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Trust and commitment have been shown to play a crucial role in the success of business-

to-business (B2B) relationship. However, little is known about how trust and commitment 

develop at the first stage of a B2B relationship; or why long-term commitment may erode 

trust between the parties involve. Four different trust-commitment development 

frameworks are identified with different starting points and different problems further down 

the development process. The study found three trust-building factors: consistency, 

willingness to collaborate and goal alignment. Payment issues, such as delay-in-payment, 

on the other hand is found to be a trust damaging factor. In regard to the erosion of trust 

in a long-term relationship, complacency, specifically product complacency has been 

identified as a potential cause. Future quantitative studies are needed to confirm the 

results of these findings.  
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1      CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 

The steady rise in human population over the preceding decades has created an 

increased global demand for food. This provides opportunities for countries that have a 

strong agriculture foundation to benefit, as an example - Canada – where GDP in the 

agriculture and agri-food system outgrew the national economic growth by 3.2% from 

2012 – 2016 (Canada, 2017). Recognizing the urgency and importance of improving 

agriculture practices, the Canadian Department of Agriculture and Agri-food Canada in 

its 2019-2020 plan, calls for the strengthening of both domestic and international market 

conditions in order to grow and stay competitive (Canada 2019). Within this context, two 

Canadian agri-food supply chains, amongst others, have the potential to grow and 

benefit from this move to expansion, namely rainbow trout and lamb. 

According to the Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO), in 2016, commercial 

value of fishery and production activities in Canada was $4.7 billion, with aquaculture 

product valued at $1.3 billion (Government of Canada 2016). Within aquaculture, 

rainbow trout is one of the two most common fresh water fish farmed in Canada and 

“the third most valuable species raised in Canada in term of farm-gate value” (farm-gate 

value is the market value of product minus the selling cost) (Government of Canada, 

2017). Differs from the largest category of fish – salmon, which lives in both salt and 

fresh water – rainbow trout live exclusively in fresh water. Hence, leaving a much 

smaller carbon footprint in their growing cycle due to not having to move from lakes onto 

growing cages out in the ocean. On the contrary, the lamb meat and related products 

occupy the other end of the spectrum. This specific sector is categorized as a “small, 
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yet important, niche market” by the government of Canada – that takes up retail volume 

share of 1.6% of overall Canadian meat retail sector (Canada 2019, 2nd paragraph, line 

1) and is expected to continue to grow, from a compound annual growth rate of 2.8% 

from the 2014 – 2018 period to a rate of 3.3% between 2019 and 2023 (Canada, 2019) 

Despite the difference in size, both supply chains play a crucial role within the 

agri-food sector- as exports and domestic products. In exports, the majority of the 

rainbow trout produced in Canada is exported to the U.S (Canada, 2019); for domestic 

market, rainbow trout is the most important aquaculture species in two provinces: 

Saskatchewan and Ontario - and one of the two main freshwater species for Quebec 

(Canadian Aquaculture Industry Alliance, 2017). Lamb and its related products are 

exported to fifteen different countries under five different categories: wool, meat, skins 

and live cattle at total value of 7 million CAD (Canada, 2019) Domestically, lamb 

products are distributed mainly within the restaurant industry but in the recent years has 

been used as ingredients in pet food, and a range of new meat and dairy product lines. 

The lamb meat segment also promotes the creation of different condiments cater to its 

specific niche (Canada, 2019). 

Both of these supply chains are expected to grow in the next few years. For 

rainbow trout, the growth comes from the increasing demand for sustainable farmed 

seafood source, as the global fish stocks are “over – or fully exploited” (Canadian 

Aquaculture Industry Alliance 2017, p.6); for the lamb supply chain, the growth is partly 

due to the different novel uses of lamb products (Canada, 2019).  
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To maintain and extend growth, strong long-term relationship between members 

of the supply-chain is required and numerous previous studies have shown that trust 

and commitment between members of the chains are the keys to achieve such goals in 

both short- and long-term (see Morgan and Hunt 1994, Cooper et al. 1997; Ellram and 

Cooper 1990; Panayides and Venus Lun, 2009; Salam 2017).  

In supply-chain management and relationship marketing literature, trust has been 

established as an antecedent to commitment (Moorman et al. 1992, Morgan and Hunt 

1994, Farrelly and Quester 2003, Seleh 2006, Chen et al. 2011, Gounaris 2005) and 

different types of trust lead to different types of commitment (Black 2008, Poppo et al. 

2015). However, it is unclear how these different constructs interact at the earlier stages 

of the relationship development process. Furthermore, as the relationship develops, 

commitment has been found to have a negative causal effect on trust (Brown et al. 

2019). An investigation into these two inquiries can further our understanding the role 

different types of trust and commitment play in developing relationship within a supply 

chain.   

This study aims to examine how trust and commitment evolve between different 

members of a supply chain – specifically for the rainbow trout and lamb supply chain, 

and how this process differs from one chain to another, and shed light on the potential 

problems that can arise during this process. The remaining sections of this thesis are 

structured as follow: first, an overview of trust and commitment within the literature 

along with their various antecedents and consequences. Then the research 

methodology is described, follows by findings, discussions and recommendations. 
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2     CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

This literature review examines the relationship between trust and commitment in 

supply chain management. 

2.1 Relationship Development in Supply Chain Management   

Mentzer et al. (2001, p.4) defines supply chain as “…..a set of three or more 

entities (organizations or individuals) directly involved in the upstream and downstream 

flows of products, services, finances, and/or information from a source to a customer.” 

The goal of supply chain management (SCM) then, is to focus on improving 

performance of both individual companies and the chain as a whole. A key element in 

achieving this goal is to create and maintain long-term relationship (Cooper et al. 1997, 

Ellram and Cooper 1990). Being able to maintain a long-term relationship plays an 

important role in a supply chain due to the nature of the B2B environment, contrary to 

the B2C environment where there are a large number of buyers with small value and 

brief transaction, B2B transactions tend to be a longer process, much higher in value 

with a small number of buyers – hence increasing the value of each individual 

customer/buyer.   

Dwyer, Shurr and Oh (1987) outlined a framework to develop long term 

relationship that consists of five different stages: (1) awareness, (2) exploration [with 5 

subprocesses: attraction, communication and bargaining, development and exercise of 

power, norm development and expectation development], (3) expansion, (4) 

commitment and (5) dissolution. Trust, the authors argue, arise within the exploration 
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phase. Together with commitment and dissolution, the three constructs are theorized to 

be critical in this the buyer-seller relationship development process. This study is only 

interested in trust and commitment, as dissolution is concerned with disengagement 

and the termination of the relationship.  

In the business to business literature, trust between firms has been recognized as 

playing a critical role with a “move from the power game to the trust game” (Kumar, 

1996 p 105). In the field of relational supply chain management, trust has been 

established as a key construct in improving supplier responsiveness (Handfield and 

Bechtel 2002), sharing information between business partners (Ghosh and Fedorowicz, 

2008), innovation and performance (Panayides and Venus Lun, 2009) and the formation 

of a competitive advantage (Salam 2017). Trust, along with commitment has been 

established as key mediating variables that are “….central to relationship marketing 

success” (Morgan and Hunt 1994, p.31). Research has found that trust is an antecedent 

of commitment (Dwyer, Schurr and Oh 1987; Moorman et al. 1992; Morgan and hunt 

1994; Farrelly and Quester 2003; MacMillan et al. 2005; Seleh 2006). As such, 

investigation into how these two constructs evolve over time can shed light on the 

relationship development process, and in turn, further our understanding of how 

relationship succeed.  
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2.2 Trust and Commitment in Relationship Marketing  

2.2.1 Trust: definition and typology 

Rousseau et al. (1998) pointed out that despite not having a universal definition of 

trust, there are common key elements of the construct. The authors propose that trust 

can be considered as “the intention to accept vulnerability based upon positive 

expectations of the intentions or behavior of another” (p.395). Morgan and Hunt (1994) 

proposed a similar definition of trust as the “confidence in an exchange parner’s 

reliability and integrity” (p.23). Other definitions of trust include a multitude of 

dimensions such as confidence and integrity (Aulakh et al. 1996), predictability and 

fairness (Zaheer et al. 1998) or faith (Young-Ybarra and Wiersema 1999). 

Subsequent studies provide further clarification to the conceptualization of trust by 

exploring different levels of trust. Ganesan and Hess (1997) argue that due to the four 

distinct entities in a buyer-seller relationship (the buying firm with its representative and 

the selling firm with its salesperson), trust exists in four different levels : Interpersonal 

trust (between the two representatives), Organizational trust (between a representative 

of this firm and the other firm), Inter-organizational trust (between the two firms) and 

Intraorganizational trust (between the firm and its representative). Inter-organizational 

trust was further argued to be “two sets of individuals each of which is trusting the 

organization of which the others are members” (Blois 1999, p.210) 

Rousseau et al. (1998) also identified three different forms of trust: deterrence-

based, calculus-based and relational. Deterrence-based trust is when one party trust 
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the other because the sanction from breaking the trust shadows any potential gains. 

Calculus-based trust is based on rational choices – where the difference between 

Deterrence-based and Calculus-based trust is the perceived positive intentions that 

exist within Calculus-based trust but not in the Deterrence-based form. Relational trust 

is considered to be the trust that comes from within the relationship, building through 

successive interactions over time. Different types of trust have been shown to have 

different effects on different constructs (Poppo et al. 2016; Chang et al. 2012). This 

study will adopt Morgan and Hunt (1994) definition of trust with the intention to further 

explore two key concepts within this definition: the reliability and integrity of the 

exchange partner and how these two constructs manifest in different supply chains.  

2.2.2 Antecedents and consequences of trust 

Trust has been found to have multiple antecedents and consequences. Reputation 

and experience have been established as antecedents of trust in the relationship 

between shipping company and seaports (Bennet and Gabriel 2001). Using data 

collected from a food producer and supplier in Norway, Selnes (1998) found two 

antecedents of trust: communication and satisfaction. Satisfaction is measured on “ten-

point scales on what degree they were satisfied with the supplier” (p.312). 

Communication in this study is defined as “….the ability to provide timely and 

trustworthy information” (p.313) and operationalized by three different items: to provide 

trustworthy and quality information; to provide information if there are problems with 

delivery and to fulfill promises. In this study, trust is measured with different degrees of 

the buyers’ satisfaction, cooperation and the intention to continue the relationship with 
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the suppliers. This typology however, does not allow the distinction between the 

different types of trust and their influence. Later studies such as Poppo et al. (2016) 

addressed this problem by investigating the impact of calculative and relational trust on 

performance of the supply firm and found that calculative trust was found to have three 

times the effect of relational trust. The authors theorized that each type of trust influence 

decision through different mental framework. The trust construct measured in this study, 

according to the definition by Ganesan and Hess (1997), is organizational trust as the 

data was gathered from interviewing senior purchasing manager illustrating the 

perception of a representative of the buying firm with the selling firm.  

Another consequence of trust that is found in Selnes (1998) study is the 

enhancement of the relationship between supplier and buyer. Competence, defined as 

“….the buyer perception of the supplier’s technological and commercial competence” (p. 

313); and operationalized in terms of knowledge of the market, ability to give valuable 

advice, ability to create procurement plan and ability to provide effective promotion 

materials – is found to not have a direct influence on trust. The author theorized that the 

influence might be an indirect one. 

Doney and Cannon (1997) explored the nature of trust within the buyer-seller 

relationship and have some similar findings. The authors found that the willingness to 

customize along with the supplier’s size have a positive impact on the buying firm’s 

trust. A variable that was introduced in this study is the salesperson of the supply firm. 

The buying firm’s trust of the supplier is found to have a positive influence on its trust on 

the supplier’s salesperson– and its trust on the salesperson has a positive impact on the 
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trust of the supplier. Another finding is that the competence of the salesperson is found 

to have a positive impact on the trust of the buying firm on the salesperson. This aligns 

with the findings in Selnes (1998) by indicating that the salesperson of the supplier can 

be the mediating variable for the interaction between competence and trust, as the 

competence of the salesperson can be perceived by the buyer as the competence of 

the supplier (in term of knowledge of the market, ability to give valuable advice, ability to 

create procurement plan and ability to provide effective promotion materials). Trust was 

also found to affect the buying firm’s anticipated future interactions with the supplier.  

Jain et al. (2014) investigated trust and its consequences with another variable: 

channel power. Channel power is defined as “….a channel member’s ability to influence 

decision variables in the marketing strategy of another member at a different level in a 

given channel” (p. 313). In this study, two types of power were studied: coercive and 

non-coercive power. Two forms of coercive power are threats and punishments that, 

when used, typically results in negative consequences within the relationship (Kumar 

2005). This study found that non-coercive power has a positive direct influence on trust 

while coercive power has a negative direct influence on trust. Trust, has a positive 

impact on financial outcomes with strategic performance as a mediator. Strategic 

performance is defined as “sustainable competitive advantage achieves through the 

accumulation of resources that are rare, valuable, non-substitutable and difficult to 

imitate” (Kumar 2005, p. 315) 

Jeong and Oh (2017) study trust using the social exchange theory (SET), which 

allows researchers to “adopt the social and psychological perspectives that could enrich 
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explanations of various B2B exchange relationship” (p. 115). The authors find that 

communication quality, financial dependence and social dependence positively 

influence trust with opportunistic behavior negatively influence trust. Financial 

dependence and social dependence refer to the tendency of one party rely on the other 

in term of transactional aspects (business opportunities or financial gains) or social 

aspects (psychological or relational), respectively. Consistent with previous studies, the 

authors also find trust as an antecedent of relationship commitment. 

A study by Paparoidamis et al. (2019) investigated supplier’s performance role in 

the buyer’s trust using four different variables: product quality, sales service quality, 

technical repair service support, and complaint handling service; all are found to 

positively influence trust. Trust, in turn positively influence customer loyalty. A mediation 

analysis reveals that trust partial mediates product quality and customer loyalty, fully 

mediates sales service quality and customer loyalty, fully mediates technical repair 

service and customer loyalty and partially mediates complaint handling service and 

customer loyalty. 

2.2.3 Commitment: definition and typology 

Commitment has been defined differently depending on the context it is studied 

in. In organizational psychology, commitment is defined as the bond that link an 

individual with an organization (Mathieu and Zajac 1990); while in relationship marketing 

literature, it is defined as the aspiration to maintain valued relationship between parties 

involve (Morgan and Hunt 1994).  
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There are different categorizations of commitment in organizational psychology 

literature. For instance, Meyer and Allen (1991) identified three different forms of 

organizational commitment: affective, normative and continuance while O’Reilly and 

Chatman (1986) argue for two forms: affective and continuance (calculative). The two-

forms classification is based on the intrinsic and extrinsic motivation as the cause of 

commitment. Affective commitment reflects the emotional attachment of one party to the 

other (intrinsic) while continuance (calculative) is considered the extrinsic motivation: 

different costs associated with terminating the relationship. Similarly, in the supply chain 

management literature, affective commitment is typically operationalized as shared 

values and trust while continuance commitment is operationalized as switching cost and 

dependence (Fullerton 2003). These categorizations of commitment have been studied 

both qualitatively and quantitatively: Affective commitment has been qualitatively 

studied and found to influence the relationship between parties the strongest (Roxenhall 

and Andresen, 2012); affective and normative commitment are showed to positively 

correlate while affective and calculative commitment are not (Carter 2007).  

 

2.2.4 Trust as an antecedent of commitment  

Previous research has treated trust as an antecedent of commitment. First, it has 

been argued that trust needs to be established prior to commitment in the buyer-seller 

relationship development. In the five phases framework developed by Dwyer, Schurr 

and Oh (1987), trust is argued to be formed within the last subprocesses of the 



 

 

13 

 

exploration phase: expectations development. The exploration phase of the 

development of the buyer-seller relationship comes after the awareness phase, where 

buyer and seller get acquainted with each other. The exploration phase starts with the 

subprocess attraction – where buyer and seller first get the rewards of their interactions, 

including rewards and cost. Then comes the bargaining subprocess, where the parties 

involve try to negotiate and rearrange the “….mutual distributions of obligations, benefits 

and burdens” (p. 16). Post bargaining is power and justice, where power (defined as 

“the ability to achieve intended effects or goals” (p.17)) of one party is determined by its 

degree of dependence on the other party for valued resources. Through repeated 

interactions, the standards of conduct emerge in the norm development subprocess, 

followed by the expectations subprocess – where trust between the parties involve 

forms. The formation of trust laid the foundation for the next major phase of expansion, 

which then lead to the commitment phase. Hence, within this framework, trust is argued 

to emerge prior to the formation of commitment between seller and buyer. 

Trust has also been empirically tested as an antecedent of commitment in 

different contexts. Using data from automobile tire retailers, Morgan and Hunt (1994) 

established that trust has a direct positive influence on commitment. The finding of 

Morgan and Hunt is extended in the Not-for-Profit sector, with non-material benefits 

(operationalized as long-term benefits, innovative solutions and ethical behaviors) is 

found to be a mediating factor between trust and commitment (MacMillan et al. 2005). 

Trust as an antecedent for commitment has also been established in market research 

(Moorman et al. 1992), sport marketing (Farrelly and Quester 2003), commercial and 
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industrial imports and imports in a developing country (Seleh 2006), in energy and 

semiconductor industry across Canada and Taiwan (Chen et al. 2011) and different 

sections within the service industry (Gounaris 2005). Carter (2007) extended the 

literature by studying the influence of trust on three types of commitment and found that 

trust positively influence affective and normative commitment while negatively influence 

continuance (calculative) commitment. 

In Jain et al. (2014) and Ozkan-Tektas (2014), commitment is found to be a 

moderating factor: for the interaction between Coercive and Non-coercive Power with 

trust (Jain et al. 2014) and between Opportunistic Behavior with trust (Ozkan-Tektas 

2014).  

Table 1: Summary of key constructs and findings 

Authors Construct(s) Key findings 

Dwyer, 

Schurr and 

Oh (1987) 

Trust and 

commitment 

Five-phases framework for the development of trust and 

commitment and the theoretical establishment of trust as an 

antecedent of commitment (trust -> commitment) 

Meyer and 

Allen (1991) 

Commitment Define three different types of commitment: affective, normative 

and continuance 
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Morgan and 

Hunt (1994) 

Trust and 

commitment 

Define trust and commitment in supply chain context. 

Provide empirical evidence for trust -> commitment. 

Ganesan and 

Hess (1997) 

Trust Four different levels of trust: Interpersonal trust (between the 

two representatives), Organizational trust (between a 

representative of this firm and the other firm), Inter-

organizational trust (between the two firms) and 

Intraorganizational trust (between the firm and its representative 

Doney and 

Cannon 

(1997) 

Trust Trust of the supplier positively influence trust of the salesperson 

and vice versa. 

Rousseau et 

al. (1998) 

Trust Define three different forms of trust: deterrence-based, calculus-

based and relational. 

Selnes 

(1998) 

Trust Identified two antecedents of trust: Communication and 

Satisfaction. 

Jain et al. 

(2014) 

Trust and 

commitment 

Commitment is a mediating variable between trust and channel 

power 
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Poppo et al. 

(2015) 

Different 

type of trust 

Calculative trust has twice the impact on performance compare 

to relational trust. 

 

2.3  Literature Gap  

 The majority of the literature has been built on the premise that trust is an 

antecedent of commitment. Two points of inquiry arise after a review of the literature on 

this interaction between the two constructs.  

 The first is the question whether or not it is possible for commitment to give rise 

to trust. Some studies indicate that this could be the case. Dickey et al. (2007) while 

investigating the role of different types of trust among franchisees found that the 

perceived mutual commitment leads to trust in franchisors’ competent and honesty – 

which are precursors to other components of trust such as relationship quality and 

satisfaction. In regard to this finding, the authors reasoned that commitment helps 

reduce risk and uncertainty, which lead to trust. Taking this line of thought further, 

Brown et al. (2019) re-investigate the causality between the two constructs by using 

dataset from three previous studies. The authors had been able to replicate the 

previous finding that trust is an antecedent for commitment – but to the authors’ 

surprise, they found a negative causal effect of commitment on trust that they concluded 

as “…while trust enhances commitment, commitment erodes trust” (p.155). Six 

explanations are then proposed by the authors: vulnerability of one party in the 
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relationship, asymmetry of commitment – where one party’s commitment is higher than 

the other’s, opportunity losses in a committed relationship, motivation, duration of the 

relationship and different drivers for different types of commitment. Further exploration 

of the relationship between trust and commitment is warranted not only with regard to 

these proposed explanations, but also to understand how and when trust erodes.  

 The second question is one of the explanations proposed by Brown et al. (2019), 

which is what role the different types of commitment and trust play in this interaction. 

Investigating trust and commitment in a distribution relationship, Black (2008) has found 

that the higher a firm’s commitment to a channel partner, its partner will reciprocate with 

a higher level of the corresponding trust: Calculative commitment will be reciprocated 

with Credibility trust while Attitudinal (affective) commitment will be reciprocated with 

Benevolent (relational) trust. In another words, different types of commitment can be 

antecedents to different types of trust which could help explain Gounaris (2005) finding 

that the umbrella construct of trust was found to positively correlated with one type of 

commitment but not the other. Again, this finding is based on the premise that trust is 

the antecedent to commitment, indicated by other findings in the same studies. 

 In arguing that commitment gives rise to trust, the assumption is that commitment 

has to exist without trust – where the literature has been showing that trust is one of the 

antecedents of commitment. An analogy of this notion is to argue that marriage gives 

rise to love when the traditional wisdom is love gives rise to marriage. A similar 

argument was pointed out by Brown et al. (2019): “specific investments dedicated to a 

channel relationship represents a commitment to that relationship, and this commitment 
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in turn signals that the investing party can be trusted” (p.155). Taking the first step in 

investing in a channel relationship can be seen as calculative commitment since at the 

beginning of a relationship, there is no prior interactions as the bases for affective 

commitment. Hence, the conceptual model of this interaction is illustrated as the 

following: 

 

Figure 1: Proposed Conceptual Framework 

 

2.4. Research Questions 

 This study aims to answer two questions: 

RQ1: How do relationships evolve in the first stages of a relationship in both Ontario 

trout and lamb sectors? Does this process differ for the two supply chains? If so, how 

does the process diverge from one chain to another?  

RQ2: How and when does trust erode in business to business relationship? 

Continuance 
(Calculative) 
commitment

Calculus-
based 

(Credibility) 
trust

Relational 
Trust

Affective 
commitment



 

 

19 

 

Agri-food supply chains provide a worthwhile context to study these questions. 

Previous studies in the context of agri-food supply chains have identified relationship 

sustainability as an antecedent to both trust and commitment (Fischer et al., 2009), 

relationship quality as an antecedent to commitment and positively correlate with trust 

(Reynolds et al. 2009), compatible goals as an antecedent of trust and communication 

positively influence trust and commitment (Somogyi et al. 2010)  and trust (in the form of 

a guanxi network) can improve relationship quality, in this case within the Chinese agri-

food SMEs sector (Lu et al., 2012). This study will focus on the two aforementioned 

supply chain of rainbow trout and lamb to investigate the proposed questions – as both 

of these chains are in need of maintaining and extending their growth rates for the 

development of their sectors and as previous studies shows, trust and commitment are 

the keys to accomplish such task through strengthening the relationship between 

members of the supply chain. 
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3      CHAPTER 3. METHODOLOGY  

3.1 Methodology 

To investigate the proposed set of questions, a qualitative study is warranted. 

The justifications for a qualitative study are three-fold: 

(1) A qualitative approach with its’ exploratory nature is appropriate for this study, as I 

wish to explore the development of different types of trust and commitment; 

(2) The method would assist in capturing the evolution of the two constructs with the 

perspective of the parties involve – from which common themes can emerge; 

(3) It helps answer the questions of “how” by shedding light on the behavior and thinking 

patterns of both the giving and receiving ends of these two constructs (Yin, 2016).  

Semi-structured in-depth interview was the data collection method of choice for 

two reasons: (1) the questions are predetermined prior to the interview and act as a 

guide for interviewees and (2) the methodology is flexible so that data of the same type 

can be collected from each and every participant (Kallio et al. 2016). This approach is 

similar to previous qualitative studies that have explored issues in business-to-business 

relationships within agri-food supply chain: Fischer et al. (2006) investigation of barley, 

beef pork, ham and cereal in European agri-food chain. As for study site, Ontario is the 

ideal location to study the rainbow trout as 55% of all rainbow trout production in 

Canada is produced here in two areas: South-western and northern Ontario 
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(Government of Canada, 2017); as well as the largest breeding flock of lamb in Canada 

– about 33% of the national number (OMAFRA, 2013). 

The question guide is split into four sections, with each section aims to 

understand a specific phenomenon. The first section aims to understand how the 

business relationship starts, what criteria are used to make the decision to go with one 

supplier but not another. Question 1.5 is used to identify the type of trust/commitment 

exist at this stage. Section 2 aims to get the participants to explain the changes of their 

relationship over time in order to explore the evolvement of trust and commitment. 

Section 3 is divided into two sub-sections, one for the interviewee’s supplier and one for 

the interviewee’s buyer. This section aims to identify the problems in long-term 

relationship and the interviewee’s perception of how the problems arise as well as their 

impact on the interviewee’s trust on the other party.   

In term of data collection method, this study utilizes nonprobability sampling - 

participants are chosen because they meet predetermined criteria - rather than 

probability sampling - “where each participant has the same chance of being selected” 

(Saumure and Given 2008, p.562). According to Morse and Clark (2019), the purpose of 

sampling in a qualitative study is to “represent the phenomenon of interest” (p. 146), 

and the participant who is knowledgeable about the topic and have the willingness to 

“reflect and talk about the experience” (p.146) need to be identified. As the topic of 

study is trust and commitment in a supply chain, supply chain members are ideal 

participants. Hence, nonprobability sampling method is used “to yield the most relevant 

data … of the given topic of study” (Yin 2016, p. 93) and ensure data adequacy. Among 



 

 

22 

 

different nonprobability sampling procedure, snowball sampling is chosen. According to 

Saumure and Given (2008), participants in snowball sampling are selected “when 

current participants refer other, potential participants to the researcher” (p.562). As this 

study focus on the relationship between members of a supply chain, the business 

partners of participants need to be specifically identified by the participants, i.e who do 

they trust and commit to within the supply chain; and therefore, participant referral is 

required. 

 

3.2 Validity 

According to Yin (2018), validity is one approach to improve credibility of a study, 

within which there are three tests that need to be addressed: construct validity, which is 

to ensure the identification of “… correct operational measures for the concepts being 

studied” (p. 24); internal validity, which is used for exploratory studies that “… seek to 

establish a causal relationship” (p.24); and external validity, which is to show if and how 

the study’s findings can be generalized.  

Two steps that need to be taken to ensure construct validity are (1) the concept 

of study needs to be specifically defined and (2) the operational measures need to 

match the concepts (Yin, 2018). As for the first step, all the concepts of study are taken 

from the literature, which are well defined and measured from previous studies. The 

matching between concepts and their measurements is reflected in the question guide 

with each section corresponds to a research question.  
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According to Yin (2018), internal validity can be addressed by pattern matching 

between the theoretical framework, the conceptual model and the themes that emerge 

from the data, which is achieved through the data analysis methodology: three stages of 

coding that identify themes and relationship that will be used to compare with the 

pattern established in the literature reviews and proposed model. 

3.3 Data collection 

A total of 15 interviews are conducted: 9 interviews with the rainbow trout supply 

chain members, 5 interviews with the lamb supply chain members and 1 retailer who 

works with both. The smaller number of lamb supply chain interviewee compared to the 

rainbow trout interviewee is due to availability. The interview questions can be found in 

the Appendix.  

The first stage of the data collection was contacting researchers for contacts in 

both supply chain who are familiar with the research process, which results in a total of 

7 contacts: 5 in the rainbow trout supply chain and 2 in the lamb supply chain. The 

second stage was to ask for referrals from the interviews in the first stage, which results 

in 4 additional interviews for the rainbow trout supply chain and 3 additional interviews 

in the lamb supply chain. In total, there are 2 input suppliers, 7 farmers, 4 processors 

and 2 retailers are interviewed, with 8 hours 19 minutes of audio and 68,487 words.  
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Figure 2: A typical supply chain 

 

3.4 Data Analysis 

The process of analyzing data followed the procedure laid out by Strauss and 

Corbin (1998) with three stages of coding – starting with open coding, then axial coding 

and selective coding. Open coding consists of line-by-line coding of each interviews, 

which aims to identify hidden concepts and ideas and groups the similar ones into 

categories. Axial coding then put these categories into different relationships through 

the identification of interactions between these categories, generating 88 nodes. Finally, 

selective coding identified a higher, central relationship between the previously 

generated nodes – creating 7 categories: criteria for choosing buyer, criteria for 

choosing supplier, relationship starting point, problems in long-term relationship, trust-

building factors, trust damaging factors and trust and commitment evolvement.  
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4    CHAPTER 4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION  

The findings of the study depict nuanced evolvement processes of trust and 

commitment, with different starting points and number of stages in the supply chain of 

rainbow trout and lamb. Factors in the supply chain that build and erode trust in a long-

term relationship are also identified. Here, long-term relationship is indicated by all 

participants as having in business for a minimum of a year, with the median of 3 years 

or more. Discussions of the findings are followed. 

4.1 Commitment and trust evolvement 

Four different commitment – trust evolvement frameworks emerge from the data (Figure 

2.1, 2.2, 2.3 and 2.4). These frameworks can have different starting points, different 

number of stages that are accompanied by different long-term problems.  

4.1.1 Trust and commitment evolvement frameworks 

 

Figure 3 

Figure 3 framework is the evolvement procss that is described by Dwyer, Schurr 

and Oh (1987) and studied extensively (Morgan and Hunt 1994, Moorman et al. 1992, 

Farrelly and Quester 2003, Gounaris 2005, Seleh 2006, Chen et al. 2011) stating that 

trust is the antecedent of commitment. The finding in this study further extends previous 

literature by identifying that calculative trust at the organizational level is the specific 

type of trust at the beginning of the relationship development process. This is indicated 

Calculative trust

(organizational)

Calculative 
commitment

Relational trust
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by two themes that emerge from the data: reputation as a common starting point of the 

relationship, and the transactional nature of the relationship at the beginning. The most 

common form of exchange at the early stage is financial means, where one party takes 

the leap of faith and invest into the relationship’s mutual infrastructures, which then 

cause the other party to reciprocate and kickstart the exchange process. The decision 

to take the financial leap of faith is also calculative in nature, bases on either the 

willingness of the supplier to cater to the buyer specific needs, or the reputation of the 

other party.  

Yeah, it is a bit of a "Show me thing" in that we try to show them that we are 

good to deal with and just be in and earn their trust, and vice versa. (Participant 

1) 

It always starts off as a transaction. I'm going to give you this for this much 

money, and then it just, it grows organically just from the repetition of already 

providing the same services, same product, they don't need to worry about it and 

you slowly start to develop a friendship or a business relationship. (Participant 

10) 

Bennet and Gabriel (2001) found that reputation is an antecedent to trust, and argue 

that reputation of a business is part of an image, “an outsider’s subjective judgment of 

an organization’s qualities in term of its perceived past performance “(p.426). As both 

rainbow trout and lamb in Ontario are considered as small supply chain by the 

participants with limited numbers of buyers and suppliers, one business’s judgement of 
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another’s reputation can spread quickly. This information can be used as a criterion to 

decide whether to initiate a transaction with a specific supplier or not.  

Another trust and commitment evolvement framework emerges from the action of 

pursuing a specific image within the supply chain and build a reputation around it. In 

B2B relationships, Cretu and Bodie (2007) shows that reputation positively influence 

perceived customer value and customer loyalty. Miremadi et al. (2011) extends Cretu 

and Bodie (200&) findings by showing that reputation also positively influence customer 

satisfaction. One of the participants in this study focus on a reputation of fairness and 

utilize it to build trust and commitment from his suppliers. In this case, the relationship 

does not evolve pass the calculative commitment stage (figure 4) and it is the intention 

of the business owner to keep the relationship strictly transactional and remove 

personal involvement as much as possible. 

 

Figure 4 

For me, it is very transactional, because I have so many suppliers. […] I do listen 

to people's problems. But the bottom line is we are all trying to stay in business, 

we are trying to grow the business. So I never want them to feel that they're 

doing something to benefit me personally like they are helping a friend. I want 

them to do what is best for them. So that's why I like to keep it very transactional. 

(Participant 14) 

Calculative trust
Calculative 

commitment
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There are some unique observations from this specific framework. First, the relationship 

with suppliers of this business is highly dependent on the state of the market, 

specifically supply and demand. If the demand of the market is high, the buyer will 

purchase all the supply he can; but when the demand of the market is low, he will pick 

the suppliers with the highest quality product relative to all his other suppliers. Agri-food 

products can vary from years to years, which lead to intermittent business relationships, 

where one year he will do business with some suppliers, and the next with others, i.e. a 

form of calculative commitment. This gives rise to the second unique characteristic of 

this framework: when ask, the buyer does not know why his suppliers keep doing 

business with him, despite a record of repeated transactions.  

To be honest with you, I don't know why they do business [with me], you have to 

ask them. Because sometimes I'm very hard to get ahold of. I don't give my 

phone number out to anybody. I don't even have a business card. I'm not easy to 

reach. The only time they ever hear from me is if I have a problem. I never called 

them to compliment them. I don't know why they do this, to be honest with you. 

(Participant 14) 

Another starting point for the relationship development process that is identified is 

relational trust on a personal level. Within this framework, the business owner of one 

organization has a relational trust with a person within the other organization. This 

personal level trust then transforms into calculative, organizational level trust and then 

follow the established framework (figure 5) 
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Figure 5 

A potential problem that can arise in the long-term relationship that arise from this 

framework is when one of the two persons who involve in the personal relationship at 

the starting point move to another organization and bring the relationship with them. 

One participant points to his clients’ quote, that they will continue to do business with 

him, regardless of what company produce the feed. Over the years, this participant 

builds up a group of businesses that follows him wherever he goes. 

A different framework for commitment and trust evolvement (figure 6) emerges from the 

data. This framework starts with calculative commitment and evolve into calculative trust 

and through repeated interactions evolve into relational trust. Commitment as a 

precursor to trust has been studied previously (Dickey et al. 2007, Brown et al. 2019). 

However, this study extends the literature by indicating that this interaction can occur at 

the beginning of the relationship and identifies three characteristics of the supply chain 

that can set this process in motion: its size, specific input requirements and input 

availability. For example, in the rainbow trout supply chain, famers can have specific 

specifications for fingerlings (small fish) such as size, quality, and the timing of delivery 

that only a few suppliers can accommodate. This drives farmers to commit to these 

suppliers without any prior trust. The same situation can be observed further up the 

supply chain with feed. Farmers who want custom diets, in either lamb or rainbow trout 

Interpersonal trust
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supply chain, must come to suppliers who provide such service. In a small supply chain, 

the small number of suppliers that cater to specific needs is further limited, leaving 

buyers no choice but to commit to the limited few.  

The main problem with the supply chain is to obtain quality input. There's a lack 

of competence in that end of the industry. Basically there are only three major 

suppliers now and one that we would no longer deal with. And the other two 

we've had, we've had problems with every year. (Participant 4) 

Similarly, the demand for lamb in Ontario is higher than supply, which create a constant 

shortage, and force abattoirs to make purchase from all available sources. Over time 

and with repeated transactions, the calculative trust evolves into relational trust. This 

process is similar to the maturation of trust laid out by Fawcett et al. (2012) 

 

Figure 6 

A power shift can occur within the business relationship that is built upon this 

framework. In typical situation where buyers can choose suppliers based on criteria 

such as the quality of product or service, the power asymmetry is skewed toward 

buyers. However, in this situation, the power lies with the supplier. In long-term 

relationship where complacency occurs and the buyer perceives a reduction in product 

quality, but the supplier does not, resentment from the buyer can build up. This is in line 
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with findings from Brown et al (1995) that in the relationship where supplier has more 

power, the use of such power erodes the commitment of the buyer more than in a 

balanced power situation or when the buyer has more power. 

4.1.2 The balance between calculative and relational aspect of the relationship 

The pathway from trust to commitment that emerges from the data is through repeated 

interactions with feedbacks and adjustment, which is what laid out by Dwyer, Schurr 

and Oh (1987). The data in this study specifies that this process transforms calculative 

commitment to relational trust. However, it does not remove the calculative nature of the 

relationship, but rather creates a balanced state, where the relationship is both 

calculative and relational at the same time. Even when reaching long-term commitment, 

the relationship maintains this balance between calculative and relational aspect. In the 

later stage, the relational aspect of the relationship, i.e. relational trust can help manage 

calculative business-related problems that arise; but failure to do so can backfire and 

damage the existing relational trust the two parties have for each other.  

I think when a client become comfortable with you, say when there's issues with 

the feed and they are not seeing the growth or the health they want, I think it 

becomes easier for them to approach you. If you are just a strict transactional 

business, something's going wrong and people will tell you about it, but they are 

more hesitant to give you the whole breakdown on what has been going on. I feel 

like when you have a relationship with someone there, they do not hold back on 

telling you exactly what they think. And I believe that makes you better when 

there's that accountability. (Participant 12) 
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This study identifies two calculative business-related problems that the relational aspect 

of trust can help to manage. First, the relational aspect of trust also seems to provide a 

safeguard against opportunistic behavior. A participant points out that the lack of trust 

could lead to the buyer attempting to take advantage every chance they get. This 

extends the finding of Jeong and Oh (2017) that opportunistic behavior negatively 

influences trust by arguing that the occurrence of opportunistic behavior can be an 

indication that the existing mutual trust between parties has been breached.  

Second, in supply chain that require long-term planning, the relational aspect of trust 

provide assurance that the other party follow through on the mutual agreement. 

Our supplier relationships are very personal in that we have to have a good 

working relationship and have trust. Because we are talking about long range 

planning with suppliers, we are talking about what we can do for them in two 

years, it can't be transactional, because they've got to be able to trust that what 

we say we're going to do today is also what we're going to be doing two years 

from now. So, it has to be much more of a personal trust relationship. (Participant 

11) 

4.1.3 Trust influencing factors 

Within the frameworks that start with calculative trust, both parties involved look for 

behaviors or signs that help to build the trust they have in the other. Consistency and 

willingness to collaborate are identified as trust influencing factors along with alignment 
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of values which helps build a long-term trust. Two different payment issues are 

identified as trust damaging factors (Figure 7) 

 

Figure 7 

Consistency 

In supply chain management, consistency has been studied in different context. 

Choi and Hartley (1996) show that consistency is among the most important criteria to 

choose suppliers to include in a supply chain. Bendoly et al. (2018) points out that 

consistency is “more influential for winning orders than product or technical features and 

is a key driver of customer loyalty and retention” (p.27) and shows that supplier 

consistency can help reduce buyer’s cost. This study extends the literature by pointing 

out that consistency can be an important trust building factor.  

From the participants responses, different manifestations of consistency emerge. For 

supplier, consistency can be in delivering in accordance with the agreed upon quantity 

and quality in a timely manner.  
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If you have to place an order, and it takes a month to get the order? That can be 

a problem. Something bit more responsive, obviously, is as much more desirable 

as a supplier. (Participant 5) 

If people are willing to work with you and get you what you need in a timely 

fashion. I think that goes a long way in continuing a relationship. (Participant 12) 

For buyer, consistency is in the ability to pay on time. 

[When deciding whether to continue to do business with a buyer] A big thing that 

we are always looking for is just making sure we get paid on time (Participant 9) 

[When deciding whether to continue to do business with a buyer] Unfortunately, it 

comes down to how they pay, or if they pay; because different retailers have 

different payment options or, you know, reputation. So it's their speed and 

efficiency of payment (Participant 11) 

In both supply chains studied, the use of legally binding contracts is nonexistent, and all 

deals are done verbally, hence the consistency in delivering what was promised, or “do 

what you say you are going to do” is considered by multiple participants as the most 

important trust building factor. Inconsistency, on the other hand, can damage the 

buyer’s trust with a supplier. Previous study by Malmbak and Albaum (2007) found that 

inconsistency in product availability can even be a reason to discontinue with a supplier. 
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Willingness to collaborate 

Collaboration in supply chain is defined as “the capabilities of two or more 

autonomous firms to work effectively together, planning and executing supply chain 

operations towards common goals” (Scholten and Schilder, 2015 p. 471). Different 

previous studies have investigated different manifestations of the willingness to 

collaborate. Fawcett et al. (2007) argues that the willingness to collaborate in term of 

sharing information can build trust and lead to better decision making which ultimately 

lead better future collaborations. Shahbaz et al. (2018) found that the willingness to 

collaborate in term of solving problems and making strategic decision has a positive 

impact on operational performance. In the two supply chains studied, the willingness to 

collaborate can be in term of providing financial support in the form of customized 

payment plan or in offering suggestions and new solutions to the other party. One 

participant attributes their ability to grow as a business to an agreement with their 

supplier where a significant portion of the feed purchases is paid after the fishes are 

sold (Participant 4). This arrangement allows the participant to expand production 

rapidly and leaves a long-lasting positive impact on the relationship. Another participant 

shows their willingness to collaborate through offering new suggestions and solutions to 

their buyers. In this case, the participants would pick up on new information from the 

industry or a novel solution to a current problem and present it to their client. Over time, 

the participant builds up a reputation for himself and earn their clients’ trust and goodwill 

(Participant 3). Both of these manifestations can be interpreted as signaling good faith 
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and are typically reciprocated accordingly, which helps initiate the trust building process 

and are indicate by participants to increase the trust they have on the other party.  

Goal alignment 

Debey et al. (2018) defines supply chain alignment as “the property of the supply 

chain such that the interests of all organizations of all the organizations in the supply 

chain are aligned” (p.132). Skipworth et al. (2015) identifies 2 different types of supply 

chain alignment strategy: shareholder alignment, which is internal to each member of 

the supply chain; and customer alignment, where the focus of the supply chain is on 

creating values for end customers. Skipworth et al. (2015) also show that customer 

alignment positively influences business performance.  Sanders (2005) identifies 

interorganizational information technology alignment, a strategy aims to improve 

coordination between buyer and supplier members and found that this strategy has a 

positive impact on strategic performance.   Wandfluh et al. (2016) found that financial 

alignment strategy also has a positive impact on financial performance measures in a 

buyer-supplier relationship. A different type of alignment emerges from the response of 

participants in this study: goal alignment, specifically with the goal of growth. Two 

dyadic relationships, one in the rainbow trout supply chain and one in the lamb supply 

chain, are examined. In one case, even without intention, simply being able to grow 

together as a business can increase the trust they have on one another over time.  

And we were a very, very small operation at that time. And as he grew, we were 

able to grow, and as he developed more comfort with our ability to process his 
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product, then we were able to do more and more. That was kind of the turning 

point for our business. And that particular supplier, we actually just bought out a 

year ago because he was retiring. It's come full circle. (Participant 11) 

The relationship was such a good quite unlike, say a relationship between, say a 

cattle farmer and a processor, and that the they was just as dependent on us as 

we were for them because for a long time, we supplied at least 50% of their fish. 

[Did you trust them ?] Oh, absolutely. 100%. In fact, the trust was such that when 

we harvested fish, we didn't weigh them; the fish were weighed at their 

processing plant. So the trust was essentially absolute. (Participant 4) 

In the lamb supply chain, the aligned goal was at first understanding each other. This 

helps eliminate some of the prior problems within the industry, which in turns improve 

the trust between the two parties, improve their performance and better the relationship 

in general. Over time, this goal alignment turns into a collaborative effort to further 

expand and improve the capacity of the supply chain to cater different customers’ 

needs. This is similar to the customer alignment strategy identified by Skipworth et al. 

(2015). In this case, at the beginning both the farmers and processor believed the other 

was making a profit but not themselves. After a period of discussion and on-site 

observation of each other’s process and working condition, a mutual understanding 

emerges. Both parties then decided to work on a plan that focus on providing values for 

the end consumers and turning the lamb industry from “a cottage industry and make it 

mainstream” (Participant 7) 
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Payment issue 

On the other hand, payment issues such as delay-in-payment or attempting to 

reduce payment are the behavior that are considered to be the most trust-damaging 

factor among participants. Both supply chains consist of small farmers whose 

livelihoods are dependent on their farming activity, and therefore are capital 

constrained; hence the delay-in-payment can not only impact their business investment 

but also their lives. The lack of written contracts also worsens the problem by creating 

more ambiguity and provide opportunity for conflict to arise.  Previous study by de 

Zegher et al. (2018) in a similar setting shows that eliminating processor’s payment 

delay can “improves productivity and welfare for farmers and increases profitability for 

processors and (if the buyer’s discount rate is not too high) buyers.” (p.24).  

Since all contracts are verbal, buyers can try to renegotiate after the transaction with a 

reduced payment. This attempt to reduce payment can be an effort to optimize cost 

from the buyer, explained by one of the participants: 

I think [a problem in a long-term relationship is] when businesses trying to get 

cost savings wherever they can. First, they try to charge more in the market, but 

if that does not work, then they try and optimize their operations. But if there is 

not any more optimization to be found, and they try and sort of drive down the 

costs from their suppliers, which can strain a business relationship when they're 

sort of not paying their bills or trying not to pay their bills. (Participant 9) 
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Both payment issues can be interpreted by farmers as exploitation and can build up 

resentment toward buyers, which can lead to the termination of the relationship.  

4.2 The erosion of trust in long-term relationship 

 Regarding long-term relationship, a common response from the participants is that with 

repeated transaction, the overall relationship becomes better with fewer problems, due 

to the better understanding of each other business in terms of needs and operational 

difficulties. However, this study finds a problem that can cause the erosion of trust in a 

long-term relationship: complacency. 

4.2.1 Complacency 

Complacency in supply chain management refers to the supplier being overconfident on 

the strength of their relationship with the buyer, which results in the assumption that no 

further effort is needed to put toward the relationship (Friend and Johnson 2017).  

Bagchi and Skjoett-Larsen (2005) propose that their finding of the negative correlation 

between the length of relationship with performance markers such as total logistic cost, 

order fill rate, on-time delivery is due to complacency. Vafeas and Hughes (2021) argue 

that complacency can manifest as the reduction of the supplier’s effort and 

attentiveness. This study further extends the literature by arguing that the supplier’s 

complacency, manifests as the reduction in relative product quality compares to 

competitors, which is also a possible cause for the erosion of trust in a long-term 

relationship found in Brown et al. (2019).  
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The context for this manifestation of complacency is the rapid rate of development for 

technology and the farming landscape in general:  

Technology and farming changes so quickly, that you might not even want to go 

and say: three years ago, we did this. It is something that if you do not keep them 

current, then long term relationships do not mean anything really. (Participant 3) 

In that context, product quality can improve by leap and bounds from year to year, or 

better product replacement can come out; therefore, to stay competitive, business 

needs to continuously improve their products quality. Failure to do so can result in a 

reduction in product quality relative to their competitors who focus on product 

improvement; which can damage the calculative trust that the buyer has:  

“We’re as good a friend as we were before, but our business relationship has 

changed; because I don't like the product that he is handling. It is not as good. 

He became very complacent in his job.” (Participant 6).  

This can even lead to the termination of the relationship altogether, as multiple of 

participants indicate that they changed supplier in the past due to quality issue. On the 

flip side, research participants whose business can avoid complacency by continuously 

provide quality supply with new, improved and customized solution to the buyers have 

been able to not only build trust with their buyers, but also able to stay competitive with 

larger corporations in the same industry.  
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5      CHAPTER 5. CONCLUSION 

5.1 Theoretical implication 

This study set out to explore two different research questions. Each will be discussed in 

the following section. 

RQ1: How do relationships evolve in the first stages of a relationship in both 

Ontario trout and lamb sectors? Does this process differ for the two supply 

chains? If so, how does the process diverge from one chain to another?  

Trust and commitment have been studied extensively in the literature in term of 

their impact, yet little is known about how they interact with each other and how they 

further evolve in a long-term relationship. This study proposes that rather than a single, 

universal process laid out by Dwyer, Schurr and Oh (1987) there are different pathways 

of developing trust and commitment with different starting points. Specifically, through 

interviews with members of two different supply chains, four different frameworks 

emerge. Furthermore, the different starting point of each framework can give rise to 

unique problems and characteristics of the relationship over time. 

Within the frameworks identified, the study found three factors: consistency, 

willingness to collaborate and goal alignment that help build trust, and payment issues 

are trust damaging. In supply chain management, consistency, willingness to 

collaborate and goal alignment have been shown to have a positive impact on 

performance in the buyer-supplier relationship (Fawcett et al. 2007, Skipworth et al. 

2015, Wandfluh et al. 2016, Bendoly et al. 2018, Shahbaz et al. 2018). This study 
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extends the previous literature by showing that these factors can also build trust in both 

the early and later stages in long-term relationship. On the other hand, payment issues 

such as delay-in-payment or attempting to reduce payment amount are trust damaging 

factors that can even lead to termination of relationship.  

This study also found that within the long-term relationship, there is a balanced 

state, which is both calculative and relational at the same time. Once developed, 

relational trust can help safeguard against opportunistic behaviors and assurance in 

situation where mutual long-term planning is needed.  

RQ2: How and when does trust erode in business-to-business relationship? 

This study answers the call of Brown et al. (2019) by exploring the erosion of 

trust and identifying complacency as a potential cause. Specifically, the supplier’s 

product quality complacency can cause a reduction in the buyer’s product quality, which 

cause the buyer to lose trust in the supplier and can even switch supplier. This finding is 

one of the key theoretical contribution to the literature as this interaction has not been 

explored.  

5.2 Managerial implication 

Regarding our findings on the different trust building factors, businesses should 

have policies in place to build the trust others have in them, or to avoid trust damaging 

actions. For example, in supply chains without written contracts, the terms regard to the 

delay-in-payment need to be discussed prior to any transaction: what are acceptable 

payment terms? What are considered unacceptable? What are the ramifications of 
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breaking the agreement? Especially with agri-food product, the inability to deliver in a 

timely manner and with specific specification  (e.g. a certain weight and size) can have 

a negative effect down the supply chain, there must be mutual agreed upon 

consequences of such course of action.   

Vermeulen and Kok (2012) argue that even in self-regulating supply chain, the 

governments need to play a role in setting long-term goals and vision. In regard to the 

findings of this study, this study proposes that government agencies should involve in 

setting goal alignment for the supply chain as a whole, for this is a key factor that helps 

build long-term trust. Specifically, with the agri-food supply chain, the customer 

alignment strategy proposed by Skipworth et al. (2015) should be adopted, for it was 

shown that this strategy can result in an increase in performance of the supply chain. 

Furthermore, as this study indicates, goal alignment can promote collaboration which 

can improve the capability of the supply chain to cater to the need of end consumers 

and help every member grows. Such strategy can be deployed through investments in 

information technology infrastructures that allow a flow of clear communication and 

information throughout to ensure mutual understanding among all members of the 

supply chain. One of the concerns that our participants in the rainbow trout supply chain 

raised was the product quality upon delivered: whether the weight/size of the fingerlings 

or the state of the fish delivered to restaurants. A clear channel of communication that 

can provide track record can also help to alleviate potential conflict regarding this 

problem. Therefore, this study calls for the development and employment of a supply 

chain inventory management system specifically for agri-food products. This should 
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include up-to-date information about the number of livestock each farmer currently has, 

how much supply is needed, what is the current state of livestock and prediction to 

when they are ready to be ship to the next member of the supply chain; and most 

importantly, forecasting of consumer trends and consumption so members of the supply 

chain understand the state of market and they can adjust accordingly. Giving different 

members of the chain a platform to communicate clearly with their buyers/suppliers can 

also eliminate misunderstanding and provide records in case of dispute. The 

implementation of this solution can meet resistance at first, but research participants 

that have been able to integrate technology into their business have pointed out that this 

integration has made their job easier, whether in the management or sales process. 

In regard to complacency, a systematic and ecological-wide solution at the government 

level should be implemented. Participants in both supply chains pointed to different 

current government policies that serve as a barrier for entry to the supply chain (new 

farmers/growers) or a hinderance to the growth of the supply chain as a whole (through 

quotas and restrictions). Removing or making adjustment to these policies can open the 

supply chains to new entrepreneurs that can increase intra-supply-chain competition. 

Competition will increase supplier’s attentiveness in order to keep their buyer’s business 

and reduce complacency. At the supply chain level, buyers need to communicate and 

provide feedback when product quality is reduced or there are new, higher standard 

requirements for product. This will keep their suppliers in check and focus on 

continuous product innovation. On the supply chain level, adopting the customer 

alignment strategy mentioned above can help with the problem of complacency, for the 
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demand of the consumers can change from year to year, forcing the supply chain to 

innovate and adapt to keep up.  
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6   CHAPTER 6. LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH  

There are several limitations to this study which provide opportunities for future 

research. First, the study is small in scope, with 15 interviews across two local agri-food 

supply chain. Hence, it is difficult to make inference across the agri-food sector. 

Furthermore, as this is a qualitative study with exploratory nature, subsequent 

quantitative study with larger data set is needed to confirm our findings.  

Even though there are dyadic relationships in the data, this study is not truly 

dyadic because instead of interviewing pairs of supplier-buyer in a dyadic relationship, 

the participants are recruit through the snow-balling method based on their role within 

the supply chain (input providers/farmers/processors/retailers). The data for the two 

pairs of dyadic buyer-supplier in this study is purely due to chance and the inherent 

small size of both supply chains. Studying how trust and commitment evolve in a dyadic 

setting can help researchers compare the interpretations of specific events and observe 

whether those events have a similar or different influence on the relationship. This could 

lead to a better understanding of the nuance of the impact of different constructs in 

specific contexts. For instance, Sawant et al. (2015) points out that in a recession, 

following the strategy of inertia, i.e. staying constant, which is a “dark side” construct 

can lead to better financial performance compared to making strategic changes.  

Previous study has shown that consistency, willingness to collaborate and goal 

alignment have positive impact on performance (Fawcett et al. 2007, Skipworth et al. 

2015, Wandfluh et al. 2016, Bendoly et al. 2018, Shahbaz et al. 2018), and this study 
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shows that these constructs also have a positive impact on trust. Future study should 

investigate whether trust has a mediation effect on the interactions between these 

constructs and performance, and by how much. Another inquiry is to explore what are 

the antecedents of these constructs and how do they arise in different settings. Future 

studies are also needed to further investigate our finding regarding the balance between 

the calculative aspect and relational aspect of the relationship in the later stages of the 

relationship development framework. Furthermore, as a less well-studied “dark side” 

construct (Vafeas and Hughes 2021), more research is needed to investigate the other 

antecedents and consequences of complacency to better understand the role of 

complacency in long-term relationship.  
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APPENDICES  

Question Guide 

Introduction: 

My name is Dao Nguyen. I am a Master student at the University of Guelph and would 
like to interview you for my thesis. The discussion will be about how you conduct 
business with your buyers and suppliers, in particular your relationships with them. First, 
I would like to start off with some demographic questions. 

 

Demographic: 

a. Can you tell me about your business? What products do you make and sell? 

b. How many years have you been in business? How many years have you been in 

a business relationship with your oldest buyer/supplier?  

c. How many locations of operations do you have? What activities occur at those 

locations? 

d. How many employees do you have? 

Look for information regard to: business owner/operation manager and daily 
operation. 

 

For the next set of questions, I want to talk about your relationship with your 
buyer/supplier. First, we are going to talk about … 

 

Section 1:  

1.1 How many buyers/suppliers do you have? Who are your main buyers/suppliers?  

1.2 Thinking about the most important relationship you have with buyers or suppliers; 

how did it start? (Who started it?) 

1.3 What drive you to choose one supplier over another? Explain 

1.4 How do you determine if you should continue with a buyer/supplier after the initial 

transaction? Explain 

1.5 If you have to describe your relationship with your most important buyers and 

suppliers; would you describe it as a personal relationship or a transactional one? 

Explain. 
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Section 2:  

2.1 Thinking back to when you started a business relationship with one of your buyers 
or suppliers, what was your attitude toward them? Do you tend to fell a certain way at 
the beginning? 

2.2 Does this attitude change over time? How so and what caused the change? How 
long does it take to change? 

2.3 Does this change in attitude result in a change in the way you do business with your 
buyer or supplier? Explain 

 

Section 3:  

The next questions will be about the longest buyer/suppler that you have. So, lets’ talk 
about two companies, one supplier you have had the longest relationship with and the 
buyer you have had the longest relationship with. Let’s start with the buyer. 

A. For Buyer 

For the next few questions, we will be discussing about the relationship you have with 
your longest-term supplier, i.e this is the supplier you have had for the longest period of 
time in your business.  

3.1 In this long-term relationship with your buyer, do you feel like you have more to lose 
or gain if the relationship is terminated? Explain  

3.2 If you commit to a new buyer, how do you think your relationship with your longest 
buyer would change? Would this impact the trust that you have with them in your 
committed buyer? 

3.3 Do you think your overall relationship with your longest buyer has changed for better 
or worse over time?  

(If for worse: What concerns do you have? How do these concerns arise and do they 
change your confidence in your buyer?) Can you give any examples of how it has 
changed? 

Do you trust them? Why? 
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B. For Supplier 

For the next few questions, we will be discussing about the relationship you have with 
your longest-term supplier, i.e this is the supplier you have had for the longest period of 
time in your business.  

3.1 In this long-term relationship with your supplier, do you feel like you have more to 
lose or gain if the relationship is terminated? Explain  

3.2 If you commit to a new supplier, how do you think your relationship with your longest 
supplier would change? Would this impact the trust that you have with them in your 
committed supplier? 

3.3 Do you think your overall relationship with your longest supplier has changed for 
better or worse over time?  

(If for worse: What concerns do you have? How do these concerns arise and do they 
change your confidence in your supplier?) Can you give any examples of how it has 
changed? 

Do you trust them? Why? 

 


