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Theroleof perceived justicein buyer-supplier relationshipsin times of economic crisis

Introduction

It is widely accepted that collaborative relatiopshare an important input to the
development of sustainable supply chains (Cao anang, 2011; Ralston et al. 2017).
However, the longevity of buyer-supplier relatioipshcan be undermined by opportunistic
behaviour (Huo et al. 2016), inadequate commurunafHsu et al. 2008) or limited process
integration (Petersen et al. 2005) and threateyadhforeseen events in the external (socio-
economic or political) environment (Ellram and Ksau 2014). As a result, many buyer-
supplier relationships (BSR), particularly in higldompetitive and dynamic markets such as
grocery retailing, fail to develop beyond the leeéltransactional exchanges (Anderson and
Jap, 2005; Nix et al. 2007). One of the primarysesuof relationship failure in dyads
characterised by asymmetric dependency, as is ggneéhe case in supermarket supply
chains, is the perceived unfair treatment of s@pplby (more powerful) buyers (Duffy et al.
2013; Liu et al. 2012). The systematic abuse of ketapower has even resulted in
government intervention. For example, the UK Grese€Code Adjudicator has launched two
investigations about retailers’ unfair practiced &ieatment of their suppliers (GCA, 2018).

Perceived organisational justice (POJ) has beentifekgl in the literature as an
important element of successful BSR, both as aacadent and an outcome. The concept of
POJ is very strongly interrelated to that of fagmdwith POJ being a reflective construct
which captures the multi-dimensionality of fairngsss suggested by Truxillo et al. (2001).
POJ facilitates citizenship behaviours, such aklbotation and commitment (Zaeferian et al.
2016; Huo et al. 2016), reduces the likelihood ppartunistic behaviour (Luo et al. 2015)
and has been shown to have a positive effect oecespf supplier performance (Duffy et al.
2013; Malagueno et al, 2019, Zaeferian et al. 20H6yvever, despite the significant number
of studies focusing on the impact of POJ on BSBretare a number of shortcomings in the
literature. One major gap is that previous resedwa$ ignored the potential impact of the
external environment (e.g. economic climate) on B&Rsearch by Ellram and Krause,
(2014) showed that in times of crisis a stressitdné may reveal surprising relationship
vulnerabilities. In other words, the evolution o8B is often negatively affected by external
factors. When businesses are growing and the edorciimate is favourable, they are more
likely to adopt a positive stance towards supplgiclcollaboration than when the reverse is
true. Dysfunctional conflict is more likely to sade in a ‘difficult’ trading environment but is
also more difficult to study.

To date, the purchasing and supply chain literataseexplored POJ in non-asymmetric
BSR (in the manufacturing and technology sectons) mainly from the perspective of the
buyer (e.g. Yilmaz, 2004; Griffith et al. 2006; Habal. 2016; Jokela and Sdderman, 2017).
We argue that by examining POJ in the grocery Iraactor, which is characterised by
asymmetric dependency (Bloom and Perry, 2001; ldingt al. 2015) we can gain a better
understanding of suppliers’ perceptions of justiod its role in times of (economic) crisis. In
addition, the retail sector was one of the secafiscted the most during the recent global
financial crisis, which put an end to 15 years ointerrupted prosperity (Flatters and
Willmott, 2009) creating a fertile environment fmynflicts and disagreements to occur.

In light of the gap in the extant literature, tresearch makes a valuable contribution by
investigating how POJ influences BSR in times ao(@mic) crisis. More specifically, our
research is novel in that it explores the role thattain aspects of POJ (i.e. inter-
organisational justice and interactional justicgypin mitigating the impact of a financial
crisis on suppliers’ performance, both operaticarad financial. Moreover, we examine POJ
from the suppliers’ point of view and in the coritex the Greek grocery retail sector at the
peak of the most severe and long-lasting finamaiais in living memory, which resulted in



an unprecedented reduction in Greek household ogpison (Eurostat, 2017). After a decade
of rapid growth (2000-2008), retail trade in Greeoeatracted by 5 per cent per year in terms
of volume during the recession (Mylonas and Tzakambropoulou, 2016). Food sales
dropped by 18 percent (13.15 billion euros) betw2@®O and 2016 (Nielsen report, 2017). In
parallel to the economic crisis, the Greek retattsr also went through a period of
consolidation with a number of companies being pdsbut of the market. For example, the
number of small retailers dropped by circa 30,00@res during the period 2008-2013
(Euromonitor, 2018) and there was significant iaseein mergers and acquisitions due to the
pressures of the recession (Mylonas and Tzakou-t@polilou, 2016). Not surprisingly, the
impact of the crisis in many cases was cascadedndowsuppliers. For example, the
bankruptcy of Marinopoulos (Greece’s largest supeket chain) left 2,000 suppliers unpaid
with 50 percent of Marinopoulos’s debts being wnttoff. As a result, several suppliers,
mainly small businesses, were left on the brinkarikruptcy.

We anchor our research on the theory of organisaltiustice in order to explain the
relationship between POJ, commitment and suppbeiopmance in BSR involving a major
Greek grocery retailer (hereinafter referred toRasailer-Co) and a sample of their Greek
main suppliers, drawing on survey data collecteti@height of the Greek financial crisis.

The paper is in four parts. We start with a reviefimhe literature focusing on the
theoretical underpinning of this research followmdthe proposed research model and the
hypothesised relationships between the variablest,Nve describe the research methodology
followed by the results. We continue with a disemssof the results with reference to the
extant literature and a reflective workshop thasviseld with the retailer involved in the
study, in the spring of 2018. The paper concludél @& discussion of the managerial and
research implications.

Literaturereview and theoretical underpinnings

In examining the nature of BSR, a well-establiskgdam of literature identifies a continuum
ranging from discrete to relational behaviour (Dwy al. 1987; Siguaw et al. 2003).

However, it has been observed that firms struggledeévelop and sustain collaborative
initiatives towards the end of the relational coatim (Spekman and Carraway 2006) as
many buyers continue to abuse their position ofgraand strangle suppliers with short term,
cost-driven decisions (Rossetti and Choi 2005)tiqdarly in retailer-supplier relationships

(Corsten and Kumar 2005). Ultimately, Giunipero dftantawy (2004) warn that this is

detrimental to long term competitiveness given ttiet capabilities of a supplier will be

undermined. Recent research by Carnovale et al9f2Bas shown that buyers’ aggressive
practices can backfire too. More specifically, tbealuation of over 1,700 purchasing

instances across several years collected from Tiesuppliers to major automotive

manufacturers showed that suppliers compensatg@rioe pressures by reducing product
guality, service support, and R&D expenditures.

One important dimension affecting an individualgians and reactions such as those
found in the above research is how fairly they g their treatment by the other, often
more powerful, party. The theory of organisatiopatice (Greenberg, 1987) has been used
extensively in the intra-organisational literatundere the traditional focus has been on the
role of justice in the workplace. The assumptiothet employees’ perceptions of justice will
impact upon their behaviour and therefore on omgional outcomes and performance
(Colquitt 2001). Employees who perceive they aeated fairly contribute to performance
through positive behaviours exemplary of what ienmed to as organisational citizenship,
which includes organisational commitment. Likewif®,those employees who feel they are
being treated unfairly, resultant damaging retatiabehaviours will negatively impact upon
organisational performance (LePine et al. 2002).



In the context of this study the theory of orgatitsaal justice is applied to inter-
organisational relationships. It is proposed thag Rvill influence the strength of BSR and in
particular, supplier commitment — in good timeswadl as bad. Previous research on POJ
comes with shortcomings and gaps. For example,lL(&@00) and Brown and Cobb (2006)
focused exclusively on the consequences of POJpthlyt for a limited number of justice
dimensions. Likewise, Luo et al. (2015) and Hu@let(2016) focused on the dimensions of
POJ and how these dimensions relate to opportuaighrelationship specific investment and
their positive association with suppliers’ trustefdmert et al. 2016), without considering the
impact on performance. Indeed, the implicationsfion performance have received little
attention and very few studies (Griffith et. al,0B) have examined the impact of fairness on
firm performance. Research by Chad and Golicic @20%ith participants from the
construction industry aspired to link performancéhwOJ using social capital theory, but
their model did not consider variables tied totreteship strength, such as information sharing
and commitment.

Furthermore, we examine POJ influence on the stinedfgBSR during a financial crisis
and the implications for firm performance. Previoasearch has shown that during a crisis
relationships between buyer and suppliers changethiz has not been examined in relation
to firm performance. For example, the research ggwa and Tanaka (2013) revealed that
during the global financial crisis long term custwsupplier relationship played an
important role in mitigating the shock. More redgntresearch by Soundararajan and
Brammer (2018) showed that suppliers’ perceptidngimess could change during a crisis,
which may affect their responses to social suskélibyarequirements. This paper makes a
distinct contribution by exploring the role that P@lays in mitigating the impact of a
financial crisis on two aspects of suppliers’ parfance, operational and financial. Moreover,
we explore the role of commitment as a mediatavéeh POJ and performance, in the specific
context of a financial crisis.

Resear ch mode and hypotheses development

Based on the theory of organisational justice ditere and informed by the
recommendations from Rungtusanatham et al. (2064)aw to hypothesise the mediation
effects, a research model (Figure 1) is proposedhnxplores the relationship between POJ
and organisational performance in the presence oofinutment. Drawing on previous
conceptualisations of POJ (e.g. Greenberg, 1993gu@p 2001) we group the four
dimensions of POJ into two distinct constructs Whieflect the level of justice at an
organisational level (inter-organisational justiemd a personal level (inter-personal justice).
We do this in order to reflect the distinct chaeaistics of the supermarket sector in which the
way that the retailer (buyer) interacts with the@@ier (account manager) is driven, on the
one hand, by the policies and the practices didthtethe buyer's organisation, which we
argue are reflected in the organisational dimerssiohPOJ - distributive and procedural
justice and, on the other hand, by the way in whilchse policies and practices are
operationalised and implemented by the buyer, wittom the supplier's account manager
interacts at a personal level, and which we argeeedlected in the inter-personal dimensions
of POJ - informational and inter-personal justitte are also extending the work by Zaheer et
al. (1998), Currall and Inkpen, (2002) and Colqaiitl Rodell (2011), which found that inter-
personal and inter-organisational trust play défgrroles in affecting different aspects of
performance.

Recent research by Jokela and Séderman, (2017) paitticipants from technology
industry firms in Finland re-examined the link beem POJ and commitment proposing that
the relationship between the two is bi-directioaad that the presence of positive buyer
commitment can have a positive influence on suppkeeceptions of justice. In this paper we



consider the actions taken by the buyer to fostemroitment on the part of suppliers during
the financial crisis in Greece, but our primaryematst is in the role that POJ plays in
mitigating the impact of the crisis on the sup@igyerformance. For this reason we explore
the role of commitment as a mediator between PQi marformance purely from the
perspective of suppliers. Organisational (firm)fpenance refers to how well a firm achieves
its goals. Past research has measured firm perfm@nasing primarily financial indicators
such as return on investment (ROI), market shardit pnargin on sales (Sanchez and Pérez,
2005). In this research, in addition to financialated indicators (e.g. market share growth,
sales growth, new customers) we consider operdtipedormance (e.g. on-time delivery,
guality control procedures, incomplete orders) Wwhietves a much more complete overview
of the performance implications (Protopappa-Sieka Seifert, 2010).

In brief, the proposed research model assumes ittiat-organisational justice
positively affects both financial and operationakfprmance through commitment y(tdnd
H,). Furthermore, it is hypothesised that inter-peatojustice positively impacts both
financial and operational performance through comant (H and H). Finally, financial
crisis is assumed as moderating all indirect effeaft both inter-organisational and inter-
personal justice on both financial and operatiggeformance through commitmentsfHo
Hsg). The development of the hypotheses is presergémivbin the following way: we first
establish the path between the two constructs o B@. inter-organisational and inter-
personal justice) and commitment, which is usethadasis for all the hypotheses. We then
discuss it as a way of influencing organisatioradfgrmance. Subsequently, we look at the
moderating role of financial crisis in the previgeationships.

Financial
Crisis

Financial
Performance

Inter-Organisational
Justice

Operational

Inter-Personal
Performance

Justice

Figure 1. The research model depicting the proposadiated-moderated relationships.

The relationship between organisational justice emchmitment may be a relatively
new lens in approaching relationships in supply aga@ment research, but it is one that has
received a lot of attention in organisational bebaw studies. The link between the two
concepts has been well established in prior resg&ohen-Charash and Spector, 2001). Loi
et al. (2010) showed that both procedural and idigive justice contributed to the
development of perceived organisational support ciwhimediated their effects on
organisational commitment. Also, Farnedale et &01() showed that employees’
commitment was strongly mediated by related peroegt of organisational justice.
Interestingly, this link between perceived justaoed commitments has been also manifested
in other settings. More recently, the examinatigndmmes et al. (2017) of the link between
perceptions of justice and commitment in a crosskaoacquisition showed also a strong



association between employees' perceptions otgusiiring the merger and commitment to
the new organisation.

In a similar vein there have been efforts in therditure to establish the links between
commitment and performance. In general, there séerbne a consensus amongst researchers
about the perceived gains from successful reldtipss (e.g. Morgan and Hunt, 1994;
Spekman and Davis 2004). These benefits can béedaht an operational level (e.qg.
improved quality or delivery service, reduced costit also at a strategic level (e.g. enhanced
competitiveness, and increased market share) lgadin improvements in financial
performance although there is limited empiricaldevice (Kannan and Choon Tan, 2006). For
example, Griffith et al. (2006), which looked at P@om the buyer’s perspective, indicated
that the perceived procedural and distributivei¢esdf a supplier’s policies enhance the long-
term orientation and relational behaviours of igrtbutor, which, in turn, are associated with
decreased conflict and increased satisfaction, th#iience the distributor’'s financial
performance (e.g. sales growth, profit growth, allgurofitability, liquidity, and cash flow).
The study by Zaeferian et al. (2016) on the othemdh which explored POJ from the
supplier’'s perspective looked only at sales groagla proxy for financial performance. More
specifically, their research of automotive part@igrs in Iran showed that interactional and
distributive fairness have a positive and significaffect on both trust and commitment,
which in turn have a positive effect on sales glowAs a result, the following hypothesis is
proposed:

Hi: Inter-organisational justice positively influesdenancial performance through commitment.

Similar to the link between inter-organisationaktjoe and financial performance
previous literature has only partially establisiibd link with some aspects of operational
performance (e.g. task or relational performande)s a common belief that effective
collaboration requires more than just co-ordinatiah the transactional level of the
relationship, but intent on the part of boundargrsgers in buyer organisations to build strong
relationships in which trust and commitment aretdosd and protected. This positive
behavioural intent is critical to developing andstsining collaborative initiatives, as it
encourages partners to dedicate assets on behatthefs in the chain, thus creating
efficiencies (Spekman and Davis 2004) and affectomgitively the continuity of the
relationship (Kaynak, 2015). For example, resednrgtZapata-Phelan, et al. (2009) showed
that procedural justice predicted task performaaceslationship that was partially mediated
by intrinsic motivation. Also, the analysis of Lat al. (2012) of 216 manufacturer—distributor
dyads in China, found that a higher level of justmutually perceived by two parties is
positively associated with higher levels of couglibehaviours devoted to supply chain
activities by both parties which in turn, contrieuab the relationship performance of the dyad.
As a result, we hypothesise the following:

H,: Inter-organisational justice positively influesagerational performance through commitment.

It is generally believed that when buyers and depplhave positive experiences with
one another, this leads to increased trust in ekionship, which is highly associated with
perceptions of justice (Currall and Inkpen, 200lqoitt and Rodell 2011). Previous
research by Hornibrook et al. (2009), Duffy et(2D13) argued that suppliers who perceive a
relationship to be fair are more likely to alloca¢sources to support the development of that
relationship, which will be reciprocated by the buyin the way they treat them.
Relationship-specific investment promotes a higlelleof interdependency that cultivates
trust and commitment (Gulati and Sytch, 2007). &irtyi, Zaeferian et al. (2016) argued that
in long-lasting effective relationships manufactareneed to carefully understand (and
manage) the fairness perceptions of their supplergroblems in this area could decrease the



quality of the exchange relationship, which hagr@ng positive effect on sales growth. Based
on the above our hypothesis is that:
Hs: Inter-personal justice positively influences fiicaal performance through commitment.

Recent evidence from the automotive sector (Calrogta al. 2019) has shown that
interpersonal justice, reflected in trust, leadsptusitive supplier relational performance
particularly in relation to service offered and fR&D expenditures. However, trust is tightly
connected with commitment. As Morgan and Hunt (1994 22) put it:“...when both
commitment and trust --not just one or the otheare present, they produce outcomes that
promote efficiency, productivity, and effectivefieds the presence of commitment suppliers
and byers adopt more cooperative behaviours, ad alork at preserving relationship
investments. When a supplier is more committed boiyger—supplier relationship, it is more
loyal to such a relationship and is more willingitwest its time, effort, and attention (Wang
et al. 2014). These relationships are a sourcemiptementary resources and in the presence
of managerial commitment further resources can bbkilieed (“Henry” Jin et al. 2013). Such
commitment can provide a degree of constancy imtiast of chaos and influence operating
performance. We therefore hypothesise that:

H,: Inter-personal justice positively influences @tiemal performance through commitment.

Previous research of BSR during crisis (e.g. Trkiwach McCormack, 2009; Blome and
Schoenherr 2011) explored the issue mainly from tis&k management perspective.
Lamming’'s (2000) research on the other hand ingattd the ways in which recession
affected supply chain relationships in Japan, shgwhat Japanese industrial customers put
increased pressure on their suppliers to providenieal solutions and to develop links with
other customers for the first time. In a similainveesearch by Autry and Golicic (2010)
provided empirical insights of the linkage betweelationship strength and performance of
BSR providing evidence from the construction indushat relationship strength influences
performance which was measured as a function & tasnpletion and cost efficiency.
Servais and Jensen (2012) investigated the roleugér-supplier cooperation, conflict and
trust in customer satisfaction by using data ctdléan a period of recession. Their research
showed that the relationship quality (i.e. highetes concept that involves satisfaction, fair
results and the propensity to continue to collat&rbetween buyers and suppliers might act
as a buffer against external forces during a firnerisis, but without considering the
performance implications. Wang et al. (2014) fowwldence that in the case of supplier-
induced disruptions the selective use of appropripistice approaches (procedural,
interactional, or distributive justice) by suppliehelps mitigating damaged trust, which, in
turn, foster relationship continuity intentions.rde, the following hypotheses are proposed:

Hs: There is a moderated role of financial crisis on:

a) The indirect effect of inter-organisational justioe financial performance through

commitment.

b) The indirect effect of inter-organisational justme operational performance through

commitment.

c) The indirect effect of inter-personal justice omaincial performance through

commitment.

d) The indirect effect of inter-personal justice onerggional performance through

commitment.

In conclusion, a limited number of BSR studies hapecifically examined from the
supplier's perspective, the linkages between the twain building blocks (i.e. inter-
organisational and inter-personal justice) of P@d &nancial or operational performance



(hence the development ofi k). What is also novel in our research is the reprdion of
POJ in two distinct constructs that distinguish séhcelements of POJ that reflect the
organisational dimensions of POJ (distributionald aprocedural justice) from those
dimensions that reflect the personal dimension$©f] (informational and inter-personal
justice), the measurement of their distinct retatlups with performance and the moderating
role of financial crisis therein @f

Resear ch methodology

Sampling and Data Collection

Data was collected during the summer/autumn of 2@&6an on-line survey of a
sample of Retailer-Co’s suppliers. Two criteria &varsed for selecting the sample of
suppliers: firstly, they had to be domestic in ortte ensure that they were exposed to the
overall climate of the financial crisis. Secondihey had to be regular, as opposed to
sporadic, suppliers, with whom Retailer-Co wouldénaad both reason and time to establish
a meaningful relationship. An email invitation tarficipate anonymously in the survey was
sent by the buying team at Retailer-Co to 250 ef shippliers across a range of product
categories (e.g. processed fruits and vegetabkasy groducts, bakeries). A total of 119
questionnaires were completed, representing a msspate of 47.2%. Almost all (98%) of
respondents regarded the supermarket as a keynmerst®@ut of the 119 questionnaires
completed two were excluded from the sample dumissing values and so a total of 117
questionnaires were analysed. The average timeotoplete the questionnaire was 20
minutes. There were two rounds of data collectibhe participants received the first
reminder three weeks after sending the surveydimkthe second reminder three weeks later.
Table 1 presents the sectors represented in thplsawth canned food products having the
highest frequency of responding companies, followgdsausages and dairy products and
non-food products.

Table 1 Food sub-sectors repres] in the sample

Sector Frequency Percentage
Canned food products 53 45.3
Sausages and dairy products 23 19.6
Non-food products 23 19.6
Fresh produce 7 5.9
Fresh meat 6 5.1
Other 5 4.5

Table 2 presents the years the company had besperation at the time of data collection.
The great majority of companies represented inréisearch were well-established business
with more than 10 years in operation.

Table 2 Participanmpanies’ years in operation

Sector Frequency Percentage
Less than 5 years 4 3.4

51to 10 years 8 6.8

10 to 20 years 18 154
More than 20 years 87 74.4

In addition, for triangulation purposes, a refleetworkshop was held with a group of
managers from Retailer-Co, in the spring of 20I8pider to discuss the findings of the
survey and explore what, if any initiatives weredertaken that may have affected supplier



relationships, positively or negatively, during tbesis. This is in line with Edmonson and
Mc Manus (2007), who argue that combining quamaatind follow-up qualitative data
helps to understand the quantitative findings.dtalt eleven senior and middle managers
participated in the workshop representing three ¢anctions: procurement, business strategy
and stores/network operations. The use of multiptetional representatives enabled data
source triangulation (Jack and Raturi, 2006; varMvdgk and Wynstra, 2012) and enabled the
researchers to get a more detailed understanditfyedhitiatives that Retailer-Co undertook
to counter the effects of the financial crisis. TWerkshop was held in the premises of
Retailer-Co and lasted for two hours.

In terms of the survey, it is assumed that surve@asurement procedures, choice of
respondents, and survey context affect the commethad variance (Rindfleisch et al.,
2008). Podsakoff et al. (2003) note that commonrhottiases (CMB) can result from the
fact that the predictor and criterion variables abtained from the same source, whereas
others are produced by the measurement items theasthe context of the items within the
measurement instrument, and/or the context in wthiehmeasures are obtained. To reduce
the potential CMB, the measures of dependent addpendent constructs were separated
from one another physically within the questioneaifhis is a procedural remedy that was
recommended by Podsakoff et al (2003) and furtbiefaorced by Hulland et al. (2018). Two
post-hoc procedure were also considered to as9dBs (1) Harman'’s one-factor test which
is emphasised by Babin et al. (2016, p.3136) a® bemwre powerful diagnostically than
previously thought”; (2) construct validity (Conwagnd Lance, 2010). Regarding the
Harman'’s test, the unrotated factor solution wadusr all the items measured in the study
and it generated more than a single factor witlereigalues greater than 1. In addition, the
first factor explained 33% of the variance. Thisule suggests that common method bias is
not a concern in this study (Babin et al., 2018)r @easures also presented a high level of
construct validity (see Table 3 for reliability dence, i.e. Cronbach’s alpha) which has been
proposed as one way to minimize the possible negaifects of common method bias
(Conway and Lance, 2010).

Measures and measurement model testing

The survey included 25 questions both closed (uHaglikert scale) and open ended
including questions about the company. The questima consisted of five parts. The first
one included questions that referred to the prafilthe respondents and of the company. The
next one focussed on information sharing issueg. (e level of perceived trust and
reliance). The third part captured suppliers’ pptio;ms of inter-organisational justice,
reflected in the perceptions of distributive giwdcedural justice and inter-personal justice,
reflected in the perceptions of informational anti-personal justice. The scales used for the
measurement of the dimensions of POJ were baseutedmous research (Colquitt, 2001;
Griffith and Lusch, 2000; Duffy et al. 2013), budagted to reflect the context (i.e. retail) of
this research. As a result, 13 items were useddasore procedural and distributive justice
and 12 items were used to measure informational iatef-personal justice. Regarding
commitment, we adopted the scale by Buxton and (B&i12) comprising 7 items. Section
four comprised 6 items designed to capture thenéxtewhich the economic crisis affected
demand, distribution, ranging and prices. Thedastion contained 4 items for the measurement
of operational performance and 5 items for findnperformance, which reflected the key
performance indicators of Retailer Co. which welentified through interviews conducted with
the director of procurement from Retailer-Co argbdhe logistics director for one of the main
distribution centres.

Table 3 shows the details and the descriptivessizgifor the study variables. Values of
Cronbach’s alpha are exhibited between parenthesgésconfirm high reliability of scale in



all cases. These values also attest the convekggidity of constructs under analysis as
aforementioned.

Table 3. Measures and Descriptive Statistics

Standard
Variable M res Mean Deviation
1. We are giving opportunities to express our views offer input to decisions
) S Y . 2.28 .83
that affect our relationship with retailer
2. We have some influence over the outcome of aesgaken by retailer that
. N 2.50 .94
affect our relationship with them
3. Retailer staff will occasionally alter their @&gons in response to our 261 94

SUggGStiOﬂS or concerns

4. Retailer staff is aware of the market conditiasface when making specific

; 2.30 .83
requests of our business

5. Retailer staff is consistent in their dealingthwis 2.16 .86
6. We have a good understanding of retailer's @sicly procedures and
. 2.01 .84
Inter- procurement policies
Organisational 7. Retailer staff adheres strictly their compapyischasing procedures and 202 85
Justice procurement policies ' '
(a=.90) 8. Retailer staff never use threats to secure rtettens of trade 2.22 .81
9. Retailer staff recognizes that both parties riedzbnefit from our relationship
2.09 74
with them
10. The rewards we receive from our relationshighwnétailer are fair given to
A 2.42 .87
our contribution
11. Any investment required to improve the perfanoeof our operations with 243 86
retailer is fairly distributed between ourselved agtailer '
12. We occasionally allocate resources to supetatler for no direct benefit to 297 90
ourselves '
13. We are satisfied with retailer's time-framegayments 2.20 .98
1. Staff at retailer is polite 1.85 75
2. Staff at retailer treats us with dignity 1.76 .68
3. Staff at retailer treats us with respect 1.82 .76
4. Staff at retailer refrains from making impropemarks or insensitive
: : 1.91 .75
comments when dealing with us
5. Retailer store management is always willingdilatorate with our sales 220 98
representatives ' '
6. Retailer store management treats our salessemaives with dignity 2.09 .99
7. Retailer store management treats our salessemaives with respect 2.01 91
Inte\]ruF;ﬁ(r:seonal 8. Retailer store management does not ignore des sapresentatives 2.19 .90
(e=.93) 9. Staff at retailer clearly explains policies grdcedures that affect our busine2sl7 .79
10. Staff at retailer is willing to discuss thegeas behind their decisions and actior&s37 .85
11. Staff at retailer always presents valid reagonany changes they make to
o ' 2.34 .82
decisions or procedures that affect our business
12. Staff at retailer is open and honest when éxipig the reasons behind their 296 83
decision and actions '
1. Financial crisis has led to reduction of theietgrof products that we used to
. . 2.72 1.07
Financial sell to the retailer.
Crisis 2. Financial crisis has led to continuous fluctolasiin demand and unexpected 51 1.09
(o =.84) amount of requests in distributed products by #tailer ’

3. Financial crisis has led to reduction of ouatsiles 2.61 1.14



4. Financial crisis has led to put the retailer enpressure on us in the
negotiation of prices

5. Financial crisis has led to increased disagraetsrand conflicts with the retailer 2.52 .89

6. Financial crisis has led to increase the ratgilessure to extend our

2.12 .81

contribution in promotional activities 2.05 86
1. We expect our relationship with retailer to ¢oné¢ for a long time 1.62 .61
2. We are yvilling to make investments to help depeind improve our businessl_70 67
with retailer
3. We expect our relationship with retailer to sg#hen overtime 1.69 .66
Commitment 4 oy positive feelings towards retailer are aanagason we want to continue
(0= .88) working with them 1.5% 76
5. We are prepared to go the 'extra mile' for ketai 1.95 .69
6. We are willing to support retailer if they haavg@roblem 1.88 .59
7. We are flexible and prepared to accommodatepewed requests from retailer 2.30 .81
1. Our sales have been improved 2.04 .75
2. Our profits have been improved 2.44 .89
Financial 3. Our market presence has grown (new markets) 2.21.83
Performance 4 oyr customer numbers have been increased (néabarations in existing
(o= .85) markets) 2.35 .84
5. Our labor p_r(_)(_zluctivity (sa_l;éman-hours) have been improved exceeding 2133 75
company's initial expectations
1. During Fhe collaboration with the retailer myngoany has improved its on 197 63
time delivery performance
_ 2. Dur!ng the collaboration with the retailer myngoany has improved its 185 69
Operational  quality controls procedures
Performance 3. During the collaboration with the retailer myngpany has reduced the Ievels1 91 69

(0.=.87) of incomplete orders
4. During the collaboration with the retailer myngoany has managed to
improve its overall performance as a result ofil@t@ommunicating its KPI  1.88 .66
requirements

Table 4 shows the correlation matrix of variableattwere tested in the model (see
Figure 1). The results indicate that there are b lcorrelations among constructs which
attest that there is not a concern for furtherysisl

Table 4. Correlation matrix

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Inter-Organisational Justice 1
2. Inter-Personal Justice 571
3. Financial Crisis 24 07 1
4. Commitment A4x 58 15 1
5. Financial Performance .36%%32*%* [ 34**  36** 1
6. Operational Performance A0*38** 14 52**  54x* ]

Note: **correlation is significaat the 0.01 level (2-tailed)

To test the research hypotheses, a total of fagnessions was performed. The Preacher and
Hayes’ (2008) procedure was used to run the reigressn the SPSS PROCESS macro
outlined by Hayes (2013). A mediated moderated na@s considered in order to test the
contingent nature of the mechanisms by which intganisational and inter-personal justice
influence financial and operational performance.yéds$a (2013, p.327) named this as a



“conditional process analysis” and note that PROEESa very easy way of running these
interactions. Specifically, we considered a coodil indirect effect in our model (see Figure
1) which quantifies how differences in inter-orgaational justice and inter-personal justice
cause differences in both operational and finan@akformance indirectly through
commitment (mediator) depending on the level oéficial crisis (moderator). The levels of
financial crisis were assumed as changes in itsepéites ranging from 1t(very low level)

to 90" (very high level) as recommended by Hayes (20I3)e recommended 5,000
bootstrap samples for bias corrected bootstrapidemée intervals and a level of confidence
of 95 percent were considered to run the model. fidemce intervals were used to
confirm/reject hypotheses. Thus, if a confidenderiral for an estimated coefficient does not
include zero, a significant effect is assumed (l4a2613).

Factor scores of each variable were used to rumessmpn models. Previously,
exploratory factor analyses were run in the SPS® %fatistical package to generate the
scores. One factor score was extracted from allsorea that describe every variable. For
example, the score of commitment was extracted ftben 7 measures that describe
commitment (see Table 3). This procedure was falbwo extract the factor of every
variable. Subsequently, these scores were usedirtothre regression models as above-
mentioned. The use of factor scores to represeardblaes in regression models is in line with
previous research in the field (see Avlonitis arauaris, 1997; 1999).

Results

Tables 5 and 6 show the results of the proposedioathips (see Figure 1), i.e. they
detail the indirect effect of inter-organisatiofaétice and inter-personal justice on financial
and operational performance through commitmenttaadconditional effect of each kind of
organisational justice, i.e. inter-organisationatl anter-personal on both performances with
the moderation of financial crisis.

Table 5. Results for the relationship between iotganisational justice and performance

Indir ect Effects Eifect (3) SE(Boot) BootLLCl 95% BootULCI 95%
IntOrg Justice -> Commitment -> Financial Perf .1105 .0523 .0252 .2316
IntOrg Justice -> Commitment -> Operational Perf1871 .0610 .0934 .3330
Conditional Indirect Effect (moder ated by levels of financial crisis) Effect (B) SE(Boot) BootLLCl 95% BootULCI 95%
Levels of Financial crisis Very High -.0055 .0471 -.1004 .0946
(IntOrgJ ->Commit -> FinPerf) High .0675 .0405 .0121 1746
Moderate .1031 .0492 .0218 .2162
Low 1412 .0634 .0321 .2857
Very Low 1790 .0800 .0426 3611
Levels of Financial crisis Effect (3) SE(Boot) BootLLCI 95% BootULCI 95%
(IntOrgJ ->Commit -> OpPerf) Very High -.0093 .0788 -.1484 .1669
High 1144 .0557 .0348 .2545
Moderate 1746 .0585 .0894 .3157
Low .2392 .0714 .1306 4135
Very Low .3033 .0901 1642 .5225
Dir ect Effects and Interaction Effect (B) SE(Boot) BootLLCl 95% BootULCI 95%
IntOrgJustice -> Financial Perf .2543 .1080 .0402 .4683
Commitment -> Financial Perf .2508 .1004 .0518 4497
IntOrgJustice -> Operational Perf .2090 .0950 .0209 .3972
Commitment -> Operational Perf 4248 .0900 .2465 .6031
IntOrgJustice -> Commitment 4067 .0937 2211 .5923
IntOrg x Financial Crisis .1990 .0921 .0166 .3814

Note: Boot= bootstrap sample size; Cl= confidem¢erval; SE=standard error



The results shown in Table 5 confirm that interamigational justice positively
influences financial performance and operationafgomance through commitment. These
results lead us to accept Bind H. It is important to note that in both cases, fiagncial and
operational performance, the relationship is plytimediated by commitment. This was
verified by calculating the variance accounted(¥AF) to determine the size of the indirect
effect in relation to the total (Hair et al., 2014he outcomes exhibited VAF larger than 20%
and less than 80% which characterised a partialianed (Hair et al., 2014). Overall, the
results indicate that high levels of inter-orgati@a@al justice lead to high commitment and, in
turn, high commitment leads to high performancee d@irect effects confirm this statement,
as all partial paths are positive and significaittis is relevant when considering the strong
direct impact of commitment on operational perfonce (effect= .4248; Cl 95% ranging
from .2465 to .6031). Furthermore, inter-organteadi justice affects commitment strongly
and positively (effect=.4067; Cl 95% ranging fro2211 to .5923). Interestingly also, inter-
organisational justice directly and positively udhces both types of performance, i.e.
financial and operational (effect=.2543 and CI 9%#tging from .0402 to .4683 for financial
performance; effect= .2090 and CI 95% ranging frdd209 to .3972 for operational
performance). Inter-personal justice also affeatsitpvely both financial and operational
performance through commitment as can be seenble Ba The model is partially mediated
as in the case of inter-organisational justice iErsg that VAF outcomes were larger than
20% and less than 80% (Hair et al., 2014).

Table 6. Results for the relationship between iptsonal justice and performance

Indir ect Effects Effect (3) SE(Boot) BootLLCI 95% BootULCI 95%
IntPers Justice -> Commitment -> Financial Perf .1584 .0655 .0382 .2970
IntPers Justice -> Commitment -> Operational  .2615 .0678 .1470 .4160
Conditional Indirect Effect (moder ated by levels of financial crisis) Effect (B) SE(Boot) BootLLCI 95% BootULCI 95%
Levels of Financial crisis Very High .0600 .0555 -.0162 .2180
(IntPersJ ->Commit -> FinPerf) High 1241 .0534 .0355 .2496
Moderate .1553 .0623 .0421 .2889
Low .1888 .0764 .0494 .3508
Very Low .2220 .0929 .0593 4274
Levels of Financial crisis Effect () SE(Boot) BootLLCl 95% BootULCI 95%
(IntPersJ ->Commit -> OpPe ) Very High .0990 .0838 -.0406 .3064
High .2049 .0592 1101 .3473
Moderate .2564 .0628 .1453 .3965
Low 3117 .0773 .1693 4752
Very Low .3665 .0979 .1926 5751
Dir ect Effects and Inter action Effect (B) SE(Boot) BootLLCl 95% BootULCI 95%
IntPers Justice -> Financial Perf 1570 1145 -.0698 .3838
Commitment -> Financial Perf .2710 .1095 .0542 4879
IntPers Justice -> Operational Perf .1188 .0878 -.0551 .2927
Commitment -> Operational Perf 4474 .0952 .2588 .6360
IntPers Justice -> Commitment .5696 .0691 4327 .7065
IntPers x Financial Crisis .2449 .0863 .0739 4158

Note: Boot= bootstrap sample size; Cl= confidem¢erival; SE=standard error

The findings shown in Table 6 reveal that committmisnimportant to improve the
impact of inter-personal justice on both finan@ald operational performance. These results
lead us to accept bothskand H. This is particularly relevant when consideringegiional
performance. The indirect effect of inter-persgnatice on operational performance through
commitment is positive and significant (effect $18; Cl 95% ranging from .1470 to 4160)
which outweigh the non-significant direct effecthefefore, inter-personal justice only



improves performance through commitment. As we saa in the results for the direct
effects, inter-personal justice does not influehotéh financial and operational performance
directly, i.e. the influence is not significant (®6% ranging from -.0698 to .3838 for
financial performance and from -.0551 to .2927dperational performance).

Moderating effect of financial crisis
Overall, the results indicate that there is a coowial indirect effect of both inter-
organisational and inter-personal justice on bwtarfcial and operational performance, which
lead us to accept hypotheses-Hsq. Specifically, financial crisis moderates:
* the indirect effect of inter-organisational justiom financial performance
through commitment, which confirmskl(see Table 5).
« the indirect effect of inter-organisational justioe operational performance
through commitment, which confirmski(see Table 5).
« the indirect effect of inter-personal justice onaincial performance through
commitment, which confirm ¥ (see Table 6).
« the indirect effect of inter-personal justice orergiional performance through
commitment, which confirm k4 (see Table 6).

Two perspectives should be emphasised considetiieget results. Firstly, it is
interesting to note that the moderation occurs with exception of very high levels of
financial crisis which does not moderate the prega®lationships, i.e. is non-significant. In
the case of financial performance, the indirectedffof inter-organisational justice on
performance through commitment is -.0055 and ngnicant (Cl 95% ranging between -
.1004 and .0946) in the presence of very high le¥&hancial crisis (see Table 5). Moreover,
the indirect effect of inter-personal justice onaincial performance through commitment is
.0600 and not significant (Cl 95% ranging betwe@i62 and .2180) when financial crisis is
considered in a very high level (see Table 6). $ame occurs in the case of operational
performance in both OJ dimensions. As Table 5 shdtiwes indirect effect of inter-
organisational justice on operational performargeugh commitment is not moderated by
the very high level of financial crisis (effect £093; Cl 95% ranging from -.1484 to .1669).
Besides, the indirect effect of inter-personal igestin operational performance through
commitment is also not moderated by the very hayell of financial crisis (effect = .0990; CI
95% ranging from -.0406 to -.3064).

Secondly, the indirect effect of both inter-orgatisnal and inter-personal justice on
both financial and operational performance improagginancial crisis levels reduce. This is
more emphasised in the case of operational perfarejavhere the indirect effect of inter-
organisational justice through commitment is .1l significant (Cl 95% ranging from
.0348 to .2545) in the presence of high levelsimdiricial crisis. Otherwise, when there is a
very low level of financial crisis, the indirect fe€t of inter-organisational justice on
operational performance through commitment is .3@35% ranging from .1642 to .5225)
(see Table 5). This means that inter-organisatigustice is more successful to improve
operational performance through commitment in ties@nce of low levels of financial crisis.
The same is true in the indirect relationship betweter-personal justice and operational
performance through commitment. In the presence bigh level of financial crisis, the
indirect effect of inter-personal justice on opimaél performance through commitment is
.2049 and significant (Cl 95% ranging from .1101.3473) (see Table 6). However, when
there is a very low level of financial crisis, tirdirect effect of inter-personal justice on
operational performance through commitment is .3&&& significant (Cl 95% ranging from
1926 to .5751) (see Table 6). Thus, it can benrasduthat inter-personal justice is more



important to improve operational performance thftoegmmitment in the presence of very
low levels of financial crisis.

Discussion

In this section we discuss the main results fromgtirvey using also our insights from the
reflective workshop. This was designed to shedhtiurtight on the behaviour of Retailer Co.
and to elicit feedback from Retailer-Co on the lssof the survey. More specifically, it
aimed at exploring what, if, any specific policies practices Retailer-Co had been
implemented to mitigate the impact of the financiagis on their supply base, and to identify
any other events that might had affected supplpEeptions of their relationship with
Retailer-Co at the time of the survey. The senianagers invited to the workshop had been
sent a summary of the survey findings in advanabd®ineeting, but a short presentation was
made to stimulate discussion.

POJ, commitment and performance

Overall, our results offer support for our mainwargent that organisational justice influences
firm performance through commitment and that thariicial crisis moderates the relationship.
More specifically, we found strong evidence thathbiater-organisational and inter-personal
justice positively influence through commitment mast financial performance, as already
supported in the literature (e.g. Zapata-Phelam).e2009; Liu et al. 2012; Henry” Jin et al.
2013; Zaeferian et al. 2016) but also operatioddlis particular link between inter-
organisational justice and operational performamag only partially been established in the
past (e.g. Zapata-Phelan, et al. 2009). One majpfigation of this finding is that in the
presence of organisational justice and commitmieatter-term benefits related to operations
(e.g. on-time delivery performance, quality corgrpfocedures, reduced levels of incomplete
orders) can be also realised in addition to theenhmmger-term financial gains.

In the case of Retailer-Co, which is no differemtainy large multiple retailer with a
large and diverse supply base, it is importantdcognise that certain suppliers warrant
stronger relationships than others. However, theeldpment of collaborative relationships
requires firm foundations based on trust, mutugpeet and commitment from both parties,
which appeared to be part of the strategy and reuttfithe business. There was also a strong
link, made repeatedly, between building customgally for long term growth and working
with suppliers to improve operations and remove éasn processes, but also to develop
innovative promotions and new products exclusiveRetailer-Co, rather than competing
purely on price. Retailer-Co has a loyalty prograamand works hard with suppliers to
develop targeted promotions that reward loyal skoppwith meaningful incentives.
According to one of senior purchasing managers:

“We work hard with our suppliers to develop innavat promotions targeting specific
shopper segments. We prefer to do this than conppesty on price with the discounters”.

The role of the financial crisis

Although prior research by Lamming (2000) and nreently by Ellram and Krause (2014),
has pointed out that in times of crisis surprisimgnerabilities in BSR may be revealed there
is still little empirical evidence particularly nelation to the role of POJ. Overall, the findings
reveal that depending on the level of financiakisti OJ dimensions affect more or less
performance indirectly through commitment. The iadi effect of both inter-organisational
and inter-personal justice on performance impraagdinancial crisis levels reduce. From
high to very low levels, financial crisis positiyetnoderates the proposed relationships, but
the same is not true in the case of very high gwéfinancial crisis. Our analysis shows that



the conditional indirect effect of OJ on performarnmproves as the level of the financial
crisis reduces (see Tables 5 and 6). Interestittgdpgh, when suppliers perceive that the
restrictions imposed by financial crisis are verghh this neither results in disturbances in
their relationships with retailer regarding OJ aodhmitment nor in deterioration of financial
and operational performance. This is more emphaisthe case of operational performance.
This means that inter-organisational justice is ensuccessful to improve operational
performance through commitment in the presencewflévels of financial crisis. The same
is true in the indirect relationship between inpersonal justice and operational performance
through commitment. Despite the apparent paradexwbrkshop discussion revealed that
this was due to the overall strategy that the pasutiy team of Retailer-Co had adopted. This
was clearly evident and particularly highlightedthg reference to the demise of one of the
closest rivals to Retailer-Co, a large multi-nasibrsupermarket with a reputation for
discounting and aggressive buyer behaviour. Thelee went bankrupt at the height of the
financial crisis leaving many of Retailer-Co’s slipgs vulnerable, a position that Retailer-Co
could have exploited but chose not to. As one mendfethe business strategy team
explained:

“We worked very hard during the crisis to retainstomers by making them feel we were
paying careful attention to their needs... we coutd have done this without the support of
key suppliers, who could see the benefit in inngsin us rather than some of our
competitors”.

Our results also show that the financial crisis,sappliers experienced it, moderated the
relationship between the two different types of R@d performance. So what could buyers
do during financial crises to enhance suppliersigitment? As one of the buying team put it:
“We have always tried to be fair with our suppliensd find ways to work more closely with
some of them”

Clearly, not all suppliers are equal in terms @ftistrategic contribution and members of the
buying team took pains to emphasise the rationatewlorking more closely with some
suppliers than others. However, they were equagnko point out that this did not mean that
less important suppliers were treated unfairly, thatt relationships with smaller suppliers
were, inevitably, more transactional in nature n8igantly, one buyer stressed that regardless
of who he was buying from:

“l always give concrete arguments for spending ntoree working with certain suppliers but

| also make sure that all my suppliers understahdivwhe strategy is and where they fit and |
am always open to suggestions. Not all suppliers io@est in promotions or new product
development, but that does not mean | don’t camuathem, | just don’t spend so much time
with them”.

These quotes are indicative of a retail busine#ls aviclear strategy based on innovation and
growth that is conducive to the development ofalmdrative relationships and less likely to
result in undue or unfair pressure being placeduppliers during times of stress. The demise
of their closest competitor, who they perceivedbéofollowing a very different strategy is
testimony to the critical role that strategic oteion and business culture plays in shaping
buyer behaviour and procurement practices. They alemplify the value of qualitative
feedback on survey results, providing confirmatewdence of actual buyer behaviour, the



underlying factors driving that behaviour (stratemd culture) and additional environmental
factors (competitive behaviour) ignored or not cagd by a questionnaire designed to test
very specific hypotheses.

Conclusions

Summary of results

Our results from the survey support the findingsfiprevious research regarding the benefits
of strong inter-organisational relationships forsimess performance (Liu et al 2016, Jap,
2001; Yilmaz et al. 2004; Zaeferian et al. 20160t Biterestingly, our results also suggest
that (even) in times of crisis suppliers who pereeghemselves to be fairly treated by their
customers will devote additional resources to ‘ge extra mile’ for the benefit of both
partners in the trading relationship. The commitmiiat comes from being fairly treated
pays dividends in ‘normal’ trading environments tagilitating the sharing of risk, joint
decision-taking and the collaborative allocatiorr@gources. However, as previous research
has suggested, it is in times of crisis that thezemship behaviours of committed suppliers
are most appreciated and duly rewarded, througlproemal risk sharing and corrective
actions designed to ease the pain. This is reflaat®ur research with the positively indirect
influence of POJ (via commitment) on both financéald operational performance. The
workshop revealed also that the development ofaboliative relationships with suppliers
goes beyond the remits of the purchasing departmdmth is in line with Bendixen and
Abratt (2007) about the importance of having a rclearporate strategy, commitment and
culture in addition to the existence and implemigoreof fair purchasing practices.

Theoretical contributions

The theory of organisational justice is an attrectiens through which inter-organisational
relationships can be explored. Previous research (&sch 2000; Brown and Cobb, 2006;
Luo et al. 2015; Huo et al. 2016) focused on fedierensions of POJ. In this research we
considered both the two fundamental aspects of Riganisational (distributive and
procedural) and the personal (informational an@ripersonal elements of relationships).
Particularly regarding inter-personal justice, veairfd that its unique way to contribute to
improve both types of performance is through commaiit. Hence, commitment is the
condition to improve performance in the presencetafr-personal justice. The separation of
the organisational and personal elements is p#atigwaluable in the context of supermarket
supply chains and fast- moving consumer goods, evhansactions are many and margins
are tight and individuals (buyers and account marsgare under significant pressure to
deliver results over short time horizons (FearnaleR005; Jiang, 2009). This pressure can
only intensify in times of economic uncertainty dmdhncial austerity. Yet, the results of this
study suggest that, with the right strategy, s@pplcan withstand these pressures, provided
they are treated fairly by their (more powerfuldding partners. This is in line with the
findings by Zaeferian et al. (2016) and Carnovalal.e2019) from the automotive sector and
particularly the part suppliers.

Managerial implications

This research has several implications for managérgrocery retailers (buyers) and

suppliers. First, for buyers it is important to liea that fair treatment of suppliers does pay
off. Even when there are difficult conversationshwsuppliers that need to take place it is in
the interest of buyers to be perceived as fair $@orand Kumar 2005). Practically, this often
could even mean simple things such as to communataarly what the “rules of the game”

are, to explain how decisions are taken and/orhres more information about an event.
Much of the responsibility lies with the purchasitepm who not only need to provide



concrete arguments, but also to avoid building gleinpoint of failure” relationships with
suppliers. In other words buyers need to exeraseretion and be flexible in their dealings
with suppliers and be ready to accept “in-kind” tridrution during the negotiations. For
example, securing suppliers’ commitment for prodietelopment or innovative promotional
activities might be, in the medium to long-term arenrewarding option than focusing on
simple price discounts which may put at risk thefipability of suppliers. Managers of
suppliers should also make sure that they requmety around terms and conditions.
Secondly, as organisational justice stimulates ctimemt, managers of both sides should
devote resources to cultivate the four types o&nigptional justice. At the very practical and
operational level both suppliers and buyers maytwanconsider implementing specific
standards (e.g. ISO 44001) in order to specifyréggiirements for the effective identification,
development and management of collaborative busireationships.

Limitations and future research

Not withstanding the novel context of this studyl dhe significance of the results reported
here, the study is not without its limitations. gtiof all, the research was restricted to one
retailer and their relationship with its main supm, which limits to some extent our ability
to make broader generalisations to other contéxisddition, the sample size in this research
was relatively small which limited our ability toodurther analysis. Further research may
include data collection from other suppliers to d&let-Co. Similarly, our focus to one
country raises also questions regarding the cultonglications of perceived fairness. It
would be interesting to run the same survey innailar, acute crisis, setting in order to
explore the role of culture in perceived fairness.

References

Anderson, E., Jap, S.D., 2005. The dark side dfeclelationships. MIT Sloan Management
Review, 46(3), 75.

Autry C., Golicic S., 2010. Evaluating buyer — sligprelationship — performance spirals: A
longitudinal study. Journal of Operations Manageim2® (1), 87-100.

Avlonitis, G.J., Gounaris, S.P., 1997. Marketingentation and company performance:
industrial vs. consumer goods companies. Indudttedketing Management, 26 (5), 385-
402.

Avlonitis, G.J., Gounaris, S.P., 1999. Marketingentation and its determinants: an empirical
analysis. European Journal of Marketing, 33 (11/1@2p3-1037.

Babin, B.J., Griffin, M., Hair Jr., J.F., 2016. leeres and sacred cows in scholarly marketing
publications. Journal of Business Research, 63@33-3138

Bendixen, M., Abratt, R., 2007. Corporate identigghics and reputation in supplier—buyer
relationships. Journal of Business Ethics, 76(2)88.

Bloom, P.N., Perry, V.G., 2001. Retailer power sn@plier welfare: The case of Wal-Mart.
Journal of Retailing, 77(3), 379-396.

Buxton, A., Tait, J. 2012. Measuring Fairness inp@y Chain Trading Relationships:
Methodology Guide, Available at: https://pubs.ima/G03429/ (last accessed 30 May
2019).

Brown, J. R., Cobb, A. T., 2006. The roles playgdrber-organizational contracts and justice
in marketing channel relationships. Journal of Bass Research, 59 (2), 166-175.

Cao, M., Zhang, Q., 2011. Supply chain collaboratimpact on collaborative advantage and
firm performance. Journal of operations managen3{g), 163-180.

Carnovale, S., Henke Jr, J.W., DuHadway, S. andiyden S., 2019. Unintended
Consequences: How Suppliers Compensate for PriceceéSsions and the Role of




Organizational Justice in BuyeBupplier Relations. Journal of Business Logistics,
Available at: https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doo's/10.1111/jbl.12205.

Cohen-Charash, Y., Spector, P.E., 2001. The rojestite in organizations: A meta-analysis.
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Proce$#(2), 278-321.

Colquitt, J.A., Rodell, J.B. 2011. Justice, Trastd Trustworthiness: A Longitudinal Analysis
Integrating Three Theoretical Perspectives. Acadehiytanagement Journal 54(6), 1183
1206.

Colquitt, J. A. 2001. On the dimensionality of angaational justice: A construct Validation
of a measure. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86385—400.

Conway, J. M., C. E. Lance, 2010. What reviewersukh expect from authors regarding
common method bias in organizational research.nduf Business and Psychology
25(3), 325-334.

Corsten, D., Kumar, N., 2005. Do suppliers berfedin collaborative relationships with large
retailers? An empirical investigation of efficiecdnsumer response adoption. Journal of
Marketing, 69(3), 80-94.

Currall, S.C., Inkpen, A.C. 2002. A Multilevel Apgach to Trust in Joint Ventures. Journal
of International Business Studies 33, 479-495.

Duffy, R., Fearne, A., Hornibrook, S., Hutchinséq, Reid, A., 2013. Engaging suppliers in
CRM: the role of justice in buyer—supplier relasbips. International Journal of
Information Management, 33, 20-27.

Edmondson, A. C., McManus, S. E. 2007. Methodoklgiit in management field research.
Academy of Management Review, 32, 1246-1264

Euromonitor, 2018. Retailing in Greece, Countryomrgp

Eurostat, 2017. National accounts and GDP, Avalabl at:
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-
explained/index.php/National_accounts_and GDP#Hwmideconsumption (last accessed
11 Jan. 2018).

Farndale, E., Hope-Hailey, V., Kelliher, C., 201High commitment performance
management: the roles of justice and trust. PesdReview, 40(1), 5-23.

Flatters, P., Willmott, M. 2009. Understanding tpest-recession consumer, Harvard.
Business Review, 7(7/8), 106-112.

Fearne, A., Duffy, R., Hornibrook, S., 2005. Justin UK supermarket buyer-supplier
relationships: an empirical analysis. Internatiodllurnal of Retail & Distribution
Management, 33(8), 570-582.

GCA, 2018. Groceries Code Adjudicator Annual Remortl Accounts, 1 April 2017 — 31
March 2018, Available at:
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/upddaitiachment data/file/718541/GC
A_Annual_Report_and_Accounts_2017-18 web_accessibision.pdf

Giunipero, L. C., Aly Eltantawy, R. 2004. Securitige upstream supply chain: a risk
management approach. International Journal of PBalysDistribution & Logistics
Management, 34(9), 698-713.

Gomes, E., Mellahi, K., Sahadev, S., Harvey, A. 220Perceptions of justice and
organisational commitment in international mergemsd acquisitions. International
Marketing Review, 34(5), 582-605.

Greenberg, J. 1987. A taxonomy of organizationstige theories. Academy of Management
Review, 12, 9-22.

Greenberg, J. 1993. The social side of fairneggrpersonal and informational classes of
organizational justice. In R. Cropanzano (Ed.),tidasin the workplace: Approaching
fairness in human resource management HillsdaleENaum. pp. 79-103.




Griffin, A. 1997. Pdma research on new product tgyeent practices: updating trends and
benchmarking best practices. Journal of Producovation Management, 14 (6), 429—
458.

Griffith, D.A., Harvey, M.G., Lusch, R.F. 2006. Salkc exchange in supply chain
relationships: the resulting benefits of procedusald distributive justice. Journal of
Operations Management, 24 (1), 85-98.

Gulati, R., Sytch, M. 2007. Dependence asymmetryd goint dependence in
interorganizational relationships: Effects of emimdhess on a manufacturer's
performance in procurement relationships. Admiaiste Science Quarterly, 52(1), 32-69.

Hair Jr., J. F., Hult, G. T. M., Ringle, C. M., Stadt, M. 2014. A primer on partial least
squares structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM).shfagton D.C.: Sage.

Hemmert, M., Kim, D., Kim, J., Cho, B., 2016. Buind the supplier's trust. Role of
institutional forces and buyer firm practices. megional Journal of Production
Economics, 180, 25-37.

Hingley, M., Angell, R., Lindgreen, A., 2015. Theurtent situation and future
conceptualization of power in industrial marketsdustrial Marketing Management, 48,
226-230.

Hornibrook S., Fearne, A. Lazzarin, M. 2009. Expligrthe Association between Fairness
and Organizational Outcomes in Supply Chain Ratatips. International Journal of
Retail and Distribution Management, 37 (6), 790-803

Hsu, C. C., Kannan, V. R., Tan, K. C., Keong LeoBg,2008. Information sharing, buyer-
supplier relationships, and firm performance: atnrelgion analysis. International Journal
of Physical Distribution and Logistics Managem&&(4), 296-310.

Hulland, J., Baumgartner, H., Smith, K.M., 2018.rk&ing survey research best practices:
evidence and recommendations from a review of JAMBles. Journal of the Academy
of Marketing Science, 46(1), 92-108.

Huo, B., Wang, Z., Tian, Y., 2016. The impact aftjoe on collaborative and opportunistic
behaviors in supply chain relationships. InternaioJournal of Production Economics,
177, 12-23.

Jack, E.P., Raturi, A.S., 2006. Lessons learnedn frmethodological triangulation in
management research. Management Research New}, 2886357

Jap, S.D., 2001. Perspectives on joint competdotheantages in buyer—supplier relationships.
International Journal of Research in Marketing,113), 19-35.

Jiang, B., 2009. Implementing supplier codes ofdcan in global supply chains: Process
explanations from theoretic and empirical perspesti Journal of Business Ethics, 85(1),
77-92.

“Henry” Jin, Y., Fawcett, A. M., Fawcett, S. E. Z)JAwareness is not enough: Commitment
and performance implications of supply chain indsign. International Journal of Physical
Distribution and Logistics Management, 43(3), 2(®-2

Jokela, P., Séderman, A., 2017. Re-examining tile bietween fairness and commitment in
buyer-supplier relationships. Journal of Purchasing Supply Management, 23(4), 268-
279.

Kang, M.P., Mahoney, J.T., Tan, D., 2009. Why firmake unilateral investments specific to
other firms: The case of OEM suppliers. Strateganiement Journal, 30 (2), 117-135.
Kannan, V.R., Choon Tan, K., 2006. Buyer-suppl&ationships: The impact of supplier
selection and buyer-supplier engagement on rektipn and firm performance.

International Journal of Physical Distribution dmapistics Management, 36(10), 755-775.

Kaynak, R., Sert, T., Sert, G., Akyuz, B., 2015.pf8ly chain unethical behaviors and
continuity of relationship: Using the PLS approdghtesting moderation effects of inter-
organizational justice. International Journal abdRrction Economics, 162, 83-91.



Kumar N., Scheer, L.K., Steenkamp, J.B.E.M., 198be effects of supplier fairness on
vulnerable resellers. Journal of Marketing Resed22h(2), 54—65.

Lamming, R. 2000. Japanese supply chain relatipssini recession. Long Range Planning,
33(6), 757-778.

LePine, J. A., Erez, A., Johnson, D. E. 2002. Tatire and dimensionality of organizational
citizenship behavior: a critical review and metalgsis. Journal of Applied Psychology,
87(1), 52.

Lin, S. L., Hsieh, A. T. 2010. International stiggeimplementation: Roles of subsidiaries,
operational capabilities, and procedural justioeirdal of Business Research, 63(1), 52-59.

Liu, Y., Huang, Y., Y., Zhao, Y. 2012. How doestjase matter in achieving buyer—supplier
relationship performance? Journal of Operationsadament, 30(5), 355-367.

Loi, R., Hang!Yue, N., Foley, S., 2006. Linking employees' justiperceptions to
organizational commitment and intention to leavéie Tmediating role of perceived
organizational support. Journal of Occupational @rdanizational Psychology, 79(1),
101-120.

Lowry, P. B., Gaskin, J. 2014. Partial least sqei@RL.S) structural equation modeling (SEM)
for building and testing behavioral causal thedihen to choose it and how to use it.
IEEE Transactions on Professional Communicatio(R)p7123-146.

Luo, Y., Liu, Y., Yang, Q., Maksimov, V., Hou, J2015. Improving performance and
reducing cost in buyer—supplier relationships: Thae of justice in curtailing
opportunism. Journal of Business Research, 68(3),63.5.

Lusch, R. P. 2000. An examination of the influerafeprocedural justice on long term
orientation in wholesaler—supplier relationshigairdial of Marketing Channels, 7(3), 1-15.
Malaguefio, R., Golgeci, I., Fearne, A. 2019. Custiocategorization, relational justice and
SME performance in supermarket supply chains, Supgphain Management: An

International Journal, Available at: https://dogir0.1108/SCM-06-2018-0237.

Morgan, R.M., Hunt, S.D. 1994. The Commitment-Trliseory of Relationship Marketing.
Journal of Marketing 58(3), 19-38.

Mylonas, P., Tzakou-Lambropoulou, N. 2016. Survereek SMEs Retail Trade, National
Bank of Greece, Economic Analysis Department Adda at:
https://www.nbg.gr/english/the-group/press-office/e
spot/reports/Documents/SMEs%20Survey Retail%20Teu20%28September%2020
16%29.pdf (last accessed 11 Jan. 2018).

Nix, N.W., Lusch, R.F., Zacharia, Z.G., Bridges, ®007. The hand that feeds you: What
makes some collaborations with suppliers succeedervio many fail. The Wall Street
Journal, p.8.

Ogawa, K., Tanaka, T. 2013. The global financiakisrand small-and medium-sized
enterprises in Japan: how did they cope with tiesér Small Business Economics, 41(2),
401-417.

Petersen, K. J., Handfield, R. B., Ragatz, G. L0R2(Bupplier integration into new product
development: coordinating product, process and lgumhmain design. Journal of
Operations Management, 23(3-4), 371-388.

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J. Y., $&goff, N. P. 2003. Common method
biases in behavioral research: A critical review tbé literature and recommended
remedies.Journal of Applied Psychology, 88, 879-903.

Preacher, K. J., Hayes, A. F. 2008. Asymptotic eeghmpling strategies for assessing and
comparing indirect effects in multiple mediator rets] Behavior Research Methods,
40(3), 879-891.




Protopappa-Sieke, M., Seifert, R. W. 2010. Intatief operational and financial
performance measurements in inventory control. geso Journal of Operational
Research, 204(3), 439-448.

Ralston, P. M. Glenn Richey, R., Grawe, S. J. 200 past and future of supply chain
collaboration: a literature synthesis and call fesearch, The International Journal of
Logistics Management, 28(2), 508-530.

Rindfleisch, A., Malter, A. J., Ganesan, S., Moonn&. 2008. Cross-sectional versus
longitudinal survey research: Concepts, findingsd guidelines. Journal of Marketing
Research, 45(3), 261— 279.

Rungtusanatham, M., Miller, J.W., Boyer, K.K. 201%heorizing, testing, and concluding
for mediation in SCM research: Tutorial and progatlwuecommendations”, Journal of
Operations Management, 32(3), 99-113.

Sanchez, A. M., Pérez, M. P. 2005. Supply chaixibléty and firm performance: a
conceptual model and empirical study in the autoreandustry. International Journal of
Operations and Production Management, 25 (7), 680—7

Servais, P., Jan Mgller Jensen 2012. Buyer-supgiationships in a period of recession: the
role of satisfaction in repeat patronage and thegpgmsity to initiate price negotiation.
Innovative Marketing, 8(4) (open access).

Soundararajan, V., Brammer, S. 2018. Developinghttgusub-supplier responses to social
sustainability requirements of intermediaries: Bxplg the influence of framing on
fairness perceptions and reciprocity. Journal océi@pons Management. 58-59, 42-58

Spekman, R. E., Carraway, R. 2006. Making the itiansto collaborative buyer—seller
relationships: An emerging framework. Industrialrikiting Management, 35(1), 10-19.

Spekman, R. E., Davis, E. W. 2004. Risky businegpanding the discussion on risk and the
extended enterprise. International Journal of RiaysiDistribution & Logistics
Management, 34(5), 414-433.

Suh, S. 2005. Fairness and relationship qualitggyeed by local suppliers: In search of
critical success factors for international retaiJeéournal of Global Marketing, 18(1-2), 5-19.

Truxillo, D.M., Bauer, T.N. and Sanchez, R.J., 200ultiple dimensions of procedural
justice: Longitudinal effects on selection systeaurrfess and testaking selfefficacy.
International Journal of Selection and Assessntéd), 336-349.

van der Valk, W., Wynstra, F., 2012. Buyer—suppliteraction in business-to-business
services: A typology test using case researchnadbuof Purchasing and Supply
Management, 18 (3), pp.137-147.

Yilmaz, C., Sezen, B., Kabadayi, E. T. 2004. Swrdiairness as a mediating factor in the
supplier  performance—reseller  satisfaction relagm Journal of  Business
Research, 57(8), 854-863.

Wang, Q., Craighead, C.W., Li, J.J., 2014. Jusewed: Mitigating damaged trust stemming
from supply chain disruptions. Journal of Operatitdanagement, 32(6), 374-386.

Zaefarian, G., Najafi-Tavani, Z., Henneberg, SNaudé, P. 2016. Do supplier perceptions of
buyer fairness lead to supplier sales growth? lmdidMarketing Management, 53, 160-
171.

Zaheer, A., McEvily, B., Perrone, V., 1998. Doesstr matter? Exploring the effects of
interorganizational and interpersonal trust on grembnce. Organization science, 9(2),
141-159.

Zapata-Phelan, C. P., Colquitt, J. A., Scott, B, lAvingston, B. 2009. Procedural justice,
interactional justice, and task performance: Thealiatang role of intrinsic motivation.
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision ProcesHe8(1), 93-105.



Table 5. Summary of Results: Inter-Organisational Justice and Performance

Indirect Effects Effect p) SE (Boot) BogtSIB/Ic: “ BogtSLg/lo_ “
IntOrg Justice -> Commitment -> Financial Perf 1105 0523 0252 2316
IntOrg Justice -> Commitment -> Operational Perf 1871 .0610 .0934 3330

Conditional Indirect Effect (moderated by levels of financial crisis) Effect (B) ~ SE (Boot) BogtSIB/I;CI BogtSLé/I;CI
Levels of Financia crisis Very ngh -.0055 .0471 -.1004 .0946
(IntOrgJ ->Commit -> FinPerf) High .0675 .0405 .0121 1746
Moderate 1031 .0492 .0218 .2162
Low 1412 .0634 .0321 .2857
Very Low 1790 .0800 .0426 3611

Levels of Financial crisis Effect ()) SE (Boot) g~ BOILLC
(IntOrgJ ->Commit -> OpPerf) Very High -.0093 .0788 -.1484 .1669
High 1144 .0557 .0348 .2545
Moderate 1746 .0585 .0894 3157
Low .2392 .0714 .1306 4135
Very Low .3033 .0901 .1642 5225

Direct Effectsand Interaction Effect ()  SE (Booy) BogtSIB/I; “ BogtSLg/lo_ “
IntOrgJustice -> Financial Perf 2543 .1080 .0402 4683
Commitment -> Financial Perf .2508 .1004 .0518 4497
IntOrgJustice -> Operational Perf .2090 .0950 .0209 3972
Commitment -> Opera[ionaj Perf 4248 .0900 .2465 .6031
IntOrgJustice -> Commitment 4067 .0937 2211 5923
.1990 .0921 .0166 .3814

IntOrg x Financia Crisis

Note: Boot= bootstrap sample size; Cl= confidence interval; SE=standard error



Table 6. Summary of Results: Inter-Personal Justice and Performance

Indirect Effects Effect (B) SE (Boot) Bogg%/tC| BogtSLg/lo_ “
IntPers Justice -> Commitment -> Financial Perf 1584 .0655 0382 .2970
IntPers Justice -> Commitment -> Operational Perf ~ .2615 .0678 1470 4160

Conditional Indirect Effect (moderated by levels of financial crisis) Effect (B) SE (Boot) Bogg%/tC| BogtSLé/I;CI
Levels of Financia crisis Very High .0600 .0555 -.0162 .2180
(IntPers] ->Commit -> FinPerf) High 1241 .0534 .0355 .2496
Moderate .1553 .0623 .0421 .2889
Low .1888 .0764 .0494 .3508
Very Low .2220 .0929 .0593 A274

Levels of Financial crisis Effect (B) SE (Boot) “Cg-C! BOOULC
(IntPersJ ->Commit -> OpPerf) Very High 0990 0838  -.0406 3064
High .2049 .0592 1101 3473
Moderate .2564 .0628 .1453 .3965
Low 3117 .0773 .1693 4752
Very Low .3665 .0979 1926 5751

Direct Effectsand Interaction Effect (B)  SE (Boot) Bogg%/tC| BogtSLg/lo_ “
IntPers Justice -> Financial Perf 1570 1145 -.0698 .3838
Commitment -> Financia Perf .2710 .1095 .0542 4879
IntPers Justice -> Operational Perf 1188 .0878 -.0551 2927
Commitment -> Operationa| Perf 4474 .0952 .2588 .6360
IntPers Justice -> Commitment 5696 0691 4327 7065
IntPers x Financial Crisis .2449 .0863 .0739 4158

Note: Boot= bootstrap sample size; Cl= confidence interval; SE=standard error



Highlights

e Intimes of crisis suppliers who perceive themselves to be fairly treated by their customers
will devote additional resources to the relationship

e The commitment that comes from being fairly treated pays dividends in ‘normal’ trading
environments by facilitating the sharing of risk, joint decision-taking and the collaborative
allocation of resources.

e In strong buyer-supplier relationships the underlying processes of collaborative working are
more important than the contractual distribution of benefits.



