scale, thus reducing the financial incentive and rewards for the less
powerful organisation (Jones et al., 2014).

The imbalance of power between the buyer and the supplier impacts the level of trust
between the organisations. To signal trust to a counterpart requires the utilisation of
resources. Organisations in the position of power have access to more resources than their
less powerful counterpart. Less powerful organisations may not have access to the resources
that would allow them to signal trust to their more powerful counterpart. The more powerful
organisation may incorrectly construe this lack of trust-signalling from the less powerful
organisation as being untrustworthy (Jones et al., 2014). If a more powerful organisation does

or has used coercion within the buyer-supplier relationship, this may have led to the trust
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between the organisations being destroyed (Meqdadi, Johnsen and Johnsen, 2017), and may
require the organisations to proactively rebuild trust between the organisations. The manner
in which power issues are resolved in inter-organisational relationships between a buyer and
a supplier is impacted by the level of trust in the relationship (Sætrevik, Ghanonisaber and
Lunde, 2018). With the weaker of the two organisations generally exhibiting lower levels of
trust in the more dominant organisation (Özen, Uysal and Çakar, 2016), a methodology to
help to improve the level of trust between the organisations is required.

2.4.4.3.

Uncertainty

The literature generally refers to two types of uncertainty, namely behavioural uncertainty
and environmental uncertainty, as challenging inter-organisational trust (Krishnan, Geyskens
and Steenkamp, 2016). Behavioural uncertainty, as defined by Williamson (1985, p. 57), refers
to the “strategic non-disclosure, disguise, or distortion of information” by a counterpart.
Environmental uncertainty refers to uncertainty caused by changes in the environment. For
instance, changes in the market caused by changes in regulations or volatility in the market
(Krishnan, Geyskens and Steenkamp, 2016). Williamson (1985) referred to environmental
uncertainty as being innocent and non-strategic in nature. Innocent due to the organisations
involved not being responsible for the occurrence causing the uncertainty, and non-strategic

due to the immediate and responsive reactions required by the organisations to deal with the
uncertainty. In contrast, behavioural uncertainty refers to the actions of the organisations in

the relationship misrepresenting its ability or purposefully choosing to not fulfil the promises
made to a counterpart. For instance, an organisation may choose to pretend to fail in an

endeavour to perform its duties as agreed upon with its counterpart due to self-interest
(Krishnan, Geyskens and Steenkamp, 2016). Uncertainty generally negatively impacts the

relationships between the buyer and the supplier.

Uncertainty in the buyer-supplier relationship plays an important role in how organisations
view one another. From a philosophical perspective, uncertainty can be viewed as

prerequisite for trust. For instance, Bhattacharya, Devinney, and Pillutla (1998) state that the
presence of vulnerability is considered to be a crucial element of trust. A sentiment echoed

66

by Laeequddin et al. (2010) who stated that for trust to exist, there must be an element of
uncertainty. When two entities share uncertainty and vulnerability towards an external force,
this can act as an antecedent of trust. Böstrom (2015) stated that uncertainty and
vulnerability will always be part of the trust relationship as both are considered to be both
antecedents and detractors of trust. However, when the uncertainty or vulnerability is a result
of the counterpart’s actions or inaction they may act as barriers to trust (Bhattacharya,
Devinney and Pillutla, 1998).

2.4.4.4.

Supplier Failures

The failure of a supplier to provide goods or services to a buyer negatively impacts the trust
in the buyer-supplier relationship (Hoetker, 2005; André, Dooley and Johnny, 2007; Rao and
Lee, 2007). One of the most important objectives within the discipline of supply chain
management is the smooth flow or transition of goods between the supplier and the buyer
(Ellis, Henry and Shockley, 2010). Supplier failure or supplier disruption occurs when a
supplier is unable to deliver goods or services to a buyer as promised (Hendricks and Singhal,
2005). Buyers are dependent on their suppliers to compete in the market (Kolay, 1993;
Craighead et al., 2007). Supplier failure directly impacts the buyer’s financial and operational
performance (Wagner, Bode and Koziol, 2009). Additionally, failure by the supplier could

adversely impact the ability of the buyer to provide goods or services to its respective
customers (Hora and Klassen, 2013). An example of this dependence is the automotive

industry which relies on the dependability its suppliers to remain competitive. The auto
manufacturer, as a buyer, relies on the delivery of specific components for which substitute

products are not readily available (Wagner, Bode and Koziol, 2009).

Supplier disruptions (failures) may occur due to a multitude of reasons and from multiple
perspectives including agreement, logistical, and organisational. From an agreement

perspective, the supplier could fail the buyer by providing goods or services that do not
comply with the agreed quality standards (Kleindorfer and Saad, 2005; Marucheck et al.,

2011). Another manner in which a supplier could fail the buyer is by providing the goods or
services as agreed upon but at a higher cost than agreed upon between the organisations
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(Wagner and Johnson, 2004). Alternatively, a failure may occur due to the supplier’s inability
to deliver a product or service on the basis that it may lack the necessary skill or know-how
(Wuyts, Rindfleisch and Citrin, 2015). From a logistical perspective, supplier failures may occur
when the supplier delivers an incorrect quantity of products or delays the delivery of the
products (Wagner and Johnson, 2004). From an organisational perspective, a supplier failure
may occur if the supplier became insolvent before the delivery of products despite the buyer
having already paid (Wagner and Johnson, 2004; Wagner, Bode and Koziol, 2009).
Alternatively, a supplier may also fail to deliver as agreed if a direct competitor of the supplier

chooses to acquire the supplier to integrate the businesses (Chopra and Sodhi, 2004). The
increasing reliance of organisations to outsource value-adding processes has further

increased their dependence on suppliers. This increased dependence on the supplier has
emphasised the need for buyers to construct ongoing relationships with reliable suppliers

(Goffin, Szwejczewski and New, 1997; Berger, Gerstenfeld and Zeng, 2004; Ruiz-Torres and
Mahmoodi, 2007; Gualandris and Kalchschmidt, 2013).

2.4.4.5.

Globalisation

Globalisation has had a significant impact on how organisations conduct business (Jovanović,
2010; Yuan, 2018). The origin of globalisation has been linked with the Second World War

(WWII). Scholars arguing that the Second World War (WWII) catalysed organisations around
the globe to partake in international trade with one another (Ajami, 2020; Cappelli and Cini,

2020). However, despite the fundamental manner in which globalisation has altered the
business environment and its popularity within academia, there remains a lot to be

understood about the concept (Whalley, 2008; Jovanović, 2010). Scholte (2015, p. 1478)
defines globalisation “as the spread of transplanetary – and in recent times also more

particularly supraterritorial – connections between people”. Globalisation in business
includes increased mergers between organisations, on-and-off shoring, and higher degrees

of complexity when outsourcing activities (Anand and Grover, 2015; Ghadge et al., 2017).

However, these increased opportunities in the global market have also led to increased
challenges for organisations in the buyer-supplier relationship when considering competition,
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risk, and labour (Soosay and Hyland, 2015; Ghadge et al., 2017; Collier, 2018; Michalski,
Montes and Narasimhan, 2019). The emphasis on global sourcing has led to an increase in
risk for supply chain disruption to occur due to the higher number of suppliers competing and
the additional complexity of the supply chains (Barney and Hansen, 1994; Schmitt et al., 2015;
Ghadge et al., 2017; Michalski, Montes and Narasimhan, 2019). For the supplier, this increase
in competition intensifies its need to cultivate efficient supply chains (Ghadge et al., 2017;
Yuan, 2018; Michalski, Montes and Narasimhan, 2019; Yang et al., 2020). Moreover, the
increase in potential competition in the global market threatens the existing relationship

between a buyer and a supplier. For instance, when an organisation chooses to abandon an
existing counterpart for another by offshoring to access similar products at lower prices

(Ghadge et al., 2017). Another risk attributed to globalisation is the higher degree of risk
organisations face due to fluctuations in demand and price volatility, which has instigated the

need for additional governance mechanisms to be implemented to control the relationships
(Ghadge et al., 2017). The labour market has also been impacted by globalisation, where

employment and industries have moved from developed nations to developing nations to
access markets with lower wage costs (Jovanović, 2010; Collier, 2018). The shift of the labour

market from the developed nations to developing nations have adversely impacted the
employees from the developed nations on a financial and psychological level due to lower

access to employment (Collier, 2018). However, the employees from the developed nations
have not gained significantly from gaining the employment due to low wages resulting from

the inequality in the distribution of the income (Jovanović, 2010). These challenges to the
buyer-supplier relationship brought upon by globalisation negatively impacts trust between
the organisations.

Trust within the buyer-supplier relationship can be adversely impacted by globalisation when
considering logistics, demographics, and operations (Whalley, 2008; Udomkit, Ensslin and
Meinhold, 2019). Globalisation has led to an increased number of organisations required to
conduct business with unknown organisations that are geographically distant from it
emphasising the need for trust in international transactions (Udomkit, Ensslin and Meinhold,
2019). Trust between organisations in international transactions provides organisations with
security and helps reduce uncertainty (Udomkit, Ensslin and Meinhold, 2019). However, trust

between these organisations could be negatively impacted due demographic (language,
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culture, education, and geographic distance) differences between the organisations
(Udomkit, Ensslin and Meinhold, 2019). From a new institutional economics perspective,
globalisation may lead to buyers and suppliers spending more time in the execution of a
transaction due to a lack of trust between the organisations (Whalley, 2008). These
transactions could additionally require increased monitoring concerning the quality of the
products, thus adding more time to complete the transaction (Bijlsma‐Frankema and
Koopman, 2004; Whalley, 2008). A lack of trust between the buyer and the supplier brought
upon by globalisation requires an effective governance mechanism that can transcend the

demographic, logistical, and operational divide between the organisations.

2.4.4.6.

Employee Flows

The interpersonal relationships between the representatives of the buyer and supplier
organisations are essential for the success of the inter-organisational relationship assuming a
positive relationship between the representatives (Schmitz et al., 2020). Employee flows, also
referred to as employee turnover (Shi et al., 2017), in organisations refers to the movement
of staff into and out of an organisation (Lee, 2010). The replacement of an employee signifies
an interpersonal relationship disruption which can impact the buyer-supplier relationship.

Relationship disruptions may result in a loss of performance for organisations (Shi et al., 2017;
Schmitz et al., 2020). For instance, the loss of an employee could lead to a supplier losing

customer-specific knowledge which could hinder the ability to satisfy the buyer (Schmitz et
al., 2020). Moreover, by having to replace an employee with an existing relationship with a

counterpart could adversely impact the level of interpersonal trust between the employees
of the respective counterparts (Schmitz et al., 2020), reduce revenue (Shi et al., 2017; Schmitz

et al., 2020) and diminish organisational commitment (Shi et al., 2017). Employee flows can
impact not only the perception of service quality in buyer-supplier relationships but could

also impacts the outcome quality, relationship frequency, environmental characteristics and
supply chain integration (Lee, 2010). Organisations collaborating may base the resources they

invest in the relationship on the level of interpersonal trust between the representatives of
the respective organisation (Fang et al., 2008). The turnover in the employees in which this
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trust is based may directly impact the trust levels within the buyer-supplier relationships due
to the relationships between organisations often far exceeding the tenure of the employees
working for these organisations (Mäkelä, Barner-Rasmussen and Björkman, 2008). The
replacement of employees requires a new interpersonal relationship between the
representatives of the respective organisations, which could impact the levels of interorganisational trust between the organisations (Lee, 2010; Eriksson, 2015). This new
interpersonal relationship requires additional effort to build trust with the buyer after the
relationship disruption (Schmitz et al., 2020), and can negatively impact the buyer-supplier

relationship as interpersonal trust between the representatives of an organisation is built
over time it and can be difficult to reproduce by the replacing representative (Zaheer, McEvily

and Perrone, 1998; Shi et al., 2017).

The challenges to trust discussed in this section provide an overview of some of the challenges
buyers and suppliers face when considering trust in inter-organisational relationships. These

challenges highlight that trust between organisations can be adversely impacted by
numerous factors. The challenges to trust motivate the need for a mechanism to aid

organisations in using trust as a governance mechanism, to help avoid the deterioration of
trust between organisations from being reduced or even destroyed requires constant

attention from the organisations in inter-organisational relationships.

2.4.5. Case-Study on Trust in Buyer Supplier Relationship
The importance of trust and the impact it has on the buyer-supplier relationship has been

discussed from a theoretical and conceptual perspective in the study. However, when
considering the impact that trust has on the buyer-supplier relationship it may be beneficial

to also view it from a financial perspective. This section utilises a case-study by Henke,
Stallkamp, and Yeniyurt (2014) to illustrate the financial significance of trust in the buyersupplier relationship.
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2.4.5.1.

…how Chrysler missed out on $24 billion in profits over
the past 12 years by Henke, Stallkamp, and Yeniyurt
(2014)

Henke, Stallkamp, and Yeniyurt (2014) have discussed the benefits in terms of profits of
supplier trust for the buyer. The authors illustrated this by examining how Chrysler failed to

capitalise on 24 billion US dollars in profit over twelve-years due to Chrysler’s inability to
optimise trust between itself and its suppliers (Henke and Yeniyurt, 2014). The authors based

their conclusions on the results of a twenty-year ongoing study of six major automotive
manufacturers (Chrysler, Ford, General Motors, Honda, Nissan, and Toyota) and their Tier 1

suppliers. The authors determined and implemented a methodology to calculate the
economic impact concerning the level of supplier trust for the buyer. Data from annual

surveys completed by the suppliers of the major automotive manufacturers, starting from
1992 and ended in 2012, were used to gauge the suppliers experience with the buyers (Henke

and Yeniyurt, 2014). The surveys provided data on the number of times that the automotive
manufacturers requested price reductions and those suppliers who obliged in giving them

price concessions. A statistically significant relationship was found between the suppliers ’
ability to trust buyers and the resulting financial performance of the buyers. The authors

identified a strong correlation between Chrysler’s profits and its suppliers ’trust levels over
the 20 years (see Figure 2-8).
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Figure 2-8 Chrysler profit and supplier trust from Henke, Stallkamp, and Yeniyurt (2014)

The primary sources for the profit were identified as the capabilities of the managers (for
example, skills and talents of management and the workforce, manufacturing and labour

efficiency, product quality, marketplace acceptance, and sales incentives) (Henke and
Yeniyurt, 2014) and the suppliers. The suppliers add to the profitability through price

reductions and what the authors refer to as “soft” benefits relating to non-price benefits.
These refer to the supplier’s assistance level, the inclination to share process and product and

innovation, and the supplier’s willingness to exceed its contractual obligations (Henke and
Yeniyurt, 2014).

The findings suggest that when buyers utilise an adversarial price concession approach, lower
levels of trust from the supplier towards the buyer were experienced. Conversely, the higher
the level of trust that the supplier has for the buyer, the more willing the supplier is to support
the buyer in terms of communication, sharing innovation, buyer-specific investments, and
allocation of resources (Henke and Yeniyurt, 2014). The authors conclude that adversarial
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buyer-supplier relationships require effort and resources that would be better utilised in
building and maintaining trust between the organisations.

This case-study illustrates the importance of trust for existing buyer-supplier relationships in
monetary terms. The indicators of trust as a management opportunity would allow
organisations to overcome the challenges to trust in the relationships, however, the system
requires a means to identify the levels of trust.

2.5.

Indicators of Trust

The business, management, economics, and accounting literature agree that the utilisation

of an accurate performance management system is essential to implement a successful
strategy (Giannakis, 2007; Kucukaltan, Irani and Aktas, 2016; Wudhikarn, Chakpitak and

Neubert, 2018). The development of the TMS framework requires a manner in which values
can be assigned to enable organisations to gauge, monitor, and improve the levels of trust

between long-term collaborative buyer-supplier relationships. The indicators of trust can
serve as the inputs for assigning values to the TMS. The TMS framework requires the

identification of performance indicators which allow for collaborative buyer-supplier
relationships to gauge, monitor, and improve the levels of trust between the organisations.

2.5.1. Trust Indicators in the Literature
The indicators of trust refer to trust signalling behaviours that identify that a level of trust is
present in a relationship (Cullen, Johnson and Sakano, 2000). The literature refers to these

indicators of trust (Faems, Janssens and van Looy, 2007; Kai‐Uwe Brock and Yu Zhou, 2012;
Cater and Kidwell, 2014) by using multiple and alternative descriptions that include: the

variables of trust (Leek, Turnbull and Naudé, 2006; Wright and Grace, 2011; Usman et al.,
2017), the conditions of trust (Jennings et al., 2000) and the factors of trustworthiness
(Mayer, Davis and Schoorman, 1995). they all refer to elements present in relationships that
denote that trust is present between the parties to a certain degree. The indicators of trust
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should not be confused with the antecedents of trust (the behaviours leading to the creation
of trust in a relationship (Khalid and Ali, 2017) or the consequences of trust (the behaviours
as a result of the trust being present in the relationship (Minerbo et al., 2018)). In this section,
the literature reviews identify the various types of indicators of trust. While this section
provides a theoretical background to the indicators of trust in the literature, a content
analysis identifying the indicators of trust is presented in Chapter 3.

Behaviour can be used as an indirect method of inferring trust in a relationship (Cook and

Wall, 1980; Perrone, Zaheer and McEvily, 2003; Wright and Grace, 2011; Saleh et al., 2015;
Usman et al., 2017). Academia frequently gauges trust in relationships by measuring the

behaviours linked to trust (see Table 23). Trust measures have been implemented to
understand populations, social processes, and individual experiences (Ozawa and Sripad,

2013). Where positive behaviours lead to an increase in trust and negative behaviours lead
to a decrease in trust (Wright and Grace, 2011). Behaviours such as ability, benevolence, and

integrity have been applied to measure trust in the literature using Likert-scale in several
articles (Morgan and Hunt, 1994; Doney and Cannon, 1997; Usman et al., 2017). However,

other behaviours have also been implemented to measure trust in relationships. For instance,
the manner in which a supplier is able to handle complaints has been related trust using the

ability to solve-problems as a variable of trust when considering the key processes and
outcomes when distinguishing between successful and problematic relationships (Leek,

Turnbull and Naudé, 2006). While a negative behaviour such as a lack of respect can lead to
a decrease in trust (Wright and Grace, 2011).

Behaviours such as fairness, predictability, and reliability has been used to understand the
relationship between autonomy and trust between purchasing managers and suppliers
(Perrone, Zaheer and McEvily, 2003). Considering franchisor-franchisee relationships, poor
communication between the organisations was identified as limiting both trust and
commitment in the relationship (Mohr and Sohi, 1995; Wright and Grace, 2011). Similarly,
while considering the impact of behaviours on trust and commitment, communication was
shown to improve trust while opportunism reduced trust when considering importer-supplier
relationships (Saleh et al., 2015). Additionally, the behaviours associated with religion have

been researched to identify that it indirectly impacted how customers viewed the
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trustworthiness of banks (Usman et al., 2017). Moreover, behaviours have also been
implemented in the literature to distinguish between trust and other constructs. For instance,
Brock and Zhou (2012) used behaviours to show that customer intimacy was a distinct from
trust and commitment as a relationship indicator. While some authors focussed on an
individual behaviour to measure trust, such as Nel et al. (2000) (justice) and Faems et al.
(2007) who focussed on expectation other authors have applied multiple behaviours (Cook
and Wall, 1980; Wright and Grace, 2011; Cater and Kidwell, 2014; Saleh et al., 2015). This
capability to measure trust using a range of behaviours speaks to utility of implementing the

indicators of trust as a means to measure trust within the buyer-supplier relationship using
the TMS.

Table 2-3 The journal articles reviewed supporting the indicators of trust
Trust Indicators in Literature
Variables of Trust

Article

Type

Variables of Trust

Cook and Wall (1980)

Intra-organisational trust (staff)

commitment
reputation
collaboration
loyalty
confidence (in peers)
confidence (in management)
faith (in management)

Nel et al. (2000)

Organisation and end-consumer trust

justice

Burkink (2002)

Inter-organisational trust

satisfaction
commitment

Leek et al. (2006)

Cross-cultural trust

problem-solving

Lymperopoulos, Chaniotakis, and Rigopolou Organisation and end-consumer trust
(2010)

performance
quality
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Wrigth and Grace (2011)

Inter-organisational trust

transparency
communication
contractual safeguards
behaviour
first impressions
emotional involvement
experience
attitude
passion
dependence
respect

Saleh, Ali, Quazi, and Wickramasekera (2015) Inter-organisational trust

knowledge
experience
communication
opportunism (lack of)

Usman et al. (2017)

Organisation and end-consumer trust

religion

Suparjo and Sunarish (2018)

Organisation and end-consumer trust

quality
reputation

Article

Type

Components of Trust

Perrone, Zaheer, and McEvily (2003)

Inter-organisational trust

reliability
predictability
fairness

Components of Trust

Indicators of Trust
Article

Type

Indicators of Trust

Czaban et al. (2003)

Inter-organisational trust

frequency
dependence
relationship
competence
resources sharing
risk sharing
contractual safeguards
communication
pricing practices

Faems et al. (2007)

Inter-organisational trust

expectation of long-term
relationship

Brock and Zhou (2012)

Organisation and end-consumer trust

relationship
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Ozawa and Sripad (2013)

Organisation and end-consumer trust

communication
confidence
competence
honesty

Cater and Kidwell (2014)

Interpersonal trust
Inter-organisational trust

leadership
competition
cooperation
acceptance
decision making
governance

The indicators refer to behaviours present in relationships that denote that trust is present in
the relationship between the parties to a certain degree (Cullen, Johnson and Sakano, 2000).
While the indicators of trust all play a significant role in the literature, the following section
discusses the behaviours that constitute the indicators of trust most relevant to the thesis.

2.5.2. Indicators of Trust Behaviours
Behaviours play an essential role in the buyer-supplier relationship as indicators of the
presence of trust in the relationship. This section discusses the ten popular behaviours that

are identified as indicators of trust in the literature.

2.5.2.1.

Ability

Ability refers to the competence of another person or organisation to complete a task
effectively (Johnson and Grayson, 2005; Cook and Schilke, 2010a) based on experience
(Schumann et al., 2010), and areas of perceived knowledge (van Esterik-Plasmeijer and van
Raaij, 2017). Ability also referred to as competence (Mayer, Davis and Schoorman, 1995; Das
and Teng, 2001; Cook and Schilke, 2010a; Stahl et al., 2011; van Esterik-Plasmeijer and van
Raaij, 2017), or capability (Doney and Cannon, 1997) or expertise (Mayer, Davis and
Schoorman, 1995; van Esterik-Plasmeijer and van Raaij, 2017), or performance (Seppänen,

Blomqvist and Sundqvist, 2007; Hald and Ellegaard, 2011; Narayanan, Narasimhan and
Schoenherr, 2015; van der Valk et al., 2016). Van Esterik-Plasmeijer and van Raaij (2017)

distinguish between three types of competencies: product competence relating to experience
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and knowledge with products and services, managerial competence relating to knowledge of
the internal and external organisation, and social & marketing competence relating to
knowledge about customers.

Competence, or ability, can be based on the capability and resources that an organisation has
access to, and plays a significant role in choosing a counterpart. Examples of resources that
may impact an organisation’s ability include capital, position in the market, technology and
tangible assets (Das and Teng, 2001). Ability has been related to effective and efficient

service, which improves buyer satisfaction over time (van Esterik-Plasmeijer and van Raaij,
2017). An example of the impact of ability can be taken from the banking industry where Van

Esterik-Plasmeijer and van Raaij (2017) identified ability as a significant determinant of
customers trust in a bank. The authors identified that ability, alongside stability, transparency,

and value congruence, played an essential role in customers ’loyalty toward a bank.
Furthermore, if the ability or competence level was below a certain threshold, other factors,

such as high levels of integrity or the organisation’s focus on the customer, would not be
enough to generate trust. An organisation’s ability is pertinent in how organisations in buyer-

supplier relationships perceive their counterpart’s trustworthiness (Cook and Schilke, 2010a;
Minerbo et al., 2018). For instance, suppliers such as service providers are accessed by the

buyer based on the knowledge and experience the supplier exhibits and which enhances the
perceived trustworthiness of the supplier for the buyer (Johnson and Grayson, 2005).

Additionally, the ability of an organisation is considered to be a universally important driver
of trust. As illustrated by Schuman et al. (2010), an investigation of how cultural differences
impacted the drivers of trust in relational exchanges in the banking industry found that ability
was a universally important driver for trust despite the type of culture. Moreover, it has been
shown that the ability (or expertise) and trustworthiness of an organisation impacts its
perceived credibility (Mayer, Davis and Schoorman, 1995).
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2.5.2.2.

Collaboration

The ability for the buyer and the supplier to effectively collaborate is an essential part of
forming a successful supply chain (Wilson, 1995; Spekman, Kamauff and Myhr, 1998; Bai and

Sarkis, 2016; Salam, 2017). Collaboration within a buyer-supplier relationship starts with the
mutual planning efforts of the organisations. The collaboration then concludes after the

evaluation phase of their shared activities by analysing their shared supply chain (Spekman,
Kamauff and Myhr, 1998; Mentzer et al., 2001). The benefits of collaboration have been

discussed in Section 2.2.4.2.2.

2.5.2.3.

Communication

Communication as the sharing of information remains both an essential creator and indicator

of trust between organisations in the supply chain (Narus and Anderson, 1986; Kwon and Suh,
2005; Oosterhuis, 2009; Ennew, Kharouf and Sekhon, 2011; Xuan Zhang, Dirk Pieter van Donk

and Taco van der Vaart, 2011). The success of the supply chain often hinges on the capability
of supply chain partners to share information (Mohr and Nevin, 1990; Lee, Padmanabhan and

Whang, 2004). Communication enables organisations to coordinate the various processes
required to complete a transaction regardless of the scale of the transaction (Mohr and Nevin,

1990; Lee, Padmanabhan and Whang, 2004) and to improve their ability to respond to
changes in the market (Hsu et al., 2008), benefiting both the collaborating buyer and the

supplier. For instance, if the supplier becomes aware of a consumer trend impacting its buyer,
it may share this data with the buyer since the success of the buyer in the marketplace directly

impacts the success of the supplier (Hsu et al., 2008).

Lack of communication or the withholding of information relevant to the buyer-supplier
relationship may negatively impact the organisation not made aware of the information,
harm the organisation withholding the information from its counterpart, and hamper its
counterpart’s ability to transact effectively (Voigt and Inderfurth, 2012). An example of an
organisation choosing to withhold information from a counterpart may include when one
organisation does not trust its counterpart’s ability to maintain the confidence of the
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relationship —fearing that its counterpart will share the information with one of its
competitors (Voigt and Inderfurth, 2012). An example of an organisation choosing to
communicate the wrong information includes an organisation providing its counterpart with
false cost information to deceive its counterpart into believing that its profit margins are
lower than they are. This tactic may be applied when the supplier fears the buyer may choose
to utilise the information when negotiating purchasing contracts to obtain lower prices —
thereby inflating the apparent cost price to provide themselves with a strategic negotiation
tool (Voigt and Inderfurth, 2012). These omissions in communication emphasise the

importance of trust within the buyer-supplier relationship. As both the buyer and the supplier
are privy to sensitive information regarding one another's activities, a certain level of implied

trust may be required for the relationship to function (Cai et al., 2013). For information
sharing to be more productive, the buyer and the supplier need to engage one another to

improve trust proactively, instead of leaving the process solely to time and experience (Cai et
al., 2013).

2.5.2.4.

Duration / Durability

The duration of the relationship between the buyer and the supplier impacts trust between
the organisations (Das and Teng, 1998; Dekker, 2004; Mäkelä, Barner-Rasmussen and

Björkman, 2008). Long-term buyer-supplier relationships have gained a significant amount of
attention from scholars who argue that they provide organisations with ‘superior

effectiveness ’when compared to short-term relationships solely based on price (Aoki and
Wilhelm, 2017). The relationship duration refers to the time, often measured in years, since

the establishment of knowledge transfer between organisations and the completion of the
relationship (Mäkelä, Barner-Rasmussen and Björkman, 2008). Over the duration of the

buyer-supplier relationship, the constant interactions between the organisations may result
in the formation of relational trust between the organisations and through the shared

experience and understanding of each other's inner workings, a sense of loyalty emerges
between the organisations (Das and Teng, 1998; Dekker, 2004; Mäkelä, Barner-Rasmussen

and Björkman, 2008). This long-term inter-organisational commitment between the buyer
and the supplier stems from the mutual benefits both organisations obtain through their
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collaborations (Anderson and Weitz, 1992; Goffin, Szwejczewski and New, 1997; Wagner and
Johnson, 2004). The benefits that duration provides organisation include the ability to create
a competitive advantage for both buyers and suppliers, and access to sustainable growth
(Ganesan, 1994; Goffin, Szwejczewski and New, 1997; Ghadge et al., 2017). Long-term
relationships between the buyer and the supplier allows them to develop trust between the
organisations (Mäkelä, Barner-Rasmussen and Björkman, 2008).

2.5.2.5.

Fairness

Research in behavioural economics, economics and marketing fields have shown that

companies are impacted by fairness in the business environment (Cui, Raju and Zhang, 2007;
Wagner, Coley and Lindemann, 2011). Fairness, also referred to as honesty, integrity, and
morality (van Esterik-Plasmeijer and van Raaij, 2017) and justice (Jokela and Söderman, 2017),
has been expressed as “the propensity to harmonize the interests of both parties” (Perrone,
Zaheer and McEvily, 2003, p. 425). Fairness is an essential criterion when evaluating the
quality of a buyer-supplier relationship. Organisations who are judged to be inequitable
(unfair/unjust) are treated harshly, while organisations who are deemed to be equitable
(fair/just) are valued in the marketplace (Rabin, 1993). This phenomenon, referred to as the
fairness equilibria, is the tendency of entities to reward those who treat them well while

punishing those who treat them harshly (Rabin, 1993). Fairness has been described as an
‘evaluative judgement ’based on the actions and behaviours of organisations (Jokela and

Söderman, 2017). An organisation that behaves fairly instils a sense of trust in its various
stakeholders (Pavlou and Gefen, 2004; Wagner, Coley and Lindemann, 2011). Research has

identified that a large number of buyers are concerned about supplier fairness (Fehr and
Schmidt, 1999). If a supplier is perceived to be unreasonable by an existing buyer, the buyer

may seek to find alternative methods to circumvent the apparent exploitation (Kumar, 1996).
Signalling fairness could be beneficial for suppliers in attracting buyers for future buyer-

supplier collaborations as it garners a favourable reputation (Wagner, Coley and Lindemann,
2011). Fairness in a buyer-supplier relationship may additionally improve the buyer-supplier

relationship by improving the levels of commitment between the organisations (Jokela and
Söderman, 2017). Fairness also serves as a precondition for improving operational
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performance, enhancing cooperation, increasing continuity and trust in buyer and the
supplier relationships (Jokela and Söderman, 2017).

2.5.2.6.

Investment

Investment in the buyer-supplier relationship plays a significant role in the quality of the

relationship regardless of whether the investment is being driven by the buyer or the supplier.
The literature distinguishes between supplier development investments and buyer

development investments (Bai and Sarkis, 2016; Merckx and Chaturvedi, 2020). Supplier
development investments focus on the investments a buyer makes to benefit the supplier

(Bai and Sarkis, 2016; Mizgier, Pasia and Talluri, 2017) while buyer development investments
focus on the investments made by a supplier to benefit a buyer (Merckx and Chaturvedi,
2020). The recent shift of organisations from standalone actions by the buyer and the supplier
to more collaborative (joint) efforts by the organisations have sparked an increase in interest
into supplier development (Bai and Sarkis, 2016; Golmohammadi et al., 2018). This is due to
the challenges that the complexity of modern supply chains and the impact that globalisation
has had on organisations (Mizgier, Pasia and Talluri, 2017). Supplier development includes
both tangible and intangible investments from a buyer into a supplier, where the tangible
may include capital resources, equipment, and the sharing of costs, and intangible

investments may include knowledge investment (Bai and Sarkis, 2016). The buyer may also
invest in on-site assistance that provides suppliers with joint problem-solving or investing in

the supplier's factory capacity by helping to expand it (Bai and Sarkis, 2016). Investment also
includes supplier development programs such as information sharing, informal assessments,

and enforced competition (Golmohammadi et al., 2018).

Supplier development have been shown to provide buyer-supplier relationships with
significant benefits. For instance, supplier development collaboration strategies have been

shown to have a direct and significant relationship to the performance of the organisations in
buyer-supplier relationships (Bai and Sarkis, 2016). Supplier development programs help

reduce supply chain costs and improve profitability (Golmohammadi et al., 2018), and may
provide organisations and their supply chains with a critical competitive advantage (Bai and
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Sarkis, 2016). Organisations utilising supplier development programs that reduce costs may
agree to share the savings (Bai and Sarkis, 2016). For the supplier, the investments from the
buyer may benefit the supplier by enhancing its capacity and capability and increase its profits
and the quality of the products it produces. Supplier investments may also reduce a supplier’s
delivery times, productions costs, and help the supplier manage uncertainty (Golmohammadi
et al., 2018), while supplier development may also increase the supplier’s performance and
the efficiency (Golmohammadi et al., 2018). For the buyer, the benefits of supplier
development investments may include competitive advantage (Golmohammadi et al., 2018),

greater protection for the buyer against environmental changes, the advancement of
technology (Bai and Sarkis, 2016), globalisation, and supply chain complexity (Bai and Sarkis,

2016; Mizgier, Pasia and Talluri, 2017). Additionally, supplier development provides the buyer
with a supplier that is able to be more agile and willing to customise products on the buyer’s

behalf (Bai and Sarkis, 2016).

Investment in the buyer-supplier relationship is not limited to the supplier; buyer
development represents the supplier investing in its buyer. Buyer investments may include

effort, resources, and time (Merckx and Chaturvedi, 2020). Investments in the buyer by the
supplier may be reliant on the relationship between the organisations. The level of relation-

specific investment in general made by the supplier towards a buyer will depend on the
expected continuity (duration) of the buyer-supplier relationship (Merckx and Chaturvedi,

2020). In other words, a supplier interested in investing in a buyer will need to be confident
that the relationship between the organisations will continue for a long enough period to
justify the risk in investing into the buyer. This may allow a buyer to incentivise a supplier into
making relation-specific investments by offering the supplier the opportunity to engage in a
long-term contract (Merckx and Chaturvedi, 2020). This in turn allows the supplier to invest
in the buyer after a commitment has been made to the supplier and to contribute to the
buyer, investments based on the needs and knowledge specific to their relationship (Merckx
and Chaturvedi, 2020).

The industry has exhibited multiple ways that suppliers can invest in their buyers. From a
retail perspective, an example from industry of larger buyers investing into suppliers are

organisations such as Ikea & Walmart. Where the suppliers shared energy efficiency
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assessment programs with the buyers to assist in reducing their production costs which
ultimately benefits both organisations (Merckx and Chaturvedi, 2020). Examples from the
industry of buyer-specific investments by the supplier may include technologic investments
where a supplier develops a buyer-specific enterprise resource planning (ERP) model to
integrate the buyer into its ERP system (Merckx and Chaturvedi, 2020). Suppliers are able to
make human capital investments into the buyer, for instance, through engineers that are able
to develop the buyer’s manufacturing processes, or by investing in the buyer’s warehouses to
allow for more capacity (Merckx and Chaturvedi, 2020). Another type of buyer investment

includes buyer-specific learning investments, where the supplier invests in experiments and
trials to optimise the production process for the buyer’s orders which reduces costs for both

organisations (Merckx and Chaturvedi, 2020). There tends to be a correlation between the
type of buyer-supplier relationship and the level of specific investment in the buyer-supplier

relationship, and justifiably the higher the level of commitment between the buyer and the
supplier, the higher the specific investment from the respective parties tends to be (Bensaou,

1999; Wang and Yang, 2013; Merckx and Chaturvedi, 2020). The supplier investing into the
buyer may allow the supplier to benefit from cost-savings and the ability to retain the buyer

as a customer for a longer period (Merckx and Chaturvedi, 2020).

2.5.2.7.

Quality

Quality refers to the perception of the buyer of the product or service in terms of meeting

their requirements (Johnson and Grayson, 2005). Johnson and Grayson (2005) distinguished
two types of quality: outcome quality and process quality. Outcome quality is based on the

performance of tangibles and process quality is based on the behavioural interactions
between organisations. Quality applies to the delivery of both services and tangible products

(Suparjo and Sunarsih, 2018; Paparoidamis, Katsikeas and Chumpitaz, 2019a). However,
service quality may be harder to measure due to the subjective measurement of services as

opposed to tangible products which can be measured objectively, for instance through
formability and durability (Suparjo and Sunarsih, 2018). Generally, in the buyer-supplier

relationship the supplier is often credited with the responsibility of having control over quality
(Johnson and Grayson, 2005). When considering the selection of a supplier, the capability to
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provide a consistently quality performance plays an essential role (Johnson and Grayson,
2005). Relational theory states that suppliers who are able to satisfy the needs of their buyers
by providing high-quality products are more likely to retain the buyer for longer periods
(Berry, 1995; Suparjo and Sunarsih, 2018). The relationship between the buyer and the
supplier is thereby solidified through the trust that the buyer places in the supplier to
maintain or improve the quality of the provided product. Quality plays a significant role for
buyers when building trust with suppliers across markets (Paparoidamis, Katsikeas and
Chumpitaz, 2019a). As the supplier is considered to be responsible for the quality of the

product, quality affects the buyer-supplier trust relationship (Johnson and Grayson, 2005)
when considering both product quality and sales service (Paparoidamis, Katsikeas and

Chumpitaz, 2019a).

2.5.2.8.

Reputation

An organisation’s reputation is an essential consideration when considering a counterpart
(Sharif, Kalafatis and Samouel, 2005; Khalifa and Saad, 2017). Reputation refers to an
intangible asset (Wagner, Coley and Lindemann, 2011) that signals a perception to others of
how an organisation is known to have conducted business in the past (past behaviour)
(Johnson and Grayson, 2005; Howorth and Moro, 2006; Wagner, Coley and Lindemann,

2011). The behaviour of an organisation may be considered to be either a positive or negative
interaction. This behaviour as interpreted by others forms an organisation’s reputation

(Milgrom and Roberts, 1982; Dellarocas, 2003; Cook and Schilke, 2010a). An organisation’s
reputation creates a future expectation from others that the organisation's future behaviour

will be in line with past behaviour (Howorth and Moro, 2006). Wilson (1985) stated that
according to game theory, when player (A) is faced with uncertainty in regards to player (B)’s

intentions, player (A) will assess player (B)’s past actions in similar scenarios. An organisation's
reputation spreads by word-of-mouth (verbally or non-verbally) and impacts the

organisation's capability to compete in the marketplace based on the subjective views of
others (Dellarocas, 2003; Khalifa and Saad, 2017).
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Reputation may additionally impact future collaboration with a counterpart as the reputation
of an organisation at the start of a collaboration may signal future collaboration and
continuity with the counterpart (Wagner, Coley and Lindemann, 2011). An organisation
viewed positively by others benefits from a positive reputation as it serves as an economic
enabler. However, an organisation viewed negatively through a bad reputation serves as an
economic disabler (Milgrom and Roberts, 1982; Dellarocas, 2003; Johnson and Grayson, 2005;
Howorth and Moro, 2006; Wagner, Coley and Lindemann, 2011). A good reputation may act
as a competitive advantage, for instance, when a buyer is unable to differentiate between the

product offerings in the market the buyer may choose to support the supplier with the better
reputation (Khalifa and Saad, 2017). Additionally, a positive relationship may enhance an

organisation’s financial performance and reduce uncertainty in buyer-supplier relationships
(Wagner, Coley and Lindemann, 2011). Khalifa and Saad’s (2017) research into the

determinants of trust in the Tunisian banking industry identified both personnel contact and
reputation as the determinants of interpersonal and inter-organisational trust, with

reputation considered to be the primary contributor to the creation of inter-organisational
trust. Trust between organisations may be initially facilitated through reputation, previous

collaboration, and openness (Jennings et al., 2000). Additionally, reputation and trust are
directly related during buyer and supplier collaborations (Wagner, Coley and Lindemann,

2011), with a positive reputation leading to higher levels of trust in an organisation (Johnson
and Grayson, 2005; Suparjo and Sunarsih, 2018). For instance, organisations that can maintain

longer durations of having a positive reputation are perceived to be 'trusted' or trustworthy.
The accolade of being considered trustworthy further incentivises organisation to build and
maintain a strategic positive reputation (Dellarocas, 2003). However, organisations that have
a negative reputation due to poor behaviour may struggle to rebuild trust (Howorth and
Moro, 2006).

2.5.2.9.

Security

In the supply chain literature, security is referred to as supply chain security (Hintsa et al.,

2009; Lu et al., 2019), where breaches in security may negatively impact both individuals and
organisations (Lu et al., 2019). When discussing security, the study refers to the safeguarding
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of products, services, information, and money in the buyer-supplier relationship (Hintsa et
al., 2009). Hintsa, Gutierrez, Wieser, and Hameri (2009) stated that security, including its
constraints and demands, constitute obstacles, or logical and physical barriers, in the flow of
distribution and supply. These obstacles, collectively referred to as security obstacles in this
section, reduce the capability of an organisation to react to events and may inhibit an
organisation’s economic and physical performance (Hintsa et al., 2009). An example of a
security obstacle is the threat of opportunism from a counterpart within the buyer and
supplier relationship and which requires organisations to take steps to implement security

measures (Saleh et al., 2015). Transaction cost theory presumes that if an organisation is
provided with an opportunity to act opportunistically towards a collaborator, and the benefit

to risk ratio is favourable, that an organisation would likely choose to do so (John, 1984;
Wathne and Heide, 2000b; Saleh et al., 2015). The high probability of opportunism occurring

within the buyer-supplier relationship further emphasises the need to identify and build longterm collaborative relationships with organisations which may serve as trustworthy partners

(Das and Teng, 1998; Dekker, 2004). A security obstacle that may adversely impact the buyersupplier relationship is the threat of opportunism when considering information. A

counterpart may choose to withhold information (Cho, Bonn and Terrell, 2019), share, or
poach intellectual property (IP). Pouching refers to an organisation using the IP of another

company to create an imitation product (Skowronski and Benton, 2018) which will then
compete with the organisation from which it was stolen. A common security obstacle that

organisations encounter within buyer-supplier relationships is the threat of misuse of
information shared with a counterpart. For instance, organisations may feel the need to
secure information (knowledge) when considering their relationships with a counterpart. This
need to secure information may be especially applicable within international buyer-supplier
relationships (Ho, Ghauri and Larimo, 2018). As discussed in Section 2.4.4.1, opportunism can
be described as being the antithesis of trust. As the objective of security is to endeavour to
restrict the occurrence of opportunism, the utilisation of trust may limit the exposure of
security obstacles by allowing organisations to be more adaptable, reducing uncertainty, and
help balance the proprietary interests of the organisations (Pemartín, Sánchez-Marín and
Munuera-Alemán, 2019).
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2.5.2.10.

Social Bond

Inter-organisational relationships often exhibit a strong social bond between the buyer and
the supplier (Dekker, 2004), there has been a significant increase in academic attention over

the last two decades to the buyer-supplier relationship using a relational theory perspective
(Jones et al., 2014; Zhao et al., 2019) where buyers and suppliers concentrate on the

development of their relationships (social bond) (Krause, Handfield and Tyler, 2007; Argyres,
Bercovitz and Zanarone, 2020). This social bond may develop as a result of the organisation's

proximity from one another within a shared social network (Dekker, 2004) and plays an
intricate tole in the buyer-supplier relationship. The social bond between the buyer and the

supplier may lead to social control, also referred to as informal control or relational
governance. In this case, the decisions made by the collaborating organisations depart from

relying solely on transaction costs and are complemented by an informal governance based
on trust and reciprocity (Yang, Xu and Zhang, 2000; Singh and Teng, 2016; Argyres, Bercovitz
and Zanarone, 2020). The social bond between the buyer and supplier affords the
organisations a number of benefits. including improved collaboration when facing challenges
and sharing of resources (Dekker, 2004). Additionally, the social bond between the buyer and
the supplier simplifies the coordination between the participating entities (Dekker, 2004;
Singh and Teng, 2016).

Performance indicators, including indicators of trust, are of great significance in the context
of the business environment. As stated by Lord Kelvin, “if you cannot measure it, you cannot
improve it” (as cited by Anand and Grover 2015, p136). Additionally, the academic literature

has identified the indicators of trust as they relate to the buyer-supplier relationship. The
implementation of the indicators of trust as quantitative performance indicators would

provide organisations with an effective way to gauge and to monitor the levels of trust
betweensorganisations.
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2.6.

Research Focus

This chapter has presented and examined academic concepts and theories related to trust in
collaborative buyer-supplier relationships. The literature review identified two main issues of
relevance to progressing knowledge and understanding of trust in buyer-supplier
relationships generally, and the indicators of trust in particular. The first issue identified is
that of a lack of generalisability of the indicators of trust due to the focus of the research
being related to specific geographical areas (demographics) (see Table 2-4). For instance,
‘religion"’ as identified by Usman et al. (2017) as an indicator of trust within Indonesia may
not be relevant to countries where religion plays a lesser role in the buyer-supplier
relationship.

Table 2-4 The journal articles researching the indicators of trust with a focus on a geographic
locations or specific industry
Geographic focus
Suparjo and Sunarish (2018), Khalifa and Saad (2017), Usman et al. (2017), Van Esterik-Plasmeijer and van Raaij (2017),
Mohr and Puck (2013), Brock and Zhou (2012), Lymperopoulos, Chaniotakis, and Rigopolou (2010), Roberts et al. (2010),
Mäkelä et al. (2008), Adobor (2006), Diwakara (2006), Howorth and Moro (2006), Arai et al. (2005), Czaban et al. (2003),
Burkink (2002), Jennings et al. (2000), Pérez and Descals (1999), Cook and Wall (1980),
Specific Industry
Khalifa and Saad (2017), Van Esterik-Plasmeijer and van Raaij (2017), Saleh, Ali, Quazi, and Wickramasekera (2015), Ozawa
and Sripad (2013), Cook and Schilke (2010b), Maniscalco et al. (2010), Roberts et al. (2010), Schumann et al. (2010), Faems
et al. (2007), Howorth and Moro (2006), Payne and Clark (2003), Coulter and Coulter (2002)

The second issue identified is the lack of generalisability of the indicators of trust due to the

research being related to specific industries. For example, the indicators of trust identified
within the banking industry by Khalifa and Saad (2017) may not necessarily be applicable to

those within the healthcare industry as identified by Cook and Schilke (2010b). The study
addresses these gaps in generalisability by researching and identifying a list of indicators of

trust that provide a higher degree of generalisability concerning the geographical location and
the industry sector.
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Furthermore, the indicators of trust identified in the literature are informative on a
theoretical level. However, no studies regarding the indicators of trust between a buyer and
a supplier in a long-term collaborative relationship have sought to validate their findings using
industry feedback post the analysis phases of the research (Gamero et al., 2011; van EsterikPlasmeijer and van Raaij, 2017; Susanty Aries, Sirait Norma Mustiana and Bakhtiar Arfan,
2018). In other words, research has been done to identify the indicators of trust that could
be utilised but has not validated the findings using industry feedback after the analysis
phases. To address this need, this study first identifies the indicators of trust by analysing both

the newspaper media and peer-reviewed journal articles. The resulting indicators of trust
have then been subject to feedback from industry experts, and the resulting indicators of

trust used to conceptualise a trust-based governance mechanism, named the Trust
Management Systems (TMS) framework.

The need for the conceptual TMS model is further supported by the need to progress

performance measurement between organisations given that continuous improvement in
supply chain performance has become a significant element for organisations in buyer-

supplier relationships (Anand and Grover, 2015). Additionally, the thesis endeavours to
consider the measurement of trust considering the importance it plays in collaborative buyer-

supplier relationships (Child, 2001; Seppänen, Blomqvist and Sundqvist, 2007; McEvily and
Tortoriello, 2011; Fawcett et al., 2017; Szromek and Naramski, 2019). Handfield and Bechtel

(2002) called for research in relationship development concerning methods and models to
sustain, develop, and aid in dealing with conflict when considering aspects such as trust.
Additionally, authors such as Fawcett S.E., Jin, Fawcett A.M., and Magnan (2017), McEvily,
Perrone, and Zaheer (2003), and Poppo, Zhou, and Zenger (2003) suggest that the research
regarding trust has been lagging behind the theoretical developments of the field. The
research presented in the research adds to the theoretical development of trust between
buyers and suppliers in long-term collaborative relationships.
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2.7.

Summary

This chapter has presented and discussed concepts and theories pertinent to supplier-buyer
relationship management and trust. The supply chain consists of multiple organisations,
where the relationships between them play a significant role in delivering value to customers
and stakeholders (Lima-Junior and Carpinetti, 2017; Sarkis, Santibanez Gonzalez and Koh,
2019). To allow the supply chain to be efficient and responsive requires collaboration based
on trust, communication, and the sharing of risks and rewards (Soosay and Hyland, 2015;
Panahifar et al., 2018). The level of collaboration a supply chain requires depends on the
needs of the relationships that constitute the supply chain. When considering complex supply
chains, collaboration between the organisations plays a pivotal role in determining success

for each organisation. When considering collaborative new product development and
sustainable supply chain endeavours, higher levels of collaboration are considered to be key

(Um and Kim, 2018; Dora, 2019; Pemartín, Sánchez-Marín and Munuera-Alemán, 2019;
Sarkis, Santibanez Gonzalez and Koh, 2019). Trust was shown to improve supply chain

relationships and the performance of the supply chain (Fawcett et al., 2017; Michalski,
Montes and Narasimhan, 2019; Yang et al., 2020).

The literature review then delved deeper into relationships in the supply chain, generally

considered to be either an arm’s length buyer-supplier relationship or a collaborative buyersupplier relationship (Wagner and Johnson, 2004; Meqdadi, Johnsen and Johnsen, 2017).

Over time, the focus of the buyer-supplier relationship has developed from primarily a
transaction-based approach implemented through arm’s length relationship to embracing

collaborative buyer-supplier relationships (Soosay and Hyland, 2015; Vitasek, 2016; Zhao et
al., 2019). The discrete and often adversarial nature of the boundaries and transactions of the
arm's length relationship, along with its general lack of interest when considering trust
(Phillips and Caldwell, 2005; Choi and Wu, 2009; Brink, 2017), rules it out as an option for the
proposed Trust Management Strategy (TMS) framework. Conversely, collaborative buyersupplier relationships with their emphasis on trust and a ‘win-win ’approach for both
organisations over the long-term (Choi and Wu, 2009; Dave et al., 2018; Birasnav, Mittal and
Dalpati, 2019) serve as an optimal choice for applying the TMS.
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As the study focuses on the governance of the buyer-supplier relationship, both contract and
trust-based governance mechanisms were discussed. The benefits of trust-based governance
were illustrated as a means to either replace or to improve traditional contract-based
governance. The benefits of trust-based governance identified represent the ‘carrot ’that
could entice the application of the TMS by organisations, while the challenges to trust
represent the ‘stick ’motivating the need for organisations to protect trust in the buyersupplier relationship. Additionally, the Chrysler case-study provides further motivation for a

system allowing organisations to monitor and control trust between collaborative
organisations by quantifying the loss of profit organisations could incur when not capitalising

on trust. Having provided rationale for the need for the TMS, the chapter then focussed on
the inputs for the proposed system.

The indicators of trust serve as performance indicators for the TMS and provide a means to

categorise and quantify behaviours to measure and monitor the level of trust between the
organisations. The current lack of indicators of trust not hampered by geographic location or

industry was discussed. Additionally, the research focus identified a need to develop and
apply indicators of trust that have been validated by supply chain experts. Moreover, the call

for progress in performance measurement systems, especially when considering trust, was
discussed. The identification of the indicators of trust from the newspaper media allows for

the generalisability of the indicators as the media is not limited by geography or specific
industry. The following chapter discusses the identification of the indicators of trust that
resulted from the content analysis of the newspaper media in combination with the
systematic literature review of peer-reviewed journals.
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3

Research Methodology

3.1 Chapter Abstract
The purpose of the research is to add to the existing body of supply chain management
knowledge. The previous chapter, the Literature Review (Phase I of the Research Phases),

reviewed supply chain management literature discussing buyer-supplier relationship
management and trust. This chapter discusses the research methodologies employed to
achieve the research aims and objectives.

The chapter starts by discussing the research aims and objectives. The chapter will then
discuss the theory supporting the research methodology, beginning with the research

philosophy, the research approach to the theory development, the research choice, the type
of research strategy, and the research time horizon. The chapter then discusses the ethical

considerations and limitations of the research before presenting the research procedures.

3.2 Research Aims and Objective
The overall objective of this thesis is the development of a conceptual Trust Management
Systems (TMS) and governance framework to enable organisations within a long-term

collaborative buyer-supplier relationship to gauge, monitor, and improve the levels of trust
within the relationship, thereby aiding organisations in creating and maintaining sustainable

interorganisational relationships.

1. To identify and validate the indicators of trust.
2. To develop a Trust Management System.
3. To propose a governance framework to guide organisations when implementing the

Trust Management System.
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3.3 Theory of Research Methodologies
The research design is presented based on the Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill (2019) research
design illustrated in Figure 3-1. The figure illustrates the authors’ ‘research onion’, which
moves from the outside (philosophy) inward through multiple layers—concluding with the
data collection and data analysis.

Figure 3-1 The ‘research onion’ by Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill (2019)

The following sub-sections discusses each layer of the research onion and identifies the

choices applicable for the research:
•

Research Philosophy

Section 3.4

•

Research Approach

Section 3.5

•

Research Choice

Section 3.6

•

Research Strategies

Section 3.7

•

Time Horizons

Section 3.8
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3.4 Research Philosophy
According to Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill (2019), a research philosophy refers to the
assumptions and beliefs when developing knowledge. The research philosophy serves as the
basis for selecting the research methodology, strategy, data collection and analysis (Saunders
et al., 2019). Business and management scholars are able to apply either a unification
approach (utilising one research philosophy, paradigm, and methodology) or a pluralism
approach (utilising multiple research philosophies, paradigms, and methodologies) when
considering research philosophies. The thesis utilises a pluralism approach, as it allows for
utilising a variety of unique and valuable approaches that benefit business and management
research (Saunders et al., 2019). The research philosophies selected for the research include
an interpretivism approach and a pragmatism approach.

3.4.1

Interpretivism

Interpretivism emphasises the difference between humans and physical phenomena, arguing
that humans create meaning (Saunders et al., 2019). Interpretivism argues that because of
these differences between the social worlds of humans and physical phenomena, the social
sciences need to be different from the natural sciences researching physical phenomena

(Saunders et al., 2019). Importantly, interpretivism believes that people from different
cultures, under different circumstances, lead to different experiences in social realities

(Saunders et al., 2019). Interpretivist also places a high value on the importance of culture,
history, and language to understand multiple interpretations and derive meaning.

Furthermore, interpretivism allows researchers to employ methodologies with small sample
sizes, allowing for in-depth investigations, utilising qualitative data (Saunders et al., 2019).
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3.4.2

Pragmatism

Pragmatist only considers concepts when they support action by considering concepts, ideas,

and research findings as instruments of action and thought (Saunders et al., 2019). For the
pragmatist researcher, the process starts by considering the problem and taking the

necessary actions to solve it. Thus, the most crucial consideration for pragmatist is the
research problem. This focus leads to the research question (how to solve the problem),

which leads to a practical outcome (Saunders et al., 2019) —allowing the pragmatist to work
with multiple types of methodologies, for instance, the utilisation of action research, mixed

methods, multiple methods, quantitative, and qualitative research.

3.4.3

Research Philosophy Selection

The research in this study employs both interpretivism and pragmatism as research

philosophies. As mentioned earlier, the utilisation of multiple research philosophies enriches
both business and management research (Saunders et al., 2019). The research objective

drives the selection of these philosophies, the research focus and the research
methodologies. As discussed in the Research Focus (Section 2.6), the literature focusing on

trust and supply chain management concentrates on the relationship between humans from
different organisations (buyer & supplier), taking into account various demographical
differences. The application of an interpretivist approach supports the need for the research
to examine and understand the different cultures, circumstances, and experiences required
to accomplish the research objectives. Additionally, the interpretivist philosophy allows for
the necessary tools to acquire the data required to address to achieve the research objectives.
In conjunction with the interpretivism philosophy, the research adopts a pragmatism
approach. Pragmatism allows the research to focus on the concepts and tools required to
achieve the research objectives and solve the research problem.

97

3.5 Research Approach
The Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill (2019) research design, as illustrated in Figure 31, employs
three different research approaches: the deductive approach, the inductive approach, and
the abductive approach.

3.5.1

Deduction

The deductive approach starts with a theory which leads to a research design to test the
theory (Saunders et al., 2019). The deductive approach is built on the logic that if the premises
are true, the conclusion must be true. Using data to research an existing theory either proves

the theory correct or incorrect (Saunders et al., 2019).

3.5.2

Induction

The inductive approach starts with collecting data, which in leads to the creation of a theory

(Saunders et al., 2019). The inductive approach is built on logic using known premises to
generate conclusions. The inductive approach collects data to explore phenomena and

identify patterns and themes to create and build a theory (Saunders et al., 2019).

3.5.3

Abduction

The abductive approach combines the inductive and deductive approach, allowing the

researcher to collect data to identify patterns and themes to create a theory or modify an
existing theory (Saunders et al., 2019). The abductive approach is built on the logic of using
known inferences to generate testable conclusions. The abductive approach collects data to
identify patterns and themes which can be tested through subsequent research (Saunders et
al., 2019).
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3.5.4

Research Approach Selection

Arguments could be made for the research presented to be either deductive or inductive.

When considering the origins of the research, it can be traced to a theory that was developed
as a result of reading academic literature. Suggesting the research approach to be deductive;

however, when considering that the data collected is used to identify themes and concepts,
it suggests that an inductive approach has been utilised. These factors lead to the conclusion

that the research implemented an abductive approach. Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill (2019)
contending that due to the difficulty of applying a purely deductive or purely inductive

approach, that the abductive approach is implemented by most of the management
researchers, some without realising it.

3.6 Research Choice
Given the nature of the research strategies discussed above, the research presented utilises

a mixed-method design. Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill (2019) identify a list of 10 reasons
motivating the application of a mixed-method design, of which two apply to the research

presented. The first reason refers to generalisability; as discussed in the Research Focus
(Section 2.6), the research presented in the thesis proposes utilising indicators of trust, which

are more generalisable when considering various demographics and industries. The second
reason for applying a mixed-method design is the ability to capitalise on triangulation.

Triangulation is a qualitative research methodology where different data types using multiple
methods from either similar or different theoretical perspectives may be linked in addressing

a research question (Flick, 2018). As triangulation requires two or more datasets, not all
datasets require the same type of data to validate a position. Triangulation improves the
validity of a study, offers increased reflection, increases knowledge, and overcomes the
limitations of single methods (Denzin, 2012; Flick, 2018). Triangulation is not without its
critics, for instance, applying different theories that could cause empirical issues and access
to resources such as time, money, and data (Flick, 2018). However, these limitations do not
apply to the thesis when considering theory and resources.
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3.7 Research Strategies
When considering the ‘research onion', the research strategy and the research choice inform
one another. As such, the research strategy and choices are addressed together. The research
strategy refers to how the data is collected, for instance, by experiment, survey, archival
research, case study, ethnography, action research, grounded theory, or narrative inquiry.
The research choice refers to the number and the combination of data collection strategies
(techniques) used within a research design, for instance, mono method quantitative, mono
method qualitative, multi-method quantitative, multi-method qualitative, mixed-method
simple, or mixed-method complex (Saunders et al., 2019).

The methodological choice depends on whether the data being collected and analysed is
quantitative (numerical) or qualitative (non-numerical) or a combination of both quantitative
and qualitative data (Saunders et al., 2019). The research presented in the study utilises both
quantitative and qualitative data. While discussing the quantitative research designs,
Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill (2019) link quantitative research with positivism, realist, and
pragmatism philosophies. However, the authors stipulate that data obtained from opinions
(referred to in qualitative numbers) may fit somewhat with the application of an interpretivist
philosophy. Supporting the utilisation of quantitative data with the selected research
philosophies (interpretivism and pragmatism) as discussed in Section 3.4.3. Additionally,
quantitative research is primarily linked with experimental and survey research strategies
(Saunders et al., 2019).
While discussing the qualitative research designs, Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill (2019) link
qualitative research with interpretivist, realist, and pragmatism philosophies. However, the
authors emphasise the association between qualitative research and the interpretivism
research philosophy due to the need for researchers to interpret subjective and socially
constructed expressions (Saunders et al., 2019). Similarly, to quantitative research discussed
above, the utilisation of qualitative data is supported by the selected research philosophies
for the research. Moreover, qualitative data has been linked to several research strategies,
including action research, case study research, ethnography, narrative research, and
Grounded Theory (Saunders et al., 2019).
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3.7.1

Content Analysis

Content analysis based on grounded theory (Scheufele, 2008) is a scientific research
technique, within empirical social science (Seuring and Gold, 2012; Morali and Searcy, 2013)
that employs texts or other meaningful matter to make replicable and valid inferences
(Walliman, 2010; Krippendorff, 2012; Kache and Seuring, 2014; Bengtsson, 2016; Mir et al.,
2018). Content analysis was defined by Berelson (1952, p. 55) as “a research technique for the
objective, systematic and quantitative description of the manifest content of
communication”. The objective of content analysis is to both structure and gain insight from
the collected data to elicit realistic conclusions (Hazen, Hall and Hanna, 2012; Bengtsson,
2016). The popularity of the implementation of content analysis has been linked to software
technology development and the rapid increase of secondary data (Mir et al., 2018). Content
analysis has been described as both a quantitative and qualitative research methodology
(Bengtsson, 2016). Quantitative when counting and recording content from text and
qualitative when used to interpret meaning from the text (Hazen, Hall and Hanna, 2012). The
strength of content analysis has been described as its capability to combine qualitative
approaches with quantitative analyses for valuable insights (Seuring and Gold, 2012). Content
analysis is a research methodology that has been applied in several academic disciplines to
extract quantitative data from text (Mir et al., 2018). Moreover, content analysis can be
applied to various formats such as press releases, company reports, interviews, and videos
(Mir et al., 2018).

Content analysis has been implemented within a variety of supply chain-related research
(Seuring and Gold, 2012; Mir et al., 2018), for instance, the study of supply chain collaboration
(Fawcett, Magnan and McCarter, 2008; Kache and Seuring, 2014), the closeness of
interorganisational relationships (Golicic and Mentzer, 2005), logistical decision making
(Hazen, Hall and Hanna, 2012), risk in the supply chain (König and Spinler, 2016), and
sustainable supply chain management (Birkin et al., 2009; Morali and Searcy, 2013). Similar
to several other research methods, content analysis employs multiple different approaches
depending on the needs of the researcher. As such there is no single systematic approach in
the implementation of the research methodology, requiring great care when applied (Hazen,
Hall and Hanna, 2012). However, the advantages of applying content analysis within the
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supply chain and logistics disciplines include an unobtrusive investigation of issues using
secondary data (Krippendorff, 2012; Mir et al., 2018). Moreover, it allows for the research of
situations where survey data may be difficult to access (Mir et al., 2018). Content analysis
provides researchers with additional value by permitting them to use computer software to
examine various archival data sources such as longitudinal data. Additionally, the use of
computer software for content analysis provides researchers with the means to increase data
collection and data analysis speed. Moreover, content analysis through the investigation of
qualitative and quantitative data provides researchers with a means to triangulate data (Mir
et al., 2018).

3.7.2

Semi-Structured Interviews

The survey strategy provides researchers with the means to collect qualitative data, which
can be analysed quantitatively (Saunders et al., 2019) —enabling the researcher to identify

possible relationships variables. Survey research generally utilises questionnaires or
structured interviews (Saunders et al., 2019). However, Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill (2019)

state that research strategies should not be considered to be mutually exclusive. Thus, the
research presented utilises both questionnaires and semi-structured interviews. The purpose

of an interview is to gather descriptions from the real world from the interviewees'
perspectives concerning a particular phenomenon (King, 2004). Interviews represent one of

the most common research methods for qualitative research, which can be applied in
multiple ways within every primary methodological and theoretical approach with applied
psychology (King, 2004). Interviews provide researchers with information that may generally
be difficult to obtain from other data sources (Morali and Searcy, 2013). Supply chain
literature often utilises interviews as a source of primary data. For instance, when researching
trust and collaboration when researching innovation (Fawcett, Jones and Fawcett, 2012),
information sharing between supply chain members (Kembro and Selviaridis, 2015),
information sharing and trust (Panahifar et al., 2018), innovation (Rampersad, Hordacre and
Spoehr, 2019), and sustainable supply chain management (Birkin et al., 2009; Sharma,
Chandna and Bhardwaj, 2017). Chapter 4 discusses the interview process and findings in
greater detail.
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3.8 Time Horizons
When considering time horizons Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill (2019) identify two
categories: cross-sectional and longitudinal. Cross-sectional research refers to the research
of phenomena at a certain point in time. In comparison, longitudinal refers to the research of
phenomena over a more extended period (Saunders et al., 2019). The research presented
utilises a cross-sectional approach given the parameters placed on the research and the
author's personal preference.

3.9 Ethics and Limitations
While not illustrated in the research onion (Figure 31), Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill (2019)
place a significant emphasis on ethics when considering a research design. The authors warn

that the research design should not subject research participants to the risk of
embarrassment, harm, pain, or other material disadvantages. Ethics approval for the research
was obtained from the Curtin University Ethics Committee (HRE2019-0356). Potential
interviewees were invited to participate in the research via email (see Appendix XVII). Those
who expressed an interest in participating in the research project were provided with an
executive summary and the Likert and Cluster questionnaires before the interviews via email
before meeting (see Appendix XIX). Before starting each interview, the interviewees were
asked to sign a consent form (see Appendix XVIII).
Moreover, the interviewees were informed that their participation was voluntary and that

they had the right to withdraw partially or entirely from the research process at any time.
Additionally, participants were assured that they would remain anonymous (Naesens,

Pintelon and Taillieu, 2007). The study acknowledges the limitation of the interviews as being:
The number of interviews, the five interviews despite the relatively low number, the feedback
from the interviews that the saturation point had been achieved. While a small sample size
prohibits decisive announcements, having a large sample does not necessarily matter
(Qualitative methods and analysis in organizational research: A practical guide., 1998; Birkin
et al., 2009).
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3.10 Research Design
As discussed, the overall research methodology consists of five phases. The first research
phase, the literature review, was discussed in Chapter 2. The following chapter discusses
research methodologies for phases II to IV.

Figure 3-2 Research methodologies
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4.

Content Analysis

4.1 Chapter Abstract
The purpose of the chapter is to discuss the steps employed to identify the indicators of trust.

The chapter discusses the procedures employed for the content analysis of the newspaper
articles (Research Phase II) and the content analysis of peer-reviewed journal articles

(Research Phase III). The chapter starts by discussing the procedures applied for the
newspaper articles' content analysis, referred to as the Factiva content analysis, by describing

both the search-term and the filtering and extraction procedures implemented. The chapter
then discusses the procedures applied for the content analysis of the peer-reviewed journal

articles referred to as the Scopus content analysis by describing the selection of the database,
the search term, and the filtering and extraction procedures implemented.

4.2 Research Procedures for Factiva Content Analysis
In a novel approach to identifying the indicators of trust from a supply chain perspective,
departing from the general convention of relying solely on existing academic literature,
interview data, and questionnaires, the research also utilises the news media via newspaper
articles. The newspaper articles were obtained through the Dow Jones Factiva Global News
Database and Licensed Content electronic database, referred to as Factiva in the research, to
identify the Indicators of Trust. As the media reports on current events in a manner that both
mirrors and resonates with consumers and businesses alike (Bengtsson, 2016), the research
utilises this medium to extract a list of essential trust indicators suitable for industry
application and enhance the current academic understanding of trust. The research

implements a content analysis of newspaper articles to identify how the newspaper media
describes trust to its readers. The Factiva study applies a quantitative content analysis as the

facts from the text are expressed as numbers and placed into categories (Bengtsson, 2016).
The content analysis applies both an interpretive latent analysis and a manifest analysis. The
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latent analysis refers to interpreting the text's underlying meaning, while manifest analysis
refers to the text itself (Seuring and Gold, 2012; Bengtsson, 2016).

4.1.1

Selection of Database

The Factiva database was selected as it provides an extensive database of publications
(licensed), websites, blogs, and videos (Factiva, 2017). The Factiva research focussed on the
newspaper publications found in the database. Throughout the study, the term media, when
used, refers to the newspaper articles aggregated from the Factiva database. The media plays

a vital role in describing current events and shaping perception and terminology (Van Dijk,
1995; McCombs, 2002; Kim et al., 2012). Newspaper publishers are incentivised to customise

their content to reflect the readers' preferences by providing the readers with an
understandable message accessible to the general public (Bushee et al., 2010; Kim, Song and

Kim, 2020). The thesis capitalises on this trait by researching attributes and behaviours
attributed to the concept of trust as ascribed by the media as an intermediary to further

understanding how organisations interpret trust to identify the Indicators of Trust (IoT).

4.1.2

Search Term

The research question the Factiva analysis investigated was identifying how the newspaper

media view and describe trust as the research question plays an essential step in how a
content analysis operationalises the variables being investigated (Mir et al., 2018). The search

term entered into the Factiva database search bar consisted of six parts; each section focused
on distinctive aspects of trust (Table 41). The first section, 'trust within three words of the

indicator', identifies articles referring to an indicator or indicators of trust (trust w/3
indicator*). The second part, the search-term 'trust and gauge', to identify articles containing
both the words 'trust' and 'gauge' utilised truncation operator to include articles where
'gauge' used as a plural in the form of 'gauges' (trust and gauge*). The third part identifies the
word 'trust' within three words of the word 'supplier'. To identify articles where the words
'trust' and 'supplier' was in a range of three words from one another. The fourth part utilised
the word 'trust' within three words of 'factor' to obtain articles where the word trust was
within three words of the word factor of factors (trust w/3 factor*) — placing a truncation on
the word 'factor' to include the plural form. In the fifth section, the word 'trust' within three

words of the word 'buyer' in combination with the truncation allows for the plural of 'buyer'
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(trust w/3 buyer*). In the final part, the words 'firm' or 'company' were utilised to identify
articles containing the words. The utilisation of the question mark operator fulfilled the role
of allowing both Americanised and British spelling of the same word, in this case, organisation
vs organisation. All sections in the search were connected with the 'or' connector. For more
information about the Factiva search operators, please refer to the Factiva website
(https://global.factiva.com/help/en/text/ft_exmpl.html).

The search's period was from 17 October 2017, ranging back to the first records provided on
the Factiva database. The search accessed the entire database. As Factiva provides access to

an extensive range of publications, only the examples of the top sources as listed in this
section as; Dow Jones Newswires, Major News and Business Sources, Press Release Wires,
Reuters Newswires, and all the sources available from the Wall Street Journal (Factiva, 2017).
For a complete list of all publications accessed, please refer to the Factiva website. Similarly,
the option to refer to all authors was utilised and the mention of all companies, all subjects,
all industries, and all regions. The final selection option that of language, the option to focus
on English was utilised. The search yielded 701 articles in total, excluding duplicates.
Table 4-1 Factiva search-term utilised with legion indicating Factiva operators
Search-term
((trust w/3 indicator*) or (trust and gauge*) or (trust w/3 supplier) or (trust w/3 factor*) or (trust w/3 buyer*)) and (firm
or company or organi?ation)
Factiva Search Operators
w/3: within 3 words

* truncation

?: wildcard

And: include

Or: either information on topic or another topic

This section discussed the search-term implemented on the Factiva database, which
identified the selection criteria applied for the search. The result of the search was that 701
newspaper articles were identified on the Factiva database. The following section discusses
the filtering and extraction process implemented in the Factiva study.
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4.1.3

Filtering and Extraction

This section discusses the filtering and extraction process of the Factiva study, which

consisted of three phases. Phase 1 discusses the filtering of the articles. Phase 2 discusses the
extraction of phase. Phase 3 discusses the codification process illustrated with examples.

Figure 4-1 Phases of Factiva analysis of newspaper media adapted from Bengtsson (2016)
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Phase 1, the 701 articles were read and reread to ensure that the utilisation of the trust
parameters was in keeping with the objectives of the study, being how trust is described in
the media (Bengtsson, 2016; Conz and Magnani, 2020; Supardi and Hadi, 2020). Duplicates
and articles not pertaining to the study were removed; for instance, newspaper articles that
referred to business or company trusts as types of organisations (Figure 4-2) or trust funds as
legal fiduciary tools were removed. Additionally, articles that referred to anti-trust, referring
to the competition laws, were removed (Figure 4-3). Of the 701 articles, 229 met the
requirements to continue to the next phase.

Figure 4-2 Example of an article discussing business trust

Figure 4-3 Example of an article discussing Antitrust laws

109

Phase 2, in this phase, the paragraphs containing the word 'trust' were extracted to a separate
document (Butler, 1991). Thus, removing any noise that could impact the analysis resulting in
inaccurate data (Bengtsson, 2016). The choice of utilising the whole paragraph containing the
word 'trust' was to ensure the correct contextual interpretation was still present when
reading in the absence of the complete article. Phase 3, the paragraphs were then examined
and coded using open coding on the NVivo qualitative application (Wright and Grace, 2011;
Conz and Magnani, 2020; Supardi and Hadi, 2020) to identify the words and the context
describing trust, interpreting both the causality and circumstances. The process implemented

both latent and manifest content analysis. A latent analysis refers to what the intended
message was, and a manifest analysis refers to what has actually been said (Seuring and Gold,

2012; Bengtsson, 2016) (see examples below).
Figure 4-4 illustrates an example of latent analysis, where the instances identified were
expressed in a sentence (multiple words), the instance was then manually coded into a single
word (meaning units) describing the instance (Bengtsson, 2016; Neuendorf, 2017; Mir et al.,
2018). The research refers to instances however, other authors have referred to units of
analysis (Krippendorff, 2012) and considerations (Hazen, Hall and Hanna, 2012) when
conducting content analysis. For example, when the instance described an expression where
an organisation was well known for its excellent work ethic, it was assigned to the reputation
category. Example 1. in the figure below illustrates utilising context, the primary indicator of

trust referrers to ‘security’ as the primary concern of the targeted demographics in the article
related to the security of their finances when utilising the online payment system.

Figure 4-4 Example 1: context example - Arutyunyan, Igor. 2014. “eBay is attracting new
customers with the help of the Russian Qiwi payment service”. Bizekon-Russica Izvestia, 6
November 2014
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Figure 4-5 illustrates an example of manifest analysis in the cases where words were used to
describe trust. It resulted in the implementation of manifest analysis (Bengtsson, 2016).
Example 2. illustrates the use of verbs to identify the primary Indicators of Trust within the
extract. In this example, the verbs ‘transparent’ and ‘fair’ are utilised as the causality of trust.

Figure 4-5 Example 2: verbs example “Trust in energy suppliers increases as anxiety about
bills shows slight decline”. 2014. The Herald, 5 November 2014

4.3 Research Procedures for Scopus Content Analysis
The Scopus content analysis served to identify the indicators of trust pertaining to academia
by analysing peer-reviewed journals from the Scopus database. A content analysis was used

to execute the systematic literature review to identify and extract text discussing the
indicators of trust (Hazen, Hall and Hanna, 2012; Kache and Seuring, 2014). The indicators

identified from the Scopus analysis provides academic support for the indicators identified in
the Factiva study. The section starts by discussing the research methodology employed during

the Scopus analysis. By first discussing the formulation of the search term entered into the
database. It then discusses the selection process to identify the peer-reviewed journal articles

pertinent to the study. The process to identify the indicators within the articles are then
discussed before presenting the Scopus indicators of trust. The Scopus indicators are then

placed into thematic clusters based on the categories identified in the Factiva study.
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Figure 4-6 Phases of the Scopus analysis of peer-reviewed articles adapted from Bengtsson
(2016)

4.3.1

Selection of Database

The Scopus content analysis of peer-reviewed journal articles' objective was to identify trust

indicators prevalent within academia. The Scopus electronic database was selected due to
the size of the database, which consisted of over 71 million records, over 23 700 peer-

reviewed journals and over 5000 publishers (Elsevier, 2018). The Scopus analysis of English
peer-reviewed journal articles to identify the indicators of trust utilised an electronic
database to search for and identify particular topics of interest (Hazen, Hall and Hanna, 2012;
Seuring and Gold, 2012). Peer-reviewed journal articles were selected to represent a
significant portion of academia (Seuring and Gold, 2012). The Scopus analysis of peerreviewed articles for the indicators of trust consisted of three phases. Phase 1 discusses the
formulation of the search term. Phase 2 addresses the selection of peer-reviewed journal
articles in the study. Phase 3 explains the process implemented in the analysis. Phase 4
discusses the analysis and findings of the study, which includes the identified Indicators of

Trust and the proposed thematic groupings of the indicators.
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4.3.2

Phase 1: Search Term

The systematic search started with identifying the main terms implemented in the search

(Kache and Seuring, 2014). The Scopus search term focused on three main terms: the
‘indicators of trust’, the ‘determinants of trust’, and the ‘variables of trust’. The search

term/keyword search is the most widely implemented method of searching databases and
library services (Seuring and Gold, 2012). The parameters utilised for identifying the terms

focussed on the titles, abstracts, and keywords within the Scopus database (Seuring and Gold,
2012; Kache and Seuring, 2014). The search was further limited to only focussing on journal

articles, thereby excluding books, conferences papers, editorials, and short surveys. As the
purpose of the study was to identify the indicators of trust as pertinent to the business
environment, the subject area was limited to the business, management, and accounting
topic. The final limitation applied was that of the language of the results being limited to the
English language. The search was run on the 14 th of October 2018 with no limitation on the
start date and resulted in 76 documents being identified.

Figure 4-7 Scopus search-term

4.3.3

Phase 2: Filtering and Extraction

In the second phase, the search results were entered into an Excel spreadsheet for analysis

(Kache and Seuring, 2014). The 76 articles were examined to identify which were available for
download for further analysis. Despite specific articles being present in the Scopus search

result, access to four articles failed (see Table 42). Despite the implementation of the search
parameters, the Scopus search results yielded several articles that did not meet the search

criteria. When considering relevant materials, the articles were limited to predefined topics
(Hazen, Hall and Hanna, 2012). To identify the articles fit for purpose, the filtering of the
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search results required the reading of the 72 remaining documents (Kache and Seuring, 2014).
As the research focussed on business-to-business relationships (both on an interpersonal
level and an organisational level), it led to the removal of articles centred on trust concerning
information technology (online -5, websites -4, or social media -1) which eliminated ten
articles. Additionally, this led to removing five articles focussed on trust on a macro-level
(trust on an inter-governmental level). An article was removed due to its focus on the trust
concerning tourism regarding a holiday destination. Another article was removed due to its
focus on trust concerning the impact of tourism and the political economy. Two articles

discussing trust from a linguistic perspective were then removed. Additionally, two articles
were removed due to the orientation (medicinal and branding). One article was removed due

to the article being on the topic of politics concerning voter trust. Two articles focussed on
the end-consumer in such a manner as to distinguish it too much to be considered part of the

buyer-supplier relationship were also removed. Four articles were removed due to
duplication.
The remaining 47 articles were then further analysed for suitability by examining the abstracts
to identify articles that could be ruled out (Saunders et al., 2004; Kache and Seuring, 2014).
Using the NVivo qualitative software application to analyse both the articles' titles and
abstracts led to removing seven articles not abiding by the guidelines mentioned earlier.
While implementing the NVivo application, three more duplicates were identified and

removed that were not filtered out by the Scopus search result due to slight differences in
the titles and article information. One article was removed due to not containing any of the

required data regarding indicators, determinants or variables of trust. The resulting 35 articles
are presented in Appendix XIV.
Table 4-2 Articles not available at the time of the study
Author

Year

Title

Skvarciany, V., Jurevičienė, D.

2017

Factors affecting personal customers’ trust in traditional

banking: case of the Baltics
Suryawardani,

I.G.A.O.,

Wiranatha,

A.S.,

Bendesa, I.K.G., Antara, M., Gravari-Barbas, M.

2017

A structural model of foreign tourists' loyalty in nature-based

tourism in Bali
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Teh, P.-L., Ahmed, P.K., Tayi, G.K.

2015

Generation-Y shopping: The impact of network externalities

and trust on adoption of social commerce
Altschuller, S., Benbunan-Fich, R.

2008

In search of trust for newly formed virtual disaster recovery

teams

4.3.4 Phase 3: Process
The process for the Scopus analysis was more straightforward than the previously discussed
Factiva content analysis as the unit of analysis for the research was the indicators of trust.
The Scopus content analysis implemented a manifest analysis identifying the actual text
(Bengtsson, 2016) to identify references to behaviours identified as the indicators of trust.
Thus, the analysis required less interpretation than the Factiva content analysis. The 35
articles selected were then imported in PDF format to the NVivo application for analysis
(Wright and Grace, 2011; Conz and Magnani, 2020; Supardi and Hadi, 2020). As the purpose
of the analysis was to identify the various types of indicators of trust, as discussed in the

literature, the indicators of trust discussed by other authors in the articles were also included.
Like the Factiva study, the Scopus analysis implemented a quantitative content analysis,

where the frequency of specific texts (indicators) is implemented to analyse a phenomenon
(Kache and Seuring, 2014; Bengtsson, 2016). Implementing the NVivo application, the

indicators of trust were identified by reading and re-reading the articles. The indicators
identified were coded and recorded using Excel spreadsheets (Kache and Seuring, 2014). The

findings of the Scopus analysis are presented in Chapter 6.
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4.4
Research Procedures for Semi-Structured
Interviews
The interview research methodology consists of the interview guide and the qualitative
analysis methodology. Before conducting the interviews, an interview guide was developed
with specific questions (Given, 2008). The interview guide follows King’s four steps to the
qualitative interview provided. The section then discusses the qualitative analysis
methodology implemented for analyses. The research methodology section starts by
identifying the steps utilised in the interview guide by addressing the four steps as defined by
King (2004). The chapter then discusses the methodologies utilised during the interview

process. The primary purpose of conducting the interviews was to validate the findings
(Sharma, Chandna and Bhardwaj, 2017; Panahifar et al., 2018; Bhatia et al., 2020) of the

Factiva indicators of trust. The validation of the indicators of trust (IoT) by the supply chain
experts confirms that the indicators of trust are theoretically applicable and practically

applicable to real-world implementation. The secondary purpose of interviews with experts
provides a deeper understanding of complex topics (Fritz et al., 2018). The interviews with

the supply chain experts provided valuable insight provided concerning the importance of
each indicator when considering trust with a supply chain partner. The third purpose of

conducting the interviews was to obtain feedback on the Factiva indicators of trust clusters,
which would help categorise the IoT within the TMS framework while gaining additional

understanding of how the supply chain experts interpreted the clusters. Feedback from
expert interviews has been used several times within supply chain literature, for instance,

when researching supply chain relationships (Meng, 2010), digital supply chain management
(Farahani, Meier and Wilke, 2017), sustainable supply chain management (Morali and Searcy,
2013; Raak et al., 2017).
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5.

Interviews

5.1 Chapter Abstract
The purpose of this chapter is to present the interview procedures implemented with supply
chain experts to validate the indicators of trust identified from Factiva content analysis
(Research Phase III). The chapter discusses the interview research methodology applied by

first discussing the interview guide. The chapter then provides background information of the
interviewees before discussing the interview process methodology.

5.2 Interview Research Methodology
King (2004), in the book ‘Essential Guide to Qualitative Methods in Organizational Research’,
stated that the process of constructing and implementing research interviews requires four
steps; 1. defining the research question, 2. creating the interview guide, 3. recruiting of
participants. 4. And carrying out the interviews. The research implemented the steps as
follows:
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5.2.1

Interview Guide

Figure 5-1 Interview Guide adapted from King (2004)

Step 1: The research question for the study and interview selected
Are the indicators of trust and trust clusters identified in the Factiva newspaper media
analysis pertinent to the supply chain industry?
Step 2: Creating the interview guide

There were four sources for the topics used within the interview guide: the results from the
Factiva media analysis, the interviewer's personal experience and knowledge working in the

field and studying supply chain management, the preliminary discussions with various experts
in the field, and the related research literature (King, 2004; Sharma, Chandna and Bhardwaj,
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2017). The primary driver for the concepts and topics discussed and examined during the
interviews were the results obtained from the Factiva indicators of trust analysis (see Chapter
3). As the main objective of the interviews was to gather input from the supply chain experts
on what the media consider to be the indicators of trust and the trust clusters. Similar to an
approach by Bhatia et al. (2020), who identified factors utilising a literature review that was
validated from the input of seven industry experts. Additionally, the author’s and the author’s
thesis supervisors, own experience, and academic expertise served as drivers for the topics
selected and implemented while structuring the initial interview-guideline. The preliminary

casual discussions with the experts’ overtime before the study, the peer-reviewed literature
review done for informing the study (McCutcheon and Stuart, 2000; Wagner and Johnson,

2004), and the literature analysed during the thesis literature review (see Chapter 2) and the
Scopus analysis (academia) (see Chapter 3) study.
The interviewees were given both verbal and written instructions guiding the interview
(Butler, 1991) where the interview consisted of multiple sections, namely, the questionnaire
(written portion) section and the interview questions (verbal portion) section (Wagner and
Johnson, 2004; Yeung, Chan and Chan, 2008). The questionnaire consisted of an executive
summary, purpose, scope, methodology, conclusion, trust factors, and groupings (see
Appendix XIX). The interview was unconstrained and in-depth exploratory (there was an
empty list of information needs). Czakon and Czernek (2016) stated that this type of interview

allows the interviewees to delve deeper into an issue, allowing them the freedom to express
their opinions. The executive summary provided a short introduction and background to the

interviewee regarding the nature of the study (Butler, 1991). The purpose section explained
to the interviewees the reason why the information gathered for the research was relevant.

The scope section identified to the interviewee the context of the concepts to remove
ambiguity when viewing and to discuss the various concepts as being pertinent to the

interviewee’s related field. The methodology section explained, in brief, the interview
process, the sequence of events, and what was required in each section. This process was

also discussed verbally with the interviewee.
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The trust factors section presented the 51 indicators of trust to the interviewee as identified
in the Factiva analysis of newspaper media. The interviewee was then requested to assign a
value ranging from 1 to 5 on a Likert scale (Naesens, Pintelon and Taillieu, 2007; Yeung, Chan
and Chan, 2008; Panahifar et al., 2018), representing the importance the interviewee believes
the indicator plays in identifying trust within the buyer-supplier relationship. Where 1
represented that the indicator did not play a part at all in trusting a trade partner up to 5,
signifying that the indicator was extremely important in trusting a trade-partner.
The second section utilised multiple tables consisting of concepts grouped by theme by the

authors. In this section, the interviewees were given three tasks. With each trust cluster, the
interviewee was invited to:
1. The interviewees were asked to identify whether they agreed with the grouping by

clearly circling a yes or no on the questionnaire.
2. The interviewee was then asked to suggest a title for each grouping that best describes
it.

3. In the cases where the interviewee indicated that they disagreed with the grouping
content, they were asked to provide the reasoning for the choice within the allocated
spaces for this purpose on the questionnaire.
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The final stage of the interview consisted of the verbal portion of the interview. There are
four types of qualitative research interviews (King, 2004), namely, in-depth interviews,
exploratory interviews, semi-structured interviews, and unstructured interviews with the
study utilising a semi-structured interview format (Craighead et al., 2007; Raak et al., 2017;
Bao et al., 2019; Cardoso et al., 2019). The interview format selected was semi-structured,
where interviewees were asked six predetermined questions (see Appendix XVII). The
questions for the interviewees were not provided to the interviewees before the interview.
Semi-structured interviews are a qualitative data collection methodology that provides

consistency when conducting multiple interviews with multiple companies. Interviewers ask
interviewees predetermined questions (Given, 2008; Fawcett, Jones and Fawcett, 2012),

allowing interviewers to ask follow-up questions based on how the interviewees respond,
allowing interviewers the opportunity to ask for clarification when needed (Craighead et al.,

2007; Walliman, 2010).
Step 3: The recruitment of participants
The interviews utilised a purposeful sampling based on the interviewee’s knowledge and

experience within the supply chain industry (Wagner and Johnson, 2004). The interviewees
being selected from a wide range of industries and backgrounds, thereby enhancing the

generalisability and robustness of the outcomes (Wagner and Johnson, 2004; Craighead et
al., 2007). The purposeful sampling enables researchers to select participants following the
needs of the research (Coyne, 1997). Where participants are selected based on their
knowledge of a topic, the utilisation of purposeful sampling allows for selecting informationrich cases (McCutcheon and Stuart, 2000; Adobor, 2006; Smith et al., 2009; Czakon and
Czernek, 2016). An introduction/invitation letter was emailed to the prospective interviewees
(Smith et al., 2009) (see Appendix XVI). Of the five prospective interviewees invited, all agreed
to conduct the interviews. A date and time mutually acceptable to all parties were agreed
upon for the interviews to be conducted separately, either at Curtin University or a location
convenient to the interviewees.
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Step 4: Carrying out the interviews
Before the commencement of the interviews, the interviewees were given an interview

consent form to read and complete. The interviews were conducted in person and lasted for
about half an hour each. The first interview conducted was completed by the author and the

author’s two thesis supervisors, after which the author conducted the subsequent interviews.
Four interviews were done on campus and one at the offices of the interviewee. With express

permission from the interviewees, the interviews were recorded. The interviewees were
given time to read the executive summary (see Appendix XIX), which provided the

interviewees with an insight into the topic of the interview, the purpose of the research, the
scope of the research, the interview procedure (methodology), and a conclusion.
The interviewees were then asked to complete the first questionnaire, namely the ‘Trust

Factors’ (see Figure 5-2). The interviewees were asked to rate the importance of a concept
regarding trust on a scale from 1 to 5 (1 not at all, 5 extremely important). As the Factiva

analysis identified indicators that were in some cases very similar to one another (e.g.,
transparency and visibility), the interviewer provided more insight into the meaning of the

concepts when the interviewee requested further clarification.
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Figure 5-2 Appendix A Indicators of Trust (Likert Scale)
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The second segment of the interview, namely the ‘Groupings’ segment, required the
interviewee to look at nine unique tables (clusters) that contained concepts thematically
grouped (see example in Figure 5-3). The smallest tables containing two concepts, with the
largest table containing 11 concepts. If the interviewee found that they agreed with the
cluster group, they should circle the ‘YES’ option, and if they did not agree with the grouping
of the cluster, they should circle the ‘NO’ option. When the interviewee disagreed with the
grouping of the cluster, the interviewee was asked to write a reason for the disagreement in
a section below the cluster. Additionally, the interviewees were also asked to provide a

suggested title for the cluster based on their perceived understanding of the theme of the
cluster. Interviewees were allowed to create an entirely new name for the cluster or select

one word from within the cluster to choose one concept from the table to describe the entire
cluster.

Figure 5-3 Example of one of the thematic clusters presented to the interviewees

The final segment of the interview consisted of a verbal exchange between the interviewer
and interviewee based on six questions forming the framework for the semi-structured
interview (Butler, 1991; Adobor, 2006; Craighead et al., 2007) (see Figure 5-4). As the nature
of the interview was semi-structured, it allowed for follow-up questions to the predetermined questions eliciting clarification on the interviewee’s answers. After the first
interview, it was decided to alter the questions for subsequent interviews. King (2004) and
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McCutcheon and Stuart (2000) stated that the interview guide does not end at the start of
the first interview as it may evolve through the adaptation of probes or ‘even entire topics’
as it is influenced by discussion or relevant research literature. The interviewers took great
care not to become too immersed in the interaction, thus eliminating the danger of turning
the interview into a conversation (King, 2004). Post-interview, the recordings of the
interviews were transcribed for analysis (Yeung, Chan and Chan, 2008; Raak et al., 2017).

Figure 5-4 Questions for the semi-structured interviews

5.2.2 The Interviewee Backgrounds
Before discussing the interview process methodology, it may be pertinent to provide an
overview of the backgrounds of the interviewees. The interviewees were experts in supply
chain management related professions representing various industries with more than a
combined eighty-five years of experience between the five interviewees. The interviewees

were all from Australia; however, one of the interviewees had also worked in Europe and
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Asia. The first interview was conducted by three interviewers, after which the remaining
interviews were conducted by one interviewer (the author). The average duration of the
interviews was thirty-one minutes and thirty seconds. The most extended interview being
thirty-eight minutes and eleven seconds, and the shortest interview being twenty-nine
minutes and six seconds. As context relating to the supply chain experts may provide more
in-depth insight regarding the findings and discussion of the findings, each of the
interviewees' background is provided (Yardley, 2000; Cassell and Symon, 2004; Bhatia et al.,
2020). Each of the interviewees was assigned a code to maintain privacy (Smith et al., 2009).

The code based on the purpose of the interview, namely, interview indicators of trust (IIOT)
and a sequential number.
Table 5-1 Interviewee backgrounds
Interviewee
Code

Interviewee
Code

Verbal
Interview
Duration

Position

Industry

Experience
(years)

Interviewee 1

IIOT1

29:06 min

Supply chain
manager

Aviation industry

20+

Interviewee 2

IIOT2

30:02 min

Business analyst

Supply chain
management

20+

Interviewee 3

IIOT3

28:35 min

Category specialist

FMCG, oil & gas

20+

Interviewee 4

IIOT4

38:11 min

Senior purchaser

Oil & gas, hospitality

10+

Interviewee 5

IIOT5

31:38 min

Manager contracts &
procurement

Mining, oil & gas

15+

IIOT1 had a background as a supply chain manager within the aviation industry, with over 20

years of experience working for a large multinational organisation with an emphasis on
sourcing, logistics and warehouse management. IIOT2’s had a background as a business

analyst in the supply chain management industry with over 20 years of experience. The
interviewee described their experience from both a business and systems perspective, with

the business perspective focussing on ‘business best practices’ between buyer and suppliers
for large retail organisations in addition to a systems perspective experience in creating online

transaction systems for large suppliers. IIOT3’s background was as a category specialist with
over 20 years of experience in supply chain management roles working for large multinational
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organisations within various sectors such as the retail sector, the oil and gas sector, and the
logistics sector. IIOT4’s background was as a senior purchaser within the oil & gas and the
hospitality industries with over 17 years of experience in supply chain management roles
working for major multinational organisations. IIOT5’s background was that of a contract and
procurement manager with over 15 years of management experience within the mining
industry who has also worked for tier one organisations in the oil & gas industry working in
Australia, Europe, and Asia. The interviewees, as described above, are shown to be experts
within the supply chain management field with a wealth of knowledge and experience

concerning relationships between buyer organisations and supplier organisations — the
interviewees representing insights from a wide array of supply chain-related management

positions and industries. This section provided a broad background to the interviewees to
illustrate their experience and competence relating to supply chain management. The

following section discusses the methodology employed during the semi-structured
interviews.

5.2.3 Interview Process Methodology
This section describes how quantitative and qualitative data was obtained utilising the
interviews. The findings resulting from the interview feedback and discussion is provided in

Section 6.6. The analysis methodology for the interviews consisted of both questionnaire and
verbal portion (see Appendix XIX). The quantitative portion of the interviews referring to the

questionnaire that the interviewees completed, and the verbal portion of the interview
referring to the verbal exchange. The following section first discusses the analysis

methodology for the questionnaire portion of the interview before discussing the analysis
methodology for the verbal portion of the interview.
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5.2.3.1

Questionnaire

The first part of the interview utilised a questionnaire to obtain feedback from the

interviewees on the indicators of trust identified in the Factiva content analysis and the
resulting trust clusters (see Chapter 3). The questionnaire consisted of three parts: the

Executive Summary, Appendix A – Trust Factors, and Appendix B – Groupings.

5.2.3.2

Appendix A – Trust Factors

The purpose of the trust factor portion of the questionnaire was to validate the indicators of

trust identified in the Factiva study. The second part of the questionnaire, the Trust Factors
segment, provided the interviewees with the 51 the indicators of trust identified in the Factiva

content analysis. The indicators were referred to as concepts not to provide the interviewees
with too much context. The interviewees were asked to rate the importance of the concepts

regarding trust a trade-partner using a 5-point Likert scale (1 not at all, 5 extremely
important). After the interviews had concluded, the numeric values assigned to each of the

indicators were then inputted into separate individual Excel worksheets reflecting the values
as assigned by each interviewee. At a later stage, these values were amalgamated into one
Excel sheet reflecting all the interviews' findings (see Appendix XX).

5.2.3.3

Appendix B – Groupings

The purpose of the Groupings portion of the questionnaire was to validate the trust clusters
identified in the previous chapter. An additional purpose of the groupings portion was to
identify possible headings for each cluster that would resonate with industry members. The
interviewees were then presented with the nine trust clusters (see Appendix XIX). The trust
clusters were referred to as clusters in the previous chapter to distinguish them from the
Scopus Groups in the previous chapter. The questionnaire provided to the interviewees

referred to the unnamed trust clusters as ‘Groupings’ to not unnecessarily complicate the
process for the interviewees. The interviewees were presented with the groupings (trust

clusters). The headings for each grouping referred were based on numerical sequences
(Group 1, Group 2, Group 3, Etc.). In the first part of the Groupings portion, interviewees were

asked to look at the content of each group consisting of multiple terms (IoT). Firstly,
interviewees were asked to indicate whether they agreed with the terms within a specified
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grouping by circling either 'YES' or 'NO' on the questionnaire. Secondly, the interviewees were
asked to suggest a name for the grouping based on the grouping terms. Thirdly, if the
interviewees disagreed with the grouping of the terms, they could provide a reason to
substantiate the reason within the box provided. This portion of the questionnaire provided
three distinct outcomes; however, due to the nature of the outcomes, only the agreement or
the disagreement of the thematic trust clusters could be quantified. The binary allocation
being utilised with 1 denoting the interviewee's agreement and 0 denoting the interviewee's
disagreement with the clusters. The remaining outcomes, the portions where interviewees

were asked to title the respective clusters and the reasons for not agreeing with the clusters
are discussed in the qualitative analysis section.
This section discussed the quantitative portion of the interview methodology which utilised a
questionnaire to get interview feedback concerning the indicators of trust and trust clusters
as identified in the previous chapter. The interviews of the indicators of trust feedback and
numerical findings of the trust clusters, and the qualitative findings for the trust cluster
feedback are provided in Chapter 6. The following section discusses the qualitative portion of
the interview methodology.

5.2.3.4

Semi-structured Interview

The purpose of the verbal portion of the interviews was to obtain more profound insight into

how industry experts view trust when dealing with a counterpart. The interviews were semistructured and were based on six pre-selected questions (see Appendix XVII). These questions

were not provided to the interviewees before the interviews. The analysis of the verbal
portion included transcribing the interviews to written form and analysed. As Yardley (2000)

suggested and echoed by Cassel and Symon (2004), proper qualitative research should be
sensitive to context, exhibit coherence, commitment, transparency, and rigour. Great care

was taken during the analysis of the verbal feedback. The transcripts of the interviews were
analysed using a qualitative software application (King 2005, Nadin and Cassell 2005), namely

NVivo Pro 12 (Schenkel et al., 2019). The transcripts were uploaded to the application, where
each interview was coded to established mechanisms in the trust study. By analysing the

content of the transcripts, units of analysis were identified and sorted according to the
relevant categories (codes) (Miles, Huberman and Saldańa, 1994; Craighead et al., 2007;
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Czakon and Czernek, 2016). The relevant categories served in the quantification of the
concepts. Table 5-2 provides an example of an excerpt from one of the interviews where the
interviewee was asked question 1 of the pre-selected interview questions.
The interviewees responded with an answer; from this reply, for instance, three distinct

indicators were identified and codified with the aid of the NVivo application. The three
indicators identified were transparency, culture, and values. This methodology was replicated

for all the questions in this segment to identify and codify the interviews' verbal portion. The
steps implemented for the analysis of the verbal portion of the interviews follow.
For instance:
Table 5-2 Interview excerpt example of the qualitative analysis

Interviewer: In your industry, are there any indicators of trust that you find particularly
helpful in building trust with a trade partner?
K: Yeah, well transparency of the company and culture, their culture and their values.

5.2.3.5

Steps for the Analysis of the Verbal Portion of the Interviews

Step 1: At this point, the research's focus was on the information as provided by the
interviewee from the semi-structured interviews was kept and separated from the numerical
data (i.e., what was said by the interviewer) not relevant to the verbal portion of the
interview.

Step 2: The transcript of the interviews was then inputted into the NVivo 12 Pro program for
analysis.
Step 3: Each question was then analysed and codified within NVivo.
Step 4: The codified concepts of each interviewee were then entered into separate Excel data
files based on the question category.
Step 5: The data from the separate interviewee Excel files were then amalgamated into one

Excel document to represent the findings of the written questions portion of the interviews.
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Figure 5-5 Steps for the analysis of the verbal portions of the interview

The chapter discussed the interview procedures implemented during the interviews with the
supply chain experts to validate the indicators of trust identified from Factiva content analysis

(Research Phase III). The chapter discussed the interview research methodology by presenting
the interview guide, the backgrounds of the interviewees, and the interview process

methodology consisting of the questionnaires and the verbal interviews. The following
chapter presents the findings and the discussion of the research.
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6.

Findings and Discussion

6.1 Chapter Abstract
The objective of the chapter is to present and discuss the research findings. The chapter starts
by presenting the Factiva content analysis findings before presenting the Factiva thematic
clusters of the indicators of trust. It then presents the thematic clustering of the indicators

that resulted from the Factiva content analysis. The chapter then presents the Scopus content
analysis findings before presenting the Scopus thematic groupings of the indicators of trust.

The chapter then presents and discusses the findings from the interviews. The chapter then
concludes by applying methodological triangulation before discussing the findings from both

a media and industry perspective.

6.2 Findings of the Factiva Content Analysis
The 229 Factiva articles generated 675 separate instances of trust indicators, where an
instance denotes an expression of trust (see Appendix VIII). As a single article may express
several repetitions of a unique instance, great care was taken to utilise each trust instance
only once per article to avoid the skewing impact of longer articles over shorter articles. For

the indicators that were synonyms of one another, the indicators were merged and assigned
the name of the indicator with the higher instance value (explication) (Seuring and Gold,

2012). Figure 6-1 illustrates the process of merging the synonyms' fairness' (50 instances) and
'impartial' (3 instances). The two synonyms were merged, taking on the name of the synonym

with the higher value and combining the instance values. The process of assigning synonyms
consisted of five rounds of comparison. The objective was to minimise the indicator list

without impacting the individual semantic interpretations.

Figure 6-1 Example of merging synonym instances process
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The process resulted in a list of 51 Indicators of Trust being identified, referred to as the
Factiva Indicators of Trust (see Table 6-1 and see Figure 6-2).
Table 6-1 Unique instances identified in Factiva analysis of newspaper media with the instance
values

Figure 6-2 Indicators (instances) of trust charted

An analysis of the Factiva Indicators of Trust's findings identified that the top 11 indicators
represented 80% of the instances identified in the Factiva analysis of newspaper media
(Figure 6-3). The 11 trust indicators below represented 80% of the 5-1 Factiva analysed trust
indicators. Demonstrating a potential trust indicator power law where 21.5% of the trust
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indicators represents 80% of the instances, while the remaining 78.4% of trust indicators
represented only 20% of the found instances. This potential power law may suggest that
organisations in strategic trust-building with a counterpart could focus on the top 11 trust
indicators to optimise the process. The recommended trust indicators include performance,
reputation, communication, fairness, duration, quality, security, social bonds, transparency,
investment, and collaboration. These indicators have been defined and discussed in Chapter
2 in the literature review. While the notion of a potential trust power law is interesting, it falls
outside the scope of the research and is relegated for future research. This section presents

the Factiva top 11 Indicators of Trust (see Figure 6-3), which are further discussed in Chapter
5 concerning assessing the findings from the Factiva analysis, the Scopus analysis, and the

interview feedback.

Figure 6-3 The top 11 Indicators of Trust representing eighty percent of the instances found

This section discussed Part 1 of the Factiva study, which presented the Factiva newspaper
media content analysis by first disusing the search-term entered into the Factiva database.

The section then presented how the search's resulting articles were filtered before it
discussed the extraction process of the data. The section then discussed the codification
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process implemented on the data using examples before presenting the findings of Part 1 as
the identification of the 51 Factiva Indicators of Trust and the Factiva top 11 Indicators of
Trust. The following section discusses the thematic clustering of the Factiva Indicators of Trust
into the Factiva Trust Clusters.

6.3
Thematic Clustering of Indicators identified in the
Factiva Analysis
In part one, the Factiva articles were analysed to identify the Indicators of Trust, which led to
identifying 51 Indicators of Trust. The clustering of the indicators, referred to as the Factiva

Trust Clusters, provides the user with a simplified reference tool that identifies the
importance of the cluster regarding trust in the buyer-supplier relationship. The 51 trust

indicators were then coded into nine theme-based clusters (see Table 6-2) (Craighead et al.,
2007; Seuring and Gold, 2012) by the author and the PhD supervisors. The themes (clusters)

identified during the process was the Ability cluster, the Values cluster, the Reputation
cluster, the Communication cluster, the Relationships cluster, the Commitment cluster, the

Accountability cluster, and the Investment cluster.

Table 6-2 The Factiva Trust Clusters

The Ability cluster associated with an organisation's aptitude to achieve an outcome. Values

cluster relating to indicators that communicate the organisation's approach to stakeholders.
Reputation cluster addressing the public perception of the organisation. Communication

cluster addressing the ability of the organisation to both share and receive information with
others. The relationship cluster concerning the involvement of the organisation regarding
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social interaction. The Commitment cluster relating to the organisation's willingness to create
and maintain sustainable relationships. The accountability cluster refers to the organisation's
ability to adhere to statutory and social guidelines. The Demographics cluster denoting trust
indicators impacted by geographic indicators. Moreover, the investment cluster relating to
trust indicators demonstrates an organisation's willingness to spend financial resources for
mutually beneficial buyer-supplier relationships. As illustrated in Figure 610 the Factiva
analysis of newspaper media resulted in nine thematic trust clusters. The analysis indicated
that the performance-based trust indicators in the Ability cluster represent 28.44% of the

trust indicator instances. The cluster representing Values with 12.39% of the trust indicator
instances. The Reputation cluster with 11.77% of the trust indicator instances. The

Communication cluster with 11.32% of the trust indicator instances. The Relationship cluster
with 9.94% of the trust indicator instances. The Commitment cluster with 9.79% of the trust

indicator instances. The Accountability cluster with 7.96% of the trust indicator instances. The
Demographic cluster with 4.59% of the trust indicator instances. Moreover, the Investment

cluster with 3.82% of the trust indicator instances.

6.4 The Findings of the Scopus Analysis
The analysis of the 35 articles identified a total of 116 separate instances of indicators of trust
in the literature, which included 75 unique indicators of trust. Table 6-3 represents the 75

unique Indicators of Trust and the number of instances identified in the analysis.

Table 6-3 Unique instances identified in Scopus analysis of peer-reviewed articles with the
instance values
ability (1)

credible (1)

faith (1)

justice (1)

reputation (4)

acceptance (1)

cultural values (similarity) (1)

flexibility (2)

leadership (1)

respect (2)

ambition (1)

culture (1)

Frequency (order) (1)

loyalty (1)

responsiveness (1)

asset specificity (1)

customer orientation (1)

governance mechanism (4)

mediator (1)

satisfaction (1)

attitude (1)

customization (product) (1)

honesty (1)

need (fulfilment) (1)

similarity (1)

behaviour (1)

decision making (1)

identity (organisation) (1)

openness (1)

stability (1)

benefit & risk sharing (2)

demographics (1)

implicit & explicit rules (1)

order (discipline) (1)

sustainability (1)

benevolence (1)

duration (2)

impressions (first) (1)

passion (1)

technical assistance (1)

brand (1)

economic attributes (1)

information sharing (3)

performance (1)

transparency (1)
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commitment (4)

education (1)

innovation (2)

politeness (1)

uncertainty (2)

communication (9)

empathy (1)

integrity (3)

power (2)

values (similarity) (3)

competence (4)

empowerment (1)

intention (perceived) (1)

problem solving (3)

competition (4)

expectation (2)

interdependence (2)

promptness (2)

confidence (2)

experience (2)

intimacy (1)

reciprocity (1)

cooperation (1)

expertise (2)

investment (1)

relationship (5)

courage (1)

fairness (2)

involvement (2)

religion (1)

The Scopus analysis of peer-reviewed articles study identified the top trust indicator found in
the literature to be the ‘Communication ’indicator representing 7.38% of the trust indicators

found. The second highest indicator of trust found was the ‘Relationship ’indicator with
4.10%. The third position shared by the ‘Commitment’, ‘Competence’, ‘Governance

Mechanism ’and the ‘Reputation ’indicators, each representing 3.30% of the total trust
indicators found. The fourth position represented 1.70% each of the total Indicators of Trust

found was shared by ‘Benefit & Risk sharing’, ‘Confidence’, ‘Duration’, ‘Expectation’,
‘Experience’,

‘Expertise’,

‘Fairness’,

‘Flexibility’,

‘Innovation’,

‘Interdependence’,

‘Involvement’, ‘Power’, ‘Promptness’, ‘Respect’, ‘Uncertainty’, and ‘Values (similarity)’.The
remaining indicators shared the fifth position representing 0.82% each of the indicators
identified, as shown in Table 6-4.

Table 6-4 Indicators of trust identified in the Scopus analysis of peer-reviewed articles

Instances % Scopus Indicators of Trust
7.83

communication

4.10

relationship

3.28

commitment, competence, governance mechanism, reputation

2.46

integrity, information sharing, problem solving

1.64

benefit & risk sharing, confidence, duration, expectation, experience, expertise, fairness,
flexibility, innovation, interdependence, involvement, power, promptness, respect,
uncertainty, values (similarity)

137

0.82

ability, acceptance, ambition, asset specificity, attitude, behaviour, benevolence, brand,
competition, cooperation, credible, courage, culture, cultural values (similarity), customer
orientation, customization (product), decision making, demographics, economic attributes,
education, empathy, empowerment, faith, frequency (order), honesty, identity (organisation),
implicit & explicit rules, impressions (first), intention (perceived), intimacy, investment, justice,
leadership, loyalty, mediator, need (fulfilment), openness, order (discipline), passion,
performance, politeness, value, reciprocity, religion, responsiveness, satisfaction, similarity,
stability, sustainability, transparency, technical assistance

The Scopus literature analysis identified that the communication indicator was identified as
the most important indicator of trust in the peer-reviewed literature when searching

specifically for peer-reviewed articles the “indicators of trust” or “determinants of trust” or
the “variables of trust” on the Scopus database. The communication indicator represented
7.38% of the total of the indicators found. However, when considering other indicators that
form part of the communication grouping between organisations, in other words, a grouping
of indicators that represent the ability of an organisation to share information, it resulted in
a grouping of the communication indicator (7.40%), information sharing indicator (2.50%),
openness indicator (0.82%), and the transparency indicator (0.82%). This communication
grouping represented 11.48% of the total indicators. Highlighting the importance that
academia has placed on communication concerning trust in peer-reviewed literature.
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Figure 6-4 Indicators of Trust as identified with the Scopus analysis
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6.5

Scopus Thematic Groupings

The 75 indicators were reduced to 48 unique indicators to incorporate the indicators that
were synonyms for one another (Seuring and Gold, 2012). These indicators were then
thematically sorted into nine groupings, using a similar to the process used for the Factiva
Trust Clusters identified in the Factiva media analysis. For clarification, the groupings are
referred to as the Scopus Trust Groupings to avoid any possible confusion with the Factiva
Trust Clusters identified in the Factiva media analysis. Table 6-5 serves as an example of the
merging of the indicators that were considered to be synonyms. Synonym 1 represents the
one indicator, and synonym 2 representing the second synonym. The selection represents the
name selected for the indicator. For instance, the 'faith' and 'religion' indicators given the
context of the articles analysed were considered to be synonyms. Due to the word 'religion'

ability to convey the concept with a higher degree of clarity, it was selected instead of 'faith'
that may convey multiple meanings - faith in individuals or faith in terms of religion. Another

example included the 'communication' indicator and the 'information sharing' indicator as
synonyms, where communication was selected due to information sharing being a subset of

communication. The final example utilised the 'openness' indicator and the 'transparency'
indicator. The selection of the transparency indicator was due to conforming to an established

indicator as identified in the Factiva newspaper analysis.
Table 6-5 Example of the synonym matching methodology utilised for the Scopus literature
analysis

Synonym 1

Synonym 2

Selection

faith

religion

religion

cultural values

culture

culture

communication

Information sharing

communication

openness

transparency

transparency

investment

asset specificity

investment

innovation

product customization

innovation
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The 48 trust indicators were then assigned to nine theme-based groupings (Craighead et al.,
2007) similar to the thematic Factiva Trust Clusters identified in the Factiva media analysis
(see Table 6-6). The themes (groupings), namely, the ability group, the values group, the
reputation group, the communication group, the relationships group, the commitment group,
the accountability group, and the investment group. The capability and performance
groupings associated with an organisation’s aptitude to achieve an outcome. Values relating
to indicators that communicate the organisation’s approach to stakeholders. Reputation
addressing the public perception of the organisation. Communication addressing the ability

of the organisation to both share and receive information with others. The relationship
concerning the involvement of the organisation regarding social interaction. Commitment

relating to the organisation's willingness to create and maintain sustainable relationships.
Accountability relates to the organisation's ability to adhere to statutory and social guidelines.

Demographics denoting trust indicators impacted by geographic indicators. Investment
relating to trust indicators demonstrates an organisation's willingness to spend financial

resources for mutually beneficial buyer-supplier relationships.

Table 6-6 The Scopus Trust Groups
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The section started by discussing the research methodology employed to search the
database. The section then presented the analysis findings, which led to the Scopus Indicators
of Trust and the Scopus Trust Groupings. The following section concludes the chapter with a
summary.

6.6

Interview Findings and Discussion

6.6.1

The Quantitative Findings

6.6.1.1

Trust Factors Findings

Table 6-7 represents the combined responses to the Likert-segment of the five interviews.
The scale ranged from 1 to 5, where 1 indicated the indicator to not being important at all,
and 5 being extremely important.

Table 6-7 Responses to the individual Factiva indicators of trust by the supply chain experts
IIOT1

IIOT2

IIOT3

IIOT4

IIOT5

accountability

5

4

5

5

5

accuracy

5

5

5

5

4

altruism

3

3

4

3

3

believability

5

4

3

5

2

benevolence

4

4

3

1

3

collaboration

3

4

4

5

5

commitment

4

4

5

4

5

communication

5

4

5

5

4

competence

5

5

4

5

4

confidence

4

4

3

5

3

contract

4

5

4

5

4

cooperation

3

5

4

5

5

credibility

4

5

3

5

5

culture

3

3

3

4

4

demographics

3

3

3

3

3

duration

3

4

1

5

1
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ethics

5

5

5

5

5

fairness

3

5

4

5

5

flexibility

5

4

4

5

4

honesty

4

5

4

5

5

independent

3

4

2

5

3

innovation

4

5

2

5

4

input

3

4

3

5

5

integrity

5

5

4

5

5

investment

5

3

1

5

4

leadership

3

3

4

5

5

legal

5

5

5

5

3

legitimate

4

5

4

5

5

location

4

3

5

5

3

loyalty

4

4

4

4

4

natural
phenomena

3

3

3

3

3

networking

3

3

3

4

3

objective

3

3

3

5

3

performance

4

5

4

5

4

quality

4

5

4

5

4

reciprocity

4

3

3

3

4

reliability

4

5

5

5

5

reputation

4

5

3

5

4

respect

4

5

4

5

5

responsibility

4

5

5

5

5

responsiveness

5

5

5

5

4

security

4

3

3

5

3

service

4

5

4

5

5

social bonds

4

3

3

2

1

social
responsibility

3

3

5

5

3

support

4

3

3

4

5

sustainability

4

5

5

5

4
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traceability

5

5

5

5

3

transparency

5

5

4

5

4

value

4

5

4

5

5

visibility

4

5

3

4

3

6.6.1.2

Trust Factors Discussion

The purpose of the Trust Factors (Likert portion) of the questionnaire was twofold. Firstly, to
validate the indicators of trust as being relevant for industry application. Secondly, to gauge

the importance of each Indicator of Trust from the interviewee’s perspective. Table 6-8
represents the concepts and the totals utilising the Likert segment assigned by the supply

chain experts during the interview process. The totals represent the views of the four
interviewees utilising a Likert scale ranging from 1 to 5. Where 1 designated the indicator of

not being important at all, and 5 being extremely important. Thus, the highest score possible
for any of the concepts was 25 (5 interviewees x 5 Likert score), and the lowest possible score

for any of the concepts was 5. The Likert segment identified that the five interviewees all
agreed that the most important indicator of trust to be ‘ethics’, as all five the interviewees

assigned the ‘ethics ’indicator with the highest possible value on the Likert-scale (5/5).

Table 6-8 Responses to the individual Factiva indicators of trust by the supply chain experts
ranked
Indicator

Total

Indicator

Total

ethics

25

collaboration

21

accountability

24

reputation

21

accuracy

24

innovation

20

integrity

24

input

20

reliability

24

leadership

20

responsibility

24

location

20

responsiveness

24

loyalty

20

communication

23

believability

19

competence

23

confidence

19
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honesty

23

social responsibility

19

legal

23

support

19

legitimate

23

visibility

19

respect

23

investment

18

service

23

security

18

sustainability

23

culture

17

traceability

23

independent

17

transparency

23

objective

17

value

23

reciprocity

17

commitment

22

altruism

16

contract

22

networking

16

cooperation

22

benevolence

15

credibility

22

demographics

15

fairness

22

natural phenomena

15

flexibility

22

duration

14

performance

22

social bonds

13

quality

22

Figure 6-5 and Table 6-9 presents the ranking of the individual Factiva indicators of trust by
the interviewees listed below:

The indicator ranked to be of 100% of importance was ethics. The indicators ranked to be of
96% of importance included accountability, accuracy, integrity, reliability, responsibility, and
responsiveness. The indicators ranked to be of 92% importance, included communication,
competence, honesty, legal, legitimate, respect, service, sustainability, traceability, and
transparency. The indicators ranked to be of 88% importance, included commitment,
contract, cooperation, credibility, fairness, flexibility, performance, quality. The indicators

ranked to be of 84% importance, included collaboration, and reputation. The indicators
ranked to be of 80% importance, included innovation, input, leadership, and location. The

indicators ranked to be of 76% importance, included believability, confidence, social
responsibility, support, and visibility. The indicators ranked to be of 72% importance included
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investment and security. The indicators ranked to be of 68% importance included culture,
independent, objective, and reciprocity. The indicators ranked to be of 64% importance
included altruism and networking. The indicators ranked to be of 60% importance included
benevolence, demographics, and natural phenomena. The indicator ranked 56% importance
was duration, and the indicator ranked to be of 52% importance as social bonds.

Table 6-9 The supply chain expert ranked Factiva indicators of trust grouped by rating
Indicators rated 100%
ethics
Indicators rated 96%
accountability

accuracy

integrity

reliability

responsibility

communication

competence

honesty

legal

legitimate

respect

service

sustainability

traceability

transparency

commitment

contract

cooperation

credibility

fairness

flexibility

performance

quality

social responsibility

support

visibility

objective

reciprocity

responsiveness
Indicators rated 92%

Indicators rated 88%

Indicators rated 84%
collaboration

reputation

Indicators rated 76%
believability

confidence

Indicators rated 72%
investment

security

Indicators rated 68%
culture

independent

Indicators rated 64%
altruism

networking

Indicators rated 60%
benevolence

demographics

natural phenomena

Indicators rated 56%
duration
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Indicators rated 52%
social bonds

Figure 6-5 Interviewees ranking of the indicators of trust
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6.6.1.2.1

Trust Factors Standard Deviations

The Likert segment identified seven indicators that yielded a standard deviation higher than
one (see Table 6-10). The average for the believability indicator was 3.8 out of 5 from all the
interviewees. The average for the benevolence indicator was 3 out of 5 from all the
interviewees. The average for the duration indicator was 2.8 out of 5 from all the
interviewees. The average for the independent indicator was 3.4 out of 5 from all the
interviewees. The average for the innovation indicator was 3.8 out of 5 from all the

interviewees. The average for the investment indicator was 3.6 out of 5 from all the
interviewees. The average for the social bond’s indicator was 2.6 out of 5 from all the

interviewees. The indicators identified with standard deviations higher than one are
identified in Table 610 as; believability (1.166 SD), benevolence (1.095 SD), duration (1.6 SD),

independent (1.020 SD, innovation (1.095 SD), and investment (1.497 SD), and social bonds
(1.020 SD).

Table 6-10 Indicators identified by the interviewees with a standard deviation higher than one
IIOT1

IIOT2

IIOT3

IIOT4

IIOT5

Average

Standard Deviation

believability

5

4

3

5

2

3.80

1.166

benevolence

4

4

3

1

3

3.00

1.095

duration

3

4

1

5

1

2.80

1.600

independent

3

4

2

5

3

3.40

1.020

innovation

4

5

2

5

4

4.00

1.095

investment

5

3

1

5

4

3.60

1.497

social bonds

4

3

3

2

1

2.60

1.020

The primary objective of the interviews was to validate the indicators of trust to be fit for use
in the supply chain. To ascertain whether this objective was reached, the individual scores of

the indicators assigned by interviewees using the percentage of the aggregated Likert-scores
towards the possible maximum. The possible maximum score was 1275 (51 indicators x 5 max

value of the Likert scale x 5 interviewees). The interview feedback value is 1043 (51 indicators
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x assigned values of the Likert scale x 5 interviewees). This resulted in an agreement level
value of 82% (81.80%). Validating the indicators of trust for industry application.

6.6.1.3

Trust Clusters Interview Findings

In the second portion of the written part of the interview, the interviewees were presented

with nine clusters of the indicators grouped thematically1. The interviewees were asked
whether they agreed to the thematic grouping. Table 6-11 represents the responses from the

supply chain industry experts to the thematic clusters. The binary allocation being utilised
with 1 denoting the interviewee’s agreement and 0 denoting the interviewee’s disagreement

with the clusters2.

Table 6-11 Responses to the thematic groupings of the Factiva indicators of trust by the
supply chain experts
Cluster
(Title not presented)

Title
(presented)

IIOT1

IIOT2

IIOT3

IIOT4

IIOT5

Values

Group 1

1

1

1

1

-

Accountability

Group 2

0

1

0

1

-

Demographics

Group 3

0

1

1

0

-

Commitment

Group 4

1

1

1

1

-

Communication

Group 5

1

1

1

1

-

Ability

Group 6

1

1

1

1

-

Investment

Group 7

1

1

1

1

-

Reputation

Group 8

0

1

0

1

-

Relationships

Group 9

1

1

1

1

-

1 The headings of the clusters were not included in the questionnaire and have been included to the table to inform the reader.
2

It should be noted that interviewee IIOT5 did not understand the requirements for this section and chose to restructure the tables. As the

purpose of this portion of the interviewee was to gain contextual feedback from the interviewees in regard to the thematic groupings the
interviewee was not corrected as to gain insight into the interviewee’s thoughts on the subject.
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6.6.1.4

Trust Clusters Methodology Findings Analysis

The purpose of the Groupings portion of the questionnaire was to validate the trust clusters
identified in the previous chapter. Table 6-12 represents the supply chain experts' feedback

regarding the thematic clustering of the indicators of trust. Where an interviewee agreed with
a thematic clustering, it is indicated in the table as 1, while non-agreement with the thematic

cluster has been indicated with a 0. The inputs and feedback from the supply chain experts
laid the framework to improve the trust clusters and gain additional insight into how to

present the trust clusters for application. Table 612 refers to each cluster by the title, as
presented in Chapter 3. The titles were not present during the interview process but have

been added in this section to improve readability. IIOT1 found the Factiva thematic clustering
to be 67% accurate. IIOT2 found the Factiva thematic clustering to be 100% accurate. IIOT3

found the Factiva thematic clustering to be 78% accurate. IIOT4 found the Factiva thematic
clustering to be 89% accurate. The average agreement level for the Factiva trust clusters
between the interviewees was 83%.

Table 6-12 Supply chain experts input on the thematic clustering of the Factiva indicators of
trust
IIOT1

IIOT2

IIOT3

IIOT4

Agreement %
(Cluster)

Cluster 1 Values

1

1

1

1

100%

Cluster 2
Accountability

0

1

0

1

50%

Cluster 3
Demographics

0

1

1

0

50%

Cluster 4
Commitment

1

1

1

1

100%

Cluster 5
Communication

1

1

1

1

100%
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Cluster 6 Ability

1

1

1

1

100%

Cluster 7 Investment

1

1

1

1

100%

Cluster 8 Reputation

0

1

0

1

50%

Cluster 9 Relationship

1

1

1

1

100%

Agreed

67%

100%

78%

89%

The interviewees agreed 100% with all but three of the trust clusters. The clusters that did
not receive complete agreement was the Accountability cluster (cluster 2) with 50%

agreement level, the Demographics cluster (cluster 3) with 50% agreement level, and the
Reputation cluster (cluster 8) with a 50% agreement level.

Table 6-13 Reasons given by interviewees for disagreement of a thematic cluster
Cluster

Cluster

Interviewee Reason for divergence

2

IIOT1

Accountability

“Social responsibility doesn’t seem to fit. Corporate social responsibility would
imply acting in the better interest of the community (employing local staff,
supporting the community a company operates in, etc). The other words
reflect more of a contracted agreement where you want accountability,
security, etc. But social responsibility wouldn’t necessarily be part of
contractual requirements for a legitimate contract. It may be a consideration,
but you wouldn’t normally see social responsibility grouped in this

terminology.”
IIOT3

“Contract can influence items but may not have any impact at all.”
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Cluster

3

IIOT1

Demographics

“I don’t understand how natural phenomena is relevant. Contextually
demographics is location oriented and corporate culture could also be
influenced by this. However natural phenomena can certainly be a part of a

location (prone to flood, earthquakes, etc) but would be more a risk-based
approach to a location based on actual likely hood of events. As opposed to

Corporate culture, etc which is closer related to attitudes/beliefs and cultural
dimensions.”

Cluster

8

IIOT4

“Should be more explicit.”

IIOT1

“Respect is earnt and comes from within. Whereas Reputation can be

Reputation

attributed to external factors which may not be able to be controlled or could
be subjective on other persons dealings which may or may not reflect one’s

own opinion.”
IIOT3

“Items (reputation & respect) may conflict in reality or be independent.”

The first trust cluster that the interviewees did not fully agree on was the Accountability
cluster. Since the interviewees were not provided with the purpose of the groupings (trust

clusters), they viewed the trust clusters and trust indicators from unique perspectives. The
interviewees, when viewing the trust clusters portion of the questionnaire assigned their own

interpretations of each cluster. For instance, IIOT1 and IIOT2, when they considered the
Accountability cluster (cluster 2) consisting of the indicators describing accountability, related

the indicators in the cluster to a contract perspective. From the feedback of the interviews
and given that no context was provided for the cluster, it signalled those future iterations of
the trust cluster should be adapted to remove possible ambiguity. The second trust cluster
that the interviewees did not fully agree on was the Demographics cluster. The interviewees
given the grouping of the indicators in the Demographics cluster did not naturally relate the
cluster to demographics. Before the interviews, it was assumed that the indicators in the
cluster (Corporate Culture, Location, Demographics, and Natural Phenomena) would align
with demographics given the characteristics and definition of the concept as based on
Wordnet 2.1 result (see Table 6-6). Notwithstanding this, the Demographics cluster did not

receive complete agreement in the questionnaire portion of the interview it was supported
during the verbal portion of the interview with an interviewee stating the following: “Well, it

depends, it has to do with the cultural context, you know you’re entering into a geographical
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area you know that there is a high corruption, and you have to tread very carefully”. Similar
to the Accountability cluster, this feedback highlighted the need to remove ambiguity when
adapting the trust clusters.

Sense 1
demographic -- (a statistic characterizing human populations (or segments of human populations broken
down by age or sex or income etc.))
-> statistic -- (a datum that can be represented numerically)

=> average, norm -- (a statistic describing the location of a distribution; "it set the norm for American
homes")

=> demographic -- (a statistic characterizing human populations (or segments of human populations
broken down by age or sex or income etc.))
=> deviation -- (the difference between an observed value and the expected value of a variable or
function)
=> moment -- (the n-th moment of a distribution is the expected value of the n-th power of the

deviations from a fixed value)
=> nonparametric statistic, distribution free statistic -- (a statistic computed without knowledge of the

form or the parameters of the distribution from which observations are drawn)
=> parametric statistic -- (any statistic computed by procedures that assume the data were drawn from a
particular distribution)
=> time series -- (a series of values of a variable at successive times)
=> vital statistics -- (data relating to births and deaths and health and diseases and marriages)

Figure 6-6 Coordinate terms associated with demographics in the WordNet 2.1 application

The third trust cluster that the interviewees did not fully agree on was the Reputation cluster.
Two interviewees (IIOT1 & IIOT4) disagreed that reputation and respect should be grouped
due to the nature of the origins of the concepts. One interviewee stating that respect comes
within while reputation comes from the outside (IIOT3). The second interviewee stated that
the two indicators are not mutually exclusive from one another. Whereby a supplier may have

a good reputation but may not respect their clients (IIOT4). Given that the interviewees were
not presented with the context or the purpose of the clusters, the non-agreement of the
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cluster is understandable. However, the reasons provided for not agreeing with the cluster
supports the intention of the Reputation cluster.

This section discussed the findings from the numerical feedback from the interviews obtained
from the interviews' questionnaire. The section started by discussing the feedback of trust
indicators, with the interviewees validated the Factiva indicators of trust with an agreement
level percentage of 82% (81.80%). The section then discussed the interview feedback
regarding the experts’ agreement of the Factiva trust clusters' groupings where interviewees

validated the Factiva trust clusters with an average of agreement level 83%. The feedback
provided regarding the thematic groupings of the indicators highlighted the need for the trust

clusters to be adapted to remove possible ambiguity. Moreover, the clusters should be
presented in a manner to clarify the intent of the clusters. The removal of possible ambiguity

of the trust clusters may be accomplished by providing headings to the clusters relevant to
practitioners. The following section discusses the qualitative analysis of the interviews'

findings, which discusses the interview feedback concerning the headings for the trust
clusters and the verbal feedback from the interviews.

6.6.2 The Qualitative Findings
This section presents the feedback regarding the suggested headings Clusters and the verbal
feedback provided by the interviews. The first section discusses the suggested headings for

the trust clusters. The second section then discusses the verbal feedback gained during the
verbal portion of the interviews.

6.6.2.1

Suggested Cluster Headings

The primary purpose of the suggested headings portion of the interviews was to identify

headings for the trust clusters that would signal to practitioners the purpose and the content
of the clusters. The interview feedback provided in this section impacted the headings for the

Factiva trust clusters. The secondary purpose of asking interviewees to provide headings for
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the trust clusters was to gain insight into the interviewees understanding of the trust
clusters3.

Cluster 1 – Values cluster
The interviewees were presented with a cluster that represented an organisations value. The
cluster consisted of the following concepts: altruism, believability, benevolence, confidence,

credibility, ethics, fairness, honesty, integrity, leadership, and reciprocity.

Table 6-14 Trust cluster 1 concepts as presented to the interviewees
Credibility

Fairness

Believability

Reciprocity

Confidence

Benevolence

Leadership

Honesty

Ethics

Integrity

Altruism

The interviewees suggested the following names for trust clusters 1 - “Business Ethics and
Integrity”, “Integrity” (x2), “Personal traits”, and “Reputation”. Three of the interviews

utilising the word integrity as being either the suggested title or part of the title. This focus
on the integrity indicator may suggest that it plays an essential role for the interviewees when

considering a counterpart’s values. Or that for the interviewees, the eleven other indicators
are required are evaluated to judge if the counterpart will act with integrity. One interviewee

utilised “Personal traits” as a suggested heading for the trust cluster which may indicate that
for the interviewee the indicators speak more to a personal relationship than to an inter-

organisational relationship. Another interviewee suggested the heading for the trust cluster

3 Interviewee IIOT5 did not correctly understand the requirements for this section and chose to restructure the tables. As the purpose of
this portion of the interviewee was to gain contextual feedback from the interviewees regarding the thematic groupings the interviewee
was not corrected as not to contaminate the interviewees as to gain insight into the interviewee’s real thoughts on the subject.
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to be “Reputation” which may convey that the indicators within the cluster may convey how
others may perceive or describe the entity.

Table 6-15 Interviewee suggested headings or titles for Cluster 1

Cluster 1

IIOT1

IIOT2

IIOT3

IIOT4

IIOT5

Business Ethics and Integrity

Integrity

Integrity

Personal traits

Reputation

Cluster 2 – Accountability cluster

The interviewees were presented with a cluster that represented an organisations
accountability. The cluster consisted of the following concepts: accountability, contract,
legitimacy, security, social responsibility, traceability.

Table 6-16 Trust Cluster 2 concepts as presented to the interviewees

Traceability

Social Responsibility

Accountability

Legitimacy

Contract

Security

The interviewees suggested the following names for trust cluster 2 - “Contractual Reliability”,

“Transparency”, “Contractual terms”, and “Sustainability”. Two interviewees utilised the word
contract as either the suggested title or part of the title, perhaps alluding to the importance

that formal contracts play when considering the accountability of a trade-partner. While one
of the interviewees proposed naming the trust cluster “Transparency”, whereby the

interviewee linked transparency to the ability to be open and honest to the rest of the
indicators, perhaps signifying that if an organisation is transparent, it will naturally act per the

agreement between the organisations. Another interviewee suggested the heading
“Sustainability”, which may infer that if a trade-partner utilises the indicators within the

cluster, it may lead to a sustainable relationship between the organisations.
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Table 6-17 Interviewee suggested headings or titles for Cluster 2

Cluster 2

IIOT1

IIOT2

IIOT3

IIOT4

IIOT5

Contractual Reliability

Transparency

-

Contractual terms

Sustainability

Cluster 3 – Demographics cluster

The interviewees were presented with a cluster that represented the demographically related
indicators. The cluster consisted of the following concepts: corporate culture, demographics,
location, and natural phenomena.

Table 6-18 Trust Cluster 3 concepts as presented to the interviewees
Corporate culture

Demographics

Location

Natural Phenomena

The interviewees suggested the following names for trust Cluster 3 - “Cultural Dimensions”,

“Culture / Diversity”, “Geography”, and “Location”. Two interviewees utilised the word
culture as either the suggested title or part of the title, perhaps inferring the role of the

essential role that culture plays in assigning trust. One interviewee assigned the trust cluster
with the title “Geography”, which may denote that the interviewee’s geographic location

plays a significant role in the culture and demographics of a counterpart. Another interviewee
suggested the heading "Location", which may suggest that the interviewee considers the

indicators; corporate culture, demographics, and natural phenomena rely on the
organisation's location.

The authors suggested the following as heading or titles to the cluster:
Table 6-19 Interviewee suggested headings or titles for Cluster 3

Cluster 3

IIOT1

IIOT2

IIOT3

IIOT4

IIOT5

Cultural Dimensions

Culture / Diversity

Geography

0

Location
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Cluster 4 – Commitment cluster

The interviewees were presented with a cluster that represented organisations commitment
towards one another. The cluster consisted of the following concepts: reliability, loyalty,

responsibility, duration, commitment, and sustainability.

Table 6-20 Trust Cluster 4 concepts as presented to the interviewees
Reliability

Responsibility

Loyalty

Duration

Commitment

Sustainability

The interviewees suggested the following names for trust cluster 4 - “Environmental
Attributes / Factors”, “Customer Focussed”, “Customer Service”, “Customer Support, “Service
delivery”, and “Trust”. One interviewee suggested three headings for the trust cluster, which
all utilised the word customer. This focus on the word customer may indicate that to the
interviewee that the indicators’ reliability, responsibility, loyalty, duration, commitment, and
sustainability relate to the needs of the customer. One interviewee suggested the title
“Service delivery”, possibly denoting that for a customer to achieve a high level of service, the
supplier should be perceived as reliable, responsible, loyal, committed, and willing to engage
in a long-term sustainable relationship. One interviewee suggested the title “Environmental
Attributes / Factors” unfortunately, it is not understood how the interviewee would come to
this conclusion.
Table 6-21 Interviewee suggested headings or titles for Cluster 4

Cluster 4

IIOT1

IIOT2

IIOT3

IIOT4

IIOT5

Environmental
Attributes /
Factors

Customer
Focussed,
Customer
Service /
Customer
Support

Service Delivery

Trust

0
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Cluster 5 – Communication cluster

The interviewees were presented with a cluster of organisations that represents
organisation’s ability to communicate. The cluster consisted of the following concepts:

communication networking, transparency, and visibility.

Table 6-22 Trust Cluster 5 concepts as presented to the interviewees
Communication

Networking

Transparency

Visibility

The interviewees suggested the following names for trust cluster 5 - “Information Sharing”,

“Corporate”, “Open Communication”, and “Information Sharing”. Two interviewees
suggested the title Information Sharing, which may indicate the interviewees consider
networking, communication, transparency, and visibility as relevant to the organisations’
ability to share information. One interviewee suggested the heading “Corporate”, which may
infer that the interviewee considers the indicators in the trust cluster to be a corporate
function to be found on a more strategic level. One interviewee suggested the title “Open
Communication” which may indicate that when organisations wish to communicate more
openly, there should be networking and communication between the organisations and
transparency and visibility.

Table 6-23 Interviewee suggested headings or titles for Cluster 5

IIOT1

IIOT2

IIOT3

IIOT4
IIOT5

Cluster 5

Information
Sharing

Corporate

Open
Communication

Information
Sharing

0
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Cluster 6 –Ability cluster
The interviewees were presented with a cluster of organisations that represents

organisation’s ability to perform. The cluster consisted of the following concepts: accuracy,
competence, objective, performance, quality, service, and value.

Table 6-24 Trust Cluster 6 concepts as presented to the interviewees
Competence

Accuracy

Objective

Quality

Performance

Value

Service

The interviewees suggested the following names for trust cluster 6 - “Quality Attributes”,
“Performance”, “Technical value”, “Deliverables”, and “Performance / Service”. Two

interviewees suggested titles with the word performance, which may indicate the
interviewees relate the indicators competence, accuracy, objective, quality, value, and service
as performance indicators. One interviewee suggested the heading “Quality Attributes”,
which may indicate that for the interviewee that when appraising quality that the interviewee
relates or even assign a level of quality utilising the indicators in the cluster. One interviewee
suggested the title “Deliverables” for the trust cluster, suggesting that the transactional
outcomes may be gauged using the indicators in the trust cluster.

Table 6-25 Interviewee suggested headings or titles for Cluster 6

Cluster 6

IIOT1

IIOT2

IIOT3

IIOT4

Quality
Attributes

Performance

Technical Value

Deliverables

IIOT5

Performance /
Service
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Cluster 7 –Investment cluster

The interviewees were presented with a cluster of organisations that represents an
organisation willingness to invest in a trade-partner. The cluster consisted of the following

concepts: investment and innovation.

Table 6-26 Trust cluster 7 concepts as presented to the interviewees
Innovation
Investment

The interviewees suggested the following names for trust cluster 7 - “Product Development”,

“Structure”, “Growth/development”, “Common/research between buyer and supplier”, and
“Innovation”. Two interviewees suggested titles with the word development, which may
indicate the interviewees relate the indicators: innovation and investment to how
organisations collaborate for research purposes. One interviewee chose to suggest the
heading for the trust cluster as “Structure”, which may indicate that the interviewee considers
innovation and investment to the organisations collaborating to build the infrastructure for
both organisations to benefit. One interviewee suggested the heading for the cluster to be
“Innovation”, perhaps hinting that investment plays a vital role in innovation.

Table 6-27 Interviewee suggested headings or titles for Cluster 7

IIOT1

Cluster 7

Product
Development

IIOT2

IIOT3

IIOT4

IIOT5

Structure

Growth /
Development

Common /
Research
between buyer
and supplier

Innovation
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Cluster 8 –Reputation cluster
The interviewees were presented with a cluster of organisations that represents reputational

indicators. The cluster consisted of the following concepts: reputation and respect.

Table 6-28 Trust Cluster 8 concepts as presented to the interviewees
Reputation
Respect

The interviewees suggested the following names for trust cluster 8 - “Human Perception”,

“Customer”, and “Values”. Two of the interviewees chose not to suggest a heading for this
trust cluster which may indicate that the reputation and respect indicators from the

perspective of the interviewees may be challenging to classify. One interviewee suggested
the heading “Human Perception”, which may indicate that the interviewee sees both respect
and reputation to be considered on an interpersonal level instead of an inter-organisational
level. One interviewee suggested the heading “Values”, which may indicate that the
interviewee considers the indicators reputation and respect to be more aligned with the first
trust cluster.

Table 6-29 Interviewee suggested headings or titles for Cluster 8

Cluster 8

IIOT1

IIOT2

IIOT3

IIOT4

IIOT5

Human
Perception

Customer

-

Values

-

Cluster 9 –Relationship cluster
The interviewees were presented with a cluster of organisations that represents relational

indicators between organisations. The cluster consisted of the following concepts:
collaboration, cooperation, flexibility, independent, input from others, responsiveness, social

bonds, and support.
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Table 6-30 Trust Cluster 9 concepts as presented to the interviewees
Input from others

Social bonds

Support

Cooperation

Collaboration

Independent

Responsiveness

Flexibility

The interviewees suggested the following names for trust cluster 9 - “Teamwork”, “Business”,
“Collaboration”, and “Tacit knowledge”. One interviewee suggested the heading
“Teamwork”. Another interviewee suggested the title “Collaboration”, which may support
the notion that the indicators in the trust cluster relate to the ability for organisations to
collaborate. One interviewee suggested the title “Business”, which may indicate that the
interviewee believes that for organisations to be effective in conduction business, the
organisations should accept input from each other. Have social bonds with one another and
be able to cooperate and provide support. Moreover, be both responsive and flexible to the
needs of its trade-partner.

Table 6-31 Interviewee suggested headings or titles for Cluster 9

Cluster 9

IIOT1

IIOT2

IIOT3

IIOT4

IIOT5

Teamwork

Business

Collaboration

Tacit Knowledge

-

The interview feedback provided in this section impacted the headings for the trust clusters.
The changes made to the Factiva trust clusters headings as presented in Chapter 3 was done

to provide practitioners with headings that signal with a higher degree of accuracy the
purpose and the content of the trust clusters (see Table 6-32).
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Table 6-32 Adapted Trust Cluster heading changes due to interview feedback

Original

Values

Demographics

Ability

Investment

Adapted

Ethics

Culture

Performance

Development

The following table presents the trust clusters for implementation in the TMS (see Table 6-

33).

Table 6-33 Adapted trust clusters for implementation in the TMS
Accountability

Culture

Performance

Commitment

Development

Relationship

Communication

Ethics

Reputation

The updated trust clusters with the indicators of trust are presented below (see Figure 6-7).
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Figure 6-7 Trust clusters and indicators of trust
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This section discussed the interview feedback concerning the suggested headings for the trust
clusters. The resulting feedback from the interviews resulted in four changes of the headings
of the trust clusters to provide users with headings that signal the purpose and content of
each cluster. Additionally, this section's interview feedback added to the insight for the
implementation of the TMS framework discussed in Chapter 6. The following section
discusses the verbal portion of the interviews.

6.6.2.2

Verbal Questions Findings Discussion

The verbal portion of the interviews' primary purpose was to gain insight from industry
experts on how they view trust. The questions were designed to understand industry experts
working within the supply chain view the antecedents of trust, the indicators of trust, the
detractors of trust, and the builders of trust. The following section presents the feedback from
the verbal portion of the interview process, after which academic support for the interview
feedback is provided. The interviewees were given six questions during the verbal portion of
the interview (see Figure 6-8). In some instances, excerpts from the interviews are presented
to emphasise essential concepts (Dora, 2019; Elliot, Zhu and Wang, 2019; Schenkel et al.,
2019) 4.

4

As English was a second language for some of the interviewees, the excerpts may have some grammatical

errors. In the verbal portion questionnaire portion, the author acknowledges the change of the questions
utilised, thereby nullifying the oral part of the first interview; however, the questionnaire portion was unaffected
for the interviewee.

166

1. In your industry are there any indicators of trust that you find particularly
helpful in building trust with a trade-partner?
2. In your industry are there any indicators of trust that you find burdensome
in building trust with a trade-partner?
3. Do you have experience with any trade partner that is especially
trustworthy? Why do you think that is the case?
4. Do you think there is something that the organisation can do to improve
their current trust level even more?
5. When thinking of the all your trade-partners is there an organisation that
you feel is especially untrustworthy? Why do you think that is the case?
6. What can an organisation do to improve their status of they are identified
as untrustworthy?

Figure 6-8 Verbal questions utilised for the interviews

Question 1: In your industry are there any indicators of trust that you find particularly helpful
in building trust with a trade-partner?

Interviewee IIOT2 – identified the trade-partner’s organisational culture, ethics and
transparency as playing important roles as the indicators of trust when building trust with a

trade-partner. IIOT2 expanded on this by stating:
"I work in big companies like big corporate companies, and in it's been retail, it's been

government based and also mining, and operations and stuff, and we find a lot of times and
we run into companies when they do a review of a supplier it was based on the working, with

the ethics of the company, the culture, and also the values, and they ensure that they align
with the same valleys".

Interviewee IIOT3 – identified that attentiveness, communication, honesty, and the ability of

the trade-partner to add value to the transactions aided in building trust in the relationship.
IIOT3 in discussing the question stated:
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“If a supplier makes contact with me, if they are attentive, they communicate properly if they
are honest and open about what they are good at and what they're not good at and how they
can actually the generally add value to my business rather than just trying to trick me into
spending more money, that to me is a huge selling point and I'll go out of my way to work
with businesses like that even if they're not quite the perfect fit in terms of the product or
service they deliver, but I know that if I work with them I can get them to where I need them
to be in terms of quality and value”.

Interviewee IIOT4 – stated that experience with the trade-partner played an essential role in
building trust and that trust needed to be built over time. The interviewee also noted that the

trade-partners pre-existing reputation in the market played a role in building trust in a new
relationship as well as the trade-partner being consistently reliable. IIOT4 stated on

experience with a trade-partner:
“And trust is not gained before you have some track record. If it’s a completely new supplier,

a completely new frame agreement then you're more cautious and more in the sense that
you kind of feeling them out in order to see where you are at. And then when time goes by

and you are developing a trust-based relationship, you will be more willing to do some more
information sharing and so on, but it takes time, it doesn't go from 0 to hero because it has

to do with the trustworthiness and also of course, it will you build in teams usually that you
work together for you know getting, so I can get what I want but you build teams to support

this”.

Interviewee IIOT5 – stated that integrity played a significant role in building trust. The
interviewee identified how the trade-partner collaborated with their organisation played a
prominent role in building trust and its reputation. The interviewee stated the following
recognising the role of performance in building trust:
“To be able to give us the best service and be able to assist us with the needs of the business.
And invested to really help rather than and working together in a very collaborative way is a
big foundation of having the trust”.
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The following table provides a list of indicators identified from the interviewees' feedback for
this question that the interviewees consider to be particularly helpful when building trust with
a counterpart (see Table 6-34).

Table 6-34 Indicators of trust particularly helpful in building trust identified by interviewees
Indicators of trust particularly helpful in building trust

ability

add value (transaction)

attentive

collaboration

commitment

communication

culture

ethics

experience

honest

integrity

investment

performance

relationship

reputation

transparency

values

Table 6-35 identifies and lists the indicators of trust identified by the interviewees as
antecedents of trust matched with the Scopus antecedents of trust, which was presented in
Chapter 2.

Table 6-35 Scopus articles supporting antecedents identified in the feedback
Scopus articles supporting antecedents of trust identified in the feedback

Antecedent

Scopus
Articles

Antecedent

ability

24

communication
information sharing

add value (transaction)
(offer characteristics)

2

attentive
orientation)

Scopus
Articles

Scopus
Articles

49

performance

15

culture

14

relationship &
likeability

16

2

ethics, honesty, integrity

12

reputation

13

collaboration

6

experience

7

transparency

1

commitment

18

investment

8

values

9

(customer

&

Antecedent
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Question 2: In your industry are there any indicators of trust that you find burdensome in
building trust with a trade-partner?

Interviewee IIOT2 – when asked the question, the interviewee stated while pointing at the 51
Factiva indicators of trust presented in the Likert-segment:
“No, because they all relevant, because you don’t want to get burnt.”

Interviewee IIOT3 – stated that rigid contracts, poor or inaccurate communication, and the

trade-partner’s unwillingness to negotiate were indicators that were barriers in building trust.
IIOT3 stating as part of the explanation:

“So I shy away from those businesses where they just throw 1000 terms and conditions at you
or that are unwilling to negotiate especially where it's what they're presenting to is not

practical for the work or the services that you want to purchase from them. So, when they
put up the corporate wall, or they make it too hard to deal with. And that could just be terms

of getting hold of people, where they send information through is not accurate or
representative of what you asked for, it's more cookie cutter that's when I tend to just

generally switch off”.

Interviewee IIOT4 – found that refraining from favouritism to be challenging within the
industry, which could negatively impact the levels of trust. The interviewee stating:

“I would say that's the kind of challenge and also, it's balancing you know being professional,
not favourite people companies which is very important because you are staying objective”.

Interviewee IIOT5 – identified that organisations that often-had long lead times or failed to
meet deadlines were cumbersome to building trust. The interviewee stating:
“This particular industry is very fast, and although we want to give people as much time as
possible, there are instances that there isn't”.

The following table provides a list of indicators identified from this question's feedback that
the interviewees consider to be particularly burdensome to building trust with a counterpart
(see Table 6-36).
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Table 6-36 Indicators of trust burdensome in building trust identified by the interviewees
Indicators of trust burdensome in building trust
Rigid contracts

Delays (not meeting deadlines)

Unwilling to negotiate

Favouritism

Poor communication

Long lead times

Question 3: Do you have experience with any trade-partner that is especially trustworthy? Why
do you think that is the case?
Interviewee IIOT2 – identified that open communication with a trade-partner and intuition
regarding a counterpart aided in finding the organisation especially trustworthy. Stating
regarding intuition:
“If the communication is open, the majority of the time, it's based on not only in the
company's reputation, meaning the person but also on gut feel? Yeah, you got to use that a
lot, because sometimes when something doesn't feel right, it's not right”.

Interviewee IIOT3 – identified open communication, honesty, professionalism, constructive
conflict, and willingness to be aspects present in trade-partners found to be especially

trustworthy. Regarding constructive conflict, the interviewee stated:
“I think the biggest indicator for me is when I reach out to them with a commercial or an

operational problem and they don't take it defensively. Instead of saying oh no that's not our
fault, we didn't do it we didn't do that, it's your contract it's wrong. They say we take your

position, let's have a think about it let's see what we're trying to achieve here and how can
we work through this”.

Interviewee IIOT4 – found that trade-partners who were especially well trusted were

organisations with whom the organisations have had significant experience. Thus trust had
built-up over time and organisations that provided high service levels. The interviewee stating

regarding service:
“they are within the frame agreement because of their willingness to go the extra mile and
their service mindedness from A to Z in the company, it is how you always see it when you
are buying these services, and that’s people, that's it”.
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Interviewee IIOT5 – the interviewee stated that transparency, honesty, and the ability to solve
problems have helped to further trust between organisations the interviewee considered to
be especially trustworthy. The interviewee also identified that the trade-partner’s
organisational culture played a significant role in allowing their organisation to communicate
problems. The interviewee stating:
“I think it's a different culture that we're building in terms of being able to talk to a company
and tell them the business problems and ask them to find a solution for us or if they could
help us with a solution.”

The following table provides a list of indicators identified from this question's feedback that

the interviewees identified of organisations that they consider to be especially trustworthy
(see Table 6-37).

Table 6-37 Indicators of trust identified by the interviewees found in especially trustworthy
relationships
Indicators of trust in high level trust relationships

communication

constructive conflict

culture
(organisation)

experience
(positive)

service (positive)

intuition

problem-solving

professional

transparency

willingness

Question 4: Do you think there is something that the organisation can do to improve their
current trust level even more?

Interviewee IIOT2 – when asked how an organisation may improve on its current level of trust,
suggested that trusted organisations may further increase their level of trust through
enhanced marketing.

Interviewee IIOT3 – stated that trade-partners could improve their already high levels of trust
by enhancing their communication, being open to constructive criticism, being willing to

negotiate, adding value to the transactions, and being willing to work on the buyer-supplier
relationship. IIOT3 regarding the question stated:
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“…so my good contractor is generally tic a lot of boxes, we don't have any disputes,
commission discussions are easy, communication lines are open, we can complain and whinge
about stuff but this is taken in a right way and the business is electively work together. At the
opposite end of the scale, it's people who don't respond, who get defensive straight away,
who turn to the contract immediately even in the operational level when something goes
wrong, those are the ones that are hard to manage that you have a problem with.”

Interviewee IIOT4 – suggested that a trusted trade-partner could improve their levels of trust

through their behaviour towards the trade-partner, improve its performance service and
reliability further, and build on the relationship over time. The interviewee, regarding

improving established trust, further stated:
“if they are performing well, they deliver what they say, they're going to deliver, willing to go

the extra mile. Even if we are in a spot and then they will be favoured”.

Interviewee IIOT5 – identified continuity of the relationship despite not being in the process
of conducting transactions to improve trust further. The interviewee stating:

“I think you just continue maintaining the relationship. There will be times that you don't have
any transactions between the companies, but you just keep maintaining that.”

The following table presents actions that interviewees identified to improve trust between

organisations (see Table 6-38).

Table 6-38 Steps identified by the interviewees as being able to improve the levels of trust in
a trust-based buyer-supplier relationship
Actions trusted organisations may take to improve trust further
Enhance marketing
Open-up communication
Be open to criticism
Reduce number of disputes
Willingness to renegotiate
Build on the relational aspects
Add value to transactions
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Long-term view to the buyer-supplier relationship
Build on performance
Improve reliability
Relationship continuity

Question 5: When thinking of the all your trade-partners is there an organisation that you feel
is especially untrustworthy? Why do you think that is the case?

Interviewee IIOT2 – stated that there were several times that the interviewee has considered
counterparts to be untrustworthy. The interviewee noted that the primary cause for this low
level of trust was not due to how the counterpart had dealt with the interviewee’s
organisation but how poorly they treated their own employees. Thus, the trade-partner’s

poor internal organisational culture directly led to its counterpart viewing the organisation as
untrustworthy. The interviewee stating:

“Yeah, yeah, and I've actually been in companies where it's come out, and I've been sitting
there and dealt with them and seen how the managers have treated their own employees,

and it's actually had a negative effect to the point that they've run out of contract, and why
we renegotiate?”

Interviewee IIOT3 – stated that there were indeed trade-partners who the interviewee found

to be untrustworthy and identified the reasons for this lack of trust as being an unwillingness
to adhere to the contract, an individual within the own organisation ambition hampering the

cooperation, lack of integrity, and an unwillingness to negotiate. To emphasise this, point the
interviewee stated:

“So instead of working collectively towards a common goal they're almost working counter to
that goal to actually make themselves look and feel better in the eyes of their employees for
personal gain.”

Interviewee IIOT4 – found the culture and the geographic location of the trade-partner to be
a cause of lower levels of trust. Stating that:
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“it depends, it has to do with the cultural context, you know you're entering into a
geographical area, you know that there is a high corruption, and you have to tread very
carefully.”

Interviewee IIOT5 – at this point, distinguished between trust and non-performance. Stating
that while certain companies could not perform as required, it may have been due to errors
and did not relate to trust. The interviewee stating:
“If it was a genuine error that they presented wrong, I couldn't, in this instance, call it out in

terms of somebody that was not trustworthy.”

The following table provides a list of aspects identified from this question's feedback that the
interviewees consider to be causes of low levels of trust between organisations (see Table 6-

39).

Table 6-39 Aspects identified by the interviewees as being causes to low levels of trust
Aspects identified by the interviewees as being causes of low levels of trust
Poor organisational culture
Not abiding to the contract
Individual ambition hampering cooperation
Lack of integrity
Unwilling to negotiate

Culture of corruption
Poor reputation

Large geographic distance between organisations
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Question 6: What can an organisation do to improve their status of they are identified as
untrustworthy?

Interviewee IIOT2 – stated that organisations that have been identified as being
untrustworthy should place focus on their organisational culture and values and, by doing so,
would improve their reputation.

Interviewee IIOT3 – identified the following steps as a method of improving a low level of

trust between organisations: regular contact, not being overbearing, not being too formal,
understanding the client’s business and problems from the client’s perspective, by being

attentive, and by providing good transactional value. IIOT3 stated:
“Say hey I'm stopping by can I come and see you next month for a chat, no worries get to learn

more business understand what my challenges and problems are, read between the lines of
what I'm saying. In terms of hey, I want this service, but I might have an issue over here, be

smart enough to go hey well if I can link those 2 things together, than I can actually maybe fix
both problems”.

Interviewee IIOT4 stated that due to a large number of organisations willing to work with

their organisation, they would simply ignore the counterpart with low levels of trust. The
interviewee stating:

“Ignore (them) because there's so much more to choose from. You know if it was a unique
technology and I needed that. My kind of gearing to was (sic) this customer or this supplier
will be totally different because if I need them, then I have to work around them. The issues
but If I’ve got the same thing, just the same and 10 times better and 10 times seemed more
trustworthy, you know have no scandals, no anything and have a good track record and of
course you go with the suppliers which you know.”

Interviewee IIOT5 stated that for an organisation with low levels of trust to improve their
trust levels, the organisation should endeavour to improve its accuracy in identifying the
required objectives and requirements. The interviewee stating:

“When you talk about accuracy, if there is any doubt in terms of why things happened, it's
maybe the data has not been presented very well, or the evidence is not seeming to add up.”
176

The following table provides a list of indicators identified from the feedback from this
question that the interviewees consider helping organisations with low levels of trust that
would like to improve trust with a counterpart (see Table 6-40).

Table 6-40 Interviewee suggested steps that organisations identified with low levels of trust
may apply to improve trust levels
Step’s organisations identified with low levels of trust may apply to improve low trust-levels
Improve organisational culture & values
Improve the organisation’s reputation & be attentive to the client
Regular contact with one another
Not be too overbearing in attempting to make sales (pushy)
Understand the client’s business from client’s perspective (challenges & problems)
Provide high levels of value (transaction)
Improve accuracy of the trade-partner’s requirements and objectives.

Academic Support for the Verbal Interview Feedback

The verbal portion of the interviews provided a deeper understanding of how supply chain
experts view trust in the supply chain. The experts' feedback revealed six primary themes:

ability, communication, demographics, relationships, reputation, commitment, and values.
This section provides academic support for the primary themes identified in the interview

process.

Theme 1: Ability

When considering indicators of trust burdensome to building trust, concerning ability, the
feedback identified delays and long lead times negatively impacting trust. When considering

supply chain responsiveness, the interviews' feedback is supported in the literature by
authors such as Handfield and Bechtel (2002). In examining supply chain responsiveness, the

authors found that trust was a function of sustained, reliable performance. Thus, the nonresponsiveness of a counterpart to not deliver as promised could negatively impact the level
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of trust between the organisations. While discussing what trusted organisations could do to
improve their existing levels of trust concerning ability, the interviews' feedback suggested
that organisations add value to transactions. The need to add value to transactions has been
linked to literature discussing satisfaction. For instance, Altinay et al. (2014) researched the
link between trust and satisfaction concerning franchise networks by identifying a positive
relationship between trust and satisfaction. Additionally, Franklin and Marshall (2019)
identified satisfaction as one of six antecedents of trust when considering business-tobusiness relationships while examining co-creation as an antecedent of trust.

As discussed in Chapter 2, ability has been linked to competence, capability, expertise, and

performance in the literature. When considering ability as an indicator of trust, it has been
supported by Cook and Schilke (2010a). That identified it along with benevolence and

integrity as indicators (dimensions) of trust while studying the role of public, relational, and
organisational trust in economic affairs. Additionally, competence was identified in the

Scopus IoT study in four articles (Jennings et al., 2000; Czaban et al., 2003; Mäkelä, BarnerRasmussen and Björkman, 2008; van Esterik-Plasmeijer and van Raaij, 2017). Two articles in

the Scopus IoT study identified expertise as an indicator of trust (Maniscalco, Daniloski and
Brinberg, 2010; Gamero et al., 2011), while performance was identified in one article (Mohr

and Puck, 2013). Moreover, Dave et al. (2018) identified problem-solving when considering
conceptualising trust in research partnerships.

Theme 2: Communication

When considering indicators of trust burdensome to building trust concerning
communication, the interview feedback identified poor communication as a cause. Support
for the pivotal role that communication play for the buyer-supplier relationship has been
provided by authors such as, for instance, Johnston et al. (2004) and Voight and Inderfurth
(2012), who stated that the levels of trust between organisations were higher when plans
were effectively communicated between members. Moreover, the interviewees identified
opening communication as a means to improve trust between organisations. Communication
as a means to enhance trust is well supported in academia (Morgan and Hunt, 1994; Aulakh,

Kotabe and Sahay, 1996; Young-Ybarra and Wiersema, 1999; Jennings et al., 2000).
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Theme 3: Demographics

Experiences with organisations considered to be especially trustworthy concerning
demographics, the interview feedback identified culture and values, supported in the
literature as trust indicators. When considering trust indicators, Armstrong and Yee (2001)
identified that cultural values are an indicator of trust when researching Chinese buyers and
suppliers in Malaysia. Similarly, Sako and Helper (1998) discussed values and culture (societal
and corporate culture) as indicators of trust while researching the differences between the

US and the Japanese automotive industry. Moreover, when the interviewees discussed
organisations deemed untrustworthy, their feedback identified poor organisational culture as

a cause. For instance, an interviewee identified another organisation's employees' poor
treatment as a justification for not trusting a counterpart. In contrast, a different interviewee

identified the actions of a sole employee from the counterpart as justification for not trusting
the counterpart organisation. When considering the poor treatment of employees as a

signifier of weak organisational culture, authors, such as Guiso et al. (2015), when considering
management integrity and trustworthiness as perceived by employees, found that high levels

of integrity positively correlated with positive outcomes such as improved industrial relations,
profitability, and productivity. Considering an employee acting in their self-interest at the cost

of the relationship between the buyer and the supplier as an example of weak organisational
culture. It has been shown in the literature, as discussed in Chapter 2, that inter-personal trust

and interorganisational trust are intrinsically linked (Doney and Cannon, 1997; Zaheer,
McEvily and Perrone, 1998; Vanneste, 2016; Akrout and La, 2019). Thus, the actions of the
employee of an organisation could adversely impact the inter-organisational relationship. For
instance, Akrout and La (2019) identified that inter-organisational relationships, considering
collaborating project teams within the construction industry, could stress the buyer-supplier
relationship. Further supported by Zaheer et al. (1998), who found that trust between
organisations depends on the trust between the employees of the respective organisations.

The literature provides additional support for the feedback provided concerning
organisations perceived trustworthiness based on their geographic location. Trust plays a
critical role in international buyer-supplier relationships. However, corruption can negatively

impact the trade between the organisations and disrupt both on an organisational and
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consumer level (DiRienzo et al., 2007). When considering corruption from an international
perspective, some organisations might interpret it differently based on their cultural
norms. For instance, gift-giving and nepotism in China form part of guanxi, a system built on
favours considered a standard business practice in China. Are deemed corrupt practices by
organisations in the West (Millington, Eberhardt and Wilkinson, 2005). This apprehension to
do business with an organisation from an ethically questionable area is further supported in
the literature when considering trust. For instance, Saleh et al. (2014), when researching
international buyer-supplier relationships, found that cultural similarity was a vital

antecedent for both trust and commitment.

Theme 4: Relationships

When considering indicators of trust burdensome to trust between organisations concerning
relationships, the feedback from the interviews identified favouritism. Favouritism negatively

impacting trust in the relationship has been supported in the literature by authors such as
Chung and Jin (2011) and Flax et al. (2016). For instance, Chung and Jin (2011) identified that

where organisations did not treat a counterpart equally, it adversely impacted the
organisations’ level of trust. Flax et al. (2016) supports this notion by stating that the unequal

treatment of a counterpart could negatively impact the offending organisation as ethical
standards and honest (candid) relationships are considered significant factors affecting an

organisation’s corporate brand and reputation. The feedback discussing experiences with a
counterpart deemed to be especially trustworthy identified the following relational aspects;
experience (prior), service, intuition, professionalism, and willingness. Experience, as
described in the interviews, refers to the observation of the counterpart over time. Not to be
confused with the application of the term as linked to ability. The notion that experiences
with a counterpart act as an indicator of trust were supported in the Scopus IoT study by
Payne and Clarke (2003), who examined the indicators (determinants) of managers’ trust.
Additionally, when considering organisations that were deemed trustworthy, the interviews
identified the following concepts related to customer orientation: service, intuition,
professionalism, and willingness. Customer orientation is also supported in the literature as
an indicator of trust (Esterik-Plasmeijer and van Raaij 2017).
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When asked what organisations could do to improve a trusted relationship with a
counterpart, the interviewees discussed the relational aspects concerning criticism and
disputes and building relational elements. The interviewee feedback addressing criticism has
been related to trust conflict in the buyer-supplier relationship. The literature supporting that
unresolved conflict impacts trust include, for instance, Bstieler and Hemmert (2008). They
identified that unresolved conflict played a significant negative role in trust formation while
comparing South Korea and Austria cultures. In comparison, authors such as Piricz (2018)
found that trust between organisations reduced conflict. The interview feedback suggesting

organisations build on relational aspects has been linked to the social bond and likability
between the buyer and the supplier, as discussed in Chapter 2. Doney and Cannon (1997), for

example, linked the likability of a sales representative to the ability of the buyer to trust the
supplier, which was further supported by Nicholson et al. (2001) while researching the role of

‘liking’ in long-term-channel relationships. Additionally, authors such as Moorman et al.
(1993) studied factors affecting trust in market research relationships and identified a

negative correlation between formalisation, such as bureaucracies, and trust.

Theme 5: Reputation

When asked what organisations could do to improve a trusted relationship with a
counterpart, even more, discussed reputation, the interviewees asked what organisations

could do. Interviewee feedback suggesting enhancing marketing has been related to the
concept of reputation. Reputation has been shown to impact the ability of an organisation to
compete (Dellarocas, 2003; Khalifa and Saad, 2017). Additionally, an organisation’s
reputation directly impacts buyer-supplier collaborations where an organisation’s positive
reputation may lead to higher levels of trust between the buyer and the supplier (Johnson
and Grayson, 2005; Suparjo and Sunarsih, 2018). When discussing organisations deemed to
be especially untrustworthy, they identified an organisation’s poor reputation as one of the
causes. This notion that an organisation’s reputation plays a significant role in determining its
trustworthiness has been supported in the literature. As described in Chapter 2, an
organisation’s reputation reflects the organisation’s behaviour, which may be viewed as
positive or negative by counterparts or third parties (Milgrom and Roberts, 1982; Dellarocas,

2003; Howorth and Moro, 2006; Cook and Schilke, 2010a). A negative reputation could lead
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to the organisation being viewed as untrustworthy, leading its counterpart to end the
relationship (Howorth and Moro, 2006).

Theme 6: Commitment

The interviewees identified rigid contracts and an unwillingness to negotiate as indicators of
trust burdensome to building trust concerning commitment (power imbalances between
organisations) (see Chapter 2). For instance, Handfield and Bechtel (2002) found that an

overreliance on formal contracts could impede the development of trust. Ring and van de Ven
(1992) shared this sentiment, which identified that while a formal contract may lead to trust

at the start of a relationship, it may not aid the development of trust over time. When asked
what organisations could do to improve a trusted relationship with a counterpart, the

interviewees discussed commitment aspects such as reliability and continuity of the
relationship. This emphasis on reliability as a means to enhance trust is supported in the

literature. For instance, authors such as Ian Stuart et al. (2012) identified that delivery
reliability and product quality, built trust in relationships. Considering continuity, authors

such as Styles et al. (2008), who research the relational aspects of export performance, found
that commitment to future business transactions was impacted by trust built between the

organisations from past transactions. Moreover, authors such as Bianchi and Saleh (2010),
while studying importer trust and commitment, identified that importer commitment toward

a foreign supplier was more substantial when it was considered to be trustworthy. Similarly,
de Ruyter et al. (2001) found that trust positively impacted affective commitment while
studying relationships in high-technology markets. However, the authors did identify a
negative effect between trust and calculative commitment.

Additionally, Karlsen et al. (2008) identified that showing commitment helped build trust
while studying project-stakeholder relationships within the construction industry. From the
interview feedback, it is clear that commitment and formal contracts are not necessarily
linked when considering trust. For instance, the interviewees identified that organisations
that chose not to abide by contracts to be especially untrustworthy. As discussed in the
Literature Review chapter, contract-based governance relies on a threat that if a counterpart

does not abide by its promises that the relationship between the organisations will be ended
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(2016). From the feedback provided, the threat of breaking the contract did not deter the
counterpart from breaching the contract, thereby removing the efficacy of the contract as a
governance mechanism. The feedback by the interview is further supported in the literature
security that contracts generally fail to provoke trust in one another (Gambetta, 2000;
Johnston et al., 2004; Calderon-Monge and Pastor-Sanz, 2017).

Theme 7: Values

The interviewees discussed organisations deemed to be especially untrustworthy. The

feedback from the interviewees identified that a lack of integrity on the counterpart was the
cause. As discussed in Chapter 2, authors such as Jennings et al. (2000), when exploring

strategic alliances, identified integrity as an indicator of trust. While authors such as Morgan
and Hunt (1994) and Mayer et al. (1995) associated trust with integrity in their seminal

research. Similarly, Cook and Schilke (2010a) identified integrity as a significant determinant
of trust. More recently, the work of van Esterik-Plasmeijer and van Raaij (2017) has also

identified integrity as a determinant of trust. The abundance of support for integrity as pivotal
trust supports the feedback from the interviews that when a counterpart does not display

integrity towards an organisation, it could lead to the levels of trust between the
organisations to degrade.

The feedback from the interviews' verbal questions has been categorised in Figure 6-9,
identifying the antecedents of trust, indicators of trust, builders of trust, and detractors of
trust.
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Figure 6-9 Verbal feedback results categorised
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6.7

Triangulation of the Results

Triangulation is a qualitative research methodology that can combine different types of data
allowing for the linking of multiple perspectives in addressing a research question. It supports
the application of various research methods, utilising similar or dissimilar data types (Flick,
2018). For instance, triangulation can combine both quantitative and qualitative
methodologies (Flick, 2018). Methodological triangulation employs two or more methods
researching a single problem to understand issues in qualitative research. In comparison,
between-methods triangulation utilises different methods to explore the same methodology
(Flick, 2018). As triangulation requires at least two or more datasets, not all datasets require
the same type of data to validate a position. Triangulation improves the validity of a study,
offers increased reflection, increases knowledge, and overcomes the limitations of single

methods (Denzin, 2012; Flick, 2018). Triangulation is not without its critics, for instance,
applying different theories that could cause empirical issues and access to resources such as

time, money, and data (Flick, 2018). However, these limitations do not apply to the research
considering theory and resources. The following section triangulates the Factiva analysis

findings, the Scopus analysis, and the interviews' supply chain experts.

Figure 6-10 Triangulation of the results
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6.7.1

Discussion of the Findings

The following section compares the Factiva study results and the interview data using the

Likert-scale questionnaire (see Table 641). As the Factiva data and the interview data utilised
different data types, the indicators have been ranked to allow for comparison. The ranking

process for the interview data was defined as the percentage of the aggregated Likert-scores
towards the possible maximum and ranked (from 1 – 13). In the ranking process for the

Factiva data, the importance level is defined as the percentage of the aggregated instances
towards the possible maximum and ranked from (from 1 – 21). The ranking of both the

interview indicators and Factiva indicators using averages allowed for a comparison between
the two different data types. Additionally, if the Factiva IoT discussed were present within the
Scopus IoT study, the references of the articles were placed to provide academic support for
the indicators.

Table 6-41 Interview Likert data and Factiva data
FACTIVA
Indicators

INTERVIEWS

Instances

Rank

performance

129

1

reputation

76

communication

Total %

Interview Likert

Total [ 25 Max]

Rank

Total %

19.111%

ethics

25

1

100%

2

11.259%

accountability

24

2

96%

64

3

9.481%

accuracy

24

2

96%

fairness

53

4

7.852%

integrity

24

2

96%

duration

48

5

7.111%

reliability

24

2

96%

quality

44

6

6.519%

responsibility

24

2

96%

security

31

7

4.593%

responsiveness

24

2

96%

social bonds

28

8

4.148% communication

23

3

92%

transparency

24

9

3.556%

competence

23

3

92%

investment

23

10

3.407%

honesty

23

3

92%

collaboration

22

11

3.259%

legal

23

3

92%

culture

17

12

2.519%

legitimate

23

3

92%

demographics

9

13

1.333%

respect

23

3

92%

legal

9

14

1.333%

service

23

3

92%

sustainability

7

15

1.037%

sustainability

23

3

92%

integrity

6

16

0.889%

traceability

23

3

92%
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accountability

5

17

0.741%

transparency

23

3

92%

altruism

5

17

0.741%

value

23

3

92%

cooperation

5

17

0.741%

commitment

22

4

88%

honesty

5

17

0.741%

contract

22

4

88%

commitment

4

18

0.593%

cooperation

22

4

88%

credibility

4

18

0.593%

credibility

22

4

88%

flexibility

4

18

0.593%

fairness

22

4

88%

value

4

18

0.593%

flexibility

22

4

88%

visibility

4

18

0.593%

performance

22

4

88%

accuracy

3

19

0.444%

quality

22

4

88%

competence

3

19

0.444%

collaboration

21

5

84%

ethics

3

19

0.444%

reputation

21

5

84%

location

3

19

0.444%

innovation

20

6

80%

networking

3

19

0.444%

input

20

6

80%

support

3

19

0.444%

leadership

20

6

80%

traceability

3

19

0.444%

location

20

6

80%

innovation

2

20

0.296%

loyalty

20

6

80%

legitimate

2

20

0.296%

believability

19

7

76%

reliability

2

20

0.296%

confidence

19

7

76%

19

7

76%

responsibility

2

20

0.296%

social
responsibility

service

2

20

0.296%

support

19

7

76%

believability

1

21

0.148%

visibility

19

7

76%

benevolence

1

21

0.148%

investment

18

8

72%

confidence

1

21

0.148%

security

18

8

72%

contract

1

21

0.148%

culture

17

9

68%

independent

1

21

0.148%

independent

17

9

68%

input

1

21

0.148%

objective

17

9

68%

leadership

1

21

0.148%

reciprocity

17

9

68%

loyalty

1

21

0.148%

altruism

16

10

64%

natural phenomena

1

21

0.148%

networking

16

10

64%

objective

1

21

0.148%

benevolence

15

11

60%

reciprocity

1

21

0.148%

demographics

15

11

60%
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respect

1

21

0.148%

natural
phenomena

15

11

60%

responsiveness

1

21

0.148%

duration

14

12

56%

social responsibility

1

21

0.148%

social bonds

13

13

52%

For the cases where multiple indicators had similar results within their respective studies, the
indicators were ranked the same. For instance, in the case of the Factiva study, the

accountability, altruism, cooperation, and honesty indicators all shared the 17th rank out of
a possible 21 (see Table 6-42).

Table 6-42 Factiva indicators with similar results
Factiva Indicator

Instances

Rank

Total %

accountability

5

17

0.74%

altruism

5

17

0.74%

cooperation

5

17

0.74%

honesty

5

17

0.74%

The possible interpretations of the data from both the Factiva study (media) and the

interviews (industry) perspective are discussed. The first section compares the Factiva study
findings and the industry and discusses it from a media perspective. The second section

compares the Factiva study findings and the industry and discusses it from an industry
perspective. Given the significance of the top 11 indicators identified in the Factiva study

(representing 80% of the instances). The results are compared with the indicator rankings
from the interview the interviews.

6.7.1.1

Media Perspective on the Top 11 IoT

In this section, there is a comparison between the Factiva and Scopus analysis findings from
a media perspective (see Table 643). The ranks of the indicators from each study are

presented and, where applicable, supported by peer-reviewed journal articles identified in
the Scopus analysis. From the media perspective, the most significant indicator of trust was
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identified as the performance indicator. Compared with the interview feedback, the
performance indicator was ranked as fourth out of thirteen—illustrating that the media
focusses on performance as the primary gauge of trustworthiness. While the experts viewed
performance as very important, assigning a Likert agreement of 88%, however, conveying
those other indicators play a more significant role in the trust relationship. Performance was
also identified as an indicator of trust within the Scopus analysis. For instance, Mohr and Puck
(2013) identified performance as an indicator of trust while researching the link between trust
and performance in strategic alliances.

Additionally, while researching the indicators of trust within the pharmacist and consumer

relationship, Maniscalco et al. (2010) identified that the ability of the pharmacist to provide
medical advice served as an indicator of trust. Moreover, when considering trust in leadership

(Zeffane, 2010). Zeffane identified the ability to perform as an indicator of trust on an interpersonal within an organisation. While researching the differences of interorganisational

collaboration within organisations in Hungary and Slovenia, Czaban et al. (2003) identified the
performance of an organisation as an indicator of trust. Performance was also identified as

an indicator of trust by Coulter and Coulter (2002) while researching long-term relationships
between buyer and suppliers.

From the media perspective, the second most influential indicator of trust was identified as

the reputation indicator. In comparison, the experts ranked the indicator as fifth out of
thirteen. The high ranking of reputation illustrates the high emphasis the media places on
reputation as an indicator. The experts placed it within the midrange of the rankings denoting
that reputation plays a significant role when considering trust; however, it is not the only
factor. Reputation was also identified as an indicator of trust within the Scopus analysis. For
instance, Khalifa and Saad (2017) identified reputation as an indicator of trust while
researching relationships between banks and customers within Tunisia. Similarly, reputation
was identified as an indicator of trust by Howorth and Moro (2006) while researching
relationships between banks and customer in Italy. Researching trust in small and medium
organisations, Sharif et al. (2005) identified reputation as a cognitive determinant of trust.
Reputation was also linked with trust by Jennings et al. (2000) while researching global

strategic relationships.
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Communication was ranked to be the third most influential factor by both the media and the
experts. Highlighting the importance of communication when considering trust.
Communication was also identified as an indicator of trust within the Scopus analysis; for
instance, Dave et al. (2018) investigating community-academic research partnerships and by
Wright and Grace (2011), who researched trust and commitment within franchise systems.
The fourth most influential indicator of trust from both a media and industry perspective was
the fairness indicator. This shared ranking highlights the significance of fairness within both

industries when considering trust. When considering the Scopus analysis, authors such as Nel
et al. (2000) supported fairness as an indicator when considering customer evaluations. When

considering the length of the relationship, the duration indicator was ranked as the fifth most
influential indicator by the media analysis. However, the industry experts ranked it as only

being the twelfth most significant indicator of trust. This low ranking of duration as an
indicator by the experts may be supported by the Scopus analysis that yielded no results.

Quality was ranked as the sixth most influential indicator by the media and fourth by the
experts. Suggesting that quality plays a significant role when considering trust. Quality has

been linked with trust when considering retail brands and consumer trust, where trust in a
brand was determined to be essential for selecting a brand. Moreover, the quality and the

reliability of brands reduced the perceptions of risks for consumers. Quality was also shown
to be significant to trust when considering student trust in universities (Suparjo and Sunarsih,

2018).

The seventh most influential indicator of trust by both the media and the experts was the
security indicator. The media and the industry both rank value the importance of security
when considering trust. However, we did expect the industry to have placed a higher degree
of importance on security before the interviews were conducted. This lower rank than
expected by the author may be due to the interviewees having backgrounds representing
multinational companies (MNCs) where a loss due to security breaches may be easier to
absorb by the organisation. Alternatively, due to the size and the complexity of the MNCs, the
interviewee's exposure to security breaches may be limited. The ranking of security may be
higher for smaller organisations where the cost of security breaches is harder to absorb, and

the employees are closer to the breaches. Social bonds were identified as the eighth most
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influential indicator by media analysis and the lowest rank of thirteenth by the industry
experts. This low rank by the experts may illustrate that the relationship between the buyer
and the supplier plays little to no role for the experts from the large organisations when
considering the organisations' trust. However, the Scopus analysis identified the social bond
as an indicator of trust within multiple articles. For instance, Khalifa and Saad (2017), Czaban
et al. (2003), Maniscalco et al. (2010), and Sako and Helper (1998). Where Sako and Helper
investigated trust within the automotive industries with Japan and the United States. The
ninth most influential ranking from the media was the transparency indicator.

Conversely, the experts ranked the indicator as third with an agreement level of 92%. This
difference between the two industries may be to how journalists choose to write articles. As

transparency can be considered a subset of communication, this low ranking may be
attributed to journalists choosing to express this behaviour as a communication. The

transparency indicator was identified as an indicator of trust with the Scopus analysis by two
articles, by van Esterik-Plasmeijer and van Raaij (2017) and Jennings et al. (2000).

The investment indicator ranked as the ninth most influential indicator by the media analysis

and eighth by the experts. This low ranking by both industries may be due to a lack of coverage
in the media when considering interorganisational investment. However, the agreement of

the experts with the low ranking supports the notion that investment plays a minor role when
considering trust. The Scopus analysis identified three articles supporting investment as an

indicator of trust by Sako and Helper (1998), Wright and Grace (2011), and Cook and Wall
(1980). As identified by the media analysis, the eleventh most influential indicator of trust
was the collaboration indicator. In comparison, the experts assigned collaboration within the
midlevel range of the indicators with a fifth ranking. Additionally, Cater and Kidwell (2014)
identified collaboration as an indicator of trust while researching trust in successor leadership
in family-run organisations. This result was surprising given the generally accepted
importance of collaboration when considering interorganisational relationships, as discussed
in the literature review chapter.
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Table 6-43 Possible interpretations of the results from a media perspective

Media Perspective
Factiva

Interview

Indicator

Rank

Instances %

Rank

Likert %

Performance

1

19.11

4

88

Scopus articles

Mohr and Puck (2013), Maniscalco et al. (2010), Zeffane (2010), Czaban et al. (2003),
Coulter and Coulter (2002)

Reputation

2

Scopus articles

Khalifa and Saad (2017), Howorth and Moro (2006), Sharif et al. (2005), Jennings et al.
(2000)

Communication

3

Scopus articles

Dave et al. (2018), Khalifa and Saad (2017), Gamero et al. (2011), Wright and Grace
(2011), Mäkelä et al. (2008), Howorth and Moro (2006), Sharif et al. (2005), Czaban et
al. (2003) Armstrong and Yee (2001), Jennings et al. (2000), Fisman and Khanna (1999),
Sako and Helper (1998)

Fairness

4

Scopus articles

Gamero et al. (2011), Zeffane (2010), Nel et al. (2000)

Duration

5

7.11

12

48

Quality

6

6.52

4

88

Security

7

4.59

7

72

Social Bonds

8

4.15

13

52

Scopus articles

Khalifa and Saad (2017), Maniscalco et al. (2010), Adobor (2006), Czaban et al. (2003),
Sako and Helper (1998)

Transparency

9

Scopus articles

van Esterik-Plasmeijer and van Raaij (2017), Jennings et al. (2000)

Investment

10

Scopus articles

Sako and Helper (1998), Wright and Grace (2011), Cook and Wall (1980)

Collaboration

11

Scopus articles

Cater and Kidwell (2014)

11.26

9.84

7.85

3.56

3.41

3.26

5

3

4

3

8

5

84

92

88

92

72

84
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6.7.1.2

Industry Perspective on the Top 11 IoT

In this section, the Factiva and Scopus analysis findings are compared from an industry
perspective (see Table 6-44). The rank of the indicator from each study is provided and, where

applicable, supported by peer-reviewed journal articles identified in the Scopus analysis.
From the industry perspective, the most significant indicator of trust was identified as the

ethics indicator. When compared with the media analysis, the ethics indicator was ranked as
nineteenth out of twenty-one. The ethics indicator was the only indicator ranked with a 100%

agreement by the experts, highlighting the significance of ethical behaviour when considering
interorganisational relationships. While the low ranking from the media analysis could

indicate that ethics plays a minor role when communicating trust. The second most influential
indicator identified by the experts was the accountability indicator. However, the media

analysis ranked accountability low on the list (17th out of 21). The high rank by the experts
emphasises the need for counterparts to be accountable and acknowledge their mistakes as
it could negatively impact the trust relationship if avoided or if blame is shifted. Alternatively,
the low rank by the media could be due to journalists not linking accountability with trust.
Thus, when someone acts unaccountable, trust is not mentioned in the article, or when
someone is acting accountable, it is considered the status quo and thus not mentioned in the
article.

Accuracy was also ranked as the second most crucial indicator by the experts, while also
ranked poorly in the media analysis (17/21). The high ranking of accuracy signifies that the
industry experts acknowledge that outcomes when dealing with a counterpart may result in

various degrees of success. In comparison, the media may perceive an outcome utilising a
binary approach where an outcome is either a win or a loss. When considering the Scopus

articles, a lack of integrity was shown to adversely impact public trust (Gamero et al., 2011).
In comparison, integrity was shown to be required for followers to trust a leader as part of

the “leadership package” (Zeffane, 2010). The capability to demonstrate integrity was also
identified as an indicator of trust when considering global strategic alliances (Jennings et al.,

2000). When considering trust in banking systems, sincere behaviour (integrity) was identified
as a means to restore trust between the bank and its customers (van Esterik-Plasmeijer and
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van Raaij, 2017). The similar rankings at number two, reliability and responsibility by both the
industry experts and the media, indicate that the experts value reliability and responsibility
as highly valued indicators when considering trust. In contrast, however, the media might be
placing a higher emphasis on the outcome of inter-organisational collaborations over the
processes involved in reaching the outcomes when considering the ranking of the indicators
at the second-lowest position (20th/21). Reliability has been linked to trust when considering
service providers when considering long-term relationships between sales representatives
and customers (Coulter and Coulter, 2002).

The responsiveness indicator was ranked second by the experts, while the media analysis

placed it at the lowest possible position (21st /21). The high ranking of responsiveness by the
industry experts highlights the importance it has when considering trust with a counterpart.

The knowledge that a counterpart will be willing to adapt as needed instils trust in the
relationship. In contrast, the low rank of responsiveness by the media may indicate that the

media might not correlate responsiveness with trustworthiness. Suggesting the media's focus
to be outcome-based instead of how successfully organisations can respond to the needs of

their counterparts. Responsiveness was identified as a critical influence of trust within
building retail tenant relationships by Roberts et al. (2010). The authors noted that

responsiveness was related to communication, but it was more comprehensive than
communication. The communication indicator was ranked third by both the experts and the

media, highlighting the importance of communication when considering trust. The
importance that communication plays is also supported by academia when considering the
Scopus analysis with multiple articles linking it trust (Sako and Helper, 1998; Fisman and
Khanna, 1999; Jennings et al., 2000; Armstrong and Yee, 2001; Czaban et al., 2003; Sharif,
Kalafatis and Samouel, 2005; Howorth and Moro, 2006; Mäkelä, Barner-Rasmussen and
Björkman, 2008; Gamero et al., 2011; Wright and Grace, 2011; Khalifa and Saad, 2017; Dave
et al., 2018)
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Table 6-44 Possible interpretations of the results from an industry perspective
Industry Perspective
Interview
Indicator

Factiva

Rank

Likert %

Rank

Instances %

Ethics

1

100

19

0.44

Accountability

2

96

17

0.74

Accuracy

2

96

19

0.44

Integrity

2

96

16

0.89

Scopus articles

van Esterik-Plasmeijer and van Raaij (2017), Gamero et al. (2011), Zeffane (2010),
Jennings et al. (2000)

Reliability

2

Scopus articles

96

20

0.30

Coulter and Coulter (2002)

Responsibility

2

96

20

0.30

Responsiveness

2

96

21

0.15

Scopus articles

Roberts et al. (2010)

Communication

3

92

3

9.48

Scopus articles

6.8

Dave et al. (2018), Khalifa and Saad (2017), Gamero et al. (2011), Wright and Grace
(2011), Mäkelä et al. (2008), Howorth and Moro (2006), Sharif et al. (2005), Czaban et
al. (2003) Armstrong and Yee (2001), Jennings et al. (2000), Fisman and Khanna (1999),
Sako and Helper (1998)

Summary of the Findings

Table 6-45 Summary of the Research Objectives linked to Methodologies and Deliverables
Research Objectives

Methodology

Findings

Deliverables

Identify

Content analysis

- Identified 51 IoT

- 51 IoT to serve as KPIs for

(Manifest & Latent)

-

IoT

in

the

media

Identify
literature

IoT

in

the

Identified

11

IoT

the TMS

representing 80% IoT

- Trust clusters as categories

- Identified trust cluster

for the TMS

Content analysis

- Identified 48 IoT

- 48 IoT to provide academic

(Manifest)

- Identified trust groups

support for the indicators
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- Trust groups as categories

for the TMS
Validate IoT identified

Interviews

Identified:

Validated

in the media

(Purposeful)

- Antecedents of trust

- 51 IoT identified in the

- Indicators of trust

media analysis

- Detractors of trust

- Trust clusters identified in

- Trust builders

the media analysis

The primary objectives of the thesis included 1.) identifying and validating the indicators of
trust, 2.) the development of the Trust Management System, and 3.) the proposal of a

framework to guide organisations when implementing the Trust Management System. To
achieve the first objective, that of identifying and validating the indicators of trust, the thesis
utilised multiple research methodologies. These methodologies included a content analysis

of newspapers to identify the indicators of trust relevant to industry. The content analysis
resulted in the identification of 51 indicators of trust eligible for use in the TMS. Additionally,
the analyses of the newspaper media found that 11 of the 51 indicators represented 80% of

the instances identified. The 11 indicators could potentially represent a power law when
considering trust in relation to the media. The indicators where then clustered into nine
thematic categories for application the TMS.

The second methodology used to identify and validate the indicators of trust utilised a content
analysis of peer-reviewed journals to identify the indicators of trust relevant to academia. The
content analysis resulted in the identification of 48 indicators of trust which were thematically

grouped. The third methodology applied in the thesis to achieve the objective of identifying
and validating the indicators of trust utilised interviews with supply chain experts to validate
the findings of the newspaper content analysis. As the interviewees represent a range of
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industries with extensive experience in their fields the successful validation of the indicators
identified in the newspaper content analysis provides additional support for the indicators as

inputs in the TMS.
The following chapter discusses the second primary objective that of the development of the
Trust Management System. The chapter utilises the findings from the content analyses and
constructs a conceptual model, system as a practical artefact, and framework to help guide the

implementation of the system in strategic collaborative buyer-supplier relationships. Before
discussing the methodology supporting the inputs for the system before presenting the TMS
artefact.

197

7.

Proposed Trust Management
Systems Model & Framework

7.1 Chapter Abstract
In the previous chapters, the thesis has highlighted the importance of trust in collaborative
buyer-supplier relationships and has presented the research identifying trust indicators. This
chapter utilises the research findings from the thesis. It presents a conceptual model, system
as a practical artefact, and framework to help guide the implementation of the system in
strategic collaborative buyer-supplier relationships. The chapter discusses the purpose of the
Trust Management System (TMS) before presenting a conceptual Trust Management System
model. The chapter will then discuss the methodology supporting the inputs for the system
before presenting the TMS artefact. The chapter will then illustrate how the system can be

implemented to address problems in the buyer-supplier relationship using examples. The
chapter then concludes with a prospective framework designed to help guide organisations

to implement the TMS.
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Figure 7-1 Chapter overview

7.2 Purpose of the Trust Management System
The purpose of the TMS is to act as a mechanism to assist organisations who choose to

implement a trust-based governance mechanism. The TMS Framework (Section 7.7) guides
organisations on implementing the TMS, which provides organisations with a mechanism to

control the trust relationship to implement trust-based governance. The system's primary
intended users are buyers and suppliers in a collaborative relationship endeavouring to
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increase the continuity of the relationship. The system helps organisations, and their
stakeholders understand the requirements for a trust-based buyer-supplier relationship and
how to integrate measures to support trust-based governance. Additionally, the system also
helps identify the areas of concern using the trust clusters (TCs) and indicators of trust (IoT)
as benchmarks that organisations should pay closer to concerning trust in the relationship.
This section discussed the objectives of the TMS. The following section provides a conceptual
model of the TMS.

7.3 Conceptual Trust Management System Model
The model emphasises the role of trust-based governance by focussing on the indicators of
trust to signal relational behaviour within a collaborative buyer-supplier relationship. The

study suggests that the relevant mechanisms supporting the implementation of trust-based
governance rely on the ability of the organisations in the relationship to signal their

trustworthiness to one another. By addressing the inability of organisations in collaborative
buyer-supplier relationships to implement trust-based governance, the research successfully

discussed the concepts most prevalent to the problem. In the literature review chapter, the
main topics discussed were supply chain relationships, relationship governance, and trust.

The study proposes implementing the TMS Indicators of Trust, grouped thematically into
Trust Clusters, into the Trust Management System (Section 7.4). The TMS serves as a

mechanism to help enable organisations in collaborative buyer-supplier relationships to
capitalise on the benefits of utilising trust-based governance by allowing them to identify and

signal trust. The research presents the conceptualisation of the implementation of the TMS
(see Figure 7-2) that illustrates the process of utilising the TMS as a mechanism to supporting

the implementation of trust-based governance based on the identified indicators of trust.
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Figure 7-2 Conceptual Trust Management System Model

7.4 TMS Indicators of Trust and the Trust Clusters
Methodology

This section discusses the formation and selection of the indicators of trust for
implementation in the Trust Management System utilising either a comprehensive strategy

or a focussed strategy. The assessment of the findings identified two options for utilising the
IoT as inputs in the TMS framework (see Figure 7-3). The first option, the comprehensive

strategy, would be for the organisations to utilise the comprehensive strategy (51 IoT). While
the second option, the focussed strategy, would utilise a focussed strategy of utilising the top
11 IoT that represented 80% of the 51 Factiva analysed trust indicators.
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Figure 7-3 Input options for the TMS framework

The selection of either option 1 or 2 would depend on the needs and resources of the

organisations implementing the framework. The first option, while more comprehensive,
would require more resources to be spent on implementing the system. While the second

option reduces the resources required to implement the system while still providing a
significant level of coverage, given that the 11 indicators identified represented 80% of the

instances identified.
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7.4.1

Comprehensive Strategy

Figure 7-4 Identifying the TMS Indicators of Trust and TCs
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Step 1: In Chapter 4, the Factiva study served as the primary source for identifying the Factiva
indicators of trust (IoTs) and their respective trust clusters (TCs).

Step 2: In Chapter 5, the identified Factiva IoT and the TCs, from Chapter 3 were presented
to supply chain experts to achieve two objectives. The first objective was to validate both the
Factiva indicators of trust and their respective trust clusters as being relevant to practitioners
in the industry. Moreover, the supply chain experts' feedback led to adapting the headings of
the trust clusters to convey the purpose of each cluster more clearly. The second objective of

the expert interviews was to gain a deeper insight into trust in buyer-supplier relationships.
Thereby informing the research presented in the study and expanding the body of knowledge

in the field of supply chain relationship management (SCRM).

Result: The result of the previous steps led to the TMS TCs and associated IoT (see Figure 75).
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Figure 7-5 TMS trust clusters and associated indicators of trust
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7.4.2

Focussed Strategy

The focussed strategy utilises the Top 11 indicators of trust as identified in the Factiva study

(Chapter 4) and have been validated by supply chain experts (Chapter 5).

In Chapter 4, the Factiva study served as the primary source for identifying the Factiva
indicators of trust (IoTs) and their respective trust clusters (TCs). An additional finding from

the content analysis of the newspaper media was identification of 11 indicators of trust that
represented 80% of the identified trust instances. These 11 indicators could be implemented

by academics and managers who choose to utilise a focussed approach. The focussed
approach may benefit those lacking the needed resources (for instance, time and capital) to
implement a more comprehensive approach.

Figure 7-6 Focussed strategy

7.5 Trust Management System Conceptualised-

Implementation Design Artefact
This section provides a practical artefact illustrating how the TMS could be applied by buyer
and supplier collaborating. The values presented are fabricated and often exaggerated for
illustration purposes. As the system implements similar processes for both the buyer and the
supplier, this section refers to them as the users. The users start by inputting values into the
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TMS (see Section a). The values from the inputs are then sent to the Direct input and Stored
databases (see Section b). The values are sent to the black box from the Direct and Stored
input database, which calculates the trust values as outputs (see Section c). The resulting
calculated trust values are then presented to the users (see Section d).

Figure 7-7 TMS practical artefact
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a. Input
The TMS utilises nine categories based on the TCs, as identified in Chapter 5, as the inputs for
the system referred to as the TC inputs (see Figure 7-8).

Figure 7-8 Trust Cluster categories
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Given the nature of the interaction, for instance, a recent transaction with a counterpart, the
user selects a Trust Cluster input category. When a Trust Cluster input is selected, the user is
presented with the IoT inputs associated with the selected TC. In the example, the
Communication TC input has been selected which presents the user with the IoT inputs
associated with the Communication TC input (see Figure 7-9). The IoT inputs associated with
the Communication TC input are the Networking IoT input, the Communication IoT input, the
Transparency IoT input, and the Visibility IoT input.

Figure 7-9 Example of TMS with TC and IoT input
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The user then assigns values to the IoT inputs based on the experience with the counterpart
by using a 5-point Likert scale. Continuing with the example, with the Communication TC input
being selected, the example shows that the user rated the Networking IoT input as ‘AVERAGE ’
(3/5), the Communication IoT input as ‘GOOD ’(4/5), the Transparency IoT input as ‘GOOD”
(4/5), and the Visibility IoT input as ‘POOR ’(2/5) (see Figure 7-10).

Figure 7-10 Example of TMS with TC and IoT input rated

This section discussed the input system for the users of the TMS. The following section

discusses the storage of the values as information sources.
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b. Information Sources
The inputs provided by the user from the TC inputs are sent to two databases, namely the
Direct database and the Stored database (Figure 7-11). The Direct database reflects data on
a discrete level, for instance, transaction by transaction. The Stored database reflects
information based on all the previous inputs. The accuracy of the system improves over time

as the Stored database accumulates datasets from previous interactions. The Direct and
Stored database data are then fed into the black box, discussed in the following section.

Figure 7-11 TMS information sources
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c. Computation
The Direct and Stored database data are then fed into the black box in the computation phase.
For the example, it is assumed that the black box contains a machine learning system, which
it then implements to calculate the output values. The output values provided by the black
box are discussed in the following section.

d. Output
The black box provides each of the users with five output values; these output values are

categorised according to the TMS TCs and IoT (see Figure 7-12). The outputs provided to each
user are the TC output (discrete), TC output (continuous), IoT output (discrete), IoT output

(continuous), and the Overall Trust Value (OTV). All of the outputs reflect the feedback from
the user’s counterpart except for the OTV value, which reflects the overall trust value and

status for the buyer-supplier relationship. The following section provides examples for each
of the outputs: The Direct and Stored database data are then fed into the black box in the
computation phase. For the example, it is assumed that the black box contains a machine
learning system, which it then implements to calculate the output values. The output values
provided by the black box are discussed in the following section.
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Figure 7-12 TMS outputs
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TCs output – discrete: This TMS output provides the trust values associated with each of the
nine TCs outputs for the most recent transaction. An example of the TC output – discrete is
provided in Figure 7-13. This example reflects the nine TCs outputs as ranked by a counterpart
for the most recent transaction between the buyer and the supplier.

TCs OUTPUT -Discrete (%)
RELATIONSHIP
REPUTATION
PERFORMANCE

ETHICS
DEVELOPMENT
CULTURE
COMMUNICATION

COMMITMENT
ACCOUNTABILITY
0

25

50

75

100

Figure 7-13 Example of the TCs output – discrete

TC outputs – continuous: This TMS output provides the trust values associated with each of
the nine TCs outputs for the duration of the buyer-supplier relationship. The example in

Figure 7-14 illustrates the TC outputs for the buyer-supplier relationship for one year.

TCs Outputs - Continuous
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COMMUNICATION

Figure 7-14 example of TCs Outputs – continuous
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IoT outputs -discrete: This TMS output provides the trust values associated with each of the
51 IoT outputs for the most recent transaction. The example in Figure 7-15 illustrates the IoT
output values grouped by their respective TCs for the most recent transaction between the
buyer and the supplier.

Figure 7-15 Example of the IoT outputs – discrete
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IoT outputs -continuous: This TMS output provides the trust values associated with each of
the 51 IoT outputs for the buyer-supplier relationship. The example in Figure 7-16 illustrates
the IoT outputs grouped by TC for the buyer-supplier relationship for one year.

Figure 7-16 Example of the IoT outputs – continuous
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Overall Trust Value (OTV) status: This TMS output provides the overall trust value and status
for the buyer-supplier relationship Figure 7-17. This value is calculated using the previously
mentioned output values and reflects the users’ current OTV between the organisations. In
the example, the current OTV status is reflected as “Good” at 70%.

Figure 7-17 Current status of the Overall Trust Value for the buyer-supplier relationship

This section provided an overview of how the TMS system could function. The following

section discusses the TMS when addressing a specific concern from either a buyer or a
supplier, which could impact the level of trust between the organisations.

7.6.

The Trust Management System & Exemplar

Problems
The previous section discussed the general implementation of the TMS; however,
organisations often encounter problems that could impact the level of trust in the buyersupplier relationship. The buyer and supplier are referred to as stakeholders in this section.
The following section discusses how the TMS could be implemented to resolve specified
problems. The TMS, when presented with a specified problem by either the buyer or the
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supplier, analyses and selects which Trust Cluster or Trust Clusters, would be most suitable to
address the specific problem (see Figure 7-18). This analysis is based on the criteria and
parameters set during the implementation of the TMS discussed in Section 7.7.2. From the
selected Trust Clusters the system then identifies and selects the most appropriate Indicators
of Trust. The selected Indicators of Trust with their respective guidelines are then presented
to both stakeholders to address the specified problem. The guidelines for each indicator are
discussed and agreed upon during the implementation of the TMS framework (as discussed
in Section 7.7.2).
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Figure 7-18 Conceptual representation of the TMS
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The following section provides an example of how the TMS can assist buyer-supplier
relationships to address impediments to building trust. The impediments to building trust
were selected from the interview feedback discussed in Chapter 4, namely poor
communication & unwillingness to communicate and long lead times & delays. Section 7.6.1
presents an example of implementing the TMS to address poor communication and an
unwillingness to communicate. After which Section 7.6.2 presents an example of
implementing the TMS to address long lead times and delays.

7.6.1.

Poor Communication and an Unwillingness to

Communicate
Communication between organisations plays a significant role in obtaining success as it allows
organisations to coordinate, collaborate, and respond to changes in the market (Lee,
Padmanabhan and Whang, 2004; Hsu et al., 2008). Conversely, a lack of communication
between organisations may reduce the probability of a collaboration to achieve their desired
objectives (Doloi, 2009). A counterpart who is unwilling to communicate or provides
inadequate (inaccurate) information to its trade-partner could negatively impact its ability to

perform (Voigt and Inderfurth, 2012). The failure to properly communicate additionally harms
the level of trust between organisations (Doloi, 2009). This negative impact on trust by not

correctly communicating was supported by the feedback from the interviews, with an
interviewee stating that when requesting specific information from a counterpart who then

responded with inaccurate information or with a generic (“cookie-cutter”) information, it was
a burden to building trust in the relationship (IIOT3).

How the TMS addresses the Communication Problem

In this example, the problem of poor communication and an unwillingness to communicate
has been inputted into the system (see Figure 719). Using a black-box approach, the system

identifies that the most pertinent Trust Cluster for the problem of poor communication and
an unwillingness to communicate would be the Communication Trust Cluster. The system

then selects the most appropriate Indicators of Trust from the ‘Communication Trust Cluster’
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to address the specified problem. The Communication Trust Cluster’s options are the
Communication IoT, the Networking IoT, the Transparency IoT, and the Visibility IoT. From
these options, for the example, to resolve the specified problem, the system identifies the
‘Communication IoT’ and the ‘Networking IoT’ to be the most appropriate options. The
system then notifies both the stakeholders of the specified problem and identifies which IoT
has been selected to address the problem. In addition, to identifying the IoT, the system also
provides each stakeholder with the guidelines to address the problem. The problem-solving
guidelines are set during the implementation stage of the TMS, as discussed in Section 7.7.2
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Figure 7-19 Example of the TMS implemented to resolve an impediment to trust
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•

During the implementation of the TMS framework, organisations identify and share
with its counterpart the manner, frequency, and objectives they would like to
accomplish. The TMS Organisations can communicate in a manner as predefined by
their counterpart, supported by the interview feedback responding to how an
untrusted counterpart could improve its low level of trustworthiness. The interviewee
stated that contact that was not too formal or overbearing would help rebuild trust
(IIOT3). This statement by the interviewee highlights the importance of being able to
communicate with a counterpart in a style and basis tailored to a specific buyersupplier relationship.

TMS impact on Trust

•

Effective communication improves trust (Das and Teng, 1998; Cheung, Yiu and Lam,
2013), while trust, in turn, has been described as being able to dictate how
organisations communicate (C. Moorman, Zaltman and Deshpande, 1992).

•

Additionally, trust between organisations improves their ability to communicate
(Seppänen, Blomqvist and Sundqvist, 2007; Huang and Wilkinson, 2013; Ho, Ghauri
and Larimo, 2018).

•

The TMS approach of utilising trust to address concerns between buyer-supplier
relationships has been supported in the literature. For instance, when considering
governance mechanisms, trust-based governance has shown to improve
communication between organisations (Gorovaia and Windsperger, 2013; Herz et al.,
2016). This sentiment was mirrored by the interviewees' feedback, who stated that
when considering organisations that they considered being especially trustworthy,
that open communication (visibility) played a significant role (IIOT2 & IIOT3).

This section illustrated the TMS ability to resolve the problem of poor communication and an
unwillingness to communicate by illustrating an overview of the TMS. The following sections

provide an example of how the TMS could be applied to address long lead times and delays.
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7.6.2.

Long Lead Times & Delays

The following section provides an example of how organisations could address long lead times
and delays when implementing the TMS. The study distinguishes between delays and long

lead times, where a delay signifies a sudden postponement of delivery after an order has been
placed. A long lead time refers to an expected extended waiting period before delivery. The

example utilises the Communication and Performance Trust Clusters to address the trust
burden. Delays are unavoidable when considering the supply chain due to organisations

inability to control lead times, logistics, communication, and decision making (S. Chopra and
Sodhi, 2004; Sipahi and Delice, 2010). Additionally, delays may be caused by a lack of ability,

for instance, when a supplier needs to rework a product (S. Chopra and Sodhi, 2004; Mello,
Strandhagen and Alfnes, 2015). Delays are hard to predict (Azadeh et al., 2014) and are

considered significant problems that adversely impact the buyer's performance and supply
chain (S. Chopra and Sodhi, 2004; Mello, Strandhagen and Alfnes, 2015). Lead time is defined

as the time that it takes to complete an order from when it was received (Vitasek, 2013).
When there is uncertainty concerning lead time, it impacts and even alters supply chain
decisions when considering risk (Bandaly, Satir and Shanker, 2016). Long lead times may
result in a bullwhip effect, increase inventory and opportunity costs, increase risk, and result
in buyers requiring higher safety stock levels (Bandaly, Satir and Shanker, 2016).

How the TMS addresses the Long Lead Times and Delays Problems

The stakeholder concerned with the problem enters it into the system. The TMS, for this

example selects the ‘Communication Trust Cluster ’and the ‘Performance Trust Cluster ’to
address the problem (see Figure 7-20). The TMS then selects the most appropriate Indicators

of Trust from the Communication Trust Cluster to address the specified problem.
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Figure 7-20 Example of TMS implemented to resolve the problems of long lead times and
delays

This section first discusses the Communication Trust Cluster's implementation before
discussing the implementation of the Performance Trust Cluster. The Communication Trust

Cluster has access to four possible IoT, namely, the Communication IoT, the Networking IoT,
the Transparency IoT, and the Visibility IoT. The system starts by informing the stakeholders

of the problem and provides each stakeholder with the recommended IoT to address the
problem. For this example, concerning the Communication Trust Cluster, the TMS selected

three IoT: the Communication IoT, the Transparency IoT, and the Visibility IoT. Additionally,
the system provides each stakeholder with their respective suggested guidelines for

addressing the problem. In this example, the buyer is unsatisfied with the long lead times and
delays occurring on the supplier's side. The TMS utilising the respective Communication IoT

guidelines for this problem could, for instance, provide the following guidelines:

Problem

Stakeholder

Long lead
times or delays

IoT
Communication

Guidelines
Acknowledge the long lead time or delay.

Transparency

Communicate to the buyer the reason for the
long lead time or delay.

Visibility

Communicate to the buyer steps taken to
resolve the delay or long lead time. Focus on
updating the buyer on a regular basis on the
status of the order.

Supplier
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Communication
Buyer

Transparency
Visibility

Communicate expectations for delivery.
Communicate the reason for the urgency.
N.A.

Figure 7-21 Example of Communication TC IoT and guidelines for addressing the problem of
long lead times or delays

The options for the selected Performance Trust Cluster being the Accuracy IoT, the
Competence IoT, the Objectives IoT, the Performance IoT, the Quality IoT, the Service IoT,

and the Value IoT. For this example, concerning the Performance Trust Cluster, the TMS
selected the Competence IoT. Additionally, the system provides each stakeholder with their
respective suggested guidelines for addressing the problem.

Problem
Long lead
times or delays

Stakeholder

IoT

Guidelines

Supplier

Competence

The supplier informs the buyer that the delay
is due to faulty equipment resulting in poor
quality products which require rework.

Buyer

Competence

N.A.

Figure 7-22 Example of the Performance TC IoT and guidelines for addressing the problem of
long lead times or delays

•

When considering the long lead times and delays as examples of performance
problems, the interviews' feedback provided additional insight. For instance,
interviewees stated that when considering a counterpart whom they found to be
especially trustworthy that when the counterpart did something wrong, they did not
respond aggressively when reaching out to them and being open to criticism (IIOT3 &
IIOT5).

•

The utilisation of the Communication Trust Cluster provides the offending
organisation with a means to respond to criticism. An interviewee stated that if a
counterpart had made a "genuine" error that led to poor performance, it would not
affect the level of trust between the organisation (IIOT5). Thus, if an organisation is
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willing to communicate that it had made an error and not try to avoid blame, it would
not affect the trust between the organisations.
•

The Communication Trust Cluster may also be utilised to improve the collaboration
(coordination) between the organisations. As coordination between organisations aid
in reducing delays (Mello, Strandhagen and Alfnes, 2015).

TMS impact on Trust

The Performance Trust Cluster provides organisations with the means to address the
problems stated by the interviewees using joint problem solving to build trust between
organisations (IIOT3 & IIOT5). The authors supported joint problem solving, such as Doloi
(2009) who identified that trust and commitment promoted joint problem-solving.
Moreover, joint problem solving has also been shown to be an antecedent of trust (Dyer and
Chu, 2003; Bstieler, 2006; Khalfan, McDermott and Swan, 2007; Stuart, Verville and Taskin,
2012; Jiang, Lu and Le, 2016).
•

Additionally, trust-based governance has been shown to improve organisation’s
ability to employ joint problem solving (Herz et al., 2016).

This section provided two examples of how the TMS could be implemented to resolve
specified problems that could impact the level of trust between the buyer and the supplier.

The following section provides a framework on how organisations could implement the Trust
Management System.
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7.7.

The Trust Management Systems Framework

Naesens et al. (2007) developed a phase-based model for implementing and sustaining trust
in collaborative initiatives utilising four collaboration models from the socio-psychological

sciences. The model presented by Naesens et al. (2007) implemented a series of phases to
build and sustain trust, while the Trust Management Systems Framework (TMSF) utilises the

phases as steps to implement an existing system to influence/navigate trust. The TMSF adopts
and adapts the steps suggested by Naesens et al. (2007). The authors utilised four phases to

implement their framework: the preliminary phase, the setting of the stage phase, the
direction setting and problem-solving phase, and the implementing and sustaining phase.

The three-phase model is applied in the thesis to illustrate how the TMS could be
implemented within a buyer-supplier relationship.

The following section discusses the phases of implementation for the TMS. The
implementation of the framework is discussed using four phases; namely the preliminary
phase, the first phase named the setting the stage phase, the second phase named the
direction setting problem solving, the third phase named implementing and sustaining trust
(see Figure 7-23). The outcome of the TMS framework is presented in Figure 724. The first
phase examines the initial steps of the framework by discussing the identification of the
stakeholders, objectives, and available resources. The second phase discusses the ground
rules, initial agreements, and information sharing between the organisations. The third phase

discusses how the results and to whom the results from the feedback are shared. Additionally,
the third phase discusses the formality of agreements and procedures implemented in the

framework before discussing the evaluation of the results.
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Figure 7-23 Phases for TMS framework adapted from Naesens et al. (2007)

Preliminary Phase: Identifying the Partner
In this phase, the buyer and supplier identify each other as participants and agree to
implement the TMS framework. This choice to integrate more deeply with a counterpart is
supported by the increasing popularity of cross-organisational integration and the utilisation
of teams (Trent, 2004).

Phase 1: Setting the Stage
This phase discusses the identification of the various internal stakeholders involved in
implementing the TMS. It also discusses the identification and setting of objectives for the
TMS. Additionally, this phase discusses the availability of resources.
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a. Identification and Legitimacy of the Stakeholders

As the respective partner for implementing the TMS framework has been identified in the
Preliminary phase, the first part of the Setting the Stage phase identifies the internal

stakeholders from the respective organisations for the project teams (Naesens, Pintelon and
Taillieu, 2007). Project teams play a vital role for organisations where their utilisation have

gained popularity within medium and large organisations (Trent, 2004). The stakeholders
responsible for implementing the TMS framework are identified as a project team consisting
of top and middle management from both organisations. The inclusion of top management
members allows organisations access to resources and knowledge, which drives innovation
and organisational performance. Additionally, middle management plays a vital role in
supporting top management and are essential for strategy implementation and
organisational performance (Schaefer and Guenther, 2016; Heyden, Sidhu and Volberda,
2018; Singh et al., 2019).

Buyer’s Perspective
The Buyer identifies internal stakeholders from within its organisation from the top and

middle management positions as a part of the project team responsible for implementing the
TMS framework. The top management representatives can view the project from a strategic

view, while middle management can view the project from a tactical perspective. Top
management employees that may form part of the project team include, for instance, Chief

Purchasing Officers (CPOs), Head of Purchasing, Vice-president of Purchasing, Director of
Purchasing. The middle management representatives that may form part of the project team

include, for instance, Lead Buyers, Supply Managers, Category Managers. The TMS framework
provides the Buyer’s project team representatives with a mechanism to implement a trust

framework with the representatives that provides both organisations implementing the
framework and the system with standard terminology, improved coherence, and reference
for the organisations.
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Supplier’s Perspective

The Supplier identifies the internal stakeholders from within its organisation from the top and
middle management positions as a part of the project team responsible for implementing the
TMS framework. The top management representatives can view the project from a strategic
view while middle management can view the project from a tactical perspective. Top
management employees that may form part of the project team include, for instance, Supply
Chain Director, Sales & Marketing Director, Vice President of Sales. The middle management

representatives that may form part of the project team include, for instance, Production
Managers, Sales Managers, Marketing Managers. The TMS framework provides the Supplier’s

project team representatives with a mechanism to implement a trust framework with the
representatives that provide both organisations with standard terminology, improved

coherence, and reference for the organisations.

b. Identification and Setting of Objectives
This section was referred to by Naesens et al. (2007) as ‘Common Definition of the Problem
or Opportunity’. However, as the pertinent outcome for this section is identifying and setting
the objectives, the heading was changed for the TMS framework to Identification and Setting
of Objectives. The project teams, consisting of the top and middle management
representatives from the respective organisations, identify both the problems and the
opportunities the application of the TMS framework would solve and gain for the
organisations. Using this information, project teams can identify and set mutual objectives.
The importance of identifying and setting mutual of objectives was emphasised in the
interviews, in Chapter 4, with the feedback from an interviewee stated that untrusted
counterpart might improve their low levels of trust by increasing their accuracy when
identifying the objectives and requirements that are required in the relationship (IIOT5).

While both frameworks can provide collaborations with a wide range of benefits, an
interesting comparison can be made between them. Naesens et al. (2007), when discussing

the identification of objectives, identified three primary objectives: the benefits of
collaboration as lowering costs, expanding market share, and improving customer service
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while identifying problems and opportunities when using their framework. Similarly, by
utilising the TMS framework, which shifts the focus from collaboration to that of trust can
achieve comparable benefits. As trust has been shown to reduce costs (Dyer and Chu, 2003;
Paparoidamis, Katsikeas and Chumpitaz, 2019a), increase satisfaction (Paparoidamis,
Katsikeas and Chumpitaz, 2019a) and increasing competitive advantages (Fainshmidt and
Frazier, 2017; Michalski, Montes and Narasimhan, 2019; Staniskiene, Stankeviciute and
Daunoriene, 2019). After setting and defining the objectives, the TMS framework should
address the project teams need to designate whether the objectives are categorised by time,

as either intermediate objectives or long-term objectives. As industries differ, the
interpretation of what is considered to be an intermediate duration and a long-term duration

should be defined by the project teams. When considering supply chain collaboration, a
general guide to duration suggested by Simatupang and Sridharan (2002) views the short-

term as falling within one-year, intermediate duration to reflect one to three long-term to
reflect two to five years.

Buyer’s Perspective

The TMS framework provides the Buyer utilising the Trust Clusters as a guide to identify and
set objectives. The Trust Clusters within the TMS framework provides the Buyer with both

broad categories on which to focus objectives as well as the IoT to help identify and set subobjectives. Additionally, the Buyer’s project team, in this step, need to distinguish whether
the objectives and sub-objectives are short-term, medium-term, or long-term in nature.

Supplier’s Perspective
The TMS framework provides the Supplier utilising the Trust Clusters a guide to identify and
set objectives. The Trust Clusters within the TMS framework provides the Supplier with both
broad categories on which to focus objectives as well as the IoT to help identify and set subobjectives. Additionally, the Supplier’s project team needs to distinguish whether the selected

objectives and sub-objectives are short-term, medium-term, or long-term in nature.
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c. Availability of Resources
The project teams need to identify which resources are pertinent to implementing the TMS
framework and the collaboration between the organisations. Naesens et al. (2007)
distinguished between financial, workforce and relational resources for their framework.
While the TMS framework refers to tangible and intangible resources as described in the

literature review.

Buyer’s Perspective
In this step, the Buyer’s project team needs to identify which resources are pertinent to

implementing the TMS framework and the collaboration with the Supplier. The project teams
should distinguish and categorise between tangible and intangible resources. Tangible

resources from Buyer when considering a Supplier may include, for instance, capital
resources, equipment, and the sharing of costs (Bai and Sarkis, 2016), while intangible assets

may include, for instance, problem-solving, development programs such as information
sharing, informal assessments (Golmohammadi et al., 2018).

Supplier’s Perspective
The Supplier’s project team needs to identify which resources are pertinent to implementing
the TMS and the implementation of the TMS framework. The project team can accomplish
this by first categorising tangible and intangible resources. Tangible resources from Supplier
when considering a Buyer may include, for instance, technology investments, human
resources, capital, product trials, while intangible assets may include, for instance,
assessment programs (Merckx and Chaturvedi, 2020).

Phase 2: Direction Setting and Problem Solving
The second phase discusses defining the ground rules and agreements for organisations
implementing the TMS. Additionally, it discusses the information sharing for the utilisation of

the TMS. Moreover, organisations are required to identify potential problems that may arise
during the buyer-supplier relationship. The organisations can identify and categorise the

potential problems utilising the TMS Trust Clusters and Indicators of Trust.
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d. Defining Ground Rules and Initial Agreements
In this step, the project teams define what is considered to be acceptable and unacceptable
behaviour for the organisations while implementing the TMS framework and the TMS.
Agreements can be formal and informal; however, it does not refer to contracts when
considering formal agreements. For instance, Naesens et al. (2007) distinguished between

confidentiality agreements, decision-making agreements, information and knowledge
sharing agreements. It should be highlighted that based on their findings, Naesens et al.

(2007) delayed the implementation of contracts to Phase 3. As the TMS framework focuses
on trust-based governance, the use of contracts is only required if the organisations are

utilising trust-based governance as a complement to contract-based governance.

Buyer’s Perspective
The Buyer’s project team needs to identify what it considers to be acceptable and

unacceptable behaviour when utilising the TMS framework for the Buyer and the Supplier
organisations. The Buyer’s project team are required to identify both formal and informal

agreements for the implementation of the TMS framework. Examples of formal agreements
may include, confidentiality agreements, decision-making agreements, information and
knowledge sharing agreements (Naesens, Pintelon and Taillieu, 2007). Examples of informal
agreements include informal communication, including technical and non-technical
information (Bönte and Keilbach, 2005; Bönte, 2008).

Supplier’s Perspective
The Supplier’s project team needs to identify what it considers to be acceptable and
unacceptable behaviour when utilising the TMS framework for the Supplier and the Buyer

organisations. The Supplier’s project team are required to identify both formal and informal
agreements for the implementation of the TMS framework. Examples of formal agreements

may include, confidentiality agreements, decision-making agreements, information and
knowledge sharing agreements (Naesens, Pintelon and Taillieu, 2007).
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e. Information Sharing
In this step, the project teams discuss what information is considered relevant to applying the
TMS framework and the TMS. Organisations need to balance hiding relevant information and
over-sharing information (Naesens, Pintelon and Taillieu, 2007). Before implementing the
TMS framework, organisations discussing what information to share can refer to categories

in the TMS for guidance on pertinent information to share.

Buyer’s Perspective
The Buyer’s project team needs to identify what information is appropriate to share and what

information is required for implementing the TMS framework and TMS for the benefit of the
relationship with the supplier. The TMS can guide the Buyer’s project team by utilising the IoT

within the Communication Trust Cluster.
Supplier’s Perspective

The Supplier’s project team needs to identify what information is appropriate to share and
what information is required to implement the TMS framework, and the benefit of the
relationship with the Supplier. The TMS can guide the Supplier’s project team by utilising the
IoT within the Communication Trust Cluster.

f. Problem Solving
In this stage, the organisations need to identify and categorise the potential problems that
could arise during the buyer-supplier relationship. Organisations can utilise the TMS Trust

Clusters and Indicators of Trust as a guide when implementing this step. A basic outline for
this step is provided in Phase 2:C Problem Solving Guide (see Appendix XXIV). Additionally,

organisations need to agree on the steps to be taken to resolve the problems. These steps to
resolve the pre-identified problems will then be provided to the organisations when the TMS

detects the problem using either the input from the organisations or when an organisation
enters a problem explicitly into the TMS (as illustrated in Section 7.6).
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Buyer’s Perspective
By utilising the Phase 2:C Problem Solving guide, the buyer can record potential problems that
could arise during the buyer-supplier relationship and assign potential steps to be taken by
the buyer and the supplier collaboratively to solve the problem.

Supplier’s Perspective

By utilising the Phase 2:C Problem Solving guide, the supplier can record potential problems
that could arise during the buyer-supplier relationship and assign potential steps to be taken

by the buyer and the supplier collaboratively to solve the problem.

Phase 3: Implementing and Sustaining Trust
This section starts by identifying access to the information obtained from the TMS. Moreover,

it discusses the agreements and procedures concerning contract-based governance. It then
discusses how the project teams should approach the evaluation of the relationship using the

TMS.

g. Rank and File
When considering sharing the framework information, the project teams need to distinguish
between informing the top management and lower levels of employees (Naesens, Pintelon
and Taillieu, 2007). The TMS information should be shared with top management frequently.
In contrast, the amount of information and the frequency of information being shared with
lower levels of staff should be restricted to what is considered practical by the project teams.

h. Agreements and Procedures
As discussed above, the TMS framework focuses on trust-based governance. Thus, the

formalisation of agreements to contracts should only be considered if the organisations utilise
trust-based governance as a complement to contract-based governance. In this section,
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project teams should reach an agreement and implement the agreements and procedures.
Organisations choosing to implement trust-based governance as a complement to trustbased governance should also draft formal contracts to include the TMS utilisation.

i. Evaluating the Relationship
Blois (1999) noted that an organisation can only be perceived as trustworthy after another
has accessed the circumstances. Using the outputs from the TMS, organisations can evaluate

the relationship when considering the levels of trust between the organisations. Additionally,
the system allows organisations to observe multiple facets of the relationship through the

selected trust clusters' outputs and their associated indicators. The benefits of utilising an
effective performance measurement system are that it provides organisations collaborating

with a means to understand the relationship by providing feedback on the behaviours that
impact the relationship (Simatupang and Sridharan, 2002).

Buyer’s Perspective
The TMS results allow the Buyer to evaluate the relationship with the Supplier when
considering the levels of trust. The TMS framework allows the Buyer to observe multiple
facets with its interaction with the Supplier. For instance, the output of the TMS may warn
the Buyer when a Supplier has ranked a Communication IoT as being below the agreed
threshold. The Buyer can then act appropriately to remedy the situation by increasing the
frequency of communications.

Supplier’s Perspective
The TMS outputs allow the Supplier to evaluate the relationship with the Supplier when

considering the levels of trust between the organisations. The ability of the Supplier to
demonstrate its capabilities and competencies to the Buyer plays a considerable role in

determining its trustworthiness (Blois, 1999). The TMS framework allows the Buyer to
observe multiple facets with its interaction with the Supplier. For instance, the output of the

TMS may warn the Supplier when a Buyer has ranked a Quality IoT as being below the agreed
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threshold. The Supplier can then act appropriately to remedy the situation by increasing
quality control inspections.

Figure 7-24 The TMS framework outcome
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7.7.3.

Business Performance Benefits of the TMS

The implementation of the TMS provides organisations in collaborative buyer-supplier
relationships with the means to utilise trust as a business tool. Trust provides organisations
with a myriad of benefits, as discussed in Chapter 2, such as improved communication (Ho,
Ghauri and Larimo, 2018; Akrout and La, 2019), improved performance (Paparoidamis,
Katsikeas and Chumpitaz, 2019a), greater satisfaction (Stuart, Verville and Taskin, 2012;
Altinay et al., 2014), and a reduction of costs (Narayanan, Narasimhan and Schoenherr, 2015;
Jiang, Lu and Le, 2016). The application of the TMS would help facilitate trust in organisations
to capitalise on the benefits afforded by trust utilising it as a relational commodity. The system
itself provides organisations with the means to improve relational and operational
monitoring. The ability to monitor trust in the relationship allows organisations to respond to

specified and unspecified problems providing organisations with a greater degree of control
over relational and operational outcomes.

Additionally, the TMS provides organisations with a means to improve communication by

quantifying traditionally abstract concepts such as the social bond, communication, and
fairness. The quantisation of which provides current and future employees with the means to

record and understand the organisational relationships of their own organisations with other
organisations. Allowing organisations to build relationships similar to that of interpersonal

relationships on the individual level. Moreover, the system provides a means to systemise
predetermined responses to issues which in the past would hamper the relationship between

the organisations. The system allows for the responses to be based on the organisations'
collaborative efforts, ensuring a higher degree of fairness in outcomes. In the future, third-

party consulting would be able to design modules to be implemented in the TMS.
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8.

Discussion and Conclusion

8.1 Chapter Abstract
Motivated by the difficulty of organisations in collaborative buyer-supplier relationships to
implement and benefit from trust-based governance. The research explored and discovered
the indicators of trust by analysing newspaper articles. The indicators were then presented

and validated by industry experts. Subsequently, the indicators were applied to the
conceptual Trust Management System (TMS) model before presenting it as a practical

artefact. The purpose of which is to provide organisations with a mechanism to utilise trust
as a strategic component to improve collaboration and the sustainability (continuity) of the

buyer-supplier relationship. This chapter provides an overview of the content from Chapter 1
to Chapter 7 as a summary of the study. The chapter then provides a summary of the research

phases before responding to the thesis research objectives. The chapter then discusses the
significance of the TMS and framework. The chapter then presents the research implications

of the research. The chapter then presents possible future research that could stem from the
study before concluding the thesis.

8.2 Discussion of the Research
The main objective of the thesis was to identify generalisable indicators of trust that could be

utilised in the creation and development of a TMS to manage the collaborative relationship
better. As trust has been shown to provide a multitude of benefits which include
sustainability, it formed the basis of the framework. The literature review enabled a clarifying
discussion of trust as seen from both the buyer and seller perspectives. It accomplished this
by reviewing literature discussing supply chain relationships, the governance of the
relationships, and the impact that trust has on collaboration in these relationships. The use
of an analysis of media contributed to the existing body of knowledge of the indicators of
trust by identifying the indicators pertinent to the industry.

240

Additionally, the Scopus analysis identified the indicators of trust from an academic
perspective, providing academic support for the indicators of trust resulting from the Factiva
media analysis. Further support for the identified Factiva indicators was provided when the
indicators were validated through interviews with supply chain experts. The media and
academic analysis findings and the feedback resulting from the interviews led to trust
indicators for the proposed TMS.

Figure 8-1 Research phases
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8.3 Responses to the Thesis Research Objectives

The thesis has described the research leading to the conceptualisation of the Trust
Management Systems (TMS) model and provided a framework to apply the system. The
framework serves as a guide for the implementation of trust-based governance mechanisms
between collaborating organisations. In order to develop the TMS and framework, the
research objectives included:

1. To identify and validate the indicators of trust.

2. To develop the Trust Management System.
3. To create a framework to guide organisations when implementing the Trust
Management System.

The following section presents evidence supporting that the sub-objectives of the research
have successfully been achieved:
1. To identify and validate the indicators of trust:

Identifying the indicators of trust in the newspaper media
To achieve the primary objective, the TMS conceptualisation required a set of indicators to
serve as inputs for the system. As the basis for the TMS is trust, the system requires inputs

related to trust. However, trust is an abstract concept. Thus, it required a methodology that
would be able to quantify the qualitative concepts. The newspaper media was selected as the

primary source for identifying the trust indicators to accomplish this quantification process.
The newspaper media serves as an information conduit relaying information between

different groups, including information flows between organisations (suppliers) and
consumers (buyers) and information flows between academics and practitioners. Identifying
the indicators of trust within the newspaper media required a process consisting of two parts.

The first part of the process addressed identifying the indicators, while the second part
thematically grouped the indicators into clusters. Part 1 utilised an electronic database named
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the Dow Jones Factiva Global News Database and Licensed Content, referred to as Factiva
study in the study. A search was performed on the database utilising a search term adhering
to the requirements selected for the analysis. The search identified 701 articles which were
then filtered further to ensure 229 to remove articles that had the word trust not relating to
the relational trust concept. For instance, articles referring to financial trust products such as
living, testamentary, or family trusts. The newspaper articles were then examined, and the
paragraphs that contained the word ‘trust’ isolated. To reduce any noise that could have
skewed the analysis. While it would have been more expedient to isolate only the sentences

in which trust instances occurred, the paragraphs were selected to ensure the context of the
concepts' use was clear. The analysis of the Factiva articles led to the identification of 675

separate instances relating to trust indicators. The analysis of the instances to identify
possible synonyms led to identifying the 51 indicators of trust (Seuring and Gold, 2012). The

indicators of trust were then thematically grouped in the second part of the process. The
indicators of trust within the thematic clusters formed the basis for identifying the indicators

to be implemented in the TMS.

Identifying the indicators of trust in academia
The second sub-objective required to achieve the primary objective was to identify the
indicators of trust as prevalent within academia. In identifying the indicators of trust within

academia, it provided background information and support for the concepts identified in the
Factiva newspaper media analysis, in other words, the concepts related to the indicators and

the context surrounding these concepts. The process of identifying the indicators of trust
within academia consisted of three phases. Phase 1 discussed the search term and the

formulation of the search term. Phase 2 discussed the selection of peer-reviewed articles in
the study. While Phase 3 discussed the analysis and findings of the study. Additionally, Phase

3 led to the thematic groupings of the Scopus indicators. In Phase 1, the search term entered
into the Scopus database yielded a result of 76 documents. The articles were examined to

identify which were fit for the purpose, leading to the removal of duplicates and articles not
fitting the analysis requirements and resulting in the remaining 47 articles. The analysis of the

peer-reviewed articles for the indicators of trust led to the identification of 122 instances. The
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analysis of the instances led to the identification of the 48 Scopus indicators of trust. The
indicators were then thematically grouped, utilising the Factiva clusters as a template.

To validate the indicators of trust
The TMS framework aims to support organisations in the industry to improve collaborative
relationships utilising trust. It was essential to gather feedback from industry experts on the

validity of the indicators of trust to be applied in the TMS framework. Moreover, the input
from the expert's aid in informing scholars by examining theoretical concepts linked to trust

from the perspective of supply chain experts. The interviews utilised a purposeful sampling
selecting five interviewees based on their skill and experience within supply chain-related

positions. The interviews consisted of two portions, a written portion and a verbal portion.
The written portion asked the interviewees to complete a questionnaire concerning the
indicators of trust as identified in the Factiva study. The interviewees were requested to
assign values utilising a 5-point Likert scale to each of the indicators on the list. Where one
represented that the indicator did not play a part at all in trusting a trade partner up to five,
signifying that the indicator was crucial in trusting a trade-partner. This process gauged the
importance of each of the trust indicators from the perspective of the intended demographic
of the TMS. Moreover, it provided a means to calculate the agreement level of experts on the
validity of the identified indicators for industry application.

The second part of the questionnaire required the interviewees to provide feedback on the

trust indicators' thematic clustering. Providing valuable guidance on how the thematic
clusters should be presented in the TMS to be most effective when utilised in practice. The

interviewees were also asked to assign a designation (heading) to each of the clusters. This
process provided more in-depth insight into the interviewees' context to the respective

clusters and the indicators within the clusters. The final portion of the interviewees, the verbal
portion, was based on asking the experts a set of predefined questions. As the interview was

semi-structured, it allowed for follow-up questions. The findings from the interview data
formed part of an analysis comparing the Factiva newspaper media analysis.
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Comparison of the findings
Comparing the findings from the Factiva study and the feedback from the supply chain

experts with theoretical support from the Scopus study allowed for methodological
triangulation. Methodological triangulation of data improves the validity of a study by

providing support from multiple data sources. The findings from the Factiva study and the
Scopus study were ranked to allow for direct comparison. The findings of the studies were

discussed from both a media perspective and an industry perspective. The findings of the
content analyses led to the identification of the indicators of trust. These indicators and

respective trust clusters were then validated and adjusted to align with the needs of the
industry based on the feedback from the supply chain experts.

2. To develop the Trust Management System.

The conceptualisation of the TMS model
The conceptual model for the TMS emphasises the role of trust-based governance by allowing
organisations in collaborative buyer-supplier relationships to focus on the indicators of trust
as a means to signal relational behaviour. The conceptual model identified that supply chain
relationships benefited from collaboration based on trust. It highlighted that trust played a
significant role in collaborative relationships, which would allow for the application of trustbased governance. Finally, the conceptual framework illustrated that using the indicators of
trust to signal relational behaviour could lead to trust and ultimately to the application of
trust-based governance.

Figure 8-2 Conceptual Trust Management System Model
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3. To create a framework to guide organisations when implementing the Trust
Management System.

The TMS framework provides organisations with a 4-phase guide to apply the TMS. The
framework work was based on the work of Naesens et al. (2007). The authors created their

guide to help build and facilitate trust between organisations. The TMS capitalises on this
guide by utilising it to apply a system to act as a mechanism to monitor and control trust

between organisations. In other words, the TMS is applied to improve trust between
organisations using a guide created to instil trust in organisations working together to reach

a specific objective.

Figure 8-3 Phases for TMS framework adapted from Naesens et al. (2007)
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8.4
Significance of the Trust Management System
Model & Framework

The thesis presented the development of the conceptual Trusts Management Systems model.
The purpose of which is to support organisations in strategic collaborative buyer-supplier
relationships monitor and improve trust. Enhancing organisation’s ability to capitalise on the
benefits of trust, for instance, reducing their reliance on costly and inflexible contract-based
governance mechanisms (Dyer, 1997; Wang, Yeung and Zhang, 2011; Herz et al., 2016). The
thesis identified generalisable indicators of trust, which supply chain experts subsequently

validated.

8.5 Research Implications
8.5.1

Theoretical Implications

The thesis contributes to the overall understanding of supply chain management by
examining supply chain relationship theory and relationship governance by focusing on
collaborative buyer-supplier relationships that implement trust as a relationship governance
mechanism. Traditionally, the supply chain management literature has focussed extensively
on contract-based governance as the primary means of governing relationships between the
buyers and suppliers (Krishnan, Geyskens and Steenkamp, 2016; Vitasek, 2016). However, as
buyer-supplier relationships have developed over time, there has been a shift in focus
towards implementing relational governance when considering collaborative relationships in

the supply chain (Poppo and Zenger, 2002; Zhao et al., 2019). This thesis contributes to the
growing body of knowledge concerning relational governance by exploring trust and trust-

based governance, developing a conceptualised mechanism (system), and presenting a
framework to implement the system. Previous supply chain studies in trust have focussed on

identifying trust indicators, as shown in the thesis. However, none have utilised the
newspaper media as the primary source for the indicators. The indicators of trust identified

in the newspaper media have then been successfully validated by industry experts, thereby
providing an alternative perspective to scholars when considering trust. Moreover, the study
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offers a comprehensive literature review focussed on supply chain management and trust
adding to the existing theoretical body of literature.

8.5.2

Practical Implications

The study provides managerial significance by providing valuable insights into how trust is
perceived within collaborative buyer-supplier relationships. The thesis provides managers
with a comprehensive list of 51 behaviours to focus on to signal their trustworthiness to
counterparts. For the managers unwilling or unable to implement the comprehensive list, the
thesis provides a list of the 11 most influential behaviours to signal trust to a counterpart.
Additionally, the thesis in the thesis provides organisations with a framework to serve as a
guide to implementing trust as a governance mechanism. The governance mechanism applied
by the buyer and the supplier organisation would allow for both organisations to gauge and

monitor trust in the collaborative buyer-supplier relationship. Allowing organisations to both
respond and more importantly proactively control the relationship utilising trust. This

increased level of relational control and transparency would allow for sustainable and more
collaborative relationships which could be translated into cost-reductions, improved

communication, and increased levels of profits for both the buyer and the supplier
organisations (Akrout and La, 2019; Jiang et al., 2016; Stahl et al., 2011). For instance, when

considering the Henke, Stallkamp, and Yeniyurt (2014) Chrysler case study (Section 2.4.5) it
was shown that Chrysler failed to capitalise on roughly twenty-four billion dollars in profit

over a period of twelve years due to its inability to optimise trust between itself and Chrysler’s
suppliers. The application of a system with the purpose of managing trust would allow

organisations to manage supply chain relationships more effectively.

This increased level of stability in the buyer-supplier relationship could additionally benefit
the members the supply chain network as the stability of the two participating organisations
would provide additional stability for the members of the interconnected supply chain
network (Saleh et al., 2014). Furthermore, the TMS allows organisations in buyer-supplier
relationships with the ability to increase communication and transparency within the
relationship.
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8.5.3

Research Limitations

The thesis contributes to both the theoretical and practical body of knowledge, as mentioned
earlier in the chapter. However, the research is not without limitations. These limitations will

be briefly discussed in this section. The first limitation may be the focus of the research to
concentrate on middle-to-long term collaborative buyer-supplier relationships. By focussing

on buyer-supplier relationships within longer-term relationships, the research may have
neglected buyer-supplier relationships, engaging in arms-length relationships or short-term

relationships. The trust indicators, conceptual model, TMS, and the framework to implement
the system could theoretically be applied to arms-length relationships. However, given the
time, dedication, and resources required, it would not be justified for the current thesis. The
second limitation concerns the identification of the academic indicators of trust in the Scopus
study. While the Scopus electronic database boasts an impressive seventy-one million
records, twenty-three thousand seven hundred titles, and more than five thousand publishers
(Elsevier, 2018), the research potentially could have benefitted from adding additional
databases. The third limitation related to the research concerns the utilisation of content
analysis for the Factiva study. Critiques of content analysis have identified author bias as a
potential limitation of implementing the research methodology (Hazen et al. 2012, Seuring
and Gold 2012 Mir et al. 2018). However, future research could benefit from building on the

findings presented. Finally, the interviews conducted with the supply chain experts, as
discussed in Chapter 5, all lived in Australia. This geographic focus may have limited the views

of the experts to that of an Australian perspective. However, some of the experts, while living
in Australia, had moved to Australia from abroad. Moreover, the experts interviewed had all

been employees of large multinational organisations considered industry leaders, which may
have limited the scope by ignoring organisations with limited access to resources.

Additionally, the number of the interviewees that participated in the in the interviews were
limited. While saturation was achieved concerning the inputs gathered from the interview

process regarding the validation of the indicators of trust, future research may benefit from
examining it further along other variables related to trust.
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8.6 Future Research
Though the research into trust has been thorough, there remain significant gaps in the trustrelated supply chain management literature. For instance, there are many definitions for the
concept of trust within peer-reviewed literature (Ganesan and Hess, 1997). Despite this
abundance of definitions, minimal consensus exists on which interpretation or even
interpretations of trust to be the most accurate when considering its application in a supplychain context (Viitaharju and Lähdesmäki, 2012; Piricz, 2018). Future research may benefit
from identifying a widely accepted interpretation of trust which meets the needs of reflecting
trust between organisations when considering supply chain relationships. Moreover, future
research may benefit from testing the indicators of trust identified in the paper to validate
the indicators using longitudinal studies within the industry (Anand and Grover, 2015). For

instance, by comparing the comprehensive list of indicators (51) with the application of the
top 11 indicators. Given the significance of the top 11 indicators identified in the research,

the author predicts the results to favour the top 11 indicators. They require fewer resources
and provide an increased focus on implementing the indicators.

Furthermore, authors conducting future research may choose to further the research into the

indicators of trust by exploring alternative databases than utilised for this research.
Furthermore, the study provides a stepping-stone for future research focussed on quantifying

trust in buyer-supplier relationships by identifying and illustrating the utility of the indicators
of trust identified in the study. Given the generalisability of the trust indicators identified,

others may choose to research their efficacy between individuals or organisations in other
sectors. As mentioned above in the limitations section of the thesis, the interviews utilised

interviewees domiciled in Australia. Future research may benefit the research by increasing
the number of expert interviewees from a broader range of industries and geographic areas
from small to large organisations. Additionally, future research into trust could utilise the
variables identified in the thesis alongside a similar study identifying the indicators of
commitment in collaborative buyer-supplier relationships to produce a trust-commitment
model. The trust-commitment model could provide further research that would benefit trust
research. Moreover, a trust-commitment model could benefit managers in industry by
providing a framework or system focussed on trust and commitment. Finally, the
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conceptualised TMS model presented in the thesis could be transformed from a concept into
a software application given the time and resources. This application could then be utilised
as a testing system that could later be developed into a real-world application to effectively
gauge and manage buyer-supplier trust levels.

8.7 Summary
Researching the indicators of trust from both a theoretical and practical viewpoint suggests
mechanisms could be designed to manage trust in collaborative buyer-supplier relationships
that would facilitate performance increases (Jiang, Lu and Le, 2016; Singh and Teng, 2016),
quality (Liao et al., 2012), communication (Akrout and La, 2019), and costs savings (Jiang, Lu
and Le, 2016; Paparoidamis, Katsikeas and Chumpitaz, 2019a), whilst also reducing the risk to

both the buyer and the supplier (Lee et al., 2012). The increasing emphasis on the importance
of the supply chain, especially during times of duress, further highlights the need for industry

and academia to understand how to signal and interpret trust in buyer-supplier relationships
using trust indicators. These indicators assist buyer-supplier relationships to improve their

commitment toward one another (Stahl et al., 2011; Saleh et al., 2015) while also improving
the quality of the relationship (Altinay et al., 2014; Paparoidamis, Katsikeas and Chumpitaz,

2019a). It is especially significant during and post-Covid 19 in a period of history where
commitment, trust, and healthy relationships are needed more than ever.

251

References
A. Azadeh and S. Sadri (2014) ‘A bio-inspired trust prediction approach in time series of
varying characteristics’, in 2014 9th IEEE Conference on Industrial Electronics and Applications.
2014 9th IEEE Conference on Industrial Electronics and Applications, pp. 1751–1755. doi:
10.1109/ICIEA.2014.6931451.
Abdallah Ayman Bahjat, Abdullah Mais Issam and Mahmoud Saleh Firas Izzat (2017) ‘The
effect of trust with suppliers on hospital supply chain performance: The mediating role of
supplier integration’, Benchmarking: An International Journal, 24(3), pp. 694–715. doi:
10.1108/BIJ-05-2016-0062.
Abdul-Rahman, A. and Hailes, S. (2000) ‘Supporting trust in virtual communities’, in
Proceedings of the 33rd Annual Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences.
Proceedings of the 33rd Annual Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences, p. 9 pp.
vol.1-. doi: 10.1109/HICSS.2000.926814.
Adamopoulou, A. A. and Symeonidis, A. L. (2014) ‘A simulation testbed for analyzing trust and
reputation mechanisms in unreliable online markets’, Electronic Commerce Research and
Applications, 13(5), pp. 368–386. doi: 10.1016/j.elerap.2014.07.001.
Adler, P. S. (2001) ‘Market, Hierarchy, and Trust: The Knowledge Economy and the Future of
Capitalism’, Organization Science, 12(2), p. 20.
Adobor, H. (2006) ‘Optimal trust? Uncertainty as a determinant and limit to trust in inter‐firm
alliances’, Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 27(7), pp. 537–553. doi:
10.1108/01437730610692407.
Agarwal, A. and Shankar, R. (2003) ‘On‐line trust building in e‐enabled supply chain’, Supply
Chain Management: An International Journal, 8(4), pp. 324–334. doi:
10.1108/13598540310490080.
Ajami, R. (2020) ‘Globalization, the Challenge of COVID-19 and Oil Price Uncertainty’, Journal
of Asia-Pacific Business, pp. 1–3. doi: 10.1080/10599231.2020.1745046.
Akkermans, H., Bogerd, P. and van Doremalen, J. (2004) ‘Travail, transparency and trust: A
case study of computer-supported collaborative supply chain planning in high-tech
electronics’, European Journal of Operational Research, 153(2), pp. 445–456. doi:
10.1016/S0377-2217(03)00164-4.
Akrout, H. and La, R. A. (2019) ‘Interpersonal and Inter-organizational Trust in Highinvolvement Customer–Supplier Relationships: Antecedents, Consequences, and
Moderators’, in New Insights on Trust in Business-to-Business Relationships. Emerald
Publishing Limited (Advances in Business Marketing and Purchasing), pp. 87–102. doi:
10.1108/S1069-096420190000026008.

252

Almeida, M. M. K. de et al. (2017) ‘The importance of trust and collaboration between
companies to mitigate the bullwhip effect in supply chain management’, Acta Scientiarum.
Technology, 39(2), p. 201. doi: 10.4025/actascitechnol.v39i2.29648.
Aloini, D. et al. (2019) ‘Leveraging procurement-related knowledge through a fuzzy-based
DSS: a refinement of purchasing portfolio models’, Journal of Knowledge Management, 23(6),
pp. 1077–1104. doi: 10.1108/JKM-10-2018-0614.
Altinay, L. et al. (2014) ‘Franchisees’ trust in and satisfaction with franchise partnerships’,
Journal of Business Research, 67(5), pp. 722–728. doi: 10.1016/j.jbusres.2013.11.034.
Anand, N. and Grover, N. (2015) ‘Measuring retail supply chain performance: Theoretical
model using key performance indicators (KPIs)’, Benchmarking: An International Journal,
22(1), pp. 135–166. doi: 10.1108/BIJ-05-2012-0034.
Andaleeb, S. S. (1995) ‘Dependence relations and the moderating role of trust: implications
for behavioral intentions in marketing channels’, International Journal of Research in
Marketing, 12(2), pp. 157–172. doi: 10.1016/0167-8116(94)00020-O.
Anderson, E., Lodish, L. M. and Weitz, B. A. (1987) ‘Resource Allocation Behavior in
Conventional Channels’, Journal of Marketing Research, 24(1), pp. 85–97. doi:
10.2307/3151756.
Anderson, E. and Weitz, B. (1989) ‘Determinants of Continuity in Conventional Industrial
Channel Dyads’, Marketing Science, 8(4), pp. 310–323. doi: 10.1287/mksc.8.4.310.
Anderson, E. and Weitz, B. (1992) ‘The Use of Pledges to Build and Sustain Commitment in
Distribution Channels’, Journal of Marketing Research, 29(1), pp. 18–34. doi:
10.2307/3172490.
Anderson, J. C. and Narus, J. A. (1986) ‘Toward a better understanding of distribution channel
working relationships’, Industrial marketing: A german-american perspective, pp. 320–336.
Anderson, J. C. and Narus, J. A. (1990) ‘A Model of Distributor Firm and Manufacturer Firm
Working Partnerships’, Journal of Marketing, 54(1), pp. 42–58. doi: 10.2307/1252172.
Anderson, S. W. et al. (2017) ‘Getting to Know You: Trust Formation in New Interfirm
Relationships and the Consequences for Investments in Management Control and the
Collaboration’, Contemporary Accounting Research, 34(2), pp. 940–965. doi: 10.1111/19113846.12282.
André, M. P. M., Dooley, K. and Johnny, R. M. (2007) ‘Manufacturing firm reaction to supplier
failure and recovery’, International Journal of Operations & Production Management, 27(3),
pp. 323–341. doi: 10.1108/01443570710725572.
Aoki, K. and Wilhelm, M. (2017) ‘The Role of Ambidexterity in Managing Buyer–Supplier
Relationships: The Toyota Case’, Organization Science, 28(6), pp. 1080–1097. doi:
10.1287/orsc.2017.1156.

253

Arai, K. et al. (2005) ‘The structure and determinants of trust: the cases of Japan and Sweden.’,
Hitotsubashi Journal of Economics, 46(2), pp. 183–204. doi: http://doi.org/10.15057/7653.
Argyres, N., Bercovitz, J. and Zanarone, G. (2020) ‘The role of relationship scope in sustaining
relational contracts in interfirm networks’, Strategic Management Journal, 41(2), pp. 222–
245. doi: 10.1002/smj.3095.
Armstrong, R. W. and Yee, S. M. (2001) ‘Do Chinese Trust Chinese? A Study of Chinese Buyers
and Sellers in Malaysia’, Journal of International Marketing, 9(3), pp. 63–86. doi:
10.1509/jimk.9.3.63.19925.
Arranz, N. and Arroyabe, J. C. F. de (2012) ‘Effect of Formal Contracts, Relational Norms and
Trust on Performance of Joint Research and Development Projects’, British Journal of
Management, 23(4), pp. 575–588. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-8551.2011.00791.x.
Atuahene-Gima, K. and Li, H. (2002) ‘When Does Trust Matter? Antecedents and Contingent
Effects of Supervisee Trust on Performance in Selling New Products in China and the United
States’, Journal of Marketing, 66(3), pp. 61–81.
Aulakh, P. S., Kotabe, M. and Sahay, A. (1996) ‘Trust and performance in cross-border
marketing partnerships: A behavioral approach’, Journal of International Business Studies;
Basingstoke, 27(5), pp. 1005–1032. doi: https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8490161.
Ayadi, O., Halouani, N. and Masmoudi, F. (2016) ‘A Fuzzy Collaborative Assessment
Methodology for Partner Trust Evaluation’, International Journal of Intelligent Systems, 31(5),
pp. 488–501. doi: 10.1002/int.21791.
Azadeh, A. et al. (2014) ‘Modelling and improvement of supply chain with imprecise
transportation delays and resilience factors’, International Journal of Logistics Research and
Applications, 17(4), pp. 269–282. doi: 10.1080/13675567.2013.846308.
Azadeh, A. et al. (2015) ‘A trust-based performance measurement modeling using t-norm and
t-conorm operators’,
Applied Soft
Computing,
30,
pp.
491–500.
doi:
10.1016/j.asoc.2015.01.015.
Bai, C. and Sarkis, J. (2016) ‘Supplier development investment strategies: a game theoretic
evaluation’, Annals of Operations Research, 240(2), pp. 583–615. doi: 10.1007/s10479-0141737-9.
Ball, D., Simões Coelho, P. and Machás, A. (2004) ‘The role of communication and trust in
explaining customer loyalty: An extension to the ECSI model’, European journal of marketing,
38(9), pp. 1272–1293. doi: https://doi.org/10.1108/03090560410548979.
Bandaly, D., Satir, A. and Shanker, L. (2016) ‘Impact of lead time variability in supply chain risk
management’, International Journal of Production Economics, 180, pp. 88–100. doi:
10.1016/j.ijpe.2016.07.014.

254

Bao, Z. et al. (2019) ‘Procurement innovation for a circular economy of construction and
demolition waste: Lessons learnt from Suzhou, China’, Waste Management, 99, pp. 12–21.
doi: 10.1016/j.wasman.2019.08.031.
Barney, J. B. and Hansen, M. H. (1994) ‘Trustworthiness as a Source of Competitive
Advantage’,
Strategic
Management
Journal,
15(S1),
pp.
175–190.
doi:
10.1002/smj.4250150912.
Bengtsson, M. (2016) ‘How to plan and perform a qualitative study using content analysis’,
NursingPlus Open, 2, pp. 8–14. doi: 10.1016/j.npls.2016.01.001.
Bensaou, M. (1999) ‘Portfolios of Buyer-Supplier Relationships’, Sloan Management Review;
Cambridge, 40(4), pp. 35–44.
Berelson, B. (1952) Content analysis in communication research. New York, NY, US: Free
Press (Content analysis in communication research.), p. 220.
Berger, P. D., Gerstenfeld, A. and Zeng, A. Z. (2004) ‘How many suppliers are best? A decisionanalysis approach’, Omega, 32(1), pp. 9–15. doi: 10.1016/j.omega.2003.09.001.
Bernstein, L. (2015) ‘Beyond Relational Contracts: Social Capital and Network Governance in
Procurement Contracts’, Journal of Legal Analysis, 7(2), pp. 561–621. doi:
10.1093/jla/law001.
Berry, L. L. (1995) ‘Relationship Marketing of Services-Growing Interest, Emerging
Perspectives’, Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 23(4), pp. 236–245. doi:
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F009207039502300402.
Bhatia, M. S. et al. (2020) ‘Critical factors to environment management in a closed loop supply
chain’, Journal of Cleaner Production, 255, p. 120239. doi: 10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.120239.
Bhattacharya, R., Devinney, T. M. and Pillutla, M. M. (1998) ‘A Formal Model of Trust Based
on Outcomes’, The Academy of Management Review, 23(3), pp. 459–472. doi:
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1998.926621.
Bialaszewski, D. and Giallourakis, M. (1985) ‘Perceived Communication Skills and Resultant
Trust Perceptions Within the Channel of Distribution’, Journal of the Academy of Marketing
Science, 13(2), pp. 206–217. doi: 10.1177/009207038501300202.
Bianchi, C. and Saleh, A. (2010) ‘On importer trust and commitment: a comparative study of
two developing countries’, International Marketing Review, 27(1), pp. 55–86. doi:
10.1108/02651331011020401.
Bijlsma‐Frankema, K. and Koopman, P. (2004) ‘The oxymoron of control in an era of
globalisation: Vulnerabilities of a mega myth’, Journal of Managerial Psychology, 19(3), pp.
204–217. doi: 10.1108/02683940410527711.

255

Birasnav, M., Mittal, R. and Dalpati, A. (2019) ‘Integrating Theories of Strategic Leadership,
Social Exchange, and Structural Capital in the Context of Buyer–Supplier Relationship: An
Empirical Study’, Global Journal of Flexible Systems Management, 20(3), pp. 219–236. doi:
10.1007/s40171-019-00211-y.
Birkin, F. et al. (2009) ‘New sustainable business models in China’, Business Strategy and the
Environment, 18(1), pp. 64–77. doi: 10.1002/bse.568.
Blois, K. J. (1999) ‘Trust in Business to Business Relationships: An Evaluation of its Status’,
Journal of Management Studies, 36(2), pp. 197–215. doi: 10.1111/1467-6486.00133.
Bocken, N. M. P. et al. (2016) ‘Product design and business model strategies for a circular
economy’, Journal of Industrial and Production Engineering, 33(5), pp. 308–320. doi:
10.1080/21681015.2016.1172124.
Boersma, M. F., Buckley, P. J. and Ghauri, P. N. (2003) ‘Trust in international joint venture
relationships’, Journal of Business Research, 56(12), pp. 1031–1042. doi: 10.1016/S01482963(01)00315-0.
Bönte, W. (2008) ‘Inter-firm trust in buyer–supplier relations: Are knowledge spillovers and
geographical proximity relevant?’, Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization, 67(3–4), pp.
855–870. doi: 10.1016/j.jebo.2006.12.004.
Bönte, W. and Keilbach, M. (2005) ‘Concubinage or marriage? Informal and formal
cooperations for innovation’, International Journal of Industrial Organization, 23(3–4), pp.
279–302. doi: 10.1016/j.ijindorg.2005.01.007.
Börjeson, L. (2018) ‘Trust and betrayal in interorganizational relationships: A systemic
functional grammar analysis’, Human Relations, 71(3), pp. 399–426. doi:
10.1177/0018726717718916.
Boström, M. (2015) ‘Between Monitoring and Trust: Commitment to Extended Upstream
Responsibility’, Journal of Business Ethics, 131(1), pp. 239–255. doi: 10.1007/s10551-0142277-6.
Brink, T. (2017) ‘SME routes for innovation collaboration with larger enterprises’, Industrial
Marketing Management, 64, pp. 122–134. doi: 10.1016/j.indmarman.2017.01.010.
Brinkhoff, A., Özer, Ö. and Sargut, G. (2015) ‘All You Need Is Trust? An Examination of Interorganizational Supply Chain Projects’, Production & Operations Management, 24(2), pp. 181–
200. doi: 10.1111/poms.12234.
Brooks, S. et al. (2017) ‘Pragmatic engagement in a low trust supply chain: Beef farmers’
perceptions of power, trust and agency’, Competition & Change, 21(2), pp. 114–131. doi:
10.1177/1024529417691053.
Bstieler, L. (2006) ‘Trust Formation in Collaborative New Product Development’, Journal of
Product Innovation Management, 23(1), pp. 56–72. doi: 10.1111/j.1540-5885.2005.00181.x.

256

Bstieler, L. and Hemmert, M. (2008) ‘Developing trust in vertical product development
partnerships: A comparison of South Korea and Austria’, Journal of World Business, 43(1), pp.
35–46. doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2007.10.001.
Bülbül, D. (2013) ‘Determinants of trust in banking networks’, Journal of Economic Behavior
& Organization, 85, pp. 236–248. doi: 10.1016/j.jebo.2012.02.022.
Bunduchi, R. (2013) ‘Trust, partner selection and innovation outcome in collaborative new
product development’, Production Planning & Control, 24(2–3), pp. 145–157. doi:
10.1080/09537287.2011.647868.
Burkink, T. (2002) ‘Independent Grocery Retailers and Their Primary Wholesalers: Survey and
Implications’, Journal of Food Products Marketing, 8(2), pp. 3–17. doi:
10.1300/J038v08n02_02.
Busco, C., Riccaboni, A. and Scapens, R. W. (2006) ‘Trust for accounting and accounting for
trust’, Management Accounting Research, 17(1), pp. 11–41. doi: 10.1016/j.mar.2005.08.001.
Bushee, B. J. et al. (2010) ‘The Role of the Business Press as an Information Intermediary’,
Journal of Accounting Research, 48(1), pp. 1–19. doi: 10.1111/j.1475-679X.2009.00357.x.
Butler, J. K. (1991) ‘Toward Understanding and Measuring Conditions of Trust: Evolution of a
Conditions of Trust Inventory’, Journal of Management; Tucson, 17(3), pp. 643–663. doi:
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920639101700307.
Butt, A. S. (2019) ‘Personal Relationships in Supply Chains’, International Journal of Integrated
Supply Management, 12(3), p. 1. doi: 10.1504/IJISM.2019.10019956.
Butt, A. S., Sohal, A. and Prajogo, D. (2019) ‘Personal Relationships And Loyalty In Supply
Chain’, The Journal of Developing Areas, 53(3), pp. 241–248. doi: 10.1353/jda.2019.0050.
Cai, S. et al. (2013) ‘Knowledge sharing in collaborative supply chains: twin effects of trust and
power’, International Journal of Production Research, 51(7), pp. 2060–2076. doi:
10.1080/00207543.2012.701780.
Calderon-Monge, E. and Pastor-Sanz, I. (2017) ‘Effects of Contract and Trust on Franchisor
Performance’, Contemporary Economics, 11(4), pp. 383–400.
Caniëls, M. C. J. and Gelderman, C. J. (2005) ‘Purchasing strategies in the Kraljic matrix—A
power and dependence perspective’, Journal of Purchasing and Supply Management, 11(2–
3), pp. 141–155. doi: 10.1016/j.pursup.2005.10.004.
Caniëls, M. C. J. and Gelderman, C. J. (2007) ‘Power and interdependence in buyer supplier
relationships: A purchasing portfolio approach’, Industrial Marketing Management, 36(2), pp.
219–229. doi: 10.1016/j.indmarman.2005.08.012.
Cannon, J. P. et al. (2010) ‘Building long-term orientation in buyer–supplier relationships: The
moderating role of culture’, Journal of Operations Management, 28(6), pp. 506–521. doi:
10.1016/j.jom.2010.02.002.

257

Cappelli, A. and Cini, E. (2020) ‘Will the COVID-19 pandemic make us reconsider the relevance
of short food supply chains and local productions?’, Trends in Food Science & Technology, 99,
pp. 566–567. doi: 10.1016/j.tifs.2020.03.041.
Cardoso, de O. M. C. et al. (2019) ‘Paving the way for the circular economy and more
sustainable supply chains: Shedding light on formal and informal governance instruments
used to induce green networks’, Management of Environmental Quality: An International
Journal, 30(5), pp. 1095–1113. doi: 10.1108/MEQ-01-2019-0005.
Carson, S. J. et al. (2003) ‘Information Processing Moderators of the Effectiveness of TrustBased Governance in Interfirm R&D Collaboration’, Organization Science, 14(1), pp. 45–56.
doi: 10.1287/orsc.14.1.45.12811.
Cassell, C. and Symon, G. (eds) (2004) Essential guide to qualitative methods in organizational
research. London; Thousand Oaks: SAGE Publications.
Cater, J. J. and Kidwell, R. E. (2014) ‘Function, governance, and trust in successor leadership
groups in family firms’, Journal of Family Business Strategy, 5(3), pp. 217–228. doi:
10.1016/j.jfbs.2013.06.001.
Cavusgil, S. T., Deligonul, S. and Zhang, C. (2004) ‘Curbing Foreign Distributor Opportunism:
An Examination of Trust, Contracts, and the Legal Environment in International Channel
Relationships’, Journal of International Marketing, 12(2), pp. 7–27. doi:
10.1509/jimk.12.2.7.32902.
Chae, B. (Kevin) (2009) ‘Developing key performance indicators for supply chain: an industry
perspective’, Supply Chain Management: An International Journal, 14(6), pp. 422–428. doi:
10.1108/13598540910995192.
Chang, L. et al. (2014) ‘Multi-criteria decision making based on trust and reputation in supply
chain’, International Journal of Production Economics, 147, pp. 362–372. doi:
10.1016/j.ijpe.2013.04.014.
Chaudhuri, A. and Holbrook, M. B. (2001) ‘The chain of effects from brand trust and brand
affect to brand performance: The role of brand loyalty’, Journal of Marketing; Chicago, 65(2),
pp. 81–93.
Che Ibrahim, C. khairil I., Costello, S. B. and Wilkinson, S. (2013) ‘Development of a conceptual
team integration performance index for alliance projects’, Construction Management &
Economics, 31(11), pp. 1128–1143. doi: 10.1080/01446193.2013.854399.
Cherry, M. (2016) ‘Accounting for Trust: A Conceptual Model for the Determinants of Trust in
the Australian Public Accountant – SME Client Relationship’, Australasian Accounting,
Business and Finance Journal, 10(2), pp. 3–22. doi: 10.14453/aabfj.v10i2.2.
Cherry, M., McGrath, D. and Baumann, C. (2018) ‘Client Intimacy & Performance Advice:
Determinants of Trust in the Public Accountant - SME Client Relationship’, Australasian
Accounting, Business and Finance Journal, 12(1), pp. 3–32. doi: 10.14453/aabfj.v12i1.2.

258

Cheung, S. O., Yiu, T. W. and Lam, M. C. (2013) ‘Interweaving Trust and Communication with
Project Performance’, Journal of Construction Engineering & Management, 139(8), pp. 941–
950. doi: 10.1061/(ASCE)CO.1943-7862.0000681.
Child, J. (2001) ‘Trust—the fundamental bond in global collaboration’, Organizational
Dynamics, 29(4), pp. 274–288. doi: 10.1016/S0090-2616(01)00033-X.
Chiles, T. H. and McMackin, J. F. (1996) ‘Integrating Variable Risk Preferences, Trust, and
Transaction Cost Economics’, The Academy of Management Review, 21(1), pp. 73–99. doi:
10.2307/258630.
Chiou, J.-S., Droge, C. and Hanvanich, S. (2002) ‘Does Customer Knowledge Affect How Loyalty
is Formed?’, Journal of Service Research, 5(2), pp. 113–124. doi: 10.1177/109467002237494.
Cho, J. H., Swami, A. and Chen, I. R. (2011) ‘A Survey on Trust Management for Mobile Ad Hoc
Networks’, IEEE Communications Surveys Tutorials, 13(4), pp. 562–583. doi:
10.1109/SURV.2011.092110.00088.
Cho, M., Bonn, M. A. and Terrell, B. B. (2019) ‘Interaction effects between contract specificity,
competence trust and goodwill trust upon supplier opportunism and relational stability: A
focus upon restaurant performance’, International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality
Management, 31(3), pp. 1505–1524. doi: 10.1108/IJCHM-01-2018-0091.
Choi, T. Y. and Wu, Z. (2009) ‘Triads in Supply Networks: Theorizing Buyer–Supplier–Supplier
Relationships’, Journal of Supply Chain Management, 45(1), pp. 8–25. doi: 10.1111/j.1745493X.2009.03151.x.
Chopra, S. and Sodhi, M. S. (2004) ‘Managing Risk to Avoid Supply-Chain Breakdown.’, MIT
Sloan Management Review, 46(1), pp. 53–62.
Chopra and Sodhi (2004) ‘Managing Risk To Avoid Supply-Chain Breakdown’, MIT Sloan
Management Review, 46(1), pp. 53–61.
Chung, J. and Jin, B. (2011) ‘In‐group preference as opportunism governance in a collectivist
culture: evidence from Korean retail buyer‐supplier relationships’, Journal of Business &
Industrial Marketing, 26(4), pp. 237–249. doi: 10.1108/08858621111126983.
Cloutier, C., Oktaei, P. and Lehoux, N. (2019) ‘Collaborative mechanisms for sustainabilityoriented supply chain initiatives: state of the art, role assessment and research opportunities’,
International
Journal
of
Production
Research,
pp.
1–15.
doi:
10.1080/00207543.2019.1660821.
Collier, S. P. (2018) ‘The downside of globalisation: Why it matters and what can be done
about it’, The World Economy, 41(4), pp. 967–974. doi: 10.1111/twec.12543.
Collins, C. J. and Smith, K. G. (2006) ‘Knowledge Exchange and Combination: The Role of
Human Resource Practices in the Performance of High-Technology Firms’, Academy of
Management Journal, 49(3), pp. 544–560. doi: 10.5465/amj.2006.21794671.

259

Conz, E. and Magnani, G. (2020) ‘A dynamic perspective on the resilience of firms: A
systematic literature review and a framework for future research’, European Management
Journal, 38(3), pp. 400–412. doi: 10.1016/j.emj.2019.12.004.
Cook, J. and Wall, T. (1980) ‘New work attitude measures of trust, organizational commitment
and personal need non-fulfilment’, Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology,
53(1), pp. 39–52. doi: https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8325.1980.tb00005.x.
Cook, K. S. and Schilke, O. (2010a) ‘The Role of Public, Relational and Organizational Trust in
Economic Affairs’, Corporate Reputation Review, 13(2), pp. 98–109. doi: 10.1057/crr.2010.14.
Cook, K. S. and Schilke, O. (2010b) ‘The Role of Public, Relational and Organizational Trust in
Economic Affairs’, Corporate Reputation Review, 13(2), pp. 98–109. doi: 10.1057/crr.2010.14.
Coote, L. V., Forrest, E. J. and Tam, T. W. (2003) ‘An investigation into commitment in nonWestern industrial marketing relationships’, Industrial Marketing Management, 32(7), pp.
595–604. doi: 10.1016/S0019-8501(03)00017-8.
Costa e Silva, S., Bradley, F. and Sousa, C. M. P. (2012) ‘Empirical test of the trust–performance
link in an international alliances context’, International Business Review, 21(2), pp. 293–306.
doi: 10.1016/j.ibusrev.2011.03.006.
Coulter, K. S. and Coulter, R. A. (2002) ‘Determinants of trust in a service provider: the
moderating role of length of relationship’, Journal of Services Marketing, 16(1), pp. 35–50.
doi: 10.1108/08876040210419406.
Coulter, K. S. and Coulter, R. A. (2003) ‘The effects of industry knowledge on the development
of trust in service relationships’, International Journal of Research in Marketing, 20(1), pp. 31–
43. doi: 10.1016/S0167-8116(02)00120-9.
Coyne, I. (1997) ‘Sampling in qualitative research. Purposeful and theoretical sampling;
merging or clear boundaries?’, Journal of advanced nursing, 26(3), pp. 623–630. doi:
10.1046/j.1365-2648.1997.t01-25-00999.x.
Craighead, C. W. et al. (2007) ‘The Severity of Supply Chain Disruptions: Design Characteristics
and Mitigation Capabilities’, Decision Sciences, 38(1), pp. 131–156. doi: 10.1111/j.15405915.2007.00151.x.
CSMP (2020) SCM Definitions and Glossary of Terms, CSCMP Supply Chain Management
Definitions
and
Glossary.
Available
at:
https://cscmp.org/CSCMP/Educate/SCM_Definitions_and_Glossary_of_Terms/CSCMP/Educ
ate/SCM_Definitions_and_Glossary_of_Terms.aspx?hkey=60879588-f65f-4ab5-8c4b6878815ef921 (Accessed: 27 January 2020).
Cui, T. H., Raju, J. S. and Zhang, Z. J. (2007) ‘Fairness and Channel Coordination’, Management
Science, 53(8), pp. 1303–1314. doi: https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.1060.0697.

260

Cullen, J. B., Johnson, J. L. and Sakano, T. (2000) ‘Success through commitment and trust: the
soft side of strategic alliance management’, Journal of World Business, 35(3), pp. 223–240.
doi: 10.1016/S1090-9516(00)00036-5.
Czaban, L. et al. (2003) ‘Path Dependence and Contractual Relations in Emergent Capitalism:
Contrasting State Socialist Legacies and Inter-Firm Cooperation in Hungary and Slovenia’,
Organization Studies, 24(1), pp. 7–28. doi: 10.1177/0170840603024001854.
Czakon, W. and Czernek, K. (2016) ‘The role of trust-building mechanisms in entering into
network coopetition: The case of tourism networks in Poland’, Industrial Marketing
Management, 57(Supplement C), pp. 64–74. doi: 10.1016/j.indmarman.2016.05.010.
Dahlstrom, R. and Nygaard, A. (1995) ‘An exploratory investigation of interpersonal trust in
new and mature market economies’, Journal of Retailing, 71(4), pp. 339–361. doi:
10.1016/0022-4359(95)90018-7.
Darke, P. R. and Ritchie, R. J. B. (2007) ‘The Defensive Consumer: Advertising Deception,
Defensive Processing, and Distrust’, Journal of Marketing Research, 44(1), pp. 114–127. doi:
10.1509/jmkr.44.1.114.
Das, T. K. and Teng, B.-S. (1998) ‘Between Trust and Control: Developing Confidence in Partner
Cooperation in Alliances’, The Academy of Management Review, 23(3), p. 491. doi:
10.2307/259291.
Das, T. K. and Teng, B.-S. (2001) ‘Trust, Control, and Risk in Strategic Alliances: An Integrated
Framework’, Organization Studies, 22(2), pp. 251–283. doi: 10.1177/0170840601222004.
Dave, G. et al. (2018) ‘Conceptualizing trust in community-academic research partnerships
using concept mapping approach: A multi-CTSA study’, Evaluation and Program Planning, 66,
pp. 70–78. doi: 10.1016/j.evalprogplan.2017.10.007.
Day, M. et al. (2013) ‘Trust and relational embeddedness: Exploring a paradox of trust pattern
development in key supplier relationships’, Industrial Marketing Management, 42(2), pp.
152–165. doi: 10.1016/j.indmarman.2012.12.004.
Dayan, M. and Di Benedetto, C. A. (2010) ‘The impact of structural and contextual factors on
trust formation in product development teams’, Industrial Marketing Management, 39(4),
pp. 691–703. doi: 10.1016/j.indmarman.2010.01.001.
Dekker, H. (2004) ‘Control of inter-organizational relationships: evidence on appropriation
concerns and coordination requirements’, Accounting, Organizations and Society, 29(1), pp.
27–49. doi: 10.1016/S0361-3682(02)00056-9.
Dekker, H. et al. (2019) ‘Boundary spanner relational behavior and inter-organizational
control in supply chain relationships’, Industrial Marketing Management, 77, pp. 143–154.
doi: 10.1016/j.indmarman.2018.11.010.

261

Dellarocas, C. (2003) ‘The Digitization of Word of Mouth: Promise and Challenges of Online
Feedback Mechanisms’, Management Science, 49(10), pp. 1407–1424. doi:
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.49.10.1407.17308.
Denzin, N. K. (2012) ‘Triangulation 2.0’, Journal of Mixed Methods Research, 6(2), pp. 80–88.
doi: 10.1177/1558689812437186.
Deutsch, M. (1958) ‘Trust and suspicion’, Journal of Conflict Resolution, 2(4), pp. 265–279.
doi: 10.1177/002200275800200401.
Deutsch, M., Coleman, P. T. and Marcus, E. C. (2011) The Handbook of Conflict Resolution:
Theory and Practice. John Wiley & Sons.
Difrancesco, R. M. and Huchzermeier, A. (2016) ‘Closed-loop supply chains: a guide to theory
and practice’, International Journal of Logistics Research and Applications, 19(5), pp. 443–464.
doi: 10.1080/13675567.2015.1116503.
DiRienzo, C. E. et al. (2007) ‘Corruption and the role of information’, Journal of International
Business Studies, 38(2), pp. 320–332. doi: 10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8400262.
Dirks, K. T. and Ferrin, D. L. (2001) ‘The Role of Trust in Organizational Settings’, Organization
Science, 12(4), pp. 450–467. doi: 10.1287/orsc.12.4.450.10640.
Diwakara, H. (2006) ‘Determinants of Trust and Cooperation: Case Study of Self-Managed
Tubewell Organizations in North Gujarat, India’, International Journal of Rural Management,
2(2), pp. 163–189. doi: 10.1177/097300520600200203.
Doloi, H. (2009) ‘Relational partnerships: the importance of communication, trust and
confidence and joint risk management in achieving project success’, Construction
Management and Economics, 27(11), pp. 1099–1109. doi: 10.1080/01446190903286564.
Dominguez, R. et al. (2019) ‘Building Resilience in Closed-Loop Supply Chains through
Information-Sharing Mechanisms’, Sustainability, 11(23), p. 6746. doi: 10.3390/su11236746.
Doney, P. M., Barry, J. M. and Abratt, R. (2007) ‘Trust determinants and outcomes in global
B2B services’, European Journal of Marketing. Edited by C. A. David and David Wilson,
41(9/10), pp. 1096–1116. doi: 10.1108/03090560710773363.
Doney, P. M. and Cannon, J. P. (1997) ‘An Examination of the Nature of Trust in Buyer–Seller
Relationships’, Journal of Marketing, 61(2), pp. 35–51. doi: 10.1177/002224299706100203.
Doney, P. M., Cannon, J. P. and Mullen, M. R. (1998) ‘Understanding the Influence of National
Culture on the Development of Trust’, Academy of Management Review, 23(3), pp. 601–620.
doi: 10.5465/amr.1998.926629.
Dora, M. (2019) ‘Collaboration in a circular economy: learning from the farmers to reduce
food waste’, Journal of Enterprise Information Management, ahead-of-print(ahead-of-print).
doi: 10.1108/JEIM-02-2019-0062.

262

Dubey, R. et al. (2017) ‘Sustainable supply chain management: framework and further
research directions’, Journal of Cleaner Production, 142, pp. 1119–1130. doi:
10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.03.117.
Dwyer, F. R., Schurr, P. H. and Oh, S. (1987) ‘Developing Buyer-Seller Relationships’, Journal
of Marketing, 51(2), pp. 11–27. doi: 10.2307/1251126.
Dyer, J. and Chu, W. (2011) ‘The determinants of trust in supplier–automaker relations in the
US, Japan, and Korea: A retrospective’, Journal of International Business Studies, 42(1), pp.
28–34. doi: 10.1057/jibs.2010.48.
Dyer, J. H. (1997) ‘EFFECTIVE INTERFIRM COLLABORATION: HOW FIRMS MINIMIZE
TRANSACTION COSTS AND MAXIMIZE TRANSACTION VALUE’, p. 22.
Dyer, J. H. and Chu, W. (2000a) ‘The Determinants of Trust in Supplier-Automaker
Relationships in the U.S., Japan and Korea’, Journal of International Business Studies, 31(2),
pp. 259–285. doi: 10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8490905.
Dyer, J. H. and Chu, W. (2000b) ‘The determinants of trust in supplier-automaker relationships
in the US, Japan and Korea’, Journal of International Business Studies, 31(2), pp. 259–285. doi:
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8490905.
Dyer, J. H. and Chu, W. (2003) ‘The Role of Trustworthiness in Reducing Transaction Costs and
Improving Performance: Empirical Evidence from the United States, Japan, and Korea’,
Organization Science, 14(1), pp. 57–68. doi: 10.1287/orsc.14.1.57.12806.
Dyer, J. H. and Singh, H. (1998) ‘The Relational View: Cooperative Strategy and Sources of
Interorganizational Competitive Advantage’, The Academy of Management Review, 23(4), p.
660. doi: 10.2307/259056.
Elliot, E. A., Zhu, Z. and Wang, F.-L. (2019) ‘Inter-firm Trust between Emerging Markets:
Chinese Firms in Africa’, Journal of Macromarketing, 39(3), pp. 304–333. doi:
10.1177/0276146719842225.
Ellis, S. C., Henry, R. M. and Shockley, J. (2010) ‘Buyer perceptions of supply disruption risk: A
behavioral view and empirical assessment’, Journal of Operations Management, 28(1), pp.
34–46. doi: 10.1016/j.jom.2009.07.002.
Ellram, L. M. and Ueltschy Murfield, M. L. (2019) ‘Supply chain management in industrial
marketing–Relationships matter’, Industrial Marketing Management, 79, pp. 36–45. doi:
10.1016/j.indmarman.2019.03.007.
Elsevier (2018) Scopus Fact Sheet, An eye on global research. Available at: https://wwwelseviercom.dbgw.lis.curtin.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0008/208772/ACAD_R_SC_FS.pdf
(Accessed: 15 March 2019).

263

Emsley, D. and Kidon, F. (2007) ‘The Relationship between Trust and Control in International
Joint Ventures: Evidence from the Airline Industry*’, Contemporary Accounting Research,
24(3), pp. 829–858. doi: 10.1506/car.24.3.7.
Ennew, C., Kharouf, H. and Sekhon, H. (2011) ‘Trust in UK financial services: A longitudinal
analysis’, Journal of Financial Services Marketing, 16(1), pp. 65–75. doi: 10.1057/fsm.2011.8.
Eriksson, P. E. (2015) ‘Partnering in engineering projects: Four dimensions of supply chain
integration’, Journal of Purchasing and Supply Management, 21(1), pp. 38–50. doi:
10.1016/j.pursup.2014.08.003.
Espadinha-Cruz, P. and Grilo, A. (2019) ‘The Business Interoperability Decomposition
Framework to analyse buyer-supplier dyads’, Computers in Industry, 109, pp. 165–181. doi:
10.1016/j.compind.2019.04.007.
van Esterik-Plasmeijer, P. W. J. and van Raaij, W. F. (2017) ‘Banking system trust, bank trust,
and bank loyalty’, International Journal of Bank Marketing, 35(1), pp. 97–111. doi:
10.1108/IJBM-12-2015-0195.
Factiva
(2017).
Available
at:
https://global-factivacom.dbgw.lis.curtin.edu.au/sb/default.aspx?lnep=hp (Accessed: 27 November 2017).
Faems, D. et al. (2008) ‘Toward an Integrative Perspective on Alliance Governance:
Connecting Contract Design, Trust Dynamics, and Contract Application’, The Academy of
Management Journal, 51(6), pp. 1053–1078.
Faems, D., Janssens, M. and van Looy, B. (2007) ‘The Initiation and Evolution of Interfirm
Knowledge Transfer in R&D Relationships’, Organization Studies, 28(11), pp. 1699–1728. doi:
10.1177/0170840606082222.
Fainshmidt, S. and Frazier, M. L. (2017) ‘What Facilitates Dynamic Capabilities? The Role of
Organizational Climate for Trust’, Long Range Planning, 50(5), pp. 550–566. doi:
10.1016/j.lrp.2016.05.005.
Fang, E. (Er) et al. (2008) ‘Trust at Different Organizational Levels’, Journal of Marketing, 72(2),
pp. 80–98. doi: 10.1509/jmkg.72.2.80.
Farahani, P., Meier, C. and Wilke, J. (2017) ‘Digital Supply Chain Management Agenda for the
Automotive Supplier Industry’, in Oswald, G. and Kleinemeier, M. (eds) Shaping the Digital
Enterprise. Cham: Springer International Publishing, pp. 157–172. doi: 10.1007/978-3-31940967-2_8.
Farrelly, F. J. and Quester, P. G. (2005) ‘Examining important relationship quality constructs
of the focal sponsorship exchange’, Industrial Marketing Management, 34(3), pp. 211–219.
doi: 10.1016/j.indmarman.2004.09.003.
Fawcett, S. E. et al. (2012) ‘Peeking inside the black box: toward an understanding of supply
chain collaboration dynamics: peeking inside the black box’, Journal of Supply Chain
Management, 48(1), pp. 44–72. doi: 10.1111/j.1745-493X.2011.03241.x.
264

Fawcett, S. E. et al. (2017) ‘I know it when I see it: the nature of trust, trustworthiness signals,
and strategic trust construction’, The International Journal of Logistics Management, 28(4),
pp. 914–938. doi: 10.1108/IJLM-11-2016-0268.
Fawcett, S. E., Jones, S. L. and Fawcett, A. M. (2012) ‘Supply chain trust: The catalyst for
collaborative
innovation’,
Business
Horizons,
55(2),
pp.
163–178.
doi:
10.1016/j.bushor.2011.11.004.
Fawcett, S. E., Magnan, G. M. and McCarter, M. W. (2008) ‘A Three-Stage Implementation
Model for Supply Chain Collaboration’, Journal of Business Logistics, 29(1), pp. 93–112. doi:
10.1002/j.2158-1592.2008.tb00070.x.
Fehr, E. and Schmidt, K. M. (1999) ‘A Theory of Fairness, Competition, and Cooperation’, The
Quarterly Journal of Economics, 114(3), pp. 817–868. doi: 10.1162/003355399556151.
Ferreira, P. S. et al. (2012) ‘Framework for performance measurement and management in a
collaborative business environment’, International Journal of Productivity and Performance
Management, 61(6), pp. 672–690. doi: 10.1108/17410401211249210.
Fisman, R. and Khanna, T. (1999) ‘Is trust a historical residue? Information flows and trust
levels’, Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization, 38(1), pp. 79–92. doi: 10.1016/S01672681(98)00123-1.
Flax, J., Bick, G. and Abratt, R. (2016) ‘The perceptions of supplier-buyer relations and its affect
on the corporate brand’, Journal of Brand Management, 23(1), pp. 22–37. doi:
10.1057/bm.2015.46.
Flick, U. (2018) Doing Triangulation and Mixed Methods. 1 Oliver’s Yard, 55 City
Road London EC1Y 1SP: SAGE Publications Ltd. doi: 10.4135/9781529716634.
Flynn, B. B., Huo, B. and Zhao, X. (2010) ‘The impact of supply chain integration on
performance: A contingency and configuration approach’, Journal of Operations
Management, 28(1), pp. 58–71. doi: 10.1016/j.jom.2009.06.001.
Formentini, M. et al. (2019) ‘Finding true north: Design and implementation of a strategic
sourcing framework’, Industrial Marketing Management, 77, pp. 182–197. doi:
10.1016/j.indmarman.2018.09.006.
Franklin, D. and Marshall, R. (2019) ‘Adding co-creation as an antecedent condition leading to
trust in business-to-business relationships’, Industrial Marketing Management, 77, pp. 170–
181. doi: 10.1016/j.indmarman.2018.10.002.
Fritz, M. M. C. et al. (2018) ‘A supply chain perspective of stakeholder identification as a tool
for responsible policy and decision-making’, Environmental Science & Policy, 81, pp. 63–76.
doi: 10.1016/j.envsci.2017.12.011.
Fulmer, C. A. and Gelfand, M. J. (2012) ‘At What Level (and in Whom) We Trust: Trust Across
Multiple Organizational Levels’, Journal of Management, 38(4), pp. 1167–1230. doi:
10.1177/0149206312439327.
265

Gambetta, D. (1988) Trust: Making and breaking cooperative relations. New York: Blackwell.
Gambetta, D. (2000) ‘Can we trust trust’, in Trust: Making and breaking cooperative relations.
13th
edn.
University
of
Oxford,
pp.
213–237.
Available
at:
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/255682316_Can_We_Trust_Trust_Diego_Gamb
etta.
Gamero, N. et al. (2011) ‘Institutional dimensions underlying public trust in information on
technological risk’, Journal of Risk Research, 14(6), pp. 685–702. doi:
10.1080/13669877.2010.547260.
Ganesan, S. (1994) ‘Determinants of Long-Term Orientation in Buyer-Seller Relationships’,
Journal of Marketing, 58(2), pp. 1–19. doi: 10.2307/1252265.
Ganesan, S. and Hess, R. (1997) ‘Dimensions and Levels of Trust: Implications for Commitment
to
a
Relationship’,
Marketing
Letters,
8,
pp.
439–448.
doi:
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1007955514781.
Garbarino, E. and Johnson, M. S. (1999) ‘The different roles of satisfaction, trust, and
commitment in customer relationships’, Journal of Marketing; Chicago, 63(2), pp. 70–87. doi:
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224299906300205.
Garrett, J., Hoitash, R. and Prawitt, D. F. (2014) ‘Trust and Financial Reporting Quality’, Journal
of Accounting Research, 52(5), pp. 1087–1125. doi: 10.1111/1475-679X.12063.
Gassenheimer, J. B. and Manolis, C. (2001) ‘The Influence Of Product Customization And
Supplier Selection On Future Intentions: The Mediating Effects Of Salesperson And
Organizational Trust’, Journal of Managerial Issues, 13(4), pp. 418–435.
Gefen, Karahanna and Straub (2003) ‘Trust and TAM in Online Shopping: An Integrated
Model’, MIS Quarterly, 27(1), pp. 51–90. doi: 10.2307/30036519.
Genovese, A. et al. (2017) ‘Sustainable supply chain management and the transition towards
a circular economy: Evidence and some applications’, Omega, 66, pp. 344–357. doi:
10.1016/j.omega.2015.05.015.
Geyskens, I., Steenkamp, J.-B. E. M. and Kumar, N. (1998) ‘Generalizations about trust in
marketing channel relationships using meta-analysis’, International Journal of Research in
Marketing, 15(3), pp. 223–248. doi: 10.1016/S0167-8116(98)00002-0.
Geyskens, I., Steenkamp, J.-B. E. M. and Kumar, N. (1999) ‘A meta-analysis of satisfaction in
marketing channel relationships’, JMR, Journal of Marketing Research; Chicago, 36(2), pp.
223–238. doi: https://doi.org/10.1177/002224379903600207.
Ghadge, A. et al. (2017) ‘Using risk sharing contracts for supply chain risk mitigation: A buyersupplier power and dependence perspective’, Computers & Industrial Engineering, 103, pp.
262–270. doi: 10.1016/j.cie.2016.11.034.

266

Giannakis, M. (2007) ‘Performance measurement of supplier relationships’, Supply Chain
Management:
An
International
Journal,
12(6),
pp.
400–411.
doi:
10.1108/13598540710826335.
Giffin, K. (1967) ‘Interpersonal trust in small‐group communication’, Quarterly Journal of
Speech, 53(3), pp. 224–234. doi: 10.1080/00335636709382837.
Given, L. (2008) The SAGE Encyclopedia of Qualitative Research Methods. 2455 Teller
Road, Thousand Oaks California 91320 United States: SAGE Publications, Inc. doi:
10.4135/9781412963909.
Goffin, K., Szwejczewski, M. and New, C. (1997) ‘Managing suppliers: when fewer can mean
more’, International Journal of Physical Distribution & Logistics Management, 27(7), pp. 422–
436. doi: 10.1108/09600039710188486.
Golicic, S. L. and Mentzer, J. T. (2005) ‘Exploring the Drivers of Interorganizational
Relationship Magnitude’, Journal of Business Logistics, 26(2), pp. 47–71. doi: 10.1002/j.21581592.2005.tb00205.x.
Golmohammadi, A. et al. (2018) ‘Three strategies for engaging a buyer in supplier
development efforts’, International Journal of Production Economics, 206, pp. 1–14. doi:
10.1016/j.ijpe.2018.09.015.
Gorovaia, N. and Windsperger, J. (2013) ‘Determinants of knowledge transfer strategy in
franchising: integrating knowledge-based and relational governance perspectives’, The
Service Industries Journal, 33(12), pp. 1117–1134. doi: 10.1080/02642069.2011.632003.
Gounaris, S. P. (2005) ‘Trust and commitment influences on customer retention: insights from
business-to-business services’, Journal of Business Research, 58(2), pp. 126–140. doi:
10.1016/S0148-2963(03)00122-X.
Gounaris, S. P. and Venetis, K. (2002) ‘Trust in industrial service relationships: behavioral
consequences, antecedents and the moderating effect of the duration of the relationship’,
Journal of Services Marketing, 16(7), pp. 636–655. doi: 10.1108/08876040210447351.
Govindan, K. and Soleimani, H. (2017) ‘A review of reverse logistics and closed-loop supply
chains: a Journal of Cleaner Production focus’, Journal of Cleaner Production, 142, pp. 371–
384. doi: 10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.03.126.
Granovetter, M. (1985) ‘Economic action and social structure: The problem of
embeddedness’, American journal of sociology, 91(3), pp. 481–510. doi:
https://doi.org/10.1086/228311.
Grazioli, S. and Jarvenpaa, S. L. (2000) ‘Perils of Internet fraud: an empirical investigation of
deception and trust with experienced Internet consumers’, IEEE Transactions on Systems,
Man, and Cybernetics - Part A: Systems and Humans, 30(4), pp. 395–410. doi:
10.1109/3468.852434.

267

Gregori, N., Daniele, R. and Altinay, L. (2014) ‘Affiliate Marketing in Tourism: Determinants of
Consumer Trust’, Journal of Travel Research, 53(2), pp. 196–210. doi:
10.1177/0047287513491333.
Griessmair, M., Hussain, D. and Windsperger, J. (2014) ‘Trust and the tendency towards multiunit franchising: A relational governance view’, Journal of Business Research, 67(11), pp.
2337–2345. doi: 10.1016/j.jbusres.2014.01.009.
Gualandris, J. and Kalchschmidt, M. (2013) ‘Product and process modularity: improving
flexibility and reducing supplier failure risk’, International Journal of Production Research,
51(19), pp. 5757–5770. doi: 10.1080/00207543.2013.793430.
Guenzi, P. and Georges, L. (2010) ‘Interpersonal trust in commercial relationships:
Antecedents and consequences of customer trust in the salesperson’, European Journal of
Marketing, 44(1/2), pp. 114–138. doi: 10.1108/03090561011008637.
Guiso, L., Sapienza, P. and Zingales, L. (2015) ‘The Value of Corporate Culture’, Journal of
Financial Economics, 117(1), p. 46.
Gulati, R. (1995) ‘Does familiarity breed trust? the implications of repeated ties for
contractual choice in alliances.’, Academy of Management Journal, 38(1), pp. 85–112. doi:
10.2307/256729.
Gulati, R. and Nickerson, J. A. (2008) ‘Interorganizational Trust, Governance Choice, and
Exchange Performance’, Organization Science, 19(5),
pp. 688–708. doi:
10.1287/orsc.1070.0345.
Gulati, R. and Sytch, M. (2008) ‘Does familiarity breed trust? Revisiting the antecedents of
trust’, Managerial and Decision Economics, 29(2–3), pp. 165–190. doi: 10.1002/mde.1396.
Gulati and Singh, H. (1998) ‘The Architecture of Cooperation: Managing Coordination Costs
and Appropriation Concerns in Strategic Alliances’, Administrative Science Quarterly, 43(4),
pp. 781–814. doi: 10.2307/2393616.
Gunasekaran, A. and Kobu, B. (2007) ‘Performance measures and metrics in logistics and
supply chain management: a review of recent literature (1995–2004) for research and
applications’, International Journal of Production Research, 45(12), pp. 2819–2840. doi:
10.1080/00207540600806513.
Hald, Cordón and Vollmann (2009) ‘Towards an understanding of attraction in buyer–supplier
relationships’, Industrial Marketing Management, 38(8), pp. 960–970. doi:
10.1016/j.indmarman.2008.04.015.
Hald, K. and Ellegaard, C. (2011) ‘Supplier evaluation processes: the shaping and reshaping of
supplier performance’, International Journal of Operations & Production Management, 31(8),
pp. 888–910. doi: 10.1108/01443571111153085.
Han, S.-L., Wilson, D. T. and Dant, S. P. (1993) ‘Buyer-supplier relationships today’, Industrial
Marketing Management, 22(4), pp. 331–338. doi: 10.1016/0019-8501(93)90029-7.
268

Handfield, R. B. and Bechtel, C. (2002) ‘The role of trust and relationship structure in
improving supply chain responsiveness’, Industrial Marketing Management, 31(4), pp. 367–
382. doi: 10.1016/S0019-8501(01)00169-9.
Hartley, K., van Santen, R. and Kirchherr, J. (2020) ‘Policies for transitioning towards a circular
economy: Expectations from the European Union (EU)’, Resources, Conservation and
Recycling, 155, p. 104634. doi: 10.1016/j.resconrec.2019.104634.
Hazen, B. T., Hall, D. J. and Hanna, J. B. (2012) ‘Reverse logistics disposition decision‐making:
Developing a decision framework via content analysis’, International Journal of Physical
Distribution & Logistics Management, 42(3), pp. 244–274. doi: 10.1108/09600031211225954.
Heide, J. B. (1994) ‘Interorganizational Governance in Marketing Channels’, Journal of
Marketing, 58(1), pp. 71–85. doi: 10.2307/1252252.
Heide, J. B. and John, G. (1990) ‘Alliances in Industrial Purchasing: The Determinants of Joint
Action in Buyer-Supplier Relationships’, Journal of Marketing Research, 27(1), pp. 24–36. doi:
10.2307/3172548.
Hendricks, K. B. and Singhal, V. R. (2005) ‘An Empirical Analysis of the Effect of Supply Chain
Disruptions on Long-Run Stock Price Performance and Equity Risk of the Firm’, Production and
Operations Management, 14(1), pp. 35–52. doi: 10.1111/j.1937-5956.2005.tb00008.x.
Henke, J. W. and Yeniyurt, S. (2014) ‘…how Chrysler missed out on $24 billion in profits over
the past 12 years’, Supply Chain Management Review, 18(3), pp. 24–32.
Herz, M. et al. (2016) ‘Trust, Decision Rights Delegation, and Performance-The Case of
Franchising’, Journal of Small Business Management, 54(3), pp. 973–991. doi:
10.1111/jsbm.12227.
Heyden, M. L. M., Sidhu, J. S. and Volberda, H. W. (2018) ‘The Conjoint Influence of Top and
Middle Management Characteristics on Management Innovation’, Journal of Management,
44(4), pp. 1505–1529. doi: 10.1177/0149206315614373.
Hiltz, S. R., Johnson, K. and Turoff, M. (1986) ‘Experiments in Group Decision Making
Communication Process and Outcome in Face-to-Face Versus Computerized Conferences’,
Human Communication Research, 13(2), pp. 225–252. doi: 10.1111/j.14682958.1986.tb00104.x.
Hintsa, J. et al. (2009) ‘Supply Chain Security Management: an overview’, International
Journal of Logistics Systems and Management, 5(3/4), p. 344. doi:
10.1504/IJLSM.2009.022501.
Ho, M. H.-W., Ghauri, P. N. and Larimo, J. A. (2018) ‘Institutional distance and knowledge
acquisition in international buyer-supplier relationships: The moderating role of trust’, Asia
Pacific Journal of Management, 35(2), pp. 427–447. doi: 10.1007/s10490-017-9523-2.

269

Hoetker, G. (2005) ‘How much you know versus how well I know you: selecting a supplier for
a technically innovative component’, Strategic Management Journal, 26(1), pp. 75–96. doi:
10.1002/smj.453.
Hora, M. and Klassen, R. D. (2013) ‘Learning from others’ misfortune: Factors influencing
knowledge acquisition to reduce operational risk’, Journal of Operations Management, 31(1),
pp. 52–61. doi: 10.1016/j.jom.2012.06.004.
Hosmer, L. T. (1995) ‘TRUST: THE CONNECTING LINK BETWEEN ORGANIZATIONAL THEORY
AND PHILOSOPHICAL ETHICS’, in. doi: 10.5465/amr.1995.9507312923.
Howorth, C. and Moro, A. (2006) ‘Trust within Entrepreneur Bank Relationships: Insights from
Italy’, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 30(4), pp. 495–517. doi: 10.1111/j.15406520.2006.00132.x.
Hsu, C.-C. et al. (2008) ‘Information sharing, buyer‐supplier relationships, and firm
performance: A multi‐region analysis’, International Journal of Physical Distribution &
Logistics Management, 38(4), pp. 296–310. doi: 10.1108/09600030810875391.
Huang, Y. and Wilkinson, I. F. (2013) ‘The dynamics and evolution of trust in business
relationships’, Industrial Marketing Management, 42(3), pp. 455–465. doi:
10.1016/j.indmarman.2013.02.016.
Huff, L. and Kelley, L. (2003) ‘Levels of Organizational Trust in Individualist Versus Collectivist
Societies: A Seven-Nation Study’, Organization Science, 14(1), pp. 81–90. doi:
10.1287/orsc.14.1.81.12807.
Hyvönen, S. (1993) ‘Perceived trust in contractual channel dyads: an exploratory investigation
of Finnish food retailers’, The International Review of Retail, Distribution and Consumer
Research, 3(4), pp. 429–452. doi: 10.1080/09593969300000027.
Inderfurth, K., Sadrieh, A. and Voigt, G. (2013) ‘The Impact of Information Sharing on Supply
Chain Performance under Asymmetric Information’, Production & Operations Management,
22(2), pp. 410–425. doi: 10.1111/j.1937-5956.2012.01372.x.
Ireland, R. D. and Webb, J. W. (2007) ‘A multi-theoretic perspective on trust and power in
strategic supply chains’, Journal of Operations Management, 25(2), pp. 482–497. doi:
10.1016/j.jom.2006.05.004.
Jain, M. et al. (2014) ‘The performance implications of power–trust relationship: The
moderating role of commitment in the supplier–retailer relationship’, Industrial Marketing
Management, 43(2), pp. 312–321. doi: 10.1016/j.indmarman.2013.09.001.
Jap, S. D. and Anderson, E. (2003) ‘Safeguarding Interorganizational Performance and
Continuity Under Ex Post Opportunism’, Management Science, 49(12), p. 18.
Jennings, D. F. et al. (2000) ‘Determinants of trust in global strategic alliances: amrad and the
australian biomedical industry.’, Competitiveness Review, 10(1), pp. 25–44. doi:
10.1108/eb046387.
270

Jiang, W., Lu, Y. and Le, Y. (2016) ‘Trust and Project Success: A Twofold Perspective between
Owners and Contractors’, Journal of Management in Engineering, 32(6), p. 04016022. doi:
10.1061/(ASCE)ME.1943-5479.0000469.
John, G. (1984) ‘An Empirical Investigation of Some Antecedents of Opportunism in a
Marketing Channel’, Journal of Marketing Research, 21(3), pp. 278–289. doi:
10.2307/3151604.
Johnson, D. and Grayson, K. (2005) ‘Cognitive and affective trust in service relationships’,
Journal of Business Research, 58(4), pp. 500–507. doi: 10.1016/S0148-2963(03)00140-1.
Johnson, J. L., Sohi, R. S. and Grewal, R. (2004) ‘The Role of Relational Knowledge Stores in
Interfirm
Partnering’,
Journal
of
Marketing,
68(3),
pp.
21–36.
doi:
10.1509/jmkg.68.3.21.34765.
Johnson-George, C. and Swap, W. C. (1982) ‘Measurement of specific interpersonal trust:
Construction and validation of a scale to assess trust in a specific other.’, Journal of personality
and social psychology, 43(6), pp. 1306–1317. doi: https://doi.org/10.1037/00223514.43.6.1306.
Johnston, D. A. et al. (2004) ‘Effects of supplier trust on performance of cooperative supplier
relationships’, Journal of Operations Management, 22(1), pp. 23–38. doi:
10.1016/j.jom.2003.12.001.
Jokela, P. and Söderman, A. (2017) ‘Re-examining the link between fairness and commitment
in buyer-supplier relationships’, Journal of Purchasing and Supply Management, 23(4), pp.
268–279. doi: 10.1016/j.pursup.2017.08.003.
Jones, S. L. et al. (2010) ‘Benchmarking trust signals in supply chain alliances: moving toward
a robust measure of trust’, Benchmarking: An International Journal, 17(5), pp. 705–727. doi:
10.1108/14635771011076452.
Jones, S. L. et al. (2014) ‘Can small firms gain relational advantage? Exploring strategic choice
and trustworthiness signals in supply chain relationships’, International Journal of Production
Research, 52(18), pp. 5451–5466. doi: 10.1080/00207543.2014.915068.
Jovanović, M. N. (2010) ‘Is Globalisation Taking us for a Ride?’, Journal of Economic
Integration, 25(3), pp. 501–549. doi: 10.11130/jei.2010.25.3.501.
Kache, F. and Seuring, S. (2014) ‘Linking collaboration and integration to risk and performance
in supply chains via a review of literature reviews’, Supply Chain Management: An
International Journal, 19(5/6), pp. 664–682. doi: 10.1108/SCM-12-2013-0478.
Kadefors, A. (2004) ‘Trust in project relationships—inside the black box’, International Journal
of Project Management, 22(3), pp. 175–182. doi: 10.1016/S0263-7863(03)00031-0.
Kahn, K. B. (2018) ‘Understanding innovation’, Business Horizons, 61(3), pp. 453–460. doi:
10.1016/j.bushor.2018.01.011.

271

Kai‐Uwe Brock, J. and Yu Zhou, J. (2012) ‘Customer intimacy’, Journal of Business & Industrial
Marketing.
Edited
by
H.
Bettis‐Outland,
27(5),
pp.
370–383.
doi:
10.1108/08858621211236043.
Karlsen, Graee and Massaoud (2008) ‘Building trust in project-stakeholder relationships’,
Baltic
Journal
of
Management,
3(1),
pp.
7–22.
doi:
https://doi.org/10.1108/17465260810844239.
Katsikeas, C. S., Skarmeas, D. and Bello, D. C. (2009) ‘Developing successful trust-based
international exchange relationships’, Journal of International Business Studies, 40(1), pp.
132–155. doi: 10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8400401.
Kauser, S. and Shaw, V. (2004) ‘The influence of behavioural and organisational characteristics
on the success of international strategic alliances’, International Marketing Review, 21(1), pp.
17–52. doi: 10.1108/02651330410522934.
Ke, W. et al. (2009) ‘How do mediated and non-mediated power affect electronic supply chain
management system adoption? The mediating effects of trust and institutional pressures’,
Decision Support Systems, 46(4), pp. 839–851. doi: 10.1016/j.dss.2008.11.008.
Kembro, J. and Selviaridis, K. (2015) ‘Exploring information sharing in the extended supply
chain: an interdependence perspective’, Supply Chain Management: An International Journal,
20(4), pp. 455–470. doi: 10.1108/SCM-07-2014-0252.
Khalfan, M. M. A., McDermott, P. and Swan, W. (2007) ‘Building trust in construction
projects’, Supply Chain Management: An International Journal, 12(6), pp. 385–391. doi:
10.1108/13598540710826308.
Khalid, S. and Ali, T. (2017) ‘An integrated perspective of social exchange theory and
transaction cost approach on the antecedents of trust in international joint ventures’,
International Business Review, 26(3), pp. 491–501. doi: 10.1016/j.ibusrev.2016.10.008.
Khalifa, A. H. and Saad, M. (2017) ‘The determinants of trust in the customer–service provider
relationship: The case of Tunisian small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs)’, International
Journal of Technology Management & Sustainable Development, 16(3), pp. 295–310. doi:
10.1386/tmsd.16.3.295_1.
Kim, D. J., Ferrin, D. L. and Rao, H. R. (2008) ‘A trust-based consumer decision-making model
in electronic commerce: The role of trust, perceived risk, and their antecedents’, Decision
Support Systems, 44(2), pp. 544–564. doi: 10.1016/j.dss.2007.07.001.
Kim, H., Song, R. and Kim, Y. (2020) ‘Newspapers’ Content Policy and the Effect of Paywalls
on Pageviews’, Journal of Interactive Marketing, 49, pp. 54–69. doi:
10.1016/j.intmar.2019.10.002.
Kim, M. and Chai, S. (2017) ‘The impact of supplier innovativeness, information sharing and
strategic sourcing on improving supply chain agility: Global supply chain perspective’,
International
Journal
of
Production Economics,
187,
pp. 42–52.
doi:
10.1016/j.ijpe.2017.02.007.
272

Kim, S.-H. et al. (2012) ‘Attribute agenda setting, priming and the media’s influence on how
to think about a controversial issue’, International Communication Gazette, 74(1), pp. 43–59.
doi: 10.1177/1748048511426991.
King, N. (2004) ‘Using Interviews in Qualitative Research’, in Essential Guide to Qualitative
Methods in Organizational Research. Sage.
Kirchherr, J., Reike, D. and Hekkert, M. (2017) ‘Conceptualizing the circular economy: An
analysis of 114 definitions’, Resources, Conservation and Recycling, 127, pp. 221–232. doi:
10.1016/j.resconrec.2017.09.005.
Kleindorfer, P. R. and Saad, G. H. (2005) ‘Managing Disruption Risks in Supply Chains’,
Production and Operations Management, 14(1), pp. 53–68. doi: 10.1111/j.19375956.2005.tb00009.x.
Knight, A. K. et al. (2017) ‘Strategic sourcing and corporate social responsibility: Aligning a
healthcare organization’s strategic objectives’, Journal of Purchasing and Supply
Management, 23(2), pp. 94–104. doi: 10.1016/j.pursup.2017.01.002.
Kolay, M. K. (1993) ‘Suppliers Asset Base – Appreciating or Depreciating?’, International
Journal of Operations & Production Management, 13(8), pp. 72–86. doi:
10.1108/EUM0000000001314.
Koller, M. (1988) ‘Risk as a Determinant of Trust’, Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 9(4),
pp. 265–276. doi: 10.1207/s15324834basp0904_2.
König, A. and Spinler, S. (2016) ‘The effect of logistics outsourcing on the supply chain
vulnerability of shippers: Development of a conceptual risk management framework’, The
International Journal of Logistics Management, 27(1), pp. 122–141. doi: 10.1108/IJLM-032014-0043.
König, N. and Schuknecht, L. (2019) ‘The role of government and trust in the market
economy’, in Heusel, W. and Rageade, J.-P. (eds) The Authority of EU Law: Do We Still Believe
in It? Berlin, Heidelberg: Springer Berlin Heidelberg, pp. 375–396. doi: 10.1007/978-3-66258841-3_30.
Korhonen, J., Honkasalo, A. and Seppälä, J. (2018) ‘Circular Economy: The Concept and its
Limitations’, Ecological Economics, 143, pp. 37–46. doi: 10.1016/j.ecolecon.2017.06.041.
Kraljic, P. (1983) ‘Purchasing must become supply management’, Harvard Business Review,
61(5), pp. 109–117.
Kramer, R. M. (1999) ‘Trust and distrust in organizations: emerging perspectives, enduring
questions.’, Annual review of psychology, 50, pp. 569–598. doi: 0084-6570/99/02010569$08.00.
Krause, D. R., Handfield, R. B. and Tyler, B. B. (2007) ‘The relationships between supplier
development, commitment, social capital accumulation and performance improvement’,
Journal of Operations Management, 25(2), pp. 528–545. doi: 10.1016/j.jom.2006.05.007.
273

Krippendorff, N. (2012) Encyclopedia of Research Design. 2455 Teller Road, Thousand
Oaks California 91320 United States: SAGE Publications, Inc. doi: 10.4135/9781412961288.
Krishnan, R., Geyskens, I. and Steenkamp, J.-B. E. M. (2016) ‘The effectiveness of contractual
and trust-based governance in strategic alliances under behavioral and environmental
uncertainty: Effectiveness of Contracts and Trust under Uncertainty’, Strategic Management
Journal, 37(12), pp. 2521–2542. doi: 10.1002/smj.2469.
Kucukaltan, B., Irani, Z. and Aktas, E. (2016) ‘A decision support model for identification and
prioritization of key performance indicators in the logistics industry’, Computers in Human
Behavior, 65, pp. 346–358. doi: 10.1016/j.chb.2016.08.045.
Kumar, N. (1996) ‘The power of trust in manufacturer-retailer relationships’, Harvard business
review, 74(6), pp. 92–106.
Kwon and Suh (2005) ‘Trust, commitment and relationships in supply chain management: a
path analysis’, Supply Chain Management: An International Journal, 10(1), pp. 26–33. doi:
10.1108/13598540510578351.
Kwon, Y.-C. (2008) ‘Antecedents and consequences of international joint venture
partnerships: A social exchange perspective’, International Business Review, 17(5), pp. 559–
573. doi: 10.1016/j.ibusrev.2008.07.002.
La, S. and Choi, B. (2012) ‘The role of customer affection and trust in loyalty rebuilding after
service failure and recovery’, The Service Industries Journal, 32(1), pp. 105–125. doi:
10.1080/02642069.2011.529438.
Lacity, M. C. and Khan, S. A. (2016) ‘Transaction Cost Economics on trial again: A commentary
on “The Role of Transaction Cost Economics in Information Technology Outsourcing Research:
A Meta-Analysis of the Choice of Contract Type”’, The Journal of Strategic Information
Systems, 25(1), pp. 49–56. doi: 10.1016/j.jsis.2016.02.002.
Laeequddin et al. (2010) ‘Measuring trust in supply chain partners’ relationships’, Measuring
Business Excellence, 14(3), pp. 53–69. doi: 10.1108/13683041011074218.
Lane, P. J., Salk, J. E. and Lyles, M. A. (2001) ‘Absorptive capacity, learning, and performance
in international joint ventures’, Strategic Management Journal, 22, pp. 1139–1161. doi:
10.1002/smj.206.
Larson, A. (1992) ‘Network Dyads in Entrepreneurial Settings: A Study of the Governance of
Exchange Relationships’, Administrative Science Quarterly, 37(1), pp. 76–104. doi:
10.2307/2393534.
Larzelere, R. E. and Huston, T. L. (1980) ‘The Dyadic Trust Scale: Toward Understanding
Interpersonal Trust in Close Relationships’, Journal of Marriage and Family, 42(3), pp. 595–
604. doi: 10.2307/351903.

274

Lau, E. and Rowlinson, S. (2009) ‘Interpersonal trust and inter-firm trust in construction
projects’, Construction Management & Economics, 27(6), pp. 539–554. doi:
10.1080/01446190903003886.
Ledwoch, A., Yasarcan, H. and Brintrup, A. (2018) ‘The moderating impact of supply network
topology on the effectiveness of risk management’, International Journal of Production
Economics, 197, pp. 13–26. doi: 10.1016/j.ijpe.2017.12.013.
Lee, G. J. (2010) ‘Employee Flow as an Integrated and Qualitative System: Impact on Businessto-Business Service Quality’, Journal of Business-to-Business Marketing, 17(1), pp. 1–28. doi:
10.1080/10517120903000348.
Lee, H. L. and Billington, C. (1992) ‘Managing Supply Chain Inventory: Pitfalls and
Opportunities’, Sloan Management Review; Cambridge, 33(3), pp. 65–73.
Lee, H. L., Padmanabhan, V. and Whang, S. (2004) ‘Comments on “Information Distortion in
a Supply Chain: The Bullwhip Effect”’, Management Science, 50(12_supplement), pp. 1887–
1893. doi: 10.1287/mnsc.1040.0305.
Lee, H.-W. et al. (2012) ‘Trust in a Cross-Sectoral Interorganizational Network: An Empirical
Investigation of Antecedents’, Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 41(4), pp. 609–631.
doi: 10.1177/0899764011414435.
Lee, J. D. and See, K. A. (2004) ‘Trust in Automation: Designing for Appropriate Reliance’,
Human Factors, 46(1), pp. 50–80. doi: 10.1518/hfes.46.1.50_30392.
Lee, J. Y. and Woo, S. H. (2019) ‘The Impact of Power on the Relationships and Customer
Satisfaction in a Logistics Triad: A Meta-Analysis’, The Asian Journal of Shipping and Logistics,
35(4), pp. 194–199. doi: 10.1016/j.ajsl.2019.12.006.
Lee, Padmanabhan and Whang (1997) ‘Information Distortion in a Supply Chain: The Bullwhip
Effect’, Management Science, 43(4), pp. 546–558.
Lee and Turban, E. (2001) ‘A Trust Model for Consumer Internet Shopping’, International
Journal of Electronic Commerce, 6(1), pp. 75–91. doi: 10.1080/10864415.2001.11044227.
Leek, S., Turnbull, P. W. and Naudé, P. (2006) ‘Classifying relationships across cultures as
successful and problematic: Theoretical perspectives and managerial implications’, Industrial
Marketing Management, 35(7), pp. 892–900. doi: 10.1016/j.indmarman.2006.05.012.
Leising, E., Quist, J. and Bocken, N. (2018) ‘Circular Economy in the building sector: Three
cases and a collaboration tool’, Journal of Cleaner Production, 176, pp. 976–989. doi:
10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.12.010.
Leonidou, L. C., Talias, M. A. and Leonidou, C. N. (2008) ‘Exercised power as a driver of trust
and commitment in cross-border industrial buyer–seller relationships’, Industrial Marketing
Management, 37(1), pp. 92–103. doi: 10.1016/j.indmarman.2007.08.006.
Lewicki and Benedict Bunker, B. (1994) Trust in relationships: A model of development and
decline.
275

Lewicki, R. J., McAllister, D. J. and Bies, R. J. (1998) ‘Trust and distrust: New relationships and
realities’, Academy of management Review, 23(3), pp. 438–458.
Lewis, J. D. and Weigert, A. (1985) ‘Trust as a Social Reality’, Social Forces, 63(4), pp. 967–985.
doi: 10.2307/2578601.
Liao, K. et al. (2012) ‘Trust‐driven joint operational activities to achieve mass customization:
A culture perspective’, Benchmarking: An International Journal. Edited by P. Hong, 19(4/5),
pp. 585–603. doi: 10.1108/14635771211258025.
Lima-Junior, F. R. and Carpinetti, L. C. R. (2017) ‘Quantitative models for supply chain
performance evaluation: A literature review’, Computers & Industrial Engineering, 113, pp.
333–346. doi: 10.1016/j.cie.2017.09.022.
Lohtia, R., Bello, D. C. and Porter, C. E. (2009) ‘Building trust in US–Japanese business
relationships: Mediating role of cultural sensitivity’, Industrial Marketing Management, 38(3),
pp. 239–252. doi: 10.1016/j.indmarman.2007.06.016.
Lu, G. et al. (2019) ‘Deployment of Supply Chain Security Practices: Antecedents and
Consequences’, Decision Sciences, 50(3), pp. 459–497. doi: 10.1111/deci.12336.
Lui, S. S. and Ngo, H.-Y. (2004) ‘The Role of Trust and Contractual Safeguards on Cooperation
in Non-equity Alliances’, Journal of Management, 30(4), pp. 471–485. doi:
10.1016/j.jm.2004.02.002.
Luo (2002) ‘Encouraging Citizen Adoption of e-Government by Building Trust’, Industrial
Marketing Management, 31(2), pp. 111–118.
Luo, X. (2002) ‘Trust production and privacy concerns on the Internet: A framework based on
relationship marketing and social exchange theory’, Industrial Marketing Management, 31,
pp. 111–118. doi: 10.1016/s0019-8501(01)00182-1.
Lymperopoulos, C., Chaniotakis, I. E. and Rigopoulou, I. D. (2010) ‘Acceptance of detergent‐
retail brands: the role of consumer confidence and trust’, International Journal of Retail &
Distribution Management, 38(9), pp. 719–736. doi: 10.1108/09590551011062457.
Magdalena, L. (2010) ‘What is Soft Computing? Revisiting Possible Answers’, International
Journal of Computational Intelligence Systems, 3(2), pp. 148–159. doi:
10.1080/18756891.2010.9727686.
Mäkelä, K., Barner-Rasmussen, W. and Björkman, I. (2008) ‘Drivers of interpersonal and interunit trust in multinational corporations’, Progress in International Business Research, 3, pp.
59–80. doi: 10.1016/S1745-8862(08)03004-5.
Maniscalco, C., Daniloski, K. and Brinberg, D. (2010) ‘The Impact of Relationship Stage on the
Determinants of Trust in the Pharmacist–Client Relationship: Results from a Social Marketing
Campaign’,
Social
Marketing
Quarterly,
16(4),
pp.
18–40.
doi:
10.1080/15245004.2010.522766.

276

Marucheck, A. et al. (2011) ‘Product safety and security in the global supply chain: Issues,
challenges and research opportunities’, Journal of Operations Management, 29(7), pp. 707–
720. doi: 10.1016/j.jom.2011.06.007.
Mashinchi, M. H. et al. (2011) ‘The prediction of trust rating based on the quality of services
using fuzzy linear regression’, in. 2011 IEEE International Conference on Fuzzy Systems (FUZZIEEE 2011), pp. 1953–1959. doi: 10.1109/FUZZY.2011.6007745.
Matopoulos, A. et al. (2007) ‘A conceptual framework for supply chain collaboration:
empirical evidence from the agri‐food industry’, Supply Chain Management: An International
Journal, 12(3), pp. 177–186. doi: 10.1108/13598540710742491.
Matthews, B. A. and Shimoff, E. (1979) ‘Expansion of Exchange: Monitoring Trust Levels in
Ongoing Exchange Relations’, Journal of Conflict Resolution, 23(3), pp. 538–560. doi:
10.1177/002200277902300308.
Maurer, I. (2010) ‘How to build trust in inter-organizational projects: The impact of project
staffing and project rewards on the formation of trust, knowledge acquisition and product
innovation’, International Journal of Project Management, 28(7), pp. 629–637. doi:
10.1016/j.ijproman.2009.11.006.
Mayer, K. J. and Argyres, N. S. (2004) ‘Learning to Contract: Evidence from the Personal
Computer Industry’, Organization Science, 15(4), pp. 394–410.
Mayer, R. C., Davis, J. H. and Schoorman, F. D. (1995) ‘An Integrative Model of Organizational
Trust’, The Academy of Management Review, 20(3), p. 709. doi: 10.2307/258792.
McCombs, M. (2002) ‘The agenda-setting role of the mass media in the shaping of public
opinion’, in Mass Media Economics 2002 Conference, London School of Economics:
http://sticerd.
lse.
ac.
uk/dps/extra/McCombs.
pdf.
Available
at:
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/237394610_The_AgendaSetting_Role_of_the_Mass_Media_in_the_Shaping_of_Public_Opinion
(Accessed:
9
September 2017).
McCutcheon, D. and Stuart, F. (2000) ‘Issues in the choice of supplier alliance partners’,
Journal of Operations Management, 18(3), pp. 279–301. doi: 10.1016/S0272-6963(99)000261.
McEvily, B., Perrone, V. and Zaheer, A. (2003) ‘Trust as an Organizing Principle’, Organization
Science, 14(1), pp. 91–103. doi: 10.1287/orsc.14.1.91.12814.
McEvily, B. and Tortoriello, M. (2011) ‘Measuring trust in organisational research: Review and
recommendations’,
Journal
of
Trust
Research,
1(1),
pp.
23–63.
doi:
10.1080/21515581.2011.552424.
McKnight, D. H., Choudhury, V. and Kacmar, C. (2002) ‘Developing and Validating Trust
Measures for e-Commerce: An Integrative Typology’, Information Systems Research, 13(3),
pp. 334–359. doi: 10.1287/isre.13.3.334.81.

277

McKnight, D. H., Cummings, L. L. and Chervany, N. L. (1998) ‘Initial Trust Formation in New
Organizational Relationships’, Academy of Management Review, 23(3), pp. 473–490. doi:
10.5465/AMR.1998.926622.
McMillan, K. P. (2004) ‘Trust and the virtues: a solution to the accounting scandals?’, Critical
Perspectives on Accounting, 15(6–7), pp. 943–953. doi: 10.1016/j.cpa.2002.11.001.
Mehta, R. et al. (2006) ‘The impact of cultural differences in U.S. business-to-business export
marketing channel strategic alliances’, Industrial Marketing Management, 35(2), pp. 156–
165. doi: 10.1016/j.indmarman.2005.03.002.
Melander, L. and Lakemond, N. (2015) ‘Governance of supplier collaboration in
technologically uncertain NPD projects’, Industrial Marketing Management, 49, pp. 116–127.
doi: 10.1016/j.indmarman.2015.04.006.
Mellinger, G. D. (1956) ‘Interpersonal trust as a factor in communication.’, The Journal of
Abnormal and Social Psychology, 52(3), p. 304.
Mello, M. H., Strandhagen, J. O. and Alfnes, E. (2015) ‘The role of coordination in avoiding
project delays in an engineer-to-order supply chain’, Journal of Manufacturing Technology
Management, 26(3), pp. 429–454. doi: 10.1108/JMTM-03-2013-0021.
Meng, X. (2010) ‘Assessment framework for construction supply chain relationships:
Development and evaluation’, International Journal of Project Management, 28(7), pp. 695–
707. doi: 10.1016/j.ijproman.2009.12.006.
Mentzer, J. T. et al. (2001) ‘Defining Supply Chain Management’, Journal of Business Logistics,
22(2), pp. 1–25. doi: 10.1002/j.2158-1592.2001.tb00001.x.
Meqdadi, O., Johnsen, T. E. and Johnsen, R. E. (2017) ‘The role of power and trust in spreading
sustainability initiatives across supply networks: A case study in the bio-chemical industry’,
Industrial Marketing Management, 62, pp. 61–76. doi: 10.1016/j.indmarman.2016.06.006.
Merckx, G. and Chaturvedi, A. (2020) ‘Short vs. long-term procurement contracts when
supplier can invest in cost reduction’, International Journal of Production Economics, 227, p.
107652. doi: 10.1016/j.ijpe.2020.107652.
Meyer, S. B. et al. (2013) ‘Demographic indicators of trust in federal, state and local
government: implications for Australian health policy makers’, Australian Health Review,
37(1), p. 11. doi: 10.1071/AH11073.
Michalski, M., Montes, J. L. and Narasimhan, R. (2019) ‘Relational asymmetry, trust, and
innovation in supply chain management: a non-linear approach’, The International Journal of
Logistics Management, 30(1), pp. 303–328. doi: 10.1108/IJLM-01-2018-0011.
Miles, M. B., Huberman, M. and Saldańa (1994) Qualitative data analysis: An expanded
sourcebook.
Second.
London:
SAGE
Publications.
Available
at:
http://www.theculturelab.umd.edu/uploads/1/4/2/2/14225661/miles-huberman-saldanadesigning-matrix-and-network-displays.pdf (Accessed: 28 June 2019).
278

Milgrom, P. and Roberts, J. (1982) ‘Predation, reputation, and entry deterrence’, Journal of
Economic Theory, 27(2), pp. 280–312. doi: 10.1016/0022-0531(82)90031-X.
Millington, A., Eberhardt, M. and Wilkinson, B. (2005) ‘Gift Giving, Guanxi and Illicit Payments
in Buyer–Supplier Relations in China: Analysing the Experience of UK Companies’, Journal of
Business Ethics, 57(3), pp. 255–268. doi: 10.1007/s10551-004-6712-y.
Minerbo, C. et al. (2018) ‘Supply Chain Trust: A Two-Way Street?’, Academy of Management
Proceedings, 2018(1), p. 10974. doi: 10.5465/AMBPP.2018.10974abstract.
Mir, S. et al. (2018) ‘Content analysis in SCM research: past uses and future research
opportunities’, The International Journal of Logistics Management, 29(1), pp. 152–190. doi:
10.1108/IJLM-09-2016-0200.
Mizgier, K. J., Pasia, J. M. and Talluri, S. (2017) ‘Multiobjective capital allocation for supplier
development under risk’, International Journal of Production Research, 55(18), pp. 5243–
5258. doi: 10.1080/00207543.2017.1302618.
Mohr, A. T. and Puck, J. (2013) ‘Revisiting the Trust-performance Link in Strategic Alliances’,
Management International Review, 53(2), pp. 269–289. doi: 10.1007/s11575-012-0145-0.
Mohr, J. J. and Sohi, R. S. (1995) ‘Communication flows in distribution channels: Impact on
assessments of communication quality and satisfaction’, Journal of Retailing, 71(4), pp. 393–
415. doi: 10.1016/0022-4359(95)90020-9.
Mohr, J. and Nevin, J. R. (1990) ‘Communication Strategies in Marketing Channels: A
Theoretical Perspective’, Journal of Marketing, 54(4), pp. 36–51. doi: 10.2307/1251758.
Mohr, J. and Spekman, R. (1994) ‘Characteristics of partnership success: Partnership
attributes, communication behavior, and conflict resolution techniques’, Strategic
Management Journal, 15(2), pp. 135–152. doi: 10.1002/smj.4250150205.
Montgomery, R. T., Ogden, J. A. and Boehmke, B. C. (2018) ‘A quantified Kraljic Portfolio
Matrix: Using decision analysis for strategic purchasing’, Journal of Purchasing and Supply
Management, 24(3), pp. 192–203. doi: 10.1016/j.pursup.2017.10.002.
Moorman, C., Deshpande, R. and Zaltman, G. (1993) ‘Factors Affecting Trust in Market
Research Relationships’, Journal of Marketing, 57(1), p. 81. doi: 10.2307/1252059.
Moorman, C., Zaltman, G. and Deshpande, R. (1992) ‘Relationships between Providers and
Users of Market Research: The Dynamics of Trust within and between Organizations’, Journal
of Marketing Research, 29(3), pp. 314–328. doi: 10.2307/3172742.
Moorman, Zaltman and Deshpande (1992) ‘Relationships between providers and users of
market research: The dynamics of trust within and between organizations’, Journal of
marketing research, 29(3), pp. 314–328.
Morali, O. and Searcy, C. (2013) ‘A Review of Sustainable Supply Chain Management Practices
in Canada’, Journal of Business Ethics, 117(3), pp. 635–658. doi: 10.1007/s10551-012-1539-4.

279

More, D. and Basu, P. (2013) ‘Challenges of supply chain finance’, Business Process
Management Journal, 19(4), pp. 624–647. doi: 10.1108/BPMJ-09-2012-0093.
Morgan, R. M. and Hunt, S. D. (1994) ‘The Commitment-Trust Theory of Relationship
Marketing’, Journal of Marketing, 58(3), pp. 20–38. doi: 10.1177/002224299405800302.
Naesens, K., Pintelon, L. and Taillieu, T. (2007) ‘A Framework for Implementing and Sustaining
Trust in Horizontal Partnerships’, Supply Chain Forum: An International Journal, 8(1), pp. 32–
44. doi: 10.1080/16258312.2007.11517174.
Najafi-Tavani, S. et al. (2018) ‘How collaborative innovation networks affect new product
performance: Product innovation capability, process innovation capability, and absorptive
capacity’,
Industrial
Marketing
Management,
73,
pp.
193–205.
doi:
10.1016/j.indmarman.2018.02.009.
Narayanan, S., Narasimhan, R. and Schoenherr, T. (2015) ‘Assessing the contingent effects of
collaboration on agility performance in buyer–supplier relationships’, Journal of Operations
Management, 33–34, pp. 140–154. doi: 10.1016/j.jom.2014.11.004.
Narsimhan, S. and Ungarala, D. P. (2016) ‘Competitive Negotiation Tactics and Kraljic Portfolio
Category in SCM’, Journal of Supply Chain Management Systems, 5(3). doi:
10.21863/jscms/2016.5.3.036.
Narus, J. A. and Anderson, J. C. (1986) ‘Industrial distributor selling: The roles of outside and
inside sales’, Industrial Marketing Management, 15(1), pp. 55–62. doi:
https://doi.org/10.1016/0019-8501(86)90044-1.
Nel, D. et al. (2000) ‘Customer Evaluations of Service Complaint Experiences in the Public
Sector’, Journal of Nonprofit & Public Sector Marketing, 7(3), pp. 3–30. doi:
10.1300/J054v07n03_02.
Nelson, K. M. and Cooprider, J. G. (1996) ‘The Contribution of Shared Knowledge to IS Group
Performance’, MIS Quarterly, 20(4), pp. 409–432. doi: 10.2307/249562.
Nes, E. B., Solberg, C. A. and Silkoset, R. (2007) ‘The impact of national culture and
communication on exporter–distributor relations and on export performance’, International
Business Review, 16(4), pp. 405–424. doi: 10.1016/j.ibusrev.2007.01.008.
Neuendorf, K. A. (2017) The Content Analysis Guidebook. 2455 Teller Road, Thousand
Oaks California 91320: SAGE Publications, Inc. doi: 10.4135/9781071802878.
Nicholson, C. Y., Compeau, L. D. and Sethi, R. (2001) ‘The role of interpersonal liking in building
trust in long-term channel relationships’, Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 29(1),
p. 3. doi: 10.1177/0092070301291001.
Nielsen, B. B. and Nielsen, S. (2009) ‘Learning and Innovation in International Strategic
Alliances: An Empirical Test of the Role of Trust and Tacitness’, Journal of Management
Studies, 46(6), pp. 1031–1056. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-6486.2009.00840.x.

280

Nooraie, S. V. and Mellat Parast, M. (2015) ‘A multi-objective approach to supply chain risk
management: Integrating visibility with supply and demand risk’, International Journal of
Production Economics, 161, pp. 192–200. doi: 10.1016/j.ijpe.2014.12.024.
Nooteboom, B. (1996) ‘Trust, Opportunism and Governance: A Process and Control Model’,
Organization Studies, 17(6), pp. 985–1010. doi: 10.1177/017084069601700605.
Nooteboom, B., Berger, H. and Noorderhaven, N. G. (1997) ‘EFFECTS OF TRUST AND
GOVERNANCE ON RELATIONAL RISK’, p. 37.
Oba, B. and Semerciöz, F. (2005) ‘Antecedents of trust in industrial districts: an empirical
analysis of inter-firm relations in a Turkish industrial district’, Entrepreneurship & Regional
Development, 17(3), pp. 163–182. doi: 10.1080/08985620500102964.
Ojha, D., Shockley, J. and Acharya, C. (2016) ‘Supply chain organizational infrastructure for
promoting entrepreneurial emphasis and innovativeness: The role of trust and learning’,
International Journal of Production Economics, 179, pp. 212–227. doi:
10.1016/j.ijpe.2016.06.011.
Oosterhuis, M. (2009) Communication in buyer-supplier relationships: the value of shared
perceptions. Thesis fully internal. University of Groningen. Available at:
https://www.rug.nl/research/portal/publications/communication-in-buyersupplierrelationships(72c45b21-4dd8-4232-a527-6c6ac3f276c4)/export.html.
Ozawa, S. and Sripad, P. (2013) ‘How do you measure trust in the health system? A systematic
review of the literature’, Social Science & Medicine, 91, pp. 10–14. doi:
10.1016/j.socscimed.2013.05.005.
Özen, Ş., Uysal, Ö. Ö. and Çakar, M. (2016) ‘Seemingly embedded but obviously exploitative
relations: Organizational contingencies of mutual dependence, power imbalance and
embedded relations’, European Management Review, 13(1), pp. 53–68. doi:
10.1111/emre.12066.
Panahifar, F. et al. (2018) ‘Supply chain collaboration and firm’s performance: The critical role
of information sharing and trust’, Journal of Enterprise Information Management, 31(3), pp.
358–379. doi: 10.1108/JEIM-08-2017-0114.
Panayides, P. M. and Venus Lun, Y. H. (2009) ‘The impact of trust on innovativeness and supply
chain performance’, International Journal of Production Economics, 122(1), pp. 35–46. doi:
10.1016/j.ijpe.2008.12.025.
Paparoidamis, N. G., Katsikeas, C. S. and Chumpitaz, R. (2019a) ‘The role of supplier
performance in building customer trust and loyalty: A cross-country examination’, Industrial
Marketing Management, 78, pp. 183–197. doi: 10.1016/j.indmarman.2017.02.005.
Paparoidamis, N. G., Katsikeas, C. S. and Chumpitaz, R. (2019b) ‘The role of supplier
performance in building customer trust and loyalty: A cross-country examination’, Industrial
Marketing Management, 78, pp. 183–197. doi: 10.1016/j.indmarman.2017.02.005.

281

Parast, M. M. (2019) ‘A learning perspective of supply chain quality management: empirical
evidence from US supply chains’, Supply Chain Management: An International Journal, aheadof-print(ahead-of-print). doi: 10.1108/SCM-01-2019-0028.
Pavlou, P. A. (2003) ‘Consumer Acceptance of Electronic Commerce: Integrating Trust and
Risk with the Technology Acceptance Model’, International Journal of Electronic Commerce,
7(3), pp. 101–134. doi: https://doi.org/10.1080/10864415.2003.11044275.
Pavlou, P. A. and Gefen, D. (2004) ‘Building Effective Online Marketplaces with InstitutionBased Trust’, Information Systems Research, 15(1), pp. 37–59. doi: 10.1287/isre.1040.0015.
Payne, R. and Clark, M. (2003) ‘Dispositional and situational determinants of trust in two types
of managers’, The International Journal of Human Resource Management, 14(1), pp. 128–
138. doi: 10.1080/09585190210158556.
Pemartín, M., Sánchez-Marín, G. and Munuera-Alemán, J. L. (2019) ‘The role of relationship
promoter in new product development collaboration’, Industry and Innovation, 26(1), pp. 57–
77. doi: 10.1080/13662716.2017.1343131.
Pérez, M. S. and Descals, A. M. (1999) ‘Insights into Closeness of Relationship as Determinant
of Trust Within Marketing Channels’, Journal of Marketing Channels, 7(1–2), pp. 29–51. doi:
10.1300/J049v07n01_02.
Perrone, V., Zaheer, A. and McEvily, B. (2003) ‘Free to Be Trusted? Organizational Constraints
on Trust in Boundary Spanners’, Organization Science, 14(4), pp. 422–439. doi:
10.1287/orsc.14.4.422.17487.
Phillips, R. and Caldwell, C. B. (2005) ‘Value Chain Responsibility: A Farewell to Arm’s Length*’,
Business and Society Review, 110(4), pp. 345–370. doi: 10.1111/j.0045-3609.2005.00020.x.
Pillai, R., Schriesheim, C. A. and Williams, E. S. (1999) ‘Fairness Perceptions and Trust as
Mediators for Transformational and Transactional Leadership: A Two-Sample Study’, Journal
of Management, 25(6), pp. 897–933. doi: 10.1177/014920639902500606.
Piricz, N. (2018) ‘Affecting determinants of trust in business relationships’, Serbian Journal of
Management, 13(2), pp. 281–291. doi: 10.5937/sjm13-16649.
Plank, R. E., Reid, D. A. and Pullins, E. B. (1999) ‘Perceived Trust in Business-to-Business Sales:
A New Measure’, Journal of Personal Selling & Sales Management, 19(3), pp. 62–71.
Podsakoff, P. M. et al. (1990) ‘Transformational leader behaviors and their effects on
followers’ trust in leader, satisfaction, and organizational citizenship behaviors’, The
Leadership Quarterly, 1(2), pp. 107–142. doi: 10.1016/1048-9843(90)90009-7.
Poppo, L. and Zenger, T. (2002) ‘Do formal contracts and relational governance function as
substitutes or complements?’, Strategic Management Journal; Chicago, 23(8), pp. 707–725.
doi: https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.249.

282

Poppo, L., Zheng Zhou, K. and Zenger, T. (2003) ‘The economic and social embeddedness of
relational governance: an empirical study exploring origins and effectiveness’, Academy of
Management Proceedings, 2003(1), pp. M1–M6. doi: 10.5465/ambpp.2003.13793233.
Porter (1980) Competitive Strategy: Techniques for Analyzing Industries and Competitors.
New York, NY: Free Press.
Qualitative methods and analysis in organizational research: A practical guide. (1998).
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications Ltd (Qualitative methods and analysis in organizational
research: A practical guide.), pp. xii, 255.
Raak, N. et al. (2017) ‘Processing- and product-related causes for food waste and implications
for the food supply chain’, Waste Management, 61, pp. 461–472. doi:
10.1016/j.wasman.2016.12.027.
Rabin, M. (1993) ‘Incorporating Fairness into Game Theory and Economics’, The American
Economic Review, 83(5), pp. 1281–1302.
Raiser, M. et al. (2007) ‘Trust in Transition: Cross-Country and Firm Evidence’, Journal of Law,
Economics, and Organization, 24(2), pp. 407–433. doi: 10.1093/jleo/ewm060.
Ramanathan, U., Gunasekaran, A. and Subramanian, N. (2011) ‘Supply chain collaboration
performance metrics: a conceptual framework’, Benchmarking: An International Journal.
Edited by H. Lorentz, 18(6), pp. 856–872. doi: 10.1108/14635771111180734.
Ramaseshan, B. and Loo, P. C. (1998) ‘Factors affecting a partner’s perceived effectiveness of
strategic business alliance: some Singaporean evidence’, International Business Review, 7(4),
pp. 443–458. doi: 10.1016/S0969-5931(98)00017-1.
Rampersad, G. C., Hordacre, A.-L. and Spoehr, J. (2019) ‘Driving innovation in supply chains:
an examination of advanced manufacturing and food industries’, Journal of Business &
Industrial Marketing, 35(5), pp. 835–847. doi: 10.1108/JBIM-03-2019-0101.
Rao, V. S. and Lee (2007) ‘RESPONSES TO TRUST VIOLATION: A THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK’,
Journal of Computer Information Systems, 48(1), p. 13.
Ratnasingam, P. (2005) ‘Trust in inter-organizational exchanges: a case study in business to
business electronic commerce’, Decision Support Systems, 39(3), pp. 525–544. doi:
10.1016/j.dss.2003.12.005.
Ratnasingham, P. (1998) ‘The importance of trust in electronic commerce’, Internet Research,
8(4), pp. 313–321. doi: 10.1108/10662249810231050.
Rempel and Holmes (1986) ‘HOW DO I TRUST THEE-TRUST IS ONE OF THE MOST IMPORTANT
AND NECESSARY ASPECTS OF ANY CLOSE RELATIONSHIP-BY TAKING THIS TRUST TEST YOU
CAN COUNT THE WAYS AND UNDERSTAND THE WHYS’, Psychology today, 20(2), p. 28.

283

Revilla, E. and Knoppen, D. (2015) ‘Building knowledge integration in buyer-supplier
relationships: The critical role of strategic supply management and trust’, International
Journal of Operations & Production Management, 35(10), pp. 1408–1436. doi:
10.1108/IJOPM-01-2014-0030.
Rezaee, Z. (2004) ‘Restoring public trust in the accounting profession by developing anti‐fraud
education, programs, and auditing’, Managerial Auditing Journal, 19(1), pp. 134–148. doi:
10.1108/02686900410509857.
Riegelsberger, J., Sasse, M. A. and Mccarthy, J. D. (2003) ‘Shiny Happy People Building Trust?
Photos on e-Commerce Websites and Consumer Trust’, in Proceedings of CHI 2003. ACM
Press, pp. 121–128.
Riegelsberger, J., Sasse, M. A. and McCarthy, J. D. (2005) ‘The mechanics of trust: A framework
for research and design’, International Journal of Human-Computer Studies, 62(3), pp. 381–
422. doi: 10.1016/j.ijhcs.2005.01.001.
Ries, S. (2007) ‘Certain trust: a trust model for users and agents’, in Proceedings of the 2007
ACM symposium on Applied computing - SAC ’07. the 2007 ACM symposium, Seoul, Korea:
ACM Press, p. 1599. doi: 10.1145/1244002.1244342.
Ring, P. S. and van de Ven, A. H. (1992) ‘Structuring cooperative relationships between
organizations’, Strategic Management Journal, 13(7), pp. 483–498. doi:
10.1002/smj.4250130702.
Roberts, J. et al. (2010) ‘Building retail tenant trust: neighbourhood versus regional shopping
centres’, International Journal of Retail & Distribution Management. Edited by A. G. Parsons,
38(8), pp. 597–612. doi: 10.1108/09590551011057426.
Robinson, S. L. (1996) ‘Trust and Breach of the Psychological Contract’, Administrative Science
Quarterly, 41(4), pp. 574–599. doi: 10.2307/2393868.
Robson, M. J., Katsikeas, C. S. and Bello, D. C. (2008) ‘Drivers and Performance Outcomes of
Trust in International Strategic Alliances: The Role of Organizational Complexity’,
Organization Science. doi: 10.1287/orsc.1070.0329.
Rotter, J. B. (1967) ‘A new scale for the measurement of interpersonal trust’, Journal of
personality, 35(4), pp. 651–665.
Rotter, J. B. (1971) ‘Generalized expectancies for interpersonal trust’, American Psychologist,
26(5), pp. 443–452.
Rousseau, D. M. et al. (1998) ‘Not So Different After All: A Cross-Discipline View Of Trust’,
Academy of Management Review, 23(3), pp. 393–404. doi: 10.5465/AMR.1998.926617.
Ruekert, R. W. and Churchill, G. A. (1984) ‘Reliability and Validity of Alternative Measures of
Channel Member Satisfaction’, Journal of Marketing Research, 21(2), p. 226. doi:
10.2307/3151706.

284

Ruiz-Torres, A. J. and Mahmoodi, F. (2007) ‘The optimal number of suppliers considering the
costs of individual supplier failures’, Omega, 35(1), pp. 104–115. doi:
10.1016/j.omega.2005.04.005.
Rustagi, S., King, W. R. and Kirsch, L. J. (2008) ‘Predictors of Formal Control Usage in IT
Outsourcing Partnerships’, Information Systems Research, 19(2), pp. 126–143. doi:
10.1287/isre.1080.0169.
de Ruyter, K., Moorman, L. and Lemmink, J. (2001) ‘Antecedents of Commitment and Trust in
Customer–Supplier Relationships in High Technology Markets’, Industrial Marketing
Management, 30(3), pp. 271–286. doi: 10.1016/S0019-8501(99)00091-7.
Sabel, C. F. (1993) ‘Studied Trust: Building New Forms of Cooperation in a Volatile
Economy’, Human Relations, 46(9), pp. 1133–1170. doi: 10.1177/001872679304600907.
Sætrevik, B., Ghanonisaber, S. and Lunde, G. E. (2018) ‘Power imbalance between supply
vessels and offshore installations may impede the communication of safety issues’, Safety
Science, 101, pp. 268–281. doi: 10.1016/j.ssci.2017.09.010.
Sako, M. and Helper, S. (1998) ‘Determinants of trust in supplier relations: Evidence from the
automotive industry in Japan and the United States’, Journal of Economic Behavior &
Organization, 34(3), pp. 387–417. doi: 10.1016/S0167-2681(97)00082-6.
Salam, M. A. (2017) ‘The mediating role of supply chain collaboration on the relationship
between technology, trust and operational performance: An empirical investigation’,
Benchmarking: An International Journal, 24(2), pp. 298–317. doi: 10.1108/BIJ-07-2015-0075.
Saleh, M. A. et al. (2015) ‘A critical appraisal of the relational management paradigm in an
international setting: A future research agenda’, Management Decision, 53(2), pp. 268–289.
doi: 10.1108/MD-02-2014-0097.
Saleh, M. A., Ali, M. Y. and Mavondo, F. T. (2014) ‘Drivers of importer trust and commitment:
Evidence from a developing country’, Journal of Business Research, 67(12), pp. 2523–2530.
doi: 10.1016/j.jbusres.2014.03.010.
Saleh, M. A., Ali, M. Y. and Quazi, A. (2013) ‘A comparative study of consumer and B2B goods
importers’ trust and commitment: Evidence from an Asian developing country’, Australasian
Marketing Journal (AMJ), 21(2), pp. 126–136. doi: 10.1016/j.ausmj.2012.11.002.
Saparito, P. A., Chen, C. C. and Sapienza, H. J. (2004) ‘The Role of Relational Trust in Bank-Small Firm Relationships’, Academy of Management Journal, 47(3), pp. 400–410. doi:
10.5465/20159589.
Sapienza, H. J. and Korsgaard, M. A. (1996) ‘Procedural Justice in Entrepreneur-Investor
Relations’, Academy of Management Journal, 39(3), pp. 544–574. doi: 10.2307/256655.
Sariola, R. and Martinsuo, M. (2016) ‘Enhancing the supplier’s non-contractual project
relationships with designers’, International Journal of Project Management, 34(6), pp. 923–
936. doi: 10.1016/j.ijproman.2016.04.002.
285

Sarkis, J., Santibanez Gonzalez, E. DR. and Koh, S. C. L. (2019) ‘Effective multi-tier supply chain
management for sustainability’, International Journal of Production Economics, 217, pp. 1–
10. doi: 10.1016/j.ijpe.2019.09.014.
Saunders, C. et al. (2004) ‘Interorganizational trust in B2B relationships’, in Proceedings of the
6th international conference on Electronic commerce - ICEC ’04. the 6th international
conference, Delft, The Netherlands: ACM Press, p. 272. doi: 10.1145/1052220.1052255.
Saunders, M. et al. (2019) ‘“Research Methods for Business Students” Chapter 4:
Understanding research philosophy and approaches to theory development’, in, pp. 128–171.
Schaefer, T. and Guenther, T. (2016) ‘Exploring strategic planning outcomes: the influential
role of top versus middle management participation’, Journal of Management Control, 27(2–
3), pp. 205–249. doi: 10.1007/s00187-016-0230-9.
Schenkel, M. et al. (2019) ‘Vicious cycles that hinder value creation in closed loop supply
chains: Experiences from the field’, Journal of Cleaner Production, 223, pp. 278–288. doi:
10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.03.088.
Scheufele, B. (2008) ‘Content Analysis, Qualitative’, in The International Encyclopedia of
Communication. American Cancer Society. doi: 10.1002/9781405186407.wbiecc134.
Schlenker, B. R., Helm, B. and Tedeschi, J. T. (1973) ‘The effects of personality and situational
variables on behavioral trust.’, Journal of personality and social psychology, 25(3), p. 419.
Schmitt, A. J. et al. (2015) ‘Centralization versus decentralization: Risk pooling, risk
diversification, and supply chain disruptions’, Omega, 52, pp. 201–212. doi:
10.1016/j.omega.2014.06.002.
Schmitz, C. et al. (2020) ‘Understanding the Impact of Relationship Disruptions’, Journal of
Marketing, 84(1), pp. 66–87. doi: 10.1177/0022242919882630.
Scholten, K. and Schilder, S. (2015) ‘The role of collaboration in supply chain resilience’, Supply
Chain Management: An International Journal, 20(4), pp. 471–484. doi: 10.1108/SCM-112014-0386.
Schoorman, F. D., Mayer, R. C. and Davis, J. H. (2007) ‘An Integrative Model of Organizational
Trust: Past, Present, and Future’, Academy of Management Review, 32(2), pp. 344–354. doi:
10.5465/amr.2007.24348410.
Schröder, P., Lemille, A. and Desmond, P. (2020) ‘Making the circular economy work for
human development’, Resources, Conservation and Recycling, 156, p. 104686. doi:
10.1016/j.resconrec.2020.104686.
Schumann, J. H. et al. (2010) ‘Drivers of Trust in Relational Service Exchange: Understanding
the Importance of Cross-Cultural Differences’, Journal of Service Research, 13(4), pp. 453–
468. doi: 10.1177/1094670510368425.

286

Schurr, P. H. and Ozanne, J. L. (1985) ‘Influences on Exchange Processes: Buyers’
Preconceptions of a Seller’s Trustworthiness and Bargaining Toughness’, Journal of Consumer
Research, 11(4), pp. 939–953. doi: 10.1086/209028.
Schweitzer, M. E., Hershey, J. C. and Bradlow, E. T. (2006) ‘Promises and lies: Restoring
violated trust’, Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 101(1), pp. 1–19. doi:
10.1016/j.obhdp.2006.05.005.
Sekhon, H. et al. (2013) ‘Modelling trust in service relationships: a transnational perspective’,
Journal of Services Marketing, 27(1), pp. 76–86. doi: 10.1108/08876041311296392.
Selnes, F. (1998) ‘Antecedents and consequences of trust and satisfaction in buyer‐seller
relationships’, European Journal of Marketing. doi: 10.1108/03090569810204580.
Seppänen, R., Blomqvist, K. and Sundqvist, S. (2007) ‘Measuring inter-organizational trust—a
critical review of the empirical research in 1990–2003’, Industrial Marketing Management,
36(2), pp. 249–265. doi: 10.1016/j.indmarman.2005.09.003.
Seuring, S. and Gold, S. (2012) ‘Conducting content‐analysis based literature reviews in supply
chain management’, Supply Chain Management: An International Journal. Edited by R.
Wilding and B. Wagner, 17(5), pp. 544–555. doi: 10.1108/13598541211258609.
Seuring, S. and Müller, M. (2008) ‘From a literature review to a conceptual framework for
sustainable supply chain management’, Journal of Cleaner Production, 16(15), pp. 1699–1710.
doi: 10.1016/j.jclepro.2008.04.020.
Sharif, K. J., Kalafatis, S. P. and Samouel, P. (2005) ‘Cognitive and behavioural determinants of
trust in small and medium‐sized enterprises’, Journal of Small Business and Enterprise
Development, 12(3), pp. 409–421. doi: 10.1108/14626000510612312.
Sharma, N. and Patterson, P. G. (1999) ‘The impact of communication effectiveness and
service quality on relationship commitment in consumer, professional services’, Journal of
Services Marketing, 13(2), pp. 151–170. doi: 10.1108/08876049910266059.
Sharma, V. K., Chandna, P. and Bhardwaj, A. (2017) ‘Green supply chain management related
performance indicators in agro industry: A review’, Journal of Cleaner Production, 141, pp.
1194–1208. doi: 10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.09.103.
Shi, C. et al. (2018) ‘Asset Specificity and Contractors’ Opportunistic Behavior: Moderating
Roles of Contract and Trust’, Journal of Management in Engineering, 34(5), p. 04018026. doi:
10.1061/(ASCE)ME.1943-5479.0000632.
Shi, H. et al. (2017) ‘Sales Representative Departures and Customer Reassignment Strategies
in Business-to-Business Markets’, Journal of Marketing, 81(2), pp. 25–44. doi:
10.1509/jm.15.0358.
Shibin Sheng, Brown, J. R. and Nicholson, C. Y. (2005) ‘The Mediating Role of Communication
in Interorganizational Channels’, Journal of Marketing Channels, 13(2), p. 51. doi:
10.1300/J049v13n02•04.
287

Shin, H., Collier, D. A. and Wilson, D. D. (2000) ‘Supply management orientation and
supplier/buyer performance’, Journal of Operations Management, 18(3), pp. 317–333. doi:
10.1016/S0272-6963(99)00031-5.
Sichtmann, C. (2007) ‘An analysis of antecedents and consequences of trust in a corporate
brand’, European Journal of Marketing. Edited by D. C. Arnott, 41(9/10), pp. 999–1015. doi:
10.1108/03090560710773318.
Simatupang, T. M. and Sridharan, R. (2002) ‘The collaborative supply chain.’, The international
journal of logistics management, 13(1), pp. 15–30.
Simpson, J. T. and Mayo, D. T. (1997) ‘Relationship management: A call for fewer influence
attempts?’, Journal of Business Research, 39(3), pp. 209–218. doi: 10.1016/S01482963(96)00205-6.
Singh, A. and Teng, J. T. C. (2016) ‘Enhancing supply chain outcomes through Information
Technology and Trust’, Computers in Human Behavior, 54, pp. 290–300. doi:
10.1016/j.chb.2015.07.051.
Singh, S. K. et al. (2019) ‘Top management knowledge value, knowledge sharing practices,
open innovation and organizational performance’, Journal of Business Research, p.
S0148296319302930. doi: 10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.04.040.
Sipahi, R. and Delice, I. I. (2010) ‘Stability of inventory dynamics in supply chains with three
delays’, International Journal of Production Economics, 123(1), pp. 107–117. doi:
10.1016/j.ijpe.2009.07.013.
Sirdeshmukh, D., Singh, J. and Sabol, B. (2002) ‘Consumer Trust, Value, and Loyalty in
Relational Exchanges’, Journal of Marketing, 66(1), pp. 15–37.
Skowronski, K. and Benton, W. C. (2018) ‘The Influence of Intellectual Property Rights on
Poaching in Manufacturing Outsourcing’, Production and Operations Management, 27(3), pp.
531–552. doi: 10.1111/poms.12813.
Slovic, P. (1993) ‘Perceived Risk, Trust, and Democracy’, Risk Analysis, 13(6), pp. 675–682. doi:
10.1111/j.1539-6924.1993.tb01329.x.
Smith, A. D. et al. (2009) ‘A qualitative study of high-reputation plant managers: Political skill
and successful outcomes’, Journal of Operations Management, 27(6), pp. 428–443. doi:
10.1016/j.jom.2009.01.003.
Soosay, C. A. and Hyland, P. (2015) ‘A decade of supply chain collaboration and directions for
future research’, Supply Chain Management: An International Journal, 20(6), pp. 613–630.
doi: 10.1108/SCM-06-2015-0217.
Soosay, C. A., Hyland, P. W. and Ferrer, M. (2008) ‘Supply chain collaboration : capabilities for
continuous innovation’, in. doi: 10.1108/13598540810860994.

288

Spekman, R. E., Kamauff, J. W. and Myhr, N. (1998) ‘An empirical investigation into supply
chain management: a perspective on partnerships’, Supply Chain Management: An
International Journal, 3(2), pp. 53–67. doi: 10.1108/13598549810215379.
Spriggs, M. T. (1996) The new social contract: An inquiry into modern contractual relations.
JSTOR. Available at: http://www.jstor.org/stable/30000348.
Stahl, G. K. et al. (2011) ‘Trust dynamics in acquisitions: A case survey’, Human Resource
Management, 50(5), pp. 575–603. doi: 10.1002/hrm.20448.
Staniskiene, E., Stankeviciute, Z. and Daunoriene, A. (2019) ‘Corporate Social Responsibility
and Inter-Organisational Trust in a B2B Context’, Quality Innovation Prosperity, 23(2), p. 46.
doi: 10.12776/qip.v23i2.1244.
Stewart, K. J. (2003) ‘Trust Transfer on the World Wide Web’, Organization Science, 14(1), pp.
5–17. doi: 10.1287/orsc.14.1.5.12810.
Stuart, I. F., Verville, J. and Taskin, N. (2012) ‘Trust in buyer‐supplier relationships: Supplier
competency, interpersonal relationships and performance outcomes’, Journal of Enterprise
Information Management, 25(4), pp. 392–412. doi: 10.1108/17410391211245856.
Styles, C., Patterson, P. G. and Ahmed, F. (2008) ‘A relational model of export performance’,
Journal
of
International
Business
Studies,
39(5),
pp.
880–900.
doi:
10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8400385.
Su, J. (2013) ‘Strategic sourcing in the textile and apparel industry’, Industrial Management &
Data Systems, 113(1), pp. 23–38. doi: 10.1108/02635571311289647.
Suh, T. and Kwon, I.-W. G. (2006) ‘Matter over mind: When specific asset investment affects
calculative trust in supply chain partnership’, Industrial Marketing Management, 35(2), pp.
191–201. doi: 10.1016/j.indmarman.2005.02.001.
Supardi and Hadi (2020) ‘New Perspective on the Resilience of SMEs Proactive, Adaptive,
Reactive from Business Turbulence: A Systematic Review’, JOURNAL OF XI’AN UNIVERSITY OF
ARCHITECTURE & TECHNOLOGY, XII(V), pp. 1265–1275. doi: 10.37896/JXAT12.05/1524.
Suparjo and Sunarsih, E. S. (2018) ‘The role of service quality and institutional image in
establishing relational commitment between private universities and the student’, Journal of
Entrepreneurship Education, 21(3), pp. 1–13.
Susanty Aries, Sirait Norma Mustiana and Bakhtiar Arfan (2018) ‘The relationship between
information sharing, informal contracts and trust on performance of supply chain
management in the SMEs of batik’, Measuring Business Excellence, 22(3), pp. 292–314. doi:
10.1108/MBE-05-2017-0019.
Swan, J. E., Trawick, I. F. and Silva, D. W. (1985) ‘How industrial salespeople gain customer
trust’, Industrial Marketing Management, 14(3), pp. 203–211. doi: 10.1016/00198501(85)90039-2.

289

Szromek, A. R. and Naramski, M. (2019) ‘Measuring Trust in Business Relations between
Tourist Facilities on One Thematic Touristic Route’, Sustainability, 11(14), p. 3935. doi:
10.3390/su11143935.
Talluri, S., DeCampos, H. A. and Hult, G. T. M. (2013) ‘Supplier Rationalization: A Sourcing
Decision Model’, Decision Sciences, 44(1), pp. 57–86. doi: 10.1111/j.1540-5915.2012.00390.x.
Theron, E., Terblanche, N. and Boshoff, C. (2011) ‘The Antecedents of Trust in Business-toBusiness Financial Services’, Journal of Business-to-Business Marketing, 18(2), pp. 188–213.
doi: 10.1080/1051712X.2010.499837.
Tian, Y., Lai, F. and Daniel, F. (2008) ‘An examination of the nature of trust in logistics
outsourcing relationship: Empirical evidence from China’, Industrial Management & Data
Systems, 108(3), pp. 346–367. doi: 10.1108/02635570810858769.
Tokman, M. et al. (2007) ‘Exploration, Exploitation and Satisfaction in Supply Chain Portfolio
Strategy’, Journal of Business Logistics, 28(1), pp. 25–56. doi: 10.1002/j.21581592.2007.tb00231.x.
Tomkins, C. (2001) ‘Interdependencies, trust and information in relationships, alliances and
networks’, Accounting, Organizations and Society, 26(2), pp. 161–191. doi: 10.1016/S03613682(00)00018-0.
Trent, R. J. (2004) ‘The Use of Organizational Design Features in Purchasing and Supply
Management’, Journal of Supply Chain Management, 40(2), pp. 4–18. doi: 10.1111/j.1745493X.2004.tb00170.x.
Udomkit, N., Ensslin, V. and Meinhold, R. (2019) ‘Three Stages of Trust Building of
International Small- and Medium-Sized Enterprises’, Global Business Review, p.
0972150919856990. doi: 10.1177/0972150919856990.
Um, K.-H. and Kim, S.-M. (2018) ‘Collaboration and opportunism as mediators of the
relationship between NPD project uncertainty and NPD project performance’, International
Journal of Project Management, 36(4), pp. 659–672. doi: 10.1016/j.ijproman.2018.01.006.
Usman, H. et al. (2017) ‘The role of religious norms, trust, importance of attributes and
information sources in the relationship between religiosity and selection of the Islamic bank’,
Journal of Islamic Marketing, 8(2), pp. 158–186. doi: 10.1108/JIMA-01-2015-0004.
Uzzi, B. (1997) ‘Social Structure and Competition in Interfirm Networks: The Paradox of
Embeddedness’, Administrative Science Quarterly, 42(1), p. 35. doi: 10.2307/2393808.
van der Valk, W. et al. (2016) ‘When are contracts and trust necessary for innovation in buyersupplier relationships? A Necessary Condition Analysis’, Journal of Purchasing and Supply
Management, 22(4), pp. 266–277. doi: 10.1016/j.pursup.2016.06.005.

290

Van Dijk, Teun. A. (1995) ‘Power and the news media. In Political Communication and Action’,
in Power and the news media. Cresskill, NJ: Hampton Press (Political communication and
action), pp. 9–36. Available at: https://hdl.handle.net/11245/1.117850 (Accessed: 21
February 2020).
Vanneste, B. S. (2016) ‘From interpersonal to interorganisational trust: The role of indirect
reciprocity.’, Journal of Trust Research, 6(1), pp. 7–36. doi: 10.1080/21515581.2015.1108849.
Varoutsa, E. and Scapens, R. W. (2018) ‘Trust and control in evolving inter-organisational
relationships: Evidence from the aerospace industry’, Accounting, Auditing & Accountability
Journal, 31(1), pp. 112–140. doi: 10.1108/AAAJ-02-2013-1218.
Vélez, M. L., Sánchez, J. M. and Álvarez-Dardet, C. (2008) ‘Management control systems as
inter-organizational trust builders in evolving relationships: Evidence from a longitudinal case
study’, Accounting, Organizations and Society, 33(7), pp. 968–994. doi:
10.1016/j.aos.2008.02.006.
Viitaharju, L. and Lähdesmäki, M. (2012) ‘Antecedents of trust in asymmetrical business
relationships: Differing perceptions between food producers and retailers’, Marketing
Intelligence & Planning, 30(5), pp. 567–587. doi: 10.1108/02634501211251061.
Vitasek, K. (2013) ‘CSCMP supply chain management definitions and glossary’. Council of
Supply
Chain
Management
Professionals.
Available
at:
https://cscmp.org/CSCMP/Educate/SCM_Definitions_and_Glossary_of_Terms.aspx
(Accessed: 23 March 2020).
Vitasek, K. (2016) ‘Strategic sourcing business models’, Strategic Outsourcing: An
International Journal, 9(2), pp. 126–138. doi: 10.1108/SO-02-2016-0003.
Voigt, G. and Inderfurth, K. (2012) ‘Supply chain coordination with information sharing in the
presence of trust and trustworthiness’, IIE Transactions, 44(8), pp. 637–654. doi:
10.1080/0740817X.2011.635179.
Wagner, S. M., Bode, C. and Koziol, P. (2009) ‘Supplier default dependencies: Empirical
evidence from the automotive industry’, European Journal of Operational Research, 199(1),
pp. 150–161. doi: 10.1016/j.ejor.2008.11.012.
Wagner, S. M., Coley, L. S. and Lindemann, E. (2011) ‘Effects of Suppliers’ Reputation on the
Future of Buyer–Supplier Relationships: The Mediating Roles of Outcome Fairness and Trust’,
Journal of Supply Chain Management, 47(2), pp. 29–48. doi: 10.1111/j.1745493X.2011.03225.x.
Wagner, S. M. and Johnson, J. L. (2004) ‘Configuring and managing strategic supplier
portfolios’, Industrial Marketing Management, 33(8), pp. 717–730. doi:
10.1016/j.indmarman.2004.01.005.
Walliman, N. (2010) Research Methods: The Basics. 1st edn. Routledge. doi:
10.4324/9780203836071.

291

Wang, D., Fu, H. and Fang, S. (2019) ‘The efficacy of trust for the governance of uncertainty
and opportunism in megaprojects: The moderating role of contractual control’, Engineering,
Construction and Architectural Management, 27(1), pp. 150–167. doi: 10.1108/ECAM-092018-0409.
Wang, L., Yeung, J. H. Y. and Zhang, M. (2011) ‘The impact of trust and contract on innovation
performance: The moderating role of environmental uncertainty’, International Journal of
Production Economics, 134(1), pp. 114–122. doi: 10.1016/j.ijpe.2011.06.006.
Wang, X. and Yang, Z. (2013) ‘Inter-firm opportunism: a meta-analytic review and assessment
of its antecedents and effect on performance’, The Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing;
Santa
Barbara,
28(2),
pp.
137–146.
doi:
http://dx.doi.org.dbgw.lis.curtin.edu.au/10.1108/08858621311295272.
Wang, Y. and Singh, M. P. (2010) ‘Evidence-based Trust: A Mathematical Model Geared for
Multiagent Systems’, ACM Trans. Auton. Adapt. Syst., 5(4), p. 14:1–14:28. doi:
10.1145/1867713.1867715.
Wasti, S. A. et al. (2007) ‘Cross-cultural measurement of supervisor trustworthiness: An
assessment of measurement invariance across three cultures’, The Leadership Quarterly,
18(5), pp. 477–489. doi: 10.1016/j.leaqua.2007.07.004.
Wathne, K. H. and Heide, J. B. (2000a) ‘Opportunism in Interfirm Relationships: Forms,
Outcomes, and Solutions’, Journal of Marketing, 64(4), pp. 36–51. doi:
10.1509/jmkg.64.4.36.18070.
Wathne, K. H. and Heide, J. B. (2000b) ‘Opportunism in Interfirm Relationships: Forms,
Outcomes, and Solutions’, Journal of Marketing, 64(4), pp. 36–51.
Watson, C. M. (1984) ‘Balancing dominance: Diagnosing the buyer-supplier relationship’,
Business Horizons, 27(5), pp. 62–65. doi: 10.1016/0007-6813(84)90044-2.
Welty, B. and Becerra-Fernandez, I. (2001) ‘Managing Trust and Commitment in Collaborative
Supply Chain Relationships’, Communications of the ACM, 44(6), pp. 67–73. doi:
10.1145/376134.376170.
Whalley, J. (2008) ‘Globalisation and Values’, The World Economy, 31(11), pp. 1503–1524.
doi: 10.1111/j.1467-9701.2007.01020.x.
Wicks, A. C., Berman, S. L. and Jones, T. M. (1999) ‘The Structure of Optimal Trust: Moral and
Strategic Implications’, Academy of Management Review, 24(1), pp. 99–116. doi:
10.5465/AMR.1999.1580443.
Williamson, O. E. (1979) ‘Transaction-Cost Economics: The Governance of Contractual
Relations’, The Journal of Law and Economics, 22(2), pp. 233–261. doi: 10.1086/466942.
Williamson, O. E. (1985) The Economic Institutions of Capitalism: Firms, Markets, Relational
Contracting. Free Press New York. Available at: https://ssrn.com/abstract=1496720.

292

Williamson, O. E. (1991) ‘Comparative Economic Organization: The Analysis of Discrete
Structural Alternatives’, Administrative Science Quarterly, 36(2), p. 269. doi:
10.2307/2393356.
Williamson, O. E. (1993) ‘Calculativeness, Trust, and Economic Organization’, The Journal of
Law and Economics, 36(1, Part 2), pp. 453–486. doi: 10.1086/467284.
Williamson, O. E. (1996) ‘Transaction cost economics and the Carnegie connection’, Journal
of Economic Behavior & Organization, 31(2), pp. 149–155. doi: 10.1016/S01672681(96)00898-0.
Williamson, O. E. (2008) ‘Outsourcing: Transaction Cost Economics and Supply Chain
Management*’, Journal of Supply Chain Management, 44(2), pp. 5–16. doi: 10.1111/j.1745493X.2008.00051.x.
Williamson, O. E. (2009) ‘Transaction Cost Economics: The Natural Progression*’. Available
at: <https://www.nobelprize.org/prizes/economic-sciences/2009/williamson/lecture/>.
Wilson, D. T. (1995) ‘An Integrated Model of Buyer-Seller Relationships’, Journal of the
Academy of Marketing Science, 23(4), pp. 335–345. doi: 10.1177/009207039502300414.
Wilson, R. (1985) ‘Reputations in games and markets.’, in Game-theoretic models of
bargaining. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 27–62.
Witjes, S. and Lozano, R. (2016) ‘Towards a more Circular Economy: Proposing a framework
linking sustainable public procurement and sustainable business models’, Resources,
Conservation and Recycling, 112, pp. 37–44. doi: 10.1016/j.resconrec.2016.04.015.
Wong, Then and Skitmore (2000) ‘Antecedents of trust in intra-organisational relationships
within three singapore public sector construction project management agencies.’,
Construction
Management
and
Economics,
18(7),
pp.
797–806.
doi:
https://doi.org/10.1080/014461900433087.
Wright, O. and Grace, A. (2011) ‘Trust and commitment within franchise systems: an
Australian and New Zealand perspective’, Asia Pacific Journal of Marketing and Logistics,
23(4), pp. 486–500. doi: 10.1108/13555851111165048.
Wu, C.-W. (2015) ‘Antecedents of franchise strategy and performance’, Journal of Business
Research, 68(7), pp. 1581–1588. doi: 10.1016/j.jbusres.2015.01.055.
Wudhikarn, R., Chakpitak, N. and Neubert, G. (2018) ‘A literature review on performance
measures of logistics management: an intellectual capital perspective’, International Journal
of Production Research, 56(13), pp. 4490–4520. doi: 10.1080/00207543.2018.1431414.
Wuyts, S. and Geyskens, I. (2005) ‘The Formation of Buyer–Supplier Relationships: Detailed
Contract Drafting and Close Partner Selection’, Journal of Marketing, 69(4), pp. 103–117. doi:
10.1509/jmkg.2005.69.4.103.

293

Wuyts, S., Rindfleisch, A. and Citrin, A. (2015) ‘Outsourcing customer support: The role of
provider customer focus’, Journal of Operations Management, 35(Supplement C), pp. 40–55.
doi: 10.1016/j.jom.2014.10.004.
Xuan Zhang, Dirk Pieter van Donk and Taco van der Vaart (2011) ‘Does ICT influence supply
chain management and performance?: A review of survey‐based research’, International
Journal of Operations & Production Management, 31(11), pp. 1215–1247. doi:
10.1108/01443571111178501.
Yang, D. et al. (2018) ‘Suppressing partner opportunism in emerging markets: Contextualizing
institutional forces in supply chain management’, Journal of Business Research, 90, pp. 1–13.
doi: 10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.04.037.
Yang, J. et al. (2020) ‘Operational and relational governances of buyer–supplier exchanges’,
Asia Pacific Journal of Marketing and Logistics, ahead-of-print(ahead-of-print). doi:
10.1108/APJML-03-2019-0181.
Yang, Y., Xu, X. and Zhang, W. (2000) ‘Design neural networks based fuzzy logic’, Fuzzy Sets
and Systems, 114(2), pp. 325–328. doi: 10.1016/S0165-0114(98)00098-0.
Yardley, L. (2000) ‘Dilemmas in qualitative health research’, Psychology & Health, 15(2), pp.
215–228. doi: 10.1080/08870440008400302.
Yeung, J. F. Y., Chan, A. P. C. and Chan, D. W. M. (2008) ‘Establishing quantitative indicators
for measuring the partnering performance of construction projects in Hong Kong’,
Construction
Management
&
Economics,
26(3),
pp.
277–301.
doi:
10.1080/01446190701793688.
Yeung, J. F. Y., Chan, A. P. C. and Chan, D. W. M. (2009) ‘Developing a Performance Index for
Relationship-Based Construction Projects in Australia: Delphi Study’, Journal of Management
in Engineering, 25(2), pp. 59–68. doi: 10.1061/(ASCE)0742-597X(2009)25:2(59).
Yilmaz, C., Sezen, B. and Ozdemir, O. (2005) ‘Joint and interactive effects of trust and (inter)
dependence on relational behaviors in long-term channel dyads’, Industrial Marketing
Management, 34(3), pp. 235–248. doi: 10.1016/j.indmarman.2004.07.005.
Yin, M. and Jahanshahi, A. (2018) ‘Developing Knowledge-Based Resources: The Role of
Entrepreneurs’ Social Network Size and Trust’, Sustainability, 10(10), p. 3380. doi:
10.3390/su10103380.
Young-Ybarra, C. and Wiersema, M. (1999) ‘Strategic Flexibility in Information Technology
Alliances: The Influence of Transaction Cost Economics and Social Exchange Theory’,
Organization Science, 10(4), pp. 439–459. doi: 10.1287/orsc.10.4.439.
Yu, P.-L. (2019) ‘Interfirm coopetition, trust, and opportunism: a mediated moderation
model’, Review of Managerial Science, 13(5), pp. 1069–1092. doi: 10.1007/s11846-018-0279y.

294

Yuan, Y. (2018) ‘The role of trust, commitment, and learning orientation on logistic service
effectiveness’, Journal of Business Research, p. 14.
Zaheer, A., McEvily, B. and Perrone, V. (1998) ‘Does Trust Matter? Exploring the Effects of
Interorganizational and Interpersonal Trust on Performance’, Organization Science, 9(2), pp.
141–159. doi: 10.1287/orsc.9.2.141.
Zaheer, A. and Venkatraman, N. (1995) ‘Relational governance as an interorganizational
strategy: An empirical test of the role of trust in economic exchange’, Strategic Management
Journal, 16(5), pp. 373–392. doi: 10.1002/smj.4250160504.
Zand, D. E. (1972) ‘Trust and Managerial Problem Solving’, Administrative Science Quarterly,
17(2), pp. 229–239. doi: 10.2307/2393957.
Zeffane, R. (2010) ‘Towards a two‐factor theory of interpersonal trust: a focus on trust in
leadership’, International Journal of Commerce and Management, 20(3), pp. 246–257. doi:
10.1108/10569211011076938.
Zhang, C., Cavusgil, S. T. and Roath, A. S. (2003) ‘Manufacturer governance of foreign
distributor relationships: do relational norms enhance competitiveness in the export
market?’, Journal of International Business Studies, 34(6), pp. 550–566. doi:
10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8400051.
Zhang, C., Zheng, X. (Vivian) and Li, J. J. (2019) ‘Is collaboration a better way to develop trust
after opportunism? Distinguishing firm and boundary spanner opportunism’, Industrial
Marketing Management, 82, pp. 38–51. doi: 10.1016/j.indmarman.2019.02.018.
Zhang, S. B., Chen, J. and Fu, Y. (2020) ‘Contract complexity and trust in construction project
subcontracting’, Engineering, Construction and Architectural Management, ahead-ofprint(ahead-of-print). doi: 10.1108/ECAM-02-2019-0113.
Zhao, R. et al. (2019) ‘Supply chain relational capital and the bullwhip effect: An empirical
analysis using financial disclosures’, International Journal of Operations & Production
Management, 39(5), pp. 658–689. doi: 10.1108/IJOPM-03-2018-0186.
Zhou, K. Z. and Xu, D. (2012) ‘How foreign firms curtail local supplier opportunism in China:
Detailed contracts, centralized control, and relational governance’, Journal of International
Business Studies, 43(7), pp. 677–692. doi: 10.1057/jibs.2012.7.
Zirpoli, F. and Caputo, M. (2002) ‘The nature of buyer‐supplier relationships in co‐design
activities: The Italian auto industry case’, International Journal of Operations & Production
Management, 22(12), pp. 1389–1410. doi: 10.1108/01443570210452066.
Zucker (1986) ‘Production of trust: Institutional sources of economic structure, 1840-1920.’,
Research in organizational behavior, 8, pp. 53–111.

295

Appendix
Appendix I
Peer-reviewed Definitions of Trust in the Literature
Author

Year

Page

Quote

Deutsch

(1958)

266

“An individual may be said to have trust in the occurrence of an
event if he expects its occurrence and his expectation leads to
behaviour which he perceives to have greater negative motivational
consequences if the expectation is not confirmed than positive
motivational consequences if it is confirmed.”

Rotter

(1967)

651

"Interpersonal trust is defined here as an expectancy held by an
individual or a group that the word, promise, verbal or written
statement of another individual or group can be relied upon."

Rotter

(1971)

444

"a generalized expectancy held by an individual that the word,
promise, oral or written statement of another individual or group can

be relied on”
Zand

(1972)

230

“Trust is an individual decision, based upon optimistic expectations

or confidence about the outcome of an uncertain event, given
personal vulnerability and the lack of control over the action of
others.”
Schlenker et al.

(1973)

419

"Trust is reliance upon information received from another person
about uncertain environmental states and their accompanying

outcomes in a risky situation".
Matthews and

(1979)

538

"Level of trust was behaviourally defined by degree of “expansion”

of exchange – that is, by how far ahead in earnings one party put

Shimoff

the other.”

Larzelere and

(1980)

595

Huston
Cook and Wall

"Trust is most generally defined as a belief by a person in the
integrity of another individual."

(1980)

39

"…the extent to which one is willing to ascribe good intentions to
and have confidence in the words and actions of other people."

Johnson-George
and Swap

(1982)

1306

"…willingness to take risks may be one of the few characteristics
common to all trust situations."

296

Bialaszewski and

(1985)

207

Giallourakis

"Trust has been defined as an attitude displayed in situations where

the following characteristics may be evident: a person is relying on
another person, a person is risking something of value, and/or a
person is attempting to achieve a desired goal".

Schurr and

(1985)

940

Ozanne

"Trust has been defined as the belief that a party's word or promise
is reliable and that a party will fulfil his/her obligations in an

exchange relationship."
Lewis and Weigert

(1985)

965

"…members of that system act according to and are secure in the

expected futures constituted by the presence of each other or their
symbolic representations”

Zucker

(1986)

54

“…a set of expectations shared by all those involved in an
exchange.”

Rempel and

(1986)

28

relationship”

Holmes
Koller

"…the degree of confidence you feel when you think about a

(1988)

266

"Trust is a person's expectation that an interaction partner is able
and willing to behave promotively toward the person, even when the
interaction partner is free to choose among alternative behaviors

that could lead to negative consequences for the person."
Gambetta

(1988)

217

"…the probability that he will perform an action that is beneficial or
at least not detrimental to us is high enough for us to consider
engaging in some form of cooperation with him."

Anderson and

(1990)

326

Narus

“…the firm's belief that another company will perform actions that
will result in positive outcomes for the firm, as well as not take
unexpected actions that would result in negative outcomes for the

firm. The strength of this belief may lead the firm to make a trusting
response or action, whereby the firm commits itself to a possible
loss, depending upon the subsequent actions of the other

company”.
Boon and Holmes

1991

194

“…positive expectations about another’s motives with respect to

oneself in situations entailing risk”.
Renn and Levine

1991

181

"…the generalized expectancy that a message received is true and
reliable and the communicator demonstrates competence and
honesty by conveying accurate, objective, and complete
information”

Moorman,
Zaltman, and

(1992)

315

“…a willingness to rely on an exchange partner in whom one has
confidence.”

Deshpande
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Sabel

(1993)

1133

"Trust, the mutual confidence that no party to an exchange will

exploit another’s vulnerabilities, …"
Morgan and Hunt

(1994)

23

“…one party has confidence in an exchange partner’s reliability and

integrity.”
Ganesan

(1994)

3

‘‘Trust is the willingness to rely on an exchange partner in whom
one has confidence’’.

Barney & Hansen

(1994)

177

"…the mutual confidence that no party to an exchange will exploit
another's vulnerabilities"

Mohr and

(1994)

138

its obligation in an exchange …".

Spekman
Mayer, Davis and

"…, the belief that a party's word is reliable and that a party will fulfill

(1995)

712

Schoorman

“…the willingness of a party to be vulnerable to actions of another
party based on the expectations that the other will perform a

particular action important to the trustor irrespective to the ability to
monitor or control that other party”

Hosmer

(1995)

399

"Trust is the expectation by one (entity] of ethically justifiable
behaviour — that is, morally correct decisions and actions based
upon ethical principles of analysis—on the part of the other [entity]
in a joint endeavor or economic exchange."

Nooteboom

(1996)

990

“Trust may concern a partner’s ability to perform according to

agreements (competence trust), or his intentions to do so (goodwill
trust).”

Aulakh et al.

(1996)

1007-

"…trust in interpersonal relations is defined as the willingness of

1008

one person to increase his/her vulnerability to the actions of another
person; in economic exchanges as the expectation that parties will
make a good faith effort to behave in accordance with any
commitments, be honest in negotiations, and not take advantage of
the other, even when the opportunity is available; and in society as
a collective attribute based upon the relationships in a social
system."

Nelson and

(1996)

413

Cooprider
Robinson

"Mutual trust is defined as "the expectation shared by [participants]
that they meet their commitments to one another".

(1996)

576

"…trust is defined here as one's expectations, assumptions, or
beliefs about the likelihood that another's future actions will be
beneficial, favorable, or at least not detrimental to one's interests".

Doney and
Cannon

(1997)

36

“…trust as the perceived credibility and benevolence of a target of
trust”.
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Blomqvist

(1997)

282

"An actor’s expectation of the other party’s competence and

goodwill”.
Nooteboom,

(1997)

311

"Trust may concern a partner's ability to perform according to the

Berger and

intentions and expectations of a relationship (competence trust) or

Noorderhaven

his or her intentions not to defect (intentional trust)".

Ganesan and Hess

(1997)

440

"Trust has been conceptualized as (a) an expectancy held by an
individual or group that the word, promise, verbal or written
statement of another party can be relied on and, (b) a confidence in

the motives of the other party in conditions involving risk or a belief
in the benevolent intentions of the other party".

Ratnasingham

(1998)

314

“Trust is the calculation of the likelihood of future cooperation and is
a defining feature of virtual cooperation”.

Lewicki, McAllister,

(1998)

439

“… define trust in terms of confident positive expectations regarding
another’s conduct, and distrust in terms of confident negative

and Bies

expectations regarding another’s conduct”.
Rousseau, Sitkin,

(1998)

395

Burt, and Camerer

“Trust is a psychological state comprising the intention to accept
vulnerability based upon positive expectations of the intentions or

behaviour of another”.
Das and Teng

(1998)

494

“…trust is the degree to which the trustor holds a positive attitude
to-ward the trustee's goodwill and reliability in a risky exchange
situation”.

Doney, Cannon

(1998)

604

and Mullen

“…willingness to rely on another party and to take action in
circumstances where such actions make one vulnerable to the other
party”.

Zaheer, McEvily

(1998)

142

and Perrone

"The term inter- organizational trust is defined as the extent of trust
placed in the partner organization by the members of a focal
organization".

McKnight,

(1998)

474

Cummings, and

"We define "trust" to mean that one believes in, and is willing to
depend on, another party."

Chervany
Geyskens et al.

(1999)

225

"Trust frequently is described as the extent to which a firm believes
that its exchange partner is honest and/or benevolent".
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Wicks, Berman,

(1999)

103

and Jones

"Optimal trust exists when one creates (and maintains) prudent

economic relationships biased by a willingness to trust. That is,
agents need to have stable and ongoing commitments to trust so
that they share affect-based belief in moral character sufficient to
make a leap of faith, but they should also exercise care in
determining whom to trust, to what extent, and in what capacity.
Optimal trust is an embedded construct, suggesting that it is
determined in context and shaped by a variety of /actors, such as
the trustworthiness of the agent, local and broader social norms

regarding trust, and other features of the relevant social
structure(s)".

Plank, Reid and

(1999)

62

Pullins

"Trust is a global belief on the part of the buyer that the
salesperson, product and company will fulfill their obligations as
understood by the buyer".

Young-Ybarra and

(1999)

443

Wiersema

"… defined trust as a state of mind, an expectation held by one
trading partner about another, that the other will behave in a

predictable and mutually acceptable manner".
Gambetta

(2000)

4

“… trust (or, symmetrically, distrust) is a particular level of the
subjective probability with which an agent will perform a particular
action, both before [we] can monitor such action (or independently
of his capacity of ever to be able to monitor it) and in a context in

which it affects [our] own action”.
Jennings, Artz,

(2000)

26

"Trust has been defined as mutual confidence that no party to an

Gillin,

exchange will behave opportunistically and exploit another's

Christodouloy

vulnerabilities".

Grazioli and

(2000)

396

Jarvenpaa

"Trust is defined here as the expectation that the promise of another
can be relied upon and that, in unforeseen circumstances, the other
will act in the spirit of goodwill and in a benign fashion toward the

trustor".
Armstrong and

70

Yee

“Trust, which has been conceived as confidence in the reliability and

integrity of an exchange partner and a willingness to rely on that
confidence, is thought to be a building block or foundation for
satisfactory interactions.”

de Ruyter et al.

(2001)

282

“Trust pertains to a customer’s confidence and faith that the supplier
will be reliable and willing to listen to the customer’s wishes and act

in his best interests.”
Nicholson et al.

(2001)

4

"We define trust as confidence in the other party's reliability and

integrity”.
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Das and Teng

(2001)

255

"trust is about positive expectations regarding the other in a risky

situation".
Chiou, Droge, and

(2002)

114

Hanvanich
Medlin

"trust is the belief that another party can be relied on with

confidence to perform role responsibilities in a fiduciary manner".
2002

5

"Trust can be viewed as a psychological construct, generated within
social structures (i.e. firms and relationships) by individual and
group interpretation of ‘‘past events’’".

Luo

(2002)

159

"It is the belief that the other party will behave as expected in a
socially responsible manner, and in doing so, it will fufil the trusting
party’s expectations".

Boersma, Buckley,

(2003)

1032

‘‘on expectation that a party can be relied on to keep to agreements
(promissory), will perform its role competently (competence) and
that the party will behave honourably even where no exploit
promises or performance guarantees have been made (goodwill).’’

(2003)

32

‘‘. . . trust exists when one party has confidence in the honesty,

and Ghauri

Coote, Forrest and

reliability, and integrity of their partner’’

Tam
Huff and Kelley

(2003)

82

“…a collectively held trust orientation toward a partner firm”

Agarwal and

(2003)

325

"Trust is defined as the binding force in most buyer-supplier

Shankar

Gefen, Karahanna

transaction".

(2003)

74

and Straub

"Trust was defined in this study as a set of specific beliefs, in
accordance with other research on buyer-seller ongoing
relationships that deal with integrity, benevolence, ability, and
predictability".

Carson, Madhok,

(2003)

46

Varman and John

"… we define trust as the confidence held by one party in its

expectations of the behavior and goodwill of another party regarding
business actions".

McEvily, Perrone,

(2003)

92

"At a general level trust is the willingness to accept vulnerability
based on positive expectations about another’s intentions or

and Zaheer

behaviors".
Perrone, Zaheer,

(2003)

423

and McEvily

"…define trust as a supplier's expectation that a purchasing
manager can be relied on to fulfill obligations will behave in a

predictable manner, and will act and negotiate fairly when the
possibility for opportunism is present".

Lee and See

(2004)

51

“… define trust as the attitude that an agent will help accomplish an
individual’s goals in a situation with uncertainty and vulnerability”.

301

Pavlou and Gefen

(2004)

40

"Trust in the traditional dyadic (one-to-one) sense has been defined

as a belief that the seller will behave in accordance with the
consumer’s confident expectations by showing ability, integrity, and
benevolence”.
Saparito, Chen,

(2004)

401

and Sapienza

"According to a narrower conception of trust, the trusting party must
perceive the trusted party to be acting out of a commitment to the

relationship that goes beyond the instrumental motive of advancing
self-interest".

Pavlou and Gefen

(2004)

40

"Trust in a community of sellers is defined as the buyer’s subjective
belief that online transactions with sellers in a specific marketplace
will occur in a manner consistent with his/her expectations of
trustworthy behavior".

Collins and Smith

(2006)

547

“…the collective set of norms, values, and beliefs”.

Bstieler

(2006)

57

"…the willingness to accept vulnerability based upon positive
expectations of the intentions or behavior of another within a

particular context".
Möllering

2006

111

"Trust is an ongoing process of building on reason, routine and

reflexivity, suspending irreducible social vulnerability and
uncertainty as if they were favorably resolved, and maintaining
thereby a state of favorable expectations toward the actions and

intentions of more or less specific others".
Ries

(2007)

1600

“… trust is the well-founded willingness for a potentially risky

engagement”.
Sichtmann

(2007)

1001

"…as the belief which a consumer in a purchase situation

characterised by uncertainty, vulnerability, lack of control and the
independent-mindedness of the transaction partners relies on, to
the effect that a company identified as a corporate brand will deliver

a good or service at the quality which the consumer expects, on the
basis of experiences which the consumer has made in the past."

Wasti, Tab,

(2007)

477

Brower, and Onder

"Recent research has focused on trust as a psychological state that
develops over time between two or more individuals developed as a
result of a social exchange process".

Gulati and

(2008)

1

“…interorganizational trust is an organization’s expectation that
another firm will not act opportunistically.”

Nickerson
Rustagi et al.

(2008)

132

"trust is viewed as the opposite of opportunism".

Ke, Liu, Wei, Gu,

(2009)

841

"Inter-organizational trust refers to one party's intention or

and Chen

willingness to depend on another party, based on the anticipated
beneficial behavior of that party".

302

Ke, Liu, Wei, Gu,

(2009)

843

"…we define trust as confidence in a trading partner's reliability and

and Chen
Cook and Schilke

integrity".
(2010a)

101

“Trust can be defined in relational terms as the belief that the

trustee will take one’s interests to heart.”
Ennew, Kharouf,

(2011)

66

“… trust is the belief that is held by an individual and that belief can
be influenced by signaling trustworthiness”.

and Sekhon
Mashinchi, Orgun

(2011)

1953

“Conceptually, trust is the measure taken by one party on the
willingness and ability of another party to act in the interest of the
former party in a certain situation”.

(2012)

294

“… trust is considered as a belief, confidence or expectation about an
exchange partner’s trustworthiness that results from the partner’s expertise,
reliability, or intentionality”.

(2012)

1174

"…a psychological state comprising willingness to accept

and Wang

Costa e Silva,

Bradley, and
Sousa

Fulmer and
Gelfand

vulnerability based on positive expectations of a specific other or
others, trust in an interpersonal referent at the team level as a

shared psychological state among team members comprising
willingness to accept vulnerability based on positive expectations of
a specific other or others".
La and Choi

(2012)

112

"…defines customer trust as a willingness to rely on a service
provider or a firm, …".

Bunduchi

(2013)

5

Azadeh and Sadri

(2014)

1

“…trust is defined as the
willingness to accept
vulnerability based on positive
expectations about another’s
intentions or behaviours”.

“Trust in a mutual relationship refers to the subjective belief of one
agent about another”.

Chang, Ouzrout,

(2014)

363

Nongaillard,

promise, given the possibility that the participant might defect to get higher

Bouras, and Jiliu

Jain, Khalil,

“Trust is the belief of a participant that the other participant will fulfill its
benefits.”

(2014)

313

“…trust is defined as the extent to which a firm believes that its exchange

Johnston, and

partner is honest (the belief that the partner fulfills promises, stands by its

Cheng

words, and is reliable) and/or benevolent (the belief that the partner is
interested in one's welfare and joint gain)”.

303

Azadeh,

(2015)

500

“The belief that the Trusting Agent has in the Trusted Agent’s

Pourmohammad

willingness and capability to deliver a mutually agreed service in a

Zia, Saberi,

given context and in a given timeslot”.

Khadeer Hussain,
Yoon, Khadeer
Hussain, and Sadri

Cherry

(2016)

15

“The SME client’s confidence that the public accountant will act
proactively in their interests and not exploit their vulnerabilities”.

Vanneste

(2016)

8

"Trust is the willingness to be vulnerable to the actions of another
party based on an expectation that one will not be taken advantage
of".

Abdallah A.B.,

(2017)

695

“In essence, trust is a two-way relationship between partners that

Abdallah M.I. and

implies high level of faith in each other’s decency as well as

Saleh

fulfillment of promises it facilitates the willingness of partners to
disregard the minimum requirements of the partnerships in order to
increase the chances of success for all parties and to behave
altruistically”.

Usman,

(2017)

164

Tjiptoherijanto,

"…trust is defined as when one party trusts the reliability and
integrity of the other parties".

Balqiah and Agung

Van Esterik-

(2017)

100

“Trust is the willingness of
consumers as trustors to
depend on the trustee, to
cooperate with the trustee, and,
more generally, the adoption of
trusting behavior".

(2019b)

11

“Trust is an expectation held by
an individual that one's speech
is reliable and a trustworthy
group needs to have high
integrity and be trustworthy”.

Plameijer and van
Raaij

Paparoidamis,
Katsikeas and
Chumpitaz

304

Appendix II
Examples of Theoretical Perspectives associated with Trust Research
Theory

Article

Agency Theory

(Jap and Anderson, 2003; Schoorman, Mayer and Davis, 2007)

Attachment Theory

(La and Choi, 2012)

Attribution Theory

(Johnson and Grayson, 2005)

Behavioural Approach

(Costa e Silva, Bradley and Sousa, 2012)

Business-to-business

Marketing (Gounaris and Venetis, 2002)

Theory
Buyer-Seller Literature

(Plank, Reid and Pullins, 1999)

Cognitive Psychology

(Anderson et al., 2017)

Commitment Theory

(Aulakh, Kotabe and Sahay, 1996)

Commitment-Trust Theory

(Morgan and Hunt, 1994; Cai et al., 2013; Brinkhoff, Özer and Sargut,
2015; Usman et al., 2017)

Contingency Theory

(Wang, Yeung and Zhang, 2011; Michalski, Montes and Narasimhan,
2019)

Coopetition Theory

(Yu, 2019)

Cultural Distance Hypothesis

(Stahl et al., 2011)

Dependency Theory

(Gassenheimer and Manolis, 2001)

Economic Perspective

(Gulati and Singh, 1998; Dyer and Chu, 2000b; Adler, 2001; Saparito,
Chen and Sapienza, 2004; Suh and Kwon, 2006)

Exchange Theory

(Jap and Anderson, 2003; Lau and Rowlinson, 2009)

Functionalist Theory

(van Esterik-Plasmeijer and van Raaij, 2017)

Fuzzy Set Theory

(Ayadi, Halouani and Masmoudi, 2016)

Game Theory

(Sako and Helper, 1998; Carson et al., 2003; Arai et al., 2005; Oba and
Semerciöz, 2005; Voigt and Inderfurth, 2012; Jiang, Lu and Le, 2016; Yu,
2019)

General Branding Theory

Industrial

Marketing

(Lymperopoulos, Chaniotakis and Rigopoulou, 2010)

and (Meqdadi, Johnsen and Johnsen, 2017)

Purchasing Theory

305

Information Systems Theory

(Ke et al., 2009)

Institution Theory

(Ho, Ghauri and Larimo, 2018; Elliot, Zhu and Wang, 2019)

Interactionist Theory

(Heide and John, 1990)

Internationalization Process Theory (Bianchi and Saleh, 2010; Saleh, Ali and Quazi, 2013; Saleh, Ali and
Mavondo, 2014)
Inter-organisational Literature

(Dyer and Chu, 2000b)

International Business Theory

(Altinay et al., 2014)

Knowledge-based Theory

(Nielsen and Nielsen, 2009; Herz et al., 2016)

Learning Theory

(Ojha, Shockley and Acharya, 2016)

Marketing Channel Research

(Ganesan, 1994; Nooteboom, Berger and Noorderhaven, 1997; Leonidou,

Talias and Leonidou, 2008; Ke et al., 2009; Jain et al., 2014)
Marketing Research

(Ball, Simões Coelho and Machás, 2004; Johnston et al., 2004; Franklin
and Marshall, 2019)

Network Theory

(Vanneste, 2016; Yin and Jahanshahi, 2018)

Operations Literature

(Johnston et al., 2004)

Organisation Behaviour

(Jain et al., 2014)

Organisation Theory

(Heide and John, 1990; Aulakh, Kotabe and Sahay, 1996; Gulati and
Singh, 1998; Young-Ybarra and Wiersema, 1999; Adler, 2001; Gulati and

Sytch, 2008; Jones et al., 2014; van Esterik-Plasmeijer and van Raaij,
2017; Yuan, 2018)
Organisational

Information- (Carson et al., 2003)

processing Theory
Patronage Behaviour Theory

(Usman et al., 2017)

Power-dependence Theory

(Altinay et al., 2014)

Process-based Perspective

(Dyer and Chu, 2000b)

Rational

Choice

Perspective (Laeequddin et al., 2010)

Theory
Reasoned Action Theory

(Stewart, 2003; Pavlou and Gefen, 2004)

Relational Theory

(Wagner, Coley and Lindemann, 2011; Fawcett, Jones and Fawcett, 2012;
Day et al., 2013; Jones et al., 2014; Krishnan, Geyskens and Steenkamp,
2016; Ho, Ghauri and Larimo, 2018; Yuan, 2018)
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Relational Contract Theory

(Nooteboom, Berger and Noorderhaven, 1997; Coote, Forrest and Tam,

2003; Doloi, 2009)
Relational Exchange Theory

(Zaheer, McEvily and Perrone, 1998; Doney, Barry and Abratt, 2007;

Paparoidamis, Katsikeas and Chumpitaz, 2019a)
Relational Governance

(Mohr and Puck, 2013; Singh and Teng, 2016)

Relationship Literature

(Gassenheimer and Manolis, 2001)

Relationship Marketing Theory

(Morgan and Hunt, 1994; de Ruyter, Moorman and Lemmink, 2001; X. Luo,

2002; Coote, Forrest and Tam, 2003; Coulter and Coulter, 2003; Jap and
Anderson, 2003; Doney, Barry and Abratt, 2007; Naesens, Pintelon and
Taillieu, 2007; Wright and Grace, 2011; La and Choi, 2012)
Resource-based View

(Bianchi and Saleh, 2010; Fawcett, Jones and Fawcett, 2012; Liao et al.,
2012; Stuart, Verville and Taskin, 2012; Day et al., 2013; Jain et al., 2014;

Ojha, Shockley and Acharya, 2016; Fawcett et al., 2017)
Resource Dependence Theory

(Nooteboom, Berger and Noorderhaven, 1997; Young-Ybarra and

Wiersema, 1999; Handfield and Bechtel, 2002; Cai et al., 2013; Abdallah
Ayman Bahjat, Abdullah Mais Issam and Mahmoud Saleh Firas Izzat,
2017)
Role Theory

(Perrone, Zaheer and McEvily, 2003)

Sales Literature

(Plank, Reid and Pullins, 1999)

Shopping Preference Theory

(Usman et al., 2017)

Signalling Theory

(Wagner, Coley and Lindemann, 2011)

Social Psychology

(Johnson and Grayson, 2005; Naesens, Pintelon and Taillieu, 2007; La

and Choi, 2012; Jain et al., 2014)
Sociological Theory

(Gulati, 1995; Poppo and Zenger, 2002; Poppo, Zheng Zhou and Zenger,

2003; Saparito, Chen and Sapienza, 2004; Franklin and Marshall, 2019;
Szromek and Naramski, 2019)
Social Capital Theory

(McEvily, Perrone and Zaheer, 2003; Mäkelä, Barner-Rasmussen and
Björkman, 2008; Nielsen and Nielsen, 2009; Arranz and Arroyabe, 2012;
Liao et al., 2012)
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Social Exchange Theory

(Anderson and Narus, 1990; Ganesan, 1994; Zaheer and Venkatraman,

1995; Sako and Helper, 1998; Young-Ybarra and Wiersema, 1999; Dirks
and Ferrin, 2001; X. Luo, 2002; Cavusgil, Deligonul and Zhang, 2004;
Gounaris, 2005; Kwon and Suh, 2005; Adobor, 2006; Faems et al., 2008;
Lau and Rowlinson, 2009; Wagner, Coley and Lindemann, 2011; Altinay
et al., 2014; van der Valk et al., 2016; Fainshmidt and Frazier, 2017; Khalid
and Ali, 2017; Minerbo et al., 2018; Piricz, 2018; Paparoidamis, Katsikeas
and Chumpitaz, 2019a; Staniskiene, Stankeviciute and Daunoriene, 2019;
Wang, Fu and Fang, 2019)
Social Identity Theory

(Aulakh, Kotabe and Sahay, 1996; Nicholson, Compeau and Sethi, 2001;
Stahl et al., 2011)

Social

Information

Processing (Fainshmidt and Frazier, 2017)

Theory

Social Interaction Perspective

(Dyer and Chu, 2000b)

Socio-political Theory

(Ke et al., 2009)

Stakeholder Theory

(Boström, 2015; Staniskiene, Stankeviciute and Daunoriene, 2019)

Standard Theory

(Voigt and Inderfurth, 2012)

Strategic Management Theory

(Gulati and Nickerson, 2008)

Strategy Theory

(Gulati and Sytch, 2008)

Transaction Cost Economics

(Heide and John, 1990; Ganesan, 1994; Gulati, 1995; Zaheer and
Venkatraman, 1995; Aulakh, Kotabe and Sahay, 1996; Nooteboom, Berger
and Noorderhaven, 1997; Sako and Helper, 1998; Zaheer, McEvily and
Perrone, 1998; Young-Ybarra and Wiersema, 1999; Handfield and

Bechtel, 2002; Poppo and Zenger, 2002; Boersma, Buckley and Ghauri,
2003; Dyer and Chu, 2003; Jap and Anderson, 2003; Poppo, Zheng Zhou
and Zenger, 2003; Cavusgil, Deligonul and Zhang, 2004; Kadefors, 2004;

Lui and Ngo, 2004; Mayer and Argyres, 2004; Saparito, Chen and
Sapienza, 2004; Kwon and Suh, 2005; Adobor, 2006; Faems et al., 2008;
Doloi, 2009; Katsikeas, Skarmeas and Bello, 2009; Lau and Rowlinson,
2009; Bianchi and Saleh, 2010; Arranz and Arroyabe, 2012; Costa e Silva,
Bradley and Sousa, 2012; Mohr and Puck, 2013; Saleh, Ali and Quazi,
2013; Saleh, Ali and Mavondo, 2014; Brinkhoff, Özer and Sargut, 2015;
Herz et al., 2016; Krishnan, Geyskens and Steenkamp, 2016; Ojha,
Shockley and Acharya, 2016; Singh and Teng, 2016; van der Valk et al.,

2016; Khalid and Ali, 2017; Minerbo et al., 2018; Shi et al., 2018; Cho,
Bonn and Terrell, 2019; Wang, Fu and Fang, 2019; Yu, 2019; Zhang, Chen
and Fu, 2020)
Transaction Value

(Mohr and Puck, 2013)
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Trust Theory

(Gounaris and Venetis, 2002; Kadefors, 2004; Jiang, Lu and Le, 2016;

Elliot, Zhu and Wang, 2019)
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Appendix III
Examples of Industries discussed in Trust Literature
Industry

Articles

Accounting field

(McMillan, 2004; Rezaee, 2004; Busco, Riccaboni and Scapens, 2006; 2014; Cherry, 2016;
Cherry, McGrath and Baumann, 2018)

Airline industry

(Emsley and Kidon, 2007)

Automotive

(Sako and Helper, 1998; Zirpoli and Caputo, 2002; Dyer and Chu, 2011)

sector
Banking sector

(Saparito, Chen and Sapienza, 2004; Bülbül, 2013; van Esterik-Plasmeijer and van Raaij,
2017)

Construction

(Shi et al., 2018; Wang, Fu and Fang, 2019)

industry
Communication

(Giffin, 1967; Bialaszewski and Giallourakis, 1985; Hiltz, Johnson and Turoff, 1986; Lee,
Padmanabhan and Whang, 1997; Welty and Becerra-Fernandez, 2001; Voigt and Inderfurth,

2012; Cheung, Yiu and Lam, 2013; Inderfurth, Sadrieh and Voigt, 2013; Brinkhoff, Özer and
Sargut, 2015)

E-commerce

(Ratnasingham, 1998; Lee and Turban, 2001, 2001; X. Luo, 2002; McKnight, Choudhury and
Kacmar, 2002, 2002; Pavlou, 2003; Riegelsberger, Sasse and Mccarthy, 2003; Pavlou and
Gefen, 2004; Ratnasingam, 2005; Kim, Ferrin and Rao, 2008; Adamopoulou and
Symeonidis, 2014)

Economics

(Dahlstrom and Nygaard, 1995; Chiles and McMackin, 1996; Bhattacharya, Devinney and

Pillutla, 1998; Arai et al., 2005; Raiser et al., 2007)
E-government

(Luo, 2002)

Electronic supply (Ke et al., 2009)
chain

management
systems
Health sector

(Meyer et al., 2013; Ozawa and Sripad, 2013)

Information

(Lee and See, 2004; Mayer and Argyres, 2004; Saunders et al., 2004; Riegelsberger, Sasse

technology (IT)

and McCarthy, 2005; Wang and Singh, 2010; Cho, Swami and Chen, 2011)

Leadership

(Podsakoff et al., 1990; Pillai, Schriesheim and Williams, 1999; Adobor, 2006; Wasti et al.,
2007; Dayan and Di Benedetto, 2010; Zeffane, 2010; Cater and Kidwell, 2014)
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Marketing

(Moorman, Deshpande and Zaltman, 1993; Aulakh, Kotabe and Sahay, 1996; Doney and

Cannon, 1997; Geyskens, Steenkamp and Kumar, 1998, 1999; Garbarino and Johnson,
1999; Chaudhuri and Holbrook, 2001; Atuahene-Gima and Li, 2002; Farrelly and Quester,
2005; Darke and Ritchie, 2007; Sichtmann, 2007; Maniscalco, Daniloski and Brinberg, 2010)

Personality

(Bhattacharya, Devinney and Pillutla, 1998)

psychologists
Psychology

(Mellinger, 1956; Schlenker, Helm and Tedeschi, 1973; Cook and Wall, 1980; JohnsonGeorge and Swap, 1982; Koller, 1988)

Restaurant

(Cho, Bonn and Terrell, 2019)

industry
Service providers

(Berry, 1995; Coulter and Coulter, 2002; Mashinchi et al., 2011; La and Choi, 2012; Khalifa
and Saad, 2017)

Social

(Bhattacharya, Devinney and Pillutla, 1998)

psychologists
Supplier

(Doney and Cannon, 1997; Zaheer, McEvily and Perrone, 1998; de Ruyter, Moorman and

relationship

Lemmink, 2001; Nicholson, Compeau and Sethi, 2001; Caniëls and Gelderman, 2007;

management

Katsikeas, Skarmeas and Bello, 2009; Panayides and Venus Lun, 2009; Cannon et al., 2010;
Guenzi and Georges, 2010; van der Valk et al., 2016)

Supply

chain (Welty and Becerra-Fernandez, 2001; Akkermans, Bogerd and van Doremalen, 2004; Kwon

management

and Suh, 2005; Ireland and Webb, 2007; Panayides and Venus Lun, 2009; Jones et al.,
2010, 2014; Voigt and Inderfurth, 2012; Cai et al., 2013; Chang et al., 2014; Brinkhoff, Özer

and Sargut, 2015; Ojha, Shockley and Acharya, 2016; Susanty Aries, Sirait Norma Mustiana
and Bakhtiar Arfan, 2018)

Tourism

(Gregori, Daniele and Altinay, 2014; Czakon and Czernek, 2016)

311

Appendix IV
The Antecedents of Trust
THE ANTECEDENTS OF TRUST
ABILITY (KNOWLEDGE)
Mayer, Davis, and Schoorman (1995), Schoorman, Mayer, and Davis (2007), Saleh, Ali, and Quazi (2013)
ADAPTABILITY (CUSTOMISE, FLEXIBILITY)
Aulakh et al. (1996), Doney and Cannon (1997), Luo (2002), Coulter and Coulter (2003), Sharif et al. (2005),
Kwon (2008),
BENEVOLENCE
Mayer, Davis, and Schoorman (1995), Doney, Barry, and Abratt (2007), Schoorman, Mayer, and Davis (2007),
Lohtia et al. (2009), Franklin and Marshall (2019)
CO-CREATION
Franklin and Marshall (2019)
COLLABORATION
De Ruyter, Moorman, and Lemmink (2001), Nielsen and Nielsen (2009)
COMMITMENT
Anderson and Narus (1990), Anderson and Narus (1990), Morgan & Hunt (1994), Sako and Helper (1998),
Selnes (1998), Jennings (2000)
COMMUNICATION

Anderson and Weitz (1989), Anderson and Narus (1990), Hyvönen (1993), Moorman, Deshpande, and Zaltman
(1993), Morgan & Hunt (1994), Sapienza and Korsgaard (1996), Geyskens, Steenkamp, and Kumar (1998),
Selnes (1998), Young-Ybarra & Wierseman (1999), Sharma and Patterson (1999), De Ruyter, Moorman, and
Lemmink (2001), Coote, Forrest, and Tam (2003), Ball, Simões Coelho, and Machás (2004), Bstieler (2006),
Doney, Barry, and Abratt (2007), Nes, Solberg, Silkoset (2007), Bstieler and Hemmert (2008), Kwon (2008),
Styles, Patterson, and Ahmed (2008), Costa e Silva, Bradley, and Sousa (2012), Saleh, Ali, and Quazi (2013),
Saleh, Ali, and Mavondo (2014), Kadefors (2004), Oba and Semerciöz (2005), Katsikeas, Skarmeas, and Bello
(2009), Altinay et al. (2014), Jiang, Lu, and Le (2016), Khalid and Ali (2017), Franklin and Marshall (2019)
CONCERN
Wong, Then, and Skitmore (2000)
CO-LOCATION
Carson et al. (2003)
COMPETENCE
Coulter and Coulter (2003), Theron, Terblanche, and Boshoff (2011), Sariola and Martinsuo (2016), Jiang, Lu,
and Le (2016), Franklin and Marshall (2019)
CONFIDENTIALITY
Moorman, Deshpande, & Zaltman (1993)
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CONFLICT HANDLING
Selnes (1998)
CONTINUITY EXPECTATION (COMMITMENT, EXPECTED LONGEVITY)
Heide & John (1990), Aulakh et al. (1996), Maurer (2010), Liao et al. (2012), Khalid and Ali (2017)
CONSISTENCY

Dyer and Chu (2000b)
COOPERATION (ASSISTANCE)

Anderson & Narus (1990), Heide & John (1990)
CULTURE (SIMILARITY, SENSITIVITY)

Mehta et al. (2006), Kwon (2008), Styles, Patterson, and Ahmed (2008), Lohtia et al. (2009), Saleh, Ali, and
Mavondo (2014), Bianchi and Saleh (2010), Altinay et al. (2014), Khalid and Ali (2017)
CUSTOMER ORIENTATION
Doney, Barry, and Abratt (2007)
DEMOGRAPHICS (AGE, DIALECT FLUENCY, GEOGRAPHIC PROXIMITY)
Gulati (1995), Gulati and Singh (1998), Dyer and Chu (2000b), Armstrong and Yee (2001),
INTERDEPENDENCE (Functional, POWER, AUTONOMY)
Hyvönen (1993), Simpson and Mayo (1997), Oba and Semerciöz (2005), Sharif et al. (2005), Lee et al. (2012),
Liao et al. (2012), Anderson et al. (2017)

ECONOMIC HOSTAGE
Young-Ybarra & Wierseman (1999)

EMPATHY
Coulter and Coulter (2003)

EXPERIENCE (with one another, HISTORY)
Larson (1992), Gulati (1995), Poppo, Zhou, and Zenger (2003), Oba and Semerciöz (2005), Khalfan, McDermott,
and Swan (2007), Saleh, Ali, and Quazi (2013), Saleh, Ali, and Mavondo (2014), Khalid and Ali (2017)
EXPERTISE
Moorman, Deshpande, & Zaltman (1993), Johnson and Grayson (2005), Oba and Semerciöz (2005), Lohtia et
al. (2009)
GOALS SHARING (REWARD, BENEFIT)
Anderson and Weitz (1989), Geyskens, Steenkamp, and Kumar (1998), Jennings (2000), Khalfan, McDermott,
and Swan (2007), Maurer (2010)
GOVERNANCE MECHANISMS (CONTRACT)
Dahlstrom and Nygaard (1995), Gounaris and Venetis (2002), Poppo and Zenger (2002), Zhou, and Zenger
(2003), Mayer & Argyres (2004), Jiang, Lu, and Le (2016)
GOVERNANCE MECHANISMS (SOFT CONTRACT)
Oba and Semerciöz (2005)
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INFORMATION SHARING (OPEN)
Aulakh et al. (1996), Jennings (2000), Coulter and Coulter (2003), Sharif et al. (2005), Anderson et al. (2017)
INTEGRITY (HONESTY, CREDIBLE, FAIRNESS)
Moorman, Deshpande, & Zaltman (1993), Mayer, Davis, and Schoorman (1995), Kumar (1996), Geyskens,
Steenkamp, and Kumar (1998), Jennings (2000), Wong, Then, and Skitmore (2000), Bstieler (2006) Doney,
Barry, and Abratt (2007), Khalfan, McDermott, and Swan (2007), Schoorman, Mayer, and Davis (2007), Bstieler
and Hemmert (2008), Robson, Katsikeas, and Bello (2008), Jiang, Lu, and Le (2016), Franklin and Marshall
(2019)
INTERACTION (FREQUENCY)
Gulati (1995), Gulati and Singh (1998), Sariola and Martinsuo (2016)
INVESTMENT (PARTNER SPECIFIC)
Heide & John (1990), Larson (1992), Ganesan (1994), Sharif et al. (2005), Suh and Kwon (2006), Katsikeas,
Skarmeas, and Bello (2009)

KNOWLEDGE (Sharing)
Nielsen and Nielsen (2009), Saleh, Ali, and Mavondo (2014)

LIKABILITY
Styles, Patterson, and Ahmed (2008)
MANAGEMENT PRACTICES
Dahlstrom and Nygaard (1995)
MONITORING MECHANISMS (REDUCED)
Nielsen and Nielsen (2009)
OPPORTUNISM (LACK)
Geyskens, Steenkamp, and Kumar (1998), Nielsen and Nielsen (2009), Saleh, Ali, and Mavondo (2014)
PERFORMANCE
Geyskens, Steenkamp, and Kumar (1998), Wong, Then, and Skitmore (2000), De Ruyter, Moorman, and
Lemmink (2001), Johnson and Grayson (2005), Altinay et al. (2014)

POLITENESS
Coulter and Coulter (2003)

PROFESSIONAL BEHAVIOUR
Khalfan, McDermott, and Swan (2007)

PROBLEM-SOLVING
Bstieler (2006), Khalfan, McDermott, and Swan (2007)

PROMPTNESS
Coulter and Coulter (2003)

QUALITY
Heide & John (1990), Sharma and Patterson (1999), Gounaris and Venetis (2002), Gounaris (2005), Doney,
Barry, and Abratt (2007), Ian Stuart, Verville, and Taskin (2012)
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RECIPROCITY
Khalfan, McDermott, and Swan (2007), Jiang, Lu, and Le (2016)
RELATIONSHIP (BILATERAL, BONDING, SOCIAL)
Gulati and Singh (1998), Armstrong and Yee (2001), Gounaris and Venetis (2002), Zhang, Cavusgil, and Roath
(2003), Gounaris (2005),Doney, Barry, and Abratt (2007), Kwon (2008),
RELIABILITY
Coulter and Coulter (2003), Ian Stuart, Verville, and Taskin (2012)
REPUTATION
Ganesan (1994), Anderson and Weitz (1989), Jennings (2000), Coulter and Coulter (2003), Oba and Semerciöz
(2005), Sharif et al. (2005), Lee et al. (2012), Jiang, Lu, and Le (2016), Khalid and Ali (2017)

RESOURCES (COMPLEMENTARY, ASSET SPECIFICITY, FIRM SIZE)
Doney and Cannon (1997), Kwon (2008), Bianchi and Saleh (2010), Khalid and Ali (2017)

RESPONSIVENESS (TIMELINESS)
Moorman, Deshpande, & Zaltman (1993)

RISK SHARING
Jennings (2000)

RULES
Jennings (2000)

SALESPERSON
Swan, Trawick, and Silva (1985), Doney and Cannon (1997), Nicholson and Sethi (2001), Coulter and Coulter
(2003)
SATISFACTION
Selnes (1998), Johnson and Grayson (2005), Leonidou C., Talias, and Leonidou C.N. (2008), Theron,
Terblanche, and Boshoff (2011), Franklin and Marshall (2019)
SERVICE (SUPPORT)

Geyskens, Steenkamp, and Kumar (1998), Anderson and Weitz (1989), De Ruyter, Moorman, and Lemmink
(2001), Chiou, Droge, and Hanvanich (2002), Gounaris and Venetis (2002)
SHARE OF PURCHASES
Johnson and Grayson (2005)
SKILL
Carson et al. (2003)
SIMILARITY
Armstrong and Yee (2001), Johnson and Grayson (2005), Robson, Katsikeas, and Bello (2008)
SINCERITY
Moorman, Deshpande, & Zaltman (1993)
TACT
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Moorman, Deshpande, & Zaltman (1993)
TASK TEACHABILITY
Carson et al. (2003)
TEAM BUILDING
Kadefors (2004)

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
Coulter and Coulter (2003)

UNCERTAINTY
Saleh, Ali, and Mavondo (2014)

VALUES (SHARED)
Morgan & Hunt (1994), Young-Ybarra & Wierseman (1999), Sirdeshmukh, Singh, and Sabol (2002), Theron,
Terblanche, and Boshoff (2011), Costa e Silva, Bradley, and Sousa (2012) Franklin and Marshall (2019)
VULNERABILITY (IN BUYER INCREASES SUPPLIER TRUST)
McEvily, Zaheer, & Perrone (2003)
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Appendix V
The Consequences of Trust
THE CONSEQUENCES OF TRUST
Consequences of Trust

Article
Positive Consequences of Trust

Ability (expertise)

Geyskens et al. (1998), Armstrong and Yee (2001)

Adaptability (Flexibility)

Young-Ybarra and Wiesema (1999), Stahl et al. (2011)

Agreement

Schurr and Ozanne (1985), Geyskens et al. (1998)

Anticipation
interaction)

(for

future Crosby et al. (1990), Doney and Cannon (1997), Geyskens et al. (1998),
Armstrong and Yee (2001), Gounaris and Venetis (2002), Johnson and Grayson
(2005)

Attitude

Schurr and Ozanne (1985)

Commitment

Moorman, Zaltman, & Deshpande (1992), Morgan and Hunt (1994), Geyskens
et al. (1998), Sako and Helper (1998), Sharma and Patterson (1999), Gounaris
(2005), Doney, Barry, and Abratt (2007), Leonidou C., Talias, and Leonidou C.N.
(2008), Styles, Patterson, and Ahmed (2008), Tian, Lai, and Daniel (2008),
Saleh, Ali, and Mavondo (2014), Stahl et al. (2011)

Communication

Anderson and Weitz (1989), Geyskens et al. (1998), Sako and Helper (1998),
Seppänen, Blomqvist and Sundqvist (2007), Huang and Wilkinson (2013),
Sekhon et al. (2013), Ho, Ghauri and Larimo (2018), Akrout and La (2019)

Competitiveness

Jap and Anderson (2003), Zhang, Cavusgil, and Roath (2003)

Conflict (reduces
functional conflict)
Continuity

conflict, Anderson and Narus (1990), Morgan and Hunt (1994), Geyskens et al. (1998),
Lau and Rowlinson (2009),
Schurr and Ozanne (1985), Anderson and Weitz (1989), Geyskens et al. (1998),
Selnes (1998), Armstrong and Yee (2001), Coulter and Coulter (2003), Jap and
Anderson (2003), Lau and Rowlinson (2009), Bianchi and Saleh (2010),

Collaboration / Cooperation / Moorman, Zaltman, & Deshpande (1992), Morgan and Hunt (1994), Andaleeb
Coordination
(1995), Geyskens et al. (1998), Dirks and Ferrin (2001), Vélez, Sánchez, and
Álvarez (2008), Lau and Rowlinson (2009), Huang and Wilkinson (2013),
Anderson et al. (2017), Akrout and La (2019)
Cost (-)

Dyer and Chu (2003), Narayanan, Narasimhan and Schoenherr (2015), Jiang,
Lu and Le (2016), Paparoidamis, Katsikeas, and Chumpitaz (2019b)

Efficiency

Johnson and Grayson (2005), Kwon (2008), Katsikeas, Skarmeas, and Bello
(2009), Paparoidamis, Katsikeas, and Chumpitaz (2019b)

Information sharing

Maurer (2010), Stahl et al. (2011)

Innovation

Maurer (2010), Liao et al. (2012)

Investment

Anderson, Chang, Cheng, and Phua (2017)

Mediator

Saparito, Chen, and Sapienza (2004), Bstieler (2006), Nielsen and Nielsen
(2009)
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Monitoring (reducing cost)

Jennings (2000), Dyer and Chu (2003), Anderson, Chang, Cheng, and Phua
(2017), Paparoidamis, Katsikeas, and Chumpitaz (2019b)

Long-term orientation

Ganesan (1994), Geyskens, Steenkamp, and Kumar (1998), Sako and Helper
(1998), Sharif et al. (2005)

Loyalty

Schurr and Ozanne (1985), Geyskens et al. (1998), De Ruyter, Moorman, and
Lemmink (2001),Tian, Lai, and Daniel (2008), Paparoidamis, Katsikeas, and
Chumpitaz (2019b)

Objective (strategic)

Kwon (2008)

Opportunism (reduce)

Jap and Anderson (2003)

Performance

Dahlstrom and Nygaard (1995), Kumar (1996), Aulakh, Kotabe, and Sahay
(1996),
Geyskens et al. (1998), Zaheer, McEvily, and Perrone (1998), Cullen, Johnson
and Sakano (2000), Jennings (2000), Dirks and Ferrin (2001), Lane, Salk, and
Lyles (2001), Poppo and Zenger (2002), Carlson et al. (2003), Dyer and Chu
(2003), Jap and Anderson (2003), Zhang, Cavusgil and Roath (2003), Lui and
Ngo (2004), Kadefors (2004), Kauser and Shaw (2004), Bstieler (2006), Doney,
Barry, and Abratt (2007), Seppänen, Blomqvist and Sundqvist (2007), Hald,
Cordón and Vollmann (2009), Katsikeas, Skarmeas, and Bello (2009), Lau and
Rowlinson (2009), Bianchi and Saleh (2010), Ian Stuart, Verville, and Taskin
(2012), Costa e Silva, Bradley, and Sousa (2012), Saleh, Ali, and Quazi (2013),
Jain, Khalil, Johnston, and Cheng (2014), Narayanan, Narasimhan and
Schoenherr (2015), Singh and Teng (2016), Wu (2015), Jiang, Lu, and Le
(2016),Paparoidamis, Katsikeas, and Chumpitaz (2019b)

Profit

Jennings (2000), Jap and Anderson (2003), Stahl et al. (2011)

Quality improvement

Lau and Rowlinson (2009), Liao et al. (2012)

Relationship (+)

Moorman, Zaltman, & Deshpande (1992), Selnes (1998), Armstrong and Yee
(2001), Dyer and Chu (2003), Zhang, Cavusgil, and Roath (2003), Johnson and
Grayson (2005), Kwon (2008), Katsikeas, Skarmeas, and Bello (2009), Bianchi
and Saleh (2010), Sekhon et al. (2013), Paparoidamis, Katsikeas, and
Chumpitaz (2019b)

Risk taking

Mayer, Davis, Schoorman (1995), Nooteboom, Berger, & Noorderhaven (1997)

Satisfaction

Anderson and Narus (1990), Armstrong and Yee (1994), Mohr and Spekman
(1994),
Geyskens, Steenkamp, and Kumar (1998), Bianchi and Saleh (2010), Stahl et
al. (2011), Ian Stuart, Verville, and Taskin (2012), Alitinay et el. (2014),
Paparoidamis, Katsikeas, and Chumpitaz (2019)

Stability

Geyskens et al. (1998)

Time allocation (partner)

Anderson (1987), Geyskens et al. (1998)

Time savings

Lau and Rowlinson (2009),

Uncertainty (decision making) Morgan and Hunt (1994)
(-)
Negative Consequences of Trust
Commitment (calculative)

Geyskens et al. (1998)

Control (-)

Andaleeb (1995)

Distributive bargaining

Schurr and Ozanne (1985)
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Influence stance (threats)

Andaleeb (1995)
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Appendix VI
Trust Indicators identified in Peer-Reviewed Literature
The Variables of Trust
Trust Indicators in Literature
Variables of Trust

Article

Type

Variables of Trust

Usman et al. (2017)

Organisation and end-consumer religion

trust
Wrigth and Grace (2011)

Inter-organisational trust

transparency

communication
contractual safeguards
behaviour

first impressions
emotional involvement
experience
attitude
passion

dependence
respect
communication
Leek et al. (2006)

Cross-cultural trust

problem solution

Nel et al. (2000)

Organisation and end-consumer justice
trust

Cook and Wall (1980)

Intra-organisational trust (staff)

commitment
reputation
collaboration
loyalty
confidence (in peers)
confidence (in management)

faith (in management)
Saleh,

Ali,

Quazi,

and Inter-organisational trust

Wickramasekera (2015)

knowledge
experience
communication
opportunism (lack of)

Burkink (2002)

Inter-organisational trust

satisfaction
commitment
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Lymperopoulos, Chaniotakis, and Organisation and end-consumer performance

Rigopolou (2010)

trust

quality

Sunarish (2018)

Organisation and end-consumer quality

trust

reputation

The Indicators of Trust
Trust Indicators in Literature
Indicators of Trust
Article

Type

Indicators of Trust

Cater and Kidwell (2014)

Interpersonal trust

leadership

Inter-organisational trust

competition
cooperation
acceptance

decision making
governance
Brock and Zhou (2012)

Organisation

and

end-consumer relationship

trust
Faems et al. (2007)

Inter-organisational trust

expectation

Czaban et al. (2003)

Inter-organisational trust

frequency
dependence
relationship
competence
resources sharing
risk sharing
contractual safeguards

communication
pricing practices
Ozawa and Sripad (2013)

Organisation
trust

and

end-consumer communication
confidence
competence

honesty
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The Components of Trust
Trust Indicators in Literature
Components of Trust
Article
Perrone,

Type
Zaheer,

and

Determinants of Trust

McEvily Inter-organisational trust

(2003)

reliability
predictability
fairness

The Proponents of Trust
Trust Indicators in Literature

Drivers of Trust
Article

Type

Determinants of Trust

Schumann et al. (2010)

Inter-organisational trust

ability
benevolence
integrity
predictability
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Appendix VII
Trust Indicators identified in Peer-Reviewed Literature (sorted by concept)
Black

Determinants of trust

Green

Variables of Trust

Orange

Components of Trust

Blue

Drivers of Trust

Purple

Indicators of Trust

ability

Cook and Schilke (2010), Schumann et al. (2010)

acceptance

Cater and Kidwell (2014)

ambition

Zeffane (2010)

attitude

Wrigth and Grace (2011)

behaviour

Wrigth and Grace (2011)

benefit sharing

Jennings et al. (2000)

benevolence

Cook and Schilke (2010), Schumann et al. (2010), Gamero et al. (2011)

collaboration

Cook and Wall (1980)

commitment

Sako and Helper (1998), Jennings et al. (2000), Dave et al. (2018), Cook and Wall
(1980), Burkink (2002)

communication

Fisman and Khanna (1999), Pérez and Descals (1999), Armstrong and Yee (2001),
Sharif et al. (2005), Howorth and Moro (2006), Mäkelä et al. (2008), Khalifa and Saad
(2017), Dave et al. (2018), Wrigth and Grace (2011), Saleh, Ali, Quazi, and
Wickramasekera (2015), Czaban et al. (2003), Ozawa and Sripad (2013)

competence

Zeffane (2010), Van Esterik-Plasmeijer and van Raaij (2017), Czaban et al. (2003),
Ozawa and Sripad (2013)

competition

Cater and Kidwell (2014)

confidence (ability)

Zeffane (2010), Ozawa and Sripad (2013)

confidence
(management)

Cook and Wall (1980)

confidence (peers)

Cook and Wall (1980)

continuity

Dave et al. (2018)

contractual safeguards Cook and Schilke (2010), Wrigth and Grace (2011), Czaban et al. (2003)
cooperation

Cater and Kidwell (2014)

courage

Zeffane (2010)

credibility

Dave et al. (2018)
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culture

Sako and Helper (1998), Arai et al. (2005)

customer-orientation

Van Esterik-Plasmeijer and van Raaij (2017)

decision making

Cater and Kidwell (2014)

demographic

Diwakara (2006)

duration

Sako and Helper (1998), Mäkelä et al. (2008)

economic

Diwakara (2006)

education

Arai et al. (2005)

emotional
involvement

Wrigth and Grace (2011)

empathy

Coulter and Coulter (2002)

empowerment

Roberts et al. (2010)

expectation

Payne and Clark (2003), Faems et al. (2007),

experience

Payne and Clark (2003), Wrigth and Grace (2011), Saleh, Ali, Quazi, and
Wickramasekera (2015),

expertise

Maniscalco et al. (2010), Gamero et al. (2011)

fairness

Zeffane (2010), Gamero et al. (2011), Perrone, Zaheer, and McEvily (2003)

faith

Cook and Wall (1980)

first impressions

Wrigth and Grace (2011)

flexibility

Sharif et al. (2005), Roberts et al. (2010)

frequency
(interaction)

Czaban et al. (2003)

governance

Cater and Kidwell (2014)

honesty

Jennings et al. (2000), Ozawa and Sripad (2013)

information sharing

Sako and Helper (1998), Jennings et al. (2000), Gamero et al. (2011)

innovation

Zeffane (2010)

integrity

Jennings et al. (2000), Cook and Schilke (2010), Gamero et al. (2011), Khalifa and Saad
(2017), Schumann et al. (2010)

intention

Armstrong and Yee (2001)

interdependence

Sako and Helper (1998), Pérez and Descals (1999), Wrigth and Grace (2011), Czaban
et al. (2003)

investment

Sako and Helper (1998)

justice

Nel et al. (2000)

knowledge

Saleh, Ali, Quazi, and Wickramasekera (2015)

leadership

Cater and Kidwell (2014)

legal reliance

Raiser et al. (2007)
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loyalty

Cook and Wall (1980)

mediator

Harms et al. (2016)

openness

Jennings et al. (2000)

opportunism (lack of)

Saleh, Ali, Quazi, and Wickramasekera (2015)

order

Zeffane (2010)

passion

Wrigth and Grace (2011)

performance

Mohr and Puck (2013), Lymperopoulos, Chaniotakis, and Rigopolou (2010)

politeness

Coulter and Coulter (2002)

power

Roberts et al. (2010), Khalifa and Saad (2017)

predictability

Perrone, Zaheer, and McEvily (2003), Schumann et al. (2010)

pricing practices

Czaban et al. (2003)

problem-solving

Roberts et al. (2010), Dave et al. (2018), Burkink (2002), Leek et al. (2006), Sunarish
(2018)

quality

Lymperopoulos, Chaniotakis, and Rigopolou (2010), Sunarish (2018)

reciprocity

Dave et al. (2018)

relationship

Sako and Helper (1998), Adobor (2006), Maniscalco et al. (2010), Khalifa and Saad
(2017), Czaban et al. (2003), Brock and Zhou (2012)

reliability

Perrone, Zaheer, and McEvily (2003)

religion

Usman et al. (2017)

reputation

Jennings et al. (2000), Sharif et al. (2005), Howorth and Moro (2006), Khalifa and Saad
(2017), Cook and Wall (1980), Sunarish (2018)

resource-sharing

Czaban et al. (2003)

respect

Dave et al. (2018), Wrigth and Grace (2011)

responsiveness

Roberts et al. (2010)

risk-sharing

Jennings et al. (2000), Czaban et al. (2003)

rules

Jennings et al. (2000)

satisfaction

Khalifa and Saad (2017), Burkink (2002)

similarity

Coulter and Coulter (2002)

stability

Van Esterik-Plasmeijer and van Raaij (2017)

technical assistance

Sako and Helper (1998)

transparency

Van Esterik-Plasmeijer and van Raaij (2017), Wrigth and Grace (2011)

uncertainty

Sako and Helper (1998), Adobor (2006)

values

Armstrong and Yee (2001), Van Esterik-Plasmeijer and van Raaij (2017)
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Appendix VIII
Factiva Indicators of Trust Chart
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Appendix IX
Unique Instances identified in Factiva Analysis
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Appendix X
Factiva Thematic Clusters
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Appendix XI
Factiva Top 11 Indicators of Trust
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Appendix XII
Factiva Thematic Clusters
Factiva Thematic Clusters – Indicator Values
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Factiva Thematic Clusters – Percentage Values
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Appendix XIII
The Factiva Indicators of Trust Clusters

332

Appendix XIV
Scopus Articles for the Indicators of Trust (Filtered)
Authors

Title

Year

Source title

Volume

Susanty A., Sirait The relationship between 2018

Measuring Business 22

N.M., Bakhtiar A.

Excellence

information
informal

sharing,

contracts

Issue

Source

3

Scopus

3

Scopus

and

trust on performance of
supply

chain

management in the SMEs
of batik
Suparjo, Sunarsih The role of service quality 2018

Journal

of 21

E.S.

and institutional image in

Entrepreneurship

establishing

relational

Education

commitment

between

private universities and
the student
Dave G., Frerichs Conceptualizing trust in 2018

Evaluation

L., Jones J., Kim community-academic

Program Planning

M.,

Schaal

J., research

and 66

Scopus

partnerships

Vassar S., Varma using concept mapping
D.,

Striley

Ruktanonchai

C., approach: A multi-CTSA
C., study

Black A., Hankins

J.,

Lovelady

N.,

Cene C., Green M.,
Young T., Tiwari S.,

Cheney A., Cottler
L.,

Sullivan

G.,

Brown A., Burke J.,
Corbie-Smith G.
Cherry

M., Client

McGrath

D., performance

Baumann C.

intimacy

& 2018

advice:

Australasian

Business

the

Finance Journal

accountant

1

Scopus

Accounting,

determinants of trust in
public

12

and

SME client relationship

333

Khalifa A.H., Saad The determinants of trust 2017

International Journal 16

M.

in the customer-service

of

provider relationship: The

Management

case of Tunisian small

Sustainable

and

sized

Development

trust, 2017

International Journal 35

bank

of Bank Marketing

medium

3

Scopus

1

Scopus

2

Scopus

Technology
and

enterprises (SMEs)

van

Esterik- Banking

Plasmeijer P.W.J., bank
van Raaij W.F.

system

trust,

and

loyalty

Usman

H., The

Tjiptoherijanto

P., norms, trust, importance

Balqiah

T.E., of

Agung I.G.N.

role

of

religious 2017

attributes

Journal of Islamic 8
Marketing

and

information sources in the
relationship

between

religiosity and selection of
the Islamic bank
Harms P.D., Bai Y., How leader and follower 2016
Han G.H.

Human Relations

69

9

Scopus

Accounting for trust: A 2016

Australasian

10

2

Scopus

conceptual model for the

Accounting,

determinants of trust in

Business

the

Finance Journal

2

Scopus

2

Scopus

3

Scopus

attachment

styles

are

mediated by trust
Cherry M.

Australian

public

and

accountant – SME client
relationship
Hartman

L.P., Navigating the Life Cycle 2015

Gedro

J., of Trust in Developing

Masterson C.

Economies:

Business

and 120

Society Review

One-size

Solutions Do Not Fit All
Saleh

M.A.,

M.Y.,

Quazi

Ali A critical appraisal of the 2015

Management

A., relational

Decision

Wickramasekera

paradigm

R.

international

management
in

53

an

setting:

A

future research agenda
Cater

J.J.,

Kidwell R.E.

III, Function,

governance, 2014

and trust in successor
leadership

groups

Journal

of

Family 5

Business Strategy

in

family firms

334

Bülbül D.

Determinants of trust in 2013

Journal of Economic 85

1

Scopus

banking networks

Behavior

53

2

Scopus

Journal of Business 27

5

Scopus

Industries 32

1

Scopus

Asia Pacific Journal 23

4

Scopus

Risk 14

6

Scopus

of 42

1

Scopus

Marketing 16

4

Scopus

8

Scopus

and

Organization

Mohr A., Puck J.

Revisiting

the

performance

Trust- 2013

Link

in

Management
International Review

Strategic Alliances
Brock J.K.-U., Zhou Customer intimacy

2012

J.Y.

and

Industrial

Marketing
La S., Choi B.

The

role

affection
loyalty

of

and

customer 2012

Service

trust

Journal

rebuilding

service

in

after

failure

and

recovery
Wright O., Grace A. Trust

and commitment 2011

within franchise systems:

of

an Australian and New

Logistics

Marketing

and

Zealand perspective
Gamero

N., Institutional

dimensions 2011

Espluga J., Prades underlying public trust in

A., Oltra C., Solá information

Journal

of

Research

on

R., Farré J.

technological risk

Dyer J.H., Chu W.

The determinants of trust 2011

Journal

in

International

supplier-automaker

relationships in the US,

Business Studies

Japan, and Korea
Maniscalco

C., The impact of relationship 2010

Social

Daniloski

K., stage on the determinants

Quarterly

Brinberg D.

of trust in the pharmacistclient
Results

relationship:
from

a social

marketing campaign
Roberts

J., Building retail tenant trust: 2010

International Journal 38

Merrilees

B., Neighbourhood

of

versus

Retail

Herington C., Miller regional shopping centres

Distribution

D.

Management

and

335

Cook K.S., Schilke The

O.

role

of

public, 2010

relational

and

organizational

trust

Corporate

13

2

Scopus

International Journal 20

3

Scopus

9

Scopus

1

Scopus

10

Scopus

Reputation Review

in

economic affairs
Zeffane R.

Towards
theory

a

two-factor 2010

of interpersonal

trust: A focus on trust in

of Commerce and

Management

leadership

Lymperopoulos C., Acceptance of detergent- 2010

International Journal 38

Chaniotakis

of

I.E., retail brands: The role of

Rigopoulou I.D.

Sánchez

Vijande

consumer confidence and

Distribution

trust

Management

J.Á.L., The impact of relational 2010

M.L.S., variables

Gutiérrez J.A.T.

Retail

on

value

creation in buyer-seller

and

Journal of Business- 17

to-Business
Marketing

business relationships
Liao L.-F.

Knowledge-sharing

in 2008

International Journal 19

R&D

A

of Human Resource

departments:

social power and social
exchange

Management

theory

perspective
Mäkelä K., Barner- Drivers of interpersonal 2008

Progress

Rasmussen

International

Björkman I.

Faems

W., and

inter-unit

in

multinational corporations

D., The

initiation

Janssens M., Van evolution
Looy B.

trust

of

and 2007
interfirm

in 3

Scopus

Business Research

Organization

28

11

Scopus

and 27

7

Scopus

Industrial Marketing 35

7

Scopus

Studies

knowledge transfer in R

and D relationships
Adobor H.

Optimal trust? Uncertainty 2006

Leadership

as a determinant and limit

Organization

to

Development

trust

in

inter-firm

alliances

Journal

Leek S., Turnbull Classifying
P.W., Naudé P.

across

relationships 2006
cultures

successful

as

Management

and

problematic:

Theoretical

perspectives

and

managerial implications

336

Howorth C., Moro Trust within entrepreneur 2006

Entrepreneurship:

A.

Theory and Practice

bank

relationships:

30

4

Scopus

2

Scopus

2

Scopus

3

Scopus

1

Scopus

1

Scopus

2

Scopus

1

Scopus

Insights from Italy

Diwakara H.

Determinants of trust and 2006

International Journal 2

cooperation: Case study

of

of self-managed tubewell

Management

organizations

in

Rural

north

Gujarat, India

Arai K., Oskarsson The
S.,

Yamauchi

structure

and 2005

I., determinants of trust: The

Öberg

F., cases

of

Svensson

T., Sweden

Japan

Hitotsubashi Journal 46
of Economics

and

Hirano S.

Sharif

K.J., Cognitive and behavioural 2005

Journal

Kalafatis

S.P., determinants of trust in

Business

Samouel P.

Enterprise

enterprises

Development

situational

and 2003
determinants

of trust in two types of

Small 12
and

small and medium-sized

Payne R.L., Clark Dispositional
M.C.

of

International Journal 14
of Human Resource
Management

managers
Czaban

L., Path

dependence

and 2003

Hocevar M., Jaklic contractual relations in
M., Whitley R.

emergent

Organization

24

Studies

capitalism:

Contrasting state socialist

legacies

and

inter-firm

cooperation in Hungary
and Slovenia
Burkink T.

Independent

Grocery 2002

Retailers

and

Their

Primary

Wholesalers:

Journal

of

Food 8

Products Marketing

Survey and Implications

Coulter
Coulter R.A.

K.S., Determinants of trust in a 2002
service

provider:

The

Journal of Services 16
Marketing

moderating role of length
of relationship

337

Armstrong

R.W., Do

of 9

3

Scopus

Nel D., Athron T., Customer evaluations of 2000

Journal of Nonprofit 7

3

Scopus

Pitt

and Public Sector

of 31

2

Scopus

10

1

Scopus

43132

Scopus

1

Scopus

3

Scopus

5

Scopus

Yeein S.M.

Chinese

trust 2001

Chinese?

A

study

Chinese

buyers

of
and

Journal

International
Marketing

sellers in Malaysia

L.F.,

Ewing service

M.T.

complaint

experiences in the public

Marketing

sector

Dyer J.H., Chu W.

The determinants of trust 2000

Journal

in

International

supplier-automaker

relationships in the U.S.

Business Studies

Japan and Korea
Jennings

D.F., Determinants of trust in 2000

Prof., Artz K., Prof., global strategic alliances:
Gillin L.M., Prof., AMRAD
Christodouloy

and

C., Australian

Prof.

Competitiveness

Review

the

biomedical

industry

Sánchez Pérez M., Insights into closeness of 1999

Journal of Marketing 7

Mollá Descals M.

Channels

relationship

as

determinant of trust within
marketing channels

Fisman R., Khanna Is

T.

trust

residue?

Sako M., Helper S.

a

historical 1999

Information

Journal of Economic 38

Behavior

and

flows and trust levels

Organization

Determinants of trust in 1998

Journal of Economic 34

supplier

Behavior

relations:

Evidence

from

automotive

industry

the

and

Organization

in

Japan and the United
States
Zaheer
Venkatraman N.

A., Relational governance as 1995
an

interorganizational

strategy: An empirical test

Strategic

16

Management

Journal

of the role of trust in
economic exchange

338

COOK J., WALL T.

New

work

measures

attitude 1980

of

trust,

organizational

Journal

of 53

1

Scopus

Occupational
Psychology

commitment and personal
need non‐fulfilment

339

Appendix XV
The Scopus Indicators of Trust

ability (1)

credible (1)

faith (1)

justice (1)

reputation (4)

acceptance (1)

cultural values (similarity) (1)

flexibility (2)

leadership (1)

respect (2)

ambition (1)

culture (1)

Frequency (order) (1)

loyalty (1)

responsiveness (1)

asset specificity (1)

customer orientation (1)

governance mechanism (4)

mediator (1)

satisfaction (1)

attitude (1)

customization (product) (1)

honesty (1)

need (fulfillment) (1)

similarity (1)

behaviour (1)

decision making (1)

identity (organisation) (1)

openness (1)

stability (1)

benefit & risk sharing (2)

demographics (1)

implicit & explicit rules (1)

order (discipline) (1)

sustainability (1)

benevolence (1)

duration (2)

impressions (first) (1)

passion (1)

technical assistance (1)

brand (1)

economic attributes (1)

information sharing (3)

performance (1)

transparency (1)

commitment (4)

education (1)

innovation (2)

politeness (1)

uncertainty (2)

communication (9)

empathy (1)

integrity (3)

power (2)

values (similarity) (3)

competence (4)

empowerment (1)

intention (perceived) (1)

problem solving (3)

competition (4)

expectation (2)

interdependence (2)

promptness (2)

confidence (2)

experience (2)

intimacy (1)

reciprocity (1)

cooperation (1)

expertise (2)

investment (1)

relationship (5)

courage (1)

fairness (2)

involvement (2)

religion (1)
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Appendix XVI
Industry Feedback – Introduction / Invitation Letter

341

Appendix XVII
Industry Feedback – Verbal Interview Questions

342

Appendix XVIII
Industry Feedback – Consent Form

343

Appendix XIX
Industry Feedback Executive Summary & Questionnaire

344

345

346

347

348

349

Appendix XX
Industry Feedback – 5 – Point Likert Scale
Total

Maximum

Standard

Received

Total

Deviation

5

24

25

0.400

5

4

24

25

0.400

4

3

3

16

25

0.400

4

3

5

2

19

25

1.166

4

4

3

1

3

15

25

1.095

collaboration

3

4

4

5

5

21

25

0.748

commitment

4

4

5

4

5

22

25

0.490

communication

5

4

5

5

4

23

25

0.490

competence

5

5

4

5

4

23

25

0.490

confidence

4

4

3

5

3

19

25

0.748

contract

4

5

4

5

4

22

25

0.490

cooperation

3

5

4

5

5

22

25

0.800

credibility

4

5

3

5

5

22

25

0.800

culture

3

3

3

4

4

17

25

0.490

demographics

3

3

3

3

3

15

25

0.000

duration

3

4

1

5

1

14

25

1.600

ethics

5

5

5

5

5

25

25

0.000

fairness

3

5

4

5

5

22

25

0.800

flexibility

5

4

4

5

4

22

25

0.490

honesty

4

5

4

5

5

23

25

0.490

independent

3

4

2

5

3

17

25

1.020

innovation

4

5

2

5

4

20

25

1.095

input

3

4

3

5

5

20

25

0.894

integrity

5

5

4

5

5

24

25

0.400

investment

5

3

1

5

4

18

25

1.497

leadership

3

3

4

5

5

20

25

0.894

IIOT1

IIOT2

IIOT3

IIOT4

IIOT5

accountability

5

4

5

5

accuracy

5

5

5

altruism

3

3

believability

5

benevolence
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legal

5

5

5

5

3

23

25

0.800

legitimate

4

5

4

5

5

23

25

0.490

location

4

3

5

5

3

20

25

0.894

loyalty

4

4

4

4

4

20

25

0.000

natural phenomena

3

3

3

3

3

15

25

0.000

networking

3

3

3

4

3

16

25

0.400

objective

3

3

3

5

3

17

25

0.800

performance

4

5

4

5

4

22

25

0.490

quality

4

5

4

5

4

22

25

0.490

reciprocity

4

3

3

3

4

17

25

0.490

reliability

4

5

5

5

5

24

25

0.400

reputation

4

5

3

5

4

21

25

0.748

respect

4

5

4

5

5

23

25

0.490

responsibility

4

5

5

5

5

24

25

0.400

responsiveness

5

5

5

5

4

24

25

0.400

security

4

3

3

5

3

18

25

0.800

service

4

5

4

5

5

23

25

0.490

social bonds

4

3

3

2

1

13

25

1.020

social responsibility

3

3

5

5

3

19

25

0.980

support

4

3

3

4

5

19

25

0.748

sustainability

4

5

5

5

4

23

25

0.490

traceability

5

5

5

5

3

23

25

0.800

transparency

5

5

4

5

4

23

25

0.490

value

4

5

4

5

5

23

25

0.490

visibility

4

5

3

4

3

19

25

0.748
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Appendix XXI
Interview Likert data and Factiva data
FACTIVA

Indicators
performance

INTERVIEWS

Instances

Rank

Total %

Interview Likert

Total [ 25 Max]

Rank

Total %

129

1

19.111%

ethics

25

1

100%

reputation

76

2

11.259%

accountability

24

2

96%

communication

64

3

9.481%

accuracy

24

2

96%

fairness

53

4

7.852%

integrity

24

2

96%

duration

48

5

7.111%

reliability

24

2

96%

quality

44

6

6.519%

responsibility

24

2

96%

security

31

7

4.593%

responsiveness

24

2

96%

social bonds

28

8

4.148%

communication

23

3

92%

transparency

24

9

3.556%

competence

23

3

92%

investment

23

10

3.407%

honesty

23

3

92%

collaboration

22

11

3.259%

legal

23

3

92%

culture

17

12

2.519%

legitimate

23

3

92%

demographics

9

13

1.333%

respect

23

3

92%

legal

9

14

1.333%

service

23

3

92%

sustainability

7

15

1.037%

sustainability

23

3

92%

integrity

6

16

0.889%

traceability

23

3

92%

accountability

5

17

0.741%

transparency

23

3

92%

altruism

5

17

0.741%

value

23

3

92%

cooperation

5

17

0.741%

commitment

22

4

88%

honesty

5

17

0.741%

contract

22

4

88%

commitment

4

18

0.593%

cooperation

22

4

88%

credibility

4

18

0.593%

credibility

22

4

88%

flexibility

4

18

0.593%

fairness

22

4

88%

value

4

18

0.593%

flexibility

22

4

88%

visibility

4

18

0.593%

performance

22

4

88%

352

accuracy

3

19

0.444%

quality

22

4

88%

competence

3

19

0.444%

collaboration

21

5

84%

ethics

3

19

0.444%

reputation

21

5

84%

location

3

19

0.444%

innovation

20

6

80%

networking

3

19

0.444%

input

20

6

80%

support

3

19

0.444%

leadership

20

6

80%

traceability

3

19

0.444%

location

20

6

80%

innovation

2

20

0.296%

loyalty

20

6

80%

legitimate

2

20

0.296%

believability

19

7

76%

reliability

2

20

0.296%

confidence

19

7

76%

social
responsibility

2

20

0.296%

responsibility

19

7

76%

service

2

20

0.296%

support

19

7

76%

believability

1

21

0.148%

visibility

19

7

76%

benevolence

1

21

0.148%

investment

18

8

72%

confidence

1

21

0.148%

security

18

8

72%

contract

1

21

0.148%

culture

17

9

68%

independent

1

21

0.148%

independent

17

9

68%

input

1

21

0.148%

objective

17

9

68%

leadership

1

21

0.148%

reciprocity

17

9

68%

loyalty

1

21

0.148%

altruism

16

10

64%

natural phenomena

1

21

0.148%

networking

16

10

64%

objective

1

21

0.148%

benevolence

15

11

60%

reciprocity

1

21

0.148%

demographics

15

11

60%

natural
respect

1

21

0.148%

phenomena

15

11

60%

responsiveness

1

21

0.148%

duration

14

12

56%

social responsibility

1

21

0.148%

social bonds

13

13

52%
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Appendix XXII
TMS Trust Clusters

354

Appendix XXIII
Indicators of Trust Interview Rank
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Appendix XXIV
TMS Phase 2:C Problem Solving Guide
TRUST MANAGEMENT SYSTEM
PHASE 2: C PROBLEM SOLVING Guide

ACCOUNTABILITY
Indicators

of Trust

Potential

Stakeholder

Problems

Steps to Resolve
Inform buyer & provide new delivery date. If

Accountability

Supplier

Delay

delay is substantial offer a discount.

Contract
Legality
Legitimacy

Security
Social

Responsibility
Traceability

COMMITMENT
Indicators
of Trust

Potential
Stakeholder

Problems

Steps to Resolve

Commitment
Duration
Loyalty

Reliability

356

Responsibility
Sustainability

COMMUNICATION
Indicators

of Trust

Potential

Stakeholder

Problems

Steps to Resolve

Communication
Networking

Transparency
Visibility

CULTURE

Indicators
of Trust

Potential
Stakeholder

Problems

Steps to Resolve

Corporate
Culture
Location

Demographics
Natural
Phenomena

DEVELOPMENT
Indicators
of Trust

Potential
Stakeholder

Problems

Steps to Resolve

Innovation

357

Investment

ETHICS

Indicators
of Trust

Potential
Stakeholder

Problems

Steps to Resolve

Altruism
Believability
Benevolence

Confidence
Credibility
Ethics
Fairness

Honesty
Integrity
Leadership

Reciprocity

PERFORMANCE

Indicators
of Trust

Potential
Stakeholder

Problems

Steps to Resolve

Accuracy

Competence
Objectiveness
Performance

358

Quality
Service
Value

REPUTATION
Indicators
of Trust

Potential
Stakeholder

Problems

Steps to Resolve

Reputation

Respect

RELATIONSHIP
Indicators
of Trust

Potential
Stakeholder

Problems

Steps to Resolve

Collaboration

Cooperation
Dependence
Flexibility
Input

Responsiveness
Social Bonds
Support
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