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A B S T R A C T   

Social desirability issues are long known, but not long gone. Across major purchasing and supply management 
(PSM) research streams, surprisingly few empirical studies explicitly address social desirability bias (SDB), 
despite SDB constituting a potentially limiting factor. With regard to surveys and behavioral experiments as two 
of the most widely used empirical methods in PSM, SDB can represent a critical issue. A first step should 
therefore be to collect and fully report data on SDB in all such studies. The present note then continues by 
providing an overview of methodological considerations for PSM researchers to mitigate social desirability issues 
before they arise in their surveys and behavioral experiments. We describe eight potential mitigation approaches, 
namely disguising the study’s research purpose, assuring anonymity and confidentiality, indirect questioning, 
adapting the wording of single items, broadening response modes, conducting preparatory cognitive interviews, 
using multiple sources, and applying multiple research methods. In describing this repertoire of preventive 
measures, we point authors and review teams to both the broader methodological literature and PSM studies that 
have used such approaches.   

1. Motivation 

Each with its unique advantages, surveys and behavioral experi-
ments are two of the most widely used empirical research methods in 
purchasing and supply management (PSM). Survey-based research can 
be of exploratory or explanatory character (Malhotra and Grover, 1998) 
and is a particularly compelling design choice to collect longitudinal 
data in supply chain management (SCM) research (Lumineau and Oli-
veira, 2020). Behavioral experiments, on the other hand, are useful to 
examine individuals’ judgments and their decision-making in specific 
situations, as researchers can manipulate factors and observe their 
causal impacts (see the note on experiments in PSM by Eckerd, 2016). In 
PSM, experiments have, for example, helped to improve our under-
standing of issues surrounding psychological contract breaches via 
laboratory-based experiments (Eckerd et al., 2013), information leak-
ages via scenario-based experiments (Ried et al., 2021), and inventory 
record accuracy via field experiments (Hardgrave et al., 2013). One 
common disadvantage of both survey- and experimental research is, 
however, that both can pose risks for method biases, which are among 
the key reasons of measurement error (Ketokivi, 2019; Podsakoff et al., 

2003). Such biases can become critical issues when it comes to the 
measurement of variables that are not directly observable or objectively 
measurable but self-reported (Jap and Anderson, 2003). This might 
particularly be the case for variables central to studying PSM phenom-
ena where constructs such as trust (e.g., Hill et al., 2009; Kaufmann 
et al., 2018a), satisfaction (e.g., Eckerd and Hill, 2012; Piechota et al., 
2021), empowerment (e.g., Liao et al., 2020), or intentions (e.g., Lu 
et al., 2019; Ramkumar et al., 2019) play a key role. 

One bias that we see particularly relevant in PSM research is social 
desirability bias (SDB), which has been addressed in only surprisingly 
few empirical studies in PSM so far (for exceptions, see e.g., Carter, 
2000; Li et al., 2011). Social desirability has been discussed as both a 
personality trait (He and van de Vijver, 2013; Uziel, 2010) and a mea-
surement artefact (i.e., showing demand characteristics). Our note ad-
dresses concerns of the latter, or instances in many studies of “the 
tendency of some people to respond to items more as a result of their 
social acceptability than their true feelings.” (Podsakoff et al., 2003, p. 
882). Both survey and experimental research can be prone to such social 
desirability bias (Nederhof, 1985); surveys often so due to direct ques-
tioning on behavior and experiments also more generally because of the 
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“setup and/or the experimenter” (Lumineau and Oliveira, 2020, p. 79). 
Ultimately, such bias can cause systematic measurement errors and 
therefore poses a threat to the overall validity of study results (Bagozzi 
and Yi, 1991; Fisher, 1993). Whereas other work in the broader field has 
recently addressed issues of demand effects more generally (Eckerd 
et al., 2021; Lonati et al., 2018), SDB represents a special form of 
response bias that has its own unique challenges and solutions. Errors 
due to social desirability become relevant when it comes to the 
self-reporting of variables regarding one’s own personality (Schmitt, 
1994) and the measurement of behaviors that have widely accepted 
positive or negative social implications (Grimm, 2010). For instance, 
managers might use self-deception “where the respondent actually be-
lieves his or her positive self-reports” (Paulhus, 1984, p. 599) of per-
sonality measures, or impression management to “tell others how they 
want to be regarded” (Christiansen and Tett, 2013, p. 66). Both “bad” 
behaviors and states may be under-reported and “good” behaviors and 
states may be over-reported (Camerini and Schulz, 2018). 

Babbar et al.’s (2019) investigation of fifteen years from seven 
journals in the broader SCM discipline suggests that four areas – all 
which we argue could potentially underlie issues due to social desir-
ability bias – have attracted most attention: Sustainability and Envi-
ronmental Management, Emerging Markets and Economies, Risk and 
Disruption Management, and Relationships and Relationship Manage-
ment. For example, respondents/participants of “Sustainable SCM” 
related surveys/experiments may want to appear more environmentally 
friendly, more socially empathetic (e.g., regarding diversity and human 
rights), more committed to sustainable procurement initiatives, or more 
cognizant of unintended consequences of sustainability measures, than 
they truly are (Carter and Easton, 2011; Carter et al., 2019, 2020; 
Walker et al., 2008, 2012). In studies related to “Emerging Markets and 
Economies”, individuals may want to be seen more agile when it comes 
to adapting to global factors (e.g., Stanczyk et al., 2015), more willing to 
cooperate with emerging market suppliers (Reimann et al., 2017), more 
open in their corporate culture, or overstate team traits when it comes to 
global sourcing skills. Regarding “Risk and Disruption Management”, 
respondents/participants might overstate their risk tolerance, team- and 
firm-level focused mindsets (Kaufmann et al., 2016), ambidextrous 
decision-making abilities (Lorentz et al., 2019), or claim to resolve 
disruptions more cooperatively than they really do (Timmer and Kauf-
mann, 2019). In the area of “Relationships and Relationship Manage-
ment”, individuals may want their negotiation behaviors to be seen as 
less distributive than they truly are, overclaim their quality management 
efforts with suppliers, or underclaim their propensity to act 
opportunistically. 

Opportunism, in particular, is regarded a highly socially sensitive1 

behavior (Crosno and Dahlstrom, 2008; Grimm, 2010), the research of 
which might be particularly prone to SDB (Lumineau and Oliveira, 
2020). Often defined as “self-interest seeking with guile” (Williamson, 
1985, p. 47), opportunism covers a wide array of behaviors that can be 
broadly categorized into active and passive opportunism. “For example, 
opportunism in the form of quality shirking means that a party is 
withholding efforts, or passively failing to honor an agreement. In 
contrast, breaching a distribution contract by selling in an unauthorized 
territory involves an active effort.” (Wathne and Heide, 2000, pp. 36). 
Either way, we argue that these two examples show that both active and 
passive forms of opportunism can be viewed as socially sensitive 

behaviors and may therefore be prone to SDB. More specifically, “The 
failure to curb the social desirability problem contributes to under-
estimating (when evaluating oneself) or overestimating opportunism 
(when evaluating a counterpart)” (Lumineau and Oliveira, 2020, p. 78). 
In PSM, opportunism includes numerous behaviors, including deception 
in business negotiations (e.g., Kaufmann et al., 2018b; Tangpong et al., 
2010), shirking from relational contracts and poaching (e.g., Handley 
and Benton Jr, 2012; Xu et al., 2016), breaking informal agreements (e. 
g., Hill et al., 2009; Cao and Lumineau, 2015), intentionally causing 
supply disruptions (e.g., Emery and Marques, 2011), or leaking infor-
mation with competitors (e.g., Brito and Miguel, 2017; Mahapatra et al., 
2012). Further, opportunism occurs on both the buyer (e.g., Gelderman 
et al., 2020; Ro et al., 2016) and the supplier sides (e.g., Villena et al., 
2011; Yan and Kull, 2015). As such, opportunism is ubiquitous in 
buyer-supplier relationships, justifying increased research activities 
surrounding the topic but also requiring careful considerations with 
regard to potential social desirability issues. Empirical investigations of 
opportunistic behaviors may be particularly prone to SDB when PSM 
practitioners are used as samples, considering their high susceptibility to 
confidentiality issues (Massimino et al., 2018; Ried et al., 2021), as well 
as the inter-organizational boundary spanning nature of their profes-
sional role (Hallenbeck et al., 1999) which is also likely to result in 
greater caution about which information to share truthfully and trans-
parently with outsiders. As Lumineau and Oliveira (2020) succinctly 
state: “Managers seldom want to be perceived as opportunistic.” (p. 78). 

Undoubtedly, researchers face tradeoffs when choosing appropriate 
study designs, and several approaches on addressing social desirability 
effects may require additional efforts. Given their importance for so-
cially sensitive behaviors such as opportunism, however, compromising 
on social desirability issues could threaten the contributions of an entire 
research study (Fisher, 1993). While several academic articles exist on 
potential remedies for social desirability bias, many of them focus on 
survey research alone and/or different research fields with their own 
specific characteristics such as those regarding consumer behaviors in 
marketing (Fisher, 2000; Podsakoff et al., 2003, 2012). However, in 
light of the manifold differences between PSM and other fields, as for 
example demonstrated by various instances of boundary conditions in 
PSM contexts (Busse et al., 2017; Schmidt and Wagner, 2019; Shou et al., 
2018), we believe that a review of SDB remedies for their applicability in 
the continuously growing and increasingly recognized field of PSM 
(Wynstra, 2016; Zsidisin and Ancarani, 2016) is warranted. Further-
more, PSM studies frequently draw on samples with SCM practitioners, 
which are commonly more expensive and difficult to obtain than other 
samples (e.g. when it comes to consumer behavior) (Knemeyer and 
Naylor, 2011), adding to the importance of developing robust empirical 
designs before data is collected. 

With this note, we call for a more comprehensive way of reporting and 
mitigating social desirability bias in PSM research using surveys and 
behavioral experiments. Section 2 elaborates on the use of social 
desirability scales as a reporting tool. Section 3 then presents eight ap-
proaches regarding research design and data collection to mitigate social 
desirability issues. 

2. Reporting SDB 

Despite a host of concepts in PSM potentially being prone to SDB as 
per our earlier elaborations, still surprisingly few PSM articles have 
explicitly reported social desirability bias. Only few articles attempt to 
provide some kind of measure to indicate SDB (e.g., Grandia and 
Kruyen, 2020), while some articles acknowledge possible SDB issues in 
their data but do not measure it (e.g., Ashenbaum et al., 2020), and still 
many others do not mention SDB at all but arguably should. Carter 
et al.’s (2019) recent review of articles from the years 2010–2018 on 
sustainable supply chain management across seven empirical SCM 
journals found that only approximately 23% of articles where social 
desirability bias was applicable actually addressed social desirability 

1 With the term “sensitive”, we follow a widely established terminology from 
the literature when referring to issues that are considered delicate for in-
dividuals and particularly prone to social desirability bias. Such socially sen-
sitive issues include for example behaviors and responses on alcohol 
consumption, smoking, shoplifting, law compliance, reported life satisfaction, 
social approval in consumption, and cheating behavior (Fisher and Tellis, 1998; 
Franzen and Mader, 2019; Grimm, 2010). Lumineau and Oliveira (2020) refer 
to opportunism having an “unflattering” nature. 
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bias. We therefore propose that first and foremost stronger attempts 
should be made to effectively measure and transparently report SDB in 
PSM studies that might be prone to SDB, especially when investigating 
socially sensitive behaviors and intentions (e.g., opportunism), feelings 
(e.g., schadenfreude/malicious joy), and any other self-reports that 
might be considered socially sensitive (e.g., attitudes toward sustain-
ability initiatives). An efficient way to measure and report (as well as to 
some degree help partial out) social desirability bias is via a corre-
sponding scale, where each respondent/participant is assigned an indi-
vidual social desirability score comprising of the summed up values 
across the items from this scale. The SDB variable is then tested for 
statistical association with each of the socially sensitive variables at 
question, usually by including it as a covariate in the statistical analyses 
or as a latent construct (Franzen and Mader, 2019; Grimm, 2010; Pod-
sakoff et al., 2003). For instance, Carter’s (2000) survey-based study on 
ethics in buyer-supplier relationships reported such an assessment of 
SDB. However, at the time Carter (2000) also noted that “the author is 
unaware of any other study in the area of purchasing ethics that has 
tested for the presence of social desirability bias” (p. 199). Two decades 
later, we echo this statement, since interestingly the use of a social 
desirability scale is still the exception rather than the rule in our field, 
despite its relatively easy application. 

Several corresponding social desirability scales have been developed 
in recent decades, including the frequently used 33-item scale by 
Crowne and Marlowe (1960) 2 and shorter versions thereof, including a 
17-item scale developed by Stöber (1999, 2001) 3 that is “in the 
Marlowe-Crowne style, but with up-to-date contents” (Stöber, 2001, p. 
223). The length of many social desirability scales can, however, pose a 
practical challenge to researchers, as scales should preferably be short to 
prevent fatigue of respondents/participants (Podsakoff et al., 2012). 
Shorter scales are of particular importance to the field of PSM, consid-
ering SCM managers’ often limited time resources to engage in research 
studies. Loo and Thorpe (2000) 4 compared several short versions of the 
Crowne and Marlowe scale against one another and the full scale, and 
found that “forms A and B′′ of the short scale from Reynolds (1982) fit 
best. Form A is the shorter version with 11 items and may therefore be a 
suitable scale to incorporate in PSM surveys and behavioral experi-
ments, in light of efforts to keep the number of questions and items low. 
While the absence of a statistically significant relationship between the 
SDB scale and other variables does not guarantee the absence of social 
desirability bias (Carter, 2000), it is largely considered a useful indica-
tor. For those reasons, we strongly recommend the use of SDB scales not 
only for the main data collection but also already in the pre- and 
pilot-testing stages of both surveys and behavioral experiments, in order 
to derive a better understanding of how strong SDB is, and consequently 
which and how many countermeasures might be needed to better 
mitigate this SDB. Although the use of social desirability scales is widely 
considered an acceptable practice, we would still like to point to critique 
on the suitability of such scales. For instance, it has been put forth that 
the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale measures individuals’ 
tendency to avoid disapproval rather than to seek social approval (see 
Nederhof, 1985, pp. 265, for a discussion). The following section 

presents eight mitigation approaches regarding design development and 
data collection, which can be applied by researchers to effectively 
reduce SDB. 

3. Design development and data collection 

3.1. Disguising the research purpose 

One of the arguably most effective ways to avoid demand effects 
more generally is to set up studies in a way so that it is not possible for 
participants to infer the research purpose behind the study. In experi-
ments, such demand effects correspond to “changes in behavior by 
experimental subjects due to cues about what constitutes appropriate 
behavior” (Zizzo, 2010, p. 75) and as such, closely relate to social 
desirability tendencies; if participants are not aware of what is being 
measured then they are less likely to respond in ways they regard 
appropriate or socially desirable. For example, this can be achieved with 
a cover story (Aronson et al., 1998) – applicable to both surveys and 
experiments – in order to reduce the “saliency of any contextually pro-
vided retrieval cues” (Podsakoff et al., 2003, p. 888). While disguising 
the true research purpose is likely to be rather ineffective in eliminating 
social desirability tendencies for self-reported personality measures as 
they are reasonably independent from the survey or experiment itself, it 
is likely to facilitate individuals’ truthfulness when reporting on sensi-
tive behaviors such as opportunism. However, even after successfully 
disguising the research question with a cover story, the research ques-
tion might still be revealed – at least partially – once the researchers’ 
variables of interest are measured; the effectiveness of solving this 
problem with so called “filler items” to obscure the research purpose and 
decrease social desirability bias has not been unequivocally supported 
(Kestenbaum and Hammersla, 1976; Kumar et al., 1991). It is also 
important to acknowledge the issue of deception in research adminis-
tration procedures. An extreme form of deception would be to make 
clear misstatements of the research purpose (i.e., to lie about the 
research purpose), and this itself is thought to potentially cause a de-
mand effect; yet, merely “obfuscating” the true intent of the research (i. 
e., simply saying nothing about it) is not considered a fatal research flaw 
(Hertwig and Ortmann, 2008a, 2008b; Ortmann and Hertwig, 2002). 
While empirical evidence does not support a demand effect from 
deception (Jamison et al., 2008), both procedures are likely to require 
approvals from university ethics boards for deviation from informed 
consent. 

An item at the end of the survey or experiment asking participants 
what they believe was the research question underlying the study (e.g., 
Mrkva and Van Boven, 2017), might enable researchers to assess their 
disguising efforts and to make inferences on the possibility of demand 
effects in their research design. For experiments, this technique may 
prove particularly useful for researchers in the design validation phase 
as part of a pilot study (Rungtusanatham et al., 2011). 

3.2. Assuring anonymity and confidentiality 

Social desirability bias can also be reduced by assuring anonymized 
data collection and analysis to respondents/participants in surveys/ex-
periments (Podsakoff et al., 2003, 2012; for applications in PSM, see e. 
g., Brandon-Jones and Kauppi, 2018; Li et al., 2011). PSM scholars have 
further emphasized the confidentiality of their research to survey re-
spondents as a measure to reduce social desirability bias (e.g., Handley 
and Benton Jr, 2012). Indeed, participants’ mistrust on how their re-
sponses will be used may affect their response honesty (Schmitt, 1994). 
Given the high susceptibility of managers in supply chains to data 
confidentiality issues (Massimino et al., 2018; Ried et al., 2021), 
ensuring confidentiality to respondents/participants in surveys/experi-
ments appears to be of particular importance in PSM studies with 
practitioners as samples. Guaranteeing anonymity and confidentiality 
would therefore be advised and constitutes a relatively easy measure to 

2 Internal consistency coefficient (Kuder-Richardson formula 20) = 0.88, 
Mean = 13.72, SD = 5.78, approximately normal distribution of social desir-
ability scores. All items “discriminated at the 0.05 level or better between the 
high and low scores“ (Crowne and Marlowe, 1960, p. 350). Test-retest corre-
lation = 0.89.  

3 Cronbach’s alpha = 0.72, test-retest correlation = 0.82, correlation with 
Crowne and Marlowe (1960) Scale = 0.74 (Stöber, 2001).  

4 Form A (11 items): Cronbach’s alpha = 0.59, correlation with Crowne and 
Marlowe (1960) Scale = 0.87, Mean = 4.92, SD = 2.35. Form B (12 items): 
Cronbach’s alpha = 0.61, correlation with Crowne and Marlowe (1960) Scale 
= 0.89, Mean = 5.33, SD = 2.52. For more fit indices, see Loo and Thorpe 
(2000, p. 632). 
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apply in both surveys and experiments. Considering the susceptibility of 
SCM managers to data confidentiality, it may prove useful in PSM 
studies to go beyond a general anonymity and confidentiality disclaimer 
by more specifically outlining which data will be disguised in potential 
later publications. For instance, such a disclaimer could state that no 
firm-specific numbers or any names of firms or employees will be 
revealed. Additionally, managers may be incentivized to provide unbi-
ased answers by assuring them that there are no right or wrong answers 
(Podsakoff et al., 2012), as for example applied by Li et al. (2011) in 
their study on cooperation and conflicts in manufacturer-distributor 
supply chains. All these measures may increase the individuals’ sense 
of psychological safety, reducing their perceived risks of responding 
truthfully (Bendoly, 2014; Milliken et al., 2003). 

3.3. Indirect questioning 

Another technique that scholars have used to mitigate social desir-
ability bias is via indirect questioning or sometimes also referred to as 
other-based questioning, i.e., letting respondents/participants respond 
in terms of others’ perspectives rather than their own (Carter, 2000; 
Fisher, 1993; Robertson and Joselyn, 1974). This projective technique 
makes individuals’ responses more impersonal and may therefore lead 
them to reveal truthful responses they would otherwise not disclose on 
socially sensitive topics (Simon and Simon, 1974), such as those sur-
rounding sustainability in SCM research (Knemeyer and Naylor, 2011). 
In a survey-based study on opportunism in PSM, for example, Handley 
and Benton Jr (2012) used indirect questioning for the purpose of 
reducing social desirability bias, by telling respondents “to answer with 
regard to how ‘members of your organization’ would behave” (p. 63) 
rather than asking them how they would behave themselves. In other 
examples, Carter (2000) asked buyers to respond “with regard to the 
activities of the purchasing department in general, rather than the ac-
tions of the individual buyer or purchasing manager” (p. 199) and 
Reuter et al. (2012) “verbalised all statements with regard to purchasing 
professionals in the organization in general, rather than concentrating 
on the individual purchasing manager” (p. 275). Similarly, Li et al. 
(2011) applied less direct questioning in their survey design. A strong 
critique of indirect questioning is, however, that individuals may in fact 
have an opinion regarding others’ intentions and behaviors (and 
truthfully report on this) that may differ from their own. Fisher (1993) 
provided the following example to illustrate this notion: “… an adoles-
cent might predict that his or her peers will shoplift under certain cir-
cumstances on the basis of knowledge of peer shoplifting and not 
because s/he is likely to shoplift him- or herself.” (p. 304). As a result, 
“indirect questions may be unbiased but invalid” (Fisher and Tellis, 
1998, p. 563). Indirect questioning therefore may have the potential to 
reduce social desirability issues; however, researchers should carefully 
consider whether it truly measures what it was intended to measure, 
given that the response may not be representative of the individual’s 
own intentions and behaviors. In experiments that measure actual be-
haviors, such as for example Gino et al.’s (2009) experiment on partic-
ipants’ own cheating behavior in problem-solving tasks, as well as 
studies that are interested in measuring participants’ own motivations, 
feelings, or intentions, such as Ma et al.’s (2021) experiment on sup-
pliers’ perceived ambiguity and perceived riskiness based on depen-
dence asymmetry with buyers, indirect questioning would in fact lead to 
rather unrealistic scenarios and would not be feasible. 

3.4. Adapting the wording of items 

Social desirability bias can also stem from the way in which single 
measurement items are phrased (Schmitt, 1994). Such self-reported 
items that induce social desirability bias can be identified through 
evaluations of judges in pilot-studies before the main data collection 
(Podsakoff et al., 2012), or through the use of factor analysis which has 
been frequently applied in PSM research for method bias more generally 

(e.g., Handley and Benton Jr, 2012; Hill et al., 2009; Huang and Chiu, 
2018; Pulles et al., 2014; Tangpong et al., 2014). With regard to SDB, 
factor analysis techniques such as principal-factor deletion5 can help to 
find those items that are highly associated with social desirability scale 
scores (Paulhus, 1981), i.e., “to identify and eliminate 
SDB-contaminated items (e.g., Morf and Jackson, 1972)” (Fisher, 2000, 
p. 74). As an alternative to deleting those items, the wording could 
potentially be adapted. This can be achieved by “couch[ing] questions in 
innocuous language, avoiding terms that evoke ethical considerations” 
(Jap and Anderson, 2003, p. 1686). Such items evoking ethical consid-
erations may, however, be more applicable in questioning designs where 
respondents report on beliefs about their counterpart’s behaviors, rather 
than their own. As an example, Jap and Anderson (2003) investigated 
opportunism in buyer-supplier relationships and reduced social desir-
ability bias by asking buyers (suppliers) about their suppliers’ (buyers’) 
opportunistic actions, rather than their own opportunistic behaviors.6 

That way, items such as “They make hollow promises” (Jap and 
Anderson, 2003, p. 1697) are less prone to social desirability bias 
compared to if the item was designed to measure the respondent’s own 
behavior by questioning “I make hollow promises”. For such 
self-directed questions, items softer in tone may help to reduce social 
desirability bias, such as John’s (1984) opportunism-related item stating 
“I have sometimes promised to do things without actually doing them 
later” (p. 288). However, although the approach of adapting items may 
reduce tendencies towards social desirability, we recommend a certain 
caution since it is generally advised to apply validated scales. Major 
adaptations in the wording could possibly result in unintended changes 
of their actual contents which might ultimately threaten their validity. 
This could be particularly the case if the reason for adaptation is to 
reduce social desirability bias, which is likely to alter the meaning of 
single items more substantially than marginal adaptations for the spe-
cific context of a study. 

Nevertheless, minor changes may be desired and at times necessary 
to tailor scales to the specific research at hand. Such adaptations may be 
particularly needed in PSM studies, considering that some frequently 
applied measures are rooted in other fields and that PSM research can be 
conducted at various levels of analysis or combinations thereof (Carter 
et al., 2015), all which may require adaptations of established scales to 
fit the studied levels and contexts. Trust scales are examples of such 
scales that are frequently adapted in opportunism-related PSM studies to 
make them more precise for the specific research at hand. This includes 
for instance the adaptation of Morgan and Hunt’s (1994) trust measures 
in Kaufmann et al.’s (2018a) study on psychological contract breaches in 
buyer-supplier projects, Mayer and Davis’ (1999) measures in Ried 
et al.’s (2021) study on information leakages in buyer-supplier-supplier 
triads, and Doney and Cannon’s (1997) measures in Hill et al.’s (2009) 
study on buyers’ subtle and deceitful unethical behaviors toward 
suppliers. 

3.5. Broadening response modes 

In addition to using indirect questioning or changing the wording of 

5 “It is applied during factor analysis when derived content scales are ex-
pected to be tainted with SD. If one principal factor is found to represent social 
desirability, the implicated factor is dropped and the communalities adjusted 
before the remaining factors are rotated to a desired simple structure criterion. 
Subscales derived from resulting factors are free of SD bias.” (Paulhus, 1981, p. 
383). 

6 Note that we conceptually distinguish this method from “indirect ques-
tioning” discussed previously, in that indirect questioning traditionally aims at 
learning about the respondent’s/participant’s intentions, motivations, and be-
haviors, while Jap and Anderson’s (2003) approach aims at learning about a 
party other than the respondent/participant (for approaches similar to Jap and 
Anderson, 2003, see also Hill et al., 2009; Ro et al., 2016; Wallenburg and 
Schäffler, 2014; Wang et al., 2016; Yeniyurt et al., 2011). 
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single items, one might re-think the mode in which respondents/par-
ticipants are expected to respond in the first place. The majority of PSM 
surveys and behavioral experiments rely on the use of some form of 
scaled items (e.g., Tangpong et al., 2010, 2014). Indeed, such ap-
proaches have several benefits, not least that they allow for almost im-
mediate analyses of the quantitative output. However, issues that are 
socially sensitive in nature might benefit from more open response 
formats. For instance, frequently used items such as “I would lie to this 
supplier (e.g., other suppliers are offering lower prices) in order to 
protect my own interests.” (Joshi and Arnold, 1998) in a B2B negotia-
tions experiment might be prone to social desirability bias, considering 
the morally unacceptable nature of lies to managers in the supply chain 
(Kaufmann et al., 2018b). If the research purpose allows it, instead one 
could turn to a design where participants are provided background in-
formation used to write text-based offers to their counterparts. Subse-
quent coding of these responses would allow researchers to detect lies 
and analyze them either quantitatively or qualitatively. Indeed, “un-
structured methods allow subjects much greater freedom in organizing 
and responding to the projective stimulus” (Fisher, 1993, p. 303) and 
can be regarded as more natural and realistic (McGrath, 1982). As an 
example, Singh et al. (2020) applied a related approach in a longitudinal 
study to analyze e-mail negotiations for applied influence tactics. 

The approach of (additional) open-text responses – both in surveys 
and experiments – also closely relates to the idea of disguising the 
research purpose as discussed previously, in that respondents/partici-
pants would often be less aware of what is being measured. This 
approach might, for instance, further facilitate examinations of unin-
tentional unethicality (Sezer et al., 2015) in buyer-supplier relation-
ships. It should be noted, however, that the feasibility of certain 
response modes is dependent on the research question and that 
open-text responses require additional resources for coding, which may 
outweigh the benefits of such approaches. Furthermore, text responses 
(as compared to Likert-type response formats) may require greater time 
efforts for the respondent/participant, which could be particularly 
challenging to execute in studies with managers as samples. 

3.6. Conducting preparatory cognitive interviews 

Related to the broadening of response modes, cognitive interviews – 
i.e., “the administration of draft survey questions while collecting 
additional verbal information about the survey responses” (Beatty and 
Willis, 2007, p. 287) – have been used by researchers to develop their 
questions and items (Willis, 2018).7 In such cognitive interviews, the 
interviewer either proactively engages in follow-up questions also 
referred to as “probes”, or shows little action and asks the respondent to 
proactively “think aloud” while answering the survey questions (Beatty 
and Willis, 2007). Either way, the goal is to learn more about the 
cognitive processes in individuals’ judgments and decision-making, 
which might also help researchers in detecting “socially desirable” 
thinking when presented with different questions. Ultimately, this 
would allow researchers to more easily identify specific questions/items 
that suffer from SDB and that might require adaptation (see Adapting the 
wording of items and Indirect questioning) or that would benefit from an 
entirely different response mode (e.g., essay type instead of Likert-type 
scale responses, see Broadening response modes). For example, a useful 
probing technique for detecting items susceptible to SDB could be to ask 
respondents/participants to paraphrase presented questions/items in 
the pre-testing phase, in order for researchers to learn more about how 

questions/items are being perceived by respondents/participants 
(DeMaio and Rothgeb, 1996). We suggest that cognitive interviews can 
be a useful approach in the pre-testing stages of behavioral experiments 
as well, for the same purpose of detecting potential SDB problems with 
certain items/questions and the research topic more broadly. For 
example, although not explicitly addressing potential SDB in their study, 
Kaufmann et al. (2018a) pretested their scenario-based experiment on 
psychological contract breaches in buyer-supplier projects with com-
bined interviews with experienced managers. 

3.7. Using multiple sources 

Podsakoff et al. (2003) highlight the potential of eliminating method 
bias, including social desirability effects, via the use of different sources 
for independent and dependent variables for survey designs. The main 
underlying rationale is that one source (i.e., respondent) does not have 
the control to report on all variables, thereby avoiding that entire re-
lationships between variables are biased towards the single respondent’s 
desired direction. Where reasonable, behavioral or relational measures 
could be measured for only one variable (e.g., trust) and available sec-
ondary data used for another (e.g., financial performance of a joint 
buyer-supplier project). However, one should note that single 
self-reported variables might remain prone to social desirability bias and 
relationships between variables might still be inflated if collecting data 
from different individuals due to impression management (Schmitt, 
1994). Crane (1999) also posits that source triangulation can help in 
reducing social desirability bias and points to articles that have used 
source triangulation by comparing executives’ self-reported responses 
with secondary data (Dooley and Lerner, 1994; Greening and Gray, 
1994). Lumineau and Oliveira (2020) support the idea that inspecting 
archival data such as emails and transaction documents might reduce 
social desirability bias, since no or little direct input is provided by 
respondents/participants. Nevertheless, drawing on multiple sources 
may not always be feasible for PSM researchers due to often limited 
access to different data sources in firms, making it sometimes difficult to 
implement in research practice. In experiments, the implementation of 
data from multiple sources may additionally result in somewhat artifi-
cially constructed designs, considering that most experiments rely on 
data that were collected within the experiment itself for the purpose of 
observing direct impacts from manipulated factors (Eckerd, 2016). As 
such, we view this approach to be more applicable in some survey and 
case study designs with adequate access to different sources of data, 
rather than in experimental designs. For instance, Foerstl et al. (2010) 
used data source triangulation in their multiple case study on sustain-
ability risks to mitigate potential social desirability bias. For applica-
tions of this approach in survey-based research in PSM, see for example 
Huang and Chiu’s (2018) study on the association between governance 
and collaborative performance, and Wang et al.’s (2016) work on the 
effects of regulatory uncertainty and relationship structure on supplier 
opportunism. 

3.8. Applying multiple methods 

In order to verify and strengthen the results of a single survey or 
experiment, one may consider drawing on a multiple-methods 
approach. Indeed, social desirability issues can be intensified through 
the use of a common method (Kamakura, 2010; Ketokivi, 2019). A 
mixed-methods approach, however, allows for triangulation of the data 
which may enhance the external validity of a study (McGrath, 1982), 
with the potential to also lead to more robust interpretations in light of 
social desirability. For example, some scholars from PSM have com-
plemented their experiments on opportunism with survey-based 
research (e.g., Kaufmann et al., 2018b; Tangpong et al., 2014) or with 
interviews (e.g., Tangpong et al., 2010). Several scholars have also 
investigated opportunism as part of a case study approach (e.g., Brito 
and Miguel, 2017; Ellram et al., 2020; Rajala and Tidström, 2017), 

7 “Cognitive interviewing” and related “verbal protocol analysis” have also 
been used for other purposes as standalone methods, for example to obtain 
more accurate details from subjects when questioning them about events from 
the past (e.g., Geiselman et al., 1986; Stein and Memon, 2006), or also to gain 
deeper insights into the cognitions during specific tasks, such as in Gavirneni 
and Isen’s (2010) experiment on inventory decision making. 
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which in combination with experiments would allow for further 
in-depth triangulation. Nevertheless, the application of multiple 
methods is not a panacea and should not be seen as a standalone 
approach to mitigate social desirability bias, since the mere comple-
mentation of surveys or experiments with different methods does not 
change the fact that the individual survey or experiment might still 
induce social desirability bias. We recommend viewing multiple 
methods as a robustness check and refinement of the results from a 
single method, where larger inconsistencies between results might 
indicate social desirability bias in one of the methods and require further 
investigation. Further, different tools such as eye tracking software and 
neuroimaging are typically less susceptible to social desirability issues 
and might therefore prove useful to reduce SDB in more innovative 
experimental designs (Dimoka et al., 2012; Lumineau and Oliveira, 
2020). 

Table 1 shows a summary of the different presented approaches to 
help mitigate SDB, along with their main rationales, mentionable 
drawbacks, and exemplary articles applying the respective approach. 

4. Conclusion 

Self-serving biases do not represent a new problem. In fact, scholars 
from various disciplines have applied several different approaches over 
the years in attempts to mitigate them. PSM research is particularly 
prone to social desirability issues, not least due to the ubiquitous nature 
and sensitivity of opportunism in business-to-business relationships 
(Lumineau and Oliveira, 2020) and high interest in variables that are 
often not directly observable or objectively measurable. Opportunism is 
often regarded as unethical (e.g., Kelley et al., 1989; Yip and Schweitzer, 
2015) and as such, it does not come at a surprise that study participants 
may feel “uneasy” when self-reporting on such behaviors (Handley and 
Benton Jr, 2012). Many PSM-related studies have so far largely relied on 
forms of questioning where respondents and participants were asked 
about their perception of counterparts’ opportunistic actions or expec-
tations thereof (e.g., Hill et al., 2009; Jap and Anderson, 2003; Ro et al., 
2016; Wallenburg and Schäffler, 2014; Wang et al., 2016; Yeniyurt et al., 
2011). While this approach might be less prone to social desirability bias 
and certainly provides valuable insights into the perceptions and con-
sequences of opportunism, it also sheds light on mainly one side of the 
coin and sometimes misses out on investigations of the drivers of 
opportunistic behaviors. On the other hand, those studies that measure 
intentions of respondents/participants to act opportunistically them-
selves face increased challenges regarding social desirability (e.g., Chen 
et al., 2016; Tangpong et al., 2010, 2014). 

We provide an overview of selected approaches to mitigate social 
desirability issues and hope that this note facilitates academic rigor by 
helping PSM scholars that are investigating socially sensitive topics such 

as opportunism, especially from a first-hand perspective. In particular, 
we focused on methodological approaches to prevent social desirability 
issues as much as possible before they arise (i.e., via means of approaches 
regarding design development and data collection), in attempts to fight 
the root cause rather than the symptoms. Several of the reviewed rem-
edies have originally been developed on the basis of survey research and 
may prove inappropriate or difficult to implement in behavioral 
experimental research, e.g., indirect questioning and using multiple 
sources. Furthermore, researchers often face a combination of chal-
lenges specific to PSM studies, including the high susceptibility of SCM 
managers to data confidentiality issues (e.g., Massimino et al., 2018), 
their inter-organizational boundary spanning role (Hallenbeck et al., 
1999) which may result in increased caution on which information to 
truthfully share with outsiders, oftentimes restricted access to different 
data sources in firms, expensive data collection with SCM practitioners, 
and SCM practitioners’ often limited time for participation in research 
studies. Hence, not all approaches are suitable for each empirical design 
in PSM and researchers should carefully assess the advantages and dis-
advantages of each approach. Further, it would be advised not to rely on 
one approach alone, but to apply several ones in combination. In dis-
cussing the appropriateness of different potential remedies, we hope to 
provide PSM researchers a useful and practical overview of applicable 
techniques to draw from for their survey and experimental designs. 

This research did not receive any specific grant from funding 
agencies in the public, commercial, or not-for-profit sectors. 

Author statement 

- Leopold Ried: Conceptualization, Writing- Original draft prepara-
tion, Writing - Review & Editing, Project administration. 

- Stephanie Eckerd: Conceptualization, Writing- Original draft 
preparation, Writing - Review & Editing. 

- Lutz Kaufmann: Conceptualization, Writing- Original draft prepa-
ration, Writing - Review & Editing. 

Declaration of competing interest 

None. 

References 

Aronson, E., Wilson, T.D., Brewer, M.B., 1998. Experimentation in social psychology. In: 
Gilbert, D.T., Fiske, S.T., Lindzey, G. (Eds.), The Handbook of Social Psychology, 
fourth ed. McGraw-Hill, Boston, MA, pp. 99–142. 

Ashenbaum, B., Blair, C.W., Brewer, B., 2020. The influence of the competitive landscape 
on cross-functional interactions between procurement and engineering. Journal of 
Purchasing and Supply Management 26 (1), 100595. https://doi.org/10.1016/j. 
pursup.2019.100595. 

Table 1 
Summary of proposed design development and data collection approaches to mitigate social desirability bias in PSM surveys and behavioral experiments.  

SDB Mitigation Approach Rationale Drawback(s) Application Example(s) 

Disguising the research 
purpose 

Individuals are less likely to identify research 
question(s). 

Research purpose might still be revealed with 
questions/items. 

Gino et al. (2009); Lafferty and 
Goldsmith (1999). 

Assuring anonymity and 
confidentiality 

Individuals feel psychologically safer to respond 
truthfully. 

Could prevent follow-up questions, if needed. Handley and Benton Jr (2012);  
Li et al. (2011). 

Indirect questioning Other-directed questions become more de- 
personalized. 

May result in invalid measures, especially for 
experiments on individual decision-making. 

Carter (2000); Li et al. (2011). 

Adapting the wording of items Innocuous questions are less likely to trigger ethical 
concerns. 

May result in less valid measures if changes are too 
substantial. 

Kaufmann et al. (2018a); Ried 
et al. (2021). 

Broadening response modes More realistic response modes reveal more realistic 
responses. 

More time consuming for respondents/participants and 
researchers. 

Singh et al. (2020). 

Conducting preparatory 
cognitive interviews 

Specific questions/items and broader topics prone to 
SDB are more easily identifiable. 

Typically uses convenience samples, which are subject 
to their own biases. 

Kaufmann et al. (2018a). 

Using multiple sources Disentangling data sources decreases susceptibility to 
one self-reported source. 

Less feasible for experimental designs. Huang and Chiu (2018); Wang 
et al. (2016). 

Applying multiple methods Methodological triangulation increases external 
validity. 

Often fewer methodological details can be reported 
compared to single method studies. 

Kaufmann et al. (2018b);  
Tangpong et al. (2010).  

L. Ried et al.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                     

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1478-4092(21)00082-0/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1478-4092(21)00082-0/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1478-4092(21)00082-0/sref1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pursup.2019.100595
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pursup.2019.100595


Journal of Purchasing and Supply Management xxx (xxxx) xxx

7

Babbar, S., Koufteros, X., Behara, R.S., Wong, C.W., 2019. SCM research leadership: the 
ranked agents and their networks. Supply Chain Management: An International 
Journal 24 (6), 821–854. https://doi.org/10.1108/SCM-11-2018-0386. 

Bagozzi, R.P., Yi, Y., 1991. Multitrait-multimethod matrices in consumer research. 
J. Consum. Res. 17 (4), 426–439. https://doi.org/10.1086/208568. 

Beatty, P.C., Willis, G.B., 2007. Research synthesis: the practice of cognitive 
interviewing. Public Opinion Quarterly 71 (2), 287–311. https://doi.org/10.1093/ 
poq/nfm006. 

Bendoly, E., 2014. System dynamics understanding in projects: information sharing, 
psychological safety, and performance effects. Prod. Oper. Manag. 23 (8), 
1352–1369. https://doi.org/10.1111/poms.12024. 

Brandon-Jones, A., Kauppi, K., 2018. Examining the antecedents of the technology 
acceptance model within e-procurement. Int. J. Oper. & Prod. Manag. 39 (1), 22–42. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJOPM-06-2015-0346. 

Brito, R.P., Miguel, P.L., 2017. Power, governance, and value in collaboration: 
differences between buyer and supplier perspectives. J. Supply Chain Manag. 53 (2), 
61–87. https://doi.org/10.1111/jscm.12134. 

Busse, C., Kach, A.P., Wagner, S.M., 2017. Boundary conditions: what they are, how to 
explore them, why we need them, and when to consider them. Organizational 
Research Methods 20 (4), 574–609. https://doi.org/10.1177/ 
2F1094428116641191. 

Camerini, A.L., Schulz, P.J., 2018. Social desirability bias in child-report social well- 
being: evaluation of the children’s social desirability short scale using item response 
theory and examination of its impact on self-report family and peer relationships. 
Child Indicators Research 11 (4), 1159–1174. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12187-017- 
9472-9. 

Cao, Z., Lumineau, F., 2015. Revisiting the interplay between contractual and relational 
governance: a qualitative and meta-analytic investigation. J. Oper. Manag. 33–34, 
15–42. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jom.2014.09.009. 

Carter, C.R., 2000. Ethical issues in international buyer–supplier relationships: a dyadic 
examination. Journal of Operations Management 18 (2), 191–208. https://doi.org/ 
10.1016/S0272-6963(99)00016-9. 

Carter, C.R., Easton, P.L., 2011. Sustainable supply chain management: evolution and 
future directions. International Journal of Physical Distribution & Logistics 
Management 41 (1), 46–62. https://doi.org/10.1108/09600031111101420. 

Carter, C.R., Meschnig, G., Kaufmann, L., 2015. Moving to the next level: why our 
discipline needs more multilevel theorization. Journal of Supply Chain Management 
51 (4), 94–102. https://doi.org/10.1111/jscm.12083. 

Carter, C.R., Hatton, M.R., Wu, C., Chen, X., 2019. Sustainable supply chain 
management: continuing evolution and future directions. International Journal of 
Physical Distribution & Logistics Management 50 (1), 122–146. https://doi.org/ 
10.1108/IJPDLM-02-2019-0056. 

Carter, C.R., Kaufmann, L., Ketchen, D.J., 2020. Expect the unexpected: toward a theory 
of the unintended consequences of sustainable supply chain management. 
International Journal of Operations & Production Management 40 (12), 1857–1871. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJOPM-05-2020-0326. 

Chen, Y.S., Su, H.C., Ro, Y.K., 2016. Can I read your mind? Perception gaps in supply 
chain relationships. J. Purch. Supply Manag. 22 (4), 311–324. https://doi.org/ 
10.1016/j.pursup.2016.06.006. 

Christiansen, N., Tett, R., 2013. Handbook of Personality at Work. Routledge, New York, 
NY.  

Crane, A., 1999. Are you ethical? Please tick yes□ or no□ on researching ethics in 
business organizations. Journal of Business Ethics 20 (3), 237–248. https://doi.org/ 
10.1023/A:1005817414241. 

Crosno, J.L., Dahlstrom, R., 2008. A meta-analytic review of opportunism in exchange 
relationships. J. of the Acad. Mark. Sci. 36 (2), 191–201. https://doi.org/10.1007/ 
s11747-007-0081-x. 

Crowne, D.P., Marlowe, D., 1960. A new scale of social desirability independent of 
psychopathology. J. Consult. Psychol. 24 (4), 349–354. https://doi.org/10.1037/ 
h0047358. 

DeMaio, T.J., Rothgeb, J., 1996. Cognitive interviewing techniques: in the lab and in the 
field. In: Schwarz, N., Sudman, S. (Eds.), In: Answering Questions: Methodology for 
Determining Cognitive and Communicative Processes in Survey Research. Jossey- 
Bass, San Francisco, pp. 177–195. 

Dimoka, A., Davis, F.D., Gupta, A., Pavlou, P.A., Banker, R.D., Dennis, A.R., 
Ischebeck, A., Müller-Putz, G., Benbasat, I., Gefen, D., Kenning, P.H., Riedl, R., vom 
Brocke, J., Weber, B., 2012. On the use of neurophysiological tools in IS research: 
developing a research agenda for NeuroIS. MIS Quarterly 36 (3), 679–702. https:// 
doi.org/10.2307/41703475. 

Doney, P.M., Cannon, J.P., 1997. An examination of the nature of trust in buyer–seller 
relationships. Journal of Marketing 61 (2), 35–51. https://doi.org/10.1177/ 
2F002224299 706100203. 

Dooley, R.S., Lerner, L.D., 1994. Pollution, profits, and stakeholders: the constraining 
effect of economic performance on CEO concern with stakeholder expectations. 
Journal of Business Ethics 13 (9), 701–711. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00881329. 

Eckerd, S., 2016. Experiments in purchasing and supply management research. J. Purch. 
Supply Manag. 22 (4), 258–261. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pursup.2016.08.002. 

Eckerd, S., Hill, J.A., 2012. The buyer-supplier social contract: information sharing as a 
deterrent to unethical behaviors. International Journal of Operations & Production 
Management 32 (2), 238–255. https://doi.org/10.1108/01443571211208641. 

Eckerd, S., Hill, J., Boyer, K.K., Donohue, K., Ward, P.T., 2013. The relative impact of 
attribute, severity, and timing of psychological contract breach on behavioral and 
attitudinal outcomes. J. Oper. Manag. 31 (7–8), 567–578. https://doi.org/10.1016/ 
j.jom.2013.06.003. 

Eckerd, S., DuHadway, S., Bendoly, E., Carter, C.R., Kaufmann, L., 2021. On making 
experimental design choices: discussions on the use and challenges of demand 

effects, incentives, deception, samples, and vignettes. Journal of Operations 
Management 67, 261–275. https://doi.org/10.1002/joom.1128. 

Ellram, L.M., Tate, W.L., Choi, T.Y., 2020. The conflicted role of purchasing in new 
product development costing. J. Supply Chain Manag. 56 (1), 3–32. https://doi.org/ 
10.1111/jscm.12217. 

Emery, G.W., Marques, M.A., 2011. The effect of transaction costs, payment terms and 
power on the level of raw materials inventories. J. Oper. Manag. 29 (3), 236–249. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jom.2010.11.003. 

Fisher, R.J., 1993. Social desirability bias and the validity of indirect questioning. 
J. Consum. Res. 20 (2), 303–315. https://doi.org/10.1086/209351. 

Fisher, R.J., 2000. The future of social-desirability bias research in marketing. 
Psychology & Marketing 17 (2), 73–77. https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1520-6793 
(200002)17:2%3C73:: AID-MAR1%3E3.0.CO;2-L. 

Fisher, R.J., Tellis, G.J., 1998. Removing social desirability bias with indirect 
questioning: is the cure worse than the disease? Advances in Consumer Research 25, 
563–567. 

Foerstl, K., Reuter, C., Hartmann, E., Blome, C., 2010. Managing supplier sustainability 
risks in a dynamically changing environment—sustainable supplier management in 
the chemical industry. Journal of Purchasing and Supply Management 16 (2), 
118–130. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pursup.2010.03.011. 

Franzen, A., Mader, S., 2019. Do phantom questions measure social desirability? 
methods, data, analyses 13, 37–57. https://doi.org/10.12758/mda.2019.01. 

Gavirneni, S., Isen, A.M., 2010. Anatomy of a newsvendor decision: observations from a 
verbal protocol analysis. Production and Operations Management 19 (4), 453–462. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1937-5956.2009.01110.x. 

Geiselman, R.E., Fisher, R.P., MacKinnon, D.P., Holland, H.L., 1986. Enhancement of 
eyewitness memory with the cognitive interview. The American Journal of 
Psychology 99 (3), 385–401. https://doi.org/10.2307/1422492. 

Gelderman, C.J., Semeijn, J., Verhappen, M., 2020. Buyer opportunism in strategic 
supplier relationships: triggers, manifestations and consequences. Journal of 
Purchasing and Supply Management 26 (2), 100581. https://doi.org/10.1016/j. 
pursup.2019.100581. 

Gino, F., Ayal, S., Ariely, D., 2009. Contagion and differentiation in unethical behavior: 
the effect of one bad apple on the barrel. Psychol. Sci. 20 (3), 393–398. https://doi. 
org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2009.02306.x. 

Grandia, J.J., Kruyen, P.P., 2020. Assessing the implementation of sustainable public 
procurement using quantitative text-analysis tools: a large-scale analysis of Belgian 
public procurement notices. Journal of Purchasing and Supply Management 26 (4), 
100627. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pursup.2020.100627. 

Greening, D.W., Gray, B., 1994. Testing a model of organizational response to social and 
political issues. Academy of Management Journal 37 (3), 467–498. https://doi.org/ 
10.5465/256697. 

Grimm, P., 2010. Social desirability bias. In: Sheth, J., Malhotra, N. (Eds.), Wiley 
International Encyclopedia of Marketing. Wiley, Chichester.  

Hallenbeck Jr., G.S., Hautaluoma, J.E., Bates, S.C., 1999. The benefits of multiple 
boundary spanning roles in purchasing. Journal of Supply Chain Management 35 
(1), 38–43. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-493X.1999.tb00235.x. 

Handley, S.M., Benton Jr., W.C., 2012. The influence of exchange hazards and power on 
opportunism in outsourcing relationships. J. Oper. Manag. 30 (1–2), 55–68. https:// 
doi.org/10.1016/j.jom.2011.06.001. 

Hardgrave, B.C., Aloysius, J.A., Goyal, S., 2013. RFID-enabled visibility and retail 
inventory record inaccuracy: experiments in the field. Prod. Oper. Manag. 22 (4), 
843–856. https://doi.org/10.1111/poms.12010. 

He, J., van de Vijver, F.J., 2013. A general response style factor: evidence from a multi- 
ethnic study in The Netherlands. Personality and Individual Differences 55 (7), 
794–800. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2013.06.017. 

Hertwig, R., Ortmann, A., 2008a. Deception in experiments: revisiting the arguments in 
its defense. Ethics and Behavior 18 (1), 59–92. https://doi.org/10.1080/ 
10508420701712990. 

Hertwig, R., Ortmann, A., 2008b. Deception in social psychology experiments: two 
misconceptions and a research agenda. Social Psychology Quarterly 71 (3), 
222–227. https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1177/019027250807100304. 

Hill, J.A., Eckerd, S., Wilson, D., Greer, B., 2009. The effect of unethical behavior on trust 
in a buyer–supplier relationship: the mediating role of psychological contract 
violation. J. Oper. Manag. 27 (4), 281–293. https://doi.org/10.1016/j. 
jom.2008.10.002. 

Huang, M.C., Chiu, Y.P., 2018. Relationship governance mechanisms and collaborative 
performance: a relational life-cycle perspective. J. Purch. Supply Manag. 24 (3), 
260–273. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pursup.2017.12.002. 

Jamison, J., Karlan, D., Schechter, L., 2008. To deceive or not to deceive: the effect of 
deception on behavior in future laboratory experiments. Journal of Economic 
Behavior and Organization 68 (3–4), 477–488. https://doi.org/10.1016/j. 
jebo.2008.09.002. 

Jap, S.D., Anderson, E., 2003. Safeguarding interorganizational performance and 
continuity under ex post opportunism. Management Science 49 (12), 1684–1701. 
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.49.12.1684.25112. 

John, G., 1984. An empirical investigation of some antecedents of opportunism in a 
marketing channel. Journal of Marketing Research 21 (3), 278–289. https://doi.org/ 
10.1177/2F002224378402100305. 

Joshi, A.W., Arnold, S.J., 1998. How relational norms affect compliance in industrial 
buying. J. Bus. Res. 41 (2), 105–114. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0148-2963(97) 
00017-9. 

Kamakura, W.A., 2010. Common methods bias. In: Sheth, J., Malhotra, N. (Eds.), Wiley 
International Encyclopedia of Marketing. Wiley, Chichester.  

L. Ried et al.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                     

https://doi.org/10.1108/SCM-11-2018-0386
https://doi.org/10.1086/208568
https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfm006
https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfm006
https://doi.org/10.1111/poms.12024
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJOPM-06-2015-0346
https://doi.org/10.1111/jscm.12134
https://doi.org/10.1177/2F1094428116641191
https://doi.org/10.1177/2F1094428116641191
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12187-017-9472-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12187-017-9472-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jom.2014.09.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0272-6963(99)00016-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0272-6963(99)00016-9
https://doi.org/10.1108/09600031111101420
https://doi.org/10.1111/jscm.12083
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJPDLM-02-2019-0056
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJPDLM-02-2019-0056
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJOPM-05-2020-0326
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pursup.2016.06.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pursup.2016.06.006
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1478-4092(21)00082-0/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1478-4092(21)00082-0/sref20
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1005817414241
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1005817414241
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-007-0081-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-007-0081-x
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0047358
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0047358
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1478-4092(21)00082-0/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1478-4092(21)00082-0/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1478-4092(21)00082-0/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1478-4092(21)00082-0/sref24
https://doi.org/10.2307/41703475
https://doi.org/10.2307/41703475
https://doi.org/10.1177/2F002224299 706100203
https://doi.org/10.1177/2F002224299 706100203
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00881329
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pursup.2016.08.002
https://doi.org/10.1108/01443571211208641
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jom.2013.06.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jom.2013.06.003
https://doi.org/10.1002/joom.1128
https://doi.org/10.1111/jscm.12217
https://doi.org/10.1111/jscm.12217
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jom.2010.11.003
https://doi.org/10.1086/209351
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1520-6793(200002)17:2&percnt;3C73:: AID-MAR1&percnt;3E3.0.CO;2-L
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1520-6793(200002)17:2&percnt;3C73:: AID-MAR1&percnt;3E3.0.CO;2-L
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1478-4092(21)00082-0/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1478-4092(21)00082-0/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1478-4092(21)00082-0/sref36
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pursup.2010.03.011
https://doi.org/10.12758/mda.2019.01
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1937-5956.2009.01110.x
https://doi.org/10.2307/1422492
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pursup.2019.100581
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pursup.2019.100581
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2009.02306.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2009.02306.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pursup.2020.100627
https://doi.org/10.5465/256697
https://doi.org/10.5465/256697
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1478-4092(21)00082-0/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1478-4092(21)00082-0/sref45
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-493X.1999.tb00235.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jom.2011.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jom.2011.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1111/poms.12010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2013.06.017
https://doi.org/10.1080/10508420701712990
https://doi.org/10.1080/10508420701712990
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1177/019027250807100304
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jom.2008.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jom.2008.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pursup.2017.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2008.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2008.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.49.12.1684.25112
https://doi.org/10.1177/2F002224378402100305
https://doi.org/10.1177/2F002224378402100305
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0148-2963(97)00017-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0148-2963(97)00017-9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1478-4092(21)00082-0/sref58
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1478-4092(21)00082-0/sref58


Journal of Purchasing and Supply Management xxx (xxxx) xxx

8

Kaufmann, L., Carter, C.R., Rauer, J., 2016. The coevolution of relationship dominant 
logic and supply risk mitigation strategies. Journal of Business Logistics 37 (2), 
87–106. https://doi.org/10.1111/jbl.12126. 

Kaufmann, L., Esslinger, J., Carter, C.R., 2018a. Toward relationship resilience: 
managing buyer-induced breaches of psychological contracts during joint 
buyer–supplier projects. Journal of Supply Chain Management 54 (4), 62–85. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/jscm.12181. 

Kaufmann, L., Rottenburger, J., Carter, C.R., Schlereth, C., 2018b. Bluffs, lies, and 
consequences: a reconceptualization of bluffing in buyer-supplier negotiations. 
J. Supply Chain Manag. 54 (2), 49–70. https://doi.org/10.1111/jscm.12155. 

Kelley, S.W., Skinner, S.J., Ferrell, O.C., 1989. Opportunistic behavior in marketing 
research organizations. J. Bus. Res. 18 (4), 327–340. https://doi.org/10.1016/0148- 
2963(89)90025-8. 

Kestenbaum, J.M., Hammersla, J., 1976. Filler items and social desirability in rotter’s 
locus of control scale. Journal of Personality Assessment 40 (2), 162–168. https:// 
doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa4002_7. 

Ketokivi, M., 2019. Avoiding bias and fallacy in survey research: a behavioral multilevel 
approach. J. Oper. Manag. 65 (4), 380–402. https://doi.org/10.1002/joom.1011. 

Knemeyer, A.M., Naylor, R.W., 2011. Using behavioral experiments to expand our 
horizons and deepen our understanding of logistics and supply chain decision 
making. Journal of Business Logistics 32 (4), 296–302. https://doi.org/10.1111/ 
j.0000-0000.2011.01025.x. 

Kumar, V.K., Lebo, C., Gallagher, C., 1991. Effectiveness of filler items in disguising scale 
purpose. Perceptual and Motor Skills 73 (2), 371–374. https://doi.org/10.2466/ 
pms.1991.73.2.371. 

Lafferty, B.A., Goldsmith, R.E., 1999. Corporate credibility’s role in consumers’ attitudes 
and purchase intentions when a high versus a low credibility endorser is used in the 
ad. Journal of Business Research 44 (2), 109–116. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0148- 
2963(98)00002-2. 

Li, Y., Liu, Y., Liu, H., 2011. Co-opetition, distributor’s entrepreneurial orientation and 
manufacturer’s knowledge acquisition: evidence from China. J. Oper. Manag. 29 
(1–2), 128–142. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jom.2010.07.006. 

Liao, K., Deng, X., Liao, Y., Zhang, Q., 2020. Supplier empowerment: mediating 
situational factors and perceived performance. Journal of Purchasing and Supply 
Management 26 (3), 100611. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pursup.2020.100611. 

Lonati, S., Quiroga, B.F., Zehnder, C., Antonakis, J., 2018. On doing relevant and 
rigorous experiments: review and recommendations. Journal of Operations 
Management 64, 19–40. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jom.2018.10.003. 

Loo, R., Thorpe, K., 2000. Confirmatory factor analyses of the full and short versions of 
the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale. J. Soc. Psychol. 140 (5), 628–635. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224540009600503. 

Lorentz, H., Laari, S., Engblom, J., Tanskanen, K., 2019. Attention-based view on 
achieving ambidexterity in purchasing and supply management. Journal of 
Purchasing and Supply Management 25 (5), 100560. https://doi.org/10.1016/j. 
pursup.2019.100560. 

Lu, J., Kaufmann, L., Carter, C.R., 2019. Small talk, big impact – the influence of casual 
collegial advice on purchasing negotiations. J. Purch. Supply Manag. 25 (5), 100576. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pursup.2019.100576. 

Lumineau, F., Oliveira, N., 2020. Reinvigorating the study of opportunism in supply 
chain management. J. Supply Chain Manag. 56 (1), 73–87. https://doi.org/10.1111/ 
jscm.12215. 

Ma, S., Hofer, A.R., Aloysius, J., 2021. Supplier dependence asymmetry and investment 
in innovation: the role of psychological uncertainty. J. Purch. Supply Manag. 27 (2), 
100674. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pursup.2021.100674. 

Mahapatra, S.K., Das, A., Narasimhan, R., 2012. A contingent theory of supplier 
management initiatives: effects of competitive intensity and product life cycle. 
J. Oper. Manag. 30 (5), 406–422. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jom.2012.03.004. 

Malhotra, M.K., Grover, V., 1998. An assessment of survey research in POM: from 
constructs to theory. J. Oper. Manag. 16 (4), 407–425. https://doi.org/10.1016/ 
S0272-6963(98)00021-7. 

Massimino, B., Gray, J.V., Lan, Y., 2018. On the inattention to digital confidentiality in 
operations and supply chain research. Prod. Oper. Manag. 27 (8), 1492–1515. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/poms.12879. 

Mayer, R.C., Davis, J.H., 1999. The effect of the performance appraisal system on trust 
for management: a field quasi-experiment. Journal of Applied Psychology 84 (1), 
123–136. https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0021-9010.84.1.123. 

McGrath, J.E., 1982. Dilemmatics: the study of research choices and dilemmas. In: 
McGrath, J.E., Martin, J., Kulka, R.A. (Eds.), Judgment Calls in Research. Sage 
Publications, Beverly Hills, CA, pp. 69–102. 

Milliken, F.J., Morrison, E.W., Hewlin, P.F., 2003. An exploratory study of employee 
silence: issues that employees don’t communicate upward and why. J. Manag. Stud. 
40 (6), 1453–1476. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-6486.00387. 

Morf, M.E., Jackson, D.N., 1972. An analysis of two response styles: true responding and 
item endorsement. Educational and Psychological Measurement 32 (2), 329–353. htt 
ps://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1177/001316447203200210. 

Morgan, R.M., Hunt, S.D., 1994. The commitment-trust theory of relationship marketing. 
Journal of Marketing 58 (3), 20–38. https://doi.org/10.1177/ 
2F002224299405800302. 

Mrkva, K., Van Boven, L., 2017. Attentional accounting: voluntary spatial attention 
increases budget category prioritization. J. Exp. Psychol. Gen. 146 (9), 1296–1306. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000347. 

Nederhof, A.J., 1985. Methods of coping with social desirability bias: a review. European 
journal of social psychology 15 (3), 263–280. https://doi.org/10.1002/ 
ejsp.2420150303. 

Ortmann, A., Hertwig, R., 2002. The costs of deception: evidence from psychology. 
Experimental Economics 5, 111–131. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1020365204768. 

Paulhus, D.L., 1981. Control of social desirability in personality inventories: principal- 
factor deletion. Journal of Research in Personality 15 (3), 383–388. https://doi.org/ 
10.1016/0092-6566(81)90035-0. 

Paulhus, D.L., 1984. Two-component models of socially desirable responding. 
J. Personal. Soc. Psychol. 46 (3), 598–609. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022- 
3514.46.3.598. 

Piechota, S., Glas, A.H., Essig, M., 2021. Questioning the relevance of supplier 
satisfaction for preferred customer treatment: antecedent effects of comparative 
alternatives and multi-dimensionality. Journal of Purchasing and Supply 
Management 27 (1), 100672. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pursup.2021.100672. 

Podsakoff, P.M., MacKenzie, S.B., Lee, J.Y., Podsakoff, N.P., 2003. Common method 
biases in behavioral research: a critical review of the literature and recommended 
remedies. J. Appl. Psychol. 88 (5), 879–903. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021- 
9010.88.5.879. 

Podsakoff, P.M., MacKenzie, S.B., Podsakoff, N.P., 2012. Sources of method bias in social 
science research and recommendations on how to control it. Annu. Rev. Psychol. 63, 
539–569. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-120710-100452. 

Pulles, N.J., Veldman, J., Schiele, H., Sierksma, H., 2014. Pressure or pamper? The 
effects of power and trust dimensions on supplier resource allocation. J. Supply 
Chain Manag. 50 (3), 16–36. https://doi.org/10.1111/jscm.12049. 

Rajala, A., Tidström, A., 2017. A multilevel perspective on organizational buying 
behavior in coopetition – an exploratory case study. J. Purch. Supply Manag. 23 (3), 
202–210. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pursup.2017.03.002. 

Ramkumar, M., Schoenherr, T., Wagner, S.M., Jenamani, M., 2019. Q-TAM: a quality 
technology acceptance model for predicting organizational buyers’ continuance 
intentions for e-procurement services. International Journal of Production 
Economics 216, 333–348. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2019.06.003. 

Reimann, F., Kosmol, T., Kaufmann, L., 2017. Responses to supplier-induced disruptions: 
a fuzzy-set analysis. Journal of Supply Chain Management 53 (4), 37–66. https:// 
doi.org/10.1111/jscm.12141. 

Reuter, C., Goebel, P., Foerstl, K., 2012. The impact of stakeholder orientation on 
sustainability and cost prevalence in supplier selection decisions. Journal of 
Purchasing and Supply Management 18 (4), 270–281. https://doi.org/10.1016/j. 
pursup.2012.06.004. 

Reynolds, W.M., 1982. Development of reliable and valid short forms of the marlowe- 
crowne social desirability scale. J. Clin. Psychol. 38 (1), 119–125. https://doi.org/ 
10.1002/1097-4679(198201)38:1<119::AID-JCLP2270380118>3.0.CO;2-I. 

Ried, L., Eckerd, S., Kaufmann, L., Carter, C., 2021. Spillover effects of information 
leakages in buyer–supplier–supplier triads. J. Oper. Manag. 67 (3), 280–306. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/joom.1116. 

Ro, Y.K., Su, H.C., Chen, Y.S., 2016. A tale of two perspectives on an impending supply 
disruption. J. Supply Chain Manag. 52 (1), 3–20. https://doi.org/10.1111/ 
jscm.12100. 

Robertson, D.H., Joselyn, R.W., 1974. Projective techniques in research. J. Advert. Res. 
14 (5), 27–31. 

Rungtusanatham, M., Wallin, C., Eckerd, S., 2011. The vignette in a scenario-based role- 
playing experiment. J. Supply Chain Manag. 47 (3), 9–16. https://doi.org/10.1111/ 
j.1745-493X.2011.03232.x. 

Schmidt, C.G., Wagner, S.M., 2019. Blockchain and supply chain relations: a transaction 
cost theory perspective. Journal of Purchasing and Supply Management 25 (4), 
100552. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pursup.2019.100552. 

Schmitt, N., 1994. Method bias: the importance of theory and measurement. J. Organ. 
Behav. 15 (5), 393–398. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.4030150504. 

Sezer, O., Gino, F., Bazerman, M.H., 2015. Ethical blind spots: explaining unintentional 
unethical behavior. Curr. Opin. Psychol. 6, 77–81. https://doi.org/10.1016/j. 
copsyc.2015. 03.030. 

Shou, Y., Li, Y., Park, Y., Kang, M., 2018. Supply chain integration and operational 
performance: the contingency effects of production systems. Journal of Purchasing 
and Supply Management 24 (4), 352–360. https://doi.org/10.1016/j. 
pursup.2017.11.004. 

Simon, R.J., Simon, J.L., 1974. Money incentives and family size: a hypothetical-question 
study. Public Opin. Q. 38 (4), 585–595. https://doi.org/10.1086/268185. 

Singh, S.K., Marinova, D., Singh, J., 2020. Business-to-Business e-negotiations and 
influence tactics. J. Mark. 84 (2), 47–68. https://doi.org/10.1177/ 
0022242919899381. 

Stanczyk, A., Foerstl, K., Busse, C., Blome, C., 2015. Global sourcing decision-making 
processes: politics, intuition, and procedural rationality. Journal of Business 
Logistics 36 (2), 160–181. https://doi.org/10.1111/jbl.12090. 

Stein, L.M., Memon, A., 2006. Testing the efficacy of the cognitive interview in a 
developing country. Appl. Cognit. Psychol. 20 (5), 597–605. https://doi.org/ 
10.1002/acp.1211. 
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