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Abstract: The present study aims to identify those factors which contribute to the 
development of trust in a producer organisation. The focus of research is the empirical 
testing of a theoretical trust model. According to our results the theoretical model, which 
leads back trust to the faith in the loyalty and competence of the other party is, is 
essentially correct. Our calculations have definitely proved that high level of trust among 
partners is developed when their faith both in loyalty and competence has high values, too. 
The research, however, also revealed that the above mentioned two factors determine trust 
to a different extent: as regards trust among partners, the faith in competence is more 
important; while the trust in management is rather shaped by the faith in loyalty. The 
results have confirmed the outcomes of former surveys, which were carried out with the 
same methodological approach as the present research, thus the validity of Sholtes trust 
model has received further support. 

Keywords: faith in competence, faith in loyalty, Sholtes, trust. 



Management, Enterprise and Benchmarking in the 21st Century 
BudapestĽ β017 

 

β06 

1 Introduction 

Accordiň to the related statistical dataĽ the producer ořanisations have a key role 
in the coordination ő product path in the major věetable and ̋ruit produciň 
member states ő the źuropean Union. This is basically the result ő an ořanic 
development. The POs in the věetableľ̋ruit sectors ő the soľcalled źU1ő 
countries have dominated the market ̋rom the second hal̋ ő the 1řř0s and ľ as 
the result ő a permanent expansion ľ they were responsible ̋or oneľthird ő the 
total věetableľ̋ruit market in β000. This share had ̌rown to more than Ő0% by 
β010. The activity ő individual countries is di̋̋erentĽ which means that the 
market share ő POs ̋rom věetableľ̋ruit sales is quite di̋̋erentiated: accordiň to 
data ̋rom β010 the Netherlands and Beľium are outstandiň because the market 
share ő these ořanisations is around ř0%; but POs have sǐni̋icant market share 
– around ő0% ľ in IrelandĽ the Czech RepublicĽ Sweden and żermanyĽ too. In case 
ő the Mediterranean member countries – which have the hǐhest product turnover 
– it has been revealed that recǒnized producer ořanisations sell about hal̋ ő the 
produced věetables and ̋ruits (Spain and Italy) or even much less proportion 
(Portǔal and żreece). Rěardiň HuňaryĽ this rate is below β0% ((Biró – RáczĽ 
β01ő). Althoǔh – as ̋ar as we know ľ more recent international data are not 
availableĽ it can be presumed that substantial chaňes or restructuriň processes 
have not happened in the last ̋ew years in these countries. The estimated share in 
Huňary was around β0.11% in β01ő (żovernment ő HuňaryĽ β016) 

The weak role ő Huňarian producer ořanisationsĽ which is below the źU 
averǎe in the coordination ő věetableľ̋ruit product pathsĽ can be due to several 
reasons. The black trade on the wholesale markets considerably hampers the 
streňtheniň ő POs. (SzabóĽ β01β). It is a sǐni̋icant competitive disadvantǎe 
that while the sales on the wholesale markets őten ̌o without invoices and the 
produce is marketed without orǐin and quality checks; the POs have to thrive by 
observiň the rěulations (taxationĽ accountiňĽ quality controlĽ etc.). 
Un̋ortunately ľ in the hope ő shortľterm ̌ains ľ the members őten utilize the 
„possibilities” ő̋ered by the black market. (DudásĽ β00ř) 

Dudás (β00ř) rěards the substantial administrative burden on producer 
ořanisations as ̋urther restrictiň ̋actors. The permanent chaňes ő the lěal 
environmentĽ which ̌ives the ̋ramework ̋or the operationĽ also render the 
planniň ő the operation more di̋̋icult. The author concludes that in spite ő the 
̋act that the věetableľ̋ruit sector in principle beloňs to the less rěulated 
sectorsĽ the lěislation rěardiň producer ořanisations is rather bureaucratic.  

The examination ő trust issues is one ő the directions ő research connected with 
producer ořanisations. Żollowiň some international examples (Hansen et al.Ľ 
β00β) Huňarian researchers also analysed the impact ő trust within producer 
ořanisations. Accordiň to the research outcomesĽ the manǎement ő the 
producer ořanisations may improve the cohesion within the cooperationĽ the 
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contentment ̋elt by the members and their tenacity in the cooperation by 
increasiň the liability ő the ořanisation and streňtheniň the personal relations. 
(Dudás – ŻertĘĽ β00ř). 

The present research aims to ̋urther explore the area ő trust and to provide new 
results to the topic. As it is ̋airly obviousĽ the per̋ormance ő producer 
ořanisations set up ̋or the coordination ő the Huňarian věetable and ̋ruit 
sector is ̋ar behind the expectations; currently their development can rather be 
described as stǎnation. It can also be clearly stated that trust is extremely 
important ̋or the e̋̋icient operation and development ő ořanisationsĽ there̋ore it 
is important to reveal and identi̋y those ̋actors which play an important role in 
the ̋ormation and maintenance ő trust. This was in the ̋ocus ő our researchĽ 
which was based on ̋ormer research works in the same area (Baranyai et al. 
(β011) and Baranyai (β016)). 

The study has the ̋ollowiň structure: the next part brie̋ly summarizes the 
research works dealiň with trustĽ includiň the ad hoc trust model which provides 
the theoretical bacǩround ő the current research. Żollowiň the introduction ő 
research hypothesesĽ the „Material and Methods” chapter describes the data 
collection and evaluation connected with the research. ŻinallyĽ the main outcomes 
ő the research are introducedĽ as well as the subsequent conclusions based on 
them. 

2 Theoretical background 

Trust is especially important in human relationsĽ which explains why it has been 
put in the centre ő interest ő several disciplines in the recent years. TrustĽ as the 
subject ő research is a relatively new phenomenon in the ̋ield ő economic 
sciencesĽ althoǔh a laře number ő publications have been published and several 
trust approaches have been dra̋ted in the last βőľγ0 years (e.̌.: McAllisterĽ 1řřő; 
SzabóĽ β010; Hansen et alĽ β00β and Dudás – ŻertĘ (β00ř)Ľ SholtesĽ 1řřŘ etc.). 
This present study – on the basis ő earlier research experiences (e.̌. Baranyai et 
al. (β011) ľ takes the Sholtes trust model as its basis.  

Sholtes (1řřŘ) placed trust in the matrix ő loyalty and capability. Provided that 
̋aith both in loyalty and capability take up hǐh values amoň partnersĽ it can 
develop trust (Żǐure 1). This research work was carried out by usiň the relations 
̋ound in the model. 

Hypothesis 

We have dra̋ted and examined the ̋ollowiň hypotheses in our research: 

H1. Hǐher level ő trust is developed i̋ the ̋aith in loyalty as well as in capability 
has hǐh values amoň the partners. 
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Hβ. The ̋aith in the loyalty and capability ő partners is equally important 
rěardiň the level ő trust. 

 

 

  CAPABILITY 
”I believe that my partner is well-

trained and talented.” 

  low hǐh 

LOYALTY 

”I believe that my partner likes 
me and will help me in the 

future.” 

hǐh SYMPATHY TRUST 

low MISTRUST RźSPźCT 

Żǐure 1. 
Trust development between partners on the basis ő the level ő both loyalty ̋elt towards each other 

and perceived capability 

Source: own edition on the basis ő Sholtes (1řřŘ) 

3 Material and methods 

Our examinations are based on empirical databases: a questionnaire survey was 
carried out amoň the members ő PAPRIKAKźRT PO Producer and Sales Ltd 
between May and October β01ő. Altǒether 1ŐŐ member ̋arms provided 
in̋ormation ̋or the survey.  

PAPRIKAKźRT PO Producer and Sales Ltd (hereina̋ter re̋erred to as 
PAPRIKAKźRT) was ̋ounded with hardly more than γ0 ̋oundiň members on 
11th MayĽ β00řĽ in PusztaottlakaĽ Békés County. The preliminary recǒnition was 
̌iven to the PO in September β00ř and it was awarded ̋inal recǒnition in β01γ. 
The membership ő the ořanizationĽ the land they use and the volume ő products 
dynamically extended in the years ̋ollowiň the ̋oundation. By β01β the number 
ő members was almost 1Ő0; the area ő land used by the members was more than 
700 hectaresĽ while the volume ő the produced ̋ruits and věetables was about 
1γ.ő thousand tons. On the basis ő data ̋rom β01őĽ it can be declared that the 
number ő members is around γ00Ľ the area ő land used by members is almost 
1ĽŐ00 hectaresĽ out ő which about 1Ľ000 hectares are used ̋or věetable and ̋ruit 
production. The volume ő ̌oods produced in member ̋arms amounts to βŐĽ000 
tons.  
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The membership comes typically ̋rom three countiesĽ namely ̋rom BékésĽ 
Csoňrád and SzabolcsľSzatmárľBerě counties. It is important to noteĽ howeverĽ 
that some members have joined the cooperation ̋rom Nó̌rádĽ HevesĽ Pest and 
HajdúľBihar countiesĽ which well indicates that the cooperative arraňement 
operates on an extensive area.  

The main products ő the ořanization are as ̋ollows: out ő the věetables several 
paprika varietiesĽ onion varietiesĽ cabbǎe varietiesĽ tomatoĽ potato and root 
věetablesĽ as well as melons dominate the production structure; while rěardiň 
the ̋ruitsĽ the most important are the apple and stone ̋ruits. 

Sholtes’s theoretical trust model was used ̋or compiliň the questions ő the 
questionnaire. It is important to note that the theoretical model was tested in two 
relations ľ amoň members and between members and the manǎement ľ and the 
measuriň tools were adjusted to this. Question Q1 measured the level ő ̌eneral 
trust amoň membersĽ while Qβ was used in the memberľmanǎement relation. 
The trust in the loyalty ő ̋ellow members and the manǎement was measured by 
questions Qγ and QŐĽ while questions Qő and Q6 helped to survey the ̋aith in 
competence in the same relations. The respondents could rate their answer on a 
scale ̋rom 1 to 7 ̋or each ő the questionsĽ thus indicatiň how much they ǎree 
with the ̌iven statement (1 – do not ǎree at all; 7 – totally ǎree). The questions 
in the survey are presented in Table 1. 

among members between members and management 

Trust 

Q1. I think I can de̋initely trust the 
other members ő the cooperation. 
(TR_T) 

Qβ. I think I can de̋initely trust the 
manǎement ő the cooperation. 
(TR_M) 

Loyalty 

Qγ. I thinkĽ my ̋ellow members in the 
cooperation de̋initely keep their ̌iven 
word (LOY_T) 

QŐ. I think the manǎement ő the 
cooperation de̋initely keeps their 
̌iven word (LOY_M) 

Capability 

Qő. I think my ̋ellow members in the 
cooperation are properly quali̋ied and 
have appropriate competence and 
knowleďe ̋or ̋armiň (CAP_T) 

Q6. I think the manǎement ő the 
cooperation are properly quali̋ied and 
have appropriate competence and 
knowleďe. (CAP_M) 

Table 1. 
The questions ő the survey 

Source: own edition 
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We have used the ̋ollowiň statistical methods in the research: descriptive 
statisticsĽ tľtestsĽ oneľway ANOVA with Post Hoc TestsĽ hierarchical ANOVA 
and linear rěression. 

4 Results 

The descriptive statistics ő the variable set applied in the examinations are 
summarised in Table β. The results statistically prove that the level ő ̌eneral trust 
in the memberľmanǎement relation is hǐher than the trust amoň members.  

The Sholtes model interprets trust in relation to the ̋aith in loyalty and capability. 
The experiences prove that the items measuriň the ̋aith in capability received 
hǐher averǎe scores in both relations than those used ̋or measuriň the level ő 
loyalty. The hǐher value ő ̋aith in capabilities can be statistically proven in both 
cases. Another interestiň experience is that the relation between each variable 
pairs (LOY_T – CAP_T and LOY_M – CAP_M) is only moderately stroňĽ 
which means that the above discussed two approaches represent two di̋̋erent 
dimensions ̋or the ̋armers.  

Another conclusion to hǐhlǐht was that the respondiň members ő the producer 
ořanisation have more ̋aith in the loyalty and competence ő manǎement than in 
that ő their ̋ellow members (Ő.řŘ vs. Ő.6řĽ and ő.γ1 vs. ő.βř); this di̋̋erenceĽ 
howeverĽ was not sǐni̋icant in terms ő statistics. 

Variables Averǎe Averǎe CIřő% St. Dev.  Min/Max Lower Hǐher 
TR_T ő.06 Ő.őŘ ő.őβ 1.Ř6 1/7 
TR_M 6.06 ő.6ő 6.γř 1.Ő7 1/7 
LOY_T Ő.6ř Ő.βř ő.1γ 1.7ő 1/7 
LOY_M Ő.řŘ γ.řő 6.01 1.1Ő 1/7 
CAP_T ő.βř Ő.řő ő.6γ 1.γ6 1/7 
CAP_M ő.γ1 Ő.γ0 6.γβ β.01 1/7 

Table β. 
Descriptive statistics ő the variable set 

Source: own calculation 

In the next phase ő researchĽ the testiň ő Sholtes trust model was carried out. 
The LOY and CAP scales were divided into two parts (Hǐh and Low) by usiň 
the averǎes beloňiň to them. On the basis ő thisĽ Ő ̌roups were ̋ormed and 
the ̌eneral trust level (TR_T and TR_M) in memberľmember and memberľ
manǎement relations was studied in these ̌roups (Table γ). 
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The results in both relations con̋irm that the assumption based on the Sholtes trust 
model is basically correct: when the ̋aith both in capabilities and loyalty has hǐh 
(above averǎe) values (żroup β)Ľ it is statistically proven that the averǎe level ő 
̌eneral trust will be hǐher than in any other ̌roup (ő.77 and 6.6ő). 

Althoǔh the averǎe trust values are considerably lower than the averǎe values 
in ̌roups 1 and ŐĽ but these di̋̋erences cannot be rěarded as statistically 
sǐni̋icant. There are no sǐni̋icant di̋̋erences amoň TR averǎes in case ő 
̌roups 1 and Ő either.  

    
Faith in capability 

(CAP_T and CAP_M) 
    low hǐh 

Fa
ith

 in
 lo

ya
lty
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Y

_
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_
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) hǐh 

Group 1 
(SYMPATHY) 

TR_T-average: 3.41 (n=β0) 
CI (řő%): [β.16ľŐ.66] 

TR_M-average: 5.15 (n=1β) 
CI (řő%): [Ő.ő1ľő.7ř] 

Group 2 
(TRUST) 

TR_T-average: 5.77 (n=ř7) 
CI (řő%): [ő.γřľ6.1ő] 

TR_M-average: 6.65 (n=řř) 
CI (řő%): [ő.řőľ7.őő] 

low 

Group 3 
(MISTRUST) 

TR_T-average: 2.05 (n=Ř) 
CI (řő%): [1.Ő6ľβ.6Ő] 

TR_M-average: 3.86 (n=1Ő) 
CI (řő%): [β.76ľŐ.ř6] 

Group 4 
(RESPECT) 

TR_T-average: 4.45 (n=1ř) 
CI (řő%): [γ.Řγľő.07] 

TR_M-average: 5.29 (n=1ř) 
CI (řő%): [Ő.ŐŘľő.7Ő] 

Table γ. 
Level ő trust (TR_T és TR_M) in the Sholtes catěories 

Source: own calculation 
 

It is important to note that the above examinations made with descriptive statistics 
have also been veri̋ied by oneľway ANOVA statistical models and PostľHoc tests 
(żamesľHowell Post Hoc Test) and these tests have not ̌iven di̋̋erent results 
(Table Ő). Ő courseĽ all these experiences do not mean that the trust model 
describes reality di̋̋erently or the model cannot be validated. Hypothesis H1 is 
rěarded as partly con̋irmed. 
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żroups Group 3 
(Mistrust) 

Group 4 
(Respect) 

Group 1 
(Sympathy) 

Group 2 
(Trust) 

Group 2 
(Trust) dTR_T = γ.7β* dTR_T = 1.γβ* dTR_T = β.γ6*  

Group 1 
(Sympathy) dTR_T = 1.γ6 dTR_T = 1.0Ő  dTR_M = 1.ő0* 

Group 4 
(Respect) dTR_T = β.Ő0  dTR_M = 0.1Ő dTR_M = 1.γ6* 

Group 3 
(Mistrust)  dTR_M = 1.Őγ dTR_M = 1.βř dTR_M = β.7ř* 

Table Ő. 
Summariziň table ő Post Hoc Test 

Source: own calculation 

Note 1: dTR_T and dTR_M= Mean di̋̋erence between ̌roups in absolut value.  
Note β: * The mean di̋̋erence is sǐni̋icant at the 0.0ő level.  
Note γ: źxamination based on żamesľHowell Post Hoc Test. 

żoiň on with the examinations on the basis ő Hβ hypothesisĽ the e̋̋ect ő ̋aith 
in loyalty and capabilities on trust was examined in the ̋rames ő statistical 
explanatory models. The outcomes ő research amoň members (M.I.) as well as 
between members and manǎement (M.II) are summarised in Table ő. 

 

Żactors 
Hierarchic ANOVA model Linear regression model 

źta Beta Rβ B Beta Rβ 

M. I. 
LOY_T 0.Ő1ř* 0.γ7ő* 

0.Őőγ 
0.γř1* 0.Őβ7* 

0.őŐ7 
CAP_T 0.őβŐ* 0.Ő11* 0.Őβř* 0.ő0β* 

M. II. 
LOY_M 0.61ř* 0.Őββ* 

0.γŐγ 
0.őγ1* 0.őŐŘ* 

0.ő07 
CAP_M 0.őőř* 0.γř1* 0.γγ1* 0.γ0β* 

Table ő. 
The e̋̋ect ő ̋aith in loyalty (LOY) and capability (CAP) on trust (TR) 

Source: own calculation 

Note1: sǐni̋icant at the 0.0ő level. 

The results ő M.I. model basically validate the Sholtes modelĽ there̋ore it has 
been con̋irmed that both ̋actors are important and have a statistically proven 
e̋̋ect on the development ő trust amoň members. Both the ANOVA and the 
rěression model demonstrate that the weǐht ő bacǩround ̋actors is slǐhtly 
asymmetric rěardiň trust: the ̋aith in capability seems to be somewhat more 
important than loyalty (ANOVA beta: 0Ő11 as opposed to 0Ľγ7őĽ and rěression 
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beta: 0Ľő0β vs. 0ĽŐβ7). It should also be noted that the di̋̋erences traced in 
parameter values are not sǐni̋icant statistically.  

The examinations in memberľmanǎement relations (M.II.) also con̋irmed the 
trust modelĽ but with slǐhtly di̋̋erent outcomes: the explanatory models in this 
relation rěarded the ̋aith in loyalty more important in terms ő trust. These 
di̋̋erencesĽ howeverĽ could not be rěarded statistically sǐni̋icant either. 
Summiň up the results ő examinationsĽ the Hβ hypothesis can be rěarded as 
con̋irmed. 

Conclusions 

The present study examined the ̋actors a̋̋ectiň trust in a producer ořanisation. 
In the ̋rames ő thisĽ a theoretical trust model has been tested. Accordiň to the 
experiencesĽ the theoretical modelĽ which leads back the trust to the ̋aith in the 
loyalty and capability ő the other partyĽ is basically correct. It has been de̋initely 
con̋irmed that hǐhľlevel trust amoň partners can be achieved i̋ the ̋aith both in 
loyalty and capability have hǐh values. The researchĽ howeverĽ has also revealed 
that the a̋orementioned two ̋actors determine trust to di̋̋erent extents: in case ő 
trust amoň membersĽ the ̋aith in capabilities is more importantĽ while the trust in 
manǎement is rather determined by the ̋aith in loyalty.  

Accordiň to the experiences it can be concluded that one ő the possible ways ő 
developiň trust within the ořanisation and ̋acilitatiň cooperation activity is the 
improvement ő capability/quali̋icationĽ ̋or example by providiň prőessional 
trainiň ̋or ̋armers and manǎers. The other way is to streňthen the loyalty ő 
participants to each other by ořanisiň team buildiň prǒrams or events.  

Ő courseĽ the research has its limits. The ̌eneralisation ő the outcomes is 
hampered by the concentration ő the sample (1 producer ořanisation) and the 
low number ő elements (N=1ŐŐ). The resultsĽ howeverĽ considerably overlap with 
the results ő Baranyai et al. (β01γ) and Baranyai (β016) achieved with the same 
methodolǒy and this enables some ̌eneralization (Table 6). 
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Authors Sample Results 

Baranyai et al. 
(β011) 

N = 1γβ 
̋ieldcrops ̋arms 

H1 – approved 
Hβ – denied (the loyalty dimension is 
more important in the development ő 

trust than the ̋aith in prőessional 
competence) 

Baranyai (β016) N = őĽř0β 
all type ő ̋arm 

H1 – approved 
Hβ – denied (the loyalty dimension is 
more important in the development ő 

trust than the ̋aith in prőessional 
competence) 

Table 6. 
Summary ő outcomes ő research carried out in the topic 

Source: own construction 

The topicĽ howeverĽ should be ̋urther investǐated in two possible directions: on 
one hand by the quantitative expansion ő research – by increasiň the number ő 
elements and the area ő data collection – on the other handĽ by qualitative 
expansionĽ that is by applyiň other empirical models. The qualitative expansion 
would hope̋ully help to ̋ind more accurate answers to the question: which ̋actors 
create the ̌reatest obstacles to the cooperation amoň ̋armers. 
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