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Abstract
Building a relationship with the maritime supply chain partners is considered
imperative for organisations to survive and remain competitive. Yet, several studies
that examined the maritime supply chain have not adequately explored nor assessed
the relationship constructs that impacts maritime supply chain performance. This
study intends to fill this gap and ascertain the influence that certain relationship
elements have on the maritime supply chain performance. The study is solely a desk
research. After providing a general overview of maritime supply chain and its
structure, relationship marketing paradigm and relationship constructs, this study
examines the influence that the identified relationship constructs (i.e. trust,
commitment and satisfaction) has on supply chain performance. The study asserts
that the present of the identified relationship constructs (i.e. trust, commitment and
satisfaction) among supply chain partners will influence supply chain performance
positively. Hence, building a successful long-term relationship among maritime
supply chain partners requires an understanding of these key relationship constructs.
Keywords: Maritime, Supply chain, Supply chain management, Relationship,
Relationship quality, Relationship marketing

Introduction
Maritime SC is structured by an integration of maritime services and transshipment functions to maritime distribution functions (Frankel 1999). Likewise, Chryssolouris et al.
(2004) stated that maritime SC involve different interrelated partners, with each performing distribution or manufacturing operations and activities. These views suggest that
maritime SC consider the interests of all parties involved in the development of the chain.
Lam (2011, p. 366) stated further that a maritime SC is “the connected series of activities
pertaining to shipping services which is concerned with planning, coordinating and controlling containerized cargoes from the point of origin to the point of destination”. This is
consistent with Polatidis et al. (2018) assertion that maritime SC comprise interconnected
and globally distributed organizations involving different entities. Arguably, maritime SC
is complex as it involves several types of interactions among SC partners, which require
effective relationship management (Song et al. 2016).
Furthermore, Oliveira et al. (2016, p. 166) defined supply chain (SC) “as an aggregate
set of value chains linked by inter-organizational relationships, both upstream and
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downstream of the leader company in order to deal with all the flows involved (cash,
material, goods, and information), from the first supplier’s supplier to the last customer
of the end customer, as well as the reverse flow of products and returnable and/or disposable products, generating value for the end consumer and for SC stakeholders”,
while supply chain management (SCM) is the coordination of the chain of events associated with the movement of goods from raw materials to the ultimate customer
(Mentzer et al. 2001). These views suggest that the SC represent a network of relationships formed to ensure that efficient and effective products and services are delivered
to the end customer within the chain (Fawcett and Magnan 2004). Hence, the success
of a firm is dependent on its ability to integrate its intra and inter-firm processes and
coordinate the intricate network of business relationships among supply chain member
(Yuen and Thai 2017).
Globalization and competitive pressure have given rise to dynamic and complex SC
(Christopher et al. 2006; Creazza et al. 2010). Hence, scholar and researchers alike have
laid emphasis on the need for fundamental changes within the maritime SC relationships
(Berle et al. 2011). This could be constructed to the assertion that a business ultimate success and competitiveness depends on its ability to coordinate and integrate the various
business networks within the SC (Lambert and Cooper 2000; Wilding and Humphries
2006; Carbone and Gouvernal 2007; Song and Panayides 2008; Efendigil et al. 2008; Yuen
and Thai 2017). It is therefore imperative for firms to have a supply chain that will foster
efficient and effective optimization of goods, services and information (Disney and Towill
2003; Childerhouse and Towill 2003; Bhatnagar and Teo 2009).
Lam and Van De Voorde (2011, p. 705) argued that fostering relationship within the
supply chain is imperative because “competition in the business world nowadays is
largely between supply chains, rather than between individual players only”. This is
consistent with Lam (2011, p. 373) assertion that fostering “integration in maritime
supply chains can bind the partners in a vertically-collaborative relationship that enables the organisations to accomplish their goals collectively and efficiently”. Berle et al.
(2011) added that developing and maintaining of a good supply chain relationship will
foster the development of effective and efficient capabilities for the supply chain partners. Likewise, Panayides and Song (2013) asserted that it is imperative for maritime
businesses to build close collaborative relationships across the supply chains. Gunasekaran et al. (2015) concluded that relationship, which is developed over a period is essential for supply chain partners in attaining collaboration effort towards higher quality,
lower cost, reduce risks, greater product innovation and enhance market value.
Although many studies have reported the direct impact of relationship on maritime SC,
there is a lack of research evident exploring and assessing relationship constructs as it affects
the maritime SC. The primary aim of this paper is therefore to develop a new conceptual
framework linking maritime SC and relationship constructs by reviewing the relevant literature on maritime sector, maritime SC, relationship marketing and relationship constructs.

Literature review
Maritime SC and its structure

Maritime SC remains a leading service sector for promoting global and intercontinental
trade. Banomyong (2005) referred to Maritime SC as an essential system that links the
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globe together. This is because the maritime SC plays a vital role as an intermediary and in
transportation to facilitate trade flow in intercontinental and global SC (Wong et al. 2011).
This is consistent with Cheng et al. (2015) assertion that the maritime activities and operations contribute about 70% of international trade by value and approximately 80% by volume globally. Hence, it is an essential trade life-line for manufacturing companies globally
(Jasmi and Fernando 2018). Obviously, intercontinental trade relies heavily on maritime
transportations to carry various cargoes for catalyzing global import-export trade.
Lam (2011, p. 366), defined a maritime SC as “the connected series of activities pertaining to shipping services which is concerned with planning, coordinating and controlling containerised cargoes from the point of origin to the point of destination”. This
view suggests that adding value to goods and services transported remains a key focus
for maritime SC while providing time and place utility (Lam 2015). Arguably, adding
value through the transportation of goods and service remains the core purpose of
maritime SC. This is in line with Jasmi and Fernando (2018) conclusion that maritime
SC is the movement of cargoes and related support service involving two substantial locations using land transportations and maritime.
Frankel (1999) noted that maritime SC structure focuses on the integration of transshipment functions and maritime services to maritime distribution functions. This suggests that there exists different players and interactions within the maritime SC (Song
et al. 2016). This is consistent with Polatidis et al. (2018) assertion that the maritime
SC structure comprises of interconnected and globally distributed organisations. Arguably, the maritime sector could be categorised as complex. Hence, there is a need to
foster appropriate relationship and management among these complex SC partners,
port authorities, shipping organizations and import-export firms.

Why foster relationship among maritime SC partners?

Increased competition has helped accelerate transport and transport services efficiency in meeting
customers’ requirements (Pando et al. 2005). The OECD (2011) added that competition in the
maritime sector is considered essential in fostering effective functioning of the ports and port services in contributing respectively to the global economy and determining a product final price.
These views are in line with Jasmi and Fernando (2018) assertion that the maritime SC organisations are traditionally subjected to competitive forces. Yet, Lazakis et al. (2016) argued that competition in the maritime sector has given rise to more pretentious and compound structures.
Contrary to these views, Stank et al. (2001) stated that relationship among SC partners fosters collaborative decision-making, which involves collective and joint ownership of decisions. This is consistent with Lam (2013) assertion that developing and
maintaining supply chain relationships result in making decisions that involves active
participation of all partners, which maximize supply chain profitability. Tseng and Liao
(2015) added that relationship avails partners with information that will enhance in
building and maintaining the SC. Likewise, De Martino and Morvillo (2008) emphasised that interdependencies and reciprocal benefits among SC partners will only be
achieved through relationship. This is consistent with the argument that relationship
among SC partners result in a long-term relationship as opposed to contractual relationships, which help improve quality services and reduce complexity (Woo et al.
2013).
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Effective relationship management among SC partners improve capacity (Bichou and
Gray 2004) and increase firm performance (Sheu et al. 2006). This is consistent with Fawcett and Magnan (2004) argument that relationship among SC partners facilitate the delivery of best products and services to the market, and efficient and effective value
delivery to supply chain end customer. Richey Jr et al. (2010) and Germain and Iyer
(2006) added that integral relationship within the SC promotes organisational performance. Likewise, Heaver (2011), and Acosta et al. (2007) asserted that relationship eases the
accessibility and increased safety and improved efficient operations. Hence, More and
Basu (2013) concluded that closer relationships with SC partners’ avails firms the opportunity to increase business agility and effectively cost cutting. These views suggest that SC
partners recognize business synergy to compete effectively with other supply chains, and
how such collaboration would enhance performance by working together (Yu et al. 2013).
Scholars and researchers have also argued that forming relationship with different SC
partners encourages collective responsibility for sustainable development (Stank et al.
2001). Likewise, relationships among SC partners increases environmental protection
performance (Sarkis 2001). These views are consistent with Gunasekaran et al. (2008)
argument that relationship promotes the concept of circular economy through continuous improvement, total quality management and responsive SC. Song et al. (2016) concluded that cooperation should be encouraged among maritime SC players to
accommodate the structural changes in the sector. Exploring and developing long-term
relationships among SC partners, which is a key concept to the relationship marketing
paradigm becomes important to the continuity and survival of partners within the
maritime sector.

Relationship marketing paradigm

There is no generally acceptable definition of relationship, which emerges from the
field of relationship marketing (Buttle 1996). This is because the concept definition varies in different disciplines. Broom et al. (2000) within the public relations discipline referred to a relationship as a series comprising interaction, exchange, transaction, and
linkage between the partners involved. Hence, effective relationship theory should encourage collaboration because “effectively managing organizational-public relationships
around common interests and shared goals, over time, results in mutual understanding
and benefit for interacting organizations and publics” (Ledingham 2003, p. 190). Likewise, from a communication perspective, Coombs (2001) defined relationship as a link
existing among partners with a mutual purpose over a period. Hence, relationship is
termed a two-way route in which partners are aware of each other and their respective
interaction. Furthermore, Håkansson and Snehota (1995), p. 25) within the social
psychology discipline termed relationship as “a mutually oriented interaction between
two reciprocally committed parties”, while Hallahan (2004, p. 775) from an organisation
standpoint concluded that relationship involves “routinized, sustained patterns of behaviour by individuals related to their involvement with an organisation”. Despite the
difference in opinion of these scholars, they have all perceived relationship as a means
of interaction that emerges among partners.
Relationship marketing on the other hand has been referred to as “establishing, maintaining, and enhancing relationships with customers and other partners, at a profit, so
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that the objectives of the parties involved are met. This is achieved by a mutual exchange and fulfilment of promises”. This is consistent with Kotler and Armstrong
(2010) view that relationship marketing is the process that avails relationship partners
obtain what they desire by identifying and exchanging value with one another. Arguably, effective relationship management is essential for any business success (Smith
1998a; Wilson 1995). Researchers within the field of marketing have claimed that keeping an existing relationship is easier and cheaper than attracting a new relationship
(Athanasopoulou 2009). Hence, organisations should strive to develop and maintain a
long-term relationship with their respective partners. This is consistent with scholars’
argument that organisations should engage and/or involve their business partners to
build mutually beneficial relationships (Jahansoozi 2007) as partners are bound to
maintain a closely related relationship (Vieira et al. 2008). It is worth stating that the
intention to use marketing research is to help identify and understand relationship variables that could guide the development of a bespoke model focused on facilitating
maritime SC relationships.

Methodology
The purpose of this paper is to synthesize maritime SC and relationship marketing
literature to develop a conceptual framework that will foster a successful long-term
relationship among maritime supply chain partners. This section therefore explains
how the conceptual framework was developed step by step. Also, presents how the
literature review and scoping review were performed and the conceptual framework
developed, as shown in Fig. 1.
This study conducted a scoping review, which aims to map the literature on a research
area or topic and provide an opportunity to identify gaps in the research and develop conceptual model that will inform research, policymaking and practice (Daudt et al. 2013).
This is consistent with Davis et al. (2009, p. 1386) assertion that “scoping involves the synthesis and analysis of a wide range of research and non-research material to provide
greater conceptual clarity about a specific topic or field of evidence”. Authors such as Dijkers (2015) and Arksey and O’Malley (2005) argued that scoping review is different from
other types of review in that they address broader topics and are less likely to focus on a
specific research question. Hence, the scoping review was conducted to identify relationship quality constructs that have been evaluated and consistently mentioned in the literature by following the five steps framework proposed by Arksey and O’Malley.
Identifying the research question

As with other types of review, it is imperative to identify a research question(s), which
guides the way that the search strategies are built (Arksey and O’Malley 2005). Hence,
the overarching research question guiding the search is “What are the main constructs
that defines the quality of a relationship”.
Identifying relevant studies

Arksey and O’Malley (2005) asserted that being able to identify appropriate and relevant studies and reviews suitable for answering the stated research question is essential.
We conducted an electronic search of relevant articles on relationship quality
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Fig. 1 Study Research Methodology

dimensions through Web of Science and Scopus. The databases were selected to cover
a broad range of disciplines and considered comprehensive. There was no limit placed
on the date of publication, focus or type of relationship, and type or subject on the
database search. Relationship quality, relationship quality construct, relationship construct, relationship dimension, relationship determinants, relationship precursors, and
building blocks of relationship are the phrases and/or terms used as the search query
to meet the specific needs of the database considered.

Study selection

A two-stage selection process was used in identifying the appropriate and relevance
studies. First, one of the authors checked the journal articles generated through the
search phrases and/or terms for relevance and any duplicate records since it is impossible to include every single journal articles. Thereafter, the second author carried out
an abstract check of all the remaining articles resulting in the selection of a total of 62
journal articles considered appropriate for the study.

Charting the data

This stage involves the extraction of data and synthesising same to provide narratives
of the selected studies. We recorded information such as the name of the authors, year
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of publication, methods, relationship focus/type, and research contributions of the
studies considered appropriate. Together, these data formed the basis of the analysis.

Collating, summarizing, and reporting the results

The data gathered through charting were compiled in a single excel spreadsheet analysis because it presents a tabular form of different measurement used in evaluating
and assessing selected studies (Osobajo and Moore 2017) as shown in Table 1.

Scoping review results and discussion
The initial search, which was conducted in August 2019 yielded 1059 likely relevant
studies. After initial screening of the potential studies for deduplication, only 851 studies qualified for the next round of screening. The next round of screening involves
screening the 851 studies based on identified inclusion criteria. At the end of this
round, the authors are left with only 196 studies, which are further subjected to full
text-text review. Five studies could not be accessed, while 129 studies are considered
irrelevant to this study. Hence, only 62 studies were included in the scoping review and
analysis as shown in Fig. 2.
An overview of the scoping review and analysis carried out suggested that the first
study that focused on ascertaining relationship quality dimensions was conducted in
1987 by Dwyer and Oh. Since then, the concept has received continuous attention from
various researchers in different industries. Out of the 62 studies reviewed, forty-seven
studies (76%) took on board the questionnaires, five studies (8%) utilised interviews,
only one study (2%) took on board case study, while nine studies (14%) employed
mixed method of data collection. Of the nine studies, seven studies utilised questionnaires & interviews, one study respectively employed questionnaires, interviews & case
study, and questionnaires & focused group. In summary, most of the studies reviewed
suggested that researchers and scholars alike have used the questionnaire as the main
method of collecting quantitative data, while qualitative and mixed methods have been
accorded little attention. This could be attributed to Vieira et al.’s (2008) argument that
questionnaires as a means of collecting quantitative data provides scholars and researchers alike with more generalisable data.
In addition, the scoping review revealed that the constructs of relationship quality
have been explored in different industries and sectors such as manufacturing, service,
hospitality, distribution, financial and retail. Likewise, researchers and scholars alike
have explored different types of relationships such as business to business (i.e. a wholesaler and a retailer or a manufacturer and wholesaler), business to customer, customer
to business, and interpersonal relationships in the process of contributing to the
ongoing discussions on relationship quality constructs.
Furthermore, scholars within the relationship marketing field of study have identified
various constructs upon which the quality of a relationship is built. The difference in
opinion with respect to these constructs could be linked to the perspective, context and
research settings in which various studies have been carried out (Vieira et al. 2008).
These constructs have also been referred to as precursors, determinants, dimensions or
building blocks of relationship (Athanasopoulou 2009; Vieira et al. 2008). However, the
focus of this study will be on trust, satisfaction and commitment, which have been
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Table 1 Analysis of the studies reviewed (Summarised from the literature)
No Author(s)

Method(s)

Relationship Focus

Research Contribution

1

Dwyer and
Oh (1987)

Questionnaires

Manufacturers &
Dealers

Satisfaction, Minimal opportunism and Trust

2

Crosby et al.
(1990)

Questionnaires

Sales people &
Customers

Satisfaction and Trust

3

Lagace et al.
(1991)

Questionnaires

Physicians & Sales
people

Trust and Satisfaction

4

Moorman et
al. (1992)

Questionnaires

Providers & Users of
market research

Perceived quality and Commitment

5

Han et al.
(1993)

Questionnaires

Purchasing agents &
Sales people

Trust and Satisfaction

6

Johnson et
al. (1993)

Questionnaires

Distributors &
Suppliers

Satisfaction, Cooperation and Relationship
stability

7

Wray et al.
(1994)

Questionnaires & Financial
Interviews
intermediaries & their
Customers

Satisfaction and Trust

8

Morgan and
Hunt (1994)

Questionnaires & Retailers & Customers
Interviews

Trust and Commitment

9

Kumar et al.
(1995)

Questionnaires

Conflict, Trust and Commitment

10

Bejou et al.
(1996)

Questionnaires & Sales people & retail
Interviews
customers

Satisfaction and Trust

11

Menon et al.
(1996)

Questionnaires

Intraorganizational

Conflict

12

Leuthesser
(1997)

Questionnaires

Suppliers & Buyers

Satisfaction and Trust

13

Doney and
Cannon
(1997)

Questionnaires

Suppliers & Buyers

Trust

14

Dorsch et al.
(1998)

Questionnaires

Vendors & Purchasing
executives

Trust, Satisfaction, Commitment and
Opportunism

15

Smith
(1998a)

Questionnaires

Purchasing
professionals & Sales
representatives

Trust, Satisfaction and Commitment

16

Smith
(1998b)

Questionnaires

Sellers & Buyers

Trust, Satisfaction and Commitment

17

Selnes (1998) Questionnaires

Food producers &
their Customers

Trust and Satisfaction

18

Bowen and
Shoemaker
(1998)

Questionnaires

Hotels & their Guest

Trust and Commitment

19

Jap et al.
(1999)

Interviews

Buyers & Sellers

Trust, Conflict, Disengagement and Continuity

20

Baker et al.
(1999)

Questionnaires

Suppliers & Resellers

Trust, Satisfaction and Commitment

21

Johnson
(1999)

Questionnaires

Suppliers &
Distributors

Trust, Fairness and Absence of opportunism

22

Garbarino
Questionnaires
and Johnson
(1999)

Service providers &
Customers

Trust, Satisfaction and Commitment

23

HennigThurau
(2000)

Questionnaires

Manufacturers &
Customers

Trust, Product-related quality perception,
Emotional and calculative and commitment

24

Naudé and
Buttle (2000)

Questionnaires

Suppliers & Suppliers

Trust, Satisfaction, Coordination, Power and
Profit

25

Boles et al.

Questionnaires

Business & Business

Trust and Satisfaction

Manufacturers &
Dealers
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Table 1 Analysis of the studies reviewed (Summarised from the literature) (Continued)
No Author(s)

Method(s)

Relationship Focus

Research Contribution

(2000)
26

Goodman
and Dion
(2001)

Questionnaires

Manufacturers &
Distributors

Commitment

27

De Ruyter et
al. (2001)

Interviews

Business & Business

Trust and Commitment

28

Hewett et al.
(2002)

Questionnaires

Buyers & Sellers

Trust and Commitment

29

Woo and
Cha (2002)

Questionnaires

Hotels & Their Guest

Trust and Satisfaction

30

HenningThurau et al.
(2002)

Questionnaires

Service business &
their Customers

Satisfaction and Commitment

31

Friman et al.
(2002)

Case study

Service firms & their
International partners

Trust and Commitment

32

Lang and
Colgate
(2003)

Questionnaires

Financial service
providers & Online
retail customers

Trust, Satisfaction, Commitment, Social bonds
and Conflict

33

Keating et al. Focus group &
Questionnaires
(2003)

Online retailers & Eshoppers

Trust, Effort, Value, Understanding and
Communication

34

Walter et al.
(2003)

Suppliers & Customers

Trust, Satisfaction and Commitment

35

Roberts et al. Questionnaires
(2003)

Service firms & their
customers

Trust, Satisfaction and Commitment

36

Sanzo et al.
(2003)

Questionnaires

Industrial firms and
Suppliers

Trust, Conflict and Value of relationship

37

Woo and
Ennew
(2004)

Questionnaires

Business & Business

Cooperation, Adaptation and Atmosphere

38

Fynes et al.
(2004)

Questionnaires

Supplier chain –
Manufacturers

Trust, Adaptation, Communication and
Cooperation

39

Venetis and Questionnaires & Advertising agencies & Commitment
Business customers
Ghauri (2004) Interviews

40

Lages et al.
(2005)

Questionnaires

41

Bennett and
Barkensjo
(2005)

Questionnaires & Charities & their
Beneficiaries
Interviews

Trust, Benevolence and Commitment

42

Farrelly and
Quester
(2005)

Questionnaires & Football teams &
Sponsors
Interviews

Trust and Commitment

43

Van Bruggen Questionnaires
et al. (2005)

44

Huntley
(2006)

45

Ramaseshan
et al. (2006)

46

Questionnaires & Purchasing managers
Ulaga and
& vendors
Eggert (2006) Interviews

47

Leonidou et
al. (2006)

Questionnaires

Exporters & Importers

Adaptation, Communication, Commitment,
Cooperation, Satisfaction, Trust and
Understanding

48

Carr (2006)

Interviews

Information systems
managers & system
Users

Trust, Satisfaction and Commitment

Questionnaires

Exporters & Importers

Amount of information sharing,
Communication quality, Long-term relationship
orientation and Satisfaction

Business & Business

Trust, Satisfaction, Commitment and Conflict

Questionnaires

Buyers & Sellers

Trust and Commitment

Questionnaires

Departmental stores &
their Tenants

Satisfaction and Commitment
Trust, Satisfaction and Commitment
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Table 1 Analysis of the studies reviewed (Summarised from the literature) (Continued)
No Author(s)

Method(s)

Relationship Focus

Research Contribution

Business & Leisure
travellers

Trust, Satisfaction and Commitment

49

Beatson et al. Questionnaires
(2008)

50

Chang and
Ku (2009)

Questionnaires,
Providers & Retailers
Interviews & case
study

Trust, Satisfaction and Commitment

51

Vesel and
Zabkar
(2010)

Interviews

Retailers & Customers

Trust, Satisfaction and Commitment

52

Morry and
Kito (2009)

Questionnaires

Human relationship –
Spouse

Trait and Perception

53

Barry and
Questionnaires
Doney (2011)

Suppliers & Retailers

Trust, Satisfaction and Commitment

54

Clark et al.
(2011)

Questionnaires

Physicians & Sales
representatives

Benefit, investment and dependences

55

Gentzler et
al. (2011)

Questionnaires

Parental relationship

Communication

56

Keating et al. Questionnaires
(2011)

Businesses &
Customers

Service delivery and loyalty

57

Leonidou et
al. (2013)

Questionnaires

Exporters & Importers

Cooperation, communication, trust and
commitment

58

Lin (2013)

Questionnaires

Service providers &
their Customers

Trust and satisfaction

59

Rafiq et al.
(2013)

Questionnaires

Retailers & Online
grocery shoppers

Trust, Satisfaction and Commitment

60

Ying-Ping
(2013)

Questionnaires

Suppliers & Retailers

Trust, Satisfaction, Commitment, Cooperation,
Coordination and Adaptation

61

Atrek et al.
(2014)

Interviews

Business & Business

Service performance, Service quality and
Product quality

62

Lai (2014)

Questionnaires

Business & Customers

Service quality and Perceived value

Fig. 2 Study Selection PRISMA Flowchart Process
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consistently mentioned and evaluated in the literature. In addition, these three variables
form an area of convergence for studies on relationship because they have been validated in different contexts (Osobajo and Moore 2017).

Development of a conceptual framework
The primary aim of this paper is to extend the body of knowledge by establishing the
link between relationship constructs and maritime SC performance. Hence, the relationship between maritime SC and trust, satisfaction and commitment, which represent
an area of convergence for relationship quality constructs will be explored further.

Trust

Trust is considered imperative in developing and maintaining relationships. Trust is defined as a belief (Kumar et al. 1995; Morgan and Hunt 1994), or expectation of relationship partners (Dwyer et al. 1987). These views suggest that trust could be termed a
behavioural intention (Moorman et al. 1992; Tian et al. 2008). This is because partners
in a relationship are at risk of one another choices because of uncertainty within the relationship. This is consistent with Hewett and Bearden (2001) claim that trust is an essential variable that supports promises-making and promises-keeping. Hence, it has
significant influence on relationship success (Akrout 2015).
Trust is also defined as the perceived benevolence and credibility among relationship
partners (Ganesan 1994). This view suggests that the genuine interest of relationship
partners is important for trust to exist. This is consistent with Morgan and Hunt (1994,
p. 23) claim that trust is perceived to exist “when one party has confidence in an exchange partner’s reliability and integrity”. This view further suggests that trust also
focus on the assessment of relationship partners’ personality traits. Arguably, trust
among partners is important in developing and maintaining a successful relationship.
This is consistent with Smyth et al. (2010) assertion that trust among relationship partners is important in dealing with unplanned or unforeseen events. Halinen (2012) concluded that trust influences interactions among relationship partners, while giving
room for open and honest interactions. Relationship building among SC partners involves partners trusting one another by understanding each other’s problems and performing effectively.
H1: This study posits it that the existence of trust among maritime partners will
positively influence SC performance.

Satisfaction

Roberts et al. (2003, p. 175) defined satisfaction as “the customer’s cognitive and
affective evaluation based on their personal experience across all service episodes
within the relationship”. This view suggests that satisfaction entails the assessment or
appraisal of a relationship by partners based on their respective experience and dealings
with one another. Likewise, Wilson (1995) referred to satisfaction as a measure of outcome or performance expected of a relationship partner. Meaning that satisfaction represent a positive emotional and/ or rational state resulting from a relationship
evaluation. This further suggests that satisfaction evaluates relationship partners’ past
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and current dealings and interactions to influence future development and expectations
(Roberts et al. 2003).
Satisfaction is further defined by Anderson and Narus (1990) as the fulfilment shared
by partners in a relationship due to achieving desired outcomes. This is consistent with
scholars’ assertion that satisfaction measures the extent in which relationship partners
expected performance is met taking into consideration transactions that transpired between the partners (Wilson 1995). Thus, these views suggest that the achievement of a
partner’s goals and objectives with the help of another partner will results in satisfaction (Anderson and Narus 1990; Kumar et al. 1995). Therefore, one could conclude
that parties to a relationship have an obligation to contribute towards the achievement
of one anothers goals and objectives as opposed to competing with one another.
H2: This study posits it that shared fulfilment of maritime partners needs and expectations will positively influence SC performance.

Commitment

Commitment is “an enduring desire to maintain a valued relationship” (Moorman et al.
1992, p. 316). Likewise, Morgan and Hunt (1994, p. 23) defined commitment as “the
belief that an ongoing relationship with another is so important as to warrant maximum efforts at maintaining it”. These views suggest that relationship partners desire a
stable relationship and are willing to make sacrifices to maintain a stable relationship.
This is in line with Chen and Paulraj (2004) assertion that commitment facilitates SC
partners to integrate with their major customers’ business processes and goals. Kumar
et al. (1995) claimed that commitment represent partners’ intention to continue in a relationship. Parsons (2002, p. 7) added that “commitment among partners is essential
for each party achieving its goals and maintaining relationships”. This is in line with
Roberts et al. (2003) argument that commitment is important in solving relationshipinherent problems and developing a long-term relationship among partners. These definitions suggest that commitment develops over time and that relationship partners

Fig. 3 Study Conceptual Framework
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have a desire to maintain the relationship, thus implying a long-term orientation towards relationship continuity. Arguably, commitment is an essential variable for a successful long-term relationship (Morgan and Hunt 1994). Relationship building among
SC partners involves partners continued desire to commit to the relationship.
H3: This study posits it that maritime partners continued desire to commit to the
relationship building will positively influence SC performance.Figure 3 presents the
proposed framework developed in this paper.

Managerial implication and conclusion
Although the different stakeholders within the maritime SC continues to develop
effective and efficient means of working successful with one another, there is still a lack
of research evident exploring and assessing relationship constructs as it affects the
maritime SC performance. This study therefore makes both academic and practical
contributions to the ongoing discussions on fostering relationship within the maritime
SC. This study has proposed a conceptual framework within this paper linking relationship constructs (i.e. trust, satisfaction and commitment) to maritime SC performance.
Building trust among SC partners is essential because it influences open and honest
interactions among relationship partners. Also, fostering and helping one another
towards the achievement of goals and objectives can be instrumental in breaking the
barrier of competition among SC partners. Likewise, committing and supporting in the
achievement of partner’s goals and objectives can help build a long-term relationship.
This paper offers the following contribution. First, this paper fills the gap in research
by developing a conceptual framework of relationship constructs with maritime SC
performance. While many studies have reported the direct impact of relationship on
maritime SC, there is a lack of research evident exploring and assessing relationship
constructs as it affects the maritime SC performance. Hence, building a successful
long-term relationship among maritime SC partners requires an understanding of the
key relationship constructs. Secondly, over thirty relationship constructs were identified
through extensive literature review. However, the paper focused on trust, satisfaction
and commitment, which have been consistently mentioned, evaluated and have formed
an area of convergence for studies on relationship because they have been validated in
different contexts.
Despite the contributions stated above, the following limitations applies to the paper.
First, no empirical attempt was carried out to validate the proposed conceptual framework. Second, only three of the identified relationship constructs were considered
within the proposed conceptual framework. Hence, future conceptual studies should
consider how other relationship constructs such as communication can impact maritime SC performance. Likewise, future empirical studies could employ either qualitative, quantitative or mixed method to validate the proposed conceptual framework.
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