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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study is to substantiate the interrelationships between the perceived
value of supplier performance, trust, and information sharing in the context of small
and medium-sized agribusiness enterprises (SMEs), in an emerging economy. A survey
was conducted to collect data from 83 licensed orchid flower exporters (buyer firms) in
Thailand. The collected data was used to test hypotheses using path analysis. The
empirical findings provide valuable insights into trust in buyer-supplier relationships
from a social exchange perspective. Specifically, the study confirms that a high level of
perceived value of supplier performance leads to greater trust between the parties,
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which in turn indirectly increases the level of information sharing. This implies and analysis

validates that trust plays a crucial role in fostering positive outcomes and strengthening
buyer-supplier relationships. Building mutual trust between buyers and suppliers can
ultimately result in more successful supply chain performance. The study suggests that
small and medium orchid flower exporters build trust with key suppliers to secure
valuable resources and capabilities by sharing information. This study contributes by
investigating the sources of trust, the relationship between trust and the mediating role
that it plays in linking the perceived value of supplier performance and information
sharing within SMEs.
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1. Introduction

In recent years, the importance of trust in establishing and maintaining high-performing, effective and
efficient and resilient supply chains has gained attention from both academic researchers and practi-
tioners (Bianchi & Abu Saleh, 2020; Blome et al., 2023; Bokrantz & Dul, 2023; Chamola et al., 2022). Over
the past two decades, arms-length agreements have been evolving toward collaborative relationships
based on trust and information sharing (Corsten & Felde, 2005; Alshurideh et al., 2022). While developing
trust can be costly and time-consuming, it is essential for establishing strong buyer-supplier bonds, and
increasing performance and satisfaction (Doney & Cannon, 1997; Bodendorf et al., 2022).

In emerging economies, especially between small and medium enterprises (SMEs), the concept of
trust appears less formal. It relies significantly on socialisation mechanisms (Manfredi & Capik, 2022).
Trust can be described as confidence in the competence and integrity of another party and is widely
recognised as a precondition for positive inter-organisational relationships and effective supply chain
performance (Han et al, 2021). In general, trust is categorised into competence-based or integrity-based
features (Assis et al., 2023; Manfredi & Capik, 2022). SMEs often have limited resources and knowledge,
which may hinder the successful establishment of long-term collaboration with their supply chain part-
ners. As a result, Assis et al. (2023), who conduct qualitative research in agri-food supply chains, suggest
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that researchers should explore further the elements that enable building trust and attempt to confirm
relationships between constructs.

While, trust is considered one most researched constructs in the relationship management literature
(Bloemer et al., 2013; Jalal Ahamed & Noboa, 2023), trust theory is still evolving, and its conceptualisation
and operationalisation remain hazy (Rani et al., 2018). Importantly, a general understanding of the
antecedents and the role of trust in information sharing remains limited. Studying trust in the perishable
supply chain composed of SMEs in emerging economies is worthy of investigation and different from
the more traditional research setting, between large firms in developed countries (Manfredi & Capik, 2022).

Moreover, previous research has documented antecedents of trust, such as satisfaction, communica-
tion, competence, shared values, and co-creation (Franklin & Marshall, 2019), as well as the role of
process-oriented mechanisms, such as product delivery reliability and conformance to quality, in estab-
lishing and nurturing trust between supplier and buyer firms (Ha et al., 2011; Stuart et al., 2012). This is
in line with Bianchi and Abu Saleh (2020) who have also called for further investigation into the anteced-
ent of trust to gain a more complete understanding of trust in supply chain partnerships. In this study,
we argue that the perceived supplier performance from the buyer’s standpoint can be an important
antecedent of trust-led collaborative behaviour. We suggest that the perception of supplier performance
may be the root of motivation in the supplier selection decision. While some prior studies have focused
solely on supplier trust (Dyer & Chu, 2003) and others on buyer trust (Franklin & Marshall, 2019), our
research seeks to clarify the importance of the buyer’s trust-information linkage. Specifically, we argue
that buyers who are downstream and closer to customers in the supply chain play an important role in
the information-sharing process. Our research also aims to distinguish between supplier and buyer trust,
which has not been clearly differentiated previously (Gualandris & Kalchschmidt, 2016).

Moreover, researchers have called for further investigation into the antecedent of trust to gain a
deeper understanding of trust in supply chain partnerships (Bianchi & Abu Saleh, 2020; Han et al.,
2021; Kwon & Suh, 2004). Kwon and Suh (2004) propose that social exchange variables, including per-
ceived satisfaction and partner reputation, positively influence the level of trust in partner firms.
Similarly, Selnes (1998) suggests that satisfaction and trust can explain the relationship between two
parties. Positive experiences or satisfaction can result from acceptable expectations of how the supplier
should behave (Selnes, 1998). Consistent with the work of Barry et al. (2008), the perceived value, such
as the supplier’s performance perception, can provide trust to the buyer who has certain sentiments
and expected outcomes. For example, Kwon and Suh (2004) added that supplier reputation, based on
the buyer’s perception, enhances the supplier’s ability to deliver quality products/services. The percep-
tion of value from the supplier is an important aspect of the buyer-supplier relationship. Sahay (2003)
suggested that managing relationships in the supply chain requires a high level of perceived value,
such as highly reliable and dependable service levels. The relationship will be strengthened when both
partners can offer support when needed (Huang & Wilkinson, 2013). Similarly, the characteristics of the
offering can influence the buyer’s perception of product and service performance (de Ruyter et al.,
2001). This raises the question of whether a perceived level of value in the supplier’s performance can
foster trust in the supplier. As a result, we believe that there is a need to integrate the firms' compe-
tencies (e.g. quality and service efficiency and price and delivery efficiency) into the research model,
as antecedents to trust to fill the aforementioned research gap. Although the relationship between
trust and information sharing has been studied, the nature of their relationship remains unclear. On
the one hand, some studies propose that information sharing has a positive effect on trust (Kwon &
Suh, 2004; On et al., 2013; Panahifar et al., 2018). For instance, On et al. (2013) studied the international
joint venture context and discovered that collaborative integration, such as sharing information,
resources, and goals, increases trust. On the other hand, some studies suggest that a buyer’s trust in
a supplier itself positively relates to information sharing (Cai et al., 2010; Wang et al., 2023; Wu et al.,
2014). Nonetheless, we believe that there is an opportunity to increase our understanding of trust by
conceptualising it further (Fawcett et al., 2017). In this study, we set out to examine the antecedents
of trust and its role in the supply chain relationships of SMEs in an emerging economy. This attempts
to fill the research gap raised by Graca et al. (2015), who suggested testing the relationships between
trust and the exchange climate of exporters in different countries. We have focused on the agribusi-
ness supply chains in Thailand due to a lack of empirical evidence supporting the development of
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buyer’s trust in this context (Routroy & Behera, 2017). Perishable supply chains also have specific char-
acteristics, including seasonality, long supply lead times, and short product life cycles, which create
complexities, potentially affecting supply chain performances. Hence, forming collaboration is critical
to coping with such uncertainties. Moreover, shared information can be viewed as a unique capability,
which is critical for establishing stable and competitive supply chains (Wang et al., 2023). In the con-
text of emerging markets, Ho et al. (2023) reported a lack of collaboration in the agricultural supply
chain and called for more trust within the supply network. Furthermore, many studies in the agri-product
sector relied either on case studies (Matopoulos et al., 2007; Uddin, 2017) or conceptual work (Luo
et al., 2018). Scholars have advocated for the use of quantitative research, such as surveys, to be com-
plementary to the current body of knowledge. They also noted that researchers should employ differ-
ent theories beyond the resource-based view and transaction cost economies. Finally, several previous
studies recommended conducting research in other contexts (Fawcett et al., 2017; Huang & Wilkinson,
2013). These key factors have motivated us in the pursuit of this study from a social exchange per-
spective. We believe the aforementioned provides the newness and relevance of this study. In this
paper, we argue that the perishable product supply chain in an emerging market is an important
context to study trust building, and therefore, we posit the following questions: (i) How does perceived
supplier performance from buyers increase buyer’s trust and information sharing? And (ii) What is the
role of trust in the relationship between perceived supplier performance from buyers and information
sharing?

Thailand is the world’s top exporter of tropical orchid flowers. Thai orchid flower growers are key
supply chain members contributing to healthy export performance. However, these growers face several
challenges, including a failure to develop and introduce new species into the market continuously, the
inability to produce the volume required to meet market demand, as well as experiencing export issues
and trade barriers imposed by trading partner countries (Phinaitrup, 2014). Perishable products, such as
tropical orchid flowers, are sensitive to quality deterioration over time and are susceptible to contamina-
tion, disease, and damage (Chen et al., 2022; Lusiantoro et al, 2018). Additionally, the uncertainty of
demand and the variability of short shelf lives of perishable products can adversely affect the quality
and safety of perishable products without proper storage facilities. Researchers have suggested imple-
menting supply chain integration to cope with these problems. We argue that working together, such as
sharing information between exporters (buyer firms) and growers (supplier firms), requires supply chain
governance, such as a high level of trust.

In summary, this study examines the effects of the perceived value of supplier performance on trust
in suppliers and how this leads to information sharing from the buyer’s perspective. We are interested in
exploring the role of the buyer in building trust to increase collaborative relationships with their suppli-
ers. Buyer trust in their supplier increases buyer confidence, which helps to reduce short-term inequities,
lower transaction costs, and enhance longer-term benefits (Doney & Cannon, 1997; Zhou, 2022). Due to
the growth of agribusiness in developing countries, farmers and growers are required to coordinate their
production and marketing activities cost-effectively and meet the quality, volume, and timing required
by agribusiness buyers (Vroegindewey et al., 2018). In general, farmers are small and medium enterprises
(SMEs) that have a low level of use of information and communication technologies (Matopoulos et al.,
2007). As part of our research, we explore how the buyer’s perceived value of supplier performance leads
to increased trust in the supplier and, as a result, improves information sharing.

The contribution of this study is threefold. Firstly, our study provides empirical evidence of the linkage
between the buyer’s perception of supplier performance, trust, and information sharing. This builds on
Graca et al. (2015) work, which analysed behavioural attributes in buyer-supplier relationships in the B2B
context. Secondly, we confirm how trust can be a critical enabler for information sharing between firms.
This is in line with Miller et al. (2020) who found positive linkages between trust and information shar-
ing in SMEs. One of the core elements of supply chain integration is information sharing, and the agri-
cultural, perishable product supply chain provides a relevant context to study this phenomenon. Finally,
this research contributes to the literature on the antecedent of trust, which several prior studies have
called to explore further (Bianchi & Abu Saleh, 2020). This study provides empirical evidence that the
buyer’s perception of supplier performance, particularly in terms of price and delivery performance, can
improve their trust in the supplier, which in turn leads to information sharing.
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2, Literature review and hypotheses development
2.1. Theoretical background

We employ social exchange theory as the framework for our research hypotheses. According to Blau
(1964), social exchange theory refers to the voluntary actions of individuals that are motivated by the
expected returns and typical outcomes they receive from others. The theory assumes that these actions
are voluntary and operate under uncertainty, with no guarantee of reciprocal benefits (Ahmad et al.,
2022; Das & Teng, 2002). Additionally, trust is considered an integral part of any social exchange process
(Blau, 1964; Hald et al, 2009). This theory views people’s social behaviour in terms of exchanging
resources, and this exchange process occurs when two parties directly exchange favours with each other
(Das & Teng, 2002).

The social exchange theory offers a useful framework for analysing buyer-supplier relationships as it
integrates relationship value, trust, and power/dependence perspectives. According to Hald et al. (2009),
the perceived expected value is a key factor in establishing and maintaining relationships between actors
A and B. The authors explain that to attract actor B, actor A must provide the expected value. When an
exchange leads to a reward, it is expected to continue. In contrast, when the exchange fails, firms tend
to avoid entering into such relationships in the future (Wang et al., 2023).

Moreover, the literature suggests that the primary motivation for two actors to come together is to
reduce risk and transaction costs (Hald et al., 2009). Other scholars have documented the role of social
exchange processes and value creation within strategic buyer-supplier relationships (Carey et al., 2011).
Buyers can gain a competitive advantage through their social networks. Social capital, which includes the
relational dimension of trust and obligation, is defined as the sum of actual and potential resources
embedded within, accessible through, and derived from an individual’s or social unit's network of rela-
tionships (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998). Carey et al. (2011) suggest that the relational dimension of social
exchange theory can refer to trust in the personal relationship between people.

Trust is an important component of social exchange because it facilitates informal cooperation and
leads to better information sharing between organisations (Dyer & Chu, 2003; Hald et al., 2009). In addi-
tion, trust can be considered a function of both the past performance of the exchange and their expec-
tations of the future (Ahamed & Noboa, 2023).

In this study, we define trust as ‘one party’s confidence in the other party’ (Barney & Hansen, 1994).
According to the social exchange theory, trust is developed through the regular discharge of obligations
and the gradual expansion of exchange over time (Hald et al., 2009). In our study, the orchid growers or
suppliers should be rewarded for the social exchange with their buyers, and vice versa, creating a mutual
dependency. The literature also suggests that, with a high level of buyer’s perceived trust, the exchange
is more likely to be maintained. Conversely, a low level of buyer’s perceived trust indicates a risky rela-
tionship, and the buyer may seek alternative means of supply (Hald et al., 2009).

2.2. The antecedents and consequences of trust in supply chain relationships

In the existing literature on trust in supply chain relationships, two key streams emerge when examining
the antecedents of trust (see Table 1): relational factors and structural factors. The relational factors
stream focuses on the interpersonal and interorganisational characteristics that help to build trust. This
encompasses overall satisfaction (Aurier & N'Goala, 2010), management relationships (Wang et al., 2014),
role autonomy, clan culture, functional impact, and organisational tenure (Perrone et al., 2003).
Furthermore, satisfaction, competence, and communication (Selnes, 1998), as well as B2B sustainability
positioning (Casidy & Yan, 2022), communication (Bianchi & Abu Saleh, 2020), knowledge sharing
(Charterina et al., 2018), and perceived order fulfilment capability, reputation, and perceived website
quality (Qureshi et al., 2009), have been identified as relational antecedents of trust.

The structural factors stream, on the other hand, highlights the importance of power dynamics, con-
tractual agreements, and institutional support in developing trust. This includes power (Ke et al., 2009),
supplier development (Rajput et al., 2019), buyer dependency and contracts (Handfield & Bechtel, 2002),
legal protection, government assistance, the importance of Guanxi (Cai et al, 2010), and contracts
(Charterina et al., 2018).
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Table 1. Antecedents and consequences of trust in supply chain relationships.

Author(s) Antecedent(s) to trust Consequence(s) of trust
Aurier and N'Goala (2010) Overall satisfaction Relationship Commitment
Wang et al. (2014) Managerial Ties Extent of information sharing, Quality of
information shared
Ke et al. (2009) Power eSCMS adoption intention
Rajput et al. (2019) Supplier development Supplier performance improvement
Perrone et al. (2003) Role autonomy clan culture, functional influence, Trust in purchasing manager
organisational tenure
Paparoidamis et al. (2019) Product quality, sales service quality, technical repair Customer loyalty
service support, complaint handling service
Handfield and Bechtel (2002) Buyer dependence, contracts Responsiveness (lead times, time delivery record,
customisation)
Selnes (1998) Satisfaction, competence, communication Enhancement
Casidy and Yan (2022) B2B sustainability positioning Buyer performance (financial, relational)
Cai et al. (2010) Legal protection, government support, importance of Guanxi Information sharing, collaborative planning
Ferro et al. (2016) Economic satisfaction Non-economic satisfaction
Bianchi and Abu Saleh (2020) Communication Relationship commitment
Charterina et al. (2018) Knowledge sharing, contracts Product innovation performance
Yang et al. (2014) Perception differences of supplier performance Retailer performance
Qureshi et al. (2009) Perceived capability of order fulfilment, reputation, Repurchasing intention

perceived website quality

Regarding the consequences of trust in supply chain relationships, the literature reveals two main
streams: relationship outcomes and performance outcomes. The relationship outcomes stream empha-
sises the importance of trust in the quality and strength of relationships between supply chain partici-
pants. This includes relationship commitment (Aurier & N'Goala, 2010; Bianchi & Abu Saleh, 2020), the
extent and quality of information sharing (Wang et al., 2014), customer loyalty (Paparoidamis et al., 2019),
enhancement (Selnes, 1998), non-economic satisfaction (Ferro et al., 2016), and information sharing and
collaborative planning (Cai et al., 2010).

The performance outcomes stream emphasises the actual benefits that trust provides to supply chain
partners. This includes eSCMS adoption intention (Ke et al., 2009), supplier performance improvement
(Rajput et al., 2019), trust in purchasing managers (Perrone et al., 2003), responsiveness in terms of lead
times, time delivery record, and customisation (Handfield & Bechtel, 2002), buyer performance in finan-
cial and relational aspects (Casidy & Yan, 2022), product innovation performance (Charterina et al., 2018),
retailer performance (Yang et al., 2014), and repurchasing intention (Qureshi et al., 2009).

The research framework presented in this study, which identifies perceptions of the efficiency of supplier
quality and service quality, as well as perceptions of supplier price and delivery efficiency, as antecedents
of trust, and information sharing as a result of trust, is consistent with both the relational factors stream of
antecedents and the relationship outcomes stream of consequences found in the existing literature. This
study’s trust antecedents, which include judgments of supplier quality, service quality, price efficiency, and
delivery efficiency, are consistent with the relational factors stream because they focus on interorganisa-
tional components that lead to the building of trust. This is consistent with prior research, which has high-
lighted contentment, competence, and communication (Selnes, 1998), as well as perceived order fulfilment
capabilities, reputation, and perceived website quality (Qureshi et al., 2009) as relational antecedents of trust.
In this study, the outcome of trust, information sharing, is part of the relationship outcomes stream, which
emphasises the impact of trust on the quality and strength of supply chain partner relationships. This find-
ing is congruent with the findings of Wang et al. (2014), who recognised the extent and quality of informa-
tion sharing as a result of trust, and Cai et al. (2010), who discovered that trust promotes information sharing
and collaborative planning. By connecting the relational factors stream of antecedents and the relationship
outcomes stream of consequences, this research framework adds to the existing literature by focusing on
the specific antecedents and consequences of trust in the context of supplier-buyer relationships.

2.3. The relationship between the buyer’s perceived value of supplier performance and buyer
trust

The perceived expected value is defined as the perceived trade-off values between multiple benefits and
sacrifices gained through a relationship (Hald et al., 2009). In this study, we focus on the buyer’s percep-
tions of their supplier’s abilities, which are considered important by the buyers. Previous research
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suggests that perceived satisfaction can enhance the level of trust if the supply chain partners can pro-
duce mutually satisfactory outcomes (Kwon & Suh, 2004). Trust in a supplier can reduce transaction costs
in an exchange relationship and increase channel members’ coordinated joint efforts (Bhattarai et al.,
2013; Doney & Cannon, 1997).

However, we still have a poor understanding of how the buyer’s perception of supplier performance
leads to increased trust. Wagner and Krause (2009) suggest that short-term supplier performance indica-
tors should be measured by the buying firm based on their relationship with a given supplier. They
propose measuring the buying firm's supplier development effort from the supplier’s outputs, which are
measurable at the buying firm. Buyers expect suppliers to perform in terms of quality, cost, delivery, and
service improvement in the short term, as well as in terms of long-term capabilities (Wagner & Krause,
2009). According to the authors, buying firms perform supplier development to enhance supplier perfor-
mance. To realise supplier performance and the benefits of increased supplier capabilities, both buying-
and supplier firms should engage in relationship-specific investments. The cooperative relationship can
take the form of information sharing, and both firms are required to contribute resources to the devel-
opment effort. However, we argue that before entering into cooperative information sharing, trust is a
required antecedent.

Wagner and Krause (2009) suggest that the nature and quality of supplier inputs are crucial in developing
a cooperative relationship with buying firms. These authors also investigate the relationship between a buying
firm's goals of improving a supplier’s product and delivery performance and their efforts to transfer tacit knowl-
edge, discovering a positive relationship between the two. However, we aim to extend this investigation by
examining how a buyer’s perception of supplier performance leads to an increase in trust in the supplier. While
previous studies have shown associations between supplier performance, such as quality and service, and a
buying firm's competitive capabilities, little is known about the relationship between the perceived expected
value of supplier performance and buyer’s trust. We seek to explore whether a high level of perceived value
in supplier performance can enhance a buyer’s trust in their supplier.

We also review the literature related to supplier selection. Satisfaction with supplier performance is
associated with the attributes of supplier performance or the evaluation of supplier performance.
Although quality is typically regarded as the most important criterion for supplier selection, cost and
delivery are preferred criteria when selecting the actual supplier (Krause et al., 2007; Poole & Donovan,
2014). Some researchers argue that unit price and quality are equally important criteria (Famiyeh &
Kwarteng, 2018). However, some argue that quality is a prerequisite for a firm to continue to be in busi-
ness rather than a means of achieving a competitive advantage. Firms that can provide reliable delivery
can also offer lower prices (Cannon et al., 2010; Famiyeh & Kwarteng, 2018). From the buyer’s perspec-
tive, supplier performance influences their interest in continuing the supply relationship (Krause et al.,
2007). Three aspects of supplier performance, namely (1) relative price/cost, (2) product/service perfor-
mance, and (3) delivery performance, have a significant impact on the buying firm's overall evaluation of
the supplier (Cannon et al., 2010). These authors also contend that the supplier’s performance in terms
of the purchase price, total cost, and terms of sale facilitates the buyer’s entry into a relationship with
the supplier. Price, product performance, and delivery performance are all important factors in the
buyer-supplier relationship (Cannon et al., 2010). Similarly, quality, service, and delivery are important
drivers of supplier relationship value (Ulaga, 2003).

Moreover, the components of expected value that buyers perceive as critical (i.e. cost reduction, time
compression, and innovation) are driven by close supplier relationships (Hald et al., 2009). A qualitative
study found that price reductions are the most important factor in buyer-supplier relationships.
Additionally, Ulaga (2003) reveals that the ability of the supplier to reduce the buyer’s time to market is
critical in terms of product development. The literature also suggests that if a supplier wants to remain
competitive in the marketplace, delivery performance improvement is needed (Rashid, 2014). Firms seek
to make a profit, and the cost of materials is the most important factor for supplier selection (Mwikali &
Kavale, 2012). Doney and Cannon (1997) found that the selected supplier firms had higher levels of trust
because the aspects of the marketing mix, such as price and reliable delivery, usually lead to sales. Their
findings show that cost and delivery performance are related to professional buyers’ objective priorities.

Our study proposes that a buyer’s expectations of supplier performance can drive the collaborative
relationship towards trust. Buyers rely on suppliers to reap the benefits of their offerings, resulting in a
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mutually beneficial relationship that falls under the social exchange theory. Welker et al. (2008) sug-
gested that order winner features of a business condition (e.g. costs, speed, reliability, and quality) are
achieved through information sharing. For example, information sharing with supply chain partners
regarding product information, price, timing, forecasts, product specifications, and capacities will enable
them to gain efficiencies and efficacies. According to Kannan and Tan (2006), buyers seek to establish
close relationships with key suppliers to improve quality and delivery service or reduce costs. When
purchasing products or services in today’s marketplace, buyers consider multiple attributes of suppliers.
For example, in the orchid flower export market, the majority of sales take place at the destination via
a bidding system in which exporters pay 30% of the sale price per flower bundle and receive 70% of
the sale price. Exporters use a cost-plus pricing strategy to determine how much to pay orchid growers,
taking into account bidding prices at the destination. Non-price competition is a factor in the export of
orchid flowers, as air freight is used to transport the flowers, and delivery time is critical. Due to limited
airfreight space, exporters face high freight rates during various festivals in Japan. Quality control is also
important in orchid trading because flowers must be free of insects and disasters before being exported.
Large exporters typically maintain quality control from the initial stages of production to post-harvest
packing (Department of Agriculture, 2011).

Drawing upon the social exchange theory, we argue that when buyers receive expected value contri-
butions through exchange behaviour with the suppliers, it creates an obligation and a sense of recipro-
cation that positively influences the level of trust in the supplier. Based on this argument, we propose
the following hypotheses:

H1: A high level of the buyer’s perception of the supplier’s product quality and service performance will pos-
itively lead to an increase in buyer’s trust.

H2: A high level of the buyer’s perception of the supplier’s price and delivery performance will positively lead
to an increase in buyer’s trust.

2.4. The relationship between trust and information sharing

Trust is essential for facilitating informal cooperation, reducing transaction and negotiation costs, and
enhancing superior information sharing between participating firms (Dyer & Chu, 2003; Hald et al., 2009).
Therefore, trust plays a critical role in establishing interorganisational relationships. According to a social
exchange perspective, trust is a fundamental element in presenting oneself as an attractive partner (Hald
et al., 2009). Ireland and Webb (2007) argued that a certain level of trust should exist between firms
before engaging in any relationship.

Prior studies have emphasised the importance of information sharing in managing perishable inven-
tory and improving supply chain performance (Lusiantoro et al., 2018). Collaboration creates value for
both suppliers and buyers, who are co-producers of value (Cheung et al., 2011). Information sharing is
defined as the extent to which firms share various related, accurate, complete plans and procedures with
main suppliers promptly (Cao et al., 2010). The benefits of sharing information include inventory reduc-
tion, waste reduction, increased freshness, improved service levels, and greater customer satisfaction
(Lusiantoro et al, 2018). The authors also assert that the uncertainty in demand and supply would be
reduced. Moreover, decision-making and cost reduction across the supply chain would be improved
(Lusiantoro et al., 2018).

Ireland and Webb (2007) argued that trust is a necessary precondition for engaging in any business rela-
tionship. This is in line with Miller et al. (2020), who demonstrated that trust has a positive relationship with
digital information sharing in the context of SMEs. These authors viewed trust as social capital, a prerequisite
for information sharing. In our study, we define trust as a supplier's managerial and technical capabilities to
perform a given set of tasks. According to Zaheer et al. (1998), interfirm trust is defined as one party’s expec-
tation that the other party will fulfil obligations, behave predictably, and act and negotiate fairly, even if oppor-
tunities to exploit vulnerabilities arise (Cai et al, 2010). We follow prior studies in defining buyer trust as the
expectation of desired actions performed by other parties (Das & Teng, 1998). Trust is essential for successful
collaboration among market chain actors (Ho et al,, 2023). Cai et al. (2010) looked into the effects of trust on
information integration and discovered a link between interfirm trust and information sharing. This
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demonstrates the importance of interfirm trust in the successful implementation of interfirm information shar-
ing. Graca et al. (2015) and Miller et al. (2020) viewed trust as relational capital that facilitates collaborative
behaviour. As a result, we propose the following hypothesis:

H3: A high level of interfirm trust between buyers and suppliers will positively lead to increased information
sharing.

2.5. The mediating role of trust

Because agricultural and perishable product supply chains involve multiple actors at each stage of the supply
chain, supply chain coordination and integration are critical for their success (Krishna & Gopal, 2017). However,
the coordination process can become challenging when there are numerous companies involved, making
information exchange more difficult (Matopoulos et al,, 2007). Despite this challenge, the benefits of informa-
tion sharing between trade partners are well documented, and trust plays a crucial role in facilitating such
collaboration (Dadzie et al, 2018; Wu, 2008). In agricultural and perishable product supply chains, trust is also
critical for the sustainability of buyer-seller relationships (Akrout et al,, 2016; Dadzie et al., 2018).

The role of trust in supply chain relationships has received increasing attention and has become a
major research issue in SCM literature (Ha et al., 2011; Wang et al., 2014). However, there is limited evi-
dence focusing on the importance of buyer trust in the supply chain as measured by their perceptions
of suppliers or mutual trust from the buyer’s standpoint. Moreover, the extant empirical research sup-
porting the widely held perception that trust is crucial for information sharing is thin, especially in the
agricultural and perishable product supply chains. Kwon and Suh (2004) hypothesised that information
sharing is positively related to trust, while others (Cai et al., 2010; Wang et al., 2014) have reported that
the buyer’s trust in the supplier has a direct effect on information sharing. Furthermore, trust might
mediate the relationship between perceived supplier performance and information sharing.

As previously illustrated in Section 2.2, extant research on the antecedents of trust in supply chain
relationships can be categorised into two main streams: supplier performance factors (e.g. product qual-
ity, service support) and structural factors (e.g. power dynamics, contractual agreements, institutional
support). Regarding the consequences of trust, the literature reveals two main streams: relationship out-
comes (e.g. relationship commitment, information sharing, customer loyalty) and performance outcomes
(e.g. eSCMS adoption intention, supplier performance improvement, product innovation performance).
Nevertheless, based on Table 1 in Section 2.2, there is a dearth of empirical evidence of the role of trust
in mediating the relationship between supplier performance perception and information sharing.

The examination of the impact of trust on information sharing may offer better insights for supply
chain coordination (Ha et al., 2011). While some studies have found that trust in competency (i.e. busi-
ness capability and satisfaction with know-how or specialties with partners) has no direct impact on
information sharing (Ha et al., 2011; Selnes, 1998), trust is still considered a key antecedent of motivation
to expand the scope of the relationship (Selnes, 1998). In other words, while the buyer’s perception of
the supplier’s technological and commercial competence may not have a direct impact on trust, if the
buyer is satisfied with the supplier's performance, they are more willing to cooperate and share informa-
tion with the supplier.

Trust is a crucial element in promoting information sharing between organisations, as it creates value in
the exchange relationship (Dyer & Chu, 2003). Trust, according to the social exchange theory, is an import-
ant component in the social exchange process (Wu et al, 2014), and it improves coordination between
supply chain partners (Handfield & Bechtel, 2002). Building a high level of trust, on the other hand, can be
costly and difficult (Day et al., 2013). We contend that buyer trust is a mechanism that influences buyers’
and suppliers’ decisions to share information. Based on previous research, we hypothesise:

H4: Trust mediates the relationship between the perceived value of supplier performance and information
sharing.

Figure 1 presents our conceptual model, which is based on the social exchange theory and related
literature. The model demonstrates that the perceived value of a supplier’s performance can predict trust,
which can subsequently promote information sharing.
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Efficiency Perception

Figure 1. Conceptual model.

3. Research methodology
3.1. The sample and data collection

This study focuses on purchasing firms registered as exporters with Thailand’s Division of Plant Standard
and Certification. Out of 402 licensed firms, 74 were inactive and could not be contacted, leaving 328
firms as a potential sample. The study focused on companies that buy orchid flowers from growers/
suppliers in Thailand, which is the world’s largest exporter of tropical orchid flowers and plants, with an
estimated production volume of 48,960 tons in 2018. 88% of this was exported (mostly to the United
States, Japan, China, Italy, and Vietnam), while 12% was consumed domestically (Department of
International Trade Promotion, 2019).

The unit of analysis for this study is the firm level, with a focus on small and medium-sized enterprises
(SMEs) in emerging markets. These SMEs face unique challenges in supply chain relationships due to
their limited resources and capabilities, particularly in terms of information sharing with their supply
chain partners. Unlike their counterparts in developed economies, SMEs in emerging markets often lack
advanced IT capabilities, hindering their ability to effectively communicate and collaborate with their
partners (Sabel, 1993). Furthermore, these SMEs operate in a macroenvironmental environment charac-
terised by volatility and uncertainty, which exacerbates the challenges they face in building trust with
their supply chain partners. In such an environment, partners’ lack of trust is notable as suspicion
increases, contrary to what happens in developed markets where the concept of building natural trust
is more commonplace (Sabel, 1993). The classification of businesses as small and medium-sized busi-
nesses was based on the commonly accepted criteria of the number of employees, sales volume, and
capital (Office of Small & Medium Enterprises Promotion, 2024). By focusing on SMEs in a specific indus-
try within an emerging market context, this study aims to provide insights that are particularly relevant
to this sector and contribute to the understanding of trust in supply chain relationships under the
unique constraints faced by small businesses in developing economies.

To ensure relevant experiences with the research constructs, understand the question items, and pro-
vide usable responses, we contacted orchid farm owners, managers, and key informants to participate in
the survey. Out of 270 survey questionnaires sent, 83 usable questionnaires were returned, accounting
for a 30.74% response rate. The 30% response rate is within the accepted range in the field of organisa-
tional research, which typically exhibits an average response rate of around 35% with a standard devia-
tion of 18.8% (Baruch & Holtom, 2008).

3.2. Instruments and validation

The survey instrument used in this study was developed based on prior literature. Appendix | provides
details on the constructs and measurement items used in the survey. The perceived value of supplier
performance was measured using items adapted from Ulaga (2003), Corsten and Felde (2005), and
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Wagner and Krause (2009). Based on our factor analysis, we grouped product quality and service into
product and service performance and cost and delivery performance, with reliability coefficients of 0.85
and 0.93, respectively (see Appendix Il for the results of our factor analysis using varimax rotation, includ-
ing factor loadings for each measurement item). Appendix Il contains the results of our factor analysis,
including factor loadings for each measurement item. With a reliability coefficient of 0.86, trust was mea-
sured as the buyer firm’s confidence in the supplier’s ability, as adapted from Whipple et al. (2010), Wang
et al. (2014), and Wu et al. (2014). With a reliability coefficient of 0.92, information sharing was measured
using items adapted from Kannan and Tan (2006), Cao et al. (2010), and Cheung et al. (2011).

The questionnaire instrument employed a five-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to
5 (strongly agree). Respondents were asked to select a key supplier with whom their firm had an
exchange relationship for at least three years. To ensure that the most knowledgeable person answered
the questionnaires, we contacted procurement and supply chain managers and executives. The question-
naires were pilot-tested and validated using semi-structured interviews with five buyers and two aca-
demic staff. To ensure construct validity, all measured items were validated through factor analysis with
varimax rotation. The item loading values exceeded the cut-off value of 0.4 and were kept for further
analysis (Hair et al., 1998).

The reliability analysis indicates that all constructs have acceptable levels of internal consistency, as
indicated by the Cronbach’s alpha values being greater than 0.7, as recommended by Hair et al. (1998).
Furthermore, the correlation matrix reveals that there are no highly correlated variables (r>0.90), imply-
ing that multicollinearity is not an issue (Bagozzi et al, 1991). The correlation matrix, mean, standard
deviation, and Cronbach’s alpha values for each construct are shown in Table 2. All Cronbach’s alpha
values, as shown in Table 2, exceed the recommended threshold of 0.7 for high reliability. The statistics
for model fit are shown in Table 2.

To ensure the robustness of the findings, we assessed the potential for non-response bias in our
study. Non-response bias occurs when the characteristics of the respondents differ significantly from
those of the non-respondents, potentially leading to biassed results. To address this concern, we com-
pared the characteristics of the respondents and non-respondents in terms of their number of employ-
ees, sales volume, and amount of capital. The results of this comparison revealed no significant differences
between the two groups, suggesting that non-response bias is not a significant concern in this study.

4, Empirical results
4.1. Results of H1-H3

Due to the small sample size, a path analysis was used to test the hypotheses in this study. According
to Westland (2010), a structural equation model may have low discriminatory power and produce biassed
parameter estimates, resulting in low precision with small sample sizes. To assess the fit of the model,
we followed the suggested fit index values (Bentler & Bonett, 1980; Hair et al., 1998). The various indices
indicate that the model is an adequate fit, with a x2/d.f. the ratio of 2.88, NNFI of 0.97, CFl of 0.99, GFI
of 0.98, and RMSEA of 0.04 (see Table 3).

All hypotheses were supported and found to be statistically significant. The results of the path analysis
showed that the perceived value of supplier performance is positively and significantly related to trust
(see Table 4). The direction of the relationship indicates that higher levels of the perceived value of sup-
plier performance resulted in a higher level of trust. Specifically, H1, which examined the relationship
between the perceived value of product quality and service of supplier performance and trust, had a

Table 2. Correlation matrix, mean, standard deviation, and Cronbach’s a of all constructs.

(1) (2) (3) (4) Mean S.D Cronbach'’s a
(1) Quality/Service Perception  1.00 19.96 5.19 0.85
(2) Price/ Delivery Perception  0.47**  1.00 30.96 492 0.93
(3) Trust 0.53**  0.76** 1.00 15.04 2.63 0.86
(4) Information Sharing 0.10 0.44 0.21 1.00 17.42 411 0.92

“Significant at p<0.01.
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Table 3. Model’s fit statistics.

Goodness-of-fit Value
X2 2.88 (p=0.24)
RMSEA 0.07
NNFI 0.97
CFI 0.99
GFI 0.98
TLI 0.97
SRMR 0.04

Note: x2=Chi square; RMSEA=Root mean square
error of approximation; NNFI=Non-normed fit
index; CFl=Comparative fitindex; and GFl=Goodness-

offit index.
Table 4. Results of path analysis.
Path to Path from B SE (B) p
Trust Quality/Service Perception 0.12 0.04 0.003*
Trust Price/ Delivery Perception 0.35 0.04 0.000%
Information Sharing Trust 0.33 0.17 0.049%

Note.
= significant at p<0.05.
*= significant at p<0.01; R? of Trust = 0.643.

Table 5. Mediation test results for trust on the relationship between quality/service efficiency perception
and information sharing.

Relationship B SE (B) p
Direct Model

Quality/Service Efficiency Perception —> Information Sharing 0.10 0.09 0.359
Mediation Model

Quality/Service Efficiency Perception —> Information Sharing -0.01 0.10 0.897
Quality/Service Efficiency Perception —> Trust 0.27 0.05 0.000%
Trust —> Information Sharing 0.35 0.20 0.081*

Note: B = standardised regression weight; SE (B) = standard error of estimate; p=significance value.
"= significant at p < .10.
*= significant at p<0.05.
*= significant at p<0.01.

strong standardised coefficient of 0.12 (p<0.01). H2, which tested the relationship between the per-
ceived value of cost and delivery of supplier performance and trust, had a strong standardised coeffi-
cient of 0.35 (p<0.01). H3, which posited that trust positively relates to enhanced information sharing,
was also supported with a path coefficient of 0.33 (p <0.05). Our model had a significantly positive effect
with an R? of trust of 0.643, indicating that both constructs together can explain 64.3% of the variance
of trust.

4.2. Hypothesis testing for mediating effect

Tables 5 and 6 display the results of the direct and indirect effects, providing insights into the mediating
role of trust between the perceived value of supplier performance and information sharing. The results
show that the perceived value of quality/service has a direct effect on trust (3=0.027, p<0.01).
Additionally, trust has a direct effect on information sharing (3=0.35, p<0.05). However, quality and
service perception has no significant direct effect on information sharing. Following the suggestion of
Zhao et al. (2010), we use bootstrapping based on 1,000 bootstrap resamples to investigate the signifi-
cance of indirect effects and test whether trust mediates the relationship between quality and service
perception and information sharing. The analysis demonstrates the significance of the indirect effect,
establishing partial mediation in Table 5. The results show that trust has both significant direct and indi-
rect effects on information sharing in terms of quality and service perception, supporting H4. The total
effect in the first model is 0.09, while the total effect in the second model is 0.28.
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Table 6. Mediation test results for trust on the relationship between
price/delivery efficiency.

Relationship B SE (B) p
Direct Model
Price/Delivery Efficiency 0.04 0.09 0.691

Perception —> Information Sharing
Mediation Model

Price/Delivery Efficiency -0.20 0.14 0.090*
Perception —> Information Sharing

Price/Delivery Efficiency 0.41 0.04 0.000*
Perception —> Trust

Trust —> Information Sharing 0.66 0.25 0.009*

Note: B = standardised regression weight; SE (B) = standard error of estimate;
p =significance value.

"= significant at p < .10.

*= significant at p<0.05.

*= significant at p<0.01.

5. Discussion

Our motivation for conducting this study was to address prior studies’ ambiguity and disperse findings
regarding trust in supply networks. This addresses the research gap discussed by several researchers (e.g.
Bianchi & Abu Saleh, 2020), who called for exploring the evolving nature of trust from different perspec-
tives and contexts. In this study, we focus on the suppliers’ competence and define it as a salient
antecedent of trust. It provides a different perspective from current research (e.g. Franklin & Marshall,
2019), which has focused mainly on co-creation and integrity as the main predictors of trust. We wanted
to find out how the perceived value of supplier performance influences buyer trust and how much
building trust influences information sharing in buyer-supplier relationships in developing economies’
SME context. Furthermore, we investigated the role of trust in mediating the buyer’s perception of sup-
plier value and information sharing. Importantly, our research focuses on the buyer’s perspective, which
has received little attention in agribusiness supply chains.

Our study of orchid flower buyers in Thailand found that there is a positive relationship between
buyer perceptions of supplier performance and trust in suppliers. This study emphasises the importance
of trust in facilitating the exchange of information between buyers and suppliers, such as market infor-
mation, demand, price, and customer preferences. Unlike previous research on supplier selection in the
operations and marketing literature, our findings support a positive relationship between trust and infor-
mation sharing. This finding implies that buyers should prioritise establishing high levels of trust in their
relationships with growers to facilitate social exchanges and share more information. Furthermore, this
study suggests that trust can benefit both parties by allowing them to share critical information that
benefits their respective interests.

We highlight the crucial role of trust in improving information sharing in buyer-supplier relationships.
Trust serves as a key relational element that affects business relationships. Our findings contradict Ha
et al. (2011), who reported a non-significant relationship between trust in competency and information
sharing. Our findings support the idea that the buyer’s perception of the value of supplier performance
is important in building trust for long-term relationships. This also reinforces trust as relationship capital
or social capital (Graca et al., 2015; Miiller et al., 2020). Specifically, the results of H2 suggest that the
buyer’s perception of cost and delivery performance is more important in building trust than the per-
ception of product and service performance. This finding is consistent with prior findings that emphasise
the importance of delivery performance and cost in supplier selection. Moreover, H3 suggests that an
increase in trust in the supplier can lead to an increase in the level of information sharing. In other
words, our research shows that a high level of trust can facilitate improved information sharing. When
buyers have more trust in the supplier, they are more likely to share information with them. Our findings
are consistent with those of Fishcher (2013).

We conducted a mediation analysis to examine the relationship between quality and service percep-
tion, trust, and information sharing. Our findings show that there is no statistically significant relationship
between quality and service perception and information sharing. However, we discovered that trust has
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a positive relationship with quality and service perception, and trust has a positive relationship with
information sharing. Our model demonstrated that trust mediated the relationship between the per-
ceived value of product quality and service and information sharing. Although the indirect effect was not
strong, it still showed how information sharing could be improved through buyers’ trust. The lower level
of trust perceived by the buyer may be due to the growers having some product quality and service
problems. However, trust plays a crucial role in the supplier-buyer relationship, including information
sharing, as demonstrated in prior research (Cai et al., 2010; Wang et al., 2014; Wu et al., 2014). We also
investigated the mediating role of trust between price and delivery performance perception and infor-
mation sharing. Our findings revealed that there was no statistically significant relationship between
price and delivery perception and information sharing. However, we discovered a negative relationship
between price and delivery perception and information sharing in the mediation model. The negative
sign indicates that when buyers evaluate suppliers solely on price and delivery efficiency, this can have
a negative impact on information sharing. This could be because the supplier does not want to share
information if the benefits received are insufficient or if they lack the necessary resources or time to
meet the buyer’s requirements. Our findings are consistent with those of Odongo et al. (2017), who dis-
covered that the use of coercive power discourages agribusiness SMEs from continuing to do business.
Surprisingly, the total effect in this model (0.28) was greater than the total effect in the first model
(perception of product quality and service efficiency). We believe that price and delivery perception can
lead to high trust, which leads to improved information sharing. As a result, we recommend concentrat-
ing on this route to increase information sharing between buyer-supplier firms. Our findings also confirm
that perceptions of price and delivery efficiency are important in building trust.

Our research emphasises the significance of buyer trust and its role as a bridge between the per-
ceived value of the supplier and information sharing. Our findings add to the body of knowledge by
showing that (1) perceived supplier efficiency, whether related to product quality/service or cost and
delivery performance, has a positive relationship with buyer trust; (2) trust has a positive relationship
with information sharing; and (3) trust acts as a mediator in the perceived supplier value-trust
relationship.

Our results confirm the positive association between trust and positive outcomes, which is consistent
with previous studies (Bokrantz & Dul, 2023; Brookbanks & Parry, 2022; Poppo et al., 2016; Timsina et al.,
2016). However, our findings suggest that building trust through perceived cost and delivery efficiency
has a stronger effect on information sharing than building trust through product and service quality
(with standardised estimates of 0.35 and 0.12, respectively), as shown in Table 4. This implies that cost
and delivery may be a priority for exporters (buyer firms) to maintain their competitive advantage in the
global market. The relationship between quality and service performance and trust is less strong than
that of price and delivery performance. However, this does not mean that quality and service are not
important for supplier selection and trust building. The buyers may prioritise cost and delivery to com-
pete in the market, but close collaboration and integration with suppliers can help reduce quality prob-
lems. Alternatively, the lower perception of value for quality and service performance in our sample may
have contributed to the weaker relationship with trust.

It is important to note that cost and delivery performance can help reduce the likelihood of buyers
switching to another supplier, leading to an increase in buyer trust in the supplier's performance. As a
result, trust can facilitate the exchange of information between the buyer and supplier. Based on the
mediating model between cost and delivery performance and trust, trust has a strong direct effect on
information sharing. Therefore, we suggest that buyers and suppliers prioritise the second mediating
model over the first mediating model.

6. Conclusions
6.1. Contributions and managerial implications

This study addresses a significant research gap by examining the impact of the perceived supplier value
on buyer’s trust and the subsequent effect on information sharing in the agriculture supply network. It
provides empirical evidence of the importance of trust in influencing desired outcomes, such as
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information sharing, in the context of orchid flower exports in Thailand. The findings validate that trust
plays a crucial role in information sharing. This may appear rather underwhelming initially, but it is worth
noting that cost and delivery performance of suppliers are more critical in building buyer’s trust than
product quality and service. Therefore, this research has managerial implications for buying firm execu-
tives regarding the strategies that can be employed to develop trust-based relationships with their sup-
pliers in the agribusiness sector, in emerging markets.

In terms of theoretical contribution, we establish the antecedent of trust in buyer-supplier relation-
ships and demonstrate the mediating role of trust between perceived supplier performance and infor-
mation sharing. We argue it contributes to the social exchange theory by demonstrating that sharing
information requires buyer’s trust. A high level of perceived supplier performance from the buyers stim-
ulates trust-building and information sharing. This is in line with Ho et al. (2023) and Wang et al. (2023),
who suggest that trust ties the relationship between supplier performance and information sharing. Trust
is directly associated with the reciprocity of relationship capital, which corroborates the social
exchange theory.

Our findings also highlight the significance of the perceived value of cost and delivery performance
of suppliers in building buyer trust, which in turn positively relates to information sharing. The results
suggest that exporting firms in this industry have adopted a long-term approach and built collaborative
relationships with their suppliers. Such collaborative efforts, including information sharing, can be facili-
tated through trust.

The study suggests that the exporting firms in the orchid flower industry prioritise building trust with
key growers to secure valuable resources and capabilities from their suppliers. Information sharing between
the two parties can benefit both in various ways, such as helping buyers plan their exports and marketing
strategies. Furthermore, this study sheds light on how buyers select their growers to strengthen their com-
petitive advantage in the market, emphasising the importance of trust as a key factor in supplier selection
and relationship management. By cultivating trust-based relationships with their growers, exporters can not
only gain access to valuable resources and capabilities but also enhance their ability to compete effectively
in the global marketplace. We believe that our findings will be of interest to SMEs’ managers of agri-products
in Thailand and other Southeast Asian countries, foreign importers, and government policymakers as they
develop and promote supplier collaborations and supply chain integrations.

6.2. Limitations and further research

While our study offers important insights into the role of trust as a mediator between buyer perceptions
of supplier performance and information sharing, it is not without limitations. First, we need to acknowl-
edge that we agree with Graca et al. (2015) about the two-way relationship between trust and informa-
tion sharing, and we accept that in this study, only one way was fully analysed. We would urge future
research to capture the bi-directional nature of this relationship. Second, the survey was distributed to
only orchid exporters in Thailand, which may limit the generalisability of the results. To address this
limitation, future research should include the supplier perspective and collect data from other industries
and countries to compare the findings. Third, our study does not account for any specific cultural char-
acteristics; however, we believe that trust is a culturally contingent construct and would be dependent
on its context and the respondent’s set of beliefs and behaviours. Hence, future studies could investigate
the level of individualism or collectivism, the power distance, and/or the uncertainty avoidance of the
buyer firms to enhance our understanding of buyer-supplier trust building. Additionally, longitudinal
analysis and in-depth case studies could provide more comprehensive insights into the ongoing relation-
ship elements beyond what a cross-sectional research design can capture. Longitudinal and dyadic data
collection would provide a better understanding of the development of trust in buyer-supplier relation-
ships. Finally, we agree with Papadopoulos et al. (2022), who explained that under the high volatility and
uncertainty observed in emerging economies, SMEs will rapidly deploy digital technologies to increase
their performance and efficiency. Big data, artificial intelligence (Al), and blockchain are reshaping supply
chains and facilitating information sharing, which will enable SMEs to rapidly develop new types of trust
(Brookbanks & Parry, 2022; Miller et al., 2020). We would encourage researchers to study this promising
area further in the context of trust and information sharing.



COGENT BUSINESS & MANAGEMENT ’ 15

Acknowledgement

We would like to thank the editor and the anonymous reviewers for their valuable comments.

Authors’ contribution

The authors confirm their contribution to the paper as follows: Study initiation: Suntichai Kotcharin, Benjamin Dehe,
Pattana Boonchoo. Study conception and design: Suntichai Kotcharin, Benjamin Dehe, Pattana Boonchoo. Data anal-
ysis and interpretation: Suntichai Kotcharin, Benjamin Dehe, Pattana Boonchoo. Draft manuscript: Suntichai Kotcharin,
Benjamin Dehe. Manuscript preparation: Suntichai Kotcharin, Benjamin Dehe, Pattana Boonchoo. All authors have
reviewed the results and approved the final version of the manuscripts. Furthermore, all authors are accountable for
all aspects of the work.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

Ethical approval

This study has been reviewed and approved by the Human Research Ethics Committee of Thammasat University
(Social Sciences), as evidenced by the issuance of Certificate of Approval No. 131/2566.

Statement of informed consent

The Human Research Ethics Committee has granted a waiver of written informed consent for this research, as the
study participants do not belong to a vulnerable group, the research involves no more than minimal risk, and the
questionnaire is designed to be anonymous. Informed consent was obtained verbally from the respondents when
they were invited to participate in the study.

Funding

No funding was received for this research.

About the authors

Suntichai Kotcharin is an Associate Professor in International Business, Logistics, and Transport at Thammasat Business
School, Thammasat University, Thailand. Suntichai is a member of Thammasat University’s Centre for Excellence in
Operations Management and Information Management. Suntichai’s research interests are in the areas of transportation
finance, logistics, supply chain management, and ESG.

Benjamin Dehe is an Associate Professor in Supply Chain Management at Auckland University of Technology, spe-
cialising in Industry 4.0 technologies and digital transformation. His research explores how these innovations impact
productivity and sustainability within supply chains and manufacturing firms. His work has been published in prom-
inent national and international journals, including the International Journal of Operations and Production
Management, Journal of Technology Transfer, the Journal of Business Research, and Production Planning & Control.

Pattana Boonchoo is an Assistant Professor of Marketing at Thammasat Business School, Thammasat University. His
research focuses on international marketing, entrepreneurial marketing, and tourism and hospitality marketing.

ORCID

Suntichai Kotcharin http://orcid.org/0000-0001-5633-004X
Benjamin Dehe http://orcid.org/0000-0002-3016-1871
Pattana Boonchoo http://orcid.org/0000-0002-9731-764X

Data availability statement

The participants of this study did not provide written consent for their data to be shared publicly. Due to the sen-
sitive nature of the research, supporting data is not available for public access.



16 S.KOTCHARIN ET AL.

References

Ahamed, A. J., & Noboa, F. (2022). Interconnectedness of trust-commitment-export performance dimensions: A mod-
el of the contingent effect of calculative commitment. Cogent Business & Management, 9(1), 1-22. https://doi.org/1
0.1080/23311975.2022.2088461

Ahamed, A. J.,, & Noboa, F. (2023). Driving performance in exporter-importer exchange relationships: The efficacy of
interorganizational trust as a response to exchange risks. Cogent Business & Management, 10(3), 2256953. https://
doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2023.2256953

Ahmad, R., Nawaz, M. R, Ishag, M. I, Khan, M. M., & Ashraf, H. A. (2022). Social exchange theory: Systematic review
and future directions. Frontiers in Psychology, 13, 1015921. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.1015921

Akrout, H. Diallo, M. F, Akrout, W, & Chandon, J. L. (2016). Affective trust in buyer-seller relationships: a
two-dimensional scale. Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing, 31(2), 260-273. https://doi.org/10.1108/
JBIM-11-2014-0223

Alshurideh, M., Kurdi, B., Alzoubi, H., Obeidat, B.,, Hamadneh, S., & Ahmad, A. (2022). The influence of supply chain
partners’ integrations on organizational performance: The moderating role of trust. Uncertain Supply Chain
Management, 10(4), 1191-1202. https://doi.org/10.5267/j.uscm.2022.8.009

Assis, M. T. Q. M., Lucas, M. R. D. P. V,, & Rainho, M. M. (2023). The influence of trust for sustainable agri-food pro-
duction: empirical evidence of a mariculturist supply chain in Southern Brazil. British Food Journal, 125(12), 4268-
4290. https://doi.org/10.1108/BFJ-08-2022-0734

Aurier, P, & N'Goala, G. (2010). The differing and mediating roles of trust and relationship commitment in service
relationship maintenance and development. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 38(3), 303-325. https://
doi.org/10.1007/511747-009-0163-z

Bagozzi, R. P, Yi, Y, & Phillips, L. W. (1991). Assessing construct validity in organizational research. Administrative
Science Quarterly, 36(3), 421-458. https://doi.org/10.2307/2393203

Barney, J. B, & Hansen, M. H. (1994). Trustworthiness as a source of competitive advantage. Strategic Management
Journal, 15(S1), 175-190. https://doi.org/10.1002/sm;j.4250150912

Barry, J. M., Dion, P, & Johnson, W. (2008). A cross-cultural examination of relationship strength in B2B services.
Journal of Services Marketing, 22(2), 114-135. https://doi.org/10.1108/08876040810862868

Baruch, Y., & Holtom, B. C. (2008). Survey response rate levels and trends in organizational research. Human Relations,
61(8), 1139-1160. https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726708094863

Bentler, P. M., & Bonett, D. G. (1980). Significance tests and goodness-of-fit in the analysis of covariance structures.
Psychological Bulletin, 88(3), 588-606. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.88.3.588

Bhattarai, S., Lyne, M. C., & Martin, S. K. (2013). Assessing the performance of a supply chain for organic vegetables
from a smallholder perspective. Journal of Agribusiness in Developing and Emerging Economies, 3(2), 101-118.
https://doi.org/10.1108/JADEE-12-2012-0031

Bianchi, C., & Abu Saleh, M. (2020). Investigating SME importer—foreign supplier relationship trust and commitment.
Journal of Business Research, 119, 572-584. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.07.023

Blau, P. (1964). Exchange and power in social life. Willey.

Bloemer, J., Pluymaekers, M., & Odekerken, A. (2013). Trust and affective commitment as energizing forces for export
performance. International Business Review, 22(2), 363-380. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2012.05.002

Blome, C., Paulraj, A., Preuss, L., & Roehrich, J. K. (2023). Trust and opportunism as paradoxical tension: Implications
for achieving sustainability in buyer-supplier relationships. Industrial Marketing Management, 108, 94-107. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2022.11.006

Bodendorf, F, Xie, Q., Merkl, P, & Franke, J. (2022). A multi-perspective approach to support collaborative cost man-
agement in supplier-buyer dyads. International Journal of Production Economics, 245No., 108380. https://doi.
0rg/10.1016/j.ijpe.2021.108380

Bokrantz, J., & Dul, J. (2023). Building and testing necessity theories in supply chain management. Journal of Supply
Chain Management, 59(1), 48-65. https://doi.org/10.1111/jscm.12287

Brookbanks, M., & Parry, G. (2022). The impact of a blockchain platform on trust in established relationships: A case
study of wine supply chains. Supply Chain Management: An International Journal, 27(7), 128-146. https://doi.
org/10.1108/SCM-05-2021-0227

Cai, S, Jun, M., & Yang, Z. (2010). Implementing supply chain information integration in China: The role of institu-
tional forces and trust. Journal of Operations Management, Vol. 28(3), 257-268. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jom.2009.11.005

Cannon, J. P, Doney, P. M., Mullen, M. R.,, & Petersen, K. J. (2010). Building long-term orientation in buyer-supplier
relationships: The moderating role of culture. Journal of Operations Management, 28(6), 506-521. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jom.2010.02.002

Cao, M., Vonderembse, M. A, Zhang, Q., & Ragu-Nathan, T. S. (2010). Supply chain collaboration: Conceptualization
and instrument development. International Journal of Production Research, 48(22), 6613-6635. https://doi.
org/10.1080/00207540903349039

Carey, S., Lawson, B., & Krause, D. R. (2011). Social capital configuration, legal bonds and performance in buyer-sup-
plier relationships. Journal of Operations Management, 29(4), 277-288. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jom.2010.08.003


https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2022.2088461
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2022.2088461
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2023.2256953
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2023.2256953
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.1015921
https://doi.org/10.1108/JBIM-11-2014-0223
https://doi.org/10.1108/JBIM-11-2014-0223
https://doi.org/10.5267/j.uscm.2022.8.009
https://doi.org/10.1108/BFJ-08-2022-0734
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-009-0163-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-009-0163-z
https://doi.org/10.2307/2393203
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250150912
https://doi.org/10.1108/08876040810862868
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726708094863
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.88.3.588
https://doi.org/10.1108/JADEE-12-2012-0031
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.07.023
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2012.05.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2022.11.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2022.11.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2021.108380
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2021.108380
https://doi.org/10.1111/jscm.12287
https://doi.org/10.1108/SCM-05-2021-0227
https://doi.org/10.1108/SCM-05-2021-0227
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jom.2009.11.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jom.2009.11.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jom.2010.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jom.2010.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207540903349039
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207540903349039
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jom.2010.08.003

COGENT BUSINESS & MANAGEMENT ’ 17

Casidy, R, & Yan, L. (2022). The effects of supplier B2B sustainability positioning on buyer performance: The role of
trust. Industrial Marketing Management, 102, 311-323. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2022.02.005

Chamola, D., Dey, A. K., Sahay, A., & Singh, R. (2022). Building members’ trust in a producer company through social
capital. Journal of Agribusiness in Developing and Emerging Economies, 12(5), 809-823. https://doi.org/10.1108/
JADEE-11-2020-0276

Charterina, J., Landeta, J., & Basterretxea, . (2018). Mediation effects of trust and contracts on knowledge-sharing
and product innovation: Evidence from the European machine tool industry. European Journal of Innovation
Management, 21(2), 274-293. https://doi.org/10.1108/EJIM-03-2017-0030

Chen, T, Liu, C, & Xu, X. (2022). Coordination of perishable product supply chains with a joint contract under yield
and demand uncertainty. Sustainability, 14(19), 12658. https://doi.org/10.3390/su141912658

Cheung, M. S., Myers, M. B., & Mentzer, J. (2011). The value of relational learning in global buyer-supplier exchanges:
A dyadic perspective and test of the pie-sharing premise. Strategic Management Journal, 32(10), 1061-1082. https://
doi.org/10.1002/smj.926

Corsten, D., & Felde, J. (2005). Exploring the performance effects of key-supplier collaboration: An empirical investi-
gation into Swiss buyer-supplier relationships. International Journal of Physical Distribution & Logistics Management,
35(6), 445-461. https://doi.org/10.1108/09600030510611666

Dadzie, K. Q,, Dadzie, C. A., & Williams, A. J. (2018). Trust and duration of buyer-seller relationship in emerging mar-
kets. Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing, 33(1), 134-144. https://doi.org/10.1108/JBIM-04-2017-0090

Das, T. K, & Teng, B. S. (1998). Between trust and control: Developing confidence in partner cooperation in alliances.
The Academy of Management Review, 23(3), 491-512. https://doi.org/10.2307/259291

Das, T. K., & Teng, B. S. (2002). Alliance constellations: A social exchange perspective. The Academy of Management
Review, 27(3), 445-456. https://doi.org/10.2307/4134389

Day, M., Fawcett, S. E., Fawcett, A. M., & Magnan, G. M. (2013). Trust and relational embeddedness: Exploring a par-
adox of trust pattern development in key supplier relationships. Industrial Marketing Management, 42(2), 152-165.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2012.12.004

de Ruyter, K, Moorman, L., & Lemmink, J. (2001). Antecedents of commitment and trust in customer-supplier rela-
tionships in high technology markets. Industrial Marketing Management, 30(3), 271-286. https://doi.org/10.1016/
S0019-8501(99)00091-7

Department of Agriculture. (2011). “Strategic plan for Thai orchid in the global market” (in Thai). Retrieved March 20,
2022, from http://www.agriman.doae.go.th/home/agri1/agril1.3/strategics_2554/06_orchid2554-2559.pdf

Department of International Trade Promotion. (2019). “Orchid flowers” (in Thai). Retrieved June 30, 2020, from https://
oldweb.ditp.go.th/contents_attach/539560/539560.pdf

Doney, P. M., & Cannon, J. P. (1997). An examination of the nature of trust in buyer-seller relationships. Journal of
Marketing, 61(2), 35-51. https://doi.org/10.2307/1251829

Dyer, J. H., & 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), 57-68. https://doi.
org/10.1287/orsc.14.1.57.12806

Famiyeh, S., & Kwarteng, A. (2018). Supplier selection and firm performance Empirical evidence from a developing
country’s environment. International Journal of Quality & Reliability Management, 35(3), 690-710. https://doi.
org/10.1108/1JQRM-06-2016-0091

Ferro, C., Padin, C., Svensson, G., & Payan, J. (2016). Trust and commitment as mediators between economic and
non-economic satisfaction in manufacturer-supplier relationships. Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing, 31(1),
13-23. https://doi.org/10.1108/JBIM-07-2013-0154

Fawcett, S. E., Jin, Y. H., Fawcett, A. M., & Magnan, G. (2017). | know it when | see it: the nature of trust, trustworthi-
ness signals, and strategic trust construction. The International Journal of Logistics Management, 28(4), 914-938.
https://doi.org/10.1108/1JLM-11-2016-0268

Fishcher, C. (2013). Trust and communication in European agri-food chains. Supply Chain Management, 8(12), 208-
218.

Franklin, D., & Marshall, R. (2019). Adding co-creation as an antecedent condition leading to trust in business-to-busi-
ness relationships. Industrial Marketing Management, 77, 170-181. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2018.10.002

Graca, S. S., Barry, J. M., & Doney, P. M. (2015). Performance outcomes of behavioral attributes in buyer-supplier re-
lationships. Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing, 30(7), 805-816. https://doi.org/10.1108/JBIM-04-2014-0072

Gualandris, J., & Kalchschmidt, M. (2016). Developing environmental and social performance: the role of suppliers’
sustainability and buyer-supplier trust. International Journal of Production Research, 54(8), 2470-2486. https://doi.or
g/10.1080/00207543.2015.1106018

Ha, B. C, Park, Y. K., & Cho, S. (2011). Suppliers’ affective trust and trust in competency in buyers: Its effect on col-
laboration and logistics efficiency. International Journal of Operations & Production Management, 31(1), 56-77.
https://doi.org/10.1108/01443571111098744

Hair, J. F,, Anderson, R. E., Tatham, R. L., & Black, W. C. (1998). Multivariate data analysis (5th ed.). Prentice-Hall.

Hald, K. S., Corddn, C., & Vollmann, T. E. (2009). Towards an understanding of attraction in buyer-supplier relation-
ships. Industrial Marketing Management, 38(8), 960-970. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2008.04.015

Han, W., Huang, Y., Hughes, M., & Zhang, M. (2021). The trade-off between trust and distrust in supply chain collab-
oration. Industrial Marketing Management, 98, 93-104. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2021.08.005


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2022.02.005
https://doi.org/10.1108/JADEE-11-2020-0276
https://doi.org/10.1108/JADEE-11-2020-0276
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJIM-03-2017-0030
https://doi.org/10.3390/su141912658
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.926
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.926
https://doi.org/10.1108/09600030510611666
https://doi.org/10.1108/JBIM-04-2017-0090
https://doi.org/10.2307/259291
https://doi.org/10.2307/4134389
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2012.12.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0019-8501(99)00091-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0019-8501(99)00091-7
http://www.agriman.doae.go.th/home/agri1/agri1.3/strategics_2554/06_orchid2554-2559.pdf
https://oldweb.ditp.go.th/contents_attach/539560/539560.pdf
https://oldweb.ditp.go.th/contents_attach/539560/539560.pdf
https://doi.org/10.2307/1251829
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.14.1.57.12806
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.14.1.57.12806
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJQRM-06-2016-0091
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJQRM-06-2016-0091
https://doi.org/10.1108/JBIM-07-2013-0154
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJLM-11-2016-0268
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2018.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1108/JBIM-04-2014-0072
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2015.1106018
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2015.1106018
https://doi.org/10.1108/01443571111098744
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2008.04.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2021.08.005

18 S.KOTCHARIN ET AL.

Handfield, R. B., & Bechtel, C. (2002). The role of trust and relationship structure in improving supply chain respon-
siveness. Industrial Marketing Management, 31(4), 367-382. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0019-8501(01)00169-9

Ho, T. D, Dang, T. C, Tran, V. H,, Trinh, T. H., & Banh, T. T. (2023). Factors affecting collaboration in agricultural supply
chain: A case study in the North Central region of Vietnam. Cogent Business & Management, 10(3), 2256072. https://
doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2023.2256072

Huang, Y., & Wilkinson, I. F. (2013). The dynamics and evolution of trust in business relationship. Industrial Marketing
Management, 42(3), 455-465. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2013.02.016

Ireland, R. D., & Webb, J. W. (2007). A cross-disciplinary exploration of entrepreneurship research. Journal of
Management, 33(6), 891-927. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206307307643

Kannan, V. R, & Tan, K. C. (2006). Buyer-supplier relationships: The impact of supplier selection and buyer-supplier
engagement on relationship and firm performance. International Journal of Physical Distribution & Logistics
Management, 36(10), 755-775. https://doi.org/10.1108/09600030610714580

Ke, W., Liu, H., Wei, K. K, Gu, J.,, & Chen, H. (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), 839-851. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dss.2008.11.008

Krause, D. R, Handfield, R. B., & Tyler, B. B. (2007). The relationships between supplier development, commitment,
social capital accumulation and performance improvement. Journal of Operations Management, 25(2), 528-545.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jom.2006.05.007

Krishna, S., & Gopal, V. B. (2017). Diversifying activities of a rural cooperative bank: A case study. IASSI-Quarterly, 36(1),
97-115.

Kwon, I. W, & Suh, T. (2004). Factors affecting the level of trust and commitment in supply chain relationships.
Journal of Supply Chain Management, 40(1), 4-14. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-493X.2004.tb00165.x

Luo, J, Ji, C, Qiu, C, & lJia, F. (2018). Agri-food supply chain management: Bibliometric and content analyses.
Sustainability, 10(5), 1573. https://doi.org/10.3390/su10051573

Lusiantoro, L., Yates, N., Mena, C., & Varga, L. (2018). A refined framework of information sharing in perishable prod-
uct supply chains. International Journal of Physical Distribution & Logistics Management, 48(3), 254-283. https://doi.
org/10.1108/1JPDLM-08-2017-0250

Manfredi, E., & Capik, P. (2022). A case of trust-building in the supply chain: Emerging economies perspective.
Strategic Change, 31(1), 147-160. https://doi.org/10.1002/jsc.2488

Matopoulos, A., Vlachopoulou, M., Manthou, V., & Manos, B. (2007). A conceptual framework for supply chain collab-
oration: empirical evidence from the agri-food industry. Supply Chain Management: An International Journal, 12(3),
177-186. https://doi.org/10.1108/13598540710742491

Mdiller, J. M., Veile, J. W., & Voigt, K. I. (2020). Prerequisites and incentives for digital information sharing in Industry
4.0-An international comparison across data types. Computers & Industrial Engineering, 148, 106733. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.cie.2020.106733

Mwikali, R, & Kavale, S. (2012). Factors affecting the selection of optimal suppliers in procurement management.
International Journal of Humanities and Social Science, 2(14), 189-193.

Nahapiet, J., & Ghoshal, S. (1998). Social capital, intellectual capital, and the organizational advantage. The Academy
of Management Review, 23(2), 242-266. https://doi.org/10.2307/259373

Odongo, W., Dora, M. K., Molnar, A., Ongeng, D., & Gellynck, X. (2017). Role of power in supply chain performance:
Evidence from agribusiness SMEs in Uganda. Journal of Agribusiness in Developing and Emerging Economies, 7(3),
339-354. https://doi.org/10.1108/JADEE-09-2016-0066

Office of Small and Medium Enterprises Promotion. (2024). Definition of MSMEs. Retrieved March 19, 2024, from
https://en.sme.go.th/en/

On, L. W, Liang, X., Priem, R, & Shaffer, M. (2013). Top management team trust, behavioural integration and the
performance of international joint ventures. Journal of Asia Business Studies, 7(2), 99-122. https://doi.
org/10.1108/15587891311319413

Panahifar, F., Byrne, P. J., Salam, M. A,, & Heavey, C. (2018). Supply chain collaboration and firm's performance: The
critical role of information sharing and trust. Journal of Enterprise Information Management, 31(3), 358-379. https://
doi.org/10.1108/JEIM-08-2017-0114

Papadopoulos, T, Singh, S. P, Spanaki, K., Gunasekaran, A., & Dubey, R. (2022). Towards the next generation of man-
ufacturing: implications of big data and digitalization in the context of industry 4.0. Production Planning & Control,
33(2-3), 101-104. https://doi.org/10.1080/09537287.2020.1810767

Paparoidamis, N. G., Katsikeas, C. S., & Chumpitaz, R. (2019). The role of supplier performance in building customer
trust and loyalty: A cross-country examination. Industrial Marketing Management, 78, 183-197. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2017.02.005

Perrone, V., Zaheer, A., & McEvily, B. (2003). Free to be trusted? Organizational constraints on trust in boundary span-
ners. Organization Science, 14(4), 422-439. https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.14.4.422.17487

Phinaitrup, B. (2014). Entrepreneurs’ adaptability to competitiveness in the orchid industry: A case study of Thailand.
Thammasat Review, 16(2), 75-92.

Poole, N., & Donovan, J. (2014). Building cooperative capacity: the speciality coffee sector in Nicaragua. Journal of
Agribusiness in Developing and Emerging Economies, 4(2), 133-156. https://doi.org/10.1108/JADEE-01-2013-0002


https://doi.org/10.1016/S0019-8501(01)00169-9
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2023.2256072
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2023.2256072
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2013.02.016
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206307307643
https://doi.org/10.1108/09600030610714580
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dss.2008.11.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jom.2006.05.007
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-493X.2004.tb00165.x
https://doi.org/10.3390/su10051573
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJPDLM-08-2017-0250
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJPDLM-08-2017-0250
https://doi.org/10.1002/jsc.2488
https://doi.org/10.1108/13598540710742491
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cie.2020.106733
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cie.2020.106733
https://doi.org/10.2307/259373
https://doi.org/10.1108/JADEE-09-2016-0066
https://en.sme.go.th/en/
https://doi.org/10.1108/15587891311319413
https://doi.org/10.1108/15587891311319413
https://doi.org/10.1108/JEIM-08-2017-0114
https://doi.org/10.1108/JEIM-08-2017-0114
https://doi.org/10.1080/09537287.2020.1810767
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2017.02.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2017.02.005
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.14.4.422.17487
https://doi.org/10.1108/JADEE-01-2013-0002

COGENT BUSINESS & MANAGEMENT ’ 19

Poppo, L., Zhou, K. Z, & Li, J. (2016). When can you trust “Trust”? Calculative trust, relational trust, and supplier
performance. Strategic Management Journal, 37(4), 724-741. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2374

Qureshi, I, Fang, Y., Ramsey, E., McCole, P, Ibbotson, P, & Compeau, D. (2009). Understanding online customer repur-
chasing intention and the mediating role of trust-an empirical investigation in two developed countries. European
Journal of Information Systems, 18(3), 205-222. https://doi.org/10.1057/€jis.2009.15

Rajput, A., Gulzar, S., & Shafi, K. (2019). Impact of supplier development on supplier performance: Mediating role of
trust. Business & Economic Review, 11(2), 45-66. https://doi.org/10.22547/BER/11.2.3

Rani, H., Arain, G. A, Kumar, A, & Shaikh, I. R. (2018). The interplay between trust and distrust in the workplace:
Examining the effect of psychological contract breach on organizational disidentification. Journal of Asia Business
Studies, 12(1), 1-16. https://doi.org/10.1108/JABS-02-2015-0022

Rashid, M. (2014). Supplier selection and evaluation in the context of telecom companies in Pakistan. Paper presented at
the 2014 International Conference on Industrial Engineering and Operations Management, Bali, Indonesia (pp.
1525-1532). http://ieomsociety.org/ieom2014/pdfs/346.pdf

Routroy, S., & Behera, A. (2017). Agriculture supply chain: A systematic review of literature and implications for future
research. Journal of Agribusiness in Developing and Emerging Economies, 7(3), 275-302. https://doi.org/10.1108/
JADEE-06-2016-0039

Sabel, C. F. (1993). Studied trust: Building new forms of cooperation in a volatile economy. Human Relations, 46(9),
1133-1170. https://doi.org/10.1177/001872679304600907

Sahay, B. S. (2003). Understanding trust in supply chain relationships. Industrial Management & Data Systems, 103(8),
553-563. https://doi.org/10.1108/02635570310497602

Selnes, F. (1998). Antecedents and consequences of trust and satisfaction in buyer-seller relationships. European
Journal of Marketing, 32(3/4), 305-322. https://doi.org/10.1108/03090569810204580

Stuart, F. I, Verville, J., & Taskin, N. (2012). Trust in buyer-supplier relationships: Supplier competency, interpersonal
relationships and performance outcomes. Journal of Enterprise Information Management, 25(4), 392-412. https://doi.
org/10.1108/17410391211245856

Timsina, K. P, Bastakoti, R. C., & Shivakoti, G. P. (2016). Achieving strategic fit in onion seed supply chain. Journal of
Agribusiness in Developing and Emerging Economies, 6(2), 127-149. https://doi.org/10.1108/JADEE-03-2014-0012

Uddin, N. (2017). Inter-organizational relational mechanism on firm performance: The case of Australian agri-food indus-
try supply chain. Industrial Management & Data Systems, 117(9), 1934-1953. https://doi.org/10.1108/IMDS-03-2016-0093

Ulaga, W. (2003). Capturing value creation in business relationships: A customer perspective. Industrial Marketing
Management, 32(8), 677-693. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2003.06.008

Vroegindewey, R., Theriault, V., & Staatz, J. (2018). Coordinating cereal farmers and buyers: evidence from Mali. Journal
of Agribusiness in Developing and Emerging Economies, 8(2), 234-255. https://doi.org/10.1108/JADEE-11-2016-0075

Wagner, S. M., & Krause, D. R. (2009). Supplier development: Communication approaches, activities and goals.
International Journal of Production Research, 47(12), 3161-3177. https://doi.org/10.1080/00207540701740074

Wang, Q. Liu, X, Huo, B, & Zhao, X. (2023). Economic or relational first? Establishing the competitiveness of
third-party logistics information sharing by devoting specific assets and mutual trust. International Journal of
Production Economics, 261, 108869. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2023.108869

Wang, Z., Ye, F, & Tan, K. H. (2014). Effects of managerial ties and trust on supply chain information sharing and
supplier opportunism. International Journal of Production Research, 52(23), 7046-7061. https://doi.org/10.1080/0020
7543.2014.932931

Welker, G. A., van der Vaart, T, & van Donk, D. P. (2008). The influence of business conditions on supply chain
information-sharing mechanisms: A study among supply chain links of SMEs. International Journal of Production
Economics, 113(2), 706-720. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2007.04.016

Westland, C. J. (2010). Lower bounds on sample size in structural equation modeling. Electronic Commerce Research
and Applications, 9(6), 476-487. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2007.04.016

Whipple, J. M., Lynch, D. F, & Nyaga, G. N. (2010). A buyer’s perspective on collaborative versus transactional rela-
tionships. Industrial Marketing Management, 39(3), 507-518. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2008.11.008

Wu, W. P. (2008). Dimensions of social capital and firm competitiveness improvement: The mediating role of informa-
tion sharing. Journal of Management Studies, 45(1), 122-146. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2007.00741.x

Wu, I. L., Chuang, C. H., & Hsu, C. H. (2014). Information sharing and collaborative behaviours in enabling supply
chain performance: A social exchange perspective. International Journal of Production Economics, 148, 122-132.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2013.09.016

Yang, Z., Jia, F, & Cai, S. (2014). The performance implications of perceptual differences of dependence in marketing
channels: The mediating role of trust. Asia Pacific Journal of Marketing and Logistics, 26(3), 344-364. https://doi.
org/10.1108/APJML-12-2013-0154

Zaheer, A., McEvily, B, & Perrone, V. (1998). Does trust matter? Exploring the effects of inter-organizational and
inter-personal trust on performance. Organization Science, 9(2), 141-159. https://doi.org/10.1287/0rsc.9.2.141

Zhao, X, Lynch, J. G, Jr, & Chen, Q. (2010). Reconsidering Baron and Kenny: Myths and truths about mediation
analysis. Journal of Consumer Research, 37(2), 197-206. pp. https://doi.org/10.1086/651257

Zhou, R. (2022). Research on influencing factors of supply chain trust and commitment based on transaction cost
and social exchange theory. Open Journal of Social Sciences, 10(09), 530-548. https://doi.org/10.4236/js5.2022.109032


https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2374
https://doi.org/10.1057/ejis.2009.15
https://doi.org/10.22547/BER/11.2.3
https://doi.org/10.1108/JABS-02-2015-0022
http://ieomsociety.org/ieom2014/pdfs/346.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1108/JADEE-06-2016-0039
https://doi.org/10.1108/JADEE-06-2016-0039
https://doi.org/10.1177/001872679304600907
https://doi.org/10.1108/02635570310497602
https://doi.org/10.1108/03090569810204580
https://doi.org/10.1108/17410391211245856
https://doi.org/10.1108/17410391211245856
https://doi.org/10.1108/JADEE-03-2014-0012
https://doi.org/10.1108/IMDS-03-2016-0093
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2003.06.008
https://doi.org/10.1108/JADEE-11-2016-0075
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207540701740074
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2023.108869
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2014.932931
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2014.932931
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2007.04.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2007.04.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2008.11.008
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2007.00741.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2013.09.016
https://doi.org/10.1108/APJML-12-2013-0154
https://doi.org/10.1108/APJML-12-2013-0154
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.9.2.141
https://doi.org/10.1086/651257
https://doi.org/10.4236/jss.2022.109032

	All you need is trust: examining trust, information sharing, and supplier performance perception in SMEs from a social exchange perspective
	ABSTRACT
	1. Introduction
	2. Literature review and hypotheses development
	2.1. Theoretical background
	2.2. The antecedents and consequences of trust in supply chain relationships
	2.3. The relationship between the buyers perceived value of supplier performance and buyer trust
	2.4. The relationship between trust and information sharing
	2.5. The mediating role of trust

	3. Research methodology
	3.1. The sample and data collection
	3.2. Instruments and validation

	4. Empirical results
	4.1. Results of H1-H3
	4.2. Hypothesis testing for mediating effect

	5. Discussion
	6. Conclusions
	6.1. Contributions and managerial implications
	6.2. Limitations and further research

	Acknowledgement
	Authors contribution
	Disclosure statement
	Ethical approval
	Statement of informed consent
	Funding
	About the authors
	ORCID
	Data availability statement
	References


