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Suppliers are important members of the agricultural supply chain. Moreover, their behavior decisions may affect the sustainable
development of the agricultural supply chain. Considering agricultural supplier trust, this study examines the direct impact of
trust perception on relationship quality and the indirect impact of supplier fairness perception on relationship quality. Based on
the survey data of agricultural product suppliers, this study uses the structural equation model method for empirical analysis. (e
analysis results show that both fairness perception and trust perception have a significant positive impact on the relationship
quality of the agricultural supply chain. Trust perception particularly has a positive direct impact on the relationship quality of the
agricultural supply chain, while fairness perception has an indirect influence on the relationship quality of the agricultural supply
chain through trust perception. In addition, information sharing, price satisfaction, income level, and environmental certainty
have a significant positive impact on suppliers’ fairness perception. (erefore, retailers comprehensively consider both fairness
perception and trust perception of suppliers, which will help improve the relationship quality of the supply chain.

1. Introduction

Many experiments in behavioral economics have shown that
the fairness perception of decision-makers refers to the
comparison between the efforts and benefits of oneself and
that of others, wherein the idea of fairness is derived [1]. In
China, the agricultural supply chain is usually dominated by
retailers or wholesalers. (e suppliers only obtain less
revenue and bear too many market risks [2]. (e inequality
of distributed wealth could prompt suppliers to take certain
illegal actions to reduce production costs and increase their
own profits. (ese behaviors may cause agricultural product
quality safety incidents. For example, the Shanghai Shenglu
Food Company dyes white flour into cornmeal buns and
Heinz Meiweiyuan (Guangzhou) Food Company adds
“Sudan Red No. 1” to chili sauce.(ese incidents damage the
relationship quality between agricultural supply chains.
(erefore, supplier fairness perception is one of the key
factors affecting the stability of supply chain cooperation [3].
However, trust has a positive role in promoting relationship

quality [4]. If suppliers trust retailers, they will make effort to
maintain the stability of the quality of agricultural products
for long-term cooperation. It is helpful to improve the ef-
ficiency of cooperation and the stability of relationship
quality [5]. Once the agricultural product supplier loses trust
in the retailer, conducting behaviors that damage the rela-
tionship quality of the agricultural supply chain is possible
[6]. Suppliers’ trust to retailers is an important part of supply
chain management [7].

In supply chain management research, the relationship
quality of the supply chain is important for describing the
basic characteristics of the supply chain. Food safety and
quality issues have largely affected the relationship quality of
the supply chain [8]. Fairness perception and trust per-
ception of suppliers may affect the relationship quality of the
agricultural supply chain. As we have shown, some scholars
have conducted empirical studies on the influence of fairness
perception on relationship quality, and they found that
fairness perception has a positive effect on relationship
quality [9, 10]. In addition, other scholars have studied the
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influence of trust perception on relationship quality [11].
However, their main concern was the impact of the retailer’s
fairness perception or trust perception on relationship
quality. To the best of our knowledge, there has been little
research on the impact of both suppliers’ fairness perception
and trust perception on the relationship quality of the ag-
ricultural supply chain. Based on survey data sets of agri-
cultural product suppliers, this study analyzes the impact of
agricultural product suppliers’ fairness perception and trust
perception on the relationship quality of the supply chain.
(e research results will provide scientific guidance and
suggestions for the sustainable development of agricultural
supply chains.

2. Theoretical Background and Assumptions

2.1. Factors Influencing Suppliers’ Fairness Perception.
Both distributive and procedural fairness are important
dimensions for measuring fairness perception and have been
widely used in previous literature. Many scholars have
studied the influence of distributive and procedural fairness
in the supply chain and their own influence [12, 13]. (is
study uses both distributive and procedural fairness to
describe the fairness perception of agricultural product
suppliers. Informational fairness and interactional fairness
are also reflected in the article. Openness and transparency
of information and the equality of information exchange are
considered through information sharing, and equality of
both agricultural product suppliers’ transaction process and
interaction is considered through procedural fairness.

Price satisfaction is essential and affects fairness per-
ception [14]. Price satisfaction has a positive and significant
impact on fairness perception [15]. Simultaneously, price
satisfaction can affect not only the degree of fairness per-
ception but also the cooperation between suppliers and
retailers in the supply chain of agricultural products [16].
Higher price satisfaction will make cooperation between
agricultural product suppliers and retailers more stable and
lasting. (is study makes the following assumptions:

H1a: price satisfaction has a positive impact on dis-
tributive fairness
H1b: price satisfaction has a positive impact on pro-
cedural fairness

Studies have shown that information sharing could
improve supply chain performance [17]. (erefore, infor-
mation sharing is an essential role in the cooperation process
of supply chain members. For example, information sharing
can promote operational performance improvement, reduce
supply chain costs, and increase supply chain profits [18, 19].
Simultaneously, information sharing has a positive impact
on fairness [20]. Information sharing and fairness percep-
tion are considered closely related, and information sharing
can have a certain impact on fairness perception. As the
degree of information sharing increases, agricultural
product suppliers can obtain more information. (is study
makes the following assumptions:

H2a: information sharing has a positive impact on
distributive fairness
H2b: information sharing has a positive impact on
procedural fairness

Income is the main indicator reflecting utility and sat-
isfaction [21]. Income inequality triggers the unfairness
perception of agricultural product suppliers, which can
significantly reduce the enthusiasm of agricultural product
suppliers. Changes in income levels significantly affect
fairness perception [22]. When the income level fluctuates
abnormally, it will even affect the fairness of the whole
society and cause people to change the concept of social
fairness [23]. An increase in income level will enhance the
fairness perception of suppliers of agricultural products and
promote cooperation between suppliers and retailers. (is
study makes the following assumptions:

H3a: income level has a positive impact on distributive
fairness
H3b: income level has a positive impact on procedural
fairness

Environmental certainty has a significant impact on
fairness perception, namely, distributive fairness and pro-
cedural fairness, and has an impact on the stability of supply
chain partnerships [24]. (erefore, the uncertainty of the
agricultural product market environment brings risk and
unfairness perception to agricultural product suppliers.
Increasing environmental certainty promotes the fairness
perception of agricultural product suppliers and stabilizes
the cooperative relationship of agricultural supply chains.
(is study makes the following assumptions:

H4a: environmental certainty has a positive impact on
distributive fairness
H4b: environmental certainty has a positive impact on
procedural fairness

2.2. Fairness Perception and Trust Perception. (is study
divides trust perception into two dimensions: integrity trust
and good faith trust. Integrity trust means that the supplier
of agricultural products trusts the promise from the retailer
and regards the retailer as the most loyal partner. Good faith
trust shows that the supplier of agricultural products fully
trusts that the retailer can provide assistance, support, and
understanding.

In the agricultural supply chain, both fairness perception
and trust perception play very important roles. However, no
clear conclusion about the relationship between trust per-
ception and fairness perception exists. We assume that
fairness perception affects trust perception among members
of the agricultural supply chain.

On the one hand, distributive fairness has a significant
impact on trust perception. Distributive fairness is mainly
manifested in the fairness of income distribution. When the
income or benefits’ distribution was unfair, people’s par-
ticipation also became affected, thereby affecting trust
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[25, 26]. Christopher and Matthew [27] proved that trust
was affected by a social distribution or unfair income dis-
tribution, and unfair income distribution reduced public
trust. Sonja and Juan [28] highlighted that unfair income
distribution had a negative impact on trust. Distributive
fairness can be the decisive factor of trust perception. In the
agricultural supply chain, unfair income distribution will
stimulate conflicts between suppliers and retailers, affect the
trust of both parties, and damage the willingness of both
parties to continue cooperating. (erefore, distributive
fairness has a certain impact on trust perception.

On the other hand, procedural fairness could affect trust
perception. Procedural fairness is defined as the fairness of
participants during the planning process [29]. Trust is
usually formed during the planning process [30, 31].
Christoph [32] showed that procedural fairness directly
affected participants’ trust. Gross [33] proved that proce-
dural fairness has a positive impact on trust. Procedural
fairness is an important determinant of trust perception in
the agricultural supply chain because procedural fairness
reduces conflicts of interest, enhances the stability of the
supply chain, and increases trust between both parties. Good
mutual trust helps reduce the adverse effects of communi-
cation, stabilize the supply chain environment, and increase
market vitality. (us, procedural fairness affects trust per-
ception to a certain extent.

Aryee et al. [34] proved that both distributive fairness
and procedural fairness affected trust. In addition, distrib-
utive and procedural fairness has a comprehensive impact
on trust fairness. Ghasem et al. [35] further highlighted that
distributive fairness has a more significant impact on trust.
(erefore, trust fairness in agricultural product suppliers
will be affected by fairness perception. (is study makes the
following assumptions:

H5a: distributive fairness has a positive impact on
integrity trust
H5b: distributive fairness has a positive impact on good
faith trust
H6a: procedural fairness has a positive impact on in-
tegrity trust
H6b: procedural fairness has a positive impact on good
faith trust

2.3. Trust Perception and Relationship Quality.
Commitment is essential in relationship quality, and sup-
plier trust will have a significant impact on commitment
[36]. From a psychological point of view, commitment is
largely affected by trust, and this effect is enduring [37].
Some scholars have found that fairness has an indirect
impact on commitment, and trust has a direct impact on
commitment [38, 39]. Suppliers will maintain stable com-
mitment and long-term cooperation with the retailer if they
trust the retailer. (is study makes the following
assumptions:

H7a: integrity trust has a positive impact on
commitment

H7b: good faith trust has a positive impact on
commitment

Trust perception is critical to investment willingness.
Trust will affect investment willingness and income [40, 41].
(e willingness of suppliers to continue investing is also
affected by trust [42]. (erefore, the trust perception of
agricultural product suppliers has an impact on investment
willingness. (is study makes the following assumptions:

H8a: integrity trust has a positive impact on investment
willingness
H8b: good faith trust has a positive impact on in-
vestment willingness

Continuity expectation means that the agricultural
product suppliers do not want to change the relationship in a
short time but to keep cooperating with the retailer. Trust
will affect the continuity of the cooperative relationship and
has an intangible effect on future cooperation between two
parties [43]. Trust is related to fairness, which affects the
results of cooperation and the possibility of long-term co-
operation, that is, continuous expectations [44, 45]. (us,
the continuity expectation is possibly affected by trust
perception. (is study makes the following assumptions:

H9a: integrity trust has a positive impact on continuity
expectations
H9b: good faith trust has a positive impact on conti-
nuity expectations

Based on the above analysis, this study establishes a
theoretical model and research hypothesis framework of the
relationship between fairness perception, trust perception,
and agricultural supply chain quality, as shown in Figure 1.

3. Methods of Empirical Research

3.1. Variable Definitions and Measurements. (is study ex-
amines the impact of both fairness perception and trust
perception on relationship quality. (e factors influencing
fairness perception include price satisfaction, information
sharing, income level, and environmental certainty. Fairness
perception is separated into distributive and procedural
fairness. Trust perception includes integrity trust and good
faith trust. Relationship quality comprises commitment,
investment willingness, and continuity expectations. To
ensure the reliability and validity of the scale, this study
adopts a seven-point Likert scale widely used in empirical
research.

(is article defines price satisfaction as the degree of
satisfaction of suppliers with agricultural product prices,
with five items, the scale of which comes from Hellberg and
Spiller [46]. (is article defines information sharing as the
ability of agricultural product suppliers to share their own
information with retailers with six items, and its scale is
adapted from Frazier et al. [47]. Income level is defined as
the profit that the retailer can bring to the agricultural
product supplier. (e scale is rooted in the study by
Anderson and Narus [48], with four items. Environmental
uncertainty means that the demand and sales forecasting of
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suppliers on the agricultural product market is not ascer-
tainable, and its scale is adapted from Heide and John [49].

(is study defines distributive fairness as the distribution
of profit being fair in the cooperation between agricultural
product suppliers and retailers and that procedural fairness
as the process of cooperation between suppliers and retailers
remaining fair. (e scale of distributive fairness is measured
by five items, and the scale is derived from Price and Mueller
[50]. (e scale of procedural fairness is adapted from Kim
and Mauborgne [51], with eight items. Integrity trust means
that agricultural product suppliers trust the retailer’s
promises and suggestions, and good faith trust means that
agricultural product suppliers trust the retailer’s support and
assistance. Integrity trust and good faith trust are measured
by five items, and the scale comes from Kumar et al. [52].

Commitment means that the supplier of agricultural
products is willing to make corresponding promises to the
retailers with three items, and the scale comes from Meyer
et al. [53]. Investment willingness is defined as the will-
ingness of agricultural product suppliers to invest and co-
operate with retailers. (e scale is selected from Kumar et al.
[52], which is described by three items. (is article defines
continuity expectation as the idea of long-term cooperation
between agricultural product suppliers and retailers with
three items, and the source of the scale is the study by Frazier
et al. [47].

3.2. Sample Selection and Data Collection. (is article con-
ducts surveys via questionnaire. (e objects of the ques-
tionnaire are representative suppliers from wholesale markets
of agricultural products in various cities, and most of them
have rich experience in the agricultural industry. (e objects
of the questionnaire cover major cities in Jiangsu Province.
(e questionnaire is distributed to agricultural product
suppliers through e-mail and visits. A total of 1,000 ques-
tionnaires were distributed, and 562 were returned. (e

questionnaires were screened after the questionnaires were
returned, and 112 questionnaires were eliminated, because the
subjects of 53 questionnaires did not meet the requirements of
middle- and high-level supplier managers, and the result of 13
questionnaires had the same blockbuster options. In addition,
25 questionnaires contained missing information, and 21
questionnaires showed wrong answers to reverse questions
and polygraph questions. Finally, 450 valid questionnaires
were obtained with an effective recovery rate of 45%.

4. Empirical Research Results

4.1. Reliability and Validity Analysis. (is study used SPSS
25.0 to test the reliability and validity of the questionnaire
based on the collected data. Both reliability and validity were
analyzed. (e specific analysis results are shown in Table 1.

(e study analyzes the Cronbach’s α coefficient from 11
aspects such as price satisfaction, information sharing, in-
come level, environmental certainty, distributive fairness,
procedural fairness, integrity trust, good faith trust, com-
mitment, investment willingness, and continuity expecta-
tion. According to the reliability analysis, the Cronbach’s α
value of the total variable was 0.952, indicating that the
reliability of the total sample data was good. From Table 1,
that Cronbach’s α values in various aspects are 0.732–0.849,
which is all greater than 0.7 acceptable values. (is shows
that each indicator has high internal consistency, and each
variable has good reliability.

(e study also calculates KMO (Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin)
values of the total sample and the chi-square value of
Bartlett’s sphericity test and analyzes the factor load of each
variable. According to the validity analysis, the KMO value is
0.912, and Bartlett’s sphericity chi-square value is 15706.585.
(is means that the sample data are very suitable for
analysis. Simultaneously, the factor load of each variable is
greater than 0.5, which indicates that the sample data have
good validity.
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Figure 1: (eoretical model.
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4.2. Model Fitness Analysis. (is study uses AMOS25.0
software to perform confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) for
each variable. (ese variables include price satisfaction, in-
formation sharing, income levels, environmental certainty,
distributive fairness, procedural fairness, integrity trust, good
faith, trust, commitment, investment willingness, and

continuity expectation. (e model’s goodness-of-fit is shown
in Table 2. According to the standard of goodness-of-fit [54],
χ2/df< 2, RMSEA< 0.05, GFI, AGFI, NFI, CFI, TLI, RFI, and
IFI are all equal to or greater than 0.90, thereby confirming a
favorable goodness-of-fit. (ese data indicate that the model
has a great goodness-of-fit. (e research results of the sample
data in this study show that the absolute fit index
χ2/df � 1.431, RMSEA� 0.039, the relative fit index
GFI� 0.912, AGFI� 0.964, NFI� 0.937, CFI� 0.957,
TLI� 0.953, RFI� 0.926, and IFI� 0.971. (e goodness-of-fit
of the model can be considered well (see Table 2).

(e average variance extraction (AVE) of each variable is
0.551–0.741, and the combined reliability (CR) of each
variable is 0.739–0.956. (us, all average variance extrac-
tions (AVEs) are greater than 0.5, and all combined reli-
abilities (CRs) are greater than 0.7. In short, all relative fitting
indexes satisfy the fitting standard. Model adaptability is
considered good in this study (see Table 3).

4.3. Path Analysis. (e study conducts a path analysis using
AMOS 25.0 to analyze the influencing factors of fairness
perception of agricultural product suppliers, fairness per-
ception, trust perception, and relationship quality. (e
analysis results are shown in Figure 2.

From Figure 2, all p< 0.001 are established; that is, all
paths have reached a highly significant level. (is study
further analyzes the correlation of variables, path coeffi-
cients, and the significant levels they reach, as shown in
Table 4. (e correlation p reflects the degree of correlation.
When p< 0.05, the correlation is significant; when p< 0.01,
the correlation is more significant; when p< 0.001, the
correlation is highly significant. From Table 4, hypotheses
H1a, H1b, H2a, H2b, H3a, H4a, H4b, H5a, H6a, H6b, H7b,
H8b, and H9b have proven to be highly significant
correlations.

4.4. Results Analysis. (is article analyzes the reliability and
validity of the sample data.(e analysis results show that the
data are all valid and reliable. (e structural equation
modeling (SEM) method is used to test the hypothesis, and
the influence between all paths is tested.

(e results showed that all assumptions about fairness
perception and trust perception have been verified. Con-
cerning influencing factors of fairness perception, both price
satisfaction and information sharing and environmental
certainty have a highly significant positive impact on the
fairness perception of suppliers. So, the supplies will feel
higher fairness if a more reasonable wholesale price is given
by the retailers. (e increased information-sharing degree of
retailers will promote an increase of suppliers’ fairness
perception and then the increased fairness perception of
suppliers is conducive to mutual trust between suppliers and
retailers. Furthermore, when the demand market is more
predictable and the scale of market demand is more stable,
suppliers’ fairness perception will increase. In addition,
information sharing has strong positive impacts on sup-
pliers’ procedural fairness. Both price satisfaction and in-
come level have a more significant impact on distributive

Table 1: Reliability and validity analysis of variables.

Variable Question α Factor load

Price satisfaction

Q1-1

0.732

0.792
Q1-2 0.764
Q1-3 0.683
Q1-4 0.776
Q1-5 0.815

Information sharing

Q2-1

0.787

0.591
Q2-2 0.745
Q2-3 0.798
Q2-4 0.634
Q2-5 0.739
Q2-6 0.719

Income level

Q3-1

0.849

0.846
Q3-2 0.684
Q3-3 0.735
Q3-4 0.572

Environmental certainty

Q4-1

0.815

0.742
Q4-2 0.847
Q4-3 0.692
Q4-4 0.788

Distributive fairness

Q5-1

0.774

0.792
Q5-2 0.745
Q5-3 0.761
Q5-4 0.831
Q5-5 0.579

Procedural fairness

Q5-6

0.831

0.543
Q5-7 0.861
Q5-8 0.789
Q5-9 0.767
Q5-10 0.668
Q5-11 0.812
Q5-12 0.792
Q5-13 0.755

Integrity trust

Q6-1

0.792

0.696
Q6-2 0.867
Q6-3 0.571
Q6-4 0.724
Q6-5 0.761

Good faith trust

Q6-6

0.763

0.740
Q6-7 0.716
Q6-8 0.763
Q6-9 0.738
Q6-10 0.762

Commitment
Q7-1

0.826
0.849

Q7-2 0.654
Q7-3 0.737

Investment willingness
Q8-1

0.779
0.799

Q8-2 0.782
Q8-3 0.813

Continuity expectation
Q9-1

0.786
0.726

Q9-2 0.751
Q9-3 0.798
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fairness than on procedural fairness. But environmental
certainty has a greater impact on procedural fairness than
distributive fairness.

(rough the impact of fairness perception on trust
perception, it is found that procedural fairness and dis-
tributive fairness have a highly significant positive impact on
both integrity trust and good faith trust. Improving sup-
pliers’ fairness perception will increase the suppliers’ trust in
retailers and enhance the long-term cooperation between the
two sides. (e impact of distributive fairness on integrity
trust is more significant than on good faith trust. Procedural
fairness has a highly significant positive impact on integrity

trust and a more significant positive impact on good faith
trust.

Considering the influence of trust perception on rela-
tionship quality, integrity trust and good faith trust both
have a significant positive impact on relationship quality. On
the one hand, a higher supplier’s trust perception will induce
a greater possibility of cooperation with the retailer.(is will
be conducive to continuous and long-term cooperation
between suppliers and retailers. On the other hand, the
increased trust of suppliers in retailers will prompt suppliers
to make more reliable commitments to retailers, such as
long-term cooperation and quality assurance, which is

Table 2: Goodness-of-fit of the model.

Statistical test χ2/df RMSEA GFI AGFI NFI CFI TLI RFI IFI
Adaptation standard <2 <0.05 >0.90 >0.90 >0.90 >0.90 >0.90 >0.90 >0.90
Fitted value 1.431 0.039 0.912 0.964 0.937 0.957 0.953 0.926 0.971

Table 3: Model adaptability.

Variable M SD AVE CR
(1) Price satisfaction 4.757 1.135 0.589 0.877
(2) Information sharing 4.657 1.147 0.501 0.856
(3) Income level 4.692 1.171 0.513 0.805
(4) Environmental certainty 4.674 1.126 0.592 0.852
(5) Distributive fairness 4.781 1.119 0.557 0.861
(6) Procedural fairness 4.734 1.152 0.569 0.912
(7) Integrity trust 4.520 1.114 0.533 0.849
(8) Good faith trust 4.725 1.065 0.554 0.861
(9) Commitment 4.919 1.132 0.564 0.793
(10) Investment willingness 4.608 1.098 0.637 0.840
(11) Continuity expectation 4.510 1.157 0.576 0.803

(Note: ∗∗∗ p < 0.001, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗ p < 0.05)

0.514∗∗∗

0.557∗∗∗

0.436∗∗∗

0.512∗∗∗

0.494∗∗∗

0.327∗∗

0.517∗∗∗

0.348∗∗

0.466∗∗∗
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0.531∗∗∗

0.233∗∗
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0.541∗∗∗
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Figure 2: Model path analysis diagram.
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conducive to the stable development of the supply chain.
Compared with integrity trust, good faith trust has a more
significant impact on relationship quality. (e results of the
study show that integrity trust has the most significant
impact on continuity expectations. Good faith trust has
strong positive impacts on commitment.

Our study shows that the influencing factors of fairness
perception have a significant positive impact on supplier
perception. Simultaneously, supplier perception has a sig-
nificant positive impact on relationship quality.

Using Bollen’s analysis method [55], this study further
analyzes the indirect impact of fairness perception on the
relationship quality of the supply chain. (e analysis results
show that the indirect effects of distributive fairness and
procedural fairness on commitments are 0.43 and 0.39, the
indirect effects on investment willingness are 0.45 and 0.40,
and the indirect effects on continuity expectations are 0.47
and 0.44, respectively. (erefore, fairness perception has a
positive indirect impact on the relationship quality of the
agricultural supply chain. Among them, distributive fairness
has the most significant indirect influence on commitment,
investment willingness, and continuity expectations. Dis-
tributive fairness is the key to improve the relationship
quality of the supply chain.

5. Main Conclusions and Research Prospects

5.1. Main Conclusion. Based on the perspective of agricul-
tural product suppliers, this study uses the structural
equationmodel to analyze the impact of agricultural product
suppliers’ fairness perception and trust perception on the
relationship quality of the agricultural supply chain. (e
conclusions of this study mainly include the following four
aspects. (1) Price satisfaction, information sharing, and
income level have a significant positive impact on fairness
perception, wherein information sharing has the most sig-
nificant impact on fairness perception. (2) Fairness

perception has a significant positive impact on suppliers’
trust perception. (3) Suppliers’ trust perception has a sig-
nificant positive impact on the relationship quality of the
supply chain. (4) Fairness perception has a positive indirect
impact on the relationship quality of the supply chain
through trust perception.

Based on the above conclusions, this article presents four
management suggestions. First, retailers should strengthen
information sharing with suppliers, such as sharing product
information, business development, and company devel-
opment status. In the supply chain, information sharing has
become a key factor in supply chain cooperation. Enhancing
information sharing between retailers and suppliers will
improve suppliers’ fairness perception and promote coop-
eration between two parties.

Second, retailers need to reasonably set purchase prices
and conduct profit distribution so that the income of ag-
ricultural product suppliers can be guaranteed and suppliers’
distributive fairness perception can be improved. In addi-
tion, retailers also need to prohibit fraud in the transaction
process and enhance mutual frankness to improve suppliers’
procedural fairness perception. In the agricultural supply
chain, whether the profits and returns obtained by suppliers
are fair and whether they are treated fairly during trans-
actions with retailers are important factors affecting sup-
pliers’ trust perception.

(ird, the retailer should ensure the fairness of the
supplier and enhance the sincerity of cooperation by pro-
actively requesting the expansion of the cooperation period
between the two parties and boosting willingness to coop-
erate, which can increase suppliers’ trust perception. Because
agricultural product quality risk and supply risk mainly
come from suppliers, increasing suppliers’ trust in retailers
will improve the relationship quality of the agricultural
supply chain.

Fourth, retailers should strengthen cooperation with
suppliers by increasing the quantity and frequency of

Table 4: Hypothesis verification results.

Suppose Path Path coefficient p Conclusion
H1a Price satisfaction⟶distributive fairness 0.557 ∗∗∗ Stand by
H1b Price satisfaction⟶procedural fairness 0.514 ∗∗∗ Stand by
H2a Information sharing⟶distributive fairness 0.479 ∗∗∗ Stand by
H2b Information sharing⟶procedural fairness 0.678 ∗∗∗ Stand by
H3a Income level⟶distributive fairness 0.541 ∗∗∗ Stand by
H3b Income level⟶procedural fairness 0.289 ∗∗ Stand by
H4a Environmental certainty⟶distributive fairness 0.436 ∗∗∗ Stand by
H4b Environmental certainty⟶procedural fairness 0.512 ∗∗∗ Stand by
H5a Distributive fairness⟶integrity trust 0.635 ∗∗∗ Stand by
H5b Distributive fairness⟶good faith trust 0.327 ∗∗ Stand by
H6a Procedural fairness⟶integrity trust 0.494 ∗∗∗ Stand by
H6b Procedural fairness⟶good faith trust 0.576 ∗∗∗ Stand by
H7a Integrity trust⟶commitment 0.233 ∗∗ Stand by
H7b Good faith trust⟶commitment 0.531 ∗∗∗ Stand by
H8a Integrity trust⟶investment willingness 0.295 ∗ ∗ Stand by
H8b Good faith trust⟶investment willingness 0.466 ∗∗∗ Stand by
H9a Integrity trust⟶continuity expectation 0.348 ∗∗ Stand by
H9b Good faith trust⟶continuity expectation 0.517 ∗∗∗ Stand by
∗ ∗ ∗ p< 0.001, ∗ ∗ p< 0.01, and ∗p< 0.05.
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purchases of agricultural products and reduce conflicts in
the transaction process by satisfying supplier demand and
adopting supplier opinions. It will enhance suppliers’ fair-
ness perception and trust perception and improve the
positive impact on the relationship quality of the agricultural
supply chain. Retailers should not only pay attention to the
significant impact of trust perception on relationship quality
but also the impact of suppliers’ fairness perception on
relationship quality. When suppliers perceive that they are
being treated fairly, it will significantly promote trust be-
tween suppliers and retailers, thereby increasing the indirect
impact of the relationship quality of the agricultural supply
chain. Trust perception could improve the relationship
quality of the agricultural supply chain. (e comprehensive
effect of the supplier’s fairness perception and trust per-
ception has a more significant impact on the relationship
quality of the agricultural supply chain.

5.2. Research Outlook. (is study examines the impact of
fairness perception and trust perception on the relationship
quality of the agricultural supply chain from the suppliers’
perspective. (e research conclusions provide a theoretical
basis for improving the stability of cooperation among
members of the agricultural supply chain and improving the
efficiency of the agricultural supply chain. In the future,
further consideration should be given to the influence of
retailers on improving the relationship quality of the agri-
cultural supply chain. In addition, this study analyzes the
influence of trust perception on the relationship quality of
the supply chain. In the future, we will consider the influence
of variables such as solidarity and vendor dependence on the
relationship quality of the supply chain.

Data Availability

(e data used to support the findings of this study are
collected from agricultural products suppliers in China. (e
objects of the questionnaire cover 13 major cities in Jiangsu
Province, including Changzhou, Zhenjiang, and Wuxi. (e
data used to support the findings of this study are included
within the article.(ese data are open for the reader after the
paper is published in the future.(e author can be contacted
at syl_nj@njtech.edu.cn.
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