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Abstract

Agri-food value chains are complex systems comprising of a network of interlinked and interdependent 
actors. To foster collaboration between these actors, trust between actors and in value chains is considered 
to be key. Despite growing scholarly attention an overview of to what extent and how trust is the role of 
trust in agri-food value chains is lacking. Employing a systematic review, this paper aims to explore the 
literature on trust in agri-food value chains to provide a solid knowledge basis for future studies into more 
specific aspects of trust. For our results, 139 papers were analysed published between 2001 and 2020. Studies 
were mainly conducted in Africa and Europe focussing on meat and vegetable chains. The results show 
a growing but dispersed field as studies hold a great conceptual diversity and theory building within the 
field of agri-food value chains is lacking. Based on our analysis we call for developing a coherent body of 
knowledge exploring the role of trust in agri-food value chains by: (1) employing a dynamic perspective on 
trust; (2) focussing on trust in agri-food value chain systems; and (3) focussing on the increasing importance 
of digitalisation for trust relations.
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1. Introduction

Value chains have been broadly conceptualised in three ways (Donovan et al., 2015) as a: (1) set of value 
adding activities through production to retail (Webber and Labaste, 2009); (2) set of actors connected along the 
chain undertaking activities to produce and transform goods and services delivered to consumers (Riisgaard 
and Ponte, 2011); and (3) strategic network of value chain actors cooperating within a wider institutional 
environment and support services (Da Silva and De Souza Filho, 2007). For the purposes of this paper, with 
its focus on the different conceptualisations of trust among value chain actors, we use the third systemic and 
relational-based definition (Da Silva and De Souza Filho, 2007). We therefore define agri-food value chains 
as complex systems comprising a network of interdependent actors that cooperate to capture and create value 
by responding to consumer demand through a wide range of practices (Da Silva and De Souza Filho, 2007; 
Higgins et al., 2010), including production, harvesting, bulking, processing, trading, packaging, and retailing 
of food. Value chains differ in the vertical (primary producer to end-consumer) and horizontal (relationships 
among actors in the same part of the chain, e.g. farmers or processors) network structure (Trienekens, 2011). 
This creates a wide variety of value chain types, for example vertical relationships may follow all stages 
or skip links, e.g. direct to consumer sales by producers. Types of horizontal relationships include farmer 
cooperatives or price agreements among traders (Trienekens, 2011). Value chains are embedded within a 
market system, such that their performance is shaped not only by core actors in the value chain, but by actors 
who influence the institutional context in which value chain actors operate, by setting laws, regulations and 
policies (e.g. government agencies and standards setting organisations), and support services offered by 
sector organisations and consultancies (Da Silva and De Souza Filho, 2007).

Value chain actors are therefore strongly interdependent as they rely on each other for the overall performance 
of the value chain (Fritz and Schiefer, 2008; Trienekens, 2011). Consequently, value chains require interaction, 
cooperation, and coordination of value chain practices to create more value and avoid the risk of opportunistic 
behaviour by individual value chain actors seeking to capture more value for themselves (Provan et al., 
2007). At the same time, agri-food value chains are rapidly changing with globalisation, often dominated by 
one or a few powerful players (Adnan, 2013; Fitter and Kaplinksy, 2001; Foley, 2017; Reardon et al., 2009), 
and affected by the rapid development of digital techniques for data sharing and exchange (Barrett, 2020; 
Jakku et al., 2019; Reardon et al., 2019). Consequently, increased complexity of value chain cooperation and 
shifting power relations among actors are witnessed (Clapp, 2018; Clapp and Purugganan, 2020; Meuwissen 
et al., 2019). As such, value chain actors are increasingly confronted with dynamics that affect cooperation, 
interaction, coordination and governance of agri-food value chains (Gereffi et al., 2005). In these contexts, 
trust is seen as a critical enabler and outcome of value chain collaboration (Provan et al., 2007).

In value chain cooperation, various qualities have been attributed to trust. First, trust is seen as a pre-requisite 
for collaboration or cooperation (Flanigan and Sutherland, 2016; Mankad et al., 2017), enabling the start 
of value chain interactions. Second, trust is seen as a factor that fosters or, in the case of distrust, harms 
collaboration (Ayari and Zaibet, 2019) thus reducing or increasing the cost of value chain transactions (Bair, 
2008). Last, trust is seen as an outcome or product of value chain collaboration (Mankad et al., 2017). Despite 
the importance of trust, and the growing attention paid to its role and function in agri-food value chains, it 
is currently unclear what is known about the role of trust in agri-food value chains, an overview of current 
knowledge is lacking. Such an overview is relevant for the development of a coherent body of knowledge 
and research agenda that aims at understanding agri-food value chain cooperation and performance, and 
the role of trust therein.

Not surprisingly, the importance of trust has already led to calls for further research on the role of trust in 
relation to specific developments, e.g. digitalisation (Fielke et al. 2020), in governance networks (Pilbeam 
et al., 2012), and collective action to enhance smallholder integration in value chains (Bosc et al., 2017; 
Kilelu et al., 2017; Soullier and Moustier, 2021). Responding to such calls, this paper aims to systematically 
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review and explore the literature on trust in agri-food value chains to provide a solid knowledge basis for 
future studies into more specific aspects of trust. With this review we deepen earlier reviews that highlight 
the importance of trust in value chain cooperation (Fielke et al., 2020; Misaki et al., 2018; Pilbeam et al., 
2012; Zhao et al., 2019), by providing a systematic overview of the qualities attributed to trust, roles, and 
functions of trust in agri-food value chains, and providing more depth and detail to the often made claim 
that ‘trust is important’ (Gichure et al., 2017; McDermott, 2007; Virah-Sawmy et al., 2019). In addition, 
we identify related directions for a research agenda on trust in agri-food value chains in view of important 
emerging trends in agri-food value chain research, such as globalisation (Benito et al., 2019) and digitalisation 
(Charvat et al., 2018; Fielke et al., 2020; Slavova and Karanasios, 2018). Globalisation is the process of 
interaction and integration among people, companies, and governments worldwide, while digitalisation refers 
to the socio-technical processes surrounding the use of (a large variety of) digital technologies that have an 
impact on social and institutional contexts, going beyond the level of a single business or entity (Tilson et al., 
2010). For agriculture, it implies linking on- and off farm data and managements tasks throughout the value 
chain (Rijswijk et al., 2021; Wolfert et al., 2017). For example, in dairy farming on-farm sensors connected 
to the internet-of-things can monitor animal health and milk quality, which can be consequently connected 
to consumer information platforms which can access such food safety and animal welfare information, and 
enable traceability to the source (Rijswijk et al., 2021). Provenance information and adherence to standards 
through the value chain can be supported by blockchain technologies (Rejeb et al., 2020; Zhao et al., 2019).

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. First, we will present the conceptual orientation and 
methods underlying our systematic literature review. Then the results are presented including a discussion 
of the general characteristics of the studies, with attention paid to where and how trust is studied, as well as 
the main themes from their conclusions. Following this section, a research agenda is presented.

2. Conceptual orientation and methods

In this section, we will first briefly review the concept of trust, leading to a set of questions that guided our 
systematic review. Then, we will explain the methods used for the systematic review.

2.1 Conceptual orientation

Over the past decades, trust has been studied in a wide range of academic disciplines (e.g. economics, 
management, sociology, political science), and contexts (e.g. environmental governance, interorganisational 
cooperation, conflict, and negotiation), using a range of methods (qualitative, quantitative, and mixed 
method). Given the diversity of studies, trust has been defined and conceptualised in many ways, resulting 
in a variety of definitions and approaches. Yet, regardless of these differing conceptualisations, in its most 
complete form trust is viewed as an expectation from one actor (the trustor) about the specific behaviour 
of the other (the trustee), at a specific time and in a specific context (Bauer, 2021). As such, trust centres 
around the relationship between the trustor(s) and trustee(s), often referred to as the subject and object of 
trust. In the act of trusting, the subject is limited to individuals or groups of individuals, and to some extent 
organisations. This includes stakeholders such as farmers, or farmer groups, government officials, nature 
conservationists, retailers, or suppliers. In this definition of trust, other stakeholders such as, governments 
or institutions are not the subjects of trust, but could be organised in a way that they communicate trust to 
a greater or lesser extent to other stakeholders (De Vries et al., 2019). The object(s) of trust, on the other 
hand, can be manifold. In addition to individuals and groups, trust can be placed in organisations, more 
abstract systems such as institutions, but also information and data, knowledge, processes, and systems. For 
example, an agri-food value chain can be an object of trust, in terms of consumers trusting that the value 
chain will provide safe food. Following these different objects and subjects of trust, trust is often specified, 
most notably in terms of interpersonal trust, inter-organisational trust, and institutional trust.

The wide variety of conceptualisations of trust, also leads to a diversity in how trust can be studied and 
understood. Following the trust literature, we see that distinctions are made between subtypes of trust, of 
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which the two most pronounced are relational trust, referring to trust based on shared identities, emotions 
and relations, and rational trust, trust based on more rational arguments, assessing intention and ability to 
keep promises, signalled by competencies, and predictability of behaviours (Poppo et al., 2016). For trust in 
institutions a distinction is often made between ability-based trust, trust that an institution, government, or 
organisation is capable of performing its tasks, and procedural trust, trust in the procedures prescribed and 
followed by these institutions (Stern and Coleman, 2015). A second important aspect of the conceptualisation 
of trust is the relationship with antecedents, or concepts affecting and affected by trust (Gulati and Sytch, 
2008). A short explorative inventory teaches us that the list of antecedents is long, however key concepts 
are uncertainties, expectations, and risk perceptions.

The wide variety of conceptualisations and understandings of trust, and related underlying theories, is the 
result of trust having been studied in many different disciplines and contexts. That is, trust is a context and 
issue specific concept (Lewicki et al., 2006).

Gaining an overview of how trust has been studied in agri-food value chains thus requires taking into account 
the variety of ways trust is defined, conceptualised, and studied, but it also means focussing on the specific 
trust relationship being studied, i.e. between specific objects and subjects of trust. Last but not least, the 
issue and context specific nature of trust, forces us to take into account the specific agri-food value chain 
context in which trust is studied. As such, our analysis of the literature is guided by the following questions:

	■ In what types of agri-food value chains has trust been studied?
	■ How has trust been studied and conceptualized?
	■ What key theories are drawn on in studies of trust in value chains?
	■ Who are the subjects and objects of trust under study?
	■ How has trust, and changes in trust, been conceptualised in the context of value chains?
	■ What are the key-themes in the findings and conclusions of the studies?

2.2 Search strategy

To gain an overview of the state-of-the-art literature on trust in agri-food value chains, we systematically 
searched existing literature (Webster and Watson, 2002). Taking such an approach we aimed to provide 
an overview and qualitatively synthesise key findings (Grant and Booth, 2009). For this review, a search 
string was developed based on the key-concepts of this research, trust and value chains. First, we focused 
on value chains rather than supply chains. This choice was motivated by the perspective that agri-food value 
chains are typically characterised by multiple actors contributing to value creation, capture, and sharing 
among all actors in the value chain, including the end-user (e.g. the consumer). While literature on supply 
chains focuses more on integration and efficiency of supplier and producer processes (Feller et al., 2006). 
This, however, does not mean that supply chain literature is totally excluded as some authors use the terms 
interchangeably in the same publication. Second, a further delineation of search terms, for instance adding 
‘agriculture’ or ‘food’ was considered, however this resulted in a limited list of records and would exclude 
relevant papers that focus on specific value chains, e.g. coffee or pineapples, but which do not explicitly 
mention food or agriculture.

Following the method of systematic literature review (Wolfswinkel et al., 2013) a first search was conducted 
on May 17th 2019. Using the search string ‘trust*’ AND ‘value chain*’, all articles in Scopus and Web of 
Science were queried (Figure 1). This resulted in 479 records. After duplicates were removed 359 were 
included for further analysis. In addition, eight papers were added manually based on suggestions from 
colleagues and literature known to the authors. To ensure the review was up-to-date a second search with 
the same search string was conducted on June 23rd 2020 focusing on 2019 and 2020 in Scopus and Web of 
Science resulting in 125 records, after duplicates between search engines and between search one and two 
were removed, 45 additional papers were included for further analysis.
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In the next step, title, abstract and keywords of all 412 records were scanned by the first author for their 
relevance to trust and agriculture and/or food value chains. Results and procedures were discussed with 
the whole team. In this round 239 papers were excluded, leaving 173 papers for further analysis. The main 
reasons for exclusion were that papers did not focus on agri-food value chains, trust was mentioned as an 
organisation form (e.g. National Trust in the UK), or it was a non-refereed publication (e.g. conference 
proceeding with only abstract available). If there was any doubt about the relevance of the paper, the total 
paper was scanned. The remaining 173 articles were checked for relevance by reading the entire article. 
Based on this last selection round 30 papers were excluded based on content (e.g. trust was only mentioned 
in a reference in the reference list), and four papers could not be accessed. Leaving a total of 139 records 
for content analysis (see Supplementary Table S1 for the full list of records included).

2.3 Analysis

For the analysis, the research questions (Figure 2) were operationalised in a list of 19 items (Supplementary 
Table S2). The analysis was conducted by the first and fourth author and 20 papers were analysed, compared 
and discussed by both to increase validity of the analysis. For further analysis and synthesis of the data, 
results were gathered in a master table.

The analysis was conducted in three steps. In step one, all papers were analysed based on basic variables 
(authors, year of publication, title, journal, and times cited). In step two, all 139 papers were analysed on 
research questions 1 and 6 (if information was present), and general conclusions on trust, to gain an overview 
of the total field of trust in value chains. In step three, papers in which trust was studied in greater depth, and 
therefore played a major role, were selected based on the frequency with which the word ‘trust’ appeared 

Figure 1. Search strategy.

125479
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(excluding references). Papers in which trust was mentioned six times or more, were analysed in greater 
depth. This resulted in 95 papers, which were additionally analysed on research questions 2, 3, 4 and 5.

Steps 1 and 2, together form the basis for sketching the research landscape. Step 3 forms the basis for 
presenting the specific trust focus in the papers, while the results from research question 6 form the basis 
for presenting the key-themes emerging from the results. Through iteration between the authors and the data 
the themes were further detailed and elaborated. Full links between questions and items can be viewed in 
the Supplementary Materials.

3. Results

In this result section the focus will be first on the research landscape related to analytical question 1. Following 
that, unravelling how trust is studied and conceptualized (questions 2 to 6) will be presented. Finally, themes 
emerging from the conclusions and discussions of the papers under study will presented (question 6).

3.1 The research landscape

	■ A growing but dispersed field

First and foremost, the results show that trust in agri-food value chains is increasingly gaining attention, 
through methodologically diverse studies, in a wide range of fields. With the first paper focusing on trust in 
agri-food value chains appearing in 2001, over the next twenty years the number of papers grew steadily, 
peaking in 2019 with 23 studies (Figure 3); possibly reflecting the inclusion of records until July 2020. Most 
of these studies originated from agricultural sciences and food sciences (27%), closely followed by business 
and management, and development studies (11 and 10%, respectively) (Table 1).

The vast majority of papers found (n=108) were empirical and thus based on original data, followed by 
22 conceptual papers, three papers combining conceptual and empirical dimensions (Fritz and Fischer, 
2007; Hardman, 2002; Rokkan et al., 2003), and six review papers. Many of the empirical, and two of the 
conceptual papers, were geographically focused on a region (within a country) (n=58), with a national scale 
the second most common focus (n=35), followed by a global scale (n=33) and then a local scale (within a 
region) (n=7). Only three papers combined different geographical scales, namely a focus on global value 

Figure 2. Analysis strategy.
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chains with regional studies on cotton in Benin (Glin et al., 2012), potatoes in Bolivia, Peru and Ecuador 
(Thiele et al., 2011), and tea in Kenya and the United Kingdom (Blowfield and Dolan, 2010).

The most common methods used were case studies (n=39), followed by surveys (n=28). Studies with an 
experiment or simulation game design (n=4), or participatory design (n=2), or a more conceptual (n=12) 
basis, were less present. Within the type of data and data collection methods used, we see a similar diversity 
(Table 2).

	■ Different products, and a strong focus on in-country value chains in Africa and Europe

Trust has been studied mainly in meat and vegetable value chains. In total 49 different sectors and products 
have been studied, ranging from fruit (e.g. lychee, pineapples), to vegetables (e.g. kale, sweet potato), and 
seafood (e.g. tuna, shrimps). In addition, 28 papers focused on trust in agri-food value chains in general, 
while global value chains were rarely studied (Table 3).

Figure 3. Records published per year focusing on trust (2020 included until mid-2020).
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Table 1. Overview of fields trust in agri-food value chains (records included until July 2020).
Field n %

Agricultural sciences 37 27%
Food sciences 26 19%
Business and management 15 11%
Development studies 14 10%
Environmental sciences 12 9%
Social sciences 11 8%
Computer and information sciences 9 6%
Economics 8 6%
Geography 5 4%
Other 2 1%
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Geographically speaking, most studies were performed within a country (n=97), most frequently in Africa 
(30%) and Europe (21%). Only nine studies were performed in multiple countries, such as (Fritz and Hausen, 

2009) in Europe across Germany, Poland, Ireland, UK and Finland; or (Pomeroy et al., 2017) in Asia across 
Cambodia, Malaysia and Indonesia; or (Dawson et al., 2009) in Africa across Nigeria, Cameroon and DRC. 
In addition, 18 studies focused on global value chains, and only three studies considered trust in global value 
chains in relation to national or regional value chains (Table 4).

Table 2. Study designs and data.
Design Type of data

Case study 39 qualitative 23
quantitative 5
mixed 11

Survey design 28 qualitative 1
quantitative 23
mixed 4

Experiment/game 4 quantitative 4
Conceptual 2 qualitative 2
Participatory 2 qualitative 1

quantitative 1

Table 3. Value chains under study.
Value chain n %

Fruit 11 7%
Meat 24 16%
Vegetables 16 11%
Dairy 10 7%
Seafood 10 7%
Food 10 7%
Value chain in general 28 19%
Global value chains 7 5%
Coffee/tea/cacao 11 7%
Rice 4 3%
Other 20 13%

Table 4. Overview of locations of studies.
Continent n %

Africa 48 30%
Europe 33 21%
Asia 28 18%
Global 18 11%
Oceania 15 9%
South America 11 7%
North America 5 3%
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3.2 Unravelling the conceptualisation of trust within agri-food value chains studies

	■ A broad methodological range, and no dominant theoretical tradition within studies of agri-food 
value chains

Looking at methods used to study trust in agri-food value chains 44 out of the 95 studies measured trust 
directly (e.g. asking through surveys to what extent farmers trust buyers). Whereas 20 papers studied the 
role of trust through concepts that are linked to trust in both agri-food value chain literature as well as 
broader trust literature, such as commitment (Micheels and Gow, 2011), transparency (Gerdoci et al., 2015), 
compliance (Van der Valk and De Vos, 2016), and power (Leonidou et al., 2008). A second set of authors 
studied trust indirectly as a part of broader concepts, in particular: (1) relational contracting or Transaction 
Cost Economics (at least 5 studies (for example see Satria and Li, 2017)); (2) social capital (6 papers); and 
(3) collective action for value chain cooperation (Abbey et al., 2016). The remaining studies only mentioned 
trust, without explicitly measuring or studying it. In addition, studies that measured trust directly mostly 
had a quantitative or mixed methods design (24 out of 44), while research studying trust through related 
concepts often had a more diverse approach, qualitative (n=8) as well as quantitative (n=8), conceptual 
(n=3), or mixed methods (n=4).

The diversity of methods to study trust, is also reflected in the theoretical basis. Looking at definitions and 
theories of trust used to inform the methods, a wide range of sources are found on which these definitions 
are based. Definitions of trust in that regard are given by 39 studies. Authors often referred to well-known 
publications on trust from the fields of economics, marketing, management, and psychology (Kumar and 
Paddison, 2000; Lyon, 2006; Luhmann, 1979; Mayer et al., 1995; Morgan and Hunt, 1994; Rousseau et 
al., 1998; Williamson, 2002; Zaheer et al., 1998). Interestingly, in defining trust only a few references were 
made to studies within the fields of agriculture and food studies, and no dominant theoretical tradition has 
developed in how trust is studied in agri-food value chains.

	■ Focus on trust among dominant value chain actors, with trust in digital systems emerging

The results show that studies on trust in value chains are mainly focused on interpersonal trust (e.g. among 
value chain actors) (n=43). Looking at who are the subject of trust, studies are focusing mainly on actors 
directly involved in value creation, capture and sharing: farmers, buyers, sellers, retailers, and middlemen. 
Sterling et al. (2015) for instance, focused on, amongst others, suppliers, retailers, and buyers. Interestingly, 
trust in governments or government agencies was often not included. One actor represented in many of 
the studies was the consumer. Several studies focused specifically on trust of the consumer in other value 
chain actors, organisations, and the value chain as a whole. For example El Benni et al. (2019) focused on 
consumer trust in the infant milk value chain. Lastly, a smaller portion of the studies (n=12) focused on trust 
among value chain actors in general without further specification.

Looking at the object of trust, a similar diversity can be seen. Most studies (n=66) focus on trust in other 
value chain actors, e.g. farmers, suppliers, retailers, and buyers. While a small proportion (n=11) of the studies 
focused on value chain actors in general (e.g. Pilbeam et al., 2012). In addition, 17 studies paid attention to 
trust in the value chain and its institutions (e.g. Franklin and Oehmke, 2019), however only a few integrated 
it as part of their study (Fritz and Fischer, 2007). In addition, trust in data, data sharing, knowledge and ways 
to facilitate this, e.g. through certification, was another important object of trust (e.g. Charvat et al., 2018). 
Six papers paid attention to this and 23 specifically on digital information. Over time few changes were 
found in the objects of trust studied, although since 2017 digital technologies as objects of trust and digital 
information (systems) have become more present.
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	■ The reasons, importance, and function of trust within agri-food value chains

Not surprisingly, the importance of trust was emphasised in all papers. Ayari and Zaibet (2019: 531) for instance 
state: ‘trust is found to be an important factor in contractual decisions between breeders and collection centres 
on one hand, and breeders and the cooperative on the other’. Interestingly, many statements underlining 
the importance of trust were general statements only, e.g. trust is important. As such, many of the studies 
did not state explicitly in which way(s) trust is important, between whom, or why. Notions regarding the 
importance of trust in value chains therefore often remain abstract when it concerns the objects, subjects, 
and function of trust.

However, for those studies giving more insights into the importance of trust, analysis shows that trust is 
linked to several aspects. First, trust was emphasised as a pre-condition for, fostering information exchange 
among value chain actors (Kremenova and Gajdos, 2019), cooperation and decision-making (Thiele et al., 
2011), conflict resolution (Kanaujia and Bhattacharya, 2018), innovation platform function (Landmann 
and Cadilhon, 2018), transformation to more inclusive value chains, in this case smallholders (Slavova and 
Karanasios, 2018), and commercial success (Troy et al., 2016). Second, a range of studies stress the role of 
trust as an (informal) coordination mechanism, for instance in relation to contracts (Bijman et al., 2010), 
enabling information exchange among value chain actors (Van der Merwe et al., 2017). Third, the role of 
trust is linked to specific value chain functions or performance, for instance the role of trust in relation to 
leaders and leadership (Rugema et al., 2018), trust in product standards (Bremer et al., 2016), and trust in 
outcomes of the value chain, e.g. food safety (see for instance (McCarthy et al., 2016). Last, the importance 
of trust is linked to trust in and among actors (Folder and Cavaye, 2015). However, it is striking to see that 
these conclusions often relate to value chain actors directly involved in value creation and capture (e.g. 
farmers, traders), and end users (consumers). While other actors such as governments and waste processers 
are less well represented in studies. Moreover, trust in the value chain as a whole, i.e. trust in value chains 
as a system and related institutions, is also less touched upon (Meijerink et al., 2014).

	■ Three main ways of conceptualising trust within studies of agri-food value chains

Through the analysis of the articles in the sample, it has become clear that trust in agri-food value chains has 
been conceptualised in three (nonexclusive) ways: (1) trust as an interactional concept; (2) trust in relation 
to other factors; (3) trust as part of a broader concept. First, looking at trust in interaction, studies mainly 
conceptualise the function of trust as facilitating interaction and information exchange. For instance, several 
studies (Virah-Sawmy et al., 2019) state that interaction is indispensable as a basis for trust, as it facilitates 
the information exchange needed in value chain negotiations, and trust enables people to be vulnerable, 
creating room to exchange information that might be more commercially sensitive. Moreover, trust has a risk 
mitigating function in interaction. These authors argue that trust mitigates risks associated with interaction 
as, without trust, value chain actor interactions and cooperation are not possible (Hilary et al., 2017). While 
a last group of authors explicitly focus on the transactional function of trust in interactions, showing that trust 
thus enables interactions, but at the same time develops through interactions (Agyekumhene et al., 2018).

A second group of authors underline the impact of factors impacting trust and being impacted by trust in actor 
interactions (Figure 3). The most commonly referred to concepts are uncertainty, risk, power, transparency, 
integrity, contracts, vulnerability, compliance, benevolence, and openness. These studies largely show how 
experiences of, for instance, uncertainties, risks, and reciprocity in actor interactions, impact trust development 
among value chain actors. Glavee-Geo et al. (2020) for example, conclude that trust is strongly influenced 
by power relations, and that power-dependent relationships need a third party for trust to develop between 
actors. The impact of these intermediary concepts on trust is often complex and iterative (Satria and Li, 2017). 
From these studies it becomes clear that risk perception, uncertainties and reciprocity can increase the need 
for trust between value chain actors, while too much risk and uncertainty can also hamper trust between value 
chain actors. These relationships then, in turn, may influence cooperation in the value chain, the acceptance 
of new technologies, and as such the value created and captured by value chain actors (Troy et al., 2016).
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A third group of authors focus on concepts within which trust is one aspect among others, namely social 
capital, collective action, or transaction costs (e.g. relational contracting). As part of broader concepts, here 
again trust is input, enabler, and output. Trust is seen as a key input needed for collective action (Msaddak 
et al., 2019), but also, as an input that is needed to lower transaction costs (Gerdoci et al., 2015), and as a 
result emerging from collective action interactions (Msaddak et al., 2019). Moreover, Helin (2012) adds 
insights on the key role of leaders within collective action, in this case to develop an innovation network, 
and how through interaction trust in local farmers facilitating the innovation network. Whereas Pachoud 
et al. (2020) show that we should look at different types of trust, both on community and organizational 
level. As enabler, trust is seen as key for social capital, and transactions. In the first, specific interpersonal 
trust relations give input to social capital as a more generalised form of trust (Sodano et al., 2008). While 
as part of transaction costs economics and relational contracting, trust is seen as a social contract acting in 
direct relation to more formal contracts (Gerdoci et al., 2015). Trust is also an outcome in all three concepts, 
showing that successful collective action, social capital, and transaction processes can create trust.

3.3 Concluding on trust: three emerging themes

Following our initial inventory and analysis, for all papers (n=139) the key findings, conclusions and 
discussion were analysed in-depth. Based on this, three interrelated themes were identified through content 
analysis: (1) trust and information exchange in the value chain; (2) trust in the value chain system as a whole; 
(3) trust and digital agriculture.

	■ Trust and information exchange in the value chain

The first theme relates to the role of trust in information exchange (Table 5). Information exchange in value 
chains is critical (Trienekens, 2011), at local-, regional- (Roba et al., 2019), and global-levels (Kremenova 
and Gajdos, 2019). In addition, Kremenova and Gajdos (2019) see trust and trust building among actors as 
a precondition for both effective information sharing and to ensure information quality. Other authors add to 
this a stronger focus on the role of trust in information itself, (digital) information processes and information 
systems for the functioning of value chains (Agyekumhene et al., 2018). In addition, some take a different 
approach by unravelling the characteristic of the interrelationship between trust and information exchange, 
arguing for information exchange that fits the specific context (Agyekumhene et al., 2018; Gichure et al., 
2017; Troy et al., 2016). These findings show that in recent years, a perspective is developing in which 
trust and information sharing are in a reciprocal relationship within value chains. These studies show that 
a lack of trust can hamper information exchange, while increased levels of trust limit the need for constant 
information exchange. However, it is also clear that power inequalities, and a lack of transparent information 

Table 5. Key trust themes.
Key-themes Specifications

Trust and information exchange in the value chain Trust in/for exchange develops over time
Trust in information processing and information system
Trust develops in relation to its context
Trust and information exchange are interrelated

Trust in the value chain system as a whole Value chain functioning depends on trust
Trust in value chains partly develops through interpersonal trust
Value chain trust develops through procedures
Transparency and certification foster trust in value chains
Lack of trust hampers value chain transformation

Trust and digitalisation in agri-food value chains Trust influences the uptake of digital technologies
Digital technologies change trust relations
Digitalisation can enhance and reduce trust
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flow, among value chain actors can lead to distrust. Especially as systems to share information, are often 
based on existing relations and can thus, in the case of power inequalities, reproduce and reinforce them, 
having a negative impact on trust.

The interaction between trust and information exchange is also key to conclusions from another group of 
authors, that explicitly stress the time-bound characteristic of trust (Table 5). While many authors indirectly 
talk about trust development, few authors focus on the development of trust over time or how current trust 
relations have come into being. This is striking as value chain relations are highly influenced by internal and 
external developments, which are more than likely to influence trust relations. However, the authors that do 
focus on the time bound characteristic of trust typically discuss trust development in relation to information 
exchange (Troger et al., 2018). Khoi and Son (2011: 298) for instance conclude that: ‘through time the 
relationship between both actors is influenced by the level of trust and the extent of resource control exercised 
by exchange parties’. Gerdoci et al. (2017: 145) add to these notions, by adding that time is about trust based 
on past and present experiences, as well as about future expectations as: ‘when farmers perceive low levels 
of uncertainty and high levels of trust, they tend to engage [...] in durable relationships’. In line with these, 
Glavee-Geo et al. (2020: 122) add the notion of the context specific characteristic of trust development by 
focusing on power relations in the cacao sector in Ghana: ‘when trust does develop in power-dependent 
relationships, some form of third-party enforcement may still be necessary’. Following these authors, trust 
is a timebound and context specific concept, making it possible to engage in, often vulnerable, enduring 
relationships, and contexts of power difference.

	■ Trust in the value chain system

Trust in value chains is often discussed in relation to specific aspects of the value chain or actors. However, a 
second theme emerging from the analysis is trust in the value chain as a whole system of strategic networks 
of actors cooperating within a wider institutional environment and support services (Da Silva and De Souza 
Filho, 2007) (Table 5), here shortly referred to as the value chain system. Most of the papers concluded on 
trust in abstract terms, e.g. stating that trust is a key mechanism for value chain performance in general. In 
this they do not focus on a specific part of the value chain, but emphasise the importance of interpersonal 
trust, e.g. concluding that trust among value chain actors enhances cooperation and safeguards against 
opportunistic behaviour to capture value. Linking this back to our previous analysis, authors mainly focus 
on actors directly involved in the value chain (e.g. consumers, farmers), and less on governments, food 
safety agencies, etc. A more recent and smaller proportion of studies conceptualises trust in the value chain 
as trust in abstract systems (e.g. government, institutions). Typically, such studies focus on consumer trust 
in specific functions of the system, e.g. food safety and health (El Benni et al., 2019).

Across these studies, we could say that these papers draw conclusions around the importance of actors’ and 
consumers’ trust in the value chain as a system in order for it to function properly (see amongst others El 
Benni et al., 2019). First, authors conclude that trust in value chains is based on procedural aspects such 
as regular visual checks. Gramzow et al. (2018), in their study of vegetable value chains in Tanzania for 
instance, show that trust in value chains is based on seeing the product during daily interactions, and through 
transparency around how the value chain is organised. Second, several authors refer to the ability of the 
value chain to function. Hasler et al. (2018) for instance, concludes that trust in the ability of value chains 
to deliver quality milk, is partly based on interpersonal trust among value chain actors. Focussing on the 
two key types of institutional trust (ability and procedural (Stern and Coleman, 2015)), these studies show 
how procedural trust fosters everyday operation of value chains, while trust in value chains in general is not 
so abstract as it can be extended to specific abilities. Moreover, Gramzow et al. (2018) conclude that strong 
trust in institutions can hamper flexibility, and limit the potential for innovation and transformation of the 
value chain. In this case the institutional arrangement created strong criteria and norms that proved difficult 
to adjust in response to buyers demanding higher quality products.
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Looking more specifically at trust in the value chain as a whole, a significant set of studies focused on the 
role of certification and quality control standards in relation to trust in value chains. Such standards can be 
about GMO food, health (My et al., 2018), sustainability (Ankamah-Yeboah et al., 2016), or transparency 
around food handling (Kimani et al., 2020). In this context, certification plays a key role (Bernzen and Braun, 
2014; Ruben, 2017), as it sets an agreed standard and is perceived as a form of transparency. However, this 
does not mean that certification is the panacea. Ankamah-Yeboah et al. (2016) show that consumers have 
less trust in new labels, in this case a sustainable fisheries label (MSC label), and that such trust needs 
time to develop. These studies seem to form a separate line of inquiry, more related to standardisation and 
certification than to trust. However, for studying trust in value chains they are highly valuable as they show 
that quality control standards, certification, and transparency have the potential to improve trust relations 
between actors, or consumer trust in quality of products (El Benni et al., 2019; Kimani et al., 2020), but that 
this takes time to develop, and may be influenced by the current level of trust in the value chain.

	■ Trust and digitalisation in agri-food value chains

Related to the former, the third theme emerging from the content analysis is the role of trust in digitalisation of 
value chains. This relatively new field (23 publications since 2010), focuses on studying the interrelationships 
between trust and value chain digitalisation. Approximately half of the 23 studies are based on empirical 
data, while the other half are conceptual papers. The studies can be divided in five groups: (1) focussing on 
blockchain (e.g. Jie and Gengatharen, 2019); (2) focussing on mobile and e-extension services (e.g. Misaki 
et al., 2018); (3) digital tools (e.g. precision agriculture) (e.g. Charvat et al., 2018); (4) business to business 
relations (e.g. Canavari et al., 2010); and (5) business to consumer (e.g. Tamm et al., 2016). Looking at the 
first group, focussing on blockchain, these studies show that blockchain can enhance trust from stakeholders 
in other stakeholders and intermediaries as it increases traceability and transparency (Kremenova and Gajdos, 
2019). Here Zhao et al. (2019) adds that to foster trust, blockchains should be decentralised, immutable and 
foster consensus for it to overcome current systems that are centralised and monopolistic.

The second group, focussing on mobile extension services and e-extension are pre-dominantly conducted in 
developing countries. These studies largely show an iterative relation between these digital tools and trust, 
as interpersonal trust between data producers and users is needed to foster the uptake of such tools, while 
the usage of such tools also impacts trust relations. Slavova and Karanasios (2018) for instance shows that 
content provided to farmers through e-extension services is not used or adapted because of trust barriers. 
Misaki et al. (2018) add to this that also more general trust attitudes towards government impact the uptake 
and usage of digital tools by farmers. In addition, Krone and Dannenberg (2018) conclude that the usage 
of Mpesa (Kenyan money transfer system using mobile phones) depends not only on interpersonal trust 
but also on institutional trust in the banking system. A final remark is, amongst others, made by Kassem et 
al. (2020) in their conclusions showing that experiences in the collaboration contexts in which mobile and 
e-extension services are used impact interpersonal trust dynamics and the usage and perceived trustworthiness 
of the tool and its data. In this line Slavova and Karanasios (2018) conclude that combining digital tools and 
interpersonal contact is important for trust development, as this hybrid form of collaboration gives room to 
share experiences and exchange information in a more informal manner.

In relation to digital tools, limited findings can be reported. However, similar as with mobile and e-extension 
services, trust in relation to digital tools such as precision agriculture is impacting its uptake and usage. Here 
Charvat et al. (2018) shows that trust in data producers and data security is key. The last two groups, business 
to business relations and business to consumer relations largely focus on the role of transparency in relation 
to trust. Key finding from these studies is that increased information sharing between businesses or between 
businesses and consumers fosters trust (Tamm et al., 2016). This includes information sharing in general 
but the conclusions of these studies also show that the type, quality, content and usage of information is key. 
Hilary et al. (2017) add to this that this relation also works the other way around as a lack of trust limits 
information sharing (for instance between farms and factory (Watabaji et al., 2016)), which is especially 
relevant in cases where participation in information sharing is voluntary (Irvine, 2015). Last, Troy et al. 
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(2016) focusses on consumer response to new technologies used in food processing, they conclude that the 
extent to which these are accepted largely depends on trust in meat processors.

4. Discussion and directions for future research

From an overview of the results of the systematic literature review, three themes are distinguished that 
form the basis for future research directions. As the analysis is based on 139 papers, the result section, and 
subsequent synthesis, do not fully capture the nuance and detail of the individual papers (see for an overview 
of all papers Supplementary Table S1). Nevertheless, the themes can be summarised based on the role and 
function of trust in three contexts: (1) trust in value chain interactions: a dynamic perspective on trust; (2) 
trust in value chain systems; (3) trust in digital technologies in value chains.

4.1 Trust in value chain interactions: further developing a dynamic perspective on trust

Trust is increasingly, directly or indirectly, discussed as a concept that develops over time in the context 
of agri-food value chains (Watabaji et al., 2016). Our results show, that trust among value chain actors 
develops under the influence of interaction, value chain cooperation, new events, and experiences (Krone 
and Dannenburg, 2018). Whereas others show how experiences can result in for instance increasing or 
declining uncertainties, risks, perceived ability and integrity, resulting in changes in levels of trust between 
value chain actors. For example, Agyekumhene et al. (2018) show how trust of lenders to lend to farmers 
is impacted by uncertainties and risk around maize production due to increasingly unpredictable climate 
conditions, and Ayari and Zaibet (2019) show how trust between smallholder farmers and milk collection 
centres is influenced by competence and integrity. However, these studies seldom conceptualise trust from 
a dynamic perspective. Such a perspective is highly relevant as it focusses on different aspects influencing 
trust development over time (De Vries et al., 2015; Lewicki and Bunker, 1996). In the context of agri-food 
value chains, it allows the study of the dydadic relationship between trust and other aspects that characterise 
value chain cooperation longitudinally, such as changes in risks, uncertainties and power.

Moreover, a dynamic perspective of trust frames trust as a context specific concept (Kadefors, 2004; Schoorman 
et al., 2007), in other words: trust develops within and in relation to a specific trust context, shaping or 
limiting options and the space to trust. In agri-food value chain studies, this context is proven to be mostly 
conceptualised at a regional or local level, e.g. the pork value chain in Hung Yen, Vietnam (Dang-Xuan et 
al., 2016). As such, these studies show how (altering) local and regional institutional and social contexts 
create and limit opportunities for trust relations. However, increasingly these local contexts are interlinked 
with other regions or global networks. This not only has implications for value chain cooperation but also for 
the way trust should be studied. Understanding trust as a dynamic, context-dependent concept thus requires 
taking into account the various contexts in which value chain actors operate, being both local and global, or 
different local contexts that are connected through globalising agri-food value chains.

Such a perspective is relevant for understanding trust in agri-food value chains as it allows the inclusion of 
the interactions and related dynamics that characterise value chain actor relationships, consequent decisions, 
and related events. Moreover, it perceives trust as a concept that is situated within specific interrelated 
contexts, e.g. of value chain governance. In order to do so, future studies should take a historical perspective 
(Blok, 1978), explaining trust and trust development over time, e.g. through timeline analyses of key events 
and interactions (Klerkx et al., 2010), and take into account the increasing complexity and interconnection 
between local/regional and global value chain contexts and actors.

Associated future research questions would be: How does trust develop over time in agri-food value chain 
contexts? How can trust development, and their interrelationship with value chain performance and governance, 
be explained in local and global contexts?
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4.2 Trust in value chain systems

Trust in value chains is mostly studied by focusing on interpersonal trust among value chain actors (Franz 
and Rolfsmeier, 2016). As the results show, a smaller portion of the studies focus on trust in the value chain 
as a whole, also referred to as general trust towards the value chain (Hilary et al., 2017). These rare studies 
are often about generalised consumer trust in value chains (My et al., 2018). Consequently, the importance 
of understanding and theorising the role of trust in systems is underexamined. Especially as, of the studies 
focusing on trust in agri-food value chains in general, only a limited number draw on theories of institutional 
trust. However, although they do not theorise, they do show the importance of trust in the functioning of the 
value chain. For instance, by showing the need for trust in the value chain for interactions between actors 
to take place (Franklink and Oehmke, 2019). The studies included here note that trust in value chains is of 
key importance for the proper functioning of these systems, and for allowing actors to interact, cooperate 
and enter contractual relationships.

Taking the institutional context into account is essential for explaining how and why certain changes in 
value chains take place (De Vries et al., 2015). For instance, the uptake of new technologies or practices, 
as key transformations in present day value chains. Following our results, we see that these studies largely 
focus on trust in (digital) technologies, knowledge and interpersonal or inter-organisational trust (Chavat et 
al., 2018; Zhao et al., 2019). Although they draw interesting conclusions, trust in the institutional context, 
or in the value chain as a whole has hardly been taken into account. Consequently, it remains unclear if 
and how, institutional trust, or the lack thereof might facilitate processes such as digitalisation or create 
lock-ins. In other words, current studies look at how digitalisation or new practices could increase value 
chain performance (e.g. Karanasios and Slavona, 2020; Kremenova and Gajdos, 2019), without considering 
institutional trust as a potential barrier or enabler. The question remains if, for instance, digitalisation is 
needed to improve trust and transparency, i.e. if institutional trust is already high then perhaps digitalisation 
is less likely to be adopted?

Studying the role of trust and underlying mechanisms is thus key in understanding processes of change, 
adaptation and transformation in agri-food value chains. Such studies should focus on how trust (or the lack 
thereof) influences adaptation and transformation processes and vice versa. However, as trust in different 
objects are often highly related (e.g. trust in individuals, trust in knowledge, trust in new technologies or 
digital tools), studying the relation between trust in (digital) technologies and institutional trust, for instance 
by unravelling how the uptake of new technologies are shaped by trust in the value chain as a whole and 
vice versa are promising.

Research questions associated with this could be: How does institutional trust enable and limit transformations 
in agri-food value chains? How does trust in knowledge and new technologies or practices relate to trust in 
value chains as a whole?

4.3 Trust and digitalisation in value chains

The final theme emerging from our results is the role of trust in digitalisation of agri-food value chains. 
Results from the analysis show diverging and sometimes contradictory findings. Some indicate that trust is 
enhanced by digitalisation (Steiner, 2017), while others find that a lack of trust limits the uptake of digital 
technologies (Misaki et al., 2018). That is, trust relationships can foster or limit the uptake of digitalisation 
and in some cases hybrid forms (analogue and digital) are needed to overcome trust issues (Slavova and 
Karanasios, 2018). These findings can be explained by looking at the character of digitalisation processes 
and its multiplicity of impacts on uncertainties, risks and power relations among value chain actors.

Digitalisation is increasingly changing the organisation of and interactions among value chain actors, as 
existing modes of working, communicating and information sharing, e.g. about data, are replaced by digital 
means such as digital twins, Internet of Things, and mobile extension services (Alm et al., 2016; Cearley, 
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2019). As such, digitalisation is a challenging process often implying disruptive changes that go beyond 
technologies, as they affect ways of working, interpersonal relationships, entire business sectors, markets, and 
society resulting in uncertain benefits and costs (Agogué et al., 2017). These changes create risks and high 
degrees of uncertainty among actors directly and indirectly involved in different stages, roles, and contexts 
of the value chain process calling for a granular level of information to ensure value chains to function and 
trust to develop (Rejeb et al., 2022).

From the trust literature it is known that, while trust is key in acting under uncertainty, high levels of uncertainty 
may also result in decreasing trust (Glückler and Armbrüster, 2003). Agyekumhene et al. (2018) show in 
their results, increasingly unpredictable climate conditions create uncertainties amongst maize farmers, 
affecting trust relations with lenders. Disruptive changes such as digitalisation, and subsequent uncertainties 
and expectations, can thus lead to low trust in the digitalisation process (including among value chain actors 
involved in digitalisation). Value chain actors may then resist digitalisation, or develop initiatives to influence 
trust, and consequently the uptake of digital technologies. Charvat et al. (2018) show for example how data 
sharing and visualisation are seen both as a common interest by value chain actors as well as a threat. As 
such digital technologies such as blockchain may enhance trust, or replace the need for trust, but in that sense 
also erodes trust, making the impact of digital tools a bit ambiguous. As such, authors call for information 
policies to govern the trustworthiness of digitalisation (Keogh et al., 2020).

Building upon the dynamic and context-specific conceptualisation of trust and our results regarding 
digitalisation of value chains, specific gaps in the agri-food value chain literature can be identified with 
respect to this topic. Firstly, digitalisation of value chains is a significant change in context that creates new 
uncertainties and therefore changes trust dynamics – so studies of digitalisation processes over time are 
needed to understand the interaction between trust and digitalisation, including understanding trust relations 
and context prior to digitalisation, as well as how digitalisation can play a role in dealing with food safety 
outbreaks and their devastating effects on trust (Keogh). Secondly, there is a lack of studies taking a more 
theoretically grounded approach to studying the impact of digitalisation on value chain cooperation in 
general and trust in specific.

As such, future research could focus on these gaps by studying trust and digitalisation to address research 
questions such as: How do existing and changing trust relations among agri-food value chain actors influence 
digitalisation and value chain performance? How does institutional trust influence digitalisation of agri-food 
value chains? How does digitalisation influence institutional trust in value chains?

5. Conclusions

This research aimed to present an overview of studies of trust in agri-food value chains. A systematic review 
of peer review publications was conducted focussing on trust in agri-food value chains. Based on these results 
we conclude that trust has been widely and increasingly studied in agri-food value chains, but does not yet 
form a coherent body of knowledge as it is scattered across different fields of research and lacks theoretical 
grounding. More specifically, it can be concluded that trust is studied among a wide range of value chains, but 
mostly in meat, vegetable and value chains in general on the regional level, leaving room for future studies 
to study interconnections between local, regional and global value chains in relation to trust. Something that 
is deemed highly relevant as value chains are more interconnected through globalisation.

The included studies conceptually define trust in different ways: (1) trust as an interactional concept; (2) 
trust in relation to other factors; (3) trust as part of a broader concept. These are based on a wide variety of 
theories and authors, from a wide range of scientific fields. This contributes to the conclusion that theoretical 
consolidation is needed and a more consolidated perspective for studying trust in value chains, taking into 
account it specificalities. This could, potentially, create a basis for future conceptual work to which this 
paper aims to contribute by creating an overview but that goes beyond the scope of this contribution. Such 
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future work could benefit from a dynamic perspective on trust as it takes into account the dynamics and 
(institutional) contexts that characterise value chain collaboration.

Looking further at the different subjects and objects of trust we can conclude that interpersonal trust, and 
to a lesser extent inter-organisational trust, are commonly studied, while institutional trust is mentioned 
as important but rarely theorised and studied. This creates opportunities for studying and theorising the 
relationship between different types of trust, especially related to digitalisation and the uptake of new 
technologies and practices in value chains.
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Supplementary material can be found online at https://doi.org/10.22434/IFAMR2022.0032

Table S1. Papers included in review.
Table S2. Summary review protocol.

Acknowledgements

This review was conducted as part of the research programme ‘The New Zealand bioeconomy in the digital 
age’ funded by the AgResearch Strategic Science Investment Fund.

Conflict of interest

The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References

Abbey, P., P.R. Tomlinson and J.R. Branston. 2016. Perceptions of governance and social capital in Ghana’s 
cocoa industry. Journal of Rural Studies 44: 153-163. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2016.01.015

Adnan, S. 2013. Land grabs and primitive accumulation in deltaic Bangladesh: interactions between neoliberal 
globalization, state interventions, power relations and peasant resistance. The Journal of Peasant 
Studies 40(1): 87-128.

Agogué, M., E. Berthet, T. Fredberg, P. Le Masson, B. Segrestin, M. Stoetzel, M. Wiener and A. Yström. 
2017. Explicating the role of innovation intermediaries in the ‘unknown’: a contingency approach. 
Journal of Strategy and Management 10: 19-39.

Agyekumhene, C., J.R. de Vries, A. van Paassen, P. Macnaghten, M. Schut and A. Bregt. 2018. Digital 
platforms for smallholder credit access: the mediation of trust for cooperation in maize value chain 
financing. Njas – Wageningen Journal of Life Sciences 86-87: 77-88. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
njas.2018.06.001

Alm, E., N. Colliander, F. Lind, V. Stohne, O. Sundström, M. Wilms and M. Smits. 2016. Digitizing the 
Netherlands: how the Netherlands can drive and benefit from an accelerated digitized economy in 
Europe. Boston Consulting Group, Boston, MA, USA.

Ankamah-Yeboah, I., M. Nielsen and R. Nielsen. 2016. Price premium of organic salmon in Danish retail 
sale. Ecological Economics 122: 54-60. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2015.11.028

Ayari, D. and L. Zaibet. 2019. Modelling trust and contractual arrangements in a local economy. Development 
in Practice 29(4): 525-533. https://doi.org/10.1080/09614524.2019.1574715

Bair, J. 2008. Analysing global economic organization: embedded networks and global chains compared. 
Economy and Society 37(3): 339-364. https://doi.org/10.1080/03085140802172664

Barrett, C.B. 2020. Overcoming global food security challenges through science and solidarity. American 
Journal of Agricultural Economics 103: 422-447. https://doi.org/10.1111/ajae.12160

Bauer, P.C. 2021. Clearing the jungle: conceptualizing trust and trustworthiness. In: De Freitas, B. and S. Lo 
Iacono (eds.) Trust matters: cross-disciplinary essays. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2325989

 h
ttp

s:
//w

w
w

.w
ag

en
in

ge
na

ca
de

m
ic

.c
om

/d
oi

/p
df

/1
0.

22
43

4/
IF

A
M

R
20

22
.0

03
2 

- 
T

ue
sd

ay
, M

ay
 3

0,
 2

02
3 

1:
15

:5
7 

PM
 -

 I
P 

A
dd

re
ss

:7
3.

62
.1

35
.1

29
 

https://doi.org/10.22434/IFAMR2022.0032
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2016.01.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.njas.2018.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.njas.2018.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2015.11.028
https://doi.org/10.1080/09614524.2019.1574715
https://doi.org/10.1080/03085140802172664
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajae.12160
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2325989


International Food and Agribusiness Management Review
192

de Vries et al.� Volume 24, Issue 2, 2022

Benito, G.R., B. Petersen and L.S. Welch. 2019. The global value chain and internalization theory. Journal 
of International Business Studies 50(8): 1414-1423.

Bernzen, A. and B. Braun. 2014. Conventions in cross-border trade coordination: the case of organic food 
imports to Germany and Australia. Environment and Planning A 46(5): 1244-1262. https://doi.
org/10.1068/a46275

Bijman, J., B. Kamphuis, R. Wiersinga, M. Danse, X. Zhang and D. Hu. 2010. Linking small-scale farmers 
to modern retail chains: the case of China-SPAR. In: Trienekens, J.H., J.L. Top, J.G.A.J. Van der 
Vorst and A.J.M. Beulens (eds.) Towards effective food chains: models and applications. Wageningen 
Academic Publishers, Wageningen, the Netherlands.

Blok, A. 1978. Antropologische perspectieven. Uitgeverij Coutinho, Bussum, the Netherlands.
Blowfield, M. and C. Dolan. 2010. Outsourcing governance: Fairtrade’s message for C21 global governance. 

Corporate Governance: International Journal of Business in Society 10(4): 484-499.
Bosc, P.M., S. Rafflegeau, H. David-Benz, S. Lemeilleur, P. Moustier and M. Peyre. 2017. Collective 

action in agri-chains. Sustainable development and tropical agri-chains. Springer, Dordrecht, the 
Netherlands, pp. 71-81.

Bremer, S., M.M. Haque, A.S. Haugen and M. Kaiser. 2016. Inclusive governance of aquaculture value-
chains: co-producing sustainability standards for Bangladeshi shrimp and prawns. Ocean & Coastal 
Management 131: 13-24. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2016.07.009

Canavari, M., M. Fritz, G.J. Hofstede, A. Matopoulos and M. Vlachopoulou. 2010. The role of trust in 
the transition from traditional to electronic B2B relationships in agri-food chains. Computers and 
Electronics in Agriculture 70(2): 321-327. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compag.2009.08.014

Cearley, D. and B. Burke. 2019. Top 10 strategic technology trends for 2019: a Gartner trend insight report. 
Available at: https://tinyurl.com/69hw89us

Charvat, K., K.C. Junior, T. Reznik, V. Lukas, K. Jedlicka, R. Palma and R. Berzins. 2018. Advanced 
visualisation of big data for agriculture as part of databio development. IGARSS 2018 – 2018 
IEEE International Geoscience and Remote Sensing Symposium. 22-27 July 2018. Valencia, Spain.

Clapp, J. 2018. Mega-mergers on the menu: corporate concentration and the politics of sustainability in the 
global food system. Global Environmental Politics 18(2): 12-33. https://doi.org/10.1162/glep_a_00454

Clapp, J. and J. Purugganan. 2020. Contextualizing corporate control in the agrifood and extractive sectors. 
Globalizations 7: 1265-1275. https://doi.org/10.1080/14747731.2020.1783814

Da Silva, C.A. and H.M. de Souza Filho. 2007. Guidelines for rapid appraisals of agrifood chain performance 
in developing countries. Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, Rome, Italy.

Dang-Xuan, S., H. Nguyen-Viet, T. Meeyam, R. Fries, H. Nguyen-Thanh, P. Pham-Duc, S. Lam, D. Grace 
and F. Unger. 2016. Food safety perceptions and practices among smallholder pork value chain actors 
in Hung Yen province, Vietnam. Journal of Food Protection 79(9): 1490-1497.

Dawson, I.K., C.S. Njau, N.J. Cordeiro, P. Anegbeh, T. Peprah, Z. Tchoundjeu, F. Rutatina, L. Mwaura, M. 
Munjuga and D.A. Ofori. 2009. Allanblackia, a new tree crop in Africa for the global food industry: 
market development, smallholder cultivation and biodiversity management. Forests, Trees and 
Livelihoods 19: 251-268.

De Vries, J.R., E. Van der Zee, R. Beunen, R. Kat and P.H. Feindt. 2019. Trusting the people and the system. 
The interrelation between interpersonal and institutional trust in collective action for agri-environmental 
management. Sustainability 11(24): 7022.

De Vries, J.R., N. Aarts, A.M. Lokhorst, R. Beunen and J. Oude Munnink. 2015. Trust related dynamics 
in contested land use: a longitudinal study towards trust and distrust in intergroup conflicts in the 
Baviaanskloof, South Africa. Forest Policy and Economics 50: 302-310.

Donovan, J., S. Franzel, M. Cunha, A. Gyau and D. Mithöfer. 2015. Guides for value chain development: 
a comparative review. Journal of Agribusiness in Developing and Emerging Economies 5: 2-23.

El Benni, N., H. Stolz, R. Home, H. Kendall, S. Kuznesof, B. Clark, M. Dean, P. Brereton, L.J. Frewer, 
M.Y. Chan, Q. Zhong and M. Stolze. 2019. Product attributes and consumer attitudes affecting the 
preferences for infant milk formula in China – a latent class approach. Food Quality and Preference 
71: 25-33. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodqual.2018.05.006

Feller, A., D. Shunk and T. Callarman. 2006. Value chains versus supply chains. BP trends 1: 1-7.

 h
ttp

s:
//w

w
w

.w
ag

en
in

ge
na

ca
de

m
ic

.c
om

/d
oi

/p
df

/1
0.

22
43

4/
IF

A
M

R
20

22
.0

03
2 

- 
T

ue
sd

ay
, M

ay
 3

0,
 2

02
3 

1:
15

:5
7 

PM
 -

 I
P 

A
dd

re
ss

:7
3.

62
.1

35
.1

29
 

https://doi.org/10.1068/a46275
https://doi.org/10.1068/a46275
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2016.07.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compag.2009.08.014
https://tinyurl.com/69hw89us
https://doi.org/10.1162/glep_a_00454
https://doi.org/10.1080/14747731.2020.1783814
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodqual.2018.05.006


International Food and Agribusiness Management Review
193

de Vries et al.� Volume 24, Issue 2, 2022

Fielke, S., B. Taylor and E. Jakku. 2020. Digitalisation of agricultural knowledge and advice networks: a 
state-of-the-art review. Agricultural Systems 180: 102763. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2019.102763

Fitter, R. and R. Kaplinksy. 2001. Who gains from product rents as the coffee market becomes more 
differentiated? A value-chain analysis. IDS Bulletin 32(3): 69-82.

Flanigan, S. and L.A. Sutherland. 2016. Buying access to social capital? From collaboration to service 
provision in an agricultural co-operative. Sociologia Ruralis 56(4): 471-490.

Folder, S. and J. Cavaye. 2015. The role of social capital in Tasmanian cherry industry value chain. Rural 
Extension Farming Systems Journal 11(1): 43-52.

Foley, P. 2017. The territorialization of transnational sustainability governance: production, power and 
globalization in Iceland’s fisheries. Environmental Politics 26(5): 915-937.

Franklin, K. and J. Oehmke. 2019. Building African agribusiness through trust and accountability. Journal 
of Agribusiness in Developing and Emerging Economies 9: 22-43.

Franz, M. and S. Rolfsmeier. 2016. Brands, trust and quality in agro-food production networks: the case of 
layer hens. Geografiska Annaler Series B-Human Geography 98(3): 271-286. https://doi.org/10.1111/
geob.12103

Fritz, M. and C. Fischer. 2007. The role of trust in European food chains: theory and empirical findings. 
International Food and Agribusiness Management Review 10(2): 141-164.

Fritz, M. and T. Hausen. 2009. Electronic supply network coordination in agrifood networks barriers, 
potentials, and path dependencies. International Journal of Production Economics 121(2): 441-453. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2007.02.025

Fritz, M. and G. Schiefer. 2008. Food chain management for sustainable food system development: a European 
research agenda. Agribusiness: an International Journal 24(4): 440-452.

Gerdoci, B., E. Skreli and D. Imami. 2015. Relational governance – an examination of the apple sector in 
Albania. Journal of Central European Agriculture 16(2): 72-88.

Gerdoci, B., E. Skreli, E. Zhllima and D. Imami. 2017. Determinants of long-term business relationships in 
the dairy value chain in transition countries: the case of Albania. Studies in Agricultural Economics 
119(3): 139-147. https://doi.org/10.7896/j.1709

Gereffi, G., J. Humphrey and T. Sturgeon. 2005. The governance of global value chains. Review of International 
Political Economy 12(1): 78-104.

Gichure, J.N., R.G. Wahome, P.M.K. Njage, E.G. Karuri, J.M. Nzuma and K. Karantininis. 2017. Factors 
influencing extent of traceability along organic fresh produce value chains: case of kale in Nairobi, 
Kenya. Organic Agriculture 7(3): 293-302.

Glavee-Geo, R., U. Burki and A. Buvik. 2020. Building trustworthy relationships with smallholder (small-
scale) agro-commodity suppliers: insights from the Ghana cocoa industry. Journal of Macromarketing 
40(1): 110-127.

Glin, L.C., A.P.J. Mol, P. Oosterveer and S.D. Vodouhe. 2012. Governing the transnational organic cotton 
network from Benin. Global Networks-a Journal of Transnational Affairs 12(3): 333-354. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-0374.2011.00340.x

Glückler, J. and T. Armbrüster. 2003. Bridging uncertainty in management consulting: the mechanisms of 
trust and networked reputation. Organization Studies 24(2): 269-297.

Gramzow, A., P.J. Batt, V. Afari-Sefa, M. Petrick and R. Roothaert. 2018. Linking smallholder vegetable 
producers to markets – a comparison of a vegetable producer group and a contract-farming arrangement 
in the Lushoto District of Tanzania. Journal of Rural Studies 63: 168-179. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jrurstud.2018.07.011

Grant, M.J. and A. Booth. 2009. A typology of reviews: an analysis of 14 review types and associated 
methodologies. Health Information & Libraries Journal 26(2): 91-108.

Gulati, R. and M. Sytch. 2008. Does familiarity breed trust? Revisiting the antecedents of trust. Managerial 
and Decision Economics 29(2-3): 165-190.

Hardman, P. 2002. Improving cooperation to make the South African fresh apple export value chain more 
competitive. Journal on Chain and Network Science 2(1): 61-72. https://doi.org/10.3920/JCNS2002.
x018

 h
ttp

s:
//w

w
w

.w
ag

en
in

ge
na

ca
de

m
ic

.c
om

/d
oi

/p
df

/1
0.

22
43

4/
IF

A
M

R
20

22
.0

03
2 

- 
T

ue
sd

ay
, M

ay
 3

0,
 2

02
3 

1:
15

:5
7 

PM
 -

 I
P 

A
dd

re
ss

:7
3.

62
.1

35
.1

29
 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2019.102763
https://doi.org/10.1111/geob.12103
https://doi.org/10.1111/geob.12103
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2007.02.025
https://doi.org/10.7896/j.1709
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-0374.2011.00340.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-0374.2011.00340.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2018.07.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2018.07.011
https://doi.org/10.3920/JCNS2002.x018
https://doi.org/10.3920/JCNS2002.x018


International Food and Agribusiness Management Review
194

de Vries et al.� Volume 24, Issue 2, 2022

Hasler, B., G. Msalya, M. Garza, K. Fornace, M. Eltholth, L. Kurwijila, J. Rushton and D. Grace. 2018. 
Integrated food safety and nutrition assessments in the dairy cattle value chain in Tanzania. Global 
Food Security – Agriculture Policy Economics and Environment 18: 102-113. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
gfs.2018.05.003

Helin, J. 2012. Agricultural extension, collective action and innovation systems: lessons on network brokering 
from Peru and Mexico. The Journal of Agricultural Education and Extension 18(2): 141-159.

Higgins, A., C. Miller, A. Archer, T. Ton, C. Fletcher and R. McAllister. 2010. Challenges of operations 
research practice in agricultural value chains. Journal of the Operational Research Society 61(6): 
964-973.

Hilary, R.S., H. Sseguya and P. Kibwika. 2017. Information quality, sharing and usage in farmer organizations: 
the case of rice value chains in Bugiri and Luwero Districts, Uganda. Cogent Food & Agriculture 
3(1): 1350089. https://doi.org/10.1080/23311932.2017.1350089

Irvine, R.M. 2015. A conceptual study of value chain analysis as a tool for assessing a veterinary surveillance 
system for poultry in Great Britain. Agricultural Systems 135: 143-158. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
agsy.2014.12.007

Jakku, E., B. Taylor, A. Fleming, C. Mason, S. Fielke, C. Sounness and P. Thorburn. 2019. ‘If they don’t 
tell us what they do with it, why would we trust them?’ Trust, transparency and benefit-sharing in 
smart farming. Njas – Wageningen Journal of Life Sciences 90: 100285.

Jie, F. and D. Gengatharen. 2019. Australian food retail supply chain analysis. Business Process Management 
Journal 25(2): 271-287. https://doi.org/10.1108/bpmj-03-2017-0065

Kadefors, A. 2004. Trust in project relationships-inside the black box. International Journal of Project 
Management 22(3): 175-182. https://doi.org/10.1016/s0263-7863(03)00031-0

Kanaujia, A. and S. Bhattacharya. 2018. The GM crop debate in India: stakeholders’ interests, perceptions, 
trust and public policy. Asian Biotechnology & Development Review 20: 27-45.

Karanasios, S. and M. Slavova. 2019. How do development actors do ‘ICT for development’? A strategy-
as-practice perspective on emerging practices in Ghanaian agriculture. Information Systems Journal 
29(4): 888-913.

Kassem, H.S., R.M. Shabana, Y.A. Ghoneim, and B.M. Alotaibi. 2020. Farmers’ perception of the quality 
of mobile-based extension services in Egypt: a comparison between public and private provision. 
Information Development 36: 161-180.

Keogh, J.G., L. Dube, A. Rejeb, K.J. Hand, N. Khan and K. Dean. 2020. The future food chain: digitization 
as an enabler of society 5.0. In: Detwiler, D. (ed.) Building the future of food safety technology. 
Elsevier, New York, NY, USA, pp. 1-48.

Khoi, L.N.D. and N.P. Son. 2011. Relationship quality in fish value chains: buyer–supplier management 
in the pangasius industry, Vietnam. In: Stewart, M. and P. Coclanis (eds.) Environmental change 
and agricultural sustainability in the Mekong delta. Advances in global change research. Vol. 45. 
Springer, Dordrecht, the Netherlands.

Kilelu, C., L. Klerkx, A. Omore, I Baltenweck, C. Leeuwis and J. Githinji. 2017. Value chain upgrading and 
the inclusion of smallholders in markets: reflections on contributions of multi-stakeholder processes 
in dairy development in Tanzania. The European Journal of Development Research 29(5): 1102-1121.

Kimani, P., A. Wamukota, J.O. Manyala and C.M. Mlewa. 2020. Analysis of constraints and opportunities 
in marine small-scale fisheries value chain: a multi-criteria decision approach. Ocean & Coastal 
Management 189: 105151.

Klerkx, L., N. Aarts and C. Leeuwis. 2010. Adaptive management in agricultural innovation systems: the 
interactions between innovation networks and their environment. Agricultural Systems 103(6): 390-
400. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2010.03.012

Kremenova, I. and M. Gajdos. 2019. Decentralized networks: the future internet. Mobile Networks and 
Applications 24(6): 2016-2023.

Krone, M. and P. Dannenberg. 2018. Analysing the effects of information and communication technologies 
(ICTs) on the integration of East African farmers in a value chain context. Zeitschrift Fur 
Wirtschaftsgeographie 62(1): 65-81. https://doi.org/10.1515/zfw-2017-0029

 h
ttp

s:
//w

w
w

.w
ag

en
in

ge
na

ca
de

m
ic

.c
om

/d
oi

/p
df

/1
0.

22
43

4/
IF

A
M

R
20

22
.0

03
2 

- 
T

ue
sd

ay
, M

ay
 3

0,
 2

02
3 

1:
15

:5
7 

PM
 -

 I
P 

A
dd

re
ss

:7
3.

62
.1

35
.1

29
 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gfs.2018.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gfs.2018.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311932.2017.1350089
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2014.12.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2014.12.007
https://doi.org/10.1108/bpmj-03-2017-0065
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0263-7863(03)00031-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2010.03.012
https://doi.org/10.1515/zfw-2017-0029


International Food and Agribusiness Management Review
195

de Vries et al.� Volume 24, Issue 2, 2022

Kumar, A. and R. Paddison. 2000. Trust and collaborative planning theory: the case of the Scottish planning 
system. International Planning Studies 5(2): 205-223.

Landmann, D.H. and J.-J. Cadilhon. 2018. The role of trust and networks in developing Nicaraguan farmers’ 
agribusiness capacities. Journal of Agriculture and Rural Development in the Tropics and Subtropics 
119(1): 65-78.

Leonidou, L.C., M.A. Talias and C.N. Leonidou. 2008. Exercised power as a driver of trust and commitment in 
cross-border industrial buyer – seller relationships. Industrial Marketing Management 37(1): 92-103.

Lewicki, R. and B. Bunker. 1996. Developing and maintaining trust in work relationships. In: Kramer, R. 
and T. Tyler (eds.) Trust in organizations. Sage, Thousand Oaks, CA, USA, pp. 114-139.

Lewicki, R.J., E.C. Tomlinson and N. Gillespie. 2006. Models of interpersonal trust development: theoretical 
approaches, empirical evidence, and future directions. Journal of Management 32(6): 991-1022.

Luhmann, N. 1979. Trust and power. Wiley, Chichester, UK.
Lyon, F. 2006. Managing co-operation: trust and power in Ghanaian associations. Organization Studies 

27(1): 31-52.
Mankad, A., B. Loechel and P.F. Measham. 2017. Psychosocial barriers and facilitators for area-wide 

management of fruit fly in southeastern Australia. Agronomy for Sustainable Development 37(6): 
67. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13593-017-0477-z

Mayer, R.C., J.H. Davis and F.D. Schoorman. 1995. An integrative model of organizational trust. The Academy 
of Management Review 20(3): 709-734. https://doi.org/10.2307/258792

McCarthy, B., H.B. Liu and T.Z. Chen. 2016. Innovations in the agro-food system adoption of certified 
organic food and green food by Chinese consumers. British Food Journal 118(6): 1334-1349. https://
doi.org/10.1108/bfj-10-2015-0375

McDermott, G.A. 2007. The politics of institutional renovation and economic upgrading: recombining the vines 
that bind in Argentina. Politics & Society 35(1): 103-143. https://doi.org/10.1177/0032329206297185

Meijerink, G., E. Bulte and D. Alemu. 2014. Formal institutions and social capital in value chains: the case of the 
Ethiopian commodity exchange. Food Policy 49: 1-12. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2014.05.015

Meuwissen, M.P., P.H. Feindt, A. Spiegel, C.J. Termeer, E. Mathijs, Y. de Mey, R. Finger, A. Balmann, E. 
Wauters and J. Urquhart. 2019. A framework to assess the resilience of farming systems. Agricultural 
Systems 176: 102656.

Micheels, E.T. and H.R. Gow. 2011. The moderating effects of trust and commitment on market orientation, 
value discipline clarity, and firm performance. Agribusiness 27(3): 360-378.

Misaki, E., M. Apiola, S. Gaiani and M. Tedre. 2018. Challenges facing sub-Saharan small-scale farmers 
in accessing farming information through mobile phones: a systematic literature review. Electronic 
Journal of Information Systems in Developing Countries 84(4): e12034. https://doi.org/10.1002/
isd2.12034

Morgan, R.M. and S.D. Hunt. 1994. The commitment-trust theory of relationship marketing. Journal of 
Marketing 58(3): 20-38.

Msaddak, M., J. Ben-Nasr and L. Zaibet. 2019. Resolving recurrent imperfections in the dairy production 
using gaming simulation. New Medit: Mediterranean Journal of Economics, Agriculture and 
Environment 18(4): 35-49.

My, N.H.D., M. Demont, E.J. Van Loo, A. de Guia, P. Rutsaert, T.H. Tuan and W. Verbeke. 2018. What is 
the value of sustainably-produced rice? Consumer evidence from experimental auctions in Vietnam. 
Food Policy 79: 283-296. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2018.08.004

Pachoud, C., E. Delay, R. Da Re, M. Ramanzin and E. Sturaro. 2020. A relational approach to studying 
collective action in dairy cooperatives producing mountain cheeses in the Alps: the case of the 
Primiero cooperative in the Eastern Italians Alps. Sustainability 12(11): 4596.

Pilbeam, C., G. Alvarez and H. Wilson. 2012. The governance of supply networks: a systematic literature 
review. Supply Chain Management – an International Journal 17(4): 358-376. https://doi.
org/10.1108/13598541211246512

Pomeroy, R., H. Navy, A.J. Ferrer and A.H. Purnomo. 2017. Linkages and trust in the value chain for small-
scale aquaculture in Asia. Journal of the World Aquaculture Society 48(4): 542-554. https://doi.
org/10.1111/jwas.12407

 h
ttp

s:
//w

w
w

.w
ag

en
in

ge
na

ca
de

m
ic

.c
om

/d
oi

/p
df

/1
0.

22
43

4/
IF

A
M

R
20

22
.0

03
2 

- 
T

ue
sd

ay
, M

ay
 3

0,
 2

02
3 

1:
15

:5
7 

PM
 -

 I
P 

A
dd

re
ss

:7
3.

62
.1

35
.1

29
 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s13593-017-0477-z
https://doi.org/10.2307/258792
https://doi.org/10.1108/bfj-10-2015-0375
https://doi.org/10.1108/bfj-10-2015-0375
https://doi.org/10.1177/0032329206297185
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2014.05.015
https://doi.org/10.1002/isd2.12034
https://doi.org/10.1002/isd2.12034
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2018.08.004
https://doi.org/10.1108/13598541211246512
https://doi.org/10.1108/13598541211246512
https://doi.org/10.1111/jwas.12407
https://doi.org/10.1111/jwas.12407


International Food and Agribusiness Management Review
196

de Vries et al.� Volume 24, Issue 2, 2022

Poppo, L., K.Z. Zhou and J.J. Li. 2016. When can you trust ‘trust’? Calculative trust, relational trust, and 
supplier performance. Strategic Management Journal 37(4): 724-741.

Provan, K.G., A. Fish and J. Sydow. 2007. Interorganizational networks at the network level: a review of 
the empirical literature on whole networks. Journal of Management 33(3): 479-516.

Reardon, T., C.B. Barrett, J.A. Berdegué and J.F.M. Swinnen. 2009. Agrifood industry transformation and 
small farmers in developing countries. World Development 37(11): 1717-1727.

Reardon, T., R. Echeverria, J. Berdegué, B. Minten, S. Liverpool-Tasie, D. Tschirley and D. Zilberman. 2019. 
Rapid transformation of food systems in developing regions: highlighting the role of agricultural 
research & innovations. Agricultural Systems 172: 47-59. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2018.01.022

Rejeb, A., J.G. Keogh and K. Rejeb. 2022. Big data in the food supply chain: a literature review. Journal 
of Data, Information and Management 4(1): 33-47. https://doi.org/10.1007/s42488-021-00064-0

Rejeb, A., J.G. Keogh, S. Zailani, H. Treiblmaier and K. Rejeb. 2020. Blockchain technology in the food 
industry: a review of potentials, challenges and future research directions. Logistics 4(4): 27.

Riisgaard, L. and S. Ponte. 2011. Pro-poor value chain development: 25 guiding questions for designing 
and implementing agroindustry projects. United Nations Industrial Development Organization 
(UNIDO), Vienna, Austria.

Rijswijk, K., L. Klerkx, M. Bacco, F. Bartolini, E. Bulten, L. Debruyne, J. Dessein, I. Scotti and G. Brunori. 
2021. Digital transformation of agriculture and rural areas: a socio-cyber-physical system framework 
to support responsibilisation. Journal of Rural Studies 85: 79-90.

Roba, G.M., M.A. Lelea, O. Hensel and B. Kaufmann. 2019. Elusive profits: understanding economic 
performance of local traders in the pastoral small ruminant value chain in northern Kenya. Nomadic 
Peoples 23(1): 78-105. https://doi.org/10.3197/np.2019.230105

Rokkan, A.I., J.B. Heide and K.H. Wathne. 2003. Specific investments in marketing relationships: expropriation 
and bonding effects. Journal of Marketing Research 40(2): 210-224. https://doi.org/10.1509/
jmkr.40.2.210.19223

Rousseau, D.M., S.B. Sitkin, R.S. Burt and C. Camerer. 1998. Not so different after all: a cross-discipline view 
of trust. Academy of Management Review 23(3): 393-404. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1998.926617

Ruben, R. 2017. Impact assessment of commodity standards: towards inclusive value chains. Enterprise 
Development and Microfinance 28: 82-97.

Rugema, S., H. Sseguya and P. Kibwika. 2018. Determinants of smallholder farmers’ participation in rice 
value chains in Uganda. Journal of Agricultural Extension 22(2): e24086851.

Satria, D. and E. Li. 2017. Contract engagement in the small-scale tuna-fishing economies of east Java. 
Bulletin of Indonesian Economic Studies 53(1): 27-54. https://doi.org/10.1080/00074918.2016.1198467

Schoorman, F.D., R.C. Mayer and J.H. Davis. 2007. An integrative model of organizational trust: past, 
present, and future. The Academy of Management Review 32(2): 344-354.

Slavova, M. and S. Karanasios. 2018. When institutional logics meet information and communication 
technologies: examining hybrid information practices in Ghana’s agriculture. Journal of the Association 
for Information Systems 19(9): 775-812. https://doi.org/10.17705/1jais.00509

Sodano, V., M. Hingley and A. Lindgreen. 2008. The usefulness of social capital in assessing the welfare 
effects of private and third-party certification food safety policy standards: trust and networks. British 
Food Journal 110(4-5): 493-513. https://doi.org/10.1108/00070700810868988

Soullier, G. and P. Moustier. 2021. The modernization of the rice value chain in Senegal: a move towards 
the Asian Quiet Revolution? Development Policy Review 39: 81-101.

Steiner, B.E. 2017. A phenomenon-driven approach to the study of value creation and organizational design 
issues in agri-business value chains. Economia Agro-Alimentare 19: 89-118.

Sterling, B., M. Gooch, B. Dent, N. Marenick, A. Miller and G. Sylvia. 2015. Assessing the value and role 
of seafood traceability from an entire value-chain perspective. Comprehensive Reviews in Food 
Science and Food Safety 14(3): 205-268. https://doi.org/10.1111/1541-4337.12130

Stern, M.J. and K.J. Coleman. 2015. The multidimensionality of trust: applications in collaborative natural 
resource management. Society & Natural Resources 28(2): 117-132.

Tamm, E.E., L. Schiller and R.H. Hanner. 2016. Seafood traceability and consumer choice. In: Naaum, A. 
and R. Hanner (eds.) Seafood authenticity and traceability. Elsevier, New York, NY, USA, pp. 27-45.

 h
ttp

s:
//w

w
w

.w
ag

en
in

ge
na

ca
de

m
ic

.c
om

/d
oi

/p
df

/1
0.

22
43

4/
IF

A
M

R
20

22
.0

03
2 

- 
T

ue
sd

ay
, M

ay
 3

0,
 2

02
3 

1:
15

:5
7 

PM
 -

 I
P 

A
dd

re
ss

:7
3.

62
.1

35
.1

29
 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2018.01.022
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42488-021-00064-0
https://doi.org/10.3197/np.2019.230105
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkr.40.2.210.19223
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkr.40.2.210.19223
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1998.926617
https://doi.org/10.1080/00074918.2016.1198467
https://doi.org/10.17705/1jais.00509
https://doi.org/10.1108/00070700810868988
https://doi.org/10.1111/1541-4337.12130


International Food and Agribusiness Management Review
197

de Vries et al.� Volume 24, Issue 2, 2022

Thiele, G., A. Devaux, I. Reinoso, H. Pico, F. Montesdeoca, M. Pumisacho, J. Andrade-Piedra, C. Velasco, P. 
Flores, R. Esprella, A. Thomann, K. Manrique and D. Horton. 2011. Multi-stakeholder platforms for 
linking small farmers to value chains: evidence from the Andes. International Journal of Agricultural 
Sustainability 9(3): 423-433. https://doi.org/10.1080/14735903.2011.589206

Tilson, D., K. Lyytinen and C. Sørensen. 2010. Research commentary – digital infrastructures: the missing 
IS research agenda. Information Systems Research 21(4): 748-759.

Trienekens, J.H. 2011. Agricultural value chains in developing countries a framework for analysis. International 
Food and Agribusiness Management Review 14: 51-82.

Troger, K., M.A. Lelea and B. Kaufmann. 2018. The fine line between trusting and cheating: exploring 
relationships between actors in Ugandan pineapple value chains. European Journal of Development 
Research 30(5): 823-841. https://doi.org/10.1057/s41287-018-0134-7

Troy, D.J., K.S. Ojha, J.P. Kerry and B.K. Tiwari. 2016. Sustainable and consumer-friendly emerging 
technologies for application within the meat industry: an overview. Meat Science 120: 2-9. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.meatsci.2016.04.002

Van der Merwe, M., J.F. Kirsten and J.H. Trienekens. 2017. Information sharing as a safeguard against the 
opportunistic behavior of South African Karoo Lamb farmers. Agricultural Economics 48(1): 101-111.

Van der Valk, O.M.C. and B.I. De Vos. 2016. Family ties, preconceived images and trust: how local 
community defines market collaboration in the Dutch fish chain. Marine Policy 71: 175-183. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2016.05.019

Virah-Sawmy, M., A.P. Duran, J.M.H. Green, A.M. Guerrero, D. Biggs and C.D. West. 2019. Sustainability 
gridlock in a global agricultural commodity chain: reframing the soy-meat food system. Sustainable 
Production and Consumption 18: 210-223. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.spc.2019.01.003

Watabaji, M., A. Molnar and X. Gellynck. 2016. Integrative role of value chain governance: evidence from 
the malt barley value chain in Ethiopia. Journal of the Institute of Brewing 122(4): 670-681. https://
doi.org/10.1002/jib.378

Webber, C.M. and P. Labaste. 2009. Building competitiveness in Africa’s agriculture: a guide to value chain 
concepts and applications. World Bank Publications, World Bank, Washington, DC, USA.

Webster, J. and R.T. Watson. 2002. Analyzing the past to prepare for the future: writing a literature review. 
MIS Quarterly 26: 13-23.

Williamson, O.E. 2002. The theory of the firm as governance structure: from choice to contract. Journal of 
Economic Perspectives 16(3): 171-195.

Wolfert, S., L. Ge, C. Verdouw and M.-J. Bogaardt. 2017. Big data in smart farming – a review. Agricultural 
Systems 153: 69-80.

Wolfswinkel, J.F., E. Furtmueller and C.P. Wilderom. 2013. Using grounded theory as a method for rigorously 
reviewing literature. European Journal of Information Systems 22(1): 45-55.

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

Zhao, G., S. Liu, C. Lopez, H. Lu, S. Elgueta, H. Chen and B.M. Boshkoska. 2019. Blockchain technology 
in agri-food value chain management: a synthesis of applications, challenges and future research 
directions. Computers in Industry 109: 83-99. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compind.2019.04.002

 h
ttp

s:
//w

w
w

.w
ag

en
in

ge
na

ca
de

m
ic

.c
om

/d
oi

/p
df

/1
0.

22
43

4/
IF

A
M

R
20

22
.0

03
2 

- 
T

ue
sd

ay
, M

ay
 3

0,
 2

02
3 

1:
15

:5
7 

PM
 -

 I
P 

A
dd

re
ss

:7
3.

62
.1

35
.1

29
 

https://doi.org/10.1080/14735903.2011.589206
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41287-018-0134-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.meatsci.2016.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.meatsci.2016.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2016.05.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2016.05.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.spc.2019.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1002/jib.378
https://doi.org/10.1002/jib.378
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compind.2019.04.002


 h
ttp

s:
//w

w
w

.w
ag

en
in

ge
na

ca
de

m
ic

.c
om

/d
oi

/p
df

/1
0.

22
43

4/
IF

A
M

R
20

22
.0

03
2 

- 
T

ue
sd

ay
, M

ay
 3

0,
 2

02
3 

1:
15

:5
7 

PM
 -

 I
P 

A
dd

re
ss

:7
3.

62
.1

35
.1

29
 


	Trust in agri-food value chains: a systematic review
	Abstract
	1. Introduction
	2. Conceptual orientation and methods
	3. Results
	4. Discussion and directions for future research
	5. Conclusions
	Supplementary material
	Acknowledgements
	Conflict of interest
	References

	Trust in agri-food value chains: a systematic review
	Jasper R. de Vriesia, James A. Turnerb, Susanna Finlay-Smitsc, Alyssa Ryand and Laurens Klerkxe,f
	Reducing food waste from social innovation perspective: a review of measures, research gaps and future directions
	Guoqing Zhaoia,b, Shaofeng Liuc, Yi Wangc, Carmen Lopezd, Aira Onge and Xiaoning Chenf
	Global traders and the integration of Chile and Mexico into the configuration of the global value chain of berries
	María Guadalupe González-Ramíreza, Vinicio Horacio Santoyo-Cortésbi, José Jaime Arana-Coronadoc, Manrrubio Muñoz-Rodríguezb and Nadia Albis-Salasd
	Promoting global well-being through fairtrade food: 
the role of international exposure
	Fred A. Yamoaha and David Eshun Yawsonib
	Strategic business decisions of retailers in the edible insect value chain in Uganda
	Emmanuel Donkorai, Robert Mbecheb and Dagmar Mithöferc
	How has the new round of farmland certification in China affected farmers’ economic welfare?
	Dan Yanga, Xiaoli Wangb, Yu Tangc, Zimin Liuia and Xiaohua Yud
	Hometown effect on consumer preferences for food products
	Hideo Aizakiai, Kazuo Satob and Tomoaki Nakatanic
	Agricultural support and spatial price transmission: evidence from China’s maize sector
	Jiawu Daiia, Yuchen Fengb, Yan Wangc and Xiuqing Wangd
	Geo Biogas & Tech: leading sustainable energy transition in Brazil through biogas business
	Leticia Franco Martinezai, Marcos Fava Nevesb, Beatriz Papa Casagrandec, Gabriel de Oliveira Teixeirac, Vinicius Cambaúvac, Daniel Bocca Mancinid
	Techlex: a corporate practice to initiate inclusive agri-food value chain development in China
	Yunyi Zhoua, Song Hub and Kevin Z. Chenic,d￼

