Isidora Milosevié* JEL: M3, D83

Ana Trajkovi(':2 DOI: 10.5937/industrija46-16942
Tamara Raji¢® UDC: 658.788.5:659.127.3
Predrag Pordevi¢’ 658.818

Original Scientific Paper

The determinants of cooperation in buyer-
supplier relationships: evidence from
certified companies”

Article history:

Received: 16 January 2018

Sent for revision: 1 February 2018
Received in revised form: 16 March 2018
Accepted: 18 March 2018

Available online: 20 March 2018

Abstract: The aim of this study is to propose and empirically examine an
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proposed and empirically examined from the perspective of certified buyers.
The application of structural equation modelling on a sample of 186 certified
companies operating on Serbian market indicated the antecedent role of
communication to trust and the direct influence of trust and commitment on
the development of cooperation. Implications of this research are discussed
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Determinante saradnje u odnosima kupac-isporugilac:
rezultati na uzorku sertifikovanih kompanija

Apstrakt: Cilj ovog istraZivanja je da predlozi i empirijski ispita integrisani
model razvoja saradnje u odnosima izmedu kompanija i njihovih isporucilaca.
Na osnovu prethodnih istraZivanja predloZen je konceptualni model kojim su
obuhvaceni odnosi izmedu koncepata komunikacija, poverenje, satisfakcija
odnosom i posvecenost razvoju odnosa i njihov uticaj na razvoj saradnje u
odnosima kupac-isporucilac. Model je empirijski ispitan iz perspektive
sertifikovanih kompanija u ulozi kupaca. Primenom modelovanja pomocu
strukturnih jednacina na uzorku od 186 sertifikovanih kompanija koje posluju
na trzistu Srbije utvrdeno je da komunikacija predstavija direktnu
determinantu poverenja i da poverenje i posvecenost odnosu utiCu na
unapredenje saradnje u odnosima kupac-isporucilac. U radu su razmotrene
implikacije koje proizilaze iz ovog istraZivanja i istaknuta su ogranienja i
smernice za buduca istraZivanja.

Kljuéne reci: komunikacija, poverenje, satisfakcija odnosom, posvecéenost
odnosu, saradnja u odnosima kupac- isporucilac

1. Introduction

Rapidly changing business environments have forced companies to seek for
new creative means of responding to competitive challenges. Realizing that
competitive pressures increasingly stem from networks of companies,
companies become aware of the necessity of establishing effective
cooperation within networks in order to compete successfully. In these
circumstances companies’ attention is diverted from the establishment of one-
time transactions with customers and suppliers towards establishing,
maintaining and nurturing long-term relationships. Previous research indicates
that collaborative relationships offer greater benefits. i.e. higher level of
satisfaction and performance, in comparison with transactional relationships
(Whipple et al.,, 2010). Trust and commitment are recognized as key
prerequisites of successful relationship marketing (Morgan & Hunt, 1994;
Aurier & N’'Goala, 2010; Huang & Wilkinson, 2013). Trust and commitment
motivate companies to invest in relationships with exchange partners and
resist short-term incentives in order to reap the benefits of long-term
cooperation. Aurier and N'Goala (2010) put forward that trust enhances
customer’s level of service usage and cross-buying behaviour of the
relationship, whereas relationship commitment positively affects relationship
duration and diminishes customer’s inclinations to establish multiple
relationships with various suppliers. When difficulties arise and B2B
relationships face dissolution, close relationship among the B2B stakeholders,
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characterized by mutual trust and relationship commitment, promote the
willingness of exchange partners to repair the dysfunctional relationship and
continue cooperation (Fleming et al., 2016). Both of these constructs are
relevant in conditions which imply uncertainty and vulnerability of an
exchange partner, lack of adequate knowledge of a company of the services
provided by the other party, lack of influence of a company over the exchange
partner and in instances when the consequences of exchange partner’s
actions can significantly affect the outcomes of the other party (Moorman et
al.,, 1993). Exchange of information among partners, which is relevant,
accurate and timely, enhances channel outcomes and contributes to trust in
the relationship and relationship commitment, which further strengthen
partners’ cooperation (Morgan & Hunt, 1994; Mohr et al., 1996). Literature
defines cooperation as joint efforts of companies in an interdependent
relationship which are expected to bring about outcomes which surpass
results that a company would achieve if it acted solely (Anderson & Narus,
1990). In addition to trust and commitment, previous empirical research in the
context of buyer-seller relationships has highlighted the relevance of
relationship satisfaction for buyer's diffidence to search for alternative
suppliers and inclination to invest maximum effort to maintain valued
relationship (Barry et al., 2008).

Trust, satisfaction and relationship commitment have been the subject of
much research attention (Palmatier et al., 2006; Whipple et al., 2010; Dowell
et al., 2015; Akrout & Diallo, 2017). These constructs are regarded as key
dimensions of relationship quality (Barry et al., 2008; Rafig et al., 2013) and
relationship performance (Lages et al., 2008) and necessary prerequisites of
long-term cooperation in B2B relationships. However, the antecedents of
cooperation in buyer-supplier relationships among companies operating on
Serbian market have mainly stayed an under-researched topic. As to the best
of our knowledge, no previous study has examined the development and
consequences of trust, relationship satisfaction and commitment from the
perspective of certified companies operating in Serbia.

Standardization is a key part of the microeconomic infrastructure with the
benefits arising from the reduction of costs and the growth of quality (Swann,
2000). Standardization process quickly became a global phenomenon in
many industries, especially today in the context of e-markets creating
incentive for cooperation between buyers and suppliers as a necessity for
competitiveness. (Kauffman & Tsai, 2010). Although standardization cannot
raise profitability in all companies, still, it is in the interests of the economy as
a whole, because it encourages competition (Trajkovic & MiloSevi¢, 2018).
According to Polo-Redondo and Cambra-Fierro (2008) certification of
business processes is an indication of quality of a company’s goods and
services and contributes to customers’ perceptions of the company as a
reliable and trustworthy supplier. Certification of a management system is
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regarded as an independent justification of conformity to standards, it does
not automatically result in better financial performance of a company,
however, if it is properly applied certification is expected to lead to improved
business performance (Alic, 2014). Recent research provides empirical
evidence of positive impact of ISO certification on customers’ perceptions of
product and service quality and its impact on brand image, which further
contribute to customer purchase intentions (Wu & Jang, 2013; Wu & Jang,
2014). As conformity to the requirements for a quality management system
leads to numerous marketing benefits, such as a decrease in customer
complaints and an increase in customer satisfaction, acquisition of new and
retention of existing customers, increase in sales volume, market share,
easier entrance into new markets, improved brand image, etc. (Rubio-
Andrada et al., 2011; Alic, 2014), certified companies prefer to establish long-
term cooperation with suppliers that have implemented SO quality
management system (Polo-Redondo & Cambra-Fierro, 2008). Recent findings
from a hotel industry indicate that the implementation of a certified quality
system by small and medium-sized enterprises positively affects company’s
relationships with stakeholders, wheras in the context of small enterpises the
main beneficiaries of company’s quality certification are its suppliers (Rubio-
Andrada et al., 2011)

As the development of cooperation and its antecedents in B2B relationships
among certified buyers and their suppliers in the context of Serbian market
has been scarcely examined thus far, the aim of the present study is to fill this
void in the literature.

2. Literature review

2.1. Trust

Trust is considered as one of the main constructs in business relationships
and as such has been much studied (Moorman et al., 1993; Morgan & Hunt,
1994; Palmatier et al.,, 2006; Akrout & Diallo, 2017). It has been
conceptualized as an an individual’s expectation that the other party will
adhere to its promises. The main facets of trust are an expectation, a promise
and a capacity to rely on the behaviour of the other party. According to the
most widely accepted conceptualization, trust is defined as a “willingness to
rely on an exchange partner in whom one has confidence” (Moorman et al.,
1993; p.82). This conceptualization implies trust as a belief in a
trustworthiness of an exchange partner, which is based on the partner’s
reliability and expertise, and trust as a behavioural intention, i.e. reliance on
fair behaviour of the exchange partner.
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In addition to this unidimensional and static perspective, trust has also been
conceptualized from the process and multistage perspective. Huang and
Wilkinson (2013) make distinctions between cognitive and affective trust,
whereas cognitive trust is based on rational expectations related to the
behaviour of an exchange partner and likely outcomes of collaboration with
the partner, whereas affective trust implies emotional bond and expectation of
an exchange partner's caring for the welfare of the other party and the
maintenance of a relationship. The existence of cognitive and affective trust is
also supported by Dowell et al. (2015), who highlighted the importance of
affective trust in early phases of relationship development and cognitive trust
in the mature phase of relationship lifecycle. Recent research differentiates
between calculative, affective, cognitive and behavioural trust, whereas
calculative trust is based on a confidence that an exchange partner will not
behave opportunistically, cognitive trust is based on accurate exchange of
information among partners, affective trust implies identification with an
exchange partner, wheras behavioural trust is reflected in a company’s
willingness to assume risk and establish partnership (Akrout & Diallo, 2017).
According to the aforementioned multistage model, trust in buyer-supplier
relationships is a process which evolves through lifecycle stages, such as
calculative, cognitive, affective and behavioural trust. Building of trustworthy
relationships is regarded as an investment with a long-term payoff (Doney &
Cannon, 1997). Trust has been recognized as a key prerequisite for retaining
customers and the development of long-term relationships with customers
and a key determinant of customers’ willingness to use organization’s
services more intensively and buy additional goods and services from the
same provider (Aurier & N'Goala, 2010). Trust in a buyer-supplier relationship
increase the likelihood that a buyer will cooperate with the same supplier in
the future (Doney & Cannon, 1997).Trust is particularly valued in business
relationships which imply that a company does not have control over its
exchange partner, but it transfers valuable resources to the partner and the
consequences of an exchange partner's actions can significantly affect
company’s performance. According to Acrout and Diallo (2017) trust is a key
construct in B2B relationships, especially when few potential partners operate
on the market and where switching costs are high, interdependence among
companies is present and a buying process is long and complex. Trust is
particularly relevant in buyer-seller relationships which imply the exchange of
services, due to their intangibility, variability and difficulties in the
assessments of service quality (Palmatier et al., 2006). Strongly related to
trust is the construct of commitment.

2.2. Relationship commitment

Commitment is regarded as the basic requirement for successful buyer-
supplier relationships. According to Moorman et al. (1992; p.316) commitment
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is “an enduring desire to maintain a valued relationship”. Relationship
commitment exists when an exchange partner considers a relationship as
valuable enough to justify investing maximum efforts in order to maintain the
relationship in the long term (Caceres & Paparoidamis, 2007). Committed
partners are likely to resolve potential disputes and less likely to break the
relationship, even when more competitive offers are received. Commitment in
buyer-supplier relationships leads to concerted efforts of exchange partners to
meet the needs of end-customers more effectively, which result in profitability
of working partners above the level that would be achieved by independent
actions (Caceres & Paparoidamis, 2007; Whipple et al., 2010).

In addition to Moorman et al’s (1992) global conceptualization of
commitment, which has been adopted in this study as well, recent research
differentiates between affective, calculative and normative commitment (Cater
& Cater, 2010; Rafiq et al., 2013). Affective commitment is an intention to
continue a relationship based on a company’s identification with a supplier,
their common values and similarity. Calculative commitment includes positive
(value-based) commitment stemming from perceived benefits of the
relationship and negative (locked-in) commitment stemming from high
switching costs or lack of alternative suppliers, whereas normative
commitment stems from a company’s moral obligation to stay in the
relationship.

2.3. Relationship satisfaction

In addition to trust and commitment, relationship satisfaction has been also
recognized as an antecedent of cooperation, i.e. coordinated actions of
exchange partners which are directed towards the achievement of mutual
goals (Palmatier et al., 2006). Literature defines relationship satisfaction as “a
positive emotional and rational state resulting from the assessment of the
buyer's working relationship with the supplier” (Lages et al., 2008; p.688). It is
a summary of a buyer’s previous experience with the supplier which shapes
buyer's expectations of relationship development. Previous studies make
distinctions between transaction-specific and cumulative satisfaction, whereas
transaction-specific satisfaction is an evaluation of a specific purchase
encounter and cumulative satisfaction is an overall evaluation which is shaped
by purchase and consumption experience gained over time (Lam et al., 2004;
Lai & Chen, 2010). As relationship satisfaction encompasses all facets of a
company’s relationship with its exchange partner, during the lifecycle of a
relationship, it should be regarded as a cumulative satisfaction (Abdul-
Muhmin, 2005). Review of relationship marketing literature indicates that trust
and communication among exchange partners have positive impact on
relationship satisfaction (Whipple et al., 2010; Rafiq et al., 2013), which further
contributes to the development of relationship commitment (Caceres &
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Paparoidamis, 2007; Aurier & N’Goala, 2010). According to Abdul-Muhmin’s
(2005) study of relationships between manufacturing companies and their
suppliers, relationship satisfaction is determined by both interpersonal factors,
such as benevolence and credibity of a supplier, and instrumental factors,
such as product quality, whereas interpersonal factors emerged as more
significant drivers of relationship satisfaction. Instrumental factors, such as
satisfaction with the components of a supplier’'s marketing mix, are important
for the initiating of a relationship, whereas interpersonal factors, such as
perceived benevolence and credibility of a supplier, contribute to the
strengthening of a relationship. Recent empirical findings from the perspective
of manufacturing companies as suppliers provide support for significant direct
impact of logistics service quality provided by a manufacturer on its
satisfaction with the relationship with its key account (Yu et al., 2017). Both
relationship satisfaction and relationship commitment have been found to
decrease buyer’s propensity to terminate relationship with a supplier (Abdul-
Muhmin, 2005).

2.4. Conceptual framework

Sharing of information among partners in a buyer-supplier relationship assists
in solving eventual disputes and alining expectations and perceptions and
therefore fosters trust among partners (Whipple et al., 2010). In addition,
communication among exchange partners leads to higher level of
commitment to the relationship (Dowell et al., 2015).

The construct of trust is regarded as a cornerstone of strategic cooperation
and a key determinant of relationship commitment (Anderson & Narus, 1990;
Morgan & Hunt, 1994; Huang & Wilkinson, 2013). Findings of Cater and
Cater’s (2010) study on a sample of manufacturing companies in Slovenia
indicated significant impact of trust on commitment in buyer-supplier
relationships. The antecedent role of trust to relationship commitment has
been supported by a number of studies in the context of B2B markets
(Moorman et al., 1992; Caceres & Paparoidamis, 2007; Huang & Wilkinson,
2013). According to Barry et al.’s (2008) cross-cultural investigation of buyer-
supplier relationship strength in the context of services, buyers’ relationship
commitment stems from the trustworthiness of suppliers, relational bonding
and relationship satisfaction.

Prior empirical findings indicate significant role of trust and commitment for
the establishment of cooperation among exchange partners (De Carvalho &
Sequeira, 2013; Huang & Wilkinson, 2013). A meta analytical study of
Palmatier et al. (2006) indicates that frequency and quality of communication
among exchange partners adds to higher levels of trust, commitment and
relationship satisfaction in buyer-seller relationships, which further contribute
to cooperation among exchange partners (Palmatier et al., 2006). The
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consequence of cooperation is value creation which surpasses individual
achievements of each exchange partner. Cooperation in buyer-seller
relationships evolves when exchange partners work on the improvement of
joint performance and rather think in terms of “we” instead of “me” (Whipple et
al., 2010). Buyer-supplier cooperation may result in a number of competitive
advantages, such as lower transactional costs, reduced opportunism of
exchange partners, quality improvement, increased flexibility, sales growth
and profitability (Whipple et al., 2010).

The above discussion leads to the following hypotheses:

H1: Communication in a buyer-supplier relationship has a significant positive
influence on buyer’s trust in the relationship;

H2: Communication in a buyer-supplier relationship has a significant positive
influence on buyer’s satisfaction with the relationship;

H3: Communication in a buyer-supplier relationship has a significant positive
influence on relationship commitment;

H4: Trust has a significant positive effect on relationship commitment;

H5: Trust has a significant positive effect on buyer’'s satisfaction with the
relationship;

H6: Buyer’s satisfaction with the relationship has a significant positive effect
on relationship commitment;

H7: Trust in the relationship significantly affects buyer-supplier cooperation;
H8: Satisfaction with the relationship significantly affects buyer-supplier
cooperation;

H9: Relationship commitment has a significant positive influence on buyer-
supplier cooperation.

Conceptual model which integrates hypothesized relationships is presented in
Figure 1.

Figure 1. Conceptual model of the development of buyer-supplier cooperation

H7

relationship
commitment

communication

cooperation

satisfaction

Source: authors’
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3. Research methodology

The study has been conducted on a sample of ISO-certified companies.
Companies’ perspective as buyers in a supply chain relationship was the
subject of examination. Data collection has been performed by means of
personal and web-based interviewing. Data were gathered by means of self-
administered structured questionnaire and personnel in charge for
procurement processes in certified companies participated in the study.
Contact details of certified companies were provided by a certification body in
Serbia. Respondents’ task was to rate the main supplier of their company.
The exclusion of incomplete questionnaires and questionnaires indicating that
company’s business processes are not governed by the standards yielded
186 responses which were entered into analysis, out of a total number of 300
distributed questionnaires. As the percentage of certified companies is very
small (2.11% of the total humber of companies), data collection from this
category of companies was not easy at all.

Questionnaire items were proposed on the basis of existing literature. Items
were measured on a five-point Likert-type scale, ranging from 1-completely
disagree to 5-completely agree. Communication was measured using four
items adapted from Cannon and Perreault (1999) and Polo-Redondo and
Cambra-Fierro (2008). Respondents were asked to indicate the extent to
which their companies share information with suppliers, their expectations
related to being informed by the supplier about important events and
happenings which may affect their business, the extent of frequency and
formality of communication in buyer-supplier relationships and timely receipt
of information from the supplier. Trust was measured with four items, in
accordance with the conceptualization of the construct proposed by
Moormane et al. (1993) and Morgan and Hunt (1994). Respondents’ task was
to indicate their perceptions regarding supplier's care about their business,
reliability, integrity and sincerity. Four items adapted from relationship
marketing literature (Walter et al., 2003; Polo-Redondo & Cambra-Fierro,
2008; Dowell et al., 2015) were used to measure relationship commitment.
The scale captured respondents’ perceptions of their company’s willingness to
invest time and resources into the relationship with the supplier, willingness to
maintain the relationship, comply with the terms and conditions agreed with
the supplier. Relationship satisfaction was measured with four items adapted
from the literature (Walter et al., 2003; Polo-Redondo & Cambra-Fierro,
2008). Respondets were asked to report to what extent their relationship with
the supplier met their expectations, to compare relationship with the supplier
to an ideal one, and to what extent they are satisfied with supplier's behaviour
regarding keeping promises and to rate their relationship with the supplier.
ltems used to measure cooperation were derived from the measures
proposed by Polo-Redondo and Cambra-Fierro (2008). Respondents were
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asked to indicate the extent to which their company cooperates with the
supplier, cooperation with the supplier in solving potential problems and the
probability of engaging the same supplier when new business opportunites
arise.

Hypothesized relationships were examined by means of structural equation
modelling, adhering to Anderson and Gerbing’s (1988) two-step procedure,
which implies the examination of measurement model prior to the examination
of structural relationships among the constructs. Maximum likelihood was
applied as a method of parameter estimation. Data analyses were performed
using LISREL v. 8.80 and SPSS v. 17.

4. Results

A confirmatory factor analysis was performed first to test the measurement
model. Covariance matrix was used as an input to LISREL 8.80. Although
measurement analysis yielded statistically significant and therefore
unacceptable chi-square value (x2:320.34, df=160, p<0.001), the ratio of chi-
square value to degrees of freedom was lower than 3 (x2/df=2.002) and
therefore suggested acceptable fit of the measurement model (Milosevic et
al., 2015). Incremental fit indices being higher than the lower threshold of 0.90
(CFI1=0.97, NFI=0.94, NNFI=0.96; RFI=0.93) and absolute fit indices being
lower than the recommended value of 0.08 (SRMR=0.059, RMSEA=0.074)
also supported good fit of the model to the data (Lin & Wang, 2006).

Internal consistency of the constructs is indicated by Cronbach’s alpha values
being higher than the lower threshold of 0.60. Although the indicators of good
reliability are Cronbach’s alpha values of 0.70 and higher, in exploratory
research even lower threshold of 0.60 is deemed acceptable (Hair et al.,
2010). Composite reliability values, as presented in Table 1, being higher than
the lower threshold of 0.60 indicated that the measurement items consistently
represented their respective latent constructs and provided evidence in
support of convergent validity. All item loadings on their respective constructs
were statistically significant and all but one were higher than the lower
threshold of 0.50, indicating convergent validity of the constructs (Hair et al.,
2010).

Structural analysis yielded statistically significant and therefore unacceptable
chi-square value (x2=234.13, df=161, p<0.001). However, normed chi-square
and other fit indices were within the acceptable range and indicated good fit of
the model to the data (x2/df=1.45, CFI=0.99, NFI=0.96, NNFI=0.98, RFI=0.95,
RMSEA=0.050, SRMR=0.063). Therefore, in the following stage path
coefficients of proposed structural model were examined. Out of nine
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proposed hypotheses, structural analysis provided support for five structural
relations, as presented in Table 2.

Table 1. Measurement model properties

Constructs Standardized t-values Composite | Cronbach’s
factor loadings reliability alpha

Communication 0.788 0.786

INF1 0.75 11.14

INF2 0.64 9.00

INF3 0.62 8.74

INF4 0.76 11.27

Trust 0.832 0.828

T1 0.66 9.46

T2 0.75 11.27

T3 0.79 12.12

T4 0.78 11.91

Satisfaction 0.845 0.840

S1 0.75 11.42

S2 0.75 11.34

S3 0.79 12.26

S4 0.75 11.34

Commitment 0.846 0.851

C1 0.77 11.83

Cc2 0.85 13.70

C3 0.78 12.19

C4 0.66 9.59

Cooperation 0.653 0.644

CO01 0.61 8.38

C002 0.69 9.67

C003 0.55 7.36

C004 0.40 5.18

Source: authors’

Communication emerged as a significant determinant of trust (y,;=0.77,
t=6.31), providing support for hypothesis H1. Contrary to what was expected,
the direct impacts of communication on relationship satisfaction (ys=0.25,
t=1.60) and relationship commitment (y4;=0.25, t=1.69) were not significant.
Therefore, hypotheses H2 and H3 were not supported. The direct impact of
trust on relationship commitment was not significant (B;,=-0.11, t=-0.52).
Therefore, support was not provided for hypothesis H4. Trust emerged as a
significant determinant of relationship satisfaction (83,=0.62, t=3.62), providing
support for hypothesis H5. As expected, relationship satisfaction had a strong
positive influence on relationship commitment (343=0.68, t=3.64), providing
support for hypothesis H6. The effect of trust on cooperation was significant
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(Bs2=0.74, t=3). Thus, hypothesis H7 was supported. Contrary to what was
expected, the direct impact of relationship satisfaction on cooperation was not
significant (Bs3=-0.29, t=-1.17). Therefore, hypothesis H8 was not supported.
The direct impact of relationship commitment on cooperation was significant
(Bs4=0.50, t=3.62), providing support for hypothesis H9. Altogether, trust,
satisfaction and relationship commitment accounted for 78% of the variance in
cooperation, which indicates good explanatory power of the model.

Table 2. Results of hypothesis testing

Hypotheses Standardized | t-value Results
estimates

H1: communication — | 0.77 6.31 Supported

trust

H2: communication — | 0.25 1.60 Not supported

satisfaction

H3: communication — | 0.25 1.69 Not supported

commitment

H4: trust — commitment -0.11 -0.52 Not supported

H5: trust — satisfaction 0.62 3.62 Supported

H6: satisfaction — | 0.68 3.64 Supported

commitment

H7: trust — cooperation 0.74 3 Supported

H8: satisfaction — | -0.29 -1.17 Not supported

cooperation

H9: commitment — | 0.50 3.62 Supported

cooperation

Source: authors’

5. Discussion

The aim of this research was to propose and empirically examine the model
explaining the development of buyer-supplier cooperation, from the
perspective of certified companies operating in Serbia, which figure as buyers
in the relationship. Results of the study indicate significant direct impact of
communication on the promotion of trust among exchange partners and as
such are largely in compliance with previous research (Morgan & Hunt, 1994;
Akrout & Diallo, 2017). Contrary to what was expected according to some
previous research (Whipple et al., 2010), exchange of information among
partners in a buyer-supplier relationship, from the perspective of buyers, did
not result directly in the enhancement of relationship satisfaction and
commitment to the relationship. However, communication among exchange
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partners indirectly contributes to buyer’'s satisfaction with the relationship,
whereas this impact is fully mediated via buyer’s perceptions of trust in the
exchange partner. Unlike previous studies indicating direct influence of trust
on relationship commitment (Aurier & N'Goala, 2010; Cater & Cater, 2010;
Dowell et al., 2015), findings of this research indicate that buyer’s perceptions
of an exchange partner’s trustworthiness contribute to buyer’s perception of a
satisfactory working relationship with the supplier, which further contributes to
buyer’s desire to continue satisfactory relationship with the supplier. Although
the impact of trust on commitment is mediated by relationship satisfaction,
both trust and commitment emerged as direct antecedents to cooperation,
providing support for Morgan and Hunt's (1994; p.20) notion that “successful
relationship marketing requires relationship commitment and trust”. The direct
impact of both trust and relationship commitment on the promotion of
cooperation in a buyer-supplier relationship, whereas trust emerged as a
stronger antecedent to cooperation than relationship commitment, is in line
with Palmatier et al.’s (2006) findings stemming from a meta-analytical study
of relationship marketing research.

Results of this study bear both managerial and theoretical implications.
Findings of this study contribute to relationship marketing literature by
providing insights into the determinants of cooperation, as a relationship
marketing outcome, in buyer-supplier relationships from the perspective of
certified companies in Serbia. This study’s findings can also assist suppliers’
management in decision making. Results of the study indicate that intensified
communication among buyers and suppliers promote trust among exchange
partners. As the probability of being engaged as a supplier by the certified
company-buyer rises with buyer’s perceptions of the supplier as a reliable and
trustworthy parner, managers of supplier companies are advised to take more
active role in the exchange of information with buyers in order to gain deeper
knowledge of buyer's needs, contribute to realistic expectations of a buyer
and deliver goods and services required by the buyer in a manner which not
only meets, but exceeds buyer's expectations. Buyer's confidence in a
supplier’'s reliability and integrity is expected to directly lead to higher level of
cooperation with the supplier and indirectly improve cooperation by enhancing
buyer's perceptions of relationship satisfaction and a desire to sustain a
relationship with valuable exchange partner.

The present study has some limitations and the caution is therefore advised
with regard to the generalisability of research findings. As this study employed
cross-sectional research design, inferences regarding the extent and the
direction of causality among the constructs should be taken with caution.
Therefore, future researchers are advised to apply a longitudinal
methodology. A limitation of this study is that perceptions of cooperation were
rated only from the perspective of buyers. As relationships require two sides,
future studies would benefit from including the perspective of supplier
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companies. Another limitation of this research is that trust and commitment
have been measured as global and unidimensional constructs. Deeper
insights of the relationships between these constructs and their relative impact
on the improvement of cooperation could be gained taking into account their
multidimensional structure, which should be the focus of future research.
However, further research could extend present findings by examining the
role of trust, relationship satisfaction and commitment on the development of
loyalty in buyer-supplier relationships, in line with previous research in B2C
setting indicating significant impact of trust and satisfaction on customer
loyalty (Rajic et al., 2016). Managerially significant insights could be obtained
by examining the impact of relationship quality constructs on attitudinal and
behavioural loyalty. The impact of quality of services provided by suppliers
and perceived value of supplier's offer on relationship quality constructs and
their influence on buyer’s behavioural intentions would be an avenue worthy
of future examination. Future studies should also take into account the
dynamic nature of trust and commitment. Relationships among the constructs
and their contribution to relationship marketing outcomes should be examined
in different phases of the relationship lifecycle.

6. Conclusions

This study is an attempt to investigate the determinants of cooperation in
buyer-supplier relationships from the perspective of certified buyers. To
achieve this aim this study integrates the constructs of cooperation, trust,
relationship satisfaction and commitment to the relationship in a model of
buyer-supplier cooperation. According to this study’s findings intensified
communication among exchange partners promotes trust in buyer-supplier
relationships which contributes to buyer's perceptions of relationship
satisfaction. Both trust and commitment directly contribute to higher levels of
cooperation in buyer-supplier relationships. Buyer’s belief that the supplier will
act having buyer’s best interest at heart contributes to buyer’s satisfaction with
the relationship, which further strengthens buyer’s desire to maintain the
relationship with the supplier and contributes to the promotion of cooperation
in buyer-supplier relationship. This study is the first attempt to examine factors
which promote cooperation in buyer-supplier relationships from the
perspective of certified buyers. Providing evidence of significant influence of
both trust and commitment, measured as global constructs, on the
development of cooperation in buyer-supplier relationships of certified
companies, this study contributes to the growing body of knowledge on B2B
relationships.
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